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PREFACE 


This microfiche publication, American Foreign Pol- 
icy: Foreign Affairs Press Briefings, 1986, Supplement, 
presents the full texts of two series of documents: 
Department of State Daily Press Briefings, and De- 
partment of State and White House Special Press 
Briefings. Some of these were published as extracts 
in the printed volume American Foreign Policy: Cur- 
rent Documents, 1986. Volurnes in the American For- 
eign Policy series, the authoritative official record of 
major public statements concerning foreign affairs, 
have been published since 1950. 

The microfiche supplements to the series seek to 
ensure wider and more convenieni official and public 
access to an important component of the foreign 
affairs record. To date, microfiche supplements to 
the 1981, 1982, 1983, 1984, and 1985 printed vol- 
umes have been published. Beginning with the 1984 
supplement, the subtitle was changed from Current 
Documents, which was used for the 1981-1983 supple- 
ments, to Foreign Affairs Press Briefings. The printed 
guide accompanving the microfiche contains a com- 
prehensive index to both the Daily and Special Brief- 
ings. The guide is also reproduced on the first 
microfiche card in the set. 

This publication has two parts. Part I contains the 
complete series of the Department of State Daily 
Press Briefings held in 1986. The reproduced docu- 
ments are photocopies of the complete record of each 
Department noon briefing. Each day's record, pre- 
pared by a court reporter and edited for accuracy by 
the Department's Press Office staff, is essentially 
verbatim. 

At these daily briefings, the Department of State 
Spokesman provides to officially accredited news cor- 
respondents statements and comments on current for- 
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eign affairs issues. These “noon briefings”, which began 
during the 1960s, include prepared official announce- 
ments on events, appointments, and foreign policy 
issues as well as responses to questions from the cor- 
respondents. The announcements and responses, based 
on the carefully-prepared guidance from Department 
policymakers, represent the most current and authori- 
tative policy of the Department and the government. 

This publication also contains all “posted state- 
ments’. These are written responses to reporters spe- 
cific inquiries which the Spokesman did not have 
sufficient information or adequate guidance at hand to 
answer during the briefing but which were subsequently 
answered in the form of typewritten statements posted 
in the Press Office. In this publication the posted state- 
ments immediately follow the daily briefings at which 
the questions were asked. 

Part II of this microfiche publication reproduces spe- 
cial press briefings by senior Department or White 
House officials on major foreign policy issues or on 
State visits by foreign dignitaries. These Department of 
State and Whue House Special Briefings are conducted 
either “on the record” or “on background”. In the case 
of background briefings, correspondents are not per- 
mitted to reveal the identity of the briefing officers in 
their subsequent articles, generally referring to them as 
“senior administration officials” or “senior State De- 
partment officials’. The names of the briefing officers 
have been deleted wherever they have appeared in 
these documents. 

During 1986 Secretary of State Shultz gave 37 on-the- 
record formal press briefings or press conferences. The 
transcripts of 33 of these were issued as press releases 
by the Department of State Press Office. Nineteen of 
these press releases were subsequently published in full 
in the Department of State Bulletin and have not been 
reproduced here. The transcripts of the other 14 (4 of 
which were also White House press releases) as well as 
the texts of 4 briefings available only in Department ca- 
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bles have been included in this collection of special 
briefings. 

This microfiche publication does not include inter- 
views, off-the-record sessions, “deep background” 
briefings (i.ce., not to be attributed even to senior 
administration or Department officials), briefings be- 
fore nonpress groups, or briefings by foreign spokes- 
men unless given jointly with U.S. officials. It also does 
not include the texts of the press conferences by the 
President, which are published in Public Papers of the 
Presidents of the U'nited States: Ronald Reagan, 1986. 

The President's Press Secretary or a Deputy Press 
Secretary also gives daily briefings to White House cor- 
respondents on the full range of governmental ac- 
tivities and responsibilities. Only a small proportion of 
these White House daily press briefings deals with for- 
rign affairs topics. These briefings are not included in 
this microfiche publication except in a few instances 
where the entire briefing covers a single foreign policy 
issue in depth. Some select passages from these White 
House daily briefings that touch on key foreign affairs 
issues were also previously printed in American Foreign 
Policy: Current Documents, 1986. 

The record copies of the Department’ Daily and Spe- 
cial Press Briefings. which are verbatim transcripts, are 
filed in the Department of State and will be transferred 
to the National Archives and Records Administration 
(NARA) for permanent retention. The texts repro- 
duced in this microfiche publication are the only pub- 
lished form of these briefings. The original transcripts 
of the White House briefings are retained by the Execu- 
tive Office of the President. They will be permanently 
preserved along with other historical papers of the 
Reagan administration at the Ronald Reagan Presiden- 
tial Library, which will be located in Simi Valley, 
California. 

William F. Sanford, Jc., and Evans Gerakas prepared 
the documents for publication under the geweral direc- 
tion of David S. Patterson, Chief of the Operations 
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Staff. Victoria Agee compiled the index. Rita M. Baker 
conducted the final review of the index, guide, and 
manuscript before publication 


William Z. Slany 
The Historian 
Office of the Historian 
Bureau of Public Affairs 








INDEX 


Editor's Note: The references in this index are the dates 
of the individual press briefings. The entries for the 
Sonn 6 ee Se ee 

rtment of State and White House 
Briefings are listed Pred yy ~ ty ary Le of 
respectively, under cath beading, When more than one 
briefing occurred on one day, the order in which 
¥ appear on the microfiche card is denoted by the letter 
A, B, etc. 


Abadia Arias, jorge. Daily, June 18 
Abbas, Abu El: 
Daily, Jan. 13-14, Mar. 28, May 6, 21, June 11, 25, 
fu v 10, 25 
» Mav 5B 
liah, George Ibrahim, Daily, Sept. 11 
Abdel Meguid, Ahmed Esmai. Mar. 29 
Abe, Shintaro, Special, Jan. 25, June 27 
ABM Treaty. See Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty. 
Abrams, Elhot: 
Daily, Apr. 16-17, 21, May 13, Aug. 15, Sept. 25, Oct. 16, 
23. Dec. 1,5 
» Mar. 3, 6C, 28. Apr. 10, Oct. 11, Nov. 10B 
Abrams. Morris, Special, Oct. 10A-B. 14C 
Abshire. Dave. Special, May 27A 
ACDA. See Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. 
Acheson. David. Special, Feb. 3 
Achille Lauro affair, Daily, Jan. 13, July 10 
Acid rain, Special, Mar. 17-18 
Acquired Immune Deficiency Svndrome. Daily, Jan. 17, 
Dec. 3 
Adamishin. Anatoliy. Daily, Aug. 26 
Adeiman. Kenneth L.: 
Daily, Mar. 6 
Special, Mar. 7B, 14B 


Afghanistan: 
Baily Jon 16, 30, Mar. 18, 31, Apr. 7, 23-25, 29, 
ay 1-2. 19, June 17, Aug. 12, Sept. 4, 11, Oct. 20, 
Nov. 7, Dec. 3 
chemical warfare, Special, Mar. 25B 
Karmal resignation, Daily, Nov. 20 
narcotics production, Special, Mar. 26B 
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1 
Snr 
Soviet ~~ experts talks on, Daily, Aug. 25-26, 


Sept. 3 
Soviet troop withdrawal, Daily, jan. 2, 21, Feb. 14, Apr. 1, 4, 
7, May 19, July 15, 28, Oct. 15, 27, 30, Dec. 16 
U.N. proximity talks, Aug. 11 
U.S. humanitarian aid, Daily, June 10, 16 
U.S. visu of resistance leaders, Daily, june 6, 16, 20 
Afghanistan Day. Daily, Mar. 20 
Africa (see also South Africa; and under names of individual 
countries): 
Daily, Dec. 2. 5, 12, 16 
Special, May 22 
Armacost trip, pS 5. 9, 11-12, 18, 22 
locust grasshopper 
Daily, Aug. |, 21, 28, 8. Sept. 18 
, Aug. 1B 
African National Congress. 
Daily, Mav 20, June 17, July 24, 31, Aug. 7, 13, Sept. 4, 10, 
19, Oct. 29, Dec. 16, 22-24, 29 
Special, Mar. 9. 16. June 24, July 22B 
we for International Development 
ly, Nov. 24 
Special, Feb. 5B 
+ atization Conference. Daily, Feb. 14 
Ahidjo. Ahmadou., Special, Feb. 25B 
AID. See Agency for International Development 
AIDS. See Acquired Immune Deficiency Svndrome 
Air Detense Information Zone, Special, Mar. 28 
Airborne Warning and Control System. 
Daily, Feb. 27, June 16, Aug. 28, Nov. 10, 18 
Special, Mar. |! 
Akbulut. Yildirim, Special, Jan. 8A 
Alfonsin, Raul, Daily, Nov. 4, 12, 17 
Algeria. Daily, Apr. 28, May 21 
Alt Sultan Abu, Daily, May 29 
Alliluveva, Svetlana, Daily, Apr. | 
Almasov, Alex, — Aug. | 
American Foreign Policy: Current Documents, 1984, Daily, 
Oct. 2 
American Jewish Committee, Daily, May 13, 15-16 
American Stock Exchange. Daily, lune 9 
Americas Watch, Special, Mar éC 

















r. 20, 
A (see alse Umion for the Total I ot ) 
ity, jon 5. 7, 10, 13, 23, 29-30, Feb. 8 bar 25, sor f 20. 
27, June 2,6, Aug. 12. 19, . 18, Oct. 5, 5 
Botha’ propo:al on Namibia. Daily, Mar 5. 10 
Cuban troop» withdrawal. 


Spectal, Jon "28. Mar. 9 


Econom scting. Bathe bon fT 28 
Savirmbs meeting. Daily, jan. 17, 21-22, 28-29 
Savini: visit to US, Special, Jan. 30B 
LS. economic assistance 
Daily, Apr. | 
» Jan. SOB 
Anti-American Arab Group. Apr. 5 
Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty (U S.-U SSR) 
Daily, June 2. 5. 17 
Aug. 15A. Oct. 14B, 14D, 21, Nov. 7, Dec. 11 
ANZUS. Ser Australia-New Zealand-Unned States Security 
Treats 
Apartherd 
Daily, jan. 2. June 19. Aug 13. Sept. 3 
Special, Mar 4. 14A. Jul) 22B. Aug. 7 
Apodaca. \ ctor. Daily, jan 15 
Aquino. Bemgno 
ly, Mar 6 
Special, Mav 9 
Aquino, Corazon C. (see also Philippines: Aquino 
Government) 
Daily, Feb. 24-25. Apr. 22, june 16, Sept. 11, 15 
Special, Mav %. Sepi. 16 
Arab League 
Daily, jan. 6, Feb. 3. Aug. 29 
Special, Mar |! 
Arab Liberation Organization, Special, Sepi. 5 
Arafat, Yasir, Daily, jan. 5,6, 27, Feb. 3.7, 10, 14, Mar 6. 
May 25, June 25 
Arbato. Georgn Arkadevich, Daily, Aug 27 


Arctx soverengnty, Special, Mar 18 
Arens. Moshe. Daily, Nov 12 
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. Dec 
Special, 34A 
Armacou. 
Daily, Feb. 24. 4, 7, 9-11, 26, May 1, 23, 28, June 27, 
eb. 94 Aes 4. 2.9.11, 98, Bey 1. £8, 9 . Dec. 2, 
10 
Special, Mar 20. Apr 13. 25D. June 
Africa trip, Daily, Bec 5. 9, 11-12. 18, r 
Armenia 18A-B 


weapons. 
Disarmament in Europe. Imermediate-range Nuclear 
Forces, Revkjavik Summut: Ser Defense Inmiative, 
Warsaw Pact. end under headings beginning with the word 
Nuclear) 
» Jan. 15, Feb. 21. Mar. 5, 24. Apr. 17, 22. 25, Mav 6, 
une 5, 26, July 24, 31. Aug. 21. Nov. 3, 10, Dec. 5 
Special, jan. 15A. June 27, Oct 15 
Geneva talks 
Daily, June 30. July 3. 25. Nov. 17, 19-20 
Special, Oc. 14D. Nov. 14-15. Dec 1 
Group of Six commumique, Daily, Aug * 
Interim Restraint. Daily, June 13 
MBFR talks 
Daily, jan 
» Mar 25B. Now 3 
NATO proposal. Daily, Dec. 12 
nuclear deterrence 
Daily, Nov 19 
Special, Now 14-15 
Soviet nuclear weapons testing. Daily, Mar. 18, 28 
Soviet proposals, Daily, Jan. 16, Feb. 10. 15-14, 20, 24, 
June 12, 17, 30, July 9-11, 14, 18, 21, Aug. 6, 11, 13-14, 


Soviet violations, Special, Mar 7B. 13, 25B 
Test Ban Treaty, Daily, Mar 5, 12, Aug. 8 


Tower resignation 
Daily, Mar |! 


Special, Mar |5 
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Arms control and disarmament—Continued 
US. nuclear ten, Daily, Mar 24. Apr 1. 4.7. july 11, 


Special, May SA 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency 


Daily, Mar. 6. Dec. 9. 15 

Special, Mar 15 
Armstrong. Neil, Special, Feb 5. June 9 
Arwwhovn, Andrya. Daily, Feb 12 
ASEAN Ser Association of Southeast Assan Nati 
Asia Socets Ma 2 


Aspin. Rep Les. Apr 10 
Assad Gon Hafw al-. Daily, Jan 5. Apr 30, May 5-6, 19. 
July |, Aug. 15 
Association of heast Asian Nations 
Daily, june |! 
Apr 22. June 18B. 26-27 
A . Lucille, Ma & 
Auantx Council. Daily, June $ 
Austraha 


bilateral meetings (with US). Daily, Aug 7 
defense facitues. Daily, July 24 
Hawke on wheat deals. srategu alhance. Daily, Aug 26 
Hawkes view to CS. Daily, Apr 1). Jul 29 
military exercises wath LS. Daily, Aug 18 
LS. aren deserter m. Daily, Dec 18 
LS sugar sales to Chena. Daily, Aug 15-14 
wheat sales to Sovet L mon. Daily, Jul) 28-29. 5). Aug 4-5 
Australia-New Zecland-L nned States Securit: Treat 
(ANZLS) 
Deily, Apr 29. June 27. Jul 2. Aug 12. 22. 25 
Special, june 1B. 27 
Austria (oer elvo Terrormm. Rome Vienna airport bombings) 
U.S. Embass on Vienna threatened, Daily, Ocr 15 
Waldhewm election. Daily, June 4 
Waldhewm immigration status. Daily, May 7 
Waldherm mauguration Daily, Jul 2. & 
Waldhemm iavestigation. Daily, Mar 6. Apr 3. May 15. 16 
June 6. Aug 4-5. & Oct. 30 
Waldheim visa cligitein,. Daily, Apr 25 
Aviation (se elo under neers af mdrrvdwal arrlimes) 
bilateral aviation agreements 
Japan-L S.. Special, jan 25 
Swiss S.. Daily, Aug 4. Special, Aug 1A 
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: 





A . . SA. 
Ser Program for Susamed Growth in the 


s -  1t~ Comrel Act 
<n 
Daily. ! wy yh 
Spock 1SA-B 5A-B. Aug 19 
Baidiron Mar 16 
Baldrige olm. Special, Ma 2). jul) 2B. 5! 
Bandar lon Sukan. Prince. Daily, Nov 12 

. Daily, Ma * 





Berlin Wall Daily, Aug 12 2! 
Besermerimvih Aleksandr 4 
Deily, jul 26 29 
el. \on 7 
Beiancur Cuartas Belsarco Daily, Mar 10 
Bhutio Benar Deily. Aug 15 
Brlszveral Aviation Agreemen: ‘LS ) Special, jan 25 
Bilateral Aviation Agreement (Sere 5) Special, Aug 1A 
Bilateral Invesemenm: Treat: (Cameroon | S$ ) Special, 
Feb 258 
Bilateral Invesement Treaty (Egy pr-l S ) Daily, Mar |! 
Bishara. Abdullah Daily, Dec 10 
B, Maurwe Special, Feb 1% 
Biva Pau! 


Daily, Feb 26 
Special, Feb 258 








anti-drug operation 
Daily, july 16-18. 2). Aug. 5, 28-29 
Aug 5.14 


attach on LS. Embassy. Daily, Mar 27 
econom« aid. Daily, July 30 


sate of wege. Daily, Aug 28-29 


Bosworth Stephen W 
Daily, Feb 15 
Feb. 25D. Apr 25D 
Botha. Preter Willem 
Daily, Jan 15. 51. Feb 12-15. Mar 5. 10. Jume 15. 17-18 
jul 21, 29-90. Aug 13.008 2. Dec @ 


. jan 28 
Buasmana ly, Mav 19 
Bras! 
Deily, feb 28 Mar 18 Dee 24. 29 
» De 
LS ven of Sarnes Sep & 10 


Bremer. L. Paul. 1! by, Oct 27-28 
Brown. Gordon S.. Daily, Mar 5 
Brown. Robert. Daily, Jul) 16-18. 2! 
Brune: Special, june 1*B. 26 
Buchanan. Pairxk | Special, Mar 20 
Buckles. Witham 

Daily, Mar 17. Jul) 28 Oct 3. New 26 


polen dle ISA 
of the U.S. Special, jan 15B. Feb 5A. Aug 1° 


Dee * 
Buechier, Yul. Daily, Or * 
Buys). Zingrees. Daily, June 2-5 
Bulgaria. Turkish-speaking Muslims Special, Mar 254 


Bunch Dale Apr WO 
Burma . Mar 218 
Burm. john F. Daily, July 18, 21-22 


Burt, Ruxherd R.. Daily, Apr * 
Burton. Rep Dan. Daily, Dec 25 
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Bush, : 
tren, Dells Dec. 4 
Middle East, Daily, Apr. 9, May 30, July 8, 22, 28-29, 
Aug. 4, 6 
en A Contras, Special, Mar. 6A 
Oman, Daily, Apr. 1! 
Portugal trip, Special, Mar. 9 
Saudi Arabia trip, Daily, Apr. 2-3, 21 
South Africa, Daily, Jan. 2! 
terrorism, Special, Mar. 6A 
Tunisia trip: 
Daily, Mar. 6 
Mar. 9 
Byrd. Sen. Robert C., Special, June 5, Oct. 14A 


Calero, Adolfo, Special, Mar. 3, 6C, June 18A 
Calkins, William, Daily, Apr. 21 
Camarena Salazar, Enrique, Special, Jan. 3, Aug. 11A-11B 
Cambodia: 
Daily, Jan. 3. 6, 10, June 24 
Special, Mar. 25B. June 18B 
Cameroon: 
coup attempt of 1984, Special, Feb. 25B 
toxic gas disaster: 
Daily, Aug. 25-27. Sept. 2. 12 
Special, Aug. 25 
U.S. visit of Biva: 
Daily, Feb. 26 





Canada: 
Daily, Jan. 10, Aug. 12. Oct. 3 
High Great Lakes Water Levels Issue, Daily, Aug. | 
Shultz trip. Daily, Nov. 14 
Summit meeting (with U.S.). Special, Mar. 17-18 
Trade: 
Daily, »pr. 15, June 6 
bilateral agreement (with U.S.), Special, Mar. 18 
shakes and shingles tariffs, Daily, May 29, June 3 
Cano. Guillermo, Daily, Dec. 18 
Carballo. Bismark, Daily, June 30 
Caribbean. drug searches, Daily, Jan. 13 
Caribbean Basin, Regional Security System, Special, Feb. 19 
Caribbean Basin Initiative, Special, Feb. 19, Dec. 3 
Carlisle. Charles, Special, Aug. 1A 
Carlucci, Frank C.: 
Daily, Dec. 2 
Special, Dec. 2. 4B 
Carrington. Lord Peter. Daily, Apr. 7 
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Casey, William J.: 
Daily, Apr. 7, July 30 
Special, Nov. 25, Dec. 2 
Cavaco Silva, Anibal: 
Daily, Sept. 9 
Mar. 9 
CDE. See Conference on Disarmament in Europe. 
Central America (see also Contadora peace process; National 
Bipartisan Commission on Central America): 
Daily, Mar. 27, May 27, June 5, Aug. 26 
Armacost visit, Daily, Oct. 30 
Habib’ appointment, Daily, Mar. 7 
Habib’ role, Daily, July 17, 25 
Habib’ travel plans. Daily, Mar. 10-12, July i4 
peacekeeping force, Daily, Feb. 28 
Central Intelligence Agency, Special, Nov. 13A 
Cerezo Arevalo, Vinicio, Special, Nov. 11 
Chad: 
Daily, Feb. 14, 18, 21, 28. Nov. 21, Dec. 18-19, 22-24, 30 
Special, Feb. 25B 
Challenger space shuttle accident: 
Daily, jan. 28-29 
Speciai, Feb. 3. June 9 
Chamorro, Fernando: 
Daily, Apr. 24 
Special, June ISA 
Chautauqua Conference. Daily, Sept. 8-12 
Chemical and biological weapons: 
Daily, Feb. 11-14. 18, 24, Mar. 14. 26, Apr. 11, May 22-23, 
29, June 5-6, 10, Dec. 3, 24 
Special, Mar. 25B. Mav 23, Nov. 15 
Cheney, Rep. Dick. Special, Dec. 2 
Chervoy, Gen. Nikolai F., Daily, Feb. 11 
Chevron Oil Company: 
Daily, Feb. 3. Mar. 25-26, Mav | 
Special, Jan. 30B 
Chevsson, Claude. Special, June 27 
Childress, Richard T., Special, July 2A 
Chile: 
Daily, Jan. 16, Feb. 28, Apr. 28-29, July 3, 9, Aug. 15, 
Sept. 4. 8, 10-11, Oct. 10, 22, Nov. 3, 20. Dec. 1 
Galvins trip, Daily, Aug. 18 
Helms office intelligence leaks. Daily, Aug. 4-5 
Helms trip. Daily, July 11. Aug. 11 
human rights, Daily, Mar. 12, 14. June 27, July 29, Dec. 1 
Rojas death, Daily, July 7-11, 14, 21, 24-25, 29, Aug. 6, 11, 
26, Sept. 24 
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Chile—Continued 


U.S. policy: 
Dalty. ie? 14, 18, Aug. 4 


Mar. 14A 
Chin, Larry Wu Tai, Daily, Feb. 2! 
China, People’s Republic of: 
arms sale to Iraq, Daily, one 26 
arms transter to Taiwan, Daily, Apr. 25 
avionics sale, Daily, Apr. 8, 29 
defectors/political asylum , Daily, Jan. 13, July 21, Sept. 4 
espionage case, Daily, Feb. 21, one 25 
India border tensions, DaZly, July 2! 
journalists detained, Daily. juls 18, 21-22 
nuclear cooperation with India, Daily, Aug. 28 
Schneider's visit, Daily, Feb. 18 
student demonstrations, Daily, Dec. 22 
Taiwan plane incident, Daily, May 19-20, July 17 
Tibet, Daily, Oct. 22 
trade deficit, Daily, Jan. 27 
U.S. airline rights, i en. Jan. 25 
U.S. arms sales, Daily, Jan. 24 
U.S. navy ship visit, Dally Oct. 9 
U.S. policy. Daily, Aug. | 
Vice Foreign Ministers visit, Daily, june 25, 2 
Yang visit. Daily, May 7 
Chirac. Jacques: 
Daily, Sept. 25. Nov. 7 
Special, Apr. 22. May 6A. Nov. 10B 
Chissano, Joaquim Alberto. Daily, Nov. 3 
Chun Doo Hwan: 
Daily, Jan. 28. Feb. 25 
Special, Mar. 14A 
Cicippio. Joseph: 
Daily, Sept. 12. 24 
Special, Nov. 153A 
Clark. Charles Joseph, Special, June 27 
Clark, Joan M., Daily, Mav 15 
Clark. Ramsey. Daily, June 18 
Cluverius, Vat T., IV, Daily, Jan. 27 
Coard. Bernard, Special, Feb. 19 
Cockburn. Alexander, Special, Mar. 28 
Colombia 
Barco’ inaugural speech. Daily, Aug. & 
bombings in Bogota. Daily, May 19 
Cano murder, Daily, Dec. 18 
drug dealer freed. Daily, Aug. 18 
elections. Daily, May 28 
Extradition Treaty (with U.S.), Daily, Aug. 4 
reporter denied U.S. entry. Daily, Oct. 15 
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COMELEC. Ser Philippine Commission on Elections. 
Compact of Free Association (Pacific Islands), Daily, July 1! 
Comprehensive test ban. See Nuclear weapons testing. 
Conference on Disarmament in Europe (CDE): 
Daily, Jan. 17, Aug. 18, 22, 27, 29, Sept. 22 
Special, Jan. 21, Mar 25B 
Conference cn Security and Confidence-Building Measures 
and Disarmament in Europe. See Conference on 
Disarmament in Europe (CDE). 
Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE): 
Daily, Feb. 6, Mar. 26, May 27, June 3, Sept. 23, Oct. 28, 31, 
Nov. 3-4 
Special, Jan. 21, Nov. 3 
Contadora peace process: 
Daily, Jan. 10, 13. 17, 30, Feb. 10-11, Apr. 8, 16, 25, 
May 20-22, june 6. 9, 23, 26, Nov. 16 
Special, Jan. 14, Feb. 25C, Mar. 6C, 16, 20, 24, Apr. 10, 
Mav 23, Aug. 11A-11B, Nov. 10B 
Conte, Rep. Silvio O.. Daily, May 20 
Conway, Liz, Daily, Jan. 28 
Cordovez, Diego, Daily, Apr. 4. Mav | 
Cornea, Aurel, Daily, Dec. 24 
Corr. Edwin G.. Daily, Oct. 16 
Cortez, Victor: 
Daily, Aug. 15. 18-19, 21, 27 
Special, Aug. 15B 
Cossiga. Francesco. Special, Mar. 29 
Costa Rica: 
Daily, Feb. 20, 24. Apr. 24, May 7, Sept. 29, Dec. 3,9 
Special, Mar. 24, Nov. 10B. Dec. 3-44 
Council of Europe. anti-terrorism resolution, Daily, Nov. 24 
Covert. Eugene E., Special, Feb. 3 
Cranston. Sen. Alan. Special, Mar. |! 
Craxi. Bettino: 
Daily, jan. 29 
Special. Mar. 29. May 3B 
Crocker, Chester A., Daily, Mar. 12. 14, Apr. 9, July 30, 
Dec. 2, 23 
Botha meeting. Daily, Feb. 12-15 
European trip. Daily, Aug. 1, Oct. 29 
Liberia travel, Daily, Apr. 18 
Shultz and, Special, Mar. 14B 
South Africa trip: 
Daily, Jan. 3, 6-7, 10, 13, 22-24, 29. Mar. 5, July 28-29, 
Oct. 29 
Special, Jan. 2 
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Crocker, Chester A.—Continued 
Sudan trip, Daily, Oct. 29 
talks with Soviets on South Africa, Daily, Mar. 6-7, 10 
U.S. policy on Africa, Daily, Mar. 14 
Crockett, Rep. George W., Jr., Daily, Aug. 8 
Cruz, Arturo, Mar. 6C, June 18A 
CSCE. See Conference on Security and Cooperation in 
Europe. 
CTB (comprehensive test ban). See Arms control and 
disarmament. 
Cuba: 
broadcast rights, Daily, July 29 
debt pavment suspension, Daily, July 11 
defections in Miami, Daily, Sept. 24 
human rights, Daily, Sept. 25 
immigration/migration, Daily, July 7-11, Aug. 11 
Mariel Migration Agreement, Daily, July 3, Aug. 22, 
Sept. 12. 15, Nov. 12 
political prisoners. Daily, June 5, 9, 18, 25, Aug. 11, 20, 
Sept. 10, 12, 15, Dec. 17 
Southern Air shipments, Daily, Nov. 25 
terrorist support, Daily, Oct. 22 
travel ban. Daily, June 5 
troop withdrawal from Namibia, Special, Jan. 28 
U.S. embargo: 
Daily, Aug. 22 
Special, Aug. 22 
U.S. visas demed. Daily, July 14 


Cyprus: 
Daily, Jan. 23. Aug. 7. 28 
Special, Mar. 20, 254. 27 


Czechoslovakia. Daily, Apr. 3. Aug. 21, Sept. 4, Nov. 24 


Dale. Ed. Special, Feb. 5A 
Danilofi, Nicholas: 
Daily, Sept. 2-5, 8-12, 15, 18-19, 23. 26, 29, Oct. 2-3, 9, 16 
Special, Sep. 17. 19A-19B, 22B 
Davis. Randy. Special, Aug. 15B 
Dawkins, Col. Stephen P., Daily, Feb. 7 
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Eagleton. William L.. Jr.. Daily, Nov. 6 
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LS. visi of Febres-Cordero. Special, Jan. 15-14 
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Mubarak visit to U.S... Daily, July 21 








Index 15 





Egypt—Continued 
Murphy visu, Daily, Mar. 1! 
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Mar. 9, 20 
Gorbaches, Mikhail, Daily, Sept. 10, 18, 25, Oct. 15, 25. 
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Graham. Wilham. Special, Feb. * 
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TWA fheht 840 bombing. Daily. Apr. 2-4, 7-8. 14 
Gregorian, Rafael. Daily, Oct. 16, Dec. 25 
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Hungar 
anniversary of revoh. Daily, Oct. 25 
human rights. Daily, Mar. 20 
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Daily, Apr. 17 
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U.N. diplomat expelled. Daily, July 25 
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U.S. citizens in, Daily, Aug. 8, 11, 26, Oct. 14-15, Nov. 4 
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Daily, Mar. 20. 31, May 23 
Special, Sept. 12 
Pollard spy case, Daily, Jan. 16, Mar. 6, 24, May 30, June 2, 
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Japan—Continued 
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U.S. relations: 
Daily, June 2 
Special, Mar. 1, Apr. 14 
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Johnson. Madeleine, Special, Aug. 15B 
jount Chiefs of Staff, Special, June 12 
Joint Commercial Commission (U.S.-USSR). Daily, Dec. 5 
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Jordan 
border security, Daily, Jan. 30 
Hussein-Assad meetings. Daily, Jan. 3. May 6 
Hussein interviews. Daily, June 11, July 16 
Hussein-Mubarak meeting. Daily, Aug. 7 
Hussein visit to U.S.. Daily, May 23, June 6, 9, Nov. 24 
joint maneuvers with U.S.. Daily, Feb. 28 
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Jordan—Continued 
Pickering’s visit, Daily, July 15, 18 
PLO aide expelled, Daily, July 9 
PLO negotiations, Daily, Jan. 31 
PLO office closed, Daily, Mar. 28, July 8 
Soviet influence. Daily, Jan. 6, Feb. 26 
U.S. arms sales: 
Daily, Jan. 21, 31, Feb. 3, 24. June 30 
Special, Mar. 1! 
U.S. assistance, Daily, Apr. 2, July 31, Aug. 7 
Jordan, David, Special, Nov. 10A 
JPMG. See Israel, Joint Political Miltary Group. 
Junejyo, Mohammed Kahn: 
Daily, July 14. 18 


Special, Jul: 16A 


hahane. Meir, Daily, Jan. 16, Sept. 11, Oct. 23, 28 
halb. Bernard. resignation of: 

Daily, Oct. &-9 

Special, Oct. & 
Kampelman. Max M.: 

Daily, July 24. Dec. | 

Special, Mar. 14B. Oct. 14C, Nov. 4 
Karaduman. Necmettin, Special, Mar. 20A 
haramanhis. Constantine. Special, Mar. 20. 27 
haram. Rashid. Daily, Aug. 20 
harmal. Babrak. Daily, Apr. 20. Mav 5. Nov. 20 
harpos. Viktor Paslovich 

Daily, May 6. July 24. Sept. 5 

Special, jan. 15A. Nov. 7. Dec. 1) 
haunda. Kenneth David. Daily, Oct. 29 
hean. lom. Special, Dec. 9B 
heel. Al. Special, Nov. 25 
hells. John H.. Daily, Dec. 9-12. 15-18 
henneds. Sen. Edward M., Daily, Jan. 16. Dec. 10 
Kenneds. Richard T.. Daily, Apr. 10 
hennickell, Ralph E.. Jr. Special, Feb. 54 
henva. Daily, Sept. 24 
Kerry, Sen. John, Special, Feb. 10 
heves. Alan 1 

Daily, Mar. 6. 12. Apr. 9. May 15 

Special, Dec. 22 
Khan. Yaqub. Daily, June 1Y 
Khmer Peoples National Liberation Front. Daily, Jan. 3. 6 
Khomeim. Avatollah Ruhollah Mussavi 

Daily, Aug 25 

Special, Nov ISA 














Index 27 





Khun Sa, Special, Mar. 21B 
Kilburn, Peter, Daily, Apr. 18, 21-22 
Kim Dae Jung, Daily, Feb. 13-14, July 14 
Kim "'-Sung, Daily, Nov. 17-18 
Kimc. -, David, Daily, Sept. 5 
Kimmitt, Robert, Special, Jan. 27 
King, Mrs. Coretta Scott, Daily, Sept. 10 
Kinnock, Neil, Daily, Dec. 3 
Kirkland, Irena, Special, Apr. 18 
Kirkland, Lane, Daily, July 21 
Kirkpatrick, Jeane, Special, Mar. 14A 
Kissinger Commission. See National Bipartisan Commission 
on Centra! America. 
Kohl, Helmut: 
Daily, Apr. |] 
Special, May 4, Oct. 20-21 
Korea (see also North Korea; South Korea): 
Daily, Mar. 5. May 15, 21, June 16, 18-19, Dec. 17 
human rights, Daily, Mav 5 
horean War, Daily, Nov. 12 
Kornienko, Georgi, Markovich, Daily, Apr. | 
Kreisky, Bruno, Daily, Apr. 28, May 13, July 11 
kKutvna. Donald J.. Special, Feb. 3 
Kuwait: 
Daily, Mar. 10. Nov. 3, 6. Dec. 2. 16, 18 
Special, Mar. |i. Nov. ISA 


La Prensa, Daily, Max 14, June 27 
Laine. Andrew. Daily, Sept. 18 
Laino. Domingo, Daily, June 25 
Lamb. Robert E.: 

Daily, July 7 

Special, Feb. 5B 
Lange. David: 

Daily, June 27. 30, July 2 

Special, June 27 
Laos 

Daily, Feb. 153 

Special, Mar. 21B 
LaRouche. Lyndon. Daily, Oct. 6 
Lassou. Gouara. Daily, Feb. 28 
Latin America, Daily, Oct. 20 
Laurel. Salvador H., Special, June 27 
Law of the Sea (see also Gulf of Sidra). Special, Mar. 28 
Lawrence. Brian, Daily, July 14, 17 
Laxalt, Sen. Paul, Special, Feb. 25A 
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Lebanon: 

Daily, Jan. 3, 6. 15-17, 30, Feb. 3, 24, Apr. 22, 30, May 9, 
June 5, 19, July 25, Aug. 20, Sept. 25, Nov. 6, Dec. 3, 5, 
17-18, 22 

bombing in Beirut. Daily, Mar. 31, July 28 

border dispute, Daily, Feb. 1! 

Gemavel: 

U.S. support for. Daily, Jan. 15, 17, Feb. 3, May 9, July 7, 
Aug. 11, Sept. 29 

visu to U.S... Daily, June 30 

hostages 

Daily, Mar. 11, Mav 2, 8, 15, 19, 28-29, June 30, Aug. 28, 
Oct. 22. 27, 30-31, Nov. 3, 10, Dec. 31 

Special, Mar 6A. May 5B 

American. Daily, Jan. 17, Mar. 17, Apr. 14, 17-18, 25, 
Mav 21. 27. June 6. July 1-2, 17-18, 28-29, Aug. 8, ‘ 
13. 15, Sept. 9-10, 12, 24, Oct. 3, 6, 15, Now. 96. De 
22. 30 

British, Daily, Apr. 17 

French, Daily, Jan. 10, Mar. 6, 17, Apr. 14, June 25, 
Oct 6. Nov. 10, 12. Dec. 24 

Iran arms investigation. Daily, Dec. 9 

Israeli involvement. Daily, Jan. 29. Feb 18, 21, 28, Apr. 7 
15. July 11. 14. Aug. 11. Sept. 23. Oct. 6 

kidnappings 

Daily, Feb. 18. 20-2). Mar. 17. Apr. 21. Mav 20, July 2 
Aug 4 
Special, ¢.15B 
PLO role in. Daily, Dec. 5 
refugee camps. Daily, June 2. Oct. 27 
Salem-Shultz meeting. Daily, Nov. 12 
Sv ria relations. Daily, Mar. 28, June 16, 23. July 7, 18. 29. 
Aug. 11-12. 15. Sept. 12. 29 
travel advisors. Daily, Oct. 22 
U.N Interim Force mn. Daily, Sept. 3. 25-25 
U.S. milnars assistance, Daily, Aug. 14 
U.S. poles. Daily, June 13, 16, July 28 
Lee Kuan Yew. Special, June 24 
Lee Min Woo. Daily, Mas 15 
Lehman, John F., |r. Daily, Dec. 18 
Lehman. Ronald. Special, Mar 14B 
Lesotho. Daily, Jan. 15-16, 22 
“Lethal Terrorist Actions against Americans, 1973-1985 
Daily, Apr. 14 

Lewis. Drew, Special, Mar. 18, Nov. 25 
Lewis. Rudyard, Special, Feb. 19 
Liberia 

coup leader murdered. Daily, May 29 
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Liberia—Coniinued 
Crocker’ travel, Apr. 18 
Duvalier a tae Feb, 11, 14, 20 
Libva: 

Daily, Jan. 10, 13-17, 21-24, 27-31, Feb. 3, 7, Mar. 25-27, 
Apr. 7. 16, 21-22, 28, 30, May 8-9, 25, June 12, 16, 
July 1-2, 7, Sept. 24, Dec. 22 

allied action against. Daily, Apr. 10 

Bankers Trust sun, Daily, Mav 16 

Clark (Ramsey) visi, Daily, June 18 

disinformation campaign. Daily, Oct. 2-3, 6 

Egyptian relations. Daily, Aug. 27 

expulsions. Daily, Apr. 23 

Farrakhan’ visit, Daily, Mar. 20 

Gulf of Sidra incident. Daily, Mar. 2), 24, 27-28 

hostage negotiations. Daily, Aug 4 

intervention in Chad, Daily, Feb. 18 

Israch imterception of plane. Daily, Feb. 6 

napalm use reported, Daily, Dec. 24 

naval exercises off U.S. coast. Daily, Apr. | 

— exchange with Italy. Daily, Oct. & 

ome assassination plot. Daily, Apr. 21 
Soviet support. Daily, Jan. 7. Aug. 28 
students in US 

Daily, Apr. 25 

Special, jan 27 

Sudan relations. Daily, Mar. 28, Apr. 17 

trade statistns. Daily, jan. 5% 

trade wih LS.S.R.. Daily, jan. 6 

travel advisories. Daily, Jan. 5. Apr. 15 

Turkish relations. Special, Jan 15 

LS. assets frozen 

Daily, Mar 6 

Special, Jan. 17-18. July 7 
U.S. cotizens on. Daily, Jan. 2-5. 7, 10 
LS. companies in 

Daily, June 5. 27 

Special, May 3B. june 30 
LS. economn sanctions 

Daily, Jan 7, June WW), July 7 

Special, jan. ;, 8B. 16-18, Apr. 5, 235A, May 3A, 5A. 

June 30 

iS. miluars actions, Daily, Apr 9. 11, 15, 17-18. 22. Aug 6 

LS. naval maneuvers. Daily, Mar. 17 

U.S. ont Companies in 

Daily, jan. 5. 6. Mav 5-6 


Special, May 5A 
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Libya—Continued 
U.S. pilots’ bodies, Daily, June 16, 20, 50 
U.S. policy, Daily, Apr. 2, 18 
Wakers mission to Europe, Daily, Aug. 26, 28-29, Sept. 4 
Wilson's trip, Daily, Mar. 24 
Libyan Arab Airlines, Special, Jan. 27 
Libyan National Oil Company, » july 7 
Libyan People’s Bureau: 
Daily, Apr. 8 
Jan. 27, Apr. 5, 253A, May 4 
Lilley, James R.. Daily, Apr. 29 
Limnos Island, Daily, May 22 
Lokshin, Arnold, Daily, Oct. 9 
Long. Sen. Russell B.. June 5 
Lou, Rep. Trent, Special, Dec: 
Love. Rav. Special, May 22 
Lowery. Rev. Joseph. Daily, Nov. 4 
Lugar. Sen. Richard G 
Daily, Mar. 3. June 24. Aug. 28 
Special, Jan. S0A. Feb. 10-11. Mar. 20, July 22B. Oct. 144 
Lumsden. George Quinces. }r.. Daily, Jan. 14 
Lusaka Accord (Angola-South Africa), Daily, Apr. 3 
Lyders. Kristin. Daily, Aug. 15 
Liman. Princeton. Special, May 22 
Ling. Richard. Special, July 2B 


McCarthyism. Daily, Apr. 1! 
Mebarlane. Rober ¢ 
Daily. Now. 4.21. 24. Dec. | 
Special, Nom. 134. 25. Dec. 1 
MeGee. Gale. Special, Apr. 18 
Machel. Samora Moises Daily. Oct. 20-21, 23-24, 24 
Machine toot industry, Special, Mav 2! 
Machta. Lester. Special, Apr. 
Mc Minn. Douglas. Special, Mar. | 
McPherson, M. Peter 
Daily, Feb. 27. Mar. 5. 7. 10, Apr 15. 21, Aug. 6, 14, 25. 
Sept 2. Now. 5. 24 
Special, Mar 15. Apr. 25D. 28. Aug. 1B, 25, Oct. 11 
Magloire. Frank. Special, Nov. 2! 
Mahdi. Sadiq. Daily, Oct. 10 
Malaysia. Daily, July 7 
Malone. James L.. Daily, Apr. 1! 
Maha. Daily, Aug © 
Mandela. Nelson 
Daily, jan. 31. Feb. 3. 10. June 16, July 7,9, 11, 29. 3) 
Special, Jul) 22B 
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Mandela, Winnie, Daily, Apr. 2 

Manotoc, Tommy, Feb. 25D 

Mantezuri, Ayatollah Hussein Ali. See Montazeri, Ayatollah 
Hussein Ali. 


Marcos, Ferdinand E., Daily, Jan. 17, 21-25, Feb. 26-28, 
Mar. 5, 5, 7, 11-12, 14, 17-18, 20-21, 24-26, 28, 31, Apr. 1, 
3, 22, May 16, June 16, 23, July 3 
coup attempt, involvement, Daily, July 7-8, 11, Aug. 18, 
Now. 24 
departure from Philippines, Special, Feb. 25D, Sept. 16 
political asylum in U.S.. Special, Feb. 25A 
travel plans, Daily, Aug. 14 
Mariel Migration Agreement, Daily, July 3, Aug. 22, Sept. 12, 
15, Nov. 12 
Maritime Boundaries Treaty (Mexico-U.S.), Special, Jan. 3 
Martins. Ismael Gaspar: 
Daily, Jan. 24 
Special, Jan. 28 
Masri, Zafir Al-: 
Daily, Mar. 3 
Special, Mar. 29 
Mbinda. Ser van Dunem. Afonso “Mbinda”. 
Medvid. Mirosia,. Daily, Mar 3 
Meese. Edwin. Ill 
Daily, Nov. 25-26 
Special, Mar. 218. 26B, 29. Nov. 13A. 25. Dec. 2 
Meguid. Ser Abdel Meguid. Ahmed Esmat 
Mehdi. Mr.. Special, Nov. 153A 
Mexno, Daily, June 17-18, 26-27 
Abrams testimonms. Daily, Mav 13 
DEA agents in. Daily, Aug. 15, 18-19. 21. 25, 27-29 
det. Daily, June |! 
drug problem. Daily, July 18, Oct. 23, 30 
Habib travel. Daily, Apr. 28 
Mexicana crash. Daily, Apr. 10 
Reagan visit 
Daily, Jan. 2 
ial, Jan. 2 
Shuhz-Sepul\eda meeting. Daily, Feb. [2 
terrorist activities, Daily, Apr. 28 
U.S. relations, Daily, Mav 15-16 
U.S. visi of De la Madrid, Special, Jan. 3. Aug. 11A-11B 
visas at U.S. Embassy, Daily, Apr. 28, 30, May 12 
Mevers. Sheldon. Special, Apr. 30 
MIAs. Ser POW MIAs 
Michel, Rep. Robert H.. Special, Feb. 26. Oct. 144A, Dec. 2 
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Middle East (ser also Gulf of Sidra; names of specific countries; 
Taba dispute, West —. 
Armacost travel, Daily, af 
Assad/Hussein ——s 
Bush trip, Daily, M July 1x °8. Aug. 6 
Bush's remarks, Daily, A 
ressional travel, Mar. 28 
Gulf Cooperation Council, Daily, Sept. 24 
Iceland summut briefing, Daily, Oct. 24 
international peace conference, Daily, Aug. 8, Sept. 15, 18, 
23-24 
Murphy travels, Daily, Jan. 15-16, Mar. 14, Apr. 9-11, May 
19, 22. June 13, Aug. 11, Sept. 2-5, 8-9, 11-12, Dec. 9, 
19, 30-3) 
Shuhkz trip. Daily, Apr. 7, 30, Mav 12, 20, 29-30, June 5, 6, 
11, Aug. 11. 19, Sept. 2-4, 11-12 
Sofaer trip, Daily, May 29-30, July 3 
travel advisories. Daily, Apr. 7 
U.S. policy. Daily, Aug. 19, Nov. 21 
U.S.-Soviet experts meeting on the, Daily, May 8. 12, June 
19. 25, 30. July 1, 10 
Middle Last peace process 
Daily, jan. 3. 15, 17, 21-23, 27-28. 30-31, Feb. 3. 7, 10, 
12-13. 20-2), 24-25, Mar. 3. 5. 10, 24, Apr. 3. 7, May 
20, June 13. 19, July 8, 24. Aug. 4, 21, 29. Sept. 2- 
11-12. 15, Oct. 27, Now. 24 
jal, Feb. 5B. Mar. 24. Sept. 12. 15B 
Miller. James C.. 111. Special, jan. 15B. Feb. 5A. Aug. 19 
Mindelo (Cape Verde) minute. Daily, Apr. 3 
Miskito indians 
Daily, Apr. 7. 11, June 20. July 10, Oct. 27 
Special, June 16 
Mitterrand. Francois 
Daily, July 1. 10 
~ ey Mar. 20-214. Apr. 22. May 6A 
Mobutu Sese Seko. Marshal. Special, Dec. 9A 
Mochtar, Prof. Dr. Kusumaatmadja. Special, June 27 
Modai. Yitzhak. Daily, June 16-18 
Monge. Luis Alberto. ial, Mar. 24 
Monjo, John C.. Daily, Mar. 12. May 15 
Montagnard Dega refugees. Daily, Nov. 2! 
Montazeri. Avatollah Hussein Ali. Special, Nov. 135A 
Moore. Jonathan, Special, Apr. 18 
Morocco. Daily, Mar. 6. Apr. 9. 11, Jume 24. July 17-18, 22 
24-25. 28, Oct. 14 
MOSS talks. See under Japan 
Mozambican National Resistance. Daily, Aug. 14 
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Mozambique. Daily, 7 Aug. 15, Oct. 9, 14, 16, 20-21, 
25, 28-29, Nov. 3, . 25 
MPLA. See Popular Movement for the Liberation of Angola 
Msane, Amon, Daily, July 9 
Mubarak. Moham Hosni 
Daily, Feb. 26, Mav 9, July 7, 21, Aug. 7, 11, 14, 22, 28, 
9, Now. 24 
Apr. 28 
Mugabe. Robert Gabriel, Daily, Sept. 4 
Muhammad. Ali Nasir, Daily, Jan. 27 
Mullen. Suc. Daily, July 2! 
Mulrones. Brian. Special, Mar. 17-18 
Mulufiber Arrangement. Special, Aug. 1A 
Murphy. Peter. » Mar. 18 
Murphy. Richard W 
Daily, Jan. 8. 15-17, 21-23. 27, Feb. 24, Mar. 10, Apr. 16 
Now 7 
Congresuonal testimons, Daily, Mav 6 
Egypt visu. Daily, Mar. 11 
Iraman miluars edge. Daily, Aug. 15 
Isracl visu. Daily, Mar 1! 
Middle Last travels. Daily, Mar 14. Apr 7. 9-11. Mav 19. 22. 
June 13, Aug. 11, Sept. 2-5. 8-9. 12, Dec. 9, 19, 30-3) 
Sauch arms sales. Daily, Apr 17 
Tunisia trop. Daily, Mar 6 
Murtha. Rep. John P.. Special, Feb. 10-11 
Muskie, Edmund, Special, Dec. | 
Mutual Avistance Treaty (Hane S$.) Special, Aug 154 


NAC. Ser North Athantw Council 
Naph (lormerh Napbullah). May. Gen. Saved Mohammad 
Daily, Mav 5. Oct 20 
Nakasone. Sacuhire 
Daily, Sep: 24 
Special, Ap 14. 7M 
NAMPEREL. Ser Satronal Coiens Movement for Fre« 
Electrons 
Namuilna 
Daily, Mar. 5. 10. Mav 20 
Special, jan 25. Mar 9. 15 
Namphs. Li Gen. Henn 
Daily. Feb. 7, Now 2] 
jal, Aug 16. Now. 2) 
Napalm. Daily, Dec 24 
Narcotws 


Special. Miar 268 
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Narcotws—Continued 
Af stan 
ly, May 15 


Special, Nov 13B 


American Ambassadors Conference on 
Daily, Nov. 6, 10 
Special, Nov. 10A. ISB 
Bolivia. anti-drug operation 
Daily, Jul: 16-18. 21, Aug. 5, 28-29 
Special, Aug 5. 14, Now 104A 
Burma. Special, Mar 21B. Nov 13B 
Carwbean Area 
Daily, jan. 15 
Special, Feb. 19 
Colombia 
Daily, Aug 1* 
Special, jan. 2. Feb 5B. Now 10A 
Cuba. involvement in trafficking. Now 10A 
Ecuador. Special, Sep. 224 
Hai. Special, Aug 16 
International Narcotucs Control Report, Daily, Feb. 2! 
jamax a. maryuana production. Special, Feb. 19 
Laos. Special, Mar 21B 
Law entorcement summit mecting proposed. Special, jan. 5 
Malaysia. Daily, Jul 7 
Mevneo 
Daily, Mas 12-13. 15. July 18, Aug. 18. Oct. 23. 30 
Special. lan. 2-5. Aug TIA-1TIB. ISB. Now TOA 
Nn atagua 
Daily, Mar 1). Apr 1). 24 
Special. jan 2. Mar. 16. Now. TOA 
OO1°1S Comnneoon on Special. \m 1] 
Pakistan 
Daily, Mav 13. Jul 14 
Special, Now 158 
Peru. Special, Now 14 
Sniet involvement. Daily, Aug. 2! 
Sr Lanka. mongooses used in drug searches, Daily, Nov 
12-15 
Thasland, Special, Mar 218 
LS. ante-drug program. Special, Sept. 154. Nov. 10A 
LS. arrests abroad Daily. Mav 24 
L.S.. control of, Daily, Mav 15 
US.. drug testing of federal emplovees 
Daily, Mar 3. Jul) 31. Aug 4-5 
Special, Aug 1B. Sep: 154A 
LS. Presidential Missson, Special, Mar 21B. 26B. Non 
138 
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National Aeronautics and Space Administration, Special, Feb. 
3, Aug. 15B 

National Bipartisan Commission on Central America, Daily, 
July 22 

National Citizens Movement for Free Elections (Philippines), 
Special, Jan. 30A, Feb. 10-11 

National Conference of Soviet Jewry, Daily, Oct. 6, 10A-10B 

National Foreign Policy Conference for Senior Business 
Executives, Daily, Sept. 15 

National Governors Conference, Special, Dec. 9B 

National League of POW/MIA Families, Special, July 2 

National Machine Tool Builders Association, Special, May 2! 

National Minories and Women’s Organizations Conference, 
Daily, June 15. 16 

National Nongovernmental Organizations, Daily, Oct. 15 

National Press Club. Daily, Oct. 16 

National Resources Defense Council, Daily, June 3 

National Securn, Council 


Special, Dec. 4B 
Special Review Board. Special, Dec. | 


National securit, policy. Special, Feb. 6, Mar. 144 
NBC. interview with Abu Abbas. Daily, Mav 6 
Negroponte, John D.. Daily, Mar 11. Mav 1. 15 
Netherlands. elections. Daily, May 22 
Neves. lancredo de Almerda. Special, Sep. 9-10 
Neu dord Times 
Daily, Jan. 25. Dec 19 
Being Bureau Chief Burns detained. Daily, July 18. 21-22 
Senet ads. Daily, Mar. 2! 
Soviet arms control, Daily, Dec. 19 
Sinan involvement m terrormm. Daily, June 10 
New Zealand 
Daily, Feb. 10. Apr 24. May 22. June 27. 30. Jul 2.8. 11 
28. Aug. 7. 12. 22. 25. Dec. 18 
Special, June 26-27 
\ew sured 
Nex araguan Contras. Daily, June 3 
South Africa expels Bureau Chief. Daily, June 25 
Nguven Co Thach, Special, July 24 
Necaragua (7 ele Contadora peace process, Miskito 
Indians) 
Daily, Jan. 6. 14.17. Mar 5. 14, Mav 5. Jul 7, Sept 4.19 
Nn 47 Dec. 4-5. 15 
cargo plane crash, Daily, Oct &-10. 14 
Chinese ard. Daily, Sept. 15 
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Nicaragua—Continued 
Contras (see also Iran-Contra affair): 
Daily, Jan. 13, 15, 22, 24, Feb. 11, 20, Mar. 3, 5-6, 10, 
17-18, Apr. 11, 30, May 2, 6, 8, 16, 29, June 5, 12, 18, 
23, 24, 26-27, 30, July 1, 10, 14, Oct. 20, 27-30, Nov. 
5, 20, 26, Dec. 5, 9, 12, 16 
Special, Jan. 2, Mar. 3. 6A, 16, 20, 24, Apr. 10, May 23, 
Aug. 15A. Nov. 11, 25 
Contras and drug-smuggling. Daily, Apr. 11, 24, Aug. 27, 
Nov. 26 
Contras holding West Germans, Daily, May 21-22. 27, June 
9-11. 13, 20 
Costa Rican relations. Special, Mar. 24, Dec. 3-4A 
Ecuador relations. Special, Jan. 14 
E! Salvador relations: 
Daily, Mar. 5 
Special, Mar. |! 
elections. Daily, Mar. 3. July & 
Guatemalan-Costa Rican proposal, Daily, May 20 
Habib’ letter. Daily, June 6 
Hall case (ser also Hall, Sam). Daily, Dec. 15-17, 19, 22 
Hasenfus case (ser also Hasenfus. Eugene). Daily, Nov. 17, 
Dec. 17-18 
Honduran border activity 
Daily, Mar. 20. 24-28. Apr. 3.7. 21. Dec. 15 
Special, Mar 2s 
human rights 
Daily. Nov. 1s 
Special, Mar. 6( 
1C] decision. Daily, June 25. 30. Now. 10 
Mexican position, Special, Jan. 2-3 
Nicaraguan Democratic Resistance. Daily, Feb. 11. Mar. 11 
Apr ly. Mav 15 
Ortegas U.N. address. Daily, July 30 
Ortega’s visit to India. Daily, Sept. 19 
Sandinista disinformation campaign 
Daily. Feb. 20, 24-26, 28. Mar. 6-7 
Special, Feb. 19. 25C. Mar. 3 
Sandinisia drug trade 
Daily, Mar. |! 
Special, Mar 16 
Sandinistas 
Daily, Mar. 10. 17-18. 25. 27-28. Apr. 7, June 23, Aug. 20 
Oct. 30, Nov. 3, 20 
Special, Feb. 25C. Mar. 16. June 16, Nov. 11 
Soviet involvement, Daily, Mar. 10-11, June 9-10. July 11 
Spanish trade credit extension. Daily, Mar. 20 
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Nicaragua—Continued 
United Nicaragua Opposition: 
Daily, Jan. 28-29, Mar. 11, May 29, July 8, 17 
Special, Jan 2, Feb. 25C, Mar. 6C 
U.S. combat forces, Daily, Feb. 26, Mar. 20 
U.S. economic assistance, Special, Feb. 25C 
U.S. journalists in, Daily, July 21-22 
U.S. policy, Daily, Dec. 18 
U.S. training of resistance forces, Daily, Aug. 21 
Nicaraguan Humanitarian Affairs Office, Daily, Oct. 8 
Nickel, Herman W., Daily, May 22, June 16, July 14, 17, 
Aug. 7-8. 26 
Nidal, Abu 
Daily, Jan. 2-3. 6, 8. 10, 13, 24, Sept. 9-10, 26 
Special, Jan. 7-8A. 27 
Nigeria, Daily, Jan. 3, Apr. 18 
Nutze, Paul H.: 


Daily, Feb. 21, Apr. 17, 22. July 21, Aug. 13-14, 18, Sept. 5, 
8 


Special, Mar. 13, 14B. Apr. 23C. Nov. 3, 4 


Nkomat: Accord (Mozambique-South Africa). Daily, Oct. 9, 14 


Noorani, Zain, Special, Apr. 15 
NORAD. See North American Air Defense Command. 
Noriega. Gen. Manuel Antonio. Daily, June 12-13, 17, 23 


North American Air Defense Command, Special, Mar. 17-18 


North Atlantic Council. Daily, May 23, Oct. 8, Dec. 1-2 
North Atlant Treat, Organization 
Daily, Apr. 7. Mav 19, 22-23. Dec. 12 
Special, Mar. 9. 17. 27. Mav 27A. Oct. 20-21, Nov. 3. 
Dec. 1] 
North Korea 
him I! Sung’s death. Daily, Nov. 17-18 


Dec. 1-2 
Novak. Michael 
Daily, Feb. 6. Mar. 26. Nov. 12 
Special, Mar. 26A 
Novosti. Daily, Jan. 30 
Nuclear accidents. Daily, June 10 
Chernobv!. Daily, Apr. 29-30. Mav 1-2, 5-9, 12-13 
Nuclear deterrence 
Daily, Nov. 19 
Special, Nov. 14-15 
Nuclear free zone 
Daily, Feb. 15. Apr. 8. July 15, Aug. 28, Oct. 1.9 
Special, June 27 
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Nuclear nonproliferation: 
Daily, Apr. 1, Dec. 15, 19 
Special, Oct. 13 
Nuclear proliferation: 
Special, Oct. 14A 
Patistan, Special, July 16A 
Nuclear safety. IAEA agreement, Daily, June 25 
Nuclear Storages Systems, Daily, July 9 
Nuciear weapons reduction. See Arms control and 
disarmament 
Nuclear weapons testing: 
Daily, Apr. 10, July 16-17, Dec. 19 
Special, Mar. 15, Sept. 22A, Oct. 10A, 13 
Soviet moratorium, Special, Mar. 14B, 25B 
Nunn. Sen. Sam, Special, Oct. 1OA 


Oakley, Phyllis. Daily, Nov. 18 
Oakley. Robert B.: 
Daily, Feb. 28. July 29 
Special, Jan. 27 
OAS. See Organization of American States. 
Oasis Company. Special, July 7 
OAL. See Organization of African Unity. 
Occupied Territories. Daily, Mar. 7. Aug. 1. Sept. 29, Oct. 20 
O'Conner. Michael. Daily, Nov. 3 
O'Connor, Cardinal John. Daily, June 16-17, 19. 30 
Oil industry (sec also Chevron Oil Company: Gulf-Chevron 
bovcou: Organization of Petroleum Exporting 
Companies; Shell Oil Company ): 
Libva: 
Daily, Jan. 3. Mav 5-6 
Special, Jan. 27. May 3B. 4, June 30 
pricing. Special, May 3A 
production cuts. Daily, Aug. 6 
Saudi Arabia oi! prices. Daily, Apr. 2 
U.S. oil and gas leases, Special, June 6 
U.S. oil amport tax: 
Daily, Feb. 28, Oct. 20 
Special, Feb. 5A 
Oman. Hussein-Bush meeting. Daily, Apr. |] 
O'Neill. Rep. Thomas P., Jr. (Tip): 
Daily, Apr. 1! 
Special, Feb. 25¢ 
OPEC. See Organization of Petroleum Exporting Companies 
Operation Blast Furnace. See Bolivia: anti-drug operation 
Oraby. Ibrahim Abd al- Ghaffur. Daily, May 29 
Organization of African Unity. Special, Feb. 25B 
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Organization of American States: 
Daily, Oct. 31, Dec. 31 
Special, 11.10B, Nov. 1! 
Organization of Petroleum Exporting Companies, Daily, jan 
22, Aug. 5 
Orlov, Yuriv: 
Daily, Oct. | 
Special, Oci. 10A 
Ortega. Rosario Murillo de, Daily, Jan. 10 
Ortega Saavedra. Cdte. Daniel: 
Daily, May 27, June 26-27, July 30, Sept. 19, Oct. 20 
Special, Mar. 16. Aug. 15A 
Oruz. Frank \V.. Daily, Apr. 10-11 
Overseas Security Advisory Panel, Daily, Jan. 25 
Owen. Robert, Daily, Oct. 16 
Ozal. Turgut. Special, Jan. 18A-18B, Mar. 20, 25A 
Ozone laver. Conferences on, Daily, Aug. 15, Nov. 5 


Pacific Islands (ser also Palau. Republic of): 
fishing agreement. Daily, Aug. 22. Oct. 23 
Packard Commission. Special, Feb. 26, June 12 
Packard. David. Special, June 12 
Packwood. Sen. Bob. June 5 
Pakistan. Daily, Jan. 16. Feb. 28. June 10, 18-19, July 15, Aug 
14-15. 19. Oct. 31, Now. 4. Dec. 25 
AWACS for, Daily. Nov 18 
hijacking of Pan Am Flight 73 
Daily, Sept. 5. 8-11. 24. 26. Oct. 29. Dec. 22 
Special, Sep. 5 
India relations. Special, Apr. 15 
Juneyo visi to US 
Daily. July 14. 1s 
Special, July 164 
narcotics production 
Daily, May 13. July 14 
Special, Mar. 26B. Apr. 15 
political prisoners. Daily, Aug 22 
U.S. economic assistance. Special, Mar. 25A 
U.S. policy, Daily, Aug. 22 
Palau. Republic of 
Compact of Free Association, Daily, July 11, Dec. 12 
Special, June 1B. 27 
Palestine Liberation Organization 
Daily, jan. 27. 30-31. Feb. 7. 20-21, 24. Mar. 6, 10, 24, 28 
Apr. 7. 11. 21, Mav 9. June 2. 6. 23. July &. 11, Aug. 6 
8. Sept. 25. Dec. 3,5 
Special, Mar. 1! 
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Palestine Liberation Organization—Continued 
U.S. Office closing, Daily, Oct. 20 
U.S. policy, Daily, Feb. 12 


Palestinians: 
Daily, Jan. 27-28, Feb. 10, 13-14, 25, Mar. 24, July 11, 
Aug. 12. Dec. 5 


Special, Sept. 12. 15B 


Palme, Olof, assassination and funeral 
Daily, Mar. 3, 6, 10-12 
Special, Mar. 15 
Pan American Airlines 
Daily, Sept. 5. 8-11, 24, 26, Oct. 29, Dec. 22 
Special, jan 25. Sept. 5 
Panama, Daily, Jan. 6, Mar. 21, May 19, Jume 12-13, 17-19, 23, 
July 21, 24, Aug. 7 
Papandreou, Andreas. Special, Mar. 9, 20, 27 
—— Karolos 
ily, Now. 18-19 
Special, Mar. 20 
Papua New Guinea. Special, June 26 
Paraguas. Daily, Jan. 6. Mav 16, June 25, July 16, Sept. 22. 
Nov, 20, Dec. 25 
Pastora. Eden 
Daily, May 15 
cial, June IRA 
Patti. john. Daily, Aug. 26. Oct. 14-15. Now 4 
Paz Estenssore. Victor Special, \ug 14 
Peck. Robert A 
Daily, Dec. 15 
ial, Dex lf 
Penner. Rudolph G.. Special, Jan. 15B. Aug. 19 
Peoples Committee for the Students of Socialist Libvan-Arab 
jamahiriva. Special, jan. 17 
Peoples Republu of China. Ser China. People’s Republic of 
Peres. Shimon 
Daily, Jan. 21-23. Feb 10. Mar. 20, 31, Mav 19, Sept. 18 
Hassan meeting. Daily, July 22, 24-25 
Mubarak meeting. Daily, Aug. 11. 14. 22. 28. Sept. 9 
Reagan mecting 
Daily, Sey. 2 
Special, Mar 29 
LS. view 
Daily, Mar. 20, 31. Mav 23, Sept. 11 
ial, Sept. 12 
Perkins. Edward ].. Daily, Oct. 3! 
Perle. Ruhard N 
Daily, Aug 14 
Special, Oui. 14D. 20 
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Perot, H. Ross, Daily, Dec. 2 
Persian Gulf (see also Iran-Iraq war), Daily, Dec. 15 
Peru, Daily, Feb. 24, 26, Apr. 21, May 20, June 10, 23, 26-27 
Philippine Commission on Elections, Special, Feb. 10-11 
Philippines: 
Daily, Jan. 16-17, 21-23, 27, 29-30, Feb. 12-13, 18, 20-21, 
24, 26-27, Mar. 3,5, 7, 10-12, 14, 17, 20-21, 24, Apr. 22, 
May 1, June 5, Aug. 28, Nov. 19 
Aquino Government: 
ly, Feb. 24-25, 28, Mar. 6, 10. June 16, July 7-8, 
Aug. 14, Oct. 27, 29-30, Now. 24 
Special, Feb. 25A. 25D. 26. Apr. 23D, Mav 9, June 18B. 
26. Sept. 16 
ceasefire agreement, Daily, Nov. 26, Dec. 12 
coup attempis. Daily, July 7-8, Aug. 14, 18, Nov. 24 
disaster assistance, Daily, July 15 
dissolution of legislature, Daily, Apr. 3 
elections 
Daily, Jan. 21-24, 27, Feb. 6-7, 10-14, 20 
Special, Jan. 30A, Feb. 10-11, 25A. 25D 
Extradition treaty. Daily, Feb. 24-26 
kidnapping of Brian Lawrence. Daily, July 14, 17 
Manila airport security. Daily, Aug. 6. Sept. 2 
Marcos government in exile (see a/so Marcos. Ferdinand). 
Daily, Mav 16 
Marcos residence 
Daily, June 24 
Special, May 
Miluars Bases Agreement (with U.S.). Special, Jan. 30A. 
Feb. 5B. 25D 
travel advisors. Daily, Apr. & 
U.S. economic assistance 
Daily, July 5 
Specia}, Jan. 30A. Apr. 23D. May & 
Pickering. Thomas E.. Daily, July 15. 18, 22 
Pinochet Ugarte. Gen. Augusto 
Daily, July 11. Sept. & 
Special, Mar 144 
Plaza Agreement. May 5A 
PLO. See Palestine Liberation Organization 
Poindexter. Vice Adm. John 
Daily, Nov. 21. 25. Dec. | 
Special, Apr. 10. Oct. 1OB, 13, 14¢ 
resignation of, Special, Nov. 13A, 25 
Poland (ser also Solidarity) 
Daily, Feb. 11. Mav 7. i, June 24, 30, Sept. 4, Oct, 23, 
Nov. 12 
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Poland—Continued 
human righis, Daily, Jan. 22, Sept. 12 
Kennedy's visit, Daily, Dec. 10 
U.S. policy, Daily, July 11 
U.S. sanctions, Daily, Sept. 26, 29, Oct. 10, 16 
Polisaric From. Daily, Apr. 9, 11, Oct. 1, 14 
Polish-American Congress, Daily, July 11, Sept. 26 
Political asylum (China). Daily, Jan. 13, July 21, Sept. 4 
Political asylum (Cuba). for U.S. Army Captain, Daily, Aug. 
1 
Political asvlum (U.S.): 
for Czechoslovakian, Daily, Sept. 4. Nov. 24 
for Georgi Gindra, Daily, Aug. 21-22 
for Marcos, Special, Feb. 25A 
for Romanian family, Daily, Sept. 4 
for Soviet circus performers. Daily, Aug. 7 
Political asvlum (Soviet Union), for Edward Howard, Daily, 
Aug. 7 
Pollard. Jonathan Jay, Daily, Jan. 16. Mar. 6, 24, Mav 30, June 
2. 5-6, 9-11. 16-19, 24, 27. July 2. 8, Oct. 30 
Popular Movement for the Liberation of Angola (MPLA): 
ily, June 5 
Special, Jan. 28. Mar & 
Portugal 
Daily, Jan 2. Sept & 
cial, “lar 4. 31. Max 3A. 4, July 2B. Dec. 30 
POW MLAs (prisoners of war missing in action) 
Daily, Jan. 3. 24 
Iraq. Daily, Apo. 25 
Laos. Daily, Jan. 13 
North Korea. Daily, Nov. 12 
Vietnam 
Daily, Jan. 7. 13. Feb. 20, Apr. 18. 29. Mav 30, June 27. 
July 2. Aug. 14 
Special, July 2A 
Pravda. Daily, Aug. ® 
PRC. See China, People’s Republic of 
Presidential Commission on the Space Shuttle Challenger 
Accident, Special, Feb. 3. June 9 
Presidents Export Council, Daily, July 28, 30 
Price. Charles \., Special, Jan. 16 
Privatization of government services, Daily, Feb. 14 
Program for Sustained Growth in the Developing Countries 
(Bakey Plan). Special, Jan. 2-3. 14. Mar. 1. Mav 3A 
Prospers. Laid. Special, June 6 
Puerto Ru, Daily, Jan. 6, June 3 
Puritane 4. Special, June 12 
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Qadhafi. Col. Mu'ammar al-: 
Daily, Jan. 2, 6-7, 10. 13, 16, 28-29, 30, Feb. 7, Mar. 26, Apr. 
14, 17, June 12, 16, Oct. 2 
Special, Jan. 7, 16, 18A-18B, 27, Mar. 9, 11, 25A, 27-29, 
Apr. 5, 23A. June 30 
ABC inter iew, Daily, Oct. 16 
Quintana, Carmen. Daily, July 24-25 


Rabb. Maxwell M., Daily, Dec. | 
Rabbani. Burhanuddin. Daily, June 6 
Rabin, Yuzhak, Daily, Mar. 31, May 5-7 
Rafsanjani, Hashem: 
Daily, July 28, Dec. 22 
Special, Mar. 1}. Nov. ISA 
Rahmeh. Favez Abu. Daily, Apr. 22 
Raimond, Jean-Bernard. Special, May 6A 
Rainbow Warreor Affair. Daily, July 8 
Rand, Maj. Ronald 1.. Aug. 15B 
Randolph. Sean. Special, Mar. | 
Ransom, David. Daily, Dec. 10-12, 15-16 
Ratushinskava. Irina. Special, Oct. 10B 
Rav. Bob. Special, Apr. 18 
Reagan. Nancy. Special, Nov. }0A. 13B 
Reagan. Ronald 
arms control. Daily, Aug. 1! 
Chernobs! nuclear accident, Daily, Apr. 30 
Gorbaches meetings. Special, Jan. 154 
Grenada visit. Special, Feb. 14 
Libsan sanctions, Special, Jan. 7 
Mexno visit 
Daily, Jan. 2 
Speciai, Jan. 2 
Mitterrand meeting. Special, May 6A 
Mulrones meeting. Special, Mar. 17-18 
Nakasone meeting. Special, Apr 14 
national secur, Special, Feb. 26. Mar. 144 
Revkjavik Summit. Daily, Oct. 1. 3, 8-9. 14, 27 
Savimbi visit to U.S... Special, Jan. 30B 
SDI. Daily, Aug. 7 
terrorism. Daily, Apr. 24 
UNGA address. Special, Sept. 224 
Reap. joseph W.. Jr. Daily, Aug. | 
Redman. Charles t 
Daily, Oc. 2! 
Special, Aug. 16 
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Reed, Frank Herbert: 
Daily, . 9-10 


_ Nov. ISA 
ugees: 


Chadian, Special, Feb. 25B 
Costa Rican, Dec. 4A 
Indochina Refugee Panel: 
Daily, Apr. 17 
Special, Apr. 18 
Regan. Donald T.: 
Daily, July 18 
Special, Mar. 16, Oct. 14C, Nov. 13A, Dec. 2, 4B 
Regional! Foreign Policy Conference, Daily, Oct. 10 
Regula. Rep. Ralph. Daily, Sept. 15 
RENAMO. See Mozambican National Resistance. 
Revkjavik Summut, Special, Oct. 10A-10B, 14A-14D, 20-21, 
Nov. 7, 14-15, Dec. 11 
Ride. Sally K.. Special, Feb. 3 
Ridgway. Rozanne L.: 
Daily, Jan. 21, Mar. 12. Apr. 10, July 28, Nov. 12, Dec. 19 
Special, Mar. 20, May 27A, Oct. 10A 
Rw Treaty: 
Daily, Mar. 25-26 
vecial, Mar. 24 
Rithuaddeen bin Ismail. Ahmad. Special, June 27 
Robelo. Alfonso. ial, Mar. 6 
Roberto. Holden. Special, Jan. 25. June IRA 
Roberts. James. Daily, Nov. 10 
Rogers. William P. Special, Feb. 3. June 9 
Rojas. Rodrigo. death of. Daily, July 7-11. 14. 21, 24-25, 29. 
Aug. 6. 11. 26, Sept. 24 
Romamia. Daily, June 2-3, 25. Sept. 4 
Rome. terrorist bombings. See under Terrorism 
Rondon, Fernando E.. Special, Sept. 22¢ 
Rosenne. Meir. Daily, Mar. 6. Dec. 3 
Rowell, Edward M.. Special, Aug. 5. Nov. 13B 
Rowns. Lt. Gen. Edward L. (USA Ret.) 
Daily, Feb. 21. Apr. 17, 22, 25, July 21 
Special, Apr 2 
Rubin. Humberto. Daily, Sept. 22 
Rummel. Robert \.. Special, Feb. 5 
Rwanda. Daily, Dec. 1% 
Ryzhkov. Nikolai. Special, Mar. 14B. 15 


“A Sate Trip Abroad”. Daily, Oct. 31 

Saguier. Dr. Tivo, Daily, Nov. 20 

St. hutts. Special, Feb. 14 

Sakharoy. Andrei. Daily, Jan. 31. Apr. 9, Dec. 19, 23, 29-30 
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Salameh, Farouk, Daily, Nov. 26, Dec. 4 
Salem, Elie, Daily, Nov. 12 
Saliba, Archbishop Philip, Daily, Aug. 13 
Salonga, Jovito: 
Daily, Mar. 12, 14, 18, 21, Apr. 3 
» Mar 15 
SALT. See Strategic Arms Limitation Talks. 
Sanguinetti, Julio Maria, » June 16-17 
Sarney Costa, Jose, Special, Sept. 9-10 
Saruetakis. Christos, Special, Mar. 20A 
Saudi Arabia: 
AIDS testing. Daily, Jan. 17 
American citizen detained, Daily, Aug. 28 
attack on tanker, Daily, Mav 5-6 
Bush’ trip, Daily, Apr. 2-3, 21 
Contra aid. Daily, Oct. 30 
financing foreign resistance groups. Daily, Dec. 4 
hijacking of Iraqi airliner. Daily, Dec. 29 
Iranian arms sale, Daily, Nov. 16, Dec. 2-3 
Iranian fuel deal. Daily, Nov. 24 
Iranian relations, Special, Mar. 1! 
Iranian threats/warnings. Daily, Mar. 10, Aug. 5 
meeting with Prince Bandar. Daily, Nov. 12 
oi! prices. Daily, Apr. 2 
U.S. arms sales 
Daily, Jan. 29. Feb. 3. 10, 27-28. Mar. 3. 6. 10-11. Apr. 17, 
Mav 6-8. 12. 15, 20-21, June 6 
Special, Mar. 11.15 
U.S. passports. Daily, Sept. 25 
U.S. sale of AWACS aircraft 
Daily, June 16. Aug. 28. Nov. 10 
Special, Mar. |! 
Savimbi. Jonas 
Daily, Jan. 17. 21-25, 27-28. Feb. 3. Oct. 29 
ial, Jan. 28. 30B. Mar. & 
Scalfaro. Oscar Luigi. Special, Mar. 20, 29 
Schifter. Richard. Daily, Jan. 31 
Schmults, Edward C.. Special, Apr. 18 
Schneider, William, Jr: 
Daily, Feb. 3, 18, 28, Mar. 6 
Special, Jan. 30A 
Schwab. Robert. Daily, Aug. 14 
Science and technology. See under Technology transfer 
Scoon. Sir Paul. Special, Feb. 19 
Scowcroft, Brent. Special, Dec. | 
SDI. See Strategic Defense Initiative 
Seaga. Edward. Daily, Sept. 3-5 
Senegal. Daily, Oct. 9 
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Sepulveda Amor, Bernardo, Daily, Feb. 12 
Shamir, Yitzhak: 

Daily, Oct. 20-21, Dec. 15 

Special, Mar. 15 
Shane, jeffrey N., Special, Jan. 25, Aug. 1A 
Shcharanskiy family: 

Daily, Mar. 21, Aug. 4 

ial, Mar. 26A 


Shcharanskiy, Natan (Anatolty), Daily, Jan. 31, Feb. 3, 10, May 


13 
Shel! Oil Company. Daily, Jan. 10 
Shevardnaze, Eduard A: 
Daily, Mar. 3 
ial, Mar. 15 
Shultz meeting: 


Daily, Jan. 2-3, 6, 13. 17. 30, Mar. 10, Apr. 3, 7-9, 11. 15, 
May 23, June 16-17, 23, 25, July 1, 3, 15, 18, 28-31, 


Aug. 1. 4. Sept. 8. 15, 18-19, 24, 29 

Special, Sept. 19A-19B. Nov. 3,7 

Summu meeting. Daily, July 16 

U.N. speech. Daily, Sept. 23-24 

Shlaudeman. Harry W 
Daily, Jan. 17 
Special, Feb. 25 
Shultz. George P 

Afghanistan Day. Daily, Mar. 20 

ANC report. Daily, Dec. 24 

arms control, Daily, June 6. Aug. 1. Nov. 18 

Congressional testumons. Daily, Feb. 27. Mar. 3. 11. Juls 

Dec. 1-2. 4. 16 

Contadora peace process. Daily, Jan. 17, 30 

on Crocker, Daily, Mar. 14 

EB) Salvador, earthquake. Special, Oct. 16 

foreign aid. Daily, Feb. 3 

foreign policy. Daily, May 2. Nov. 21 

free trade. Daily, June 6 

Iran Contra affair. Daily, Dec. 5 

Lehman appointment, Special, Mar. 14B 

Libva, Daily, Jan. 15-16. Apr. | 

media appearances, Daily, Jan. 8, Oct. 20 

meetings 
Aquino meeting. Special, May ° 
ASEAN meeting. Special, June 18A. 27 
Bessmerinvkh meeting. Daily, July 2* 
Boesak meeting. Daily, Nov 15 
Dobrvnin meeting. Daily, Mar 24. Apr. 7-9. 11, 15 
Dubinin meeting. Daily, June 18, July 3 
Genscher meeting. Daily, July 24 


90 
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Shuhz, George P.—Continued 
Howe mecting: 
Daily, July 10-11, 15, 17-18, Sept. 10, Dec. 17 
May 4 
Lange meeting. Daily, June 27 
Lee Min Woo meeting. Daily, May 15 
Mitterand visit, Special, Mar. 214 
NAC meeting. Daily, Oct. 8 
NATO meeting. Daily, Mav 19 
Papoulias meeting. Daily, Nov. 18-19 
Rosenne meeting. Daily, Dec. $ 
Savimbi meeting. Daily, Jan. 28-29 
Seaga meeting. Daily, Sept. 5 
Sepulveda meeting. Daily, Feb. 12 
Shevardnadze meetings 
Daily, Jan. 2-3. 6. 13, 17, 30. Mar. 10. Apr. 7-9, 11. 
15-16, Mas 23, June 16-17, 23, 25. July 1, 3, 15, 
28-3). Aug. 1. 4. Sepi. 8. 15, 18-19, 23-24, 29 
Special, Mar. 15. Sept. 19A-19B. Nov. 3.7 
Sokolo, meeting. Daily, Apr. 15 
Tambo meeting. Daily, July 24. Aug. 13. Sept. 4, Oct. 29, 
Dec. 16, 22 
Tokyo Economic Summit. Special, Mav 3A. 5A 
U.N. Special Sessson on Africa. Daily, Mas 19 
Weivman meeting. Daily, May 22 
Philippine elections. Special, Feb. 254 
polis-making process. Daily, Nov. 20 
privatization. Daily, Feb. 14 
resagnation of 
Daily, Nov. 10, 18-20, 24-26 
Special, Non. 10B. 25 
Rev kyavik Summ, Special, Oct. 14B. 14D 
Saud: Aratna arms sale. Daily, May 12 
speeches and addresses 
American Jewrsh Commntce address. Daily, May 15. 15 
Bacon House dedication. Daily, May 22 
Congressional Issue Svumposium. Daily, Mav 20 
Econom Club of \.\. address, Daily, June 10 
Executne Council on Foreign Diplomats. Daily, Mar. 17 
Foreign Policy Assocation speech. Daily, May 24. June 3 
Harvard University speeches. Daily, July 24, Sept. 3-4 
Kansas State Universit, address. Daily, Apr. 1! 
Landon lecture series. Daily, Mar. 14 
Lincoln-Juarez Lecture Series. Daily, Nov. 12 
Locust Club speech. Daily, Oct. 27. Nov. 3 
Low-Intensits Conflict Conterence address, Daily, Jan. 1”) 
National Conference on Soviet Jewrs remarks. Daily, 
(kt. 6 
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Shuhz, George P —Contunued 
speeches and addresses—Continued 
National Foreign Policy Conference for Senior Business 
Executives remarks, Daily, Sept. 15 
National Press Club speech, Daily, Oct. 16 
Northwestern honorary degree, Daily, June 1! 
OAS address. Daily, Oct. 3! 
Overseas Writers Club address, Daily, May 15 
PEN Congress remarks. Daily, Jan. 6, 10 
Presidents Export Council address, Daily, July 28, 30 
Princeton University. Woodrow Wilson School, Daily, 
Ma 15 
SAIS dedication. Daily, Apr. 18 
on South Africa. Daily, Dec. 4 
Stanford Alumm Association in Paris 
Daily, Mar. 2! 
Special, Mar. 20 
LS -Asia Insitute Conference opening remarks, Daily, 
Feb. 18 
on U.S.-U_S.S.R. Relations. Daily, Nov. 17 
Universas of Chicago address, Daily, Nov. 15 
Veterans of Foren Wars Conference speech. Daily, Feb 
26. 2s 
WORLDNET appearance. Daily, Oct. 6. Dec. 15 
Young Poltical Leaders address. Daily, June 11. 15 
terrorism. Daily, Jan. 17. Apr 24 
travel. Daily, June 9-10. Oc. 
Afrma. Daily, Mav 14. Dec. 5. 16. 3) 
ASLAN trep. Daily, June |! 
Asim. Daily, June 17 
Canada. Daily, Now. 14 
bE! Sahvader. Daily, Oct. 15 
Europ 
Daily, Feb. 11. Mar 18. Now. 7. Dec. | 
ial, Mar 20 
France. Daily, Oct 3! 
reece 
Daily, Jan |% 
Special, Mar 20. 27 
Cuatemala. Nov. 10K 
Hans Dominican Republi. Daily, Aug 5 
lial). Special, Mar 24 
Middle East travel. Daily, Apr 7. 30, Mav 12. 20. 30 
june 5-6. 11, Aug 4.11.19 Sept 2-4. 12 
Singapore. Special, June 24 
South Afreca. Daily, Sept. 18, Oct. | 
South Korea. Daily, Apr 7 
Sweden tor Palme tuneral. Daily, Mar 12. 14 
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Shultz. George P —Continued 
travel—Continued 
Turkey, Special, Mar 25A 
Vatican vest, Daily, Mar. 3! 
World Series trip, Daily, Oct. 24 
visas, Daily, Mar. 12 
Sigur, Gaston ].. Jr. Daily, Apr. 10, 16, 18, Jume 2, July 11 
Silva Herzog Flores. Jesus, Daily, June 18 
Simons, Thomas. Daily, Sept. 5 
Simpson, Sen. Alan. Special, Dec. 2 
Singapore, Special, June 24 
Simora. Hanna. Daily, Mar. 20-21, 24 
“Sixty Minutes storys on US. arms merchant. Daily, Mar. 24 


Slepak. Viadimir. Special, Oct. 104 


Smart. Bruce. 1, Mar | 
Smith. Gerard. ial, Dec. 1) 
Smith. Michael. ial, Mar. | 


Smyth. Richard, Daily, Mar. 24. Oct. 31, Nov. 7 
Soares. Mario Alberto. Special, Mar. 9 
Socharto. Special, Apr. 22 
Sofaer. Abraham D 
Daily, Mar. 5-6. Apr. 29, Mav 15 
Middle East trip. Daily, Mav 20. 30. July 3 
laba talks. Daily, June 2. 24. 27. 30. July 7, 29 
Sokol, Oleg Daily, Mar. 25. Apr. 15 
Solarz. Rep. Stephen |. Daily, Jan 21. Feb. 21. Aug. 5, * 
Soldarns. Daily, june 2-5. 15 
Solomon. Richard H.. Daily, Jan. 24 
Sorzany. jose. Special, Sept. 224 
South Africa (see alee African National Congress: Apartherd) 
Daily, Jan. 13. 31. Feb. 6, 10. 14. Mar. 7. 27, Apr 11, 18 
Mas 21. 23. 27-28. June 5. 10-12. 25-24. 27. 30, July 3 
7. 18. Aug. 19. 25. Sept. 10, Oct. 2. 15, Dec. 4, 11 
2-24, Mi 
Beira Corridor proposal, Daily, July 24. Aug 6 
Beverh Hills consulate. Daily, jan. 25 
border raids. Daily, jan. 6 
Botha-lutu meeting. Daily, July 2! 
Bothas speech. Daily, Aug. 15 
Commonwealth Summ sanctions. Daily, Aug. 5 
constnutronal changes proposed. Daily, Mar 10 
Crocker-Botha meetings. Daily, Feb 12-15. Oct. 6 
Crocker talks with Soviets, Daily, Mar 6 
Crocker-lambo meeting. Daily, Sep: 22 
Crocker trop to 
Daily. jan. 5. 6-7. 10. 13. 22-24 


Special, jan 2* 
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South Africa—Continued 
Crocker trip to Europe, Daily, July 25, 28-29, 31, 
Aug. 1, 4, 6 
Eminent Persons Group, Daily, July 14 
Front Line States: 
Daily, Aug. 26, 29, Sept. 22, 24 
ial, Mar. 15 
Howe's EC Mission, Daily, July 8 
ICRC expelled, Daily, Oct. 27 
Jackson trip. Daily, Sept. 2-3 
Japanese sancuons. Daily, Sept. 19 
McPherson trip. Daily, Aug. 5, 14 
Mandela’. Daily, July 7.9 
Mozambique workers and. Daily, Oct. 9 
Nickels whereabouts and return to U.S., Daily, May 22-23, 
June 16, July 14. 16-17. Aug. 7-8, 26 
Nkomati Accord (with Mozambique). Daily, Oct. 9, 14 
pass laws. Daily, Apr. 21. 23-24, July 2 
security laws. Daily, June 3 
Shell Oil Bovcott, Daily, Jan. 10 
Shultz-Boesak meeting. Daily, Nov. 13 
Shultz-Howe meeting. Daily, July 10-11, 17 
Shuliz-Tambo meeting. Daily, July 24. Sepi. 22. Oct. 29. 
Dec. 16 
Shultz trip. Daily, Sept. 18. 22. Oct. | 
Soweto uprising anniversary. Daily, June 13. 18 
Soweto violence, Daily, Aug. 27, 29. Sept. 4 
lutu investuture. Daily, Sept. & 
U.N. Special Session. Daily, May 19. 21 
U.S. ambassadorial appointment. Daily, July 15. 17. 21. 
Aug. 5.7 
U.S. companies pull out 
Coca Cola. Daily, Sept. 18 
General Motors. Daily, Oct. 20 
IBM. Daily, Oct. 2! 
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THURSDAY, JANUARY 2, 1986, 12:30 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentleman, good afternoon. 
One brief announcement. 


Spain and Portugal yesterday became members of the 
European Ecomomic Community. We welcome this. The United 
States has consistently supported the accession of Spain and 
Portugal to the Economic Community. We believe their entry 
will contribute to a strong, democratic and united Europe. 


Q Do you have any response to the statements by 
Qaddhafi to some Western journalists warning against 
retaliation for the airport attacks and talking about Libyans 
harassing American citizens in their own streets, etc.? 


A We particularly abhor Qaddhafi's making excuses 
for the indiscriminate slaughter of innocent men, women and 
children, and rejecting the fact that these were pure acts of 
terrorism. Beyond this, we will not dignify his remarks. 


Q Is your position on retaliation still what it was 
-~- leaving the military option open and welcoming retaliation 
if anybody can find out who was responsible? 


4 I've got nothing new on that at all. 


Q Chuck, a couple of years ago -- more than a 
couple of years ago -- this Administration felt that there were 
a series of Libyan hit squads which were about to descend upon 
the United States to create havoc in the U.S. 


Is that fear revived either by Qaddhafi's statements 
or by the general statements that have been made by Western 
governments and by the Libyan Government since the Rome and 
Vienna attacks? 


A I have nothing new on that at all, Ralph. 








Q Chuck, will the United States Government put a 
reward on &bu Nidal's head? 


a That's under consideration. 


Q Chuck, are we fearful of retaliation against some 
of the Americans? I understand there are about 2,000 Americans 
in Libya, living ir Libya and working there. 


fi tT really can't speculate on that. We've heard 
nothing more than what Qaddhafi himself has said in this 
particular interview. 


Q Are we also fearful of drawing eastern European 
powers into this conflict by attacks that might jeopardize some 
of the 50,000 people from the East Bloc who are living in Libya? 


a I have nothing on that. 


Q How many Americans are in Libya? What's your 
latest estimate? 


) Do I have an estimate? We estimate that there 
are around 1,500 Americans currently in Libya. This is down 
from more than 6,000 before our current restrictions were 
imposed. 


I should note that we strongly oppose travel to Libya 
by American citizens because of the danger to their own welfare 
imposed by the unpredictability of actions by the Qaddhafi 
regime. The use of an American passport to travel to Libya 
without a specific validation by the Department of State has 
been a violation of U.S. law since December 10, 1981. 


Secretary Shultz renewed this restriction for a 
further year on December 5, 1985. There are categories of 
individuals eligible for consideration for a validation, 
including professional journalists, humanitarian cases, the 
American Red Cross and the national interest. 


All U.S. corporations doing business with Libya have 
been regularly informed of this restriction. 


Q Of the 1,500 U.S. citizens now believed to be in 
Libya, do any fit the description of working journalists or 
humanitarian workers? 


A I don't have the number, but almost none. 


SN eee. EEE ee 














Q So what does that say about the effectiveness of 
the U S. sanction? 


A I think the effectiveness is already evident in 
the fact that there are 1,500 as opposed to 6,000. That change 
has taken place in the period of time where there has been this 
restriction. 


Q But those 1,500 are there in violation of U.S. 
law? 


A That's right. 


Q What is the United States doing now to make those 
1,500 come home or at least get out of Libya? 


A I can't go into those kind of details at this 
point. 


Q Is anything being done? 


fi As I said, I've told you a number of things: 
Corporations are regularly informed of those restrictions; we 
regularly inform Americans of the dangers which could be 
imposed on them by being in Libya. But if those citizens 
choose to go there, even though they have violated this 
particular part of the law, you have to catch them first. 


Q Do you know of any case where an American citizen 
has been prosecuted for using his passport in this manner? 


fi I don't know of any cases. 


Q Given the likelihood that the 1,500 who remain in 
Libya are there with the blessing of the Libyan Government, how 
seriously do you take the threat against them or other American 
citizens by the Libyan Government? 


A I can't really speculate on what the threat might 
be. I'm sure that would vary on a case-by-case basis, 
depending on who they are, what they're doing, where they're 
located. All we can say is that given the nature of this 
particular regime, given its erratic and irresponsible behavior 
on any number of occasions, which have been amply documented, 
that you are taking a risk by remaining in that country. 


Q Chuck, isn't it true, however, that the United 
States of America has a number of legal instruments available 








to it which it simply hasn't used? You have the Trading with 
the Enemy Act, you have other laws on the books which you could 
use to pressure these American-based companies. Why don't you 
use them? 


i) Don't have anything for you on that. 


Q What about the penalties beyond lifting a 
passport of a person found in violation of the restriction? 


a I don't know. I think these are questions more 
aptly referred to Justice. 

Q What is the diplomatic presence there? Do we 
have -- what do we have there? We have nothing? 

A We have nothing whatsoever. 


Q Chuck, could I just follow a bit? Peres has said 
that he didn't believe that Israel should be forced to carry 
out retaliation alone. Does the United States agree with that, 
in general? And, specifically, are we prepared to join Israel 
in some kind of retaliatory actions against, let's say, Libya 
or against any other terrorist or principal? 


A On the general principle of who should be 
responsible for acting against international terrorism, I've 
spoken to that question a number of times in the past week. 


We believe that those are actions which are best 
undertaken by the international community on a broadly-based 
basis. If they're going to be effective, then they're going to 
have to be implemented forcefully by the international 
community and not just by one nation or a handful of nations. 


I've also said that we have been, and we continue to 
cooperate with many of our friends, including countries in 
Europe and the Middle East, in discussing ways to address the 
threat. I noted, I believe, that Arab countries have also been 
the target of Abu Nidal's group. 


We ourselves have already imposed a number of 
diplomatic and economic sanctions against the Qaddhafi regime. 
We hope other countries will do the same. 


Concerning the latter part of your question, which 
concerned cooperation -- 


Q Some sort of retaliation. 











6 -- some sort of retaliation with Israel. that's 
the sort of question that I'm simply not going to confirm or 
deny. We just don't comment on those kinds of -- for reasons 
of principle -- on those kinds of questions concerning 
contingency planning. 


Q But you made it clear in your answer just now 
that your philosophy about that question is that, in general, 
as a general principle, a handful of countries, or a handful of 
nations, should not be the ones to engage in that sort of 
retaliation. If -- 


A You call it that sort of retaliation? 
Q Sorry? 


A That kind of retaliation was only the last part 
of her question. We talked in a more general sense, which was 
what my answer was in response to, concerning the actions that 
need to be taken to address the problem of international 
terrorism. That's what I'm referring to. Only in the last 
part of the answer am I referring to the question, if that's 
your point, of some sort of use of force, military retaliation. 


Q Okay, so you're distinguishing -- 


6 And on that I'm neither confirming or denying, on 
the general principle of not talking about any sort of 
contingency plans. 


Q But you're specifically not applying your general] 
principle of not a handful of nations? You're saying that 
policy does not apply to military -- 


A I'm not saying that. I'm saying the first part 
of the answer is a broad-brush treatment of addressing the 
question of terrorism in all its aspects, without trying to be 
specific. 


Q If I could just follow that a second. Could I 
ask you specifically, within the discussions that you've had 
with allied nations, is there any reason for this 
Administration to be encouraged, or have you received any kind 
of positive response from the allies that would lead you to 
believe that they are about to come out for some kind of joint 
sanctions or some kind of joint action against countries such 
as Libya that harbor terrorists? 








6 No, I'm not yet in a position to give you any 
specifics of that kind. I've said, as well, that the kind of 
cooperation we're talking about could be bilateral, it could be 
multilateral, it could be regional, it could be international 
in the context of the United Nations. Those are all avenues 
that have to be explored. 


The United Nations, for example, did act earlier this 
week in condemning these particular incidents in Rome and 
Vienna. 


Q Have you not observed in countries like Greece 
and Spain in the last 48 hours certain actions against Libya 
one way or the other, rounding up likely suspects and things? 
Is that not considered an encouraging sign by the 
Administration? 


A I think those are all encouraging signs. I think 
there have probably been other actions other than those. 
Perhaps not in the past 24 hours, but in recent days. 


Surely, there's no question that those are all 
encouraging signs. That's not to say that those governments 
were not concerned and acting before that. That's why I did 
not throw them into a category of something new, different, as 
a result of these particular incidents. 


Q Chuck, you want to punish Libya for hailing the 
attacks or for harboring Abu Nidal? 


A I can't give you anything more specific than I've 
said before concerning the nature of the support provided by 
the Qaddhafi regime for international terrorism and, in 
particular, for Abu Nidal. 


Q Do you have any new information today on the 
Soviet missiles either in place in Libya or coming to Libya? 


A No. 

Q Do you know where Abu Nidal is now? 

a Don't have anything new on that either. 
Can you give us some insight into the 


effectiveness of U.S. economic sanctions against Libya? And on 
what will you base your assertion that they're effective? 








a The effect of the unilateral economic measures 
which the United States has imposed has been a significant 
reduction in U.S. trade with Qaddhafi's regime. 


U.S. exports to Libya, approximately $860 million in 
1979, fell to under $200 million in 1984. U.S. goods exported 
to Libya are primarily pharmaceuticals, agricultural products 
and general manufactured goods. Nothing of strategic value may 
be exported. 


The U.S. ban on importation of Libyan crude oil has 
cut Libyan sales to the U.S. from approximately $5 billion a 
year to only $9 million in 1984. 


Our unilateral sanctions have resulted in considerable 
cost to U.S. business, but we regard this cost as justified by 
the importance of demonstrating U.S. opposition to Qaddhafi's 
unacceptable policies and denying him access to U.S.-origin 
sensitive technology, goods and services which would enhance 
his military or nuclear capabilities. 


We're looking at other things we could do. These 
measures, of course, would be more effective if they were 
undertaken more widely by the international community. There's 
no doubt about that. 


Q Could we have a copy of those numbers you've just 
gone over? 


« I can repeat those numbers. 
Q All right. 


A Exports to Libya, $860 million, approximately, in 
1979, falling to under $200 in 1984. The ban on importation of 
Libyan crude cut Libyan sales to the U.S. from approximately $5 
billion a year to only $9 million in 1984. 


Q That ‘79 was your $5 billion figure? 

fl I'll look into that. 

Q That's oil -- (inaudible) all sales -- 

A Crude oil sales. 

Q Chuck, did you say you would look into the date 


of the $5 billion? 











a Yes. 
Q Who is Libya's biggest trading partner? 


Q To follow up Ralph's question before, you're not 
steering us in the direction, then, of a broad-based, 
multilateral military response should that occur? You're 
talking about -- when you talk “multilateral,” you're talking 
about economic, diplomatic? You're not necessarily suggesting 
a broad-based military response? 


a In the area of military responses in any aspect, 
I'm neither confirming ror denying. I'm simply saying I'm not 
talking about contingency plans, period. 


Q Chuck, in addition to what you just said, is 
there a strategy being developed by the United States 
Government to approach your Western allies to impose the same 
things that you are doing, besides saying that on general terms 
that you would like, you know, more participation of the 
international community? Specifically, to this European -- 
west European countries, your allies? 


6 I can't give you anything more specific than what 
I've already given you, which is, first of all, that this is 
not a new effort. That over many years we've taken the lead in 
trying to make these sanctions more broadly based. We've taken 
measures on our own. We'll continue to work with all those 
concerned in order to broaden those measures to the extent 
possible. 


~-MORE-- 








Q One other question, Chuck. There are reports 
from all kinds of sources that Abu Nidal died in Wellington 
Hospital in London with cancer in 1979, and there is no person 
by the name of Abu Nidal alive, and that Abu Nidal has been 
used as an insignia or a name just to carry on some activities. 


What are the State Department comments on that, and do 
you have any information on this? 


6 No, I have nothing on that. I would only note 
that Abu Nidal himself has claimed to have given interviews a 
number of times in the past year. 


Q Another about this, that the interviews could be 
conducted and there were no pictures taken at these interviews 
and anybody else could sit and say that he or she could be Abu 
Nidal. 


f I can't help you on that story. 


Q Until his appointment and confirmation as 
Secretary of State, George Shultz was President of Bechtel 
Group. Bechtel Group, through Bechtel Saudi Arabia, is one of 
the largest contractors to the Libyan Government. 


Is there any way that the Secretary can use old 
connections to pressure his former employer to get out of there? 


fs No, I have no comments on those kinds of specific 
stories. I would stand on what I have said as general policy 
concerning how we feel about this question. 


Q There has been a U.S. investment in Libya. What 
measures are we taking in general against U.S. -- against the 
investment that's going on there and against increased 
investment? 


a I can't help you on that one. 


Q Chuck, you mentioned the U.S. sale of general 
manufactured goods to Libya. That includes oil drilling 
machinery, does it not? 


6 I don't know whether it includes o1i1 drilling 
machinery. I can only say that high technology equipment -- 
that which we have which no one else has and would be of great 
use to the Libyans -- is not sold, that I know. And that 
includes, for example, certain types of pumping equipment, I 
believe; perhaps drilling equipment, but I don't know that. 
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Q Chuck, you also said that you cannot confirm or 
deny the likelihood of cooperation with Israel ina 
retaliation. Do you -- can you cite any previous precedent 


where there was such cooperation in this -- in the military 
area -- of retaliating to acts of terrorism, with the United 
States or any other country, for example? 


a I rest on the same principle. I don't have any 
response to that question. I neither confirm nor deny. 


Q There was a report out of Athens this morning 
that the two Palestinians the government picked up on suspicion 
of terrorist activities would be deported or allowed to leave. 
Do you have any reaction to that, or do you know if it's true? 


a I don't know if it's true, and I don't have the 
details on that case, no. 


Q Chuck, the Kuwaiti Government is reported today 
as having been critical of the U.S. comments about retaliation 
and terrorism immediately following the Rome incident and the 
Vienna incident. The U.S. and Kuwait have agreed, to a 
substantial extent, on how to handle terrorist incidents. Do 
you have any comment on their criticism? 


a First, only to note that these reports are 
sourced to unnamed sources -- and therefore not the Kuwaiti 
Government. Do you agree with me on that? 


Q They're unnamed Kuwaiti Government sources. 
“ In any case, unnamed sources. 
Q In a similar manner to those quoted from 


Washington often. 


A And, secondly, I would refer you to what I had to 
say on Tuesday, in particular, in response to the question 
concerning the actions that have been taken at the United 
Nations as to why we feel that terrorism can't go unanswered, 
and why there is a right on the part of the civilized world to 
protect itself. 


Q Chuck, two quick ones. Is the United States 
prepared to give any kind of economic assistance to countries 
in Western Europe or elsewhere who take part in economic 
sanctions that might hurt them? 
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i I have nothing on that specific question. I 
would only note that those countries, as much as ourselves, are 
the victims and the targets of terrorism, and that, as a 
consequence, it would seem logical to believe that they would 
have their own motivation for taking actions without any 
outside inducement. 


Q And you mentioned the -- you said in response to 
a previous question that this effort on our part with the 
allies is not a new one. Has there in fact been an increased 
it since this incident to get them to do something about 
Libya’ 


a I can't make that comparison for you. I could 
only say that our activity has been intense over time. It is 
not something that we have just thought of as a result of these 
most recent incidents, no. 


Q Chuck, there are fewer than a dozen major U.S. or 
U.S.-related corporations that are doing sizeable business 
inside Libya. Has the State Department or any other branch of 
the U.S. Government in recent days made direct appeals to top 
management of those firms to do something about their practices? 


‘ I don't have anything on that. 


Q Chuck, one last thing on this, is there a full 
agreement with Israel, the United States and Israel, on who was 
behind those two last operations, because the Israelis are 
indirectly also hinting that the PLO is responsible? Do you, 
does the Administration also take that position? 


ve Once again, I can't say more than I have said 
before concerning responsibility for these operations. The 
Israeli Government will make its own determination dased on the 
information which it has. We are doing likewise. The Austrian 
Government, the Italian Government, are making their 
interpretations of the facts available to them. The 
investigations continue in both of those capitals, so that I 
couldn't do any more than speak for our own part, and I've done 
that in giving you the evideace which we have seen so far which 
links these attacks to the Abu Nidal group. 


Q But in talking about common retaliation with the 
Europeans or the Israelis, I suppose there must be some 
agreement on who to retaliate against. Hasn't this been the 
U.S. position? 


t Once again you get into the question of what sort 
of retaliation you are talking about. What we have spoken to 
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here in some detail has been the question of political-economic 
sanctions of one sort or another. Once again, you need to have 
a target. There are perhaps a number of targets. but in this 
case there is one particular target which has shown itself, 
and, as a consequence, concerning those kinds of measures, I 
think, in this case the -- the culprits are clear in this case. 


Q So you are exercising all of these options that 
are available for you now, or thinking about exercising all of 
these options, which is the economic and the military. 411 
these options are in the process of planning, or what? 


o I have gone over that question many times in the 
last few days, and there's nothing new there. 


Q Chuck, is Syria and Iran considered supporting 
international terrorism? 


‘ I don't have any general judgment for you on 
that. You know which countries are on our list of countries 
which support terrorism. I can't do any better than that for 
you. 


Q Chuck, when you say the culprits are clear in 
this case, are you referring to the evidence you brought out 
yesterday about Abu Nidal, or are you referring to Libya, or 
are you referring to specific named individuals? What do you 
mean by “the culprits are clear in this case"? 


a In specific in this case, the Abu Nidal group is 
the group to which the evidence strongly points as those who 
perpetrated the attacks. The Qaddafi regime has been closely 
tied to support for the Abu Nidal group and with support for 
this particular attack. 


Q and does that conclusion that the culprits are 
clear and your naming them satisfy Secretary Shultz and 
President Reagan's desire or requirement, if you will, for an 
address to which to address retaliation? 


a I don't think that is the full extent of the 
requirements. 


Q That is one requirement, though. Does it satisfy 
that requirement? 


7 To the extent that that's a requirement, I 
suppose it satisfies it. 


Q Chuck, when you said -- what we've spoken of is 
political and economic sanctions and you have to have a target 
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and so forth, but in that sentence you left out military, and 
when you said a “target.” it wasn't clear what you meant by a 
target. one installation or all of Libya. I wonder if you 
could define that a little bit more? 


a As I said, it was not in response to the military 
option, which I've told you I'm not going to address in any 
way, shape or fsrm, neither confirming nor denying. So that 
when I'm talking about targets, we're talking about against 
whom one applies these kinds of measures. 

~ Places? 

6 The non-military -- 

‘ That.'s all I'm talking about. 

Q New “opic? 

Yes. 

Q There have been a number of events in South 
Africa over the past few days. I don't think we've had a 
chance to address them. 

Do you have anything on, particularly, the funerals of 
the anti-apartheid activists, or the restrictions placed on the 
74 anti-apartheid groups? 

o No. 


Q Why not? Could you look into it and perhaps get 
us something? 


id What should I have to say? 
Q Just the usual, I don't care. (Laughter.) 
“ Sorry. 


Q On the Middle East again, any comment on the 
rocket attacks into northern Israel from South Lebanon today? 


a No. 


Q Do you have any comment on the thrust of the 
Evans and Novak column of yesterday that the United States 
helped Assad come to this extent of power that he has now in 
the Middle East? 


6 No 
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Q Can you give us any indication of the state of 
play on when the summit's going to be, and is there any meeting 
set between Shultz and Shevardnadze? 


A The question of the summit is one which was 
addressed at the White House in some form this morning, in 
saying that the date has yet to be fixed, and it's the subject 
of diplomatic discussion. That's where the matter stands. 


Q What about the second part? 
A I don't have anything for you on that. 


Q Have you seen the official text yet of the 
Lebanese accord? 


A No. 


Q Do you have any comment on the accusation 
directed against the Presicent of Lebanon that he was behind 
the attacks, recently, on the Lebanese forces leader? 


A No, nothing at all. 


Q Chuck, tomorrow is the 25th anniversary of the 
U.S. cutting off reiations with Cuba. Do you have any comments 
on the state of play of Cuban-American relations, and whether 
they might be restored during this Administration? 


A No, nothing at all. 


Q Do you share the assessment of Israel about the 
Jordanian-Syrian rapprochement lately -- that it constitutes a 
hindrance for the peace process? 


A On that particular question, I have nothing other 
to say than that Jordan has said to us that it remains 
committod to seeking a peaceful solution to the problems of the 
Middle East. 


Q You don't have any independent U.S. assessment? 

A No, nothing else. 

Q Chuck, Pakistan says it's not aware of any Soviet 
withdrawal timetable. Does the U.S. Government have a 


different evaluation of what was toid to the UN Secretary 
General? 
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a I'm not going to comment on diplomatic 
exchanges. I would say that we have noted statements by the 
Soviets of interest in a political solution, but have yet to 
see these statements translated into action. 


Q Chuck, talking of the commitment to peace 
process, anything on that front at all that you could tell us? 
I mean -- 

a No. 

Q Things are frozen, standing still, or -- ? 


Just that I don't have anything to tell you. 


>) 


Hope to get talks started this year? (Laughter). 


Anything else? 


The President meets with Mexican President de la 
Madrid tomorrow; there's a wide-ranging agenda there, but is 
there a particular objective that the U.S. considers 
principally important in these meetings? 


A That meeting is going to be prepared on the West 
Coast where the President is and where Secretary Shultz is. I 
believe that there will be background briefings done at that 
point, so I'd prefer not to go into it other than to note that 
this is part of the regular bilateral consultative process that 
we have undertaken with the Mexican Government over a number of 
years. 


Q Chuck, have we taken Qaddafi's potential threat 
seriously, in that have we tightened any border security or any 
arrangements through Interpol to track even more tightly known 
fellow travellers of Mr. Qaddafi's intelligence service? 


A I stand on my previous remark that Qaddafi's 
statements are not worthy of being dignified by comment. 


Q Do you have any comment -- there were some 
statements in one of the papers yesterday or the day before, 
attributed to unidentified officials, saying the reason for 
some of the conflicting statements in the aftermath of the 
airport attacks was that, you know, the President and some 
people are on the West Coast and other people were here, and 
acknowledging there was some confusion. 


Did you have any comment on those -- ? 


A I don't comment on any unidentified officials. 








r) 





Q Do you have any comment on that issue? 
confusion, or any disarray, or anything? 


a I haven't seen it. 
Anything else? 
Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:58 p.m.) 
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Posted: January 2, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question Taken at Noon Press Briefing of January 2, 1986 


LIBYA: TRADE FIGURES : 





Q: The Department spokesman said Libyan sales to the U.S. have 
fallen from approximately five billion dollars a year. 
What year was that figure? 

A: LIBYAN EXPORTS TO THE JNITED STATES TOTALLED 5.3 BILLION 


DOLLARS IN 1981. 


Ig 





QUESTION TAKEN AT THE DECEMBER 31 NOON BRIEFING 


| Posted: Jan. 2, 1986 . 


TERRORISM: STATISTICS 





Q: Do you have statistics on how many Americans have been 
a killed by terrorist attacks since 1972? 
A:-- Our figures indicate that from January 1972 
through November 1985, 464 Americans were killed by 
terrorist attacks. This includes all regions of ; 


the world and types of terrorism. 
a 
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
DAILY PRESS BRIEFING 


DPC #2 
FRIDAY, JANUARY 3, 1986, 12:17 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHEPNISE NOTED) 
MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentli _., good afternoon. No 
statements. Questions? 
Q No questions. 


fs) No questions? (Laughter) 


Q Do you have any comment on the possible fighting 
on the northern Israeli border? 


a No. I haven't even seen those stories. You're 
talking about Israeli shelling -- 


Q Yes. 

A -- in response to -- 
Q Various -- 

A -- rocket attacks? 


-- rocket attacks, and things like that in 
Lebanon and Israel? 


a No. That, as we have said so many times, is 
exactly the kind of exchange of incidents which illustrates all 
too well the cycle of violence which we've seen for so long in 
the Middle East, and which we've always deplored. 


Q Alan, can you confirm reports that -- 
Q Chuck. 


f°) Who am I? 


Q This is Chuck. Would you like to -- 
(Laughter) 











Q Chuck, sorry -- that Syria received 250 tanks 
from the Soviet Union, T-80, and a hundred of them were 
deployed at the Golan Heights? 


a I don't have anything on that. 
Q Is there any way we can check on it? 
4 Talk to the Syrians. 


Q How about the bomb threat in Naples to our 
consulate or mission, whatever we have there, this morning? 


s Don't have anything on it. 
Q Evacuated the building? 
a Nothing on that. 


Q Do you have anything about the supposed 
anti-American demonstrations going on in Libya? Can you 
confirm that they are, in fact, going on, and have they raised 
yet more danger for those Americans still there? 


A No, I have no information on that. 


Q Chuck, have you received any response to the 
renewed call for economic sanctions? I understand that the 
Germans have said they're inappropriate. Have you received 
anything from any European government regarding that? 


a I said, first of all, if you look at the 
transcript of yesterday's briefing, that you would hardly find 
what you have just described as a “call." We have talked about 
what has been a process that has been underway for some time. 
It will continue, and, as a consequence, I don't believe we're 
talking about in this case a one-time call for a particular 
sanction or a particular set of sanctions. 


Rather, as I've tried to get across in the last few 
days, this is a long-term problem. It's been with us now for 
some years. We're going to continue to work on it. 


These recent incidents simply highlight the importance 
of taking such measures against regimes like that of Mr. 
Qaddhafi. 











Q What is your response to the statement by the 
Spokesman for the West German Government that economic 
sanctions are not an appropriate instrument in this case? 


eR I believe our position is clear. 
Q You think they are an appropriate instrument? 


a I've spoken to the question of the necessity for 
the international community to stand up and take some actions, 
yes. 


Q Chuck, have you been in contact with the Soviet 
Union with regard to the Libyan involvement in terrorism? 


i) I don't have anything specific. As you know, we 
have been in touch with the Soviet Union on a variety of 
matters. Those matters have included the problem of terrorism, 
but I don't have any specific comment on recent events. 


Q Has there been any approach again to the Soviets 
on the question of the Soviet missiles that are in the process 
of arriving and being established in Libya? 


A I have nothing beyond -- 
Q It was reported that we had approached them and 


that we had been rebuffed. ‘Have we made another approach to 
the Soviets? 


‘a I have nothing beyond what you just referred to, 
in terms of our previous exchanges. 


Q We have been rebuffed, though? 


a Those were not the words that were used. The 
Soviet answer was not responsive to our concerns. (Laughter) 


Q We were rebuffed. (Laughter) 
Q He thought he made himself clear for a minute. 


Q The Italian newspapers are reporting that 
American sailors had liberty cancelled to get back aboard the 
Coral Sea to make a l.asty exit from Naples, presumably to go to 
the Mediterranean near Libya. What response do you have to 
that? 


uo I have nothing whatsoever on anything concerning 
military operations, contingency plans or otherwise. 








Q Chuck, has action been taken yet to put a price 
on Abu Nidal's head, as you suggested might be one step? 


A I said that was under consideration. That 
remains the answer. 


Q There apparently were reports of all places in 
the bond trading market, or something, that a U.S. military 


asset -- a ship or a plane -—— had been shot at, and there was 
all sorts of flutter about that; shot at in the Middle East. 


A There's nothing to those reports. 

Q Nothing to those reports? 

o No. 

Q Wait a minute, Chuck. There's nothing to -- 
you're saying there is nothing to the reports that a U.S. 
military plane or a ship has been attacked in the Mediterranean? 


4 That's right. I can't say anything about bond 
trading. 


Q So you're denying the rumors. All right. 


Q Yasser Arafat this morning on ABC said that he -- 
over a month ago before this attack, he told the European 
countries -- Austria and Italy -- that terrorist attacks are 
going to be taking place there in Europe. Do you have any 
information on this, or do you have any comment to that? 


u No. 

Q What is the U.S. policy toward -- in regard to 
assisting American citizens who are in places that they've been 
advised or actually told by law not to go to? 

“a What is our policy? 


Q Yeah. 


a Our policy, always, is to do what we can for 
American citizens. We try to make it as clear as we can that, 
when you go co places where we have no diplomatic 
representation, our ability to assist American citizens under 
such circumstances will be severely limited if not 
non-existent. And that is the reason we put out travel 
advisories. 











Q Chuck, is that a warning to Americans in Libya? 


& As I said yesterday, and { really can't add much 
to that, because of the natyre of that regime, because of its 
erratic behavior, there is always a risk to Americans who 
choose to go to a country like that. 


We have no American Embassy there. As a consequence, 
we could not provide the normal consular diplomatic services 
that we would normally provide in most countries around the 
world. 


Q But that warning is one that you would have 
issued four years ago, three years, two years ago, and last 
week and two weeks ago. That is a not a warning that you're 
addressing to American citizens who remain in Libya following 
Colonel Qaddhafi's broadcast interview the other day? 


a No. That advisory, as you note, has been in 
effect for some time. The fact that Qaddhafi makes these sort 
of statements and gives these sorts of interviews is only once 
again indicative, however, of the fluctuating nature of the 
regime and of the uncertainty of the situation. 


Q Can you say -- I know you said you wouldn't 
comment on military plans. Can you say whether there are any 
plans for assisting the evacuation of American citizens from 
Libya? 


“ No, nothing whatsoever on that. 


Q Is the risk greater to Americans now, though, 
than it was six months ago? 


i I'm not in a@ position to assess the risk as it 
stands today versus any other period in time. 


Q Are the Americans who are in Libya free to 
leave? Have there been any restrictions in recent days put on 
their ability to leave? 


a Not that I know of. 


Q There was a@ radio report this morning quoting an 
American journalist in Libya who was saying that they were 
going to be -— that he and a group of journalists were going to 
be moved to some location outside Libya. 


Is there any indication that journalists are being 
restricted or held in any fashion? 





“ I haven't seen those reports. 
Can you take the question on the evacuation? 


No. 


. 
a 
Q Chuck, do you have an update on the export-import 
he U.S. and Libya, other than ‘84 or ‘85? 

a 


Well, not really. I gave you the statistics -- 
Q For ‘84. 


“ -- for ‘84, which we had yesterday. Those are 
the most recent statistics I have. There have deen some 
questions about Libya's trading situation. And to help you all 
out on that score, the Press Office has a copy of an extract 
from the IMF publication called Direction of Trade Statistics 
Year Book, 1985, which contains not only the statistics on the 
United States but on all the other trading parties of Libya. 


The only thing I could add to a question that was 
asked yesterday on the economic front concerned Ame~ ican 
involvement with the oil industry. 


The situation is that about half of Libya's oil is 
pumped by Libyan companies in which U.S. firms have minority 
participation with majority control in the hands of the 
Libyans. The other half is pumped by Libyan firms without U.S. 
participation and by third country firms. 


Q Can we have a copy of that, please? 
i I think you got that. 


Q Would you say that your concern for Americans 
working in Libya is the factor behind the so-far restraint by 
this Administration to retaliate against Libya? 


a I really am not going to address that question. 
I've answered the question about why we've been talking about 
concerns for Americans in Libya. Those concerns go back any 
number of years. 


Unforcunately, the reasons for those concerns remain 
just as valid today as they ever were. 


Q Chuck, those minority participations by American 
companies in Libyan o1i1 pumping, are those American 








participants operating illegally? Are those American firms, 
which have minority interests in Libyan oil extraction, are 
they operating illegally? 


a I'd refer you to Justice for the definitive 
answer to that. 


Let me tell you what little I can to help you from 
this podium. First of all, we talked about the use of American 


passports -- 
Q Right. 


a -— in violation of 18 U.S.C. 1544 of the Federal 
Criminal Code. That law only applies to the use of the 
passport, not to travel in and of itself. That's partially an 
answer . 


On the status of American personnel in Libya, let me 
start by saying yesterday we used the figure 1,500. That 
figure is very hard to get an accurate handle on. As a 
consequence, we really have to use as a more accurate figure -- 
1,000 to 1,500. That's the best estimate we can make. Few of 
that number are working for American companies. 


We believe that the Americans now in Libya fall into 
three general categories: Dependents of Libyans, employed 
persons, and dependents of those employees. Since there is no 
American Embassy in Libya at which American citizens can 
register -- and this is one of the reasons why Americans should 
not travel to Libya -- we have no firm figures on how many 
people would be in each of those categories. 


However, we do believe that most of those employed in 
Libya work for Libyan or third country firms, not American 
firms. 


And, finally, following up on another point yesterday, 
American businesses are fully aware of our policy. They have 
seen the growing number of official restrictions which we have 
placed on commercial dealings. They know of our repeated 
travel advisories, and they are aware of our efforts to 
discourage trade with the Qaddhafi regime. 


Q So the revisions on the statements about who the 
Americans are who are in Libya, in effect, remove a lot of the 
cast of illegality that you seem to suggest was there yesterday 
-- you seemed to suggest yesterday was there. 





You're not -- you're saying now that these people may 
mot be there illegally. They may not be using American 
passports to travel there, and therefore they may not be in 
violation, and they're related to Libyan or foreign firms, not 
Arerican firms, and they are -- they in many cases, are 
related to Libyan citizens; is that correct? 


ry I think you've summarized most of the points I 
made; yes. 


Q Well, but you didn't use the word “legality” or 
“illegality.” and I think -- I just wanted to make it clear 
that you -- 


= The question yesterday was, were those people 
there with validated passports? The answer to that question 
is, probably not. The only thing we do have any handle on at 
all whatsoever is the number of applications that we get for 
validation of passports. 


For example, in 1985 -- and that number has been 
dropping over the years -- in 1983, we had 531 applications, of 
which we approved 243; in ‘84, 104 applications, of which we 
approved 73; and in 1985, 78 applications, of which 48 were 
approved. 


Q Many of these people aren't eligible for these -- 
the law sets categories of people that can get these 
validations, right? 


4 The law specifies categories. Professional 
reporters -- some of you may qualify (laughter) -- 
representatives of the American Red Cross. 


Q You want to get rid of some of them? 


A The applicant establishes that his or her trip is 
justified by compelling humanitarian considerations, and there 
you have lots of spouses of Libyan citizens, for example; or 
the applicant's request is otherwise in the national interest. 
Those are the four considerations under 22 Code of the Federal 
Regulations, $1.73. 


Q Since you seem to have a lot of statistical data, 
let me just try one. Do you have a number -- of the m “ers of 
passports validated for travel to Libya in any of the rs you 


listed, can you give us the number who were validated sor the 
purpose of being in the national interest? 








A Yes. 


Q All right! (Laughter) Could you do it for all 
three years? 


A For all three years. In 1983, 161; in 1984, 29; 
and in 1985, 24. And I think in most cases, those are probably 
businessmen who had valid contracts signed before the 
restrictions went into effect. 


Q Chuck, since you have been, in the last 24 hours, 
issuing this warning and this advisory to businessmen and 
everybody, have you been approached by any of the corporations 
who have some employees or some staff in Libya about the 
seriousness of the situation or what you are trying to do? 


A No, I don't have anything on that. As I said 
yesterday, and again today, American businesses and American 
citizens, we belicve, are well aware of our concerns concerning 
Libya, and that's been expressed through our advisories and 
other statements. 


~-MORE-- 
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Q Last year, when you issued a similar advisory I 
believe in another case, there was a group, from my 
recollection, a group of businessmen in Libya, who I believe 
sent a message to the State Department or the U.S. Government 
saying that “we are not under any danger, and please ease off 
all of these restrictions or this call on us to return home." 
Do you recall that? 


A No. 
Q Chuck, does the -- 


A But, in any case, the restrictions have been 
reviewed and renewed several times now. 


Q Does any military action against Libya come under 
the war act? 


A I'm simply not talkina about military options in 
any way. 


I notice you use the word "retaliation." I've used 
the word "self-defense." That's the only correction I would 
make to the question. 


Q What penalty does that criminal code section that 
you cited carry with it for the passport -- 


A A $2,000 fine and/or not more than five years in 
prison. 

Q And what efforts are being made, or are there 
any, to enforce that and to impose those penalties on these 
offenders? 


A Well, all I can say from the point of view of the 
Department is that when information about possible violations 
comes to our attention, we advise the Department of Justice, 
which has the exclusive authority to prosecute under Federal 
law. So the specific questions concerning prosecution under 
the Federal Criminal Code should be directed to the Justice 
Department. 


Q How many cases have been so referred? 


A I don't have that. 


Q You seemed to suggest earlier that many of the 
Americans there are dependents or in some way related to 
Libyans. Do you know what percentage of this thousand to 
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fifteen-—hundred are related to Libyans? 


a No. I really can't emphasize too strongly how 
little we know about that figure and its make-up, so as a 
consequence it would really be a pure guess as to what 
percentages are. 


Q Is it fair to say that a sizable percentage are 
related? 

A Are in the category of dependents rather than 
employees? 

Q Dependents or -- 


a Yes, sizable certainly. 


Q And does that put them, do you think, at less 
risk than other Americans? I mean yesterday we were talking 
about 1500 Americans -- potential hostages if things got out of 
hand. And now it may be fewer than -- it may be 1,000. 

Indeed, a fair percentage may be related. 


Does that put any different complexion on the risk to 
Americans and the number over there? 


a As I said earlier in response to another 
question, I can't really evaluate the risk as it might be posed 
to American citizens today. I'm simply recalling, on behalf of 
the Department, the advisories that we have issued for a number 
of years now of which Americans should be aware if they're 
going to go to that country. 


Q Chuck, I'm still a little bit puzzled by the way 
you started out today where you were talking about a process 
and wanted to make clear that the United States -- if I 
understood you -- is not making a particular call for 
sanctions. I guess that's what you were referring to. 


A No, that's not exactly what I said. 


Q Well -- 


A I'm not going to comment on any specific action 
which may be in the process, which we may be  .hinking about. I 
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simply made that comment in reference to the insinuation that 
this was sort of a one-time effort that we were looking at now 
for the first time in the wake of Rome and Vienna. 


Q Well, let me ask it this way: Are we asking -- 
have we asked -- European countries to impose economic 
sanctions against Libya? 


A I can only answer that in a historical sense, 
which is that European governments are aware of our concerns 
about the Qaddhafi regime. 


Q So you're not willing to say whether since these 
attacks a week ago we have asked for specific actions by any of 
the European governments? 


a That's exactly right -- and that simply for the 
reason that we don't want to signal the potential objectives of 
particular measures that in fact they might be the objectives, 
or what those objectives might be. 


Q Chuck, wait a minute. Are you saying now that 
you don't want to tell Qaddhafi that you don't like him and 
that you're trying to impose economic sanctions against him? 

A No. 


Q You don't want to tell him that because -- 


A No. 
Q -- you're afraid he might find out? (Laughter. ) 
A It's just that in not commenting on any 


specifics, any specific initiatives, it is simply in the 
interest of efficiency. 


Q When you say that -- just to belabor this one 
more time -- 


) I'd agree with you. (Laughter. ) 


Q -- you're not saying that we haven't requested 
any specifics. You're merely saying you are not going to say 
what they are, or even that they've ‘Sappened. But if I heard 
you right, you're not ruling out the possibility that specific 
requests have been made. 
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A I'm not ruling anything out. 


Q Chuck, doesn't that look like you've asked and 
you haven't gotten a satisfactory answer? That's why you don't 
want to say you've asked because you're going to look silly in 
front of Qaddhafi? 


f°) I wouldn't draw that conclusion. 


Q Are you in consultation with friendly African 
countries about Libya's activities, some of the neighbors 
there? Are you in consultation with Egypt? 


A Your first question was more to the point, and 
I'll answer it in general terms: that we have had 
consultations with a variety of countries around the world over 
an extended period of time concerning the threat that has been 
posed on occasion, and it varies from geographic region to 
geographic region by Qaddhafi and his regime. 


v Are you encouraged by their -- 


) This is not a recent development. This most 
recent development, unfortunately, is one of the most bloody on 
record, but nonetheless it's not the only one. 


Q Are you encouraged by their response to your 
contacts? 


A I have no specific comments on that. 


Q Can you be specific in light of the position of 
Egypt regarding this since Egypt -- or you sent the AWACS to 
Egypt when there was a threat to Sudan before and when there 
was a threat to Egypt itself from Libya. What is the position 
of Egypt now, from your understanding of it? 


A The Egyptian Government can speak for itself. 


Q Do you have any comment on the Italian cabinet 
introducing an anti-terrorism piece of legislation that would 
restrict travel of foreigners to Italy to certain kinds of 
airports with certain facilities -- any comment on the specific 
anti-terrorism methods? 


a No. I haven't seen those specific measures yet. 
Q Chuck, do you have anything -- anything -- about 
the peace process in the Middle East? (Laughter. ) 
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A No. Nothing. (Laughter. ) 
Q Copy? (Laughter. ) 


Q On Crocker's trip to Africa, can you tell us 
anything about his travels? 


a It's the first time I've had to turn my book 
today. 


Mr. Crocker is visiting Egypt and Sudan. He will be 
in Egypt from January 3rd through Sth and will be in Khartoum 
January 6th. His visit to Cairo is for the purpose of 
consultations with Egyptian officials on a broad range of 
African issues, including the Horn of Africa as well as 
southern Africa. 


He is visiting Khartoum as part of continuing 
exchanges on security and other bilateral issues. 


His trip underlines the importance we attach to the 
maintenance of viable relations with Sudan. 


And before you ask concerning any possible visit to 
Angola, I don't have anything specific at this time on 
additional stops, but we do expect to meet with the Angolans 
shortly. 


And South Africa? 


o 2) 


I have nothing on that. 
Q Is the Libyan affair on his agenda? 


Aa I won't characterize it any further than what 
I've just done. 


Q Do you have anything more on terrorism in Sudan 
and the travel advisory and all that? 


A Concerning Sudan and the security climate, we are 
encouraged by progress in that regard; and, accordingly, we 
have suspended further withdrawal of U.S. personnel. 


Q What happened? Can you -- 


a We continue to monitor the situation. Mr. 
Crocker's consultations will be a factor in making further 
decisions, but for the time being the travel advisory will 
remain in effect. 
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Q Why are you encouraged? What happened to 
encourage you? 


a I can't be specific, but generally the security 
situation is improving. Sudanese authorities have taken our 
concerns into account and are making progress in reestablishing 
security against terrorists in Khartoum. 


Q If I can go back to my previous question, is the 
peace process still alive and viable in the Middle East? 


a I'd refer you to what other spokesmen have said 
in recent weeks. 


Q No. On the current -- 
a I can't add anything to that. 


Q On the current -- at the current -- you know, we 
are in 1986. ‘85 expired, you know. We want to know if 
anybody's going to be moving in the area after the meeting 
between Assad and King Hussein? What's your assessment of this? 


a No. I don't have any surprises for you there. 
Ambassador Cluverius, of course, is in the region. He will 
continue to make his rounds with various leaders. And in this 
building we continue to look at the situation. 


Q Have you a status report on the MIA search trip? 
a No, nothing. 


Q Is there any impatience with the fact that only 
two of the nine divided spouses that were going to leave the 
Soviet Union that the Administration spoke about before the 
Geneva Summit -- only two have actually left? 


a I can't answer that question directly. I could 
only refer you to the various status reports that we have 
provided. We have in those reports noted that we are 
continuing contact; we sonitor those cases closely, and it's 
our hope that they wil. be resolved as early as possible. 


4 Have there been any recent Soviet assurances that 
everything's on track and that they still intend to allow these 
people to leave? 
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i I don't have anything new for you. I can only 
say that we continue to work on them, and we hope they'll come 
to fruition as soon as possible. 


Q Has the State Department received any 
pronouncements from the computers at the Office of Management 
and Budget or GAO concerning cuts in fundings for your programs 
becween now and March or projections for fiscal year ‘87? 


a No, I'm not in a position to comment on those. 


Q Do you have any comment on the apparent split on 
the non-—Communist opposition in Cambodia? 


a A group of leaders of the Khmer People's National 
Liberation Front -- the KPNLF -- has formed a “Provisional 
Central Committee for Salvation" -- the PCCS -- under the 
leadership of General Sak Sutsakanh -- 


Q We can't have a copy of this either? (Laughter.) 


ra) -- Sutsakanh -- General Sutsakanh, the KPNLF's 
military commander. The PCCS claims to be in complete control 
of the KPNLF, a claim denied by KPNLF President Son Sann. We 
are not in a position to judge the accuracy of either claim. 


The United States has watched with concern the growing 
split within the KPNLF's leadership. The U.S. supports the 
non-Communist resistance, the KPNLF and the Sihanoukist 
National Army -- the ANS -- not individuals or factions. 


The leadership of the non-Communist resistance must be 
decided by the Cambodians themselves, but we join Prince 
Norodom Sihanouk in urging upon the leaders of the KPNLF the 
importance of unity within the non-Communist resistance. 


Q Copy? 
a Yes! (Laughter.) 


Q Thank you. 


Q What's happened to the U.S. five million in 
aid? Has it been allocated to them? It's passed by 
C ngress, as I recall it; am I not right? Now what happens? 
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A I don't know. I'll look into that. 

Q All right. 

Q Chuck, has the U.S. and the USSR agreed on a date 
for a meeting between GS and ES at any time in the near 
future? 

f°) That's still a matter of diplomatic consultations. 

Q O.K. 

a Chuck, there is another part to the story -- the 
Cambodian story, I mean -- that Pol Pot gave a sort of pledge 
to Vietnam not to indulge in any military activity if the 
Vietnamese are withdrawn from the country. 

Q I don't have anything on that. 

Q Going back to the first, even though there are no 
diplomatic relations, is there anyone designated to keep track 
of the Americans there and keep a list? 

“ What country are we in? 


Q Libya -- back to Libya. You have a desk, I 
assume. 


i) We have a Libyan Desk here in the State 
Department. Our interests are represented by the Belgian 
Embassy. 


Q Here? 
io In Tripoli, I believe. But that Embassy is quite 


small; and, as a consequence, there are really limited 
facilities for keeping track of Americans there. 


Q Is there an effort being made now to keep track 
of -— keep a list of everyone who's there? 
a We do that routinely wherever we have embassies, 


but simply because we don't have the facilities in Libya we 
can't do it to the extent that we would normally do it. 


Q Chuck, has a task force been set up at the State 
Department in connection with the Libyan situation? 


a I don't know of any such task force. 
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Q Chuck, could you conform or deny a newspaper 
report in Kuwait, and it's also the Kuwait News Agency, that 
the United States Government asked Egypt for military action 
against Libya, and Egypt rejected that? 


a I neither confirm or deny. I don't have anything 
on tat. 


Q Does the State Department have any response to 
the New Year's Day speech by the President of Nigeria that 
Nigeria is going to place an absolute ceiling on foreign-debt 
payments in 1986? 

= No, no reaction. 


Q Chuck, are there any Americans working in the 
Belgian Embassy in Tripoli? 


is No. 
Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:48 p.m.) 








POSTED: JANUARY 3, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question Yvaken at the January 3 Press Briefing 


CAMBODIA - STATUS OF U.S. AID 





“what's happened to the $5 million in aid? 4as it been 

allocated to them or -- it was passed by Congress, as I 

recall it. Am I not right? Now what happens?* 

-- THE U.S. HAS NOT YET ALLOCATED OR DISBURSED ANY OF THE 
FUNDS AUTHORIZED BY CONGKESS THIS YEAR FOR THE 


NON-COMMUNIST CAMBODIAN KESISTANCE FORCES. 


-- THE CONTINUING RESOLUTIUN ADOPTED DECEMBER 19 PROVIDED 
A PLOOR OF $1.5 MILLION AND A CEILING OF $5 MILLION I 
ASSISTANCE TU THE CAMBODIAN NON-COMMUNIST RESISTANCE 
FORCES, BUT LEFT THE DETERMINATION DF THE EXACT AMOUNT 
TO THE ADMINISTRATION. THE MONEY “UST BE ALLOCATED 
PROM WORLD-WIDE SECURITY ASSISTANCE FUNDS WHICH WEKE 
APPROPRIATED BY THE CONGRESS AT LEVELS THAT ARE 


SIGNIFICANTLY LESS THAN THE ADMINISTRATION REQUESTED. 


~- THE ADMINISTRATION IS STILL IN THE PROCESS UF 
ALLOCATING AVAILABLE FUNDS TO INDIVIDUAL PROGRAMS. 


ONCE THOSE DECISIONS ARE MADE, WE WILL MAKE OUR FINAL 


DETERMINATIONS ON HOW THE MOWEY FOR CAMBODIAN AID 


WILL SE SPENT. 
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MONDAY, JANUARY 6, 1986, 12:19 P. M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
One announcement. 


Secretary Shultz will deliver welcoming remarks at the 
opening ceremony of PEN's 48th International Congress in New 
York on Sunday, January 12th. The 5:00 p.m. ceremony will be 
held at the New York Public Library, Sth Avenue and 42nd 
Street. Organization press credentials will be necessary to 
cover this event. To obtain credentials or further 
information, please telephone Lynn Goldberg Communications at 
(212) 674-9136. As space is severely limited, interested 
persons should call soon. 


Q Would you repeat the title of the event, please? 
It's PEN's 48th International Congress. 


The number again, please? 


> © FP 


Area (212) 674-9136. I read that slowly. 
Q PIN or PEN? 


io) PEN. That's the association of writers, poets, 
playwrights, essayists, editors, novelists. 


Q Do you have a topic, Chuck? 


6 Welcoming remarks. That's all. 


Q Is this a substantive speech or just a -- 
a No, as I said, these are welcoming remarks. 
That's all. 


Q That's it, Chuck? You are finished with your 
announcements? 








6 I am finished. 


Q Do you have any -—-— does the State Department have 
any reaction to the remarks made in a group interview by 
Colonel Qaddhafi over the weekend? 


6 Any particular aspect of those remarks? 
Q Pick any. Pick one. 


Q Are there terrorist training camps in Libya? Why 
don't we start with that? 


a That claim on the part of Colonel Qaddhafi is 
really incredible and patently false. 


Q You know of terrorist training camps in Libya. 


a The links between international terrorism and 
Libya are clear. I can't go into intelligence matters. We 
have ON THE RECORD from last week, of course, the Tunisian 
information provided concerning the passports that were used in 
Austria -- passports which were confiscated by Libyan 
authorities this past year, and then showed up in the hands of 
these terrorists executing this incident in Austria. 


Q Are there training camps in Libya? He says no. 


a He says no, and I say the claim is incredible and 
patently false. 


Q Can you tell us where they are? 

& No. 

~ Why not? 

v Chuck, you have been -- 

6 I said I'm not going to talk about intelligence 


matters. 


Q We weren't asking about intelligence matters. We 
were asking about a United States’ claim that the Libyan 
Government supports terrorists by providing them facilities and 
training camps and -- 


6 The question was where are those camps, and I 
consider that an intelligence matter. 








Q Do you have a number -- number of camps? 


No, I don't. 


Q In the past I remember this Administration was 
ready to show aerial surveillance over £1 Salvador, for 
onampie. Will you be ready to do the same with Libyan training 
camps? 


A I can't speculate at this point. 


Q On another aspect of what he said, do you have 
any comment on his apparent threat to carry the war of 
terrorism to the United States? 


a No. 


Q Any comment -- have you -- has the State 
Department been in touch with the Soviet Union with regard to 
the latest Libyan/American public exchange of charges and with 
regard to anything other than the movement of the missiles in 
Libya? 


i) I can't do any better than I did last week in 
which I said that we have exchanges with the Soviet Union; 
those exchanges include terrorism. But in this particular 
case, no, I don't have anything specific to offer you. 


Q All right --- 


fa Let me make one other general comment, and, if 
we're moving away from Qaddhafi's remarks of yesterday, the 
only other remark I would add would be that any effort by the 
Qaddchafi regime to portray itself as somehow backing away from 
its earlier position is disingenuous at best. Given the 
regime's proven record of complicity in international 
terrorism, a great deal of skepticism about Libyan statements 
seems justified. 


In Qaddhafi's interview on January 5th, he was 
equivocal and stated that such terrorist actions would be 
appropriate for so-called “freedom fighters." While not 
getting into intelligence information, I would point out that 
15 Libyan diplomats were expelled during 1984 and 1985 from 
Spain, West Germany, Belgium, Mauritius and the United States 
for actions inconsistent with normal diplomatic behavior. 


Moreover, Tunisia and the United Kingdom broke 
diplomatic relations with Libya and expelled the entire Libyan 
diplomatic presences in those countries during this same period. 





Q Chuck, coming back to the bases again, can you 
Say as much as whether these terrorist training camps are 
separate facilities set up for the purpose of training 
terrorists, or can you say whether they are military facilities 
within Libya which are occasionally used for the purpose that 
you described? 


a I'm not going to be able to give you any more 
details concerning facilities or installations to which you 
refer. My statement is a reference to Qaddhafi's claim that 
Libya does not train terrorists. 


Q Chuck, what do you have to say about Qaddhafi's 
claim that Abu Nidal is not in Libya at this point? 


4 No comment, really. I've said earlier that we 
can't necessarily pinpoint his presence on any given day. 


Q Do you have any comment on the Evans and Novak 
column of today, saying that an Arab diplomat had warned the 
Administration not to attack, because this would be disastrous 
to other friendly countries in the Arab area? 


a No. No comment. 


Do you know whether Abu Nidal has been in Libya 
since the Vienna and Rome airport attacks? 


A I can't give you anything on that. 


Q Do you have any comment on the Jack Anderson's 
column of today that a senior Palestinian is training Iranians 
and some other foreigners in Iran on terrorism? 


A Only to say that there have been for years 
reports that the Iranians are training terrorists. We believe 
this to be true, but I can't go into specific intelligence 
reports. 


Q You said that Libyan diplomats were expelled from 
the United States in '84-'85. It seems to me the break in 
relations, so to speak, occurred before ‘84, and it's my 
understanding there haven't been any Libyan diplomats in this 
country since before '84. Do you have any details on that 
expulsion? 


A Yes, I do. The Libyan diplomat was expelled from 
the United Nations. 














Q What were the circumstances? 


4 I don't have the circumstances; activities, as I 
said, which were not consistent with his diplomatic presence. 


Q You can't say when or -- 

a I can look into it. 

Q There was one diplomat? 

A It was one diplomat is my information. 


Q Chuck, Qaddhafi said in that interview that an 
American diplomat had been in contact with him, and that he 
thought it might be the -- our Ambassador to the Vatican, Mr. 
Wilson. 


és We're aware of no such contacts, nor have any 
such contacts been authorized. 


Q Mr. Speakes this morning said something about 
consulting the European allies again about economic sanctions. 
Do you have anything on that? 


fa Nothing beyond what I've said previously, which 
is that this whole question of how to respond to states that 
support terrorism is an ongoing one. We have made efforts in 
the past, we will continue to make efforts, but in terms of any 
specific new aspects of our policy, I'm not going to comment 
any further at this point. 


Q In other words, you have no planned trip or 
anything by a senior official to Europe or -- 


i The last part of my answer was in terms of 
specific measures. At this particular point in time, I have no 
comment. 


Q Chuck, do we have a position on the frab League's 
warnings against the United States and Israel attacking or 
threatening Libya? 

a No. 


Q Chuck, Colonel Qaddhafi -- 


Q Chuck, in your answer to the -- whrn you were 
trying to explain what you meant in answer to the initial 
question, you said that you were responding to the question of 








whether Libya has trained terrorists. Well, do you believe 
that there are terrorist bases in Libya now? 


a I'm not going to go into any further details 
other than to say that the link between the Qaddhafi regime and 
international terrorism is clear. It's been shown over a 
number of years, and that includes the training of terrorists 
in Libya. 


Q Well, the obvious question is if you're so sure 
that there are terrorist bases in Libya, and your policy is to 
respond to acts of terrorism, why the government hasn't done 
anything at this point with all this certitude? 


ts I can't help you on that. 

Q Since the attacks in Rome and Vienna? 

4 I can't give you anything more than we've said a 
number of times, including just after those attacks concerning 
our policy of responding to terrorism. 

Q Chuck, yesterday Colonel Qaddhafi also said that 
an American Ambassador or diplomat had been in touch with him 
to defuse the situation. Have such exchanges taken place? 

a There must be an echo in here. 


Q Oh, did I -- 


6 Yes. That question was answered. 
Q Chuck, unless I‘m misreading -- 
Q How do the -- 

] Go ahead. 


Q How could it be possible to recognize a training 
camp of being for terrorists and for just Libyan forces? 


a There are ways. (Laughter) 
y Good. 
Do you -- unless I'm over-reading your comments a 


. 
minute ago about the link between Qaddhafi's regime and the 
training of terrorists, it sounds to me as though you're no 
longer claiming that the Rome and Vienna attacks were 
specifically linked to Libya, but you're claiming a more 
general historical link between the Qaddhafi regime and 
terrorism. Is that the case? 








A No. I wouldn't draw that conclusion. My 
response was in connection with a Qaddhafi statement which was 
of a general nature that Libya does not provide training to 
terrorists. That's the statement I'm responding to. But that 


doesn't change what we've said about this particular incident, 
no. 


Q Does the U.S. claim that the terrorists who took 
part in the Rome and Vienna attacks were trained at training 
camps for terrorists in Libya? 


ny I'll have to simply refer you to the record as to 
what we've said. 


Q But nothing has changed on that. 
” Nothing has changed. No. 


Q Any movement on the question of a reward for Abu 
Nidal? 


‘ No. Nothing new. 
Q How about Qaddhafi? (Laughter) 


Q I notice and I'm happy to say that you are 
improving the situation of the concrete baffles in front of the 
State Department, but there are other obvious ways in which 
terrorists could attack the State Department. I won't list one 
unless you want me to, but one is quite obvious, and I wondered 
if there are plans to do something? A number of people in 
government have mentioned one specific way to me which concerns 


them. 
A I -- 
Q Uh -- 
6 No. If you don't want to mention -- 
Q Are there any plans to -- 
6 -- in public for security reasons, I'd be happy 


to talk to you afterwards. 
Q Yes. 


fs But let me just say that in conjunction with 
security in this building and elsewhere, that's an issue which 





we take seriously, which is being addressed, and which 
improvements are being made constantly. 


Q Will you give me 30 seconds afterwards -- 
a Sure. 
Q -- to speak with you, please? 


Q Chuck, with all things considered, why did the 
U.S. continue trading with Libya, then? 


A I would refer you to the recerd again. We have 
made that information available in quite some detail. 


The United States trade with Libya is really 
miniscule; virtually non-existent. And I think if you look at 
the statistics, you'll see that that is, in fact, the case; 
and, secondly, you'll see that that trade which still exists is 
a substantial reduction from the trade which existed in 1979. 
So that as a consequence I believe by looking at the statistics 
you can see very clearly that this is one of those cases where 
we have taken actions to back up our words -- and there may be 
more yet to be done. 


Q Your statistics seem to omit any trade with the 
Soviet Union. Can you provide us with what sort of assistance 
they get -- the Soviets provide Libya? 


A The statistics we provided were the top ten 
traders, I believe, and those same -- 


Q The Soviet military aid does not bring them up to 
more than a hundred million dollars a year? 


a Those statistics were IMF statistics, and I would 
assume that military sales are not included in those statistics. 


Q But that ought to make them one of the top trade 
partners, I would think? 


A I can't answer that. 

Q Chuck, you just mentioned the word “actions” to 
back up words. What action are we taking to back up our claim 
in 1981 of swift and effective retribution? 

fa Your question is -- 

Q What actions are we taking now -- 


A What is the reference to 1981? 


-- to back up our promise in 1981 that we will 
take swift and effective retribution against terrorists? 


A I can only answer that by saying that our policy 








on combattting terrorism is known. I've explained it a number 
of times. The response is one which varies on a case-by-case 
basis. 


In some cases, there have been responses. There have 
been improvements in some areas. If you look at the way in 
which these airport attacks, for example, were combatted once 
the attack started, I believe you see that there are security 
forces present that weren't present some years ago. Other 
types of measures have been taken. 


There are many things that one can do to combat 
terrorism, and that what we're engaged in here is a process, 
and it's paying some dividends. There's still a long way to go. 


Q You're not saying that we have already responded 
by the reaction in the airports? 


a No, no, I'm talking about the phenomenon of 
terrorism, and I'm not saying that we're going to respond in 
each and every case in a particular way. 


Q Chuck -- Chuck, quite apart from the question of 
an Ambassador being sent, has the United States, since these 
series of events began shortly after Christmas, been in touch 
in any way with the Government of Libya to express its views 
other than publicly? 


a Not to my knowledge. 


Q New topic? Are you ready to announce the rest of 
Chester Crocker's schedule? 


A I can only tell you a little bit more than I told 
you already. He is in Khartoum January 6 where he's holding 
bilateral discussions with Sudanese officials. He leaves 
Khartoum for Europe later today and will travel to southern 
Africa Wednesday. Details of his itinerary in southern Africa 
are still being worked out, however. 


Q What's the prime topic of discussion -- Namibia 
or Angola, or what are the prime topic of the talks? 


i Where -- in Sudan? 
Q In Europe and southern Africa? Sorry. 


a In Europe, he's simply passing through. ‘t $ 
transit. In southern Africa, that depends on his itinerary. 


Q Okay, do you have anything on the recent 
cross-border violence or bombings in South Africa? 
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a This is on the cross-border question. As a 
long-standing feature of our policy, we have opposed 
cross-border raids and violence, whatever their source or 
target. 


We again call on all parties in the region to act with 
restraint and humanity and to pursue peaceful remedies in 
dealing with southern Africa's serious political problems. 


In this case, we are urging the Government of South 
africa to use existing diplomatic channels to deal with any 
security problems. 


Q Chuck, back to the Middle East. Have you got 
anything -- there are press reports that the Soviet Union has 
provided Jordan with new types of SAM batteries, new SAM 
missiles. Have you anything on that? 


ra I don't have any comment on this particular 
report concerning specific deliveries. 


In a more general way, Jordan announced last year its 
decision to purchase Soviet equipment, including air defense 
items, to help meet some of the needs long recognized to be 
genuine gaps in Jordanian defense capability. 


Jordan has made it quite clear that it will -- as will 
all sovereign states -- take whatever steps it considers 
appropriate to enhance its own security. In the first 
instance, Jordan has regularly demonstrated a clear preference 
for American equipment. When we are unable to be of 
assistance, they may be forced to look elsewhere. 


Q Will that then be the fault of Congress? 

ba I have nothing more. 

Q Copy of that, Chuck? 

a Yes. 

Q Chuck, could you please outline for us how a 
strike at Libya would be in the United States’ self-interest -- 
national self-interest? 

“ How a what? 

Q A strike at Libya, military strike? 


i) As I've said for a week now, I'm not going to 
comment in any way on questions concerning military events. 
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Q The Nicaraguan Government has now denied any 
connection with the M-19. Do you have a response to that? 


& No, other than to refer you to the information 
that we have made available concerning the links between the 
M-19 and the events at the Palace of Justice and the Sandinista 
Government. 


Q Just to follow that a second, Chuck. The 
Nicaraguans said over the weekend that, in fact, these rifles 
that you've said belong to them and should have belonged to 
them, point out that they could have come across the border, 
that the National Guard could have taken them with them when 
they fled after Somozo and they could have gone by way of 
Honduras. 


Specifically, in light of that kind of thing, do you 
have any reaction? I mean, do you stand by what you originally 
said, that they are Nicaraguan guns provided by the Sandinistas? 


i Yes, we do. As Elliott Abrams said, there are 
people who believe in the tooth fairy as well. 


Q Can we move to Israel and various things that 
it's involved in today? First of all, the missiles in the 
Bekaa which vanished late last week, do you have any comment on 
that? Are we delighted, or do we “no comment,” and then the 
Taba talks? 


a Let me start with Taba, where I would only say 
that we would welcome progress on the Taba dispute and the 
overall relationship between Israel and Egypt, but I don't have 
any specific comment other than that concerning reports you've 
seen in the press. 


Concerning the missiles, the United States has 
consistently opposed any escalation of tension in the region or 
resort to military force. We would welcome any development 
which leads to a reduction in tension. 


We would consider withdrawal of missiles a positive 
step. We have called upon all parties to exercise restraint. 


These missiles are mobile, and I have nothing for you 
on their specific locations. 


Q Can we have a copy? 


ba No. 
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Q Do you have any reaction to a series of bombings 
apparently in Puerto Rico? 


Q Before we go on that -- 

a Nothing, in any case. 

Q Do you have anything on the Israeli practices in 
southern Lebanon, expanding the security zone and bringing in 
more arms and soldiers? 

a No, I don't. 

Q Are you satisfied with the movement now of these 
missiles inside Syria, or are they still inside Lebanon? 
You're not specific? 

4 No. As I've said, I'm not commenting on their 
specific locations. I would only note that they're mobile 
missiles. 

Q Any update on the Armacost mission? 

Q Vietnam? 

Q Vietnam? 

id The Armitage mission? You said Armacost. 


Yes, I'm sorry. 


> #& 


No, I don't. I believe that they will be having 
their own press conference at the termination of their mission. 


Q Do you have any comment on Prince Sihanouk's 
saying that he's waiting for a reaction from the United States, 
China and Thailand before he decides whether to accept the 
dissidents who have claimed control of the KPNLF? 

6 No, nothing beyond what I said on Friday. 

Q You haven't got any new assessment -- 


a And I won't try to say that again. 


Q No. Try, please? (Laughter) 
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Q Do you have any comment on Yasser Arafat's claim 
that Syria and Libya are out to get him and to destroy the 


peace process in the Middle East, and that is the reason for 
these attacks? 


o No comment. 


Q Do you have any response to the Paraguayan 
government's claim that the U.S. Ambassador was interfering in 
internal affairs by meeting with the opposition? 


a Yes, I do. Ambassador Taylor is carrying out the 
normal duties of any U.S. Ambassador whose responsibility it is 
to be familiar with the views of all responsible political 
forces within a country whether or not they oppose the current 
government. 


Q The Soviet Minister, or maybe Deputy Minister, of 
Culture complained that American movies such as “Rambo" and 
others are poisoning U.S.-Soviet relations. Do you have any 
response to that? 


‘ I haven't seen those movies. (Laughter) 
Q How about the claim? 
No, I have no comment. 


Q What's Taylor's first name? Do you have one 
there? 


A Clyde. 
Q Clyde? (Laughter) 


a Strike any reference to laughter. (Laughter) 
Anything else? One more. 


There are a number of American oil service 
companies that do business in Libya, or they may be 
subsidiaries of American companies. I wonder whether it is 
your view that those could fall under -- the activities of 
those companies could fall under American law? In other words, 
they could be told to stop doing business with Libya, and 
whether you've considered doing that? 


fe That, again, would fall under the category of 
specific actions in the wake of these incidents, and I'm not 
going to comment on those at this point. 
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Q The general question of whether they would fall 
under U.S. law is more general than that, isn't it? Could you 
address that question? 


i I can't address that. 
Ralph? 


Q Do you have -- can you say whether the U.S. and 
the Soviet Union have agreed yet on a date for a meeting 
between Secretary Shultz and Foreign Minister Shevardnadze? 


a It's still the subject of diplomatic exchanges. 

Q No agreement yet? 

a No. 

Q And how about a date for the summit? 

“ Same answer. In the back. One more question, I 
think. 


Q Besides trying to get the European allies in on 
an economic boycott of Libya, could you elaborate if you have 
consultations with the West European countries on increased 
alert status in front of a terror wave from Libya, targets like 
further up north -- Scandinavia and so on? 


I mean, are you -- do you have consulations with these 
countries concerning security measures? That's basically what 
I'm asking. 


a I'm not sure exactly what you're getting at, but 
I can't say anything other than what we've said before, which 
is that we have a wide range of contacts on all aspects of this 
problem of terrorism; that those contacts have existed before 
these recent incidents and that they'll certainly be continuing. 


Q But there's no extra efforts? 


) I'm simply not commenting on special efforts at 
this time. 


Q One other thing. Do you have anything on 
Panama's General Noriega saying that there's a terrorist attack 
being planned from Netherlands Antilles against the Panama 
Canal? 
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‘ The Panama Canal has always been regarded a 
potential target of international terrorists. Keeping this in 
mind, we monitor intelligence reports from around the world 
very carefully. We are aware of no specific threat against the 
Canal at this time. 


Obviously, the Canal is of strategic importance to us 


and to many other countries of the world, and we will continue 
to coordinate closely with Panama on defense of the Canal. 


Q Thank you. 


(Press briefing concluded at 12:44 p.m.) 





Posted: January 6, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 
Question Taken at Noon Press Briefing of January 6, 1986 
LIBYA: EXPULSION OF DIPLOMAT AT U.N. ° 





Q: What were the circumstances of the expulsion from the 
United States of a Libyan diplomat at the United Nations? 


A: THE LIBYAN MISSION TO THE UNITED NATIONS WAS INFORMED ON 
JUNE 4, 1985, THAT THE UNITED STATES HAD ORDERED THE 
EXPULSION OF FARHAT TIBAR, WHO WAS ASSIGNED TO THE MISSION 
IN NEW YORK AS AN ADMINISTRATIVE ATTACHE, 

THE FBI HAD INFORMED THE STATE DEPARTMENT THAT MR. TIBAR 

HAD BEEN IDENTIFIED AS BEING INVOLVED IN A LIBYAN-DIRECTED . 
PLOT AGAINST LIBYAN DISSIDENTS IN THE UNITED STATES. THESE 
ILLEGAL ACTIVITIES WERE INCOMPATIBLE WITH HIS STATUS UNDER 


THE TERMS OF HIS ENTRANCE INTO THE UNITED STATES UNDER THE 


UNITED NATIONS TREATY. 
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MR. KALB: Good afternoon everybody. I'd like to 
introduce myself, and wish you all a Happy New Year. I've 
decided this year, having taken a New Year's resolution, to be 
candid, frank, useful and constructive. And with that as a 
prelude, we'll go to our usual interrogator. 


9 Can we have a copy of this statement? (Laughter) 
ts I doubt if I could recall it. 


Q Can we have it written in blood on front of your 
podium there? 


What -- 
A It's implicit in our relationship. 


Q Has the United States been consulting with its 
allies about possible economic sanctions against Libya? 


ia I have nothing that I can offer you on that. I 
think it doesn't take a particular act of genius for me to 
encourage you all to tune in at 8:00 tonight on your favorite 
station. 


Q I'm not asking about the economic sanctions, per 
se; I'm asking if there have been consultations with the allies? 


f There are always on-going consultations. The 
whole question, as I'm sure you know, on the United States 
effort to rally support against terrorism on an international 
scale has been on-going, and that certainly is the case now. 


But insofar as specifics, I am not in a position to 
offer anything along those lines. 





Q Bernie? 
A Yes, Ralph. 


Q Has the U.S. decided to offer a reward for Abu 
Nidal -- information leading to Abu Nidal's prosecution? 


A I have nothing for you beyond where Chuck left it 
the other day. I've made a point to go through some of the 
recent briefings to admire Chuck's work here. And beyond where 
he left it a couple days ago, I have nothing to offer. 


Barbara? 


Q Does the United States support Israel's call for 
the closure of all PLO offices in Europe? 


A I don't have anything for you on that. 


Q Bernie, what makes the United States think that 
it will be any more successful in bringing the allies into line 
on sanctions this time than it has ever been in the past? Do 
you think you will be? 


ia I will not get involved, obviously, in personal 
speculations. But I think, at the outset, to Jim's question, 
I'm in the position where I could encourage your questions to 
be put on hold for about seven and a half hours. 


Q Bernie, an older question on the same line. Can 
you give us any indication of the results of the effort to 
isolate Beirut Airport in response to the TWA hijacking? 


" I don't have any sort of an immediate update for 
you. 


Q Bernie, on one thing. Has the United -- has the 
Soviet Union warned the United States that it would break any 
blockade of Libya? 


6 I don't have anything on that. I had something 
on a report about the Soviets, as a result of some newspaper in 
the Middle East, about the Soviets putting out a warning that 
they would, if that's the story you're referring to. A 
fabrication. Throw it away. 


Q What's the fabrication? 


6 The question which you can call upon your 
colleague to repeat. 














Q Bernie, two days ago, the head of the FBI made 
some statements about travel to the Middle East, about how it 
was unsafe to travel to the Middle East. Is there any sort of 
a travel advisory in effect, for example, for Israel? Was he 
applying his statements to Israel? 


fe I know of nothing by way of a travel advisory for 
Israel. No travel advisory for Israel has been issued as a 
result of the recent incidents, and no such travel advisory is 
being contemplated. 


Q In what context then did the -- was the FBI 
speaking in the broad context that would include -- that would 
lead you to believe that Israel were included? 


fi No. I think I just put that speculation to rest. 
It may have been simply in the context that anybody would be -- 
keep in mind whatever extra dimension of risk there may be in 
travel. But insofar as a specific advisory, I have been 
advised to share what I just did with you, in fact, that there 
is no such advisory being contemplated for Israel. 


Q Bernie, is the United States coming out with a 
sort of new estimation of the PLO as a result of all the 
episodes of Abu Nidal and Libya's involvement in terrorism and 
the condemnation being proclaimed by Arafat? 


A I don't have anything that would take it in any 
different direction than you have already heard. 


Q Bernie, does the United States believe that the 
Soviet Union is providing SS-2ls to Libya? 


fe I don't have anything on that. 


Q I got to try. Can you offer any evidence today 
of the repeated statements by this Administration that Libya 
has terrorist-training bases at which it trains Palestinians 
and others in terrorist techniques? 


i) There is a paper being put together that deals 
with a variety of subjects under the heading of Libya's 
involvement in terrorism. It is being worked on now. I don't 
have the specific time to state as to when it will be 
available, and I'd suggest you keep in touch with the Press 
Office on that. 


Q Is that prior to the President's newscast? 





‘ I can't be sure of that, whether it's today. 
Q Bernie -- 


A Can't be sure as to when it will be ready for 
distribution, but it's my understanding such a paper is being 
put together. 


Q Does that include any photographs, or are you 
aware -- 


fe I don't know about photographs at all. I heard 
somebody -- 


Q Bernie, I asked about the timing, if you thought 
it might be ready today? 


7 No. I thought I've answered that. I can't be 
sure about that. I know it is being worked on. I don't know 
whether it will be ready today or tomorrow, but my suggestion 
would be sometime during the day. Check in the Press Office 
and see, in fact, what time it might be available for 
distribution. 


Q Are there to be any auxiliary events on the 
President's press conference; backgrounders, or such like? 


‘ Let me repeat the same response, if I may. I 
would keep in touch with the Press Office to see if there is 
what you call “an auxiliary event." 


Q Bernie, do you know whether the SAM-5Ss in Libya 
are operational yet? 


id I don't have anything on it. 


Q Bernie, do you have any more information about 
the whereabouts of Abu Nidal? 


) No. Of who? 
Q Abu Nidal? 


a No. 


Okay. The Arab world has completely, totally, 
unanimous decision in Tunis, the Foreign Ministers of the Arab 
world, supported Libya against any intention or attempts by the 








United States or Israel to attack or take revenge.(sic) What 
do you interpret this total unanimity in the Arab world of 
opposing anything planned? 


f I have no interpretation or observation to offer 
you. You have heard the United States views on what has been 
happening, and I simply let it stand at that. 

Ralph? 

Q Any status report on the MIA/POW mission in Hanoi? 


A No. As -- 


~-MORE-- 
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Q Could we stay on the Middle East for one second? 
Q I'm sorry. Yeah. 


Q Do you -- the Libyans are saying that the Saudis 
have lined up on their side in alliance. Do you have anything 
to support that? 


A No, I don't. 
Q Or to the contrary? 
a No. I have nothing on that. 

Do you have any feeling about the fact that 
countries like Egypt and Jordan, the so-called “moderates” and 
others, are siding with Libya, which means in effect that these 
countries are really not opposing terrorism? 


a No. I do not. 


Ralph? 
Q Can you answer the question? 
a Oh, yes. On the question -- there was a news 


conference that we all saw that was given in Hanoi. I don't 
have anything beyond what Armitage said during that news 
conference other than to say that Paul Wolfowitz, it's my 
understanding, will be leaving Bangkok tomorrow, and Paul will 
be flying straight back to Washington, due here tomorrow night. 


Q Bernie, do you have any news -- do you have any 
comment on news, saying that the United States may be ready to 
establish a sort of permanent liaison office in Hanoi? 


6 No. I think Armitage or somebody out there 
addressed that question. I have nothing to go beyond that. 


Q Bernie, does the United States have 156 instead 
of 108 Pershing II missiles in West Germany? 


i Excuse me. I'm losing you on that. 


Q Does the United States have 156 instead of 108 
Pershing II missiles in West Germany’ 


ia I don't have anything on that. 








Q Bernie, one more on the MIA question: What is 
your response to the filings made in court yesterday that the 
U.S. Government has suppressed reports of dozens of sightings 
of live POW's, as recently as four months ago? 


A I don't have anything on that. I don't know, 
having not read the full text of what Armitage has said, 
whether that question came up during his news conference in 
Hanoi. But as of now I do not have anything by way of rea-tion. 


By way of “suppression,” I think that you know what 
the position of the U.S. is on that very issue, and just let me 
read it, if I may, here, that, “The United States has 
investigated every report of live sightings of Americans. So 
far we have not been able to prove that American POW's remain 
in Indochina. We cannot rule out the possibility that there 
are live American prisoners there, however, so we proceed on 
the assumption that some Americans may be held. Should any 
report prove to be true, the United States will take the 
necessary action to ensure their return." 


I think that is something that I have heard in my old 
seat. It is the United States‘ position, and it still stands. 


8111? 

Q Bernie, is the United -- forgive me, if you have 
answered this earlier -- is the United States legally powerless 
to get these people -- to force these 1500 Americans to leave 


Libya? 


a I don't have anything on that particularly. You 
might try the Justice Department or you might wait until this 
evening 


Don? 


Q Do you have anything on Crocker's plans? Is he 
going to meet with Angolans? When? What's he doing? 


is Crocker. Secretary Crocker. Is he going to -- 


Q Meet with some Angolans? Is he going to Africa 
now again? He was in Sudan, then he was going, we were told 
yesterday, to Europe, and then going back to Africa for a plan 
not quite yet announced or finished. 


7 Your journalistic prescience measures up to your 
journalistic talents. (Laughter) 








Delegations of Angolans and the U.S.A. will meet in 
Luanda, January 8-9, to continue negotiations-on southern 
Africa and particularly on the implementation of Resolution 435 
of 1978 at the U.N. Security Council regarding the independence 
of Namibia. 


The Angola delegation will be led by Alexardre 
Rodrigues, the Minister of the Interior. The U.S. delegation 
will be led by Chester Crocker, Assistant Secretary of State 
for african Affairs. 


Q Who else is in the U.S. delegation? 


a Who else is in the U.S. delegation? I don't have 
any other names on the U.S. delegation. 


Q Could you find out who else there is? 
A We could take a look and see what's possible. 


Q Can you give us any idea, beyond the fact that 
they're going to talk about 4357 As generally perceived, this 
is a kind of last-gasp before the United States starts aiding 
Savimbi. How does that figure in these talks? 


Q Without endorsing or sharing your last-gasp 
assessment, let me say that among other things they will 
discuss will be a discussion, as we have insistently made 
clear, (that) Cuban troop withdrawal from Angola is an integral 
element of a peaceful solution to the problems of southern 
africa. 


Q How about Savimbi? 


6 Don't have anything for you on the precise agenda 
Ralph? 
Q Are there any plans for Crocker to meet with any 


South African officials after this -- 


6 Excellent. ‘fxcellent question. Assistant 
Secretary Crocker will be meeting January 12 through 14 in 
Johannesburg and Capetown to discuss regional problems with 
senior level South African Government officials and other 
leading personalities in South Africa. 


Q Is the agenda the same? 








+ Is the agenda the same? I have nothing by way of 
a@ specific agenda. And then the final question is -- 


Q Where does he go between the 10th and the 12th? 

a Let us say he will be enroute, although actually 
I said January 8 and 9, and then the meetings in South Africa 
January 12 to 14. That leaves a gap of 10 and 11. 

Q Right. 

6 I don't have an answer for that, alas. And not 
by way of introducing a mystery, let me see to what degree I 


can find that out and resolve the missing two days in the 
itinerary. 


Q What's wrong with Don's last-gasp scenario? 

8 Because the United States is continuing the 
process. Crocker is in there pursuing the process, and so that 
I will not rush to the judgments that Don has. 


Q Bernie, do you have any comment on the refusal by 
the South African Government -- 


(4 By the way, I guess I should volunteer that after 
he finishes in South Africa, he will be going to -- 


Q Washington. 
a Exactly! 
Q Can I ask if he's going to Libya? 


i Huh? (Laughter) What about -- what did we say’ 
10 and 11 are missing? 


Q Yeah. Right. Secret meeting with Qadhafi. 


Q Any comment on South Africa's -- 
& No comment. 

Q -- refusal -- 

A Nothing on that. 


What? 
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Q South Africa's refusal to let U.S. Congressmen to 
sec Mr. Mandela in his prison? 


A I don't have anything. I don't know whether 
Chuck had anything on that yesterday. I have nothing on that. 


Q Do you have anything about an upcoming visit to 
Washington before the end of this month of President Mubarak of 


Egypt? 
A No. 


Q On the eve of new sanctions against Libya, can 
you give us an assessment of how effective the sanctions 
against Nicaragua have been? 

A No. I don't have anything ready for you on that. 


Q Bernie, do you see the statement made by Qadhafi 
that the Americans working in Libya are under his protection 
and are going to be treated all the time as his guests, as a 
good sign? 

6 I'm not going to put any interpretation on it. I 
would imagine that any foreigner in any country should be 
treated well, decently and with respect. 


Q Do you have -- are you still in consultation with 
the United Nations about the -- about Libya and about terrorism 
in Western Europe? 

6 I don't have anything on that now. 

Q Excuse me? 

7 I do not have anything on that now. 

Q Okay. Thank you. 

6 


Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:42 p.m.) 























Posted: January 7, 1986 ~- 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the January 7, 1986 press briefinc: 


ASSISTANT SECRETARY CROCKER TRAVEL 


Q: What are the names of the members of the US delegation to 
the US-Angolan talks? 


A: ASSISTANT SECRETARY CROCKER IS BEING ACCOMPANIED BY MEMBERS 


OF HIS STAFF. 





Q: Mr. Crocker is meeting with the Angolans January 8-9 and 
with the South Africans January 12-14. Where will he be 


January 10-11? 


A: THERE ARE NO COMMERCIAL AIR LINKS BETWEEN ANGOLA AND SOUTH 
AFRICA. ASSISTANT SECRETARY CROCKER WILL LEAVE LUANDA JANUARY 
10 FOR KINSHASA FROM WHERE HE WILL FLY TO SOUTH AFRICA JANUARY 
12. HE WILL TAKE ADVANTAGE OF THE TIME **’ KINSHASA TO HOLD 


TALKS WITH ZAIRIAN GOVFRNMENT OFFICIALS C*! JANUARY 11. THE 


TALKS ARE EXPECTED TO COVER REGIONAL AND SILATERAL ISSUES. 
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MR. KALB: Good evening. My apologies for the delay, 
which I'm sure you will understand. 


Q Don't be too sure. 


MR. BILL SCALLY (REUTERS): Can I just point out that 
it is five past 1:00, and I realize that there may be special 
circumstances today, but to again remind you that all the 
deadlines pass by while we're so late at the briefings. I'm 
just registering this fact. 


MR. KALB: I'll keep it in mind. I do try, to the 
degree possible within the various constraints and bureaucratic 
lubrications in the building, to meet the 12:00 o'clock shot. 
But it is not easy, and when one day one of you gentlemen may 
follow in my footsteps you will be intimately acquainted with 
the process. 


Let me begin by making a brief announcement, if I 
may : 


This has to do with a TELEX that is being sent to the 
CEO's -- the Chief Executive Officers -- of approximately 50 
U.S. firms. 


As you know, President Reagan announced increased 
economic sanctions against Libya last night. The regulations 
pertaining to these sanctions are being disseminated as quickly 
and as widely as possible. Firms that have questions about the 
sanctions should contact the following: 


Effects of the Executive Order and the implementing of 
Treasury regulations: Department of Treasury, Office 
of Foreign Assets Control, and that phone number is 
(202) 376-0395. 
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Export licensing questions: Department of Commerce, 
Office of Export Administration, Exporters Assistance 
Division. (202) 377-4811. 


Other issues: Department of State, Libya Task Force. 
A number I think most of you here are familiar with: 
(202) 647-5021. 


Couple of other things, if I may. Shortly after the 
briefing -- 10 or 15 minutes, or so -- we will put out the 
White Paper that I was asked about yesterday. The general 


title, best as I remember it, is called, “Libya Under Qadhafi,”" 
and, as I say, 10, 15 minutes or so, at the conclusion of the 


briefing, copies will be available. 

And, third, I'd like to announce a news conference by 
the Secretary tomorrow, currently scheduled for 3:30 in the 
afternoon. That's the plan at the present time, and I think it 
in fact will remain firm. 


Insofar as venue is concerned, I've got to leave that 
open because of some construction going or within the building. 


Having said -- 

Q There will be a briefing tomorrow? 

A No. And, as a result -- 

Q Subject? 

A The subject? The subjects depend on you. 

Consequently, no briefing tomorrow. 

Q When will the venue be announced? 

a As soonm as we can sort this out, we'll have a 
posting, I'm sure, later in the afternoon, without any 
problem. It will be in Washington. (Laughter) 


Q On the White Paper, in addition to the document 
itself, will there also be a briefing? 


a Well, there are two ways we can go about this. 
You could put in a request that I will convey upstairs for 
their serious consideration, or you may want to take a look at 
it and make a judgment only at that point. You can get 








_3- 1/8/86 


in touch with me later or give me a feeling of what you'd like, 
and I certainly will take it upstairs. 


Q Okay. On the subject of economic sanctions 
against Libya, has the State Department been abie to find any 
country, any government, which supports the American decision? 


a How about (202) 647-5021. 
Q Well, Bernie -- 


A No. I'm joking. I do have something for you 
here, obviously. (Laughter) You're a little too quick, or I'm 
a little too slow. But, be that as it may, let me talk about 
European reactions, for example. 


The Europeans have suffered perhaps more than most as 
a result of terrorism supported by Libya. More Europeans than 
Americans were killed in Rome and Vienna. There were more 
European than American passengers aboard the Egypt Air flight 
hijacked to Malta. We hope that our European allies will agree 
with us that measures such as those we have just announced must 
be taken to restrain Qadhafi. 


The cost of Qadhafi's support for terrorism goes 
beyond innocent victims. European and Middle Eastern countries 
have lost what is estimated to be more than $1 billion in 
tourism this year alone. Countries everywhere are spending 
millions of dollars in added security costs. We probably will 
never know the full extent of investment opportunities lost 
because of terrorism. 


We are communicating the President's message to 
European and other concerned governments. We are asking their 
cooperation in our efforts to deal with this problem, and we 
look forward to hearing from them. 


There has been considerable cooperation on combatting 
international terrorism already. There is a much better 
exchange of information on terrorism and a more coordinated 
approach on dealing with terrorism incidents. We succeeded 
late last year for the first time in obtaining unanimous 
support in the United Nations General Assembly for a resolution 
condemning terrorism. 


In summary, it is not primarily a question of getting 
others to recognize the seriousness of the terrorism threat. 
It's more a question of bringing about the most effective means 
of combatting international terrorism. Qadhafi and others who 
support terrorism are going to have to be brought to recognize 
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that the civilized world simply will not accept such behavior. 
There will be a price they must pay, and the price will 
increasingly become higher if support for terrorism is not 
eliminated. 


We are engaged in a long-term process. As Prime 
Minister Craxi's recent statement indicates, the thinking of 
others is undergoing change. We think they are realizing that 
additional steps to counter terrorism is in their own 
= and in the interests of the world community as a 
ole. 


Q Copy of that, Bernie? 


A Copy of that? Yes. 


Q But in answer to my specific question, I take 
that to be a "no," that you have no direct evidence of any 
government coming forward so far to support you. 


A ‘Yell, Jim, let me say this. Diplomatic contacts 
are in progress. At this particular point I am unable to be 
specific. Certainly, the intent of the new sanctions is 
clear: to end virtually all direct economic activities between 
the United States or U.S. nationals and Libya as a means of 
inducing a change in the Qadhafi regime's unacceptable 
policies. We look forward to other governments joining us in 
similar measures. We also are encouraging improved security 
efforts and to continue improvements in intelligence-gathering 
and sharing. 


Q Bernie -- 
Q Bernie -- 
Q & follow-on -- 
a 


Just a second. Just a second, Joe. Somebody 
here. 


Q I was going to say what makes you think that this 
sort of sanction will change Qadhafi's behavior? None of the 
earlier sanctions have. 


i) Well, I think that you want to keep in mind that 
there has been an escalation on the part of the U.S. response 
in combatting Qadhafi's terrorism. It would be a very serious 
mistake to misread our determination to confront international 
terrorism. 
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This Administration requires that any response to 
international terrorism be appropriate, measured and focussed. 
What the President announced meets that requirement. 


We are on a graduated course of action designed to 
convince Qadhafi that his support for terrorism is not 


cost-free. We want him to re-think and terminate his support 
for terrorism. 


What the President announced may not be a final 
response. If Qadhafi continues his involvement in 
international terrorism, we are prepared to consider additional 
measures. Libya will be affected by the steps the President 
announced. The impact will, of course, be even greater if 
others who have also suffered as a result of Qadnafi's support 
for terrorism take similar action. For our part, we will press 


forward regardless. 
Q Copies of that? 
Q Bernie, could I just ask you -- 
Q Is Mr. Whitehead -- 
“ Could I -- 


Q Is Mr. Whitehead going to Europe to discuss this 
with the Allies? 


i I don't have anything for you at this time, Bern, 
on that question. The question, if you did not hear it, was, 
"Will Mr. Whitehead be going to Europe?" 


w Bernie -- 
Q Bernie, is it fair -- 
a Barbara? 


Q Is it fair to ask you, when you say that this is 
a graduated course of action, we're prepared to consider 
additional means, that you're saying that now that virtually 
we've cut off all diplomatic ties and all economic ties, that 
we're talking about some kind of military action as a final end? 


a I think that I cannot go beyond what I said. I 
don't think anybody has been drawn into being specific in reply 
to that question, and I, too, shall leave it open. 


Q Bernie -- 
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a Jeff? 

Q Do you have a comment on the -- 

a Just a second. Just one -- 

Q It's a follow-up to the same question on Europe. 
a Well, but -- all right. Jeff, do you defer? 

Q No, I don't. The question is very simple -- 

4 You two go out of the room and sort it out. 


(Laughter) 


Q Okay. Jim asked you twice. I want to try it a 
different way. Would we be wrong to conclude that there was no 
spontaneous reaction of support from any nation in the world to 
the President's declarations of last night? 


6 I don't have anything for you on that. The 
conclusions will have to be your own. 


Q Can I ask if you have any comment on this 
specific statement coming out from the West German Cabinet 
saying that they are against the sanctions mace by President 
Reagan? 


a I think that I would simply say that the 
President, as he set forth the case for U.S. actions to combat 
Qadhafi terrorism, will simply have to speak for themselves. I 
think the point has been made that increasingly there is a 
rising sense of public opinion and outrage in different parts 
of the world about terrorism. We saw Rome, we saw Vienna 
recently, and there will be, one would believe, a recognition 
that it is in a country's own self-interest to take such 
actions. 


Already, as I think I noted, such actions have been 
taken -- in increased security operations at airports, in 
intelligence-gathering, and in other anti-terrorist actions -- 
so that there has been a response. We are now calling, as I 
just did a moment ago, to expand this to a more global 
international level. 


Q Bernie -- 


Q Bernie -- 


a Just a -- who was the -- 
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Norm? 


Q Will a country's response to our request for 
sanctions against Libya affect U.S. relations with that country? 


i) I have nothing to share on that. We would look 
forward to getting a variety of positive reactions to the 
President's call. 


Q Bernie, are there any meetings of Arab 
Ambassadors with any official today here in the State 
Department? 


a Let me check that for you. I think there is such 
a meeting, and let me find out about that and get back to you 
at the conclusion of the meeting. Or perhaps somebody could 
check that now (indicates staff). 


Q Bernie, do we think that nations who do not go 
along with this are irresponsible? 


io I'm not going to make any such judgments. What I 
have set forth is the rationale, the justification, and the 
strategy that is employed by the Administration at this time, 
coupled -- 


Q Bernie? 

fe Just a moment --— coupled with a variety of 
statements that I just read you. And that is simply where I'm 
going to have to leave it. 

John? 

Q May I ask -- 

a Which John? 

Q All right. 

Q Go ahead. 


Q Thank you. May I ask two questions? First off, 
a State Department official said last week that among the 
estimated 1000 or 1500 Americans in Libya, one category, and 
perhaps the largest category, involves people who are spouses 
or dependents of Libyan citizens and who in some cases have 
dual nationality. 


Are they covered by the President's order to leave? 
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oa I can't be specific, and I think I'm going to 
have to refer you in this particular case to Commerce, who will 
be one of the major implementers of the program. 


Q Okay. 


A I'm prepared, if anybody would like to, to run 
through those numbers again if anybody needs them -- the 
breakdown of dependents. 


Q Yes. 


A I think, as Chuck indicated the other day, that 
we do in fact have no firm figures on the American population 
inside Libya, that the best estimate -- the best estimate -- 
that we're working with is in the neighborhood of about 1000 to 
1500. 


The belief here is that this statistic can essentially 
be broken down into three different categories: dependents of 
Libyans, employed American nationals, and dependents of those 
employees. As you know, there is no American Embassy in Libya 
at which American citizens can register, and that is one of the 
reasons why Americans should not travel to Libya. And as a 
result of there being no U.S. Embassy, as I noted, we have no 
firm figures on how many people may be in each of the three 
generalized categories I itemized. 


However, the belief here is that most of those 
employed in Libya work for Libyan or third-country firms, not 
American firms. Many others are dependents of Libyans and 
permanently reside in Libya with their families. That's about 
the best I can do on statistics. 


Q All right. Soe you don't know about whether 
they're -- 


a Just one second. (Staff hands note to Mr. Kalb) 


(To staff) Oo you have a time on that? Can we get a 
time on that? 


I've got a note without a time, in response to your 
question, that Ambassador Murphy will be meeting with Arab 
Ambassadors this afternoon. It's now 1:20. My guess it's sort 
of mid-afternoon, and, if we can, we will share that 
information with you. I also have a superfluous note here that 
says, “There are no details on the agenda." 
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Q My second question -- 
a Yes. 


Q Also, can you tell us, the order forbidding 
American firms to do trade or otherwise do business with Libya, 


does this apply. do you know, to foreign subsidiaries of U.S. 
firms? 


a That's a Treasury address that I'm going to refer 
you to. 


Q Bernie -- 


i) I -— try as I did, my legal qualifications 
overnight leave a lot to be desired, and I think if you want 
the hard and most specific and complete answers, it would in 
fact be best to hustle off to Treasury. 


John? The other John. 


Q Bernie -- yeah -- I remember when Cy Vance chased 
around Western Europe seeking economic sanctions against Iran, 
there was an organized effort to get European support. Was 
there any effort here this time prior to the President's 
decision to enlist support of the West Europeans? 


a I don't have anything in detail. Certainly, 
there have been ongoing conversations on the whole subject of 
terrorism with a variety -- all of our allies, obviously, and 
it has been no secret as to the Administration's feeling on 
this particular issue. 


Q But do you know whether they've been specifically 
asked to impose sanctions of their own? 


6 I think I will have to refer you to what I said 
earlier on, and I did agree to make a copy of the statement 
available to you. It's addressed there. 


Q All right. Let me ask one other question. The 
President seemed to be alluding to some conversation with the 
Soviet Government over Libya last night. Do you have anything 
more on that? 


a Nothing really, other than the fact that 
international terrorism has been discussed with the Soviet 
Union. I give you that as sort of a headline, but I think that 
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I am not in a position, obviously, to provide the minutes of 
the meeting. 


Q Well, was he possibly alluding to any kind of a 
-« ai communication between himself and Mr. Gorbachev over 
this -- 


A Can't help you, John. Don't have anything on 
that. 


Q Bernie -- 
6 Let's go to the Back there, Bill, if I may. 


Q Last night the President said there had been 126 
instances in which terrorism had been thwarted. Could you 
spell out what some of these were, please? 


a Well, I cannot run through an itemized list for 
you -- 


Q No. 


é -- because I simply don't have it. But I do -- 
we do have some information here, and let me share that with 
you, if I may. 


A number of potential terrorist attacks planned 
against us have been thwarted during the past year. The 
figures include the 23 that FBI Director Webster recently said 
had been prevented in the United States. The others were 
overseas. They reflect the international effort against 
terrorism in that many of them were actions by other 
governments with which we cooperate. 


Improved physical security and better intelligence 
also contributed to these successes. Obviously we cannot 
divulge too much about our successes or about where and why the 
terrorists failed. This would give the enemy our game plan and 
the means to overcome our defenses. 


However, there are several illustrative incidents that 
can be cited, not all of which were directed against the United 
States. Let me do that for you. 


The Belgian police last week broke up an apparent 
attempt to attack Brussels airport. 


Shortly after the Achille Lauro incident, Italian 
police arrested two potential terrorists who flew in from 
Baghdad with sophisticated explosives in their suitcases. 








== 1/8/86 


There have been recent hijacking plots against 
American and other planes at Western European airports for 
which warnings were received, prompting increased security 
measures. The hijacking attempts did not take place. 


Last fall the Italian Government prevented a group of 
Shi'ite terrorists from blowing up our Embassy in Rome and 
arrested the terrorists. 


Our Ambassador and Embassy in Colombia avoided several 
specific terrorist attacks during the past summer, including a 
bomb attack that was stopped short of the Embassy, and several 
bombs destined for U.S. business concerns were located before 
they could explode. 


We have pre-empted several specific plans to bomb the 
Embassy residence in Beirut and assassinate or kidnap the 
Ambassador and other senior officials. 


We detected and defused a large car bomb which would 
have caused dozens of casualties at a U.S. and NATO training 
cility at Oberammergau in West Germany. 


The United Kingdom avoided a series of Brighton-type 
bombings and arrested 14 IRA terrorists in June. 


And that is the list that I have at this particular ° 
moment. 


Q Follow-up -- 
Q Copy of that? 


Can you get a copy of that? Yes. 


Q As recently as -- 
Q Do you have dates on these, Bernie? 
a Just a moment. On the question of dates, I don't 


have any specific dates here beyond what I've listed. 


-- MORE -- 
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Q Was this within the last year, though? 


4 Let me see what I can get you to round out 
anything by way of the calendar on the incidents I have 
itemized. 


Q A few specific follow-ups, perhaps, if you could 
take these. One was the case cited by Jim Wright this morning 
about the man who tried to blow up the Knesset and also the 
House of Representatives. Do you have any names on him or 
dates, or anymore details? 


a No, don’t have anything on that. 
Q Could you look into that, please? 


A I'm not sure that I can. I'm not sure I would be 
able to get you anything on that. 


Q Another one was that Foreign Minister Hayden 
referred to an incident in which Australia participated. Could 
you help us on that one? 


Q If they're not on the list, I'm not sure to what 
degree they are prepared -- 


Q If you look into it. 


:) -- to step forth with any additional information. 
Jeanne? 
Q Bernie, if I'm not mistaken, as recently as last 


week we were being given the number ninety as the number of 
terrorist incidents that have been thwarted. 


What accounts for the difference between that 90 
figure and this 126? 


6 There may have been a run-through in tallying up 
the incidents. I have no specific explanation to give you 
except that I know the number the President used, and it is in 
fact the number that was set forth. I don't have anything 
beyond that. 


Q Can you tell us if any terrorist incidents have 
been thwarted -- had been thwarted in this country since the 
Rome and Vienna airport attacks? 


a Don't have anything for you on that beyond what 
may be included in the roster I just ticked off for you 
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Q Bernie. another follow-up? Do you have anything 


‘ You only have follow-ups. 


Q This is a follow-up, really. You will realize it 
as a follow-up. (Laughter) Do you have anything -- 


4 Now you know you're going to be tested on this 


one. 
Q Yes, sure. 
ra Okay, go ahead. 
Q Do you have any information on how -- 
“ Veliotes' resignation? 
Q -- how many of these aborted attempts were 


related to -- linked to Libya? 


“ Well, I don't have anything beyond what I have 
sought to share with you here now, and that was a follow up. 


Q Was that a follow-up? 

iy Jim? 

Q You know there have been a number of previous 
situations in which the United States has imposed economic 


sanctions in recent years. 


Can you cite any specific successes in any of those 
efforts? 


“ I don't have anything for you on that. 
Q Bernie, I want to go back -- 


a Wait a minute. Jim was there. Excuse me for 
just a second. 


Q Going back to your earlier statement that the 
United States is on a graduated course of action and that this 
is not the final weapon that the United States is prepared to 
use, what actions or lack of actions on the part of Libya would 
continue the United States on this course of action? 
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. I can't lay out a scenario. I can't provide a 
list of specifications. It's obviously something that I cannot 
do. 


. Well, let me put it the other way -- 


= Il appreciate the question. I'm sorry, but 
obviously I don't have an answer for you. 


Q Then let me cut it negatively. What actions or 
lack of actions by Libya would halt this what you have 
described as an escalation of actions? 


a The long and short of the reply obviously is that 
this behavior that the President has condemned must be 
abandoned . 


Q Bernie? 


“ Yes? 


Q Does the Reagan Administration have any 
reasonable expectations that Qadhafi is going to moderate his 
behavior in response to what the President has just outlined? 


o Can't get involved in making that sort of 
prediction 


Q Can we assume that we are determined to force a 
change in the pattern of behavior of Colonel Qadhafi and that 
if change is not forthcoming by other means, that we're 
prepared to go into military action to make it come? 


“ I've answered that question, and that question 
has been answered in a variety of ways during the past week or 
$0. 


I understand the question, and I'm sure you understand 
my lack of a reply. 


To flesh out a little of my answer a moment ago about 
the abandonment of terrorism, let me put the actions that the 
President announced last night in this context: that what has 
been decided on is, as I noted earlier, a graduated course of 
action designed to convince Qadhafi that his support for 
terrorism is not cost-free. We want him to rethink and 
terminate his support for terrorism. We have not foreclosed 
any options. 
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As t President said last night, “I'm not going to 
make any comme..c as to whether we have other actions in mind or 
what might be done. I think that Mr. Qadhafi would be very 
happy if I did answer such a question, but I am not interested 
in making him happy." 


Q This behavior seeking a change on the part of 
Qadhafi, are you saying, in other words, to expel Abu Nidal and 
his group would be satisfactory to the United States? 


ra I have no way of giving you specifications about 
what would meet what I just outlined here. “Rethink and 
terminate his support for terrorism," I think you can 
extrapolate on your own. I am not in the position to set forth 
specifics. 


Q Will the decision by the Europeans to suppoi't or 
not support the U.S. economic sanctions have some bearing on 
what the U.S. does next? 


“ Can't make such a judgment for you. We would 
look forward to support. 


Q But if it's not forthcoming? 


a I'm going to have to leave it there. 


Q Bernie, do you have further comment on Mr. 
Veliotes' resignation? 

a I beg your pardon? 

Q Further comments on Mr. Veliotes' resignation, or 


when you expect the announcement of the new Ambassador to Eqypt? 


i) Did all of you get what was around yesterday, on 
people calling about what was said on Nick Veliotes, that we 
regret that Ambassador Veliotes will be leaving? That after 31 
highly distinguished years in the Foreign Service of the United 
States, he has elected to take on a new challenge in the 
private sector. He is one of our most experienced and 
effective diplomats, and he will be missed. 


Q Bernie -- 


“ Just a moment please. Insofar as the story that 
I have read about an alleged shouted exchange, I raised that 
with the Secretary this morning, and he told me that there is 
absolutely no substance, no reality whatsoever to any 
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allegation o” a “shouted exchange." As a matter of fact, the 
Secretary talked about his own great admiration for Ambassador 
Veliotes, and I would imagine that if he were to shout about 
anything he would shout for Nick Veliotes to remain as an 
Ambassador of the United States. 


Q Anything about shouts with Mr. al-Baz in Cairo? 
A Anything about shouts with Mr. al-Baz in Cairo? 
Q Yes. 
A I refer you to Mr. al-Baz. 

Borate, could I follow that up? Was there any 


kind of an Egyptian request of this government for Mr. Veliotes 
either to be recalled or denied agrement? 


é I read the story about the shouted exchange. I 
have just held the best burial service I can for it, and I'm 
going to leave it right there. 


Q How would you -- 


i] Barbara? Excuse me, sir. Let me come to you 
next, if I may 


Q Bernie, I just want to go back again to the 
sanctions for one moment. You said that you expected a variety 
of positive responses from Europe. Most of the European Allies 
have said that they agree very much with the United States in 
its fight against terrorism but they don't believe that 
sanctions are the most effective ways to deal with Qadhafi. 


Is it iogical to assume from that, then, that the kind 
of positive responses that Europe will be oringing are things 
that are closer cooperation once again on measures other than 
economic sanctions? 


a I think to some degree that I have answered that 
question, noting steps that have already been taken in the part 
of enhanced security and enhanced intelligence-gathering and an 
increasing recognition that as terrorism comes to one's 
country's own airport, there is a recognition that something 
has to be done. 


Q But I guess what I'm asking bluntly, Bernie, is 
whether those kinds of things are expected to increase further 
rather than for us to get some kind of broad, sweeping 
agreement from the Allies to implement economic sanctions which 
they don't think work? 
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= I cannot make any sort of prediction. If you're 
talking about a broad -- no, I have no way of forecasting the 
immediate future. 


Semann? 


Q Bernie, you said you wanted Qadhafi to rethink 
his support for international terrorism, that it would be 
costly -- 


Say that -- yeah? 


Q How would you say to be costly for him in the 
absence of an effective boycott on Libya? 


A The United States has taken its position -- 
Q But has -- 


A It has taken -- the announcements made by the 
President yesterday about the course of action that this 
Administration will follow. The action will have some impact, 
but there will be these diplomatic efforts made on behalf of 
the United States to see what can be done to rally and recruit 
support on the part of other countries to take steps that would 
tend to isolate Qadhafi and combat international terrorism. 


Q Bernie -- 
A Ralph? 


Q Two days ago, from that podium, Chuck outlined 
the specifics of the law that prevents Americans from 
travelling to Libya, specifically that passport restriction, 
and he ticked off four areas, four kinds of people who are 
Given permission to travel under that law. 


In light of the President's announcement, has any of 
that changed, or are all four of those categories still open 
for applications for permission to go? 


The President made reference to humanitarian workers. 
He did make reference to people who can come and go in order to 
implement the President's order, and so on. In a sense what 
I'm asking is, will there still be permission granted to 
national interests, humanitarian workers, Red Cross, and the 
other categories? 
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A What I have by way of specifics -- I recognize 
you're talking about the original crackdown on passports of 
several years ago. 


Q But the one that was -- 


fa But so far as the Executive Order that was signed 
yesterday by the President, what I have is that it bans all 
transactions involving travel by U.S. citizens to Libya except 
for bona fide professional journalists or transactions 
necessary to bring about the U.S. citizens‘ departure from 
Libya. 


This ban, together with the ban on business activities 
which motivates much of the U.S. citizen presence in Libya, 
should cut down the American presence in Libya. 


Q All right. Will any individuals who are 
currently in Libya -- Americans who are currently in Libya -- 
who have not used their passports for travel to Libya be 
subject to punishment under the President's new order? 


A The law bans transactions, economic transactions, 
in Libya. 

Q Right. 

fi And Americans who are there are affected by this 


law, obviously, which bans economic transactions. 


Q How will you know Americans were in Libya? How 
will you prosecute? How will you enforce? If their passports 
aren't stamped, isn't this just a bluff? 


i] Well, I think at a backgrounder that many of you 
were at yesterday the specifications of the law and the 
consequences of the law were set forth, and we could get that 
for you. You could -- 


Q That isn't my question. 
4 Were you at the briefing? 


0 No. But my question goes specifically to the 
absence vf a stamp in the passport. If the passport isn't 
stamped and that has become the practice, how will the U.S. 
Government prosecute those Americans who violate the law? How 
will you know? 


fs I will have to refer you to the lawyers on that. 





ott. 1/8/86 


Q Bernie -- 
a Let me go over here, please, Bern. 
Q So far we have had very little support from our 


European Allies to this economic boycott of Libya. 


How prepared, how ready are we to go at it alone ina 
further escalation if we're receiving no support at this moment? 


f I think in one way or another I have sought 
somehow to respond to your question. If I haven't, I've got 
nothing to add beyond it. 


Bern? 


Q I have two kind of summing question I'd like to 
know. One -- 


Q Two kind of what? 


Q Summation type questions. One, can you just 
state why, given the fact that sanctions were first initiated 
against Libya in 1981 by this Administration and there have 
been subsequent ones, why, when there was this latest episode 
and spokesmen here and at the White House specifically raised 
the possibility of military options last week, there was no -- 
the decision was taken to again begin an escalation process 
rather than just go, as Mr. McFarlane suggested on Sunday, to a 
more violent response? 


A I did respond to that before, Bernie, making the 
point that the Administration is on a graduated -- ona 
graduated -- course of action designed to convince Qadhafi that 


his way is not the way. 


And I understand what you're saying, but you're 
inviting me to essentially share the minutes, and I can't do 
that for you. 


Q All right. The second question is, again, if 
you're trying to, in a sense, deprive Qadhafi of American 
economic expertise, etc., why was there no effort to bring into 
the sanctions the subsidiaries of the American companies? 


fe I'm going to have to refer you to Commerce -- to 
Treasury on that, and to Commerce as well by way -- 

Q Because we were told specifically yesterday at 
the backgrounder that there was -- that subsidiaries are exempt 


from these regulations. 
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A I don't want to amplify on that. But it's my 
understanding that the responses will be available in greater 
detail than I obviously heave here at Commerce, and you might 
Give that a try. 


Jeanne? 


Q Why hasn't the Administration decided to go ahead 
and put a reward on Abu Nidal's head? 


A I'm sorry, I don't have anything on that. 

Q Bernie, can I ask you about the Americans -- 
A Wait a minute, he's got it. 

Q Has a decision been made on that? 

A Don't have anything on that as well. 


Have you had any reports in the last week that as 
many as 1,000 or 1,500 Americans there have left? 


A Where is that -- oh, sorry. I don't have 
anything. 


Q What about -- just to follow that up. Is there 
any procedure of assistance that the government is prepared to 
Give these people who want to get out if they need help? 


i) I think that some measures are being looked at. 
Some are under consideration, but I don't have a list of 
specifics for you. 


In reply to the question about whether the U.S. 
Government is giving consideration to some assistance on 
Americans coming out of Libya, some measures are under 
consideration. I don't have the specific list. 


Can I just wander over there for a minute, Jim? 

Q I'd like to ask you, is the United States 
thinking of adopting the same policy toward other countries 
that support terrorism, or is this graduated approached limited 
to Libya, and if it is, why? 


A I've nothing for you on that. 
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Q Bernie, I've been told that there's a really 
large commerce in -- it's kind of second-hard in Libyan oil. 
They take the crude to Belacium or to the Netherlands, refine 
it, and then an American comes along and -- an American company 
comes along and buys it and doesn't necessarily even know where 
it originated. And I wonder, is there any way these orders 
will stop this practice? 


A I'm going to have to fall back on one of those 
telephone numbers at Treasury for you, or Commerce. 


Jim? 


Q The airport at Tripoli, Libya, was closed, 


apparently several times this morning, inexplicably for an hour 
or so each time. 


Does the United States regard that as any kind of 
hint, signal or threat? 


A No. We've heard the same reports that you have. 
No real confirmation, and nothing by way of a reaction. 


Q Do you know about Libyans living in America? How 
many there are here? Are they affected in any way by these 
latest decisions? 


A I don't have any figures for you. Let me see if 
I can't get some information, if possible. 


Q Will you be sending to the Europeans evidence 
linking Qadhafi directly to the attacks in Rome and Vienna? 


i] I cannot get involved in what may be communicated 
to the Europeans. The President addressed that issue. That 
issue has been addressed in a variety of ways here and from 
other official lecterns, and I'm going to have to leave it go 
at that. 


Q Bernie, in the event -- 
A You don't even wait to get recognized. (Laughter) 
Ralph? 


Q Does the United States understand at this point 
that Austria and Italy have concurred with the U.S. now in the 


conclusion that Libya was directly linked to the Rome and 
Vienna airport attacks? 
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o Let me take that and get back to you on that. 
Jeff? 


Q In the event, in the event we do not get the full 
participation of the Western European Allies, will these 
sanctions be enough to move the Libyan economy in the slightest 
bit from where it now stands? 


o I'm not going to make any forecast as to the 
impact. 


Bernie, with regard to what you call the 
isolation of Q.dhafi as an aim of the U.S. policy, are you 
saying that the United States would be content short of 
toppling Qadhafi, or this is still the main goal of the U.S. 
policy? 


6 I didn't use that language. That language is 
yours. I'm talking -- to reiterate the language I used before 
is that the United States wants Qadhafi to rethink and 
terminate his support for terrorism. 


Q So you believe he may change his policy but not 
his personality? 


“ I cannot make any prophecy. 


Q The President called him irrational and barbarian 


a The President said that --— the what? 


Q The President called him irrational and 
barbarian. Do you think -- 


A Flakey. 


Q Flakey. Do you think he's capable of rethinking 
his position? (Laughter) 


a John? 


Q Bernie, was there any effort through other 
governments to have any kind of a discussion or give any kind 
of a message to Qadhafi in advance of what the President had to 
say about the U.S. desire for him to clean up his act? 
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a I think that given the publicity and the emphasis 
on the part of the Administration in recent days about what the 
Untied States would like to see take place by way of changes in 
Qadhafi's outlook on international relations, certainly he must 
have the messace. 


I raise the question because there was a story a 
fow days ago, which you probably saw, that some Western 
diplomat had given the Libyan Government some rather specific 
conditions for restoration or an expansion of trade. 


Have you ever said from this podium that that story 
was bogus so as not -- 


o Barbara is shaking her head. 
Q Yes, sir. 
“ By Chuck? 


Q She's going to sleep, Bernie. (Laughter) 


“ I don't have anything at this moment on that 
story. If I can get something, you will nave it. 

Ralph? 

Q Bernie, on another subject, real briefly. 

a Another subject? 

Q Do you have any comment on the New York Times 





report about the no-undercut policy on SALT II and the 
recommendations that have been made to reverse that policy? 


Aa The report on responding to Soviet violations 
requested by the President on June 10 required the Department 
of Defense to recommend options for appropriate and 
proportionate U.S. responses to Soviet non-compliance. 

This report is being carefully assessed and staffed. 

Q Assessed and staffed by the State Department? 

A By an interagency group. 


Q Okay. You consider those recommendations 
appropriate and proportioned? 


i) Don't jump the gun. 
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Q Bernie, any new comment on the Iraqi refusal to 
deliver Abu Abbas? 


4 No, I don't have anything new that hasn't been 
said. 


Q Thank you. 


(Press briefing concluded at 12:47 p.m.) 








Posted: January 8, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION FROM NOON PRESS BRIEFING OF JANUARY 8, 1986 


REPORT ON WESTERN DIPLOMAT AND LIBYA 





Q: There was a story that some Western diplomat nad given the 
Libyan government some cather specific conditions for 
restoration and expansion of trade. Have you ever said 
from this podium that this story was bogus? 


A: TO OUR MEMORY THIS QUESTION HAS NEVER BEEN RAISED BEFORE. 


WE HAVE NO [INFORMATION WHICH WOULD GIVE CREDIBILITY TO THAT 


REPORT. 





uD 


Posted: ~anuary 3, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION FROM NOON PRESS BRIEFING OF JANUARY 8, 1986 


RESPONSIBILITY FOR ROME AND VIENNA INCIDENTS 





Q: Do Italy and Austria agree with us now that Libdya was 
involved in these recent terrorist attacks? 


A: THE QUESTION SHOULD BE ADDRESSED TO THOSE GOVERNMENTS. 4E 


BELIEVE THE EVIDENCE OF LISYAN COMPLICITY IS CLEAR. 
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TAKEN QUESTION FROM NOON PRESS BRIEFING OF JANUARY 8, 1986 


THWARTED TERRORIS™ 





Q: The 126 ceases of thwarted terrorism: What is their time 
frame? 


A: THE 126 ABORTED TERRORIST MISSIONS MENTIONED BY THE 


PRESIDENT LAST NIGHT OCCURRED SINCE NOVEMBER 1984. 





Posted: January 8, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION FROM NOON PRESS BRIEFING OF JANUARY 86, 1966 


LIBYAN PRESENCE IN U.S. 





How many Libyans are there in the United States? Are they 
affected by the executive order? 


THERE ARE AT LEAST SEVERAL THOUSAND LIBYANS CURRENTLY IN 
THE UNITED STATES. THE EXECUTIVE ORDER COVERS U.S. 
PERMANENT RESIDENT ALIENS AND ANY PERSONS IN THE UNITED 


STATES, AS WELL AS U.S. CITIZENS AND JURIDICAL PERSONS 


ORGANIZED UNDER U.S. LAW. 
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FRIDAY, JANUARY 10, 1986, 12:41 P. M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. KALB: Good afternoon. Let me just do one, two 
very brief press announcements, if I may. 


Secretary Shultz will address Secretary of Defense 
Weinberger's conference on Low-Intensity Conflict, Wednesday, 
January 15, Fort McNair Officers Club. Speech scheduled for 
1:00 o'clock. Barring any unforeseen difficulties, piped live 
into this room. For information on arrangements or the 
conference, please telephone Lieutenant Colonel John Myers, 
U.S. Army, Military District of Washington's PAO office, 
475-0843. Secretary Weinberger will open the January 14-15 
conference, dinner speech, Tuesday, January 14. One. 


And, two, something I think you're all familiar with, 
that the Secretary will turn up in the lobby with the Japanese 
Foreign Minister to say a few words at the conclusion of their 
trade talks, and the estimated time of arrival is about 4:00 
this afternoon. Following their get-together in the lobby, 
there will be a joint report on the current round of talks that 
will be available at the Press Office. 


Q Is that in writing, Bernie, or -- 

9) The copies? 

Q The report is a written report rather than a -- 
A Copy. Copies. Copies. Unless we pass out 


people who are programmed to talk. 
Q Do you know how long they're expected to meet? 


fe How long that meeting is scheduled to go? Let me 
see. Toward an hour, or something like that, on the tentative 
schedule I have, and they're due downstairs at about 4:00, as I 
say. 


With that as a prelude, it's your turn. 








-2- 1/10/86 


Q To continue with what we were talking about with 
the Secretary yesterday, have you had any late results from any 
Europeans who've come to rally around the sanctions? 


A Well. I think you have seen the Italian decision 
on banning arms sales to Libya. We welcome that as a statement 
of policy. YVhe U.S. Government has been following a more 
rigorous policy for some time. We would hope that other 
governments will recognize the value of that and similar 
policies in inducing the Qadhafi regime to change its abhorrent 
policies. 


Q Could you tell us what you think the Italian 
Government has done? You spoke of banning weapons shipments. 
Isn't it more sWlective than that? 


A I think you'll have to pick up the details with 
the Italian Government, Barry. 


Q You're welcoming it. What are you welcoming? 

6 I'm -- 

Q A total ban or a partial ban? 

a I'm welcoming what we have seen on a ban of arms 


sales to Libya; and as far as other details are concerned, you 
will have to, obviously, go to the appropriate Italian address. 


Q There's a story on the wires saying that Brazil 
will continue selling arms to Libya. Do we have any reaction 
to that? 


fa I don't, but I think you know what the U.S. 
position is on that question. 


Q what about — 
Q (Inaudible) 


Q Excuse me. What about this no-undercut policy? 
Secretary Shultz mentioned yesterday that he felt that other 
nations would not come in there and take the place of 
Americans. Is the United States asking various countries not 
to undercut the sanctions by not filling the jobs of Americans? 


A Well, I think that the response has been made 
clear in several ways since the President's speech earlier this 
week. The broad outline, certainly, of the Administration's 
policy is clear: that Americans will no longer contribute to 
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the economic and financial strength of Libya. We believe all 
responsible members of the international community should take 
that position. 


President Reagan has noted that we recognize that 
special circumstances may prevent some of our friends from 
taking actions similar to ours. Secretary Shultz also touched 
on this issue yesterday when he was here at his news 
conference; and, as you know, the Deputy Secretary, John 
Whitehead, will be discussing this subject in all its aspects 
when he visits Western Europe -- 


Q Bernie, could you have been -- 

A ~~ "some time -- let me just pick it up. 

Q Yes. 

A -- some time in the middle of next week. Now, 


perhaps in a more specific way, to what Don had asked, I guess 
I'd have to ask him to take a look at a paragraph or so in the 
President's Tuesday night remarks. And that at the time he 
announced the imposition of a variety of sanctions on Libya, he 
said that Americans will not understand other nations moving 
into Libya to take commercial advantage of our departure. 


Q Bernie -- 

A Barry. 

Q I noticed you volunteered the reference to 
"special circumstances." Does that signify, or did Shultz 


intend to signify, as some accounts have interpreted his news 
conference, the United States is actually, realistically, 
perhaps, backing away from its efforts to get the allies to 
come aboard, realizing that it's a stonewall and everybody's 
got to make a buck some place, I guess? By the way, the 
"special circumstance" usually is humanitarian; we're talking 
about making a buck over the U.S.'s withdrawal. 


A I'm going to have to leave you to make your own 
interpretation of how you see -- how you choose to interpret 
what is being said. 


Q Oh, I can. I'd be happy to. But I'm asking you, 
there have been published reports that Shultz is backing away 
from leaning on the allies to support the U.S. campaign. Is 
Shultz leaning away from the allies to support the U.S. 
campaign? 
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6 What the Administration is doing and what the 
Secretary dealt with yesterday was to seek to recruit 
international support to adopt the position that has been taken 
by the United States. I have read the “undercut" that you have 
alluded to, and I simply will reiterate what I am doing here 
now, what the President echoed on Tuesday, what the Secretary 
said here yesterday. 


Q Bernie, do you have any updating on the response 
of Americans in Libya to the directives of the President? 


f I beg your pardon? The -- 


Q The response of Americans working in Libya. 


fi Americans working in Libya. 
Q Any updating on their response to the President's 
directive? 


A Well, you know what the President called for. 
Americans who do depart in response to the President's call are 
not required to report that fact to us, but I have to reiterate 
that we expect all Americans to comply. 


Q How -- 


A Let me just add that the Department's CEC, the 
Citizens Emergency Center in the Bureau of Consular Affairs, 
has as yet received no reports of any Americans encountering 
difficulties in arranging departures, and that we expect the 
Government of Libya to facilitate this, as the President made 
reference to in his Tuesday night remarks, and that we have no 
indications to the contrary. 


Q Do you have -- I was listening, but I'm not sure 
I heard whether you have a count on how many people have 
departed. 

a I don't have any count. 

Q Well, how do you know that -- 

fi I just -- 

Q You know they have no difficulty, but maybe 


nobody's trying to leave. That would certainly remove any 
difficulties. (Laughter) 
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_ I am talking about reports that might have 
reached us, and that was in response to a question along those 
lines. 


Q This is a serious question, then; let's call it a 
separate question. 1000 to 1500 American U.S. citizens, 
supposed, estimated in Libya, somewhat out of touch with this 
government -- how many of them by now, several days after the 
President's announcement, have left Libya? 


A I have no idea. It's been three days since then, 
and I made the point, if you listened, Barry, to pick up the 
tone of your remarks -- 


Q Uh-huh. 

A -- that if you leave Libya, you are under no 
obligation to report that. 

Q Right. 

A And so, as a result, you cannot have a working 
tally. 

Q Right. 


6 Short of that, I really don't know how to respond 
to your question. 


Q Bernie, how you will -- 


A Let me go to another side. Did you get a shot 
yet? 


Q Just a follow-up on that. How you will force 
(sic) seme American citizens to leave Libya if they refuse? I 
mean, do you have any procedure? 

A We will do the best we can. 

Q Are they going to be facing -- 


a Just a second, Semaan. 


Q Do you know, really, which countries Mr. 
Whitehead is going to visit next week? 


a No. I don't have the exact itinerary of John 
Whitehead at this particular point. It is being firmed up. 
I'm sure that there are some communications rattling between 
Washington and various West European capitals. 
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Q But there's no list of countries so far? 

a There's no list of what? 

Q Of countries. 

he No. There wili be, obviously, a number of 
European countries. I think you can anticipate the roster 
yourselves. But once the communication process has been 
completed, I think you'll get a rundown of the countries. 

Q Any idea how soon that will be? 

Aa No. I do not. 


Q Will the returning Americans be facing anv 
prosecution upon their return or -- 


A I think we've gone into that in the past few 
days. I have nothing else to add. 


Q Bernie, can you amplify on the Secretary's 
statement yesterday that there will obviously be some 
exceptions that Treasury is woriing on? 

A No. I have nothing by way of amplification -- 

Q What kind of cases? 


A -- and maybe you might check with Treasury if he 
suggested something along those lines. 


Q It's sort of like following a bouncing ball. You 
go to Treasury, and they send you back here. So --~ can you 
take it? I mean, he -- 

a Ne. No, I can't. 

Q He did mention in the news conference -- 

I can't. I would -- 


Q -— humanitarian exceptions. 


A Well, I would suggest that if he eluded to the 
possibility of Treasury handling that, you might try Treasury. 
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Q Bernie, there is -- in a somewhat related matter, 
there were reports yesterday, I believe, that the French 
Government is preparing to or contemplating making some 
arrangements with Iran to forgive around a billion dollars in 
Iranian debt, release some people who have attacked an Iranian 
political figure in France, in order to obtain the release of 
French hostages which have been held in Lebanon. 


Do you have any confirmation of such reports, and what 
would be the U.S. attitude if the French were to make such an 
arrangement as is now being described? 


A Well, I don't have any official specifics along 
the lines that you have mentioned. I've read the same story 
you did, and at this particular point I have no observations or 
comments to make. . 


Q Bernie, there were two remarks made by Colonel 
Qadhafi, according to a French radio, that as far as I know 
were not gone through the American media, but I think they are 
important. 


He express his country's readiness -- 


A And is that -- 


Q Yes? 

ts I'm sorry. Go ahead. 

Q I'm going to ask your comment on them. 

A I was just wondering if they haven't reached us 
here whether I would be in a position to make any 
observations. I just want to head off the possibility of your 


engaging in a soliloquy. 


Q Still I think they are important to be listened 
to. He expressed his country's readiness to settle all 
existing problems and differences through discussion and 
dialogue and away from violence. Two, he will encourage the 
Palestinians to confine their battle to the occupied areas. 


A I think that, even not having read the specifics 
of that, the answers have been inherent in what the 
Administration has been saying in the past couple of days: 
deeds, not words; a call to terminate terrorist activities. 


Q Do you have a list of deeds you are asking for or 
sorts of commandments you're asking Qadhafi to follow? 
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‘ If they're not clear to you now, I don't think I 
can be of any help. 


Q With respect to Mr. Whitehead's trip, Mr. Shultz 
said yesterday that he was a persuasive man and that he would 
try to persuade government leaders of the need to follow the 
U.S. example. 


Will he be able to go beyond simple moral arguments in 
making that case? Are there any incentives or disincentives 
that he might point out that could support his moral positions? 


A I think the Secretary drew a portrait of John 
Whitehead's persuasive powers. He will be discussing, during 
this itinerary through Western Europe, ways in which our 
countries can act together to stop Qadhafi's support of 
terrorism and how terrorism in general can be prevented. 


European support for U.S. initiatives against Libya is 
part of these discussions, but combatting terrorism is a 
longer-term effort that requires the cooperation of all states. 


Q Bernie, do you have any reason why the 
Administration is not sending an envoy to the Middle East to 
the Arab countries to discuss the same problems Mr. Whitehead 
is going to discuss with Europe? 


A I think that there was a rendezvous here just the 
other day, wasn't there, of senior officials in the Department 
meeting with a variety of Arab ambassadors, and beyond that I 
don't have anything else. 


Q Bernie, can you tell us your impression? 

A I beg your pardon? 

The impression which you got from this meeting 
because the ambassadors said Murphy understood their point of 
view, so how Murphy understood their point of view? (Sic) 

A We made our case, and it's a case that you have 
heard and read about the last few days, and beyond that we'll 
have to stand on that. 

Q New subject? 

A Jim, did you want to -- 


I want to talk about another angle of boycotts. 
I wondered if the State Department has a view on the 
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decision by the UAW to boycott Shell products because of their 
role in South Africa? 


A I don't have anything on that immediately. Let 
me take a look at that and see what we can get you. 


Q Bernie -- 

f Bill? Just a moment, Semaan. 

Q I wanted to change to another subject. 

A Sure. 

Q Do you have any reaction to the upcoming meeting 


of Central American head of states sponsored by President-elect 
Cerezo of Guatemala? 


f°) They're all going to be there at the time of the 
inauguration, so it might be the logical thing to do. 


It's our hope that these democratically elected 
presidents of the region will be able to persuade the Managua 
regime to resume Contadora negotiations and move toward 
internal reconciliation. 


Q In that same field, does Secretary Shultz plan to 
talk to Mrs. Ortega or the military guy from Nicaragua who is 
apparently going to be up there at this literary function he's 
going to on Sunday? 


A Well, he'll be making some remarks that everybody 
in the room will be hearing, but I have nothing on any special, 
how shall we put it, one-on-one's or bilaterals oi: whatever. 
You're saying how about -- 


Q Well, is he going to do anything else up there 
besides give this talk? 


fi So far as I know, at this point, no. He's going 
to go up there in the afternoon and come right back in the 
evening. 


Q Will he take questions at this thing? 

A I don't know that for sure. I know there are 
some remarks being prepared that he is considering, that he's 
drafting, and so forth, but I'll have to leave it at that. 


Q Do you expect a text? 
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A It may not be until Sunday, but it's brief. I 
hasten to add that it is brief. 


Q Just on this. Is there some way that it could be 
arranged, since it is a Sunday, that if the Secretary engages 
in a Q&A of a substantive nature -- not about literary matters 
but more affairs of state -- that it could be relayed down here 
to the Duty Officer or somebody? Is there a way to extract 
that out of the system? 


Q Deliver it at home? (Laughter) 
Q Home delivery of transcripts would be nice. 


a Do you have any portable radio pick-up at home of 
your own. 


Q I have a radio, I guess. 

A I don't know that that's going to be possible. 
Q Bernie, what is the event? 

4 PEN, international writer's group. 

Q Oh, well that's a political event in itself, 


isn't it? Activities to open the Scviet Union -- 

a No Q&A. That takes care of that. 

Q No Q&A? Thank you. 

Q Bernie, it's been reported in a Kuwaiti paper 
that the Reagan Administration offered Syria a great amount of 
American aid in return for its expulsion of the remaining 
elements of Abu Nidal and to keep him out of Syria. Can you 
confirm such a report? 

a Rubbish. 

Q Lovely. 


Q Bernie, do you have any readout on Mr. Crocker's 
talks in Luanda yesterday? 


a No, not yet. 


Q Do you have any assessment of the U.S. assets 
that Libya is threatening to freeze? 
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“ Don't have that figure for you. 


Q Do you have any reports on what's going on in 
Haiti? There are recurring reports of violence and that 
government troops have shot several people? 


‘ Well, let me tell you what we do have on that, 
Jim. Apparently spontaneous demonstrations in several Haitian 
cities following the killing of four student demonstrators on 
November 28 in Gonaives. Demonstrations resumed on January 6 
and 7 in several cities after a quieter period during the 
Christmas vacation. 


In the recent disturbances, one person has been killed 
in a clash with police and some public buildings burned in a 
provincial city, Petit Goave. 


If you're going to ask me about how many Americans are 
there, if that's on your roster of questions, or whatever else, 
it's your call. 


Q Well, it's one of those things I was going to 
ask. Yeah, alright. You follow your agenda there. How many 
Americans are there? 


f°) No, I'll follow your agenda. I'1l give you the 
flexibility of originality. 


Q Okay. Does the United States take a view of the 
Ha’ **1n Government actions? 


is Don't have anything for you on that. 


Q Is what's going on there affect in any way the 
U.S. view of Haiti's human rights performance? And to that 
extent, does it affect the aid? 


i) Well, let me try to answer at least part of that, 
if I may, Jim: that given that calendar I just indicated to 
you about events in Haiti, events there are unfolding. Their 
outcome and the Haitian Government's actions will influence our 
judgment on the certification -- that is to say, the 
certification of progress in human rights. 


We are assessing events as they develop, and as a 
result it would be premature to comment on the determination 
process certifying the Government of Haiti as an aid recipient. 


Q When does that have to be done? By the time the 
annual report comes out, the human rights report? 
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6 Don't have an exact date on that for you. I'l) 
take a look at that and get it for you. 

Q And you wanted me to ask you if there were any 
Americans? 


No, I didn't want you to -- 


4 
Q No, I want to get along with you. 
a It's your call totally. 

S 


How many Americans are there? 
& I estimate about 14,000 to 15,000 Americans or 
U.S. residents in Haiti, most are tourists or Americans of 
Haitian origin visiting; plus approximately 2,000 missionaries 
and voluntary organization workers as well as Embassy, AID and 


Peace Corps personnel and their families. Wo reports of any 
incidents involving Americans. 


Q There's a report in a Buffalo newspaper today 
about heightened security on the border out of the fear that 
Libyans might be trying to enter -- 

i From Buffalo? 


Q Yeah. I mean from the United States to Canada. 
Do you have any comment on that? 


t No, I don't. Heightened security where? 
Q It was in the Buffalo newspapers. 


Q No, tightened security along the Canadian- 
American border. 


iJ I thought I heard Libya. That's what threw me. 
Q Sixteen Libyans had just arrived in Canada. 


a Let me take a look. I don't have anything. Let 
me take a look at that. 


Q Do you have something on the U.S. aid to 
Cambodian non-communists? 


a No, but I'll take that question. 
Q Thanks. 


(Press briefing concluded at 3:01 p.m.) 














Posted: January 10, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the January 10, 1986 press briefinc: 


CANADA: BORDER SECURITY 


Q: There was a report today of heightened security on the 
US/Canadian border out of the fear that Libyans might be trying 
to enter the US from Canada. Do you have any comment on this 
report? 


A: <-=- WE HAVE NO COMMENT ON THE REPORT. YOU MAY WISH TO 
FOLLOW UP WITH THE IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION SERVICE PRESS 


INFORMATION OFFICE (633-2648). 














Posted: January 10, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the January 10, 1986 press briefing: 


U.A.W. BOYCOTT OF SHELL PRODUCTS 





Does the State Department have a view on the decision by 
the UAW to boycott Shell products because of the company's 


role in South Africa? 


AS A GENERAL MATTER, WE BELIEVE CONSUMER BOYCOTTS OF THIS 


SORT WILL NOT PROMOTE PEACEFUL CHANGE IN SOUTH AFRICA. 
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TAKEN QUESTION 





QUESTION TAKEN AT THE JANUARY 10 PRESS BRIEFING 





Q: "Do you have something on U.S. aid to Cambodian 
non-communists" 


as 








THE CONTINUING RESOLUTION ADOPTED DECEMBER 19 PROVIDED 
A FLOOR OF $1.5 MILLION AND A CEILING OF $5 MILLION ON 
AID TO THE CAMBODIAN NON-COMMUNIST RESISTANCE FORCES, 
BUT LEFT THE ACTUAL AMOUNT UP TO THE ADMINISTRATION. 
THE MONEY HAD TO BE ALLOCATED FROM WORLD-WIDE SECURITY 
ASSISTANCE FUNDS WHICH WERE APPROPRIATED BY CONGRESS 
AT A LEVEL THAT IS SIGNIFICANTLY LESS THAN THE 
ADMINISTRATION REQUESTED. IN THESE CIRCUMSTANCES, IT 
WAS DECIDED, SUBJECT TO CONGRESSIONAL NOTIFICATION, TO 
ALLOCATE $3.5 MILLION TO THE PROGRAM FOR THE CAMBODIAN 
NON-COMMUNIST RESISTANCE FORCES. THAT FIGURE, LIKE 
MANY OTHER PROGRAMS, IS SUBJECT TO A POSSIBLE 
REDUCTION OF A FEW PERCENT UNDER THE GRAMM-RUDMAN 


BALANCED BUDGET PROVISIONS. 


THIS IS THE FIRST TIME CONGRESS HAS APPROPRIATED 
SECURITY ASSISTANCE FUNDS FOR THE CAMBODIAN 
NON-COMMUNIST RESISTANCE FORCES. SINCE 1979, THE 
UNITED STATES HAS CONTRIBUTED GENEROUSLY TO 
INTERNATIONAL RELIEF EFFORTS UNDER THE U.N. BORDER 
RELIEF OPERATION AND THE INTERNATIONAL COMMITTEE OF 
THE RED CROSS (ICRC) FOR THE CAMBODIAN CIVILIANS ALONG 


THE THAI-CAMBODIAN BORDER. IN FY-85, THE U.S. 


CONTRIBUTED NEARLY $16 MILLION TO THAT EFFORT. 














ON THE ACTUAL OPERATION OF ASSISTANCE TO THE 
NON-COMMUNIST CAMBODIAN RESISTANCE, SEVERAL POINTS 


MADE IN THE WASHINGTON POST ARTICLE WARRANT 





CLARIFICATION: 

- THE ADMINISTRATION WILL PROVIDE ONLY NON-LETHAL 
ASSISTANCE UNDER THIS PROGRAM; 

- DETAILED DISCUSSIONS WITH THAILAND HAVE NOT BEEN 
HELD ON THE ADMINISTRATION OF THE PROGRAM; AND 

- THE LIST OF USES IN THE ARTICLE IS ILLUSTRATIVE, 
NOT INCLUSIVE, AND FIRM DECISIONS CONCERNING 


PROGRAM CONTENT WILL BE MADE IN THE NEXT FEW 


WEEKS. 
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MONDAY, JANUARY 13, 1986, 12:38 P. M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. KALB: Good afternoon, everybody. 


Let me give you some idea, if I may begin with Deputy 
Secretary Whitehead's trip. Deputy Secretary of State John C. 
Whitehead will be traveling to Canada and Europe to meet with 
senior host government officials on the threat posed by 
Libyan-supported terrorism and steps governments might take in 
response to that threat. Mr. Whitehead will depart on January 
15 to visit Bonn, Paris, Ankara, Rome, The Hague, Athens -- 


Q A little slower. 
a -- Ottawa, Brussels and London. 
Q In that order? (Laughter) 


A That order would make it rather complicated, so 
why don't we assume that he'll be starting, as he in fact will, 
with Ottawa; and then insofar as the rest of the order in 
precise itinerary fashion, I don't have that. I'm not ina 
position to be able to give that to you. 


The non-order, then, is -- to respond to John -- Bonn, 
Paris, Ankara, Rome, The Hague, Athens, Ottawa, Brussels and 
London. He plans to discuss Libyan support for international 
terrorism, including the most recent terrorist attacks in Rome 
and Vienna, consult on U.S. economic sanctions against Libya as 
announced by the President a week ago Tuesday, January 7, and 
to encourage governments to take concrete steps in response to 
the threat posed by Libya and the international terrorist 
threat. 


And that really is about all I have. He will be 
meeting, as I've indicated, with the political leadership and 
those ministers most directly corcerned with steps that might 
be taken to meet the Libyan threat. 
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Q Can I have a copy of that? 


A No. I'm sorry. I can't make that. I've got it 
all marked up. 

Q When did you say he leaves? 

A He leaves on the 15th. 

Q On the -- 

A That's Wednesday. 


Q Will he be taking with him any evidence which has 
not been made public here about this Libyan support? 


a I don't have any details on that that I can share 
with you. 


Q On another subject, Bernie -—- 
fi Yeah. 


Q Do you have anything on the American ship which 
was boarded in the Persian Gulf? 


A Yes, I do. Let me start with the specifics, as 
we understand, at the very top in the details of the story, 
insofar as the information that has been made available to the 
United States. Okay. 


It's that the U.S. Merchant ship President Taylor, 
belonging to the American President Lines, was stopped and 
boarded by seven personnel -- two officers, one chief Petty 
Officer and four seaman -- from one Iranian navy vessel at 
about 1100 Gulf local time, Sunday, January 13,* in 
international waters just outside the Persian Gulf. That time 
out there corresponds roughly to about 2:00 a.m. our time here 
Sunday. 


The President Taylor and its crew of approximately 40 
personnel were released in less than two hours and has 
proceeded to the United Arab Emirates port of Fujairah on the 
Gulf of Oman. There were no injuries or loss of property in 
the incident. The President Taylor was carrying general cargo, 
including cotton; nothing of a military nature. 








* CORRECTION: Sunday, January 12, 1986. 
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That's the specific. Now, Jim? 


Q Okay. What does the United States intend to do 
about it? 


a Well, on that specific question, there's nothing 
I can say to you by way of any <cecifics, other than we are in 
fact evaluating our options. x by way of a U.S. Government 
reaction, to amplify a bit, i, “ay, Iran's practice of 
stopping neutral shipping in tne Gulf has now been carried out 
for approximately five nionths and has involved stopping vessels 
from Kuwait, Italy, West Germany, Denmark, Yugoslavia, Poland 
and Japan, among others. 


The rules of naval warfare have traditionally accorded 
a belligerent certain rights to ascertain whether neutral 
shipping is being used to provide contraband to an opposing 
belligerent. We are continuing to assess the facts of this 
particular incident, not all of which are yet known, to 
determine whether this stop-and-search was appropriate under 
the circumstances. 


Nevertheless, we consider the Iranian policy of 
stopping and searching neutral shipping in the Gulf region to 
be one of the significant negative consequences created by the 
Iran-Iraq war. The dangerous conflict between Iran and Iraq 
now continues to be because of Iran's refusal to participate in 
a negotiated solution. 


We have stated our concern about this incident because 
of the danger of misunderstandings, overstepping of rights and 
norms, and even violence which are inherent in all ship search 
incidents. The U.S. Government repeats its call for Iran to 
change its position regarding a solution to the conflict and 
again calls for the earliest possible end to the war with the 
sovereignty and territorial integrity of both sides intact. 


Q Copy of that? 
6 Let me try to help you on that, if I can. 


Q Are you taking any steps to protect American 
ships in the future? 


A Well, on that particular point, Jim, let me go 
back to the calendar a bit to note that a special warning to 
mariners -- and that was No. 67 issued September 20, 1985 -- 
warns mariners to exercise extreme caution because of continued 
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attacks by Iran and Iraq outside the military zones they have 
announced and because of Iran's stop-and-search practice. 
Attention to this warning on the part of mariners was called in 
a special broadcast warning of January 2 -- 


Q By whom? 
A -- this year. 
Q Who issued this warning? Excuse me. 


a I'll have to get you exactly which branch of the 
government issues that warning. 


Q It was the United States? 
a Yes. 


Q I think it was Defense Mapping Agency, isn't it, 
Bernie? 


Q Bernie, is this the first time that an American 
ship has been boarded in this fashion by Iran? 


A It is my understanding that that is the case, but 
I would like to be sure of that and would like a check on that, 
if I can. 


Q Bernie -- 


a (TO STAFF) Could we get that checked out, 
please? It is -- Bruce, did you answer that question? 


MR. AMMERMAN: Yes. 
MR. KALB: It is the first time. Yes. 


Q Bernie, could I just ask you two quick questions 
to follow that? First, are you suggesting that this boarding 
of the ship may somehow be justified? And, secondly, in 
response to Jim's question, there have been reports that the 
United States is prepared to send escort ships along with 
commercial ships in the sea near the Gulf. Is that true? 


3) Insofar as your second question is concerned, I'd 
have to refer you to the DoD. I am not in a position to 
speculate about any practices that may be undertaken, and so 
forth. 
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Insofar as your first question is concerned, I read 
you both a generalized statement, but then followed it up very 
quickly by saying that we are continuing to assess the fact of 
this particular incident, not all of which are yet known, to 
determine whether this stop-—and-search was appropriate under 
the circumstances. 


Q If I asked that, Bernie, it seems to me that the 
White House said flat out that this just was unjustified. 


A Well, I don't know how to amplify on what you're 
reporting right now. I do know what the considered judgment 
is, and that's the one that I have here to share with you. 


Q Excuse me. 
A Just a second. Yeah? 


Q It's recognized that belligerent states do have 
the right to stop neutral vessels in a war zone, I believe. 
Does the United States have a view of how large this war zone 
in the Iran-Iraq war is? 


A I don't have anything for you on that. I did 
make the point about the location of this ship, that it was in 
international waters just outside the Persian Gulf. insofar as 
your invitation to circle specific areas about war zones or 
not, I am not in a position to do that. 


Barry? 


Q Has the Captain of the ship been interviewed yet 
by American diplomats? 


a On that particular point, Barry, what I've got is 
that there has been a preliminary telephonic exchange with the 
ship and that Ambassador Lumsden to the UAE is enroute to the 
port to interview the Captain. That's expected to happen 
today. For all I know, it may already have happened, but I 
don't have any report here. 


Q Bernie, has any protest been lodged or filed with 
the Iranian Government? 


A I have nothing on that. 


Q Bernie, you didn't include France in that list of 
countries, did you? 


A Did I not? Let me take a quick look. 
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Q I don't -- or did you? 


A No. I did not. 


Q Well, France -- in the New York Times this 
morning, in backgrounding other countries’ difficulties, 
there's the statement France, which is a major military 


supplier of Iraq, warned last November that it would use force 
to protect its ships. 


a Well, I didn't exclude France. 
Q No, no. 


A I think I amended that gazeteer, so to speak, 
with “among others," without in any attempt Sapenesane 1 was 
exhausting -- 


Q No. I realize. I was just trying to see if the 
situation had paralleled, but still the question stands: does 
the United States believe that the French warning is a way to 
go with this, is a -- 


6 I don't want to make a judgment on the French 
warning, but I think I have -- whatever I might have to say by 
way of a reply was to Barbara's question, that I'm not going to 
get involved in speculation, and I would refer you to the 
Pentagon address. 


Ralph? 


Q Bernie, in the past the State Department has been 
vocal about the general principle of freedom of navigation in 
the Persian Gulf. Does the fact that this incident took place 
outside the Persian Gulf have some effect on the -- did that 
mitigate your use or reference to “freedom of navigation" in 
connection with this incident? 


6 No. I don't know with certainty whether I'm 
following you all the way. 


Q Well -- 


6 Insofar as the freedom of navigation point that 
you are alluding to, I think I have now possibly twice isolated 
the central paragraph, and that's about where I'd have to leave 
it. 
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Q Bernie, what do you make of the timing of this? 
Why setting the precedent -- 


a I can't -- 


Q Is that -- do you view that as a direct 
confrontational posture on the part of the Iranian towards the 
United States that's escalating -- 


A I'm going to pass the offer to speculate, if I 
may. Barry, let me switch -- let me just switch -- 


Q Just a quick question? 


4 Yeah. 


6 Shortly after the war broke out, after Iraq 
actually invaded Iran, the United States declared its 
neutrality. Some things have happened since, including the 
resumption of relations with Iraq, the organization of the U.S. 
campaign to deny arms to Iran. How would you describe -- is 
the United States now neutral? I know you're in favor of 
negotiations; don't please tell me that again. Is the United 
States neutral between Iran and Iraq? 


a I'm not going to be able to take it beyond where 
it has been left in the past. 


Q Where in the past? In the Reagan Administration 
or the Carter Administration? 


is In this Administration. 
Q Is it -- 
i Obviously, Barry. 


Q No. The Carter Administration asserted U.S. 
neutrality. The Reagan Administration, I don't believe, has. 


i) All right. 

Q And I'm asking you -- 
) All right. Let me -- 
Q 


-- if the U.S. is neutral between Iran and Iraq? 
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‘ Let me take a look and come up with the specific 
language for you on that. 


Can I go over there? 


Q Do you have anything more on the itinerary for 
the ship from here forward or a timetable for it? 


A No. No. I think I saw something or two in quick 
readings of the wires, but I don't have it in front of me. 


Jeanne? 


Q Can you restate for us the U.S. arms policy 
towards Iraq? 


6 We'll get that for you exactly. 
John? 


Q The point has been made in the wake of this 
instance -- incident, excuse me -- that the United States -- 
U.S. Coast Guard and/or naval vessels have boarded ships in the 
Caribbean in pursuit of narcotics traffic. Can you give us the 
legal justification for how we do that, since that is not a war 
situation? 


i. All right. Let me take a look at that and see 
what's possible. It just occurs to me that if my recollection 
of only an hour or two is correct, Secretary Weinberger did a 
breakfast this morning -- 


Q Yes. 

6 He did. 

Q Yes, he did. 

i) And it's my understanding, although I have not 
yet seen a transcript or any headlines out of it, that a 
variety of the questions that you're posing to me now were in 
fact posed to the Secretary, and I would imagine he would be in 


a much stronger position than I to address some of these 
questions. 


Just a moment. 


Q Bernie, the President said a few months ago -- 
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7 Where are we? What subject? What country? 
Q Same subject -- 
A Same subject. What year? 


-~ that the United States would not allow the 
Straits of Hormuz to be closed by Iran. Do you see this as a 
bad omen or a signal by Iran that they want to escalate the 
situation to the point of closing the Straits of Hormuz? 


6 I'm not going to get involved in any 
speculation. I think somewhere along the line I made the point 
of what is involved in this. We've stated our concern about 
the incident because of the danger of misunderstanding and even 
violence which are inherent in all stop-and-search incidents, 
and I'm going to have to let it stand at that. 


Q You have no explanation so far since this 
happened from the Iranians through any party, third party? 


6 What I have is what I have -- is what I've said, 
and 1 don't have anything beyond that. 


Q Bernie -- 


iy I answered Barry's question about the direct 
communication with the Captain, and that's where it stands as I 
know it as of now. 


Ralph? 


Q You're not asserting that any of those dangers 
that you specified occurred in this case? 


6 No. I'm not, not at all. I made the point that 
there was no injury, no loss of property, in the incident, so I 
take you back to that specific. 


Q Bernie, can you clarify that President Reagan 
always asserted for the freedom of navigation in the Persian 
Gulf? Does this incident infringe on this freedom or not? I 
mean, can you be clear on this? 


0 I'm saying it was in international waters, and 
I'm going to repeat that again and again, as you've heard me 
say. 


Q Gulf of Oman is international waters? 
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ra International waters. Yes. Just outside the 
Persian Gulf, period. I don't have the latitude and longitude, 
but I have it in a more general way. 


Q Is there a material difference between a French 
ship carrying munitions for one of the belligerents and 
therefore is something that might need to be armed since its 
cargo could be seized, and a neutral ship, such as that of the 
United States, carrying cotton under the doctrine of free ship, 
free goods, which would not require any sort of military 
escort? Since we recognize the right -- 


i) It may be a question that the Legal Department of 
the State Department should be answering -- 


Q I've tried to get it all morning. 


You have? 
Q I was referred to you. 
7) They referred it to me? 
& Yes. (Laughter) 


ba Well, I'm familiar with that strategy. 
(Laughter) Why don't I take a crack and see what's possible. 


Q Refer us to the Pentagon. 


Wait a minute. Barry had a suggestion. 


Q What we're trying to do -- 
‘ I hear you. 
Q -- is to define what the law is on this. 


Yes. I understand, and let me take a crack and 
see what is possible. I don't want to legislate law on the 
spot. 


Q In case you're bouncing back to the Legal 
Department, could you tell us or could someone find out for us, 
whether American-register ships are permitted to carry war 
materiel to either of the belligerents in this war, or if there 
is a prohibition? 


a Okay. We'll put that in our anthology and see 
what happens. 
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Q Have you been in consultation, or you have been 
approached by anybody of the Arabian Gulf States after this 
incident? 

A I have nothing on that. 

Q New subject? 

A Bill. 


Q What are some of the concrete steps Mr. Whitehead 
is going to suggest? Could you run down them? 


A No. I don't think we have, in fact, been engaged 
in offering definitions of concrete steps, so I'm going to have 
to let it stand as is. 

John. 

Q Bernie, do you know anything about a new 
anti-terrorism directive that President Reagan is supposed to 
be signing today? 

A No. Did you try the White House? 

Q Yes. The White House says he's signing it. 

A Taking it up with me! (Laughter) 

Q Well, the question I have which you might want to 
take is that the directive gives the National Security Counsel 
an enhanced role, leadership role, in coordinating intelligence. 

A I have nothing on that, John. 

Q Can you take the question about whether -- 

A No. I'm going to pass on that invitation. 

Barry. 


Q A totally other subject. 


A Another subject. What country? What year? 


Q Greece, jets. Tell us what you can tell us about 
whether the United States has now decided it's appropriate to 
provide Greece with jet fighters. 
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A O.K. The U.S. Ambassador to Greece has informed 
the Greek Government on January 11 that the U.S. Government has 
approved in principle the sale of F-16s to Greece, subject to 
mutual agreement on the specific terms of the contract and 
notification of the U.S. Congress. 


Q Do you have how many? 


A My understand is it's somewhere in the order of 


A The agreement in principle is part of the ongoing 
relationship, military supply relationship, between the U.S. 
and Greece. And there we are. 


Q Is there another part to that agreement? for 
example, have the Greeks asked for our technical assistance in 
anti-hijacking measures, or is this connected at all with the 
Voice of America transmitters? 


| 

Q What would they be used for? 

A I don't have anything on it, Jim. 

Bill. 

Q The Soviet Union, Bernie, has apparently 
threatened ABC News with the closure or suspension of its 
bureau in Moscow if ABC went ahead and put some program on its 
entertainment thing. 


Does the State Department have any view of Soviet 
attempts to censure American media? 


A They do know our feelings about censorship -- 
they're loud, they've been often stated, and they still stand. 


Q But specifically in thts case? 
A I'll let it stand there. 
Can we return to Greece for a minute? What can 
you tell us about the Secretary's intention of visiting Greece 
and possibly Turkey? 


A At this point, nothing. 


Q Not contemplating a trip? 
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A At this point, I don't have anything to share 


with you. 

Q Good weather down there, you know. 

A Yes, good weather; excellent weather, excellent, 
good. 

Q Bernie? 

A Ralph. 


Q Do you have any comment about a Washington Times 
story about two Americans, one of whom may be being held in 
Laos, another having been allegedly killed in Laos in December 
in connection with the search for MIAs? 


A Well, I think that what has been prepared here by 
way of a guidance on that subject is something that you have 
heard expressed from this and other rostrums of the 
Administration as to their views of any such activities, that 
the U.S. Government opposes private cross-border POW/MIA 
efforts such as the alleged incident that you are referring to. 


We believe the key to resolving this issue lies in 
gaining the full cooperation of the Vietnamese and Lao 
Governments. Private forays, necessarily based on inadequate 
information, only disrupt this effort and endanger those 
involved. 


On the specific report referred to in the published 
report -- that is, the one that you dealt with, the possibility 
of various things happening -- various reports have been 
received from Lao refugees in northeast Thailand that a group 
of Americans entered Laos illegally in December on a private 
POW/MIA mission. Some of the reports say one American was 
killed; others says one was captured in a clash with Lao 
forces. We are investigating these reports; have not been able 
to confirm any of them. 


What you've heard me or Chuck say in the past, let me 
reiterate again on this specific issue. We wish that the 
individuals involved in private POW/MIA efforts would desist. 
Some, unfortunately, have been attracted by the publicity and 
the possibility of gain, and they just add to the 
misinformation and heartbreak connected with this question. 


Q Even though you've had a high-level delegation in 
the area recently, you still cannot confirm or deny the 
reports, the various reports you referred to a moment ago, 
about the fate of any Americans? 
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-) Fate of any Americans being alive and so forth? 
Is that what you -- 


Q No, no, the fate of the Americans who allegedly 
went in on this private mission. 


A Nothing more than that, and I think that Armitage 
-- and I saw Wolfowitz was on television this morning doing an 
interview — and Armitage is back, and they have been around, 
and if you want to pursue it beyond the level we are at this 
point, you might try. 


On Armitage, he went a lot further in suggesting 
that there is credible evidence of American MIAs alive in 
Southeast Asia at’this point, a lot further than you or any 
other spokesman has gone from this podium. Do you have any 
comment on what he said? 


A It's my understanding that he meant really to 
stop at the point that we have stopped at in the past -- that's 
about where it stands. And I think there may be -- if there is 
any confusion or any expectations raised as a result of what 
you're referring to, I would imagine there would be some sort 


of a clarification. And I'd suggest, in the most serious of 
ways, by way of follow-up to get in touch with the Pentagon. 


George. 

Q A Denver television station is reporting -- 
A Denver. What year? 

Q -- January 1967. 

A January 1967. 


~- has named Major Victor Apodaca -- 


> 


Who? I'm losing you, George. 


Q Aan American serviceman named Victor Apodaca, last 
seen January '67 over Vietnam, reportedly has been sighted at a 
POW camp in Vietnam. You probably have nothing on it, but 
could you check into it, please? 


A Well, why don't we abbreviate the whole process 
of checking by going right to the Defense Department on that, 
George? Did the Denver station carry some sort of -- 
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Q Yes. 
Q -- Pentagon reaction? Which was? 


Q No. They reported -~ I don't think there was any 
Pentagon reaction. 


a A report without a check. 
Q It's happened before. 
A Tsk tsk. Connie. 


Q Stories of South African events, so I don't know 
whether, if you could just read me your guidance. If not, I'll 
have to ask some questions. 


There's a report today that Botha is showing some 
flexibility, which is contrasted to what the Congressmen say. 
Do you have anything on that? 


ts No, but one obviously, given what we have said, 
would welcome that kind of flexibility if it's in the spirit of 
moving toward the end of apartheid. 


Q There was another report that South African 
troops are in Angola. Do you have anything on that? 


ta No, I don't have anything on that. I've seen 
some press reports, but I have nothing beyond that. 


Q Anything on the killing of that black leader 
while Chester Crocker was there? 


A Just that obviously we are saddened by the death 
that you're alluding to and a condemnation for those who are 
responsible for it. 


Q And finally, anything on the latest ruling 
against Winnie Mandela today? 


Q On what? 


Q There was another ruling against Winnie Mandela 
today. 


6 I don't have anything beyond what's been said 
before. 


John. 





~16- 1/13/86 


Q Abu Nidal is quoted in an interview that was 
broadcast in Vienna today as claiming responsibility for the 
attacks in Vienna and Rome and praising Qadhafi as an upright 
fellow who has been a great help. Do you have any response? 


a Yes, my responses I think are predictable, and 
you don't have to hear them from me. 


Q Do you have any comment on the Israeli Cabinet 
approval for arbitration for solving the Taba problem? 


A Well, obviously we would welcome anything that 
moves that issue toward a solution. And let me just add that 
we see it as an important step in the Israeli-Egyptian 
relationship, and that the United States remains ready to 
assist as both sides work to bring the Taba issue to a mutually 
satisfactory resolution. 


Q Bernie, do you have anything to clarify about 
Syria's role or position on the terrorism acts in Europe? And 
what are the constructive things that you have been working 
with the Syrians on in the Middle East? 


2) Let me answer that question in kind of a broad 
way, and begin by talking about our focus being primarily on 
Libya because Libya is the leading supporter of Abu Nidal and 
has supported other recent attacks including the highjacking of 
the Egyptian airliner in which Americans were singled out for 
assassination. 


You've read the background paper on Abu Nidal. 
Insofar as Syria is concerned, I think you have seen the 
reference made by the Secretary yesterday. Let me add that we 
are not currently planning additional steps against Syria. Our 
primary aim is to induce Syria to refrain from supporting 
terrorism, and to that end we have placed Syria on the 
terrorism list. 


At the same time, we are seeking through diplomatic 
means, both directly and through friendly third parties, to 
convince Syria that supporting terrorism is not in its 
interests. The Syrian Government is well aware of our concern 
over its support for terrorism, particularly the presence in 
Syria and the Bekaa Valley of Abu Nidal facilities and 
personnel. 


We are hoping to convince Syria to expel the Abu Nidal 
group entirely. 
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Q What kind of means are you pursuing to convince 
the Syrians? 


Q I'm going to have to leave it as I have just read 
it to you. I cannot -- 


Q You didn't answer about the constructive things 
that you have been working on with Syria in the Middle East. 
The Secretary said something, I think in his news conference, 
that you are working on constructive things with Syria on the 
Middle East. Such as? 


a Well, I've read you now about efforts to cut down 
on any spreading. of terrorism, and I think that there have been 
activities that you are familiar with that go back to the TWA 
affair, of the U.S. feelings about Syria's role. And that's 
all I have to say on that. 


Q Bernie, are you asking Syria to expel Abu Nidal 
from the Bekaa Valley or closing of his offices near the U.S. 
Embassy in Damascus? 


f°) I will have to let it stand that we believe Syria 
should rid itself of Abu Nidal, and I have given you where the 
U.S. believes their locations are. 


Q So the U.S. holds Syria responsible for the 
activities of the terrorists in the Bekaa Valley? 


I) Your interpretation is your own. I have said 
what I have to say on that. 


Q O.K. Does the U.S. hold Syria responsible for 
those camps? 


fa I have said what I've got to say about it at this 
particular point, and any prodding on your point will simply 
produce the same reply. 


Ralph. 


Q Pe-nie, Italy is reported on the FBIS to have 
issued an interr*stional warrant for Abu Abbas, whom you'll 
remember the U.s. requested that they hold onto at the time 
they had him. Do you have any comment on that move by Italy 
now to -- 


A Well, I think we have said on more than one 
occasion that we would like to see Abu Abbas brought to 
justice, and one cannot say that too strongly. 
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Q Do you have any idea where he is? 
a I don't. 


Q Bernie, back to the Syrian issue. Have you had 
any response at all from the Syrians within the last few days 
or the last week to indicate that they are willing to go along 
with some of your requests? 


a That draws me into diplomatic discussions and I 
have nothing on that. 


Q Do you have any leverage on the Syrians to 
convince them? I mean, you said you are trying to convince 
them. What leverage do you have on the Syrians? 

Qa I don't care to speculate on that question. 

Q Can we get a copy of that what you said on Syria? 


°) I don't think I can let you have that because 
I've got it sort of scattered around on a couple of pages. 


Q What is the Administration's current thinking on 
where the terrorists who staged the Kome and Vienna airport 
attacks were trained? 


i) I don't have anything to add beyond what you've 
heard. I have nothing new on that. 


Bill, was that you? Somebody back there? No? John. 

Q Do you have anything on the last-minute 
instructions Shultz gave the American negotiating team heading 
for Geneva the tail end of last week? 


ia Certainly, but L dan't have it for you. 
(Laughter) 


Q I'm serious. 

A No, I'm dead serious as well. 

Q Will the arms talks resume this week? 
a 


I have nothing to give you by way of any 
specifics on instructions. 


Q Does the State Department have any advisories for 
American travelers, with the possibility of other terrorist 
actions being taken in northern European countries at all? 
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6 Nothing beyond the usual caution, but if you're 
asking me whether there is any entertaining of issuing travel 
advisories, in the formal sense of saying “such-and-such is a 
bad place,” etc., I have nothing on that. 


Q Just a quick question: Has there been any date 
set for a Shultz-Shevardnadze meeting? 


a Date set for a new Shultz-Shevardnadze meeting? 
I'm unaware of a date being fixed. 


Semman. 


Q Is the economical aid one of the means the U.S. 
is using to convince Syria to expel Abu Nidal from -- 


A You tried several times before, and I regret that 
I couldn't satisfy you. 


Q Do you have anything on a Chinese Embassy 
official based in Mexico who is seeking political asylum in 
this country? 


i) No, I don't, and I think we don't get involved in 
that in any case. Ralph? 


Q Has the Administration made a decision yet on 
whether to ask Congress for additional aid for the contras? 


A I don't have anything on that. 


Q Bernie, have you got anything on the attempts to 
revive Contadora? 


A Not really, George. You're talking about the 
weekend meeting and so forth? 


Q Yes. 


A On what I would imagine what I think would be 
your specific question, and I think it would be a reiteraticn 
of what's been said before, that military aspects -- is that 
the central question or do you have others? The military 
aspects should be addressed as part of an overall settlement, 
and that the U.S. is prepared to abide by any such settlement 
acceptable to all the Central American states. 


Q Thank you. 


(Press briefing concluded at 1:08 P.M.) 
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Posted: January 14, 1986 


Question taken at the January 13, 1986 press briefing: 


LEGAL BASIS FOR SHIP BOARDINGS 





’ Q. The U.S. Coast Guard and/or naval vessels have boarded 
ships in the Caribbean in pursuit of narcotics traffic -- 
can you give us the legal justification for how we do that 
Since that is not a war zone? 


A. -- The United States scrupulously adheres to 
international law in the interdiction on the high 3:: 
of vessels suspected of narcotics trafficking. Excep 
when the master of the vessel has given his consent or 
in exceptional cases as permitted by international 
law, the Coast Guard through the State Department 


obtains the consent of the flag state, either on 3 


case-by-case basis or in a staniing agreement, for 


boarding of suspect foreign flag vessels. 
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TAKEN QUESTION January 13, 1986 


SPECIAL WARNINGS TO MARINERS 





Q: Who issues Special Warnings to Mariners? 


A: --SPECIAL WARNINGS TO MARINERS ARE ISSUED BY THE 
OFFICE OF MARITIME AND LAND TRANSPORT (EB/TRA/MA) 


OF THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE. 


--SPECIAL WARNINGS TO MARINERS ARE TRANSMITTED BY . 
THE DEFENSE MAPPING AGENCY (OMA) IN THE FORMAT OF 

A BROADCAST WARNING FOR ALL REGIONS OF THE WOPLD. 
THEY ARE BROADCAST BY ALL DMA BROADCAST FACILITIES 
UPON RECEIPT AND REPEATED TWICE DURING THE FOLLOWING 
24 HOURS. IN ADDITION, THEY ARE TELEXED TO ALL 
OWNERS OF U.S.-FLAG AND U.S.-CONTROLLED SHIPS, 
BROADCAST EACH SUBSEQUENT FRIDAY FOR SIX WEEKS IN 
THE STANDARD BROADCAST OF WARNINGS TO MARINERS, 
PUBLISHED IN THE WEEKLY NOTICE TO MARINERS (NOTAM) 
AND REPUBLISHED FOUR TIMES A YEAR WHILE THEY REMAIN 
IN EFFECT. EACH TIME THE WARNING IS BROADCAST, DMA 


SENDS A “DAILY MEMORANDUM” TO ALL SHIPOWNERS AND 


OTHER INTERESTED PARTIES IS OMA FILES. 














Posted: January 13, 1986 


TAKEN QUESTION 


Question Taken at Noon Press Briefing of January 13, 1985 


IRAN-IRAQ WAR: U.S. POLICY 





Is the United States neutral in the Iran-Iraq war? What is 
the U.S. policy on providing arms to Iran and Iraq? 


-- THE UNITED STATES WANTS THE FIGHTING TO END. 
CONTINUATION OF THE WAR CAN ONLY LEAD TO MORE DEATHS AND 
DESTRUCTION. 

-- THE UNITED STATES IS NEUTRAL IN THE WAR. REFLECTING ITS 
NEUTRALITY, THE UNITED STATES DOES NOT SUPPLY WEAPONS TO 
EITHER PARTY; NOR DOES IT AUTHORIZE THE TRANSFER BY THIRD 
PARTIES TO EITHER SIDE OF U.S. -MANUPACTURED OR -LICENSED 
WEAPONS. 

-- WE SPECIFICALLY HAVE OPPOSED TRANSFERS TO IRAN OF ARMS 
FROM ANY SOURCE, BECAUSE IT IS CLEAR THAT IRANIAN 
INTRANSIGENCE IS RESPONSIBLE FOR PROLONGING THE CONFLICT. 
IRAQ CONSISTENTLY HAS INDICATED ITS WILLINGNESS TO SETTLE 
THIS DISPUTE THROUGH A COMPLETE CEASEFIRE AND NEGOTIATIONS. 
-- THE UNITED STATES VIGOROUSLY SUPPORTS THE EFFORTS OF 
VARIOUS PARTIES, SUCH AS THE SECRETARY GENERAL OF THE UNITED 
NATIONS AND THE ORGANIZATION OF THE ISLAMIC CONFERENCE, TO 
BRING THIS SENSELESS CONFLICT TO THE EARLIEST POSSIBLE 


NEGOTIATED OR MEDIATED END, WITH THE SOVEREIGNTY AND 


TERRITORIAL INTEGRITY OF BOTH PARTIES INTACT. 
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TUESDAY, JANUARY 14, 1986, 12:10 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REDMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
Several brief announcements -- to remind you that Secretary 
Shultz wili address Secretary Weinberger's conference on 
Low-Intensity Conflict, January 15, at the Fort Leslie J. 
McNair Officers Club. The time of the delivery of the 
Secretary's address has been changed. The speech will begin at 
12:15 P.M. Those covering the event are requested to have 
their equipment in plac by no later than 11:30 A.M. For 
information on arrangements for the conference, please 
telephone Lt. Colonel John C. Myers, U.S. Army, of the Military 
District of Washington's Public Affairs Office, 475-0843. 


Now, in order for that briefing to be piped in here, 
starting at about 12:15, we will try to get tomorrow's noon 
briefing underway at 11:45. 


Q Hey! (Laughter) 
A In any case, it will cease at 12:15. 
Q Are you going to have a text of the speech? 


A I think there will be a text, yes. I'll have to 
look into when that will be available. 


Q Thank you. 


A Secondly, I know there is considerable interest 
in various technical aspects of the President's Executive 
Orders regarding Libya. Given that today's meeting with 
Administration officials is limited to the CEOs of companies 
doing business in Libya, we are arranging for a BACKGROUND 
briefing on those technical aspects of the EOs, and hopefully, 
later today, we will be able to give you a time and place. I 
would hope that would be no later than tomorrow. 


Questions. 
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Q Just a technical question: are you going to have 
the Secretary's appearance on WORLDNET piped in here tomorrow? 


A I'll have to look into that. 
TO STAFF: Does anyone know? 

It will be piped in? 

MR. MARTINEZ: It will be, yes. 

A It will be, yes 

Q What time is that? 

A 9:30. 


Q The BACKGROUND briefing no later than tomorrow -- 
is it possible you're going to do it today? 


Aa Conceivable. I would expect that it is more 
likely to be tomorrow. 


Q Chuck, have you now gotten the report on the 
Iranian stopping of the ship in the Gulf of Oman? 


a We do have a report from our Ambassador. In 
fact, all of the information that we have available to us has 
already been reproduced in the press. There is nothing really 
that we would add to reports that have been published in 
various publications. Some reports say that the boarding 
lasted 45 minutes; our information is that it took one hour and 
45 minutes. 


Q Do you now consider the incident closed? 


A Well, let me repeat in some ways what was said 
yesterday, if that's helpful -- and perhaps some new 
information as well. 


Our position on freedom of navigation on the high seas 
and access through the Strait of Hormuz has been reiterated on 
numerous occasions from this podium, and is well known to the 
Iranian Government, as is our position of neutrality in the 
Iran-Iraq war. Now, on that question I would refer you to an 
answer that we posted late yesterday afternoon. 


We also noted yesterday © at the rules of naval 
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warfare have traditionally accorded a belligerent certain 
rights to ascertain whether neutral shipping is being used to 
provide contraband to an opposing belligerent. 


It is also true that U.S. warships would have the 
right to protect U.S. flag vessels from any forcible actions 
that exceeded the scope of a belligerent's rights under 
——— law or, where warranted, in the exercise of self 

efense. 


The fact remains that, regardless of its legality, the 
Iranian policy of stopping and searching neutral shipping in 
the Gulf area is a practice that we regard as inherently 
dangerous, and one which carries the very real danger of 
misunderstanding and violence. The further such action takes 
place from the war zone, the greater the danger, of course. 


I think that summarizes various things that we have 
said. 


Q Copy of that? 
a I can't provide that. 


Q Are you saying, then, that you have concluded 
that the Iranian boarding of the ship was legal? 


4 At this point, I don't have any firm conclusion 
to that specific question, no. 


Q You seem to be indicating that -- if you 
indicated in your wording -- if the belligerent exceeds certain 
rules and regulations for doing this kind of thing. Now, are 
you indicating that even though some ships may have a military 
escort, a U.S. military escort, that we would allow an Iranian 
ship to stop -- under the rules of the road, out in that part 
of the world -- to stop and board an American flag vessel? 


i) I can't help you any further than what I've tried 
to do in combining a number of elements into the answer I just 
gave. In terms of specific actions in specific cases, I'm not 
prepared to address those. 


Q So we will allow them to board ships? 


A I'm simply giving you our position of policy and 
principle as I've reiterated in perhaps 3 or 4 points, and that 
is the policy which would guide our approach; but in terms of 
military operational requirements or rules of engagement or the 
like, we're not commenting on that. 
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Q When you say, the report was along the lines that 
the press has reported, could you just take a few minutes, 
though, and tell us what the Ambassador reported? For instance 
Reuters is quoting a U.S. official as saying the Iranians 
threatened to blow up the ship. 


Please put aside what's been in print, and tell us 
what the Ambassador has reported, having interviewed the 
captain, apart from whether they spent 45 or an hour and 45 
minutes -- about Iranian behavior. 


“ Let me ask the experts to put together a quick 
report, and post that as soon as we can. 


Q All right. The captain of the ship telephoned 
his mother, and has given, you know, a different account. For 
instance, he thinks it was a gross miscarriage of international 
law for the Iranians to board the ship, and he wonders -- and 
you've addressed this a little bit -- if merchant ships would 
be protected. Was the captain just excited? 


a Well, of course, the captain is exactly that -- 
the captain. He is not a United States Government official. 
You're aware that, as to what happened in this particular case, 
that the President Taylor informed its shipping office in 
Bahrain that it was being boarded, and that office passed the 
information through U.S. diplomatic channels to U.S. Navy units 
in the area. The Navy units moved into the Gulf of Oman to be 
available in case this incident proved to be prolonged and 
aggravated. As it turned out, it did not. 


Q Chuck, you said earlier, you used the phrase 
"regardless of its legality,” and then later on you seemed to 
suggest that you didn't want to comment on whether it was legal 
or not. It seems to me your answer says it was legal -- “its 
legality” were the words you used. 


Are you trying to tell me that I'm not hearing you 
right or that I've misinterpreted what you've said? 


a I said earlier in the statement that there are 
several elements at pley here. There is, in international law, 
the concept of belligerents having a right to search for 
contraband. There is also, as I indicated, the right of U.S. 
warships to protect U.S. flag carriers. 


What we're talking about is rules of naval warfare, if 
you want. Those are a combination of both customary and 
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conventional international law, but mostly customary law. I 
think that's the best I can do in helping you to understand 
what the situation is. 


Q Would you be good enough, please, to just go back 
to that sentence that started, “regardless of its legality" 
and just read it again to make sure that I'm not 
misunderstanding you. I think you said those words, and if you 
said those words, you're saying that "it," meaning the Iranian 
practice of boarding the ships, is legal. 


A But that we said yesterday. We did not 
specifically say that about the Iranian practice. We said that 
in international law that concept is recognized, and that's 
what I'm saying again. 


Q O.K. So you're not referring to the Iranian 
practice today? 


A I'm referring more generally. But all of this 
applies. I don't see what point you're picking there, Ralph. 


‘Q We're trying to get at whether or not the U.S. 
Government is now declaring that the Iranian practice of 
boarding is legal. It didn't say that yesterday -- the U.S. 
Government did not say that yesterday. The U.S. Government 
hinted that it thought it might be, and that the U.S. 
Government wanted to protect that right for itself, as well. 
But I just wanted -- 


a But on that question, I answered that in response 
to Jim's question when he asked, had a definitive judgment been 
made in this case, to which I said I was not in a position to 
say that yet. 


Q You also said yesterday -- 


a But the question of principle, Ralph, I don't 
think was at issue either yesterday or today. 


Q O.K. You also said yesterday in your answer that 
you were considering, or that it was under consideration, or 
under review, to determine whether the action taken by Iran 
yesterday was appropriate. I don't have the words right in 
front of me, but I think the word “appropriate” was the key 
there. 





= = 1/14/86 


Have you now completed your assessment and have you 
determined whether or not the action taken by Iran was 
appropriate under the circumstances, as you said yesterday? 


A That's what I attempted to answer by saying I'm 
not yet in a position to give you a definitive answer on that. 


Q So you're still reviewing? 


A No. What I'm trying to emphasize is that 
regardless of how these particular searches are implemented, 
there is always a danger, given, as we had stressed again 
yesterday, the nature of the beast; and that is the point I 
would like to reiterate once again today. 


Q Chuck, is it the intention of the Administration 
to provide military escort to prevent boarding of the ships, 
because you did raise the fact that under international law, 
warships have the right to prevent the boarding. 


AQ As a matter of policy, we don't comment on the 
operational activities of U.S. Naval Forces. The U.S. Maritime 
Administration has issued a number of notices to mariners since 
the escalation in the air attacks, the searches and the 
seizures of merchant shipping in the region. And we routinely 
monitor the progress of U.S. flag merchant ships that report 
their positions in the area. That's the best I can do in 
answering that question. 


Q You're saying, however, that within the limits of 
what happened during the boarding, it could be done again, even 
with U.S. escort. Could that happen? 


A I'm simply not going to go any further in 
speculating on particular scenarios that you might be able to 
create for me. 


Q The captain said last night in one of the 
programs that the act was, he considered it as piracy, an act 
of piracy. Do you share his opinion that it was an act of 
piracy? 


a I've given you our opinion on the subject to the 
best of my ability. I reiterate what I said in response to 
Barry's questions, which is -- this is what we believe. The 
i on his own accord. He is not a U.S. Government 
o cial. 


-- MORE -- 
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Q Chuck, are you considering increasing the -- your 
warships there? You have three only. Why limit it to three 
warships? I mean, are you -- is there any consideration to 
increase them? 


Q I have nothing on that. I'd refer you to the 
Pentagon, in any case. 


Q Is there any reason why you're being so 
deliberately ambiauous, because I could see this ambiguity 
being a cause for some confusion later. If the Iranians either 
get the opinion that it's okay to board the ships, they might 
do it again. Or, if you send the word that you're going to 
defend the ships against it, and then they come boarding, some 
Captain's going to be very upset. 


A I can't help you beyond what I've said. I think 
that all of those positions are well enough known to the 
Iranian Government, and I can only re-emphasize the fact that 
this is a potentially dangerous game, and one which we believe 
simply inherently bears that risk. 


Q If I can follow up on something else you said a 
little earlier, you made a point of saying the farther the 
boarding gets from the war zone -- and again I don't have the 
words in front of me, but you do -- the more, the greater the 
danger. Is there a consideration in this case to the distance 
from the Gulf, the Persian Gulf, that came into play in your 
assessment of how to handle this case? 


A Not specifically, Ralph. The danger applies 
under any circumstances. There are, obviously, standards that 
have to be adhered to. That's why I said in terms of the U.S. 
right to protect its flag vessels in case such standards are 
exceeded -- such norms are exceeded, that the further you get 
from a war zone, for example, the more difficult it becomes to 
define with any precision what might be normal and what might 
not be. 


In that regard, the Special Warning to Mariners #67, 
to which we made reference yesterday, does contain specific 
geographical information concerning the extent of the war zones 
announced by the Iranian and the Iraqi Governments. In 
addition, Hydropac Notice #8, of 2 January 1986, states that 
the Iranian Navy reportedly has extended its “patro! area" 400 
kilometers into the Gulf of Oman from the Strait o* ° “™uz. 


Q Where did this incident take place? 


a This was in the Gulf of Oman. 








-8- 1/14/86 


Q Within the 400 kilometer range? 
a Yes. 


Q This stopping of ships affects, obviously, 
shipping from other nations as well, French, British and 
others. Is there any effort going on to have a coordinated 
response to this? 


A The best I can say is that we'll be in touch with 
our friends and allies who have interests. 


Q Chuck, about 400 kilometers, I think the American 
Administration considers 12 mile only the zone, I mean, of any 
country, isn't it? 


a No, but you're starting to mix apples and oranges 


here. What I'm talking about is international laws that apply 
to the high seas. 


Q Isn't 400 miles -- kilometers? 
A I'm talking about the high seas. 

Chuck, I think it was in 1979 that the then 
Administration handed down what has come to be known as the 
Carter Doctrine, which is that the right of free navigation in 
the Persian Gulf was seen to be of vital national interest to 
the United States. That doctrine was more or less reiterated 
when this Administration came to office. 

a I just reiterated it about five minutes ago. 
Q All right. It is still in effect. 
Yes. 


Q You consider the right of navigation -- of free 


navigation in the Persian Gulf to be of vital national interest 
to the United States? 


a Let me give you the words I used, and that way 
there won't be any confusion. Let's see if I can find it. 


-- MORE -- 
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Q You said it was well known, but you didn't say 
what it was. 


A Well, if you want a different formulation, I'll 
look into that. But in any case, our concern for freedom of 
navigation on the high seas and access to the Strait of Hormuz 


is -- I'm not sure whether the words “vital interest" has been 
used but, nonetheless, it is a principle to which we're 
committed. 


Q Specifically in the case of the Persian Gulf the 
past doctrine applies, as far as this Administration is 
concerned, now, today? 


A Well, let's be careful because I don't know what 
you mean by “past doctrine." 


Q So called "Carter Doctrine" that the -- 


A But even there I'm not sure of the specifics on 
all of that, Jim, so I can't answer that question in those 
terms. All I can reiterate is our commitment to freedom of 
navigation on the high seas and access through the Strait of 
Hormuz. I think that should be sufficient. 


Q Chuck, a minute ago you said that you are in 
consultation or you'll be in consultation with your allies and 
friends in the area. 


When Iran approached the Saudi air space, the Saudis 
came after it and met one of their jets. Have you been 
approached since the last 24 hours since this happened by any 
of the Gulf states asking for your participation or protection, 
or whatever, in that area? 

A I don't have anything on that. 

Q New subject? 

a New subject? Yes. 

Q Yesterday, I asked whether you had any comment on 
Italy's decision to go for an international warrant for Abu 
Abbas. Do you have any comment on that now? 

A No, nothing beyond what was said yesterday. 


Q You didn't say anything yesterday. 


A I believe there was some comment. Clearly, our 
position on Abu Abbas has been known for some time. 
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Q You don't think it's a little late for them to 
make this decision? 


A We think he should be brought to justice. As I 
recall, that's what we said yesterday. 


Q Do you have any comment, or any information, on 
what happened in South Yemen? 


A I'll look it up, but I don't believe I do. No. 
We have no independent confirmation. We can't really comment 
on these reports coming from Aden. We don't have diplomatic 
representation there. There are few if any Americans. 


North Yemen, which does have diplomatic relations with 
the U.S. and has a number of U.S. citizens working there, is 
not affected by the events in South Yemen. 


Q Chuck, yesterday, the Israeli Ambassador at the 
U.N. said that Libya, Iran, but above all Syria, controlled 
essentially Lebanon as a colony for terrorism and suggested 
that the people who carried out the recent airport attacks had 
been trained in Syrian-controlled areas of Lebanon and that 
Syria controlled terrorism coming out of Lebanon the way it 
controls the drug trade coming out of the Bekaa. 


Are these the kind of -- do we share that view, and 
are these the kind of things the Secretary of State was 
indicating that we were talking with the Syrians about? 


a We've gone over that ground in considerable 
detail yesterday and previously, and I really have nothing new 
at all to add to that story. 


Q I don't think that yesterday's remarks responded 
directly to Netanyahu charges. 


°) Well, I don't plan to respond directly either, 
but I just think you'll find the answers in many things that 
we've said. 


Q Lesotho claims that it's being strangled by South 
Africa and has appealed for help to the United States and to 
Britain. Do you have any reaction to that? 


a No. 


Q Any decision yet on contra aid request? 
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A No, other than to say that the President has 
consistently followed a policy of supporting assistance to the 
Democratic Resistance, but that what advice he may or may not 
be receiving is something we're not going to comment on. 


Q And a decision to ask for the aid has not yet 
been made? 


a I have absolutely nothing beyond what I just said. 


Q Chuck, do you have anything new on alerting 
Americans to terrorists threats in Western Europe? 


a No. 

Q Do you have any information about the whereabouts 
of Abu Nidal, or if this is -- this was an interview that was 
in one of your magazines in the Middle East -- is a phantom Abu 
Nidal? 

a No, I have nothing on that. 

Q Thank you. 


Aa You're welcome. 


(Press briefing concluded at 12:30 p.m.) 














January 14, 1986 


SHIP SEARCH: INCIDENT REPORT 





The following is drawn from reports submitted by 
the U.S. Embassy in Abu Dhabi, United Arab 
Emirates, following interviews with personnel 
aboard the U.S. merchant ship President Taylor. 


The U.S. merchant ship President Taylor was en route from 
Karachi, Pakistan, to Fujairah, United Arab Emirates, in the 
Gulf of Oman when an Iranian naval ship resembling a large mine 
sweeper ordered it to stop at approximately 1100 Gulf local 
time (2 a.m. EST) Sunday, January 12, 1986. The President 
Taylor was carrying a cargo of raw cotton, cotton goods, other 
general cargo and empty containers; it had on board nothing 
that could be considered contraband. The President Taylor was 
to pick up additional cargo in Fujairah. 


Indications are that the Iranian ship had been waiting in 
the area off Fujairah and had stcpped several other commercial 
vessels recently. It was armed with a fore-mounted turret gun 
and an aft-mounted machine gun; the latter was trained on the 
President Taylor. 


The captain of the President Taylor sent radio messages 
about the stop-and-search order to the agent of the shipping 
line, American President Lines, in Bahrain and to Bahrain 
Commercial Radio; the ship then was boarded and the radio shut 
down. The boarding party consisted of two uniformed officers, 
a chief petty officer, and four seamen. The officers and CPO 
each carried a side arm; the seamen each carried an Uzi 
submachine gun. 


At all times the members of the boarding party were 
businesslike; several spoke English. No interrogation took 
place beyond perusal of the President Taylor's cargo manifest. 
The boarding party inspected the manifest and several cargo 
containers; no other portion of the ship was searched. The 
captain forbade entry of the armed seamen into the cabins; they 
complied. The chief mate accompanied the boarding party at all 
times. 


A C-130 aircraft, apparently belonging to the Iranian Air 
Force, began circling overhead about 20 minutes after the 
boarding and remained there throughout, departing when the 
boarding party left the President Taylor after approximately 
one hour and 45 minutes on board. The President Taylor then 
proceeded normally to Fujairah. 
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WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 15, 1986, 11:45 A.M. 
(ON TEE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REOMAN: Good morning. It's seldom we can say 
that. I don't want you to think this creates any precedents, 
however. 


Ladies and gentlemen, good morning. Two brief 
announcements: Under Secretary of State for Economic Affairs 
Allen Wallis will deliver an ON-THE-RECORD address, with 
questions and answers, before the Economic Policy Council of 
the United Nations Association of the United States on Friday, 
January 17, at 1:30 P.M. at the Madison Hotel. If you want t 
cover this event, please contact Daniel F. Burton, Jr., 
Executive Director of the Council, at (212)-697-3232. The 
topic: “International Trade Policy." 


Q It isn't the Madison in New York, is it? 


A This is the Madison right here on 15th and ™ 
Streets, Northwest. 


Q You said "212." 


a Well, this is the Economic Policy Council of the 
United Nations Association, so I assume their office is in New 
York. 


Secondly, for those of you who don't have a copy 
available in the Press Office, are embargoed copies of the 
Secretary's address before the Low-Intensity Warfare Conference. 


Q (Inaudible) 


a That's right. It's not the conference that's 
low-intensity, but the warfare. 


(Laughter) 


This address will be delivered today at 12:15 P.M. at 
the Natiunal Defense University at Fort McNair. And barring 
technical difficulties, it will be piped in live to this 
briefing room. 
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Q Will there be any Q and A following? 


A Very limited. No is, in fact, I think the answer 
to that -—— one, at the most. 

Questions? 

Q Can you elaborate any on what the Secretary said 


in those prepared remarks about not succumbing to 
self-paralysis, what he might have been referring to? 


A No. I think the speech speaks for itself. 
Q Any independent information? 


A There's a lot of information. We've talked to 
that issue many times. If you listened to the Secretary on the 
— this morning, he addressed that in ore way or anotner. 


Q Well, this morning he also on the WORLDNET 
talked about having adequate force in Libya as the situation 
becomes more tense. Was he referring to a specific movement of 
forces, or what? 


A No. That was a general statement. Well, the 
situation there has been commented on in some detail, I think, 
a. the Pentagon as well, just in terms of physical presence. 


We see no reason for special concern. What is of 
concern -- and this is, again, what the Secretary stressed -- 
at present is the Qadhafi regime and its unacceptable policy of 
involvement in and support for terrorism. 


Q Would you agree with the comment by Secretary 
Weinberger that the incident on Monday was insignificant, 
between the MIGs and the American recognizance plane? 


a Yes, I would. In answering that question, I 
would, in the first place, refer you to Secretary Weinberger's 
comments. Points worth noting include the fact that the 
encounter occurred out over the Mediterranean, far north of an 
sovereignty line claimed by Libya, claims neither we nor any 
Western government recognize, and that the encounter was not 
all that unusual. 


Libyan planes have patrolled in that area from time to 
time, and we always have planes out in conjunction with fleet 
movements. In short, I read no special meaning into the 
incident. 
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Q Chuck, what did the Secretary mean when he said 
the situatior had become more tense around Libya? I must 
confess, aside from the exchange of words over Qadhafi's 
support for terrorism, I'm not sure I recognized any 
independe”’.ly-observable tense situation around Libdya. 


6 I don't really -- 


—- especially in light of your last, your very 
last comment there. 


a At this point, I can only speculate that the 
Secretary was simply referring to confluence of movements which 
have taken place; but nothing more than that. 


Q Chuck, on your remark on the incident over -- 
apparently what your saying it happened in an international air 
space, can you give us an exact location? Was it in 
international air space over the Gulf of Sidra or outside of 
the Gulf of Sidra 


) No. I said it was far north of the Gulf of Sidra 


Q Do you have any development on South Yemen? 
Today you don't have anything yet? 


a I'll give you what I have. This is going to be 
extremely helpful (laughter). Reports are conflicting; 
fighting appears to continue, but we have no factual 
information to offer, only to say that the situation remains 
confused. 


As was stated, there is no U.S. Mission in South 
Yemen. There are no confirmed reports of any Americans there. 


Q What about the American Naval presence near South 
Yemen? I mean, are there any Soviet Navy there now, clashes, 
something like that? What's happening there? 

Between the American Navy and the Soviet Navy? 


Q No, no. I mean, you don't have any presence near 
South Yemen, any Naval presence, U.S. Naval presence? 


“ Well, we don't comment on operational aspects of 
fleet maneuvers. You k.ow that we do routinely have forces in 
the vicinity of the Persian Gulf and the Gulf of Oman, but 
that's not the same as having forces in the vicinity of Aden. 
There is, likewise, a well-known Soviet presence. But beyond 
that, I really have no information as to what the Soviets might 
be encountering there. 
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Q Do you know what is going on in Lebanon? They 
said fighting had broken out again among warring factions or -- 


a No. I have nothing beyond what I've seen in 
press reports at this time. 


Q New Subject? Does the Administration have any 
reaction to the new call by Gorbachev to extend the moratorium 
that they imposed for three months, and to ask the United 
States to “come on board?" 


aA No. Our position on the moritorium has been 
stated. I haven't seen what you allege to be a “new call," so 
as a consequence, until I have, I refrain from any further 
commentary until we've taken a look at it. 


Q Chuck, without asking you to re-read the rather 
lengthy statement read by Larry Speakes at the White House, do 
ou have any other comments on the opening of the arms talks 
tomorrow? 


a No. 


Q Has a decision been made to ask Congress for . 
military aid for the contras? 


A I have nothing, again, beyond what I said 
yesterday, which was, as a matter of principle, the President 
has consistently supported assistance for the democratic 
resistance, only to add that the President has not signed off 
on anything. 


Q Chuck, going back to Lebanon, many times you said 
that you support the sovereignty of Lebanon. I mean, in 
principle can you tell us are you with the Damascus accord 
which President Gemayel refused? I mean can you give us any 
indication where does the American Administration, you know, 
stand toward this accord? 


Qa No. I would refer you to what I've said 
previously concerning that accord, as well as to their 
statements you referred to. 


Q You said always that you support any peace 
effort, you know, in Lebanon; but a,parently, this now, that 
Syria wants to impose on President Gemayel, and they always 
support Gemayel, can you take this question? 


) I'll take a look at it, but I believe, in fact, 
we've answered that question in the past several weeks. 
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Q Yes, but now it is changing, you know. Now -— 
You said you are -— You have to have a stand, I mean. The 
Syrians are forcing Gemayel now; they are fighting Gemayel, so 
what is your position? 


7 That's your interpretation of the events, but I 
haven't commented on‘the situation in that aspect. 


Q Give us your interpretation, then. 


’ «i 


A I have nothing else. ey 


- MORE - 








ain 1/15/86 


Q Going back for a second to the Soviet Union, does 
the Administration see anything significant in the timing of 
this call by Gorbachev coming as it does on the eve of the 
fourth round? 


A I haven't seen this call. I'll start there. You 
may be the only one that's seen this. 


Q I just saw this as I walked in. 


a I haven't seen it, and therefore I just really 
have no comment on it. 


Q How about another call, this one by the North 
Koreans, for a unilateral halt on military exercises in the 


Korean Peninsula, on their part. Do you have any reaction to 
that? . 


a No. 


Q Have you been asked, Chuck, about what the U.S. 
plans to do about the aid cuts that are called for in the 
sequestering that's going on? Particularly, will Israel te 
asked to return any of the money it's already received for 
Fiscal Year ‘86? . 


A A few remarks. As you know, the so-called 
Gramm-Rudman Act mandates spending cuts in FY 1986. Congress 
reduced the President's FY ‘86 Security Assistance request by 
approximately $1 billion. Gramm-Rudman will reduce these 
amounts by an additional $420 million. As a result, every 
country that receives such assistance from us will see its 
funding levels cut this year. 


While we're still evaluating the impact of this 
legislation on our assistance program for FY'86, we would 


expect cuts to be shared across the board by all countries, 
including Israel. 


Q Will they be shared in proportion to the size of 
their grants, or will there be some percentage -- I mean, would 
there be a percentage cut across the board, or would there be 
independent decisions on a case-by-case basis? 


i) I don't have that information yet. 
Q The question, though, is that Israel apparently 


already received its entire ‘86 allocation at the end of the 
first quarter. How will Israel share in the burden? 
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a I can't, at this point, address the mechanics of 
the situation. I can only give you the more general statement 
of principle, which I just have. 


Q Is that correct that Israel received all of its 
monies at the beginning of it? 


a I don't have that. 


Q Would you expect the parity between Egypt and 
Israel would be maintained through all that? 


3 That goes to the question of how these cuts will 
be made, and I don't have that at this point. 


As I said, we're still evaluating the impact on our 
'86 Foreign Assistance Program. We expect cuts to be shared 
across the board. The formula for that sharing, I am not in a 
position to give you. 


Q Chuck, the Secretary had some comments in New 
York about the general philosophical question of admitting 
people to the U.S. with political views, strong political 
views, that may differ from those of the U.S., and so on. Do 
you have any comment that could expand on what the U.S. policy 
is in that regard? | 


“A Yes. With the very narrow exception of those who 
espouse terrorism, the United States does not exclude aliens 
for purely ideological reasons. That is, we do not deny people 
the opportunity to visit this country solely because of their 
political beliefs or because we disagree with the views they 
intend to communicate to American audiences. 


In this connection, we have absolute confidence in the 
ability of the American people to make up their own minds on 
important public issues and to distinguish detween 
disinformation and truth. 


This Administration believes that everyone benefits 
from Free and open public debate of controversial issues. This 
having been said, however, overriding national security 
concerns sometimes demand that we exclude a particular alien or 
class of aliens from the United States. Thus the United States 
occasionally finds it necessary, under extremely tight control 
and in extremely small numbers, to exclude alier- for reasons 
relating to internal security or because we conclude that their 
presence for a particular visit would have a potentially 
serious adverse effect upon the conduct of our foreign policy 
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or because of their personal advocacy of terrorism or 
membership in or affiliation with certain terrorist 
organizations. 


For example, it has been United States policy, 
sanctioned by the Congress as recently as 1979, to deny visas 
to members of the PLO. Similarly, we will, as a matter of 
principle, exclude individuals who personally advocate 
terrorism or who we believe have participated in or supported 
terrorist activities. 


Can I have a copy of that? 
Yes. 


Whatever happened to Farley Mowatt? 


> © Pe 


That's a question which is under the purview of 
INS. It's not a State Department case. 


Q Chuck, do you have any information on whether Mr. 
Murphy is planning any trips to the Middle East? 


Q I didn't hear the question. 
6 The question, which is a continuing one, -- 
Q A perpetual one. 


a -- is Ambassador Murphy planning any trips to the 
Middle East? 


The Administration is intensifying its efforts to help 
the parties reach the negotiating table. In that context, Mr. 
Murphy will be meeting with regional leaders in the near future. 


That said, I am not confirming any specific travel 
plans that Mr. Murphy may have. 


Q Will those meetings be in the region or here? 
a As I said, I am not going to confirm travel plans 


Q Well, if he doesn't travel, will they be held 
here or there? 


) No. Suffice it to say for the moment, all I can 
tell you is that he will be meeting with regional leaders. The 
reason for this is not to be coy but simply for security 
concerns. 
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Q The intensification is measured solely by his 
meeting? Is there any other type of intensification that you're 
talking about? 


ro) That is, of course, the primary measurement. 
Direct contacts are an essential part of the process, and, as a 
consequence, that's what Ambassador Murphy plans to do, is to 
renew the direct contacts which are crucial to the process. 
This is an intensification of an on-going process, if you will. 


Q Do you have any progress to share with us on your 
investigation into the possibility that an American was killed 
and another captured in Laos while on a private POW foray? 


a No, nothing new. 


G What about the Lesotho appeal to the U.S. to help 
them with their South African troubles? 


Q Before you go on to that, can I just follow up on 
Mr. Murphy? He has not left yet, town, has he? 


a He is in his office today. Somebody want to 
check that out? (Laughter. ) 


Moving on to Lesotho, we are troubled by South 
Africa's tight restrictions on the movement of people and goods 
over the South Africa/Lesotho border that are beginning to have 
adverse effects inside Lesotho. 


We are in close touch with both governments on this 
situation, and we are encouraging both sides to meet and 
discuss their differences. 


Hopefully, these talks will lead to a lessening of 
tensions and an end to the border restrictions. 


President Reagan has received a letter from Lesotho 
Prime Minister Jonathan. We will not discuss the contents of 
the letter, but can say that we have been actively involved 
along the lines which I have just outlined. 

Q Copy of that? 


A Yes, special case. (Laughter. ) 


Q Given the mention of public reports on increased 
Soviet and apparently American military deployments in the 
Mediterranean near Libya, do you any have new characterization 
of the situation in that region? 
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A No, nothing beyond what I started out with 
earlier in response to Matt's question, I believe, which was 
simply to say in looking at the general situation, we see no 
reason for special concern. 


Q Chuck, to follow up on letters, are you ready to 
divulge the contents of President Reagan's letter to the South 
African leader? 


a No. 


Q Will we get a briefing with Crocker? Can I get 
one? 


a I don't know yet. 
Q Thank you. 


Q Chuck, yesterday I was interested in your 
statement on Lesotho about adverse effects and tighter 
restrictions imposed by the South Africans. Yesterday, the 
South Africans denied they were doing any such thing. Is it 
the view of the State Department that the South Africans have 
tightened the movement of people, and goods across the 
Lesotho/South african border? 


I I have just agreed to provide the text of this 
statement, which says we are troubled by South Africa's tight 
restrictions. 


Q Thank you. 


a The briefing concluded at 12:03 p.m.) 
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MR. KALB: Good afternoon everybody. I will not take 
attendance today. 


One brief announcement here about an upcoming visit. 
India's Minister for External Affairs, Bali Ram Bhagat, will 
visit the U.S. February 5 through 8. He and Secretary Shultz 
will co-chair a meeting of the Indo-U.S. Joint Commission on 
February 6. They will also use the opportunity to discuss the 
range of bilateral, regional, and global issues. In statistic 
terns, this will be sixth meeting of the Joint Commission that 
was founded in 1974. The Joint Commission last met June 30, 
‘83, during Secretary Shultz' first official visit to India. 


Then, as promised, there will be a BACKGROUND briefing 
tomorrow, here, 11:00 a.m. on the general subject of the 
implementation of the sanctions against Libya. Among those 
participating, representatives of State, Treasury, Commerce. I 
don't have the names for you at this time. 


With that as a prelude, we could go to Dr. Anderson. 


Q Yesterday, President Qadhafi gave a long, long 
speech -- it must have gone on for hours --— in which he seemed, 
at least, to become more aggressively vocal against the United 
States. Have you read the speech? Does it tell you anything 
new? 


a Well, if you're talking about the readiness to 
train terrorists, etc., I assume that that is what you are 
referring to? 


Q Yes. 
a I can tell you that I had a chat with the 


Secretary about this at one point during the morning, and his 
response is that Qadhafi is his own smoking gun. 
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I think that in a general way Qadhafi's statements 
should have been put in the past tense in connection with the 
report that I read about training terrorists. He has, in fact, 
been training terrorists for years. 


The new element in his speech yesterday is that he 
publicly admitted support for terrorism. We condemn Qadhafi's 
reaffirmation and previous support for terrorist groups. 


Q Then, since it doesn't say anything that you 
didn't know before, you're not going to do anything differently 
as a result of it? 


Aa I think I have nothing to add beyond what has 
been said on that. 


Q Bernie, clarification on that, though? Was that 
all -- that full response you gave us -- attributable to the 
Secretary or just the initial comment? 


A No, I added to what developed during the course 
of a chat with the Secretary about Qadhafi being his own 
smoking gun. The rest of it was State Department. 


Q Bernie, do you have any updating of the Soviet 
naval movements in the Mediterranean? 


a No, I do not. I think you might try the Pentagon 
to the degree that you'll be successful there. 


Ralph? 


Q Do you have anything to say about the Soviet arms 
proposal beyond what the White House has already said today 
about it? 


a No, I do not. The Secretary addressed it ina 
television interview briefly last night and again this 
morning. You had some comments at the White House, and I would 
just be paraphrasing, reiterating, and I know many of you as 
well as I do want to keep lunch appointments. 


Q Can you tell us when Ambassador Dobrynin 
delivered the proposal to the U.S.? 


Q Without getting involved in specifics, let me say 
that the U.S. was informed of the Gorbachev proposal before the 
announcement. I'm not going to get involved in the specific 
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number of hours or so, but “before” is the fact, and I am not 
addressing the question about Dobrynin. I'm going to leave 
that at that. 


Q Can you say -- will you confirm that he was in 
the building yesterday? 


a No, I have nothing for you on that. 


Q Bernie, could I just follow that with one quick 
question? Does the United States regard this proposal by the 


Soviets as evidence of a serious commitment towards arms 
control? 


‘ Barbara, I had hoped by referring to statements 
already on the record -- 


Q They didn't address that. That's why I'm asking 
you. 


a Well, I think you'll find some dimension of a 
reply to what has been said by the White House statement 
yesterday, by the Secretary's own statements, and some wire 
reports that came in just as I was entering here about the 
President making some observations today. 


Henry? John? 81117 
Q Bernie -- 


A Wait a minute; I'm working this side. 
(Laughter) George? 


Q No, I don't have a question. 
Q I have one. 
i) You got it. 


Q Can you tell us anything about a report that 
Pakistan has or may have shot down a Soviet -- 


a Nothing other than to say that we are aware of 
the report. But insofar as the pursuit of facts, etc., I would 


have to encourage you to get in touch with the Government of 
Pakistan. 


I think that we have from this podium repeatedly 
condemned air and artillery attacks from Afghanistan into 
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Pakistani territory, and reiterate, of course, that the United 
States firmly supports Pakistan's sovereignty and territorial 
integrity. 


I could add to that that we have no independent 
confirmation of that, other than as I noted that we are aware; 
and to the degree that you want to pursue, you might knock on 
Pakistan's door. 


Q What report are you aware of? The one that's 
attributed in the paper today to State Department officials, or 
is there another report? 


a No, no, no. There's a report about an Afghan 
plane, and the details are available for you to read. 


~-MORE-- 
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Q Has the U.S. been able to determine if the 
Soviets or the Cubans played any role in the coup in South 
Yemen? 


a South Yemen. I have nothing on that specific 
question that you have just raised, nothing at all. 


Q Do you have anything on South Yemen? 


A Other than that the situation is unclear and not 
very many other details -- (Laughter) 


Q Details? 


A -- that take it beyond what Chuck set forth 
yesterday in abundance. 

Q Do you have a number for Cuban troops in South 
Yemen? 

a Not on Cuban troops in South Yemen. I don't. 


Q Bernie, do you believe that the Soviet Union is 
partly responsible, at least, for the highest level of 
aggressiveness by Qadhafi? 


A I'm going to pass the invitation to speculate. 


Q Bernie, do you have any comment on the report 
that Kuwait will be receiving a Soviet arms shipment or sale? 


A No, I do not. 


Q Do you have anything on the demonstrations 
against Senator Kennedy in Chile, and reports that the Embassy 
was aware of them in advance? 


A Yes, I do. Let me sort of run through the story 
about demonstrations, and begin by confirming that, yes, they 
did, in fact, take place, and then let me add these 
observations as well. 


Security measures taken at the airport were clearly 
inadequate. Chilean security forces did not clear the 
relatively small group of demonstrators from the roadway, and 
there are reports that police present on the scene failed to 
intervene to stop protestors assaulting cars leaving the area. 
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Following the incident at the airport, we expressed 
our concern about the inadequate response by security forces to 
the Chilean Government in Santiago and to their Embassy here in 
Washington. In response, senior Chilean Government officials 
expressed regret about the incident and indicated that security 
for the Senator had been strengthened. The remainder of the 
Senator's visit took place without other incidents. We 
understand that Senator Kennedy was able to carry out his 
schedule of appointments before he departed Chile this morning. 


We deplore the damages and injury caused by the 
demonstrators, which only help to prolong the cycle of violence 
and the deep political divisions evident in Chile today. The 
U.S. policy toward Chile is clear: we support a peaceful 
return to democracy just as quickly as Chileans themselves can 
achieve it. 


Instead of allowing the politics of confrontation to 
continue, we believe that those committed to a peaceful and 
orderly transition to democracy should pursue the path of 
dialogue and national reconciliation as encouraged by the 
Catholic Church. 


Now, picking up on another aspect of your overall 
question, our understanding is that the protestors represented 
an organization with close ties to the Chilean Government. Our 
Embassy had received reports in advance of the Senator's visit 
that such a group was planning demonstrations against Senator 
Kennedy. The Embassy passed the information to the Chilean 
Government, and the Senator was informed as well. 


Q May we have copies of that? 


3) No -- maybe for half of it, but I don't have it 
all marked off. In fact, I don't have it done in a way that it 
can be distributed. Sorry. 


Q Are you suggesting that the Chilean Government 
organized the demonstration? 


A No. No, I am not saying that, beyond what I have 
said at the outset, that security measures taken at the airport 
were clearly inadequate, and various other points I set forth 
in this response. 


Q You are saying that the Chilean Government 
"looked the other way" since you believe the demonstrators were 
tied to the Chilean Government? 
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A You could move in the direction of any phrasing 


that you want; I am obliged to stay with the phrasing that I 
have here. 


Q Was the notification to Chile in enough time for 
them to have acted? 


A I do not have that exactly. I do know that they 
were notified in advance; there would be a presumption that 
some action could have been taken to thwart any sort of 
demonstration of this sort. 


Let me see, however, if I can get some specific time 


factor, which is an important question, and see if we can't get 
that for you, to round out the reply. 


Q Do you have anything on the situation in Lebanon 
today? 


Q Could I go back to Chile? 
ia Yes. 


Q Do you have anything on the reaction to Kennedy's 
call for stopping U.S. votes at the World Bank, IMF loans -- 


fa No, I don't Henry. 


-- MORE -- 
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, Q Do you have anything on the situation in Lebanon 
today? 


oa Other than the fact that the situation in Lebanon 
is, obviously, being followed closely and with concern, and I 
don't think it comes as any surprise that our conviction is 
that there is no military solution to the political problems of 
that troubled country. 


We have supported, continue to support, a dialogue 
among the various factions in an effort to reach a genuine 
consensus on Lebanon's political future. Any solution, if it 
is to be viable, will require broad support from all the 
communities. 


What is important is to recognize that in a very real 
sense all Lebanese lose from the continuation of violence. We 
again urge the parties to resume the dialogue essential to the 
establishment of a political consensus. 


Q Copy? 
A Copy? Yes. I can help you on that. 


Q Aren't you going to call on them to exercise 
maximum restraint? 


A You are welcome to your soliloquys. 
Q Bernie -- 
is) Yes. Connie. 


Two questions -- 


7 

7 Follow-up -- 
Q Is there anything more today -- 
a 


I have nothing on New Zealand. 


Q Anything more today on the Israeli repayments or 
the finances -- 

A No. Don't have anything more. 

Q Have you any clarification on the Lesotho 


situation? 
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a I think that we are still in a situation 
distinguished by its lack of clarity. The situation in Maseru 
is calm. The Prime Minister's government has denied that a 
coup attempt took place. The Commander of the paramilitary 
forces there has announced that security forces remain loyal. 
At no time were any American citizens in danger. 


Q Bernie, that was a serious question, why this 
time you omitted the phrase, “urging the parties to exercise 
maximum restraint," and you only urge them to (inaudible) 


dialogue. 

A You can include urging maximum restraint and an 
avoidance of violence. 

Q Bernie -- 

A You can help yourself to that in abundance. 


Q Bernie, follow-up -- 


Q Bernie, another situation where there is a lack 
of clarity, do you have anything, though, on South Yemen? 


a Let me take that and get back to you on it. 


Q Bernie, on Lebanon -- 
i] Lebanon. 
Q Do you mean in your statement that any solution 


would need a broad consensus, does that mean you are against 
Syria's solution which (inaudible) does not have agreement of 
all parties? 


A I have no specific comment on the Syrian accord. 
I think you've heard that from here, and [I'm simply reiterating 
what I'm certain you know. 


Q Does this mean you are not maintaining contacts 
with the Syrians regarding the situation in Lebanon? 

a I don't have anything on diplomatic contacts. 

Q Not even regarding the hostages? 


i On hostages, I have nothing to add beyond what 
you've heard in the past from this rostrum. 


Q Does the U.S. Embassy still function -- 
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5 Just a second. Let me go here. 


Q Bernie, what about Murphy? Has he left on his 
visits yet? 


i No. I saw Murphy today. 

Q Can you tell us anything further about his plans? 

a No. I think that, speaking of clarity that I 
alluded to before, I thought that Chuck did a magnificent job 
on that very subject yesterday, and I cannot add any specifics, 
definition, or certainty to what Chuck said yesterday. 

Q Do you have anything, Bernie, on any decisions 
that might have been made on dealing with American cargo ships 
in the Persian Gulf area? 

i No. I don't have anything, Bern, on that. 

Q Bernie? 

a Bill? 

Q Bernie, do you have any comment on a report in 
Israeli newspaper Ha'aretz of the return of the two Israeli 
diplomats who were -- reportedly were involved in the Pollard 
case to their posts in the United States? 

A No, I do not. 

Q Can you look into this, please? 


A I'm not sure I'm going to take that question at 
this time. You can raise it again. I'll see what's possible. 


Q Okay. The State Department put out a statement 
yesterday about the people who will be barred from entering the 
country because of possibly calling for violence and other 
things -- 


A For possible what? 


Q Calling for violence or terrorism, or whatever it 
is. You know, about the PEN conference. My question is, is 
Kahane included in the category of people who are barred to 
enter the country, and how did he sneak to the United States to 
collect money currently? 
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a I don't have anything for you on that. 
Q Can you look into this? 
a No, I can't. 


Q Do you have any further comment beyond yesterday 
on the Israeli economic aid and Gramm-Rudman -- 


‘ No. I think I was asked a variation of that 
question a few moments ago. I do not have anything beyond that. 


i] Bernie, do you have anything on the -- 


a I read Chuck's briefing with interest, and [I have 
nothing beyond that. 


Q Do you have any reaction to the killing of that 
opposition figure in the Philippines who supposedly met with 
our Embassy the day before he was killed? 


a Yes, I do. I have some on that. I don't have 
all the details, but let me share with you what I have. 


Politically motivated violence, unfortunately, has 
long been a regular occurrence during election periods in the 
Philippines, particularly during highly charged campaigns. We 
deplore the killing and hope that those guilty are brought to 
justice swiftly. 


Now, you -- 


Q (Inaudible) -— contacts with our Embassy and 
evidence that he allegedly had brought to us the day before? 


a Well, on that particular point, the man who was 
killed was part of a group of several persons from Tfarlac 
Province who came to the U.S. Embassy on January 14 to discuss 
what they believed were attempts to use violence and the threat 
of violence to intimidate voters and campaign workers in Tarlac 
Province. They met with several Embassy officers. 


We have no independent knowledge of the circumstances 
involved in the killing. 


Q Okay. Thank you. 


“a Thank you 


(The briefing concluded at 12:52 p.m.) 
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FRIDAY, JANUARY 17, 1986, 12:38 P. M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. KALB: I will start with the heavy stuff first. 
Good afternoon, everybody. You'll be happy to know there will 
be no briefing on Monday. Monday -- Martin Luther King 
holiday. It will be treated as though it were a Sunday, and 
Pete Martinez will be the Outy Officer, and he's expecting your 
calls throughout the day. 


Couple of brief announcements Secondly, today, 1:30, 
Under Secretary of State for Economic Affairs Allen Wallis will 
deliver ON THE RECORD address with Q&A before the Economic 
Policy Council of the U.N. Association of the USA at the 
Madison Hotel at iSth Street and M. Embargoed copies of the 
speech are pickupable outside. Topic: “International Trade 
Policy.” For those interested, the reference point will be 
Daniel Burton, IJr., Executive Director of the council: (212) 
697-3232 It's my understanding this information had been made 
available once before. This is under the heading of a reminder 


Q The speech is available here? 
Yes 
Q You have to go there to get it - 


a The speech, much to your astonishment, is 
available here 

Q You said “outside.” You did not say outside 
where. 

6 Outside Okay Announcements 


Q (Inaudible) 


a Thank you. 
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Ambassador Robert Barry, head of U.S. Delegation to 
the Conference on Confidence and Security-8uilding Measures and 
Disarmament in Europe, otherwise known as CDE, ON THE RECORD 
press briefing here, Tuesday, January 21, 3:00 p.m, this 
briefing room. It will take place following his scheduled 
meeting with President Reagan to discuss prospects for the 
Stockholm Conference in 1986. In this briefing, Ambassador 
Barry will discuss chances for an agreement this year, the 
relationship of the Stockholm Conference to the larger arms 
control process, and the implications of the conference for 
overall East-West relations. That's Tuesday at 3:00, here. 


A statement by the Department of State: On January 
12, the Foreign Ministers of the Contadora Group and Contadora 
Support Group, meeting in Caraballeda, Venezuela, issued a 
message for peace, security and democracy in Central America. 
The Ambassadors of these eight governments requested a meeting 
with the Secretary of State to present the document. That 
meeting was held yesterday here at the State Department late in 
the afternoon. 


During the meeting the Secretary reaffirmed our strong 
support for the peace efforts of the Contadora Groups and said 
we welcome continuation of the diplomatic process The 
Secretary said that in our view, Nicaragua's behavior, in 
particular its repeated failure to keep its word, is the heart 
of the problem and that, for this reason, we look at 
prospective agreements from the standpoint of workability 


The Secretary said we would give the Caraballeda 
message very careful study, and that if there is any way in 
which we think we can contribute, we will do so In this 
respect, we will be consulting with the Contadora Group and 
Central American countries in the next few days and weeks about 
the possibilities contained in this message. 


Ambassador Harry Shlaudeman will be visiting the 
region next week for this purpose As is known, our position 
on resuming bilateral talks with Nicaragua has been that we 
will resume talks if the Government of Nicaraqua accepts the 
March 1985 proposal of the Democratic Resistance for a 
church-mediated dialogue, cease-fire, and suspension of the 
state of emergency. That commitment still stands. [t is our 
understanding that Nicaragua has endorsed this communique, 
which heavily emphasizes national reconciliation and which 
promises new steps to promote national reconciliation, and we 
are very interested in exploring just precisely what this means 


Q Copy. please?’ 
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‘ Copy. Yes. Let me try to help on that, if I 
can. The answer is yes, we'll do that. 


Q Bernie, just a quick note on that. Does that 
mean that Shlaudeman is going to go to Nicaragua to discuss -- 


oo Let me -- 

Q -- exploring precisely what this means? 

a Let me tell you where in fact he is going. 
Panama, Colombia, Venezuela, Costa Rica, El Salvador. Hopes to 
visit -- that's in this immediate round of -- 

Q Panama, Colombia, Venezuela -- 

“ Panama, Colombia, Venezuela, Costa Rica and £1 
Salvador, on this trip. February -- hopes to visit Mexico, 


Guatemala, Honduras. fhat is where the itinerary stands as of 
now. 


Q Mexico -- 
a Mexico, Guatemala, Honduras. 
Q No plans for Nicaragua? 
o There are no plans on this itinerary that include 
Nicaragua. 
When does he leave- 
a Don't have an exact date for you. 


Q Okay. That's it? 
a Yes. 


Q What does the State Department know about the 
current state of health of President Marcos? 


6 1 don't have anything on that, Jim. 


Q Have you had any indications that he is in less 
than perfect health? 


a The only way I can answer that is that I have 
nothing for you on President Marcos’ health 
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Q What about on his investments, on his real estate « 
investments -- 

“ I don't have anything. 

Q Solar: has called him a “world-class corrupt 


national leader." 
os I don't have anything on that. 


Q Just to clarify the Contadora statement. Is it 
now true that those nations asked for a resumption, 
specifically called -- unanimously called for a resumption of 
bilateral talks without preconditions as a first step for 
reviving the Contadora process? 


is Well, I think you're familiar with the U.S. 
position on that, that the United States will resume bilateral 
talks with Nicaragua if Managua accepts the March 1985 proposal 
of the Nicaraguan Democratic Resistance for those three points 
that have been ticked off: church-mediated dialogue, 
cease-fire, suspension of the state of emergency. That remains 
the U.S. position. A resumption tied in to Nicaragua's 
acceptance of points 1, 2 and 3. 


Bill? 


Has a date yet been set, Bernie, for a 
Shultz-Shevardnadze meeting? 


a No. I don't have any information that that date 
has yet been Fixed. I[ don't have it. I never like to fall 
back on “so far as I know," but the fact is that I don't have 
it, and [ don't know of it yet being set. 


Q Bernie, will Assistant Secretary Murphy be seeing 
King Hussein and Shimon Peres in London next week? 


i) I think by way of a prelude to the rather limited 
information I have in connection with Murphy's travels and 
Murphy's meeting engagements, I just want to reiterate what you 
have often heard from here, and it hinges to a great degree on 
security: that the decision has been made that there will not 
be announcements of the geography and the participants or -- 
plural -. at the table with Murphy at any time because of, 
among other things, security considerations. 


Let me simply say that Murphy has left Washington for 
meetings with Middle East leaders, and, as ['ve noted, there 
will not be any comment on his itinerary at this time. I think 
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the practice that has been decided upon here is that there will 
be specifics after the fact, having to do with geography and 
participants. But at this particular point, I don't have 
anything beyond that. 


Q Bernie, can we just take it from a negative point 
of view? Can you tell us that he will not be going to the 
region? 


a The answer to that, Ralph, to put it in its 
broadest and narrowest terms, is that the itinerary in an 
absolute sense is not fixed. And I have to leave it with that 
sort of broadness so far as geography is concerned. 


Q Bernie -- 

Did -- 

‘ Wait a minute. 8ern? 

Q Do you have any guidance there on the U.S. 


position on an international Middle East conference now? Is 
the U.S. actually now trying to promote such a conference? 


a Well, on an international conference, we have 
stated many times that our objective remains direct 
negotiations. We have said that we will be working with the 
parties to achieve an international context that meets the 
political needs of those involved and leads to direct 
negotiations. 


Similarly, we have often stated our position that if 
the Soviet Union wishes to play a larger role in the Middle 
East peace process, it should demonstrate by its actions a 
willingness to be constructive. 


Q Bernie -- 

a Yes. 

Q You are using a lot of ifs and buts in this - 
a I'm using a lot of what? 

Q Ifs and buts 

va [fs and buts. 
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Q Is Murphy -- you are not specific if he is going 
to be dealing all the time with international conference, and 
therefore can we assume that he will be carrying more new peace 
proposals that have been worked out in the area? 


A I have nothing to offer you on that. 

Q Do you have any indication right now after the 
talks between Jordan and Syria that Syria will welcome a joint 
effort with Jordan to enter the peace process? 


A Don't have anything for you on that. 


Q When will he get to the region, or you can say 
that? 


I Did everybody here the question? 


-- MORE -- 





-7- 1/17/86 

Q You are more cautious this time than ever. I[ 
mean, can you at least tell us that -- 

A More cautious than ever about -- ? 

Q About Murphy trip. I mean, can you take -- 

A About the Murphy trip. 

Q Can you put at rest the fictional story which 
would come from Middle East about a tripartite meeting between 
Peres and Hussein and Murphy in London? 

A No. What I indicated is that there will be 


information forthcoming after the fact, and that is the way I 
have to leave it at this point. 


Q There is no meeting between the three leaders - 
together, I mean? Because we are expecting these things now. 
That is, tell us in advance about it (Laughter. ) 


Q Have you received any threats against -- on the 
life of Mr. Murphy while he was in the region? 


a I don't have anything on that 

Q When you said you didn't have anything on the 
aftermath of the Jordanian-Syrian Summit, do you have anything 
new on the Syrian positions -- 


"4 No. 


Q -- that might have led to the decision to send 
Murphy? 


A I do not. 

Ralph? 

Q Bernie, do you have anything on a meeting 
yesterday between the Maltese Prime Minister who had just cuime 


from Tripoli and the U.S. Ambassador in Malta? 


is) No. 


Q Would you be willing to take that question? 


A Well, maybe I can find out if the meeting took 
place, but then I think you're going to run into the usual 
stonewall, to some degree, on contact. 





iin 1/17/86 


Q Well, the question, obviously, would be: Did the 
Maltese Prime Minister schedule the meeting in order to convey 


any message from Tripoli? I might as well ask the question, 
and you can -- 


a Why don't you ask it and then I will find a way 
to see if it is possible to get an answer, without any 
gQuarantees. 


Q Anything on South Yemen today? 
A Yes, South Yemen. 


South Yemen: I think I said yesterday that the 
situation in South Yemen was unclear. That assessment stands a 
day later. The simple fact is that there is very little hard 
information available here, and the upshot is a rather scanty 
comment, as I just shared with you. 


Q Has the U.S. considered sending military 
assistance, covert or overt, to the Freedom Fighters in South 
Yemen? (Laughter. ) 


A We don't have anything. 


Barbara? 
Q Has there been any appeal from Britain or France 
A Wait, let's have -- Ralph wants everybody to 


enjoy that, and if we're through, we'll go on to Barbara. 
(Laughter. ) 


Q Has there -- 
A Barbara. 
Q Has there been any appeal from Britain or France 


for the United States to join some kind of international effurt 
to rescue their nationals that are in South Yemen? 


A No, I don't have anything on that. 
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Q Do you have anything on - 

a Could you speak louder, please? 

Q Yes. Do you have anything on Spain and Israel 
relations? 

Q Could we stay on the same subject? 

A Yes. ['m sorry. I didn't understand you as well. 


Q Do you have -- 
A Spain and Israel -- I do. 


In connection with the announcement that Spain and 
Israel will establish diplomatic relations? 


Q Yes. 


A The United States welcomes this development. We 
have long said that we favor full diplomatic recognition of 
Israel by all members of the international community. This 
makes Spain's practice consistent with those of the other 
members of the European Community, which Spain joined earlier 
this month. 


Q In this regard, Bernie, do you have any comment 
that the Spanish Government will up the status of the PLO 
office in Spain to possibly ambassadorial status? 

A No. Don't. 


Q Bernie, on South Yemen, can you confirm that the 
Fighting has intensified and that the negotiations have broken 
down between both parties? 


A No, I cannot. 
Q Can you confirm - 
A What [ had, really, is what I prefaced by saying 


that it was scanty, and then I lived up to that assessment. 
(Laughter.) And [ really don't have anything else. 


I mean, there may be an assortment of questions that 
you may be interested in, but the limits of my imagination end, 
to a certain degree, by what I have here prepared for that 
answer. 
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Q Bernie, anything on the continuation of fighting 
in Lebanon and your support to Amin Gemayal? 


A What I have on that is essentially what we said 
yesterday in connection with the situation in Lebanon, and it 
parallels in fact what I did say yesterday, and I think it's 
important that I repeat that -- that the United States has been 
following the situation in Lebanon closely and with concern. 

It has been our conviction, expressed on on numerous occasions 
right here in the State Department Press Room and elsewhere, 
that there is no military solution to the political problems of 
that troubled country. We have supported, we continue to 
support, a dialogue among the various factions in an effort to 
reach a genuine consensus on Lebanon's political future. Any 
solution, if it is to be viable, will require broad support in 
all communities. 


All Lebanese lose from the continuing violence in 
obvious practical ways. Abandoning the political dialogue at 
this stage undercuts the efforts that have been made towards 
strengthening the political process. 


There is no substitute for dialogue. We again urge 
the parties to focus on the dialogue essential to the 
establishment of a political consensus. 


That is essentially what I said yesterday, and ['in 
repeating that today. 


Q You can't repeat -- 

A Beyond that -- beyond that -- I have nothing that 
[I can add. 

Q Bernie, do you consider Lebanon as an independent 


state? (laughter) 


fa I think that I'm going to stay with precisely 
what I said and leave it at that. 

Matt? 

Q Are there any plans for the Secretary or the 


President to meet with Mr. Savimbi when he's here? 


A I don't have anything on that. 


Q Bernie, do you have anything on the revelations 
in The New York Times this morning alleging that there's a rift 
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between Shultz and Weinberger on terrorism? 
Q Is that a pineapple? 
Q Pineapple. 
Q A pineapple (Laughter. ) 


A I think this question was addressed to some 
degree earlier today at the White House (laughter) -- if my 
agents can be believed by way of information. 


On the general subject of terrorism, the President has 
set forth U.S. policy. He has shown that the U.S. is prepared 
to consider a broad range of options. He has shown that the 
United States is ready to strike at terrorism under the right 
circumstances, that there is strong support within the 
Administration to isolate Libya economically and 
diplomatically, and that there is a broad consensus within the 
Administration on dealing with terrorism. 


Now, I ticked off several points, and that is the 
substance of my reply. 


Q Bernie -- 


No follow-ups? 


Q Bernie, yesterday you -- I'll follow that up. 
2) Thank you. 
Q Yesterday you shared with us a one-liner comment 


that the Secretary had regarding a news item on Colonel 
Qadhafi. Did you have any conversation with the Secretary on 
the obvious contrast between his remarks on Wednesday and 
Weinberger's remarks on Thursday on the subject of terrorism, 
and did he suggest any one-liners that you might be able to 
pass on? (Laughter. ) 


A I don't want to be invited to get into the 
practice of setting forth when and when [ do not have 
conversations with the Secretary, so I'll pass up your 
invitation. 
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In the back? 


Q The Montreal Gazette is reporting -- 


a Montreal Gazette? I'm sorry. 


Q The Montreal Gazette is reporting that the Royal 
Canadian Mounted Police have information chat a Libyan man, 
through an underworld contact, was trying to get some dynamite 
to be used to blow up a Flight between Ottawa and Washington, 
D.C. Do you have anything on that? 





a I don't. 


Q A couple of years ago, when there were rumors of 
a Libyan hit squad, the State Department took a high profile. 
You were talking about, just a few minutes ago, the President 
reacting to terrorism. I[s there any pro-active -- actions 
being considered? 


oa I don't have anything on what you're asking me at 
this particular point, and there's nothing I can do about the 
fact that I don't have anything on it. 


Q Bernie, without telling us where Secretary Murphy 
is going, can you tell us what precisely will he be discussing, 
or what aspects of the peace process will he be discussing now? 


a He will be discussing how to advance the peace 
process. If you're asking me for specifics, I don't have thuse 
to share with you 


Q Anything has changed since his last trip that 
necessitated this trip? 


a I really can't flesh it out beyond what we've 
said up to this point. 


a Bernie, I hesitate to bring up AIDS, but on the 
wires there's a report that the Saudi Embassy in London has 
announced that no travelers will be allowed into Saudi Arabia 
unless they've had blood tests to determine that they do not 
carry the AIDS virus. Have we received any word from the 
Saudis that travelers from the U.S. are going to have to 
undergo these sorts of tests? 


a I don't know. Let me take a look at that. I 
simply don't know. 


Q De we have even a count in South Yemen on East 


Bloc and 
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Cuban personnel -- 
“ No. 
Q -- an estimate? 
S No, I don't I don't have that. 


Q Do you have -- 
a 


You're talking about personnel -- numbers and so 
forth? 
Q Yes 
Q Nope. 
Q Do you have anything to offer on this front-page 


story of The Washington Times today saying that your lack of 
action in the Middle -tast opened the way to Mr. Gorbachev and 
the Soviets to be more friends with the Arabs? 





is) I think it has been made clear that there has not 
been a lack of action. 


Q Thank you 


wis a Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:52 p.m.) 
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TAKEN QUESTION 
@uestion Taken at Noon Press Sriefing of January 17. 178 


SAUDI ARABIA: ANTI-AIDS MEASURES 





@: There is a report that the Saudi Eabassy in London has 
announced that no travelers will be allowed into Saudi 
Arabia unless they have had blood tests to determine that 
they do not carry the AIDS virus. Have we received any 
word from the Saudis that travelers from the U.S. have to 
undergo such tests’ 


A: NO. 
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TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the January 17, 1986 press briefing: 


MALTESE PRIME MINISTER'S TRIP TO LIBYA 





Q: Did the Maltese Prime Minister meet with the U.S. 

Ambassador to Malta after the Prime Minister's visit to 

Tripoli, and did he have a message from Libya? 

A: -- MALTESE PRIME MINISTER MIFSUD BSONNICI MET WITH 
AMBASSADOR MATTHEWS CN JANUARY ‘6 AFTER THE PRIME 


MINISTER'S RETURN FROM LIBYA. 


-- WE DO NOT DISCUSS THE CCMTENT OF DIPLOMATIC EXCHANGES. 
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TUESDAY, JANUARY 21, 1986, 12:34 P. M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. KALB: Good afternoon, everybody. One brief 
announcement, in effect a reminder of something from last week 
about an ON THE RECORD session here today at 3:00 this 
afternoon in this room by Ambassador Robert Barry, the head of 
the U.S. delegation to the Conference on Confidence and 
Security-Building Measures and Disarmament in Europe There is 
some background information. Anybody who is prepared to come 
here this afternoon, you can pick up the background stuff in 
the Press Office whenever you choose to 


Other than that, that's all I have in the way of 
announcements Jim? 


Q Does the State Department have any views on 
what's going on in Lebanon? Does the State Department have any 
ideas what to do about it? 


a On Lebanon, I have made the point several times 
last week about how the United States sees the situation, and I 
really have nothing to add beyond that 


Q Do you associate the idea of the sovereignty and 
territorial integrity with the Presidency of Mr. Gemayel? 


a I think t on that point the U.S. position has 
been made clear on more tnan one occasion, that the United 
States supports the constitutional government of Lebanon. = And 
insofar as your question about President Gemayel, I think it's 
important to point out that it is not a question of 
personalities, but that President Gemayel] is the elected head 
of that government, and, therefore, we support him in that role 


Q And you would discourage, then, any attempt to 
remove him From that of fice? 
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a No, I -- there you're calling essentially for 
what the U.S. policy is, and as I say, I have reiterated that a 
couple of times last week, that we would welcome any measures 
that reinforce dialogue rather than military action. 


Q Bernie, on another subject -- if that disposes of 
Lebanon -- can you turn to the Philippines and tell us what you 
think of a couple of developments? Apparently Marcos has 
backed off replacing his Chief of Staff; and, secondly, there 
apparently is a limit as to how close international observers 
will be able to get to the polling places. 


Does the State Department -- I'm looking for policy -- 
does the State Department have a policy position on either 
issue? 

i Let me try to help you on those, Barry. First of 


all, with respect to the Philippine Election Commission, 
decisions about technical election matters in the Philippines 
are, of course, Philippine decisions. We would note, however, 
that there are no restrictions on foreign observers to watch 
the vote-counting process. 


Also, the COMELEC resolution does provide for 
representatives From the accredited Philippine Citizens 
Election Watchdog Group, NAMFREL, to be present within the 
polling place as well as political party representatives. 
Overall, and to get more specifically to your question, Barry 
~- overall from the U.S. perspective, it would have been 
preferable for observers to be permitted to observe the 
balloting process from within the polling place, as was the 
case in the pariiamentary election of 1984, and we understand 
previous elections in the Philippines. 


Q Do you mean non -- you say “observers." You mean 
outside observers? 


a Yes. Observers. 
Q Yes. 
A Since the Philippine Commission -- it is my 


understanding, tne focu. was on foreign observers. 


Now, insofar as General Ver is concerned, there are 
now no indications from Manila that General Ver will retire 
soon. As we have stated previously, and Ambassador Bosworth 
has also reiterated on several occasions, general reform of the 
armed forces of the Philippines, including respected 
professional leadership, is atsolutely necessary if the 
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Philippines is to deal successfully with the growing Communist 
insurgency. 


How General Ver's leadership scuares with military 
reform is a question that only President Marcos can answer. 
The current reorganization of the armed forces of the 
Philippines so far falls far short of what most observers 
believe is badly needed to deal with the insurgency in all its 
dimensions. 


Q Maybe in amore general sense, let me try a 
couple of quick ones on you. First, do you feel the Marcos 
Government or a new government -- and you know what the 
opposition is -- would be -- Which would be more equipped to 
deal with this, what you call a “growing Communist insurgency," 
and, secondly -- 


a Wait a minute. Let me take these one at a time. 
Q Okay. 
A I'm not going to be -- get involved, obviously, 


in speculation. 


Q All right. The first is, can you just summarize 
basically if you expect the election will be a fair election, 
with the measures that are going to be taken for observing and 
yvote-counting, watching, and all that? 


A We have said repeatedly that the emphasis should 
be on a fair and credible election so perceived by the people 
of the Philippines. And insofar as making any judgments at 
this particular point, I shall step aside on that. 


Q What is the involvement going to be of the State 
Department observers or anything -- 


a I don't have any specifics for you. Let me take 
a look. 


Q Has any -- fine. Can you take a question about 
whether any final decision has been made on whether any kind of 
American panel will be traveling to -- 


A Let me take a look at that, John, and see what [ 
can get. 


Q Also, one other thing, Bernie: You said before 
it would have been preferable to observe the election from 
within the polling place. Are you taking as a given, the fact 
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that they have now said there will be no observers within the 
polling place? 


a I began that observation by saying that the 
decisions about technical election matters are things for the 
Filipinos to decide among themselves. As to whether there will 
be anything by way of a follow-up. I don't have anything for 
you on that. 


Q You seem to be implying strongly you'd like to 
see that decision reversed, if indeed -- 


a I'm saying what I have to say on that, and that's 
about where I‘1l have to leave that. 

Q Do you have anything on Congressman Solarz's 
charges that Marcos is investing almost -- perhaps billions of 


dollars in American real estate? 


Qa No. 
Q Are you planning to look into that? 
A I don't have anything for you now. 


Bernie, do you have anything on where the 
Secretary stands vis-a-vis when Mr. Gorbachev should make his 
U.S. visit? 


A No. You're talking about whether a date has een 
fixed for the summit? 


Q No, what the Secretary's preference is. 


A Well, I don't have anything on preferences, nor 
do I at this time have anything that circles a date on the 
calendar. 


Q Any month? 

A Or a month on the calendar. 

Q How about a season? 

A A season on the calendar. Let's see. [ can't -- 
can't -- 

Q Well, we're into January now. No, no. Now, wait 
a minute. One of the commitments that came out of -- we were 


told, it was very little that was done in Geneva in a concrete 














_5- 1/21/86 


way, at least as far as we're aware of, but one of the 
achievements the Administration wanted to get credit for is for 
stepping up the pace of U.S.-Soviet dialogue. 


Now, there was a notion that Gorbachev would see 
Reagan in June and that Mr. Shultz would have more than one - 
would have several maybe -- meetings with Shevardnadze and 
meetings on other levels. 


If you can't do it from the podium, can you tell us 
now two months after November -- two months after the summit 


what has been done to fulfill this commitment of greater 
dialogue? 


a Let me say, as I think I have said from here, 
that there are diplomatic discussions underway with a view 
toward resolving the question of dates, dates both for the 
Secretary and Soviet Foreign Minister, as well as the question 
of where the summit might fall on the calendar. But, so far as 


I know as of now, no date has been circled for either of these 
two sessions. 


-- MORE -- 














-6- 1/21/86 


Q And the last level of meetings were regional 
meetings. What about that? 


A I have nothing that I can offer you on regional 
meetings as well. 


Q May I follow that up, Bernie? 


4 But that does not presuppose that there have not 
been discussions on that subject. 


Q Bernie, my understanding is that the Soviets have 
been officially informed that even though it was never 
officially proposed, that September is out as far as Reagan is 
concerned? 


a I don't have anything for you. I suppose that I 
will be in a position to talk about dates when the date has 
been settled and I have been so authorized. But at this 
particular point, there's a vast area of speculation about 
June/September. We've all read the same reports. 


There are discussions underway about nailing down a 
date. But, as I say, to repeat myself, so far as I know, no 
date. has yet been fixed. 


Q Do you know whether, Bernie, the last two weeks 
of July have been suggested by the Americans? 


A I can't even be drawn into the question of 


suggestions or possible or proposed dates, or speculated-about 
dates. 


Mike? 
Q Can we change the subject? 
Q The Federal Register, on January 15 -- 


Q Can you stay on the subject, Bernie? Can I ask 
-~ the Soviet Union, you just talked about? There were stories 
over the weekend that the Soviet Union is not going to pull out 
from Afghanistan, and that the United States had a different 
position or possibly misunderstood the intentions of the 
Soviets about that. Do you have an explanation on this? 


a Well, I have something in a general way that may 
not be specifically along the lines of the question as you put 
it. 
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To begin with, the United States is not a party to the 
Geneva negotiations on Afghanistan. However, with respect to 
the question of Soviet timetables on withdrawal that you so 
generally alluded to, both the Pakistan Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs and the Afghan Permanent Representative to the United 
Nations in New York have stated that neither the Soviets nor 


the Afghans have presented a proposed timetable for the 
withdrawal of Soviet troops. 


Mike, your turn? 
Q The Federal Register, on January -- 


a Wait a minute. I pointed to -- we'll come right 
back to you. 


Q Okay. 


Q Lesotho: Does the United States State Department 
have any thoughts on the degree of responsibility that South 
Africa bears in the coup of yesterday? 


A No, I have nothing on that. 


Q At all? 
At all. 
Q Bernie, any information on the situation in Yemen? 


Just a second. I'm going to go over here. 


The Federal Register, on January 15 this year, 
published the Foreign Assistance on the Administration for 


China signed by Secretary of State Shultz on December 10, last 
year. 


My question is, does this foreign assistance 


determination for China affect the U.S. position on the status 
of Tibet? 


3) We took that question the other day. It came up 
and I think it was distributed to whoever inquired about that. 
We do have the answer to your question in the Press Office, and 
you can pick it up at the conclusion of today's briefing. 


Let me go here, please. 


Q Bernie, any information on the unclear situation 
in South Yemen? 
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a South Yemen? The unclear situation? 
Q That's what you said last week. 
a Situation inconclusive. (Laughter) 


What was your follow-up? 

Q Results -- of the match? 

io We cannot confirm or deny reports of who is in 
charge in South Yemen. And “inconclusive” is about where I 
come out at this particular point. 

Q Bernie? 


a Yes. 


Q Why was Rozanne Ridgway meeting the Israeli 
Ambassador today? 


a I don't have anything for you on that. 
Q Does that tie-in with Murphy's -- 


fs I just -- let me just check that, but I don't 
have anything on that. 


Q Please check it. 

Q Do you have anything on Murphy's travel, Bernie? 
A On who? 

Q Murphy -- in Europe? 

i) 


Where was Murphy yesterday? I didn't see Murphy 
yesterday. 


Q He's not in the office. 


A On Murphy. To the degree that I can be helpful 
and advertising certain constraints in advance, just let me say 
what I suspect that many of you here already know and have read 
about. 
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Ambassador Murphy has met separately with King Hussein 
of Jordan in London and with Prime Minister Peres of Israel in 
The Hague in the last few days. Today, he met with his 
counterparts at the Foreign and Commonwealth Office. 


Now, if the next question is, will Murphy's itinerary 
I've just pinpointed to -- capitals for you -- will it be 
expanded to include a swing throuch the Middle East, the answer 
at this point is that Murphy's overall itinerary has not yet 


been formulated. But as of now there is no intention -- no 
intention --— to project the current trip of his into the Middle 
East. 


Q How about shuttling back and forth between 
Hussein -- 


ra I don't have anything by way of 
characterizations. They're yours. 


Q You mentioned one group that he met with today. 
Did he meet again with Peres today? 


is) I don't have anything that I can say insofar as 
numbers are concerned. I've just introduced the fact that 
these are the principals that he has met with without being 
specific about times. 


Q Bernie, there have been some reports that King 
Hussein might call on his own for an international conference 
on the Middle East, and -- call for such a conference to be set 


up. Would the United States like to see such call made by -- 
A I don't want to speculate about that. 


Q What did you characterize the meeting -- 


is) Just a second. 
Q What is your characterization -- 
fc) This lady had a hand up. Let me pick up yours 


I have no characterizations to offer you about the meetings. 
Q Is he going to be staying days or weeks or years? 


a Just a second. 


Q On a different subject. 
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A No, iet me go back to him. 


Q Is he going to be staying days or weeks in the 
area? His itinerary is not limited? 


a That's right. 


Q Is his mission going to be ended in a few days, a 
few hours or weeks or months? 

5 What was that order you gave me? (Laughter) 

Q Hours, days, weeks? 

i I would be inclined to go the middle route. 

Q Do you have any information concerning French 


doctors who had been expelled from Ethiopia for their stand 
against the government's recolonization there? 


a On that -- we're talking about criticism -- 
Q Correct. 
a -- of the Ethiopian forced resettlement program? 


The U.S. view: There is no doubt that the Ethiopian Government 
has implemented its resettlement program in a brutal and harsh 
manner. Deaths have occurred but we are not able to give you 
an exact number, or confirm any exact numbers. 


The U.S. has repeatedly criticized the abuses of human 
rights associated with this coercive program and will continue 
to do so. 


Bernie? 


Q Do you have anything on perspective aid to UNITA 
and Angola? 


is) No, have nothing on it. 


~-MORE -- 
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Q Do you have anything on Savimbi's visit? will 
Secretary Shultz be meeting with him when he comes? 


a I don't have anything on that. 
~ Any decision yet on -- 


Q Could you take that question? 


A I think you'll have to wait until there is any 
sort of -- until I have anything for you on that. 
Q Any decision on the economic aid that Israel 


received at the beginning of the fiscal year? 
o In what context? 


Q -- before the beginning. Is Israel going to have 
to give some of it back, or will there be cuts in other 
programs for Israel or -- 


a Oh, on that general heading, obviously, 1 don't 
think you're going to get anybody drawn into discussions on the 
substance of diplomatic exchanges on a variety of issues; but 
in a general way, in reply to your ques'!.ion, we have previously 
noted our expectation that budget cuts mandated by Gramm-Rudman 
will be shared equitably across-the-board. 


Q Bernie, what will that do to Egypt? 


a I'm just going to have to stand with that 
language, “equitably across-the-board,” and you can work out 
any sort of mathematics you want. 


Q The Washington Times had some pretty specific 
figures on Monday about it, saying that the U.S. has decided to 
hold ‘87 economic and military aid to about this year's level 





a Has decided to what? 


Q Hold ‘87 economic and military aid to Israel to 
about this year's level, and they've got some other statistics 
-- hold the military grant aid to $1.8 billion, and economic 
assistance to $1.3 billion. Do you have anything on those 
statistics? 


6 No, sorry, Connie, I do not. 


Q Bernie, back on the international peace 
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conference, Secretary Shultz called for international context. 
In the American understanding, what countries would be included 
in the “international context?" 


a I don’t have any particulars for you. 

8i11? 

Q Have you got any update on Libya, how many 
Americans -- is there any more precise figure, or any more 


figures, I should say, on the Americans -- 


a I don't. I think it's a question that it's fair 
to keep asking me, but I do not have anything here today. 


Q A Follow-up on that, do you have anything yet on 
a policy decision made as to the spouses of Americans, or 
Americans who are spouses of Libyans? Has a decision been made 
whether they will be treated as humanitarian cases? 


a By way of a very, very abbreviated reminder, the 
order prohibits economic transactions by any U.S. person with a 
Libyan entity without a Treasury license. Now, the Treasury 
has indicated that it will consider requests for licenses on a 
humanitarian basis, and that a request for any such exemption, 
any such license, would have to go to the Foreign Assets 
Control Division of the Federal Reserve Bank of New York or to 
the Office of Foreign Assets Control, Department of the 
Treasury. 


In other words, you might want to check with the 
Treasury. 


Q Well, if I hear what you're saying -- 


a I also, Ralph, know that they have a more ample 
response to that, with a variety of specifics, in the Press 
Office, and you're free to take a look at that and get a copy. 


Q What I think I hear you saying is that if a man 
or a woman -- If a woman married to a Libyan man, American 
woman married to a Libyan man, wants to remain in Libya, they 
have to go to the Treasury Department to ask for a license to 
transact daily transactions with Libyans. 


I won't go into specifics on what sort of transactions 
might be included in that licence to remain married to a Libyan 
citizen -- 


6 I'm not sure that I would engage in -- 
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Q But is that what you're saying? 
a -~ I will engage in the specifics. 
(Laughter) 


Any person with a Libyan entity, the order prohibits 
economic transactions by any U.S. person with a Libyan entity. 


Q That would be without -- 

a -- without a Treasury license. 
(Laughter) 

Q Or a Libyan husband? 
(Laughter) 


“ -- So therefore, if you want to have a 
transaction with a Libyan entity (laughter), you have got to 
get a Treasury license. I've indicated to you where this is 
obtainable. I apologize for not having the telephone number 
immediately available; and I think, for those of you who would 
care to follow up the inadequacy of my reply, or pursue Ralph's 
extraordinary interest, can follow up at the Press Office 
outside. 


(Laughter) 
Now, just let me go to this side of the room, if I may 


Q Do you have any comment on the Washington Times 
story that Abu Nidal died a few years ago (laughter) and that 
has been - 





(Laughter) 


6 No. I'm going to entrust that to others who may 
know more about it than I do. 


Wait a minute, Semaan. You've had 19 shots. The lady 
in the back, please. 


Q Do you know whether Robert Oakley has any plans 
to meet with the hostage families this week? 


a Robert Oakley? I don't know about Robert Oakley, 
but I think there are some meetings with the hostage families 
today. 
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It is my understanding that the family members of five 
of the Lebanon hostages, that is to say the hostace families, 
arrived in Washington yesterday. They have appointments today 
with the National Security Adviser at the White House, Members 
of Congress, several foreign embassy officials. No Department 
meeting is scheduled, but State Department officials are 
participating in the meeting at the White House; and it is my 
understanding that that meetine was scheduled to take place 
this morning. Beyond that, I havo no details. 


Q Do you know why they are meeting now? 


“a No. I think there have been, on that general 
question, there have been meetings -- 


Q Periodically. 


ca Yes. And whether you're asking about anything 
specific, I don't have anything on that. 


Q Any fresh information on the status of the 
American hostages? 


a No. 
Q When does Mr. Whitehead get back? 


a When does Whitehead get back? I don't have the 
exact date 


TO STAFF: Do we have the date on that? Is that 
open-ended? 


(Staff replied in the negative.) 


Q Bernie, does the proposed project by Qadhafi, the 
irrigation project, fall under the category of humanitarian 
purposes? 


a The Treasury Department will answer your question. 
Ralph? 


Q Bernie, any decision by the Administration on 
when to go ahead with the Jordan arms package? And in 
connection with that, have Israel and Jordan been informed by 
Secretary Murphy of the plan to go ahead with that package? 


a On the second part of it, I think you will 
recognize, having been here for some time, that [ will not get 
involved in any diplomatic exchanges. 
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‘ As for the first part, on the Jordan arms packace, 
there has been no change in the status of that package. 


. Q Anything on the agreement between Japan and 
Russia? 


o No. I don't have anything on that. 

Q Yesterday, Vice President Bush had some very 
tough words for South Africa Is the Administration now 
accelerating its push for reform in South Africa? 

a I have nothing to add to what you're referring to 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:57 P.M.) 
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(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. KALB: Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen. 
There will be a BACKGROUNDER here on the Super Bowl at 5:15 
Sunday afternoon (laughter). Nothing in the way of 
announcements, and it's your move. 


Q Has Ambassador Murphy come back? 


a No, not that I know of -- Murphy coming back yet, 
so let's say he is not back. I have not seen him. As a matter 
of fact, my latest information is that he is in London 
continuing his contacts. Beyond that I have nothing at this 
time. 


Q Are you able to say who he has seen so far? 


A I said on the “who he has seen" question, I said 
what I had to say on that yesterday, and I don't have anything 
to add to it right now. 


Q Bernie, has the Administration decided to provide 
some form of military or other assistance to the Savimbi forces 
in Angola? 


A On that, you know, of course, that late last 
week, I think it was, Assistant Secretary Chet Crocker came 
back from his latest swing through southern Africa, and the 
Administration is now in the process of assessing his 
discussions. We are exploring developments on the negotiating 
track, the goal of which is Cuban troop withdrawal from Angola 
and South African withdrawal from Namibia. 


UNITA is a legitimate, nationalist organization, and 
as Secretary Shultz has said, we support its struggle against 
Soviet-Cuban adventurism in Angola. We are working towards 
ways to demonstrate that support in a manner that would be 
effective. 


Q Did he tell them how much money? 
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a No.. I have nothing beyond what I have just 
sketched for you here. 


Q Bernie, is the Administration still considering 
economic sanctions against Angola? 


i) I don't have anything for you on that. 
Barry. 
Q Why do you say it's a “legitimate nationalist 


organization?" Are you saying it's not a proxy of another 
country? 


A I'm saying it's a legitimate nationalist 
organization. 

Q What is the South African connection to Savimbi's 
organization? 


A I haven't anything to develop that question for 
you by way of a reply. 


Q Well, why that construction? 
A Because -- 


Q Can an opposition government be considered a 
"legitimate nationalist organization" and at the same time be 
another government's instrument? 


A Because that is the way the Administration 
characterizes it. 


Q Does that mean they qualify for the kind of aid 
that you're being asked about? 


Q I did not talk about that; I talked about support 
in a manner that would be effective. I heard the questions and 
the vibrations of the questions, and my response is what I have 


Q Well, I'm trying to discern the vibration of your 
unsolicited description of Savimbi's organization -- 


a You -- 


-- as a legitimate national -- No, you weren't 
asked if they were legitimate, and I'm wondering what do you 
mean to be saying by that. 
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aA You may do as you choose in how you write the 
story. I am offering this for you, and I don't have anything 
to add to it, Barry. 


Q I'm talking about the Department, of course; I'm 
not talking about you. What does the Department mean by using 
this terminology to refer to Savimbi's organization? What are 
they attempting to say? 


4 Exactly what I have said in the description of 
UNITA -- legitimate and nationalist. 


Q Are the negotiations still -- in other words, is 
Crocker's effort still alive? Does he still think there's a 
possibility of working out a southern African agreement? 


A Well, I don't want to make a call on what the 
possibilities are. I think the Secretary and I, on occasion 
over the past week when there was an offering about whether 
this was a last-gasp trip and so forth, sought to knock that 
back. There is a process of assessment underway that is 
continuing, and insofar as the specifics that are implicit in 
tthe questions, it is a situation where I can do nothing better 
‘than what I've done here. 


Q Bernie, can you tell -- 

A Just a second, John. 

Q Will Shultz see Savimbi, here? 

A It is my understanding that he will see him. I 
don't have an exact date. You know that this will be, by 
Savimbi, a private visit. As I say, I don't have the specific 
details on his calendar, but he will be meeting with 
Administration officials including Secretary Shultz. 

Q Do you know if he will be seeing the President? 


A I guess you'll have to ask the White House that. 





Q Bernie, can you -- 

John. 

Q Can you help us at all? Last time, a few times 
ago when you went around this, there was some discussion of 
modalities of a -- or a timetable of a Cuban withdrawal having 








— 1/22/86 


been discussed at. that negotiations that took place at Lusaka 
last month. Has anything happened that has moved the 
negotiating process forward since then, or is it as stalemated 
as it appears to be? 


a I don't have anything. I just noted that there's 
an assessment underway of the results of Crocker's dialogues 
and his travels in southern Africa, and I cannot make any sort 
of report that moves the negotiations either backwards or 
forwards at this time. 


Q Is there some kind of a new American initiative 
under consideration? 


Qa Don't have anything on that. 


Bernie? Ralph? 


Q Let me just come back to something you said 
earlier. You said, “We're exploring developments on the 
negotiating track." Can we assume that you couldn't explore 


developments on -- that those two tracks, the aid to UNITA 
track and the negotiating track would be mutually-exclusive, 
since if you decided to aid UNITA, the negotiating track would 
be effectively closed with Angola? 


A No, I'm not saying that. 


Q So what you're saying is, you're leaving open 
both tracks, then? 


A Leaving open both tracks, but I'm not getting 
involved in any specifics here. I think you've heard the 
Secretary talk about the support that the United States might 
or might not give, that that support should be effective. And 
I have to leave it at that point. 


GeorcGe. 


Q Do you suppose Crocker could brief us so that we 
could be brought up-to-date on the subject? 


A Let me take that and put that to him, and see 
what the results are. 





Q Can we go into another area? 


Q Well, while we're in the region. 
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Q Maybe if we'd get the answer. This is one of 
these code words the Department seems to have seized on is that 
the aid be “effective.” I mean, theoretically, I think all 
your aid programs are supposed to be effective (laughter). 


You said you'd like to do something -- What is your 
word there in that? “We are looking for ways to demonstrate in 
what ways to be effective." 


What is that supposed to -- If you could give us just 
a little bit more there, Bernie, on whether, would it be 
effective not to give aid? Is that the point, that a 
negotiated -- 


I mean, you could argue that a negotiated settlement 
would be more effective for everybody than just putting in some 
more help, and that a negotiated settlement, the chances would 
t hurt by giving aid. I mean there's this, I think, a 
-oesumption in the room that we're going to give aid, but your 
wording is, obviously, so beautifully ambiguous, that it means 
nothing. 


Could you get us an answer to the question? 


A I think what you are referring to as "rich 
ambiguity" has an interesting amount of content, and I think 
you'll find it there. 


Q Well, but the White House yesterday was reported 
to say the President has decided to give military aid to 
Savimbi. Are you backing away a little bit from that? 


A No. I'm putting it the way I had put it here, in 
language that is distinguished by its calculated craft. 


Q Bernie, why can't you just answer the question, 
‘or at least take the question of, if such aid is provided, does 
the Secretary of State have concern that it will cause the 
Government of Angola to back off its --- 


A No. I'm not going to take that question, John. 
I'm going to have to leave it the way I did there. 


Q But that's the impression -- 


a I understand your question very clearly, but I 
will not go beyond the boundary that I have set forth here. 
You want to take me in another step beyond that, and I am in a 
position where I cannot do that. 
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Q well, does the Secretary support the President's 
announcement yesterday that military aid should be provided? 


7 Does the Secretary support it? the Secretary 
certainly supports what is coming out of the White House on the 
program. 


Q Bernie, if I could just ask this as a follow? 
Are you trying to leave the impression that this Administration 
believes that aid will, in fact, pressure all the sides towards 
a negotiated settlement? 


a There have been references in the pas®> +.) 
minutes as to what we have all read this morning. l..v0ubdtedly, 
that was discussed. What I have here is the assessment as it 
is today, and I'm going to have to leave it that way, Barbara. 


Ralph. 


Q Speaking of the Freedom Fighters, has the 
Administration made a decision on aid to the contras in 
Nicaragua? 


A I have really nothing to add beyond what you are 
familiar with insofar as the President's position is concerned: 
that he has consistently supported assistance to the democratic 
resistance in Nicaragua; the Administration is currently 
studying what amounts and types of assistance might be 
requested of the Congress. 


-- MORE -- 
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Q Can you offer us any guideline as to when a 
decision might be announced or -- 


A Nope. I have nothing beyond the broad categories 
that I've indicated here. 


Q Does the U.S. have a list of freedom fighters 
around the world? 


a That question has been discussed in a variety of 
ways. 


Q No, that -- can you take the question? 


a I will refer you to a speech that the Secretary 
has made on that subject, and we will make it available to you 
later. 


Q All right. Has the U.S. looked into the evidence 
that the Greeks said -- and that would bar any connection 
between Qadhafi and the attacks at Rome and -- 


a I think on that whole question -- I think you 
ha e heard repeatediy what the Administration believes to be 
the case. You have seen what John Whitehead has been saying on 
the trip to Europe, and I'll just stand on that. 


ta Just a@ minute. Let me go to Connie, if I may. 
Q No. On this subject. 
i On this subject? Go ahead. 


Q The Executive Assistant Director of the FBI in an 
interview with The Washington Times this morning, he said that 
the so-called “Libyan hit squad threat” is unfounded. Do you 
have any comment on that? 


a No, I do not. 


Q On the sanctions, but another part of the world, 
the U.S. hasn't done very well in getting support. Now both 
Australia and New Zealand have said they won't go along. 
Australia, which looked like it would at first, said it won't, 
unless there's widespread international report. 


Is the Administration disappointed with their action? 
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A I think you know that the Administration has 
sought to make its case as effectively as possible, with a view 
toward isolating Libya. That conviction still stands, as the 
Secretary has said that the United States will be doing what it 
believes to be riacht, and, if others choose to go a different 
way, why that is their call. 


Q Will countries who haven't gone along be 
penalized in any way? 

a I haven't heard anything about penalization at 
all. 

Q Will you make an effort to try to convince 


Australia to change its position? 


rs Well, I think countries act in their own 
self-interest. Sometimes they reach different conclusions. 
But the U.S. position has been stated repeatedly, and I don't 
think there's any point, really, in re-stating it. 


Q Has the Administration made a determination as to 
whether the Libyan underground water pipe system is a 
humanitarian project? 


a Let me take a look at that, Mike. I don't know 
whether that's come up or what, but let me take a look. 


Q You avoided answering it yesterday. I thought 
today you might be in amore -- 


4 Well then, if I avoided it yesterday, I'm being 
extraordinarily forthcoming today. (Laughter) 


Ralph? 

Q Get back to Murphy for just a second -- 

a Coming back to Murphy. Yes. 

Q Peres is quoted on the wires today from London, 
as saying that Murphy, Peres and Hussein have reached an 
agreement on the structure of an international forum in 
connection with Middle East peace negotiations. 


Do you have any comment on that? 


i Who's saying that? Peres? 
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Q (Inaudible) 
a Peres is saying that. 


Q I -- it's Peres* party that is saying it. I 
don't have the wire piece in front of me, sol -- 


a I don't have anything to confirm or dispute that 
any way. In other words, I am not in a position to share any 
substance as a result of Murphy's dialogues. 


Q Can we make a request for a -- since we put a 
request in for Crocker, for Murphy as well when he returns? 


i) Absolutely. 


Q Can I ask about any chance those briefings could 
be ON THE RECORD? 


“ Let's -- all right. 


Q On another subject? 


o Any more requests? 
Q Can I follow up? I would like to follow up. 
o Just a -- yep? 


Q On the Greek evidence, in other words the U.S. 
looked into it and still stands behind its position on Libya? 


rs) Yes. 
John? 
Q I asked you yesterday and you said you would take 


‘the question as to whether the United States would like to see 
the Philippine Government rescind its decision -- Electoral 
Commission decision to bar foreign observers from inside 
polling places. 


a What I said yesterday -- by way of a reply -- 
yesterday still stands today. I have not taken it beyond the 
level of rescind. I think the language yesterday was 
prefcrable, and that's where I'll stand. 


Q Is there any dialogue under way with the 
Philippine Government to try to persuade them to change their 
mind? 
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aA I don't have anything for you on that. 


Q What about the international observers. There 
was another question I asked yesterday about what is the -- 


A I think -- 
. -- position today on a -- 


rs I don't have anything today that varies from what 
I said yesterday, and the central line was that the elections 
-- we would lock to the elections to be fair, credible, in a 
way that is credible to the Filipino people. 


Q No. But what I -- 


4 I hear you, John, but I'm making it clear that I 
have not moved inte the “rescind” area, and that I have nothing 
on this variety of question that you're putting to me that 
takes it beyond yesterday. 


Q Well, let me put the final question again, which 
is will there be State Department participation in observing 
the fairness of the elections? 


“ I don't have anything specific on that, but let 
me take a look and see what they want to say about that. 


Q On a related question, do you have any comment on 
the charges being made by Congressman Solarz about the reported 
extraordinary land buying -- secret land buying -- in this 
country by the Marcos family? 


“ Well, on that question, the Solarz Subcommittee 
investigation currently under way, obviously, it's being 
followed closely. Since investment in the U.S. by foreign 
nationals is legal, we do not attempt to monitor their 
investments here. 


If the Department were to receive information 
indicating that violations of U.S. law had occurred, we would, 
of course, refer such information to the appropriate law 
enforcement authorities for investigation and possible 
prosecution. 


Q Can I follow that? 


Q Does that include foreign aid, when U.S. foreign 
aid may have been diverted to such investments by the Marcos 
family? 








-l1i- 1/22/86 


a On the question of foreign aid and under the 
general heading of what you're saying as for U.S. economic aid, 
there have been allegations made in the media that U.S. fcreign 
economic assistance funds may have found their way into real 
estate investments by the Marcoses and their supporters 


The Administration is not aware of any documentary 
evidence that would directly or indirectly link U.S. aid 
dollars to overseas investments by the Marcoses. 


The economic support fund program in the Philippines 
is closely monitored. In addition, the orogram has been 
extensively audited by both the AID Inspector General's office, 
which has a regional office in Manila, and the General 
Accounting Office. These audits have not found instances of 
misuse or misappropriation of ESF funds -- economic support 
funds. 


As a further monitoring measure, there is a team of 
auditors from the GAO -- the General Accounting Office -- in 
Manila now looking into this and other issues surrounding 
administration of the economic support fund program. Their 
findings should be available by the end of february -- by the 
end of next month. 


If you have any follow-up questions on that 
Q Can we have a copy? 


i) -- let me give you an AID number. I don't know 
that I can help you on a copy on this, ‘cause I've got this 
sort of circled and what-not. 


Q Earlier when you said that the Administration is 
not aware of any documentary evidence would directly or 
indirectly what? 


a "Link" U.S. aid dollars. That was under the 
heading of the question of the misuse or the misappropriation 
of U.S. aid funds, economic support funds. 


Q Bernie, do you have any comment on the 
non—substantive question of Solarz's investigation and the 
charges being made publicly at this time during the election 
campaign? 


a No, I don't. 


Chris? 
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> 


Q The Foreign Minister of the Philippines this 
morning led us to believe that a GAO audit team had finished an 
audit three weeks ago, and you seem to be suggesting that they 
are in the process of doing an audit. Is that -- am I right in 
saying that -- 


+ I don't know. I know -- 

Q -~- they have not finished that audit. 

rs I know what I have been told: That they're there 
now, and that their findings will be available at the end of 


next month. Let me take a look to see if there's any conflict 
on timing. 


Q So if he has implied that they have given him a 
clean bill of health, as he did, that is not correct? 


A No. All I have -- 
Q Past ones have, though. 


4 I have not seen that report myself. Let me take 
a look at that. 


Q When was the last audit done? 


vs My understanding is that these are regular audits 
on an annual basis. 


Q What you're saying, Bernie, understandably there 
would be -- the Philippine Government would like to see this 
completed and reported before the election. You're saying that 
the report will not be issued before the election. 


. A I'm saying by the end of February is the 
information that I have. 


Ralph? 
Q Does that mean that the statements on -- 
Q Just one -- 


Does that mean that your statements of the 
Administration being not aware of any links, and so on, all of 
that is based on the last annual audit a year ago, presumably 
about a year ago, and that it's not based on the information 
that is currently being reviewed by the -- 
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. I cannot say with certainty what the cutoff date 
is for the statement I made about the Administration not being 
aware, etc. I don't have the precise cutoff date, but I would 
assume that whatever information was available was factored 
into the conclusion that I'm sharing with rou. 


Q Bernie, is this current audit a routine annual 
audit, or is it a special audit? 


Aa I understand that this audit, without giving it 
any special sort of designation, is in part taking place as a 
result of questions that have emerged, and they're taking a 
look at this particular issue, allegations, of any misuse as 
well as other issues in connection with the Administraticn of 
the U.S. economic support fund program in the Philippines. 


Q Are there audits of most of our aid recipients on 
an annual basis? 


“ My understanding is they're something like that. 
Yes. I asked that question to discover for myself, and that 
was the answer. 


Please? 
Q Bernie, there was a statement attributed -- 
i) Where are we? What country, what area, what 


century? 
Q Middle East. 


Q Just a short one. Do you have figures there on 
the size of the economic support fund? 


) The way I have it, it's $260 million®* for FY-86. 
‘I'm told that not all of it has been yet distributed. The 
economic part of it is $100 million. The military part is $160 
million for military and other assistance programs in 
connection with the bases agreement. And that's it. 


-- MORE -- 


“Correction followed briefing. See attached aid figures. 
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Q find how much of that is -- all of that $260 is 
being audited? , 


a I talked about the econdmic support fund. 
Q That's a hundred million? 

. Yes. 

Q Bernie, you said the -- 

Q Which includes military? 


No, no. I talked about the economic support fund 
on the GAO. Now -- let me go on. You're asking -- 


(inaudible) the military aspects of aid not 
being audited at the moment? 


iy Let me pick up the military which has come up 
now. The Justice Department is in charge of investigating any 
possible misuse of military assistance funds in the Philippines 
or elsewhere, and I let it stand with that. 


Q Is there another figure on military? 

a Well, I gave you that figure, didn't I? 

Q You just said the ESF total in FY-66 was $260? 

a No, I did not. 

Q Yes, you did. And then you said the economic 
portion of that is $100 million; the military is $160. What 
you mean to say is the ESF portion is $100 million; that's the 
portion that's being audited. The $160 million is under the 
purview of the Justice Department; is that what you're saying? 

Aa If I didn't say it, that's what I meant to say. 

Q Okay. 


But you're convinced that I said $260 million was 
economic? 


Q I have no problem with looking at the record to 
confirm that, so I'm not worried about that. But the question 


a It's a debate without much substance, and you can 
win this one. 
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Q So the question is, the Justice Department -- is 
the Justice Department., aside from being in charge of it, 
undertaking any activities similar to the GAO's as a result -- 
partly as a result of the questions about the program that have 
been raised that you referred to? 


A Let me take that to take a look at it. I don't 
have anything that -- though there's something I want to take 
a look at myself on that particular. 

Let me go back to this lady here, please. 


Q Has anyone from the State Department asked Solarz 
for the evidence he allegedly has? 


A Don't have anything for you on that. 

Barry? 

Q Any possible -- another subject? 

Q No. Wait. 

Q Stay on the Philippines. 

A Mike? 

Q One more small refinement. When you spoke about 
GAO audits in the past having found no link with corruption or 
whatever, you're specifically confining that to economic aid? 


A No, no. No, no. 


Q Or are you saying that both economic and military 
‘aid in the past has been -- 


A No, no. 
Q -- ratified by the GAO as being clean? 


A No. What I talked about, to get the sequence 
right, is that -- the sentence that I read about, “The 
Administration is not aware," came under the heading of any -- 
in connection with any allegations of misuse of economic 
support funds. Period. 


Insofar as military, any possible misuse of military 
funds, there was the reference in connection with the Justice 
Department. So I have drawn a line between the total U.S. aid 
program of $100 and $160. 
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Q (Inaudible) confirm that, please. The question 
is -- 


Q (Inaudible). 


a That's right, but I'm not making any judgments on 
military because I don't have them, and let me take a look on 
that. 


Q Bernie, that leaves the question that when you 
say that the Justice Department is charged with investigating 
any possible misuse of the military fund. 


A Right. 


Q Has there been any contact with the Justice 
Department to lead you to believe that, in fact, there could be 
reason to suspect that some of that fund has been misused? 


a The question in a slightly different form came up 
a moment ago, and I offered to take a look at it rather than 
speculate off the top of my head. 


Does Justice perform annual audits on the 
militery side the way GAO does the economic side? 


4 I could refer you to Justice which I don't want 
to do. The fact is, I simply don't know and therefore I refer 


you to Justice. I simply don't have the answer on how often 
they do that. 


Q Shot in the dark here. Yesterday, you made a 
statement about General Ver and reforms needed in the military. 


Is there any relationship between the Department's 
view on reforms needed in the military under the heading of 
General Ver's continued holding of the Chief of Staff position 
and the statements you're making today on the use of economic 


and military aid? 
A I'm not going to make any linkage. Barry? 


Q On another subject? 


A Another subject? 


| I have a question on U.S. aid, still. Not with 
regard to the Philippines, but there was a statement attributed 
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to Mr. Veliotes, the outgoing Ambassador to Cairo, saying that 
the Administration is responsible for’ the Egyptian economic 
crises because of the -- 


ft Who says? Veliotes says the United States is 
responsible? 
Q Yes. 


a All right. 


Q That's what he said. And he said because of the 
high interest rate on the military and economic assistance 
being given to Egypt, and he mentioned even other countries. 
Do you have any comment on that? 

a No, I don't. 


Barry? 

Q Can you take the question? 
4 No. 

Q Another subject? 

mn Barry? 

Q By any chance does the State Department have a 
position on the British getting together with the Saudis and 
the other OPEC countries to see if a net can be put under 
falling world oil prices? 

a I don't have anything on that, Barry. 

Could you possibly inquire and see -- 





--if the Department will take a position? 


> © PP? # 


No, I'm going to pass on that. Let me pass on 
that. 


Q Can you tell me why? 


a Because there are certain command judgments I 
have to make, recognizing what I think may yield a reply. 


Q All right. 
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A I don't at this point think that will be so. I'd 
be prepared to look at it but without any assurance that I can 
get you something. 

Q Okay. 

Q Bernie -- 

a Ralph. Just a moment. 

Q Any comment on the Polish -- 

A That was pretty interesting the way you did 


that. I like that. Anybody have any other questions starting 
with aid? 


>) 


Yes -- (Laughter) 
He winced. Go ahead. (Laughter) 

Q Did the United States Government. .-- 

A But have the right preface, please. 

Q Did the United States Government ask Israel 
officially to return the $51 million, or are you just -- what 
you said yesterday or the day before yesterday -- was 
(inaudible) to ask him to return the money of '86 budget? 

A I don't know the -- what started what insofar as 
the Israeli move on the return. But you've heard about the 
Israeli decision. We're working on the precise mechanics of 
how this will be done. The Administration clearly welcomes 


what the Israelis are saying: the agreement in principle to 
‘return $51 million to help meet U.S. budget cuts. 


Mike? 


Q Does the State Department have any thoughts yet 
on the Losotho coup? 


A On the who? 


Q Losotho? 


fs) No, don't have anything beyond what we've been 
saying for the last few days. 
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Q Could you help us as to-why? I mean, this is a 
friendly country with which the United States has had a long 
history of friendly relations? 


A Well, there is no why or why not on that. MI 
simply don't have anything at this particular point. Raise it 
tomorrow and we'll see how we can do. 


Q How about South Yemen? 
Q Any comment on the Polish judicial system? 
A South Yemen -- we have used confused, 


inconclusive, and -- 
Q Unclear. 


A Thank you. I was thinking of “uncertain" but 
maybe “unclear” is pretty good. 


Do you have any comment on the violence in 
Lebanon and the explosions that happened yesterday? 


A Nothing beyond what was said yesterday. 
Ralph? 


Q No, this happened after you said these things -- 
the car bombs and the other things. The situation -- 


A The car bomb -- 
Q Do you have a situation report? 


3) -- was before, and the well known authority here 
has established that it was before. 


Ralph? 


Q Any comment on Lech Walesa's situation in Poland, 
and the judicial system's apparent conclusion to go ahead and 
prosecute (inaudible) investigation? 


A We deplore the Polish Government's reliance on 
repression rather than dialogue in their approach to Lech 
Walesa and other spokesmen for human rights in Poland. 


The charges are frivolous and clearly politically 
motivated. In trying Lech Walesa for having announced voter 
turnout 
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figures compiled by Solidarity in last October's parliamentary 
elections that differed from the official results, the 
authorities demonstrate how threatened they feel by any open, 
democratic debate in Poland. A decision to go ahead with this 
trial can only evoke the outrage of the Polish population and 
of people throughout the world who are committed to justice. 


Q Can we have a copy of that? 

A Copy? Yes. 

Q Bernie, do you have an updating on the response 
of Americans working in Libya to the sanctions and the 
directives made by President Reagan? 


A Don't. 


Q Bernie, have you got any kind of figures yet on 
number of workers, number of corporations and like that? 


A I don't. Fair question. Let me see what we can 
get. 


Q Thank you. 

a But I think somewhere along the line, as we've 
talked about Americans leaving, that there was no obligation in 
any way to check in and report that you had left, etc. So that 
to the degree that I can get information or any statistics, I 
will take a look at that. It may take until tomorrow, though, 
if we can't get it today. 

Jeanne? 

Q Bernie, are you ready to reveal to us -- 

a I beg your pardon? 

Q Are you ready to reveal to us anymore of the 
incontrovertible evidence that Mr. Whitehead carried with him 
to Europe? 


a No. I have nothing beyond what you are familiar 
with already. 


Q Do you know when W..tehead is returning? 


o Whitehead? Yes. Whitehead is returning on 
Friday; due back in Washington this Friday. He's in Paris 
today. Met with French officials; discussed the threat of 
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terrorism, U.S. measures against Libya. A schedule with 
Brussels this afternoon for meetings with Belgian and NATO 


officials. Today's Wednesday. Back in town here, Friday -- 
Whitehead. 


Q Jack Anderson, on Sunday, accused the State 
Department of being soft on leftist regimes in the world. Do 
you have any comment on such -- 


A No, I do not. 

Q Thank you. 

Q Could I ask one question, Bernie? 
a Yes. 


Q On travel. On Murphy's travel, I think you've 
said yesterday or sometime recently, that he was not going to 
go to the Mideast; that he was going to stay in Europe, and so 
on, and yet you've kept his travel itinerary secret. I guess 
using the old Murphy precedent that, you know, for security 
reasons, that you can't give out his itinerary. 


Well, if he's not going to the Middle East, I don't 
think we necessarily need that security precedent, or do we? 


a Why not? You've seen what's happened? 
Q You mean, he's travelling in western Europe? 
A Well, you've seen what's happened in western 


Europe, haven't you? 


Q It's okay to talk about Whitehead but not Murphy. 


Q I just don't understand why we have this trust. 
We can never know were Murphy's going until he's left.(Press 
briefing concluded at 1:10 p.m.) 
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PACTS ON PHILIPPINE AID 


Figures for FY-1986 (All. numbers are subject to change due to 
Gramm-Rudman and other factors) 


MAP (Military Assistance Program) - $40 Million Dollars 
PMS (Poreign Military Sales Credits) $15 Million 
ESP (Economic Support Punds) $125 Million 


This money is provided in connection with President Reagan's 
pledge of his “best effort* to obtain $900 million over a 
S-year period (PY 1985-89) in connection with the Bases 


Agreement. 


Aid money administered by USAID 


ESP (see above $125 million) 

DA (Development Assistance) $21.88 million 
PL-480 (Pood for Peace) Title I $35 million 
PL-480 Title II $7.8 million 








. Posted: January 23, 1986 
- _ TAKEN QUESTION 
Question Taken at the January 22, 1986 Daily Press Briefing 
PHILIPPINES -- INVESTIGATIONS OF POSSIBLE ABUSE OF MILITARY AID 
Q: Is the Justice Department, aside from being in charge of it 
(investigations of any possible misuse of military assistance 
funds), undertaking any activities similar to the G.A.0.‘s, 


partly as a result of the questions about the program that have 
been raised? 


A: -- THE ADMINISTRATION SUBJECTS ITS ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS TO 
VERY CAREFUL SCRUTINY TO PREVENT THE POSSIBLE 
MISAPPROPRIATION OF FUNDS. SPECIPICALLY, THE JOINT U.S. 
MILITARY ADVISORY GROUP (JUSMAG) IS RESPONSIBLE POR 
OVERSEEING THE USE OF OUR MILITARY ASSISTANCE FUNDS IN 
THE PHILIPPINES. TOGETHER WITH THE DEFENSE SECURITY 
ASSISTANCE AGENCY (DSAA), IT CONDUCTS REGULAR REVIEWS OF 


OUR MILITARY ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS. 


-- THE JUSTICE DEPARTMENT IS INVESTIGATING ALLEGATIONS OP 
POSSIBLE MISUSE OF MILITARY ASSISTANCE FUNDS INA 
SPECIFIC CASE DATING PROM 1983. ALL QUERIES REGARDING 
THIS ISSUE SHOULD BE DIRECTED TO THE UNITED STATES 
DISTRICT ATTORNEY IN THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF VIGINIA. 








Posted: January 23, 1986 


TAKEN ESTION 


Question Taken at the January 22, 1986 Daily Press Briefing 


Q: The Poreign Minister of the Philippines this morning led us 
to believe that a G.A.O. audit team had finished an audit three 
weeks ago, and you seem to be suggesting that they are in the 

process of doing an audit. Am I right in saying that they have 
not finished that audit? So, if he has implied that they have 


given them a clean bill of health, as he did, that is not 
correct? 


A: -- SENATOR KENNEDY REQUESTED THE G.A.O. AUDIT LAST FALL. A 
G.A.O. TEAM TRAVELLED TO THE PHILIPPINES IN DECEMBER TO 
MAKE A PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT AND RETURNED TO WASHINGTON 
IN JANUARY. THE TEAM HAS SINCE RETURNED TO THE 
PHILIPPINES TO CONDUCT THE REMAINDER OF THEIR . 


INVESTIGATION. 


-- WITH RESPECT TO A.I.D. PROGRAMS, THEY ARE FREQUENTLY 
SUBJECT TO CLOSE INTERNAL AUDITING BY A.I.D.'S OWN 
INSPECTOR GENERAL AND TO OCCASIONAL AUDITING BY G.A.O. 
SUCH AN A.I.D. AUDIT BEGAN LAST FALL -- INDEPENDENT OP 
AND PRIOR TO ANY REQUEST FOR A G.A.O. AUDIT -- AS PART UP 
A.I.D.'S REGULAR INTERNAL AUDIT PROGRAM. IT IS STILL 


UNDERWAY. 


-- THE ADMINISTRATION SUBJECTS ITS ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS TO 
VERY CAREFUL SCRUTINY TO PREVENT THE POSSIBLE 
MISAPPROPRIATION OF PUNDS. IT IS NOT AWARE OP ANY 


DOCUMENTARY EVIDENCE WHICH WOULD DIRECTLY OR INDIRECTLY 





LINK OUR ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE TO OVERSEAS INVESTMENTS BY 


PILIPINOS. 





. | Posted: January 22, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question Taken at Noon Press Briefing of January 22, 1986 


LIBYA: UNDERGROUND WATER PROJECT 





Q: Has the Administration made a determination as to whether 
the Libyan underground waterpipe system is a humanitarian 
project? 

A: -~ THE PRESIDENT'S EXECUTIVE ORDER OF JANUARY 7 PROHIBITED 

| "THE EXPORT TO LIBYA OF ANY GOODS, TECHNOLOGY...OR SERVICES 
FROM THE UNITED STATES, EXCEPT PUBLICATIONS AND DONATIONS 
OF ARTICLES INTENDED TO RELIEVE HUMAN SUPPEAING, SUCH AS 
FOOD, CLOTHING, MEDICINE AND MEDICAL SUPPLIES INTENDED 
STRICTLY FOR MEDICAL PURPOSES.* 
-- INVOLVEMENT BY AMERICAN FIRMS IN THE GREAT MAN-MADE 
RIVER PROJECT HAS BEEN ON A CONTRACTUAL BASIS. AS SUCH, IT 


IS NOT ENCOMPASSED UNDER THE EXCEPTION FOR HUMANITARIAN 


DONATIONS. 
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DPC #14 


THURSDAY, JANUARY 23, 1986, 12:40 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. KALB: Good afternoon everybody. Available in the 
Press Office (is) the Interim Report of the Overseas Security 
Advisory Council. Report presented today to the Secretary by 
Joseph Rosetti, the Vice Chairman of this Overseas Security 
Advisory Council. 


Other documents available in the Press Office, I think 
some of you know that Paul Wolfowitz is testifying on the Hill 
-~ Senate Foreign Relations Committee. Topic: “Upcoming 
Philippine Presidential Elections." 


Chet Crocker also testifying --— House Foreign Affairs 
Committee, Subcommittees on Africa and on Human Rights and 
International Organizations. Topic of his testimony: 

"Liberia: Recent Developments and U.S. Foreign Policy.” 


That is all I have under that heading, and the rest of 
it. 


Q What is this Overseas Security Advisory “«nel? 


i) That was a group that was set up, I think, some 
time last year in the wake of increasing threats on the part of 
organizations that were exploring ways of how to enhance 
security for various companies. I think most of them are 
overseas. But we have a report outside, and you can pick it up 
and get all the details you want. 


Q Has the State Department seen the remarks of 
Prime Minister Peres in Europe, and do they nave -- does the 
State Department have any comment? 


a I have seen those remarks as you have, but I am 
not going to get involved in a characterization of any of the 
remarks in the sense as to whether they represent progress or 
lack of progress, etc. 
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Secretary Murphy, as you know, is in London. My 
understanding (he's) still there continuing his consultations. 
He has met Prime Minister Peres, as we all know. 


And insofar as what I would imagine would be an 
anticipated question as to Murphy's plans, etc., I think I 
indicated yesterday that we would expect him back here in 
Washington within the next few days. 


But on the specifics, Jim, of your question as to 
making some sort of U.S. assessment on what Peres has said 
along the 1 nes, I think, of “some progress," I don't have 
anything to say there. 


I think it's no secret that what has been reiterated 
often from here has been not any expectations of dramatic 
breakthroughs but rather a step-by-step process. I think the 
word “incremental” has been used regularly, and that is about 
where I am obliged to leave it. 


Q That's not entirely true. Last year, the 
Administration -- not necessarily from that platform -- from 
any platform they could get their hands on, including 
television, said they expected to have negotiations going by 
the end of the year. So we have heard predictions of more than 
just, you know, teeny steps. 


Can -- does the State Department care to say now when 
or whether they expect to get negotiations going? 

6 No. 

Q You are acknowledging “incremental” progress? 


A No, I am calling attention to the fact that in 
general forecasts of what is foreseen to be within the realm of 
the possible, the emphasis -- the expectation has been on 
“incremental” rather than sudden, dramatic overnight 
breakthrough. 


Q You still consider, as Peres said, that ‘86 is a 
crucial year, in his remarks? 


a I think we have gone through periods where we 
have isolated adjectives as a prefuce to a year. I'm going to 
resist that, only calling attention to the fact that there are 
still eleven and a half months to go to this one. 
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Q But this is the first time that Mr. Peres -- it 
looks like he is fighting with the time before the turnover of 
the administration in Israel to Mr. Shamir, and he would like 
to do something -- this is now the interpretation. 


You are encouraging him to do this? 


A I am leaving it where I left it. 7 
Q Bernie? 
o Yes. 


Q On the Philippines, does the Department feel that 
the evidence presented in the New York Times today that Mr. 
Marcos' decorations were fraudulent is going to have any kind 
of impact on the elections in the Philippines? 





A I am not going to have anything at all to say on 
that subject. 

Q Bernie? 

A Yes. 

Q Anything on the situation in Jerusalem? 

A Jerusalem? 

Q Yes, that's in the Middle East. Some bombing. 

A What are you talking about, Semaan? 


Q There's some resolutions are going to be 
presented to the (inaudible) 


6 No, don't have anything on that. 
Q How about on the bombing? 


fa I don't have anything -- on which bombing are you 
talking about? 


Q In Jerusalem. 


fa When was that bombing? 


Q I think today. 
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) All right, I have been involved in something 
else, and I may have missed what you're referring to. Let me 
take a look at that later. 


Q Do you have any counter-reply today to the 
question about whether the State Department feels there should 
be a foreign observer team to monitor the elections in the 
Philippines? And, if so, is the State Department going to 
participate on the team? 


ia I think that the -- to answer parts of the 
question, in away, I think that question will undoubtedly come 
up, and there will be a reply by Secretary Wolfowitz during his 
hearings. 


I checked a little while ago -- it was my 
understanding, although the hearing was scheduled to go at 
about 10:00, Paul had not yet testified. There is a feeling 
that observers could be useful, but beyond that, I don't at 
this particular time have anything to offer by way of specifics. 


Q Does the Administration share Senator Lugar's 
concerns about foreign observers in the Philippines? 


A I don't have anything for you on that. 


Q Bernie, the United States is announcing today 
apparently that it is going to conduct naval maneuvers off the 
coast of Libya in something called the "Tripoli flight 
information region," and they will begin tomorrow and will be 
conducted for the next seven days. 


Do you have any comment on why now? Is there a 
political element in what we are doing? 


A Let me see if I can help you. I don't know of 
any particular extra dimension that's involved in that decision 
other than exercises in the Med, but let me see if we can't get 
something for you on your question. 


Q Can I follow that up, Bernie? 


is) Yes. 


Q I think the extra dimension, as I understand, is 
going to be dramatically stepped-up aerial surveillance over 
Libya itself. 


A Well -- 
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Q Is that related to -- 

6 Over Libya itself? 

Q Yes. Is that -- 

6 We're talking about U.S. flights over Libya? 


Q That's not what I'm talking about, though. 


f Well, let me, in the most general of ways, refer 
these questions to the Defense Department. . 


Henry? Just a second. 


Q There are reports that there may be up to 10,000 
people who have been killed in South Yemen. 


~-MORE-- 
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Q Could I stay on Libya for just a few quick 
questions? Has the United States informed the Libyan 
Government of these maneuvers? 


6 I don't have anything on that. 

Q Yes, they have, as I (inaudible). 

“ I don't have anything on it. Let me see what I 
can get on that subject and couple that with the suggestion 
that you try the usual other address. 


Henry. 


Q There have been reports of up to 10,000 deaths in 
South Yemen. Is the Department concerned about that at all, or 
can you say what the exact figures are? 


fe We are concerned about death, obviously. Insofar 
as the specifics that you're talking about, I don't have 
anything I think what we've been saying repeatedly from here 
is that there is no official U.S. representation there, and the 
consequence is the amount of information coming this way is 
rather modest. You've heard the characterizations of “unclear, 
inconclusive, and confusing," and I can't really sort that out. 


Q Bernie, same subject. 

A Barbara, please. 

Q I want to follow this. 

rs) Wait a second. Hold it. You'll get your chance. 

Barbara. 

Q The question I'd like to ask on this South Yemen 
business, does the United States believe that the attitude of 
the Soviet Union about keeping a “hands off" policy is helpful? 

a I think there have been discussions with the 
Soviet Union, and I think that it is the U.S. view that there 


should be no such military intervention. 


Q Bernie -- 


a Just a second. There were a few -- 
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Q Bernie, whether the U.S. has a strategic interest 
in how this turmoil resolves itself -- does the United States 
have a strategic interest in the outcome of this? 


A Undoubtedly, it does. 
Q In what respect? 


ia Because of its location, because of the nature of 
the government that has existed heretofore, and because 
violence and turmoil in that part of the world, in itself, is a 
problem. 


Q Let me put Barbara's question in a different 
mannei’ and maybe you -- 


A Barbara's question? 


Q Yes, about this -- there are reports that the 
Soviet Union, since the warring factions are all of them 
pro-Soviet, that the Soviet Union might get involved in it like 
it was in Afghanistan. What would be the United States' 


response to such action -- if they would go in militarily there? 
A A hypothetical question, end I'll pass the 
invitation. 
Q Have you anything yet on corporate presence in 
Libya? 


A I beg your pardon? 


Q Have you got anything yet on corporate presence 
in Libya? 

A Corporate presence, meaning -- 

Q American corporations, numbers of employees? 

iz In that sense, no, I do not. I offered to take a 


look at that, and I re-offer to take a look at that and see 
what we can get. We're working against the February lst date, 
and I would like to see what it will be possible to get within 
the Department under the heading of the response on the part of 
Americans and American corporations within Libya to the 
President's call. 


That's the question? That's what we're talking about? 
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Q Yes, that's what we're talking about. 


Q -- or any American presence, or subsidiaries or 
employees, or anything. 


A All right. Got you. 


Bernie, has Mr. Shultz been meeting recently with 
heads of multilateral corporations, or officials of 
multilateral corporations, on the problems of terrorism, trying 
in some way to go through their problems with them, give them 
some advice, hear about their situations? 


A Let me take a look at that. I don't have any 
specifics that immediately come to mind the way you're shaping 
it. You're talking about a large meeting, or individual 
meetings, or a series of them? 


Q I would think more than one-on-one. 
Q It's the oversight group. 


Q Our understanding was that a group of business 
types had been -- 


A Is the group the Advisory Panel, possibly? 


Q That's why I'm asking. I understanding what 
you're saying -- that's why I'm asking because we were asked 
whether Shultz had been meeting. There may be a confusion over 
the report, or indeed he might be also talking to some of these 
people, given his background and interest. 


6 Well, if my recollection is right, he went over 
there when this organization was initially framed, and the 
information today was that the report was presented to him 
today. It may be, as I'm being reminded here, that this may be 


Q The presentation itself. 

A -- a sequence of facts. That's what it could be, 
because I must say, Barry, nothing comes to mind specifically, 
to my acquaintanceship with his schedule, that would suggest a 


pattern of meetings or a sudden meeting. 


Q A recent meeting with the group? 


6 I can't punch any -- It may be, but it doesn't 
come to my mind at all quickly. 
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Q Back on South Yemen for just a minute: Does the 
State Department have any confirmation that SCUD missiles, 


large, surface-to-surface missiles, are being used against any 
of the cities there? 


A I don't have anything on that, Jim. 
Q Bernie, back on -- 
A Let me go back past you. 


Q On Cyprus, are there any comments from the State 
Department on reported Soviet proposals to the United Nations 
concerning settlement? 


A Simply that there has been a review of the Soviet 
proposal, and the initial assessment here is that it is 
essentially a restatement of previous Soviet positions 
regarding a Cyprus settlement. The view here is that the U.N. 
Secretary General's initiative offers the best and most 
realistic approach to achieving a fair and final peace in 
Cyprus in some years, and that the U.S. strongly supports the 
Secretary General's efforts to help the Greek and 
Turkish-Cypriot communities achieve a negotiated settlement. 


Q How about terrorism, generally? New subject? 


fa Well, wait a minute, wait a minute. Semaan won't 
allow that. (Laughter) 


Q Back on Jerusalem: I think Congress was 
supposedly going to vote on the issue of deciding the transfer 
of the American Embassy from Tel Aviv to Jerusalem. Has it 
been decided, or anything achieved? 


is I don't know anything about that. 
Let me -- his turn. 


Q Yes. Two days ago, at an ABA section on Law and 
International Security, Judge Sofaer, Department of State Legal 
Adviser, talked about several extradition treaties that were 
being negotiated that would be helpful in the fight against 
terrorism. But key in these treaties, as I heard him, was 
extradition to democratic countries. 
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Several years ago, the Department of State got $60 
million to, among other things, promote democracy. And at that 
time, not you, but one of your predecessors refused to define 
democracy; he refused to lay out guidelines. 


Now, since Judge Sofaer has made a plea that 
extradition is not a minor aspect of the law on terrorism, but 
a crucial aspect, and since he keys it to extradition to 
democratic -- 

a Is this a question or a resolution? 


(Laughter) 
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Q This is not only a question, it's a preliminary 
statement couched in interrogatory form that I'm giving you. 
Since this is crucial, has the Department of State in the last 
two or three years developed any guidelines on how to judge 
whether a state has a democratic form of government -- 


4 Let me -- 


Q Or whether a country is a democracy in view of 
its key role in the fight against terrorism? 


a I really don't think that it's an extraordinary 
secret to identify the required ingredients to reach a 
conclusion about democracy. 


Q I don't -- 


6 But let me take what you have set forth here and 
see what it would be possible to get, without offering you any 
assurances that I can find replies to satisfy you. 


Q In view of your opinion, which I think would 
probably be the common lore, would you say that South Africa is 
a democracy to which we want to extradite people? 


fe 1 -- 

Q Or Mexico, which just killed an American official 
-- is this a place where we would want to extradite -- 

6 I -- 

Q -- American citizens? Is the Soviet Union a 


democracy to which we would like to extradite American citizens? 


a Do you want to finish everything else you have 
written? 

Q That's a -- 

a Fine. I have -- 


Q -- an illustrative list. 
6 


-- answered you. That's all I have to say. 


Q Bernie, in Beverly Hills, California, they have 
some problems, apparently, with the South African Consulate 
which they wish to have closed. Do you have any comment? 
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a No, I don't, but let me take a look at that. I 
don't have anything on that. 
Q Beverly Hills? 
a Beverly Hills. 
Q Bernie, do you have anything further on the GAO 
audit team? When they will be back, and when there might be a 


preliminary report? 


a No. Didn't I say that that report would be 
coming some time toward the end of the month -- 


Q Toward the end of the month -- 


a I don't have anything -- I have nothing that 
changes that calendar. 


Q It wasn't clear to me, were you going to look up 


i I said I was going to take a look -- 


Q Thank you. 


6 -- and see what might be possible. 
Q Bernie, on Murphy's mission -- 
be Murphy. 


Q Murphy's somewhat secret, only slightly public 
mission. Does he have any plans to meet with any Palestinian 
representatives in these many days he's spending in Europe? 


a I have said at the outset that I would be able to 
share both geography and personalities at the other side of the 
table only after the fact. 


Q But you did mention Peres. You are able to 
acknowledge -- 


a After the -- 


Q -— that he met with the Prime Minister of Israel 
-- that you can do. Now, there are three players -- 


iz Just a second. Just a@ moment, Barry. 
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Q There are Jordanians, Palestinians and Israelis. 
I'm asking if he's going to meet with Palestinians. 


6 I gave you an answer of the approach that I will 
be following. That is to say, geography, personalities on the 
other side of the table, after the fact. 'taving said that, I 
would not steer you in the direction that you're talking about. 


Q I appreciate steers, but I really would look for 
something a little more explicit. Maybe you can answer the 
question if it's put this way: Can -- in taking these 
incremental steps, can Ambassador Murphy hope to get any place 
if he excludes Palestinians from his discussions, or does he -- 
period. Question mark. 


ia Murphy is not engaged in a process of voluntary 
frustration. He is engaged in an effort to see how he can move 
the peace process forward. This involves a concentration on 
the entire question of the international context and the 
question of Palestinian participation in any such get-together 
should one be decided upon. So that he is engaged in an 
effort, and it is not something that is absolutely empty and 
futile. 


John? 


Q As Il understand, the Department has received some 
new “ideas” from the Government of Angola vis-a-vis timetable 
and modalities of the Cuban withdrawal. Can you -- 


2) No. I don't -- I think someone asked me that the 
other day. I had nothing on that. I have taken a look at a 
couple of suggestions that came here from the floor yesterday 
about Crocker doing something -- 


Q Yeah. 


6 -- and about John Whitehead doing something, and 
I'm trying to sort these out, and I do hope -- 


Q And Murphy? 
Q Well, what -- 
A And Murphy was not asked about, but why not? 


(Laughter) And Murphy doing something. We may do this 
simultaneously. 


Q Have you got anything that clarifies that -- 
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a No -- on the question of .- 


Q -- the unanswerables on Savimbi, the meeting -- 
the Shultz meeting with Savimbi, the question of military aid 
to -- arms aid to Savimbi -- 


is On Shultz meeting with Savimbi, I think I said 
yesterday that in fact the Secretary would be meeting with 
Savimbi when Savimbi turns up in Washington. 


And I think I talked yesterday about the U.S. position 
on Angola, and essentially I don't have anything to add on that. 


Q You don't have a specific time for the meeting 
with Savimbi yet, do you? 


i I don't have that here. I think if he's going to 
be meeting, there's got to be some time set, but I don't know 
it offhand. 


Q Bernie -- 
i Yes. 
v There has been tension in -- 


A The what? 


There has been extremely increasing tension in 
East Jerusalem between Moslem community members and some 
members of the Israeli Parliament who were trying to take their 
way or make their way through some of the holy places of 
Moslems in East Jerusalem like the Al Aqsa Mosque. Do you have 
anything to offer on this? 


I) Yes, I do, as a matter of fact. The U.S. 
supports the sanctity of all the holy places in Jerusalem. 
Jerusalem occupies a revered place in three of the world's 
major religions, Islam, Christianity and Judaism, and we 
understand the deep emotional concern that incidents there can 
generate. 


We have already made known o: . concern over the 
recent unfortunate acts of a few indiv . We call on ali 
parties to refrain from incidents that wil. further escalate 


tensions. 


We note that officials of the Government of Israel 
have expressed regret over these incidents and criticized them 
as provocative. The government has also made clear that 





-15- 1/23/86 


Israeli policies with respect to the security and sanctity of 
the Temple Mount remain unchanged and will be strictly 
enforced. We hope people of good faith from all religions will 
work together in a spirit of tolerance and mutual respect to 
preserve Jerusalem's unique character. 


. Copy? 
t A copy? Yes. Let me help you on that. 


Q Bernie, Senator Dixon and some others have put in 
4 resolution for an international conference on terrorism. ‘Has 
that ever come up before? Does the Department have a position 
on such a conference? 


a I don't know the answer to either question. 
Q Can you find out or -- 
a Well, let me see. Let me take a look and see 


whet's possible. 
Q Okay Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 1:02 p.m.) 
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MR. KALB: Hi. Couple of brief announcement: 


In response to questions about the possibility of news 
conferences, etc.: by John Whitehead, Monday, ON THE RECORD, 
here at 2:00 p.m.; and by Chet Crocker, Tuesday, 10:00 a.m. 


Q Also ON THE RECORD? 


A Also ON THE RECORD. Both will be here. 
Whitehead, Monday, 2:00; Crocker, Tuesday, 10:00. 


Q Murphy nothing? (Laughter) 


A Murphy at this point, nothing, and I'm not sure 
that there's going to be a Murphy session at all. 


Now, let me just -- one announcement. 


For the past two weeks the State Department has been 
engaging in a secret study to determine its policy vis-a-vis 
the events scheduled for Sunday in New Orleans. (Laughter) 


Interagency meetings have been held involving State 
Department, DoD, CIA, VIF's from Chicago and New England. 
Obviously, there have been conflicting views. DoD recommended 
that any official cheering be low-key; the State Department 
encourages active cheering. (Laughter) 


As for the CIA, it is not true that it was considering 
a covert plan to infiltrate both teams. It just wanted to be 
certain that the football was not bugged. ACDA was 
preoccupied, understandably, with the whole problem of 
verification. 


U.S. Missions abroad were asked to speculate about the 
impact of the game on U.S. foreign policy. For example, if Jim 
McMahon threw a bomb, how would this affect U.S.-Soviet 
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relations. after much debate the State Department concluded 
that it would be in the best interests of Washington that the 
United States follow a policy of strict neutrality. 


As of now there is no consideration being given as to 
a travel advisory for New Orleans. And one final thing: There 
will be a BACKGROUNDER here by a former blocking back at 
Princeton, one George Shultz. (Laughter) He will be focusing 
on the four-cent defense, which used to be known as the nickel 
defense (laughter) when there was inflation. He will also 
discuss the five-cent offense; and, for those of you who are 
familiar, he will also discuss the two-cent plain. (Laughter) 


Since that backgrounder will be taking place exactly 
at the time that the football game will be under way, I suspect 
there will be no attendance. Having done that -- 

Q Copy? 

Q Copies? (Laughter) 


a] It's a scribbled thing that you guys can add to 
and fix up. 


Q Are you taking bets on the game? 

& No. I'm not taking any bets, because I'm 
interested in a central Javanese game, in which beetle nuts are 
thrown back and forth, and that's about the extent of my 
interest. 

Q Are Shultz and Weinberger in agreement on what 
you've just said? (Laughter) I mean, is this a consensus 
position that you -- 


A This statement has been cleared by no one. 
(Laughter) 


Okay. With that as an opener. it's all yours. 

Q Speaking of bombs -- 

id Speaking of bombs. (Laughter) 

Q Have you heard from either tie Libyans, or have 


you heard from any of our allies, about the wisdom of having 
naval maneuvers near Libya? 


a These operations, which you're all familiar with, 
are intended to demonstrate once again U.S. resolve to continue 
to operate in international waters and airspace throughout the 
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world. Comparable air and surface operations have been 
conducted in this area in the past. As I say, these operations 
are not unprecedented. The comparable operations that I just 
referred to in fact took place in January 1985. 


I think the word is out that the United States 
informed the ICAO that the U.S. would conduct flight operations 
in the international airspace and waters in the region. It's 
my understanding that the informative to the ICAO took place on 
January 22 in connection with the Tripoli FIR, Flight 
Information Region. And, as you know, the operations began on 
the 24th of January (local time). 


Q Bernie, do you have any -- 


Q Excuse me. The question was, have you heard from 
either the Libyans or from any of the allies about the wisdom 
of holding these operations now? 


i I meant to add, and I suspect there was too long 
@ pause between the conclusion of my earlier round of remarks, 
that I don't have anything on that, Jim. I don't have anything 
on whether we've heard from the Libyans or whether any of the 
U.S. allies have weighec in. That's the question, isn't it? 


Q Well, let me relay to you then what the Libyans 
are saying to reporters, which is, “The U.S. Government must 
realize it is playing with fire." Do you have any comment on 
that? 


A Simply to reiterate that this is an intention, 
once again, to demonstrate U.S. resolve, and pick up the 
sentence I read to you earlier. 


Q Did the Soviets warn the U.S. about these 
maneuvers formally? 


A Don't have anything on that, Semaan. 
Q Bernie, do you have any account of -- 


Where are we? Oh, there you are. 


Q Excuse me. 

be Okay. 

Q Do you have any account as to -- 

*) Sorry. I didn't see you over there. 
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Q Change of policy. 


Q -- any account as to the positions taken by U.S. 
allies in Europe regarding the U.S. attitude concerning the 
Gulf of Sidra? 


a No. I don't have anything on that. 


Q I mean, do you know if they are having more 
support to the U.S. position in this regard? 


a No. I don't have anything on that. You're 
talking about the position of the U.S. allies on the Gulf of 
Sidra. 


Q Yes. 
6 And I don't have anything on that. 
Ralph? 


Have you got anything on the U.S. position on the 
U.S. definition of “international waters" and whether these 
exercises will take place in the area that Qadhafi claims as 
being Libyan territory, but the U.S. does not recognize? 


6 I can't pinpoint precisely where the exercises 
will take place. It is my understanding in a general way, 
under the geographic aspect of the question you put, that the 
Libyans claim a 12-mile territorial waters zone that is not 
disputed by the United States. The Libyans also claim that 
whole band -- the straight line across the Gulf of Sidra -- and 
that would run the mileage, if I may make an estimation, of 
about 100 miles north of the deepest point of the Gulf of Sidra 
to the top of that line where it takes that dip. That is 
something that the United States and other countries do not 
accept. That's about the extent of my geographic familiarity 
with that piece of geography. 


Q But you won't say whether these exercises will 
take place in the area -- 


a I don't have that, and I -- 


Q -- you just described. 


6 I don't have that. I suggest that you get in 
touch with the usual address. 
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Q Our European allies have decided not to support 
our call for economic sanctions. Are these military exercises 
meant to be a message to them as well? 


A Nope. You'll have to make your own speculations. 
Q Bernie -- 

Q The Philippines? 

Q Can we stay on Libya? 

Q Yitzhak Rabin, the Defense Minister of Israel, 


overnight is pinning the responsibility of the airport attacks 
on Syria, not Libya. Do you have any comment on that? 


‘ I think by way of a comment on that, you have 
heard the observations and conclusions and findings on the part 
of the United States. 


I think in the course of our Q&A over the past couple 
of weeks or so you've heard me say that in discussing these 
points, about Syria and Libya, let me just reiterate what I 
think many of you have heard already. 


We have found no evidence of direct Syrian Government 
complicity in the Rome and Vienna attacks. At the same time, 
Abu Nidal's organization continues to maintain offices in 
Damascus and Syrian-controlled Lebanon and appears to have 
drawn on these resources in the aiport attacks. 


The Syrian Government is already well aware of our 
concern over its support for terrorism, including the presence 
in Syria and the Bekaa Valley of Abu Nidal facilities and 
personnel, and we believe that Syria should rid itself of Abu 
Nidal. 


At the same time, our focus is primarily on Libya 
because it is the leading supporter of Abu Nidal and has 
supported other recent attacks, including the hijacking of the 
Egyptian airliner in which Americans were singled out for 
assassination. The point was also made in a background paper 
that was distributed here about ten days or so ago. Ambassador 
Oakley has addressed the question as well. 


Let me add, finally, that the Abu Nidal organization 
increasingly has operated in Libya; has received substantial 
assistance from the Qadhafi regime. Moreover, evidence exists 
of Libyan support for the individuals involved in the incidents 
at Rome and Vienna airports, and I think I'm going to have to 
stop at that particular point. 
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Q Can we have a copy of that, please? 


o It's going to be difficult. I am sorry, it's 
going to involve too much reworking by the office. 


Q We are sure you are very efficient. 

A I beg your pardon? 

Q You are very efficient. I'm sure you can. 

a I think the efficiency really devolves upon 
yourself. 

Q Let me follow up. Since you are planning to go 


around it, not answering directly what I just asked about if 
Mr. Rabin is saying what he is saying, and you are sharing a 
lot of intelligence with Israel and Israel is giving you a lot 
of things about in the Middle East, and this could be 
conclusive hard evidence that the Israelis have against Syria, 
and you are not using it -- incorporating it as evidence and 
you are pinning yourself all the time on Libya. (Sic) 


Greece and the other European allies that you tried to 
approach, they couldn't go along with your theory about Libya's 
role in the whole thing of the European airports. So what's 
the value of these excellent parts that you are putting in in 
what the Israelis are coming to concluding, then? (Sic) 


a You have heard it stated here and you've heard 
John Whitehead say it repeatedly on his swing through western 
Europe, that the United States has evidence that it finds 
irrefutable that links Libya to the two airport explosions. 
I'm going to have to stay precisely with that. 

Q Bernie -- 


i That is where I'm going to have to -- let me ao 
over here. 


Q (Inaudible). 
& What's that? 


Q You are in the opposite terms that you concluded 
from the Israelis? 


a I am not addressing that question with the 
specificity that you are. I am saying what I have to say on 
that subject. 
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Q You said that this air and sea operation now off 
Libya‘s coastline was comparable to naval operations about a 
year ago -- January of 1985. Were they comparable in the sense 
that you had two dozen American warships and two dozen Soviet 
vessels sort of circling each other, the Soviets monitoring our 
activities and reportedly giving that information to the 
Libyans? 


“ Well, the fact is that I don't have that 
information. And I think to the degree that it will be made 
available, you're much better off addressing that question to 
the Pentagon. 


Q Bernie, do you have any comment on the Washington 
Post report of today saying that President Reagan, in a meeting 
at the White House on the 6th and 7th of January, gave orders 
to send an envoy to Egypt to persuade them to participate in 
military action against Libya? 

“ Nothing for you on that. 


Q Bernie, on Mr. Whitehead? I came in a little 
late, but I understand you announced a news conference. Could 
you tell us about his reporting arrangements, and whether he 
will appear on one of the talk shows this weekend? 


a Not that I imagine at this particular point. 
Q Will the news conference -- 


te My understanding, he's due back this afternoon, 
and a news conference has been set here at 2:00 Monday. 


Q Will he see the Secretary later in the day? 

be I would imagine he would see the Secretary. 

Q Is there a White House stop? 

A He might, as well, see the President. I don't 
have the specifics on that. He's due back this afternoon, and 
it's my understanding he will, in fact, be seeing the Secretary 
straightaway. 


ann? 


Q The Philippines? Do you have any comment from -- 
on the fraudulent elections -- the possibility of fraud in the 
elections in the Philippines? 
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a No. I think that to the degree that question was 
addressed, it was addressed by Paul Wolfowitz on the Hill 
yesterday, and I don't have anything to add to it. 


Q My understanding was you in fact did have some 
guidance about U.S. concerns. 


a I'm going to have to leave it with what Wolfowitz 
said. 


Q Bernie? 
Yes. 


Q What about a delegation, official U.S. 
delegation, to the Philippines to look at the Philippine 
elections? Is one planned? 


ft Paul addressed that question as well yesterday. 
I think the gist of his remarks was that the concept, the idea 
of sending a delegation, an official delegation to the 
Philippines to observe the election, is under active 
consideration; that the Administration is continuing to consult 
closely with the Congress on the subject; and that a decision 
is expected fairly shortly, although I can't point to a 
specific hour on the clock. 


Q How about a day of the week? 
ic) If, in fact, -- 
Q Today Senator Lugar endorsed the ides 


& I understand what Lugar said, but I just don't 
have the timing and I'd be engaging in a guessing game about 
when. I understand it's fairly shortly insofar as a decision 
is concerned, that if a delegation is sent there would be some 
State Department officials, personnel from Washington, the 
Embassy on the spct would be involved in a support basis, and 
so forth, but beyond that I really don't have anything else. 


Q Is the Secretary discussing that with the 
President this afternoon? 


a I don't know; I don't know. I don't have access 
to the agenda, but you're on a free-for-all so far as 
speculation is concerned. 


Q Bernie, do you have anything on Cory Aquino's 
inability to get media time? 
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A I don't have anything on that. 
Q Bernie, on the subject of a delegation -- 
- Sending a delegation? 


Q Yeah, on sending a delegation. Has the United 
States been invited? 


6 I understand that President Marcos has issued a 
public invitation for foreign observers to come if they so 
choose to witr «= the election. at this particular point, I, 
so far as I ktiww, know nothing of any specific, official 
invitation from Manila. 


But I reiterate that there has been a public 
invitation across-the-board by the President -- President 
Marcos -- for anyone who might choose to come in the capacity 
of foreign observer of the election. 


Q Is the United States waiting for a specific 
invitation from Marcos, more specific than this public -- 


io I don't know that. If I could encourage a modest 
amount of patience, that may all be resolved when that decision 
that I alluded to before eventually comes. 


Q Anything -- 
id Just a second. If I just -- Ann? 


You have no comment on the fact that Marcos has 
still not fulfilled two of the vacancies on the electoral 
commission -- 


t No, I don't have anything on it. 
Q -- and the harassment of NAMFREL? 


a I don't have anything on that. I think -- I 
don't have anything on that other than to reiterate what has 
been said in a variety of ways from the rostrum and much more 
extensively by Paul during the course of his hearing 
yesterday: that the elections must emerge to be seen as fair 
and credible by the Filipino people. teyond that, I would be 
engaged in massive reiteration. And if you want to know what 
has been said before -- what Paul has said -- we can make that 
available at the Press Office. 


Q Bernie -- 
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6 Yes. In the back, please. 


Q Yes. Do you have a reaction to the Angolan 
Foreign Minister's declarations -- refusal as a government -- 
his declaration that his government refuses to consider forming 
a coalition with UNITA? And does this scrap Chester Crocker's 
constructive engagement? 


“ No, I don't have anything by way of specifics. 
And the answer to the second is, no, it does not. 


. Can you give us -—- 


i Were you here earlier before when I said that 
Chet would be doing a conference here? 


Q Yes. Okay, can you give us any guidance at all 
on his visit to Angola -- to the U.S.? 


i Any guidance on -- 


Q On the Foreign Minister's visit to the United 
States? What the purpose of this visit is. 


a I guess they would be discussing something that 
has been on the agenda for some time. I think I have something 
on that meeting which is taking place today. Minister 
Gaspar-—Martins? 


Q Yes. 

i Meeting with Frank Wisner today, and that's about 
all I have. And the meeting will take place, obviously, in the 
context of U.S. efforts to achieve negotiated settlements to 
the region's contacts. And in that context, the U.S. maintains 
contacts with all the parties in southern Africa. 

Q In Atlanta? Is that why this Minister is -- 

6 No, it is not in Atlanta. 

Q Because I was informed that he's -- 

& If it is, I'm unaware of it. It's my 


understanding, not in Atlanta. My understanding is it's here 
in Washington. 


Q Could we return for a moment to the Syrian-Libyan 
aspects of this airport bombing? 
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Investigators in Italy and in Austria, as well as the 
Israelis who have looked into it, all say that there is 
credible evidence that Syria played a substantial role in 
this. You are saying that the U.S. Government has no evidence 
at all that Syria played any role in this? 


o I am saying that -- going back to what I said by 
way of a preface to my remarks -- that we have no evidence of 
direct Syrian Government complicity in those two attacks; and 
the rest of it, you re-scan notes as to what I have said. 


Q But in that specific attack, you do have specific 
evidence, you say, linking Libya -- 


& Yes. 


-- not circumstantial evidence that says, well, 
they may have been there at one point. But you have direct, 
specific -- 


ia You have heard Whitehead say repeatedly about 
evidence that is irrefutable and incontrovertible. That stands. 


Barry. 


Q But Bernie -- wait a minute. You're using 
different language today. Now you're talking about direct -- I 
couldn't copy fast enough -- “direct complicity.” 


a That is correct. 


Q The question I think that Jack was trying to get 
at was, can you use the same words to describe your evidence 
against Libya? 


i I think the Secretary has addressed that when he 
stood up here in this very room and called Qadhafi a terrorist 
and itemized the American conclusions on the basis of its 
investigation; and I'll make that text available to you if you 
want it. 


Q So your answer is, yes, you could say that Libya 
has -- 


a I will say it my way. 


Q Since we're back on it, you used the word 
“resources,” and frankly 1 didn't understand what you meant by 
it. Did you mean training, or economic, or weapons? I know 
it's a scratched piece of paper, but -- 
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It's a reference to “resources.“ Surely it's more 
than moral support you're talking about. 


. Somewhere in the course of these discussions that 
we've had over the past couple of weeks, I have made it clear 
that the Syrian Government is well aware of owr concern over 
its support for terrorism, particularly the presence in Syria 
and the Bekaa of Abu Nidal facilities and personnel. 

Q Right. 

“ I cannot expand on facilities and personnel. 

Q Unless I heard you wrong, though, all I'm saying 
is you did use the word “resources,” which is a kind of 
catch-all, flabby word. 

i Well, I'm talking about facilities, personnel, 
etc.; and if I can get anything more specific to your specific 
questions, let me see if that is possible. 


Q Of course, we're talking specifically -- all of 
us are talking specifically about the bombings. 


“ Yes, that's what we're talking about. 

Q I mean, you know, they're on your terrorist 
list. They wouldn't be on it if you didn't think you had 
evidence that they support terrorism. 


a I'm going to be repeating myself. Let me take a 
look, if I can get anything for you. 


Just a second, Semaan. 


Q Is the U.S. concerned about the Syrian 
reinforcements in the Mount of Lebanon? 


a I don't have immediately for you on that. 
Q No information? 


a I will take a look to see if anything is going to 
be said on that. 


Q You don't have a situation report?. 


Q Bernie, there's a story by AP that the U.S. is 
considering the sale to China of about half a million dollars 
worth -- half a billion dollars worth -- of radar and other 
avionics for their fighter planes 
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Do you have something on that? 


6 Yes, I do. I'll back into that specific 
question, and just have a bit of a top on that. 


Ever since China became eligible for FMS cash sales -- 
and that takes us back to June 1984 --— we have had under 
discussion with them several cooperative programs in defensive 
military areas. The first of these programs to become subject 
to a formal letter of request from the Chinese was the Large 
Caliber Artillery Ammunition Modernization Program. The 
program was notified to Congress September of 19865. 


Another area -- and this gets to the heart of your 
question, Bernie -- another area which has been under 
consideration for some time is a program to modernize avionics 
for a Chinese high-altitude intercepter. Discussions on this 
program are ongoing. Further details will simply have to wait 
until these negotiations are wrapped up. 


The modernization program would involve the sale to 
China of releasable, on-the-shelf, off-the-shelf -- 
on-the-shelf, off-the-shelf -- but the language here is 
“releasable, off-the-shelf equipment” and integrated by U.S. 
defense contractors under USAF supervision according to FMS 
procedures 


Now by “avionics,” a question I hurriedly asked, I got 
a working definition of “aviation, electronic-controlled 
devices, including such items as radar and navigation 
equipment.” 

Q Can we have a copy of that statement? 

a Yes. Let me help you on that. 


Q Bernie, where does Taiwan's request for F-20s, I 
guess it was, stand right now? 


a l'm not up-to-date on that. 
Q Or does it stand at all? 


& As I say, I'm not up-to-date. Let me not 
pretend, and let me see if we can get something for you. 


Q If you can, this is something that -- 


Q Does Congress -- 
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a Wait a minute. 


Q If you can -- and I suppose it's something it 
ties bureaucracies into knots -- can you try at the same time 
to find out if the Reagan Administration has promised Peking 
that it would scale down or that it would eliminate ali arms 
sales to Taiwan. That's been a matter of dispute for years. 


a Whether the United States pledged to Peking that 
it would scale down or eliminate? 


Q Which is it? 

A -- or wipe -- 

Q Eradicate, choke ‘em off. 

Qa All right. Let me see what I can get on that. 


Q Bernie, does the Congress have to approve this 
avionics sale? 


a I think that has to do to some degree depending 
on amount, and if I could get a more technical reply for you, 
which I will try to get, I'll get it for you. 


Q What is the range of the amount that you're 
talking about? 


A This, as I indicated, because the negotiations 
are not yet complete, (I) can't talk about it in sale terms; 
and it could emerge to be the largest such sale to the Chinese, 
but because the negotiations are incomplete, I don't have any 
kind of figure for you. 


Q Where are the negotiations and who are they 
between? 


a Who between is obvious. Where, I don't have 
exactly for you. 


Q Is it between the U.S. commercial ccmpanies and 
the Chinese or is it between the U.S. Government and the 
Chinese or -- 


fe I cannot dispute the merit of your questions. 
Let me throw that in the same package as I will Barry's, and 
see if we can't expedite replies for you. 
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Q Can you comment now on the results of the Murphy 
shuttle? 


a No. I don't have anything to comment on on 
results of the Murphy shuttle. 


Q Bernie, do you know of anything relating to a 
request by the Israeli Government for the United States to get 
into contact with the Syrians on their behalf regarding the POW 
claimed to be held in Syria? 

& Don't have anything on that. 

Q Will you take the question, please? 


A No, I can't because ultimately I will be reminded 
“diplomatic discussions," and they're going to keep it on hold. 


Ralph. 

Q Any decision on contra aid yet? 

a I don't have anything on that. 

Q Bernie, on contra aid, do you have anything on 


the changes in the mode of delivery that were alluded to in the 
Washington Post by Ambassador Duemling? 





a No, I don't. I saw the interview, read the same 
one you did, and I really have nothing to add to it. 


Q Okay. Thank you. 
ba Thank you. 


Q No, no. I'd like to ask a question about South 
Yemen. The New York Times reports today that the State 
Department suspects that the Soviets may be actively siding 
with the rebel faction there. Do you have anything in Cuba's 
participation, or lack of participation, in this conflict? 





A I'm sorry. I was distracted by an urgent weather 
forecast. (Laughter) 


Q The New York Times reports today that the State 
Department is concerned over the Soviets' possibly siding with 
the rebels actively in South Yemen. 





A I do have something on that. I think, as you 
know, that the Soviets have maintained a significant presence 
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in South Yemen for some years. But as to the present Soviet 
role, that in the U.S. view is unclear. They have -- the 
Soviets, that is -- have been active in helping arrange for the 
evacuation and have been maintaining an official stance of 
non-involvement while sponsoring talks aimed at reconciling the 
warring factions. 


At the same time, there are some indications of more 
direct Soviet involvement. And by way of example, there have 
been reports from refugees in Djibouti of Russians helping to 
direct fire for the rebels or in unloading ammunition. 


Having said that, I hasten to add that we cannot 
confirm these stories. I will add as well that there have also 
been statements made in Moscow by several Yemeni leaders who 
were outside the country when the coup attempt began and have 
Since turned up in Moscow, that their statements in recent days 
appear to have been veering increasingly towards support of the 
coup leaders. 


And that is about the extent of what I have by way of 
your question. 


Q I'd like to follow up on that: Do you have 
anything on a possible Cuban participation, or lack of, in that 
conflict? 


A I do not. 


Q Is the United States concerned about these things 
that the Russians might be doing? 


‘ I think there was an allusion yesterday by me to 
the fact that we have discussed the situation in South Yemen 
with the Soviets, and we've expressed the U.S. view that this 
was a situation for the parties immediately involved to work 
out. And that's what I have on that. 


Q Bernie, yesterday you put a statement about 
concern of the United States Government of what is going on in 
East Jerusalem around the Al-Aqsa Mosque. In today's paper, 
there is a story that there was a temporary agreement or 
arrangement which the Israeli Government made with the settlers 
in East Jerusalem about worshipping in a portion of Al-Aqsa. 


A About what? 


Q Worshipping. 


fa About worshipping? 
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Q About worshipping in a portion of Al-Aqsa Mosque, 
and this is temporary. And since it's temporary and it's 
creating a lot of tension in the area which could create or 
bring about clashes between Moslems and Jews, would the United 
States Government think about asking the Israeli Government to 
possibly postpone or cancel this type of an agreement, or 
temporary agreement? 


ia I have nothing, nothing to say on that other than 
what I shared with you yesterday. I have nothing specific 
about what the United States may do or not do in connection 
with your question. 


Q Bernie, just coming back to South Yemen for a 
second, I'm a little confused having heard what you said just 
now about the Soviet role being unclear. Should we interpret 
that, as a result of the conversations you have had with the 
Soviet Union about South Yemen, the Soviet role is unclear? 


a No. 


Q Or are you suggesting that the Soviets are 
telling you one thing and these other reports that you alluded 
to are suggesting something else? 


a No. Two quick replies, Ralph: On the question 
about U.S.-Soviet diplomatic conversations, which you are 
possibly extrapolating into an unclvar conclusion, that is an 
area that I will not get involved in. 


The unclear -- let me just help you sort this out -- 
the unclear stems from the reports from refugees in Djibouti -- 
and I ticked off a couple of things that they have been 
reporting -- and adding to that fact that we don't have any 
real hard confirmation of that, because we're not there, etc. 
That produces a portrait that is distinguished by its lack of 
clarity. 


Q All right. 
a Thank you. 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 1:10 P.M.) 





January 24, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the Januayy 24, 1986 press briefingc: 
International Conference on Terrorism 





Q. Senator Dixon has proposed legislative call for an 
International Conference on Terrorism? Has this proposal 
come up before? 


A: -- YES, SEVERAL BILLS TO THIS EFFECT WERE INTRODUCED IN 
THE HOUSE, AND ON NOVEMBER 19, 1985 THE FULL HOUSE PASSED AND 
SENT TO THE SENATE, H. CON. RES. 228 WHICH IN SEC. 4 (c) (3) 
STATES THAT THE PRESIDENT SHOULD SEEK TO ESTABLISH AN 
INTERNATIONAL COORDINATING COMMITTEE ON TERRORISM CHARGED WITH 
CONVENING REGULAR INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCES ON TERRORISM AS 


A WAY TO RAISE WORLD AWARENESS AND COOPERATION. 


WE WOULD SUPPORT © -CH A CONFERENCE AT SUCH TIME AS THERE IS 


SUFFICIENT INTERNATIONAL SUPPORT TO MAKE IT FRUITFUL. 
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TAKEN QUESTION 
Question Taken on the January 24 Daily Press Briefing 


FIGHTER AIRCRAFT FOR TAIWAN? 





Q: Where does Taiwan's request for F-20's stand right now? 


A: -- ON JANUARY 11, 1982, IT WAS ANNOUNCED THAT THE U.S. 
GOVERNMENT HAD CONCLUDED THAT NO SALE OF ADVANCED FIGHTER 
AIRCRAFT TO TAIWAN WAS REQUIRED BECAUSE NO MILITARY NEED FOR 


SUCH AIRCRAFT EXISTED. THERE HAS BEEN ‘sO CHANGE IN THIS 


POSITION. 





. Posted: January 24, 1986 


TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the January 24, 1986 daily cress briefinc: 
U.S. F-8 Avionics Sale to the PRC 





Q: Will Congressional notification and approval oe required 
for the P-8 avionics sale? 


A. Yes, Congressional notification and approval will be 
necessary in this FMS case. 


Q: Where have the negotiations on the F-8 avionics taken place 
and between which parties? 


A. Negotiations on the F-8 avionics have taken place in both 
Washington and Beijing over a long period. Since the sale will 


be via FMS channels, the discussions have been solely US-PRC 


government-to-government talks. 
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TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the January 24, 1986 daily press briefing: 
Acms Sales to Taiwan 





Q. Has the Reagan Administration promised Beijing that it 
would scale down or that it would eliminate all arms sales to 


Taiwan? 


A. THE JOINT COMMUNIQUE OF AUGUST 17, 1982 ADDRESSED THIS 
POINT. IN THAT COMMUNIQUE, THE UNITED STATES STATED ...THAT IT 


INTENDS TO REDUCE GRADUALLY ITS SALES OF ARMS TO TAIWAN, 


LEADING OVER A PERIOD OF TIME TO A PINAL RESOLUTION. 
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TAKEN ESTION 


Syria: Support for Abu Nidal 


Q: Could you give us some specifics on Syrian support for Abu 
Nidal? 





A: --ABU NIDAL, AFTER BEING EXPELLED FROM IRAQ, MOVED THE BULK 
OF HIS OPERATION TO SYRIA IN 1983. HIS ORGANIZATION WAS 
BASED IN SYRIA FROM THAT TIME UNTIL APPROXIMATELY ONE YEAR 
AGO WHEN THE FOCUS OF HIS OPERATIONS BEGAN TO SHIFT TO 


LIBYA. 


--ABU NIDAL HAS NEVER OPERATED EXCLUSIVELY IN ONE COUNTRY. . 
EVEN WHEN BASED IN DAMASCUS, HE CONTINUED TO MAINTAIN 


FACILITIES ELSEWHERE. 


-~-THE ABU NiDAL ORGANIZATION CONTINUES TO MAINTAIN A SMALL 
OPPICE IN DAMASCUS AND BASES IN THE BIQA. SOME OF THOSE 
INVOLVED IN THE AIRPORT ATTACKS APPEAR TO HAVE BEEN TRAINED 


IN THE BIQA. 


~-THERE IS NO EVIDENCE, HOWEVER, OF SYRIAN GOVERNMENT 
COMPLICITY IN THE ROME AND VIENNA ATTACKS. WE CONTINUE TO 
BELIEVE SYRIA WOULD BE WELL SERVED BY RIDDING ITSELF OF ANY 


CONNECTION WITH AN ORGANIZATION IMPLICATED IN REPEATED ACTS 


OF INDISCRIMINATE TERRORISM. 
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DEPARIMENT OF STATE 
DAILY PRESS BRIEF ING 


‘ pec #16 


MONDAY, JANUARY 27, 1986. 12:35 P.™ 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. KALB: Good afternoon everybody A couple of 
brief announcements 


One, a reminder: In this room, 2:00 this afternoon, a 
news conference here by John Whitetead who's just back, as you 
know, from his swing through Western Europe; Canada, as we)] 


The Press Office has available a Resource Book on the 
Philippines ‘86 election for President and Vice President | 
don't know whether these have yet been passed around, but they 
are out front and you could pick up a copy later if you so 
choose 


With that as an opener, we'll] go to the doctor right 
here on the right 


. The New York limes yesterday had a story that 
quoted Administration officials as talking about the fact that 
a consensus has developed that the departure of President 
Marcos in the Philippines would be the best thing, and says 
some consideration was given to covert action to help that 
along Any comment on that? 


Q tspecially the latter 
rs) Well, let me «~- especially the? All right lis 
any case, let me answer that question in these terms 1 tye 


United States Government is neutral in the Philippine electivs 
campaign We do not support any individual candidate or 
party We have not been and will not be partisan 


We believe we will be able to work effectively with 
any democratically elected government in the Philippines as we 
have with every Philippine Government since Philippine 
independence in 1946 We naturally have constructive working 
relations with the present government as we would hope to have 
with any democratically elected government 


The Philippines is in the final weeks of a nationa) 
election It is up to the Philippine people to decide who 
shall govern them Our concern is that they be able to mak: 
their choice in a free and fair election which enjoys the 





confidence of the Filipino people. Our hope is that the 
government thus elected would then have the mandate to govern 
effectively and to address the major economic, military. 
political and security problems facing the nation. 


Q Bernie, you twice referred in that statement to 
the U.S. having worked well with every democratic elected 
government in the Philippines since 1946 Does that mean that 
the State Department believes that Mr. Marcos has until now, at 
least, been democratically elected? 


A Well, Mr. Marcos has been, and we are now talking 
about the election that is coming up 


Q No, I'm talking about the election that hasn't 
come up I'm asking you if your double-reference there to 
“every democratically elected government in the Philippines 
since ‘'46," if you intend to be saying the. Mr. Marcos has been 
democratically elected heretofore? 


) The Filipino people have made their choices He 
is the President, and we have worked with the Marcos regime 


Q Bernie, that doesn't -- I'm sorry, that really 
doesn't answer the question. Now, do you want to not answer 
the question? Do you want to be -- do you want to say that - 
you can't say whether you consider this government 
democratically elected or not? 


a No, 1 want to say what I said and the way I have 
said it 

Mike? 

Q frequently from the podium, you referred to - 

A Wait a@ minute, I'm over here Just a second, 
Bill 

Q You referred to elections that are free and fair 


and credible to the Filipino people 
6 Uh-huh 
Q In the State Department's judgment, who is going 


to make that judgment as to whether it is credible to the 
Filipino people or not? 


A The Filipino people themselves 





Q And how are they going to do that? 


ia They will have to make their own conclusion as to 
whether they're fair and credible 


Q What kind of expression are we talking about? 


‘ Well, I cannot lay out any particular scenario or 
any checkpoint that they will] have to decide. 


Q Well, you have been making that statement -- 
. That is correct 
Q Therefore you must have some idea in mind as to 


how you're going to decide as to whether the Filipino people 
are telling you it's credible or not 


f°) [ think that we continue to watch the landscape 
of the Philippines, and we will get part of the answer from 
there. Ultimately, it will be the Filipino people themselves 
that will have to make the determination as to how these 
elections are And beyond that -- 


Q But if at's not free and fair, how are they going 
to make that? 


a You will have to wait and see I certainly aw 
not going to write any scenario for actiuns 


Q Bernie, just to follow -- 
A Wait aminute. I want to go to Bill here, please 
Q Going back to free and fair, the Cardinal] of the 


Philippines has said that the machinery is in place for a 
fraud, an election fraud 


Does the United States Government believe that the 
machinery is in place for fair elections or for -- 


iS I don't have anything for you l'm going to 
simply be falling back on the ultimate perception of the 
outcome of the elections being made by the Filipino people 
themselves 


Q Then why send observers, Bernie? 


a The observers have been invited and the observers 
want to be there 





And in connection with the observers, we had a 
question the other day as to whether or not there had been some 
sort of invitation I noted that the President, President 
Marcos, had stated publicly that in fact foreign observers were 
welcome to come to the Philippines to observe that election 
Since then, I understand -- in a context of not being able tu 
provide specific details -- that the Government of the 
Philippines has in fact confirmed to the United States that 
US. election observers would indeed be welcome. 


Q Bernie, if I could just follow that a minute, 
Ambassador Bosworth said this morning that there is mounting 
evidence of cheating and campaign violence in this pre-election 
period Has he made those bits of evidence available to the 
Department? And is there concern here that that kind of 
pre-election posturing might endanger the electoral process? 


“ Two observations: Number one, I have nothing to 
add beyond what the Ambassador has said; and number two, the 
invitation to become involved in whatever diplomatic exchanges 
or cables have gone back and forth between Manila and 
Washington is something I can't do 


Q Marcos has reiterated, or his government has, his 
willingness to have observers. Has this government decided 
whether observers will be sent? 


a On that particular question, 1 think 1 mentioned 
the other day that Wolfowitz, appearing up on the Hill, had 
said that the idea of despatching a delegation 146 under active 
consideration [t's my understanding that consultations ure 
still underway with the Congress, and that a decision on 
sending an observer team is expected shortly 


Now, 1 want to clear up one thing, because 1'd read 
somewhere about the fact Lhal there might be three delegations 
-- one, a@ Congressional delegation gquing out with a 
Presidential imprimatur of sorts, secondly, some privaic 
groups, and thirdly, a State Vepartment delegation going 
Let's scratch the idea of a State Department delegation going 
out as @ third, independent delegation 


If a delegation in fact goes out, depending or a 
decision that is imminent, I believe, and that I alluded to 
earlier, State Department officials and personnel from 
Washington and the tmbassy would be involved in supporting that 
delegation I think I made a note the other day about support 
rather than a pecifically independent delegation And that's 
where that part of the story stands 





Bernie? 

l‘m sorry. Just a second. 

George? 

Q Do you have anything on the report carried by one 
newspaper this morning about the status of the communist 
insurgency in the Philippines? 


a No. 


Q You didn't answer the question as to whether some 
officials, as the Times reported, had considered covert means. 


i I have nothing for you on that. 


Q If a U.S. observation team finds fraud, what will 
the U.S. response be? 


A I am not going to get involved in hypothetical 
Situations. 


Q New subject? 
n Go ahead. 
Q Bernie, have you got any guidance there on 


whelier or not the Administration is in favor of overt 
financial aid to UNi1A? 


A On the way you put the question, I am not qoing 
to get involved in speculation abvout overt and covert, but le! 
me broaden it out since ] suspect that 1s the thrust of the 
question 


We would welcome an expression of public support from 
the Congress for UNLIA. What the Administration has in mand 
clearly 15 more than just moral support for UNIIA lhe 
Administration 1s seeking all appropriate and effective support 
for UNI1A, and we will be working with Congress toward this end 


Q Well, then, what about the New York Times being 
quoted -- quoting the Secretary as saying he's against military 
aid? Is something wrong there? You want something betwern 
moral and military, is that the idea? 





a The -- 


Q "You" being the State Department 





A The logical steps that you have just alluded to, 
I'm happy to say, are yours. 


Q I'm happy to say it too, because it's still 
illogical to me. 


a Because -- 
Q I can't decipher what you mean by -- I couldn't 
write it down fast enough -- something about an expression of 


moral support, but more than that Am 1 missing something? Is 
that a code for something? 


A You'll have to do your own arithmetic on what I 
have said. 


Q It's not arithmetic; it's understanding what the 
words mean. 


i) Well, you might want to take a look at them and 
see how it comes out the second time around 


Q Well, is Shultz misquoted by the New York Times, 
which usually gets things right? 





é No. I'm not saving that at all I'm saying what 
I have had to say about this 


Q Bernie, could 1 just ask you bluntly, are you 
saying that this Administration has not yet ruled out military 
aid? 


A I am not getting involved -- as we started this 
round in reply Lo Bill's question -- getting involved -- 
Q l'm not asking you the difference between over! 


and covert; ['m just asking you to point out military aid 


6 Well, he asked it ina slightly different way, as 
he just underlined, but I have chosen not to get involved in 
the entire question of overt or covert and so forth l1 thank 


one of the things that was mentioned in this context is that 
the Administration does not believe that legislation mandating 
aid to UNITA would be an effective way to proceed 


Now, I have in the broadest terms laid out the 
specific structure of the Administration position at this 
particular time ina half a dozen or so sentences That is 
where it stands as of now, and I'm going to have to leave it at 
that 








Q Bernie, just a quick clarification. Did you say 
that legislation mandating military aid to UNITA -- 


a No, I'm saying mandating -- 

Q ~- or just aid? 

= -- aid If I misspoke, I meant to say “mandating 
aid." 

Q To do what? 

o The Administration does not believe that 


legislation mandating aid to UNIT@ would be an effective way Lo 
proceed 


Q Has the Administration decided on the principle 
of giving aid to UNITA? 


os I don't have anything to take you beyond what I 
have just said. 

Ralph? 

Q Bernie, forgive me for trying one more time In 


light of what you just said, that mandated aid by Congress is 
not what the Administration wants, and in light of what Shultz 
1s quoted as having said in the Times, that military aid is not 
appropriate, can we still assume that you mean to say today 
that even unmandated military aid is mot under consideration by 
the Administration? 


A I think if you didn't get the notes down fast 
enough, you'll have a chance to review them and come up with 
your findings as to what 1 said or what I did not say 


Q Your statements are quite clear in that Lhey do 
not rule out military aid Shultz's statements are also quilt: 
clear [hey seem to rule out military aid 

iz Well, 1 don't know specifically what you're 


referring to as to how the Secretary is being quoted, so I'll 
have to stand there 


Q Why 1s the Administration agarnst mandating aid? 


A Because it is not -- as seen here, the belief is 
that it would not be the effective way to proceed I think in 
the past that the statement has been uttered in one form or 
another, and 1 read it ina story over the weekend as well -- 
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Q Bernie -- 


- Just a second, John. -- and I'm going to have to 
leave it all enveloped in this context of half a dozen or so 
sentences that set forth the position as of now. 


John? 

Q Could you tell us why it wouldn't be effective? 

4A I'm going to have to leave it at this point right 
now. 

Q Does 1t have anything to do with the question of 


deniability? 


Q (Inaudible) 

A lhat is correct I am not addressing that 
Question 

Q Bernie, what 15 the effective way to proceed? 

A I'm going to have to leave it at that, Ralph I 


recognize that there may be a dimension of frustration on the 
part of some, and I find myself in the awkward position of 
having - not desiring to nourish that point of view, but 1 
think af you ‘take a look at this here, you may come up with 
some conclusions 


Q lhe Department 15 supporting the resolution by 
lugar to express support for Savimbi, right? 


A I think that was addressed in the interview that 
he had with DOr. Gwertzman, and [I'll just have to stand on Lhe 
interview 


Q Could 1 clarify something on this? 

a Just a second. I think there was somebody -- 
Q What are the criteria of effectiveness? 

A I am not engaged in replying to that question. 


It was asked before, and I am going to have to stand with that 
as it is. 


Q Do I conclude from your statement that you have 
been approached by some members of Congress on military aid or 
some form of aid to UNIIA? 
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A I don't have anything for you on that 


Q Bernie, on another African country, Uganda, the 
new man in charge describes himself as a nationalist He 
speaks in favor of human rights He speaks against tribalism 
In light of what you know about his record, or at least his 
asserted record, does the State Department have a position’ 

And we do know the condition of Americans. That was put out 
over the weekend Have you got a policy view of what is going 
on in Uganda? 


A Well, let me tell you what I have at this 
particular point under the heading of your question, Barry 


Yes, we have been in touch, both in New York and in 
Nairobi, with representatives of the National Resistance 
Movement They have told the United States that the NRM - 
that is to say, the National Resistance Movement -- will 
shortly announce its program for Uganda 


We are encouraged by the fact that the National 
Resistance Army appears to be disciplined and has restored 
order to those areas of Uganda that it has controlled We also 
believe that it has followed a policy of reconciliation and hes 
reduced human rights abuses in those areas. 


We see no reason why we cannot have friendly and 
amicable relations with a Museveni-led Government Yowrr i 


Museven) 


Q Copy of that? 


A Copy? We will see if we can't help you on that 
Q Another subject? Bernie, the Libyan Foreign 
Minister 15 quoted today as saying that he wants -- that Libya 


wants once again to have direct dialogue with the United 
States, and that he is quoted as having said that Libya has 
told the U.S. directly of that desire for some discussion of 
the current crisis between the two countries 


Do you have any comment on that? 
A Well, Ralph, I don't have anything by way of 


specifics in reply to having told the United States, and so 
forth. 


But insofar as the general question, I think you have 
heard it expressed from here on more than one occasion that if 
the Qadhafi regime wants to improve the atmosphere with the 
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United States, it must cease its unacceptable activities and 
show that it is prepared to become a responsible member of Lhe 


Civilized community 


Let me just add. by way of that first reminder at the 
start of this briefing, that Mr. Whitehead will be here at 
2:00, and you could pick up any of these questions in greater 
Gepth 


Q Can we have a copy of that? 

a I'm sorry, it's all garbled up here 

Q Bernie? 

“ Yes, Barry 

Q Swinging down to another area of the world, 


Yemen, and since we last met, a statement has come out of 
Moscow in which the Soviets are warning the United States - 
quote -- and other forces against attempts at using the present 
Gay difficult situations to interfere with the domestic affairs 
of Yemen 


There 15s @ new man in charge who seems to have 
Moscow's blessing Does the State Department have a policy 
position either on the warning or on the change of government 
in Yemen further than what we heard last week? 


i Well, the U S has no diplomatic relations with 
the South Yemeni Government under President Ali Nasir Muhammed, 
had none, and we have no intention of recognizing or dealing 
with the rebels who have apparently taken control over the cily 
of Aden 


We are concerned that the Soviet Union, by its 
increasingly evident support for the rebel in Aden, including 
Premier Attas, appears to be taking sides on behalf of one 
faction in South Yemen's still unresolved internal political 
struqgle 


Q Bernie, that first thing about no intention of 
recognizing -- is that because the situation is unsettled and 
he doesn't appear to be in effective control, or is it 
objecting to the way he took control, or what he stands for, or 
whatever? 


a Can't answer you that way, specifically, Barry 
There have been no relations between the two countries since 
‘69, af my memory is right, and all 1 know is that there is no 
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intention of recognizing or dealing with the rebels Beyond 
that, I don't have anything to add. 


Q Can we have a copy of that statement? 
“ No, I'm sorry. 
Q Bernie, do you see this new turn of events as 


posing any more of a threat to, let's say, the Saudi regime? 
“ Don't have anything on that 


Q Bernie, I thought your policy was through the 
years that you don't recognize governments, you recognize 


states 


a Well, the United States has no relations with 
South Yemen, so if there is a change, the “no relations” still 
maintains 


Q So until now you don't recognize the state - 
Qa But they don't have any relations. They don't 
have any relalions There is nothing going on since ‘69, so 


there is nothing I can add at this particular point on the spot 


Q Yeah, but Bernie, this government has been for 
years attempting to depoliticize the establishment of 
diplomatic relations, and J am wondering why an exception for 
South Yemen is being made here? 


A All 1] can say is what I have said a couple of 
times in the last few minutes no intention of recognizing or 
dealing with Whether there 1s any change, I have no idea. but 


that is the specific position 


Q Does your guidance go beyond that and tell] us 
about the Soviet -- about Soviet activity and Soviet support? 
Do you have anything more on the Soviet link to the new man? 


A A couple points, perhaps: that the formation of 
the rebel government was announced while Premier Attas was 
still in Moscow He returned to South Yemen on a Soviet 
plane The Soviet media have i:creasingly criticized President 
Nasir, and expressed praise for Attas That 1s what I have by 
way of any specifics to your question, Barry 


Q Why are we concerned that the Soviets are taking 


Sides? 
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A Well, [ think we had mentioned something the 
other day about discussions with the Soviets about any kind of 
intervention, and I suppose it may fall under that heading. 


Q Can I come back to Angola? 
“ Yes. 
Q Bernie, do you have anything there on what the 


situation on the ground is or what the prospect for a military 
solution there is? 


a I don't I don't, and -- not in any kind of a 
military situation report, but we announced, when, Friday that 
Crocker will be doing an on-the-record news session tomorrow at 
10:00; and things tiat I have not been able to generate in time 
for the briefing, Crocker is fair game 


Q What is the U S. trying to prove by going inlo 
the Gulf of Sidra? 


A I don't have anything on the Gulf of Sidra flor 
you, so I have nothing to tell you (about) what the U.S. is 
trying to © sve 


Q Bernie, on South Yemen again, can we go back for 
a moment? If I heard you correctly, you said that we have no 
intentions of establishing relations with the faction that 
appears to have gained control, and then later on you say that 
the conflict 1s still unresolved 


Does the United States concede that the rebel faction 
1s in control] ain South Yemen? 


A 1 am not esing to get involved in any specifics 
like that What [ have shared with you here is the estimate as 
it 1s seen as of now lt 1s my understanding that there is 
fighting that is going on outside of the city of Aden; and to 
deliver an assessment about the military situation inside 
Yemen, having said repeatedly here in the past couple of weeks 
that our capacity for acquiring information is rather limited 
Given the non-relations that we have with South Yemen, leaves 
me in a position to easily side-step your request for a 
position I can't offer 


Ralph? 


Q I would like to come back to Jack's question for 
just a minute 
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a To whose question? 


Q Jack The Government of South Yemen has for so 
long been a strong ally of the Soviet Union, and they have got 
so much Soviet equipment, and so on, there I am not quite 
sure I understand why the U.S. is bothered by Soviet 
intervention in the status of the government 


A I have nothing more than I have said on that, 
Ralph 


Q Bernie, do you have anything on Ali Nasir? Is he 
now in North Yemen 


A Don't have anything -- 

Q -- since you have presence there’? 

“ Don't have anything -- nothing on his whereai i< 

Q Bernie - 

A Just one second 

Q In the area of trade relations with China —- 

“ Yes 

Q Both the United States and China have released 
the trade figures between the two countries in 1985 lhe 


American figure indicates that the United States has suffered @ 
trade deficit with China, while China says the opposite 


Could you offer your explanation on this difference? 

Q Why don't you take a look at some guidance that 
we have available that deals with the question of discrepancies 
in reported figures on trade? We have that in the Press Room, 
and you are welcome to take a look at that 


Can we go back there? 


Q Do we think that -- 
A I can't hear you, I'm sorry 
Q Do we think that the United Kingdom should end 


its arms embargo on Israel? 


fa I don't have anything for you on that 
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Q Can you take that question? 

“ No 

Q Do you have anything on the Arafat-Hussein 
meeting? 

- Well, no In those specific terms, 1 don't have 
anything on the meeting between Hussein and Arafat. 

Q Do you have anything in general on the Middle 
East peace process? 

Q lt is fraught with possibilities 

rs) Fraught with possibilities 

Q Shall we say Murphy’ 

s Murphy? 

Q Anything on Murphy? 

A Wait a minute Wait a minute Wait a minuie 

Q Il want to be precise 

A No, no It 1s so general that you can't miss 


(Laughter) lt 1s the closest thing to @ weather report 


King Hussein of Jordan and Prime Minister Peres uo! 
Israel have publicly spoken for some months now about their 
desire to enter direct negotiations under agreed 
circumstances 


In particular, the King has unequivocally stated has 
firm commitment to negotiate directly with Israel within an 
appropriate international context, and the Prime Minister has 
expressed understanding and support for such an approach. 
Their shared resolve to further the peace process is not in 


doubt 


The issues upon which attention has been concentrated 
in recent months, as we have noted previously, center on two 
subjects the form of the international context and the nature 
of Palestinian participation 


On the former, while our objective in this phase of 
the Middle East peace process remains direct negotiatons, we 
have said we would be working with the parties to achieve an 
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international context which meets the politica] needs of thos: 
involved In our view, such a context -- by whatever name - 


must lead promptly to direct negotiations and musi not be able 
tc impose its will on the negotiating parties 


Q Copy of that? 


i) We have also consistently stated that the 
Palestinians must be involved at every stage in the peace 
process, since the Palestinian people's stake in a peace 
process is basic Jordan and Israel agree 


Now about Assistant Secretary Murphy. you know that he 
came back last Wednesday * You and we have all gone through 
the roster of meetings and places, etc... and in these talks 
that Murphy had, intensive efforts were exerted to resolve 
these two issues -- that 18 to say. the question of 
international context and the nature of Palestinian 
participation And very specific ideas were explored and 
progress was made 


We have unfailingly pointed out that we are engaged in 
a process in which progess, while it is being achieved, will be 
incremental] No major breakthroughs should be expected 
although we continue to move in the right direction 


Q Bernie, you spoke in that statement - 

. Copy’? 

3) Copies, yes Let me help wou on that 

Q - of the Palestinians being involved in every 


step of the process 


is) Yes 

Q Presumably you mean some nt in the future, du 
you? 

A No We have talked consistently about 


Palestinians Wwe have talked 


Q 1 don't mean to be narrow and, you know 
disputatious, but the process is 


f°) What was the second phrase used’ 


meee 





*CORRECTION Mr Murphy return to Washington on 
Friday, January 24 





16 1/27/86 


Q Disputatious 

a Disputatious 

Q The process has begun -- 

“ You don’t want to be disputatious? 


Q Not today 

a The Department welcomes that attitude 

Q The State Department last week refused to say 
whether Murphy was consulting with the Palestinians 1 mean, 
you didn't even want to consider that question Now you read a 
statement saying they must be involved in every step of the way 


Now. you could imagine the quandary that exists 


“ No, I can't 

Q Are they involved -- 

“ As a matter of fact - 

Q Are they involved with Murphy, or does it come 


later on where they get brought in? lt's rather simple 


a No It 1s rather simple; and I think you know 
the answer yourself, 1¢ 16 thet simple Next question 

Q Well, what's the answer? (Laughter) 

Q You said - you just read a statement saying that 
the Palestinians must be involved in every step of the 
process Are they involved in Murphy » efforts to set up peace 
talks? 

a I am s@ying that the necessity for involvement of 


the Palestinians in every step of the process has been 
something that you have heard consistently for a protracted 
period of time You have heard about the Jordanian/Palestinian 
delegation You know about a variety of meetings that have 
been held on the Jordanian side 


Beyond that, by way of specif cs, I have nothing to 
offer, but the US. position is thai the Palestinians should be 
involved 
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Q Does that mean that the U.S. is talking to the 
Palestinians at this point? 


; “ I don't have anything specific for you on that 
Bill? 
Q Bernie, what was the progress made on? 
i That's a@ good question, and I was astonished that 


I hac to wait a minute and a half for the question to be asked, 
only to tell you that I have nothing specific. (Laughter. ) 


Semaan? 

Q You can't say which of the two issues it was on? 

A No It is not the way -- “efforts to resolve 
these two issues, very specific ideas explored, progress was 
made.“ I have no way of apportioning whatever degree of 


progress was made 


Q Well, some reports arriving from Amman are 
suggesting tnat the US. might accept the new recogn.tion by 
the PLO to deal with the Government of Israel] without 
recognizing its right to exist -- quote/unquole 


a You know what the US. position 1s on that, and ] 
certainly don't have to restate it 


Q So there's no change in that? 

Q Bernie, let's sort of fine tune that a little bit 
ta Let's what? 

Q Iry to fine tune it a little bit 

A Iry to fine tune it a little bit? 

Q Yes 

A I wish you luck 

Q Specific ideas explored and progress made 


However, there were reports over the weekend that Murphy was 
not as excited as Peres in his assessment of what progress was 
made, and that certainly King Hussein was not cheering up and 
down on what progres¢ was made So there is a bit of a 
discrepancy here 








18 1/27/86 


A I can't assume the responsibility of talking on 
behalf of Prime Minister Peres. I've simply set out what the 
U.S. position is here, and once again what has been emphasized 
is to knock down any expectation of major breakthroughs. It 
has been called incremental from the outset, and I am doing it , 
now as well. 


Q So the assessment that the progress was made is 
consistent with Murphy's not getting terribly excited about 
Peres’ statement. 


A That is a temperature reading you will have to 
make on your own. 


Q Are State Department officials in Amman sort of 
in touch with these talks that are going on? 


A I can't get involved in any kind of diplomatic 
contacts. There are some there. There are a couple there, but 
that is -- 

Q Ciuverius is there. 

A Cluverius, and Suddarth, Rocky Suddarth. 


Q Is he bringing any new ideas? 


a I don't have anything on what he has in his 
attache case 


Q You didn't explain what is the nature of the -- 
Q How about in his head? 
A How about in his head? I haven't visited it 


recently. What? 


Q You didn't explain what is the nature of the 
Palestinian participation? 


A That is correct. I explained it the way they 
want to explain it in this building, and that is where I left 
it. Iwas asked a variety of questions, and I welcome the last 
observation which was -- 


Q Do you have any definition of the international 
context that the U.S. is seeking? 


a No, 1 don't. l answered -- 








19 1/27/86 


Q Well, we don't have an answer on that yet. Whal 
would be considered -- 


= Well, if you listen to what I say, Semaan, 
instead of wanting everything repeated nine times, I have made 
the point about the international context, that it must lead to 
direct negotiations and must not be able to impose its will on 
the negotiating parties, that is the definition I have for 
international context. I have nothing more to offer. 


Q So, in other words, if the Soviets join in this 
context, the U.S. will not object as long as it leads to direct 
negotiations. 


2) I didn't say that. I just limited myself to 
these two points. You are expanding it. I am not answering it. 


Q Thank you. 


2) Bernie, have you got any explanation of Mr. 
Godorchuk's ouster from the Ministry of Interior? 


a No, don't. 


Q I wanted to find out if Mr. Peres, who presented 
the specific ideas, which of the parties? Is it the 
Jordanians, is it the Israelis? 


A No, sorry, I can't help you. 


Q And is the issue of a meeting between the 
American official and the Jordanian/Palestinian delegation, is 
this ruled out by now? 


A I don't have anything on either of those right 
now. 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 1:09 p.m.) 
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MR. KALB: Good afternoon, everybody. Couple of brief 
announcements, if I may. 


I think, as some of you know, the Secretary will be 
meeting today at 3:30 this afternoon with the United Nicaraguan 
Opposition leaders: Adolfo Calero, Arturo Cruz and Alphonso 
Robelo. that's 3:30, as I say. After that meeting, the 
Secretary will be coming down into the diplomatic lobby with 
the three, and I guess there will be an opportunity to take 
some questions and perhaps hear a statement or two. 


Q How long is the meeting going to last? 


é It's down for 3:30, and they would be there -- ] 
would imagine you should be at your battle stations about ten 
of 4:00 or so. But, havine said that, there could always be 
some slippage on it, the way it goes, as I and we all remember. 


Available in the Press Office, prepared statement by 
Richard Murphy, Assistant Secretary, Near Eastern, etc., 
testifies, 2:00 o'clock, House Foreign Affairs Committiec, 
Subcommittee on Europe and the Middle East. The topic of his 
testimony, “Recent Developments in the Middle East." 


Finally, a brief announcement involving personnel. 
Those of you from Pittsburgh, raise your hands. (One person 
raises hand) One. Well, then, you and, I'm sure, everybody 
else in the room will be happy to meet the newest addition to 
our Press Office here. Liz Conway. She's joining us as a 
Public Information Assistant. B.A. degree, International 
Studies and Certificate in Latin American Studies, University 
of South Florida. During junior year, she spent six months in 
a work/study program in Caracas where she taught English as a 
second language. Has pursued graduate studies at the American 
University School of Business, where she has also worked. 
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Previous government assignment was in the Personnel Office at 
the Foreign Service Institute Fluent in Spanish. 1 know the? 
you will be after her with your most urgent questions. 





With that as a prelude, it's yours. 
Q When does the Secretary see Savimbi? 


é I thought 1 had given you that information. If ] 
haven't, let me take a look at that. Did I not put that out? 


Q I'm sorry. I'm not with -- 


A Yes. But let's check that, Jim. That's not a 
top secret around here. 


Q Okay. That's it. My heart's not in it today, 
Bernie. 


© Your heart is not in it. How many of those here 
in the room share that enthusiasm? (Silence) 


Q I have, nevertheless, a question -- 
A No courage, Mike. No courage. Go ahead. 


Q Sorry about that. President Chun Doo Hwan of 
South Korea -- 


f President -- ? 

Q Chun Doo Hwan -- 

f Yes. 

Q ~- told The Washington Post that he had no 





intention of allowing any kind of constitutional amendment that 
would allow direct presidential elections when he steps down in 
‘88. 


Does that fit with the U.S. view that he should move 
more quickly towards full democracy? 


id What I have on that, Mike, is that the United 
States Government has consistently expressed its support for 
President Chun's promised peaceful transfer of power at the end 
of his term in 1988. The United States supports a free and 
fair election. The electoral] machinery under which this will] 
occur is an entirely Korean matter. 
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Q Do you have anything on an alleged undertaking ly. 
Qadhafi not to engage in European terrorism in exchange for a 
U.S. pledge not to take military action against Libya? 


= I don't have anything on that, but I think that 
what you have heard here is that when Libya abandons the policy 
of terrorism, the evidence, one would trust, would be there to 
see. 


Insofar as your specific question, 1 don't have 
anything on that. 


George? (Pass) Ralph? (Pass) Bern? (Pass) Don? 
(Pass) 


Q Bernie, is there a sort of time limit for this 
policy towards Libya? I mean, how long will it take for the 
United States in order to say that, okay, the Libyans are not 
involved in terrorism any more? 


A 1 carmot, obviously, circle a date on a calendar, 
though one would like to, that there has been a knocking off of 
terrorist involvement on the part of Libya. Short of that, 
we're engaced in speculation. This is not my day for that. 


Q Bernie, following up on the Murphy mission, how 
are the Palestinians being informed or kept abreast of 
developments on Mr. Murphy's negotiations? 

A Don't have anything on that for you. 

Q And is the United States -- U.S. officials in 
Amnan or elsewhere meeting with Palestinians to keep them 
informed and, you know, discuss other aspects of the situation 
with them? 

t Nor on that. 

Q Do you mean you have nothing? 


f Yes. 


Q You're not denying that they're meeting with 
them? 


a No. 


Q You have nothing. 
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é No, I'm not. But I don't have anything on thel 
I have nothing that would lend credence to that, that 1 have 


Q You said you have nothing that would lend 
credence to any -- 


A I don't have anything -- 


-- notion that maybe Cluverius in Amman before he 
went off to Israel, or someone else, met with Palestinian 
representatives to keep them abreast? 


ia Cluverius meeting with Jordanian officials, yes. 
But to take it the next step, I don't have anything on that, 
and I would just be speculating. 


Q All right. Then just one other related question. 
6 Raght. 
Q On the other major obstacle, a format, a 


setting. Are soundings being taken in West Germany and in 
other -Luropean countries about a larger European role as a way 


over the -- around the obstacle of a Soviet role? 
f\ 1 don't have anything for you on that. 
Q Could you check and see if American officials 


have been asked to sound out European governments about perhaps 
an enhanced participation on their part? 


A I'm going to pass on that, because 1 know that 
the reply will be that we'll be drawing one into diplomatic 
discussions, and I don't think they want to talk about that now 


Q Diplomacy, of course, is the heart of Mr. 
Murphy's mission. 


A I understand. I1 am making what I believe to be 
the most realistic assessment on what the availability would be. 


~~ MORE -- 
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Q Bernie, in the past U. S. officials met ona 
regular basis with members of the PNC, the Palestine National 
Council, and now you are ruling out a meeting between officials 
and those people? 


A I did not rule out anything. I said I had 
nothing on that. 


Matt? 


Q On this -- 


. Just a second. Are you on this or something else? 
Q On this issue, you put out a statement yesterday 
linking -- you said that the progress is incremental; you are 


not expecting any breakthrough, and you say that you are moving 
in the right direction. 


Can you have an assessment that you are encouraged by 
all of these things which are happening? Any significant thing 
might happen in the next few weeks, months, or years? 


fs) If you want to introduce humor, you're perfectly 
entitled to. I think 1 said very carefully yesterday that when 
the word “progress" was expressed, it had no qualifying 
adjective as to the dimension of progress. 


I was asked a variety of times whether I could 
rubberize the word or add to it or interpret it or characteriz: 
it. I declined those invitations. That declining lasts 
through the day. 


Q Let me follow this because one of the papers this 
morning has an assessment or a news analysis, and I believe the 
paper is close to the White House and the State Department frou 
what the editors are saying, and they say that, don't expect 
anything to happen and the whole thing is not going to lead to 
anything. This was the Washington Times analysis this morning. 





So what is this -- is this true? 


fa I would encourage you to devote some very 
meticulous attention to what 1 said yesterday. I did not hold 
any burial service for the peace process, did I, and I will not 
today. 


What I said yesterday is what the position of the 
Department is as of now, and I did not offer any 
characterization then and 1 do not now. 
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Ralph? 


Q Bernie, could I make a request that you keep us 
advised, or if we call the Press Office later on, we could be 
advised of whether there are any diplomatic exchanges, and the 
extent to which you can reveal the content of those, on the 
subject of the space shuttle explosion? 


3) All right. I would imagine that if there's 
anything at all there will be a posting, if there is anything 
at all. I do not know about a call-out so you might be able to 
check as well. 


Q 1 meant to make it available in the Press Office 


A Oh. If there's anything that will be, I'll take 
that. Absolutely. 


Matt? 


Q Do you have anything beyond what Crocker said 
this morning about U.S. business role in Angola? 


é Crocker was up here for some 40 minutes or so, 
and I would imagine he was fair game during that period. 
Crocker's knowledge on this subject exceeds mine, and you had 
your chance then. 


Q Bernie, do you have any reaction to events in 
Haiti where there's growing demonstrations? 


A 1 do, 1 do. It's not exactly a sitrep but sonw 
idea of what the Department is doing. That the Embassy in 
Port-au-Prince is continuing to monitor the situation in 
Haiti. There have been no reports of incidents direcled 
against Americans or other foreigners and none has been hurt 
though, apparently, a few tourists were caught up in a 
demonstration on Sunday. 


No travel advisory on Haiti but we suggest, obviously, 
that Americans check with the U.S. Embassy in Port-au-Prince to 
obtain up-to-date information before traveling to any of these 
cities on the north coast or in the interior. 


As a precaution, there's a recommendation that 
Americans stay away from the city of Cap Haitien where clashes 
between demonstrators and security forces have occurred during 
the past couple of days. 
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That's what I have by what approximates a silrep wun 
Haiti. 


Q Bernie, do you have any updating on the situation 
in South Yemen? 


é No Don't have anything beyond what I said 
yesterday or the day before. 

Q Lebanon? 

f I'm sorry’ 

Q Libya: Do you have any word about Americans 


leaving or how many left? I know that - 


id No. Still don't have anything by way of 
statistics on leaving or a question that we got the other day 
about corporate wrap-ups and so forth. 


Barry? 


Q Yeah Kind of technical question I don't want 
to take the peoples’ time yesterday because they were dealing 
more with policy But February 1] is the deadline for getting 
out and/or for ceasing business with Libya. 


Americans who are remaining there -- and there are 
humanitarian exceptions, evidently -- have been notified 
throuch the Belaian Embassy that to even buy a bottle of milk 
after Saturday they need a special certificate from Treasury or 
from Connerce 1 don't think, or at least our stories don't 
say, how they are to obtain this. 


Can you ask somebody to let us know in some way? 
Because if you have no real diplomatic presence in Libya, I 
wonder how people are to obtain licenses to remain in Libya or 
to engage in normal traffic? 


A In other words, something along the lines of 
what, in fact, are the mechanics for obtaining exemptions so 
that you don't violate, etc.? 

Q Yeah, but not so much the leaving. 


id Those who stay? 


Q Yeah, but, you know, the Commerce side. 
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A Well, that's what -- the mechanics of exemption 
Let's try to get that for you 


Q Okay. 


Q Do you have anything on this report that King 
Hassan of Morocco has sent a letter to -- a message to 
President Reagan on Libya?’ 


o I don't have anything on that. 
Q Bernie, are you or someone else in the government 
planning some kind of report on -- as soon as possible, after 


February 1. about the extent of compliance with the orders 
regarding Libya? Could we suggest it? -- 


“ By way of -- 


Q -~- Something as to what's happening now? 

A The statistics of compliance? 

Q Statistics, or whatever you know about whether 
people -- to what extent are complying or not complying? 


ia Well, let's keep that in mind as we go right 
after that date. Fair enough question. 


Q Okay, thank you 


(Press briefing concluded at 1:03 p.m.) 
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Posted: January 28, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the January 28, 1986 daily press briefing: 


U.S. CITIZENS IN LISYA 





Q: Americans who are reraining crere (in Limya) afcrer 
February 1, and there are humanitarian exceptions 
inevitably, have been nocified chrough che Zelgian embassv 
that to even buy a botcle of silk after Sacurday they wii! 
neec a special certificate from Treasury or Commerce. If 
ve have no real diplomatic presence in Litya, how are 
people to obtain licenses to remain in Libya or to engace 
im normal craffic? 





A: AMERICAN CITIZENS "ARPIED TO LISYANS AND OTHER 
AMERICANS WHO MAY NOT BE ASLE TO DEPART LIBYA PRIOR “0 


FEBPUAPY’ 1, 1986 MUST APPLY FOR A LICENSE WITH THE 





OFTICE OF FOREIGN ASSETS CONTROL (OFAC) OF THE 
DEPARTMENT OF THE TROASURY. ‘THEY MAY WRITE DIRECTLY : 
“© THI?) PEDERAL RESERVE SANK OF NEW YOY, FOREIGK 

ASSETS CONTROL DIVISION, 23 LIBEPTY STPEET, NEW YCDK, 

EW) YORK 10045 OR TO THE OPPICE OF FO"TICH ASSETS 

CONTROL, DEPARTMENT OF TE TPEASUPY, “ASHINGTON, D.C. 

20220. THEY MAY USC INTIPNATICNAL “AIL OR WRITE CARD 

OF THE AMERICAN INTERESTS SECTION CF TEE BELCIAN 

EMBASSY ii! TRIPOLI. LETTERS SFCULD FE AS DETAILED as 
POSSIBLE CONCERNII'G THE APPLICANTS’ PEASO"S FOP 

WISHING TO REMAIN IN LISYA. OFAC HAS INFORMED THE 

STATE DEPARTMENT THAT SUCH A LETTER “SILL BE TREATED AS 

AN APPLICATION FOR A [LICENSE REQUESTING AUTHOPIZATION 

TO ENGACE IN TRANSACTIONS PROFISI7CD 2Y THE 


SANCTIONS. DECISIONS WILL BSE MADE OW A CASE BY CASE 


BASIS. 
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WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 29, 1986, 12:39 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. KALB: Good afternoon everybody. Just by way of 
an opening, we'll just make the observation that at this time a 
national grief as a result of the Challenger tragedy, there has 
been a rather unusual outpouring of expressions of sympathy 
from a variety of countries around the world. Ideology has 
taken a backseat; compassion and sympathy have moved up front. 


I think the White House has issued some gazeteer as to 
wrich countries have, in fact, conveyed condolences to the 
United States in a variety of ways. I know there has been such 
condolences from China, the Soviet Union, various western 
Allies, and so forth, and I do not have all the specific list 
of countries here in front of me. 


Q Bernie -- 
a Yeah? 
Q I just ask you, in regards to that, this morning 


the FMLN issued a statement regarding that, that said it shared 
happiness felt by those who reject and condemn the United 
States, and referred to two of the pilots aboard as “war 
criminals” for their actions in Vietnam 


Is there any reaction to the statement by that 
organization? 


a I think I'd advise you to see that as a 
self-portrait 


Let me make a brief -- 


Q Can we stay on the same sudject? 1 know this is 
avery serious matter, but I need to ask if it is true that 
Qadhafi sent a message to President Reagan expressing his sense 
of condolences in the message? 
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is) Have you tried Libya? 
Q Excuse me? 
= Have you tried Libva to find out whether that is 


the case? 
Q No, I didn't I can't try Libya in Washington. . 
3 I don't have anything on that. 


A brief announcement that will come barely as news to 
most people in this room, the Secretary announcing the 
appointment of Dr. Richard Solomon as Director of the Policy 
Planning Staff of the Department of State. Or. Solomon will be 
taking the role that has been served heretofore by Peter Rodman. 


You can pick up a brief biographical sketch of Dick 
Solomon. We have them outside in the Press Office. But for 
those of you who know him, please bear with me. For those of 
you who do not, let me just tick off one or two items in Dick's 
career. 


He has been head of the Rand Corporation's Political 
Science Department since 1976. At Rand he served as Director 
of the Corporation's Research Program on International Security 
Policy from 1977 through 1983. From '71 to '76, he served as 
Senior Staff Member for Asian Affairs on the NSC, National 
Security Council, having previously served as Professor of 
Political Science, University of Michigan, 1966-71. 


He's written a variety of books and articles, and so 
forth, and there's a particularized list of scholastic 
achievements that we do have. 


With that as a starter, it's yours. Jim? 


Q Bernie, can you tell us something about the 
meeting this morning between Secretary Shultz and Mr. Savimbi? 


a No, I do not have that readout for you. As you 
know, that meeting took place; began at about 10:15. It was my 
understanding that it would go for about an hour, followed by a 
meeting that Jonas Savimbi would be having with Chet Crocker, 
and I would imagine people on his staff. Then, there was an 
Open Forum that took place at 12:00; and it is my understanding 
that at about 1:15 there's some sort of a stake-out, and that's 
about where I stand on that. 
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I don't -- to get back to your specific question, Jim, 
have anything by way of the specifics on that get-together. 


Q Do you know if the Secretary is going to 
accompany General Savimbi downstairs? 


4 He will not. 

Q Bernie -- 

a Excuse me. Yes? 

Q On that same subject, does the Secretary's 


acceptance of the document, the UNO document, signify that the 
United States Government -- 


4 How did you get on the same subject? 
Q I thought we were talking about -- 
4 You just changed continents. 


Q I'm sorry, I thought we were on the meeting 
between Shultz and the Nicaraguans. 


A I see; I see. Well, on that, you had the 
statement that was issued yesterday on behalf of the Secretary, 
and I really don't have much to add beyond what was itemized in 
that statement. Adding, which the statement reflected, that 
the United States supports the proposal of the United 
Nicaraguan Opposition, and the specifics of support were 
listed, in fact, in the Secretary's statement. 


If you have something beyond that, then I missed it. 


Q Okay, yes. What I wanted to find out is if the 
acceptance of this document means that the United States is 
getting ready to recognize a provisional government in the near 
future? Because it seems to me that the only difference 
between this statement and previous UNO statements is the 
reference to a provisional government. 


fe) On that, let me say the following: That the 
United Nicaraguan proposal is a proposal for a future 
provisional government of national reconciliation. And the 
feeling here is that this should be achieved through a 
church-mediated dialogue, ceasefire, and suspension of the 
state of emergency, and ['ll have to let it stand at that. 
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Q Bernie? 

A Bern? 

Q Yesterday, at the news conference we had with Mr. 
Crocker, he discussed the -- he said that he or the 


Administration had told American businesses doing business in 
Angola that they were in a war zone and in the middle of a hot 
political debate and they should consider the U.S. national 
interests as well as their corporate interests. 





Subsequently, a spokesman for Chevron, the company 
from which the question was based, said they hadn't heard 
anything like that from the State Department. That, in fact, 
the last thing they knew was that the State Department fully 
supported their activity there. 


The question is, did, in fact, the State Department -- 
has the State Department, in fact, encouraged companies not to 
do any business in Angola? 


q Well, let me take that in a broad way, if I may, 
to begin with. That, clearly, as the United States sees it, 
over the long term, Angola's economic development interests lie 
with the West including the United States. For our part, we 
see a key role for U.S. business as the Angolan problem is 
resolved. We also recognize that there are important 
commercial opportunities there in a context of peace. 


However, we've seen an escalation of the war in 
Angola, one accompanied by increased Soviet involvement. 
Moreover, the inability of the Luanda Government to seize the 
opportunity to negotiate and move toward a settlement is not 
helpful. We view this escalation and concomitant failure to 
make progress in the negotiations with concern. 


We are telling American companies active in Angola 
that they should take note of the fact they are in the middle 
of a war, operating at great risk, and that they should be 
thinking about U.S. national interests as well as their own. 
Much of the hard currency earned by the Angolan Government with 
the help of these firms goes towards imports of military 
equipment and payment for the Cuban troops. This supports the 
war rather than the search for peace. 


Now, insofar as specifics about which companies the 
Department or other branches of the government has been in 
touch with, I don't have those specifics, and I'd like to take 
that question to find out those details. 





—5- 1/29/86 


Q Bernie? 

A Excuse me? 

Q Let me ask one more question. 
a Yes. 


The President, as we well know from Libya, has 
the power under legislation to bar American trade with 
countries if it's in the national security interests. Why 
doesn't the U.S. just simply -- is the U.S. considering 
abolishing trade with Angola? 


A I don't have anything to offer you on that. 
John? 


Q If I was one of these companies, frankly I would 
be somewhat confused by your answer because I can't tell which 
of the two you're emphasizing here. I mean, do you think we 
should -- American companies should be doing things that help 
promote long-term development interests that lie with the West, 
including the United States, or do you think they should be 
frightened by the second part of your statement and start 
cutting and running? 


A The companies will have to reach their own 
conclusions on this. 


Q Can you help us? 


A I can't help you, Goshko. I imagine the 
companies will, indeed, reach their own conclusions. 


Q Is part of the concern -- 


A That may be the reason you're a correspondent 
rather than the president of a corporation. (Laughter) [t may 
account for me as well. 


Q I guess that's why David Rockefeller is always 
talking about how he can't understand what the government's 
trying to tell him. 


A Well -- 


Q Bernie, a couple of things. When can we have a 
copy of that? 
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A How small or how large is that crowd? 

Hum? 

Q Can we have a copy of that? 

4 Can you have a copy of that? With pleasure. 


Q Thank you. And could you also tell us when the 
shift in policy occurred, as in Bernie's question that was not 
very long ago, they were saying “carry on?" 


n Don't have anything for you on that. 


Q Bernie, the war in Angola has been going on for a 
long time. How long have you been telling American companies 
this? 


a) It's a variation to the same question, in one 
form or another, and I don't have anything to offer you. Let's 
keep in mind that the authority in this building was right in 
this position some 24 hours ago, and a variety of questions 
came up to him. I don't know whether with the same pinpoint 
specificity that you are posing them now. I[ don't have those 
specific answers. 


I could take some of these questions and look into 
them to see what is possible. 


Q The reason for the question is, subsequent to his 
press conference Chevron said that's the first they've ever 
heard about that. 

A Well, as [I -- 


Q And we act as if we've been beating them on the 
head for several months. 


2) Well, as I say, I don't know which companies that 
have been communicated with, and let me take a list and see -- 
the question -- and see whether a list is possible on that. 

Ralph? 

Q Bernie, yesterday, Crocker, in the news 


conference, said that he thought there was no indication of an 
increased offensive by the Angolan side at this time nor, for 
that matter, did he foresee one for several months to come. 


I'm curious to know when the escalation that you spoke 
of began? 
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s When the experts here have taken a look at the 
calendar of military operations, the conclusion was that in the 
past year there has been an escalation sufficient, in their 
view, to warrant this statement that I have just shared with 
you. 


Q I'd like to ask you a question on Haiti, if I 
might. Has there been any indications to you that the 
government might look on with some kind of favor on a military 
coup in Haiti which seems to be what people are looking for now 
in the country? 


4 I don't have anything for you on that. 


Q Any reactions at all to the events that are 
currently taking place in Haiti? 


Aa Not much beyond what I have said several days 
ago, and something of an advisory that I shared with you 
yesterday. The fact is that as of today there has been an 
expansion of the list of provincial towns that Americans should 
avoid for the time being. 


We recommend that Americans not travel to or through 
the cities of Cap Haitien, Gonaives and Les Cayes. This 
recommendation is given only as a precaution because clashes 
between security forces and police over the last several days 
in those cities have occasionally been violent. No Americans 
have been injured or threatened during these anti-government 
demonstrations. 


Beyond that -- 


Q You mean to say clashes between police and 
security forces? 

a Clashes between security forces and police. 

Q No. Between demonstrators and -- 

Q Security forces and demonstrators is what it 
should say. 


a Well, someone will get 50 lashes. (Laughter) 


Q Does the State Department know whether U.S. oil 
companies in Libya have, in fact, suspended exports of Libyan 
oil? There's a report in the papers this morning. 
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4 Yes, I saw that, and I don't know to what degree 
I can be helpful, if at all. I had been given to understand 
that the companies, whatever actions they may have taken that 
you're alluding to, have not discussed this with any American 
officials, and so I'm going to have to leave it with that 
context of a reply. 


Q Bernie -- 
A Just a second, please. 


Q Okay. ‘me further point. Is there -- has any 
decision been made «~« “ow they will be allowed to dispose of 
their assets in Li» 


“ I don't have those specifics. I think on more 
than one occasion I've encouraged those who want to get those 
kind of details to get in touch with Treasury. 


Don? 


Q Back on the Angola situation. I'd like to ask 
how the United States policy towards Savimbi fits into this? 


The last time around, about this oil enterprise, the 
South Africans were raiding it, attacking it. Savimbi was 
verbally attacking it. The South Africans were saying that 
they were Savimbi forces. The Angolan Government was defending 
it and the United States was decrying these attacks on American 
firms and American companies. Now you're saying the company 
ought to get out. 


Is it because of the switch in United States policy 
toward Savimbi? 


is) I am saying that the position that I articulated 
a few moments ago is the result of a continuing review of 
policy, and this is where it stands as of now. 


Q Is there some concern that as the United States 
begins to support Savimbi, Americans there are going to be 
threatened in some way? 


i) I don't have anything on that for you. 


~-MORE -- 
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Q Do you have any comment or response to Libya's 
offer through Italy to cooperate in terrorism if the United 
States would not attack Libya? 


5 I thought that to some degree we had discussed a 
variation of that yesterday or possibly even the day before. 
Be that as it may, the view here is that because of Qadhafi's 
sponsorship of terrorism, we don't doubt his ability to 
influence possible terrorist actions in the future. 


Qadhafi's record, such as his failure to withdraw 
Libyan forces from Chad after pledging to the French to do so, 
forces one to look for action, not words. When the Qadhafi 
regime abandons its policy of involvement in terrorism, the 
evidence will be there for everybody to see. 


Q Bernie, coming back to Libya a minute. 
Q May I follow up, please, on Angola? 


a Wait a minute. We're now on Libya. We'll come 
back to Angola. 


John? 


Q Well, I read -- on this question that you were 
asked a minute ago where you said you had no information, we're 
getting up towards February ist, and the singular thing of 
those of us who call here or call around to Treasury, as you 
suggest, and other things, appears to be a dearth of 


information. 
“ That much? 
Q Yeah. (Laughter) And confusion and -- are you 


going to do anything in terms of getting some people together 
here, even if they could only give some answers that can give 
us some kind of assessment about how this much -- how these 
sanctions, which were announced in a Presidential, nationally 
televised, press conference are proceeding and what effect they 
seem to be having in terms of people complying? 


is) Even if you had whispered the question, [I would 
have heard you loud and clear, because I have been posing that 
question rather repeatedly in search of the statistics of 
compliance to the President's January 7th call I raised it 
again today. 
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I‘ve been assured that people are, indeed, taking a 
look, recognizing that February ist is pretty much upon us, to 
see what can be done to come up with questions such as you have 
raised in the past about numbers of departure of Americans, 
corporate closings, and so forth. 


I will continue to make that effort, and I will 
certainly take under advisement your suggestion that effort 
successful or effort not successful -- that perhaps somebody 
can come down here and do the arithmetic of results on that. 


Barbara? 


Q Bernie, could I ask you, does this Administration 
feel that the Israeli raid near Sidon this morning was a 
justified reprisal against the terrorist strike? 


a What [I have on that is something you've heard 
before in the context of the absence of peace. We deplore the 
cycle of violence which must be broken. We have long favored 
agreed-on arrangements to ensure the security of the 
Israeli-Lebanese border area. 


Q Can I follow this, please? 
oe Yes. 


Q There was also a report that on the border 
between Israel and Jordan there was some activity, and two 
Israeli soldiers were killed and one Palestinian was killed 
Do you have any comment on this? 


a My information at this puint is that that 
information is limited to wire reports, the way I have been 
Given to understand, and that the full details of the incident 
are not available. 


If the reports, indeed, are accurate, we deeply regret 
the deaths that occurred. 


Q Can I go back to Libya on the question that you 
just answered? 

a Go back to Libya? 

Q Yeah, about the question you answered for me 


Could you consider that this offer by Libya is a crack into Lhe 
wall of not trying to come to agreement or to terms with 
Qadhafi? If you're talking about not words, but deeds, is the 
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idea of having the whole matter between the United States and 
Libya could be offered to arbitration of third-world countries 
or, you know, some of your friends in the Western bloc? 


A I said before, deeds and not words, and my answer 
is contained in that. It does not deal with arbitration, as 
you suggest, or dialoque, and so forth. There has to be what 
you heard repeated on more than one occasion, an abandonment of 
involvement in terrorism. [It's not a question of semantic 
offerings, and so forth. It has to be an act of policy of 
cutting off terrorism. That's where it stands. 


Q Bernie, to follow ug -- 
Q I would like to -- 
A Just a second. Could I go back there? 


Q Thank you. I'd like to ask you about a report on 
NPR, as it happens that -- 


fs) On what? 


Q I'm.about to tell you -- that the State 
Department has -- 


a On what? I'm sorry. I lost you. 


Q I said it was a report on National Public Radio, 
as it happens that the State Department has documents, in fact, 
alleging direct Syrian complicity in the Vienna and Rome 
attacks. In fact that it names a General Quli, Chief of Air 
Force Intelligence in Syria, as being directly involved. Can 
you comment on that? 


a No. I have nothing on that 
Q Will you take that question? 


a No. I'm not going to take it What I will say 
by way of reply to that is that what you have heard here 
expressed by Oakley, by -— just a couple of days ago by Deputy 
Secretary John Whitehead, and what he has said in the course of 
one or two television interviews in the past few days, have 
dealt with that subject of the extent of any Syrian 
involvement, and insofar as I know, that's where it stands 
right now. 
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Q Could you say what the Department of State is 
doing officially in order to make General Savimbi comfortable 
in the United States and feel welcome? 


a No. I alluded to the fact that so far as welcome 
is concerned, he has -- saw the Secretary this morning. I ran 
through the degree of the schedule as I can share it with you, 
and beyond that I don't have anything. 


Q Well, you mentioned the “Open Forum." That's 
just a group of curious State Department employees getting a 
visit with a man they've read about in the news, isn't it? I 
mean, that can hardly be considered a token of hospitality. So 
we heave Crocker's interview and his visit with the Secretary. 
Is that it? 


a No. That is not it. But I think I would 
encourage you to go to any Savimbi spokesman in town to pick up 
his schedule which I am not in a position to talk about at this 
point. So if you want to check out the extent of his 
appointments, by all means feel free to do so. 


Q But the State Department's doing nothing to 
facilitate his visit? 


i) No. What I have told you about the appointments, 
insofar as State Department facilitation, I have no specifics 
for you. 


Q On Angola -- 
A Angola. 


Q You referred to an escalation sufficient to 
warrant the statement [I've just read to you. When you refer to 
“escalation,” are you referring to the government offensive 
against Savimbi last fall that was aimed at driving him out of 
his headquarters at Jamba? Is that what you're referring to or 


a I don't want to be specific. I'm sure that that 
is an element, and I'm going to have to let it stand. I sought 
to reply to that a little while ago, and that's about the 
extent of my reply. 


Q Well, Mr. Crocker yesterday indicated that there 
~~ while, as he said, no breakthroughs in his negotiations, 
there had been some movement, and that in fact the Angolans had 
made a new proposal which he was -- he had carried back to the 
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South Africans. Is there not a contradiction there between the 
slight hope that Mr. Crocker talked about and your statement 
about an escalation that now prompts this warning -- 


ra No. Because by ard large what I have set forth 
here today pretty much echoes what Chet said here yesterday, 
and I'm going to leave it at that. 


Q Bernie, the reason we keep coming back to it is, 
I suppose, that we find you very ambiguous, bluntly. A company 
comes to the State Department and says it wants to protect the 
national interests, but it also wants to invest in Angola. 


What is the State Department advice? Should it or 
should it not? 


a No. I am not going to make the conclusion on 
that. I'm going to stay with the thrust of the remarks as I 
have set them forth, but I'm not going to make the ultimate 
recommendation on that. 


Q Bernie -- 


Q Do we have a policy on U.S. business activity in 
Angola, and, if so, what is it? 


a If so, “what is it” to a large degree is what I 
have just read. 


Q Bernie, if I could change the subject -- 
To? 
Q To foreign aid Is the Administration proposing 
a substantial -- the figure used was 12 percent -- increase in 


foreign aid next year, and as a subsidiary to that, is there a 
plan to double aid to the Philippines? 


“ I don't have anything for you on the second part 
of your question. On the first, it's that the foreign 
assistance “uc et has not been officially sent to Congress 
When submited, the foreign assistance budget will be part of a 
total federal budget request consistent with current deficit 
reduction guidelines. And until -- this takes you back to the 
Philippines -- until in fact that the budget is public, I am 
not in the position to discuss any specifics. 
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Q Bernie, while we're on the subject of the 
Philippines, the Philippine Minister had some rather angry 
words for Ambassador Bosworth today, accusing him of being an 
advocate of opposition policies. Is that in fact what he's 
doing? 


. I think that Ambassador Bosworth answered that 
question. We believe, under the general heading of “is 


Ambassador Bosworth” -- what's the word? 
Q An advocate. 
a Advocate. Well, let me make some generalized 


remarks. The belief that the Government of the Philippines 
understands that the U.S. Government supports stability, reform 
and fair elections in the Philippines. The reforms that we're 
talking about, such as fair elections, basic changes in 
economic institutions and policies, and military revitalization 
are stated objectives of the Philippine Government. 


U.S. support of these objectives in no way is meddling 
in Philippine internal affairs. The bedrock of U.S. policy 
toward the Philippines during this period of Philippine history 
is that which has been stated repeatedly by a variety of 
spokesmen of the Administration. 


And let me just tick off some aspects of that. We 
believe that a credible election which freely expresses the 
will of the Filipino people can be a significant step toward 
restoring political stability and popular confidence in 
government 


We will continue to remain completely neutral with 
regard to the candidates and contending parties. This is a 
choice for the Filipino people to make. 


Whoever is elected will need the support and 
confidence of the people and the will to address pressing 
national problems. We look forward to working constructively 
with any government elected as a result of free and fair 
elections. 


I would think that in its entirety, that would be a 
response to your question. 


Q Copy of that? 


a A copy of that? Yes. 
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Q Is that meant as a response -- 

Q Could we go to the problem of -- 

Q Could I -- 

” Just —-— we'll come right to you. 

Q Is that meant as a response to the statement by 


President Marcos in an interview in which he accused the United 
States of -- I've forgotten the exact words -- evangelistic 
interest in his country's affairs? 


a well, let me say that it's in response to various 
allegations emanating from Manila that come to the effect of 
some U.S. intervention or meddling or whatever -- 


Q That seems to go to the question I asked you -- 

i Wait a minute. Just a minute. 

Q Procedural. Can we have a filing break for the 
Savimbi watch? 

a Yes. For the Savimbi watch? Yes. I'm sorry. 

Q The question of guidelines for democracies, how 


the State Department determines what is a democratic 
government, you just said seems to go to that. Did you come up 
with anything? 


i No. But I -- 

Q You said you'd look into it. 

a Well, I've looked into it, and I thought that if 
I were to put a list of ingredients for the characteristics of 


a democracy, I would say one of them at the very top would be 
the fact that we get together every day here late. 


Q Bernie, do you have any comment on reports saying 
that the Administration is yielding to Congress opposition 
regarding the Saudi request for arms? 
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A I don't have anything on that at all. 
Q Will you take the question? 
) No. I'm going to pass on that. 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 1:06 p.m.) 
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MR. KALB: Good afternoon, everybody. One brief 
announcement. 


Today in Vienna, members of NATO and the Warsaw Pact 
resume their efforts to negotiate reductions and limitations on 
conventional forces in Central Europe. These discussions, 
known as the Mutual and Balanced Force Reduction Talks, hold 
more promise of progress than at any previous time in their 
12-year history. Early last month the United States and its 
NATO allies presented a major new initiative aimed at breaking 
the decade-long deadlock in these talks. 


With this in mind, the United States, together with 
its NATO allies, will continue to actively seek every avenue of 
possible agreement to a significant and verifiable accord. If 
the East can match us in flexibility and good will, then the 
basis for an agreement is possible. 


There is some additional information in the context of 
this statement here, and you can pick this up afterwards 
outside in the Press Office. 

Q On that -- 


Q Bernie -- 


12) Yes. 


Q One question about that: I was left a little 
unclear by your statement. You say -- is this -- does it hold 
more promise of progress than at any time in the recent past 
because of something that actually happened there, or because 
of this proposal that we -- 
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a In the context of the new initiative introduced. 
I think that's clearly linked there, it would seem to me. 

Q In a sense, you're praising your own proposal, 
but do you have any advance indications -- (laughter) do you 
have any advance -- 

A Barry. Just a moment, Barry. 


Q I would like to finish my question. 


But I don't want to miss your humor. (Laughter) 


Q You can register your -- 
A Could you say it so I can -- 
Q -- appraisal of my humor after I finish my 


question, if you don't mind. 
7 But I thought you started with a preface of humor. 


Q I did. You're praising your own statement, but 
is there any indication from the Soviet Union that they will be 
more receptive to this proposal than they have been to previous 
proposals, giving rise to this hope? 


2) At this time I cannot say that, although there 
were some indications of some interest in connection with 
verification. The specifics I do not have at this particular 
time, but I suppose the ultimate response to the question that 
you have put will be on the results of the negotiations 
resuming today in Vienna. 


Q Well, let me ask it in a simpler version. Have 
the Soviets responded today to the proposal that the United 
States and its NATO allies put together? 


i] I don't have anything on the Soviet response to 
the negotiations that are resuming today in Vienna. 


Q Okay. We're finished with that? (Laughter) 
There's a certain -- 


A The fact is that those of you who specialize in 
the subject can pick up an additional three paragraphs outside, 
and then you'll have them. 
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Q Has the Administration decided to make a formal 
request for aid to UNITA? 


ca I don't have anything on that for you, Jim. 
Q Bernie -- 
A Yes. 


Q Has it been decided when Mr. Shultz will be 
meeting with Mr. Shevardnadze on the Middle East? 


i) I don't know why you add a second part of it, but 
so far as the first part is concerned -- that is, the 
possibility of a date for the first of possibly two meetings 
prior to what is expected to be a summit -- I don't have 
anything on dates for either of them at this particular time, 
or for all three, as a matter of fact. 


Q Bernie -- 
A I'm sorry. John? 
Q Can you tell us if you have any information at 


all about whether any of the U.S. oil companies operating in 
Libya are planning to transfer their operations and assets 
either to European subsidiaries or to other non-American firms? 


A On that question, we have no evidence indicating 
that U.S. oil companies have shifted assets or operations to 
third countries or foreign subsidiaries. And let me add, too, 
that the United States has been assured of this by the 
companies involved. In fact, we have no reason to believe they 
are taking any action inconsistent with the President's 
requests earlier this month. 


Q Well, let me ask you, if I may pursue that, since 
there is no penalty on extraterritoriality in the sanctions 
announced by the President, would this -- if they were to do 


this, what is your legal opinion? Would this be contrary to a 
violation of the President's order? 


A You have offered me the hatch by asking for a 
legal opinion. 


Q Yes. 
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a I don't have it. I don't have any legal opinion 
here at this point. 


Q Okay. 
6 I could take that question about legal opinions -- 
Q All right. 


A -- although I think somewhere along the lines the 
point was made about foreign subsidiaries being in a completely 
different category. 


Q Right. 
ia Yes. 
May I monopolize you for just one more question 
on that? 
A By all means. 
Since we are coming hard up -- what is it? -- 36, 
48 hours away from the deadline for compliance, it would seem 
to me that by now we would have -- the Administration would 


have some idea of what the U.S. companies operating in Libya 
are going to do about it. If so, could you share that 
information with us? And, if you don't have that information, 
why don't you? 


A I could talk briefly about the -- some sort of 
overview on American citizens’ departure. I do not have the 
specifics on corporate. That is still being looked into. And 
insofar as why I don't have it, because it is a complicated, 
difficult task getting it all together. The process is under- 
way -- it has to be. But, insofar as citizens are concerned, 
that is a question that has come up here, and the information 1 
have here, modest as it is, is only a reflection of the 
difficulties that we have talked about in the past -- the 
difficulties in obtaining statistics of American citizens 
departing, and so forth. 


In any case, because of the ban on using American 
passports for travel to Libya, the U.S. Government's data on 
Americans in Libya is not very precise. However, information 
available to us indicates that Americans connected with 
U.S.-controlled companies in Libya will be leaving, and in fact 
a significant number of Americans has already left. 
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The prospect of criminal penalties should weigh 
heavily in decisions by Americans in ‘ibya as to whether they 
should stay there or leave. If you ure --— the obvious 
anticipated question, if I could translate "a significant 
number" into a hard statistic, I don't have that hard statistic. 


Matt? 


Q How many applications have there been for 
exemptions? 


‘ I don't have that, and I think maybe a check with 
Treasury might give you that information, but I don't have that. 


Q Bernie -- 
fe Somebody -- 


Q Can you say what you expect these companies to do 
with the facilities they have in Libya? 


f Only what was made clear in the President's order 
about severing economic relations with Libya. I can't sit down 
and write a scenario about what they have to do specific by 
specific. 


Ralph? 


Q Bernie, criminal penalties -- the prospect of 
criminal penalties, those would apply to Americans who choose 
not to leave now but at some future point leave. You're not 
saying you're going to apply criminal penalties to Americans 
while they are in Libya. 


A I will have to come back to the question. I 
don't have the legal knowledge to introduce when things are 
triggered or not triggered. I sought to share with you a 
general observation as the experts have put it down, and that's 
about where I'd have to leave it, Ralph. 


Q Even though there is a provision in the 
regulations that allow for foreign subsidiaries to be treated 
differently, there's also a provision there that prohibits an 
attempt at evasion or in effect an evasion of the regulations. 


Is that being considered strongly as an invocation of 
that to prevent the transfer of assets for the continued 
operation on those assets if they were transferred to a third 
“ountry? 
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= I would imagine that whatever the President set 
forth on January 7th and the follow-up interpretations and 
analyses and various regulations issued since then will all 
apply. But, again, I'd have to fall back on lacking the legal 
specifics to be able to offer you a satisfactory reply. 


Q Can we get a summation on what the 
Administration's estimate is of the impact of the sanctions on 
the Libyan economy as of February ist? 


‘ All right. Let me take that under advisement and 
see what is possible. 


Q Bernie, first the President announced the 
sanctions. The Secretary of State in a rather unusual display 
of emotion said it was the right thing to do, which is why we 
were doing it, and he urged the European allies to join us in 
that spirit from this very same podium. Now we hear from the 
European allies essentially, “Forget it, fellas, you're on your 
own." So what good is this whole exercise going to be? 


fs) I think that was made clear in a variety of 
statements from the very outset of the President's January 7th 
statement, that the United States felt that this was the right 
thing to do, as the Secretary has stated here, and that the 
United States would proceed on that basis. 


Q Is that enough in terms of effectiveness? Are we 
going to get any effect out of this thing at all? 


i) I don't think there was an illusion that the 
United States' role single-handedly would represent the be-all 
and end-all of Libya's economic condition. That was not the 
point. 


The point was to dramatize to the world that the 
United States chose to take this position vis-a-vis Libya 
because of its connections with terrorism, and that beyond that 
I really don't have anything to add. 


Q But the Secretary of State said right here in 
this room that the idea was to change Qadhafi's behavior. Do 
you see any evidence of that taking place? 


A I think we will see it if we see -- that will be 
there for all of us to see. 


Q But it hasn't happened yet? 








<= 1/30/86 


i I can't make any call on that. I'm not in a 
position to make a call on that question. 


Q Is there any change underway that you can 
perceive? 


“ No, as I say, I've answered that, and I have to 
answer it the same way a second time. 


Regarding Angola and the visit of Dr. Savimbi -- 
Could I have -- 


Would you be prepared to say -- 


> © © ® 


Wait a minute. 

Q Just one more on Libya? I don't understand this 
thing that I think you read before, in which you said that the 
American companies are generally in compliance. Are you saying 
that they will be in compliance in the next 36 hours or so, but 


after the deadline of February ist they will not be in 
compliance? 


A No. I didn't say anything like that at all. 
Well -- 
Copy? 


-~- are the American companies -- 


> © © 


No. I'm sorry. 


Are the American companies right now in 
compliance with the law? 


a What I am saying is that we have seen no evidence 
-—- we have no evidence that indicates that the oil companies 
have shifted assets or operations to third countries or foreign 
subsidiaries, and that we have no reason to believe that they 
will ~ i any action inconsistent with the President's January 
7th call. 


Q On Libya -- 


No, no. I'm going way back. Are you on Libya? 
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Q No, no. I'm «till trying to get on Angola. 


Q Do you have any requests or petitions so far 
since you announced -- 

a Any requests for? 

Q Do you have any petition or request from any 


American individuals, companies or concerns who are currently 
in Libya, asking for extension or allowing them to stay on a 
humanitarian basis, because I remember that you said something 
that they could stay based on a humanitarian basis or purposes. 


7 I don't have that. Let me ‘take that and see what 
we can get to you. 


Q Bernie, staying with Libya -- 


Q Excuse me, if you have a question on Angola, 
would you recognize me so I don't have to keep talking in the 
mike? Thanks. 


A Yes. Absolutely. Absolutely. 


Q Do you have any comment on the report saying that 
the new leader of Uganda is an ally to Qadhafi? 


a No. I don't have anything on that. 

Q Thank you. Regarding Angola, would you be 
prepared to state for the record that the Administration favors 
the Dole Amendment? 


A I'd have to get that specifically for you. 

Q Thank you. 

Q Any warning to Americans on Haiti today? 

fs Yes, as a matter of fact, there is. A travel 


advisory regarding travel within Haiti has been issued, and 
I'll just do the specifics of it. 


The advisory states that due to the recent 
anti-government demonstrations in the town of Cap Haitien, Les 
Cayes in the south, and Gonaives the American Embassy in Port 
au Prince is not recommending travel to these cities at this 
time. 
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It should be noted that these demonstrations are not 
directed against foreigners. American citizens planning to 
travel to provincial areas of Haiti are advised to check with 
the American Embassy Consular section at Port au Prince for 
current information regarding civil unrest that might affect 
their safety. 


Insofar as a sitrep, let me say to any question about 
any Americans having been involved in any of these incidents or 
demonstrations, we have no reports of hostility toward 
Americans although some tourists and missionaries may have been 
caught up in these developments. No reports of injuries are 
reaching us. That's about it. 


-- MORE -- 
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Q That's the same thing you said yesterday, isn't 
it? 


is Well, that stands. I didn't have a travel 
advisory for you yesterday. 


Q You said -- including the same mispronounciation 
of French names. (Laughter) 


. All right, that's fine. That presupposes that 
you had it accurately. 


v Is the State Department delaying -- 
is) What's that? 


Q Is the State Department delaying certification 
for Haiti on aid? 


id On certification -- 1 do have something on 
certification. Last month, the U.S. Ambassador told the 
Government of Haiti of our serious concern with its reactions 
to demonstrations (and) that we were unable at that time to 
proceed with the certification process. 


The situation since then has not improved, and we have 
been giving the whole certification process close attention. 


Q How much money is affected, Bernie? 


i I had that. Let me get that for you after the 
briefing. We do have that outside. 


Q Bernie -- 


Q Can I follow up on that, please? So, in fact. to 
date, no final decision has been taken on certification. 


A As I understand it, as of now no final call has 
been made. 


Q Bernie, do you have a timetable for when a call 
will be made? 


a No, I don't. 


Q Does the U.S. Government believe -- (Staff 
handing document to Mr. Kalb). 


a Yes? Sorry. 
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Q Does the U.S. Government believe that there is 
any foreign involvement -- 


oe Where are we now? 
Q I'm sorry, we're back in Haiti. 
oe Aah, Haiti. 


Does the U.S. Government believe that there is 
any foreign involvement in the demonstrations in Haiti? 


‘ Don't have anything on that. 


Q Bernie, back here for a moment. Can I go back to 
Uganda with you? 


fe Uganda. 


Q In the first uncertain days when a new man took 
over, we asked you about Uganda, and the State Department had a 
fairly positive reaction to him. 


Leaving the Qadhafi angle out, does the State 
Department have a new or revised appraisal of whether this man 
will be a reformer, or will he be in the line with the 
succession of, shall we say, “despotic” leaders they've had? 


9) You're reminding me of some observations made a 
few days ago. 

Q Yeah. It was over the long weekend. 

fe Right. 

Q You came in Monday; you had something on Uganda, 


and it sounded like the government's pleased. 


A Nothing has crossed my desk that would indicate 
that there's been any change in thinking on that. I'm prepared 
to take a look and see if, in fact, that is the case. 


Q Bernie, does the Secretary of State plan to meet 
with the Contadora Foreign Ministers in Washington on February 
10? 


a Yes, as a matter of fact. He's invited the 
Foreign Ministers of the Contadora Group and the Contadora 
support group to meet with him, as you say, on February 10, and 
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that we look forward to this opportunity to continue the search 
for peace and reconciliation in Central America through the 
Contadora process. 


How did you know about that, Ralph? 
Q Is it a one-day event? 


o I don't have anything that puts it beyond that. 
You're going to take my question, I take it? (Laughter) 


Q I'll see if anything is possible 


Q On the Middle East, there are reports out of 
Amman -- in fact, some of the wire reports quote American 
diplomats as saying that the U.S. has offered to have the PLO 
come to this international conference that's being talked about 
if the PLO would accept 242 and 338. Is that true? 





ia I don't have anything on that for you, and that's 
not by way of any confirmation or whatever. It's simply that I 
do not have anything on that. 


Q A report on this matter, Bernie. There was a 
story that -- 
A But on the PLO, it's the same position that 


you've heard for quite a few years here. 


Q This is quite an interesting departure, if that's 
the -- 


a Yes, but on the -- 


Q The U.S. has said it would meet with the PLO 
separately, but to have the PLO at an actual conference table 
would put a new dynamic at work since Israel would presumably 
have to be there also. 


A If we are talking about a generalized report such 
as I have read, and it may be that we're talking about the same 
thing, the view of that report, after being considered 
upstairs, is that it is -- how to put it? -- fanciful, 
speculative. 


Q Could I ask you -- 


Q Are you talking about a Jordan Times reports? Is 
that the general report that we're talking about? 
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6 That's the general report; yes. 
Q Bernie -- 
A Barry. 


Q Breaking down that report that several of us have 
asked about inside the building, and we are being told it's 
fanciful and speculative, but it comes in several parts, and 
some parts aren't as fanciful as others, it strikes me. 


As the report has it, the United States has asked 
Arafat, as a first step -- let's put aside the PLO question -- 
as a first step to approve Palestinians for the Jordanian 
delegation who are simply are not connected to the PLO, with 
other things to happen afterward, which may, indeed, have all 
sorts of problems attached. 


Could you isolate that part of it and see, indeed, if 
we are asking Arafat to put aside the other issues -- 
cbvious’, you're not going to ask Arafat directly but asking 
Arafat .hrough Hussein -- to put the other issues -- defer them 
for a while in the process, but at least to approve 
Palestinians who are not PLO? You know, connected. 


m I hear you very loudly and clearly; a question I 
would have asked as well. 


So, in that that spirit, I sought to peel the report 
apart layer by layer, and I am told by those who watch this 
very carefully that the thrust of this report is inaccurate. 

Q Bernie, to go back to -- 

A Let me go to Bill, please. 

Q Since the United States -- 

A Going back to where, 68111? 


Q The idea of sitting at the same table with the 
PLO. 


fa Right. 


Q Recognizing one thing or another. Since the 
United States already does that on a weekly if not sometimes 
daily basis at the United Nations Security Council, where the 
PLO is often invited to sit and speak as is Israel, what major 
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departure would that be in U.S. policy, especially since the 
U.N. Security Council is one of the suggested avenues for an 
umbrella, an international umbrella? 


é If I understand your question correctly, 8ill, 
that would presuppose that the United States would be empowered 
to hand-pick the participants at any get-together of such a 
meeting, and that, as you know, is not the case. 


Q No. It would be -- it would be for Israel and -- 


4 In other words, the two parties will have to 
decide about who will sit there, and the United States is not 
empowered to say “one, two, three." 


Q Bernie, there was a report from Europe as a 
result of the talks between Mr. Murphy and King Hussein and Mr. 
Peres that Yasser Arafat agreed, or they reached an agreement 
in principle, that Arafat will recognize to negotiate with the 
Israeli Government. I'm not talking about recognizing the 
Israeli state, entity, whatever. That he -- the PLO, Arafat -—- 
will be ready to negotiate with the Israeli Government. What 
do you have to comment on that? 


a I don't have anything on that. 


Q Bernie, I'm not clear on your Haiti advisory. Is 
there a travel advisory for the whole country? 

a No. There's a travel advisory for those three 
cities. 

Q Is there something different or technical about a 


travel advisory as compared to what you said yesterday? 


fi Maybe it is more formal, and you might want to 
take a look at precisely what I said yesterday to see whether, 
in fact, these three towns were listed specifically as three 
towns as not recommending travel at this time. I'm prepared to 
look at it, and, perhaps, you might as well. 


Q Afghanistan? 
fe Afghanistan? Yes. 


Q Is there any comment or reaction from the State 
Department on a Novosti report that Soviets are listing 





conditions for the peace settlement, such as disbanding refugee 
camps along the border and the right to inspect them? 
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. The State Department has not yet seen the text of 
the Novosti release and therefore cannot at this time offer any 
comment. 





In general terms, we've been looking hard since the 
summit meeting in Geneva -- November -- for evidence of 
greater Soviet willingness to address the central question of 
Soviet troop withdrawal. So far, signs of progress have not 
been evident. 


Insofar as the position of the United States is 
concerned, I think you're all familiar with that, so I'll just 
pass it up. 


Q Bernie -- 

i) Just a second. 

Q To go back to Libya briefly. Have the -- 
A Back to -- 


Q Libya. Have the oil companies there -- 
specifically, Occidental, Amerada Hess, Conoco and Marathon -- 
asked the State Department for approval of a production 
pass-along deal? 


is I don't have anything on that, but I thought that 
my answer might have accommodated the question that you're 
posing. 


Q That presupposes they're doing everything legally 
now, but that could be something they might want to do after 
the first of February. 


A I don't have anything beyond that answer on that 
specific question. 


Q Also on Libya, if I may. There have been reports 
that Qadhafi has communicated to the Italians his concern about 
the presence of the Sixth Fleet and that he'd like to deal with 
things in a less confrontational way. Does the State 
Department have any view of these reports? 


i) I dealt with that yesterday. 
Q Bernie, do you have -- 


aA I'll be happy to offer you several autographed 


copies. 





-16- 1/30/86 


Ralph? 


Q Do you have any comment on the reported Syrian 
shelling of the Babda Palace today? 


6 No, I don't. 


Q Bernie, yesterday, when I asked about the 
accident or the fighting on the border between Jordan and 
Israel and the death of two Israeli soldiers, you said it was a 
press report or a wire service story. 


Did you have any time to study this or to see a full 
report, and what do you offer on this issue? 


a Nothing beyond what we said yesterday -- that we 
deeply regret the incident; urge all parties to exercise 
restraint. You're talking about the crossing at the Jordan 
River? 


Q Yes, the two Israeli soldiers. 


a Jordan has made an impressive, largely successful 
effort to maintain security along the Israeli-Jordanian border, 
the longest border Israel shares with an Arab neighbor. Jordan 
has prevented almost all infiltration attempts for many years, 
clear testimony to King Hussein's resolve and ability in this 
regard. 


Beyond that, I don't have anything else to offer you. 
There was somebody -- 


Q Bernie, staying with the Middle East. Do you 
have any comment on this Israeli press report that federal 
authorities, meaning the U.S. authorities, are conducting an 
investigation of a U.S. company raised ina large West coast 
city for illegal transferring security-related technology to an 


Israeli defense factory? 

i) No. 

Q Could I go back to Lebanon for one moment, 
please? You don't believe the reports that the Syrians are 
shelling the Presidential Palace? 


A -«- No, I didn't say that. I was asked if I had a 
comment. 


Q Yeah. 
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fs The only comments we have is what we have 
reiterated from here on more than one occasion about the U.S. 
position on Lebanon. 


Q When the Presidential Palace, just down the 
street from the American Ambassador's residence, is being 
systematically shelled by another country, that would seem to 
excite some sort of emotion? 


4 But we have said, Jim, and you have heard it, 
that the U.S. is convinced that there is no military solution 
to the political problems of Lebanon. 


The United States has supported, continues to support, 
a dialogue among the various factions in an effort to reach a 
genuine consensus on Lebanon's political future. Any solution 
to be viable will require broad support in all the various 
Lebanese communities. 


Q Based on this concern, Bernie, that you have for 
Lebanon, besides making these statement here on this podium, 
what are other avenues that you are undertaking to try to 
alleviate the situation? 


A Whatever diplomatic discussions are underway with 
various parties is something that I cannot get into. 


Ralph? John? 


Q Bernie, if 1 could go back to that Beirut 
question again? 


A To Beirut? 


Q Yeah. Your answer did not seem to be responsive 
to the question, so maybe I can re-phrase it. 


Do you know whether or not somebody -- Syrian or 
otherwise -- is shelling the Presidential Palace in Beirut? 
And, if so, why not, since you're in contact with them? 

A I don't have it, and I don't have it. 


Q Can you find out? 


A I could take a look and see what's possible. But 
I don't know -- I do not know whether I will be in a position 
to get the kind of military intelligence that you want, and so 
I'm sure there are other sources to find out that information. 
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Q Well, I mean, can't you ask Reggie Bartholomew to 
look out his window, or -- 


A All right. 
How do you characterize the Syrian policy -- 
Is Bartholomew still on post, Bernie? 


So far as I know, yes. 


oD > © 


How do you characterize the Syrian position 
vis-a-vis Lebanon now? 


fs I don't have anything more to say beyond what 
I've said on more than one occasion here about the Syrian 
Accord, etc. 


Q Bernie -- 
a Yes. 
Q Yesterday, you remarked on the reaction to the 


shuttle tragedy by saying everyone had given their sympathy, 
and yet apparently the Poles today, I believe, and Pravda, the 
Soviets, are now linking it with criticism of the American SOI 
program. I was wondering if you had any reaction to that type 
of reaction? 


a No, I do not. 


Q Bernie, I have a question on the Philippines. 
There were charges by the Marcos -—- 


A On the Philippines! 


Q Yes. (Laughter) Well, I'm entitled to ask a 
question about the Philippines. (Laughter) There are charges 
that President Marcos' Government accused the opposition and 
the Moslem rebels in the Philippines that they encourage a 
communist takeover of the country. Do you have any comment on 
that? 


a No, I do not. 


Q Thank you. 


(Press briefing concluded at 1:09 p.m.) 
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FAITI: AID SUBJECT TC CERTIFICATICE 





Q: What is the amcunt cf US aid to Haiti which is 
subject te the certification cequiremert? 
A -- The requirement sppiies tc approxrjately $26 


million in assistance tc Haiti fer fiscai year 1986 under 


the Foreign Assistance Act. Categories of aid invclved 


are development assistance, economic suppert fund and IMF7. 








Posted: January 30, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the January 30, 1986 noon press briefing: 


UGANDA/ MUSEVENI 





Q: Does the U.S. government have any further appreciation for 
Museveni and his plans for Uganda? 


A: WE HAVE NOTHING TO ADD TO WHAT WE SAID JANUARY 27 - THAT WE SEE 


NO REASON WHY WE CANNOT HAVE FRIENDLY AND AMICABLE RELATIONS WITH A 


MUSEVENI-LED GOVERNMENT. 
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TAKEN QUESTION 


Question Taken at Noon Press Sriefing of January 30, 198% 


LIBYAN SANCTIONS: TRANSFER OF OPERATIONS/ASSETS 





@: If the U-S- oil companies operating in Libya were to 
transfer their operations and assets either to European 
subsidiaries or to other non-American firms, would this be 
a violation of the President's order? 

A: -- THE QUESTION IS SPECULATIVE AND CAN ONLY BE ANSWERED ON 
A CASE-BY-CASE BASIS THROUGH THE DEPARTMENT OF THE 
TREASURY'S LICENSING PROCESS. 

-- ALL QUESTIONS ABOUT SPECIFIC APPLICATIONS OF THE 
PRESIDENT’S EXECUTIVE ORDERS ON FOREIGN ASSETS AND 


OPERATIONS SHOULD BE REFERRED TO THE TREASURY DEPARTMENT. | 
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TAKEN QUESTION 


Question Taken at Noon Press GSriefing of January 30. 1986 


LIBYAN SANCTIONS: EXTENSIONS/EXENMPTIONS 


@: Have you had any requests or petitions so far from any 
American individuals: companies or concerns who are 
currently in Libya asking for extensions or allowing thee 
to stay on a humanitarian basis? 





A: THE QUESTION SHOULD BE REFERRED TO THE TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 
WHICH HAS THE AUTHORITY TO PROCESS ALL REQUESTS FOR 
LICENSES UNDER THE PRESIDENT’S EXECUTIVE ORDERS OF JANUARY 


7 AND &. 
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TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the January 30, 1986 noon press briefing: 


ANGOLA/ DOLE AMENDMENT 





Q: Does the USG favor the Dole resolution on Angola? 


A: THE DOLE AMENDMENT SUPPORTS UNITA AND SAVIMBI. WE ALSO SUPPORT 
UNITA AND SAVIMBI. AS WE HAVE SAID, WE ARE WORKING WITH CONGRESS ON 
THE QUESTION OF HOW TO REALIZE THIS SUPPORT MOST EFFECTIVELY. WE 
HAVE BEEN IN CONTACT WITH SENATOR DOLE CONCERNING SOME OF THE 


SPECIPICS OF HIS RESOLUTION AND WE PLAN TO CONTINUE THESE CONTACTS. 
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TAKEN QUESTION 
Question Taken at Noon Press Briefing of January 30, 1986 


LEBANON: SHELLING OF PRESIDENTIAL PALACE 





Q: What is the U.S. reaction to Syrian shelling of the 
Presidential palace in Beirut? 


A: WE HAVE NOTHING TO CONFIRM THAT ANYONE HAS SHELLED THE 


PRESIDENTIAL PALACE AT ANY TIME RECENTLY. 
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FRIDAY, JANUARY 26, 1986, 1:37 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


“\ 


MR. KALB: My apologies for being a few minutes late. 


e myself as being eight minutes late. If you believe that, 


se 
‘ll go on with the briefing. 


I 
we 


Good afternoon, everybody. I have one brief 
announcement. 


Georce. 
Q Could you say why we're an hour-and-a-half late? 
‘ Because things were a little more -- it took a 


bit more energy to get my act into shape. 


In accordance with various Foreign Assistance Acts of 
1961, as amended by, and the Trade Policy, as amended by -- and 
the specifics I have here for anybody who would like to have 
them -- the Department will submit country reports on human 
rights practices for 1985 to the Congress today. It is 
expected the report will be available from the Government 
Printing Office on February 12. At that time, it will be 
distributed here to correspondents accredited to the 
Department, the usual practice. Embargoed basis: February 13 


And, in keeping with past practice, we will have the 
Assistant Secretary for Human Rights and Humanitarian Affairs 
Richard Schifter who will conduct an ON-THE-RECORD briefing 
prior to the lifting of the embargo 

With that as a starter, we could go to Dr. Anderson 


Yes. Why don't we start with Haiti? Can you 
tell us what you know about the situation there? 


A In Haiti. 


Q Right 


6 Do I have anything cn Haiti? 
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Q Right. 


2) Let me run an italicized and bold headline across 
the Haiti story as of now, and that is, “Conflicting reports, 
even conflicting rumors." There were a mumber of those earlier 
in the day, but as of late morning -—— and this is a sitrep as 
we have it now -- our information is that there has been no 
change of government, that martial law has been declared, and 
all nongovernment radio stations clased. The international 
airport at Port-au-Prince is open. 


Insofar as any action in Port-au-Prince, there are 
reports of sporadic gunfire and looting in the capital city. 
There is a heavy military presence on the streets. 


ihe U.S. Embassy in Port-au-Prince is advising U.S. 
citizens in Haiti to stay off the streets. The american 
Services Section of the Consulate remains open. The Embassy is 
in touch with Americans. We have no reports of any Americans 
injured. 


I itemizec a travel advisory yesterday that dealt, to 
the best of my memory, with three cities. Later today, the 
Department of State will issue a new travel advisory on Haiti. 
In the meantime, we are recommending that U.S. citizens not 
visit Haiti until the situation there becomes clearer. And 
that's what I have by way of a sitrep on Haiti. 


Q Can you explain to us how it was that the White 
House, apparently quoting the U.S. Embassy in Port-au-Prince, 
announced this morning aboard Air Force One that the government 
had fallen and Duvalier had left the country? 


- I can't, other than to refer you back to the 
caveat I introduced at the very outset, in offering you this 
sitrep that we have as of now, as of late morning, and that is 
that there were a variety of conflicting reports, and some 
reports may have tilted in that direction. And that's about 
where I'm going to have to leave it. 


Q Bernie -- 
be In other words, I cannot offer you -- I'm not in 
~ position, don't have it -- the specific post-mortem of 


precisely how these things happened, other than to call 
attention to the whole matter of conflicting reports and rumors. 


Ralph. 
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Q It's got to be embarrassing to the U.S. 
Government to announce that a foreign leader -- his government 
has collapsed and left the country, only to find out that that 
isn't the case. 


iJ Is that a statement or a question? 

Q It's a question. 

ia I'm going to have to leave it. 

Q Bernie -- 

a I have nothing to add to -- 

Q Isn't it embarrassing? 

A I'm going to have to leave it above and beyond -- 


not above and beyond where I have just left it. 


Barry. 


Q May I ask you about the State Department's own 
assessment this week of the situation? Yesterday, you read a 
travel advisory which seemed to essentially be the same -- the 
same type of caution that the Department had taken the day 
before, and it really, it just said, “Keep out of three 
cities." In fact, I think I recall you were asked, "Is the 
U.S. advising against travel to Haiti?" And I think the answer 
was, "No, we just think these three places are not a good place 
to go." 


Fighting has gone on for two months. Could it be that 
the State Department or the Embassy there miscalculated the 
extent of opposition or the extent of tension in Haiti? 


te I don't want to offer you any considered judgment 
on that. Obviously, as most of us know here who worked as 
reporters and so forth overseas, embassies constantly monitor 
-- there was a monitoring situation. As to whether they came 
up with the prophecy that you seem to suggest is something that 
I'll pass by way of speculation. 


Q Your own sitrep, of course, suggests that there 
is tremendous unrest. Whether Duvalier stays in power or not, 
it isn't a place today you'd recommend Americans go to. I 
wondered if you were just a little late, the State Department, 
in getting around to that recommendation. 
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+ Well, you know, that's a judgment that you have 
to make. 


Q How many Americans are there in Haiti? 


Q Did the Embassy actually send an unambiguous 
report earlier that Duvalier had fled the country? 


fi Without answering you specifically, I'll have to 
allude to the conflicting reports and rumors that emanated from 
Haiti that produced that first judgment. But what I am giving 
you now is, let's go present tense rather than past tense, if I 
may -- 


Q No, but it's important, Bernie. You may want to 
to, but we have to straighten this out. 


id Well, at this particular point, I have nothing 
that I can offer you with the precision that you would like. 


Q Because to the American public, we have either an 
incompetent Embassy or a derelict State Department and White 
House. 


ia Well, as I said, there was a constant monitoring 
of that situation, and some of the events that took place this 
morning you're all familiar with. If you want me to do a 
diagnosis of the pluses and minuses of that, I have already 
passed that invitation. 


Q Where is Duvalier? 
‘ Just a minute. 
Q How many Americans are there? Do we know how 


many Americans there are in Haiti? 

is We've had that number; it escapes me at the 
moment. (To staff) Can we get that number on the Americans in 
Haiti? 

Ralph, was it you? 

Q Yes. 

is} Oh, we're getting you -- 


Q Where is Duvalier? 


id So far as we know, he's still in Haiti. There 
has been no change in government. 
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Sorry, Barry. 
Q I'm sorry, Shirley's been -- 


“ Shirley. 


Q Have we been in contact with anyone from the 
Duvalier government, either in Haiti or here? 


ia 1 don't have that. All I have to fall back on is 
monitoring and following the situation very closely in 
Port-au-Prince. 


Q Bernie, does the State Department have the size 
of the people who attempted this coup, who attempted to -- 


ra No, I don't have anything on that. 


Just a minute. Go ahead, Barry. 


Q Well, 1 only mean, you know, do you think they're 
good guys or bad guys? 

id Il understand 

Q Do we know, was it an army move, was it an air 


force, whatever? 
A 1 don't have any specifics on that. 
Let me go to this side. 


Q Sir, when you say, “As far as we know, he's still 
in Haiti,” what is that from, any communication, or just -- 


A The government is still in power. It was my 
understanding when I came out here that he was still there. 
I'm not transferring him out of the country or what. That was 
the finding that I had at the time I came here. 


Q Bernie, who established martial law and who is 
enforcing it? 

A Martial law has been declared. There has been no 
change of government. There has been a declaration of martial 


law. 


Q But who made that declaration? 
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2 I would assume that the government is -- 

Q Duvalier himself or -- 

s I don't know the specifics. I can't point to a 
person who did it. I'm sorry. 

Q Is the army enforcing it, as far as you know? 

‘ I don't have the details. I have a generalized 


sitrep. The specifics I simply do not have. 

Ralph. 

Just hold it a minute. 

Ralph. 

Q There was a report earlier among all of those 
conflicting reports that said that Duvalier had requested a 
number of visas from the United States. Do you have any 
comment on whether he or any of his government members have 
requested permission to come to the United States? 

fs I don't have anything on that. 

Q Could you take that question? 


A Let me see what I can get on that. 


In the back, please. 


Q Bernie, the Spanish news agency EFE -- 

ia Where are you now, what part of the world are we? 
Q Haiti. 

‘“ Haiti. 

Q Yes. The Spanish news agency EFE reported from 


Port-au-Prince that Duvalier will address the nation this 
afternoon. Do you have any confirmation? 


a I don't. 


Q Bernie, are you concerned at all that some 
Haitians may interpret the White House statement earlier today 
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that Duvalier had fled as some sort of U.S. signal? And just 
for the record, could you remind us on what this government's 
policy is on whether Duvalier should relinquish power? 


A On the first thing, I think you have to see that 
earlier report as the end product of cénflicting even-earlier 
reports. I'm not going to put an interpretation on what you 
make of the fact that the report was indeed put out at the 
outset. | 


Aas far as the second part of your question, I don't 
have anything on that by way of any specifics. 


Q Bernie, can you clarify the aid situation? There 
was a front -- well, you know, there was a guidance put out 
late yesterday; there's a front-page story in The New York 
Times -- I don't imagine it has an immediate impact on the 
people of Haiti that day, but it does suggest the 
Administration has begun to apply pressure by reconsidering aid 
deliveries. 


A I started off yesterday by more-or-less giving 
you an idea of where we stand on the whole question of the 
review of aid in the context of the human rights record of 
Haiti. I noted that the situation then, since last month when 
our Ambassador there spoke to the Government of Haiti, the 
situation since then had not improved, and that the United 
States was giving the matter close attention. 


Insofar as a breakdown, Barry, on specifics of FY-86, 
Haiti assistance, how much of it is subject to, how much is not 
subject to, for example, the certification requirement. 


Q We got that last night from the Press Office, yes 
No, no, the $26 million figure. But the question is, will that 
aid now be delayed because of the situation, or because of your 
own assessment of what is going on? 


A I would imagine that they would take a look and 
not be insensitive to what is taking place in Haiti at the 
present time. But I think I noted yesterday that there is no 
final official, formal decision, et cetera. And it's my 
understanding that that's where it stands as of now. 


Shirley. 


-- MORE -- 
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Q You said that you could not comment on whether 
there was contact between the United States and the Haitian 
Government. But this is a country that is very close to the 
United States; it's in an area of the world where we've been 
concerned with promoting democracy. 


What I want to ask is whether -- are we playing any 
role? I mean, are we -- or are we just simply sitting aside 
being neutral in this? Have we got any -- have we got a 
position, or -- 


a Simply to say that we are monitoring. 
Undoubtedly, there has to be communication. Uridoubtedly, 
they're following the situation closely, and beyond that I 
really don't have anything additicnal to tell you. 


Q This is a government that moderates political 
disputes in El Salvador, that assisted in the ceparture of 
Somoza from Nicaragua, and so on and so forth, and we're doing 
absolutely nothing about this crisis in Haiti? 


‘ I don't have anything on that to offer you. 


Q Bernie, can we have a filing break on Haiti, 
please? : 

‘ Yes; sure. George, you want to -- 

Q Just to make sure, you had no new guidance on the 


status of our assistance program there? 


is Nothing beyond Barry making a reference to a $26 
million figure. 


Q One sentence (inaudible) late yesterday. 


i) What I have on it -- on a breakdown for FY-86, 
the requirement of a human rights determination applies to 
approximately $26 million in assistance to Haiti for Fiscal ‘86 
under the Foreign Assistance Act. 


Categories of aid involved are developmental 
assistance, economic support fund, and IMET -- International 
Military Education and Training. In addition, we requested for 
this year about $25 million of food assistance and a very small 
military assistance program -- the figure there is under 
$500,000 -- neither of which is covered by the statutory 
requirement for a human rights determination. 


(Staff handing note to Mr. Kalb.) 
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Bill? 

Q Two points. One is, does the U.S. have reason to 
believe -- 

= Let me -- I just got some numbers on Americans in 


Haiti, if I may just offer that here. 


Given the fact that the number, that is to say, the 
U.S. population in Haiti, is subject to variations as a result 
of the seasons in travel to and from, etc. -- keeping that 
consideration in mind, the best estimate here is that there are 
about 14,000 to 15,000 Americans or U.S. residents in Haiti, 
most of whom are tourists or Americans of Haitian origin 
visiting Haiti. 


There are also approximately 2,000 missionaries and 
voluntary organization workers as well as Embassy, AID and 
Peace Corp personnel and their families. There have been no 
reports, as I noted earlier, of any of the incidents involving 
Americans. That's what I have here by way of statistics on 
Americans in Haiti 


Q On that same thing, are -- 


Q Bernie, is that 2,000 meant to be over and above 
the 14,000 or 15,000 or is that a subfigure? 


A Yes. It says there are also approximately, so 
it's fourteen to fifteen plus the two in that second category 

Q Are any U.S. dependents being pulled out of Haiti 
at the present time? 

A I know of no evacuation of any Embassy personne) 

Q Bernie? 

‘ Yes? 

Q Does the U.S. have any information -- any reason 


to believe that there was, in fact, an attempted coup this 
morning? 


id I don't have anything on that for you. 


Q Does the U.S. intend to apologize for jumping the 
gun on this, whether it be -- 
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ra I don't have anything on that. What I have tried 
to do earlier, and perhaps several times by now, is tc make an 
effort at explaining the earlier report and to offer it up to 
you for your judgment. 


Q Bernie, can I ask just one more, please? 
2 You only have three-part questions? 
Q I'm still pretty new here, you know. Is there -- 


you will not make any statement in support of a standing 
government? You had nothing on U.S. policy, you'll say nothing 
about a standing government in Haiti by way of support or -- 


‘ We have -- we have regularly been working with 
that government. That government -- still has been no change 
in government, and I'm just going to have to let it stand there. 

Q Bernie, I sense that -- 

A I'm sorry, let me go up behind you, Jim. 

Q You said before that there had been reports of 


some shooting end looting in Port-au-Prince. 


A Yes. 

Q Do you know anything more about that -- where in 
the city-- 

‘ No 

Q -- and, if so, this is new 

ia That's new. Everybody here should be grateful. 

Q Bernie, 1 sense that -- 

Q You have nothing on that -- 

A No, 1 don't have anything in the way of streets -- 

Q -- as to where the shooting was? 

" -- and areas of town, and so forth. 


Q 


What about other parts of the country? 
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io That is all I have here. I don't know about | 
other parts of the country. I'm not ruling anything out or in 
on other parts. This is the information I have here. 


Q I sense the cupboard is bare on -- 
“ Sense what? 


Q I sense the cupboard is bare on Haiti. Can we 
turn to a report this morning from the Hill, which says that 
the Administration has decided to postpone indefinitely the 
arms sale to Jordan? 


i On that story, the President remains committed to 
providing Jordan the economic and security assistance it 
requires. The Kingdom's needs are legitimate. Jordan deserves 
the package of defensive arms that the President previously 
sent to the Congress. 


We acknowledge, however, that the issue has become 
controversial. We therefore are consulting with the leadership 
on the Hill on how to move forward in the most constructive way 
possible 

Q Can 1 just follow that up? 

6 Sure 


Q Does that mean, then, you will not pursue the 
arms sale under the present schedule? 


a That means that I don't have anything for you by 
way of your interpreta‘ ion of what I just said. 


Q Well, at means -- 


A The interpretation will be yours, and I can't 
really be drawn into an assessment of your interpretation. 


Q Okay. I interpret what you just said as “an 
indefinite postponement"; is that correct? 


fe I have to stick with what I have and not go 
beyond that. 


Q Bernie following -- 


a Wait a minute. Let's go to John on this. 
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Q When did the sale become controversial, in your 
words? 

o I don't have to -- 

Q It wasn't controversial on the first day it was 
proposed? 

& I don't think that you need any diagrams on that 
subject. 

Jahn? 

Q Can you give us any guidance about whether or not 


you have ascertained the wishes of King Hussein and the 
Jordanian Government in this matter, and, if so, what it is? 


o No, I can't. 
Q Bernie, has the request been withdrawn at all? 


bs I'm going to stand with the analysis, the 
statement that I gave you. 


Q Bernie, do you have any comment on the 
negotiations between the PLO and Jordan? They were not 
successful as reports indicate. Do you have any comment on 
that? 


6 In a general way -- on the talks in Amman is what 
we're talking about -- there is no certainty here that the 
talks between Jordan and the PLO have broken down. 


We would hope that they will find a way to maintain a 
productive relationship so that King Hussein can continue to 
make progress on the key issues under discussion. We are 
continuing our efforts to promote negotiations between Israel 
and a joint Palestinian-Jordanian delegation. 


It is our view that there should be Palestinian 
participation at every stage of the negotiating process. As 
the President has said, the Palestinian cause is more than a 
question of refugees. And, as we all know here, Murphy has 
just come back from meeting some of the key participants and 
that his recent mission is part of a process in which progress 
has been made and will continue to be in, as I have noted on 
more than one occasion, in an incremental way. 
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We continue to move in the right direction. We are 
prepared to intensify our efforts to reach a solution to this 
complicated issue. 


Q Can I have a copy of that? 

+ Yes, you can. 

Q To follow up on that, on the other hand, can you 
confirm or deny that the United States has refused certain 
proposals -- 

i Has what? The United States has -- 

Q Refused. 

a Used? 

Q Refused. 

i Refused 


Q -- certain proposals or accepted certain 
proposals on on-going negotiations between PLO and Jordan? 


‘ No, 1 don't have anything on that. 

Q But are you aware of the report that -- 

‘ I don't have anything on that. 

Q Can you say whether the United States raised the 
issue of an international peace conference on the Middle tast 
with the Soviets? 

6 Don't have anything for you on that. 


Q Can you take the question, please? 


A No, because that will get involved in diplomatic 
discussions, and -- 


Q I'm not asking details; I'm asking if the issue 
had been raised. 


6 I'm giving you -- the answer is no. I'm not 
taking the question. That's my answer to that. 


Q No to the -- 
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2 I'm not taking the question, and I said I had 
nothing on it for you insofar as U.S.-Soviet contacts. 


Q Bernie, do you have any comment on P.W Botha's 
speech yesterday in which he outlined a number of ne measures 
South African plans --— his government plans to propose with 
regard to blacks there? 


6 all right. Let me say at the outset that this is 
obviously an important speech, a speech requiring careful study. 


Having said that, let me go on to say that we welcome 
State President Sotha's statement that South Africa has 
outgrown the outdated concept of apartheid and is looking to a 
future in which the rights of individuals and the rule of law 
will prevail without regard to race. 


We welcome the South African Government's suggestion 
that it might release Nelson Mandela on humanitarian grounds, a 
step that could help break the stalemate in South Africa and 
lead to negotiations that so many have been hoping for. 


As for other aspects of the State President's speech, 
it contains some indications of positive changes that the 
government intends to put before Parliament. We remain eager 
to see how these will be implemented in the coming 
Parliamentary session and what effect they will have in 
promoting a climate for negotiation and an end to violence. 


While it is too soon to reach sweeping conclusions, we 
would note the President's commitments on citizenship, 
free-hold property rights, and influx contro... We also welcome 
the government's reiteration of its willingness to implement 
UNSC Resolution 435 regarding Namibian independence if 
agreement is reached on Cuban troop withdrawal from Angola. 


Q Copy? 


o Yes, you can. 


~-MORE-- 








-15- 1/31/86 


Q Did you consider the suggestion that Mandela 
might be traded for Shcharansky and Sakharov to be -- your 
statement suggested that that offer bears the possibility of 
some fruit. The U.S. has been making statements about getting 
Sakharov freed for years without bearing any fruit. Don't you 
think you're suggesting a little more optimism on that score 
than is warranted? 


ra I think if you reread the guidance, I did not 
mention Sakharov or Shcharansky. 


Q No, you didn't. But you mentioned the offer that 
Botha made, and that was the offer that Botha made. 


‘ That is true, and what I have said in response to 
that specific is that we welcome the South African Government's 
suggestion that it might release Nelson Mandela on humanitarian 
grounds, and then I had a following clause that added that was 
after the fact. 


Q Bernie, there's been -- 
is} Connie. 
Q -- there's been some criticism already Bishop 


Tutu has said that the speech didn't go far enough in many 
specific points Do you have any response to the criticism? 


A No. I think that what I have just said, in fact, 
is the generalized response to that Important, requiring 
careful study, and that we remain eager to see how these 
various proposals set forth by the President, the State 
President, will be implemented in the coming parliamentary 
session 


Q Thank you. 


Q Bernie, the Libyan sanctions are supposed to take 
place, the remaining ones, tomorrow. What are you telling the 
oil companies today about their request for consideration of 
licenses? 


@ Let me give you a general observation and then 
come to yours. Spin the calendar back to January 7th, the 
President's announcements, with several objectives that we're 
all familiar with: to stop all business dealings between the 
United States and Libya, and to make Libya aware that it's 
support of terrorism is not cost-free, and to get Americans out 
of Libya. 
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Now, in response to Bernie's question, let me say the 
following. Although a number of decisions have already been 
made, a very difficult issue remains: the disposition of 
assets of American oil companies operating in Libya. 


The basic question is how can these considerable 
assets be handled in a way that, first, does not give Qadhafi 
any economic windfall that he can use to fuel further 
terrorism; two, that it will meet our objective of not doing 
business with Qadhafi; and, three, will avoid non-U-S. 
companies filling in behind us. 


Our decisicn must deal with the oil assets issue in a 
way that thus furthers these goals and which reconciles our 
various objectives. We are urgently considering how best to 
proceed on this one key issue. Obviously, there is a 
recognition here of the intense time pressure on us, on the 
companies, in view of the February list deadline, and so we are 
considering how to handle that concern. 


In short, the Administration is presently considering 
what exceptions, if any, to make to permit services and oi] 
concession contracts to be fulfilled after February Ist. 


Q Can you read that last sentence over again, 
please? 


A That the Administration is presently considering 
what exceptions, if any, to make to permit services and oil 
concession contracts to be fulfilled after February list. That 
is to say, whether any exceptions, if any, as I say, will 
indeed be made, and that whole matter is presently under study. 


Can we -- 


+ 

Q Are you -- 
Q Copy of that? 
Q 


Can we exact from you a promise -- 


A Let me try to help you. I've got it sort of 
marked up here. 


Q Can we exact from you a promise to make an 
announcement, a voluntary announcement, at the time, presumably 
before midnight tonight, wher the State Department and the 
Treasury Department and the Administration finalize that 
decision? 
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= I don't think that's going to be finalized that 
way. I think this is an issue that is under study, and lI 
explained that this is a key issue, and that there is 
consideration focused on how best to proceed -- to move on this. 


Q So a decision might not be made before the 
sanctions go into effect? 


Q Yes. That is quite possible. 
Q Bernie, are you -- 


Q How could you satisfy the goais you outlined, any 
of them, even the conflicting ones, if the decision isn't made 
by February ist? 


‘6 I don't want to rule out any day before or after 
February Ist, to begin with, by way of a decision. But there 
was a recognition at the outset that there was a rich 
familiarity with the numbers and the assets of American 
companies in Libya. This is not an easy process, and as the 
Gays have unfolded, there has been a recognition that there are 
these companies asking for exemptions, exceptions, and so 
forth, and so the whole matter is under study. 


I could say that if you take a look at the -- among 
other of the objectives set forth by the President -- let me, 
for example, deal with trade and business with Libya. The 
objective there was to cut it off, with a view, certainly from 
the part of the United States, for the economic isolation of 
Libya. 


Q On February lst -- 


A So under the heading -- just a second, Ralph -- 
so under the heading of trade and business with Libya, let me 
make these tick-off points, if I may. 


- No new business relationships of any kind have 
been undertaken by Americans or American companies with Libya 
Since January 7th 


~ No Libyan goods have been imported to the United 
States. 


- No U.S. goods or services have been licensed for 
export to Libya since January 7th. 
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So far as generalized business activities, we are 
confident that almost all American companies will terminate 
their business activities in Libya as of February 1 as required 
by the Executive Orders. 


At the same time, a number cf companies, as I'‘d noted 
before, have applied for licenses to continue certain business 
activities after February 1. To make arrangements, for 
example, for a wind-down of business or to handle contractual 
obligations in an orderly way. 


We want to make it clear that no company has attempted 
to violate the Executive Orders insofar as we are aware. These 
applications that I've alluded to are perfectly legitimate 
requests for legal authority, and the companies are proceeding 
in a cooperative manner to determine what we will and will not 
allow. 


I think I have noted that, in summation, that the 
Administration is very pleased with the response and compliance 
by American citizens and American companies in Libya with 
respect to all the provisions of the Executive Order 


Q So, Bernie, can we consider that you are 
considering an extension of the deadline for certain companies? 


f. That is in the context as I put it. 
Q Can we have a copy of that, then, Bernie? 


is That is not going to be easy. Let me see if |] 
can get them to type it up for you, because I'm working off a 
variety of pages. 


Q What about the questions of citizens leaving, and 
so on, that have been raised over recent days? Do you have 
anything further than what you had there? 


i) Let me see what I have on that whole subject. I 
think on more than one occasion I have underlined the fact that 
the difficulty of coming up with the precision statistics that 
we would all like -- if you are prepared to accept that sort of 
context, and even if you're not prepared, let me continue. No 
precise figures, as I say, but our best informed estimate is 
that at least half of the Americans have departed, and that the 
number is probably higher. 


Now, let me give you one element, for example, that is 
worked into the process of seeking to get an assessment of the 
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American population in Libya and the exit of the American 
population. For example, Stars and Stripes about ten days ago, 
January 18th, the Frankfurt edition, carried an article quoting 
two Americans who had worked in Libyan oil fields: “Of the 160 
Americans there before the order, they reported all but 15 had 
departed." We've all seen pictures in’the last day or so on 
television and read stories about the departure of additional 
Americans. 





It may have been that many had chosen to stay toward 
the last day or so before deciding to complete final 
arrangements, picking, and so forth. 


All told, the evidence is that private Americans, just 
as U.S. firms, are good citizens and will comply with the 
President's order to depart Libya. 


Q Bernie -- 
And so -—- 
Q Go ahead. 


A No. 1 was going to say that insofar as how many 
have stayed, I have to leave you with that generalized estimate 
that I said at the outset. 


Q In connection with that, do you have anything 
there on the question of private citizens who have requested 
licenses to remain and have been granted licenses to remain? I 
know you have referred us to Treasury in the past, but -- 


6 I don't have at this point the specifics by way 
of reply to the second, but let me take the first, and let me 
begin by saying that the Belgian Embassy, as you know, is the 
U.S. protecting power, and so forth. That Embassy has received 
16 applications for a license to remain in Libya after February 
Ba 


Q 16? 


A 16. This is evidence that these people want to 
comply with an orderly process to reguiarize their status, and 
that we will act on these applications in an expeditious 
fashion. 





-20- 1/31/86 


We recognize that there is a special class of 
Americans who may not depart Libya; for example, dependent 
wives and children of Libyan nationals. Our best estimate is 
that this group may number about a hundred. 


We are considering ways in which we might address this 
issue without causing hardship or forcing family separations. 


Q Okay. Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 2:11 p.m.) 
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TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the January 31, 1986 noon press briefing: 


~ 


HAITI: VISAS REQUESTED? 





There was a report that the Duvalier government 
requested a number of visas from the U.S. Do you 
have any comment on whether he or any of his 
government members Save requested permission to 
come to the U.S.? 


THOSE REPORTS OF HAITIAN GOVERNMENT OFFICIALS 


SEEKING U.S. VISAS ARE UNFOUNDED. 
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MONDAY, FEBRUARY 3, 1986, 12:20 P. M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REDMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
Several brief remarks or announcements: 


Secretary Shultz will deliver remarks on Tuesday, 
February 4, at 2:00 p.m. in the Dean Acheson Auditorium during 
the opening ceremony for the observance of Black History 
Month. AID Administrator Peter McPherson will make a brief 
statement following the Secretary. There will be no 
question-and-answer session. The Secretary's prepared remarks 
will be available on an embargoed basis on Tuesday morning 


Q What time is that? 

” 2:00 p.m. 

Q Secretary Shultz will be testifying before the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee in open session tomorrow, 
February 4, at 10:00 a.m. on the authorization request to 


implement the Inman Panel recommendations for diplomatic 
security 


On Wednesday, February 5, he will appear before the 
House Foreign Affairs Committee at 9:30 a.m., again in open 
session, regarding the FY 86 foreign policy agenda 


Because of these two appearances, there will be no 
Gaily briefings either Tuesday or Wednesday That's all 1 have 


Q He says, smiling broadly. (Laughter) 

Q A procedural question -- excuse me -- before you 
get to the news. Are you going to brief on the budget ON 
BACKGROUND, and, if so, when? 


ia) I don't know when -- 


Q The foreign affairs part of it. 
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‘ I don't know when, but I‘ve been informed there 
will be the normal BACKGROUND briefing, but we'll try to get 
some more information on that. 


Q What do you hear from Haiti? 


‘ By way of a brief sitrep, the overall situation 
in Haiti is quiet but remains tense. Businesses seem to be 
functioning more or less normally in Port-au-Prince. Schools 
continue closed. There is still a military presence on the 
streets in Port-au-Prince. Reports from news organizations, 
which we are umable to confirm, put deaths since the state of 
siege was called at 55. The airport in Port-au-Prince is open, 
but the one in Cap Haitien remains closed. 


We are seeking authorization for charter flights to 
come in to the Cap Haitien airport to pick up some Americans 
who want to leave. There's been no harm to American citizens 
in Haiti to our knowledge. 


I might add that most American tourists apparently 
have left. There still remain a number of resident Americans 
as well as Haitians and third-country nationals with resident 
rights in the U.S. 


Q Are you evacuating any Americans from the Embassy? 


A No. There's no evacuation. I might note that 
there are a number of children of U.S. Government employees and 
contractors who are in the process of leaving Haiti to enroll 
in schools in the United States this week. This action is 
being taken because schools in Haiti have been closed by 
government order since January 7, and there is no word when the 
order will be lifted and schools reopened. The interim home 
study program had not proven satisfactory, and so a number of 
families have decided to enroll their children in the United 
States. 


Q Chuck, can you give us any idea how many people 
there are in the Cap Haitien region who want out? 


a No, I can't. 


Q Could you give some idea of that, Chuck, as to 
whether -- 


Q One charter flight, two charter flights, three 
charter flights? 
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6 I think we're talking a small number. 


Q Are we talking about American tourists, or are we 
talking about American citizens who are residents of that area? 


i We're talking about Cap Haitien at this point? 
Let me look into that, but I think we're talking about 
voluntary organizations and missionaries, that type of presence. 


Q Chuck, an you confirm whether last week before 
the coup was announced -- or before Friday morning, that is -- 
that the U.S. Embassy in Port-au-Prince and the Consulate in 
Cap Haitien, I think, issued visas to members of the 
Duvalier-Bennett family, which is an extended family, on the 
order of something like more than a hundred visas, and that 
some of them are actually in -- some of those family members 
are actually in Miami now? 


ia I don't have anything on any of those questions. 
Q Would you take that question, please? 
a I believe that we offered to take a look at that 


once before, so if we weren't successful then, I see no reason 
why we should be now 


Q Could we switch to a different area? 
a Different area? 
Q Can you give us an explanation now for why the 


White House and State Department were not acting in concert 
last Friday? 


is No I have nothing more than what I think most 
of you have been given by now 


Q Still on Haiti, some news organizations have been 
told that they can't leave Port-au-Prince and that they would 
-- in other words, not to leave the capital area. How is the 
Embassy getting its information from ¢'.e provincial cities? 


2 I really can't tell you that. I don't know. If 
you're really interested, I could take a look at it, but I'm 
afraid that the answer won't be of much utility. 


Q Well, it's of interest only insofar as to 
establish authority for what you've told us earlier In other 
words, are you just getting it from the Haitian Government, or 
are you -- do you have other sources? 
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“ Well, as you know, we don't comment on our 
sources, but it is certainly other than the Haitian Government 


Q Do you have people out there is what I'm saying. 
~ I don't know the answer to that. 


G Do you have any comment on the detertion of some 
journalists? 


. No. On that question I have nothing at all. I 


could only tell you that on the question of restrictions on 
journalists, we are looking into that question with the Haitian 


Government. 


Q Anything more on certification? 
o Nothing new. 


Q Prior to last Friday, the Administration had 
expressed some -- maybe “dismay” is the right word -- about the 
human rights situation in Haiti in connection with the whole 
certification question. 


Now with the renewed disturbances that took place 
toward the end of last week -- the reports of people having 
been killed, though you can't confirm them, and other things -- 
do you have a view about what has been going on? Does the 
Administration have a view about what has been going on in 
Haiti in the last four or five days? 


‘ No Nothing in specific, other than to say, as I 
believe we said last week when talking about the aid 
certification question, that current events will clearly be a 
factor in making that determination as we go along 


Q Does it seem that the government is now acting in 
amore responsible fashion or less so, or what? 


i At this point I'm not prepared to give you any 
other sitrep on that question. 


Q Chuck, there have been reports last week in the 
Israeli press and this weekend in the U.S. press about 
deterioration of relations between Egypt and Israel. Is there 
a State Department characterization of the relations, and are 
we doing anything to improve them if there is a deterioration? 
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6 Let me give you a general answer. While the 
Egyptian-Israeli bilateral relationship could always be better, 
the peace treaty between them remains as evidence of the 
benefits that vision, good will or hard work can bring about. 


The United States strongly supports the efforts that 
Israel and Egypt have been making to resolve bilateral issues. 
We have been encouraged by the quickened pace of the 
Egyptian-Israeli dialogue in recent months. 


Q Can I have a copy of that, Chuck? 
a Yeah. 


Q While we're talking about Egypt, can I ask you 
about the report to the effect that Egypt has cancelled the 
program for the operation “Bright Star?" A maneuver was 
cancelled in December that was always conducted between the 
United States and Egypt, and there's a report among the 
Egyptians that the cut in U.S. aid that has been forecast has 
something to do with all this. 


i) I don't have anything on this story. 
Q Can you look into that for us, please? 
A I'll take a look into that. 


Chuck, on the Middle East, what's your comment on 
the failure of Arafat and Hussein in coming to an agreement on 
the peace process, and what's going to be the next process or 
next step by the United States Government? 


id No, 1 don't have anything new for you on that 


Q Well, another one. Do you have any comment on 
postponing indefinitely the arms sales to Jordan’? 


6 Nothing beyond what we said on Thursday and 
Friday, which is, reiterating the President's thoughts, that 
this arms package was certainly deserved and needed by the 
Jordanians and we are working with Congress to determine how we 
can best move ahead at this point. 


Q Last Friday you put the statement on the peace 
process that you are, you know, differently. (Sic) But there 
were no reports of complete failure, and this morning the 
papers over the weekend the talks failed between Hussein and 
Arafat Do you have any assessment or look into the -- 
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is I believe when that statement was made on Friday 
it was in the light of similar reports; and, likewise, I'll 
tell you that I have nothing new to add to what we said Friday. 


Q Chuck, on the arms sale, ‘can we say that the 
Administration refused to withdraw the package, or are you 
considering withdrawing it? 


“ I'm not saying that. I'm simply saying what I 
just rei*‘erated, and I can give you the exact language if you 
want to eck by the Press Office, but the thrust of it is that 
we're working with Congress to determine how we can best move 
ahead at this point. 


ei Chuck, can you confirm that the U.S. and the 
Soviet Union have agreed to a prisoner exchange that also 
includes Shcharansky's release to the West? 


a No comment on those stories. 


Q Chuck, do you have anything on Under Secretary 
Schneider's visit to Iraq, considering there's no arms 
relationship? 


A No, I don't have anything on that visit. 


Q Do you have any comments on the continued Syrian 
pressure on the Lebanese President to resign? 


a Once again, Bernie has stated and restated our 
position concerning Lebanese sovereignty over the past week, 
and I have nothing beyond that. 


Q Charles, can I go back to this “no comment” of 
yours on the Shcharansky case? There are all sorts of stories 
coming out on this and that the United States is involved 
perhaps at the Presidential level, and certainly the State 
Department must have some information about this that it can 
give us. 


Can you enlighten us a little bit beyond “no comment?” 
6 No. 
Q Apart from commenting on the stories themselves, 


what is your view about the possibility of Shcharansky being 
released in an exchange of spies? 


a I have no comment on those stories. 
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Q No, not on the stories. I want to know about the 
principle involved 


6 That's a speculative, hypothetical question. I 
have no comment. 


Q Mr. Savimbi has threatened to attack the Chevron 
Corporation facility in Cabinda. His most recent statement on 
it said that he would attack it unless Chevron stopped lobbying 
against aid for UNITA. Do you have any comment on that? 


‘ Only to say that we are concerned about any 
threat to American property and lives. 


Q Going back to this business about Schneider, is 
he in Iraq, and what for? Or are you just saying you don't 
know, or are you confirming he's there, or what? 


rs) I don't have anything on his trip, but I'll take 
the question. 


Q And while you're at it, find out where else he's 
going? 


Q Chuck, coming back to Shcharansky for just a 
second, on Friday the State Department took great pleasure in 
leaping at the prospect of releasing Nelson Mandela from South 
Africa. Why is the State Department not taking a similar 
opportunity to leap at the possibility of a release -- @ 
possibility no more remote, perhaps, than the one from South 
africa? 


A Let me say, first of all, that our position on 
the release of Nelson Mandela is a long-standing position which 
you all have heard in this room many, many times, and so that 
our statement on Friday was certainly not the first time that 
we have stated our position concerning Mr. Mandela 


Secondly, in the case of Mr. Shcharansky, I can only 
refer you to the Secretary's remarks this morning in a more 
general sense when he said that, of course, anything -- in 
fact, let me refer you to those remarks because I don't want to 
misquote him. But, in any case, he spoke of the importance 
that we attach to dissidents -- freedom of immigration, freedom 
of religion, and those kinds of questions. But, beyond that, 
nothing more 
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Q What is the United States’ position regarding Mr. 
Shcharansky? What has the United States done to work for his 
release? And what position has the United States had on his 
continued detention in the Soviet Union? 


ia In light of the general answer I've given you 
earlier to these currently circulating stories on which I have 
no comment, I'm not really going to engage in trying to answer 
all of those questions at this point other than to say that I 
think if you check the record you can find that we have, on 
many cccasions, referred to Mr. Shcharansky as a human rights 
dissident. 


Q Chuck, is there a U.S. reaction to the 
announcement last week by the United Kingdom that it will not 
go along with the Arab League economic boycott of Israel any 


more? 
- No, no reaction. 
Q No statement? 
Q Do you have any comment on Jack Anderson's column 


this morning that North Vietnam is aiding Iran in terrorism? 
f No, no comment. 
Q North Korea. 
Q North Korea I'm sorry. 
fs The answer is still the same. (Laughter) 


Q On Libya, do you have any status report on the 
number of American citizens who remain now and what their 
situation is, whether they have applied for humanitarian 
licenses or whether they will be prosecuted? 


And also do you have any comment on a Washington Post 
report suggesting the Administration plans to continue its 
military pressure on Qadhafi by resuming, and perhaps 
escalating at a later date, military exercises off Libya's 
coast? 





Hi Yes and yes. (Laughter) 


All right. Information on departure of Americans: 
Our intormation is that the great majority of Americans have 
departed. We are trying to determine how many remain, but we 
have no way of obtaining precise data for the reasons we've 


explained before. 
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Concerning dependents of Libyan nationals, we believe 
that these may number about 100. 


Now in the case -- your question as to whether or not 
those people are there illegally, in the case of the 
dependents, we recognize that dependent wives and children of 
Libyan nationals comprise a special class of Americans living 
in Libya, and we are considering ways to address this issue. 
Clearly, in the case of other Americans who are there, they do 
not fall under that special class, and therefore they are there 
illegally. 


Q Chuck -- 


a) Let me answer the second part of Ralph's question 
about naval operations or whatever. 


Q Naval operations off the coast. 
A We don't discuss operational details. We reserve 
the right, of course, to conduct maneuvers in international 


waters and airspace anywhere in the world. 


Q Those 100 asked for the exemptions, is that how 
you get that number? 


m No. 
Q It's just an estimate? 
A Once again, I left that number somewhat vague 


because it still is an estimate. The information we gave you 
on Friday concerned, I believe, 16 who had actually asked for 
licenses or special exemptions. 


Q And following on that, has there been a decision 
on whether -- on the subsidiaries, whether the American firms 
can transfer their operations? 


A A final decision has not yet been taken. 
Companies which had filed applications for licenses prior to 
February 1 have been informed that their operations are to be 
kept to a minimum pending decisions on their applications. 


Q Chuck, could you please -- 


A Let me add to that, since it might be useful, 
that that ddes not mean that for those companies that business 
continues “as usual." The asset freeze continues to apply and 
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bar payments to entities controlled by the Libyan Government. 
Transactions for American travel to Libya are banned. No new 
business may be done. However, certain operations in Libya are 
temporarily continuing with non-American personnel. 


Q Chuck, I'd like to try again on Shcharansky. 
Could you please repeat the U.S. position on the importance of 
his freedom? 


é On the importance of his freedom? 


Yes. How important is it to the U.S. that he be 
freed? 


f Let me refer you again to the Secretary's remarks 
this morning concerning the importance we attach to freedom of 
religion, freedom of emigration, those kinds of issues which we 
have always stressed, as very important issues -- people who 
fall clearly within that category. I believe that is the 
answer to the question. 


Q Do you have a copy of Shultz's remarks of this 
morning in the Press Office? 


f Yes. 

Q Thank you. May I ask one more question, please? 
You mention about discussing the Jordanian arms proposal with 
Congress. What about Saudi Arabia? Is there a discussion on 


that, too, the weapons transfer, or is that dead now for this 
year? 


A Our position on Saudi Arabia is that we expect 
our security relationship with the Saudis to continue, but that 
there is at present no major new arms program in the pipeline. 

Q But there is something on Jordan in the pipeline? 

é I'm not -- you asked me about Saudi Arabia. 


Q Yes. Well, I'm asking again about -- 


A If you ask me about Jordan, I'll tell you what I 
said before. 


Q All right 


Q Any comment on the mutual expulsion by France and 
the Soviet Union of alleged espionage agents? 


is) No. 
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Q One clean-up question on Haiti: My recollection 
is that you said that the airport at Port-au-Prince is open, 
remains open, right? So why is authorization, special 
authorization, required for the charter flights? 

A No, but the one at Cap Haitien is closed -- 


Q Oh, I see. You're talking about charter flights 
to take people from Cap Haitien. 


fs --— and there are some people there who wanted to 
leave Cap Haitien. 


Q Thank you. 


Q So are they wanting to leave Cap Haitien, or are 
they wanting to leave Haiti? 


f. I think they want to leave Haiti. 


Q Yes. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:40 P.M.) 





Posted: February 3, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the February 3, 1986 noon press briefing: 


UNDER SECRETARY SCHNEIDER'S TRAVEL PLANS 





Q: Is Under Secretary Schneider in Iraq, and what for? 


A: -- UNDER SECRETARY SCHNEIDER MADE A BRIEF STOP IN BAGHDAD 
FEBRUARY 1 AND 2 EN ROUTE TO EGYPT AND CHINA. THIS VISIT 
WAS IN RESPONSE TO INVITATIONS OF IRAQI OFFICIALS AND INVOLVED 
CONSULTATIONS ABOUT U.S.-IRAQI RELATIONS. HIS CONVERSATIONS 
IN CAIRO (FEBRUARY 2-5) WILL FOCUS ON THE PROSPECTS FOR U.S. 
SECURITY ASSISTANCE TO EGYPT. IN CHINA, UNDER SECRETARY 
SCHNEIDER WILL BE THE GUEST OF THE BEIJING INSTITUTE OF 


STRATEGIC STUDIES AND SPEND SEVERAL DAYS (FEBRUARY 7-15) 


VISITING CHINESE SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY INSTITUTES. 








Posted: February 3}, 


TAKEN QUESTION 


Question Taken at Noon Press Briefing of February 3, 1986 


EGYPT: OPERATION BRIGHT STAR 





There is a report to the effect that Egypt has cancelled 
the program for the Operation Bright Star. The maneuver 
was cancelled in December; it was always conducted between 
the U.S. and Egypt. The report among Egyptians that the 
cut in U.S. aid that has been forecast has something to do 
with all this. Can you comment? 


THERE HAS BEEN NO CANCELLATION OF ANY OPERATION BRIGHT STAR 


EXERCISE. THE LAST SUCH EXERCISE WAS SUCCESSFULLY HELD IN 


AUGUST 1985. 
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DEPARTMENI OF STATE 
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DPC #22 


THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 6, 1986, 12:30 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REDMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
One brief announcement. 


As noted in a release, which was available yesterday, 
Michael Novak has been appointed head of the U.S. delegation to 
the Experts Meeting on Human Contacts of the Conference on 
Security and Cooperation in Europe -- the CSCE. The meeting 
will take place in Bern , Switzerland, from April 15 to May 26, 
1986. It will address the development of contacts among 
persons, institutions and organizations in light of the 
provisions of the Helsinki Final Act and the concluding 
document of the 1983 Madrid CSCE follow-up conference. For 
more details, you can see the notice. 


Questions? 


Q Has the United States decided what position it 
will take on the Security Council debate about the Israeli 
interception of the Libyan plane? 


A As you know, we don't discuss the positions we're 
going to take before the fact, so that all I could say is that 
debate is on-going today, and the United States position will 
be clear in the vote and the explanation of that vote that 
occurs at the United Nations. 


Q The opinion expressed in the statement, however, 
that you put out Tuesday night, is still representative of this 
Administration; right? 


A That's right. That was a statement of the 
general principles and policies that we would apply to this 
sort of a case. 


Q Generally disapproving -- 








“ I'm not addressing in that context any specific 
action. If you look at the statement, it started as a matter 
of general principle and then it explained the U.S. policy. 


Q But it wasn't issued until the event, until the 
specific act occurred? 


= That's right. 


Q Chuck, on South Yemen where hopefully things are 
a little bit less unclear, there are reports, including one 
yesterday from Janes, that the Soviet Union has been very 
heavily involved militarily on the side of the rebels, doing 
things such as bombing the capital with Soviet or Yemeni MiGs. 
Soviet observers have been apparently sighted dir ting tank 
and artillery fire, and that the Soviets have set >» an airlift 
to the rebels. Do you have anything on that -- 0. Soviet 
military involvement in Yemen? 


A On most of those details, no, I don't have 
anything specific but 1'1l] certainly take a look and see what I 
can dig up. 


I would only repeat what we said earlier on, that we 
Cid -- had detected some evidence of Soviet involvement which 
we made known to you at that time, and I'd be happy to take a 
look and see if there's anything further we can provide in the 
aftermath. 


Q Chuck, going back to the plane. The Israelis are 
using the excuse that the United States intercepted the 
Egyptian airliner of last year and therefore they feel like 
this is a precedent, so they could do what they did. 


Are you buying their logic or their reasoning for 
doing what they did? 


A All I can really comment on is our own decision 
in the instance that you referred to. As a matter of general 
principle, to repeat, the U.S. opposes the interception of 
aircraft in a peacetime situation. While such measures can be 
justified in certain very narrow -- very narrow -- 
counter-terrorism cases, they should be taken only on the basis 
of the strongest and clearest evidence that terrorists are on 
board. That repeats elements of the statement to which we 
referred a minute ago. 


Our decision was made on the basis of this policy. 
That's really all I can help you with. We said earlier that 
the Government of Israel made its own decision on the basis of 
its own evidence. 





Q So there is no -- you couldn't -- there's no 
parallel? The precedent that was by the American action is 
completely on the opposite from what the Israelis did; you 
could say that? 


a The best I can help you is to, once again, do 
what I did, which is to try to mak» clear our policy as we see 
it and how it should be applied. In the case of our own 
actions, we believe that that policy was fulfilled. 


Q If 1 might go over the statement of Tuesday night 

-- I think was by Mr. Kalb -- he said that in some cases, I 
believe, there was a sort of -- I don't know, a justification 
or not. It was the last paragraph of that statement, or the 
last few sentences: If there were evidence of ti#rrorism and 
acts of terrorists, that you will try to take -- che Israelis 
could be somehow justified or, you know -- I don't have the 
statement in front of me. 


But my question is here, in the New York Times 
yesterday -- the front page story .- my information that the 
second man on the step of th» plane -- his name is Saad Eddin 
Ghandur -- who is a splinter  f Fatah -- and he belongs to Abu 
Musa's group who is against Yasser Arafat. His nom de guerre 
is (inaudible). 





If Israel was looking for terrorists and tried to 


snatch some terrorists -- whether Habash or Abu Nidal or others 
-- why they were not taken from that plane? I'm not speaking 
for the Israeli Government, I'm following this -- why is this 


done like this that there was “terrorists” there and they were 
looking for terrorists to do the act in the Middle East, or on 
the plane? 


A I think as you made clear, I'm not speaking for 
the Israeli Government, and I frankly can't answer your 
question. 


Q Can I just pursue your last statement just one 
more step and see if it goes that far? You said that the U.S. 
opposes interception except in very narrow counter-terrorist 
situations. 


Does the U.S. consider the episode on Tuesday to have 
been a very narrow counter-terrorist situation? 


A To answer that question, I go back to what I said 
earlier in conjunction with the Security Council discussion. 
That that discussion is underway and that the U.S. position 





should be clear at the end of that. and as reflected in our 
explanation of the vote. 


Q I wasn't asking about the U.N., I was asking 
about whether the U.S. considers that to be a very narrow 
counter-terrorist situation? 


a At this point, I have no other specific comment 
on that incident. 


Q Chuck, another area? 

Q Chuck, do you have any -- 
- Still on this area? 

Q No. 


Q Are you aware of any Israeli officers on board 
the U.S. naval ships off the coast of Libya? 


6 No, I don't have anything on that. 
Q Can you take the question? 
3) I think you ought to address that to the Pentagon. 
One more on this, please. If -- first of all, do 
you know if an American aircraft was used by the -- an 


American-supplied aircraft was used by the Israelis to 
intercept -- 


a No, I don't know what aircraft were used 

Q Well, if you are generally disapproving of it, 
does that come under the rubric of legitimate self-defense? Is 
it legitimate use of American weapons? 

a That's a separate question. And since I don't 
even know whether the premise of the question has any 
foundation, I really can't answer the latter part of it. 

Q Are you looking into it at all? 


ia) I don't have anything on that. 


Q Chuck, from Libya this morning, a PFLP leader is 
quoted as warning American civilians to remain off American 
airlines, following the Israeli interception. He's also 
warning Israeli -- putting out a warning in connection with 
Israeli airlines I don't expect you to comment on that. 





But how about the warning to American civilians 
regarding flight on American airlines? 


i Our only comment on that irresponsible threat is 
that should any group launch a terrorist attack against the 
United States, we will take whatever action we deem appropriate 
in response 


Q Would that be considered a very narrow 
counter-terrorist situation? 

a No elaboration. 

Q Chuck, on this matter also. There is sort of a 


feeling in the Arab world now, as what happened in the last 
couple of days, that flying all over the Middle tast or 
crossing the Mediterranean is becoming unsafe under any speed 
or under any protection 


What will be done in order to alleviate this fear, 
because some specific airlines in the Arab world are thinking 
twice about taking even their commercial flights in the area? 
So what's the United States trying to do or will do to bring 
about some alleviation of the concern there? 


a I don't have any information on the specifics of 
your question As I said, as a matter of general principle, we 
oppose the interception of aircraft in a peacetime situation 
because such interceptions are very risky, inherently But 
beyond that, I don't have anything on specific actions. 


Q Can you look into the matter that possibly the 
International Board of Aviation, whatever, someone could 
guarantee or try to create such warranties for future flights 
and current flights? 


ia) Il think it's premature to look at that question 
right now If it becomes current, I'd be happy to address it 


~-MORE-- 





Q Chuck, can you give us an update on the Haitian 
situation, please? 


“ Nothing else on the Middle East? 


Q Is there any determination yet on these license 
applications for relief for the oil companies in Libya? 


o No. As of now, I can't move you beyond where 
we've been before. 


Q Chuck, could I ask you to back up on that? I 
mean, they have passed the deadline and it's still okay with 
you? 


a That's right. I made a statement on Monday which 
addressed how they (inaudible). 


No, no, but they are three further days past the 
deadline on Thursday, and they're still not violating anything? 


a Past the deadline is past the deadline, that's 
right. 


Q Fifteen companies doing business in Libya, and 
it's okay still because you're trying to work something out, 
right? 


D 


That's what 1 said 


+ No, but I mean anything -- 


What I said -- 


Q They may be there a year from now, and that would 
make your deadline kind of academic 


(Laughter) 

a I wouldn't lead you in that direction, but -- 

Q No, no. They're oil companies, though, they're 
corporations -- 

a O.K. 


Meanwhile, still on the Middle East 


You're next wren we get out of the Middle East. 


Q Do you have anything on a threat to the Embassy 
in Cyprus, a terrorist threat, alleged? 











q No, don't have anything. 


Q Chuck, I want to go back I'm sorry. I want to 
ask you about Libya. You're reminding me now that the 
Secretary, while doing a position paper, I guess, on the whole 
world before the House Foreign Affairs Committee was asked a 
question or two about Libya, and strangely enough, he was not 
as optimistic as Mr. Whitehead was standing up here about the 
support. In fact, Mr. Shultz said that as a general rule he 
doesn't approve of sanctions, doesn't think they work, but in 
this case they had to be applied. But we're not getting 
support tor the sanctions. 


What about all that anticipated support that Whitehead 
up there told us to wait a few days for and we would be hearing 
about? Have there been any new expressions of support or even 
concrete evidence of support for these sanctions? 


A You've surpassed yourself. Normally, I'm asked 
to put words only in the mouth of the Secretary or the Deputy 
Secretary, and this time you want me to do both. 


Q No, I don't want you to put words in the mouth of 
the Secretary; I understood what the Secretary said. But Mr. 
Whitehead had a news conference here, and he said that even 
though it seemed as if there wasn't much support outwardly -- 
and we all know about Canada, Italy, et cetera -- that indeed, 
we would see the support developing in the days ahead. And I 
wondered if you could give us any examples, because it's been 
at least a week since we had that. 


A No, at this point, I can't give you any new 
examples. I'd simply refer you to the total context of the 
Deputy Secretary's remarks; and I believe that what you're 
talking about is nothing more than a question of slight 
nuance, if that. 


Q Chuck, can you tell us where the Deputy Secretary 
is? He's been listed as “out of the country," but you haven't 
told us -- 


A That's right, he's out ot the country. He's been 
in Bonn where he has had consultations with German officials. 
Those consultations have focused mainly on bilateral relations, 
the Geneva arms talks, arms control questions as well as the 
fight against counter-terrorism -- the fight against 
terrorism. 


I believe that he is in Brussels today where he's 
delivering a speech. 





Q On what, do you know, to a private group, an 
alumni association? 


A It is a conference, just a minute -- 
Q Stamford Alumni group? 
G No, it is not. He is giving the keynote address 


at a Conference on High Technology today. This Conference is 
--— In fact, the full title is the Four Mission Conference on 
High Technology, Security, and Economic Growth, ard it is 
jointly sponsored by the U.S. Embassy in Brussels, the U.S. 
Mission to the EC, the U.S. Mission to NATO and the U.S.OECD. 
Hence, the four-mission conference. 


Q Right. Now, with reference to Bonn, you said he 
was talking about the Geneva negotiations. Is he -- 


A German-American relations, new Soviet arms 
control proposals and cooperation in combatting terrorism. 


Q That's what I'm driving at. Nitze and Rowney 
have a special assignment to visit a number of countries. 


fa Right. 


Q Is Whitehead part of that operation, or was it 
just while he was in Bonn it was one of the subjects on his 
agenda? 


A More the latter. There were some German 
officials that he did not have a chance to see when he was 
there before earlier in the month -- last month now -- and as a 
consequence, he took advantage of his trip to Europe which was 
specifically to give this speech in Brussels to go over to Bonn 
and follow up on those contacts. 


Q Will he go to other countries to talk about 
Geneva and Soviet relations et cetera? 


a No. 


Q Back to the Libyan plane for a second, please. 
You said the U.S. opposes interception of aircraft in peacetime 
situations. Would you be saying, then, that you are in support 
of Israeli action due to the fact that Israel is at war with 
Syria, or would you say it's a peacetime between the countries? 














4 I can't take you any further than the statement 
which you have referred to, which you all have copies of; and 
at this point, I simply have no further characterization. 


Q How would you characterize the situation between 
Israel and Syria, peaceful or at war? 


A I'd refer you to the Syrians and the Israelis. 


Q Chuck, on Haiti, do you have an update on the 
Situation there, please? 


“ Port-au-Prince appears to be quiet this morning. 
The Embassy had reports from returned travelers that the same 
quiet and calm prevailed in St. Marc, Gonaives, and towns in 
the central part of the country. 


There was brief excitement around 8:30 this morning 
when a bomb threat was received at the U.S. Consulate 
building. A search of the building revealed no bomb. 
Consulate personnel were back in their offices, and consular 
operations resumed by 9:05 a.m. 


Yesterday the government ordered businesses to remain 
open in compliance with the June 1957 decree which obliges them 
to remain open to ensure the regular supply of the people. 
Yesterday morning, 30 to 40 percent of businesses were reported 
open. Today, businesses are reported to be about 95 percent 
open, with army personnel observed inside many of the business 
establishments. Vehicular and pedestrian traffic in the 
capital are near normal weekday levels. 


An aside: The carnival begins Friday, February 7 and 
ends February 11, the Tuesday before Lent. Americans continue 
to leave the island on outgoing commercial flights. The 
airport at Port-au-Prince is open. Eastern and American 
Airlines are operating normally, but with some delays. 


Q What is the advice to Americans now? Is there 
still a travel advisory? And is the Embassy still advising 
Americans to stay indoors, or is that all over with? 


A The answer to both of those questions is yes. 
Q You mean it's all over with? 
A The advisory recommending against travel to Haiti 


remains in effect, and the embassy is recommending that 
Americans stay off the streets. 
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Q Do you have any information that Duvalier has 
been granted political asylum in Saudi Arabia? 


4 No. 


Q Do you have any information about his requesting 
asylum in various countries? 


A No, I don't. Questions about the plans of the 
Haitian President should be addressed to him or his 
representatives. 


-— MORE -- 
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Q Have you got an estimate on the number of 
Americans still in Haiti? 


A Yes. Concerning American citizens in Haiti now, 
our estimate is that there are approximately 5,800, and then in 
addition there are some 300 American -- official Americans and 
dependents, which would include Peace Corps. 


Q Has the U.S. taken any steps in anticipation of 
possible violence in Haiti in the coming days? 


A As always, I don't have any comment on specific 
contingency plans. Of course, the U.S. Government has 
contingency plans in the event of emergencies all over the 
world. That's to be expected, as you can imagine. However, 
it's a well-established policy not to comment on particular 
contingencies. 


Q But that 300 official representation, is that a 
drawn-down number, or is that the going number? In other 
words, have you taken people out? 


a I believe that that is pretty close to the normal 
number in fact, but I'll have to look into that. 


Q It seems to me -- I have a number here from last 
week that was over 2,000 -- mission, embassy, AID, Peace Corps 


fa That's right. But I think that's a much, much 
larger group. I limited my remarks to official Americans and 
dependents. which I estimate to be about two-thirds of that 
number, plus Peace Corps, another 100 perhaps, which takes you 
to 300. 


Q There are 1700 missionaries? 


A But you have other kinds of voluntary 
organizations, other Americans there. 


Q You said last week there were between fifteen and 
sixteen thousand Americans -- 


a Those were the very first estimates when you 
first asked the question, which I recall at the time was 
caveated to the effect that this was a seasonal issue, and in 
the meantime, as we've said, Americans have continued to leave 
Haiti. 
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My estimate would be that that initial number was 
probably far too high for this particular season. 


Q 5,000 would be tourists and residents? 

A The 5,800 is tourists and residents. 

Q Can I get -- 

Q A non-Haitian question -- 

Q Has the U.S. been in contact with him, with 


President Duvalier, in the last day or so about possible 
residence elsewhere? 


A Concerning the question of possible residence 
elsewhere, I have nothing on that question But, secondly, we 
do continue our normal contacts with the Haitian Government as 
well as with all sectors of Haitian society. 


Q Chuck, just to follow that question, if Mr. 
Duvalier should decide that the only place that he's likely to 
get in is the United States, would we be amenable to allow him 
to come here? 


A That's a hypothetical question. 
Q A non-Haitian question -- 
fa Could we stay on Haiti? 


I have one more, if you will. Presumably, the 
President, like other heads of state, would travel ona 
diplomatic passport. Would he need any visa or any special 
permission to come here? 


A I can't speculate on all these questions. I 
don't know. 


Q Well, make it specific: Does someone traveling 
on a diplomatic passport from a country with whom we have 
diplomatic relations require a visa to enter as a tourist? 


ts) If you're asking a general question, I can look 
-- I can get the answer specifically from the Bureau of 
Consular Affairs. 


Q Yeah, would you? 
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+ (To staff) But does anyone know -- does a 

diplomatic passport require a visa? It does, I believe. 
MR. MARTINEZ: It has a valid visa in it already. 


MR. REDMAN: Yes. It should have a valid visa, like 
anyone else coming to the United States, any diplomatic 


passport. 
Q Even as a tourist, coming from Haiti? 
a) Coming from France, from Germany, from wherever. 
Q You haven't responded to the previous question 


about whether the U.S. would let him in, would welcome him 
here, as saying that was a hypothetical question. I don't 
remember exactly what your words were yesterday in answer to 
the visa request question, but does that -- can we take it to 
mean that when you say that's a hypothetical question, that he 
has not asked -- whether there's a visa involved or not -- that 
he has not asked for permission or asked for U.S. opinion on 
whether he would be welcome here or not? 


A Yes. You can take that. 

Q Okay. 

A He has not asked to come here. 

Q He has not requested a visa? 

A We've said previously, I believe, that questions 


about visas, reports that appeared in the press, were 
unfounded, and I have nothing beyond that. 


Q Did we tell him anything before he asked about 
whether he could come to the United States? (Laughter) Have 
we made it clear to him that he is unwelcome or welcome here --- 
(laughter) -- whether or not he's asked? 


A As I said, I'm not commenting on hypothetical, 
speculative ouestions. 


Q Has he met with the Ambassador -- 


Q That's not a hypothetical. 


Q It's a “did we." 
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A I don't have any -- 
Q "Did we." Right. That's not a hypothetical. 
a Then it's a diplomatic exchange. (Laughter) 


Q Diplomatic gridlock! 
Q Has he met with the Ambassador? 


a Beyond my general comment on normal contacts 
continuing, I don't have anything on that. I do know that the 
Ambassador has met with the Foreign Minister, but I don't have 
anything on the President himself. 


Q From a human rights standpoint, do you have any 
comment on the presence of military personnel in private 
businesses in Haiti? 


a) No. I mean, you all know the position we've 
consistently made clear concerning -- human rights position, 
not only applies to Haiti but throughout the world, so I really 
have nothing specific on this case. 


Q Do you have anything new on certification? 

A No. 

Q I guess that's it. 

Q Wait a minute. 

Q No? Okay. 

A There was a non-Haiti question, I know, coming up 
here. 

Q Yes. 

Another non-Haiti? 

Q Yes. 

Sinst A Non-Haiti and non-Haiti and non-Haiti. Over here 
rst. 


Q Do you have anything on the Indo-American Joint 
Commission that is now meeting, and also a meeting between the 
Secretary and the Minister of External Affairs in India? 
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A The United States and India are holding the sixth 
meeting of the Indo-U.S. Joint Commission here in the 
Department today. The Joint Commission began in 1974. The 
last session was held in Delhi in 1983. Today's session will 
be chaired by Secretary Shultz and Foreign Minister Baliram 
Bhagat. 


The four subcommissions which operate under the Joint 
Commission -- that is, education and culture, science and 
technology, economics and commercial, and agriculture -- will 
have separate meetings. 


Q When do you expect the communique? 

A Pardon? 

Q When do you expect the communique? 

A If all goes according to schedule, mid-afternoon, 


perhaps 3:00 or shortly thereafter. 
Q Will you make that available in the Press Office? 
“ Yes. 


Q Do you have any reaction to President Jimmy 
Carter's visit to Managua? 


a No, I don't. 

Q Nothing at all? 

Q Chuck, on the Philippines, do you have anything 
today on the change in observer status that was apparently 


granted by the election commission? 


A No. We've seen those reports, and, clearly, 
that's a favorable development. 


Q Do you have any report on the situation in 
Guatemala with the sequestration of security troops? 


ie) No. 


Q Any further comment on the Philippine elections 
now that the campaign is over? On the campaign, rather, not on 
the election? 
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A Even less so. (Laughter) 

Q Chuck, do you have anything you want to read us? 
(Laughter) 

Q South Africa. There have been a number of 


statements over the last few days by senior South African 
officials which seem to have laid out their vision of reform. 
Without going into all the tedious details of what that 
represents, does the United States consider that to be a 
positive development? Are they going in the right direction? 


i) I have nothing in the way of a general reaction. 
I'd refer you to our statement issued after the speech by 
President Botha, which I think captures the essence of how we 
feel about that process and the current -- 


Q That statement did say we're studying it 
carefully; we're looking to see what comes out of it. Things 
have started coming out of it. You've had time to study the 
speech. 


a) And I think all of that applies to these other 
statements as well. 
‘ 
Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:49 p.m.) 














Q. 


Posted: 2/6/86 
TAKEN QUESTION for February 6, 1986 


On South Yemen - there are reports that the Soviet Union 


has been very heavily involved on the side of the rebels. Do 
you have anything on that? | 


A. 


--We have seen indications that the Soviets and the Cubans 
have had direct involvement in the fighting in South 
Yemen. There are reports that Cubans have been active in 
logistics support and in saintainance of equipment for the 
rebel forces. Other reports indicate that the Soviets have 
been involved in combat situations in support of rebel 
forces, and may have gone as far as directing tank and 
artillery fire or even piloting attack planes. Soviet 
involvement seems to have increased as rebel forces 


appeared to be gaining the upper hand. 


--While this apparent support for the rebels is based on 
scattered and unconfirmed reports, the reports do seem to 
indicate a credible pattern of increasing and significant 
Soviet support for the rebel group. This is indirectly 
corroborated by obvious Soviet political and diplomatic 
support for the new Aden regime, which represents an 


abandongent of its previous support for the Ali Nasir 


government. 
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+RIDAY, FEBRUARY 7, 1986, 12:47 P.M 
(ON THi RECORKUD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOILD) 


MR KALB Good afternoon, everybody. I have an 
announcement here about Libyan sanctions and so forth, end 
essentially. the quick heads-up on that is that there will be a 
BACKGROUND session here at 2:00 this afternoon. But let me 
just share with you what we have. 


Implementing procedures have been determined regarding 
the treatment of American dependents of Libyan nationals who 
remain in Libya, and for the divestiture of assets owned by 
Americans in Libya 


One-thirty today, announcements on those two subjecis 
will be availatle in the Press Office. Two o'clock, 30 minutes 
later, in this room, BACKGROUND briefing about those 
announcements fhe announcements will be on an embargoed basis 
for 2:30, that 1s to say for use at the conclusion of the 
BACKGROUND briefing So, 1:30, announcements; 2:00, the 
briefing, and utilization of the announcements following the 
briefing 


Now, so far as Haiti is concerned, President Duvalier. 
his wife, and family members left Port-au-Prince at 3:46 this 
morning en route to France His departure comes after weeks of 
increasing tension and the evident erosion of his support. 
Yesterday, Duvalier made a direct request to the French 
Ambassador in Haiti for refuge in France, and asked our 
Ambassador if the U.S. would provide transportation. The 
French Government agreed to allow Duvalier and his family 
temporary asylum We agreed to provide transportation 


Our hope is that these arrangements will measurably 
contribute to a peaceful transition So far es early reports 
from Port-au-Prince are concerned, these indicate that airports 
and businesses are closed, that the city is calm. 


This morning, the new Haitain government, the National 
Council] of Government, was announced The new government is 
composed of three military, two civilian members, and is headed 
by Genera) Henri Namphy, as President. 
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Let me add to that that as news of President 
Duvalier's departure is spreading, there are clearly jubilant 
crowds forming There are also reports of some looting, 
including the house of a former Cabinet Minister. It's the 
first day of the Mardi Gras Carnival in Haiti. It goes on 
through next Tuesday. 


In an early morning television address to the country, 
General Namphy, head of the new national government, as I 
indicated just a moment ago, said that the new government would 
honor international commitments and respect human rights. He 
called for an end to violence. The new government has also 
announced that businesses and factories as well as airports are 
closed today. And insotar as American citizens, I would add 
that there are no reports of threats or injuries to American 
citizens. 


That's whet I have by way of an opener on that 


Q Can you tell us how this is going to advance the 
aim of democratic elections? Is there any commitment on the 
part of General Namphy or anybody else? 


A Weli, 1] just indicated to you what he had called 
for -- honor international commilments, respect human rights, 
and cal! for an end to violence 


Now Jet me just add to some other points in connection 
with the Haitian story. For example, on the question of aid, 
let us say, or emergency assistance to Haiti, we are consulting 
with the new government about its plans for the future of Haiti 
and the conditions under which the United States would be 
willing to be helpful. The United States remains committed to 
the development of democratic government and respect for 
Fundamental human rights in Haiti, as it is world-wide. 


We view the initial statement of the government in 
which the new Haitain leaders express their desire to respect 
human rights, end the violence, honor international 
cownitments, and keep the armed forces out of politics as a 
positive sign. 


Now, if we receive a request for emergency assistance 
from the new Haitain Government, we will give it careful 
consideration in light of all relevant factors. 


Q I don't see anything in that statement, though, 
about democratic elections. Do you have any such commitment? 
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& I don't have anything on that for the moment. 
Q Copy of that statement? 


A Copy of the statement? Yes, we will try to help 
you on that. 


Q Bernie, had you had any -- 
A Wait a minute. One at a time, please. 


Q Was there a request made for asylum in the U.S.? 
And when was the request for the U.S. plane made? 


‘ On asylum, any request made to the U.S., the 
answer there is no. On the other question that you have just 
asked, let me see what 1 have by way of that. 


Q Was - 
ia Wait a minute. Let me just pick that up. 
Let me have the shape of that question again, if I[ may? 


Q When was the request made for assistance in 
getting Duvalier out of the country? 


\ I said that that came yesterday. I did not have 
the exact time on that. I said that yesterday, Duvalier wade a 
direct request to the French Ambassador in Haiti for refuge in 
France, and asked our Ambassador if the United States would 
provide transportation. On the exact timing, 1 simply don't 
have that for you. 


Q Bernie, on when this request for asylum was made, 
was Duvalier or his people informed by the United States that 
if he requested asylum, it would not be given, or/and did 
Duvalier or his government ask whether, if they requested 
asylum, it would be given or turned down? 


a As I say, there was no request, so I see no 
reason to get involved in the extra -- 


Q I see a lot of reasons -- 


A Wel] -- 


-- Jet me finish the question. There is no point 
in asking for asylum if you are given a reason to believe that 
it will not be granted to you. You can only be embarrassed and 
rejected that way. And we all know about the Shah's exploits 
and similar situations. So I'm simply asking you if there was 
preliminary discussion about asylum for Mr. Duvalier. 
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A The answer is no to the specific question, for 
example, did the United States turn Duvalier away from coming 
to the United States. Insofar as to the questions that you 
asked, I don't have any specifics to offer you on that. 

Q Bernie - 


is Just a second You've been away a long time; 
you'll have to wait. 


(Laughter) 


Let me see if we can try to get you something on 
that. We'll come back in a minute, Les. 


Welcome back, I suppose with some enthusiasm. 


(LaughLler) 
Q Bernie, 1s it true that - 
A How are you? But, no, somebody had a -- we'll 


come back in a minute. 
Q Then, you're coming back to me, right? 
A You and ['ll be here till 4:00 this afternoon. 


Q Bernie, can you discuss with us a little bit more 
about the conversation the U.S. Ambassador had with Duvalier? 
Did the U.S. advise Duvalier he ought to leave? 


A Insofar as the specifics of the conversation are 
concerned, 1 think you'd understand that I am not in a position 
to share that with you. However, under the general heading as 
to, let us say -- did the United States pressure Duvalier to 
leave -- the decision to leave Haiti was Duvalier's. It became 
obvious to him in the last few days that he could no longer 
sustain his government except through the use of force. 


Q That didn't quite answer my question; did the 
U.S. suggest he ought to leave? 


A Well, that's a variation of what we talked about 
before with Barry, and I don't have anything on that. 


Q No, excuse me. I asked about the U.S. as being a 
refuge. I think Bernie's question is a bit different; it's 
whether the United States sort of suggested to him formally 
that he ought to live in another country besides Haiti -- 
France, any place. 








2/7/86 


Ww 


A Well, I think when I say that it became obvious 
to him in the last few days that he could no longer sustain his 
government except through the use of force, that would be a 
reflection of the U.S. position vis-a-vis the developments in 
Haiti over the past few days. 


Q Did the U.S. -- 


4 Just a minute. Now, I noted that our Ambassador, 
Clay McManaway, saw Duvalier yesterday -- I noted that 
earlier. Our main concern was to avoid further bloodshed and 
insure, to the extent possible, a smooth transition. The 
Government of France shared these concerns. The measures taken 
-- the offer of asylum and the provision of transportation .-- 
should measurably contribute to a less violent transition. 


Q Bernie, on that point -- 
6 Don. 
Q -- Gid Ambassador McManaway, or some other member 


or members of the United States Mission there, discuss with 
those who have now taken over, General Namphy, or whatever his 
name is, or other members of the incoming ruling group, about 
what they might do usefully in the country, or the arrangements 
for their assumption of power? 


A Don't have anything for you in connection with 
contacts between the new group and the U.S. Embassy in Haiti. 
Let me see if 1 can't get some information on that. 

Q Bernie, still on U.S. help to Duvalier, are we 


helping him in any way find, not temporary, but definite asylum 
in some other country? Are we involved in that search? 


A I don't have anything for you on that. 


Les. 


-- MORE -- 
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Q What is the meaning -- 
A Wait a minute, wait a minute. 
Q What is the meaning, Bernie -- 


Q (Inaudible) 


Q What is the meaning of “temporary asylum"? What 
do you mean by it? How long does it mean, and does this mean 
that the French Government will assist Haiti in recovering the 
reported millions that he had stashed away in a bank in France 
and other places? 


a You'd have to ask the French Government about 
that. 

Q Wel], 1 mean -- 

ne Ralph? 

Q -- Gid you know -. does the State -- 

A No. I can't help you on - 

Q What does “temporary” mean, please? 

is I think I made it clear that there was a French 


offer of temporary asylum. 
Q Yeah, but I mean - 


A Therefore, 1 feel eminently comfortable to 
encourage you to get in touch with the French. Ralph? 





Q Bernie, does the extension of U.S. transportation 
6 Welcome back, Les. (Laughter) 


Does the extension of U.S. transportation extend 
beyond France? 


i) I don't have anything on that. On that airplane, 
let me just make a reference to the plane, that Duvalier - 


Q Could you take that question, please? 
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Q Did the U.S. agree to transport Duvalier to 
France, or did it agree to transport Duvalier to a place of 
permanent residence? 


A I don't think I can help you on that, and I'm 
going to pass on the invitation on taking the question. 


Q Bernie -- 
ia I'm trying to break down the 23 -- 
Q I think -- what's that? 


Q Were you about to break down the 23 people 
traveling - 


A No. I1 don't have a breakdown on the 23. 

Q Why would there need to be -- 

Q There were American -- were there U.S. officials 
on the plane with him to help him find France? (Laughter) 
Were U.S. officials along with him to help ease his transition 
to a temporary refuge? 

A 1 don't have anything on that, aside from the 
fact that there was a crew, but insofar as others there who 
would - 

Q Make him feel calm - 

A Usher, as you say, or suggest - 

Q Calm him down. 

A I don't have - 


Q Show a certain concern -- 


is I don't have anything on that. 


Q Why was a U.S. plane necessary? Don't the 
Haitians have an airline? 
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Q Right. 


5 What 1 can tell you in reply to the first part of 
your question, Bernie, and not on the second, is that Duvalier 
made the request for a U.S. Air Force plane. The Government of 
France requested that the United States Government make all the 
arrangemenis itself. 


Q Let me explore the U.S. role, Bernie. Can you 
tell us about U.S. diplomats aboard the plane? 

6 Well, that's a variation of the question. 

Q Yes. 

A 1 thought that -- and 1 said 1 would take a look 
and see what's possible. 

Q Okay. 

6 That's the same question, I think. 

Q Yes. 

Q Bernie, in terms of the new government there, do 


we consider ~t to be a transitional government, and how long 
should the transition take, and what should it “transish" to? 
(Laughter) 


6 It's -- I suspect it's for the Haitians to make a 
determination about the duration of transition. Certainly, in 
view of the fact that al] these things took place within the 
last few hours, I am not in a position to even speculate or 
hypothesize about what the immediate future wil] be of the new 
government. 


Q Well, what is our expectation initially for this 
government to look like? 


i You're asking me again to engage ina ‘ieee 
and I'm going to resist that. I will say that norma 

diplomatic relations continue; that we are awaiting 
clarification of the new government's intentions regarding 
human rights and free elections. The new government's position 
on matters such as these will determine the nature of our 
relations with the new regime. 


Q Why are you encouraged that the military is going 
to -- not take a place in government when three of the five 
people heading this group are military? 
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a I lost your question, Don. 

Q A while ago in the statement you made -- 

“ Yeah. 

Q You said that some of the early trends of this 
new group are encouraging -- 

7 Right. 

Q Including one, I believe you said, that it's 


going to be a civilian government, not a military government. 
I don't remember the phrasing, but that's the gist of it. 


A Well - 
Q Bui they seem to be a military-dominated group. 
A Well, no, I think I said that it was a mix - 


Civilian/military. And on that question, I had the names, if 
anybody wants them. Let me just add that if you already have 
the names on the basis of wire reports, a brief biographical 

effort has been made in connection - 


Q Look at the statement where you ended with, 
“these are positive signs." 


Q You said you were pleased the military was -- 
Q Not to take part in politics. 


A Wel], 1 noted as well] that this was a government 
that had been put together in the immediate wake of the 
Duvalier departure 1 am not in a position to bestow 
permanency on this government or to define the nature of 
transition. I'm going to have to let it stand as I have 
offered it up to this point. 


Q What was the sign that was positive regarding the 
military's role? What did you see that was positive in the 
Situation there? 


id Well, I think 1 alluded to something that the 
initial statement had: that the new government would honor 
international commitments, respect human rights, call for an 
end to violence. In that context, whatever phrasing I used 
before stands 
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Q Bernic -- 
A Let me go to -- you've had a shot. Let me -- 
Q Bernie, just to clarify that - 

Mike? 


Q Rt one stage after you read that particular 
piece, you did mention that Namphy has said on television that 
he would keep the army out of politics. Did you mean to say 
that? Is that what he said? 


6 What 1 said is the information that has reached 
the State Department. I['1ll just stand with it, if that was the 
way it was presented. 


Somebody asked me a question -- 
Q Yes. 


id -- somewhere - just a moment. - somewhere 
along the lines as we've gone through this ricochet, a question 
that dealt with, did the United States have a hand or were 
there any contacts? Let me address that question, if I may. 


We have taken the position that the Haitians should 
choose their own future, a.d it is Haitians who have chosen the 
members of the new council of -- National] Council of Government 


We are consulting with the new government about its 
plans for the future of Haiti and the conditions under which 
the U.S. would be willing to be helpful. Consistent with our 
policy worldwide, the U.S. remains committed to the development 
of democratic government and respect for fundamental lhuman 
rights. 


Q How did the Haitians choose this government? 
A I don't have any specifics as to how -- 


Q On that specific point, you mentioned earlier as 
kinds of help that the United States could supply -- we're 
talking, as I understand it, there is $26 million impounded, 
waiting for certification, but then you mention another phrase, 
“emergency aid." Are you talking about something above and 
beyond that $26 million? 
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5 Yes, I am. 

Q How much? 

4 On the -- 1 don't have any numbers for you. The 
word “emergericy"” would -- I would assume would go beyond that. 


Insofar as the $26 million, if I can do a quick recap on that, 
was a request for about $25 million, which is not the 26. This 
is sort of an overall picture. Request, FY-86, for about $25 
million of food assistance, which is not covered by the 
statutory requirement for human rights certification. A part 
of that -- that is to say, PL-480 money -- has been obligated. 


Now to come back to the $26 million that you alluded 
to. Another $26 million in the FY-86 aid is requested under 
the Foreign Assistance Act, and that in fact is covered by the 
certification requirement. So that still stands; that is to 
say, there has been no waiver of that certification. 


Now let me see what I have here on the question of -- 
well, I dealt with the aid thing, and then, really, I don't 
have anything beyond that. 


Q Bernie -- 
Q Bernie - 
iS Let me -- 
Q Is this going or is in question? 


A It's still being held. 
Q Right. 


Q Bernie, going back to the U.S. role -- I thought 
-- exactly what -- 


Q Is the U.S. Government -- 


a Wait a minute, wait a minute. Just one shot at a 
time. Let me go to Bill, please. 


Q Exactly one week ago Steve Dawkins, the DCM, sent 
a message to the State Department, saying that Duvalier had 
been overthrown and that a civilian/military junta had taken 
over. What did he do? Lose his place in the calendar? 
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I] mean, don't you find it odd that exactly one week ago you had 
that informacion, it just didn't happen? Was it -- I mean, 
that's how - what 1 am getting at is the depth of U.S. 
involvement in restructuring the Government of Haiti. 


6 You're asking for a post-mortem on that last 
Tuesday's event. 


Q Last Friday. 

A And -- was it last Friday? 

Q Yeah. 

5 That's right. Last Friday. A week ago. Why did 
I think it's Tuesday? In any case, I'm going to pass the 
opportunity to engage in surgery on that post-mortem. I think 
-- I've read a lot of reports about it, and I really think 
essentially the reports that l've read catch up the balance of 
accuracy. 


So why don't I let that have a quiet, respectful 


interment. 

Q You mean Dawkins is finally right? 

f°) If you want to commend him with a medal for 
prophecy, that's your call. 

Q Question back here, Bernie. 

A Let me go over here, please. 

Q Has the state of siege been lifted or is martial 


law still in effect? 
A Don't have that specific for you. 


Q Bernie, can you tell us when was the first time 
the United States Government had a meeting -- 


a Wait a minute. You want to go in this corner, 
weighing 140 pounds -- 


Q Did the U.S. help Duvalier obtain acceptance of 
his request from the French? Did they intercede -- did the 
U.S. intercede with the French on his behalf, and can you tell] 
us if his final destination will be Gabon? 
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‘ I don't have anything on a final destination, in 
picking up the words you used in your question. And, insofar 
as U.S. intercession with France, I think I noted that the - 
Duvalier himself had made a direct request to the French 
Ambassador in Haiti. 


Q So we did not intercede or help in any way? 


A I don't have any specific on that, and rather 
than be absolutely categorical, I'm just going to leave that in 
away that will leave you immensely frustrated. 


Bernie, you said, and it has been said all day, 
that the U.S. judgment was the only way Duvalier could have 
remained in power was through repression. Right? 


A Yep. 


Q I'm still asking you about a U.S. role, informal, 
if not Formal. Did U.S. diplomats in Haiti impress upon or try 
to impart to Duvalier that judgment Lefore he left? Did the 
United States counsel him that in the U.S. view he could only 
remain in power through violence, force and repression? 


A I think I answered before that I could not get 
involved in the specifics, but 1 made some allusions to what 
might be a possible scenario if he remained in power, and that 
clearly reflects the U.S. view 

Q All right. But I'm just asking you -- 

6 You're asking me, if I understand you, Barry -- 


Q Well, we go through this, you know - 


D 


Yeah, but you're asking me -- 


Q - when histories of the Shah's downfall are 
written, did the Ambassador tell him, did the NSC get the word 
to him, etc.? The U.S. is not exactly a benign player in 
Haiti, as witness the fact that it took on the job of flying 
him out of the country. 


Now, your judgment of today is that the only way he 
could have remained in power is through force. You didn't say 
that before he left. I'm asking you if the U.S. told Duvalier 
that -- 


a No. In fact -- 
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Q -- thereby suggesting to him that maybe he ought 
tG go someplace else. 


ra In fact, Barry, I don't know that I put it the 
way you did. 


Q All right. 


a The way I phrased it here, and the guidance was 
carefully prepared, was that our main concern was to avoid 
further bloodshed and insure, to the extent possible, a smooth 
transition. 


Q I know there's another sentence of the White 
House and the State Department, both guidances, that the word 
"repression" is there, and the point is that if he remained on, 
the only way he could hold on is through repression. 


l'm simply asking you if that gloomy outlook, that 
violent outlook, was presented to Duvalier by the U.S. before 
he fled the country? 


& l am saying to you that what 1 am saying now was 
the complexion of the American position. I noted that Clay 
McManaway, the Ambassador, had met with Duvalier yesterday, and 
I certainly cannot steer you away from assessments or calls or 
scenarios that might have entered the conversation. 


Now, Ann, you asked me a question before. I have some 
specifics on the question of the $26 million that is being 
held. That was to say, I had said earlier that the $26 million 
is still being held in abeyance until] a call is made in 
connection with certification. 


And, indeed, no decision has been reached on that 
issue of human rights determination. The government has been 
in office just a few hours. There will be a need to assess the 
plans and initial actions of the government before any 
determination can be forwarded to Congress. And that would 
affect the $26 million, which would be triggered for release, 
if, indeed, there is the certification on human rights. 


-- MORE -- 
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Q Bernie, when was the first time a U.S. Government 
officia) had a meeting with the now-leader of Haiti? 


io} When was the first time the U.S. had its first 
meeting with the new leader of Haiti? 


Q Yes. 

- I don't have that. 

Q Can you look for it? 

6 Let me see what is possible. 

Q Is there any reason to believe that the change in 
government will affect the status of the Haitians that are 
being held in Florida - those that are here illegally? 

ia ] simply don't have anything on that. 

Q Bernie, the Government of Jamaica claimed in a 


Statement this morning that they played a major role in 
convincing Duvalier to leave. fhey said - 


id The government of -- 

Q Of Jamaica. 

A Of Jamaica 

Q They say that they sent a special emissary there 


who met with him last week several times and convinced him to 
leave 


Is the U.S. aware of that role, and did we in any way 
encourage it? 


A No, I don't have anything for you on that. 


On a general question, I don't know whether I dealt 
with this in any particular way. Setting forth the general 
position that the U.S. Government view that the Haitian people 
have the right to choose their own government, we believe that 
the Duvalier decision was the correct one. The Haitian people 
have made it clear that they want a change of government. 


It was obvious “hat the only way the Duvalier 
Government could remain .. power was through repression and 
force. Ouvalier's decision to leave now allows for a 
transition to a new government with a minimum of violence and 
disruption 
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Q Bernie, if we've have exhausted on Haiti, can we 
have a filing break? 


6 Yes. 

Q No, can I ask one more question? 

a Yes, sure. 

Q Could you clarify for us whether or not American 


recognition of this government is automatically accorded, or 
whether there has to be some act of some sort? 


A No, there is nothing that has to be. I said 
normal diplomatic relations continue. 1 do not know of any 
other technical complexities or whatever. 


Q So that it has been recognized? 
A They continue normally. 

Q Bernie, the U.S. Ambassador -- 
fe Where are we? Where are we? 


Right here. The U.S. Ambassador to Haiti must 
have some knowledge of these new players in the government. 
Has he given any reason for optimism that these people might 
take the country in a more democratic directivun? 


A I don't have anything to share with you beyond 
what I have said. 


Q Has anyone else in the Haitian -- 
Q Why don't we have a filing break? 


A Just a second. I want to just say this -- a 
request for a filing break, and so be it. 


Q Did you say you had some biographical information? 

A I did, and you can pick it up in the Press Office 
later. There is some very abbreviated biographical sketches of 
the five. 


Q Do you have any response or reaction to -- 


6 Are we on a new subject? 
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Q Yes. Mr. Qadhafi's announcement that he has 
ordered his armed forces, the air force, to bring -- to 
intercept any Israeli plane anywhere and bring it down into 
Libya? 


A The way it is seen here, it is another instance 
of Qadhafi's mockery of international law. It deserves no 
further comment. 


Q Bernie, in that area -- 

A In that area. You mean in that subject, in that 
continent? 

Q Yeah, in Libya. Minister Farrakhan has announced 
that he intends to defy the President's travel ban to Libya by 
going there. And my question -- I have a two-part question -- 


is there any way in which, if Farrakhan does defy the 
Presidential] ban, our government could assist his going and 
then make sure he never comes back? 

A And your second question? 


Q I'll go to that after I get the first -- the 
answer to the first. 


A Why don't 1] try to get them all at one time. 


Q Well, the other one is, shall we say, remotely 
related? 


A Same continent? 
Q Well, fairly. 
A Antarctica? 


Q Yeah, same continent; same continent. So, how 
about the first one? Is there any way, if he does go -- 


A I am not prepared to speculate about your 
scenario. Question 2? 


Q Alright, second question: was Secretary Shultz 
surprised at the number of so-called black leaders who fled 
when offered an opportunity to debate Jonas Savimbi? 


is] I don't have anything for you on that. 
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Q He wasn't surprised? Were you surprised? 

ia I don't have anything for you. 

Matt? 

Q Do you have any comment on the Philippines? 


A The Philippines? The Philippines? 


Q Any indication of how the voting is going? 
Whether there is widespread fraud, or whether the results are 
going to be credible? 


A I think in view of the fact that the polling 
booths, the ballot boxes, etc., were closed not many hours ago, 
I think that there will be a dimension of forebearance if I] 
cannot be as forthcoming as you would like. 


With that as a preface, and putting you on notice that 
because of the clock -- of the ballot boxes having closed just 
a few hours ago -- 1 think it would be unrealistic for me to go 
off ina variety of directions at this time. 


Be that as it may, let me make an observation or two, 
and really that might be the end of what I would have to share 
on the Philippines. 


Picking up your question, Matt, we have seen reports 
of fraud and violence. We have no way of assessing their 
significance at this early stage in the election process, but 
they are regrettable. We would underline, as I've just 
indicated, that this is very early in the election process. 
The counting has just begun, and for that combination of 
reasons I'm going to stop there and 1 think you'll] understand 
my position. 


Q Where are the reports coming from? From press 
reports? 


7 I'm going to have to let it -- they are aware of 
reports. They're confident, and that's why I spoke about them 
up here. 


Q There are reports that the ANC has been alerted 
to prepare for Mandela's release this weekend. Do you have 
anything on that? 


fa Nope. I1 don't have anything on that. 


Q Bernie? 
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a Yes. Where are we? 
Semaan? 
Q Over here. Can you confirm reports that the 


United States offered the Palestine Liberation Organization an 
invitation to the International Peace Conference in exchange 
for its recognition of 242? 


a I think you're familiar with the U.S. position on 
the PLO, and that's my answer to that question. 


Q Well, that's your position; however, I wanted the 
recent offer. 


f That is my answer to that. I don't have anything 
on that. I only call attention to the standing position of Lhe 
United States policy, vis-a-vis the PLO. 


Ralph? 


Q Bernie, do you have any comment on allegations 
that it was the United States thal somehow screwed up the 
meetings between Arafat and Hussein in pursuit of the peace 
process? That the U.S. was involved in the failure of Lhose 
talks to reach an agreement? 


A Wherever that is based on -- where is that based 
on, Ralph? 
Q Ihere are allegations coming from the Middle 


East, from -- 


fi Responsible? 

Q I'll let you draw the conclusions. 

f Well, you're asking it -- you're asking the 
question. 

Q I'm asking a question. Do you have an answer? 


A Yes, but I think it's fair to ask some dimension 
of the integrity of the reports. If you choose not to answer, 
that's fine. 


But let me just say in answer to your question, any 
suggestion -- 


Q Then you have to tell us the same thing about the 
integrity of the reports on the Philippines. How about that? 
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A It is beyond press reporting. I think I made 
that quite clear. 


Q It is beyond press reporting? 


4 They get a mix of reports that reach the U.S. and 


Q Okay. 


i) Anyway, to get to your question, aside from this 
dueling. I take it there's a suggestion that you're making 
that there _s an allegation that the U.S. is responsible for 
the breakdown of the talks in Amnan. 


Q Right. 


i Such a suggestion is not based in fact. The 
talks in Amman represented an effort to see if the PLO was 
ready to meet certain Jordanian demands. Obviously, the PLO is 
unable to do so. 


U.S. and Jordanian officials have remained in close 
touch during this time, as they always do. There were no 
exchanges. There were no exchanges between us and the PLO, 
however, as apparently has been suggested in some news accounts. 


Let me go -- it sounded so soothing. 


Q Yes, thank you. Does the State Department 
consider the Heritage -- the Heritage Foundation to be a 
responsible and reputable organization which has supported 
President Reagan or not? 


iz Yes, it's a serious organization. Next? 


Q And, then, what is your reaction to their 
statement -- in which you're mentioned by name, Bernie -- 
they've issued a long paper in which they say there's a 
distressing and embarrassing gap between the statements of the 
Reagan Administration and U.S. foreign policy at the State 
Department? A persistent effort is being made to derail the 
Reagan Doctrine, and they have about fourteen pages in which 
you're mentioned, as a matter of fact, on Page 15? 


i Prominently? 


] Yes. (Laughter) 
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A The fact is -- 


Q They say, the State Department is sabotaging -- 
you haven't seen this? 


A The fact is -- Number 1, I have not seen it. 
Number 2, I think it comes as no surprise to you for me to 
remind you about how the Secretary sees his role here in 
foreign policy. 


It is the President's foreign policy that the 
Secretary of State carries out. I think you've heard him say 
on your own, in one variation or another, that he himself does 
not have a foreign policy. It is the President's foreign 
policy. So that would be -- 


Q Oh, yeah. They commend him. They just say it's 
the State Department people that are sabotaging both Shultz and 
Reagan time after time, and 1 just -- maybe you can take it. 


f Beyond what I said, I really don't have anything 


else. 
Matt? 
Q One follow-up whenever you're finished. 
Q Do you have any comment on the reported U.S. 


counter-offer to the Gorbachev arms control] proposal? 

A Briefly, that we are now consulting with our 
Allies on a response to General Secretary Gorbachev's 
mid-January proposal. When that consultation process is 
completed, we will, of course, be replying to the Soviets. 


Q Is there a counter -- a draft counter-proposal - 
that got taken over there? 


A Let me check, and check with me at the Press 
Office to see if we have something there. 


Ralph? Can I come back to you, Les? 


Q This may be a stab in the dark. It may be the 
wrong place to ask this question. 


i) I would try the Pentagon. Go ahead. 


Q It does affect the State Department budget. 
There was a Federal Appeals Court decision overturning part of 
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the Gramm-Rudman law today that could affect how much money the 
State Department and other Federal agencies spend. Do you have 
any reaction to that. 

is I don't, but I think that since you're going to 
get the Judge here later, you might try to switch the agenda 
for a question or two and try him out on that. I simply don't 
have anything on that. 

Let me go -- Les, don't leave. We'll be here. 

On the PLO? 

Q And Jordan. 

6 Yes. 

Q You said that there's no exchanges between the 
United States and PLO. Does that mean you deny the statement 
by Hani al-Hassan, the advisor to Arafat, that there was some 
exchanges? 


A I am saying what I said, and it'll] have to stand 
that way. 


Let me go here, please? 
Q I have two questions on Haiti. 
“ Haiti? 


Q Yeah. Where did the C-141] originate from? Do we 


6 Don't have that for you. 


Q And also, has the United States been in touch 
with anyone that was a sympatheizer of Duvalier for asylum in 
the United States? 


a Was in touch with anyone -- 


Q Has anyone, any pro-Duvalier administration 
people or sympathizers been in touch with the United States 


seeking asylum? 


A I don't have anything on that. 


Q I have another one on Haiti also in that 
connection. Did the U.S. government in any way contact either 
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American local] governments or perhaps police departments or 
other agencies to alert them of the impending Duvalier 
departure to perhaps let them know in the event there might be 
some demonstrations? 


é As a matter of fact, they did. The State 
Department informed several police departments in some U.S. 
cities that Duvalier might leave Haiti. This was done in order 
to allow local authorities the opportunity to plan for any 
public demonstrations or reactions to the Duvalier departure. 


Q Can you tell us when that occurred, please? 

‘Q I don't have a time -- 

Q Can you take that question, please? 

6 Yes Let me try to take that, nor do 1 have for 
that matter, Ralph, whatever local areas were in fact contacted. 

Q We can assume that Miami was, right? 

” Yes. The cities that were advised were 


predictably cities where Haitian diplomatic and consular 
missions are located and which have large Haitian communities, 
but I do not have the specific gazetteer on that. 

Q Can you get us the time? 

f. Let's see if we can. Let me make a try for that. 

Les, patience! Patience! 

Q Oh, I'm sorry. 

Q Another Haiti. 

2 Haiti. 

Q Was there any conversation between the U.S. 
Ambassador and General Namphy about what kind of military -- 


what kind of national council would be appropriate under these 
circumstances? 


A I don't have anything under that specific 
heading. But I think somewhere along the line, in going 
through these various guidances and so forth, we did talk about 
contact with the new government. But the precise agenda as to 
whether it included specifically that, I don't know. 
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Les? 


Q Could you tell me, Bernie -- I have been away -- 
what was Secretary Shultz' reaction to the rapidity by which 
the KGB discovered last fall who had kidnapped their four 
diplomats as well as the amputation and retaliation by the KGB 
which resulted in three of the four being returned after only 
30 days? This is the only instance I know where a Soviet 
diplomat has been kidnapped. 


What, specifically, was the Secretary's reaction to 
this? And why can't the CIA do the same thing, except the 
castration -- no castration? 

ia What brought you back to Washington? (Laughter) 

Q You. And I'm wearing this -- because when we 
have you, which is rare, we get so much information it's like 
Christmas. And if you could just -- 

A I have nothing for you, in abundance. 

Q You mean you have no reaction at all, Bernie. 


a I don't, 1 don't. 


Q Thank you. 


(Press briefing concluded at 1:25 p.m.) 
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Questions Taken at Department Press Briefing 2/7/86 


HAITI: CHANGE OF GOVERNMENT 





Q Were Duvalier's representatives told that, if asked, the 
US would deny asylum to Duvalier? 

A = NO. THE QUESTION OF ASYLUM IN THE US WAS NEVER 

RAISED. . 

Q When did the Ambassador or any USG official first meet 


with the new president? 

A -- AMB. MCMANAWAY MET WITH THE NATIONAL COUNCIL OF 

GOVERNMENT TODAY AT 12:15, ALONG WITH ALL OTHER DIPLOMATIC 

CHIEFS OF MISSION IN PORT-AU-PRINCE. 

Q Were any US diplomats aboard the plane carrying Duvalier 
and his party to France? 

A -- ONE US OFFICER WHO IS ASSIGNED TO ENBASSY 

PORT-AU-PRINCE WAS ABOARD THE PLANE TO SERVE AS 

ESCORT/ INTERPRETER. 

Q When did we notify local police authorities in the US 
about the upcoming change in Haiti? 

A -- IN THE VERY EARLY HOURS OF TODAY, MINUTES AFTER 


DEPARTURE FROM HAITI OF THE PLANE CARRYING THE DUVALIER PARTY. 
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(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. I 
have no formal announcements, but I thought I might start with 
a brief situation report concerning Haiti, since there's been 
continuing interest in that particular subject. 


There were sporadic incidents of violence and looting 
on Friday night, particularly against suspected VSN members -- 
those are the Ton-Ion Macoutes -- and the property of the 
Duvalier regime figures Some shooting is still reported in 
Port-au-Prince, but in general the new government has moved 
energetically to restore order and the curfew has taken hold 


We cannot confirm the exact number of casualties that 
resulted from the confrontations between the public and the 
VSN, but the army is continuing -- with considerabe success - 
its efforts to disarm the members of the Ton-Ton Macoutes 


ihe Embassy reports the city of Port-au-Prince is 
quiet this morning lraffic appears normal. Many stores and 
government offices are open this morning. They will close this 
afternoon for carnival and will] remain closed tomorrow. 3 The 
hours of the curfew have been relaxed in the provinces and 
reportedly wiil be relaxed this evening in Port-au-Prince, 
beginning only at 6:00 p.m. rather than at 2:00 p.m 


Political prisoners were released on February 7, and 
all the radio stations, including the independent 
church-affiliated stations, are back on the air. tlhe airport 
in Port-au-Prince is expected to remain closed today, though 
Air Canada was allowed to bring in an empty 747 to take out a 
backlog of passengers. Eastern, American and Air France made 
requests this morning for similar flight arrangements and we 
expect that these requests will be granted. 


The Nationa] Council of Government allowed journalists 
to fly in from Miami yesterday in eight small chartered jets. 
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More are expected to arrive by chartered flights today. the 
government has given passes which allow journalists to move 
about freely during hours of curfew 


The Embassy continues to recommend that Americans in 
Haiti avoid crowds and respect curfew because of some gunfire 
and looting incidents. The Department's travel advisory 
remains in effect, recommending against travel to Haiti. There 
are no reports of injury to American citizens. 


The Embassy is open today to assist American 
citizens. It will be closed tomorrow for a regular Haitian 
holiday. 


Provincial cities yesterday were quiet and American 


citizens, according to reports from ham radio operators, were 
fine 


Q What date did you give for the political] 
prisoners being released? 


f. February 7 

Q You mean they were released before Duvalier was 
thrown out, Lhen? 

“ 1']] have to take a look at that date 

Q Well, if it's February 7, then you've got to give 


Duvalier credit for releasing his own political prisoners You 
don't uant to do that, do you? 


A I] just said I'd take a look at it 
Q Same day? Same day Okay, I'm sorry. 


Q Have there been any requests for U.S. aid, 
emerguncy U.S. aid, or other U.S. aid from the new government? 


ia On that score, let me say that our Embassy has 
been in contact with the National Council of Government, 
discussing such issues as travel arrangements for American 
citizens as well as the plans and needs of the new government. 
We are discussing Haiti's immediate needs and working with 
Haitian authorities to determine whether sufficient controls 
and security exist to allow for the early resumption of 
humanitarian programs, including PL-480 food programs. 


Q So there has been a request’ 
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id l'm saying not so much in terms of request 
We're discussing with the Haitian Government to see if 
conditions would permit the resumption of our humanitarian aid 
program. 


Q Bernie Kalb volunteered Friday that if a request 
for emergency aid were made, that it would be considered. Is 
that what you're talking about? 


‘ Still don't have anything further on that. No, 
I'm not talking about that. 


Q Do you have yorr -- 


A Although let me say that one could consider that 
“emergency” in the sense that there are needs in Haiti, and 
that to the extent we can get our programs resumed, that does 
bring needed aid into the system early on. 


Q Is that what he was referring to? He was 
referring to aid -- different - ? 

A No What he was referring to was clear. I'm 
trying to tell you that this 16 also -- could be seen -- in the 


nature of emergency aid, af you will 


Q Do you have a better fix on the government, and 
what kind of government? You were looking -- Bernie's word was 
"clarification" last week on elections and on human rights 
Your report suggests you have some basis for making a 
preliminary judgment 


Has democracy come to the island of Haiti, or is it 
too early to tell? And are you still undisturbed by the fact 
that three of the five council members are military officers? 


A You've answered your own question in a number of 
ways As 1 said, we believe that the government is off to a 
good start, in any case. We note in that connection, for 
example, that they have restored press and broadcast freedom 
and they have released political prisoners; but they have been 
in power for only 72 hours. We do expect further announcements 
of key initiatives to be made in the near future. 


Concerning the military content of the government, 
it's not unusual in such interim situations for the military to 
assume power We noted, 1 believe previously, the statement by 
the government that it has no political ambitions That is 
consistent with the role of @ provisional government we 
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expect that the Council of National Government will govern on 
an interim basis only, and the Haitian people will soon have an 
opportunity to select their own leaders through democratic 
procedures. 


Q Is anything being done to speed up the 
repatriation of Haitians in this country? 


fe At this point, I don't have anything on that. 


Q Have you been given any indications as to when 
they might hold elections -- months, years? 


a No, I don't have anything to answer that. 


Q There have been some conflicting reports on the 
role of the Jamaican Government in Duvalier's departure 
persuading him to leave -- whatever. Do you have any 


assessment of that? 


A Without going into considerable detail, 1 could 
give you a shorthand answer which would be that we feel the 
Jamaican Government played a very useful and helpful role in 
the days and weeks preceding the departure of President 
Duvalier 


Q Chuck, there was a story this morning that 
Duvalier left after hearing a remark by Secretary of State 
Shult7 I forget what day it was -. one day last week Was 
that the intent of Shultz’ remark at the time? 


A 1] think 1 can only help you by saying that when 
the Secretary made that remark he was restating a long-standing 
principle of American policy, which is support for democracy 
worldwide, particularly in this hemisphere, and that when asked 
a question concerning Haiti the Secretary was replying in that 
context. 


Q Speaking of principles of American democracy, do 
you have any comments on the election results in the 
Philippines? 

A As you all know, it's still very early going, if 


you will, in terms of knowing what the results of that election 
will be. 


I would note that Senator Lugar and the Presidential 
observer delegation are due back here in Washington tonight, 
and they will make their report on the election process to the 
President tomorrow morning. In the meantime, we are not really 
in a position to characterize the elections, as a whole 
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Q Well, could you just add to that, Chuck, whether 
or not the United States is concerned about the reports of 
widespread fraud and violence, and the apparent delay that 
there's been in just counting the votes? 


a Nothing other than to say that we have seen the 
reports of fraud, disenfranchisement, and other such subjects. 
We regret them. But, once again, we're not in a position to 
characterize the elections as a whole at this point. Whatever 
the final outcome, the Filipino people have shown a truly 
inspiring commitment to the democratic process. They have 
voted in large numbers; they have helped police the election 
process and literally protected ballot boxes. The election has 
shown that there's a real two-party system in place. 


Q Whoever wins or whoever manages to make himself 
the winner, it's going to be a close vote, and I wondered -- 
or at least the tally will be close, it seems. Does the State 
Department have a view as to whether a close victory for either 
side presents a problem? 


A No, I think it wouldn't serve to get into any 
sort of speculation concerning various scenarios concerning the 
outcome. We simply hope that whoever wins, that the two sides 
can get together to avoid violence, and that there will be a 
viable government. And, as we've said before, we're confident 
that we can work wilh whalever government emerges as the will 
of the Filipino people. 


Q How will U S. aid be affected by all this? U.S. 
aid - how will that be al fected? 


A Il really don't have anything to say other than 
that the President offered to recommend more aid if a free and 
fair election was held in the Philippines. We have no final 
position on the elections at this time so, as a consequence, I 
don’t have any further answer to your question. 


Q Does the American Embassy, or did the American 
Embassy, does the American Embassy have any facilities and 
personnel to make its own observations on the conduct of the 
election or is it dependent on Senator Lugar and his team? 


A You know that in addition to Senator Lugar's 
delegation there were some other independent observers who were 
in the Philippines as well. And in addition to that, the 
Embassy made an effort to use its resources to the best of its 
ability also to look into these same questions. 
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Q Right. And has the Embassy staff filed repurts 
yet on the conduct of the election and the counting? 


A As is the case with Senator Lugar's observations, 
which will be reported to the President, the Embassy's 
observations are still in the process of being put together, so 
I really have no comment to that. 


Q Chuck, if Senator Lugar reports that the election 
was basically fraudulent, would that result in a reduction in 
present levels of U.S. aid, or an elimination of U.S. aid 


entirely? 


i It's simply too early to speculate on these kind 
of scenarios. 

Q Chuck, given the amount of violence -- 

A We don't have Senator Lugar's report. 


Q Well, he did do some talking before he left 
Manila. 


Q Given the leve] of violence, Chuck, and the 
potential that's there for more violence, is the U.S. Embassy 
and the U.S. military in the Philippines on any alert status? 


A I don't have any -- no, I can't help you on 
that. I don't have anything. 


Q Can you answer the charges of some of the 
Filipino people, the Marcos people, that the United States is 
meddling in the internal aifairs of the Philippines by sending 
these messengers and these observers? 


A We've gone over that in great detail before the 
elections many times, explaining what the role of the observer 
teams were meant to be, that they had been invited by President 
Marcos, and that the intent was to do nothing other than to 
observe these elections in the interest of promoting the cause 
of free and fair and credible elections. 


Q Whose vote count are we going to accept? 


is I have no comment on those kind of questions. 
That's up to the Filipino people to decide in the first 
instance; not us. 


Q You said that -- about the Filipino people and 
the will of the Filipino people. Aren't you concerned that, in 
fact -- from what has been seen in the last several] days -- 


that that in fact is not being taken into account by the 
Filipino Government? 
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I have nothing on that beyond what I've said 
earlier, which is that we regret the reports of fraud, 
disenfranchisement that we've seen, but that nonetheless it's 
too early to make a call on the elections as a whole. 


Q Do you have any comment on the report of the 
International Commission? 


A No. 


Q You said that you hoped that the two sides can 
get together and form a viable government. What, exactly, are 
you referring to there? 


fe Nothing other than a general] expression, that 
whomever wins this election will be able to govern the 
Philippines and to do so peacefully. 


Q Do you see some possibility of a coalition 
government emerging? 


A Ihat's a question for the Filipino Government to 
decide. [I'm not pushing, nor is the U.S. Government pushing a 
particular scenario, no 


Q Getting back to Haiti for a moment, do you 
anticipate any Lype vol exodus of Haitians from this country Lo 
their homeland? And, if so, how do you plan to deal] with that? 


A No, I don't have anything on that. 


Q Chuck, what can you tel] us - going to another 
subject, still -- of the visit of the Foreign Ministers of 
Contadora today? 


6 Nothing at this point. They are meeting with the 
Secretary, or have just finished that meeting in the last few 
minutes, and will be having lunch with him, so at this point I 
don't have anything beyond what we said at the time that that 
visit was announced. 


Q Do you expect a readout after the meeting? 


i I can try to get a readout. 


I understand that they're looking for some sort 
of a signal that the United States is committed to the 
Contadora process beyond doing the effort of revitalizing the 
Contadora process. Is something like that under works? 
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‘ First of all, I don't have any answer to your 
specific question because, as 1 said, it would be premature to 
talk about a meeting which may not have even ended at this 
point. 


Secondly, however, on the general implication of your 
question that the United States is somehow not interested in 
the Contadora procers, 1 think we're on record on many 


occasions concerning our continued interest in seeing peace 
come to the region, and that the Contadora process is one that 


we've welcomed. 
Q Another area? 


Q Wait. Before we leave that, could 1 just ask a 
quick question? Ils there any indication at all that Secretary 
Shultz has seen this document that the Foreign Ministers are 
going to be talking about? And is the United States, in light 
of that, prepared to open up any kind of bilateral discussion 
wilh Nicaragua on any level? 


A I won't repeat again for you our well] known and 
long-standing position on that question. 


Q Isn't Larry Speakes' remark this morning that he 
hopes everyone in the Philippines is prepared to get on a team, 
isn't that an implicit endorsement of the election already as 
not being fraudulent? And doesn't that conflict wilh your 
position? 


rs) ] see no conflict whatsoever, and 1 believe it's 
exactly the same thing I said. 


Q Can you update us on the Mideast peace process, 
and whether a breakthrough is imminent, because it's been 
reported Mr. Murphy is expected to be in Jordan sometime this 
week and the PLO is going to accept 242 and 338. 


a) Anything else you'd like to throw into this 
question while you're at it? 


Well, let me make a few remarks since you've, I think, 
just about covered the waterfront, not going quite as far as 
Afghanistan or as far north as Lebanon, as I understand it. 


I think it would be premature to describe the 
Hussein/Arafat talks as a failure The King clearly maintains 
his cuommitment to the peace process and remains determined to 
see the process through. 
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We have repeatedly cautioned that progress in Lhe 
peace process wil] remain incremental]. We remain committed to 
moving forward in the peace process. 


I might add that one of the subjects which has figured 
prominently in the various reports concerning these meetings in 
Amman has been the question of Palestinian rights. In that 
context, I might usefully review our position very briefly. 


We have previously stated our realization that the 
Palestinian problem is more than a refugee question. Indeed, 
President Reagan said this in his initiative of September 1, 
1982. Beyond that, there should be no confusion between 
Resolution 242 and the legitimate rights of the Palestinian 
people. They deal with different issues and are, in fact, 
complementary. 


Resolution 242 established territory-for-peace as the 
internationally accepted formula for resolving the situation 
arising from the hostilities in 1967. 


In our view, clear acceptance of Resolution 242 as the 
basis of Middle last peace negotiations is a necessary 
prerequisite for the participation of any party in those 
negotiations 


As a separate but related matler, negotiations 
regarding the final status of the West Bank and Gaza, in 
addition to resolving the location of the boundaries and the 
nature of the security arrangements, must also recognize the 
legitimate rights of the Palestinian people. the full manner 
in which those rights will be exercised will become clear as 
the process of negotiations proceeds. 


In our view, there should be Palestinian participation 
at every stage of the negotiating process. In addition, any 
agreement on the final status of the West Bank and Gaza should 
receive the prior consent of the inhabitants of those 
territories. 


~-MORE- 
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Q May I have a copy of that? 


A Wel], it will take some work, but we'll] try to 
put it together. 


Q Chuck, when you say that, “Negotiations regarding 
final status must recognize the legitimate rights of the 
Palestinian people,” do you yourself, the United States 
Government, based on your commitment to, say, the legitimate 
rights of a lot of people around the world for 
self—determination, recognize this factor in order to bring 
Arafat and the PLO to the negotiation table? 


if I've just given you a comprehensive answer to the 
genera] question of Palestinian rights, and I'1l] stand on that 
answer. 


Q Let me follow up, please? May I follow? I want 
to stay on this because FBIS today says that Arafat will 
announce in Cairo his acceptance of 242 and 338 conditional] on 
the United States' recognition of the Palestinian rights of 
self-determination. What are you going to make of this? 


A I've just answered the question to the best of my 
knowledge. 


Q Chuck, in light of the restated commitment by the 
U.S. to push the peace process forward, are you saying, then, 
Mr. Murphy will] be in the area this week, then? 


A No. At this point, I have no comment on Mr. 
Murphy's travels. 

Q Can you comment on the news stories -- there was 
one in the Post this morning -- reporting Soviet inducement to 


Arafat and the PLO not to accept 242 and 338? Do we have 
anything on Soviet involvement? 


A Only to say that Moscow has made no secret of its 
opposition to the course charted by King Hussein last February, 
and there has been consistency in Soviet policy in this 
regard. They have opposed every move toward direct 
negotiations in the Middle E-East in the past decade. 


Q Are you saying if Arafat buys 242, all he buys is 
"territory-for-peace" as a reading of 242, or is there 
something else in 242 like Israel's right to exist? You didn't 
happen to mention that in your description of 242. 


A My description of 242 in this context was in 
address to the question of Palestinian rights -. 
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Q Right. 


& ~~ which had been a question that had been 
central to the discussions in Amman. 


Q But you're not leaving out the other aspects of 
242? 


A That's right. 


Q Chuck, in regard to the other question, is the 
United States still opposed to self-determination as a code 
word for statehood for the Palestinians? 


ns I've given you our position. The U.S. position 
on that question has not changed 


Q Was that position recently communicated to the 
PLO in any form, directly or indirectly regarding the talks in 
Amman, as The New York Times reported this weekend? 


A I can't give you anything better than the 
response to that question which was given on triday to the 
exact same question 


Q Mr. Peres said on his news reports that the peace 
process in the Middle tast is back to square number one. Do 
you have any comment to that? 


A Only to say, we don't believe that accurately 
reflects his posit ivun 


Q And while staying on Israel], Israel] intends to 
impose or to enact some what you call -- so-called autonomy for 
the West Bank and Gaza by appointing more West Bank mayors like 
he did in Nablus. Do you have any comment on this action -- 
autonomy? 


is Nothing other than that our position remains that 
any new arrangements in the West Bank and Gaza must be agreed 
upon by the concerned parties -- something I just said a few 


minutes ago. 


Q Can 1 go back to ask you about the Philippines 
a.e 7m, ds your characterization of the election going to be 
tay on the Lugar report? 


4 That wil] clearly be one of the factors in our 
evaluation of the elections. 
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Q Just one of the factors? 

6 That's right; clearly an important one, but one 
of them. 

Q To follow up on the earlier question on the 


appointment of local people as mayors of the West Bank and 
Gaza, you're not saying the U.S. is opposed to that sort of 
action prior to some overall settlement, are you? 


a I'm not going to take it beyond what I just said. 
Q Chuck, do you have specifics on the Shcharansky 
release? 
a No. 
Q Generalities? 
No 
(Laughter) 
Q Do you have anything on reports that his mother 


is going to be allowed to emigrate? 


is} No comments on anything concerning the 
Shcharansky case. 


Q What about the Mandela release? 
A Nothing. 


Q Do you have any comment on Senator Kennedy's 
repurt on his meeting with Gorbachev? He said that Gorbachev 
seemed to tie progress on the intermediate-range missile talks 
to the timing of the next summit. 


a All right. First, on the question of arms 
control, the President has made clear repeatedly that we see 
arms control as a priority task, just as we think progress 
should be made in other aspects of the relationship as well. 
We believe that preparations for General Secretary Gorbachev's 
visit to the United States this year should proceed as agreed 
at last November's meeting. Obviously, agreeing on a date is 
an important part of these preparations, and we would like the 
Soviets to move ahead on this issue 


The joint statement issued at the President's November 
meeting with General] Secretary Gorbachev called for early 
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progress at the Geneva nuclear and space talks, in particular 
in areas where there is common ground, including the principle 
of 50 percent reductions in nuclear arms appropriately applied, 
as well as the idea of an interim INF agreement. 


Our delegation in Geneva has instructions to make 


rapid progress in the negotiations wherever possible, including 
on INF. 


Q Copy, please? 
a) It'll take some time. We'll make an effort. 


Q When will there be a U.S. counter-proposal in 
Geneva? 


ia As we've said, we're consulting with our allies 
on a response to General Secretary Gorbachev's January 15th 
proposa]. When that process is concluded, we'll be providing 
the Soviets a reply. Beyond that, I have nothing other to 
characterize our response. 


Q Ihey get back this week, do they? 

id Who's thet? 

Q Nitze and Rowny. 

A 1 believe they'l] be back sometime this week 


ls it likely that that response will come before 
this latest round that ends this month? 


fa I really can't predict. 


Q You know, your statement could be interpreted as 
a slight bit of irritation, with the fact that you don't have a 
date for the summit. Is that because Gorbachev has spoken on 
the subject? Because your stand until now, the State 
Department stand, is, "No big -- no sweat, you know. We just 


haven't really fixed a date. No problem." 
Is there a problem? 


i) Well, it's your interpretation that you read 
irritation into iy statement. 


Q When you said, “Move ahead," I mean, you're 
moving ahead, aren't you? Surely, the United States is not 
being tardy 
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A There are some dates, some timeframes that have 
been proposed, as you know. 


Q Yes. 


A We have said that we're engaged in diplomatic 
exchanges with the Soviets, and we would like to see this move 
ahead. 


Q But have they been not as swift as you'd like 
them to be? 


A 1 believe my answer answers that. 


Q One last thing on that, Chuck. In the course of 
these diplomatic exchanges, has there been any indication yet 
of when there would be a meeting between Shultz and 
Shevardnad7e? 


6) No, nothing further. 


Q Can you be specific about dates -- what we have 
proposed and we're waiting for them to propose something or - 


i No, I can't. 
Q -- what date we're standing on right now? 
A No. 


Q Chuck, going back to the Philippines, you were 
asked about the role of the Lugar Commission's report in 
determining the Administration's position. Given the fact that 
the State Department doubled the number of political officers 
in Manila to observe this election and given the fact that 
these officers and other Embassy officials have been reporting 
regularly during the course of this, aren't their conclusions 
also going to be a factor in determining the Administration's 
position on this election? 


A I'm certain they will be. 


Q How much? 


A I think it's hard to measure the relative weight 
of all of these various inputs. There is still ground to be 
covered in the Philippines as the election process unrolls. We 
have our observer teams; we have the Filipino people, most 
importantly, who are going to have to handle the situation as 
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they see fit. And so, as a consequence, I think, I really 
can't give you any better answers as to how one weights these 
various inputs to the situation. 


Q Chuck, has there been any effort by the U.S. 
Government in the last few days to try to convince Mr. Marcos 
to stick to his promises to conduct fair elections? 


Aa No. I really have nothing new for you on that. 
I believe our position on the importance of free, fair, 
credible elections has been known for quite some time -- to 


President Marcos as well as to the Filipino people. 


Q Getting back to Senator Kennedy and the Soviets, 
hasn't the Senator and the Soviets worked out the release of 
some dissidents and activists? 


& According to our information, there are 25 
individuals from a representation list presented by Senator 
Kennedy who have been promised exit permission by Soviet 
authorities. These are Soviet Jews who have applied to 
emigrate to Israel. three of the seven “refusenik" families 
involved -- and here [I don't want to confuse you, but there are 
7 families, 25 people 


Q Yes. 


fs) Three of the seven families involved had been 
unsuccessfully applying for emigration for more than ten 
years. While we welcome the apparent resolution of these 
individual cases, we note that the overall level of Jewish 
emigration remains extremely low Soviet authorities continue 
to deny exit permission to thousands of Soviet Jews who have 
applied to leave. Tens of thousands more who wish to leave are 
afraid to apply because they face social ostracism and the loss 
of their jobs 


We call on Soviet authorities to grant exit permission 
to all Soviet Jews who wish to emigrate. 


Q Are these -- Is the Senator's list identical, or 
at least are these same people -- Were these same families and 
people on the Secretary and the President's list, you know, on 
the U.S. Government's list as it was presented to the Soviets 
last year? 


A I don't know whether there is any overlap or not 


Q Did the Senator consult with the State Department 
about that list before he went? Presumably, you have some 
ideas of whom they might be willing to let go 
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a I don't know that. 


Q Nothing to say in a welcoming way? I mean, did 
he accomplish something? Didn't the Soviets give something? 


A Well, as I say, the fact that 25 people are going 
to get exit permission is certainly a welcome thing. 


Q Uh-huh. 

& But the thrust of my statement was to point out 
in addition to that, that there are thousands and tens of 
thousands more who are refused the possibility of emigrating, 
and that we are also concerned about those people. 


Q A related question, Chuck: Do you relate your 
statement on the dissidents to the fate of Ambassador Hartman's 
piano? 


(Laughter) 

is} I'm trying hard to make that connection. 
Do you want to fine-tune that a little bit? 
(Laughter) 


Q Well, apparently a Jewish dissident who has been 
appealing to be released and permitted to go out of the country 
was invited - 


A I won't make you go through the whole thing 
Q - to play. 

6 Right 

Q And he found the piano was badly out of tune. 
i Right. 

Q Mysteriously. 

a Right. 

(Laughter) 

A Embassy security people have undertaken a 


thorough investigation of the incident in question. Beyund 
that, I have no information on the specific incident But 
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nonetheless, we have no intentions of altering the policy which 
is followed by Ambassador Hartman, which is to decide who is 
invited to the wide range of functions held at the of ficial 
American residence in Moscow. 


Q Chuck, I didn't bring my newspaper with me, so if 
I hit the computer key and say the word “computer,” can you 
tell me what you have about the story in the paper today about 
computers -- or supercomputers? That may be the key word for 
your guidance. 


‘ Do 1 have to give you a resume of the story as 
well? 

Q No 

id lhe answer Supercomputers constitute an area of 


high technology in which the United States Government has 
strong nationa] security concerns since the machines can be put 
to such uses as the design of nuclear weapons, particle beam 
research, and anti-submarine warf«re systems 


The Soviet bloc does not presently possess 
supercomputers, and places a high priority on gaining access to 
these machines in the West 


We are in the process of developing a policy which 
will restrict access by nationals from Soviet-bloc countries to 
supercompulers in the U.S The intent of the policy is not to 
impede legitimate access to the supercomputers by the 
scientific and academic communities. In developing the policy, 
we are working closely with these two communities through the 
National Science Foundation 


Q Copy of that? 
“ No. 


Q Chuck, I haven't asked about New Zealand for at 
least three weeks. Prime Minister Lange is complaining about 
U.S. Ambassador Lane to Australia, saying that the U.S. is 
punishing New Zealand because of their ANZUS stand, their 
anti-nuclear stand Does the U.S. have any reaction? 


6 No, there's -- certainly don't agree with this 
characterization of punishment. The U.S. readjusted its 
cooperation with New Zealand in the defense and security field 
last year in response to denial] of port access for a U.S. ship, 
and there has been no change in our position on that score. 
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Q Chuck, do you have a situation report on the 
status of tier arms sales to Saudi Arabia, the $1.1 billion 
worth of #ress” 


a Nothing new. 

@ Can you look into that? 

a Wo. Our position is known on that. 

g Is your information on the dissident families 


based on a@tmi- the Senator told the Administration or what the 
Embassy Ses tween told by the Soviets or what the dissidents 
have beew asic by the Soviets, or what? 


# Or a combination of all of the above? 

« It is a combination of all the above? 

cog No, I'm not sure. 

= Not sure? 

a Certainly, we've had contacts with Senator 


Kennedy, @uttwe do have an Embassy that's quite active, so I 
can't teZL gaw where it comes from at this moment. 


€ Thank you. 


(™ briefing concluded at 12:57 P.M.) ~ 
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MR. KALB’ Good afternoon, everybody. I've got one 
announcement and a couple of housekeeping details. 


To begin with, the United States views the newly 
intensified fighting in the Gulf war with deep concern. It is 
tragic that this war, which has already claimed hundreds of 
thousands of casualties, continues to threaten the lives and 
welfare of Iraqis and Iranians. Throughout the war's six-year 
history, we have consistently noted the danger of the expansion 
of the conflict to neutral states in the Gulf region. Any such 
development would be a major threat to U.S. interests. 


The United States continues to urge an end to the war 
that will preserve the sovereignty and territorial integrity of 
both Iran and Iraq. Toward that end, we support constructive 
international diplomatic efforts for a negotiated conclusion. 
We note that for several years, Iran has consistently opposed 
comprehensive negotiations or a mediated end to the conflict. 


We call on the Iranian Government to put an end to its 
latest offensive, and join in the efforts of the international] 
community to find a just, negotiated resolution to the conflict. 


Copy? Yes. 


Secretary Shultz will make brief remarks at the Agency 
for International Development's Conference on Privatization, 
Tuesday, February 18, from 1:45 to 2:00, Shoreham Hotel. The 
room is the Empire Room. Anyone needing any additional info on 
this meeting, which will in fact last February 17 through 19, 
the contact is Kate Semerad at 457-0621 or -24. 
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In the Press Office available, copies of the address 
by Allan Wallis Under Secretary for Economic affairs before the 
National Coffee Association. Topic of his speech, “Commodity 
Markets and Commodity Agreements." Speech delivered this 
morning at 10:00 in Boca Raton. 


Q Bernie, going back to your original announcement 
on the Gulf war, first of all do you have any reports that Iran 
is having any success? And in the event of an Iranian success 
in this current offensive, would the United States be willing 
to extend any sort of military help to Iraq? 


A I don't have anything for you on that. I think 
you know that we have been neutral in the whole question; have 
resisted aid going to either country. 


Q Bernie, no sit-rep at all? 
A No. A sit-rep on that, I don't have anything. 


Q But if you're calling for Iran to put an end to 
its offensive, that must reflect within the Department, though, 
somewhere in this government, concern that Iran is doing pretty 
well? 


a That Iran is doing pretty well? I don't want to 
make a judgment on the success--or lack of --in the Llranian 
military moves. I think the fact that what you are talking 
about, that there is deep concern and grave concefn here is one 
of the reasons that there is this call on the part of the State 
Department today for a negotiated conclusion. 


I think you've heard the calls for a negotiated. 
conclusion in the past a number of times during the course of 
the six-year war, and it clearly is a time, as seen here, for 
that call to be reiterated because of military developments. 


Q In his testimony on the Hill a couple of weeks 
ago, Mr. Murphy raised the possibility that Iran might now be 
using chemical weapons. Is there any evidence that they have? 


“ I don't have anything that in any way amplifies 
what Murphy said at that time. 


Q Would you look into that? 











-3- 2/11/86 


A Let me take a look at that, yes. 


Q Bernie, can you say whether the offensive has 
taken place inside Iranian territory or over Iraqi? 

a I can't provide a war map. I'm sorry. 

Q Bernie, I may have missed this over the last 


couple of weeks. Was there ever any resolution or conclusion 
of the U.S. study of the ship-boarding incident -- the U.S. 
ship that was boarded by the Iranians? 


A I don't know, but let me take a look and see. 
Q Is that closed, that incident? 


A No. I would rather not wing it, because I 
frankly am not sure. I've been here and gone away. I don't 
know whether in fact there has been a sort of a final analysis 
of those developments. Let me take a look and see what is 
possible. 


Q Iran is talking about improvement of relations 
with the Soviet Union. Do we see this happening? 


a I don't have anything on that. 


Q Bernie, you said in your statement that you are 
still concerned about the spread of war. Is it still feasible 
that the war can spread? Are we still thinking about that? 


a I called attention to the danger, the possibility 
of expansion, and yes, that danger is there. 


ad 


Q Bernie, does the -- 
a Welcome back. Welcome back. 
Q Thank you. Does the State Department have any 


estimate as to how many people have died in that conflict? You 
mentioned hundreds of thousands. 


f°) Yes. The casualty figure that has been used 
repeatedly is hundreds of thousands. I don't have an exact 
estimate, insofar as the United States is concerned, and I 
don't know whether in exact terms that exists here. But on the 
basis of monitoring the war and the conflict as it has 
intensified and gone up and down over the past years, the 
conclusion has been that. 
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Q Bernie, what prompted you to renew this call? 
Were you approached by some of the Gulf States like Saudi 
Arabia and Kuwait? 


A What prompted me to issue this call is an 
assessment within the building of the -- 


Q There have been many previous assaults and 
offensives, and nothing was said. 


A I don't have anything to go beyond that. 
Q New subject? 
A Yes. 


Q General Nicolai Chervov of the Soviet Union will 
be speaking on German radio today. He is offering to dismantle 
all of the SS-20 missiles under international supervision in 
exchange for a similar U.S. move vis-a-vis the cruise missiles 
and the scrapping of the SDI. 


Do you have a reaction to this? 


a No, I do not have a reaction to that. I would 
imagine that what he has said would be looked at carefully, and 
then there may or may not be a reaction; but I don't have any 
at this particular time. 


Q Bernie, what is the U.S. view of the successful 
exchange today in East Berlin? West Berlin, I guess is a 
better description. 


A I think you've heard the generalized statement 
about the U.S. view, that the President and Chancellor Kohl 
welcome the fact that it has been possible to gain the release 
of Anatoliy Shcharansky, a prisoner of conscience. This 
outcome is the product of close U.S.-German cooperation over an 
extended period of time. 


The President has expressed his warm appreciation to 
C*ancellor Kohl for the substantial contribution of the 
Government of the FRG to bringing about Shcharansky's release. 
The Federal Chancellor is pleased to contribute substantially 
to all efforts to improve East-West relations, particularly in 
the field of human rights. 


Q Bernie -- 
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m Excuse me. I'm sorry. 


Q Are you satisfied that the way the exchange was 
carried out made clear the previous U.S. contention that he was 
not a spy, as the Soviets charged? 


A Well, let me take on that question. We do not 
consider this to be a spy case. There have been in the past 
releases of human rights activists; they have in fact taken 
place. As a matter of fact, we consider Shcharansky's release 
to be an additional and separate benefit to a package 
arrangement which otherwise deals with intelligence matters on 
both sides. 


We would have preferred that the Soviets simply 
release Shcharansky. It was clear, however, that the Soviet 
authorities were not responding to the numerous appeals on 
Shcharansky's behalf from his family, governments, and private 
organizations around the world. Our overriding concern in 
making the trade was Shcharansky's personal health and 
well-being -- out, not in, in short. 


We have made absolutely clear that the circumstances 
of Shcharansky's release do not in any way corroborate Soviet 
allegations of his involvement in espionage. The bottom line 
for us is that this courageous man has finally been given his 
freedom. 


And I think, Ron, on that particular point that you 
addressed, let me add to what I have just said that two 
Presidents, President Carter and President Reagan, have stated 
publicly that Anatoliy Shcharansky was not an agent of the U.S. 
Government. It was clear in 1978 that the Soviets arrested 
Shcharansky for his activism as a highly effective leader of 
the Moscow Helsinki monitoring group and a proponent of the 
freedom of emigration. He has consistently maintained his own 
innocence, as has his family. So, by way of emphasis and even 
reemphasis, Anatoliy Shcharansky was never an agent of any kind 
of the U.S. Government, despite the trumped-up evidence. The 
terms of his release in no way change that basic reality. 


Q Copy? 
A Yes, I can help you on that. 


Q Do you have anything to suggest now that 
Shcharansky has been freed Nelson Mandella might also be freed, 
as part of the deal? 


a I don't have anything on that. 
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Q Bernie, at one point in the proceedings, there 
was a report that some cash might be involved --— $2 million was 
the figure used. Was the United States ever approached to 
supply any money? 


a I don't have anything on that. Let me take a 
look at that. But my first inclination is to steer you away 
completely from that story. But let me take a look at that. I 
think that's a no-no, but I'll take a chance. 


Q How would you gauge the Soviets’ success or 
failure in trying to depict Shcharansky as a spy? 


a I'm not going to get involved in gauging the 
Soviets’ success or failure on this. I think that anybody who 
has listened, who has heard or who has watched the activism on 
the part of Shcharansky, as part of the Moscow Helsinki 
monitoring group, would know that his activism was at the heart 
of the Soviet action. 


Q Do we see any connection between this release and 
the possible improved emigration of Soviet Jews overall? 


a I don't have anything on that to make that leap 
in estimates. 


Q Is he going to stay in Israel, do you know, or 
does he have plans to come to the United States? 


) I don't have anything on that. 


Q Do you have anything on the other people who were 
swapped today? Can you publicly give us the names, for example? 


a We can get the names for you, yes. Maybe you can 
pick those up later at the Press Office. 


Q Was an attempt made to get Sakharov out in this 
deal? 


a I don't have anything on Sakharov. 


Q Another area? 

“ Yes. 

Q Is the U.S. aware of the Lebanese charges and the 
United Nations report that Israel has moved its borders north 
of the internationally-recognized boundaries with Lebanon? 
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A I don't have anything on that. 

Q Can we look into that, please? 

a Let me see what's possible, but I haven't 
followed that particular thing. When did that story -- when 
did you see that? 

Q It was reported yesterday. 


4 I was away. I'm sorry. I just don't have 
anything on that. 


Q The Liberian Government says it's offering 
Duvalier permanent asylum. Do you have any information on that? 


a The Liberian Government? 


Q Yes. Do you have any indication that he is going 
to accept that offer? 


a No, I don't. 


Q Any contacts between the U.S. and the Liberian 
Governments on that? 


i) I don't know of any. I'm not going to rule 
anything out, really. I just don't know of any, and I don't 
have anything on that question that you are setting forth in 
specific terms. 


~~ MORE -- 
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Q The Polish Government has apparently dropped its 
charges against Lech Walensa. What is your reaction to that, 
please? 


a One of the problems is that the specifics, the 
details, have apparently not yet reached the State Department, 
so there being no official confirmation of what indeed has 
transpired in Poland, I don't have anything by way of a hard 
comment. 


I do -- am prepared to say, however, that if the 
reports are correct, that would be welcomed here as gratifying 
news . 


Q Another subject? 

A Yeah. 

Q On the ANZUS Treaty, how does the State 
Department view the statement by U.S. Ambassador Lane to 
Australia's comments about the United States punishing New 
Zealand as a bad boy for its anti-nuclear stance -- 

o I don't have -- 


Q -- and if so, does it consider that that might 
further shake the already shakey ANZUS Treaty? 


‘ I don't have anything for you on that. 

Jeanne? 

Q On the Philippines, Senator Lugar is now back and 
has briefed the President. Is the State Department willing to 
Give us its readout on the elections now? 

A Well, not yet. The bottom line is simply that 
the complete results of the election are not yet in, and until 
then we are not going to have any comment. 


Q No comment on the fairness of the election? 


a Well, on that particular point, on the basis of 
preliminary reports the election unfortunately appears to have 
been marred by significant fraud and violence, and I would add 
to that that we have no way of estimating the full extent at 
this time. 
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Q How does that affect the U.S. view of additional 
aid to the Philippines which was raised on the basis that that 
could be forthcoming if this election were free and fair? 


‘ Well, I think that stands as the way the 
President set it forth. He dealt with, as you say, the 
question of increased aid, and that such aid depends on the 
credibility of the election and on the willingness of the 
Philippine Government to undertake necessary reforms. So that 
those two conditions still stand, and so do. the President's 
remarks. 


Q But hasn't the first of them plainly not been met? 


A As I said at the very outset of this thing, until 
the complete results are in, I'm not going to be involved in a 
situation speculating and commenting. 


Q Bernie -- 


a I recognize the urgency of the questions as you 
put them forth, but for the moment I will be in thut posture. 
I need not remind anybody here, obviously, that there will be a 
news conference tonight at 8:00, and I would imagine lots of 
questions will be set forth. 


Juan? 


Q When you talk about significant fraud and 
violence--by which side, or could you be more specific? 


a I'm going to have to let it stand as I have set 
it forth here now. 


Q Bernie, a number of members of the delegation 
pointed to the counting process as opposed to the voting 
process as the area of fraud, so I wonder whether you would 
agree that the longer the counting process goes on, the more 
potentially fraudulent the elections are? 


“a I'm going to have to stay with what I said by way 
of any comment on this particular point. 


Q Would you like to see the counting over with? 


3) No. I'd like to see within the way the 
Philippine law calls for the results to be set forth, the 
results to be set forth. But until they are in fact set 
forth --and pick up what I said earlier. 


Matt? 
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Q What would the reaction be, or what is the 
reaction to talk that Senator Laurel might become Vice 
President under Marcos? 

4 I don't have anything for you on that. 


Jeanne? I'm sorry. 


Q Have you heard back from your Embassy observers 
whom you had around the Philippines? 

a I would imagine there are reports that come back. 

Q If you've heard from them and you've heard from 


Senator Lugar and his people and you can't now estimate the 
full effect of the fraud, when will you ever be able to 
estimate the whole effect of the fraud? 


fe Keep tuned in. 
Q New subject? 


a There's really no way of me circling a date on 
the calendar on that. I've said -- I talked to you about the 
significant fraud and violence, etc., and I don't know when at 
this particular point whether there will be some great tally on 
the part of the United States under that heading. 


But you've all heard both myself and Chuck and others 
talk about the fact that the results would have to be fair and 
credible and as perceived in the eyes of the Filipino people. 


Bill? ° 

Q New subject? 

Q One more on the Philippines, please. This fraud 
and violence, do you connect it with any specific side in the 
elections? 


rs) That was asked before, and I had to leave it as I 
set it forth now. 


8111? 
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Q Bernie, the new leaders of Haiti yesterday 
amnounced that their goal was a freely elected democracy and 
respect of human rights. Any reaction to that, and where does 
the question of certification stand? 


a On certification, I don't think I have anything 
to take it anywhere beyond Chuck's addressing that story 
yesterday in which he dealt with aid and drew a distinction 
between emergency aid and straight aid, and so forth. 


Insofar as your first question is concerned about the 
new government's pledges, etc., we welcome the new Haitian 
Government's abolition of the VSM -- that is to say, the 
Ton-Ton Macoutes --— suspension of the Duvalierist constitution 
and assembly. We applaud the statements of the new President, 
clearly designating his government as an interim regime eager 
to hand over power to a democratically elected government, 
“which is an indispensable condition for the social stability 
and harmonious development of our country." That last clause 
is in -- falls between quotation marks -- and pledging to work 
for “real and functioning democracy," based on respect for 
human rights, press freedom, free labor unions, and functioning 
political parties. 


-- MORE -- 
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Q These people are going to need -- 


Insofar -—- I do have a bit of an update here if 


Q Yes. 


é Just a quick tick-off on some of the things that 
have been raised. The airport -- still closed. Special 
flights by Eastern, American and Air France are being allowed 
in, and this should accommodate most of those wishing to leave 
Haiti. Gunfire, violence -- much decreased. Less looting 
evidenced by the shortened hours of the curfew, now beginning 
at 10:00 p.m. instead of 2:00 in the afternoon. Schools -- 
they remain closed. But the new President said yesterday he 
would welcome the reopening of both businesses and schools. 


So far as Americans are concerned, they appear to be 
experiencing no problems beyond the delay in getting 
transportation into and out of the country. 


Q On that point, Bernie, some Americans who came 
out through Canada were a little peeved at this government for 
not doing very much to get them out. They said they had to 
turn to the Canadians for help. Do you have any reaction to 
that? 


a No, I don't. I would simply say that it was 
Haiti there who was setting forth the decisions on airports 
opening and closing etc. 


Q Could you tell us something about the visit 
yesterday by the - 


a I beg your pardon? 

Q Could you tell us something about the visit 
yesterday by the Latin American Foreign Ministers -- I believe 
the Colombian, Panamanian, Peruvian -- with the Secretary of 


State, and the report that they have asked that the White House 
delay the request of aid to the contras? 


a I think -- was there something of a readout 
yesterday on the meeting of the Secretary and the Contadora? 
(to Staff) 


Q Just the fact that it hadn't happened yet. 


i) I thought there was some very, very substantial 
words like “useful” and so forth that were put forth. Is that 
right? Thank you, Jim. 
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But on this about funding that you're talking about, 
the Administration is consulting with Congress on ihe content 
and timing of a request for additional assistance for the 
Nicaraguan Democratic Resistance. 


The Administration will proceed with a proposal that 
will be effective in advancing a negotiated solution. 


Q Bernie -- 
“ Where are we? Back there. 
Q On that same subject, how would you answer the 


Colombian Foreign Minister who stated this morning that aid to 
the contras would kill the Contadora process? 


a Well, I think the U.S. has made its views known a 
number of times on its desire to aid the contras, and I have 
just shared with you the latest assessment about moving forth 
with a proposal. That does not in any way mean that there is 
not a readiness to proceed on the negotiating front -- so that 
I don't see why -- without getting involved in any specific 
reply to any Foreign Minister's observation. A two-track 
policy is the one that is being followed here, and that's the 
way it stands. 


Q Bernie, there was a Amnesty International report 
on Nicaragua. It said the CIA is encouraging the contras to 
torture and execute prisoners? 


6 I think that question, in various forms, has come 
up, and I have nothing new to add to what's been said and asked. 


Q Might there be a response to that report? ~ 


A Let's take a look at the Press Office. I think 
it's a question we've had answered before. 


Q Bernie, one final question. 


a Yes. 


Q The Secretary's favorite think-tank had dinner 
the other night -- the Heritage Foundation -- is out with a 
report today called "Rhetoric Versus Reality: How the State 
Department Betrays the Reagan Vision,” in effect, accusing the 
State Department of derailing the Reagan doctrine and 
— the policy set at the Presidential and Secretarial 
evel. 
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You may not have had a chance to see it. First, do 
you have any comment, and two, if you haven't, would you take a 
look at it and come back? 


A well, I think it came up -- one of your 
colleagues raised that with me last week, I think it was, and 
the point I made was something that the Secretary has made: 
That the Secretary carries out the policy -- the foreign policy 
-- of the President of the United States; that he himself has 
no foreign policy as such, and that he is the implementor of 
the President's foreign policy designs. Beyond that, I don't 
have anything else on that. 


Q Well, this report doesn't -- is not a criticism 
of him personally. It's the criticism of the people who work 
for him whom they say are undermining the Secretary's and the 
President's policies? 


| A Well, somebody may take a look at that, and if I 
do get something I'll share it with you. 


Q Bernie, can I get back to Shcharansky just for a 
minute? 


A Yes. 


Q Has the State --— has the United States asked for 
she release of some Shcharansky family members as well, and are 
there any prospects for that? 


A I don't have anything on that. And I think that 
-- I don't have anything on it, to begin with, and I think as a 
general observation, I think by way of specifics would be 
something that we would not get involved in by way of specific 
names other than wanting to see emigration on the part of those 
who would like to leave. 


Q Thank you. 


(Press briefing concluded 1:05 p.m.) 





Posted: February 1l, 
TAKEN CUESTION 
Question Taken at Noon Press Briefing of February 11, 1986 


LEBANON/ISRAEL: BORDER MOVEMENT? 





Q: Is the U.S. aware of the Lebanese charges and U.N. report 
-that Israel has moved its borders north of the 
internationally recognized boundaries with Lebanon? 

A: I HAVE NOTHING BEYOND NOTING THAT ISRAELI DEFENSE MINISTER 
RABIN HAS REAFFIRMED THAT ISRAEL HAS NO INTENTION OF 
APPROPRIATING LEBANESE TERRITORY AND THAT THE INTERNATIONAL 
BORDER BETWEEN ISRAEL AND LEBANON IS NOT IN DISPUTE. ThE 


UNITED STATES, OF COURSE, HAS LONG SUPPORTED THE UNITY, 


INDEPENDENCE, AND TERRITORIAL INTEGRITY OF LEBANON. 





1986 





Posted: February 1l, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 
Question Taken at Noon Press Briefing of February ll, 1986 


-* IRAN: SHIP-BOARDING INCIDENT 





Was there ever any resolution or conclusion of the U.S. 
study of the ship-coarding incident? 


© 


A: WE HAVE NOTHING [TO ADD TO THE STATEMENTS MADE 3Y THE 


DEPARTMENT SPOKESMAN ON JANUARY 14. 


BEST AVA LABLE LO.UMEWT 





Posted: February 1l, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the February 11, 1986 noon press briefing: 
SHCHARANSKIY 


Q There have been reports that money was involved in the 
Shcharanskiy case and the figure of $ 2 million has been 


mentioned. Was the United States asked to supply any money for 
the . swap? _* 


A: <-- WE HAVE NO INFORMATION ABOUT ANY MONEY BEING INVOLVED 
IN THE EXCHANGE. 








Posted: February ll, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question Taken at Noon Press Briefing of February 1l, 1986 


IRAN: CHEMICAL WEAPONS 





Q: In his testimony up on the Hill a couple of weeks ago, ‘Mr. 
Murphy raised the possibility that Iran might now be using 
chemical weapons. is there any evidence that they have ? 

A: THERE IS NO EVIDENCE THAT [RAN HAS BEEN USING CHEMICAL 
WEAPONS. IN HIS JANUARY 28 TESTIMONY, MR. MURPHY RAISED 
THE CONCERN THAT [RAN AS WELL AS [RAQ MIGHT USE CHEMICAL 
WEAPONS IN FUTURE FIGHTING. IT [IS TO PREVENT THIS ° 
PCSSISILITY FROM OCCURRING THAT WE MAINTAIN THE SAME RIGIO 
CONTROLS ON THE EXPORT OF CHEMICAL WEAPONS COMPONENTS TO 


IRAN AS WELL AS IRAQ. 
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WEONESDAY, FEBRUARY 12, 1986, 12:30 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. KALB: Good afternoon, everybody. I've got a 
couple of brief announcements and so forth. First of all, to 
announce the Secretary's next overseas trip. Secretary Shultz 
will travel to France, Turkey, Greece, Italy, and the Vatican 
from March 21 through March 30. The dates of the visit are -- 
calendars out -- France, March 21-2; Turkey, March 22-25; 
Greece 25-28th; Italy and the Vatican March 28-30. This will 
be the Secretary's first visit as Secretary of State to Turkey 
and Greece. 


During his overnight stop in France, he will deliver a 
speech to the Stanford University Alumni Association's first 
international conference. In France, Turkey, Greece, and 
Italy, the Secretary will review bilateral, will review 
international issues of mutual] interest with government and 
various political leaders. At the Vatican, he will have an 
audience with His Holiness Pope John Paul II on March 30, 
which, as you know, coincides with Easter Sunday. 


A sign-up sheet has been posted. Is that already up? 
A sign-up sheet has been posted, and we'll work on the same 
rules. Acceptances will be based on alphabetical order. The 
sheet will be taken down and applications closed 12 noon, 
Wednesday, March 5. That's a rather long sign-up list, I must 
say. 


Q Bernie -- 
“ Yes. 
Q -- in his testimony last week on Gramm-Rudman and 


asking for more money for security -- and I clipped the article 
as I didn't expect the announcement today, so I can't give you 
the exact quotes - 


6 I might not be able to give you the exact -- 


~— but he assured the members of the Committee 
who were worried about adding expenses, that he would 
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“scrutinize,” I think his words was -- I think he also used 
“scrubbing”; whatever that means -- he would scrutinize and 
look closely at all overseas travel. 


Has he reconsidered this trip in light of that promise 


a No. I think that when the Secretary -- 


-- for instance, three days in the Vatican, is 
that -- is there a great foreign policy need to spend three 
days in the Vatican over Easter Sunday? 


6 I think that I talked about discussions that 
would be taking place as well with Italian leaders and 
political leaders. 


Q You just said visit to the Vatican, I think. 


i) I said that in these various countries, he would 
review bilateral and internationa] issues of mutual interest 
with government and political leaders. You can take it for 
granted that when those wheels go up, the Secretary's travels 
are in the best interest of promoting and advancing U.S. 
foreign policy. 


Any other questions about the itinerary other than how 
many seats will be available? 


Q Anything on the approximate cost of the trip, by 
any chance? 


a No, I don't have anything on the cost. 


On the announcement side, you're going to have what I 
think we called to your attention the other day that on 
February 13th, that is to say tomorrow, at 4 in the afternoon, 
Dick Schifter who is the Assistant Secretary of State for Human 
Rights and Humanitarian Affairs will be doing an ON-THE-RECORD 
briefing here on the Department's Annual Country Reports on 
Human Rights Practices. This for last year, 1985. It will be 
available to all accredited correspondents. You will be able 
to pick those up this afternoon. There is an embargo time as 
of 4 tomorrow afternoon, that is to say, embargoed up until the 
time that the ON-THE-RECORD session here begins. 


And finally, in the -- 


Q Is there any chance we could have the 
ON-THE-RECORD session before the embargo? 
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a We have gone through that, and there is a 
convoluted series of developments worked out that it is 
available today for release at 4, followed by the ON-THE-RECORD 


briefing. 
Q What do you mean by that? 
Q When is it available? 
Q When can we pick those reports up? 


Those who are most interested could leave 
sunnesetele and pick them up now, and miss the benefit of this 
briefing. Those with greater displays of patience can wait 
until the briefing is over. 


Q Isn't that funny -- 
“ Semaan. Two. 


Finally, I'd like to introduce a new member of the 
Press Office Staff, Deborah Herman. She began this week as a 
Press Relations Assistant. She's a magna cum laude graduateof 
Howard University. She majored there in broadcast production. 
Our young lady is over here. During her junior year, she 
served as an intern at Metro Media News Bureau. For the past 
three years, she has worked in the Department's Office of 
Security, and I know that everybody will make her feel as much 
at home as possible. 


With that as a starter, it's yours. Jim. 


Q What are the reports that you are getting from 
the Philippines? 


a I don't have anything more on the nature of that 
question than I have been saying and that the President said 
last night. 


Q Awaiting Phil Habib's trip, what is the Embassy 
doing to try to gather the facts and assess the sitiation on 
the vote counting? 


A I would imagine that the Embassy is doing what 
you would expect it to do, following, monitoring the situation, 
and reporting here to the State Department. But beyond that, 
by way of specifics, I'm not in a position to get involved in 
any specifics. 
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Barry. 


Q Do you know when Habib will leave and what will 
he do that couldn't be done by Ambassador Bosworth? 


a Well, let me tell you about Habib. I think you 
know that he met with the President rather briefly this 
morning; about 10 minutes or so -- my understanding. Among 
those present, the Secretary of State, Paul Wolfowitz, Gaston 
gg will be taking Paul's place, and John Poindexter of 


I saw Habib upstairs on the seventh floor this 
morning. He has been getting a run of briefings. He has 
received his instructions from the President and from the 
Secretary of State. Insofar as departure is concerned, he will 
be leaving soon, I understand, but I don't have a specific day 
or time, nor do I, for that matter, have a length of stay, that 
is to say a duration of Phil Habib's visit to the Philippines. 


Q The other part of my question -- 
id He wil] be contacted -- Yes? 


Q To explain it a little better, if I may. Oh, you 
want to go on and -- 


a No, no. We can - 


Q You know, he's a practiced, veteran diplomat who 
usually negotiates between parties to achieve a particular 
goal. We have ambassadors all over who handle that country. 
Yesterday's statement referred vaguely to talking to political 
leaders and business men, and I think it said church people, 
too, but isn't that what an ambassador does? I mean, he's not 
negotiating something, is he? 


a As I say, he has received his instructions, and I 
don't have tie specifics that I could share with you by way of 
those instructions other than to note that Habib will be 
contacting all relevant parties to get a first-hand view of the 
situation. 


He will, at the conclusion of his trip, be reporting 
to the President. and I think that the statement issued by the 
White House yesterday in announcing the Habib mission to the 
Philippines had the preface that Ambassador Habib would make 
that trip to help advise the President on how the United States 
can best pursue the tasks for the future of the Philippines and 
so forth, and to assess the desires and needs of the Filipino 
people. That's what I have by way of responding to your 
question, Barry. 
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Q Bernie, at the Press Conference last night, the 
President mentioned that he was concerned about fraud and 
violence, but there was fraud and violence on both sides he 
thought. 


The Commissioners, the observers who were there, to my 
knowledge, only reported instances of fraud and violence from 
the Mercos supporters’ side. 


Has the State Department actually got reports, 
credible reports, of fraud and violence on the Aquino side. 


‘ I don't have anything for you on that. 
Q Could you take that? 
‘ No, I cannot take that. 


Q Because that's getting big play back in the 
Philippines, that the President -- 


i I simply am not in a position where I will 


interpret what the President said 1 simply will let it have 
to stand on the record 


Q I-- 


is I have nothing by way of any amplification to 
what was said by the President 


Somebody here? 


~- MORE -- 
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Q Let me follow up my own question. 
ca Please. 
Q I've done some more reporting on this, and I've 


talked to several of the commissioners who are rather astounded 
at the President's statement and said, “Why don't you ask the 
State Department,” they chuckled. So I'm asking, do you have 
any information? Could you take the question? 


a No, I can't take it. But I think that in the 
statement that was issued in the afternoon, there was a 
reference to what you're talking about, in the broadest terms, 
by saying it is a disturbing fact that the election has been 
flawed by reports of fraud which we take seriously and by 
violence. 


But beyond that, there's nothing I have by way of 
additional material. 


Q Bernie, October 30th, last year, Paul Wolfowitz 
told the Senate Foreign Relations Committee that the paramount 
interest in -- the paramount U.S. interest -- in the 
Philippines was democracy and reform, and I think his phrase 
was that the bases would not be held hostage to such aims. 


Last night the President said the bases were of 
paramount importance He said there was nothing more important 
than those bases. When did this change of policy occur and can 
you help us through the maze of what's been going on as to what 
that means in practical terms? 


i Without getting involved in the premise of when 
this change of policy occurred, I'm going to have to simply say 
that I have nothing that in any way goes beyond what the 
President's remarks were yesterday. They stand as they are, 
and I have nothing by way of amplification. 


Bill? Just a second. Wait a minute. When you get a 
shot. I was just over here, Jim. 


8111? 


Q The commissioners I talked to from both that 
international delegation and the Congressional one said that 
the most disturbing thing to them were these 30 computer 
specialists from COMELEC who walked out. 


1 wondered, is the Embassy following up to 
authenticate that incident? 
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rs I don't have anything specific for you. 

Jim? 

Q On a specific act of violence, there was a vivid 
account in this morning's Ne York Times about a politician -- 
a candidate for national office one day, probably -- who was 
gunned down in a provincial town. 

One, does the State Department know anything about 


this specific incident; and, two, is it the sort of thing that 
either the Embassy or Habib are investigating. 


A You're talking about Javier? 
Q Yeah. 
‘ Obviously, we've seen the reports of the murders 


of Evelio Javier, the former Governor of Antique Province, and 
of an opposition worker, Arsenio Torebio in Manila. The former 
Governor Javier, a respected opposition leader, was well known 
to our Embassy. We very strongly deplore these murders. We 
hope that the Philippine Government will bring the perpetrators 
to justice. We also deplore the many other incidents of 
election-related violence in the Philippines. 


Q Has there been violence on both sides? 


fe I don't have anything for you beyond what the 
President has talked about last night 


Q No, I didn't ask about the President. You 
deplore violence; I'm asking you what violence you're deploring? 


i I am going to let it stand as I've given it to 
you. 


Q Alright. And another subject? 


Q No, no. One last shot at this because -- Bernie, 
the Habib mission is just so peculiar because, you know -- 


a So what? 


Q Odd, because our Embassy in the Philippines may 
be the largest American Embassy abroad. There are probably 
over a hundred extra political officers there at this time. 
There are lots of Americans there who can give the White House 
a first-hand view. 





_8- 2/12/86 


That sort of thing, that kind of political reporting 
is not the thing that Phil Habib does best. I mean, convincing 
a guy like Marcos to quit might be the sort of thing he does. 
Can you be a bit more precise about Habib's goal? 


“ No, I can't. As I suggested, he received his 
instructions from the President and the Secretary of State. As 
to the precise nature of his instructions, I don't have 
anything that I can offer you on that. 


Is he taking anybody special with him, or just 
him by himself? 


A It's my understanding that somebody will be going 
along with him, but I really don't have any names at this point. 


. Is it in the nature of just support or -- 


is Let me take take -- let me, Don, take a look at 
that to see what I can get you by way of anyone accompanying 
Habib there. 


Q Bernie, can we get a BACKGROUNDER or an 
ON-THE-RECORD briefing with Mr. Wolfowitz or any of the senior 
people who deal with Philippine affairs? 


i) I will take a look at it, but I don't think 
that's going to be possible at the present time. 


Q Why is that? 


6 Well, because I think, as the statement by the 
President said yesterday, on the broad question of the 
elections -- and I'm really reading from that statement -- 
since no definitive judgment on the result has yet been 
rendered by either the official or the unofficial Flipinio 
electoral bodies, it is not appropriate for the United States 
to make such a judgment at this time. 


Now, I think, since the final call is not yet in, I 
would imagine that Paul would not be in the position to do 
that. However, I will relay that request, and I may be dead 
wrong. 


Q Yes, because there is a strong image that the 
State Department and the White House is just covering up a 
situation? 


A Well, let me relay it to Paul and let it go at 


that. 
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Q Just one other thing on that. Maybe you can help 
us with this one, too. There's been references made already in 


this briefing from the questions on how what Washington is 
saying is being used in the government press in Manila. 


Is the State Department not at all concerned by the 
way those statements are being vsed? 


A I have nothing for you on how the statements are 
being used. 


Q Will Mr. Habib -- 
5 Sorry. 


Q Will Mr. Habib's visit have anything to do with 
the question of election fraud, or will it deal solely with 
future relations after the election results are determined? 


fa In a --— several ‘tires I have sought to answer 
that question, talking about inscructions he has received and 
not being in a position to divulge them. So I really can be of 
no help on that. 


Q Another topic? 


is} Yes. 

Q Any situation report on the lIraq-Iran war -- 
anything? 

A In a way, echoing what was said here yesterday, 


that the United States views the renewal of heavy fighting in 
the war with deep concern. However, there is not yet 
sufficient information to judge whether this week's Iranian 
attacks are the beginning of a major offensive. 


The Iranian attack north of Basra has apparently been 
turned back with heavy losses, but fighting is reportedly 
continuing around al-Faw at the southern end of the front. 
These latest Iranian attacks are smaller in magnitude than the 
offensive of March 1985. 


That is really all I have by way of a situation report. 


Q But do you have any comment on the President of 
Iran threatening Kuwait? 
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A No. But I think yesterday, in the course of my 
more generalized statement, it talked about the dangers of the 
expansion of the Iran-Iraq war, and I'll let it stand there. 


Q Has Kuwait talked to the U.S. about these threats? 
a Don't have anything on that. 


Has Saudi Arabia talked to the U.S. about these 
threats? 


A Ditto. 


Q Bernie, two days ago in a statement of the State 
Department you said that the precondition for entering 
negotiations in the Middle East is the adoption of 242 
Resolution. 


My question is, is this the only precondition of the 
United States for the PLO to enter negotiations? 


A I would think that the U.S. position vis-a-vis 
the PLO has not changed. And I say I would think only by way 
of a preface to thinking that that was implicit, but since 
you're raising specifically, the answer is that the U.S. policy 
has not changed. 


--MORE-- 
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Q Bernie, would you like to tell us where Chet 
Crocker is, with whom he's meeting, and what he's talking about? 


A Well, where Chet Crocker is -- he is meeting with 

Q You tell me. 

Q Botha. 

Q Geneva. Botha. 

A Assistant Secretary Crocker, meeting this week 
with South African Foreign Minister Pic Botha in -- 

Q Geneva. 

A In Geneva, to -- 

Q Constructive engagement. 

4 To discuss regional and bilateral issues. 
(Laughter) 

Q Even before the meeting is completed, can you 


Give us an assessment of the rate of progress that's being made 
with a five-year-old policy of constructive engagement? 


A Can't take you, Barry, beyond what you got at an 
ON-THE-RECORD briefing, I think it was, here by Crocker himself 


Q No. But I assume -- 
A Just a moment - 


Q Should we assume that something has happened that 
has required him to go see Botha -- 


A I think -- 

Q Some sign of change or some -.- 

a) I am not going to make that call. I am simply 
going to call attention to the fact that there have been 


meetings in the past, and this is another one in a series of 
ongoing meetings, and that's where I'll have to leave it. 


Q Will that meeting help facilitate the release of 
Nelson Mandella? Is that a U.S. objective in these talks? 
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fs I can't really -- I don't really have anything to 
say on that particular question. I noted that these 
discussions are to discuss regional and bilateral issues. I 
have no way at this end of the geography to predict what would 
come up in their discussions. 


Q At Crocker's briefing you alluded to -- he made 
it quite clear then that the ball was in the Angolan court, 
that he praised South Africa for being forthcoming in its 
latest response to the U.S. 


Has there been now a response from the Angolans that 
he is passing on to the South Africans? 


a) I don't have anything on that specifically. I'm 
going to have to leave it there, Bern. 


Q New subject? 
rs Yeah. 


Q Any other stops for him? Any other -- is he 
going to see anybody but the South Africans - 


6 I don't -- 
Q -- on this venture? 


A Let me put it this way. I don't know of any 
other stops. 


Q Or is he going to see any other people -- people 
can come to him? For instance, will he see any Israeli 
officials while he's there? 


A I don't have anything at all on that. I just 
have Pic Botha, Geneva, Crocker, regional, bilateral. Thank 


you. 
Q Back on Iran/Iraq. 
A Yeah. 


Q Are the AWACS monitoring the recent cffensive by 
Iran? 


A Don't have anything for you. 
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Q Can you say where the AWACs are? 
No. 
Q Bernie, do you have anything on the -- 
A Where are we? 
Q Here. Do you have anything on the Reuters report 


about some Cuban guerrillas in Haiti? 


A Well, I don't have anything that would 
substantiate that at all. 


Q Is this -- what do you attribute these reports 
to? Nobody seems to be -- 


a I don't know. Since I don't -- I didn't put them 
out, I have no way of attributing them to anybody. 


Q Do you have anything on what solutions, if any, 
to the Mexican financial crisis were discussed yesterday? 


A No. 


Q (Inaudible) 


a The meetings with the Mexican Foreign Minister? 
Q Right. 
A Simply that among other things, several areas of 


mutual interest were discussed in those talks yesterday, 
including Mexico's economic situation in light of the declining 
oil prices, and that's about where I'd have to leave that one. 


Q fernie -- 
A Barry. 
Q Last night the President said that the United 


States gave no advice to Duvalier, and all they did for him was 
give him an airplane. 


Well, let's not attempt to try to get you to deal with 
that, but let's look ahead. Is the U.S. giving any advice to 
the new Council in Haiti, how it might advance democracy, and 
have you got anything new to tell us about their efforts in 
that respect? 
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i No. I think it's been noted from here that there 
have been contacts with the new regime, but I don't have 
anything in the way of discussions. I think we have reiterated 


Q Like election plans? 


No. I don't have anything particularly on that 
today. 


Q Bernie -- 
6 Matt, sorry. 8111. 
Q On -- just on The New York Times story today on 


the chemical weapons talks in Geneva. Have you anything on 
that? 





A I jo. All right, let me give you that here. 
This is on the proposal for - 


Q Non-proliferation 


fA The checking, non-proliferation of chemical 
weapons. The U.S. believes that an effective and verifiable 
global ban on all chemical weapons is the way to solve the 
triple problems of existing chemical] weapons capabilities, 
their recent use, and their further spread. 


Achievement of such a ban remains our primary goal 
President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev agreed in 
November to initiate a dialogue on preventing the proliferation 
of chemical weapons. 


The United States has acted through diplomatic 
channels and by the imposition of export controls to hinder the 
spread of these weapons in the most dangerous cases. We view 
such interim measures as totally appropriate and complementary 
toward a global ban. 


Mr. Gorbachev's proposal for a formal agreement along 
the lines of the nuclear non-proliferation treaty is not 
appropriate, nor would it be effective due to the technical 
characteristics of chemical weapons. Such an agreement could 
also detract from the achievement of a global ban by diverting 
attention from the tough verification issues which have yet to 
be resolved. 
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Rather, the U.S. believes that primary U.S. and Soviet 
efforts should be directed towa’ achievement of a global ban. 
Limited interim measures to prevent proliferation short of any 
formal agreement could aid in pursuit of a global ban. 


Ambassador Lowitz expressed the long-held US. belief 
that a chemical weapons non-proliferation agreement would not 
be an effective means to deal with the chemical weapons 
problem, and his remarks were not specifically directed at 
Gorbachev's January proposal. 


That is really all I have by way of that, and in 
anticipation of a request (for a copy), the answer is yes. 


Jim? 

Q There's a contradiction, or an apparent 
contradiction in that statement. You say that limited measures 
in advance of a global measure might be a helpful step. Why 
wouldn't such a formal treaty be a helpful interim step on the 
way toward a global ban? 


a I think the answers to the question is in here, 
and I think if you take a look at it this later, I think you'l! 
find it. 

Q Bernie -- 

Yeah. 


Q Do you have anything on the Secretary of State's 
meeting today with Peruvian Prime Minister Castro? 


a No, I don't. 


Q Bernie, do you have anything on -- a few days ago 
the Nicaraguan opposition -- domestic opposition, not the 
Contras -- presented a proposal for solving a crisis with the 


government there, and this has been endorsed by the Contadora 
Ministers? Do you have any statement on that? 


a No. I think we had something a couple of days 
ago. We'll find that for you later at the conclusion of the 
briefing. 


Q In the same area, do you have anything on the 
reports that U.S. advisers were fired on in El Salvador last 
week? Reports today that they were fired on? 
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a U.S. advisers? 


Q Yes. 
a No, I don't. But let me take that and see what's 
Matt? 


Q Does the -- 
i One second. 


Q -- Administration have assurances from the 


Soviets on Shcharansky's family, relatives, that they might be 
allowed to leave? 


look and 


ms I don't have anything on that. Let me take a 


see if I can find something out for you on that. 
Q Do you have anything on -- 

is Bill? 

Q -- on Chad, the -- 

A No. 

Q The Libyans are active again. 


m Nothing on Chad. 
Back here (indicates). 


Back to the Middle East. Richard Murphy said the 


Q 
other day that he's -- 


Who? Who? 
Q Richard Murphy -- 
i Yes. 


Q -- said that he is planning to go to the Middle 


East again shortly. Do you have anything? 


A I saw him this morning. He's in the building. 


But I don't have anything on any travel plans for Murphy. 
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Q Bernie - 
“ Ron? 


Q Do you have anything on the extradition of 
Aartukavitch to Yugoslovia as far as -- 


6 I heard about that story just as we came in 
here. It' my understanding that he was in fact extradited 
yesterday I've also been given to understand that there will 
be some fo .ow-up guidances, and so forth, on that story. You 
can follow that up. I just became aware of it at the very last 
moment and was able to confirm extradition yesterday. 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:54 p.m.) 





Posted: February 14, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the February 12, 1986 noon press briefing: 


EL SADVADOR: U.S. OFFICERS UNDER FIRE 





Q: Do you have anything on the reports that U.S. advisors were 
fired upon in El Salvador? 


A: -- ON FEBRUARY 7, THREE U.S. MILITARY OFFICERS AND TWO CIVILIAN 
EMBASSY UFFICERS FLEW TO PIRQUIN BY HELICOPTER TO OBSERVE A 
CIVIC ACTION PROGRAM PROVIDING MEDICAL CARE TO THE CITIZENS 
THERE. AFTER THE OTHER EMBASSY PERSONNEL LEFT THE AREA, ONE 
U.S. MILITARY OFFICER ASSIGNED TO THE DEFENSE ATTACHE'S OFFICE 
REMAINED TO DISCUSS DEVELOPMENTS WITH THE ARCE BATTALION 
COMMANDER. WHILE THERE, THE SALVADORAN ARMY UNIT THE REMAI‘=*.; 
U.S. MILITARY OFFICER WAS VISITING CAME UNDER FIRE FROM FMLN 
GUERRILLAS. THE OFFICER TOOK COVER BUT DID NOT FIRE HIS WEAP* 
NO ROUNDS STRUCK THE AREA NEAR THE U.S. OFFICER. TO THE SE&57 
OUR KNOWLEDGE, NO ONE ON EITHER SIDE WAS INJURED. WE STRES: 


THAT NO U.S. GOVERNMENT PERSONNEL, MILITARY OR CIVILIAN, SFP! 


ACCOMPANYING THE SALVADORAN ARMY ON OPERATIONS. 





Posted: Feb. 13, 1986 


TAKEN QUESTION 
Question Taken at the February 12, 1986 Daily Press Briefing 





PHILIPPINES -- HASIB VISIT 





Q- Is Amb. Habib taking anybody special with him or is he 
going by himself? 


A: -- AMB. HABIB WILL BE ACCOMPANIED BY THE DIRECTOR OF THE 


OFFICE OF PHILIPPINE AFFAIRS, JOHN F. MAISTO. 
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TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the February 12, 1986 noon press briefincdc: 


EMIGRATION FOR SHCHARANSKY RELATIVES? 





Q: Does the Administration have assurances from the 
Soviets on Shcharansky's family and relatives--that 
they might be allowed to leave? 


A: THE SOVIETS HAVE INDICATED THEY WILL ALLOW HIS MOTHER 


AND OTHER FAMILY MEMBERS TO EMIGRATE. 





DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
DAILY PRESS BRIEFING 


INDE X 
THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 13, 1986 


BRIEFER: CHARLES REDMAN 


SUBJECT PAGE 
ANNOUNCEMENT 

Briefing on Country Reports on Human Rights ..... l 
USSR 

SEE BUBMCEOR BEPOOUEORS 2. ccc cccccccccccsccececs 1-3 


SOUTH PACIFIC 





a GE er re a 3-4 
LAOS 
Ne ee eee eS 4 
PHILIPPINES 
Ambassador Habib's travel ............00c cc eee 4-7,10,18 
Elections; U.S. policy statements ............... 5-10 
Ambassador Bosworth's consultations ............. 7 
RR Ee a re 10-11 
IRAQ/IRAN 
CR EE ee ee ee re 11,12 
U.S. view of importance of Persian Gulf ......... 11 
Reported use of chemical weapons .............056. 12 
HAITI 
OE ITI ee re ee 13,18-19 
Asylum for Duvalier .............5.. rere rT. Teer re 15-16 
Ss SOU GO cecccccsececceeeeeceeeeer 16 
Te £66 es 664 e504 6 0606066600666 0480080 008 17-18 


MIDDLE EAST PEACE PROCESS 
TT ITE CEC LCL TUCTTUTCTTTeTeT 13-14 


SOUTH KOREA 
Human rights; Kim Dae Jung under house arrest ... 14-15 


SOUTH AFRICA 
Crocker's talks with President Botha ............ 20-21 


ARMS CONTROL 
Soviet offer on arms control .........65 ccc wun 21 











DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
DAILY PRESS BRIEFING 


DPC #27 


THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 13, 1986, 12:40 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REDMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
Several brief announcements. First, to remind you that Richard 
Schifter, Assistant Secretary of State for Human Rights and 
Humanitarian Affairs, will be here for an ON-THE-—RECORD 
briefing at 4:00 p.m. this afternoon. That's on the subject of 
the Annual Country Reports on Human Rights Practices. 


Secondly, Acting Secretary of State John C. Whitehead 
and Soviet Ambassador Anatoly Dobrynin will exchange ciplomatic 
notes February 13, today, amending the 1966 Air Transport 
Agreement between the United States and the USSR. Under the 
terms of the amended agreement, airlines designated by the 
respective countries will resume direct air service between the 
United States and the USSR. The cities served will be Moscow 
and Leningrad in the Soviet Union, and Washington and New York 
in the United States. Aeroflot and Pan Am will be the 
fesignated carriers. Service will be inaugurated under the new 
agreement on April 29 of this year. The terms of the agreement 
permit each airline to make a maximum of four flights per week 
to the other country. 


We can come back to some of these, if you want -- 
Q Well, before you go on -- 
fa Okay, we'll stay with that. 


Q Just a technical question. Is that going to be a 
ceremony, or are they slipping each other letters? 


a No, that is going to be a ceremony. There will 
be official photographers and, I'm told, arrangements have been 
made for pool coverage. 


Q What time will that be? 
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- That's at -- 

Q Pool photo coverage or -- 

a Pool photo coverage. 

Q What about reporters? 

fe It's only a photo op, as I understand, but we'll 
look into the possibility to see whether a writer could be -- 

Q People are asking what time and where? 

| 7 The time is 3:30 in the Thomas Jefferson Room 

upstairs. 

Q Does that agreement change in any way the 


financial arrangements that were in the previous agreement? 


A Let me answer that only in a general way, to say 
that we insisted from the beginning of the negotiations that 
any agreement which would permit Aeroflot to resume service to 
the U.S. would have to provide a fair opportunity for the U.S. 
air carrier serving the Soviet Union. This agreement meets 
that objective. 


Q Excuse me, I'm sure you know what you're saying, 
but will you check that? Is it a maximum of four or a minimum 
of four? 


a) A maximum. I could also tell you that copies of 
that agreement will be available, perhaps later today but 
certainly tomorrow. 


Q Could you (inaudible) When was the service 
stopped or interrupted? Do you have that date? 


A When was it interrupted? 

Q I mean, when was it ended? 
No, I don't have that with me. 
Early 1980. 


> 


Some of your colleagues can help you. 
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Q Do you have some words to read to us about what 
implications this might have for U.S.-Soviet relations? Is it 
a stepping stone to better relations, or is it just a business 
deal? 


‘ No, I don't have any comments really in response 
to that question. As you know, at Geneva, at the summit, 
President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev did note their 
desire to reach mutually beneficial agreements on civil 
aviation at an early date, and that seems to have been done. 


Q One more technical point. Yeu said “Acting 


Secretary of State." Where is the real Secretary of State? 
He's on vacation. 
Q Do you know how long he'll be on vacation? 
is Pardon? 
Q I say, there are a couple of things going on that 


we're tracking. 
f He'll be back next week. 


Q He'll be back after -- not Monday, I guess, 
because it's a legal holiday, right? 


fe Without getting too specific. 
Q After Monday. 


Q Is Bernie along with him? 


The second statement: The United States and a 
South Pacific Forum Delegation are holding consultations in 
Washington on the South Pacific nuclear free zone, otherwise 
referred to as the SPNFZ, February 13 and 14. The Pacific 
delegation has previously visited Beijing, Moscow, London and 
Paris. The purpose of the consultations is to receive a 
briefing on and to discuss the treaty and its protocols. 


Subject to decision by the forum heads of government, 
the protocols may be available for signature by outside states 
later this year. The United States is studying the 
implications of the treaty and its protocols for the U.S. and 
overall regional and global security. 
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Accordingly, we welcome the visit by the Pacific 
signatories as a contribution to our study. After the visit, 
we intend to continue consideration of issues raised by the 
SPNFZ -- that was helpful -- as well as to consult with our 
allies and other nuclear-weapon states. 


Questions? 


Q A couple follow-ups. Will you have any press 
briefing or readout when it's over? And with whom are they 
meeting in the State Department? 


-) I'll look into whether or not there will be any 
readout. As to with whom they're meeting, I can't tell you 
that, no. 


There's a question here? 
Q (Inaudible) 


i) That was the question. No other questions on 
that one? I have one more for you. 


I have a lot of answers but -- 


Q Is Habib having an On-the-Record news conference 


a) Finally, the United States and the Lao People's 
Democratic Republic have agreed to the joint excavation of the 
crash site of an airplane which was lost during the war. The 
excavation will begin on February 17. This will be the second 
such joint excavation in Laos. The first took place in 
February 1985. 


The aircraft to be excavated is an AC-130 which 
crashed on March 29, 1972, in Savannakhet Province in southern 
Laos. Fourteen crew members are unaccounted for in connection 
with this plane. 


The United States Government appreciates this further 
step by the Lao Government in our cooperative effort to resolve 
the issue of Americans who are missing or otherwise accounted 
for in Laos as a result of the war. 


Any questions on that, or on any other subject? 


Q Okay. First, tell us about Mr. Habib's travels, 
and also tell us about reports that the State Department is 
trying to clarify what the President really meant the other 
night? 
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7 The answer to the second one is easy. There is 
only one foreign policy in this government. That's the foreign 
policy of the President, and that's the foreign policy which 
the State Department is implementing. That's the answer to 
this question and any other question concerning those kind of 
subjects. 


Now, on Ambassador Habib, he will depart Andrews Air 
Force Base at 5:00 p.m. today for the Philippines. I have no 
other information on either his travel plans or his schedule of 
appointments there. 


There will be a photo opportunity at Andrews for those 
who wish to appear, but I am told it will be silent movies, 
that there wiil be absolutely no statement or any other 
commentary by Ambassador Habib. 


Q Habib will be silent? (Laughter) 


Q On the first part of your answer, you say there's 
only one foreign policy. Then that what the President 
enunciated the other night stands? That was not a misstatement 
or a misinterpretation? That is what the foreign policy is, 
right? 


6 We went over all of that yesterday. I have 
nothing more on that. 


Q Yeah, but could I pick up on that? I'd like to 
still delve into it a little bit. The President referred to 
voting fraud. He was even-handed about the reports of fraud -- 
both sides, the Aquino people and the Marcos people. The State 
Department's view is, what, that they see fraud on both sides, 
since you're in conformity with the President? 


i And in that context, as was done yesterday, I 
would refer you simply to the remarks of the President as 
they've been made on several occasions. 


Q Well, the reason we're getting into it again, 
besides the fact that the Philippines and the future of the 
country are rather important, is there was a long, long story 
in a New York morning newspaper this morning which is at pains 
to explain that the State Department is embarrassed by what the 
President has said; State Department officials are constrained, 
but privately they've assured Mrs. Aquino of their great 
interest in voting fraud by the government, and other 
expressions of -- not even nuance, just differences with the 
President's rather bland remark at the news conference. 
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What about all that stuff? The Times didn't make it 
up, I don't imagine, did they? 


QA I think the answer is still the same. There is a 
foreign policy of this government. That's the President's 
foreign policy, and that's the foreign policy that we're 
following in this case as in others. 


To take on only one of the incidents that you 
reported, concerning contacts with Mrs. Aquino, Ambassador 


Bosworth has seen Mrs. Aquino . He's seen President Marcos. 
He's seen people across the entire spectrum of Philippine 
politics, short of the non-communist side, of course -- short 


of the communist side. He is the personal representative of 
the President of the United States, and he speaks to all of 
these people as such. 


--MORE -- 
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Q One small point on that subject which has been 
lingering in my mind for a few days: You always rule out the 
communists so far as consulting, so far as contact, and I 
suppose so far as Habib's trip is concerned. There is a very 
fervent fundamentalist movement in the Philippines which also 
has some objectives on the future of the government. 


Will Mr. Habib,for instance, be speaking to 
representatives of that movement -~— 


i) As I told you -- 


Q -~- which has tried very hard to bring down Mr. 
Marcos. 


f. As 1 said I have nothing on the itinerary or the 
appointment schedule of Mr. Haoib. 


Q How about the U.S.? Will the U.S. be in contact 
-- are the communists the only movement that is excluded from 
the U.S.-Filipino dialogue? 


‘ I don't have anything on that. 


Q Well, you said Ambassador Bosworth has seen Mrs. 
Aquino and President Marcos. What's the response when Mrs. 
Aquino points out that there appears to have been a variance in 
the various presidential remarks about vote fraud? 


“ Well, obviously, I'm not going to go into the 
details of any conversation between any person with whom the 
Ambassador has contacts, so in answer to that specific 
question, I really have nothing to offer you. 


Q Chuck, yesterday Bernie was very careful when 
asked similar questions about the President's statements on the 
sharing of blame for electoral fraud. Yesterday, Bernie 
referred us to the President's written statement; today you are 
they F referring us to the President's remarks. Could you 
clarify that difference? 


A The President's remarks include his written 
statement, certainly. 


Q Chuck, Congressman Solarz says that the State 
Department evidently told him, or it has information that 
400,000 to 660,000 people in Manila alone appear to have been 
disenfranchised, according to a report from the Embassy in 
Manila. Is this correct, or what is the figure that the 
Embassy has reported about those who appear to have been 
disenfranchised and unable to cast their vote? 





-8- 2/13/86 
~ Can't help you. 
Q Does the State Department have a figure? 
i No comment. 
Q Again, we're getting back -- excuse me -- to the 
original -- 
és As Bernie made crystal-clear yesterday, I think, 


this is still an ongoing process, this electoral process; and 
as the President's statement made clear the day before 
yesterday, we're not in a position to make a definite judgment, 
and it doesn't serve any purpose to get into those kind of 
speculations and giving you raw data as may or may not exist, 
and I just can't get into that. 


Q Chuck, I have a couple of questions maybe you 
will be able to answer: One is, can you give us an ETA for 
Habib in Manila? 


‘ No. I can only tell you he's leaving at 5 
o'clock today. 


Q O.K. The State Department will be aware that the 
Marcos-controlled media in the Philippines, which you also will 
be aware is extensive and influential, is using the President's 
remarks to illustrate the Marcos line that the President is 
backing a Marcos victory. Are those interpretations accurate? 


i] I really can't take you beyond where we were 
yesterday. The President's remarks speak for themselves, and I 
refer you to them. Read them for yourself. 


I have, and presumably the Marcos regime has too, 
which is why they are bringing out of these remarks evidence to 
back that particular claim. Now, is the State Department not 
interested in readdressing that balance, of telling the 
Marcos-controlled media that at least the U.S. is neutral in 
this affair? 


) On that particular question, the President said 
the United States is neutral. 


Q But are you not interested in readdressing the 
balance specifically and straightforwardly right now? 





é The President's remarks and the U.S. position are 
on the record and well-documented. 
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Q Does the State Department have no concern over 
these events? 


a I've already answered that question in a number 
of ways. 


Q Specifically on the way the President's remarks 
are being used by the Philippine media -- 


‘ Don't have anything for you on that. 

Q There was one phrase you used that was 
interesting. In describing the Filipino elections, you said, 
"They are still an ongoing process." 


Is the United States dismayed that it is still =n 
ongoing process? 


(Laughter) 

ts As you know, as well as I do, there are Filipino 
electoral bodies who are charged with the election process, and 
those bodies are still continuing their process. So it's not 
for me to be dismayed or not dismayed. 

Q Is it better the longer they take? 

6 (Inaudible) 

Q Do you have anything about some of the election 
observer team returning to the Philippines to continue their 
work there? 

a I've heard that Or. Weinstein, I believe, as well 
as some members of the Presidential observer team will be going 
back to make some further assessments. 


Q Will they go back at the same time Mr. Habib goes 
back? 


6 That I don't know. 
Q Are they going back officially or privately? 


Pardon? 


Q The members that are in the official U.S. 
delegation, are they going back as members of the official U.S. 


delegation? 
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s I don't know what their status is. 

Q Who is accompanying Habib? Were you asked that? 
ra We posted that last night, didn't we? 

STAFF: Wo. 

‘ It was not posted? 


Q It was taken yesterday, but I hadn't heard an 
answer. 


be I'll have to check it. Maybe it wasn't posted 
because it changed; but the plan is probably for someone from 
the Philippine desk here in the State Department to accompany 
him. 


Q Do you have the names of the people? 
A Well, if we have the name, we'll post it. 


Q Chuck, before the election, the U.S. expressed 
some confidence in the ability of NAMFREL as an impartial 
adjudicator of the election Since then, I was in the 
Philippines and didn't see reported in the Filipino press any 
similar expression of U.S. faith in NAMFREL -- in fact, it 
seems to have dropped from sight. 


Is it your opinion now, is it the U.S. position that 
NAMFREL has become partisan, or are you still confident that 
that organization does represent the kind of flowering of 
democracy that Reagan and other people have praised in the past? 


a I'm not in a position to give you a 
characterization of NAMFREL at this moment. I just don't 
know. I can't do it. 


Q President Marcos was apparently on television in 
the Philippines claiming, on the basis of what he knows about 
the returns, claiming victory. Is he premature in the State 
Department's view? 


@Q Our position has already been expressed. 


Q One other question: Senator Lugar was quoted as 
saying that if the evidence does indicate that the election 
result was clearly a fraudulent election, that he would favor 
cutting off aid to the Philippines. What's the State 
Department's reaction on that issue? 
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i) I really don't have anything on that, and you 
know that there is before the Congress the FY-87 Administration 
proposal for $125.7 million in economic aid and $100 million in 
military assistance, and that as part of the President's best 
efforts commitment, to seek $900 million in economic and 
military assistance over the period 1985-1989. 


Q Chuck, do you have any situation report on the 
Gulf war, Iran-Iraq, since it looks like it has taken on new 
dimensions? 


And possibly another question related to this: Do you 
have any comment on the front-page story of The Washington Post 
about the importance of the Arabian Gulf to U.S. policy 
determination? 





a The answer to the question on the Gulf war is 
that I have very little beyond yesterday. There is not yet 
sufficient information to judge whether this week's Iranian 
attacks are the beginning of a major offensive. Fighting is 
reportedly continuing to the north and west of Al-Faw at the 
southern end of the front. And as we said yesterday, these 
latest attacks by Iran are smaller in magnitude than the 
Iranian offensive of March 1985. 


Your other question was on the importance of the Gulf? 
Q Yes. 


‘ Right. By way of an answer, the Persian Gulf 
region remains very important to the United States. 
Strategically located, it is vulnerable to Soviet 
expansionism. It controls 35 percent of the world's oil 
reserves. Despite the current o11 glut, the countries of the 
region which are moderate and friendly to the U.S. have great 
influence on the world oil market and on future oi] supplies, 
which by the 1990s may, once again, be concentrated in that 
region. These countries also play a significant role in 
international financial markets. 


Major hostile changes in this area could threaten our 
welfare and that of our friends in the decades ahead. Thus, 
the area's continuing strategic importance does not fluctuate 
with the daily price of oil. 


Q Can we get a copy of that? 


a No. 





-12- 2/13/86 


Q Chuck, are you in contact with any Arab Gulf 
countries there like Kuwait, or anything like that? 


ra Yes, we are in contact with countries in the 
region. 


Q Have you got anything on the war? 
Q About what? 


a But -- consultations on what's going on in the 
region, but I have no other specifics to offer you. 


Q Does the United States have any evidence that 
chemical weapons are being used by Iraq or by Iran in Lhe 
current fighting? 


bs No. 


Q Or do you have any indication that they are being 
used? 


(-) No. We can't confirm the use of chemical weapons 
at this time. 


Q Chuck, when the discussion at the Security 
Council in -- I think there is some scurrying now to get the 
Security Council to meet on this Iran-Iraq war. What will the 
United States’ position be in discussing this, or in the way of 
voting or trying to impose things in that -- on that manner? 


“ I think for the best explanation of our position, 
I'd refer you to the statement that we made, I believe, on 
Monday of this week. 


Q Chuck -- 

6 That's the only thing I could refer you to at 
this moment, because we won't comment on the specifics of the 
debate until it's underway and we see what's on the table. 


Q Based on the information you have, can you say 
whether the Iranians are occupying any parts of Iraq? 


o No. I don't have any other commentary on the war. 


Q Can you say whether or not the United States has 
been asked for any commitments from the countries in the region 
should the war spill over? 
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“ No I have no comment on that 


Q Talking about commitments, is there any American 
decision yet on aid for Haiti on an emergency basis or not? 


” No Nothing new. 


Q Chuck, after your statement on Monday about 
Palestinian self-determination, Israeli officials here and in 
Israel expressed concern that U.S. requirements for 
participation in possible talks might be softening. 


Yesterday Bernie said that there was no change in the 
U.S. position regarding the PLO. What was the intent of the 
Monday statement a propos - 


“ I think you're mixing statements, the same as 
some in the region may have done. The statement that you're 
referring (co was in fact not made here on Monday, but was made 
by a White House spokesman ON BACKGROUND on Friday, and so as a 
consequence, I think you've got to get that straightened out 
before you can understand the answers 


Q No. I'm referring -- I know what I'm referring 
to, and I'm referring to the statement made Monday by -- read 
by you Monday about self-determination. It was -- you took a 


question -- 


‘ The question as you originally phrased it just 
now had to do with contacts with the PLO. 


Q No, had to do with concern expressed by people 
here and the Embassy after your statement Monday, and press 
reports from Israel about concern by Israeli officials about 
the U.S. position regarding self-determination and how that 
might relate to participation in an international conference. 


“ You'll note by reading my statement that I didn't 
make any reference to international conferences. 


Q So -- 


6 I'd refer you tc my remarks. The U.S. position 
has not changed. 


~~ MORE -- 
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Q No. My question is what was the intent of the 
statement on Monday -- 


p Since you all have been asking so many questions 
about the subject, I finally decided to help you out. Now if 
you're going to give me a hard time for giving you an answer, 
I'll have to re-think our policy. 


Q The Government of South Korea, Chuck -- the 
government there is threatening to jail for up to seven years 
anybody who signs a petition calling for direct presidential 


elections. They're rounding up opposition people. They're 
keeping them under house arrest. Is this -- 


A Where are we again? 
Q South Korea. Remember South Korea? (Laughter) 
a South Korea. Okay. Sounds like so many other 


parts of the world. (Laughter) Go ahead. 


Q This is a major U.S. ally. Major U.S. allies 
presumably do not do this sort of thing. Is the current 
crackdown on dissidents in South Korea consistent with the 
stated U.S. policy of urging President Chun Doo Hwan to move 
quickly to full democracy? 





A We believe that it's inconsistent with basic 
democratic principles to deny citizens the right to petition 
their government. We have urged and are urging the Korean 
Government against such a course. We will continue to do all 
we can to emphasize our support for a democratization in Korea. 


Q Do you have any comment on the house arrest of 
Kim Dae Jung and some of the other people there? 


A We've consistently called for the lifting of all 
restrictions on all Mr. Kim since his return to Korea last year. 


Q Presumably that goes for Kim Young Sam as well, 
who has been under house arrest? 


A In that particular case, I can't answer that 
specifically. On Kim Dae Jung, we understand that he is 
confined to his home by police and is being allowed neither 
visitors nor telephone calls, but that he's in good health and 
in no physical danger. 
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Q How do you know? He can't get a phone call, or 
nobody can visit him. 

a It's my normal answer: “We have our ways." 
(Laughter ) 


Q Is the South Korean Government telling you that? 
Is that your source? 


A No. I have nothing else on sources. 

Q No, no. You can't say you know -- 

A You can take my word -- 

Q -- how he is if -- 

7 You can take my word for it, Barry, when we talk 


about these kind of things, that we don't rely on, in this 
particular case, the South Korean Government. 


Q Thank you. 


Q Chuck, going back to Haiti, are we involved at 
all in the ongoing search for a new home for Duvalier? 


A I can only give you a general remark to the 
extent that we'll do what we can to be of assistance, but in 
terms of specifics I don't have anything for you. 


Q Does that extend to an offer of asylum in the 
United States? 


A A hypothetical question, which I'm not going to 
address. 


Q Do you plan to visit -- 


Q Hang on a minute. There are reports from Paris 
that the French are asking the United States to do precisely 
that. Have you any comment on that? 


A I'm still not responding to a hypothetical 
question. 


Q Do you expect him to live up to the agreement 
that his stay in France is only temporary? 


a You'll have to talk to the French about that. 
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Q Do you have any report on the results of Mr. 
Crocker's meetings with Botha? 


Q Could we just stay -- 


Q Yes. The point being that if the French have 
asked the United States to give him asylum, then it is no 
longer a hypothetical question. 


a I just don't have anything on that. 


Q Generally -- do you have anything in general, 
Chuck, on Haiti, any sitrep, for example? 


fs) Okay, very briefly, the airport in Port-au-Prince 
opened yesterday and will maintain normal operations -- that 
is, arrivals as well as departures. We understand Eastern and 
Air France are going in today, American tomorrow. 


The situation in Haiti appears to be about back to 
normal at this point. Stores, factories and government offices 
were all open yesterday. Violence and looting appear to have 
ceased. Last night the curfew was on from 11:00 p.m. to 5:00 
this morning. The government has announced schools will reopen 
February 11. 


Yesterday and the day before special church services, 
which the -- 


Q I'm sorry. February 11th? 
A That's right. There must be a typo there. 
Q They will put it two days ago? 


A This is a Xerox copy, and something didn't come 
through there. (To staff) Will you check the date on that? 


Q How about 21? 
A Could be. 


Yesterday and the day before, special church services, 
which the church called the Mass of Reconciliation, were held 
in Port-au-Prince and were well attended by Haitians from all 
over the country. Our Embassy believes Americans in Haiti can 
now move around more freely provided they are reasonably 
prudent and avoid crowds. The travel advisory does remain in 
effect. 
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Q Are the assurances of future elections sufficient 
for the United States that have so far been given by the new 
regime? 


A I can't comment on the question of sufficiency at 
this point. We've noted a number of actions which the 
government has taken: the release of the political prisoners, 
the abolition of the Ton-ton Macoute, suspension of the 
Duvalierist constitution and assembly, restoration of press and 
broadcasters’ freedoms. They also ordered earlier this week 
that all unauthorized arms be turned in by today. Public order 
has been virtually restored. 


In addition, the new government, which is 
self-—designated as an interim regime “eager to hand over power 
to a democratically elected government," has said it will hold 
free elections for a new Haitian legislature and subsequently 
free elections for the president and pledged to work for “real 
and functioning democracy" -- those are their words -- based on 
respect for human rights, press freedom, free labor unions, and 
functioning political parties. 


And those are some of the signs, but I can't at this 
point tell you that that's absolutely the bottom line. 


Q Provisional governments sometimes get to be 
permanent, especially when they have a -- when they're 
dominated by military officers. Can you give us a ballpark 
figure for how long the United States would like to see the 
government -- the interim government remain in power? 


a Several answers. First, that's not really for us 
to say, and it's still very early going, and I think it's 
premature to try to speculate on those kind of questions right 
now. 


Q Well, the reason it is for you to say possibly is 
we asked you if you were concerned about the fact that three of 
the five, or whatever, you know, general in charge, a couple of 
colonels hanging around -- and you said it's quite -- or the 
briefer, spokesman, said it's quite normal for an interim 
government in certain parts of the world to have a military 
element in it, but you assumed it was an interim government, 
and you've been speaking with great praise -- 


A That's right. 
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Q -- of these new folks. So I wondered when you 
thought they ought to hold elections and stop being an interim 
government. 


A I can't answer that. 
Q Chuck -- 
a That's something that's going to be seen as 


things evolve. What I've tried to do is point out the positive 
statements that the government has made, showing that it 
appears to be committed to pursuing a course toward democracy, 
and certainly, of course, we hope it will pursue. But at this 
point I can't put a timetable on it. Schools will open 
February 17th. 


Q Chuck, just to follow that -- 


A And before I forget, the Director of the 
Philippines Desk, John Maisto, will be going with Ambassador 
Habib. 


Q Chuck, just to follow that quickly, has the new 
Government formally requested aid from the United States on an 
emergency basis to date? 


A No, I don't have anything on that specific 
question, other than that we've been in discussions with the 
new government. 


Q Let's put the question another way. Is the 
United States discussing with France and Canada some pool 
arrangement of emergency aid among the three countries? 


A I guess -- 
Q Or is the BBC wrong? 


A Again, nothing in specific answer to your 
question, but, obviously, to this -- to the extent that -- for 
the same reasons, I should say, that we are interested in 
assisting the people of Haiti, one would imagine that other 
governments would feel likewise, and that would be welcome, of 
course. 


Q Okay. Are we discussing with Canada and France 
providing aid from the three countries -- 
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é In each case, Barry -- 
Q -- to Haiti -- 
A In each case, Barry, those are -- I'm sure are 


going to be bilateral aid programs, or to the extent that 


there's consultations between the governments, I'm sure there 5 
can be discussions, sure. But -- % 
Q I don't mean -- 
A -- that's really all I can help you on in this 


very general way. 


Q I assume since all three are sovereign 
governments, they wouldn't put all their aid in one envelope, 
but the question is whether the United States and these two 
other democracies have under consideration helping Haiti with 
emergency aid? 


A We'll take a look at that Barry. The only reason 
I hesitate to answer that is because you limited it to two 
other countries. There may be well others. 


Q I'll settle for those two. If you want to add 
others, we'll pick them up as time goes on. 


A But it's all welcome, in any case. 


Q On Monday you spoke of a possible resumption of 
PL-480 food aid for Haiti, which I guess some of us didn't know 
had been stopped in the first place. When was it stopped, and 
when will we resume it? 


A I can't tell you when we'll resume it. As we 
said Monday, we're working with the government to see if 
security conditions are such that it can be resumed. 


Q Is that what the problem was, that the warehouses 
were being pillaged during the recent violence? 


A I think that's clearly implied in the answer. 


Q Chuck, a couple of questions on the West Bank. 
Israel expelled in the last two weeks eight Palestinian 
leaders, and there are about 171 youth in ages 12 to 22 held 
with no charges in jails in the West Bank. 








-20- 2/13/86 


What are your comments on this ordinary expulsion 
which is becoming habitual expulsion in the West Bank now by -- 
of Palestinian leaders? 


And the second question, which is related almost, 
there were reports tt.at Mr. Hanna Siniora, Editor of Al—Fair 
newspaper in East Jerusalem and Faiz Abu Rahmeh, who is the 
Lawyers Guild Director, were in direct contacts with Wat 
eeeeer ans or saw Wat Cluverius with Yasser Arafat while he was 

n Jordan. 


Will these two people be used as sort of permanent 
contacts for the United States Government with the PLO 
leadership in the Middle East? 


A No comment on the last question. The answer to 
the first one, I haven't seen those particular reports, so I 
don't have any comment at this point. 


Q Can you look into this, please, about the 
expulsion? There was a news conference yesterday held in town 
about the expulsion -- 


a I'll take a look. 

Q -- of these Palestinians. Thank you. 
Q Crocker/Botha? 

fu Yes? 


Report on their meeting? 


> 


No. 


Did they discuss Mandela, as one of the wires 
reported from -- 


A I can't help you beyond what Bernie did 
yesterday. All I can really say is that tnose meetings are 
part of the ongoing series of contacts that we've had with all 
parties involved in southern Africa. 


Q Is he going on, or is he coming back, or what? 


A Those talks are scheduled to finish today. I 
believe he's coming straight back. 
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Q Chuck, there are reports that Pik Botha has 
offered a date for implementation of Resolution of 435? I 
think that's the one, isn't it? Namibia. Is that true? 


a No, I don't have any comment on that. You'd have 
to go to the South Africans, I think. 


Q would you bring us up to date on the consult -- 
on Rowny and Nit ’e, and when a counter-offer will be made in 
Geneva? Are they back, or are they being consulted with, or -—- 


A Ambassador Rowny is back today. Ambassador Nitze 
is due back imminently, if he's not already back. In terms of 
the timing of a counter-offer, I can't help you beyond what 
we've said before, that the President will respond at the 
appropriate time. 


Q Okay. Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 1:14 p.m.) 
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QUESTION TAKEN AT DEPARTMENT PRESS BRIEFING 2/13/86 


HATSI: COORDIIATICN OF AID 





° Are we attempting to coordinate emergency aid efforts 

with other donor countries? If so, with which countries? 
4 -- WE ARE DISCUSSING HAITI'S NEEOS AND THE 
COORDINATION OF RESPONSES WITH OTHER POTENTIAL DONORS. THERE 
ALREADY EXISTS A MULTINATIONAL FORUM -- THE CARIBBEAN GROUP 
FOR COOPERATION IN ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT (CGCED), CHAIRED BY 
THE WORLD BANK -- THROUGH WHICH ASSISTANCE TO HAITI CAN BE 


COORDINATED. WE HAVE WORKED WITH THEE CGCE> IN THE PAST AND 


WILL BE GLAD TO DO SO AGAIN. 
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TAKEN QUESTION 
Question Taken at Noon Press Briefing of February 13, 1986 


ISRAEL AND THE WEST BANK: DEPORTATIONS 





Q: What is your reaction to the reports that the Israeli 

government continues to order the deportation of Palestinians 

from the West Bank and Gaza? 

A: WE HAVE SEEN REPORTS OF CONTINUED EXPULSION OF PALESTINIANS 
FROM THE WEST BANK AND GAZA. AS WE HAVE SAID BEFORE, WE 


REGRET THE USE OF EXPULSION BECAUSE WE BELIEVE IT IS 


COUNTERPRODUCTIVE AND LIKELY TO FOSTER FURTHER TENSIONS. 
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TAKEN QUESTION 
February 13, 1986 


SOUTH PACIFIC NUCLEAR-FREE ZONE 





Any more on the SPNFZ talks? 


TALKS WERE HELD FOR AN HOUR-AND-ONE-HALP THIS MORNING. A 
TWO-HOUR AFTERNOON SESSION WILL TAKE PLACE TODAY. THE 
TALKS WILL CONCLUDE WITH A ONE-HOUR MEETING TOMORROW. 
LEADING THE U.S. DELEGATION ARE EAP DAS JIM LILLEY, PM DAS 
JOHN HAWES, AND DOD/OSD/ISA DAS JIM KELLY. THE SOUTH 
PACIFIC FORUM DELEGATION [IS HEADED BY FIRST ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY DAVID SADLEIR OF THE AUSTRALIA DEPARTMENT OF 
POREIGN APFAIRS. OTHER MEMBERS ARE CHRIS BEEBY, DEPUTY 
SECRETARY OF THE NEW ZEALAND MINISTRY OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS; 
GRACE FONG, CROWN SOLICITOR, FIJI; JOS=°H GABUT, ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY, DEPARTMENT OF FOREIGN AFFAI°S AND TRADE, PAPUA 
NEW GUINEA; TONY MANARANGI, CROWN COUNS<L, COOK ISLANDS; 
AND D. A. HOLLOWAY, ASSISTANT SECRETARY, DEPARTMENT OF 


PRIME MINISTER AND CABINET, AUSTRALIA, 
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FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 14, 1986, 12:12 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UMILESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
I have a number of announcements. 


First, Monday, February 17, is All Presidents’ Day. 
There will be no daily briefing. The Press Office will operate 
on a Sunday schedule. 


Secondly, Secretary Shultz will make brief remarks at 
the Agency for International Development's International 
Conference on Privatization on Tuesday, February 18, from 1:45 
to 2:00 P.M. at the Shoreham Hotel. The session will, however, 
be in the Regency Ballroom, not the Empire Room as earlier 
announced. 


Concerning South Africa, on the basis of information 
that our Embassy in South Africa has received from an eye 
witness, plus press reports, we are gravely concerned about the 
well being of a large number of children and young people taken 
into custody during an early morning South African police raid 
on an ecumenical church center near Johannesburg. 


Most of the children, who are presumed to be still in 
police custody, were taken to the center for protection from 
conditions of violence in their own communities. They were 
under the personal protection of Anglican Bishop Simeon Nkoane, 
who is known to us for his efforts to help youth in trouble in 
South Africa. 


Q May we have a copy of that? 
a Yes. 


Q Has this been made evident to the South african 
authorities on the scene? 


iJ Yes. Our concerns are being made known to the 
South African Government. 

Q Has anyone seen them since they've been taken 
into custody -- any of our people? 


i) I don't have that information. 


Q Do you have a number of the children involved? 
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icy I can't give you any details on that other than 
what we see in press reports which indicate several dozens of 
children. 


Q What is it specifically that gives rise to the 
grave concern? 


6 I think you read the reports. 
Q I haven't, no. 


“ Well, then I think if you read the reports you'll 
see the circumstances that were involved in these children 
being taken into custody. They were in an ecumenical church 
center in order to protect them from violence in their own 
communities Beyond that, I refer you, frankly, to the details 


that have been circulating. 


Q What were the ages of these children? Were they 
very young or -- 


“ No, 1 don't have any other details at this 
point. 


Concerning Haiti, the Department of State has lifted 
its recommendation against travel to Haiti. The international 
airport at Port-au-Prince, Haiti, reopened for normal 
operations February 12. A new travel advisory has been issued, 
advising American travelers to Haiti to exercise caution and 
respect curfews. 


Q On Haiti, has the Department come to any 
conclusion on certification? 


6 Shall we do all of the Haiti things before I go 
to my final statement, which is a long one? 


Q Why don't you do your final statement? 


a That's going to take us into a completely 
different area. 


Q Let's do Haiti. 
Q Okay. Let's finish up Haiti. Okay. 


a Several questions concerning aid which have been 
asked, yours concerns - 


Q Certification. 

















= 2/14/86 


a On the question of certification, there has been 
no decision at this point. We hope to be able to make one 


shortly. I was asked yesterday about the PL-480 assistance 
that had been temporarily stopped. I can tell you that PL-480, 


Title II, food shipments, which include food for school 
lunches, are resuming from Gulf ports today. 


On the question of emergency aid which we were also 
asked yesterday, the new government has asked us to cooperate 
in surveying the country's needs, and we are doing that, 
including the sending of additional AID personnel to Haiti for 
this purpose. We note that other countries are making similar 
efforts. For example, the French Minister of Cooperation is in 
Haiti today. 


In terms of how quickly a decision on that score could 
be made, when the Haitians and we have determined the needs, we 
will address how best to respond in support of their own 
efforts and will try to be as helpful as possible. 


Q How long is the survey supposed to take? 
A I don't have any details. As I said -- or maybe 
I didn't say it -- I'm sure we're trying to do it as 


expeditiously as possible. 


Q On the economic assistance, you say you hope to 
make a decision soon. Why are you delaying at all? Why isn't 
it evident what the situation is now? 


A On certification? 
Q Yes. 


A I think the best I can do is to reiterate the 
requirements for a positive certification, a determination of 
certification. We have already determined that the previous 
government was cooperating in two key areas covered by the 
determination process, and that is cooperation in controlling 
the flow of illegal migrants and in the implementation of the 
AID program. 


We could not determine that progress was being made in 
progress toward the establishment of democracy, and respect for 
human rights. So we would expect that the current government 
will continue to meet the first two standards. It's simply, at 
least at this moment, too early to make that judgment on the 
other two conditions. 





-4- 2/14/86 


Q Anything about Duvalier's -- Is the U.S. helping 
find him a sanctuary or is the U.S. interested in taking him 
here? 


6 We're working with the French Government in 
support of efforts to find permanent asylum for Duvalier. 


Q Has he asked to come here? 


A All I can say is that we're working closely with 
the French in these efforts, but no other comment on the 
substance of our exchanges. 


Q There were reports this morning that the locals 
in Haiti are getting a bit restive at the slow pace of change 
and the continuing military presence in the government. Do we 
have any feelings on those questions? 


A I believe we've remarked previously that in a 
country where for 30 years the Duvalier regime offered the sole 
opportunity for gaining any kind of experience in government, 
it's not surprising that the interim government includes people 
who worked at one time or another for the Duvalier government. 
But the real test concerns the right of the Haitian people to 
choose their own government, and the interim government has 
made a commitment to respect this right. 


Shall I move along? 
Q Just -- When was the food aid interrupted exactly? 
A I don't have a date for that. I'll take that. 


Moving right along: Last August we determined that 
Soviet authorities were using the chemical agent NPPD to 
monitor the activities of employees at the U.S. Embassy in 
Moscow. We have conducted extensive tests on this tracking 
agent. Test results indicate that it has not been used 
indiscriminately against American personnel, but has been 
employed by Soviet authorities against a specifically targeted, 
relatively small percentage of official American employees. 
Fortunately, the results of those tests show that exposure to 
the quantities of NPPD found does not pose a health hazard. We 
continue to object to the use of chemicals against U.S. 
personnel. 


A team led by a representative of the National 
Institute for Environmental Health Sciences (NIEHS) and 
including representatives from the Environmental Protection 
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Agency (EPA) and the Centers for Disease Control (CDC) went to 
Moscow and Leningrad in August/September 1985. EPA surveyed 
for the presence of NPPD, and CDC distributed a health 
questionnaire to U.S. personnel. NIEHS subsequently conducted 
a series of tests on the potential biological effects of 
exposure to NPPD in laboratory animals. 


On the basis of these tests, we concluded that 
exposure to NPPD, particularly at the very low levels found in 
Moscow, does not carry with it any known health risk. In 
summary, the very extensive series of medical tests we have 
conducted shows that NPPD is not a mutagen in mammalian cells. 
This fact, coupled with the extremely minute exposure dose when 
NPPD is used as a tracking agent, provides assurance that NPPD 
will not cause cancer in exposed persons and obviates the need 
to test NPPD for carcinogenicity. NPPD did not cause birth 
defects when applied to the skin of laboratory animals, and 
NPPD is not really absorbed through the skin. If it does enter 
the bloodstream, it is rapidly metabolized and excreted from 
the body. A technical fact sheet with further details is 
available -- and I trust you all have that. 


To determine the extent of exposure to NPPD, the EPA 
took 436 samples on a random basis from the apartments, 
automobiles and offices of approximately 20 percent of the 
American community in Moscow and Leningrad. NPPD was not 
detected in any of these samplings. In separate samplings 
prior to and after the EPA survey, NPPD was detected in the 
automobiles or property of a limited number of Embassy 
employees, who appear to have been specifically targeted by 
Soviet authorities. In particular, a follow-up survey, 
conducted in Moscow in January of this year by the Embassy 
health unit, concentrated on vehicles of Embassy employees 
considered to be likely targets. These follow-up samples were 
analyzed by an EPA laboratory; they showed that 5 of the 
vehicles tested were contaminated. 


At this time, we are informing the American community 
in Moscow and Leningrad of test results. That has already been 
done as of now. Those employees who appear to have been 
specifically targeted have been informed. 


As we noted in August, evidence suggested that NPPD is 
only one of several chemicals used by the Soviets. In the 
course of our investigations into NPPD, we detected traces of a 
second chemical -- luminol -- which may be a tracking agent. 
Luminol is a widely used, commercially produced laboratory 
chemical. Like NPPD it has been shown to be a mutagen in 
bacteria. We have asked NIEHS to determine what biological 
studies, if any, should be pursued. The American community in 
the USSR will be kept advised as further information becomes 
available. 
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Although it appears that the use of NPPD and other 
tracking agents was confined to a small percentage of American 
personnel specifically targeted by Soviet authorities, we are 
strongly concerned that any chemical tracking agents have been 
used against our employees. We will continue to monitor for 
such chemicals. 


Q Can you tell us what the common link is amongst 
this small group of people, and what the State Department feels 
the motive might have been in tracking these individuals? 


A No, I can't tell you what the common link might 
be, other than to say that they appear to have been 
specifically targeted. The Soviet motivation -- I'd refer you 
back to everything we talked about in August when we first 
described the use of NPPD as a tracking agent, and what benefit 
it might have to those using it. 


Q Chuck, last August when you went public with 
this, one of the reasons that you gave for doing so was a 
quantum jump in the quantity of the powder used. It had been 
used previously, you said, but suddenly it was used in what had 
been described as wholesale amounts. 


The impression in what you've just read and from the 
rest of the report handed out this morning is that you're 
talking about minute, very small, amounts. 


Can you clear up this apparent contradiction? 


fa Are you talking now about frequency of usage or 
amounts of chemical applied? 


Q No. As I recall, last August you were talking 
suddenly there was a quantum jump in the quantity of the powder 
found. 


A No. 


Q And the increase in the quantity of it led you to 
become concerned and then to report it to the American 
community -- 


Aa No. 
Q -- and to the world at large. 
A That's not true. There was one case in which we 


said the chemical had been perhaps overly applied, and that may 
have had something to do in being able to detect it on that 
particular case. 
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But the point we were really making was that the 
frequency of use -- which had been, as I described it, 
“infrequent and sporadic" for the nearly ten years before that, 
whereas we had seen no usage at all, to our detection anyway, 
from 1982 -- suddenly jumped in the spring and summer of 1985. 


So it was the incidence of use, not the quantities 
that were found, that caused our concern. And to reiterate, 
it's not in the end even the quantities that are important -- 
although that's very fortunate that it turned out that the 
dosage appears to have been minute and that it doesn't pose any 
health hazard -- it's the fact that any Americans at any time 
have been subjected to chemicals by Soviet authorities 


Q Chuck, are the specifically targeted people all 
Embassy employees? 


A Yes. There were no non-official Americans, at 
least based on our sampling, known to have been exposed. 


Q Chuck, you said -- or I don't know if you said 
it, but someone in the Department is quoted as saying that at 
the time in August that this was possibly a cancer-causing 
substance. 


What was the basis for that finding at the time? 
Q That was in the official statement, too. 


fs That's right. And I can read you all of that, 
and you'll see that NPPD, for which the easiest test is the 
Ames Test, which is done on salmonella bacteria -- if you've 
read your background sheets -- did show NPPD to be a mutagen. 
That is the easiest test, the quickest test, to do; that is the 
one which we had done at that time. 


The follow-up tests, which you'll see described in 
your handout, take a lot more time. Those are the ones which 
dealt with mammalian cells. What we said at the time was that 
mutagens can be, but are not necessarily, carcinogenic. That's 
why we were undertaking these more intensive studies. 


Q Chuck, have you made a new protest about the use 
of the thing, even despite the fact that it's not 
cancer-causing? 


A We have informed this morning Soviet authorities 
here in Washington of our findings, and in the course of that 
discussion re-emphasized our concern that these agents had been 
used. 
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Q Well, I mean, that's not a protest then. Or is 
it? 


a I stand on what I said. 


Q You say in your statement that luminol is a 
widely used chemical. What's it used for? 


a In fact I do have the answer to that. I believe 
that may be in your fact sheet, but perhaps not. It's a widely 
used chemical reagent with many applications. It's 
commercially manufactured. The manufacturer's material safety 
data sheet does not list any health hazards, nor does it 
recommend the use of gloves in cleaning up a spill. 


As to what it's actually used for, if you know what a 
chemical reagent is used for, then it's widely used for that 
purpose. (Laughter) 


Q Chuck, are there any second thoughts at all about 
having gone public based on one test on bacteria, rather than 
waiting for at least one test on some mammal? 


A None whatsoever. Absolutely none. I just, I 
hope, tried to answer that question. It's not -- the final, 
bottom line is not whether or not it turned out to cause 
cancer. As we said, that was a concern of potential serious 
consequences for our employees, but what concerned us under any 
circumstances was that Soviet authorities were using a chemical 
tracking substance which they were applying to U.S. employees. 


And that concern -- and, as I say, just because it 
turns out not to have caused cancer, because it appeared to 
have been used in small doses and was targeted only on some 
people, still does not lessen in any way our concern that this 
was done in the first place. 


Q Chuck, the five cars that were discovered in 
January to have NPPD, was that residue from last summer's 
escapade, or is that a new case? 


a Because the material does not degrade, | -ause it 
is persistent, we have no way of determining whether not 
it's new or old. The only way we'll be able to determine 
definitively whether it's continued in use is to test new 
vehicles. For example, property that has arrived in the Soviet 
Union since August of last year, and we will be doing that and 
are doing that. 


Q Weren't these five cars tested in August and 
September when the experts went there? 
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és These are cars that were there prior to August 
and September. Whether or not those same cars were tested, I 
don't know. But it is conceivable that in testing cars one 
time and the next time, you may pick it up or not pick it up if 
you wipe the right place. 


Q Have the Soviets promised not to use it any more, 
or said they wouldn't use it, or admitted that they used it in 
the first place? 


A No, I don't have any characterization of the 
Soviet response. 


Q Can I switch subjects? 
is) New subject? 


Q Do you have any reaction to the continuing 
crackdown in South Korea? 


a In South Korea? 


Q Yeah. I gather there were raids in the 
opposition headquarters now. Or have you -- 


A Nothing really beyond what I said yesterday in 
response to a question concerning Kim Dae Jung. I addressed in 
that context actions which we believe to be inconsistent with 
basic democratic principles and the fact that we are urging, 
have urged, and continue to urge the Korean Government against 
a course that would violate those principles. 


Q Do you have anything on new Libyan activity in 
Chad? 


a Yes, I do. Attacks against Chadian Government 
positions along the central area of the 16th parallel began in 
mid-afternoon, local time, February 10, and have since spread 
to eastern and western areas. Latest reports indicate that the 
government forces have repelled the attacks in the central and 
western areas and are containing the attack in the eastern 
area. Fighting is continuing. 


The attacking units are Chadian dissident forces, 
known as the GUNT -- the Transitional Government of National 
Unity. They are armed, supplied and controlled by Libya. 
There have also been unconfirmed reports of direct Libyan 
participation. 


I might add that we are keeping the evolving situation 
under close review and are in continuing contact with the 





-10- 2/14/86 


Governments of Chad, France and other interested nations. We 
are providing $6 million in military assistance to the Chadian 
Government, which was already programmed for this year, to 
complement the lead security assistance role of France. We are 
also considering ways of expediting delivery of this assistance 
to Chad. 


Q Any update on the -- 


Q Since the Chadian Government has asked France and 
other friendly governments for emergency aid, is the United 


States considering anything above and beyond what it's already 
programmed, and above and beyond accelerated delivery? 


A At this point, I don't have anything on that, no. 
Q Chuck, any update on the Iraq-Iran war? 
i] We're going from continent to continent. 


Q Chuck, can you be specific about that military 
aid? What is it? 


a No, I can't. 
Q Is it -- 


A I'd refer you to previous briefings. I1 believe 
we have given some indication of the nature of that aid in the 
past. 


Q Can you take that, possibly, or not? 


A I'll take it, but it may be only referring you to 
a previous briefing. We'll try to give you the date. 


I have a question on Iran-Iraq unless there's 
something else on Chad. 


The Iraqis continue their efforts to push the Iranians 
out of the positions which the Iranians have seized in Iraqi 
territory around Al-Faw. Fighting is reportedly heavy. We 
can't really speculate as to Iran's military objectives. 
Iranian leaders have repeatedly stated their political 
objectives, which include the removal of the present regime in 
Baghdad. 


Q Do you have any information about what the 
Information Minister in Iraq said, that Iranians are using 
chemical gas against Iraqis? 
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A As I said yesterday, each of the belligerents has 
charged that its adversary has used chemical weapons. However, 
we have no confirmation of these accusations. 


Q Chuck, by saying they're continuing their efforts 
to push the Iranians out of the Al-Faw Island, are you saying 
that they managed to stop the Iranian offensive? Have they 
succeeded in doing so -- the Iraqis? 


f°) The best I can tell you is that the Iraqis trying 
to push the Iranians out of Al-Faw would lead one to believe 
that there is not progress in the opposite direction. 


Q Well, are they any closer to the island? They 
pushing them for them from Basra. (Sic) 


a I can't get into those kind of details. 


Q Do you have anything about what's going on in the 
north? 


a No. 


Q And do you have anything on numbers of troops 
involved on either side? 


2) No. 


Q Chuck, the seven members of the Arab League 
Ministers is coming to New York. Will the State Department 
meet them? Any arrangements for any official, American 
official to meet them? 


i) Who's coming to New York? 


Q Seven members of the Arab League about the 
Iran-Iraq war, arriving Monday. 


A At this point I don't have any information on 
that visit. 


Q Chuck, is the United States considering sending 
someone to the area to study the situation from close contact 
by the countries concerned there? 


a No, we're not. As I said yesterday, however, we 
are in close consultation with countries in the region, and 
those will certainly continue. 
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Q And you still don't know what will be the 
position of the United States at the Security Council, if there 
will be any meeting? 


‘ As I did yesterday, the best statement of our 
position is contained in our statement of earlier this week. 


Q New subject? 
“ New subject? New subject. 


Q The Philippines. Apparently, the vote-—counting, 
official vote-counting is almost over. All but a handful of 
votes are still to be counted, and the reports indicate that 
President Marcos has a virtually insurmountable lead here. Any 
reaction to that? 


6 No, nothing beyond what we've given you in the 
past few days. (Laughter) 


Q Well, I mean, can I pursue that a little 
further? If this is -- if the reports are to be believed, the 
election is virtually over and decided. Why would you not have 
some kind of a comment forthcoming at this point? 


a You've answered your question. You said 
“yirtuaily over." 


Q You think the outcome is still in doubt? 


a I'm not commenting on the outcome, but I'm still 
not in the position to offer any comment on the elections. 


Q One other question. Apparently the Catholic 
bishops have been highly critical of what they see as election 
fraud. Any comment about what the Catholic bishops had to say? 


A We, of course, noted those statements by the 
Catholic bishops of the Philippines. They're important because 
the Catholic population of the Philippines represents something 
like 85 percent of the people and therefore the views of the 
Catholic hierarchy are important. 


In that context, you know from the February 12 
statement that we've already observed that the Philippine 
election was flawed by reports of fraud and irregularities 
which we take seriously. 


I suppose I should note that we also pointed out that 
there have been some positive results of the election, 
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including the enormous popular expression of enthusiasm for 
participating in the vote, the commitment to democracy of 
hundreds of thousands of Filipino volunteers who helped assist 
the election process, the emergence of a large and popular 
moderate party in addition to the government party, and 
likewise you know that the President has asked Ambassador Habib 
to undertake a fact-finding mission to further our 
understanding of the election process and its consequences as 
well as the follow-up delegation to the Presidential observer 
0 pk ct pa which is on its way to Manila now, led by Dr. Allan 
Weinstein. 


Q But isn't it a little bit of a problem that -- I 
mean, you talked about the enthusiasm for democracy until the 


elections and through the elections, but because of the 
wide-scale reports of fraud, aren't you concerned that people 
are no longer quite so enthusiastic? 


a No, I'm not in a position to pass any further 
judgment at this point. 


Q Is the U.S. concerned about the probability that 
Mr. Marcos may declare himself, or have the Assembly declare 
him, the President by Monday?’ 


i Once again, you're going into the future -- 
hypothetical questions. 

Q Well, we won't see you again before Tuesday. 

A You've noted. 


Q Yes. Well, in other words, it's quite likely, 
unless there's a change by the time Mr. Habib is ready to see 
anybody, the election is all finished with. Is that a problem 
for the U save ? 


6 I can't address that question. As you know, 
Ambassador Habib is on his say. He arrives there Saturday 
night Manila time, and he'll be undertaking his round of 
appointments. 


Q Chuck, the Catholic bishops, in their statement, 
the analysis in Manila is this is a strong indication of 
support for civil disobedience when Marcos is declared the 
winner. 


Does the United States share that analysis? And, if 
so, what does it think about the prospects of massive street 
demonstrations from Manila? 
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i I'm not prepared to give you any further analysis 
of what that statement might mean or what its implications 
might be. 


Q Does that mean the United States has no concern 
about the prospects of massive street demonstrations? 


& Only to address the question of concern, I think 
in going over the points I just made, those are indications of 
our concern. 


Q Would the United States urge President Marcos to 
delay officially claiming a victory until after the allegations 
of fraud and irregularity are looked into? 


“ I don't have anything on that. 


Q In light of the human rights report yesterday, 
some parts of which were quite critical of the behavior of the 
Philippine Government forces, security forces, has there been 
any thought of delaying or withdrawing certification for 
Philippine aid? 


i) I told you what I had on Philippine aid 
yesterday. That's all I can offer you. 


Q Another subject? 
a Another subject. 


Q Yesterday, General Chervov, a senior military 
advisor to Mr. Gorbachev, made some comments about the Soviet 
Union being willing to destroy their INF missiles if the U.S. 
were willing to do the same. Are you encouraged by this zero 
option? 


a No, I don't have any reaction from this podium to 
that particular proposal. As always, any sort of proposal 
should be put into the Geneva framework where it can be 
considered. 


Q New subject. 
Q The Christian Science Monitor had a story this 


morning about the possibility of a Russian withdrawal from 
Afghanistan. Do you have any comment on that? 


is The Christian Science Monitor? Yes, I do. 





Q What story was that? 
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o The question concerned a report that the United 
States and the Soviet Union are working on a behind-the-scenes 
deal which would result in the withdrawal of Soviet forces from 
afghanistan. 


The report is unfounded and untrue. The U.S. has 
consistently supported the on-going U.N. proximity talks as the 
means to a negotiated settlement in Afghanistan. 


The U.N. negotiations focus on four basic instruments 
which relate to the mutual cessation of outside interference 
and intervention, return of refugees, international guarantees 
and an interrelationship document which would link Soviet troop 
withdrawal to the other elements of the agreement. 


To date, all these major elements of an agreement have 
been addressed except the central one of Soviet troop 
withdrawal. We had looked to the sixth round of Geneva talks 
which ended in December for concrete evidence that the Soviets 
were sincerely interested in achieving a negotiated 
settlement. Unfortunately, there was little forward movement. 


Particularly disappointing has been the Soviet refusal] 
to table a timetable for withdrawal of their troops. We have 
received no Soviet proposal regarding troop withdrawal in 
Afghanistan. 


Q May we have a copy of that? 
oo Yes. 


Q A number of Senators have written Attorney 
General Meese this week asking that if the evidence being 
reviewed by Justice is sufficient that Yasser Arafat be 
indicted for the Cleo Noel murder. Has State been in touch 
with Justice on this? 


i) I really have little to offer you other than to 
say that it goes without saying that we take matters such as 
this seriously. The Department has had the matter under 
review; as we understand it, the Department of Justice has 
also. But I have nothing other than that. 


Q Can I go back to the Philippines for a moment. 
Senator Sam Nunn has written to the President expressing his 
views on the Philippine election. Senator Bob Dole and Senator 
Lugar have also made comments indicating their profound 
unhappiness with the process and indicating that they would 
support a drastic reduction of U.S. aid, particularly as it 
concerns military aid. Is the State Department still behind 
the idea that there should be no cut in military aid? 
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a Again, I stand on what I said yesterday on the 
question of aid to the Philippines. 


Q Does the State Department have any qualms about 
the rising temperature on the Hill? 


‘ I have nothing else. 
Q Do you have any comment on the letters? 


i) I believe in responding to that, I would draw on 
exactly the same points that I did earlier in response to a 
question asked by someone. 


Q Chuck, on the human rights, I asked a question 
yesterday about the expulsion of Palestinians from the West 
Bank. You posted an answer which you didn't specify a lot 
except to say that this is increasing the tension. 


Do you, or the United States Government, consider the 
expulsion of Palestinians in occupied West Bank and Gaza as 
contrary to the Article 49 of the Geneva Fourth Convention of 
1949? 


a We've been over that before, and I refer you to 
the record. 


Q On the same subject, do you have anything on the 
suggestions that there may be some compromise afoot in the 
Israel-Palestinian cause? 


a No. 

Q Another subject, Chuck. Do you have anything on 
the establishment of diplomatic relations between Honduras and 
Costa Rica, and does that make any difference to the delivery 
of U.S. aid to the United Nicaraguan Opposition? 

a No, I don't have any comment on the establishment 
of relations. And on the question of aid, that's a question, 
as you know, that we never address from here. 

Q Anything on the release of Nelson Mandela? 

“ No. 


Q Thank you. 


(Press briefing concluded at 12:45 p.m.) 
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TAKEN QUESTION 
QUESTION TAKEN AT FEBRUARY 14 NOON PRESS BRIEFING 


CHAD:U.S. MILITARY ASSISTANCE 





Q: Can you be more specific on the nature of the $6 million in 
military assistance that the U.S. is providing to Chad this 
year? 

A: UNDER OUR PLANNED MILITARY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM (MAP) FOR 
FY-1986, WE WILL PROVIDE SUPPORT CONSISTING PRIMARILY OF REPAIR 
PARTS FOR CHAD'S C-130 MILITARY TRANSPORT AIRCRAFT, MILITARY 
TRUCKS, ARMORED CARS, VEHICLE REPAIR PARTS, AND TRAINING ON 


U.S. SUPPLIED EQUIPMENT. 
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(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. KALB: Good afternoon, everybody. A couple of 
brief announcements, if I may. 


Secretary Shultz will be appearing before the Senate 
Budget Committee tomorrow morning, 9:30, open session, to 
testify on foreign assistance. Consequently, we'll follow the 
usual practice of skipping the Daily Briefing. 


An upcoming U.S.-Asia Institute will hold a two-day 
conference in cooperation with USIA and the State Department in 
the Loy Henderson Conference Room, February 19 and 20. The 
Secretary will make briefing welcoming remarks at the opening 
tomorrow morning, 9:05 a.m. 


The theme of the meeting, “Vision of the Future: The 
Next Decade in U.S.-Asia Trade.“ Audience of approximately 250 
Asians -- Asian and American business executives, leaders of 
academic and financial institutions, and Asian diplomats (are) 
expected to comprise the audience. 


Press coverage (is) open for Department regulars and 
others invited by the Institute, and I'm told that an updated 
schedule will be available in the Press Office later this 
afternoon. 


Q What time is the testimony? 

i) The testimony? Did [ say that testimony is 
9:30? And a reminder that the Secretary will be making some 
brief remarks for the -- at the A[D0's [International Conference 


on Privatization, and I think that's been called to your 
attention. That goes today, 1:45 to 2:00, at the Shoreham 
Hotel. 


Other than that, I don't have anything 
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Q Bernie, can you bring us up to date on Haiti and 
Mr. Duvalier? Does the United States have any thoughts on what . 
-- or where Mr. Duvalier should go? 


a No. In specific terms, I think that -- [ think : 
you know the position of the U.S. insofar as Duvalier and the 
United States is concerned. I think it has been called to your 
attention over the weekend that Duvalier is inadmissible as an 
undesirable and undocumented alien, and that we have been 
working together with the French and with others to find a home 
for Duvalier, and we hope to continue that cooperation. 


Q Well, what is the incentive for any other country 
to take him in whom the United States describes as 
"inadmissible"? 

a I can't provide an answer to that. That search 


is under way, and it will be up to somebody to make a 
determination as to their readiness to offer him a home. 


Barry? 


Q Bernie, I'm confused. If he's undesirable, why 
would the United States spend any time trying to Find him a 
home in cooperation with the French? Why don't you just have a 
“hands-off fF" attitude to undesirables? 


a Let me run the clock back a little bit and try to 
put that in some sort of a context, and that is to say that 
from the very beginning the United States and the French 
Government have shared a single concern of the welfare of the 
Haitian people and a single objective to minimize bloodshed 
during a clearly inevitable transition 


And, as we've said all along and which I have just 
reiterated, we are working with the French in efforts to Find 
permanent asylum for Duvalier, and we will continue those 
efforts 


Q Well, I'm afraid I still don't understand I'm 
taking the President literally last week. Literally -- taken 
literally, he said the United States had absolutely nothing to 
do with Ouvalier's departure from Haiti except transportation. 


If he's undesirable and if we had nothing to do with 
his removal from Haiti, and if he isn't coming here, why is the 
United States trying with the French to assist him in coming to 
a final resting place? 











_3- 2/18/86 


4 According to my logic -- (laugher) -- according 
to my logic, I just answered that question. 

Q You answered the ‘question. 

a Yeah. 

Q : You mean there's a bloodshed factor in whether he 


goes to country X or country Y? 


a No, no. 
Q I don't understand. 


A The priority was t>. find a way to encourage him 
to leave. 


Q And he's gone. 
i) And he is gone. 
Q Right. 


2) But that did not mean the total abandonment of 
Duvalier. I[t was an effort to see whether it is possible to 
find a place -- some sort of asylum -- and that search, as I 
say, is under way. 


Q I don't mean to persist, and I'll just ask one 
more question: Why are you unwilling, the U.S. Government, to 
abandon him? What do you owe him? 


fe) Well, as [ told you, you've got him out of Haiti, 
and the idea, among other things, as I've just noted -- one of 
the objectives was to minimize the possibility of bloodshed. 
He's on a U.S. plane; he is taken out. There was an 
arrangement reached for temporary asylum, and the search 
continues to find some place for Duvalier to go. 


Q Did the U.S. ask the French at the time to take 
Duvalier? There are stories from France, saying that the U.S. 
in effect begged the French to take him and made a kind of 
commitment to help find another place for him. This has never 
been confirmed here. 


A I don't have the specifics or in a position right 
now to review what has been said on that particular point. Bul 
the point that I want to emphasize is the fact that there is an 
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effort under way with the French -- a very serious effort -- to 
see whether it might not be possible to find a country that 
will accept Duvalier. And there are discussions that have been 
undertaken with a number of countries, and that pursuit is 
still in fact under way. 


Q Is Lebanon one of those countries? 
A I don't have anything on Lebanon for you. 
Q Sir, it seems that we -- as terrible a person as 


he is, it seems that we do have a moral obligation to either 
find him a place to go where he'd be safe, or to take him in, 
because if he should be killed in some place, we would have a 
lot of trouble persuading President Marcos to go. (Laughter) 
Now, does that not seem logical? 


A I'm not going to answer your question, the 
hypothetical question. I'll just pass. 

Ralph? 

Q Does the offer from Liberia still stand despite 
his _ 

s Might -- 

Q Excuse me. --— despite Duvalier's rejection of 


that offer, and since the State Department has confirmed that 
an offer from Liberia was made, can you confirm whether there 
are any other offers, or can we conclude that that is the only 
offer that is still pending? 


A I don't have an absolute tally for you, Ralph, 
but insofar as your question about, “Is the Liberian opticn, so 
to speak, still standing,” the answer, according to my 
understanding, is yes. That is still open. 


Barry? 

Q I'll turn to another French effort, if we're done 
with -- 

a Another what? 


Q Another French effort, the one in Chad Does the 
U.S. approve of French policy and activities in Chad? 
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A Well, let me start by giving you, if I may, some 
sort of report as the Chad situation is seen here. This takes 
us back several days. 


Chadian Government forces last week repelled the 
attacks launched by Libyan-—backed dissident forces against 
Government positions along and south of the 16th parallel. 
Government forces reportedly inflicted heavy casualties on the 
attackers and captured substantial numbers of prisoners and 
amounts of equipment. 


On Sunday -- that 18 to say, February 16 -- in 
response to the request of the Chadian Government, French 
aircraft struck the Libyan air base at Ouadi Doum. I'm not 
sure of the pronunciation, but it is in occupied Northern Chad. 


Also in response to the request of the Chadian 
Government, France brought some troops and aircraft to the 
capital city of N'Djamena on Monday, February 17th. A Libyan 
aircraft bombed the airport at N'Djamena, causing no casualties 
and only slight, light damage that was quickly repaired. 


Now, insofar as your specific question, I don't have 


anything for you other than what is incorporated in this sitrep. 


Q Well, perhaps -- although I[ don't hold that much 
hope of getting a positive response -- perhaps you can tell us 
if the U.S. has been asked to participate in some way or other 
along with the French in assisting the Chadian Government 
against -- if it's indeed a fact that Libya's behind it, and 
there doesn't seem to be anybody on earth the United States 
would rather punish than Qadhafi -- so is the United States 
entertaining any support for this operation? 


A Well, on that -- the way you phrase the question, 
Barry, let me just say that the United States is intensifying 
its efforts to expedite the delivery of U.S. military 
assistance to Chad, and that we are consulting closely with the 
Governments of Chad and France to coordinate our efforts. 


Insofar as any extra military assistance to Chad, we 
are working to speed up delivery of some of the aid already 
approved, and that we are examining what else might be needed 
urgently. 

Q Thank you. 


Q What kind of aid are we talking about? 
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A It's my understanding that that was posted the 
other day -- that is to say, the $6 million in military 
assistance that the U.S. is providing to Chad this year --and I 
do have some specifics which I understand was posted a couple 
of days ago. If you want, I can run through those now. 


Q Bernie, do you know if any further aid above that 
is under consideration? 


A I'm talking about extra --— extra military 
assistance. : 


Q That's under -- 


a We are examining what else might be needed on an 
urgent basis. 


Q Has there been a request from the Chadians for 
additional help? 


a) I don't have anything for you on that. 


Q How do you know it was a Libyan plane that bombed 
the airfield? 


rs) The determination has been made here to the 
satisfaction of those who make those determinations. 


Q --(Laughter)--Do you want to support the French 
action and -- 

fs) Huh? 

Q Do you have any words of support for the French 


action or - 
2) No. I will get those words of support for you 


Q [s the U.S. -- 


a) (To staff) Could we get that now, please? 
Q Is the U.S. concerned about the rather heavy 
Israeli involvement now in Lebanon -- reinvolvement is the word 


a Oh, you've changed subjects. Well, on the 
Situation in southern Lebanon, we do not have any independent 
information precisely as to what is taking place there. There 
have been a lot of press reports, they've been read, but 
insofar as independent information, I[ don't have that for you 
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Now, we regret the incidents and remain concerned 
about the continuing violence in southern Lebanon. The area 
had been relatively quiet since last summer, but the number of 
incidents in the area during the past few months has been 
increasing. These events point up once again the need for 
mutually agreed security arrangements between Lebanon and 
Israel to restore security and stability in the area and 
security for Israel's northern settlements. 


Let me go back to your question, Barry. [t's my 
understanding that there was’ a press guidance that's at least 
48 hours old that apparently was available and distributed over 
the weekend on the U.S. reaction to the French military 
intervention. 


"We applaud and support France's strong and courageous 
actions to assist Chad in resisting Libyan aggression. France 
has the leading Western security assistance role in Chad, and 
we support her actions of joining with the Government of Chad 
to counter Libyan aggression." 


-- MORE -- 
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Q Bernie, on the statement you just read about 
Lebanon -- 

a On Lebanon, yes. - 

Q -- when you're asking for security arrangements 


between Israel and Lebanon - 
a Uh-huh. 
Q -- how could that me accomplished, given the 


current situation in Lebanon whose government seems to be under 
Syrian control? 


a It is not easy. 
(Laughter) 
Q Well, how about making a triangular effort? 


Wouldn't it be easier if you asked Syria to sort of give you a 
hand? 


a well, I'm not going to expand it to the 
triangular situation. I'm going to deal with the geographic 
strip of the countries on both sides of it, and limit myself at 
this point to Lebanon and Israel. 


Q You mean in this real world, you would today 
expect Israel and Lebanon to work out a security arrangement? 


a I will make no predictions about the outcome 


Q Do you think the [Israeli actions are justified by 
the apparent kidnapping of two people?’ 


a We have continually expressed regret for the 
continuing cycle of violence in Lebanon, and beyond that I'm 
not going to get involved in reactions to each specific 
incident 


Q But you have no problem with it? 


2) No. I'm saying it the way -- the language that 
I'm using on that. 


Q Well, the incident you referred to is the 
incident of the kidnapping, is that correct? 


a Yes I'm talking about incidents in the plural] 
sense -=- kidnapping, reaction to, and so forth. 
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Q ‘Bernie, the Ambassadors to Lebanon and Syria, Mr. 
Bartholomew and Eagleton are here for consultations. Can you 
give us any readout or guidance on the nature of their visits 
here? 2 


a Not at this point, beyond the obvious leap that 
we all might think about, but let me see if I can't get 
anything for you on that. 


Q Bernie, on the kidnapping issue, why do you 
classify the Lebanese, when they take Israeli soldiers as 
prisoners, you classify them as kidnapped individuals, and when 
the Israelis take them over you call them “prisoners?” 


a) I really have nothing to add to what I've said on 
that. 


Matt. 


Q The Philippines. 


s) The Philippines? Just a second. All right. 
Either way. 

Q The security arrangements you're suggesting 
between Israel and Lebanon, whom in Lebanon? --- which 


authority, which group would you specify? 


A That question was asked in a different Form. [ 
think what I have said here is a reiteration of something we 
have said repeatedly and that you have heard repeatedly. Your 


question is a variation of Barry's, I think; and I don't have 
anything more to add to the answer that fell short of Barry's 
measurements 


Q So you would not say that the Lebanese Government 
under Present Gemayel, for example? 


a Yes, I'm talking about Lebanon and Israel, and 
that is all [ can say about it. 


Q Also, on southern Lebanon, though, does this do 
you think make it more imperative to continue the existence of 
UNIFIL? 


A Well, on UNIFIL, I think it is no secret that the 
United States has consistently supported UNIFIL since the force 
was established -- that takes us back to 1978 -- and we 


continue to do so 
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Despite the difficulties the force has encountered in 
carrying out its mandate, we view UNIFIL as playing a positive . 
role in southern Lebanon. Withdrawal of UNIFIL would remove a 
stabilizing element and could precipitate serious fighting. 


Q How is the State Department going to back that 
up, though, since the $18 million which the United States was 
to give to support it for the next six-month period has been 
knocked out of the State Department appropriation? 


) I don't have anything specific, but I would stay 
tuned. Certainly, what I'm setting forth here is the 
assessment of the need for UNIFIL. 


As far as your question about how you finance that 
need, et cetera, I don't have anything at this point for you. 


Q Well, the Israelis have specifically said that 
nee don't want UNIFIL to be continued. Have you expressed 
this to them? 


Aa I'm not going to get involved in diplomatic 
discussions, but [ think countries in the area are aware of the 
U.S. position vis-a-vis UNIFIL. 


Q Do you have anything on reports of a sustained 
military airlift from Isreel to Iran? 


a Israel to Iran? 

Q -- or something that's been going on that - 

4 [ don't. 

Q -- is not -- I mean where -- 

a [ don't. 

Q Do you have a situation report on the Iraq-Iran 


war? 
A No, I don't have that either 


Q On Iraq, Bernie, on that subject, any -- you know 
the fresh reports of the use of, I think, mustard gas? 


a Yes Let me take -- 
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Q They are showing people who apparently have been 
hurt with mustard gas or some other chemical. Do you have any 
verification that the Iraqis are back in the business of using 
chemical warfare? 


a Let me take that question and try to get you an 
answer on that specifically. 


Q What about the Iranian usage of chemical warfare? 
Can you take it also? 


a Let me look into the chemical warfare question 
Let me take that question on both sides, and see what I can get 


Q Bernie, do you still feel that there is not a 
great offensive going on, particularly in view of the fighting 
near the Kuwaiti border? 


a I don't have anything to add beyond what Chuck 
may have offered on Thursday ance Friday. It's my understanding 


Q It's not a big offensive? 


is) No. My understanding is that the actual military 
line between the two combatants, that that line has not 
undergone any major change; but beyond that, I[ don't have 
anything 


Q Since the beginning of the offensive, or since 
last week -- what are you -- ? 
a I guess over the last few days is what I'm 


talking about. Since the beginning, obviously, there is some 
change 


Semaan 

Q Bernie, on south Lebanon again -- 

) On what? 

Q South Lebanon 

a South Lebanon, yes 

Q If the U.S. is so much concerned about the 


Situation in southern Lebanon, why has it failed so far until 
today to ask the Israelis to withdraw completely and fully from 
the Lebanese territory? 
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o I have nothing beyond what you've heard before in 
answer to that question. ‘ 


Ralph. 


Q Bernie, just a quick one -- I may have missed 
something last week. Do you have anything on Schneider's trip 
to China now that he has completed that trip? What was the 
purpose of his visit there? For example, did he discuss 
President Reagan's “Star Wars Initiative” with the Chinese? 


a Don't have anything for you on that. 
Q Would you take that question? 
sy Let me see if I can get something on that. 


Q And can I ask one more that's sort of out of 
context, going back to Haiti for just a second, to clean up one 
thing? You talked about reviewing the AID situation. Has any 
decision yet been made about resuming the economic aid that was 
suspended in light of the human rights problems? Again, I may 
have missed that. 


4 No, no, I don't think you did On the question 
of a certification, no decision --— no decision so far. The 
expectation is that they can make a decision on this issue 
fairly soon. 


Insofar as a resumption of food shipments to Haiti, 
last week AID released food stocks From warehouses in Haiti so 
that school-feeding »%rograms could resume with the reopening of 
schools on February 17 At the same time, AID ordered that 
PL-480, Title II food shipments be resumed from Gulf ports - 
the First shipment of metric tons, 365 metric tons is on its 
way; an additional 4700 metric tons will be loaded on ships 
before the end of the month 


Just let me move right along, insofar as any emergency 
requests for aid From Haiti, since that has come up at one time 
or another, the answer to that is no, insofar as there being a 
Haitian request for emergency aid, no The Haitian Government 
has not formally requested specific forms of emergency aid 


We were asked to help assess Haiti's needs We're 
doing that now with Haitian Government officials and with other 
donor organizations 


Q Has any other country besides Liberia volunteered 
to accept Ouvalier?’ 
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7 Don't have anything for you, George. 


Q Bernie, what about the certification on Liberia? 
Has anything developed on that?. 


A I don't have anything new on that, as well. 
Ralph. 


Q Anything you can offer on the subject of a 
response to the Soviet General Secretary's arms proposal? Has 
a decision been made yet on responding to that, or any form of 
such a response? 


4 I don't have anything new at this point on that. 


Q Anything on the murder, a reported murder of a 
third kidnapped Lebanese Jew? 


A I don't have all the details, but what I do have 
is that we have seen a press report that the body of another 
Jewish hostage in Lebanon has been found, but that we have no 
independent confirmation. 


We deplore these brutal kidnappings that have affected 
all the Lebanese communities. We again call on all factions in 
Lebanon to recognize that no purpose is served by the 
continuation of brutality and violence. 


Q Has the Secretary been getting reports from 
Ambassador Habib in the Philippines? 


a That there is communication goes without 
question. That [I cannot share that with you goes without 
question. 


Q Do you have any response to the repeated calls by 
many Senators and others on Capitol Hill for the Administration 
to call for Marcos' departure? 


q No. I don't have any comment on that in any 
specific way. 


>) Do you have any comment on Mrs. Aquino's decision 
to call a continuing series of non-violent demonstrations? 


n No, I don't have anything on thac 
Q Bernie, is there any alarm in the State 


Department of continuing anti-American protests that have begun 
in the Philippines? 
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fe) I think you have heard it said repeatedly here 
that the U.S. commitment is for the promotion of the democratic 
process in the Philippines. And beyond that, there is nothing 
I have to add. 


Q Thanks a lot. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:48 P.M.) 








Posted: February 19, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the February 18, 1986 press briefing: 


IRAN/IRAQ: CHEMICAL WEAPONS USE 





Can the USG verify the use of chemical weapons by one side 
or the other in the Iran/Iraq war? 


-- INFORMATION AVAILABLE TO US STRONGLY SUGGESTS THAT IRAQ 
HAS USED CHEMICAL WEAPONS IN THE LATEST ROUND OF FIGHTING, 


WE CONDEMN THIS, AS WE HAVE CONSISTENTLY IN THE PAST. 


-- THE USE OF CHEMICAL WEAPONS IS A SERIOUS VIOLATION OF 
INTERNATIONAL LAW. ITS USE THREATENS THE EFFORT OF MANY 


DECADES TO BAN THIS KIND OF WARFARE. 


-- THIS UNDERSCORES AGAIN THE URGENCY OF ENDING THIS 
SENSELESS STRUGGLE, WHICH HAS COST THE LIVES OF COUNTLESS 
THOUSANDS OF YOUNG MEN, REGRETTABLY, [RAN HAS REBUFFED THE 
MANY EFFORTS BY THE INTERNATIONAL COMMUNITY TO BRING THIS 
WAR TO AN END. WE REMAIN CONVINCED THERE [IS NO MILITARY 


SOLUTION AND REPEAT OUR CALL FOR THE EARLIEST POSSIBLE 


TERMINATION OF HOSTILITIES. 











Posted: February 19, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the February 18, 1986 noon press briefing: 


CHINA: TRIP OF UNDER SECRETARY SCHNEIDER 





Q: Do you have anything on Schneider's trip to China now 
that he has completed that trip? What was the purpose of 


his visit there? For example, did he discuss President 
Reagan's Star Wars initiative with the Chinese? 
A: -- UNDER SECRETARY SCHNEIDER VISITED CHINA FROM FEBRUARY 


7-15 TO DISCUSS TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER, ARMS TRANSFER AND 


TELECOMMUNICATIONS POLICY ISSUES WITH THE PRC OFFICIALS. 











Posted: Feb. 18, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 
Question Taken at Noon Press Briefing of February 18, 1986 


SYRIA/LEBANON: AMBASSADORIAL CONSULTATIONS 





Q: U.S. Ambassadors Bartholomew and Eagleton are here in 
Washington for consultations. Can you tell us why they are 
here? 


A: THE TWO AMBASSADORS, TO LEBANON AND SYRIA RESPECTIVELY, ARE 


HERE FOR ROUTINE CONSULTATIONS. 
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THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 20, 1986, 12:37 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REDMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good morning. I 
have no announcements. 


Jim? 


Q Chuck, maybe you can begin by telling us where 
you think things stand now in the Middle East after King 
Hussein's speech yesterday? 


2) We are carefully studying King Hussein's speech. 
Without question, it is an important commentary on the peace 
process. 


It's obvious that we have embarked upon a period of 
reflection on the part of all parties. The reason for this is 
equally clear and is laid out in considerable detail in the 
King's speech. The PLO leadership has been unable to meet the 
King's challenge to accept U.N. Security Council Resolutions 
242 and 338 which the King termed “the basic cornerstone for 
achieving a just and peaceful settlement." 


The PLO leadership has been unable to agree to 
negotiations with the State of Israel and unable to end 
violence while negotiations are underway. 


Most assuredly, King Hussein has not abandoned his 
commitment to peace. Neither has the Government of Israel. 
For our part, we intend to continue our efforts to help the 
parties advance toward our shared goal of direct negotiations 
for a just, durable and.lasting peace in the Middle East. 


Q Copy of that, please? 


A Yes. 


Q I'm struck by a couple of things that you said. 





-2- 2/20/86 


First of all, you say the PLO is unable to agree to have 
negotiations with Israel. Can I read into that that you think 
that Israel might be prepared to have negotiations with the PLO? 


A I don't think you should read anything into it 


other than what I've said, Jim. These talks, to which the King 
was addressing himself, were between Jordan and the PLO. 


Q Chuck, in the King's speech there are several 
references to the United States' messages to him regarding 
dealings with the PLO which I would like to have your comment 
on. 


First, he said that as part of negotiations to try to 
get the PLO to accept 242, the United States informed King 
Hussein that if the PLO accepted 242 and negotiations with 
Israel and no terrorism, the United States would agree to 
having the PLO invited to the international conference and 
would then begin probing the Soviet Union and other Security 
Council members. Can you confirm that, and discuss the 
thinking behind inviting the PLO to the conference? 


o I'd begin by saying, of course, that the PLO's 
failure to meet the King's conditions makes this a moot 
question. 


But let me first point to the King's exact words. I 
quote: “When it is clearly on the public record that the PLO 
has accepted Resolutions 242 and 338, is prepared to negotiate 
peace with Israel, and has renounced terrorism, the United 
States accepts the fact that an invitation will be issued to 
the PLO to attend an international conference." 


That quotation is an accurate statement of our 
position and expectations under these specific circumstances 
discussed with Jordan at that time. The PLO has now failed the 
King's test, and history moves on. 


The record is clear that the PLO leadership has failed 
to seize the opportunity offered it, and all parties will now 
have to find another basis to move toward the undiminished 
imperative of a negotiated peace, including a resolution of the 
Palestinian problem. 


Q ' In other words, you wanted the PLO to recognize 
those resolutions and accept the negotiation with Israel 
without any commitment or promise from the United States? 


a I don't see any reason to give you any other 
characterization than what I just have which, I think, was 
detailed concerning what the King said and which I described as 
an accurate statement of our position. 
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Q Was it communicated clearly to the PLO that they 
would receive a welcoming invitation from the United States? 


“ I can't go into those kind of questions. You'll 
have to clearly talk to the Jordanians and the PLO. 


Q On that question, was the -- 


a Let me say that the King's statement was very 
clear. 


Q Did the United States discuss with Israel the 
wording of that answer before it was sent? 


) I don't have any other details on the diplomatic 
aspects of that. 


Q Chuck, that readiness that you just said -- you 
said that the statement is reflecting accurately what the 
United States Government has said, I think, about extending an 
invitation to the PLO to join the conference. Does this stem 
from what the concern that the PLO -- or this is the indirect 
answer to the demand of the PLO, or the request of the PLO, 
that they will enter all of these conditions that you are 
saying if you recognize the Palestinian rights of 
self-—determination? 


“ Once again -- 


Q Is this part of it, or this is replacing that 
thing? 


a Once again, I'm not going to go into the dynamics 
of what came before or after, what went in one direction or to 
another. I'm only prepared to give you what I've just told 
you, which I said was an accurate characterization of our 
position. 


Q Chuck, do you agree with the comment of the 
Israeli Government that they rejoice in this thing? Do you 
agree with them -- they're rejoicing? 


A * I've given you our reaction to it; that's my role 
here, and that's what I've done. 


Q Just a second. Do you think that now the peace 
process is finished or still continuing now? 


a I believe I've answered that. S8ut to reiterate, 
as I said, the situation that we face today has come about as a 
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direct result of the failure of the PLO leadership to meet King 
Hussein's challenge. We are now in a period of reflection on 
the part of all the parties, all concerned. For our part, 
we'll continue to talk with our friends on the best way to 
proceed. 


Q Chuck, when you say the PLO has failed the King's 
test and history moves on, two questions about that. One, does 
this mean that the United States believes the PLO is now 
permanently out of the peace process? © “, secondly, does the 
United States welcome the history passi.. the PLO by? 


a I have nothing really to help you on either one 
of those. 


Q On that question, one step further and see if you 
can say anything about it. You directly said that the PLO 
leadership has failed the test. 


Are you suggesting that the leadership needs to 
change, or the PLO, or the position of the PLO needs to change, 
or can you be any more helpful on that score? 


a I'm not suggesting what needs to be done for the 
future other than what I've said. It's clearly a period of 
reflection for all concerned, and that we'll continue to talk 
with our friends as to the best way to proceed. 


: The kind of questions you're asking, once again, as I 
said earlier, these are questions primarily between Jordan and 
the PLO. 


~-MORE-- 
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Q One more. Can you -— you said that the King's 
statement was an accurate reflection of the U.S. position. Is 
it also an accurate reflection of a position which the U.S. 
negotiated with Israel? Is it an accurate reflection of a 
three-way agreement, as opposed to a two-way agreement? 


a I believe I had that question earlier, and I 
don't have anything for you on it. 


Q Chuck, do you conceive now King Hussein 
continuing the peace process without PLO? Can you conceive 
that? 


m I can't offer you anything further about the 
future than what I've done now two times. 


Q Maybe you want to comment on what King Hussein 
said about this matter, that my colleague just asked. King 
Hussein said that a few weeks ago, a few months ago, in this 
period of time, that the United States wanted King Hussein to 
go to the peace process without the PLO. You confirm or deny 
this statement by King Hussein? 


a I'm not commenting on any of these previous 
statements to which you're making reference. I'm talking about 
what has happened most recently. I've given you our 
characterization of that, a bit of evaluation where we expect 
things to go from here. We can continue to go on. I don't 
think I can be of much help beyond that. 


Q Can I -- please, I want to follow up, Chuck, on 
this issue, because you are putting the blame all -- 
completely. Now the culprit is the PLO -- not talking about 
the shortcomings of the United States Government to respond to 
the initial fact of the right of self-determination of the 
Palestinian people. You did not address this issue clearly. 
There are other people in the area who are to blame. You want 
to say that the only people who are to blame now is the PLO 
leadership for the failure of the peace process? 


a First of all, I didn't address that in the first 
place. King Hussein did, and that's where I would start. 


Q * Chuck, could I just follow up? The thing that 
still is unclear to me --— your statements, ambiguous as they 
are, seem fairly strong that somehow the PLO is going to have 
history move on beyond it. But reading Hussein's text, it 
seems that his intent, at least, in this was ambiguous; that it 
was unclear to me.in the end if he was trying to simply hold 
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Arafat's feet to the fire one last time and say, “Well, if 
you're ever going to move, this is it," or if indeed he, 
himself, believed that we should now look through other 
leadership for the Palestinians to enter negotiations. 


Are you trying to steer by your answer in a direction 
that would lead you to believe that you think that the PLO is 
just absolutely out of it, or am I reading too much in what 
you've said? 


a I can't speak for King Hussein, and you've 
characterized his statements in various ways of your own. I 
can only say that I'm not steering you toward the future other 
than to say that we have made a certain comment on what has 
happened. I think the most operative phrase is that this is a 
period of reflection, and-that we'll have to determine where we 
go from here. But, no, I'm not in a positicn to steer you in 
any given direction. 


Q One other thing that the King said was that the 
United States in writing that if the PLO put its chop on 242, 
etc., the United States would then start contacts with Moscow 
for the purpose of participating in an international conference. 


Was he accurate in so saying? Was he accurate on that 
point as well? 


a As I say, I have very little in the way of 
detailed response to what was a three-and-a-half hour speech 
and some 100 pages. So, no, I can't answer all of these 
specific questions. 


Q The King said -- 


i) I've tried to address myself to the crucial ones 
which were at the heart of the discussions. These others -- 
I'll take a look to see:if I can get anything to those. 


Q Let me just make this point: The King said early 
in his speech -- he said there are two points. There was this 
written reply from the United States. Point one, I 
interpolate, is PLO's acceptance is conditional. Point two, 
the United States would then start contacts. 


You said paragraph one was an accurate statement by 
the King. Was paragraph two not right? 


is) I'm telling you I just don't have any -- I'm not 
prepared to comment on it at this point. 
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Q Chuck, on the King's statement that you have said 
is an accurate reflection -- 


‘ And in any case, let me finish that up. That 
really does become even more moot than the first question since 
you didn't satisfy the first criteria, the second one certainly 
wasn't operative. 


Q Chuck, concerning the King's statement about the 
written undertaking from the United States which you've said 
accurately reflects U.S. policy, the King described this or 
characterized this as a significant development, a significant 
change in U.S. policy. 


Reading through it, it sounds like the conditions are 
very much like those laid down by Secretary Kissinger. 


Is this a change in American policy, or is this a 
restatement of American policy? 


o I'm not prepared to characterize it one way or 
the other. 


Q Chuck, does your statement that the PLO failed 
the test, history moves on, and that this offer was made under 
the circumstances at that time mean that the U.S. has 
effectively withdrawn these conditions? 


In other words, if he PLO tomorrow piped up and said, 
“Okay, we'll meet all your conditions,” does our offer still 
stand? 


a What I've said is simply a statement of fact. I 
can comment on what's happened because we know that. The other 
kinds of questions you're posing are hypothetical, and since 
one never knows what scenario one actually ends up with, I 
really can't comment on those. 


Q Chuck, you talked a lot about the 11 February 
agreement through each year. Oo you think now it's dead now, 
and is it a setback that they abandon now 11 of February 
agreement? 


a I can reiterate it for a third or a fourth time -- 


Q What -- 
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a But I've said where we think the process stands 
today. 


+ Chuck, what about the 11 of February -- 


oe After a period of reflection, we'll be talking 
with our friends. 


Q Chuck, in order -- 


Q You don't consider it a setback? You are 
reflecting now? 


“ We're reflecting on what's happened. 

Q To get a clear picture -- 

Q Do you have any kind of schedule or time frame 
for talking with our friends, or for how long the period of 
reflection will last? 

a No, I don't. 

Q No list of who you're going to be talking to? 

“ No. 

Q To satisfy the inevitable question from an editor 
who will say, “Why is it that the U.S. -- if everything else 
would have gone --~ if everything else would have fallen into 
place, why couldn't the U.S. have said that the legitimate 
rights of the Palestinians includes self-determination?" 


a The best I can help you on that is to refer you 
to our statement on Palestinian rights, which is quite long and 
detailed -- 


Q That never quite answered that 


a -— and it's ON THE RECORD on several occasions 
now. 


Q In order to get a clearer picture, can we ask for 
one of these -people who were involved in the peace process in 
the last few weeks or months to give us a BACKGROUND briefing 
to get more details, because it looks like you are irritated 
from the many questions about this subject, and you want to 
move to another issue. Can we ask for a <-- 
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a Oh, I'm happy to stay on this one all day. 
(Laughter) 


Q Okay, I'll take you up on that. Can I ask you 
about Bernie's question. The phrase is the right to 
self—determination within the context of confederation between 
Jordan and Palestine. 


The second part of that, the confederation, is an idea 
that was given endorsement by President Reagan in his now -- in 
September ‘82. 


Precisely what is your understanding of 
self-determination within that context? What -- you know, what 
is objectionable about Palestinian self-determination within 
the context of a Jordanian-Palestinian confederation? What is 
the objection --— American objection? 


a I can't do any better than refer you to, I'm 
sure, what was an elaborate record of explanation of the 
September list initiative. 


Q Chuck -- 


a I'm not prepared to go any further than people 
did at the time. 


; Q Chuck, on another subject, do you have any 
confirmation of an Iranian passenger plane being shot down by 
Iraqis? 


A No. We con't have any evidence which would 
confirm that. We're clearly interested in looking into it, but 
we don't have any confirmation. 


Q Another subject? 
Q Same subject. 
A Lester? 


Is the State Department at all concerned -- 
before we leave the Middle East, is the State Department at all 
concerned that a visitor to the United States named Kwame 
Toure, also known as Stokely Carmichael, has told a University 
of Maryland audience, and this is a quote: “The only good 
Zionist is a dead Zionist."? 


a That's your question? 
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Q That is my question, and I want to know, are you 
concerned, or are you going to show non-concern by “no comment?" 

“ I have no comment, Lester. 

Q You're not concerned. Okay, then. Could I ask 


one follow-up? (Laughter) The Washington Times has published 
a statement that -- 





A Lester -- 
y -- nowhere in the entire -- 
4 Could I please turn to someone else, because 


that's not the kind of game I'm prepared to play. 
Q Well, my friend has also -- 


A Deborah? 


Q I'm trying to get a follow-up to -- 

Q I've already asked -- 

A Lester, we're not -- I'm not prepared to play 
that kind of game with you here. 

Q The Iran shoot-—down question was asked in the 
form of, "Can you confirm the shoot-down of a civilian 
airliner?" 


Iraq said it shot down a C-130 transport plane Are 
you saying you have nothing to confirm anything? 


i) That's right. My answer was in response to that 
incident in whatever form you may have seen the reports. 


Q I have a question for you about an organization 
called the Women's International League for Peace and Freedom. 
Can you voice for us the current status of that organization in 
the view of the State Department and whether it is on the State 
Department's active measures list as a Communist front? 


A While the Women's International League for Peace 
and Freedom has not been formally classified for U.S. visa 
eligibility purposes as a Communist front organization, its 
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overseas leadership has consistently been involved in 
pro-Soviet activities. 


This assessment relates only to the foreign leadership 
of the organization and in no way relates to the motives and 
purposes of individual American citizens who are members of the 
organization. 


~- MORE -- 
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Q Can you say anything more on that subject? 
a No. 
Q Thank you. 


Q Chuck on a different subject, is there any 
American reaction to a statement by the Soviet leadership that 
they're now prepared to accept on-site verification at the 
testing sites of nuclear weapons? 


5 As you know, we have long advocated a dialogue 
with the Soviet Union to arrive at the improved verification 
procedures necessary for any nuclear testing limitations. This 
includes on-site inspection. To the extent that this general 
Soviet statement may reflect the development of common ground 
on this critical issue, it's hopeful. We welcome any dialogue 
with the Soviets that would narrow our differences on the issue. 


You'll recall that the President last year made a 
specific proposal; he extended an unconditional invitation to 
Soviet experts to visit the U.S. nuclear test site to measure 
the yield of a U.S. nuclear test. His purpose was to build 
confidence and cooperation between our nations regarding 
limitations on nuclear testing. 


We remain hopeful that the Soviet Union will accept 
this unconditional invitation in the spirit of good will with 
which it was tendered. 


Q On that invitation, has there been any indication 
from the Soviets at the Geneva talks that indeed they are 
prepared to accept that? 


a I don't believe we've had any positive indication. 
Q New subject? 
a Yes. 


Q Although it's slightly unclear, the indications 
of reports from Liberia are that they have in effect said that 
they will not take former President Duvalier there. Where does 
that leave the status of our efforts to work closely with 
Liberia and/or other countries to find a place for him to go? 


a Concerning Liberia, we understand that Liberia 
has informed France that it would not be convenient at this 
time to take Mr. Duvalier. We are continuing to cooperate 
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closely with the French in efforts to arrange permanent asylum 
for Mr. Duvalier. Our efforts are being pursued through 
diplomatic channels, so I'm not going to comment any further on 
their substance. 


The French have made it clear that he can't stay in 
France. We've done the same with respect to his coming here. 
Those positions remain as they were. 


Q A quick follow-up = - 


a As I say, we're engaged in diplomatic exchanges. 
There are other options. 

Q A quick follow-up on that, have there been any 
AID decision taken as regards Haiti? 

rs No. No decision. 

Q Has that team reported back? 


“ Noa decisions on aid yet. 
Lester. 


Q Is there any plan to try to recover the cost of 
that U.S. Air Force flight from Port-au-Prince to Paris? Or 
will the Administration ask the Congressional Black Caucus to 
help pay, since House records show that they accepted money 
from Duvalier's embassy in Washington? 


Who paid for the plane, is the main question? 


i) The United States Government paid for the 
aircraft - 


Q Any particular -- 

a It was a U.S. Air Force aircraft. You know the 
reasons we did so, which was because the departure of Mr. 
Duvalier prevented significant bloodshed in Haiti and speeded 


the transition towards a government which will be more 
representative of the people. 


Q Will we get it back (inaudible) |. Haiti? 


a I don't have anything for you on that. 


Q What did - 
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a Ralph - 


Q Could you be any more specific about the options 
that remain for Mr. Ouvalier that you say are still open? 


a No, I can't give you anything further on 
specifics. 


‘ Q What's the total estimate of how much he got away 
with? 


“ I can't tell you that. 


Q And Mrs. -- her furs. Why? Do you have any idea 
why she wanted to buy furs for Haiti? 


“ You know me, Lester. Or. Nothing. 
(Laughter) 


Q Have any other -- still on this subject? Have 
any other countries indicated a willingness to accept him? 


a The best I can say is that there are still other 
options. I'm not trying to lead you into any mode of pessimism 
or optimism, just to say that there are other options. 


Q Does this mean (inaudible) or casting him adrift 
in a small boat? 


(Laughter) 


a I can't give you anything more specific than what 
I've already said. 


Q Isn't it brutal to saddle France with another 
dictator? They've got Bokassa, who has purportedly 29 
children. I mean, why do we want to turn France into a dumping 
ground for dictators, Chuck, on this year that they gave us the 
Statue of Liberty? 


(Laughter) 


A ° No comment 


Q One of the objections by the PLO to recognize 
242, because it said it made no reference to Lhe 
self-determination of the Palestinians; and you said, in 
clarifying that position last week, you said it is more than a 
refugee problem. Can you just define that term for me? What 
is it? 
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a I refer you to that statement which went, I 
thought, very far toward defining what that problem was. 


Q Do you have anything on the state of emergency in 
Peru, by any chance? 


a No, I don't. 


Q On the situation in southern Lebanon, are you 
playing any role, diplomatic role, like some reports are 
saying, trying to release the two Israeli soldiers? 


fs Let me just say that we have been following the 
events of the past few days in southern Lebanon closely and 
with concern. We have no.U.S. Government presence in the area, 
but we are carefully reviewing the accounts provided by the 
U.N. and the Israeli and Lebanese Governments. 


As we said before, we deplore the continued suffering 
of innocent civilians in southern Lebanon and call on all 
parties to exercise maximum restraint. 


Q Do you have any reaction to Present-elect Arias’ 
opposition to U.S. support for the contras in Costa Rica? 


i) We're a little perplexed about the position of 
President-elect Arias. In an interview three weeks ago, 
February 1, Mr. Arias was quoted as having told reporters that 
he agrees with the U.S. support for anti-Sandinista forces as 
long as this serves as an instrument of pressure aimed at 
moving the Sandinistas toward dialogue, but not as a means of 
imposing a military solution. 


That, of course, is our policy. The U.S. has no 
intention of seeking a military solution to the conflict in 
Nicaragua. Our assistance to the democratic resistance has 
been and will continue to be for the purpose of exerting 
pressures on the Sandinistas to come to the negotiating table. 


You might note that relaxation of pressure on the 
Sandinistas has been tried, and it hasn't worked. During the 
period May ‘84 through September ‘85, the democratic resistance 
received no aid from the United States, and the Sandinistas 
continued internal repression, accelerated their arms buildup, 
and were not cooperative in regional efforts to arrive at a 
negotiated settlement. 


. On the same subject, regarding this so-called 
document that Larry Speakes spoke of on the Sandinista 
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disinformation campaign, would you consider the report put out 
by the Washington Office on Latin America recently on contra 
abuses part of this campaign? 


i) First, on the document itself, I understand there 
is consideration as to whether or not the document, or parts of 
it, can be made public. That might help, in fact, clarify the 
answers to some of your questions, but I can't promise you 
anything at this point. 


We don't have any specific or any definite information 
that any specific human rights report is part of a Sandinista 
disinformation campaign. It's obvious, however, that the 
communist government of Nicaragua intends to use the human 
rights issue in its anaes to defeat aid to the resistance in 
the United States. 


Q —_ 
A Let's let somebody else have a chance. 


Q On the Philippines, moves are afoot in the House, 
and it looks as though they are going to succeed, on putting 
aid to the Philippines in escrow. Does the State Department 
find any conflict between that idea and President Reagan's 
commitment to make his best efforts to get the aid money for 
the Philippines? 


a I can't do any better for you on that question 
than the Secretary did yesterday. I[ refer you to his testimony 
in which he addressed the question of how we should approach 
the question of aid at this particular moment. 


Q He didn't address the question of escrow. 


a He addressed the question of aid in an even more 
general term. ) 


Q Do you have any clarifying guidance on the 
mandate of Phil Habib in Manila? 


a I'm not so sure that it's clarifying as it is a 
repetition of what we've always said is his mandate. He has a 
listening brief. While he has broad discretion in carrying out 
his mission, his orders are to listen to all elements in the 
Philippine body politic, assess the situation, and make a 
report to the President. That's the way we described it from 
the start, and that continues to be his mission, despite other 
reports you may have read to the contrary. 
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Q On the Philippines, Chuck, do you have any 
decision yet on whether the Administration will attend the 
Marcos inauguration, and who would attend it? 


“ No, I don't have any information on the 
inauguration. 


Q Do you have any comment on the killing of the 
newspaper editor in California? 


a Only to say that the FBI is looking into the 
matter. We have no information at least available to us at 
this time on the possible perpetrators of this crime; and so it 
would be inappropriate to speculate. 


Q Chuck, on this subject, the Washington Times 
published a statement this morning that nowhere in the entire 


Philippine archipelago did the U.S. media find, or at least 
report, a single instance of misconduct by the Aquino forces. 
And I have a two-part question: Does the State Department know 
of any misconduct by the Aquino forces, or do you agree with 
the U.S. media portrayal of them as the “Ivory Soap party?” 


a Lester, let me simply refer you to the 
President's statement of February 15, which said in part that 
it has already become evident, sadly, that the elections were 
marred by widespread fraud and violence perpetrated largely by 
‘the ruling party. That's the extent to which I'm prepared to 
address that question. 


Q Just one -- the other part of that is: What is 
the State Department's opinion of the U.S. big media referring 
to Marcos as the dictator and Gorbachev as the Soviet leader? 

a No comment, Lester. 


Q You're left speechless, with dismay, is that what 
you're suggesting? 


a Ask a question. 


~- MORE -- 
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Q Chuck, yesterday, the House Task Force on MIA's 
held a news conference saying that they found it significant 
that the Vietnamese are now allowing for the possibility of 
live Americans although not necessarily under Vietnamese 
control, and that they are going to cooperate more. 


Do you have any comment? 


a It's a rather broad-brush question. We are 
encouraged that the visit by Representative Solomon and his 
party produced further acceleration in Vietnamese cooperation 
i” resolving the POW/MIA issue. 


In particular, Hanoi pledged a greater effort to 
resolve the live-sighting question. We were also pleased to 
note that Vietnam will provide us with information on 70 cases 
at the upcoming February 26-27 technical meeting and will 
shortly turn cver additional remains of missing American 
servicemen. 


The Vietnamese also said that they hold no American 
prisoners, and that to their knowledge there are no Americans 
living in Vietnam. They suggested, however, that there may be 
Americans there who either stayed behind or who later 
infiltrated who are in areas outside of their control about 
whom they have no knowledge. 


It is constructive that Hanoi accepts the idea that 
‘there may be Americans on its territory, and we look forward to 
continued and increased cooperation with the Vietnamese in an 
effort to discover what the true situation is. Our own 
position has been that we have thus far been unable to prove 
that Americans are being detained against their will. 


The information available to us, however, precludes 


ruling out that possibility, so that actions tw investigate 
live-sighting reports receive and will continue to receive the 


necessary priority and resources based on the assumption that 
at least some Americans may still be held captive. 


Q Can we have a copy of that, incidentally? 


) Well, that's from three different pieces of 
paper; I'm sorry. 


Q Because that last appears to be a Change in what 
the State Department public position had been, as recently as 
last year, which was that although there is no firm evidence of 
any Americans left alive, there is circumstantial evidence to 
support the view that none of them are alive? 
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5 I'm not going to try to say whether or not your 
characterization accurately reflects our position a year ago. 
I believe this is a fairly consistent and probably totally 
consistent line, if you look closely at the record. 


Q Chuck, do you have anything on the continuing 
crackdown in South Korea? 


“ Anything else on that question, Jim? Were you 
going to follow-up? No? 


Q No. 
“ You don't have to. Thanks. (Laughter) 


South Korea? The actions to which you refer, as we 
understand it, are that they are preventing opposition figures 
from attending a specific meeting about the opposition's 
petition campaign for constitutional revision. 


We believe that the right of citizens, as I said last 
week, to petition their government is a basic democratic 
principle, and we have expressed that view to the Korean 
Government. 


Q Chuck, going back to Lebanon. Judge Abraham 
Sofaer, the Legal Advisor of the State Department, has 


reportedly stated that he justified the 1982 invasion of 


Lebanon because it's sort of hot pursuit of terrorists, or 
answer to terrorism; and he said to the effect that if 
terrorism will come from Canada that the United States will 
attack these terrorists even inside Canada. Do you have any 
comment on that? Does this reflect the statements or the 
position of the United States Government and the State 
Department and everybody here? 


a I haven't seen those comments. I don't have 
anything on it. 


Q Can you look into this? 


a I'll take a look at it. 


Q And the second question about Lebanon, this 
continuous Israeli policy of hot pursuit in southern Lebanon of 
the two kidnapped Israelis, do you justify it, object to it, or 
have nothing to offer on this subject? You know, continuous -- 
you deplored the action, the violence, and other things. What 
do you comment on it? 
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a You're now giving me multiple choice questions, 
so I can pick and choose. 


Let me, for the record, then reiterate our position. 
We deplore the continuing suffering of innocent civilians in 
southern Lebanon and call on all parties to exercise maximun: 
restraint. We continue to support the independence, unity aw 
sovereignty of Lebanon. 


As we have stated on numerous occasions -- in fact, I 
think already this week -- the U.S. favors mutually agreed-on 
security arrangements that would insure stability in southern 
Lebanon as well as security for Israel's northern border. 


Q Who writes those elegies, Chuck? Could you tell 
us? 


Q How about getting the Israelis out of southern 
Lebanon? 


i) Again, you know our position, that we favor the 
withdrawal of all foreign forces and the restoration of 
Lebanese sovereignty to its international borders. That's a 
long-standing position. 


Q Do you have any reaction by chance to the 
ecclesiastical meeting that is going on in Cuba this week? 
This is the first time in 26 years that something like this has 
happened. Are you encouraged that this may signal the sincere 
positive attitude by the Cuban Government toward the Catholic 
Church? 


a I don't have anything on that 


Q Senator Lugar has characterized the 
Administration request an the contra aid proposal as 70/30 
split. Yet, there is still no formal proposal on that. Does 
this indicate that the Administration sees some room for 
negotiation on that aid request with the Hill before it 
actually gets put together? 


a I don't have any specific comment. As you know, 
we've been if the process and are continuing to consult 
intensely these days with the Congress, so I'm not willing to 
predict what could come of all that. 


Q Chuck, to just go back for a second If the 
verification issue can be resolved, is the United States 
prepared to have a test ban agreement -- even a more general 
statement? 
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“ Well, once again, you can check the Press Office, 
and I'll make it available to you, but our more general 


position on the entire question of a test ban is more broadly- 
based than just a question of verification, even though that's 
an important element, and those other elements certainly 
continue to be part of the equation. 

Q So that's not the only thing -- 

a That's not the only thing, no. 

Q Okay, thank you. 


i) You're welcome. 


(Press briefing concluded at 1:12 p.m.) 
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TAKEN QUESTION 
Question Taken at the Noon Briefing on February 20, 1986 


Q: Judge Abraham Sofaer, the Legal Adviser to the State 
Department, has reportedly stated that he justified the 1982 
invasion of Lebanon because “of its sort of hot pursuit® of 
terrorists...and he said, to the effect that if terrorism were 
to come from Canada that the U.S. will attack these terrorists 
even inside Canada. Do you have any comment on that? Does 
this reflect the position of the United States? 


A: --THE REPORTS REFERRED TO DO NOT ACCURATELY REFLECT JUDGE 
SOFAER'S VIEWS. 


--HE HAS BEEN QUOTED INACCURATELY AND OUT OF CONTEXT. 


--THE U.S. POSITION ON LEBANON [S WELL KNOWN AND A MATTER 


OF PUBLIC RECORD. 
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MR. REDMAN: -Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 


The Bureau of International Narcotics Matters has 
released the annual [International Narcotics Control Strategy 
Report today.’ This annual report is a country-by-country 
analysis of the narcotics situation in producing and transiting 
nations A summary of the report and a press release are 
available in the Press Office 


That's all I have. 
Q The Solarz-led subcommittee unanimously voted to 


put some restrictions -- halt aid to the Philippines. Do you 
have any comment on that? 


A No, [ don't 

Q Is 1t true -- 

A As I said yesterday, the situation on aid to the 
Philippines was addressed by Secretary Shultz in his 
testimony That's the definitive statement 

Q Did Shultz tell some people on the Hill that he'd 
meet with the Chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee and not indicate any opposition, or not ask him to 


put the brakes on this? 


A I don't have any information on private meetings 
of the Secretary No Can't help you 
Q The situation has changed on aid since you last 


said, "No comment," so you still just have no cuounent? 
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= I'm referring you to the remarks of the Secretary 
Q I mean, before this vote. 
A And I said those were the operative remarks on 


aid. 
Anything else? 


Q Do you have any further words on continuing 
Israeli action in southern Lebanon? 


s We understand the urgent desire of the Israeli 
Government to free their soldiers from captivity, but we 
believe an end to the current conflict and restoration of calm 
in southern Lebanon is in everyone's interest. 


We strongly regret this renewal of the cycle of 
violence in southern Lebanon and grieve for its victims which 
include civilians. 


As we have repeatedly stated, the U.S. Government has 
long supported withdrawal of all foreign Forces From Lebanon as 
well as the restoration of Lebanese sovereignty to the 
international borders and security for [srael's northern border. 


Q Larry Wu Tai Chin? 
A I have nothing on him 
Q Do you have anything on a defector, a Soviet 


defector, From Athens? 

) Viktor P. Gundareyv, his seven-year-old son Maxim, 
and a Friend of the Gundarey family, Galina N. Gromova, 
requested permission from the United States Government to enter 
the United States. [They have been granted that permission and 
are currently in the United States 


[ can confirm that Gundarey was a colonel in the KGB 
posted in Athens at the time of his defection 


Q Was there -- 
Q Could you give us the spelling of that name? 


A Gundarev? G-u-n-d-a-r e-vy 
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Q Did this occur over the weekend -- 

Q And the lady? 

Q -- and was it related -- 

4 Galina is G-a-l-i-n-a, and Gromova, G-r-o-m-o0-v-a 
Q Did this occur over the weekend, and was it 


related to the activity Saturday around the U.S. Embassy? 


4 I have no other details. 

Q Do you have anything on that activity? 

A Nothing on that activity. 

Q Do you know where the boy's mother is? Is she- 


still in Athens? 


fe) What I have given you is all I have to offer on 
that case 

Q Chuck -- 

4 You're free to ask questions (Laughter) Don't 


let me stop you. 


Q Have the Soviets asked to speak to him yet, as 
they usually do, and have they been allowed to? 





AQ I have no other details 

Q Chuck, would they be allowed to if they did, or 

te) No I have nothing else on this particular case 

Q fhe New York Times and [he Washington Post has 
going back to Lebanon --~ said that they'd been rounding 
hundreds of lebanese, the Israelis, and the possibility of 
mistreating them exists What do you have comment on that? 

“4 [ just answered that question 

Q You answered in general terms What about the 
specifics of some people -- the report in The Washington Post 


talking about killing and destruction and people being 
missing? You know, about 21 to 22 people -- 
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The answer [ gave is applicable to that question 


Q Is the aid to Chad on the way now, or is it still 
under review? 


- I -—- nothing -- nothing new We expect to 
deliver some military assistance equipment to Chad within the 
next week 


Q Have you -- 

Q Do you know what that equipment is, or can you 
tell us? 

re) No We did post an answer in terms of the 


general nature of our aid, but in terms of what is going to be 
going in this particular shipment, no, I can't tell you 


~~ MORE -- 
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Q What about Ouvalier? Is there any place for him 
to go? 


A My answer is exactly the same as yesterday 
working on it; there are options; but [ don't have anything 
else 


Q Meaning that other countries have offered - 
other than Liberia? 


“ As 1 said, I am not going tv go into the 
specifics in the interest of efficiency in the process 


Q What about the aid question on Haiti’? Aare we 
still in the same mode there? 


4 No, there's no movement on that yet 


Q Chuck, last week [ think it was, or several days 
ago at least, you issued a fairly strong statement condemning 
the South Korean Government's actions in cracking down on 
opposition They have obviously taken not a bit of notice of 
the United States* view and have continued 


Do you have anything fresh to say about it? 


) No You know our position which you just 
referred to on what's been happening there And, clearly, we 
would welcome any moves which move in the direction of 
democratization that we've hoped for 


Q Do you have any readout on the consultations on 
arms control that Nitze and Rowny held? What did | Allies - 
what were their views? 


fe) No, I don't 


Q Do you have anything on an American citizen who 
has been accused of violating the Official Secrets Act -- 
Atwell, or whatever his name is? 


2) John Henry Bothwell was arrested on February 16 
and subsequently charged with violations of the United 
Kingdom's Official Secrets Act 


AUS. consular officer visited Bothwell in detention 
on February 20, as is done in any arrest of a U.S. citizen 
Mr. Bothwell invoked his rights under the US. Privacy Act, and 
the Department can therefore release no information about him 
or his case from its files 
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Q Chuck, do you have any situation report on the 
Iran-Iraq war, and the reports that either a C-130 Iranian 
plane was shot down by [Iraq or a civilian airliner? Which one 
-- I mean, you know, the story is different in both cases’ 


a [I don't have anything new in the way of a 
sitrep And concerning what is still an alleged aircraft 
incident, we have no independent information about this 
incident But. as I said yesterday, we will continue to 
examine any evidence that becomes available. 


Q Do you have anything on the visit of any senior 
Filipine officials, which [ know you knew? 


) Yes, I do President Marcos 1sS sending Labor 
Minister Blas Ople, Ambassador to the U.S. Benjamin Romualdez, 
and Presidential Aide, Ambassador Alejandro Melctior to the 
United States They will be arriving this weekend, and nave 
requested meetings with a number of US. officials next week 


Q Can you say which? 


“ But at this point I don't have any other details 
on their program 


Q And they won't be holding any meetings this 
weekend? 


A I can't confirm that. I can only say they're 
arriving this weekend My assumption is the meetings are next 
week 


Q Can you give us a copy of ‘that, or would you 
prefer to spell those for us? 


“a You can check with the Press Office if you really 
need the names 


Q fhe spellings is what -- 

2) You need the names? 

Q The spelling of the names 

a All right, you ready for this? Labor Minister” - 
first name, B-l-a-3; second name O-p-l-e Ambassador to the 
U.S - you need his name? Benjamin Romualdez, 


-m-u-a- l-d-e-7z And Presidential Aide is 4mbassador 
@-j -a-n-d-r-o; second name, M-e-l-c-h -o-r 
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Q What about Marcos? 

- Marcos? Excuse me? 

Q With whom have they requested meetings? 

a I have no other information on their itinerary 
now 

Q Has the United States been told why they're 
coming? 

A I nave nothing else on their visit at this point 

Q What about Habib's travel plans? 

a Nothing other than we expect him to complete his 


mission this week, and -- pardon? 


w This week they were just. finishing their -- 

A This very week 

. Tomorrow? 

A -- which is ending today or tomorrow, depending 


on your week, and that he'll be returning to Washing!on 
thereafter 


Q Chuck, any information on south Lebanon? 9§ Any 
information on south Lebanon? Yesterday, you were not sure ofl 
certain aspects of that? 


A Maybe he wasn't here at the first part of the 
briefing No [ said what [ had to say on southern Lebanon 
That's all I have 


Q Chuck, yesterday, you were not sure if the United 
States contacted or conferred with [Israel about the invitation 
of the PLO to attend the international conference if they will 
agree to 242 and 338 Do you have any information about this, 
if you really conferred with Israel before you pledged to King 
Hussein to invite the PLO? 


A I think my answer yesterday was not so much in 
the category of not being sure, but simply to say that [ wasn't 
going to comment on those sorts of diplomatic exchanges 
That's still my answer today 


Q Thank you 


A You're welcome 


(Press briefing concluded at 12:15 p.m.) 
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MR. KALB: Good afternoon, everybody. I don't have 
anything by way of announcements, so we could pick it up and -- 


Q President Marcos has rejected the White House 
call for a transition to a new government. He says he's going 
to fight to the last drop of blood; has no intention of 
resigning. What's the response? Is there any decision perhaps 
on whether to cut off military aid? 


A - WNo I don't have any formal response to you by 
way of what you're setting forth, that there is, as you 
suggest, a Marcos rejection of the 5:35 statement that was 
issued by the White House this morning. 


I simply would call your attention once again to that 
statement, in which it makes a plea for actions that involve 
possible attacks to stop, not to take place, and there is a 
reiteration of that statement, and I don't really think that I 
have to repeat it. I'm sure you're all familiar with the key 
points of that statement. 


Q Bernie, in light of that statement, could you 
say, has the government of Ferdinand Marcos asked for asylum 
here? Has the United States begun any sort of negotiations in 
which we're trying to persuade him that the best thing would be 
to come to the United States or some U.S. possession? 


a On the question of asylum, it's my understanding 
there has been no such request I think Larry in his briefing 
this morning added that the United States would do anything we 
appropriately could to assure the safety of President Marcos 
and his family 


Insofar as the other implications of your question 
about negotiations, and so forth, [ don't know of any 
negotiations, for example, to fly President Marcos out of the 
Philippines. And insofar as contacts are concerned, yes, 
obviously, there are ongoing contacts --~ contacts with the 
regime of President Marcos, contacts with other elements in the 
body politic, but I am not in a position at this point to go 
into any specific details. 
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Mike? 
Q Bernie, can you confirm or deny that the United 
States has offered to fly Marcos out of the country and been 


refused? 


“ I think I've just said that, in reply to a 
question I set up perhaps for myself -- “Are we involved in any 
negotiations to fly him out?" -- my understanding clearly to 
that is that the answer is no. 


Bernie, let's drop the word -- 


Q 

-) Bernie -- 
Q Please, can we drop the -- 
Q 


-— negotiations -- 
Q -~ the word negotiations -- same question Both 


of us, obviously, are alert to your use of the word 
“negotiations.” 


a I -- all right -- 

Q Let's drop the word “negotiations.”* 

K The word is dropped - 

Q Are there any discussions, informal, prelimir 


putative, toward negotiations? Is there anything being 
discussed with Marcos or his people in which the United States 
would provide some sort of transportation assistance or make it 
more convenient for him to leave the country and go some place 
else, if only temporarily? 


) I think you will have to work with what you find 
in the statement [ shared with you a few moments ago, that the 
United States would do anything we appropriately could to 
assure the safety of President Marcos and his family 


Now, 1 can appreciate the emphasis, Barry, that you're 
placing on specific things, and I am not in a position to be as 
specific as you would like me to, but 1 do call your attention 
to that statement 


Q DO you <-- 
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Q Excuse me. You specifically brought the word 
“negotiations” in. I'm trying to be non-specific -- 


a That is correct. That -- 


-- to give you room for a non- -- to move away 
from a non-denial denial and ask if -- we just saw “Watergate” 
again Saturday night on television -- to ask if you would tell 


us if the United States has discussions under way in any form, 
because you said, “We would be." That's a conditional tense 
Are you presently, currently discussing with Marcos or his 
people some means of assisting him to leave the country? 


a I almost feel tempted to run back the tape of 
what you and I have been saying for the last couple of 
minutes. I have nothing to add to what I have just said. 


John? 


Q Bernie, a couple of questions. Past tense for a 
moment. Do you know whether Phil Habib discussed this issue 
when he met with President Marcos last week? 


4 I don't have anything to offer by way of the 
specifics of the conversations that Ambassador Habib had with 
the President. 


Q There are sources on the Hill who are saying that 
Habib has told them that he discussed Marcos’ exit and the 
manner of it with the President when he met with him last 
we e k You don't want to comment on that? 


4 I just don't have anything I can share with you 


Q All right One other question Do we -- there's 
some confusion as to whether or not we have an extradition 
treaty with the Philippines Senator Pressler said this 
morning that because he believes there is such a treaty, it 
would require an act of Congress to grant Marcos immunity in 
this country from possible charges brought against him in the 
Philippines Do you know for a fact whether we do or not? 


i) I do not I simply don't 
Q Can you take the question? 
a Well, at this point it's a speculative thing lf 


the question has any greater urgency, I'll take a look at it, 
but not at this time 
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Let me go in the back if I may. 


Q Bernie. does the United States have any plans to 
recognize the Aquino Government which will be -—- a Cabinet is 
supposed to be named today? 


“ Larry addressed that, and I think he said it, and 
[I will just say that this question has not arisen, and [I'm 
going to leave it at that. Ralph? 


Q Another question, please? 
a Yeah, please. 


Q Yes. What is your reaction to TASS's 
characterization of the White House statement yesterday as an 
attempt to interfere in the internal affairs of the Philippines? 


a I think that what the United States set forth 
yesterday in those two statements speak very, very clearly for 
themselves, and that ultimately -- I think you've heard it 
repeated repeatedly -- ultimately it will be a decision on the 
part of the overwhelming majority of the Filipino people to 
shape their own future. 


Ralph? 


Q Bernie, let me come back to the statement you 
referred us to that Larry Speakes made. He said that no 
request for asylum had been received, nor had an offer of 
asylum been made, nor had an offer of safe haven on a military 
base in the Philippines been made 


One option he did not address, and [ would like to ask 
you to address, is the option of whether the U.S. 156 working 
with any other countries other than the United States to -- as 
you did in the case of Duvalier, searching for a home was the 
way the State Department put it 


Is that kind of situation occurring in this case’? 


a I hear you. [| don't have anything for you on 
that. 

Q Bernie -- 

a Let me -~ let me just -~ let me try some others, 


if [ may 
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Q Yes. What are the plans for Habib to return to 
the Philippines? 


A Stay tuned. I don't have anything specifically 
at this point, and if there are any plans for another journey 
on the part of the Ambassador, it will either be announced here 
or, I would guess, from the White House. 


Q Are there still plans to send a U.S. 
representative to the Marcos inauguration, and are we going to 
send anyone to the Aquino inauguration? 


4A Well, my understanding about what you're talking 
about, a Marcos inauguration, which I understand is set for 
tomorrow, I have been given to understand that this will be a 
relatively private affair, and -- (Laughter) --— it is my 
understanding as well that no invitation has been received by 
the U.S. Embassy. (Laughter) 


Q What about the Aquino inauguration? Have you 
heard anything about -- 


A I said what I had to on that. 
Q You said - 
A Ralph, hang on. Hang on.. 


On one level [I think the Administration had said 
a low-level official would go. 


a T had heard that, and to the degree that what I'm 
saying represents a bit of a change on the basis of late 
incoming information, so be it. 


Q So as it stands, nobody's going? 


Q What does that mean, Bernie? Spell it out a 
little bit -- “relatively private affair." 


is) Well, I think there was a response that I heard 
here myself to the characterization as I have been given to 
understand about the inauguration that I read and hear is set 
for tomorrow. And I added to that that up to this point no 
invitation has been received. So that when Matt raises the 
point before earlier about the fact that there might be some 
representation but it was a question of what level would 
personify the United States, the later information is what I 
have just shared with you. 
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Q So what do you mean, it's a “relatively private 
affair"? 

= I don't know what I mean by the sense of -- 
(laughter) -- what a “private affair" means. [I'm not shaping 


the inauguration. It's not for me to shape that. 
Q Is it still your understanding it's scheduled? 
A Only on the basis of what I've read, but, as I 
say, I cannot draw the scenario of the shape of the 
inauguration. I don't have -- 


Q When you talk about a “private affair," you're 
talking about Marcos and his immediate family, or -- 


“ I'm sharing with you an adjective assessment, and 
I have no way of fleshing it out. 


Gwertzman? 


Q Nothing. 


Nothing. 
Q Bernie, coming back to Habib for just a second - 
A Coming back -- yes. 
Q Is Habib briefing members of Congress today on 


his travels to the Philippines? 


ms That's my understanding. 

Q Can you be more specific about how that is going 
on? 

i] No, I can't, because I understand it hasn't yet 


begun. [t's some time mid-afternoon, and if anybody's 
interested, why, we'll try to find the usual time and place. 


Q (Inaudible) 


A That's my understanding. 

Spence? 

Q Can you tell us what the situation is around the 
U.S. bases there and elsewhere in the Philippines as reported 
by the Embassy or from other sources? 
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A - Well, insofar as the bases are concerned, the 
assessment here is that they are not confronted by any threat 
We know of no current threat to the bases. 


Q Bernie? 
“ Yes. 
Q Throughout the country, can you say what the 


situation may be? 


s No. There was an attempt to provide something by 
way of a situation report, but the reporting has been so 
abundant that no sooner had you compiled it than it was 
overtaken by another aspect of news. 


I know that in that earlier compilation which really 
has been overtaken, the word “tense” was used, but other than 
that I think we're all up to about speed or that. 


Q Have you got any way of gauging the military 
forces on either side? Who has the upper hand in terms of 
numbers? 


A I'm sure that's within the realm of analysis, but 
I don't have anything for that. Let me go back there, please. 


e On the question of the bases, officially General 
Ver has command of both Clark and Subic. Who do we consider to 
be in charge of those bases at this point? 


a { don't have anything new to offer you on that 
whole question; just nothing on that 


Q Second question: Do you have any sense of the 
extent of participation in the opposition at this point of 
Bayan and the communist party? 


a Nope, I do not. 


Q Bernie, I would still like a specific answer to a 
specific question. 


Q Keep trying 


Q That of, has the United States made an offer to 
fly Marcos out of the country, and has it been turned down? 


a Barry has tried that. I've given you what I have 
on that, and [I've got to let it stand on that. 
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Q Well, remind me what your answer was on that 
specific question. 


= No, I will encourage you to read the record 
Q But you didn't answer that question. 
a Well, what I had to say, Mike, is I don't have 


anything beyond what I have to say. I mean, to the -- 


Q Which is nothing, right? I mean, no confirming, 
confirmation, nor denial? 


a It is your assessment. I called attention to a 
sentence or so. I'm going to have to let it stand there. 


Q But no confirmation, no denial on that specific 
question? 

a I encourage you to re-read Page 4 of the 
transcript. 

Q Bernie, in his plea this morning for a peaceful 
resolution of this, Larry Speakes used language about “we do 
not contemplate the use of any American force." Is the United 


States prepared in the event of violence to try to quell that 
violence with any actions? 


a It's hypothetical, and so I'm not going to get 
involved in that question. [ have nothing to add beyond what 
Larry said. 


Barry? 


Q Bernie, you were asked if there would be any U.S. 
attendance at the Marcos swearing-in tomorrow, and your answer 
was that no invitation had been received by the Embassy. 


The question remains on the table. Will the United 
States send any representative to that ceremony? 


rs) I'll have to stand with the answer that no 
invitation has been received to what I have been given to 
understand would be a private inauguration. And I really don't 
have anything to go beyond that. 


Q Well, if you -- 


a If there is no invitation, I would imagine nobody 
would turn up. But, as of now, there's no invitation. 
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Q I say, sometimes people abroad working for the 
U.S. Government go to events to observe them -- for instance, 
to a funeral in South Africa. 


a Uh-huh. Well, it's a fair call. What I've been 
given, by way of information to the specific question, is what 
I have sought to share with you, and I'll have to let it go at 
that, Barry. 


Q So simple curiosity wouldn't drive a Third 
Secretary at the U.S. Embassy to go and see what's going on, is 
what you're saying? 


4 We might know -- no, I might have to add there 
that we might know tomorrow. But as of now, to be serious -- 


Q I'm being serious. 

a So am I. I have to tell you there is no 
invitation. 

Q And absent an invitation, there will be no 
attendance? 

A I would imagine at this point that is the 


outlook. But what will happen between now and the scheduled 
time for the inauguration, I can't call. 


Barbara? 


Q Bernie, could I ask you, given the statements 
that Marcos has made fairly recently in the Philippines that 
seem to reject President Reagan's call, is there some kind of 
trigger mechanism that will make the U.S. cut off aid to the 
Philippines -- military aid to the Philippines? 


A I think the trigger mechanism, to borrow your 
phrase, was incorporated in the late afternocn statement that 
was issued at the White House yesterday, and [I don't -- 


Q So you're saying so long as there's an attack, 
there's an immediate cut-off? 


A Well, I don't know the timing on that. I'm 
working with the same statement you are, but I know nothing 
beyond that that introduces a new dimension or a new kind of 
trigger mechanism. 


Q A follow-up? 


2) Ralph? 
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Q The House Committee -- Subcommittee -- took 
action on U.S. aid to the Philippines on Friday, and at the 
time the Administration told the Congress that it should wait 
until after Habib gets back before taking any action further 
than that. 


Has the Administration now decided whether to support 
the legislation passed by the House Subcommittee, and is it so 
informing Congress today? 


a Don't have anything for you on that. 


Q Bernie, is the position now -- the President 
having asked Marcos to step down -- does this government no 
longer recognize Marcos as the elected leader of the 
Philippines? 


) Well, I think in some way I might have alluded to 
some implication of that question earlier. 


On tnat question, John, the United States has 
continued to deal with the Philippine Government. We also have 
other contacts, contacts with other elements of the Philippine 
body politic, etc. The situation is fluid -- that's obvious; 
we all know that -- and it is our belief, as noted in the 5:35 
statement this morning, that a solution to the crisis can only 
be achieved through a peaceful transition to a new government. 


Q Does that all add up to a yes, that we no longer 
recognize Marcos as the elected leader of the government? 


A ['m going to have to stay with the sentence as 
I've just shared it with you. 


Just a minute, I heard somebody here. Yes, let me 
help you on that. 


Q Any plans for another meeting between Shultz and 
the visiting Labor Minister or any other meetings in this 
building between anyone from that delegation? 


3) There are some envoys. The meeting between the 
Secretary and the Minister of Labor that took place yesterday, 
Mr. Ople; that's correct. 


Our understanding here is that Ambassador Romualdez is 
enroute to Washington. There are apparently two other envoys 
in Washington at the present time. But I have nothing by way 
of a specific scheduling of appointments for either of these 
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two envoys, Mr. Ople anc Mr. Melchor, who is apparently the 
representative of the asian Development Bank of the Philippines 


Any specific scheduled appointments for either of 
these two with any officials here in the State Department -- I 
have nothing at this time. 


Q Was there a meeting today with anyone from the 
Philippine Government -- 


a) My understanding is that nothing is scheduled 
along those lines. 


Q Is there any -- 


A Where are we? 

Q Over here. 

. Right. 

Q Is there any indication whether the State 


Department, or any agency of the Administration, will release a 
report today on propaganda and disinformation by Nicaragua? 


a That matter is still being looked into, and let's 
see what happens on that. 

Q No hurry, Bernie. 

me What's that? 


Q Could [ follow that up just briefly? 


“ Where are we? 

Q Over here. 

a Wait a minute. What was happening here? 

Q Don't do it because we've got the Philippines 


story. 
A Oh, this is an appeal to hold. 
Q Stay on the subject. 


A No, he didn't take -- 


Q Just a brief follow-up on that? 








-12- 2/24/86 


a Yeah, please. 


Q If it's still possible, then, that it might come 
out before the end of the day? 


a I'm afraid I don't have any specific time that I 
could share with you on that. I simply don't know., 


I'm told they're looking into it. Insofar as when it 
will be adequately looked into and ready for birth, I simply 
don't have that. 


Q Do you know if State is going to be doing the 
releasing? 


A It appears so. Does that make it wrong? 


Q That's what Speakes said. He said it would be 
today. The State Department -- 


a I heard that. I heard that 9:30 briefing, so I 
took a look at it and I found out that it is still, indeed, 
being looked into. 


Jeanne? 

Q Can I ask one more Philippines question? 

A You can ask ten more Philippine questions. 

Q Well, I only have one for you right now Larry 


said this morning that Poindexter and Regan had been involved 
in phone calls this morning to the Ffresident What was the 
Secretary's involvement this morning? Can you fill us in? 


f He has been extensively involved in all aspects 
of this unfolding story, as you might imagine. 


Q What about this morning? 
a Constantly. 
Q On the phone with the President? 


a I don't have any specifics, but you could take it 
as a given that the Secretary is deeply and heavily involved 


Q Change of subject. 


a Just a moment. Change of subject? 
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Q Okay. 
= All those in favor? 
Q Have you got anything on the attack Friday night 


by Peruvian militants on the U.S. Embassy and several other 
embassies? 


4 Yes, I do. 
Q Which faction was involved? 
i) We're talking here about an attack on, among 


others, the U.S. Embassy in Lima on February 21. 


Okay. The specifics, as we have them here: A small 
dynamite charge was thrown onto the sidewalk in front of the 
building. There was no damage to the building. 


As reported in the press, other embassies and APRA 
party offices were attacked as well. The only injury reported 
was the wounding of a Peruvian policeman at the Indian Embassy. 


The terrorist group Sendero Luminoso, which has been 
considerably more active in Lima this past month, is considered 
responsible for these terrorists attacks. The incidents took 
place two weeks after President Alan Garcia declared a state of 
emergency in Lima following an increase in terrorist activity. 


Q Bernie, any idea of why this strange combination 
of embassies were attacked? 


A No, don't have any speculative thoughts on that 
Barbara? 
Q Bernie, could I ask you this Is there any 


American reaction to the Soviet response, at least public 
response, to President Reagan's letter over this weekend saying 
that, you know, this is simply propaganda on the American part 
and complaining that it only dealt with one area of the weapon 
systems? 


A I was told just a little while ago that the White 
House is going to be saying something about the President's 
letter, so let me just address you in that direction, if I may 


Q Bernie, do you have any readout on Mr. Meir 
Rosenne, the Israeli Ambassador's meeting with Mr. Murphy and 


Mr. Armacost yesterday? 
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i) Yes, I do have some -- a seadout? Well, you 
know, readouts. 


Q What do you have? 

A What's that? 

Q Whatever you have. 

A I don't have a readout. Confirmation, obviously, 
that Ambassador Rosenne met with Mr. Murphy (and) Mr Armacost, 


Friday. Insofar as agenda, specifics of discussion, don't have 
anything for you on that. 


Q Bernie -- 
a Just a minute. 
Q Bernie, is this related to the subject that was 


mentioned in the Washington Post this morning, that Mr. Peres 
knew about the pledge of the United States of January 25, but 
Mr. Shamir and the Ambassador himself did not know anything 
about it. 





Aa On that general subject, as I just reiterated a 
moment ago, there is, as you know, no inclination as usual to 
get involved in the substance of diplomatic discussions. 
However, let me emphasize that throughout the past few months 
of intensive discussions on the peace process, we have stayed 
in very close contact with senior levels of the Government of 
Israel as well as with Jordan 


Q So, they knew? 


Q Bernie, was it coincidental that the Israeli 
pullback in southern Lebanon followed that meeting on Friday? 


a I'm not in a position to do a cause-and-effect on 
that, Mike. 
Q All major parts of the Israeli Government were 


aware of the U.S.'s evolving position on a place for the PLO at 
the peace table, and the U.S. wanting the Soviets to be in the 
peace conference, which is contrary to the original U.S. 
position? 


i) No What I'm saying here, Barry -- and that “no” 
is not a “no" or a “yes" or a “no.” 


Q They weren't aware of it? 
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a What I‘m saying is that the United States stayed 
in very close contact with senior levels of the Israeli 
Government as well as with Jordan, and that's where [I'll have 
to leave it. 


I'm sure you stayed in contact But did you tell 
them what you were doing?. 


a I think “very close contact” answers the question 

Q Wait a minute, wait a minute, wait a minute. I'm 
asking you about two specific positions that the U.S. took and 
whether the Israeli Government -- or the Shamir part perhaps -- 


was oblivious to the U.S. position on Russia in the peace 
conference and on a role for the PLO in the talks. 


a I don't have anything to add to what I've just 
said. 


Q Do you have anything new to add on Hussein's 
latest, and also evolving, position? Apparently, he has had 
some new thoughts about the situation 


a No, I don't. 
Q Bernie, does that mean that when you say “Senior 
official, Israeli official,” does that mean Peres only, not 


Shamir or vice-versa? 


a Barry just worked me over on that, and 1 had to 
say -- 


Q Well, do you have - 


a [ talked about senior levels, and [I'm going to 
have to stay there 


Q Okay, do you have any reaction to King Hussein 
what he said in CNN interview, that the United States 
procrastinates a lot? 


is) The United States what? 
Q Procrastinates a lot. 
a Procrastinates. No, I don't. 


Q May I follow this please? Bernie, the Washington 
Post, in editorializing yesterday, on Sunday, called on the 
United States Congress to act responsibly and vote to sell arms 
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to Jordan, which were denied recently by the same Congress Do 
you have any thoughts on that? 


a No, nothing that's been said before in connection 
with Jordan arms. Ralph? 


Q Bernie -- 

“ Just a minute, just a minute. 

Q I was the first one to raise a hand on the Middle 
East. 

A Do you want to go to a new subject? 

Q No. I want to stay on the Middle East for a 
minute. 


“ Okay. Go ahead 
Q Is that all right? 
i) Sure 


Q Okay The problem here with the Jordan, with the 
Hussein/PLO confab, the so-called “break,” is that only today 
in Cairo, the Jordanian chief, the chief of the Jordanian Royal 
Court told the Egyptians there's no break between the PIO and 
Jordan Their relations are normal How do you account for 
this? (Laughter) 


I mean, what's happening here? Can you tell us about 
it? You talk about senior levels of officials -- 


a You'll have to -- 
Q -- and you don't name them. Who are they? 
a That's right. 


Q Why not? 
A That's exactly right 


Why not? 


2) 


a Because that's where I'm leaving that reply 


I understand that the confab at the State 
Department between the Ambassador of Israel and the State 


Department officials wasn't so pleasant. 
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o Oxay. 
q Is that right? 


“ I don't have anything for you on that, as I 
thought I -- 


Q All right Let me ask you another question about 
the Middle East. In Lebanon, there were four Jews in the last 
few weeks who were mutilated, tortured in different ways, and 
their bodies hurled into the street, and nothing has been said 
about it There's no sense of outrage, not from the State 
Department either. What's wrong? 


i I think that a part of that question was dealt 
with by myself several days ago, and we can refer to the record 
on that 

Q Well, there have been killings since then 


A Well, that's what [I -- 


Q Well, you deplore the deaths, but what action is 
taken? 


a I think it was dealt with on Friday by Chuck when 
he did the briefing and -- 


Q No, I don't think so 


a Well, maybe ['m misinformed; [ thought there 
was But I know I had dealt with it 


Q Will you take the question and say sonething 
about it later? 


A I hear you loudly 

Q All right. 

Q Bernie, on the Philippines again? 
a Philippines, yes. 


Q In the U.S. Government's view, have the Soviets 
attempted in any way to exploit or manipulate the crisis there? 


a I don't have anything for you on that 


Who else? Ralph. 
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Q On the extradition of Demjanjuk to -- 
o The extradition of? 


-- a fellow named Demjanjuk, “Ivan the Terrible,” 
alleged Nazi criminal -- 


a What century are we in? (Laughter) 


Q Very much the twentieth century. There is an 
extraditior proceeding, and I understood that -- 


a No. I know you're a serious chap. I'm following 
you with the seriousness your question deserves. 


Q I will tell you. I believe he is a Ukrainian war 
criminal The Israelis want him to try him, and I understood 
that the extradition proceeding was proceeding, and that only 
Shultz's signature was needed for it to go forward and specific 
arrangements as to how this man would be turned over to the 
Israelis. Do you have anything on that? 


a I don't, but let me take a look and see what is 
possible. 


Ralph? 


Q Another subject? Are the U.S. and France still 
discussing Duvalier's future? 


a Yes 
Q Do you have anything? 
a I don't know whether the word is “future.” 


(Laughter) I mean, we're talking about the question of asylum 
in a third country. That's what you want to know? 


Q That's what I want to know, yeah. 


a Thank you. 


Q Bernie -- 

a The answer is yes. We continue to consult -- I 
think you've heard that in the past. That is an ongoing 
consultation. 


Q Are there options still open? 


a Oh, yes 
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Q Can you tell us -- 


A That is to say -- hold it. I want to be very 
careful on that. That is to say that there are consultations 
underway, and that there are places that are being explored, 
but I can't take it beyond to give you any absolute open doors. 


Q So options -- 


Q On that question, do you have any answer to the 
question of why it is the U.S. does not want to see Duvalier 
Lome to the United States, but is willing to have Marcos come 
here? 


A I thought the question stopped before the last 
paragraph. (Laughter) 


No, I don't have anything for you on that, Bern. 


Q Well, let's pursue that a little. Is the United 
States willing to have Marcos come here? 


) I answered that in the earlier part of our 
briefing today, and I have really nothing to go that in any way 
amplifies, broadens, or rubberizes that statement that I gave 
you about readiness -- 


Q How about “appropriate action"? 
a Thank you. 


Q So you won't say whether appropriate action would 
include his coming to the United States? 


A I'm not going to be specific on that, but I think 


that Larry has made the point about, expressing a readiness to 
help. 


Q Bernie, I have two more here. 


Q But you're still not willing to have Duvalier -- 
you didn't reiterate that. 


A On Duvalier I think that it has been made clear. 
The language, [I thought, was “inadmissible and undesirable," 
and I know of nothing that represents any change in that 


assessment of a week or two ago. 


Where are we? What country? 


Spence? 
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Q Bernie, is anything -- are Economic Support Funds 
going forward to the Philippines? Is there any hold on new 
programs for them? What is the status there? 


A Well, on that I don't have anything at all that 
suggests that there has been any decision to chop things off, 
but I call your attention to this one aspect of the statement 
that was released at the White House yesterday afternoon. 
Having said that, I think it follows naturally that in the 
present and obviously confused circumstances, it's not exactly 
possible for normal work to be undertaken -- that is to say, 
the utilization of specific aid programs. 


Q Bernie, have you suspended aid to Costa Rica? 


A I don't have anything for that. Let me take a 
look at that and see if I can help. 


Let me go here. 


Q The Middle East again: Do you have anything on 
the [ranian-Iraqi war? 


| A Well, the other day I think it was noted here, in 
seeking to put together some sort of a sitrep, the conclusion 
was that there has been no significant change in the location 
of forces since last week. That's my understanding of the 
Situation. 


As of today, the fighting around Al-Faw --— I'm not 
confident about the pronunciation -- continues to be heavy, and 
I have nothing else that in any way expands that situation 
report. 


Q Anything to confirm the use of chemical weapons; 
by the Iraqis and the arrival of 35 Iranians in Austria for 
hospitalization? 


A Last week there was a statement that condemned 
Iraqi use of chemical weapons in the latest round of fighting, 
and that's what I have on that. 


Q Bernie, question. 

3) Yes. Where? 

Q If the violence in the Philippines continues, 
what other steps is the U.S. considering to put pressure to 
stop it? 





-21- 2/24/86 


A Hypothetical. I'm going to pass on that, if I 
may . 


Q Do we have any reaction to the imposition of a 
curfew or state of emergency or anything like that? 


A No, other than to call attention to the 
statements put out yesterday on the need for there to be 
non-violent resolutions of the ongoing crisis. 


Chris? 


Q One last question on the Philippines: There were 
reports over the weekend that a U.S. Navy ship, that Mrs. 
‘Aquino had asked for a U.S. Navy ship for possible protection 
if that should be needed, and that the U.S. Navy -- I believe 
it was a submarine tender -- had provided a ship if she needed 
it. Do you have anything on that? 


A I don't, but you might try Bob Sims at the 
Pentagon. 


Q Is King Hussein or any other Arab leader coming 
to Washington soon? 


a Don't have anything on that. 


Q Will you look? 


a Do you have anything on that? 
Q Yes. 
Aa That makes one of us. 


Q Thank you for asking the question. 
Q Do you have anything on aid to Haiti? 


A Aid to Haiti. Yes. On the aid to Haiti, there 
is an expectation that they will make that determination, the 
decision about a determination soon that would unlock certain 
aid that has been held up because that certification has not in 
fact been forthcoming. 


If you ask me how soon it might come, I would guess 
fairly soon. Don't hold me to it. 
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Q But, Bernie, you're saying flat out that there 
has been an Administration decision -- 


A No, I said -- 


Q -- this aid is going to be freed. You said it's 
going to be they made a decision to unlock. 


A We expect, but the specific language that was 
prepared -- we expect to make a decision soon about the 
determination, etc. 


Q To unlock the aid. 

2) To permit the obligation of certain forms of 
assistance to Haiti. My guess is that the word "soon" 
translates into exactly that. But I don't have the hour and 
the day. 

Q That's on the certification, you mean? 


A That's right. 


Q And what about the emergency -- the one that you 
raised the day he left? 

A I don't have anything new on emergency. 

Q Has there been a request? 


2) Don't know. I'd have to check on that. 
I, frankly, have been out of touch for a few days, and [I'd have 
to look at it. 

Q Is the AID team back from Haiti yet? 

4 The what? 


Q That American AID team that we sent down to 
Haiti, in the aftermath of -- 


A I don't know. Let me check that for you, please. 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 1:16 P.M.) 





Posted: February 25, 1986 





TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the February 24, 1986 noon press briefing: 


HAITI: EMERGENCY AID 





Q. Has the goverment cf Haiti made a request fer 
emergency aid? 

A NC. HOWEVER, AT A RECENT MEETING OF POTENTIAL DCNORS 
AND INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS, THE GOVERMENT OF 
HAITI PROVIDED WHAT. IT FORESEES AS ITS MAJOR NEEDS, 


SUCH AS, FOREIGN EXCHANGE, FOOD STUFFS AND OIL IMPORTS. 


FOR OUR PART, THE USG IS ASSESSING HOW IT MIGHT 
RESPOND TO THESE NEEDS AS OUSLINED IN THE ABOVE 


MEETING. 


. Q. Has the AID team returned frem Haiti? 


A. YES. 














Posted: February 24, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the February 24, 1986 noon press briefing: 


PHILIPPINES: EXTRADITION TREATY? 





Q: Does thé United States have an extradition treaty with 
the Philippines? 


A: -- AN EXTRADITION TREATY WAS SIGNED, BUT HAS NOT BEEN 


SUBMITTED TO THE SENATE FOR CONSENT TO RATIFICATION. IT IS 


NOT, THEREFORE, IN FORCE. 











Posted: February 24, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the February 24, 1986 noon press briefing: 


COSTA RICA: SU” “NSION OF U.S. AID 








Q: Has U.S. aid to Cosi* «.ca been suspended? 


A: -- NO, THE UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT HAS NOT SUSPENDED 


_ ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE TO COSTA RICA. 








Posted: February 24, ‘986 
TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the February 24, 1986 noon press briefing 


EXTRADITION OF DEMJANJUK 





Q. Do you have anything on the extradition of Demjanjuk -- 
Ivan the Terrible, the alleged Nazi war criminal? The Israelis 
want to try him and, I understood that the extradition 
proceeding was proceeding and only Shultz' signature was needed 
for it to go forward -- and specific arrangements as to now 
this man would be turned over to the Israelis. 


A: -- THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE HAS INFORMED US THAT THE 
SUPREME COURT TODAY DENIED MR. DEMJANJUK'S PETITION FOR 


CERTIORARI. THE SURRENDER WARRANT HAS BEEN SIGNED BY DEPUTY 





SECRETARY JOHN WHITEHEAD AND PREPARATIONS ARE NOW UNDERWAY 


THROUGH THE JUSTICE DEPARTMENT FOR MR. DEMJANJUK'S TRANSFER 


TO ISRAEL. 
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DPC #32 [33] 


MR. KALB: Good afternoon everybody. Welcome to what 
I suspect is going to be something of a postscript to the 
Secretary's news conference earlier today. 


On the Philippines, I know that I will be referring 
the questions to what he, in fact, said at the news conference 
at the White House just before 10:00 this morning. And with 
that as a preface, to put you on notice as to the 
non-availability, really, of any information on the Philippines 
beyond that, we can go to questions. 


Q Since some time has elapsed since the Secretary 


spoke (laughter), where is President Marcos right now? And is 
there any indication that he's going to accept an offer to come 


to this country? 


6 I'm going to have to refer you back to my opening 
prologue. I don't have anything to add on that beyond what the 
Secretary said at that point. 


Q Reuters is reporting that he has left the 
country, according to a U.S. Spokesman? 


a I've read that, and I'm going to stay with what 
the Secretary said about where President Marcos is when he 
talked about it at about a quarter of ten this morning. 


Q An hour or two later then -- do you know where he 
is? 


A l understand. I hear you clearly, and I'm in a 
position where I'm going to have to stay with the Secretary. 


Q Do you know where he is? 


6 Let me just stay with what I have said. 
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Well, the Secretary said he's in Clark? 


That is correct. 


o& PrP & 


And you're confirming that? 


& I am saying that what he said, to the best of 
knowledge, is still the case. 


Q He's spending the night at Clark? 


) I think that I will not go on, having made the 
case about not being in a situation where I could take 
questions. You could work me over anyway you want -- 


Q Bernie, could you explain why, first, for 
security -- 


is I heard you, John. 
Q Explain why? 


be I explained why. Because the Secretary -- as of 
this particular point, my instructions are to stay with the 
Secretary so you're free to ask your questions, and I will 
respond as I've just indicated. 


Q Just flesh out a little more why you can't be 
more helpful. 


a I have just said what I've got to say on that, 
John. 


Q How long will that go on? I mean, will you 
confirm that he's gone somewhere, when he's gone somewhere? 


) I would say keep trying. Keep your eye on the 
clock and let's see what happens. 

Thank you. 

Q Do you have any reaction to the Gorbachev speech? 


a No, the Gorbachev speech is being looked at 
here. I don't know anything yet by way of an official 
transcript, but let's say that it is being looked at and at 
this point I don't have anything by way of a prepared reaction. 


Q Do we have any reaction to france's release of 
two Abu Nidal suspects? 
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a I don't have anything for you on that. 
Q How about the Sandinista disinformation document? 


& As I said yesterday, that's still being looked 
into. I have nothing that takes it beyond what was said 
yesterday and I think what Chuck may have said a few days 
earlier. 


Q Can you shed some more light on the disclosure by 
King Hussein that the U.S. has accepted the -- to invite the 
PLO to participate in the peace conference if conditions were 
met? and -- 


‘ Yes, I can. 

Q -- any new message by Thomas Pickering? 
Do you want one answer at a time? 

Q Okay, go ahead. 


& As Chuck noted here in his session sometime in 
the middle of last week when the story broke out of Amman, the 
King -- that is to say, King Hussein -- accurately quoted the 
position we conveyed to him regarding this issue. 


However, that quotation dealt with only one of many 
aspects of that position as we attempted to help construct a 
package that would facilitate direct negotiations between 
Israel and a Jordanian/Palestinian delegation, looking toward 
to the establishment of peace between Israel and all its Arab 
neighbors. 


As is always the case in such situations, no single 
issue can be satisfactorily addressed without reference to the 
full package of which it is a part. Moreover, if that package 
could have been constructed, it goes without saying that it 
would not have been implemented without agreement to the full 
package by all sides. 


Now that the PLO has failed the King's test, there is 
no package and this isolated question is moot. 


As we said, this is the time for reflection by all 
parties. It is premature to assume how the U.S. will deal with 
the key issues in the future. And for the record, let me 
repeat the long-standing U.S. position regarding the PLO. 





_4- 2/25/86 


We will not recognize or negotiate with the PLO so 
long as the PLO does not recognize Israel's right to exist and 
does not accept Security Council Resolutions 242 and 338, and 
we've made it clear that those who refuse to renounce violence 
and terrorism have no place at the negotiating table. 


Q Bernie, go on, give us a thrill. 
6 Yes. 


Q Now that the package is no longer valid, tell us 
what it was? 


6 I don't have anything that fleshes out the 
package for you beyond what you already have. 


Was the message to Shamir based on what you've 
just given us right now? 


6 I don't have anything to add to what I said about 
that yesterday. 


Q Do you have any comment on the unilateral 
autonomy plan which has been or about to be implemented in the 
West Bank by Mr. Peres and his aides? 


a No. 


Q Can you look into this? 


‘ I don't. We'll see what's possible, but I don't 
have anything here. 


Q Bernie, did you just add now extra conditions? 
The U.S. conditions known prior to now as far as I'm concerned 
were recognition or acceptance of 242 and 338 and maybe even 
Israel's existence -- right to exist. 


Now you added renouncing violence as another 
condition; is that what you're saying? 


(2 I think the Secretary has on more than one 
occasion reiterated this point that I have just added, and I 
will let it stand as served. 


Q So, Bernie, the U.S. conditions are recognition 
of those two U.N. resolutions and renouncing violence. 


i) As I have read it. 
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Q Bernie? 


Q There have been a number of developments in the 
past several days in South Korea, including Chun's turnabout, 
apparently changing his mind about locking up the opposition 
and giving a new position regarding the change in the 
constitution. 


Do you have any reaction to any of them? 


o Well, on the question of the meeting with the 
opposition, and so forth, and ruling party leaders, we welcome 
the meeting and hope that government and opposition dialogue 
will continue. 


Q What about his position regarding the change in 
the constitution? 


6 I don't have anything beyond that. I don't know 
whether that was addressed before. I don't know whether that 
specific thing came up before, but I have nothing on change of 
constitution. 


~-MORE-- 
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Q In the past, I think you or somebody here said 
that we believed that people ought to be free to petition the 
government, which is what they were asking to do -- change the 
constitution. Now, he has changed his position somewhat, 
apparently. 


Could you get some reading as to what the U.S. thinks 
about it? 


A Well, let me take a look at what you're referring 
to in the past, and then let me take a look to see if it moves 
beyond that. 

John. 

Q Do you have anything on Phil Habib's schedule? 

A On Habib's schedule? 

Q Yes. 

A Well, I don't know whether to what degree it was 
specifically announced at the White House. I know the 
Secretary touched upon it. He is returning to the Philippines 
to engage in an initial series of discussions with members of 
the Aquino administration about how the United States can help 


in addressing the questions of economic development and 
national security. That's about where I leave it, John. 


Q Has he arrived? 

Ai I would doubt it because my last position, the 
best I remember it was Honolulu, so, I don't know what the 
travel time is -- 

Q Bernie -- 

A Just a moment. 

-- $0 I cannot answer that specifically. 

Dick. 

Q Does economic development mean aid levels? 


A I beg your pardon... 


Q Does economic development mean aid levels? 


A I don't have anything by way of specifics on that. 
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Q Is he heading straight or stopping in Honolulu 
for an hour or two hours or a few days? 


A As I say, I don't have the exact flight plan on 
that. He is returning to the Philippines. 


Q On that point, was the U.S. military aid to the 
Philippines ever actually cut off? It was said the other night 
that it would be cut off, but the action didn't seem to go the 
way it was planned. Was there a cutoff or not? 


a Nothing has been called to my attention that 
would suggest a cut off, but to be absolutely certain on that, 


I'll take a look and let you know. 


Q Bernie, any change on the Haiti situation, either 
the aid decision that you suggested that would come shortly, or 
on the options available to Mr. Duvalier? 


A Insofar as the options available there is a 
continuing consultation with the French about asylum in a third 
country. Insofar as the certification that I talked about 
yesterday, about being soon, I don't have anything that makes 
it clear that the "soon" has already taken place. 


I do have a bit on the question that came up yesterday 
insofar as emergency aid requests in contrast to ongoing aid et 
cetera. No, there has been no request from the Haitian 
Government for emergency aid; but at a recent meeting of 
potential donors and international organizations, the 
Government of Haiti provided what it foresees as its major 
needs, such as foreign exchange, foodstuffs, oil imports. 


And, so far as the United States is concerned, the 
U.S. is assessing how it might respond to these needs as set 
forth in the meeting I just alluded to. If you ask me was 
there any forecast in terms of dollars or timing, I don't have 
anything specific; and I think those would be questions that 
would have to be explored in the course of the assessment. 


Q When and where was that meeting? 


a I don't have a specific time. Let me get that. 
I have a recent meeting. I don't have the specifics on that. 


Insofar as the AID team is concerned -- I think that 
came up yesterday -- it's my understanding that the AID team 
returned at the end of last week, and I have further been 
informed that the AID team consisted of one person. 
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(Laughter) 
A.I.D. 


Q Bernie, have you received a reading on whether or 
not there is an extradition treaty with the Philippines? 


A That question came up, and there was a posting on 
that. You could take a look at that. 


Q Can we go back to the Middle East for one more 
question? Did you or did the State Department or this 
Government confirm what was reported in Jordan that the United 
States promised to invite the PLO into an international 
conference if the PLO accepts 242 and 338? 


A That question was addressed specifically last 
week by Chuck, and the answer was -- there was a confirmation, 
and I think I alluded to it. It was an accurate quotation by 
the king. 


-- MORE -- 
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Q Okay. Can I then follow up on this? Did you 
receive a guarantee or guarantees from Israel that Israel would 
accept the PLO -- 


A Receive -- 


Q Guarantees from Israel as a party to this 
international conference that it will accept the PLO on the 
table. 


A Without getting involved in specifics of the 
question as vou set it forth, I will not get involved in any 
diplomatic discussions, so I'll have to stay away from that 
question. 


Q Bernie, let me go back to the West Bank. There 
was the concern of the Secretary of State about improving the 
quality of life of the Palestinians in the West Bank. If you 
could tie in with the -- while you are searching for the answer 
to unilateral autonomy, are you still committed --is the 
Secretary still committed to improving the quality of life of 
the Palestinians in the West Bank -- 


A I -- 


Q And what are the things which are spent on that 
matter? 


A -- I don't have the second answer for you. 


Insofar as the first is concerned, he has said that himself 
repeatedly, and I know of no change. 


Ralph? 


Q Bernie, now that the events in the Philippines 
appear to be over -- at least insofar as our question 
yesterday, we were asking yesterday for some detail on 
Secretary Shultz's involvement -- can you be any more specific 
now about what he did, whether he -- who he talked to in the 
Philippines, that sort of thing, who he talked to here in 
Washington? 


A No. Not beyond what I said yesterday. I could 
make an effort to get more details, but there was an 
opportunity during this morning to explore that subject in 
depth. 


Q Not here there wasn't. 


Q That's right. 
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A Wide open news conference. 


Q Only insofar as the White House press secretary 
made an opportunity available to certain -- to White House 
journalists. 


A Well, I'm not going to get involved -- 


Q Right. 

A -- whether you need a visa -- 
Q Right. 

A -- to get into the White House. 
Q I just -- I mean don't -- 

Q Will there be a BACKGROUND briefing? 
A I know of nothing like that. 

Q Can we request it? 

6 Yes. Of course. 

Q We would like to. 

A What would ycu like? 

Q A BACKGROUND briefing. 

A Okay. 


Q We'd like to know as much detail as possible on 
what the United States did during these last few days. We 
could -- 


A Okay. 


Q Bernie, the Secretary paid tribute to Mrs. 
Aquino's deep religious conviction, her devotion to 
non-violence, and perhaps, he said, her compassion. 


Could you add to that portrait a little bit? 
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f I'm going to have to go back to my prologue, 
Walter, and pass on the invitation. 


Q Bernie, do you have any situation report on the 
Iraq-Iran war? 


a I think quite often there's a prefatory remark 
about a lack of great detailed information, but the 
understanding here is that there is fighting in an area to the 
north and east of Sulaimaniya in Iraqi Kurdistan. Having said 
that, we cannot confirm Iran's claims to have captured Iraqi 
territory in that area. Short of that, I have nothing that 
would expand that sitrep. 


Q On the same topic, I'd like to talk about there 
was a report that Kuwaiti territory has been attacked by the 
Iranians. Do you have anything on that? 


A No. I have nothing on that. 


Q Do you have any assessment of the general 
stability of the Saddam Hussein regime? 


A No. 

Q Bernie, can I, just, one more thing, on my 
question, was Israel aware of the U.S. stand with this 
assurances? 

A I addressed that question yesterday, and you can 


take a look at it in the record. 


Q Bernie, will the Habib meeting, presumably with 
Mrs. Aquino in the next day or two, be the first high-level 
official U.S. contact with her -- representational -- 


a I can't say that. I mean, you got an Ambassador 
there. We have an Ambassador there, and I simply don't have his 
schedule in front of me. 


Q There's no -- you're still finessing the 
recognition problem. You recognize the government, so that -- 


i) It's not finessed at all, if you heard what the 
Secretary said today. That was flat out. 


Okay. 
Thank you. 


Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:40 p.m.) 














Posted: February 26, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the February 25, 1986 noon press briefing: 


HAITI: EMERGENCY AID 





When and where was the recent meeting between the 
goverment of Haiti and potential aid donors and 
international organizations? Can you tell us the names 
of the participants? 

THE MEETING WAS HELD IN PORT AU PRINCE ON FEBRUARY 19, 
1986, AT THE REQUEST OF THE HAITIAN MINISTRY OF 


FINANCE. 


‘ 


BESIDES REPRESENTATIVES OF THE GOVERMENTS OF HAITI AND 
THE UNITED STATES, SEVERAL OECD AND LATIN AMERICAN 
NATIONS WERE IN ATTENDANCE. ALSO IN ATTENDANCE WERE 
U.N. ORGANIZATIONS AND REPRESENTATIVES OF THE OAS, 


IDB, AND IMF. 


ANY OTHER QUESTIONS REGARDING THE SPECIFICS OF THE 
‘ZETING AND THE NAMES OF THE OTHER COUNTRIES WHO WERE 
IN ATTENDANCE SHOULD BE DIRECTED TO THE GOVERMENT OF 


HAITI. “ 








Posted: February 25, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 
Question Taken at the February 2S Daily Press Briefing 
PHILIPPINES -- AID CUTOFF 


@: Was military aid to the Philippines actually cut off? 


A: WO. 











Q: 








Posted: Feb. 25, 1986 


TAKEN QUESTION 
Question Taken at Noon Press Briefing on February 25, 1986 


PEACE PROCESS: UNILATERAL AUTONOMY 





Do you have any comment on the unilateral autonomy plan 
which has been or is about to be implemented on the West 
Bank by Mr. Peres and his aides? 

-- WE WOULD WELCOME A REDUCTION IN ISRAELI CONTROL OVER THE 
DAY TO DAY LIFE OF THE PALESTINIANS IN THE WEST BANK AND 
GAZA. 

-- AS A PRACTICAL MATTER, TO BE SUCCESSFUL, ANY NEW 


ARRANGEMENTS IN THOSE TERRITORIES WOULD REQUIRE THE 


AGREEMENT OF ALL THE CONCERNED PARTIES. 
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WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 26, 1986, 12:40 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. KALB: Good afterruon, everybody. One 
announcement and one sort of advisory about the Secretary 
making a speech Monday, March 3 --— Annual Washington Veterans 
of Foreign Wars Conference, Monday March 3, Sheraton Washington 
Hotel. Time, 10 A.M. Subject: “U.S. Policy towards Central 
America.“ The contact for anybody who would be planning 
coverage would be Ron Duchin of the VFW -- that's D-u-c-h-i-n 
-~- and that phone number is 543-2239. He is reachable at that 
number through noon tomorrow. After that, you might try 
462-5907 which will be the VFW's press room, also known as the 
Idaho Room at the Sheraton Washington Hotel. No Q&A's. And 
assuming technology triumphs, it will be piped into this room. 


Q Will there be an advanced text? 


4 Advanced text? Let me see about that. They 
won't be ready at least till Monday, in any case. 


Announcement: Yesterday, February 25, Secretary 
Shultz signed a determination that will permit the obligation 
of Fiscal Year 1986 funds for certain forms of assistance to 
Haiti. The announcement is a couple of long, typed pages 
here. I'll just read you the digest, and for anybody else who 
would like more, additional information, you'll be able to pick 
that up later outside at the Press Office. 


The Secretary has determined that the National Council 
of Government, the CNG in Haiti, which assumed power February 7 
when Duvalier departed, has demonstrated willingness to 
cooperate on illegal emigration and with development programs. 
The Haitian Army has provided security for the distribution of 
aid foodstuffs, and the Ministers of Health and Education have 
indicated commitments to objectives shared by AID and other 
donors. 


The most significant changes, however, have occurred 
in the area of human rights and democracy. The CNG, that is to 
say the National Council of Government, has released all 
political prisoners, restored radio broadcast freedom, and 
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disbanded the oppressive militia, the Volunteers for National 
Security, otherwise known as the VSN. The Council President, 
General Namphy, has publicly promised that the CNG will move 
quickly to draft a constitution and law on political parties. 
He has also pledged to organize legislative and presidential 
elections, and has underscored the CNG's commitment to free 
labor unions and a free press. 


Congressional leaders have been notified of the 
determination this morning and have been provided with a 
justification for these findings; and more extensive 
justifications, as well as a more extensive readout of this 
announcement, will be found in the Press Office outside. 


As far as specifics, the determination permits us to 
begin obligating the Fiscal Year ‘86 development assistance, 
economic support funds, and international military education 
training funds for Haiti. Now, that figure breaks down in the 
following way: Fiscal-'86, Operating Budget for Assistance 
Programs to Haiti projects $22.2 million of development 
assistance and $2.9 million of Economic Support Funds. In 
addition to those two figures to round out the total package, 
you've got $450,000 of military training to be provided. 
That's really all I have on that. 


And with that as an opener, we can go to Matt. 

Q Have any decisions been made on where President 
Marcos is ultimately going to end up? Will he end up in this 
country? 


Q Can we stay on Haiti briefly? 


Yes. 
Q Anything more on Mr. Duvalier's wheresvsouts? 
a No, nothing more than what I've been saying for 


the last couple of days. Still close consultations with the 
French in pursuit of a third country. 


Q And a second question is, there have been reports 
from Haiti of disquiet among some element of the population 
about the government there allowing people, former officials 
accused of serious human rights violations to leave the country 
without being prosecuted. Do you have any comment on that? 


A No, I do not, Bern. 
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Q Okay. 

4 Excuse me. I'll go over here. On President 
Marcos? 

Q Yes. 


a Nothing at the present time. Enroute from Guam 
to Honolulu. It's my understanding the ETA is Hickham Air 
Force Base sometime this afternoon, but beyond that, that is to 
say, destination beyond Honolulu, on that particular point, I 
have nothing by way of any specifics. 


Q Is any one from here going to go and meet with 
him in Hawaii to discuss this? 


a I don't have anything on that. 


Q Is Habib to proceed on to Manila, or is he still 
in Honolulu? 


a No. Habib will be arriving in the Philippines 
early this afternoon, that is to say our time. I think you 
know that he is being accompanied by the Director of the Office 
of Philippino Affairs, John Maisto. Ambassador Habib's 
mission: to assist with the establishment of good relations 
with the Aquino government and help identify areas where the 
United States might be of assistance. 


Q Bernie -- 

a Just a minute. Let me just -- Ralph. 

Q A technical thing: would you expect him at any 
point, would he be invited to come to Washington to meet with 
President Reagan, or with anybody else, by any chance? 

a I don't have anything on that. 

Q Do you have any policy statement on what the U.S. 
Government thinks about -- thought about freezing Marcos' funds 
or in some way trying to look into whether the money he has in 
this country is ill-begotten? 

a Nope, I do not. 


Q Marcos’ entourage has trippled, I think, since 
the first-- 


a Marcos has what? 


-~ his entourage has trippled from about 30 to 90 
in the course of his hegira. 
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Can you give us a list of who is with him? 


a No, I don't have the list. It's my understanding 
that in the initial departure from the palatial area, downtown 
Manila, there were about 30 -- President Marcos and about 30 
others who were on the choppers that flew to Clark. That 
number at Clark somehow expanded by about 60; and the latest 
figure that I have and the one that I understand that Larry 
used this morning was that there were 89 passengers aboard the 
two planes that flew From Clark to Guam. And that is about 
what I have by way of statistics. 


Q This now 89 or so people have been to three 
different military installations. Doesn't somebody have a 
roster of who all these people are? And can't that be made 
available to us? 


a No, I don't have the roster on that. I don't 
know that -- I'm sure there is one; I don't have it. Let me 
take a look about availability. 


Q What if the Aquino government takes extradition? 


oa Well, I think you've heard about Mrs. Aquino's 
remarks that I read on the wires earlier today. But on that 
general subject, I think it has already been dealt with. As 
you know, there is no extradition treaty extant between the two 
countries, and [ really have nothing new to add to that. 


Q Do you have anything on Marcos' medical 
condition, health, either when he left Manila or now? 


A What I know is that at Guam -- I think you've all 
seen the same television pictures of President Marcos walking 
down the ramp. I've been given to understand that he declined 
an offer to provide a medical check-up at Guam. But insofar as 
any sort of diagnosis of the state of his health, I'm certainly 
not qualified to do that. 


Q Was he carried on a stretcher to the plane in 
Manila -- at Clark when he left? There was a report to that 
effect. 

i) I've read some report, but I don't have anything 


specific on that, so I'd better not speculate about that. 


Q Bernie, on Marcos also, there are reports from 
Long Island today that he owns a property there and that -- 
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A He owns what? 
Q He owns a property on Long Island -- 
a A property on Long Island, yes. 


Q -- and that officials there are waiting for the 
State Department as to what to do with that property. Can you 
tell us anything about that? 


A No, I don't have anything on what to do about 
that. 


Q Is that th authority of the State Department at 
all? 


A I don't have anything about what to do about any 
of Marcos' property. 


Q Do you expect the Philippino Government, the new 
Philippino Government, to ask for getting back the money that 
could have been out with Mr. Marcos and his entourage? 


A It's not for me to make a speculation about that. 
Q What could be the attitude of the government? 


A [It's hypothetical, and I have nothing to offer 
you on that. 


Ralph. 


Q In connection with Habib's mission, do you have 
any words to say vis-a-vis the new Aquino government, about how 
you hope or expect relations to proceed at this point with the 
new government beyond what the Secretary said about recognizing 
the new government? 


A Well, as you say, he did make some references in 
that context yesterday. But let me -- 


Q I mean beyond the technical question of 
recognition. 
A Let me say beyond that that the new government 


that is now taking shape includes experienced figures who are 
well known to the United States and with whom we are confident 
we can cooperate. And then pickina up what the Secretary had 
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indicated yesterday, that we look forward to working and will 
be consulting with the new government. We stand ready to 
cooperate and to try to be helpful as it addresses the problems 
that the country is facing. 


Q Bernie -- 
& Where are we? Back there, yes. 


Q On Haiti again, you mentioned that in the U.S. 
Government's estimation, all political prisoners have been 
released. I understand that that figure is 27. Do you 
consider that 27 is the total number of political prisoners 
held under Duvalier? 


A I think the best thing for me to do would be to 
take your question, set it against that, hand it to the 
experts, and see what we come back for you by way of a reply. 


Q New subject? 
a Your call. 


Q Several French newspapers, Bernie, this morning 
are saying that the United States, specifically the State 
Department, is furious with the French Government, specifically 
Dumas, the French Foreign Minister, for the release from prison 
of a couple of suspected terrorists, including people who work 
for Abu Nidal, including one specifically who may have been 
involved with the bombing of the U.S. Embassy and the Marine 
barracks. 


Anything on that? 


a Well, to begin with, I think that's an invitation 
to get involved in any, if there were, diplomatic exchanges 
between two countries. I don't have anything on that at this 
particular point. 


Let me take a look; but I have no assurance that I can 
get you anything on that. 


Q Bernie, do you have any comment on the -- 
Q Do you have any comment on the situation in Cairo? 
i) Cairo. 


-- MORE -- 
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Q Wait. Let me follow up on the French question 
because I think there is also a version in the French press 
that the U.S. tipped off the French last year about the ring 
leader of the group that blew up the Marine barracks as being 
in France and that French security officials were ready to pick 
him up when the French Government hustled him out of the 
country. 


We need to get something on that. I don't care about 
diplomatic exchanges. But if the French Government let go of 
the guy who is in charge of blowing up the Marine barracks, 
that's important to know. 


Q Let me put it all under the same heading and see 
what may be possible to get on that. 


On Cairo. Our reports indicate that police conscripts 
in camps in the Giza area of Cairo began rioting during the 
late afternoon, February 25. These disturbances, which may 
have been linked to rumors about an extension in required 
length of service, spilled out of the camer, continued during 
the night. Shooting occurred. Incidents uf looting have been 
reported in several parts of Cairo, notably in the pyramids 
area. 


The situation, as of now, appears to be coming under 
control. 


insofar as casualties, numbers unclear. I don't have 
anything on that, really. But it's my understanding that no 
American citizens have been reported harmed. The Embassy 
obviously continues to monitor the situation. No indication of 
any anti-U.S. or anti-Western motivation to the disturbances. 
I think you've all read about a curfew being put into effect. 


As far as the airports are concerned, they are open; 
and so far as a travel advisory, etc., no such advisory has 
been issued but there is obviously the predictable caution that 
Americans are urged in Egypt to exercise caution, particularly 
during the hours of the curfew. 


Q Bernie? 

a Yes. 

Q When you say no anti-U.S. or anti-Western motive 
A Right. 


-- any anti-Israeli motive? Is that included in 
what you said before? 
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a I said anti-U.S./anti-Western. I checked on that 
and I was given to understand that there was no ideological, or 
whatever, coloration. That it was triggered by these rumors 
that I refer to, and it may be linked to that. 


Q Concerned? Are you concerned about these 
troubles there? 


A You're always concerned and you want peaceful 
conditions to be restored, obviously. 

Mike? 

Q Do you believe Mubarak's government is stable 
enough? 

A We have full confidence in President Mubarak's 


government and in its ability to handle the situation. 


Q Could I ask a question about those 89 people on 
the -- 


a Eighty-—nine? Yes. 


Q Eighty-nine. What is the technical thing they do 
for passports for those people? They have to have passports, 
or don't they have to? 


a I don't have a specific answer to the technical 
thing. But [I think it has been repeated a number of times, in 
the past day and a half or so, that the United States has 
extended an offer to Mr. Marcos, his party, indicating that 


tney would be welcome in the United States -- welcome to stay 
in the United States -- if they so desired. 
Q That includes the non-relatives and the 


associates, like General Ver, and so on? 
A My understanding: of Mr. Marcos and his party. 


Q Bernie, let's get to the front page stuff. 
George Shultz had a meeting -- 


a Who wants to answer that? 


Q -- with President Biya this morning. What? 


A I thought somebody might choose to answer that. 














9 2/26/86 


Q The Secretary had a meeting with Cameroon 
President Biya this morning. Is there anything you can tell us 
about it? 


2) No. We'll try to get something by way of a 
readout, but I don't have anything at this point. 


Back off the front page. 


Q Any comment on Gorbachev's reaction to Reagan's 
arms control proposal, and specifically his linkage of the 
timing of the summit to progress that's been taken? 


Q (Inaudible). 


A On Afghanistan, since I heard you, I have nothing 
there. 


But on linkage, I do have something, and I thought I'd 
dispose of those in quick order; the first one, in any case. 


As far as linkage is concerned, the President has said 
that that kind of linkage -- that is to say, linking the next 
summit to achievements, or whatever, in connection with arms 
control -- that that kind of linkage simply won't work. 


The President has just made a serious response to Mr. 
Gorbachev's January 15 statement. The President's response 
included a new U.S. proposal in the INF negotiations that would 
eliminate long-range INF missiles by the end of the decade. 
We're looking forward to a Soviet response to this practical 
proposal at the negotiating table. 


We're also still waiting for the Soviets to respond to 
the concrete proposals we put on the table last November. 
We're prepared to make rapid progress at the arms control 
negotiations. We're also determined to move forward on other 
issues in our bilateral agenda, including regional problems, 
human richts and bilateral issues. 


In other words, all together we see no reason why as 
part of this process we should not agree on a date for Mr. 
Gorbachev's visit to the United States this year. 


Q Does the Administration -- 


Q Copy? 
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A Yes. 


Q Bernie, does the Administration consider that it 
has a commitment to a summit this year from the Russians? 


A Well, I think that that was shared at the summit 
in Geneva in November. 


Q Bernie, on that same subject, what do you mean by 
"it won't work?" What won't work? 


Aa The -- you really need help on that? The concept 
of linkage, etc. 


Q ._§ Why won't it work? I mean -- 
a Well, that's the view here. 
Q For what reason? 


a That is the view here, and we see no reason why 
we can't proceed with a summit. That's been said many times in 
the past, and so I am reiterating it now. 


Q Do you see that the -~- 
a Ralph, can I -- 


Q Do you see the linkage problem as one that 
affects the question of whether or not there will be a summit, 
or do you see it as a problem of whether or not -- when a date 
gets fixed for the summit? 


Aa I thought -- I sought, I had hoped that after I 
set forth the “won't work" concept, that, as I noted in 
summarizing, that the United States sees no reason why as part 
of this process we should not agree on a date for Mr. 
Gorbachev's visit to the U.S. this year, and that's where it 
stands as seen here. 


Bill? Wait a minute. 68111? I'm sorry, Norm? 


Q If I could try “won't work" one more time? If 
the Soviets refuse to agree to a date for the summit for any 
reason, doesn't that mean the summit won't be held and doesn't 
that then mean it did work? 


is) I can only set forth the U.S. View. 


~-MORE-- 
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Q Do you have a reaction to any of the other 
elements of the Mr. Gorbachev's speech? For example, his 
statement that there will be -- his -- I guess for his public 
statement, there will be no linkage between Star Wars and INF. 


a Well, let me sort of give you a generalized 
reaction to the statement. 


General Secretary Gorbachev's address to the Party 
Congress contains an extensive review of Soviet domestic and 
foreign policy. Studying it carefully; we'll be following 
closely further developments at the Party Congress. 


There is much in the foreign policy sections of the 
speech with which we disagree. At first glance it seems to 
contain little new and very few concrete suggestions for 
resolving international problems. 


We found it particularly ironic, if predictable, that 
in discussing changes in international relations in the modern 
world, Mr. Gorbachev repeatedly fell back on outmoded, 
ideological explanations for these events. 


His comments with regard to U.S.-Soviet relations were 
mixed. We welcome his expressed readiness to work with the 
U.S. in achieving practical agreements to resolve outstanding 
problems. We are ready to make progress in all areas of our 
relationship. 


We cannot, however, accept the repeated distortions of 
U.S. political motivations in our policies in many parts of the 
world. The President and General Secretary Gorbachev agreed on 
a process for resolving our differences when they met last 
November in Geneva. We should get on with that process, 
recognizing our differences, but seeking negotiated solutions 
to our problems. 


Yes? 
S) Copy? 
Q You said “yes” to a copy, right? 


a Yes, Steve. Copy. 


Bernie, I need to take you back to Egypt for al 
couple of questions. 


a You need to take me back to Egypt? 
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Q Yes, please. 
Q Can we stay with Gorbachev? 
Aa Can we stay with Gorbachev? 


Was it not stated after the summit that the U.S. 
had no interest in having another summit unless there could be 
concrete progress made in a number of different areas? Wasn't 
that the U.S. -- 


A I don't have any of that firsthand, so I don't 
want to get into a debate about that. - 


Q Will the U.S. -- 

A The fact is that -- as I sought in summarizing 
the address about timing, that a date could be fixed and should 
be fixed. 


Q Bernie, anything new on the Sandinista document? 
What is the -- 


Q Could we stay with this, please? 
Q You did not directly respond to the question of 


his statement on INF, his public statement on INF. Is that all 
you have in terms of response? 


a That is what we have in terms of response. 
Q Can we have a copy of that long -- 
a Insofar as -- yes, you can have a copy. But if I 


want to amplify on arms control, let me do that as well here. 
That the General Secretary seems to have missed the central 
point in the President's letter. As the President said Monday, 
we are pleased that the Soviet Union now appears to agree in 
principle with our ultimate goal of moving toward the total 
elimination of nuclear weapons when this becomes possible. 


We think the best way to start down this path is to 
implement the agreement General Secretary Gorbachev made with 
the President last November in Geneva. The U.S. and. the 
U.S.S.R. should take the first steps by implementing the 
principle of 50 percent reductions in nuclear offensive forces 
of both sides, appropriately applied, and by negotiating an INF 
agreement. 
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Since November, we have had proposals on the table for 
reducing strategic arms by 50 percent. The Soviets have still 
not given us a reply. The President has just suggested a new 
plan for achieving the elimination of long-range INF missiles 
by the end of the decade. 


We are pleased the Soviets have agreed to work toward 
the elimination of nuclear weapons. We think it is high time 
they got down to the tough work of hammering out agreements 
which will increase security and accomplish the necessary first 
steps of substantially reducing nuclear arsenals. 

A I beg your pardon? 

Q Yes, again? 

a Yes again. (For Copy) 

Q The whole package of the Soviet..(inaudible) -- 

4 Yes, yes, yes, yes. (For Copy) 

Q And anything else you didn't read. (Laughter) 

2) 


You want the people who cleared it? 


Q Do you have any reaction of the U.S. Government 
to Peru's withdrawal of its reserves from U.S. banks? 


a No. Don't. 


Q Bernie, on the Sandinista document, what is the 
holdup on this? 


A I don't have a holdup on that. I've inquired 
again, and I now will say in italics what I['ve said earlier, 
that they're still being looked into. 


Q Bernie, on another area, do you have anything on 
reports speaking of King Hussein going to Moscow to seek Soviet 
arms, and how are they -- 


a No. Ido not. 


Q The United States is not concerned about -- 
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a I don't have anything for you on that. 


Q On Egypt again -- if you see the latest 
developments in Cairo as a crisis situation? 


a I'm not going to make a characterization of that. 


Q And do you think there are any traces of external 
elements in the events inside Egypt? 


a I have no observations to make on that. 

Q Bernie, on Egypt, what is the situation on the 
Ambassador? Veliotes is gone. No -- he left, didn't he? He's 
in London today. 

A I'd have to take a look at that, 8111. 


Q There's no new nominee. 


The question had to do with Ambassador Veliotes 
in Cairo -- 


Q Yes. He has quit formally. He's resigned. 


a I don't know what the exact date is on stepping 
out, etc., so let me take a look and see what's possible on 
that. 


Q Was this the most serious crisis in Eqypt since 
Mubarak has taken over? 


a I was asked a variation of that question. I'm 
not going to make any characterizations. 


Q On the President's request yesterday to the 
Congress for aid to the Contras, there's a specific reference 
to not intending to introduce armed forces of the United States 
into combat. 


Does that mean that the President rules out direct 
U.S. military intervention totally? 


a I'm going to stay with what the President said 
and not in any way amplify. 


Ralph? 
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Bernie, at the risk of maybe going after 
something that you don't have anything more on -- you may have 
exhausted your stuff on Gorbachev's speech -- but did you have 
any reaction to his comments on terrorism by any chance? 


A No. I don't have anything more than that. 


Q One more time on the Philippines. There seems to 
be some sentiment on the Hill for increased aid to bolster the 
Aquino Government there. Can you tell us anything about 
efforts to increase aid to the Philippines? 


A As a matter of fact, the Secretary addressed that 
question yesterday in his news conference at the White House. 
What he said -— that we will be conferring with the new 


government, but as far as to what additional aid, if any, is 
needed, the fact is that we don't know it at this time. 


He said that we will be talking with them, certainly 
wished to cooperate with the new government, so I have nothing, 
really, that takes you beyond what he said yesterday. 


Q Has the U.S. gotten into a bind at all over the 
fact that it's allowed Marcos to come into the country and not 
Duvalier? Have the French protested this in any way? 


A I don't have anything on the French protest in 
any way, and I think you have heard what has been said about 
President Marcos and about President Duvalier, and there we 
stand. 


Q They haven't actually been directly compared. 
What is the difference? 


a I think you've heard it said that President 
Marcos has for a long time been an ally and a friend of the 
United States, and that he has been promised, with his party, 
permission to remain in the United States if he so desires. 
And that's about where it comes out. 


Q Bernie, just out of curiosity, you said at the 
time that Duvalier was inadmissible and undocumented. 


A Duvalier? 


Q Is Marcos documented? 
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a I beg your pardon. 


Q At the time you said Duvalier was inadmissible 
and undocumented. Is Marcos documented? 


a I have said that the United States has offered 
him a welcome, to him and his party, to stay in the United 
States if they so desire, and that is what I have on that. 


- Q Is he staying as a guest of the President of the 
United States, or does he have a visa, or -- 


A No. I haven't heard any status like that. I've 
just had it -- I've just given it to you in broad terms. 


Q Can you take the question of what -- 


“ No. 

Q -- his technical status is? 

a No. I don't -- I won't take that question. I'm 
saying he's -- the United States has offered a welcome to him, 
etc., and that's where I'm going to leave it, Ralph. 

Q Bernie, in line with Ann Garrels' question -- 

Q (Inaudible) -- I mean, he's got to have some 


technical status. 
fs) I don't have anything by way of a status. 


Q Well, could you please take the question and see 
if we can get an answer -- 


A Well, I'll take a look at it, but I don't think 
there's going to be anything by way of a reply. [ will run it 
through the mill for you. 


Q Okay. We understand that, you know, the 
President wants him to stay and live out in dignity and peace, 
and so on, and we understand all the broad words you've said, 
and the Secretary has said; but there is a technical question 
there that I think legitimately ought to be answered by the 
government. , 


A All right. Let me make a stab at that. 
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Q In your answer to Ann Garrels' question, the -- 
according to repeated past statements by Presidents, Secetaries 
‘of States, U.N. Ambassadors, and other (inaudible) officials of 
the U.S. Government on the record, President Duvalier and his 
predecessor, his father, were also long-time allies of the 
United States. What is the difference? 


i) Well, I think at one point there was a 
characterization of President Duvalier as inadmissible, 


undesirable, and there were certain legal attachments to those 
phrases. 


In this particular case, I have offered you a 
characterization of President Marcos, and that's where it 
stands. 


Ralph has asked me a variety of questions about 
status. I don't have anything on that. I could take a look at 
that, but the point that has been made repeatedly is that 
President Marcos, in dealing with him, has for more than 20 
years through five U.S. administrations, a loyal friend and 
ally of the United States, and he's welcome to come to the 
United States if he so wishes. 


Q Do those statements apply to all 89 people? 


A Marcos and his family -- Marcos and his party is 
what I have been told, and so I'll have to stay with that. 


Q Bernie, is Mr. Mubarak of Egypt expected to visit 
this country in the near future in any capacity? 


a I don't have anything on that in any capacity 
Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 1:10 p.m.) 














Posted: February 27, 1986 


TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the February 26, 1986 noon press briefing: 


Q: Whac is the technical status of Percinane Marcos and che 
rest of his party in che Uniced States? 


A: 


THE LARGE MAJORITY OF FORMER PRCSIDENT MARCOS’ PARTY 
ENTERED THE UNITED STATES UNDER THE ATTORNEY GENERAL'S 
HUMANITARIAN PAROLE AUTHORITY. SEVERAL OTHERS WERE 
ADMITTED TEMPORARILY WIT VALID NOMIMMIGRANT VISAS. 
FOR NORE [NFORMATICH ADOUT THE ATTORNEY CENERAL'S 
AUTHORITY AND ADMISSION OF ALIENS [t!TO THE UNITED 
STATES, I[tMQUIRERS SHOULD CONTACT THE [FPMIGPATION AND 


NATURALIZATION SERVICE. 


BEST AVALLACLE COCUMENT 





Posted: February 27, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the February 26, 1986 noon press briefing: 


PHILIPPINES: ROSTER OF MARCOS PARTY 





Q. °So far, 89 or so people (in the Marcos party) have been to 
three different military installations. Doesn't some- 
body have a roster of who all these people are? And can't 
their identities be made available to us?* 


-A: -- THE MARCOS PARTY TOTALS 89. MANY OF THESE ARE 
CHILDREN AND GRAND-CHILDREN OF THE PRIMARY MEMBERS OF THE 
PARTY, WHICH, IN ADDITION TO THE FORMER PRESIDENT AND MRS. 
MARCOS, INCLUDES FABIAN VER, EDUARDO COJUANGCO AND JOSE 
BENITEZ. THE REMAINDER OF THE PARTY IS MADE UP OF LOWER- ° 


e 
RANKING MEMBERS OF THE PALACE STAFF, DOMESTIC SERVANTS 


AND SECURITY PERSONNEL. 








Posted: February 26, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the February 26, 1986 noon press briefing: 


HAITI: POLITICAL PRISONERS 





Q. You mentioned that in the U.S. goverment's estimation 
all political prisoners have been released. I 
understand that figure is 27. Do you consider that 27 


is the total number of political prisoners held under 
Duvalier? 


A. ACCORDING TO OUR INFORMATION, 26 POLITICAL PRISONERS 
HAVE BEEN RELEASED FROM JAIL BY THE NEW GOVERMENT ‘OF 


HAITI. TO THE BEST OF OUR, KNOWLEDGE, THIS FIGURE ° 


: , 
REPRESENTS THE TOTAL NUMBER OF POLITICAL PRISONERS. 








Posted: February 26, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the February 26, 1986 noon press briefing: 


CAMEROON: PRESIDENT BIYA MEETING WITH SECRETARY SHULTZ 





Q: Could we have a read-out on the meeting between President 


Biya and Secretary Shultz this morning? 

A: -- THE MEETING WAS VERY CORDIAL. THE PRESIDENT AND THE 
SECRETARY HAD A CLOSE CORRESPONDENCE OF VIEWS ON MANY ISSUES. 
THEY DISCUSSED WAYS TO DEEPEN OUR EXCELLENT BILATERAL 
RELATIONSHIP AND TO EXPAND ECONOMIC TIES BETWEEN OUR TWO 


COUNTRIES. THEY ALSO EXCHANGED VIEWS ON CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN 


AFRICAN ISSUES. 


-- TOMORROW, FOLLOWING PRESIDENT REAGAN'S MEETING AND LUNCHEON 
WITH PRESIDENT BIYA, THERE WILL BE A BACKGROUND BRIEFING AT THE 


WHITE HOUSE WHICH WILL COVER THAT MEETING AND PRESIDENT BIYA'S 


WASHINGTON VISIT. 








Posted: rebruary 26, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at Press Briefing on February 26, 1986 


VELIOTES WHEREABOUTS 





Where is Ambassador Veliotes? 
AMBASSADOR VELIOTES IS IN WASHINGTON ON A PRIVATE VISIT AND 


WILL BE RETURNING TO CAIRO THE FIRST WEEK OF MARCH. WHILE 


HERE, HE WILL ALSO SE CONSULTING IN THE DEPARTMENT. 
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THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 27, 1986, 12:40 P. M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. KALB: Good afternoon, everybody. Couple of brief 
announcements about what is available in the Press Office, 
among other things. 


Paul Wolfowitz, Assistant Secretary, Asian Affairs, 
etc., 9:30 this morning he testified on prisoners of war and 
missing in action in Southeast Asia. His prepared remarks are 
available in the Press Office. 


The same thing for AID Administrator Peter McPherson. 
He testified at 10:00 this morning, House Foreign Affairs 
Committee, on FY-86 foreign economic assistance. 


And a brief reminder that at 2:00 this afternoon 
you'll] be able to pick up the prepared testimony by the 
Secretary when he appears at 2:00 o'clock before the Senale 
Foreign Relations Committee, and he will be discussing U.S. 
policy towards Nicaragua. 


It's my understanding on Secretary Shultz appearance 
that it is going to start off as an OPEN SESSION, and then 
after X period of time, apparently, it will move into a CLOSED 
SESSION, so I share with you as much as I know about that. 


Having said that, it's yours. 


Q Do you have a statement of position on proposals 
to allow the Aquino Government to recover the Marcos assets? 

ts No -- 

Q -- in the United States? The Secretary said this 


morning -- 
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fi I know -- 
Q --— “what's his is his." 


A Yes. I -- he addressed that, and I don't have 
anything to add to what he said this morning. 


Ralph? 


Q Can you comment on whether he meant for us to 
draw the conclusion that the U.S. Government has decided that 
certain things are his, or that he was, in his later remark 
after that, suggesting that, well, there's a legal process, and 
it will] all be sorted out in that legal process as to whether 
anything is his, and what's his -- what turns out to be his 
wil] be his? Do you have a comment at al] on that? 


A I don't know if I can help you on that. It's my 
understanding he addressed that question, and ] don't have 
anything by way of amplifications. 


Q Bernie, the White House has said that there's 
another Air Force transport bringing the Marcos family's 
belongings to Hawaii. 


In general], is there any -- is the Marcos family going 
to be billed for any of these things? 


id I don't have anything on that at this point. 


Q Could you take -- 


s Mike? 
Q -~=— my question? 
A Let me take a look at it, yes. 


Q Do you have anything about a proposed arms sale 
to Saudi Arabia? 


fs The Administration has under active consideration 
a number of Saudi requests to purchase additional defensive 
weapons. These requests are still being reviewed, and no final 
decision has yet been made. 


The review is taking place within the context of the 
most recent Iranian offensive, and the threat it poses to the 
Arab states of the Gulf 
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Copy? 
Do you have any -- 
é Copy? Yes. 


Q What is -- do you have any reading on this latest 
Iranian-Iraq conflict? 


a Nothing more than I've been saying in the most 
abbreviated of fashions the last couple of days. 


John? 


Q Can we return to Marcos for just a minute? Do 
you know if the U.S. Government is providing some sort of 
additional security for Marcos while he is there? It's my 
understanding the local police authorities in Hawaii are saying 
no, we will not, it's up to the federal] government to provide 
security? 


A On the subject - or the question, for example, 
as you're setting it forth, let me just say that the President 
has authorized Secret Service protection in order to permit 
former President Marcos to make his own arrangements. Until 
this occurs, we are confident that law enforcement officials ait 
all levels will do everything necessary to ensure his 
protection. 


Q They have refused. 

a Well, I call your attention to the second 
sentence: “We are confident that law enforcement officials at 
all levels will do everything necessary to ensure his 
protection." 


Q Have additional Secret Service assets been moved 
to Honolulu? 


A 1 don't have anything for you on that. 


Q Is this temporary -- that Secret Service 
protection? How long is it for? 


A I can't fix a duration, a time span, to it. 


Q When did he order this? 
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Q Don't have that specifically. It could have been 
today, but I'm not positive, quite frankly, on when the order 
went out. 


Q Do you have the legal justification for that 


there? 

‘ I do not. 

Q Bernie - 
: ‘ As 1 -- the President's authorization is what ] 
ave. 


Q (Inaudible) 
ig) Let me go - 


Q The Costa Rican Government and the Nicaraguan 
Government apparently have reached an agreement about the 
establishment of a border inspection force. Do you have any 
reaction to that? 


i 1 did have something on that a day or so ago, and 
I think we can find that in the press room at the conclusion of 
the briefing. 

Q Bernie, in the same area -- 

A Just let me go to Bill, please. 


Q There are reports apparently circulating that 
there will be renewed meetings between the United States and 
the Nicaraguans following on those former meetings between 
Shlaudeman and Tinoco. 


6 I don't have anything on that. That blip has not 
crossed my horizon, so let me take a look, but I have nothing 
on that. 

Q Do you have -- 


i) Let me -- yes? 


~- MORE -- 
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Q Do you have a response to the letter from the 
senators urging that the contra aid package be held in abeyance? 
6 No, I don't have anything on that. 
Q (Inaudible. ) 


a On to the Saudis? 


Q Yes. Can you tell] us what the Saudi request is 
~- what kind of arms, and some more specifics? 

2 ] don't have the specifics on that 

Q Bernie, the request with the number of 300 
million dollars - wil] it require Congressiona) approval] to qo 


ahead with it? 
is I don't have any specifics for you on that 
Q Can you take the question, please? 
‘ No ] think you can check yourself with the Hil] 
Q Anything on the violence in Egypt? 


‘ Not very much on that, as a matter of fact 1 do 
not have anything by way of a situation report as of this 
time. l've seen the wires, the same wires you have seen. 


For example, if you talk to me about casualties, I 
have nothing on the way of casualties. The only specific I 
have is that so far as we know, there are no American injuries 
or deaths All Americans known to be in the area have been 
accounted for. No issuance of any new travel advisory for 


Egypt. 


So far as the airport is concerned, that is open. 
Travel is possible to and from the airport, but it's my 
understanding that many airlines are not yet operating on 
normal schedules as of now 


Q Yesterday you said the Egyptian Government can 
handle this affair. Do you think that they still can handle 
this? 


A Yes, just as 1 said yesterday 


Q Bernie, can 1 go back to the question of the arms 
to Saudi Arabia here? The point of the certification by the 
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President about Saudi Arabia being helpful to the peace process 
or whatever -- will the President be certifying pretty soon, 
since you have under consideration and under study this request 
of the Saudis? 


6 Well, on that question about Presidential 
certification and so forth, let me make the following 
observation, if I may. 


We have made significant progress in meeting the 
commitment set forth by the President in his October 28th, 1981 
letter to Senator Baker. As the President wrote, transfer of 
the AWACs will take place only after the Congress has received 
in writing @ Presidential] certification that the conditions 
enumerated in that letter have been met. We fully expect ail 
the commitments to be met and the AWACs to be delivered on 
schedule. 


Q When? 


a My understanding is that the first transfer of 
the first AWAC could come mid this year, but that's about my 
understanding about the possible delivery date 


Q Bernie, on -- 


a Go ahead 


-~- back to Cairo. Do you have any analysis at 
this point as to who is rioting and for what purposes? 


A Don't. 


Q On that question also, all of the reports -- most 
of the reports from Egypt are usually accompanied by 
assessments by so-called Western observers suggesting that this 
is in fact a major challenge to the Mubarak government. 


Have you reached the conclusion that it is not, or are 
you choosing not to comment on those reports -- 


A No. I1 would -- 


Q -- which would allow me to draw another 
conclusion of my own? 


A Wel], 1 was asked yesterday about whether I would 
characterize it as this or that, et cetera, and I refrained, 
and I have nothing to offer you today by way of any 
characterization of what is taking place in Cairo. 














_ = 2/27/86 


Q Has the United States offered to assist President 
Mubarak in any way that is not normally part of U.S. assistance 
to Mubarak -- 


6 I don't. I don't have anything on that, Ralph. 


Q Bernie, you tied the Saudi arms request for the 
situation in the Gulf. Has the arms sale to Saudi Arabia come 
to be enacted on an urgent basis, is that what you're saying? 


i No I'm not going to use what is happening in 
the Gulf as some sort of trigger mechanism that you may be 
suggesting I'm just noting, as I] did before, that the review 
is taking place in the context of, in fact, what is happening 
in that part of the world 


Q The AWACs that you mentioned would be delivered 
is not part of this deal? 


A The AWACsS, as I noted, falls under the context of 
various itemized provisions made in the letter that the 
President sent to Senator Baker, and then, the rest of it, you 
pick up what I had noted before. 


1 have nothing to add beyond that. 


Ralph? 

Q Bernie, I'm going to come back Marcos again for a 
second. 

is Sure. 


-- MORE -- 
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Q We just got a posted answer just before the 
briefing to a question yesterday on the status of Marcos and 
the rest of his party, under what conditions they were admitted 


The posted answer talks about a large majority of the 
party being admitted under one set of circumstances and several 
others being admitted under other circumstances. It doesn't 
answer the question of what is Marcos’ status. Are you able to 
answer that question? 


f°) 1 don't have that specifically. 1s that the 
guidance that dealt with the number 89, etc.? 


Q Yes. 
Q No, there's a posted - 


A Yes, I saw that before. I saw that before, ard 1 
don't have that specifically 


Q And let me ask another one, then. In a follow-up 
to the discussion on providing security and so on for him, can 
you enumerate for us what specia)] services are being provided 
for Marcos? I mean, can you give us a shopping list of the 


kinds of things that he is receiving, and -. 1] stil] am puzzled 
by whether he's .- I mean, foreign visitors get certain kinds 
of treatment when they visit the White House, and so on, but 


other people don't, you know, because of certain protocol 
things. 


But I'm not quite sure 1 understand under what status, 
under what pretext, under what conditions the President is 
authorizing these various services such as the flying of a 
plane with his belongings and the provision of Secret Service, 
and perhaps a parole authority although that's not clear from 
this guidance as to what the authority is. But is the 
President granting parole -- 


id Well, I don't know to what degree some of these 
questions may have been addressed at the White House this 
morning in Larry's briefing. I simply don't know. I don't 
have that information here. Let me take a look, but I can't 
offer you any promises about -- 


Q Bernie, let me just broaden that question because 
a similar thing occurred when the Shah was here. The 
Administration's only position publicly has been that the 
Administration let it be known to Marcos that he was welcome to 
come here lt hasn't gone into any details 
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We do know from a senior official that Mrs. Marcos 
telephoned embassy officers to discuss arrangements, or 
something like that. 


Did the U.S. -- what are the conditions that the U.S. 
told the Marcoses about their reception here? Were any 
promises made specifically about medica] care, treatment, 
visas, etc.? I mean, can you be more specific on this? 


a The only thing I could note, it falls under the 
context of the fact that these developments took place in a 
rather swift and ina very abbrievated time period So I don't 
know at this point to what degree there would be any sort of 
discussions, or to use @ word that you may have used just now 


~=- “negotiations” -- between the two sides. 
Q For instance 
A But let me just go on. I just want to make that 


point about the speed of developments and events at the 
particular time when President Marcos flew to Clark, etc., etc. 


With that as a preface, let me see if I can get 
anything that could be forthcoming on that subject that both 
pairs your question and Ralph's question. But I do not frankly 
know to what degree that question was addressed this morning at 
the White House. 


~-MORE-- 
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Q For instance, a lot of people flee countries. [ft 
is not very often that the United States Air Force sends a 
transport two days later to bring out their belongings. Was 
that part of a pre-arranged agreement, and who is paying for 
that? 


6 All right. Let me add those to the list 


Q And while you're at it, Mr. Ople, the former 
Labor Minister - 


A Mr. Opie. 


Q -- of the Marcos government who was here on a 
mission last week, says that he transmitted word on behalf of 
Secretary Shultz to Mr. Marcos saying that his - 1 believe the 
words were -- "his security and medical facilities would be 
provided for him if he left the country peacefully." 


So, what are all the assurances that were made by the 
United States to Mr. Marcos before he left? 


A Well, this sort of is another question that might 
have come up the other day at the backgrounder. It did not? 
It comes up now? Let me take it and see if I can add that. 


On that Mr. Ople, I'd like to just make a slight 
revision of something I said yesterday -- Monday, I think it 
was. 1 said that there were no scheduled appointments, Il 
think, in connection with the three Filipino envoys who were 
here at that time -- Melchor, Ople, and then the returning 
Philippine Ambassador. At the time I gave it to you that was 
right. It turned out, to the best of my memory, that that 
evening, Armacost met Ople for a session. So I just add that. 


Q Sunday evening. 

Q Sunday. 

if That was Monday 

Sunday he met with Shultz. 


He met with Shultz on Sunday 


> © 


Monday. Monday. 
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Q Ople -- 
& Tuesday. Let's go. 


Q Ople has said on the record in several place that 
he met with Shultz on Sunday. 


7 I mentioned Armacost now. 

Q Oh, Okay. 

A But the point was, as 1 remember my Monday 
briefing, at that point nothing was scheduled. I was to learn 
later that there was a meeting with Ople, so 1 just introduce 
that. It's rather overtaken by developments, as they say. 


Q Bernie, do you have anything at ail today on 
Contadora, or are you leaving that to the Secretary? 


A I think the Secretary will be addressing that 
whole question; you've got him at 2 o'clock; and as I say, it 
is starting OPEN. 

Q Different subject? 


is Sure. 


Q Do you have anything on the Indian panel's 
conclusion on the Air India explosion? 


A No, I don't. 


Q Bernie, do you have anything about this meeting 
in Montevideo of finance ministers? 


(3) No, I do not. 

Q Bernie, have the Soviets asked to interview 
Victor Gundarev, the KGB colonel that we were told last week 
had defected in Athens and is now in the United States? 

ve I don't have anything on that. 

Q A couple of questions on Israel: there are 


reports that Mr. Peres was to coordinate with Jordan about 
making some appointments in the West Bank -- 
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a Start again, if you -- 

Q There are reports that Mr. Peres wants to 
coordinate with Jordan about making some appointments in the 
West Bank and Gaza. And the follow-up, about Israel moving 
some Palestinian prisoners from south Lebanon to Israel. 

A On the first point, I don't have anything on 
that. On the second point, about Israel moving some prisoners 
from Lebanon to Israel, along the lines of the question you are 


saying, just let me say that we have made known our opposition 
to this practice in the past. 


Q Have we made it known in the present? 


f We have made known our opposition to this 
practice. 


Q Did they stop, or are they still going ahead with 
it then, in light of your opposition? 


A 1 don't have anything to add to what I've said. 
Q (Inaudible) 


A No, I'm going to let it stand the way I've said 
it. 


Q This statement is a little bit meek and weak 
about just, you know, “opposition.” (Inaudible) 


A What would you like? 

Q You just said you're not taking any position or 
stand or possibly an action to prevent such things from 
happening. 

A I have said all I have to say on that. 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 1:00 P.M.) 











Posted: February 27, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the February 27, 1986 noon press briefing: 


U.S./NICARAGUAN BILATERAL TALKS 





Q. Has there been a renewal of U.S./Nicaraguan bilateral 
dialogue? 
A. <-- WE MAINTAIN REGULAR DIPLOMATIC COMMUNICATION WITH THE 


GOVERNMENT OF NICARAGUA THROUGH OUR RESPECTIVE 
EMBASSIES. THERE HAS BEEN NO FORMAL RESUMPTION OF 


BILATERAL TALKS THROUGH OTHER CHANNELS. 


-- AS THE PRESIDENT MENTIONED IN HIS MESSAGE TO CONGRESS 
OF FEBRUARY 26, 1986, THE UNITED STATES HAS OFFERED TO 
RESUME BILATERAL TALKS WITH NICARAGUA SIMULTANEOUSLY 


WITH THE BEGINNING OF SANDINISTA DIALOGUE WITH THE 


DEMOCRATIC RESISTANCE. 











P2STED. 


TAKEN QUESTION Friday, February 28, 1°86 


PHILIPPINES: STATUS OF FORMER PRESIDENT MARCOS 





Whac is former Philippine Presicent Fercinand !arcos' 
Stacus in the United Sctaces? 


A: 


FORMER PRESIDENT MARCOS WAS PAROLED INTO THE UtITED 
STATES UNDER THE ATTORNEY GENERAL'S DISCRETIONARY 
AUTHORITY. THAT AUTHORITY I[S EXERCISED BY THE 
IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION SERVICE AND ANY 
QUESTIONS REGARDING PAROLE STATUS SHOULD BE DIRECTED 


TO THAT AGENCY.. 
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FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 28, 1986, 12:37 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
A reminder: The Secretary is addressing the annual Washington 
Veterans of Foreign Wars Conference on Monday, March 3, 10 A.M. 
at the Sheraton Washington Hotel. The subject is “U.S. Policy 
Toward Central America,” and [I believe those of you planning 
coverage know your contact, Ron Duchin of the VFW, phone number 
462-5907. There are no Q's and A's and the speech will be 
Piped into the briefing room. 


Available in the Press Office are copies of Robert 
Oakley's statement made today at 9 A.M. on the threat of 
terrorism, to the House Committee on the Judiciary. Also 
available in the Press Office is a press release on the 
U.S.-Barbados Exchange of Instruments of Ratification of a 
Bilateral Tax Convention 


Do you want a filing break for that? (Laughter) 
That's all [ have. 


Q Chuck, can you tell us what the understanding was 
with the Marcos party when they arrived in the United States 
about the possessions that they could bring in? 


A I think the simple answer to that question is to 
say that this is all being handled in accordance with U.S. 
Customs laws, that the Customs Service is conducting their 
examination, as they normally do -- that that is still 
underway; that inventories are being made and that this will be 
done fully in compliance with U.S. laws. 


Q But there was no limit, either implied or 
explicit, given to the Marcoses when they were supplied air 
transportation by the United States when they left? 


a Our agreement was simply to provide 
transportation for President and Mrs. Marcos, their household, 
their close associates, as well as personnel effects and 
baggage 
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Q What about the second plane? Was that part of 
the deal? 


ra The question was concerning transportation -- 
Q Yes. 
a -- what transportation was necessary. That's 


what it amounted to 
Q Will there be more planes? 
a No. 


Q Well, it goes to the further question of your 
stated support for the new regime: if, in fact, the Marcoses 
are taking everything with them, that's going to be a severe 
economic blow to Mrs. Aquino's government. Would you agree? 


rs) I have no comment on that. That is all totally 
speculative at this time. 


Q But, I mean, as far as -- they could take 
billions out, and as far as the State Department is concerned, 
this does not violate any understanding or law? 


A All I can tell you is what [I told you, and I 
really can't go beyond that. I said that this will be handled 
in compliance with the laws. [The Secretary yesterday referred 
to other questions, to another similar question, saying that we 
would do -- whatever is proper and legal should be done and we 
would do it 


Q Have you been provided with an inventory of the 
things that have passed into the country? 


a That really is a subject, I think, best addressed 
to Customs. My understanding is that that is privileged 
information unless there has been a violation of U.S. law. So 
that being uncertain at this time, ['m not sure what the answer 
would be, but frankly, the Customs people are the real experts 
on that question. 


Q That's different from what you said yesterday 
My understanding From you was that, in fact, because they were 
aliens they were not protected under the Privacy Act, and 
therefore, that list would be made available. 
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4 This is a complicated subject. What I've just 
told you is my understanding at this time. But as I said, I 
can't emphasize too strongly, talk to the Customs people and 
let them give you the reading as they see it. 


Q Does the fact that all of the baggage came in on 
a specially provided U.S. Government aircraft, as opposed to a 
commercial flight, have any bearing on whether the contents of 
that flight ought to be public knowledge? 


a I don't believe so, but once again I'd refer you 
to Customs. My understanding is, this is handled as a normal 
entry into the United States -- in the sense that it makes no 


difference whether it's military or civilian, the Customs laws 
are being applied. As you know, when you come back on US. 
military aircraft to the United States, there are Customs 
procedures that are followed even then. 


Q But there is -- 

Q I was not aware that those procedures prohibited 
anybody from finding out what Secretary Shultz and his party 
might be bringing back into the country 


a Aas I said, I'd refer you to Customs to get the 
answer to that question I can't help you any more than I have 


Q May I ask also whether the U.S. Government has 
received a request, either formally or informally, from the 
Aquino government for assistance in pursuing the return of any 
or all of the alleged Marcos assets? 

a [ don't have anything on that 


Q Could you take the question as to whether a 
request has been received? 


a No, I can't at this point 


Q Even though a lot of what you said is very 
tentative, and you're suqgesting that we look elsewhere, do you 
happen to know if the State Department has a view over whether 
the assets that Marcos brought in, if found to be in violation 
of Filipino law, whether the U.S. Government will help the 
Government of the Philippines to recover? 
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“ I can't help you any more than to repeat what the 
Secretary said -- that whatever is proper and legal should be 
done, will be done. 


Q So there are no limits on the amount of resource 
or funds that an alien can bring into the United States? 


a I'd refer you to Customs. 


Q Will the Administration cooperate with members of 
Congress who may desire to pursue this matter further through 
legal and proper channels, to use the words you did? 


a I have no idea what steps you're referring to, so 
I really can't comment on them. 


Q Among them is a specific step taken yesterday 
which was to hold two New York lawyers in contempt for refusing 
to cooperate with a Congressional investigation on those 
assets, but there are many other examples. 


Will the Administration either encourage or cooperate 
with Congressional investigations of the matters that you are 
now referring us to Customs about? 


a You're really into terrain that I really don't 
know anything about I don't know what investigation is under 
way, what you're referring to, and so [I'm not going to comment 
into a vacuum 


Q Solarz' investigation, you're not aware of that? 

A That's in the past. You're talking about the 
future. 

Q Yesterday afternoon, Chuck 

i) [ have nothing for you, Ralph. 

Q If this has been asked and you've answered or not 


answered, stop me, but the U.S. arrangement with Marcos for his 
departure, which of course included an airplane and some other 
things, did that set any limits or did it even deal with what 
he might bring wi*h him in the way of assets? 


a The agreement was to transport -- Shall [ repeat 
this again? -- to transport Marcos, his family and household, 
and close associates, as well as their personal effects and 
baggage to the US. and to offer them the opportunity to stay 
in the U.S. if they so desired 


— MORE = 
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And there was no attempt to define personal 
effects? Presumably, that was left to Marcos and Mrs. Marcos 
to define? 

is That is the specific -- 
Q It's as specific as you've got? 
o -- as I can give you. 


Q Right. As specific as the U.S. got -- 
“ 


That's right. 


Q They weren't told they would only get one 
airplane, for instance, to carry the stuff? 

A What I have given you is the arrangement as it 
was set up. 

Q Chuck, the reason that we're not totally 
satisfied -- 

Q The reason - 

Q So, limitless transport? 

Q The reason we're not satisfied with the answer 


about the Custom Service is that the same answer was given at 
the White House two hours ago, together with a telephone 
number, and nobody answers there 


Aa I've spoken to Custom Service at that number - 
this very morning. 


Q They took it off the hook after you called 

Q What did they tell you, Chuck? 

A Basically, what I've just told you That's why 1 
say, to the extent of my knowledge, that's all I can tell you 


But there are people there, I know, who know more than 1 do 


Q Can [ change the subject? 


Q It does say that their inventory is completed, 
that they completed that yesterday and that they are providing 
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it to other agencies of government, as requested, and as -- so 
it's not information that just Customs has anymore. You have 
it, too, now? 


a I'm referring you to Customs. 

Q Chuck, another country? 

Q No, can we stay on this for just one more? 
Q Okay, go ahead. 


Q Have you -— you referred a moment ago to an 
agreement with the Marcos party, and you mentioned the 
invitation to stay if they so desire. Has the U.S. received 
from the Marcos party any indication of whether he plans to 
stay in the U.S. or, if so, where? 


a No, we still don't have the answer to that 
question. 


Q Any answer to who will pay for either the 
transportation or for this extra security; is there an answer 
to that one? 


a It's my understanding that the transportation and 
the security is being paid for by the U.S. Government. 


Q Chile: Over the last week, four opposition 
leaders, a U.S.-trained magazine editor, have been arrested 
Without drawing any parallels to the Philippines, can you tell 
me if you have anything in your guidance whether the U.S. has a 
view about the state of affairs in Santiago, and these arrests? 


A I don't have anything specifically on that, no. 
Q Do you have any comment on the Aquino 
government's decision to release some members of the NPA and 


others from prisons in the Philippines? 


i) We welcome all efforts by the government of 
President Aquino to improve the human rights situation 


fhe Department of State has expressed its serious 
concerns over the human rights situation in the Philippines 
under the previous government Among our concerns was the 
detention without trial of individuals detained under the 
authority of Executive decrees, known as Presidential Detention 
Actions 
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We understand that the new government is reviewing the 
cases of all alleged political prisoners. We also understand 
that the government has established criteria to determine which 
individuals are elicible for release. 


Q Chuck, I don't understand your silence about 
Chile. You seem to be so much worried about freedom of the 
press in Nicaragua and some other countries and nothing about 
Chile? 


a It's not a question of silence. It's a question 
[I did not have anything on that question. 


Q But the U.S. Government usually is very well 
prepared for these briefings when we refer to violations of the 
principles of freedom of the press in other countries less 
friendly to the United States? 


a I'll take a look at it, but I invite you to look 
at your morning newspapers, wire services, and others, and see 
if anybody else has come up with the subject that you just 
raised. 


Q Can we turn to another recently liberated country 
-~ Haiti? 

Q Can I follow up on political prisoners in the 
Philippines? Forgive me, but [I thought Mrs. Aquino said she 
was going to let them all go and that would include -. her 


press spokesman said at a news conference today that would 
include members of the NPA, including Sison. 


Do you see it differently, because you say they've set 
up certain criteria, and it sounds to me like, from what 
they're saying over there, they're opening the door? 


a All Il can tell you is we welcome all efforts to 
improve the human rights situation. As you rightly point out, 
the Filipino Government is better placed than I am to speak to 
that question, and ['ll leave it at that 


Q But the U.S. has no position on the release of 
suspected communist guerrillas? 


a What I've said is all | have to say on this 
subject 


Q Would it be wrong to interpret what you've said 
as a welcoming of the release of whoever the Aquino government 
chooses to release? 
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o We welcomed efforts to improve the human rights 
situation. 


Q Right. 


) Political prisoners is part of that, and that's 
all I can say. 


Q Okay. 


Q Do you have any further information on the 
situation in Egypt? 


f°) I have very little to add The situation is 
relatively calm. Military authorities continue to round up the 
rebellious police conscripts and escapees from a prison in the 
suburb of Maadi, south of Cairo. These operations account for 
the reports of continuec sporadic gunfire. 


The curfew was lifted for six hours today but it's now 
back in place The airport is open and functioning normally 
Most airlines have resumed their regular schedules 


Q You don't have any travel advisory? 


a Nothing beyond the ones that have been in place 
for some time. 


Q Chuck, do you expect these latest developments in 
Egypt to slow down the improvement of relations between Egypt 
and Israel? That's been suggested as one outcome 


a I don't have anything on that 

Q Should that happen? Do we have an opinion on 
that? 

A That's not for me to speculate on You can talk 


to the Egyptians and the Israelis 


Q Do you have anything on the visit of the Pakistan 
Finance Minister, and the request by Pakistan for a doubling of 
military and economic aid during the next five years? 


a You're referring to Finance Minister Wattoo’? He 
is the first Cabinet-level visitor from Pakistan since martial 
law was ended and constitutional government restored at the end 
of last year 


We have encouraged Pakistan's democratization process 
and welcomed these steps Earlier this year, we invited the 
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Finance Minister to come to Washington to continue talks begun 
last year on a new economic and security assistance package for 
Pakistan ‘hat would begin in FY-1988. 


While here, he met with the Secretary of State and the 
Administrator of USAID, as well as Secretaries of Defense and 
Treasury and other senior levels of Departments of State and 
Defense. 


Concerning the aid package, FY-87 is the last year of 
our current multi-year program of economic and security 
assistance with Pakistan. We are committed to a new multi-year 
program beginning in FY-88, and during the last six months 


' we've had discussions with Pakistan at the official level on 


both program content and funding levels. 


This week's talks focus on reviewing, at a ministerial 
level, the progress made toward a new program. 


Q In those talks, and there were several of them, 
was there any discussion of the human rights situation? I know 
you referred to it previously. I'm asking if, in the many 
meetings that were held here, was there a discussion with the 
Pakistani Minister about human rights in his country? 


ic) I don't have any further readout on the meeting. 


Q Was it just a meeting about things like hardware, 
or did you talk about conditions in Pakistan? 


is] This being the Finance Minister, the primary 
Focus was a new economic and security assistance package for 
Pakistan. I simply don't know whether other issues came up. 


Q Should we assume that human rights is not a 
consideration? In other words, they don't have to meet any 
human rights test? Obviously, they don't have to legally; you 
don't have to certify But is -- are you satisfied on the 
human rights situation so it needn't affect any decision? 


A I can't really answer those questions, Barry. 
Q Okay. 
A If you want to characterize the current human 


rights situation, [ think you can check the report which was 
just published To say that we did or did not address that 
subject in a particular set of talks with a Minister does not 
heighten or lessen our concern in any given case 
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Q I just wondered if the human rights situation is 
a factor in reaching a decision; that's all? 


7 Don't know. 
Q Again, about the situation in Egypt -- 


Q There was report on Schneider going to Pakistan 
by the end of March; is it true? And also you didn't make any 
comment on the request for doubling of the aid; when do you 
have to decide on the quantum of aid? 


a I said that the visit was to review, at the 
Ministerial level, the progress made toward a new program. 
That's the best I can do in terms of levels. 


Questions concerning the size and composition of the 
new program are still under discussion between our two 
governments. And on any other potential visits, I don't have 
anything at this point. 


Q Chuck, about the situation in Egypt again, 
please. Are you in consultation with the Egyptian Government 
on a daily basis? | 


A On what subject? 
Q About the situation in Egypt? 


A I really can't characterize that. We have, as 
you know, in an Embassy as large ard as active as our Embassy 
in Cairo, many contacts with the Egyptian Government every day 
in which current events often figure, so 1 can't give you an 
answer to that question, other than that, which would not 
really be misleading. But I don't want to lead you to believe 
that there are some sort of emergency consultations, if that's 
what you're getting at, going on. 


Q Do you have any new readout on the Gulf war? 

A I'll give you what I have. 

Q [Iranian attack in Kurdistan? 

4 It's not very new. There has been no significant 


change in the location of the southern front, and Fighting 
around al-Faw reportedly continues. 
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You've seen reports of attacks in the north. It 
appears that the number of troops in action in Kurdistan is 
substantially smaller than around al-Faw. Troop commitments in 
both of these current actions are smaller than in last year's 
Iranian offensive in the Mainoon Islands area. 


~-MORE -- 
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Q Jack Anderson, in his column this morning, claims 
that Austria has been selling -- or Austrian companies have 
been selling -- arms and hardware to Iran. Do you have any 


comment on that? Could you look into it? 


a I don't have anything on that. 
Q Chuck -- 
Q There were some confusing reports about the joint 


maneuvers with Egypt and with Jordan. Do you think that any of 
them have been already cancelled? 


ns I don't even know what reports you're referring 
to unless you can be more specific. 


Q There have been reports that the Bright Star -- 


A There's no substance to that, if you're referring 
to Bright Star 


Q They are still -- 

A That answer [ know. 

Q Okay. And about Jordan, there are - 

A Nothing has been cancelled. 

Q -- there are reports that King Hussein has 


already cancelled the maneuvers, joint maneuvers, with the U.S. 
forces 


A I have nothing on that 

Q Would wou take the question? 

A No. 

Q Do you have anything on the Secretary's meeting 


with the Chad Foreign Minister this morning? 


A The Secretary met with the Chadian Foreign 
Minister Gouara Lassou this morning to discuss the security 
Situation in Chad and continued U.S. support for Chad's 
sovereignty and territorial integrity. The United States has 
expedited the delivery of military assistance to Chad in the 
face of renewed Libyan-supported aggression, including 
anti-aircraft weapons, small arms and ammunition, and is 
considering what more needs to be done. 
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Q Did he get a request for more? Because 
everything you said was announced last week, that we would 
expedite. Has he asked for more expediting speed-up? Has he 
asked for -— made a specific request for specific items? 


2) I can't answer that question directly. Only to 
say that discussions centered on what more might be done. 


Q More in the sense of substance, not in faster, 
right? 

A That as well. 

Q Chuck, do you have any dollar value on this 


equipment being sent? 


A No. Other than what we gave you earlier, as what 
was already in the pipeline. These are expedited deliveries of 
that equipment which arrived by air the first of this week. 


Q Chuck, on the Gulf war, do you have anything in 
the guidance about the Iraqi expansion of the exclusion zone 
around Kharg [sland, or the possibility that Iran might start 
diverting tankers from Saudi Arabia and Kuwait that carry oi] 
on behalf of L[raq? 


2) Nothing on either. 


Q Chuck, are there any plans being considered to 
expedite financial aid that is in the pipes to Egypt because of 
the last events there? 


a) As you know, we have a $500 million supplemental 
program appropriated for Egypt for FY-85, of which $250 million 
was delivered in September and $100 million in January, and we 
have the question of future disbursements under consideration, 
but I can't give you anything more on timing as of now. 


Q '85 or '86? 

A "86. 

Q You said ‘85. 

A It's a supplemental. 


Q Well, that was a two-year package, '85-'86. 


A '86 
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Q Chuck, did Egypt pay all its due interest on the , 
$4.5 billion as military loan, do you have? 

a I don't have anything on that. 

Q I mean, there are reports that they are late in 


paying, 11 months late. Is that so? You can't check that? 


“ I think you know where to get those kind of 
answers. 


Q Do you have anything -- 
. Where? 


Q -~- on the problem in Port-au-Prince in Haiti 
where the security forces apparently killed one man? I[ don't 
know if it was a raid specifically at editors or they just 
happened to be there, but what have you got insofar as the U.S. 
reaction to it? 


a Well, very little, other than it was a confusing 
incident, as you indicate. [t did not appear to be an attack 
on the journalists themselves. It apparently involved mobs and 
security forces looking for, in the one case, former Duvalier 
officials. But we don't really have the details of what 
occurred. 


The U.S. Embassy was active, as you probably know, 
when the mob did surround her house. Since then a U.S. 
Consular officer has met with the woman involved -- who is an 
American citizen married to a Haitian -— met with her at the 
police station after the incident She reported that she 
hadn't been harmed. 


So all I can really say is that no American citizens 
were harmed, but that we can't really confirm or deny the other 
reports of injury and death. 


Q Chuck, along those lines do you have any comment 
on the Haitian Government's decision -- announcement that it 
will seek extradition of Mr. Duvalier? 


fe) No, I don't. Those questions really have to be 
referred to either the Haitian Government or the French 
Government at this point. 


Q Chuck, do you have any progress report on 
Duvalier's future home? 
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a Continuing to work closely with the French. 


iS) Chuck, on the Haiti -- 


Q Chuck, yesterday -- I'm sorry -- 
Q I just wanted to say on the Haiti business -- I 
just want to say for the record that the UPI -- it was a UPI 


corres, _ondent involved who had only TELEX contact with the 
outside world who got in touch with us. We got in touch with 
the State Department, you and others, and within minutes an 
Embassy Consular Officer was there dispersing the mob, for 


which we were very appreciative. Just for the record 
o Okay. 


Q Yesterday you said no final decision had been 
made on an arms package for the Saudis. 


a Nothing beyond that 

Q Still? 

a Still that 

Q One more I hate to keep bringing this up, 
because [ think it's getting to be an embarrassment, but what 


about this disinformation package that was mentioned on Monday 
by the White House Spokesman? 


Q It was mentioned on Friday, to be released on 
Monday. 

a At this time the document is still classified, 
and no decision has been made to release it. The decision, as 


you know, revolves around the question of sources and methods, 
and that is preventing its release 


Q I'm getting somehow an impression of disarray 
over this particular issue. Is that wrong? 


is) This is the first day L've been here on this 
podium, so [ certainly have not been expressing any disarray 
that I -- (laughter) 


Q Chuck, do you have any comment on the story by 
The Washington Post today by Joanne Omang about the United 





Nations and the United States' role in trying possibly to ease 
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off the involvement at the United Nations and possibly withdraw 
from some agencies in the future -- to assure the people that 
the United Nations will still be the place for the United 
States, or the United States to be in the United Nations? 


A In response to all those questions, I don't 
really think I have much to help you with. The story seemed to 
focus, really, on budgetary issues and the kinds of reductions 
that were being made as a result of Gramm-Rudman or as a result 
of the Kassebaum amendment. 


Q She has also something on another angle, that the 
United States wants to ask for sort of a change in the Charter 
or the structure, that it will have influence, not one country, 
one vote, based on its participation and contributions to the 
United Nations. This is what I read from the story. 


a But that's nothing new. I[f you want our position 
on that, I'd be happy to provide that for you in the Press 
Office. 


Q Please. 
Q I have a question, as you might expect -- 
a Ralph is still working. 


Q Do you have any comment on the State Department's 
position relative to possible imposition of an oil tax and its 
effect on U.S. relations with other countries that produce oil? 


A [ don't. There is certainly a State Department 
position I believe we have someone testifying, in fact, today 


Q I'll look it up. 


A - and you will -~- he did testify, and so I think 
you'll have it in great -- 


Q I'll look it up. 


n -- great detail. 
Q If I may ask -- 
Q Chuck =- 


a Just a minute Second question here 
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Q Let me come back to the Philippines for just a 
moment. Can you tell us what Habib is doing at this point? 


a No, not really, other than, as we said yesterday, 
he met with President Aquino on Thursday, I[ believe it is 
He's continuing his consultations with other Filipino of. -ials 


Q Okay. And one more: Can you say whether o not 
the U.S. has pledged its cooperation to the Aquino Government 
on the question of assets, as opposed to the question of U.S 
aid to the Philippines which you've discussed at some length? 


i) What do you mean, “assets"? 
Q Marcos assets. 
Q No. Philippine assets Not Marcos assets. 


Philippine assets that may have found their way out of the 
country 


a) I can't give you any more beyond what I said 
earlier, two times, I think, in response to other questions. 


Q Well, but I'm not asking about Marcos assets 
I'm asking if the Aquino Government has asked the U.S. for 
assistance in recovering assets that may not have -- that may 
have left the country and may have found their way into the 
United States, whether or not they came with this party or at 
some previous time. There's been a change of government, and 
there have been allegations for years, not just -- it didn't 
all happen last night. 


The question is, has the U.S. offered to be of 
assistance to the new government in that connection? 


A I can't help you, Ralph, other than to say that 
U.S. laws are being fully complied with, as you might expect, 
and that we'll do what's proper and legal 


Q Chuck, does the United States -- does the State 
Department have a position on the Hamilton bill which would 
prevent covert aid to UNITA? 


is) Yes, we do. We haven't had time to study the 
bill as yet. However -- (laughter) -- however, as a matter of 
principle, we oppose actions which limit the President's 
Flexibility in making foreign policy. Our position on aid to 
UNITA is well known. We support UNLIA's fight against 
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Soviet/Cuban adventurism in Angola and are working with the 
Congress to find ways to demonstrate that support in an 
effective and appropriate manner. 


Q Chuck, do you have any comment on Brazil's new 
austerity program along the lines of Argentina's? 


a No, I don't. 


Q Have you got any request from Israel for help to 
release the two Israeli soldiers captured in south Lebanon? 


i) Don't have anything on that 

Q Anything from a meeting i* ®unta del Este and 
discussions about setting up a peacekeeping force in Central 
America from Latin American countries, Contadora and Lima Group? 


a No, I don't 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 1:07 p.m.) 








Posted: March 3, 1986 


TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the February 28, 1986 noon press briefinc: 


CHILE: Recent Arrests 





What is the Department's view on the recent arrests in 
Chile of three opposition political figures and reporter 
Fernanco Paulsen? 

We are aware of ana concerned about recent prosecutions 


ana arrests in Chile affecting freedom of expression 


including that of Analisis editor Fernando Paulsen, 





Christian Democratic Youtn Leader Andres Palma, and otrer 


opposition spokesmen. 


We consider freecom of expression to be one of the most 
elemental of human rights. Respect for that freedom is 1 
critical factor in evaluating any nation's respect for 
human rights in general -- and in the case of Chile, an 


essential measure of progress toward democracy. 
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(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


Mn REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon 
Several announcements 


The Secretary will be testifying in open session at - 
9:30 A.M. tomorrow, March 4, before the Subcommittee on Foreign 
Operations of the House Appropriations Committee The subject 
is the FY 1987 Foreign Assistance Bill. Because of the 
Secretary's appearance, there will be no daily press briefing 
tomorrow 


Available in the Press Office is the prepared 
statement from the Secretary's address at 10:00 A.M. this 
morning to the Veterans of Foreign Wars annual Washington 
conference 


Some of you may have seen reports over the weekend 
that there was no birthday message from the President to 
General Secretary Gorbachev In fact. a message from President 
Reagan to Mr. Gorbachev on the occasion of Gorbachev's 55th 
birthday was delivered by our Embassy in Moscow on Saturday, 
March 1 


Q Who was it delivered to? 
(Laughter) 


a The Second Annual U S.-Japan Sub-Cabinet Level 
Consultations on Foreign Policy and Foreign Aid will take place 
in Washington on March 6 Under Secretary of State for 
Political Affairs Michael H. Aarmacost will lead the discussions 
for the U.S., and Deputy Vice Foreign Minister Shinichi Yanai 
will lead the discussions for Japan Recent developments and 
future foreign aid policies in the Philippines will be among 
the range of issues discussed. The U.S. and Japan are the two 
most important donors of foreign assistance to the Philippines 





These consultations were inaugurated in March 1985 in 
Tokyo when Under Secretary Armacost met with former Deputy Vice 
Foreign Minister Asao In their January ‘85 meeting in Los 
Angeles, Secretary Shuliz and Foreign Minister Abe agreed to an 
annual exchange of views concerning aid issues 
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Finally, the United States Government condemns the 
murder of Zafir Al-Masri and extends the deepest sympathies of 
the American people to the Al-Masri family and to the citizens 
of Nablus. Zafir Al-Masri was a leader of stature and 
integrity. He was dedicated to achieving a better future for 
the people of Nablus and, in a wider sense, for the Palestinian 
people. Those who killed him would deny the Palestinians a 
peaceful solution to their problems and have dealt a blow to 
the Palestinian community. ~ 


The murderers who struck down Zafir Al-—Masri are 
enemies of peace. [Through this cowardly act and others like 
it, terrorists seek to intimidate those who work for a 
settlement whereby Palestinians and Israelis would achieve 
peace and recognition of each other's legitimate rights and 
aspirations. 


Peace and reconciliation are critical to the future 
and well being of both the Palestinian and Israeli people. The 
vast majority of both peoples support this cause and oppose 
those who practice violence and extremism. A great many 
individuals of courage and gi:od will in both communities are 
working for peace. The tragic killing of Zafir Al-Masri must 
not deter their efforts. Others must follow the example of 
Aal-Masri's courage so that all can realize his dream of a 
peaceful future. 


Q Copy? 


A Yes. 


w 


That's all I have. 


Q Where does it stand now with the assets that the 
Marcos family brought in with them to the United States 


a I think you're aware that the assets which were 
on board the aircraft, primarily the second aircraft that 
arrived in Hawaii, that except for personal baggage that was 
additionally on that aircraft, the rest of that remains in the . 
hands of U.S. Customs. 


Let me go on since this is in the general vicinity, I 
Suppose. We understand that the Central Bank of the 
Philippines is seeking an injunction in Federal District Court 
in Hawaii to prevent disposition of the Philippine pesos taken 
out of the Philippines. 


We have been informed that the Philippine Government 
may be considering an injunction concerning other assets on 
that aircraft. I would repeat what the White House said on 
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rriday, that any legal disputes that arise in regard to the 
question of Marcos’ possessions in the U.S. will be handled in 
accordance with relevant U.S., Philippine, and international 


law. 


Q Are any measures being taken to ensure that the 
assets are not disposed of before it comes to a resolution in 
the courts? Other then the impounding of that stuff on that 
second airplane, how about the stuff they brought with them and 
is now in their possession? 


7 I believe that I said that the raterial in the 
second aircraft was still in our possession. 


Q Impounded, I said. 
A Impounded. So what are you implying? 
Q How about the stuff that wasn't aboard that 


airplane, stuff that came with them on the first airplane and 
stuff that was already here? 





a The best I can answer that is to say that the 
same principle which I just enunciated, which was given to you 
on Friday, will govern our conduct on all these issues as they 
arise. 


The question of his reported assets in the U.S. is 
one which involves Marcos and other parties who may allege an 
interest, but not the United States Government. To the extent 
that disputes arise about that property, we would assume those 
disputes would be resolved by our courts among the parties 
concerned. 


Q You mentioned the possibility of an injunction 
and some action by the Central Bank of the Philippines. Has 
the government of President Aquino approached the United States 
asking the United States Government to do anything? 





A What I've just given you is the best I can do at 
the moment. The Philippine Government has been acting through 
the U.S. court system, and that's where this is going to be 
Played out. 


Q Can you provide us with a breakdown of the 
categories of the items on the plane, and if not, why not? 


Aa No, and I would refer you to Customs. 

















— 


-4- Monday, 3/3/86 


Q Chuck, can you clarify something? You said this 
is a matter that involves Marcos and others, but not the U.S. 
Government. Is that a legal determination by the State 
pepartment, that it does not involve the U.S. Government? 


= I don't know why you care to characterize it as 
legal or not legal; that is the position of the U.S. 
Government. As I said, these issues are going to be played out 


through the Court system -—- ~ 
Q The reason I asked you the question -- 
A -- but we are not a party to the dispute. 
Q No. That I understand. But you said this is a 


matter that doesn't concern the U.S. Government. There are 
some people who believe that some of this money may indeed have 
been American money that was spent on some of this material, 
that indeed it may have been foreign aid money. So it would 
seem to me that it is a matter that, to some extent at least, 
involves the U.S. Government. 


a To the extent that AID monies could be involved, 
that would be handled as we have stated in the past. We've 
talked about the various audits, the ways we've looked into the 
distribution of foreign assistance funds; we've talked about 
the question of military aid. So if you're talking about those 
particular monies, then we would have an interest, yes. 


Q What about documents that might bear on that? 

A On? 

Q On the possible diversion of U.S. military aid 
into Marcos' pockets. What is your interest in that and what 
are you doing about trying to recover documents that might 
touch on that issue? 


A I don't have anything on that, Barry. 


Q Do you know if any of the documents dealt with 
the military aid program? 


a) No, I'm not in a position to characterize the 
documents in any way. 


Q Let me ask you because, you know, who the papers 
belong to is going to be an issue even in this government. Are 
those documents Marcos' property? Or are those documents 
Philippine property? 
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a As I say, these are the kind of questions that 
are going to be addressed in the courts. For the moment, they 
are in the hands of U.S. Customs. 


Q The documents are, too? 
- That's right. 


Q May I follow up? I think you may have answered 
this, but [I'm not quite clear on it. Is it the policy of the 
u.S. now that the material which you said has been impounded 
will remain impounded until the courts dispose of any disputes 
that arise, or is there some point at which the U.S. Government 
will make a decision independent of the playing out in the 
courts as to the availability of that material to the Marcos 
entourage? 


A That depends on how things play out. If there 
are no claims or disputes, then you have one situation; if 
there are, you have another. 


Q O.K. So until the government determines that 
there are no disputes, all of the material will remain 
impounded? 


a For the moment, it remains impounded. 
Q O.K. Let me ask another question if I may -- 
Q -- but that doesn't answer the question. 


A I can't take it any further than that. I think 
everything follows logically from what I've said. It's to be 
handled in accordance with the law. 


Q Are they going to keep it -- 
a What better can you do than that? (Laughter) 


Q You're going to keep it impounded during the time 
that there's doubt, during the time it's being adjudicated? 


A I'm not a lawyer and that's why I hesitate to 
Give you a specific answer to that specific question, but I 
think I've given you the general policy that is being followed, 
which is clear on that score. 


Q Can you tell us how many members of the State 
Department's Bureau of Legal Affairs are in Honolulu at this 
time and what their mission is with the Marcos entourage? 
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a The answer is one; there is also, however, 
another State Department officer there. But ['1ll volunteer 


that. 


The Department has sent two representatives to 
Honolulu to coordinate with Customs and other U.S. Government 
officials on the scene concerning Marcos-related legal and 
security questions. They are not there, in case some of you . 
have so reported, to provide logistical or administrative 
support to former President Marcos or members of his party. 


Q Who is the second representative, which office is 
the second one from? 


a From the Philippine desk. 


Q I don't understand your answer to Barry's 
question -- or maybe I don't understand the question. He said, 
“What is the United States doing to try to find out if AID 
money was diverted?" 


a As I say, I'm not going to address the question 
of what may be in the inventory of the second aircraft, in 
particular concerning the documents -- 





Q I'm not asking you about documents -- 


i) In the past, we have addressed the question of 
Filipino aid, and [I simply couldn't take it beyond that. We 
have said that we have continually monitored the way our AID 
program as been handled in the Philippines. As of the latest 


status report, which is not maybe a month ago -- I believe we 
posted the answer; we gave it several times -- we had not found 
-- and this is a very short answer; I'd encourage you to check 
with the Press Office to get the full answer -- but we have not 


found any evidence in our various audits, some of which are 
still ongoing, as is always the case; but we have not found any 
irregularities concerning economic aid. And concerning 
military aid, I think the answer was to refer you to the 
Pentagon. 


Q So you've not done anything beyond the normal, 
the routine? 


A At this stage I don't know of anything else. 


) Q Chuck, the U.S. Customs Service says that the 

issue of releasing the different categories that are now being 

held in the warehouse is out of their hands and that it is up e 
to the State Department and the White House to release that 

information. They say that's not their call. It's your call. 

Do you deny that? 
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a It's not my call. I can't help you on the 
inventory at this point. 
Q But you keep referring us to them, and they say 


it's mot their call. They refer us to you. 
2) And I'm telling you I can't help you on that one. 
Q Is a decision pending, as it is in so many other 
things? Is it under consideration, under review, what to do 
about the inventory? 


A At this point, I simply don't know what the 
status of the inventory is. 





Q Who decided to impound it? Who decided to 
impound it? Whose decision was that? 


a To impound what? 


Q Impound the stuff on the plane. 


a I thought he was impounding the inventory now, 
but -- 

(Laughter) 

Q But the inventory is impounded, is it not? 

Q Which agehcy, the White House or Customs or State 
Department? 

a That decision was made by the United States 
Government. 


Q Which agency? 


“ By the appropriate authorities. I'm not going to 
get into a blow-by-blow account of the inter-agency process 
every time we have one of these cases. 


Q I've been asked to ask you this: About 22 crates 
of money -- that's quite a lot of material. Were there any 
questions raised by the U.S. before it loaded that material 
onto a U.S. Government plane? Didn't it have to clear 
Philippine customs to get out of the country? 


A All of that has been addressed in one way or 


another. 
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Q Where? 

This all happened -- in various briefings by -- 
Q L have not heard it. 
= -- Armacost, among others. 
Q No. . 
Q Oh, no. 
Q I've never heard that answered 
a In any case, [I'll give you the answer. (Laughter) 
y All right! 
Q What's the answer? 
a It was a very rapidly moving situation at the 


end. The U.S. had offered transportation. Our offer was known 
to the Philippine Government. That offer was for 
transportation for the party as well as their personal effects 
and baggage, so that when people who were included in that 
offer of transportation showed up at the airport, we fulfilled 
our obligation and we transported them. And it was as simple 
as that. 


There were no elaborate agreements saying you have two 
bags or 55 pounds or, you know. But when the appropriate time 
came, which turned out to be when the plane got to Honolulu, we 
did apply U.S. Customs law and went through all of this in 
detail and compiled an inventory. 


Q On another aspect of this Philippine situation, a 
number of questions were asked over the weekend of various 
government officials about U.S. assistance of one kind or 
another to the Philippine opposition when they still were 
opposition in the latter days of this affair. 


Secretary Weinberger said the United States gave aid 
and comfort to the Philippine opposition. Can you clarify any 
further what the United States did? Was intelligence 
information collected by the United States made available to 
the forces headed by Minister Enrile and General Ramos? Were 


helicopters repaired or refueled? What was it that was done or 
not done? 
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“ On a numoer of those questions, I'd refer you to 
the Pentagon. A number of others were answered by the very 
people you referred to who were speaking on the record. 


To the question of intelligence-sharing, the answer is 
no; that was not our role. To the question of active military 
support, that was not our role To the question of whether or 
not helicopters were refueled, that question was answered in 
the affirmative, I believe, in an effort to provide some 
defensive cover over the camp of the rebels. That's the extent 
of the answer as I know it But most of those questions fall 
in the military domain, so for the definitive answer I'd refer 
you to the other side of the river. 


- MORE - 
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Q Chuck, another question on the Philippines that 
has been raised for humanitarian reasons that I wonder if you 
could take. Thirteen years ago, because of the Marcos 
geclaration of martial law, a lot of Filipinos active in 
political life came to this country and were given refuge and 
were given eventually green cards. 


Vow apparently many of them are being told that they 
have to go back to the Philippines because of the re-emergence 
of democracy there, despite the fact that they have established 
lives here for themselves. Can you look into that? 


°) I will have to take that one. 


Q Chuck, can you tell us anything about the U.S. 
prospects for a high-level delegation to visit Manila either 
for another inauguration or for any other purpose in the near 
future? 


i) No, I don't have anything on a future high-level 
delegation at this time. Ambassador Habib is still there. We 
expect him back in Washington toward the end of this week. I 
think that is the best I can do concerning U.S. visitors right 
now. 


Q What are our plans for supporting Marcos from 
here on out, and how much longer, for example, will we be 
providing security for him? When is he going to be allowed to 
or asked to go off and live on his own? 


i) Those are the kinds of things that our State 
Department people are going to be helping with, who have gone 
to the Philippines over the weekend I can't answer those 
questions in detail. We said that the security would be 
temporary until he could provide his own arrangements. the 
same applies to his housing. People are working on those 
questions, but as to which day or hour that we will cease to do 
one or the other, I can't tell you. 


Q Has it not been decided yet, you mean? 
v4 That's right. 
Q Has the U.S. dropped the ideas of asking the 


Aquino people to let him settle in his own country, and does he 
Still have an interest in it, so far as you know? 


“ No, I don't have anything on that further than 
what you have heard before concerning, I think, some of Mrs. 
Aquino's remarks earlier on, but at least I don't know that 
that is under active consideration at this time. 
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Q Well, the briefer who was here had the caveat “at 
this time," that the Aquino feople didn't think at this time it 


yould be wise for Marcos to go back to his own home town 

o I think that is where we stand. 

Q All right. So when you explore, and you have two 
people in the Philippines now exploring Marcos's future, you 
are not -- 

Q You mean Hawaii 

Q I mean Hawaii -- you are not considering his 


future being back in the Philippines. 


” I believe his future is outside of the Philippines 
in the context of these discussions, certainly. 


Q Chuck, can we go back to the Middle East? after 
your statement on Nablus's mayor, do you expect the United 
States Government to offer the Israelis, the Jordanians, and 
the Palestinians new ideas to pursue the peace process, or do 
you expect to follow the same course which is being followed so 
far? 


i On the peace process, terrorists have claimed 
many victims in this conflict, both Palestinian and Israeli, in 
an effort to intimidate those who want peace and 
accommodation. They must not be allowed to succeed. We hope 
this particular act of terrorism will not deter progress in a 
process whereby the Palestinians in the West Bank acquire 
greater control over their everyday affairs That would be a 
blow to the Palestinians and hopes for an ultimate resolution 
to this conflict. 


Q Chuck, was Mr. Masri one of the representatives 
considered by the U.S. to join the peace process on behalf of 
the Palestinians? 


i I don't have anything on that 

Q Chuck, I don't know if it was asked or not, but 
can we have copies of the opening statement on Al-Masri and 
this statement on the peace process? 


i) Yes, but that was largely drawn from the cpening 
Statement. 


Q Okay. And a follow-up question: Anything on the 
Claims of responsibility; U.S. assessments of Abu Nidal or 
George Habash's group, or anything like that? 
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“ No. We have no other information other than what 
you have seen in the media. That is all we have seen. 


Q Chuck, on the Palme assassination, is the U.S 
participating in any way? Is there any possibility that the 
assassin might be an American, because Palme, indeed. was 
nounded while he was here, when he was out of office, for his 
support Of various peace movements? There was a concerted 
effort made by a group that isn't very fond of poace efforts, 
shouting at him, harassing him. Go ahead = 


i No, I don't have anything on that question. 
Q Are Americans a part of this? 


o I don't have any indication that there is U.S. 
Government involvement in this effort, or in the killing, for 
that matter, but -- (Laughter) 


Q Does the State Department have any evidence in 
the Medvid case that there was a switch of individuals during 
that whole thing? 


a The allegation that the Soviets pulled a switch 
and that a substitute was interviewed is without foundation. 
The articles reporting on that have dwelt on some sensational 
allegations and some unproved theories. They have ignored or 


misrepresented key facts which make it completely clear that no 
substitution occurred. 


Q Could you give us a couple of those key facts? 

a I certainly could. (Laughter.) In fact, we 
might be here all afternoon, so I will do this in maybe an 
abbreviated version. 

Q Okay. 

Q Why don't you just put the whole thing out? 

Q Can you make the whole thing available? 


a No, I won't. No, I won't. I will (ake your 
Questions, but that is all I am going to do. 


Q What are the key facts? 


a We have absolutely no doubt that the individual 
we interviewed was the same man who originally jumped from the 
M.V. Konev on October 24. This is based on extensive 
eye-witness and photographic information, identification 
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For example, an INS representative who had originally 
interviewed Seaman Medvid on shore on October 24 confirmed that 
the individual he saw in the sick bay of the Konev on October 
25 was the same person he had interviewed on the shore the day 
pefore. 


Q Who was this? 

“ This was the INS official, one of the people who 
saw him the very first day when he first jumped ship. 

Q Do you have his name? 

“ No. To repeat, this is eye-witness confirmation 
that the man in the sick bay was the same man interviewed on 


shore. 


Q What good is the eye-witness if you don't 
identify the eye-witness? 


a The -- 

Q Chuck, that is a serious question. 

a If I really have to answer that question, John, I 
think we are -- I prefer to identify him as an INS 


representative, the same as I will talk about the Department of 
State representative. This is not a question of 

personalities. If it takes a name to make this story genuine, 
then I think we have a certain problem getting our message 
across. 


The INS officer who was present during the October 25 
and 26 meetings identified Medvid not only by his physical 
appearance but also by a mark on the heel which he observed on 
both occasions. Medvid was identified to this INS officer by 
an INS officer who had originally interviewed Medvid on shore 
on the 24th. 


The Department of State representative who first saw 
Medvid on the 26th had a photograph taken by the INS agents. 
The Department of State representative closely compared the 
Photograph with the man before him and satisfied himself and 
others participating in the interview that it was the same 
individual. Finally, the Department of State representative 
and the INS representative also closely examined Medvid's 
Passport. The picture and physical description were identical 
to the individual in the October 24 INS photo, which 
Subsequently had been identified by the INS people involved. 
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On the height issue, I can take care of a couple of 
these very Quickly The INS report said five foot ten. 176 
rhe man actually interviewed by the Department of State 
representative was approximately five feet ten, weighed about 
170 pounds 


(On) the language issue, a lot of this misinformation 
that he spoke only Ukrainian seems to have been derived from 
the fact that the original interpreter used by INS, from her 
testimony, that is Mrs. Irene Padock, the fact that she spoke 
to him in Ukrainian She testified that he is fluent in 
ykrainian. Again, we all agree that he could speak Ukrainian, 
but it should be pointed out that Mrs. Padock herself testified 
that she does not speak Russian, she never communicated with 
Seaman Medvid in Russian, and is therefore not qualified to 
evaluate Medvid‘'s competence in Russian or his relative fluency 
in Russian or Ukrainian. 


Our professional interpreter who went out was fluent 
in both, and he is the one who made the determination on 
languages 


Handwriting -- well, let me leave it at that 


Q But we can't let it go without saying something. 
Just out of curiosity, why would you identify Mrs. Padock -- 


Q Do the handwriting Do the handwriting. 


“ Got to do the handwriting. We have never seen 
the report of the handwriting analyst referred to in those 
articles, but they do appear to compare printing in English in 
the Roman alphabet, which Medvid does not know well, to a 
signature which was written in the Cyrillic alphabet, which he 
does know well. 





Q Sir, are persons in this category, are they ever 
fingerprinted, which would seem to be the best way of 
identifying people? 





i) I will have to refer you to INS for what their 
procedures are. 

Q What was the reason for identifying Padock and 
not identifying the INS officer again? 

a She is not a Government employee 

S) She is not a Government employee? 


fe No 
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Q Chuck, in this question of identification, could 

ask you to go back to your people again on this? It doesn't 
seem logical that the government should not identify its own 
personnel who were involved in a case like this and to say a 
state Department representative or an INS representative, 
unless there is some overriding reason for it and none would 
appear on the surface, so I think the Government should 
sgentify who the hell these people are 


ro Comments taken 


Q Let me just summarize. You are basically saying 
that there was only one individual here who is testifying that 
he saw the same person, is that correct? 


“ That's right. 
Q The INS official. 


a fhat's right. But that is part of the 
descriptive process, not the only part. The fact that we had 
an INS photograph, a very good photograph, taken when he was on 
shore the first time, which was compared with the man in the 
room, which was compared with his passport and the 
documentation that he had with him, so I would not limit it 
just to saying that there was one man who saw him. 


Q Has the State Department interviewed the Navy 
seaman who -- 

Q Geltz. 

Q -- claims to have taken his own photographs and 
has been written about -- you know, who has been reprimanded 


and I guess dismissed? 
a Why would we want to interview him? 


Q [ was just curious, since he is a key, one of the 
key witnesses, who claims it was not the same man. I am 
curious whether you have thought about checking with him. 


> = We have seen his photoaraphs, which would seem to 
be the important factor. I am not sure why we would want to 
interview him. But, nonetheless, I think there is not much to 
Say on the photographs, simply because they don't seem to 
substantiate allegations that there was a switch Despite the 
Poor quality of the Geltz photos, which we understand were 
taken at long distance and through a window, Seaman Medvid in 


aoee Photos closely resembles the man-in the original INS 
Photo 
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Q New subject? 


“ New subject. 

Q Can you give us a situation report on the Saudi 
arms package, please? 

A No. Nothing new to offer you on that. 

Q How about the situation in Egypt at the present 
time? 

a The situation is calm and appears to be returning 


to normal. The curfew, which is still in effect, was lifted 
today between 6:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. All schools remain 
closed, but are scheduled to reopen on March 8. 


The Egyptian Government has asked all workers to 


return to their jobs, and the Government is conducting business 
on a routine basis. 


The Cairo Trade Fair, for example, will open as 
scheduled on March 8. 


Q Chuck, new subject? Do you have any reaction to 
a reported comment by Shevardnadze that the Soviets are willing 
to withdraw short-range nuclear missiles from Eastern Europe -- 


a No. 
Q -— as part of an INF deal? 
A No. Don't have anything. 


Q Chuck, on U.S.-Soviet relations, there were 
newspaper reports today suggesting that June and July seem to 
be pretty much out as far as a summit goes, and that the 
Soviets have suggested September but we've said no to that, and 
now we are waiting for a new reply from the Soviets on a 
possible date. 


Do you have anything on the preparations for the 
summit? 


A No, nothing new. I believe the question was 
addressed by Larry Speakes this morning. 


} QV Chuck, can I go back, for just a second, to the 
Philippines? There was a report over the weekend which falls 
into the category of some of the other things we were 
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giscussing earlier, but I don't think was addressed, that 
somewhere between two and eleven F-5 fighters were allowed to 
land at Clark Air Base before, fighters that had taken off upon 
orders of Ferdinand Marcos, but did not carry out their orders. 


Were they allowed to -- is that true that Clark Air 
Base allowed those Filipinos to land their -- 


A It is a Philippine base. 

Q I'm sorry? 

A It is a Philippine base. 

Q But it is operated by the United States. 


4 Nonetheless, it is a Philippine base. I think 
that question was addressed by Secretary Weinberger, I 
believe. I can't do any better. 


Q Chuck, do you have a situation report on the Iran- 
Iraq war in light of Iraq's plan to hit at carriers originating 
or going to Iran, according to news reports? 


4a No, nothing new. 


Q The Vice President's task force on drug 
enforcement has come up with several recommendations, some of 
which may have an impact on State Department programs. One of 
them is that they are recommending that any country that 
doesn't cooperate in drug enforcement will have its foreign aid 


suspended. . 


Does the State Department have any comment on those 
kind of recommendations? 


ts) This is a published report? 

Q Yes. It is coming out today. 

A So it is not yet out. 

Q Well, it is out now. 

A It's out? I'll have to take a look at that. 
Q And, secondly, it is urging that all federal 


employees be forced to take different kinds of drug tests. I 
wonder if Secretary of State Shultz would be willing to -- 


Q -- take a 10 percent cut -- 
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Q He wants to play baseball, that's why. (Laughter) 


Q -- provide internal substances to be tested? 
(Laughter) 
a I haven't seen the report. 


Q Could you take that question? 
a The second one I can't take, no. ~ 


Q Did you have any comment on Senator Lugar's 
comments on Friday about Contra aid and elections, if the 
Nicaraguans will agree to have elections? 


4 No, I don't. That subject is going to be 
addressed in considerable detail by a number of people this 
week, including the President, the Secretary, and others, so I 
don't have anything to add. 


Q The Vice President's report on the new 
counter-terrorism programs of the United States Government is 
due out, I think, this Thursday or so, and two of the key 
people in it are State Department employees -- Lamb and Oakley. 


I was wondering if there is any chance of gearing up 
here for a briefing on the new approach? 


A I'll take a look at it. It is a product, as you 
said, of the Vice President's task force, so we are not 
necessarily the key people in that report, but I will raise it 
just to see what we can do. 


Q Chuck, over the weekend there were reports that 
Marcos wants to buy Gilligan Island, or possibly could buy 
Gilligan Island. What would the United States' position be in 
light of his holding, of real estate holding, in New York has 
been questioned and there is some kind of hold on it? 


a Don't have anything for you on that. 

Q Chuck, do you have anything on the situation in 
Korea, demonstrations there, the apparent government 
determination not to allow people to sign a petition for 
Changing the constitution, and so on? 

fe No, nothing new. 


Q Okay. Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:54 p.m.) 

















Posted: March 4, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the March 3, 1986 noon press briefing: 
FOREIGN ASSISTANCE AND NARCOTICS CONTROL 





The Vice President's Task Force on Drug Enforcement (sic) has 
come up with several recommendations some of which may have an 
impact on State Department programs. One of them is recommending 
that any country that isn't cooperating with the U.S. on drug 
enforcement has its aid suspended. Does the State Department 
have any comment on these kinds of recommendations? 


The report in question is the report issued by the President's 
Commission on Organized Crime on March 3. Several foreign policy 
recommendations have been made in the report including one 
linking foreign assistance to cooperation in extraditions and 
mutual legal assistance treaties. Foreign assistance decisions 
are already predicated on cooperation on narcotics control; under 
the Hawkins-Gilman Amendment, the Secretary of State can 
recommend to the President to cut off foreign assistance to 
countries who are not cooperating on narcotics control. 
Extradition and mutual legal assistance treaties are only 


components of an overall narcotics control strategy. 














Posted: March 4, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the March 3, 1986 noon press briefing: 


USSR: MEDVID IDENTITY 





Q: What are the names of the INS and State Department 
Representatives who identified Medvid? 


A. -- POLICY DECISIONS REGARDING THE CASE OF SEAMAN MEDVID 
WERE MADE AT THE HIGHEST LEVELS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF 
STATE, DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE AND THE WHITE HOUSE. 


eo IT IS OUR PRACTICE NOT TO PUBLICIZE THE NAMES OF 
WORKING LEVEL DEPARTMENT OFFICIALS WHO CARRY OUT 
POLICY. 


oo INQUIRIES CONCERNING THE IDENTITIES OF INS PERSONNEL 


SHOULD BE DIRECTED TO THAT AGENCY. 
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WEDNESDAY, MARCH 5, 1986, 12:37 P. M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. KALB: Good afternoon. One very, very brief 
announcement. 


Available, Press Office, (is) the text on foreign 
assistance from AID Administrator Peter McPherson, 10:00 
o'clock this morning, House Appropriations Committee. 


And that is all that I have. 


Q The Aquino Government has released four rebel 
leaders. Included are the alleged founders of the Communist 
Party. It's reported that Habib warned against this course. 
Do you have any comment -- 


A No. 


Q -- on what they've done, or what Habib might have 
warned, or what -- anything about it? 


a I have no comment on either. 


Q Bernie, also on the Philippines, a couple of 
things, if I may try. Well, taking one at a time. The United 
States offered and has given safe haven to Marcos, and I 
wondered if that favor is irrevocable. I ask in reference to 
the reports that on a salary of $4700 he's amassed, you know, 
possibly twice the national income of the Philippines. 
(Laughter) 


If it turns out that he larded his pockets and his 
coffers with money that wasn't due him, would the United States 
withdraw its safe haven and offer of medical aid, or is it a 
lifetime guarantee? 


a I can't put sort of a calendar constraint on it 
in any way. I think you're familiar with the fact that he is 
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in the United States, President Marcos, at the invitation of 
President Reagan and that he may stay here if he so desires. 
That's about the best I can do for you, Barry, on that. 


Q All right. And may I be -- I don't know if 
you've addressed this yet or elsewhere in the government, but 
the GAO report which suggests that the Administration can't -- 
oh, excuse me, excuse me. Wrong subject. I beg your pardon. 


Q Can we stick with the Philippines? 
Q Yea" 


Q Has the United States received a communication 
from the Philippine Government asking that the United States 
hold the Marcos assets until the Philippines can decide how to 
proceed? 


Q Well, let me say that, as you would expect, we 
have had discussions with the Government of the Philippines 
about matters related to the Marcos property: that both sides 
agree that there are difficult issues that warrant further 
study; that these are complicated questions that we are sorting 
out step by step in a spirit of cooperation with the Philippine 
Government; and to reiterate what you've heard on more than one 
occasion, that we have consistently stated that we will handle 
all such questions in accordance with U.S., with Philippine, 
and with international law. 


Q Have we provided the Philippines with a list of 
the things that Mr. Marcos brought with him aboard the two 
aircraft? 


a I have to sort of take you back to the Central 
Bank. That the GOP, through its Central Bank, has brought a 
court action in Honolulu to prevent disposition of and recover 
22 crates of Filipino pesos. 


During the court hearing, Honolulu, on Monday, the 
U.S. agreed to provide lawyers for the Government of the 
Philippines with an inventory of these 22 crates. 


More generally, we are in touch with the Government of 
the Philippines on these issues. We have told the Philippines 
that we will provide them with additional information on the 
contents of the plane, and that we will, of course, seek to 
cooperate with the Government of the Philippines as we handle 
these matters in accordance with the various applicable laws. 











-3- Wednesday, 3/5/86 


Q Has the United States provided the inventory of 
what is in those 22 crates? 


o I'm going to have to let that stand in response 
to your question as I have just given to you. 


Q What about the other 278 crates which were on the 
second plane, minus these 22? There were 300 crates on the 
second plane. 


ia This is what I have in reply to that question. I 
have nothing beyond that, John. 


Q May I follow-up on that? 
“ Yeah, 8ill. 


Q Who on the U.S. side would provide the 
information to the Filipino side? 


i) Don't have that specific for you, but I'm using 
it in its broadest terms, that the U.S., etc. 


Q Could you narrow it down to an agency? 


°) I can't, myself. Let me see -- take a look and 
see whether I can on that. 


Q Fine. And are those Filipino lawyers actually in 
Honolulu now, standing by waiting to get the information? 


‘ Well, I'm saying that the Government of the 
Philippines brought a court action in Honolulu so that they 
have, obviously, representatives on their behalf there. Let me 
-- hold on, John, I want to go to Ralph, please. 


Q Following up on that, providing additional 
information to the Philippine Government, can we assume that by 
“additional information” you mean additional information about 
additional property brought with Marcos, or additional 
information about the stuff in those 22 crates? Are we -- is 
the U.S. limiting -- the question is, is the U.S. limiting its 
information flow to the 22 crates at issue in the court case, 
or is the information flow broad enough to encompass other 
property either owned by Marcos in the U.S. or brought with him 
on the plane? 


a I don't want to get drawn into specific 
definitions of what the word “additional” means. However, it 
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seems to me that since that has been stated here, it would 
suggest that it goes beyond what I had said in the earlier part 
of that same guidance. 


Q Bernie, does “additional” mean a full inventory 
of the other 278 crates, or does it mean something less than a 
full inventory? 


i As I say, I can't really define that word 
“additional” in a way that might satisfy you. 


Q But you're not limiting it -- 


a John? 
Q -- to the 22 crates -- 
is) I'm talking about additional information. 


Yeah. Yeah. Let me just ask you on another 
related issue -- 


a Is it on the Philippines, John? 


Q Yes. The GAO, I understand, was in Senator 
Kennedy's office this morning, giving him results of a -- of 
the latest audit of the use or misuse of American economic aid 
funds in the Philippines. 


What do you have on that? Has the State Department 
been informed of the results of this audit? 


a Well, what I have about that is that we are aware 
of the fact, obviously, that those representatives of the GA0d 
were in fact in the Philippines, and that we have been, indeed, 


in close touch with them. 


They had gone to the Philippines in response to a 
request by Senator Kennedy. Therefore, it is absolutely proper 
that the representatives should indeed report to the Senator. 


GAO usually makes the Department aware of its 
findings, but there is no requirement to do so, and we have not 
yet heard from them. 


Q Well, what was -- just give me a little bit more 
background on this. Is this the latest GAO audit of the latest 
U.S. economic aid? 
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6 I -- if you go on, I will still not be able to 
help you with specifics. Let me take a look at that, or you 
might try the place where the Gao first report is now being 


shared. But I don't have anything in the way of quick 
specifics. 


-- MORE -- 
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Q Does the State Department know right now what the 
results of that GAO audit are? 


is Well, I said in summarizing that we have not yet 
heard from them, so I don't have anything beyond that. 


Barry? 


Q But isn't it unusual that the GAO would report 
first to Senator Kennedy before it reports to the State 
Department? 


a I can't make an assessment of whether it's 
unusual. 

Barry? 

Q In a broader sense, behind all this is some sense 


that the U.S. has “obligations,” is the word that's been used 
from that rostrum, to Marcos. If not now, at some point could 
you tell us what it is that -- what those obligations are and 
what they are based on? 


We've also asked about all these crates, and the 
answer has been, well, in a situation, it was hectic, and he 
left in a hurry; and, in effect, we didn't check his luggage. 
Things were moving pretty fast. 


What is -- is the U.S. obligation to Marcos, for 
instance, superior to the U.S. obligation to the Philippines? 
Is it an obligation that you transported him, you delivered his 
luggage, you promised him a place to stay for some length or 
time, and a doctor if he needs one? What is the obligation? 
Could you please let us know at some point? 


0 All right, let me try to take a look at that. 
Q Okay. 


a But I think the overriding line is what has been 
said by Chuck and by myself, that whatever “obligation,” to 
borrow your word -- 


Q It's you guys' word. Excuse me, the State 
Department has used that word. 


a “Obligation,” to borrow Chuck's word. Obligation 
will be taken in accordance with the laws of the United States, 
the Philippines, and international law. 
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Now, if you want me to sort of jot down what falls 
under the heading of the offer to President Marcos by the 
United States to stay in the United States as long as he so 
desires, I don't have anything to draw for you of a specific 
mature onal, 2, 3, 4, 5 basis. 


If there is something that I can get, I will put an 
inquiry in and see what is possible. 


Q I just want to clarify, though. “Obligation,” 
which, by the way, is the same word that was used for DOuvalier, 
apparently -- is the State Department's reference for assisting 
these two deposed strongmen, as it's said euphemistically. 


What I'm asking you is, what is it based on --— that he 
was an ally for 20 years, that we use Clark Air Base and use 
Subic Bay, or is it that he left willingly without firing upon 
his own people, and if we owe him something? The question is, 
do you owe him twice the income of the country? 


a Well, I think, in a way, Barry, some of what your 
question, in setting up by yourself, has indeed been answered 
by you because you talked about the ally of the United States, 
you talked about the fact of the decision to leave before 
bloodshed will take place, etc. and if my memory is correct, 
those were some of the elements that were introduced in the 
very hectic hours immediately following his departure from the 
Philippines. 


If you're asking me to spell out specifically what you 
mean by “obligation,” etc., let me, as I say, take a look and 
see what is possible. But I think it will come back to the 
general heading of the context that was offered when, in fact, 
the departure took place in rather swift circumstances, as we 
all know. 


Ralph? 


Q Let me just ask about a coucle of specifics. Is 
Marcos still on the U.S. air base? 


i Insofar as I know. I know of no change. 
Q Has he told the Untied States whether he intends 


to take up President Reagan's offer and remain -- has he told 
the U.S. that he so desires? 


a I don't have anything on that, nor do I have 
anything, for exam le, on whether any final decision has been 
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reached by him on where he intends to settle permanently, so I 
have to leave that one open, Ralph. 


Q Can I ask how --— whether there is a clock running 
of any sort on that decision, or could he, in effect, remain 
undecided for an indeterminate period of time? 


‘ Well, I think somewhere along the line the phrase 
has been, he may stay here if he so desires. So I know of 
nothing on which there is a circlec date on the calendar, etc. 
Let me -- 


Q Wait aminute. So he can -- he hasn't expressed 
to the U.S. yet whether he so desires, and the U.S. has not 
asked him to make a decision as of a certain time; is that 
correct? 


‘ He may stay if he so desires. Insofar as any 
conversations that may specifically deal with that, and whether 
there are any final results, I don't have anything on that. I 
only can share with you what I have up to this point. 


Q Okay. Let me also ask whether the offer that you 
read about remaining if he so desires also includes an offer to 
bring to the U.S. his yacht? And, if so, could you tell us 
what the status of that yacht is? 


‘ I don't have anything on the yacht. 


Q Is the yacht in U.S. Customs Service hands at 
this time? 


ia I don't know that anybody is tracking it insofar 
as the United States Government is concerned. I would say 
simply that if the yacht were to come to the United States, the 
yacht, its crew, any passengers, any contents would be treated 
in accordance with the appropriate applicable laws. But 
insofar as latitudes and longitudes, it's beyond my purview. 


Q Are those the same procedures that are being 
applied currently to the other property, other Marcos property 


I) "In accordance with applicable law,” so I would 
have to say, yes, it's in the same spirit. 


Q You're confirming that there is a yacht, that 
it's left Philippines? 


“ No. I'm not say anything. I'm saying -- I'm 
only saying that if it were to turn up in U.S. -- in the United 
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States -- then the various elements that I introduced would be 
applicable. 

Q Bernie, this is an important point. The point is 
the other property that turned up in the U.S. -- the crates 
aboard the planes -- are being dealt with in a certain way. 


They have been impounded, the U.S. is getting additional 
information to the Philippine Government, so on and so forth. 
Are those the procedures you're referring to in connection with 
other property of Marcos' that may turn up such as the yacht, 
or are you speaking of other kinds of international law, or -- 


A No. I would think that if the context for action 
would be in accordance with applicable laws, it would embrace 
the laws I talked about before. That is to say, in the context 
of the United States, Philippine, and international law that 
were applicable in this case. 


Beyond that, there is no way for me to hypothesize 
about what precisely will indeed take place. I'm giving you 
the general thrust of response, and I've introduced the legal 
context. And beyond that, I really have nothing to add. 


Q Another area, please? 

a Wait a minute; just a second. 

Q One more on the Philippines. Do you have 
anything on a trip by Mr. McPherson, the AID Director, out 


there? 


A No, I don't have anything at this time. 


Q Can I have another one on the Philippines, 
please? Is there any uncertainty in the U.S. view at this time 
about Marcos' status as a refugee in the U.S., his diplomatic 


or other status -- I don't know how you want to phrase that. 
A What do you mean by “uncertainty?" 
Q The State Department announced about a week ago 
what it was -- under what authority Marcos came to the U.S. 


Has there been any change in that authority, in that status of 
Marcos -- 


A I'm unaware of any decision that has been made 
that would change the status of President Marcos insofar as the 
time of his arrival. At that point, he was admitted pursuant 
to the -- 
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Q Parole authority of the Attorney General. 
Parole authority of the Attorney General. 
Q And that's -- 


A As far as I know, there has been no decision 
taken to change that status. 


Q Is there a decision under consideration to change 
his status, or is that -- 


A I simply don't know. I don't have anything -- I 
remind you of the arrival status, so to speak. I add that no 


decision has been taken, and I'll have to let it stand that 
way, Ralph. 


Bill? 

Q New subject? 

Q No, just one more. 

a Please. John? 

Q What do you know about this yacht? There is -- 
A I saw it on the television last night. 
Q 


Do you have any information from the Department 
about it? 


a I only have that indication of what would be 
applicable to the yacht if it turned up in the United States. 
I have nothing about its destinations and, as I said, latitude 
or longitude. I gave you a hypothetical context for what 
reception the yacht might be receiving in the event it weighed 
anchor off a U.S. shore. 


John? 


Q I just want to ask you quickly, there have been 
stories in -- 


a You never have a short question. 


Q It's very short. There've been some stories in 
the Philippine press the last couple of days that a high-level 
U.S. delegation would attend Mrs. Aquino's inauguration. Do 
you know anything about that? 
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Q Armacost said it Monday. 
That may be. 

Q Who -- I mean —- 

A I don't have -- 


Q Any consideration of Shultz or -- 

A I simply don't have anything on that, John. 

Wait a second. 

Q The Philippines? 

A The Philippines? 

Q Yes. Why not. (Laughter) It has been announced 
that Mr. Marcos was asked to furnish for himself his own 


security instead of the Secret Service. 


Is it imaginable that he will stay on the air base 
even after having his own private security guards? 


A Just imagine the enthusiasm with which I embrace 
questions that have “imaginable” in it. 


Q If you're talking about a hypothetical situation 

A If it's a hypothetical imagination filled with a 
variety of uncertainties and hypotheses. 

Q You're not going to answer the question. 


Q Just in principle, is it, in principle, affected 
by the -- 


A In principle, I'll pass. 


Q Let me leave “imagine” out. Let me leave 
"imagine" out and follow that up. 


Two State Department officers were sent to Hawaii to 
discuss security for Marcos, is one of the questions. Has a 
decision been made on what kind of security Marcos should have 
while he's on an air base that belongs to the U.S.? 


is) I do not have the answer for that, Barry. I 
simply don't have it. 
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Just a second --— the Philippines? All those in favor? 


\) Are the State Department reps still there? 


A So far as I know, they are. 
Q How many? 
a I understand two. 


Q Where is Phil Habib? 


Q Still on the Philippines. You took a question at 
the beginning and declined to answer it on the release of the 
alleged communist leaders. Can we assume that the statement 
you just issued last week on that subject -- I believe it was 
Friday or perhaps Monday of this week -- still stands, that the 
U.S. welcomes steps toward human rights? 


A Friday is several years away from now. Let me 
take another look at it and see. 


Q Thank you. 


a Let me take that and see whether anything is 
possible on that. 


Hold it -- Philippines. 


Q It's over. 

fs Remember, it's over. 

Q No, nothing is ever over. 

Q It's been reported that Judge Sofaer is a 
Zionist. Can you (Laughter) confirm whether he is or not? 

A When you see him, you can ask him. What's your 
question? 

Q I'm serious. 

A So aml. 

Q It's been reported -- 

fa I've just answered the question. 
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Q A serious question on him. Do you agree with 
what was reported in his interview with Ha'aretz? I mean, can 
you clarify that he said that, in principle, the Israeli 
invasion of Beirut is understandable and justified? 


A What I understand is that the reports you're 
referring to do not accurately reflect Judge Sofaer's views. 
And to the extent that he was quoted accurately, he has been 
quoted out of context. 


Q Did he ask Ha'aretz to just put his statements 
straight and correct them in any way? 


A I don't have anything for you on that. What I do 
have is what I have just said. 


Q Bernie, in order to correct this matter, because 
on the 20th of February, on Monday, I asked the question and 
you repeated the answer about what you said to Ha'aretz. 


Will the Press Office help us in getting Judge Sofaer 
to give an ON-THE-RECORD briefing to discuss his views which 
reportedly were made to Ha'aretz newspaper? And before that, 
can we get a full text of the interview which was made 
available to the State Department? 


A In answer to the first question, I hear you, but 
I can't offer you any answer on that. In answer to the second, 
I will take a look and see what's possible, keeping in mind, of 
course, that when an interview is given, the interview is 
usually the basis of reports that a reporter writes, and I have 
no idea at this particular point whether the reporter has 
exhausted whatever he plans to do with his interview. 


Having said that, let me take a look and see what is 
possible without in any way -- 


Q This morning, Evans & Novak -- 

A Just a moment; just a moment. Without, if I may 
add, without giving you any assurances about what the outcome 
will be. I just wanted to add that caveat, as the former 
Secretary of State used to say. 

Q Central America? 


Q What happened to the Pollard case? 


A Don't have anything for you. 
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Q Can you look into it, please? 

f No. When it comes up -- if something comes up or 
I get some guidance on that, I can help you. I have nothing to 
add beyond what has been said already. 

Q Since yesterday -- 

a Since yesterday. 


Q -- there was no briefing. There was -- Gordon 
Brown -- 


How did that day go without a briefing? 
Like sunshine. 

What about Gordon -- 

You recommend it? 


-- Gordon Brown. 


> HH yx» © &© 2 


What did you say? 


Never mind. 


> & 


Never mind? 


Q Bernie, Gordon Brown gave an interview to some 
Arab -— in the Gulf through satellite through the USIA -- and 
he was quoted that the Palestinian struggle is legal against 
Israel. Can you also clarify this? 


i) I can only refer you to what Gordon Brown said 
and what Mike Austrian said. They have dealt with that 
question, and I have nothing to add. 

Q Bernie, on Central America? 


a Central America? 


Q A couple of quick things. One is Duarte has 
proposed a joint negotiating process with Nicaragua to take up 
their problem simultaneously. Does it reflect U.S. vi. .s, or 
even does it have U.S. support? And, secondly, what s' ut the 
GAO report that suggests you can't verify -- the U.S. -- that 
your support for the contras gets where it's supposed to go? 
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a All right, let me take the first question first 
in an effort to be consecutive in response to your questions. 


That has to do with the President Duarte proposal and 
some sort of U.S. response. President Duarte has demonstrated 
many times his commitment to peace and democracy through a 
dialogue. His most recent action takes into account the 
regional nature of the problems that confront Central America, 
including links between the Sandinistas and the FMLN. 


The statesmanship like approach can be a major step 
towards bringing peace to the region through internal and 
external dialogue, and we hope that President Ortega accepts 
his offer. 


Q Can we have a copy of that? 
A Can you have a copy of that? By all means. 


Now, in response to your second question, and this has 
to do with the reports on the GAO, etc. 


The document referred to in the press this morning is 
a prepared statement by a GAO official to be given as testimony 
before the House Subcommittee on Western Hemisphere Affairs. 
As such, it does not constitute a GAO report. 


The General Accounting Office, at the direction of 
Subcommittee Chairman Michael Barnes, has been looking into the 
humanitarian assistance program for several months. It is no 
coincidence that the GAO was asked to provide preliminary 
comments on the eve of Congressional consideration of the 
President's request for new funding for the Democratic 
Resistance and that those comments were leaked as revelations. 


Our understanding of the testimony is that it does not 
charge that management has been deficient but, rather, that the 
circumstances under which the program functions inhibits 
orthodox methods for verification. This is hardly a 
revelation, nor has the Department made any secret of that 
problem. As we have told the Congress in the past, and as we 
told the GAO at the outset of its audit, the overt nature of 
this program is inherently inconsistent with what we are trying 
to accomplish. We simply cannot send a squadron of bookkeepers 
into Nicaragua to count supplies as they are delivered. 


Moreover, we know that the resistance forces need the 
items that are being shipped and that the needed items are 
being delivered to the resistance. There is reporting which 
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might not be fully available to the GAO which corroborates our 
information that the supplies procured with NHAO funding are 
being delivered to resistance units. 


Information on this subject is available to the 
appropriate committees of the Congress. Attempts to introduce 
testimony in open session, which would necessarily be 
incomplete, only serves to misuse and politicize the inspection 
process and risk misunderstanding and misleading impressions. 


The Inspector General's Office in the State 
Department, recently completed its inspection of the Nicaraguan 
Humanitarian Assistance Office -- that is to say, the NHAO -- 
and the office submitted a statement of compliance as was 
required. 


7 Bernie, it sounds like you're saying -- 


~-MORE-- 
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Q Can we have a copy of that? 
4 Copies, yes. 


Q It sounds like you're saying a certain loss is 
tolerable. Do you know what the percentage of loss is? 


6 No, I'm not saying a certain loss is tolerable. 
I am -- 


Q Well, a “squadron of bookkeepers", you know, 
you're sort of saying, “Who can keep count?" I mean, there's a 
war on, and -- 


a I'm not going to rise to the bait of your 
question, Barry. 


Q No. It's not a bait. You -- 
be I am saying -- 


"A trained squadron of bookkeepers” is a phrase 


u 
that invites 
is That is your judgment -- 


-~ repartee. It's a loaded phrase, and you're 
sort of putting down these findings as one man's observations. 
They were leaked to hurt you, and you're not sending a squadron 
of bookkeepers to Nicaragua. Now, come on, you're suggesting 
that there is some loss, that how money cannot be adequately 
verified. I'm asking you how much is skimmed off? 


a No. I'm not even accepting the premise of your 
question. 

Q All right. 

Q Bernie -- 

Q One minute. You got anything else to say? 

A No. That's what I want to say. 


© 


Also, on that -- go ahead. 
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Q In your statement, did you mean to say that the 
“overt” nature is inconsistent with the checking or the 
"covert" nature? 


a I'm saying here that the overt nature of this 
program -- 


Q Well, how could an overt nature be inconsistent 
with checking? I don't understand it. 


A It will have to stand as is, and I am not in a 
position where I can amplify that. 


Q If it's overt, it doesn't have to be checked. 


a The question -- wasn't the question about the 
arrival of the items in the hands of the resistance? That's 
what we're talking about? 


Q Yes. 

‘ What I have sought to do in the course of this 
reply is to answer that question, and I think that when the -- 
when you get a copy of this, as you've asked for, I think you 
will find the answer there. 

Q Bernie -- 

Q Bernie, on -- 


Q Are you suggesting in that comment, then, that 
there is no longer any problem with Honduras by saying that 
what they need is being delivered? 


a No. I'm not going to get involved in that 
question. I'm going to have to say -- 


Q It's a key question. 


i) I understand, and I'm going to have to stay with 
what I've shared with you at this point. 


Don? 
Q When you say that it's no accident, or what was 


the phrase, “no coincidence” that this was made available on 
the eve of the key vote, what is it you're implying here? 


A I'm not sure you need any guidance. 
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Q No, seriously -- 
No, seriously. I's answering you seriously. 
Q Well, whct is -- 


i] I don't think -- if you see an implication in 
that, help yourself to it, is all I can say. 


Q It's no coincidence that the President is making 
speeches, the Secretary of State, that they're putting Pat 
Buchanan up. So what? 

Q You know -- 

i) You'll have to -- 


Q Sounds like TASS. 


6 Barry? 

Q That's a very TASS-like comment. I mean, do you 
want us to draw -- 

a Now, is that really serious? 

Q Of course. That is a Soviet construction. 


a All right. I reject that. 


Q "It's no coincidence" -- 

) I reject that, and otherwise we're going to sit 
around and flagellate this question. 

Q No. I mean the construction is not a direct 
statement. It is a sort of a -- it invites inferences by 


reporters. Are you trying to -- 


a I have suggested that there's an answer to Don's 
question. Help yourself on what you see. 


Q So let's put the GAO report or non-report, or 
whatever it is, aside for the moment, and didn't the Secretary 
yesterday concede that a relatively small portion of the aid 
has actually gotten to where it's supposed to go? 


A Well, I can't -- 
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Q Or -- 


o -- punch it up the way you are. What I seem to 
remember from the testimony yesterday dealt really with how 
many of the millions of the 27 that had been appropriated had 
in fact been obligated so that there was a gap between the two 
insofar as what had been expended versus total obligation. But 
I don't recall the point that you're making about an allowance 
of X percentage of never having arrived. I just don't remember 
that, if it's in the figure. 


Q It's a figure you've got there (inaudible) hadn't 
been put in the pipeline. 


a Yeah. I don't have the gap, which is what you're 
alluding to. 


Q Only 30%, or whatever, of it gets there -- 


i But that's not what I understood him to say. If 
Jim is refreshing my memory, it's about 10 got there and 18 was 
in the pipeline. That does not address the question, at least 
the way I understand it, as to what was sent and never got 
there. 


Q Why doesn't that address that question? Maybe 
I'm being obtuse about that, but if 10 million actually was 
delivered, and Shultz said 18 million was -- 


i) Well, Jimis -- 


i) -~ 18 million was sent. 


ta The way Jim way remembers it, it was eight 
million that was still in the pipeline, or something to that 
effect. I don't know that he ever addressed the question 
specifically. Anybody can take a look at the testimony. 


As to the question, the specific question, as to what 
was sent in contrast to what actually arrived, he dealt with 
how much had been expended, how much had arrived, how much was 
still enroute, and what still was left in the till. 


Q Bernie, do you have any response to the charge in 
the GAO testimony which is that the State Department, because 
of its methods of bookkeeping, and whatever you want to call 
it, cannot guarantee just how the seven-point-something million 
that was spent outside this country was spent -- cannot 
guarantee that it was spent in accordance with the law? 
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“ Let me take a look at that. I know that I've 
heard the Secretary say repeatedly that the actiuns taken by 
this Humanitarian Assistance Office, Nicaraguan, etc., is in 
fact being carried out in accordance with the law, and there 
are meticulous records being kept. But, having said that by 
way of a preface, let me take a look and see what's possible. 


Q The GAO says that your meticulous records don't 
prove anything -- 


“ No -- 


Q ~~ because there's no way of being sure when you 
get a receipt that that is the item that was acquired outside 
this country. 


é I think if you take a look at what I said at one 
point, that attempts to introduce testimony in open session 
will necessarily be incomplete. I think there is something of 
an answer to what you're saying -- to your question, but let me 
take it in any case. 


Q Bernie -- 
“ Yeah. 
Q The Government of Nicaragua has once again 


offered to agree to the removal of all foreign military 
advisers from Central America and to on-site inspections to 
guarantee their withdrawal from Nicaragua specifically. 


Why is the Reagan Administration opposed to discussing 
that proposal? 


a That sort of happened shortly before I arrived. 
Let me take a look at that and get you an answer. 


Q Are you saying that there's a change? 

‘ I'm saying -- I am going to repeat myself, Jeff. 
I'm saying that my understanding -- it was called to my 
attention shortly before I came out here. That being the case, 
there was not an opportunity for me to review it -- 


Q (Inaudible) 


“ I will take the question and get you an answer. 
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Q Okay. Another question, please. The human 
rights organization, America swatch. which, as you know, is 
run by the same people who regularly condemn Soviet human 
rights abuses, says the contras have committed many atrocities 
against the people of Nicaragua. Given that, how can the 


Reagan Administration support the label “freedom fighters" as 
applied to the contras? 


A I think that answer has been given at a variety 
of times. I have nothing new to add to it. 


Q Bernie -- 
- Don? 


Q Richard Perle, Assistant Secretary of Defense, 
said today that the United States has received various informal 
indications from the Soviet Union of a proposal to be made by 
the Soviets for the United States to monitor with its own 
people nuclear tests when and if the Soviets resume such 
testing. 


Do you know anything about any such indications being 
received from the Soviets? 


) To what degree did Perle amplify that? 


Well, he didn't amplify it too much, which is why 
I'm asking you -- 


a All right. 
Q --for some amplification. 


a I don't have it. Let me take a look and see 
what's possible on that, to what degree there is anything that 
they would like to amplify it, according to what he said. 


Q And, secondly, he also said that these 
indications and -- 


6 When was this? Today? 


Q He spoke before some Pentagon correspondents -- 


Q He stepped in for another fellow who --— to make 
up the gap. 
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a Now, where were the follow-up questions at that 
get together? 


Q It wasn't there. I don't -- 


Q Secondly, he indicated that these contacts, or 
whatever you want to call them, had greatly enhanced the 
possibility of getting an agreement that would permit the 
United States to ratify the Threshold Test Ban Treaty, 
something that the U.S. has not ratified because of concerns 
regarding the verification of the Threshold Test Ban Treaty. 


Does the State Department have any comment on whether, 
or to what extent, new Soviet approaches improve the prospects 
for United States’ willingness to ask the Senate to ratify the 
Treaty? 

a I have been patiently waiting so that your words 
could resonate through the appropriate office on the 
appropriate floor in this building. Let me take a look at 
that. 


But you're suggesting that none of those questions 
were asked at the get-together with the press? 


Q I don't know. 
A You don't know. 
Q I wasn't there. 


A Well, I think probably the first thing would be 
to take a look and explore to what degree -- 


Q They were not clarified fully, I'm sure of that. 
A Were not clarified fully. 


Bernie, do you have anything on the itinerary of 
Mr. Wisner? 


Q Can we stay on that just one more second? 


Q All right. Go ahead. 


Q Do you have something there so far as an 
observation by the State Department on the conclusion of the 
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arms control talks in Geneva --- the current round? Whether 
any progress was made? 


Administration officials are speaking ON BACKGROUND in 
Washington. Does the State Department have an overview of what 
may have been accomplished or not? 


A The NST negotiations are confidential and carried 
out through official diplomatic channels. That being the case, 
I'm not going to get drawn into any invitation to make a 
characterization of what has been taking place in Geneva in 
recent weeks. 


However -—-— 
Q Aah—-hah. 


Q Hypothetical. 


A Patience. 
Q However -- 
A Patience. 


Q We're rolling, Bernie. 


A However -- be serious -- let me say this: That 
in the joint statement following the President's meeting with 
General Secretary Gorbachev last November, Geneva, the two 
sides agreed to work for early progress in the Geneva NST 
negotiations, especially where there is common ground such as 
50 percent reductions and an interim INF agreement. 


For our part, we have worked actively in pursuit of 
that goal. Achievement of an equitable and effectively 
verifiable INF agreement which would bring reductions and then 
elimination of long-range INF missiles is in the interest of 
all. 


On February 24th, our negotiators in Geneva placed on 
the table a concrete plan for the elimination of all U.S. and 
Soviet longer-range INF missiles globally by the end of the 
decade. 


Toward that end, we continue to be ready to explore 
every avenue in the Geneva talks when they reconvene in May and 
look to the Soviet Union to take a similarly constructive 
approach. 
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Q Now, that -- 


A That is what I have by way of your generalized 
overview -- 


Q That characterizes the U.S. attitude and its 
stance. Can you characterize either the Soviet stance or tell 
us whether this round has been the flop that officials are 
telling reporters ON BACKGROUND it is? 


A Can't add to what I've given you, Barry. I call 
your attention to Kampelman's remarks yesterday -- I think he 
used the phrase, "We give it a mixed report," or something to 
that effect -- 


-- MORE -- 
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Q Something like that, yes. 
Beyond that, I don't have anything. 
Q Copy of that? 
A Copy, yes, of course. 
I can't help but notice that you refer to the 
contras as “the resistance," and yet the rest of the 


Administration refers to them as “the freedom fighters." Are 
you uncomfortatie with calling them freedom fighters? 


A Next question, please. 

Q I asked about Wisner's itinerary. 

A Yes. 

Q Can we stay on the Soviet Union, please? 
A On the Soviet. I'm sorry. 


Q Anything on the reports that Yurchenko may have 
been liquidated? Yurchenko. 


a I don't have anything on that 


Q Bernie -- 

a Wait a minute. Just a second. We're going to go 
to Bernie on this thing. He wants to know about Wisner. 

Q And where is Crocker? 

a Where is Wisner, and where is Crocker? Which one 


do you want first? 
Q Either one. 


a Either one. Let's start with Wisner. He leaves 
Washington today. His itinerary is still being developed, but 
if you want a tentative itinerary as it stands now, he plans to 
visit Lisbon, Lusaka, Harare, Gaborone, Capetown, and Maputo. 


Q Lisbon, Lusaka -- 


a Lisbon, Lusaka, Harare, Gaborone in Botswana; 
Capetown, and Maputo. 
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Q And not Luanda? 


A On that, I can't give you a fix on Luanda because 
the itinerary at this particular point has not yet been 
finalized. I'm going to have to leave that itinerary slightly 
open. 


Now, for Crocker -- 

Q What is his purpose? 

A Huh? 

Q What is he doing it for? 

A Well, what he is doing it for was made clear by 
the White House yesterday. It said that Wisner will be 
traveling to southern Africa for consultations with governments 
in the region in connection with the South African announcement 
that it would implement U.N. Security Council Resolution 435 on 
August 1 of this year if the question of Cuban troop withdrawal 
from Angola was resolved. So it is in that context. 

Now, to go to Crocker. 

Crocker, where are you? Here you are. 

Q How long is he going to be away? 


A Don't have anything on dates, but I would imagine 
it would be an expedited itinerary. 


Q Do you have an assessment of (inaudible)? 
Q One question at a time. 


A I think the assessment was distributed yesterday 
at the White House. So that's about where it stands. 


Now, as far as Crocker is concerned, Crocker is in 
Geneva where he will hold another in the series of bilateral 
talks with Soviet officials on African issues consistent with 
the President's agreement with General Secretary Gorbachev at 
the November summit to hold further regional discussions among 
experts. 


And that is where Crocker is today. 


Q Do you have the name of the Soviet interlocutor? 
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I do not. 


Can you be more specific than “African affairs?" 


Do you have further itinerary for Crocker? 


I beg your pardon? 


oD > © 6 ? 


Do you have further travel plans for Crocker -- 
back to Washington, or what? 


A Crocker, as some of you may know, has been 
somewhat on the move. he's been holding consultations with 
allied governments in Europe. He's visited London and Bonn. 
He traveled to Lagos, Nigeria last Monday, March 3 for 
high-level talks on bilateral and regional issues with 
officials in that country. And Crocker, I guess all things 
being equal and no slip in the itinerary, is due back in 
Washington this Friday. 


Q Is he going to meet the South Africans again in 
Geneva as he did the last time? 


A I don't have anything on that. 
Q When did his talks with the Soviets start? 


I don't have a specific on when it started. 


Q Bernie, -- 
) -- or will start. 
Q Bernie, on Botha's proposal on the August lst 


date, was that worked out --— was the U.S. made aware of that 
before it was announced? 


f°) I'm not going to get involved in diplomatic 
discussions. I can give you the general reaction. You heard 
that yesterday. 


Q Let me have it again today. 


A I think you'll be able to pick up what was issued 
at the White House yesterday by way of a generalized reaction, 
and if not, I will make that available. I'll make sure that 
they have it for you. 


Q Make it available, will you? 
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a We welcome this announcement as a significant and 
positive step in the negotiations to achieve Namibia's 
independence, the withdrawal of Cuban forces from Angola, and, 
more broadly, peace in the region. The opportunity now exists 
for rapid movement toward a settlement that will bring Namibia 
to independence. We believe this opportunity should be seized 
by all parties to the negotiations, and we call upon them to 
intensify their diplomatic efforts. 


We are prepared to move rapidly to encourage the 
parties in this effort. With this in mind, as I've just noted, 
Frank Wisner will travel to southern Africa within days -- that 
is to say, he's leaving today -- for consultations with 
governments in the region, and I have sought to give you the 
itinerary as it now stands. 


Q Are you able to say why this is a significant and 
positive step? 


é I think it is significant because we view this as 
an enormous opportunity for the parties to move the negotiating 
process ahead, and bring about Namibian independence under the 
U.N. Security Council Resolution 435, and it is important that 
this opportunity not be lost. 


Barry. 


Q I just wanted to ask about the Cuban -- it's 
conditional. Both of those offers are conditional on the 
withdrawal of Cuban troops. Is anybody talking to the Cubans? 
Is Crocker talking to the Soviets about the Cubans? Are we 
depending on the Soviets to deliver the Cubans, the Angolans to 
deliver the Cubans, or is somebody talking to the Cubans? 


“a I don't have the specifics. of Crocker's agenda 
with the Soviets, but clearly, this will be an item that will 
be discussed. 

Q Bernie -- 


A Wait a minute. Just let me go on, if I may. 


In addition to adding -- in other words, you were 
raising here the question of linkage of the South African 
proposal conditional on Cuban troop withdrawal from Angola. 
The U.S., as you know -- no secret here -- is committed to 
seeking a regional settlement involving Cuban troop withdrawal 

* 3m Angola and the implementation of U.N. Resolution 435 on 
xamibian independence. 
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Having said that, let me add that the United States 
does not see August 1 as some sort of a deadline, after which 
all efforts would cease; and this is not the intent of the 
proposal. However, it's clear that in order to reach a 
settlement by August 1, both sides will have to engage in an 
intensive diplomatic effort. The U.S. hope is that the South 
African announcement will create the conditions for such an 
intensive negotiating effort. And the U.S., having said that, 
is prepared to do its part to insure that the effort is 
successful. 


Q Could you possibly elaborate a little bit on what 
you mean by “all efforts cease?" There are possible 
constructions: phased withdrawal is all right with you if it 
goes beyond August 1? Are you quarrelling with Botha here? 
What are you trying to say? 


Or does it mean, you know, there's still a problem in 
southern Africa and -- 


A It means exactly what it says, that we do not see 
August 1 as a deadline, after which our efforts would cease. 


Q Efforts to what? 


A On the implementation of the South African 
proposal. There is an August 1 date, isn't there? 


Q Yes. 

Q Was that “our” efforts or “all” efforts? 
Q Our efforts. 

f Our efforts would cease. 

Q U.S. efforts. 

i) Yup. 


Can we get a copy of that statement? 


Q 


fa Can you get a copy of that? Let me see if I 
can't help you on that. 
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Q Bernie, do you have any comment on the report 
about $500 million fund for support of the freedom fighters 
under the direction of Mr. Perle? 

a I‘m sorry, I -- 

Q There is a report that -- 


What country are we talking about? 


Q I'm talking about the United States of America. 

a What year? 

Q This is a report published in the U.S. newspapers. 

A I just simply didn't comprehend what you were 
saying. 

Q I don't know which -- excuse me. 


A I did not comprehend earlier, and that is why I 
asked you if you'd kindly repeat. 


Q There is a report that some proposal somewhere is 
being discussed to establish -- 


ic) Here? 

Q Yes, in this country -- a $500 million fund to 
support freedom fighters all over the Third World under the 
direction of Mr. Perle. Mr. Perle, of the DOD. 

fa Sorry, I don't have anything on that. 

Wait a minute, Bernie has a question on this. 

Q How does this -- I mean your exuberance in 
supporting this proposal makes me ask how does this affect the 


aid, the military aid that is supposedly in the works for Mr. 
Savimbi? 


°) On that question, we have long made clear that 
UNITA is a legitimate, nationalist movement whose interest must 
be taken into account if there is to be peace and national 
reconciliation in Angola. We want to be supportive of its 
struggle against Soviet and Cuban adventurism in an appropriate 
and effective manner. 
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We've never believed that the military option is 
viable for either side in the Angolan war. As we see it, a 
negotiated settlement of the independence of Namibia under 
Security Council Resolution 435 and the withdrawal of Cuban 
troops from Angola is the only way to attain peace and 
stability in the region. Withdrawal of foreign forces from 
Angola and Namibia will help the Angolans work out a solution 
to their internal problems themselves. 


And as I noted earlier, the United States welcomes 
the South African announcement as a significant and positive 
step in the negotiating process. We intend to continue our 
efforts to facilitate a peaceful settlement. 


Q Aid or -- (inaudible) 


Q (inaudible) say anything about the status of the 
military aid that Mr. Crocker confirmed about three weeks ago 
was in the works? 


7 Can't. Have nothing for you on that. 
The clock is calling to me. 

Q One other regional subject -- on Korea. 
a Oh what? 

Q Korea. 


A Korea, yes. 


Some observers here frequently siding with South 
Korean opposition leaders have been equating - 


a "Some observers” what -- 
Q Some observers here -- 
6 Yes. Right. 


Q -- frequently siding with the South Korean 
opposition leaders, have been equating the political situation 
in Korea to that of the Philippines. In the meantime, Under 
Secretary Armacost, in his foreign press briefing a few days 
ago, has said that the U.S. Government recognized that in each 
country the political forces are different and unique. How 
different and unique in official -- the Department of State's 
point of view -- the Korean situation to that of the 
Philippines? 
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a I don't know what Mike Armacost said in his 
get-together with the foreign press. I've not yet had a chance 
to review his comments. But in the analysis that is prevalent 
here, there is obviously the assessment that the Philippines 
and Korea obviously are two very different countries. 


In Korea, President Chun has promised to step down at 
the end of the term less than two years from now; the economy 
is booming; the military is doing a very professional job of 
countering a serious external threat. This sort of environment 
makes incremental progress possible. We have encouraged 
further democratization in Korea and will continue to do so. 


Q How do you think you're getting along in that? 
(Laughter) 
a How do you think -- What's that, Don? 


Q How do you think your policy is getting along in 
having this further democratization? 


a Progress -- it's there. 

~ Copy? 

a Copy. 

Q Well, several days ago, you also reacted to the 
Korean President Chun's meeting with opposition leaders. 

i Yes. 

Q Since then, do you have any further assessment of 


his handling of the Korean political situation? 


i) Nothing that changes from what we said the other 
day. 


Q (Inaudible) 
No, not yet. 
Bernie, just a quick one: Does the Department 


v 
still plan to make available the disinformation report, the 
Nicaraguan disinformation report? 


i) I think that Chuck dealt with that question the 
other day, I had hoped, in absolutely final fashion. I think 





-34- Wednesday, 3/5/86 F 


there has been -- I don't know how to put it -- a little 
wavering (leughter) on whether or not that report will be made 
public, anc I think it in some degree deals with sources, 
methods, and things that you're quite familiar with here. 


If you're asking me to make a prediction as to whether 
it in fact will, I won't. 


Q Another subject -- Waldheim. 

A Waldheim. Don't have anything . 

Q Wait a minute. Was the U.S. Government aware of 
Waldheim's background when it enthusiastically supported him 
for the post of Secretary General of the U.N.? And would you 


have changed your mind if you had known more about him at the 
time? 


“ I don't have anything for you on that, Barry. 


Q Have you got anything on the disclosures? 


“ Nope, I do not. 


(The briefing concluded at 1:26 P.M.) 





Posted: March 6, 1986 


TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the March 5, 1986 noon press briefing: 
G.A.0O. AUDIT 





Q. Is this the latest GAO audit of the latest U.S. economic aid 
.. to the Philippines? (about which the GAO recently testified 


for Senator Kennedy) 

A. THE GAO AUDIT WAS CONDUCTED IN TWO PHASES. IT BEGAN IN EARLY 
DECEMBER 1985 AND RESUMED IN JANUARY 1986. THE GAO TEAM 
COMPLETED THE AUDIT IN LATE FEBRUARY. WE UNDERSTAND THE GAO 
TEAM HAS PRESENTED AN INITIAL, ORAL BRIEFING OF ITS PINDINGS 
TO SENATOR KENNEDY. THE TEAM IS NOW PREPARING A WRITTEN 
REPORT POR SENATOR KENNEDY. WE EXPECT TO SEE THE REPORT ONCE . 


IT IS RELEASED EITHER BY SFN*°OR KENNEDY'S OPPICE OR THE GAO. 
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TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the March 5, 1986 noon press briefinc: 
NICARAGUAN OFFER ON FOREIGN MILITARY ADVISERS 





Q. The government of Nicaragua has once again agreed to the 
removal of all foreign military advisers from Central America 
and to on site inspections to guarantee their withdrawal fron 
Nicaragua specifically. Why is the Reagan Administration 
opposed to discussing that proposal? 


A. ~~ The Sandinistas have made such statements before. The 
problem is that details of a calendar for withdrawal of 
advisers have to be negotiated with Nicaragua's neighbors 
in Contadora along with celated elements of a 
comprehensive solution. Nicaragua objects to the 
Contadora Group formula on this issue in the September 


1985 draft agreement and is refusing to negotiate on this 


or any other Contadora issue. 


(OVER) 





IT IS IMPORTANT TO NOTE THAT PRESIDENT REAGAN IN HIS 
FEBRUARY 25 MESSAGE TO THE CONGRESS OFFERED TO RES!'ME. 
BILATERAL TALKS SIMULTANEOUS WITH THE BEGINNING OF TALKS 
BETWEEN THE SANDINISTAS AND UNO. THESE, TALKS WOULD BE 
AIMED AT MAKING PROGRESS ON ALL OF THE OBJECTIVES OF 


CONTADORA. 


PRESIDENT DUARTE ON MARCH 4 MADE A FURTHER PROPOSAL THAT 
HE WOULD ENGAGE IN A DIALOGUE WITH THE GUERRILLAS IN EL 
SALVADOR SIMULTANEOUSLY WITH THE BEGINNING OF TALKS BY THE 
SANDINISTAS WITH THE ARMED AND UNARMED NICARAGUAN 


OPPOSITION. 


INTERNAL RECONCILIATION IS A KEY CONTADORA OBJECTIVE. -THE 
PROSPECT OF 3 SETS OF SIMULTANEOUS TALKS OPENS 

AN OPPORTUNITY FOR ACHIEVING A PEACEFUL RESOLUTION OF 

THE CONFLICT IN BOTH NICARAGUA AND EL SALVADOR AND 


ADVANCING A COMPREHENSIVE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CONTADORA 


OBJECTIVES. 
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TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the March 5, 1986 noon press briefing: 


Richard Perle's Statements on USSR Willingness for On-Site 
Inspections for Nuciear Testing Verification 


Q: How do you respond to Assistant Secretary Perle's 
Statement that we have received diplomatic signals that the 
Soviets would consider some improved verification 
arrangement on the Threshold Test Ban Treaty (TTBT)? 





A: RECENT SOVIET PUBLIC STATEMENTS HAVE INDICATED SOVIET 
WILLINGNESS TO CONSIDER ON-SITE INSPECTION IN CONNECTION 
WITH A NUCLEAR TESTING MORATORIUM OR A COMPREHENSIVE TEST 
BAN (CTB). WHILE THE SOVIETS MAY HAVE GIVEN FAINT HINTS 
THAT THEY MIGHT CONSIDER SOME IMPROVED VERIFICATION : 
ARRANGEMENT ON THE TIBT AND PEACEFUL NUCLEAR EXPLOSIONS 
TREATY (PNET), THE SOVIET GOVERNMENT HAS MADE NO PROPOSAL :% 
THIS REGARD. AS YOU KNOW, THE PRESIDENT HAS LONG ADVOCATE®> 


A DIALOGUE WITH THE SOVIET UNION TO ARRIVE AT THE IMPROVED 





MONITORING PROCEDURES NECESSARY FOR EFFECTIVE VERIFICATION 


OF THE TTBT AND PNET. 


Q: What is the US position on improved verification 
provisions for the TTBT and PNET? 

A:--WE HAVE ALWAYS STRESSED THE NEED FOR EFFECTIVE 
VERIFICATION INCLUDING ON-SITE INSPECTION, WHERE NECESSA®Y, 
TO VERIFY COMPLIANCE WITH ARMS CONTROL MEASURES. WE WELCUYE 
ANY DIALOGUE WITH THE SOVIETS THAT WOULD NARROW OUR 


DIFFERENCES ON THIS ISSUE. 


(aye) 


7] 





--ON SEVERAL OCCATIONS IN 1983, THE UNITED STATES 
UNSUCCESSFULLY SOUGHT TO ENGAGE THE SOVIET UNION IN 
DISCUSSIONS ON NECESSARY VERIFICATION IMPROVEMENTS TO THE 


\ 
TTBT AND PNET. 


--MOREOVER, IN SEPTEMBER 1984, THE PRESIDENT PROPOSED IN HIS 
ADDRESS TO THE UNITED NATIONS GENERAL ASSEMBLY THAT THE 
UNITED STATES AND THE SOVIET UNION FIND A WAY FOR SOVIET 
EXPERTS TO COME TO THE U.S. NUCLEAR TEST SITE AND FOR OURS 
TO GO TO THEIRS, TO MEASURE DIRECTLY THE YIELDS OF TESTS OP 
NUCLEAR WEAPONS. 


--LAST JULY THE PRESIDENT EXTENDED AN UNCONDITIONAL 
INVITATION TO SOVIET EXPERTS TO COME TO THE U.S. NUCLEAR 
TEST SITE TO MEASURE THE YIELD OF A U.S. NUCLEAR TEST WITH 
ANY INSTRUMENTATION DEVICES THEY DEEMED NECESSARY. 

a 
--THIS INITIATIVE WAS DESIGNED WITH THE HOPE THAT IT MIGET 
SET IN MOTION A PROCESS THAT COULD INCREASE CONFIDENCE AND 


COOPERATION BETWEEN OUR NATIONS REGARDING LIMITATIONS ON 


NUCLEAR TESTING. 











Posted: March 6, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the March 5, 1986 noon press briefing: 


PHILIPPINES: RELEASE OF COMMUNIST LEADERS 





Q. What is the U.S. view of the release by the Aquino 
government of the four communist leaders? 


A. DETERMINATIONS ABOUT HOW TO DEAL WITH POLITICAL PRISONERS 


AND HOW TO DEAL WITH THE COMMUNIST INSURGENCY ARE PHILIPPINE 


MATTERS FOR THE NEW PHILIPPINE GOVERNMENT TO DECIDE. 
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TAKEN QUESTION 


Taken question From moon press briefing pf March $1986 


Ni -ASAS LA: GAO TESTIMONY 





Do you have any response to the charges in the 
GAO testimony, which is that the State 
Department, because of its methods of bookkeeping 
and whatever you want to call it, cannot 
guarantee just how the seven-something million 
Gollars that was spent outside the country was 
spent--cannot guarantee that it was spent in 
accordance with the law? 

WE KNOW THAT FUNDS PROVIDED THROUGH THE 
NICARAGUAN HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE OFFICE FOR 
PURCHASES OF SUPPLIES IN CENTRAL AMERICA HAVE 
BEEN DISBURSED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE LAW AND 
USED FOR THEIR INTENDED PURPOSES. THE 
INFORMATION ON WHICH THIS KNCWLEOGE IS BASED IS 
CLASSIFIED AND HAS BEEN MADE AVAILASLE TO THE 


APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEES. 


BEST AVA.LALLE DOLU.cdT 
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DPC #38 [39] 


THURSDAY, MARCH 6, 1986, 12:27 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
Several announcements to begin with. 


Available in the Press Office is the text from Under 
Secretary Schneider's testimony at 11 A.M. today before the 
House Appropriations Committee on FY-87 Foreign Assistance 
request. Also available is the text from this morning's 9 A.M. 
testimony by Assistant Secretary Keyes before the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee on the U.N. role in responding to 
the situation in Ethiopia. 


Finally, Kenneth Adelman, the Director of the U.S. 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency will give an ON-THE-RECORD 
press briefing regarding the release of a new ACDA publication 
entitled, “Soviet non-Compliance." The briefing wiil take 
place tomorrow, March 7 in this briefing room at 10 A.M. 
Questions regarding the briefing should be addressed to Matt 
Murphy in ACDA 647-8715. Copies of the publication are 
available in the Press Office, embargoed until 10 A.M., EST, 
March 7. 


Questions? 


Q Bring us up to date on the Philippine assets 
question. Where does the State Department stand on that one? 


‘ I was going to ask you that question, Jim. 


Q O.K. I'll just -- I could give you an answer. 
(Laughing) No. 


A I don't really have anything new and interesting 
since yesterday's briefing, and probably the day before that. 


Q So, in other words, as far as the State 
Department is concerned, it's in the hands of either the courts 
or the Justice Department, is that -- 





a That's true for most cases. The other elements 
of the response that we gave yesterday, that these questions 
are being worked on a step-by-step basis, they are being worked 
in cooperation with the Philippine Government. Certain kinds 
of information are being made available to the Philippine 
Government through legal channels. We're prepared to cooperate 
in what ways we can with the Philippine Government. Other 
relevant information may go to the Philippine Government 
through either legal or diplomatic channels, depending on its 
nature. 


Q And the State Department is the channel through 
which this information is being funneled back to the Philippine 
Government? 


& Not in all cases. Let me draw on one piece of 
guidance which might be helpful. These answers all look the 
same; I'm not sure which one's which. (Laughter) 


Q Also, “We don't have anything for you on that." 


a Let me just page through here and find one that 
might be interesting. 


Q If you're tired reading the same ones, publish 
some new ones. 


a Here's one. For example, the 22 crates of 
Philippine pesos, in that case, their contents will be attested 
to in an affidavit by a Customs official to be provided to the 
Government of the Philippines in connection with that court 
action; so there is a case where the information would be going 
back through legal channels. There are other cases where the 
information could be communicated through either legal or 
diplomatic channels. 


Q Chuck, is the U.S. Government, through whatever 
channels, prepared to give the Philippine Government a complete 
inventory of the goods brought in on the second flight? 


o I can't answer that any better than I've just 
done -- 


Q Why not? 


a -- which is to say this is being done in a 
cooperative basis, on a step-by-step basis so that we're simply 
not in a position to answer all those questions definitively, 
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as you would like me to do at this point. The best I can do is 
give you the general principles which are guiding our actions. 


Q Well, hasn't the decision been made essentially 
to turn, for the United States to go to court, to say, All 
right courts, you decide what we should do with this. There's 
a legal term which I can't pronounce. But hasn't that decision 
been made? 


a I'll reiterate that we've stated repeatedly that 
all actions taken will be in accordance with U.S., Philippine. 
and international laws, and that continues to be policy. The 
precise procedures to be followed remain under consideration, 
and will depend on the specific matters at issue. 


What you are referring to, known as interplea, is one 
of the options under consideration. It's a procedure that 
Customs, for example, frequently uses when there are disputes 
over rights to property. So I can only reiterate that it would 
depend on the specific matters at issue. 


Q Chuck, your statement on cooperation with the 
Aquino government, your repeated use of that phrase leaves out 
any suggestion of cooperation with the Marcos party on the 
question of the assets or the inventories or the legal 
arrangements or the diplomatic channels or anything. Is that 
by design? 


a At what -- 


Q A better way to phrase it maybe is, do you extend 
the same sort of cooperation to the Marcos group with regard to 
all of the things I just mentioned? 

“ The Marcos group is obviously one party in this 
case. In many of these issues it is to be worked out between 
the parties, as we've said before, between the Marcos's, 
members of their party, or whomever, and the Government of the 
Philippines or cthers who may have claims. In most cases, 
these are issues to be settled between the parties. 


Whenever we can be of some utility perhaps in an 
intermediary role -- I'm not ruling out that there's some 
government role -- but basically, I'd like to emphasize that 
this is between the parties. 


Q Let me try to clarify my question, then. I 
understand that the Philippine Government is one party and the 
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Marcos group is another party. You have gone on at great 
length to talk about the U.S. cooperation with one of those 
parties. You have not said anything about ccoperation with the 
other party. 


I think both parties are equally aware of our 
position, if that's what you're getting at. 


Q What I'm getting at, is tht: .S. Government 
providing the same information that it .: providing, and has 
promised to provide, to the Philippine Government to the Marcos 
entourage, through diplomatic channels, or legal channels, or 
any channels? 


6 I'm not sure what information you're getting at, 
but in any case, as you know, we have representatives of the 
State Department in Hawaii, so we are in contact with the 
Marcos party, but I can't help you any further than that, Ralph. 


Q Can you tell us anything more about the contact 
that you're having with the Marcos party? 


4 No. 


Q Can you tell us anything more about the contents 
of the other 278 crates? 


a No. 


Q Can you tell us whether Senator Paul Laxalt is 
among the Administration's contacts with the Marcos party? 


6 I don't have anything on that. 


Q Sir, does it not seem likely that settling these 
complex matters will require years? 


) I'm not in a position to speculate on those kind 
of questions. 


Q Has President Marcos told us that he's rethinking 
whether he'll stay in the United States? Has he given us any 
decision on whether he will stay? 


“ I don't have anything new on President Marcos’ 
intentions. 


Q Has the United States heard his answer? 


Q Middle East. 
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Q Has the United States heard an answer, a decision 
from Marcos, regardless of whether or not you'll tell us what 
that decision was? 


& I just have nothing further to advance the state 
of play on that question. 


Do you have any comment on what, I think, Senator 
Laxalt said about Marcos when the stuff was loaded in the 
plane, didn't think that he was coming to the United States, 
that he thought he was going to his home in the northern Luzon 
Province, and that he didn't -- 


“ I think President Marcos himself addressed that 
issue. I think that's on record. 


Q Maybe if he had known he was coming to the United 
States, he wouldn't have loaded, wouldn't have brought all this 
stuff? 


(Laughter) 


Q Do you have anything new on the release of the 
communist leaders in the Philippines today? 


‘ We posted a very short answer which said that 
that's basically a Philippine matter, which will be addressed, 
is being addressed by the new Government of the Philippines. 


Q Is it the view of the U.S. that former President 
Marcos would have to comply with U.S. court supboenas if he is 
called upon to testify? Is that part of your answer about “in 
accordance with U.S., international, and Philippine law.” 


a I'm not a lawyer, Ralph. If you want answers to 
those kinds of questions, you're going to have to go to Justice 
or Customs, or wherever. 


Q They will be able to decide whether Marcos would 
be subject to a U.S. court subpoena? 


i) These are all hypothetical, speculative 
questions, and to answer them outside of a specific 
environment, I'm not sure anyone can do that. I can't. 


Q Chuck, here is a unhypothetical question, a 
serious one: Is there now a policy in effect to avoid answers, 
answering all questions about Marcos' family, the disposition, 
et cetera? 
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a Not at all. 


Q It sure seems like it. 

(Laughter) 

Q (Inaudible) being so forthcoming. 

a I think I've answered at least 10 or 15 right 
here. 

(Laughter) 

Q That's your count. 

(Laughter) 


Q Do you have anything on Habib? 


Q Customs and, I think you, last week were talking 
about the general inclination to release a breakdown inventory, 
not a specific inventory of every little thing, but categories 
of inventory, to, as I understood it, generally, not just to 
the Philippine Government. 


Where is that? 
a Don't really have anything new for you on that. 


-- MORE -- 











WIMocccccceccececcees 3/6/86 


Q There are some reports from Manila on new 
witnesses coming forward, new information in the Aquino 
assassination, and I think it's been suggested, perhaps, that 


Mr. and Mrs. Marcos could end up being implicated by some new 
evidence. 


I know there's no extradition treaty. Do you have any 
comment on that, or what would be the disposition of the U.S. 


Government in the event they were implicated --— what it would 
do about it? 


‘ No, I don't. As far as I know, that's completely 
within the purview of the new Philippine Government. 


Q Can we go to the Middle East? 

Q Chuck, have any -- no. We've got a few more on 
this. Have any of the members of the Marcos party told the 
United States that they wished to return to the Philippines? 

o Now there's a question. (Laughter) The members 
of the group are free agents. They may depart the U.S. at any 
time. Some members have expressed a desire to return to the 
Philippines. 

Q Will we take them back? 

Q Who are they? 

“ I don't have anything on that. 

Q Well, wait a minute. 

Oo 


I don't have any specific. on how many or who 
they are. 


Q Can you -- but what was your, “I don't have 
anything,” on the answer? Did -- the U.S. brought them here. 
Will the U.S. return them, if they ask the U.S. to be returned? 

ve I don't have anything on that. 

Q What kinds of people? Aare they -- 


Q What category? Are you talking about the maids 
that came along, or we talking about servants, or -- 


Q Or the coconut king or -- 
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Q Yeah. Are we talking about General Ver? 
As I say. I can't really get into specifics. 


Q Are any of the members of the party United States 
citizens? 


‘ Don't know, Ralph. 


Q Couple of questions on the Iran-Iraq war. There 
were reports that Iran hit three Kuwaiti ships. Could we have 
a-- can you give us a situation report on the current status 
of the war? 


ra No. 
Q You have -- 
a Don't have anything. 


Q Okay. How do you comment on a report that some 
French companies have been supplying Iran with ammunition for 
155 millimeter Howitzers, and its impact on the United States 
asking the Western allies to refrain from arming Iran. Can you 
look into this? 


o No, thank you. 
Q Chuck, Chuck -- 


Q Do you have any information, or is there some 
information in the State Department that you can release or get 
to be released, dealing with how the United States investigated 
Kurt Waldheim's career at the time he was first nominated to be 
Secretary General of the United Nations, and the second time he 
was elected? 


Q Can you look into this and see if you can find 
something on this, because there's more evidence coming out 
from Yugoslavia about getting decorated by the Nazis for 
bravery in Yugoslavia for military bravery. 


i I would refer you to the Yugoslavs. 





el PETER TET TTT 3/6/86 


Q Oh, no, that's one thing. I'm just talking about 


= No, I'm sorry. I -- we don't have anything on S 
that. I don't see any prospect for obtaining anything. 

Deborah? 

4) Talking of Yugoslavs, do you have anything on one 


of the two who were picked today being a U.S. resident? 


a I was going to say I had seen those reports just 
before I came in here followed by another report saying that 
they had been released by Danish authorities. But all of that 
{ have only from wire reports. 


Q Do you have any reaction to the coming departure 
of Anatoly Dobrynin? 


A Yes. As you know, we don't generally comment on 
internal Soviet leadership developments, but I think an 
exception can be made in this case. 


Ambassador Dobrynin has had a long and distinguished 
career, representing his country in Washington since 1962. The 
Secretary will be sending a message of congratulations to 
Ambassador Dobrynin, wishing him well on his new assignment. 


Q Could I ask some questions about this, because 
during the Cuban crisis Mr. Dobrynin was accused of lying to 
the United States about the effects of the Soviet interests in 
Cuba at the time. That's (a). (6b) for years and years -- 


‘ Are you asking me a question, or are you - 


S No. Well, I'm asking -- 


i -- answering one? 
Q -- isn't this true? 
a I have no comment. 


Q Well, can you comment -- (laughter) -- can you 
find out about it? 


fe No, thank you. 
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Q All right. Let me ask you another question about 
Mr. Dobrynin. For years and years he has rejected protests of 
all kinds dealing with Soviet Jewry and other dissidents in the 
Soviet Union and closed the doors to protesters, including 
members of the Congress. 


Do you think this is a credit to Ambassador Dobrynin 
that the State Department ought to send him congratulations? 


R Don't have anything else for you. 

Q Chuck -- 

a Ralph? 

Q On Dobrynin, could you take the question so that 
perhaps it could be volunteered in the event the 
Administration, either Secretary Shultz or more generally, 
Gives Dobrynin any sort of present as a goodbye present, and 
that's a serious question. I'd rather not read about it or the 
Washington briefing page and -- (laughter) 

a You'd rather we read about it on CNN? (Laughter) 


Q We'd rather we read about it in public in general 


i Okay. 
Q -- as opposed to -- 
ts We'll keep an eye on that one, Ralph. 


Q As opposed to the newspaper of record. 


Do you have any information on the Administration 
being -- informing Congress on the Saudi arms request? 


f No. Nothing new on that. 


Q Has the study been finished, or the review, that 
you stated earlier? 


A I believe the White House addressed it this 
morning, saying that no final decision had yet been made. 


Q Charles, one more question. In the discussion 
yesterday on Judge Sofaer, there was one point that was 
overlooked, and I was just wondering that the -- in the column 
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by Evans and Novak, Judge Sofaer was -- the implication was 
that Judge Sofaer was something less than a patriot and a good 
American, that his loyalties were elsewhere, at least the way 
it was phrased. 


And I'm just wondering whether the State Department 
won't say something about the character of Judge Sofaer as a 
patriot and American. 


i We just don't dignify those kind of charges with 
commentary. 


Q There was a wire report that the total assets of 
Libya which were frozen by the United States were $12 billion. 
Is this a correct figure, or could you look into this? 


a Don't have anything on that. 





Q Can you look into how much was the asset? It was 
yesterday in a Washington Post story that $12 billion was the -- 

i I think that's a Treasury question. 

Q Excuse me? 

“ Connie? 

Treasury. 

Q Anything today on UNITA aid and on assurances 
Given by Secretary Shultz yesterday to Senators? 

é What is your question in specific? 

Q How much money are we giving to UNITA? 


a Well, in response to that question, I will simply 
reiterate our position on aid to UNITA. You all ready for this? 


We share the widespread sympathy for UNITA's struggle 
against Soviet/Cuban adventurism. We've long made clear that 
UNITA is a nationalist movement with legitimate aspirations of 
being part of the process of national reconciliation which must 
take place if there is to be real peace in Angola. 


Our policy for Angola/Namibia is based on the 
understanding that military solutions are not viable. A 
negotiated solution on the independence of Namibia under UNSCR 
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435 and the withdrawal of Cuban troops from Angola, is the only 
way to attain a durable peace and stability necessary to deny 
the Soviets the opportunity to exercise influence in the region. 


We believe that appropriate and effective support 
should be provided to UNITA. The decision-making process on 
this is moving forward. We are working with Congress to 
accomplish this in a way consistent with our policy goals. 


-- MORE -- 
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Q How much appropriate and effective support, 
especially arms support? And can you give us any details about 
what Secretary Shultz told the Senators, or whether that aid is 
on the way and how much? 


4 No other specifics. 

Q Are you saying the decision-making process is 
moving forward. I thought Crocker said that a decision had 
been made and that it was in the works, or something to that 
effect, a while back? 


4 He said some decisions had been taken, and a 
decision-making process is moving forward. 


Q So a final decision hasn't been made then? 


i I'll stand on my statement. 

Q Chuck, do you have anything on Crocker's talks 
today? 

ra About his talks? 

Q In Geneva? 

“ No, no readout on those talks. 

Q Who is he talking to? 

“ He's talking to the chief of the Third african 
Department -- 


Q Third African Department. 


i) Viadilin Vasev. 


Q Could we have a spelling on that, please? 

Q Have those talks ended? 

6 V-L-A-D-I-L-I-N, V-A-S-E-V. Vladilin. 

Q Have the talks completed? 

2) The talks are going on today. 

Q Will they continue beyond today, do you know? 

i) They're scheduled for today. I can't promise you 
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that they wouldn't schedule another session for tomorrow 
morning, but they're scheduled for today. This is part, for 
those of you who haven't followed the subject, this is the 
current round of regional experts talks between ourselves and 
the Soviet Union beginning with these talks on Africa. 


Q Have you seen the reports of the execution of one 
of the French hostages in Lebanon? 


a Seen the reports, but have no independent 
information to offer you. 


Q Charles, why is Assistant Secretary Murphy's 
briefing today in the House a closed meeting? 


“ Don't know. 


Q Chuck, a couple more loose ends, if I could. Has 
the State Department -- has the U.S. Government found out 
anything further about the whereabouts of Marcos’ yacht? 


a No. 


Q And has the U.S. Government changed at all its 
policy on the current status of the Marcos party's property? 
That is, does the detention continue, or has any -- have any of 
the possessions from the second plane been released to any 
members of the Marcos party? 


“ As far as I know, there's been no change in the 
status of that property. 


Q On Morocco, last year the State Department got 
itself into a major snit over King Hassan signing a treaty with 
Libya and even more so after we found out that the King handed 
over a couple of anti-Qadhafi Libyan dissidents to the Libyan 
regime and were promptly executed. And all of a sudden this 
week Casey and Wick and General Walters show up with Casey, I 
think, getting a medal from the King. 


Has our policy changed toward Morocco? 


& I start by saying I'm not sure that the State 
Department ever gets into a snit. (Laughter) 


Q Except when Congress politicizes the debate over 
the contras. 


a I don't have anything specific except to say that 
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you know that Morocco has been a long time ally of the United 
States. And in spite of differences on certain issues, among 
which those you make reference to, we've nonetheless continued 
a long relationship with that country and that continues today, 
and that explains the presence of our people there. 


Q Chuck, how does the United States State 
Department feel about the proposed plea bargaining for accused 
U.S. spy for Israel, Jonathan Pollard? 


a That's something before the courts. No comment. 


Q Any details on Ambassador Rosenne's meeting last 
night with Secretary Shultz, or on Secretary Murphy's scheduled 
-- upcoming trip to the Middle East. 


S On the first question, no, I don't have 
anything. On the second question, the White House announced 
this morning that the Vice President will be visiting Tunisia 
on this Saturday, March 8. Ambassador Murphy will accompany 
the Vice President. 


Before you ask, he will be making some other stops in 
the region after that. But as is customary, we won't announce 
details in advance of his itinerary. 


Q What's the nature of his trip? 


‘ I can't give you much on the nature other than to 
stir you away from anticipating any new U.S. initiative on the 
peace process at this time. He will be concentrating on 
bilateral matters during these visits. 


Q You assured the Tunisians that the United States 
will continue to support the independence of the country? 


a The Vice President will be there and he'll be 
speaking on behalf of the United States while he's there. 


Q Can you tell us anything about Habib's schedule? 


A He is now in Honolulu. He arrives at Andrews air 
Force Base tomorrow at 7:10 Eastern Standard Time. 


Q pP.m.? 


a Talk about details. 


Q AM. /P.M.? 
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Q Is this the Andrews flight that goes to Dulles? 
(Laughter) 


Q Can you tell us about whether he will go 
immediately to see the President, or what -- 


i Right now, I don't have any other details on his 
plans for the day. 


Q He's not seeing Marcos in Hawaii, is he? 


a At this point, I don't know who he's seeing in 
Honolulu. 


Q He might see him. 


Q Is the State Department encouraged by the action 
of the House Foreign Services Committee this morning, including 
the President's request for a hundred million dollars to the 
contras? 


‘a Of course, that's a positive step. None of this 
is final. The votes yesterday, which were less favorable, were 
not final; but certainly that's a positive development. 


Q Can you tell us why the Vice President is going 
to Tunisia? Why is he going there? 


i The White House addressed that. 


Q On the contra thing, when can we look forward to 
a disinformation report? 


‘ No change on that. It just still remains 
classified for reasons of sources and methods. 


Q Yesterday, when the President was talking about 
Nicaragua and the possibility of it becoming a terrorist base, 
used by international terrorists, he mentioned, among others, 
Arafat. 


Does the State Department agree that Arafat is a 
terrorist, with that description? 


ia I'd refer you to his remarks and to the various 
publications we've made on terrorists in Nicaragua and 
elsewhere. 
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Q Chuck, if the Vice President is going to Tunisia, 
it means he's not going to Palma's funeral. Who is going to 
Palma's funeral? Isn't it this Saturday? 


“ It's not. 
Q Let me rephrase the question. 


“ No, and I don't have anything yet as to who will 
be representing the United States at the funeral. 


Q I'm not really sure whereof I speak. But 
apparently there were some reports that Libya has made some 
kind of deal with Italy ard France whereby they promise not to 
indulge in -- Libya promises not to indulge in terrorism in 
response for some kind of assurances from the Italians and the 
French. Oo you know anything about that? 


“ Neither do I know whereof you speak 
Q Okay 


Q Okay, thank you 


(Press briefing concluded at 12:50 p.m.) 
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MR. KALB: Good afternoon everybody. Just one 
announcement, if I may. 


The Department has available copies of a pubdlication, 


Th Hour ment: The Sandinista Blueprint for 
Constructing Communism in Nicaragua. Translation of a secret 
report prepared by the Sandinistas following a September 1979 


meeting of party leaders demonstrates that from the time of the 
revolution the Sandinistas were intent on converting Nicaragua 
into a Marxist-Leninist state closely aligned with the Soviet 
Bloc. You can pick copies of this up -- are they there now in 
the -- 








STAFF: Yes. 
Q Is that the disinformation -- 
a No, it is not. This is -- 


Q Is that the one you put out in ‘861? Is that the 
same .- 


a My understanding is that it is making its debut 
now. I don't know whether there's a relationship between one 
and eighty-one or not; I simply don't have that 


Q Will there be somebody available to answer 
questions about it? 


a I think if you take a look through it, we'll see 
what we can do to help you by way of questions. 


Q It's been available on the Sixth Floor for the 
last three years 


a Been available on the Sixth Floor for the last 
three years; courtesy of George Gedda. 
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Q There wouldn't be anything about the timing of 
the release of this, would there, Bernie? 


a The timing of the release of this? Would you say 
that your answers are inherent in your questions? 


Q What's the status of the other report? The 
disinformation -- 


6 The status of the other report? Chuck, here, 
yesterday said that it is still on hold and that it is subject 
to the question of sources and methods. And whether the 
document will ever see public daylight is something I'm not 
going to speculate on now, but I would caution you not to go 
into a state of acute salivation. (Laughter) 


Q Bernie, does the appointment of Habib today 
indicate any new willingness to negotiate with Managua or any 
new position on that? 


i) I would have thought -- I did not have the chance 
to hear Habib in his lyrical entirety, so that I would have 
imagined that your colleagues have raised those questions at 
the White House. I simply don't have anything to add beyond 
what was expressed there. 


Q Has he made his full report on the Philippines to 
the Secretary of State? 


a I don't have anything specific for you on that at 
all, Matt; simply don't. 


Ralph? 


Q Bernie, has the U.S. received a request from the 
Aquino Government either for access to the property in the 
second plane or for any kind of information about the property 


on the second plane? 


rs) Well, let me take it in a broad way without 
pinning it on plane one or plane two. fhat, yes, the 
Government of the Philippines has formally requested 
information about all the property, all the property of the 
Marcoses currently held by U.S. Customs officials. 


We have already stipulated in connection with a 
lawsuit brought by the Government of the Philippines through 
its Central Bank that we will provide it with a complete 
inventory of the 22 crates of Philippine pesos by the end of 


business today. 
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With respect to other property, for example -- other 
property and documents, that is to say, other than the Filipino 
pesos which I alluded to a moment or two ago -- with respect to 
the other property and documents, Customs is preparing an 
inventory. We will be providing it to the Government of the 
Philippines and we will provide them with the information that 


the Government in Manila has requested. 


We're preparing an inventory and we will provide the 
Government in Manila with what it is requesting. If it is 
confirmed that there are unresolved claims to any of the 
property, both by Marcos and his party and by the government of 
the Philippines, we are prepared to place the matter in court, 
so that the court can resolve those claims. This is in accord 
with our policy that these matters must be handled in 
accordance with applicable laws. 


Q Bernie, is the same information going to be made 
available to the Marcos party, and -- I guess I should ask 
first, has the Marcos party made a similar request or filed a 
declaration claiming ownership of all of that property? And 
then the second question would be, is the U.S. going to make 
that information available to them? 


“ I don't have specific answers to those, Ralph. I 
don't know -- I just simply don't have those answers. I would 
imagine that if the information is requested by President 
Marcos, that he would have to have access, too, to what is in 
~~ what the inventory reveals. 


Q If it is in dispute by both sides already, which 
I understand it is, does that not mean that the U.S. should be 


putting this into the so-called interpleader process 
immediately? 


a The phrasing here is “We are prepared to place 
the matter in court." I don't have a “when” reply for you, 
John. It's a perfectly fair question. I just don't have the 
timing of when, in fact, the process that you're alluding to 
goes into effect. 


ann? 


Q Bernie, do you have anything on the charges that 
were made by the Marcos party in the various commissaries, and 
who, indeed, is going to pay for that? 


i) Well, Larry addressed some of that a little while 
ago at his briefing at the White House. What I have been told 
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is that, yes, purchases were authorized by officials on the 
scene. That is to say, at both Guam and at Hickam, in 
Honolulu, and that insofar as the final disposition of the 
bills, that that particular and specific matter is under 
consideration. 


Beyond that, I don't have anything about -- 
Q How much has been charged? 


“ However, I don't have any specific figures nor do 
I have, as I say, who ultimately will pick up the tab. 


Q Do they continue to have that authorization, to 
purchase? 


a I'm not sure that that is the case. Let me take 
a look at that. 

v Bernie, I think -- just to refresh your memory -- 
we need a public answer now to -— an ON-THE-RECORD answer -- 


about the so-called Marcos film. If you remember -- 
a The Marcos film? 


Q If you remember, CBS, and perhaps other networks, 
asked the U.S. Air Force to film the Marcos departure, film him 
leaving Clark Air Base. This was done by the U.S. Air Force. 


The State Department is holding up the release of the 
film, and extraordinary censorship is being exercised by the 
State Department. The U.S. Air Force is willing to release 
it. We still don't have any answer as to what in the world is 


going on. 


f°) All right, let me take a look and see what we can 
get on that. 
Q Bernie, we would be remiss also if we did not ask 


whether the information you referred to as being made available 
to the court and to the Aquino government would also be made 


public? 


a Don't have that for you Let me take a look at 
that. 

Q Or at least the categories of the inventory? 

Q Let's not limit ourselves. The question is 


whether the information will be made public We would 
appreciate it if you would take that question 
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a All right, let me take a look at that. 


Q Can you tell us if Habib met with Marcos while he 
was in Manila -- in Hawaii; excuse me? 
= I did not have the time, with Habib being over at 


the White House today, to get an exact rundown about the 
persons that he met, so I don't have that for you. Let me take 
a look at that there. 


Your question is, did Habib meet with Marcos? 
Q While he was in Hawaii. 
” While he was in Hawaii. All right. 


Q Do you have a better handle on what the U.S. 
Government knew it was carrying or not carrying; who authorized 
the whole sweep-up of all this junk which was on the tarmac and 
thrown into the plane? What did the U.S. Government know they 
wore carrying in the way of baggage in the two planes -- pardon 
me 7 


Q And when did tney know? 


Q And when did they know it? (Laughter) Thank 
you, Deborah. And who -- 


a Knew it? 
Q Yeah, all right. Just -- 


Q Who, what, and when. Let me make a stab at that, 
if I can. 


Q Oh, you will? Oh. How ‘bout that. 


n U.S. authorities -- we're back at Clark Air Base 
-- U.S. authorities were given instructions to screen the 
individuals and baggage of the Marcos party, so that's step 
number one, I guess. 


Several of the Marcos security personnel were in 
possession of small arms and other weapons that were duly 
turned over to U.S. authorities. I have no specifics on type 
of weapons, but I am told that no weapons left in the hands of 
any Marcos security personnel --—- no weapons left Clark Air Base 
en route to Guam and Hickam, etc. 
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Now, weapons aside, some U.S. officials on the scene 
had indications, at the time of departure from Clark, that 
there was a large sum of Filipino currency included among the 
pieces of baggage. But as has been noted on more than one 
occasion in the past from here, the departure from Clark was 
how to put it? -- hurried and the U.S. priority at that time 
was to help the Marcos party leave the Philippines rapidly in 
order to assist in a peaceful transition to a new government. 


For that reason, the first detailed inventory of the 
baggage was done by U.S. Customs when the party arrived in 
Honolulu. 


Barry? 


--MORE-- 
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Q Two questions relating to what you just said. 
Were the weapons given up voluntarily? By that I mean were 
they offered by his people, or were they found on the persons? 


And, secondly, were the crates marked in any way to 
the contents? You keep referring to how hectic things were. 


You know, presumably jewelry would say, "This end up." Did -- 
was there a crate that said, "Cash inside.“ (Laughter) 

Can't you have upside down jewelry? 

Q I guess you can, but there must have been a vast 
variety -- 

a In answer to your -- 

Q -~- of fragile jewelry included in such a cache -- 

A Right. In answer to -- 


Q C-a-c-h-e. 
A 


In answer to the first question, what I have to 
work with is simply that the weapons were turned over to the 
U.S. officials. 


Q I understand that. You said that. 


A Right. Now, whether they were turned over with 
additional sound effects, I simply don't know that. 


No. I don't mean -- Bernie, Bernie, let me --— my 
question was badly put, and I'm not talking about sound 


effects. 


I'm asking if the U.S. security people said, “Does 
anybody here pack a gat -- 


a I don't mean shooting, obviously. I mean 
protests -- 


-~- or did they have to search -- 


2) 


-- or searching or what-not. 
Q -- them to find the weapons? 


A All right. Wait a second. Let's try it again, 
because I was talking to myself. 
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Q All right. I'm asking if the weapons were 
recovered in the process of a search, or if the security people 
asked, “Is anybody here carrying a weapon?" and in response to 
the request, these weapons were turned over? 

A Fair enough. Go ahead. 

Q Could you try find out? 


A No. All I had was turned over. I had nothing 
else beyond that. I'll take a look at that. 


Q Thank you. 


Q Bernie -- 
A Wait a minute. You had a second one, Barry. 
Q No. The second one was whether the crates were 


marked in any way so that in this hectic turmoil you still 
might have a hunch that a lot of dough was moving out of the 
country. 


A I don't know that the crates were flagged or had 
painted definitions on the side. I simply don't have anything 


on that. 


Q Bernie -- 

A Yeah. 

Q Do you know if there was some definition of 
"screen" -- when U.S. authorities were told to "screen" the 


party and their baggage? Does that mean for weapons 
particularly, or was there some broader definition? 


A I don't have the full range of what that word 
"screen" would entail. 


Q In other words -- 
a Obviously -- 
Q -—- was the baggage inspected? 


A Obviously -— well, what I had here was there were 


indications, and what I keep being told is that in the rush, 
the hectic rush out of Clark, I don't know about inspection. 








———— et ee 
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The point I've made is that it was only because of the quick 
departuy ; that it was only when they arrived at Honolulu and 
at Hickam that there was an opportunity to do an exhaustive 
inventory of the crates, what was in, etc. 


Q Bernie -- 

‘4 Ralph? 

Q Can I follow that a little bit -- 

Q Bernie -- 

“a Wait a minute -- 

Q Can I -- 

A Wait a minute. Let me -- 

Q I'd like to follow that up for just a second. 
A Yeah. 

Q Uh -- 

m4 Oh, I'm sorry. I thought Bernie had it. 


Q Well, I don't care. 


Q Why -- when you say a “rush,” the baggage didn't 
go on that plane. In other words, the money left on a 
follow-up plane. 


A I don't -- there was the second plane, true. I 
don't have the time span between departure one and departure 
two. What I have to share with you is what has been prepared 
in taking a -- on the basis of a review of those hours when the 
scrambling departure took place. 


Q Furthermore, Marcos spent the night at the base, 
didn't he, because they couldn't take off because their 
original -- so that -- gee, that's -- 


Q The departure was more leisurely than hectic. 
Q -- a fair amount of time. 
Q Bernie, the request for the second plane, I 


understand, was made 24 hours before the departure of the first 
plane, so you're talking about a 48-hour period. 














-10- Friday, 3/7/86 


i Well, what I can do is accumulate some of these 
questions which seem to be fair game in the setting forth the 
scenario of developments at that particular time and see what 
in fact we can manage to extract from the building. 


Q Do you -- you have tried to -- do you have 
anything further on whether Mr. Marcos intends to remain in 


Hawaii? 


o I don't have anything at this time on that. 
Q Bernie, can I follow up a little more on the 
screening question? In answer -- your use of the word 


“screening,” then, was followed by a discussion of two things, 
weapons and indications of a large sum of Philippine currency. 


Can we take it to mean, then, that there were no 
indications of any of the other valuable property that is 
reported to have been contained in that shipment, such as art 
work, jewelry, documents, real estate deeds, and so on? 


uo No, you can't, because I don't have that. Let me 
just add that to the anthology. 


Q You said security personnel had weapons. Did 


anybody else have weapons? Was anybody else checked for 
weapons? I mean, I'm talking about the Marcoses' general 


family and other people aboard the aircraft. 


p. All I have is security personnel. I don't know, 
and I'll add that to the list to see whether there's anything 


on that point. 


Q What have you got on McPherson s mission to the 
Philippines? 


a Nothing. I don't have -- I heard that it was 
announced, I think, by Phil Habib at the White House -- 


Q Yes. 


a (To staff) Do we have a departure date on that 
yet? 


MR. REDMAN: As early as next week. 


MR. KALB: Yeah. That's it. Early as next week. 
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Q Do you have anything additional on the people who 
may or may not be seeking to return to the Philippines? What 
assistance we might provide t*=m since the Philippines has now 
jerked the passports of everyone who left on that plane? 


a No. But I think you've heard it here that the 
President's offer to the Marcos party is that they're welcome 
to stay as long as they so choose to. 


Q How would they leave without passports, though, 
Bernie? 


a I don't have the technical thing on that. I 
suppose that's an INS sort of technical question that I simply 
am not prepared to deal with. 


Q Have the passports been handed over to the 
Philippine Consulate in Honolulu? 


“4 Well, my understanding, at least the 
understanding here in the building on the passport situation, 
goes something like this: That, yes, the Philippines did 
inform the United States by telephone that it has revoked the 
passports of all members of the Marcos party, wheth-- 
diplomatic or regular passports, and the passports of former 
Ambassador Romualdez and his family, also whether diplomatic or 
regular. 


They have also told us -- that is to say, the 
Philippines have also told the United States that the matter of 
new passports for these people is under review. And insofar as 
the question about whether they -- did I understand a question 
about whether the Philippine Government had called for the 


return of the passports? -- has not formally requested the 
return of the revoked passports. 


Q Are the passports under review by the United 
States Government or -- 


Aa No, no, no. Philippines. And I have nothing 
that in any way can amplify that particular point about new 
passports being under review. 


Q Let me understand who your different pronouns 
refer to. New passports for “these” people. Now, is this the 
entire 89, or are these just the people who may want to return 
to the Philippines? 
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a Well, since the preface to that was “the Marcos 
arty.” “all members of the Marcos party.” I would assume it's 


a broad-spectrum response. 


Q Bernie, have there been any further contacts 
between the two State Department officials and the Marcos 
party, let's say, in the last 24 hours? 


a Let me not put a clock on contacts, but there 
have been regular communications. 


Q And you say at this point you have nothing to 
offer on the question of whether Marcos has said if he'll stay, 


or I'm not quite sure I know what -- 


A That's what I did say. I said, “Although there 


have been ongoing conversations, without putting a time clock 
as to when,” etc., I do not at this time have anything to say 


about whether Marcos will continue on from Hickam -- is that 
the gist of your question? 


Q Yeah. Well, will leave Hickam or stay at Hickam 
or -- 


a I don't have anything on that. 


Q There was a report that he might -- 


fs Barry? 


Or Matt. Sorry. 


Q There was a report that he might be considering 
asking for citizenship in the United States? Marcos. 


" I don't have anything on that. He has a 
different kind of status here, and I set that forth, and 
“welcome to stay as long as he so chooses." 


Barry? 


Q Bernie, in that list of questions that you're 
going to try to get answers from, could I ask you if you would 
put on that list whether Marcos and Mrs. Marcos were told it 
would be all right to bring -- without, [ suppose, specifying 
amounts -- to bring their possessions and money, their jewels, 


etc., with them? It's very simple. 


Did he have -- did they have a green light from the 
United States that is now turning amber? 
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. Okay. I think somewhere along the line we talked 


about that in that hectic rush there was an extension of 
assurances about leaving the Philippines and access to medical 


attention if so required. 


Beyond that, I don't have a list of A, 8, C and D's to 
offer at this point, but let me just put that on that list and 


see what we can get. 


Q It's not really a very finely-tuned question. I 
me 1, the point is -- 


“ No -- 
9 Did we say is it all right to bring -- 


a I think it's -- 


Q -~ in money and jewelry with you. 


A Barry -- 
| Q It's not very subtle. 


m4 There's a big large blur about it, but we'll take 
a look. 





~~ MORE -- 
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Q Bernie, has Marcos required any medical attention 
while he's been here, any dialysis or -- 


a Don't have anything on that. 


Q You already said that Marcos could bring his, you 
know -- I mean, the party could go and their baggage. 


2 Yes, you said that. 


a Well, I'm not revising what has been said. I may 
not be comprehensive in setting forth some remarks that have 
been said here several days ago. I was seeking to make sort of 
an effort to answer what Barry had, but Barry is very specific 
so we've added that to the roster, and we are at about 
question, what, 10 or 11? 


Q Maybe we can put it another way, Bernie. Were 
there any limits placed on the quantity -- 


a Wait a minute. Reuters wants to refine, A.P.? 


(Laughter) 


Q Maybe we can put it another way: were there any 
limits? 

The way the question stands, that's a very fine 
amendment giving you a little more squirm room, possibly. Go 
ahead. 


Q Were there any limitations placed on quantity or 
type of baggage that he was permitted to bring with him? 


A Is that by extrapolation, was a third plane 
necessary? 


Q Who knows? 

Q Bernie, -- 

fe John. 

Q -- I suggest that these questions seem to 


mushroom day after day. 


a They do. 
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Q Is it not possible to have somebody come down 


here and give us a briefing just responding to all these many 
questions that might answer, begin to answer, some of these 


queries? 


a Let me take a look at that. 
Q Bring the film with you. 


Q New subject? South Africa. Anything on the 
lifting of a state of emergency? Anything on the expulsion of 
american journalists? 


(Camera bulb flashed and broke.) 


Q That wasn't personal, I think, Bernie. 


(Laughter) 


a That's carrying it too far. Which network just 
blew up? 


Q They're your lights. 
Q House lights. 


a On the report of an expulsion order, to go back 
to Bill's question, we are concerned about the reported 
expulsion order involving three persons of C8S Television 
News. As cf now, we do not yet have all the facts of the 
case. However, our support for freedom of the press is a 
fundamental principle about which we feel very strongly, ard 
this point, all I can say by way of a bottom line is that th- 


matter is being looked into. 


Insofar as the question 1] and 2 that you had set 
forth, 8ill, about South African Government lifting the state 
of emergency, as we said when the announcement was made, March 
4, we welcome the South African government's lifting of the 
state of emergency as one step toward creating a climate in 
which negotiations can begin with credible black leaders over a 
new political dispensation in South Africa. 


We've repeatedly called for the release of opponents 
of apartheid, and we welcome news reports that over 300 of 
these detainees have been released. 


How's the fire? 
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It's only the carpet? 


Matt. 

Q Did you have anything, any readout or anything, 
on the Geneva talks on Africa? 

. Crocker's talks in Geneva? 

Q Yes. 


“ ~~ with the Soviets? Only that he left this 
morning; he is on his way back to Washington. He met yesterday 
with you-know-who because I think Chuck set forth all those 


specific details. 


Meeting was held in accordance with the agreement that 


was reached last November, Geneva, in the talks between the 
President and the General Secretary to hold additional experts' 
discussions on regional conflicts. And insofar as a readout, I 


do not have any. 


Q Was there a second meeting this morning before he 
left? 


a I don't know that. I know he left today, and I 
don't know whether -- 


TO STAFF: Did it run into a second day? 
My understanding is, it did not. 


STAFF: Wo. 


Q Bernie, you said that you, the United States, 
welcomes South Africa's lifting of the state of emergency as 
one step in a process. What should the next step be? 


i) I'm not going to set forth any specifics. I'll 
leave it stand as it is. 


Q Do you have a situation on Iran-Iraq? 


2) Iran-Iraq? Very, very little. 


That “ighting in the area around Al-Faw repo, tedly 
remains heavy. There has been no significant change in the 
location of the southern front for some time There have also 
been no major developments for several days in the northern 
area where fighting is on a much smaller scale than the action 
in the south -- hard to come by by way of specific communiques 
and information. And that's about the best I have 
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Q Can I follow that up? Have you anything on the 
French Government's clandestine shipment of arms to Iran, or 
the French Government's expulsion of Iraqi dissidents to Iraq, 
at least one of whom was then, according to Amnesty 
International, executed 


i) I don't have anything on that, 8il1. 


Q Bernie, can I follow up on this? 


a Sure. 


Q Did the GCC countries, the Gulf Cooperation 
Council, after they met last week, consult with you or send you 
the results of their meeting and recommendations about “arming 
themselves to the teeth” and defending themselves and if they 
would need to repel the Iranian attack which could be coming to 
Kuwait and other areas? 


a I don't have anything for you on that. 


Q You don't have anything filed under a separate 
heading on Iran-Iraq, do you, about an assessment of the 
stability of Saddam Husayn's government? 


ve No. 

Q Do you have any estimate of the Iranian, how many 
Iranian casualties? 

a No. In giving you that very brief readout on 
what the military situation looks like from here ~- and it's 
very, very abbreviated, as you know -- I noted that information 


is rather difficult to come by, and I don't have anything that 
would be by way of a response to your question. 


Q Bernie, some of your readouts over the last 
couple of weeks on Iran-Iraq have tended to sort of downplay 
the whole scale of things, pointing out that the numbers of 
troops involved are smaller than in previous years and so on 
I notice you're not doing that today, and there seems to be a 
mounting body of evidence that the Iraqis are not doing very 
well. 


Do you want to say anything about that? 


a Nope, don't. I don't want to make an assessment 
on combat strength and military performance, and so forth 
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Q You still, you didn't mention the downplaying, 
that the numbers are smaller and all that any more. Is there a 
reason? 


A No. I know of no reason. 
Q Another subject -- 


John. 


g Do you have any response to the Dobrynin 
promotion: 


A Chuck addressed that question yesterday. I have 
nothing to add to it. 


Q Duvalier: The French are still mad at Washington 
over their inability to move Duvalier out of France. The 
attitude -- I think it was Dumas, who said last night -- of the 
United States was “incorrect." Would you like to fill us in as 
to exactly what the United States is doing? 


q No. Nothing by way of specifics. There is a yes 
answer to whether the United States is still working with 
France to try to find Duvalier a permanent home. And beyond 
that, I don't have anything. 


Q Are there still options open? 


A Don't have anything on options. I'm not going to 
get involved on specifics of any diplomatic explorations or 
diplomatic exchanges. 


John. 


Q Central America. The Secretary is meeting with 
various contra leaders this afternoon. What are the logistics 
on that? Is there going to be a public appearance afterwards? 


A Stay tuned. We'll let you know about that. I 
was having a conversation, and then came down here. Just 
check, if you would. Please do that, with some forbearance so 
you can get the exact timing. 

Q The meeting begins at 3 or -- 

A My understanding was it was 2:30. 


Q 2:30. Terrific. 
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Q Do you have a list of the participants? 
a No, I don't have a list of the participants. 
Q Can we get one? 


a We'll take a look at it, but I don't know how 
much earlier before the meeting we will be able to have it here. 


Q Can we make a formal request that if you do 
provide us with a stake-out that it is provided indoors so that 
we do not run into the same problem we ran into before -- 


A Absolutely. 


Q -- with those flower boxes outside? 
Absolutely. 
Q Bernie -- 
A But I don't know what you have against flower 
boxes. 
Q Bernie, can I go back to the Middle East? There 


are a couple of reports in FBIS -- 
A I don't hear you. 


Q Just one second, Bernie. On that stake-out 
thing, are you suggesting that Shultz might accompany them to 


the lobby? 


A No. The way I understood the question was if 
there was a stake-out, could it be inside the weather -- 


Q I thought I heard -- 


A -- rather than outside. I'm not in a position at 


this particular point to say that there indeed will be a 
stake-out, but I'm going to take a look at that, and that's why 
I suggest if you can stay tuned with Pete, we'll be able to 


provide that information. 
Q A couple of items in the FBIS today -- 


A A couple of wire things -- 
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Q Yes, in FBIS today. Mr. Ariel Sharon suggesting 


to the Israeli Government to extend Israeli sovereignty to the 
West Bank and Gaza, which means Israeli annexation. What would 


the United States Government be if such a call will be 
implemented by passing legislation -- 


A I haven't seen that. I don't have anything for 
you on that. 


Q Could you look into that, please? 


a No, I can't. 


Q The second one, also in FBIS, that Egypt will 
return its ambassador to Tel Aviv or to Israeli if the Taba 
issue will be settled and they will sign the papers. Do you 
have any comment to that, or do you want to look at this? 


a) No, I have nothing for you on that. We've always 
encouraged relations between Israel and Egypt, and I don't have 
anything to add beyond that. 


Q Bernie, do you have anything beyond what you said 
yesterday about Murphy's trip? 


A No. Nothing at all. Chuck handled that. That 
ended the subject. 


Q Thank you. 
(The briefing concluded at 12:59 P.M.) 














Posted: March 7, 1986 


TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at Mar. 7, 1986 daily press briefing: 
Q. 1 Does the Marcos party still have access to the PX? 


A. Members of the Marcos party may still have access to the Px 
so long as they remain on the base at Hickam, but only for 
absolute essentials and only on a cash basis. 


2. Will the inventory/ information of the Marcos party 
baggage be made public? 


A. The Honolulu Federal District Court denied the motion filed 
on behalf of President Marcos to prohibit the disclosure of the 
inventory relating to Philippine currency. The affidavit 
containing the inventory was subsequently filed by a Department 
of Justice Attorney in open court. The inventory of the rest 
of the baggage is not yet complete and its status has not yet 


been determined. 


3. Did Habib meet with Marcos in Hawaii on returning from 
the Philippines? 


A. No. 


4.Did the Marcos party volunteer weapons or were they 
searched or what? 


A. At our request the members of the party voluntarily turned 
over their weapons before leaving Clark AFB. 


5. What exactly does “screened*® mean? 


A. It means that we asked the members of the party to turn over 
their weapons and we checked the baggage for weapons as well. 


6. Did the USG say to the Marcos party that it was alright 
to bring their money and jewels with them? Did we place any 
limits on the type or amount of baggage they could take out 


with them? 


A. When the members of the Marcos party were informed of the 
arrangements for their departure they were told to bring 

personal effects and baggage. No limits were set. The baggage 
which accompanied the Marcos party to Clark AFB was forwarded 
to Guam and on to Honolulu. The only items removed from the 


baggage were weapons. 
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MONDAY, MARCH 10, 1986, 12:11 P. M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REDMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
One announcement. 


The Department of State is releasing today a new 


publication, “Inside the Sandinista Regime” -- (laughter) -- 

Q Soon to be @ miniseries 

Q When was this one? 

6 A special -- (laughter) -- "A Special 
Investigator's Perspective." It's an inside look at the human 


rights record of the Sandinista Government based on the 
testimony of Alvaro Baldizon Aviles, former chief of a special 
investigatory commission created by Interior Minister Tomas 
Borge. 


Baldizon was a full member of the Sandinista National 
Liberation Front as well as a lieutenant in the Sandinista 
armed forces. The results of his investigations caused him to 
become disillusioned with the Sandinista regime, and he fled 
Nicaragua in July 1985. 


"Inside the Sandinista Regime" demonstrates how the 
human rights issue and the lives of ordinary Nicaraguans have 
been affected by the Sandinistas in seven years of rule. 

That's available in the Press Office. 


Q Is this new testimony from him, or is it -- have 
we -- 


Q He's the one you trotted out last year, isn't he, 
for a press conference? 
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“ I believe a number of you may have had access to 
him in ihe past -- (laughter) -- but -- (laughter) -- 


Q What is -- 

fs) But, none. ‘ess, this is a compilation of his 
findings. There are documents included in the back of this, so 
look through it and -- 

Q Is the timing coincidental? 


When does the comparable report come out for £1 


Salvador? 

iz) Other questions? 

Q Yeah. This is not the disinformation report -- 

A No. This is not the disinformation report. 
(Laughter) 

Q On the subject of Nicaragua, do you have any 
comment on the statement by President Betancur of Colombia 
which -- who says that the military aid to the contras is wrong 


and would not be effective? 


A There is no difference between President Betancur 
and the United States on the goals we seek in Central America. 
We both seek democratic governments, peace, and stability. 


President Betancur has demonstrated his good 
intentions by extending the hand of friendship to the 
Sandinistas and has maintained a conciliatory policy toward 
Communist guerrillas in his own country. 


Unfortunately, the response to that policy has been 
increased Sandinista support for terrorist activities in 
Colombia, including arming of Colombian guerrillas who attacked 
the Palace of Justice in Bogota last November where they killed 
11 Supreme Court justices. 


President Betancur's answer to the failure of this 
policy has been to make further concessions to the Communist 
Government of Nicaragua. We disagree with this approach. We 
remain convinced that the Sandinistas will negotiate seriously 
with their neighbors and the Nicaraguan opposition only if the 
world's democracies stand firm and continue to apply pressure. 
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Q Copies? 
_ Yes. 
Q I presume the the United States has made 


available to him the evidence that you have on the M-19 group's 
links with the Sandinistas. 


6 I believe we went over that in some detail at the 
time, and I'd have to check the record, but I believe you're 
right in assuming that the evidence is available. 


Q Well, then does he not believe it, or does he 
consider it irrelevant? Has he told you why he differs then on 
this approach? 


a No. I can't speak to that, Jim. I don't have 
any other details. 


Q New subject? 


A Yes. 

Q Philipoines? Anything on the taken questions, 
Chuck? 

be There were -- 

Q You'll remember all the taken questions on 


Friday. There were a few. 


a Yes. There were a number of answers posted on 
Friday. 

Q Right. 

A You saw those? 

Q Right. And a number of questions unanswered. 

A There are a number of questions still 
unanswered. I have the answers to a number of questions. 
They're not -- (laughter) -- they're not all taken questions, 


so that if you've got whatever was not answereu in which you're 
still interested, I might take a stab. 


Q Well, where do we stand then, Chuck, with the -- 
both the inventory and the full list of passengers aboard the 
two aircraft? 
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a The list of the passengers can now be made 
available. 


Q How about the list of the booty? (Laughter) 
Q In what way will be made available? 


iJ We can make copies of this to be picked up after 
the briefing. 


Q Now what? 


a The first point. So far, so good. Moving right 
along, on the inventory, the processing of the property, as 
required by Customs law, is still ongoing. I agree that we're 
in the final stages of that. When it's completed, we do 
anticipate that much of the information will be releasable. 
There are some legal questions involved, however, including 
Privacy Act concerns and Freedom of Information Act concerns; 
and, in addition, some Customs laws which may prohibit the 
release of some types of information. 


So I'm not yet in a position to tell you when or 
exactly in what form that information will come to you. The 
best I can say is we anticipate that much of the information 
will be releasable. 


Concerning the question of getting it back to the 
Government of the Philippines, I believe that either Bernie or 
myself had said that we were in the process of doing that. To 
reiterate, we will satisfy the Government of the Philippines’ 
request for the information. The exact form of our response 
has not been determined yet. I can't put a time or date, but 
we're not too far away from that time. 


-- MORE -- 
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Q Chuck, this was not asked on Friday, but it 
surfaced over the weekend and again today in various forms: It 
appears that from his sanctuary at Hickam Air Base, Marcos is 
telephoning friends, cronies, political supporters in the 
Philippines and is continuing to interfere in the political 
process in the Philippines. I don't want to draw an extreme 
analogy with Khomeini in Paris, but does the State Department 
have an attitude as to whether it is right and proper for 
Marcos, using the hospitality of the United States, to continue 
to interfere in the democratic process in the Philippines? 


I That's one of the questions to which I don't have 
anything. No, I don't know anything about what activities he 
may be engaging in that you're referring to. 


Q Why was his charge account cut off at the PX? 
ia Why? 


Q Yes. I mean we were extending him this 
privilege; why suddenly cut it off? 


4 The privilege was extended in the immediate 
aftermath of the departure when people had certain needs. 
Those needs are no longer applicable, so as a consequence, the 
latest status is, as of Friday or the weekend, that there was 
still some limited access to the facilities, but on the basis 
of pay-as-you-go. 


Q Who is paying his phone bills? 
3) I don't have anything on that. 


Q Has a decision been reached yet on the 
reimbursement of previous charges? That had not been reached 
as of Friday. I don't know if it has -- 


a No, a decision has not been reached yet. 
Q Another topic? 
Q Same topic. Have you heard a decision from 


former President Marcos yet on whether he will remain in the 
U.S., and if so where he will go? 


a No, we have nothing as of now on his final 
intentions. 
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Q Any progress on the housing arrangements or new 
security arrangements for him? 


o No, nothing new on that score. 


Q Any progress on the question of the videotape 
that was raised on Friday? 


i) No. We'll continue to take a look at that. That 
was one of the other taken questions, and that's being looked 
at, I can assure you. 


Q Can you tell us where that tape is at the present 
time? 


c No, I can't. 


Q Chuck, Marcos’ running mate said today in the 
Philippines that Mrs. Aquino had no constitutional or legal 
basis to govern, and that she might turn into the worst sort of 
cGictator. Is there any State Department comment on that? 


ia First of all, I'm not going to comment on affairs 
that are basically internal Philippine affairs. As to our 
position concerning the fquino government, that has been stated 


Q Have any additional members of the Marcos party 
returned to the Philippines since the first day or two? 


6 Not that I know of. The ones you refer to are 
two military officers who returned to the Philippines shortly 
after arrival at Hickam. They were functioning as security 
personnel and felt that their mission had been completed with 
Marcos' safe arrival in Hawaii. 


Some other members of the party have expressed an 
interest in returning to the Philippines, but so far as we 
know, none have made a firm decision to do so. 


Q Does the list say who these people are, or is it 
jus* a list of names? 


A It's a list of names. 


Q Can you tell us now how many have expressed an 
interest in going back? 


A No, and because of the nature of that 
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Q How many have left the base; do you know that? 


A I don't know the number that have left the base. 
Some have, but I don't know the number. 


Q Do you have any reaction -- 
“ Go ahead. 


Q Do you have any reaction to the PLO statement 
blamine the United States for the collapse of relations between 
Jordan and PLO? 


i Very briefly, King Hussein's speech makes clear 
where responsibility lies for the present state of the peace 
process. The record is clear that the PLO leadership has 
failed to sieze the opportunity offered it. 


Q Can I follow-up on this -- can you tell us some 
-- in a related matter -- where Mr. Murphy is going to be going 
besides Egypt, to other parts of the Arab world, and do you 
have a readout about the visit of George Bush, Vice President, 
to Tunis the day before yesterday? 


A No, I don't have any readout on the Vice 
President's visit. Assistant Secretary Murphy is still in 
Cairo. He arrived there Sunday from Tunis. And, as a 
consequence, until he's arrived at his next destination, we 
won't go into any details on his itinerary. 


Q There's a question which I got from my 
newspapers. They want to know why Mr. Murphy was in Tunis at 
the time that the PLO has its executive meeting and tne central 
committee meeting there? 


Is this a coincidence? 


Aa Assistant Secretary Murphy was accompanying the 
Vice President. That was his reason for being there. 


Q Do you know who is going to represent the 
government at the funeral for Olof Palme? 


a Hot information you're getting. Yes. The 
delegation to the Palme funeral will be Secretary Shultz, 
Assistant Secretary Ridgway, and Ambassador Newell, the United 
States Ambassador to Stockholm. 


Q When is he going to go? 
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“ Don't have anything yet on the timing. 
Q Is that Gregory Newel]? 
A That's Gregory Newell, formerly the Assistant 


Secretary for International Organizations affairs here. 


~-MORE-- 
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Q Will there be other stops on that trip, or is it 
basicaily -- 


“ I don't have any other details on the trip. I 
don't believe there are any stops, Ralph, but that will be 
confirmed very shortly 


Q Are you taking any press on this? 

fa Likewise, that will be confirmed. 

Q When is that? 

a I don't have the timing The funeral is Saturday. 


Q Do you have anything on a reported warning that 
Iran recently conveyed to Saudi Arabia and Kuwait about their 
continued funding of Iraq and about their oil pricing policies? 


a No 


Q Any position taken on the arms request from Saudi 
Arabia to inform Congress? 


i No, I can't do any better than say what Bernie 
usually says, which is “stay tuned." 


Q Any -- I would like to ask a wwe:tion about 
Habib's travel plans. Do you have any trave! to announce about 
-- in Central America for Habib? And could we establish at the 
beginning, now that he's taken a different position, what the 
State Department's policy will be on announcing Habib's 
schedule and travel? Will he be -- 


a I don't have anything on his travel plans And I 
assume the first time he has a trip, we'll establish the policy 
you're talking about. 

Q Well, is he going -- do you know if he's going to 
abide by the traditional Middle Eastern policy of blanket 
secrecy, or -- 

a I don't know yet 


Q Can you take the question as to when he's going 
to El Salvador? 


i) Sure We'll look into it 


Q Chuck, on the subject of Nicaragua, perhaps this 
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had been covered before, but Administration spokesmen have been 
mentioning with increasing frequency the presence in Nicaragua 
of helicopter gunships provided by the Soviet Union. 


Has it ever been stated, and, if not, could you state 
how many gunships there are and the approximate dates of their 
delivery? 


A I'll take a look at that. 


Q Please. 


Q Same subject. Do you have any comment on all 
this talk about a compromise plan for assisting the rebels in 
Nicaragua if the March 19 vote goes against the Administration? 


A I can't do any better than refer you to the 
remarks of Larry Speakes at the White House briefing this 
morning in which he said, basically, the President was not 
seeking a half-way solution. 


Q Chuck, on another subject. Have you had any 
response, official response, from the Soviets yet to the order 
to reduce the size of their U.N. Mission? 

a No, we have not. 

Q Another question. I don't think --. 

Q Soviet Mission. 

Q Another question. Have you any comment on the 
changes made in South Africa, the constitutional -- legal 
changes? 

A No, I don't, Jim. 


Q Any response from the Soviets on the subject of 
the summit or the Shevardnadze-Shultz meeting? 


A No, on both counts. 


Q Is it possible Shultz and Shevardnadze might meet 
in Stockholm? 


a Don't have anything on that, Bernie. 


Q Any comment on the New York Times report that the 
U.N. is questioning whether the U.S. has -- can operate 
illegally or legally request the Soviets to reduce the size of 
their U.N. Mission? 
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A No, we haven't had any formal communication from 
the United Nations, and I believe our own position was, I hope, 
adequately explained either Friday or over the weekend, so that 
there should be no question that, as we see it, the act was 
justified. 


Q Is there a posting or something that you can make 
available of what was put out about this U.N. thing Friday 
night, or over the weekend, or has it -- 


A We can make available the basic statement that 
was used. 


Q Can you do that? 


Q Have you gotten anything formally from Angola 


about the South African proposals regarding Namibia and 
referral? 


A No, we have not. 

Q Do you have anything on Crocker's meeting with 
Mr. Vasey? 

a Nothing more than what we gave you at the time? 

Q Where is he now? Where's Crocker? Is he back? 

A My understanding is he's back in Washington. 


Q Anything on Wisner? 


A Deputy Assistant Secretary Wisner has been 
Harare, Zimbabwe, since Sunday, March 9, where he's meeting 
with government officials as part of the U.S. commitment to 
encourage an intensification of diplomatic efforts following a 
South African announcement on an implementation date for 
Resolution 435. 


Q Do you have anything at all on the Angolan 
rejection of the August 1 announcement by South Africa? 


A I responded to that, in one sense, at the end of 
last week, concerning what appeared to be a public rather than 
a formal rejection. As I just said in an answer to her 
question, we've still not received Angola's formal response to 
the South African proposal. 
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Therefore, we don't have any comment at this time 
beyond repeating that we remain committed to achieving a 
negotiated settlement for Namibian independence under UNSCR 
435; and, in that context, the withdrawal of Cuban troops from 
Angola. 


Q Apparently, Angola has said that they rejected 
it, though. Are you dismayed by that? 


A As I say, we have not received a formal response 
from Angola. 


Q Chuck, AID put out a press release on Friday 
saying that senior State Department officials would be 
accompanying Mr. McPherson to the Philippines over the 
weekend. Can you tell us which senior State Department 
officials on currently in the Philippines on the trip with Mr. 
McPherson? 


A We'll take a look at that. 
Q Okay, thank you. 


(Press briefing concluded at 12:28 p.m.) 
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TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the Marchl0, 1986 daily press briefing: 


U.S. DELEGATION TO THE PHILIPPINES 





Q: Who is accompanying AID Administrator M. Peter McPherson to 
the Philippines? 


THE DELEGATION, LED BY McPHERSON, ALSO CONSISTS OF: 


1. 
Ze 


TREASURY SENIOR DEPUTY ASST. SECRETARY CHARLES DALLARA. 
AMBASSADOR ERNEST PREEG, DEPARTMENT OF STATE, BUREAU OF 
EAST ASIAN AND PACIFIC AFFAIRS. 

ROBERT BAUERLEIN, DEPARTMENT OF STATE, BUREAU OF 
SECURITY ASSISTANCE, SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY. 

STEVE DELP, DEPARTMENT OF STATE, BUREAU OF POLITICO- 
MILITARY AFFAIRS. . 


GLENN RUDD, DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE. 
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MR. REDOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
I'll begin with a number of announcements. 


Available in the Press Office at 2:00 p.m. will be the 
statement of Assistant Secretary John D. Negroponte before the 
House Subcommittee on Appropriations on the 1987 budget request 
for the U.S. bilateral science and technology agreements 
appropriation. 


Also available in the Press Office is the text from 
the 11:00 a.m. testimony of Assistant Secretary John Thomas to 
the House Committee on Foreign Affairs on the role of the 
Sandinista Government in narcotics trafficking. 


A reminder about the Secretary's trip to Sweden for 
the funeral of Prime Minister Palme. A sign-up sheet has been 
posted in the main Press Office for those of you wishing to 
apply for a seat. The list will be taken down and applications 
closed at 12:00 noon on Wednesday, March 12. 


Q What's the date of the trip? 


4 It'll be -- I don't have the exact itinerary yet 
but it will be a very quick trip. 


Q At least Friday to Monday or -- 

A Even less. 

Q Do you have any -- can you give us any 
information, any bilateral meetings he might have while in 
Stockholm? 

A Not yet. That schedule is still being arranged. 


Q Do you know if there are any other stops in 
Europe or anywhere else? 


A Not to my knowledge. 
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Q Do you know if Shevardnadze will be there? 
A Don't know yet. 


The Secretary will be testifying in open session at 
10:00 a.m., Wednesday. “arch 12, before the Subcommittee on 
Commerce, Justice, St.» and the Judiciary of the House 
Appropriations Commit’*«: egarding the FY-1987 State Department 
budget. 


On Thursday, March 13, at 10:30 a.m., the Secretary 
will testify in open session before the Subcommittee on Foreign 
Operations of the Senate Appropriations Committee. The subject 
is the FY-87 foreign assistance request. 


As is our usual practice, we will not have a daily ~ 
briefing tomorrow or Thursday, the 13th, because of these open 
sessions. 


Finally, the Administration is today sending to the 
Hill notification of intent to sell Saudi Arabia $354 million 
worth of air and sea defense missiles. This sale will include 
671 AIM-9P4 air-to-air missiles, 995 AIM-9L air-to-air 
missiles, 200 Stinger man-portable ground-to-air missile 
systems and 600 reloads, 100 harpoon air-to-sea missiles; I 
believe that should be sea-to-sea missiles, in fact. Somebody 
can verify that. 


A BACKGROUND briefing on this subject will be held at 
4:00 p.m. today in this room. 


Q Can you run down the numbers again, please? 


a Yes. 671 AIM-9P4 air-to-air, 995 AIM-9L 
air-to-air, 200 Stingers with 600 reloads, and 100.harpoons. 


Q The two hundred Stingers includes the launchers 
for those 200? 


a Those are missile systems -- 200 missile systems 
and 600 reloads. 


Q Thank you. 


is) And, again, for further details and other 
questions I'd refer you to the briefing this afternoon. 


Q Can you tell us, has that notification actually 
taken place at this hour? 
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a It's going to the Hill today. I can't confirm 
whether it's actually in someone's hands there. 


Let me try for one public response to why the 
sale is being offered at this time. 


a Why the details --~ 


Q Why has the United States decided this would be a 
good time to sell these weapons to the Saudis? 


a First of all, that was addressed, to some degree, 
at the White House today; but, secondly, in the sense that 
these are valid security requirements. But beyond that, I'd 
refer you to the briefing this afternoon for those kind of 
details. 


Those are air-to-sea, the harpoons. 


Q Chuck, have arrangements been made now for former 
President Marcos to leave Hickam Air Force Base and to move to 
a private dwelling somewhere? 


i) No. The Marcoses are trying to find living 
quarters in the Honolulu area and to move off Hickam Air Force 
Base as expeditiously as possible. 


As we understand it -- and I've seen this reported in 
great detail in the wires, I believe -- there were some 


difficulties with the other party's meeting the conditions in 
the lease that the Marcoses signed for the house they wanted, 


and they are now waiting to see whether these difficulties can 
be resolved or whether they must find another house. 


There's no truth to the report that the President has 
ordered the Marcoses to be off Hickam by the weekend. Beyond 
that, I have nothing on his long-term intentions. 


Do you have anything on concern by the 
Administration about the former President's communications with 
his home country --— phone calls that might be interpreted as 
interfering in politics there? 


i) Nothing in the way of concern. Former President 
Marcos is a guest at Hickam Air Force Base at the invitation of 
President Reagan. As a normal courtesy, his privacy is 
respected and his personal telephone calls are not subject to 
limitations. 











For your information, we understand that many of the 
phone calls that have been made have been made collect. 
(Laughter) 


What about the comments by his Vice President -- 
Vice President Tolentino -- that Marcos is, in fact, the only 
legal President of the Philippines? Have we got any reaction 
to those sorts of things? 


ca No. As yesterday, I'm not going to engage 
ourselves in internal Filipino problems. 

Q Do you have a figure on the amount of the phone 
calls? 

A No, I don't. I've seen figures in several ° 


thousands of dollars, but I can't confirm anything at this 
point. 


Q Is it your understanding that the deal on a new 
dwelling is today -- may be resolved? Is that the hope, that 
he might move today? 


A I don't believe it serves any purpose to put a 
real deadline on it simply because we don't know how these 
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things are going to work out. It's a technical problem between 


the lessor and the lessee. 


Q Hawaii is where he's going to stay for the time 
being? 


a That's right. 


~-MORE-- 
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Q Is the U.S. involved in checking out any other 
future destinations? A number have been mentioned -- 
Singapore, Hong Kong, Japan, and Indonesia. Is the State 
Department, in terms of trying to help the Marcos family, 
involved in diplomatically trying to find out whether the 
Marcoses would be welcome in any of these places, or is that 
something that is being left entirely to them? 


a I don't have anything on that specifically. You 
know what we've said about his being welcome to stay here. You 
know about his attempts at the present time to lease housing in 
Honolulu. I've said I don't have anything on his long-term 
intentions. Beyond that, I really can't help you. 


Q Could you take the question, because we were 
quite active with Mr. Duvalier in helping him -- 

a No, but in this case it simply doesn't apply. 
He's welcome to stay here. He has access to a telephone, as 
you already know. 


(Laughter) 


Q There are reports that he's considering moving to 
property in Texas. As far as you know, is he still 
concentrating on the Honolulu area? 


a I have nothing beyond his efforts to lease this 
particular property in Honolulu at this time. 


Q Do you have any further information on Mr. 
Murphy's talks in Cairo or whereabouts? ° 


a Assistant Secretary Murphy concluded his March 
9-11 visit to Egypt and is now in Israel. While in Cairo, he 
met with President Mubarak, Prime Minister Lotfy, Defense 
Minister Abu Ghazala, Foreign Minister Abdel Meguid, and other 
senior Egyptian officials. His discussions focused on matters 
of bilateral concern. 


During Mr. Murphy's visit, Eayptian Minister of 
Economy and Foreign Trade Sultan Abou Ali and American 
Ambassador to Egypt Veliotes signed a supplementary protocol to 
the Bilateral Investment Treaty signed in 1982. With the 
signing of the protocol, the Administration can proceed with 
submitting the treaty to the Senate for ratification. 


Q Do you have any details on that treaty? 


a No. That's all I have at this time. 
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Q Can we skip back to the Philippines for a 
minute? What about the inventory? What's its status? 


a Nothing beyond what I offered you yesterday 


Q Chuck, do you have anything new on the number or 
names of people who may still be wanting to leave Hawaii and 
return to the Philippines? These are people in the Marcos 
party. 


i) No, I don't, nothing specific. There are some 60 
people who still remain on Hickam, but beyond that, I don't 
ot ag other details on the future disposition of these 
people. 





Q Would they all leave when Marcos leaves? . 
Don't know. 


Q Chuck, can you tell if Mr. Murphy's visit to 
Cairo was devoted wholly to the latest events in Egypt or -- it 
also covered the Middle East peace process? 


a As I said, it focused on matters of bilateral 
concern. Obviously, I'm sure there were occasions to discuss 
broader issues involving the region, as well. 


Q Did he discuss the riot, the recent riot in Egypt? 


A I'm not going to go into a blow-by-blow account 
of everything he discussed, but bilateral matters. 


And the same thing he is conducting in Israel, as 
well? 


fa That's right. 


Q Chuck, on another subject, do you have anything 
on the formal protest that the Soviets have filed over the U.S. 
move at the U.N. to reduce the staff of the Soviet Mission to 
the U.N.? 


) The Soviets today orally protested to our Embassy 
in Moscow the required reductions in the size of their U.N. 
Missions. I can't give you details, but the protest 
parallelled the TASS item that you all have probably seen. 


As we have said, the size of the Soviet U.N. Missions 
is unreasonably large and out of proportion to official U.N. 
business. The U.S. has taken this action in order to protect 
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its national security. The current staffing level of the 
Soviet U.N. Missions, 275, is twice as large as the next two 
largest missions put together.* After the reductions have been 
achieved, the Soviet Mission will still be the largest in the 
United Nations, and will have sufficient personnel, 170. to 
conduct legitimate U.N. business. 


Our action is consistent with our obligations under 
the U.N. Headquarters Agreement. We are prepared to work with 
the Soviets to ensure minimal dislocation in effecting these 
reductions. These reductions can be achieved principally 
through attrition. 


There is no reason why this step should impair 
bilateral relations. This action has nothing to do with the 
summit meeting which we continue to believe to be in the best 
interest of both sides. 


*CORRECTION: The spokesman meant to say that the staffing level 
of the Soviet U.N. Missions is larger than the next two largest 
missions combined. 


- MORE - 
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Q Can we get a copy of that? 
“Yes. 


Q Can I go back to Murphy for a second, please? Do 
you know whether he's carrying any new ideas on the peace 
process? 


“4 I gave you the best answer I could to that on 
Friday, I believe, (in) which I said I would not steer you into 
believing that he is carrying any new ideas concerning the 
Middle East peace process. 


Q Do you have anything on John Towers' resignation? 


o No. Nothing beyond what was said at the White 
House this morning. = 


Q Any -- has it been formally received? 


a I could tell you what Larry Speakes said, which 
is, I think, something to the effect -- I'm not sure I have it 
with me -- that the President had received his resignation and 
would accept it, I believe were the words he used. But, no, I 
have nothing beyond that. 


Q Chuck, anything about Mr. Bush -- Vice President 
Bush to -- visit to Tunisia? 


a No. 


Q Chuck, yesterday a question was asked about the 
number of Soviet-made helicopter gunships delivered to 
Nicaragua and when, and I was led to believe that we would be 
given it. 


A I got the answer just a bit too late to post, so 
I'll give it to you now. 


We estimate that the Sandinistas now have seven to 
twelve helicopter gunships, MI-24's, delivered at various times 
with the last delivery being in late 1984. 


Q Chuck, with the ongoing drama in Beirut right now 
concerning the French hostages, could you give us an update on 
what the status is with the American hostages there and if you 
are increasingly concerned now about their safety with the 
recent developments? 
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4 I can only reiterate what we've said on a number 
of occasions, which is that there's absolutely no reason for 
these innocent victims to be held hostage, there never has 
been, and there is not now. That this kind of action flies in 
the face of the religious tenets which their captors purport to 
hold. That we continue to do everything we can in order to 
obtain their release, and in doing that, however, it has long 
been our policy. which you all know, that that does not mean 
that we're willing to deal with terrorists in the sense of 
cutting a deal. 


Q A follow-up on the same question. Are you 
coordinating with the French on efforts to get them released, 
either the French or the American hostages? 


2 I don't have anything on coordination with the 
French. We do deplore the taking of hostages, of whatever ~ 
nationality, and condemn the criminal actions of those who have 
participated in the kidnapping of hostages in Lebanon. 


We note that the United Nations Security Council in 
December unanimously passed a resolution condemning 
unequivocally all acts of hostage—taking. 


We again call for the immediate and unconditional 
release of all these innocent victims, including the 
Americans. We do welcome the French Prime Minister's 
statements opposing yielding to blackmail, as I just said. Our 
firm refusal to make deals with terrorists was made clear a 
long time ago. 


Q Chuck, is there a group which was not the first, 
the same, who kidnapped Americans, according to your 
information? Are they the same group? 


a No. I can't help you on that. 


Q Another subject? Did you have any response to 
the U.S. Court of Appeals ruling that was reported today that 
the State Department cannot deny visas to foreigners invited to 
make speeches in the United States merely because they are 
Communists? 


a I saw that ruling just as I came in, but I don't 
have anything on it. 


Q Do you know whether there's going to be an appeal 
or anything? Will there be an appeal? Can you take that? 
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A At this point I have nothing, but we'll take a 
look at what we can say. 


Q Do you have anything on Habib's travels? 


A Nothing other than to answer the question that 
was posed yesterday about what approach we're going to take to 
his travels. It has been the practice of the Department not to 
provide details in advance of Ambassador Shlaudeman's travels 
in the region. 


This policy will continue with Ambassador Habib. When 
Ambassador Habib travels, each stop of his itinerary will be 
confirmed after he's arrived. 


Q You've announced Shlaudeman's itinerary in 
advance. You've said which countries he's going to go to. 


A Perhaps in general terms. 


Q Are you going to do that with Habib? 


The President has said he'll be going to €1l 
Salvador. I can tell you that. 


He's probably leaving tomorrow, is that right? 


> ££ 


I think that's the general ballpark. 

Q Chuck, excuse me -- 

Q Is that the only place he's going? 

Q -- if ~_ had already commented on the -- 
a Nothing else on his itinerary. 


I don't know if you have commented yesterday on 
the statement made by President Betancour of Colombia, saying -- 


A Yes, I did. 
Q Yes, you did. 


Q What about this Whitehead letter regarding the 
Heritage Foundation? 


a) Nothing on that. 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:47 p.m.) 
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~ TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the March 11, 1986 daily press briefing: 


-VISAS: COURT RULING ON DENIALS 





Do you have any response to the U.S. Court of Appeals 
ruling, reported today, that the State Department cannot 
deny visas to foreigners invited to make speeches in the 
United Staces merely because they are communists? will 


there be an appeal? 


A: WE HAVE NOT HAD AN OPPORTUNITY TO STUDY THE 50-PAGE 


RULING AND HAVE NO COMMENT AT THIS TIME. 
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(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
Because you didn't have the opportunity to hear the Secretary 
this morning in closed session, we are making available in the 
Press Office a number of texts which come from the Hill today: 


Statement of Acting Assisting Secretary John Monjo 
before the House Appropriations Committee at 10 a.m. on the 
1987 Foreign Assistance Request; 


The Statement of Assistant Secretary Alan Keyes before 
the House Foreign Affairs Committee at 2:45 p.m. on "The Need 
for Budget Austerity on U.S. Contributions to the U.N."; 


The prepared speech of Assistant Secretary Ridgway to 
the American Council on Germany, on “The Federal Republic, the 
GOR, and Berlin in U.S. Policy," in New York at 6 p.m. tonight; 


The statement by Assistant Secretary Crocker before 
the House Foreign Affairs Committee on "U.S. Policy Towards 
South Africa;" that was at 10:30 a.m.; 


And the statement by Acting Assistant Secretary John 
Monjo before the House Foreign Affairs Committee on "Indochina 
POWs and MIAs" at 3 P.M. 


As a reminder, we will not have a briefing tomorrow 
because of the Secretary's appearance before the Subcommittee 
on Foreign Operations of the Senate Appropriations Committee. 
His testimony is scheduled for 10:30 A.M. The hearing is open, 
and the subject is the "FY-87 Foreign Assistance Request." 


There have been some questions with respect to the 
means by which the President's request to the Nicaraguan 
Democratic Resistance will be funded. Let me give you some 
clarification. To carry out this program, the President's 
request specifies that he intends to transfer $100 million in 
funds appropriated by the 1986 Department of Defense 
Authorization Act. The money will be obligated over a period 
of time ending on September 30, 1987. Other than funds that 
have been or may be otherwise specifically approved by 
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Congress, this figure of $100 million represents the sum total 
of funds which will be spent by the United States during the 
balance of Fiscal Year 1986 and Fiscal Year 1987 to assist the 
Nicaraguan Democratic Resistance 


There has been considerable inaccurate public 

' speculation that approval of the President's request for $100 
million for the Nicaraguan resistance would also have the 
effect of making available for that purpose reserve for 
contingencies or other CIA funds. The President's request does 
not contain any new special constraint on the use of CIA funds 
applicable only to Nicaragua, nor does it eliminate any 
requirement that is otherwise applicable. It in no way changes 
the rules applicable to the use of other CIA funds. 


The legal question, then, is what do existing rules 
permit? The current law permits transfer or reprogramming of 
CIa funds, including transfers from the reserve for 
contingencies, only if notification and other requirements in 
Section 502 of the National Security Act are met. It is 
neither the intent nor the effect of the President's request to 
supersede those requirements. Indeed, the President's request 
states that they will continue to apply. 


With respect to the reserve for contingencies, the 
Intelligence Authorization Act prohibits use of that account 
for a Nicaraguan para-military program in fiscal year '86. The 
Administration wishes to make clear that it will not augment 
the President's request through the use of CIA or any other 
funds that have not been approved by Congress for this purpose. 

Questions? 


Q Chuck, on the Secretary's testimony, do you know 
what the subject was this morning? 


A It was the State Department budget. 

Q Why should that be in closed session? 

fi I think this was at the request of the committee. 
Q Was any reason given to the State Department? 


A You'll have to ask the committee. I don't know 
the reason. 


On another development, has the State Department 
heard of some 154 foreign residents of Angola having been 
seized by the UNITA forces last week, and taken on a forced 
march -- 
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7 No. 

Q -- to another part of Angola? 

A Haven't heard about that. 

Q Could you look into that, please, because there 
are reports on the major wire services that this in fact 
happened? 

All right. 


A 
Q Chuck, do you have anything on a Soviet protest 
U.S./U.N. Mission decision? 


over the 
A You weren't here yesterday. 
Q Oh, I'm sorry. 
I answered that. 


Q O.K. 


Anything else? 
Q Do you have anything on Spain? 
A No, I don't. 


Spain -— NATO. 


> 


No. 


Q Do you have anything more on why Ambassador 
Habib's itinerary was expanded? He was initially only supposed 
to go to El Salvador, and now he's going to three other 
countries. 


fa Going to two other countries. 

Q I thought the White House said three. 

is If you want to fight about this, we can, but he's 
going to two other countries. In one country, he is also 
seeing the president of another country. 


(Laughter) 


Q The White House said, "Going to the following 
countries." 
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A He is traveling today to El Salvador. While in 
the region, Ambassador Habib will visit Honduras and Guatemala 
where he will meet with Presidents Azcona and Cerezo; while in 
Guatemala, Ambassador Habib will also meet with President-elect 
Arias of Costa Rica. 


I'm not quite sure how to answer your question 
because, in fact, we never gave you an itinerary for Ambassador 
Habib, and, in fact, I don't believe there was anything on the 
record which would have indicated that he was going only to £1 
Salvador. 


Q That's right. 


Q Does that mean that Ambassador Habib will not go 
to Nicaragua? 


a I can't answer that any better than the President 
did this morning. 


Q Does it mean that he will not meet with any 
Nicaraguan officials regardless of the question of whether he 
goes to Nicaragua or not? 


7 Once again, the President spoke to those 
questions. 


Q I don't think he answered that question, Chuck. 
Q The President gave a (inaudible) -- 
A I can't do any better than he did. 


Q Let me ask you, aside from what the President 
said, is the U.S. policy still the same about dealing directly 
with Nicaragua? I mean, the President could -- 


A Yes, it is. 


Q All right, because the President seemed to put a 
completely new twist on this. He said we don't go to a country 
if we're not invited. And of course, the Nicaraguans have been 
inviting -- 


A The President has offered to renew bilateral 
talks with the Government of Nicaragua simultaneous with the 
beginning of talks between the Government of Nicaragua and the 
Democratic Opposition, both internal and external. And that's 
the position as it stands now. 


~~ MORE -- 
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Q Okay. So when the President said that Haibib 
would yo if he were invited, he meant he would go if he were 
invitea and if the opposition were also invited to simultaneous 
discussions. Is that correct? 


a I can't take this any further at this point. I 
think it's better to let Ambassador Habib speak to these 
questions himself as he gets into his mission. 


But would it be possible for him to go there to 
sound out, and that might not be negotiations? 


A There may be talks and there may be talks. 
That's why I don't know what definitions various people may be 
putting on that phrase. So I really can't take it any further; 
I can't be of any help to you. 


Q Could I come back to the U.N. issue? There are 
stories out of the U.N. saying that the U.N. Secretary 
General's legal advisor had conversations yesterday with the 
Soviet and American representatives and that the thrust of the 
findings of the U.N. legal advisors is that the U.S., in taking 
its action, in ordering the phased withdrawal of the Soviet 
U.N. Missions, was not in compliance with the Headquarters 
Agreement, which has a rather elaborate mechanism for the host 

government reducing the number of diplomats from another state. 


Do you have any comment on that? 


is No, other than to reiterate that when this action 
was taken those agreements were examined in detail by our legal 
authorities, and you're aware of the position we took, and that 
includes a legal justification. 


Q Could we get more thorough, legal advice, because 
the guidance that you have put out is really a kind of negative 
one. If that's the total sum of it, so be it. But what you're 
essentially saying is that the U.S. action is not inconsistent 
with the agreements; that there's no law that says any 
government can have as many as it wants. 


I think if you read the actual Headquarters Agreement, 
there's a rather elaborate mechanism for the U.S. and the 
Secretary General and the other governments sitting down to 
discuss the levels of diplomatic representation. And if there 
is still a disagreement for three arbiters to be assigned. Can 
you at least take the question of why the U.S. is not going 
through this mechanism? 
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A I'm not accepting the premise that there is such 
a mechanism, but I'll look into it. 


Q Chuck, new subject? 

a Yes. 

Q Philippines? 

A Okay. 

Q Have you seen the reports that Marcos funneled 
something upwards of $67 million over the past several years to 


try to achieve political influence within the Reagan 
Administration, and do you have any reaction? 


A No reaction. 


Q How about the continued phone calls? According 
to people like former Minister Obey -- 


Q Ople. 


Q Ople, sorry -- that Marcos is continuing to 
meddle into internal Philippine affairs by telephoning from a 
U.S. Air Force Base, collect or whatever, to the Philippines? 


i) I answered that question yesterday. Maybe you 
were absent for another reason. 


Q Chuck, when is Mr. Murphy due back to Washington? 


6 I don't have anything on his return. 


Q Do you have anything on the status of the 
inventory? Has the Custom Service provided it to the State 
Department, and has the State Department provided it to the 
Aquino Government, and will the State Department provide it to 
anyone else? 


A It's still in the hands of Customs. That's the 
first point. 


Q Okay. 


i) So I really can't say when or where it's going to 
surface. 


Q It's completed, though? 
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A You'll have to see Customs. 
Q When do you expect -- 


& The only other thing I could address would be the 
question of the documents and access to the documents, which we 
will be discussing in the context of the Salonga visit next 
week. 


Q Can you tell us more about the Salonga visit? 
With whom will he meet? 


A I know very few details. He's scheduled to 
arrive in Washington this weekend to discuss with the United 
States Government possible inquiries into Marcos' holdings in 
the United States. He will be meeting next week with State, 
Justice, and other U.S. Government officials. But I don't have 
anything yet on his specific round of engagements. 


Q Will he be meeting in Honolulu with any State or 
U.S. Government officials en route to Washington? 


A I don't know, Ralph. 


Q Chuck, what's the economic aid level for Egypt 
after the story that $150 million was released? And why the 
$150 million was frozen that was mentioned in the news stories? 


a What has been mentioned is the fact that while he 
was in Cairo, Assistant Secretary Murphy informed the Egyptian 
Government of the Administration's decision to disburse the 
remaining $150 million of the $500 million in our supplemental 
assistance for Egypt appropriated in 1985. 


This disbursement is made to support Egyptian economic 
reform. 


The other money you're referring to is the cash 
transfer portion of our FY-86 economic support fund assistance 
to Egypt. We are discussing with Egyptian officials how to 
disburse those funds in ways that will support their economic 
reform program. 


Q So they are still frozen? 


A I'm not sure “frozen” is the word to apply. 
We're discussing with the Eqyptians how we will disburse them. 


Q Copy of that? 
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Q Chuck, on Monday, several national leaders asked, 
or made known that they had asked, President Reagan and Mr. 
Gorbachev not to have any further nuclear tests until the 
summit, and also their offer to replace seismic devices on 
American and Soviet territory? 


Do you have any response to their inquiries? 


i) This is like a time warp. We were all prepared 
for that question yesterday as with about three other questions 
thus far. The answer, as I recall it, is that we're prepared 
to take a look at that, but you know the reasons for our own 
nuclear testing program; why it's necessary to continue that 
program as long as the nuclear deterrent remains a crucial part 
of the defense for ourselves and our Allies. If you want the 
exact wording, I'd be happy to give it to you in the Press 
Office. 


Q What about their offer to come and help verify 
compliance with the agreements on testing? 


‘ Nothing further on that. 


~ Chuck, do you have any -- 


~-MORE-- 
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Q Let me just go back to the Egypt thing. Are you 
speaking of the other monies to be later disbursed? Are you 
speaking of the $115 or the remainder of the $500 million? 

a The $500 million has been completed. 

Q Chuck, is Murphy still in Israel? 

be He's still in Israel. 


Any progress on getting President Marcos off 
Hickam Air Force Base? 


& No. Nothing new to report at this moment. 
Q Chuck -—- 
be That's one of those “stay tuned" answers. 


Q Chuck, what is the State Vepartment reaction to 
the Court of Appeals ruling that you can't deny visas to people? 


i) I have nothing beyond what we posted last night, 
which is that this is a complicated decision, and we're taking 
a look at it. 


v Do you have anything new on what the Secretary -- 
okay, go ahead. 


i) On this point? 


i On that point, about the Court of Appeals 
decision, when Secretary Shultz appeared before the PEN 
conference in New York, he made a pledge of sorts that the 
United States Government would not keep people from coming here 
based on ideological reasons. 


It seems to me that the position of the Department in 
this case is the opposite of that. Can you give some 
indication of what the Secretary's view is and how it squares 
with the legal position being pursued by the State Department 
in this case? 


a The Secretary's position is as stated -- as 
you've just stated it, and I said that in this particular case 
the legal people are taking a look at it, and we'll be able to 
give you something when they've completed that review. 
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Q Can you tell us what's happened with Shultz's 
pledge that the United States would not keep people out of here 
for ideological grounds? Has something -- some further action 
been taken pursuant to what he told that conference in New York? 


a No. That is the policy. That's the one that's 
being followed. 


Q But it's patently the opposite in this case. 


6 I can't help you any further. You've lost me 
here, but if you'd care to discuss it later with the legal 
authorities, you're perfectly free. 


Q Chuck, back to Salonga for just a second, 
please. You said he was coming to discuss possible inquiries. 
Is the U.S. Government going to discuss with him possible U.S. 
Government inquiries into this, or are you suggesting that he 
is co to discuss with the U.S. Government inquiries that he 
will undertake? 


“‘ The latter. 
Q Thank you. 


Q Chuck, do you have anything more on the 
Secretary's activities in Stockholm? 


6 No. Not yet. 
Q And it will be just Stockholm that he will visit? 
“ That's right. 


Q Chuck, has there been any communication in the 
last few days between Iran and the United States about the Gulf 
war and Iran's objectives in their current drive, and has the 
United States carried this communication to other Gulf states? 


a I don't have anything on that. 
Q Do you have any assessment of when the summit 


might be, or anything on when Shultz might see Shevardnadze? 
It won't be in Stockholm, is that correct? 


a As far as we know, we don't know who the Soviet 
representative is going to be in Stockholm at this point. But, 
no, I have nothing new on either the summit or the meeting with 
Shevardnadze. 
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Q Chuck, there was a statement by the U.S. 
representative in Geneva on the human rights situation in 
et pe Can you explain the timing of the U.S. criticism of 
Chile? 


é We decided to table our own resolution on Chile 
in the U.N. Human Rights Commission in view of our 
dissatisfaction with the way this issue had been treated in 
previous years. 


In the past we have felt obliged to vote against the 
unbalanced, strident resolutions introduced on Chile in the 
U.N. and the UNHRC and passed with the support of Cuba and its 
allies because of the discriminatory treatment afforded Chile 
in comparison to consideration given to other countries. 


This stand on a general principle has made it 
difficult for us to express in a clear manner in these fora our 
deep concern over the troubling human rights situation in Chile. 


We believe the resolution we introduced in Geneva 
presents the human rights sit:ation in Chile in an objective 
way and hope that other countries will join us in supporting 
this text. 


Q Could we get a copy of the text? 


bs Yes. 
Q Copy of your statement, too? 
Q Is it true that there was almost an agreement in 


Jordan between King Hussein and Arafat if the United States 
would have accepted the phrase “all relevant United Nations 
resolutions related to the Palestinian question"? 


a I think we've given you all the readout we can 
Give you on those meetings several weeks ago in the immediate 
aftermath. I can't give you anything more. 


Q About this whole relevant U.S. -- United Nations 
resolutions -- 
a We simply have nothing more than what we've given 


you in some detail at that time. 
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Q Let me come back again -- I'm sorry -- to Habib 
for just a second. The sum total of what you said and what the 
President said suggests that it is now totally up to Habib and 
the President to decide whether to have any further direct 
contact -- whether to renew any direct contact with the 
Nicaraguan Government. 


If that's the case, that would be a change in the U.S. 
position on contact with Managua. 


A If you're saying it's not always been the 
President's prerogative to make that decision, I take objection. 


Q No. But it seems to leave it more up to Habib at 
the moment than it does -- than it did for the last eight 
months or so, or however long it's been since they -- since the 
decision was made to cut off the talks. 


A I'd refer you to the President's remarks. 

Q We.l1, but you added to the President's remarks. 
You didn't stick with the President's remarks. You added a 
condition to what the -- 

A And I added -- I said that we're really not in a 
position to take that particular story any further. You know 
what the President said, and that's the best I can do. 

Q Okay. Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:42 p.m.) 











TAKEN QUESTION 


NOTE . CORRECTED si/= : SH 13, 1986 


Question taken at the March 12, 1986 daily press briefing: 
SOVIET U.N. MISSIONS REDUCTION 





Q. There are stories that the U.S. in ordering the phased 
withdrawal-of Soviet UN mission personnel was not in 
compliance with the Headquarters Agreement, which has a 
rather elaborate mechanism for the host government reducing 
the number of diplomats from another State. Could we get a 
more thorough legal justification for the U.S. action and 
why isn‘t the U.S. going through this mechanism? 

A. Nothing in the relevant agreements governing the rights and 

duties of the United States as Host Country to the United 

Nations, including the 1947 Headquarters Agreement, expressly 

addresses the question of the number of personnel that a Member 

State may send as its representatives to the Organization. The 

Headquarters Agreement‘'s mechanism for the expulsion of 

individual representatives for having engaged in acts unrelated 

to official business and amounting to an abuse of the privilege 
of residence, to which the question appears to refer, is 
directed toward a different issue. 

There is, nonetheless, an implicit obligation on the part 
of all Member States to refrain from establishing missions that 
exceed what is reasonable and normal in terms of objective 
representational requirements. This implicit obligation is, 
for example, reflected in article Bor the 1975 Vienna 
Convention on the seeseuanbaeten ae States in Their Relations 
with International Organizations of a Universal Character. 
Although the United States has neither signed nor ratified the 
1975 Convention, which has not entered into force, Article 46 


effectively acknowledges an existing principle inherent in the 


Host Country relationship generally. The Soviet Union, which 
(OVER) 











has ratified the 1975 Convention, is well aware of this 
principle. The Soviet Missions to the United Nations have 
grown to the point where their size is unreasonable by any 
standard, an abuse of the right of representation in flagrant 
disregard of the Soviets’ responsibility as a Member State 
toward the United States as Host Country. Under such 
circumstances, international law permits the United States, as 


Host Country, to take reasonable corrective measures such as 


those recently announced. 








Posted: March 12, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the March 12, 1986 daily press briefing: 


ANGOLA/HOSTAGES 





Q: There are reports that 154 foreign residents of Angola were 
seized last week by UNITA troops and sent on a forced march. 
Do you have any comment? 


A: THE TAKING OF HOSTAGES IN WAR IS EXPRESSLY PROHIBITED BY 


THE GENEVA CONVENTION ON THE PROTECTION OF CIVILIANS. WE 


CANNOT CONDONE THE PRACTICE BY ANY PARTY. 
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FRIDAY, MARCH 14, 1986, 12:51 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 
MR. KALB: It's been suggested there be a few minutes' 
filing break, so let's do that. 
Q No, let's go on. 
a All right. 
Q But there is a filing break. 


A There is a filing break, but it continues. Is 
that it? 


Q Yes. 


Aa Let me add to what the Secretary said about Chet 
Crocker, that the White House, as well, has its support and 
confidence in Chet Crocker, and I just wanted to add that 
element to what the Secretary had said. 


Q Does he plan to stay on? 
A Crocker’ has no plans to resign. 
Q Was he accurately reflecting Administration 


policy when he called for black majority rule? 


a I understand that the White House put out a 
statement on that yesterday, and [ really have nothing to add 
to it. 


I had something here that I was going to talk about 
For a moment or two, but the Secretary has dealt with that, and 


that is the meeting with Ryzhkov, the meeting with Ryzhkov 
tomorrow in Stockholm. 


I have a statement here as well on Ecuador -~— that we 
are disturbed by the events of the past evening involving 
rebellious elements of the Ecuadoran Air Force. A dangerous 











2 3/14/86 


situation has developed that could result in violence. We want 
to emphasize our complete support for the democratic process in 
Ecuador and for the constitutionally-elected government of that 
nation. 


Democracy returned to Ecuador in 1979. It was 
strengthened by the peaceful transfer of power to the elected 
government of President Febres-Cordero in 1984. We condemn any 
challenge to that democratically-elected government outside the 
constitutional order of Ecuador. 


‘And one little housekeeping thing, that the Secretary 
will participate in Kansas City University's Landon Lecture 
Series, Manhattan, Kansas, Monday, April 14 -- 


Q ' Bernie, it's not Kansas City University; it's 
Kansas State University in Manhattan. 


A Kansas State University. What did I say? 

Q Kansas City. 

a I certainly didn't mean to demote it. Kansas 
State. -Let me repeat: Kansas State -- got the state right - 


University's Landon Lecture Series, Manhattan, Kansas, Monday, 
April 14, scheduled for 10:30 A.M. time out there. A Q&A 
session wich students is on the schedule. Barring the usual 
unforeseen circumstances, the expectation is that the remarks 
and the Q&A will be piped live into the Press Room here. 


I don't have a topic for you at this particular tiie. 
Anybody planning to cover that, jot down this number, if you 
would please: 913-532-6415. The contact at the University is 
Tim Lindemuth. 


Q Is that part of some further trip by the 
Secretary, or is he just going out for that? 


ie) My understanding at this point, Don, it's a 
back-and-forth. [t's a Monday, as [ remember; and it's out in 
the morning and back later in the day. 


Q That's it? 
4 Yes. 
Q Okay. First, can we have a cory of that thing 


you read on Ecuador? 


Ie) Yes. We will get that for you. 
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Q And going back to Crocker, let me give you 
another opportunity to ask: does he reflect accurately the 
Administration's policy on southern Africa? 


A I don't need the second opportunity; [ dealt with 
it the first time around, that the White House put out a 
statement on that yesterday, and [I have nothing to add to 
that. 


His statements, Crocker's, should be read in the full 
context of his exchange with those on the Hill, and as such do 
not represent a departure from established Administration 
policy or views. But I refer you back to the White House 
statement of yesterday that I have in front of me, and if 
anybody wants it, wé can make copies available later. 


Q The particular part that seemed to irritate the 
people in South Africa was his declaration that the 
government's policy is a sham, in light of their previous 
promises, having banned these two people in the eastern Cape. 
Can you deal specifically with the sham remark? 


A No. I don't have anything to add to what [ have 
said and what has been said. 


Bern, dig you want to say something? Or have I 
answered it? 


Q I was wondering if you could make public that 
part of the transcript dealing with “freedom Fighters" and 
majority rule, because the Hill doesn't have it yet and there's 
no way we can judge it. 


A Let me explore that and see what's possible 
Q Bernie, do you have anything else on Shultz' 
meetings scheduled in Stockholm -- what other leaders he's 


going to meet? 


A The way I have it, he will meet, obviously, with 
the Swedish Prime Minister, Mr. Carlsson, and he'll also meet 
with the President of Zambia, President Kaunda, in his 
capacity, in President Kaunda's capacity as the Chairman of the 
Front Line States. Other than that, the three that we have 
alluded to, that is to say Ryzhkov, Carlsson, and Kaunda, [ 
don't have anything else by way of any other bilaterals. 
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You know that the flight leaves at about 8 o'clock 
tonight, and the last time [I looked at the itinerary, it gets 
back at 2:30 Sunday morning. Oxygen will be provided enroute. 


(Laughter) 


Q Do you have anything else to say about the 
Ryzhkov meeting? 


7 No, I don't. He (the Secretary) was here; he 
dealt with it. I have nothing to add.to that. 


Q Do you have anything about the allegations made 
by the Nicaraguan Government against various U.S. Government 
employees? 


6 As a matter of policy, we -- Let me ask you: 
did anybody pick up this last night? I think it might have 
been available; but be that as it may, let me run through it: 


As a matter of policy, we do not comment on 
allegations of intelligence activity. We do not believe it to 
be a coincidence that this charge comes at a time when the U.S. 
Congress is considering legislation dealing with Nicaragua. We 
assume this allegation in some way fits in with a Sandinista 
effort to influence the debate. , 


We note that an increasingly broad sector of the 
Nicaraguan population is being accused of treason these days, 
including Cardinal Obando Y Bravo. Last November, several 
employees of the U.S. and other countries' embassies were 
interrogated and accused of being spies. These attacks against 
their own people reflect the mounting insecurity of the 
Sandinista regime as its domestic popularity continues to 
decline. 


That is what I have on that. 

Q Copy of that, please, Bernie? 

A Copy of that, yes 

Q Bernie, do you have anything to tell us about the 


Congressional delegation trip that was coordinated by the State 
Department, if not organized by the State Department? 


a Simply that nine Republican Members of the House 
travelling to Central America today -- they are, and if you 
need the names, [ can run through that -- 
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Q No, don't need the names, but where are they 
going and with whom will they meet? 


A They will be going to Nicaragua today, Fl 
Salvador tomorrow. In Nicaragua, the group is expected to meet 
with members of the government/church opposition and private 
sector. It's their hope also to meet with one of the nine 
commandantes. However, at this particular time, we are not in 
a position to be able to confirm that that meeting will in fact 
take place. 


In E—1 Salvador, the group is expecting to meet with 
President Duarte. 


Q Bernie, on arms control, two questions, one, 
which we didn't ask when the other crowd was here, but is Mr. 
Lehman going to do this full time, or is he still going to be a 
deputy chief of the NSC? 


A I don't have a clarification of that; frankly, 
Don -- let me take that -- but it was my understanding that 
this is his assignment. Whether that will represent a divorce, 
so to speak, from his other position at the NSC, [ simply don't 
know, but we ought to be able to tidy that up very, very 
quickly for you. 


Q Secondly, are U.S. plans and programs for 
underground nuclear tests in Nevada going ahead as previously 
scheduled, or has there been some delay in further testing? 


a [ don't have anything on that. 

Q Could you look into it? 

A Let me take a look and see what might be possible 
Q Bernie, do you have any comment on the various 


news accounts suggesting that what the U.S. has done in the 
Human Rights Commission in Geneva represents a change in policy 
towards Chile? 


fe) As we've explained before, the decision to 
sponsor a resolution on Chile in the UNHRC stems from several 
factors, including our dissatisfaction with past resolutions 
passed by the UNHRC as well as the General Assembly. Our 
immediate objective in introducing a draft resolution this year 
was to encourage rational and balanced discussion of what could 
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be done in Chile to end persistent and serious human rights 
violations, such as torture, instead of having an extreme, 
unbalanced resolution of the type we have been unable to 
support in the past. 


Starting in December, to get the calendar into place, 
we consulted extensively over the months with Chileans and with 
our allies, both in Latin America and in Europe, as well as 
numerous other governments, both prior and during the process 
We believe our test offers a balanced and objective alternative 
to the extreme language used in the past. 


This is not a policy reversal, but rather an integral 
part of our longstanding effort to have human rights problems 
in Chile treated on the same basis as problems elsewhere in the 
world. The intent of the U.S. draft is not to condemn, but to 
focus attention on the positive recommendations for improvement 
made by the special rapporteur, with whom the Chilean 
Government has cooperated. 


Q Copy, please? 
Aa Yes. 

Q Another topic? 
a Sure. 


Q Do you have anything to say about the -- that 
France missed the chance to seize Beirut hijacker suspect? Do 
you have anything to add to thet? 


a) Well, only to sav that we have had a number of 
contacts over the years with the French on the issue of 
terrorism, but we cannot comment on any specific diplomatic 
Giscussion. Our own policy, which has been reiterated on more 
than one occasion from this rostrum and others, in dealing wilh 
terrorism is well known. 


Q Can you confirm what the U.S. official said? 

a No. -[ just said that [ cannot comment on any 
specific diplomatic discussion. I appreciate the invitation, 
and ['m sure you appreciate my response. 


Q Terry Waite says he's going back to Beirut What 
is the U.S. view of his mission? 


a I don't have anything on that. Let me take a 
look and see what there might be 
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Q What about Murphy? 
Murphy? What about Murphy? 
Q Where is he now? Left Israel? 


“ Murphy. I had something on Murphy. (Laughter. ) 
What I had on Murphy: that he's going to take a day 


or two off on the way back, as I recall, and probably turn up 
here Monday morning bright and fresh. 


Q To brief us, right? To brief us on his trip? 

Q Has he left Israel yet? 

2) If I have to be really specific, I will check 
that for you. But I have a kind of a blur of travel -- a 
couple of days off; back here Monday. 

Q He's not going to Jordan this time? 

a My understanding is that the itinerary is 


homeward bound. To tidy up, however, any loose spot, [ will 
check that for you. 


Q Do you have an update on the Gulf war? 

Aa On the Gulf war -- not really any sort of 
update No substantial change in the location of the southern 
Front for some time. Fewer troops involved in the present 


fighting, combining both the northern and the southern fronts, 
than in Iran's offensive at this time last year. 


I think I made the point more than once about the fact 
that these sitreps are really an abbreviated report, and there 
isn't much else I can add to it 

Bill? 

Q Bernie, if I can follow up on that -- 


A Sorry, Ralph. 


) -- the UN today officially charged that Iraq had 


on many occasions used mustard gas, chemical weapons, against 
Iran. Anything on that? 
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Well, let me start by saying that obviously that UN 
report will be studied here closely; but at first glance the 
UN's conclusions do seem to accord with our own on this issue. 


We welcome the active role that the Secretary-General 
has taken in ascertaining the facts relating to this grave 
matter. As you know, we have consistently condemned the use of 
chemical weapons in this conflict. Such use is a serious 
violation of international law and threatens the efforts of 
many decades to ban this form of warfare. The use of chemical 
weapons in recent years is a matter of grave concern and 
underscores the urgency of curbing proliferation. 


Q Bernie -- 


a Let me just add to that that the horrors of this 
conflict underscore the necessity of ending this useless 
struggle. Regrettably, Iran has rebuffed the efforts of many 
in the international community to bring the fighting to an 
end. We repeat our call for the earliest possible termination 
of hostilities. 


Q A copy of that? 

A A copy of that -- let me try to help you on that 
Q A Follow-up on my questions, Bernie. 

a Yes 

Q Evans and Novak today brought up an issue that's 


been brought up in the past by others that the [ranians are 
threatening Kuwait and Saudi Arabia with severe consequences 
unless they drop -- have you anything on [ranian threats 
against other states in the region? 


A The [ranians have made no secret of their 
campaign to intimidate moderate Gulf Arab states On 
Wednesday, for erample, Kamal Kharrazi, the Chief of [ran's War 


Information # rters, warned the moderate states to curtail 
their support raq or, in his words, “We shall naturally 
choose the milita y option.” Kharrazi thus not only repeated 


the longstanding [ranian goal of overthrowing the [raqi 
leadership, but he also explicitly warned that Iran would not 
hesitate to extend the conflict to neutral states in the Gulf 
region in support of that effort 
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The United States has consistently urged the earliest 
possible end to the Iran-Iraq war in a manner that will 
preserve the sovereignty and territorial integrity of both [ran 
and Iraq. We have stressed that expansion of the conflict 
elsewhere in the Gulf region would be a major threat to U.S. 
interests. And it is this danger’ that was the major factor 
that prompted the timing of the Administration's notification 
of our intent to sell missiles to Saudi Arabia. 


The sale would be a strong signal of U.S. 
determination to support regional self-defense and of U. Ss. 


opposition to any expansion of the war. Saudi Arabia is a key 
to collective defense of the peninsula. 


Q Can you say, Bernie, how the U.S. would 
specifically respond to a -- 


i No, I don't have anything to specifically respond 
with. 


4 A copy? 
a A copy, yes. Let me try to help you on that. 


Q Since the weapons that are being called for in 
the sale are not to be delivered for some months, or years 
even, to come, in your saying that expansion of the conflict 
would be a major threat to U.S. interests are you suggesting we 
might act to defend Saudi Arabia? 


a I was asked that question a moment ago in a 
different form, and [ am not in a position to be able to 
specify precisely that 


Q You can't? 


a I had brought -~ no, I can't I have talked 
about precisely this Formulation in the past. [ cannot spell 
out the specifics under the heading 


Q [ don't recall your having said it would be a 
major threat to U.S. interests. 


A I think there were variations of that; we can 
find that. I do think that was said 


Q Can [ just ask: Could we get somebody or some 
statement that separates out, (1), how serious a threat this is 
regarded as; and, (2), what the U.S. response is? 
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I think your throwing in there the Saudi arms sale has 
almost made this thing a kind of unresponse, because it looks 
like just a -- sort of like you're dredging around for some 
extra reason to-.support an arms sale, which has no bearing. If 
Iran's going to attack those countries,-they're going to do it 
with infantry and 14-year-olds anid everything else, and the 


Stingers would have no impact at all. : 
x Let me take that and see what we can come up with. 
Q Bernie, on the same subject - 
A Yes. 
Q -- this is at least the third time -- maybe the 


Fourth time -- that the United States has said that Iraq is 
using chemical weapons and condemned it. And yet we continue 
to improve relations with Iraq in a variety of ways. 


Is the Administration giving any consideration to 
Going anything about [raq's continued use of chemical weapons, 
or is the situation in the war such that all that is going to 
be done is just to verbally say, we're sorry that they're using 
them? 


A I can't spell out for you whatever diplomatic 


undertakings may be underway between the United States and [raq 
in connection with the use of chemical weapons. Iraq certainly 


knows the U.S. view, but beyond that I[ have nothing to offer 


Q Bernie, you -- 
“ Let me just go to Semaan. 
Q You start by saying “no substantial change" in 


the frontlines. Are you suggesting to say that [ran's still 
pushing forward or Iraq's succeeding in -- 


) I am conveying the assessment that has been made 
in this building, and beyond that I cannot draw a map of the 
warfront for you. 


Joha? 


Q In addition to Iraq's use of chemical weapons, my 
understanding is that several months ago for the First time 
they were able to produce and manufacture them themselves - 
thanks to a West German company which sold them the wherewithal. 
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Has the United States done anything about that 
specific problem -- the fact that there is a factory outside 
Baghdad which is producing regularly these weapons? Have we 
taken it up with the West Germans; have we taken it up with the 
Iraqis? 


Can you take that question? 
oa Let me put it in that mix under that same heading. 


Q What about the Iranians producing and using 
chemical weapons? Do you have any -- 


= No, I don't have anything on that. 


Q Bernie, on the Philippines for a moment, please: 
First of all, do you have anything to say about Mr. Salonga's 
visit to the State Department, such as with whom he will meet 
and what subjects will be discussed? 


A The meetings are today. Have nothing for you on 
the officials that he will be meeting, nor do I have anything 
by way of specifics on whatever the agenda may ‘be. - 


Q Chuck said he was going to be also having 
meetings with Government officials next week. [s that still 
the plan or has the plan changed? And today is basically the 
time now. 


a I don't know that; I don't know. I can check 
that. Ido know there are meetings today - 


Q All right. 


A - with appropriate types in the East Asia Bureau 
and so forth. 


Q Let me follow up on the general subject then. 


What is the U.S. position now, in the wake of court 
orders issued yesterday, on the question of providing 
information to the Aquino Government about the documents -- und 
perhaps other materials -- in the U.S. that are under 
Government, U.S. Government, control? . 


4 What I have is the following on that, Ralph. 
The two individuals in the Marcos party -- Mr. Araneta 
and Mr. Azurin -- have sought temporary restraining orders in 


two places: in the Court of International Trade in 
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New York, and the Federal District Court in Honolulu -—- have 
sought temporary restraining orders to prevent the release of 
any documents to third parties. 


A hearing has been scheduled in the Court of 
International Trade March 15 -- that is to say, tomorrow. The 
Hawaii District Court has issued a temporary restraining order 
for a period of ten days. . 

Now, we are currently discussing how to proceed in 
this case with the Department of Justice. The U.S. Government 
wishes to be as cooperative as possible with the Government or 
the Philippines and the House Subcommittee. 


We've informed them, however, that any action with 
respect to the documents will have to be taken in accordance 
with law. 


Q Bernie -- 
A Yes. 
Q -- do you have anything on Marcos and his party 


moving from their present location, and are they free to do so 
if they want to? | 


A Well, I think it was made clear yesterday that 
the Marcos party is anxious to move off Hickam Air Force Base 
and into their own quarters in the Honolulu area; and that's 
where ['m going to have to leave it stand. 


Q Nothing out of the country -~ nothing out of U.S 
territory? 

“ I don't have anything on that. 

Q And would they be able to do it if they wished to? 


ms Would they if they wished to? 
Q Yes. 
a The invitation from the President was they can 


stay here as long as they desire, and it certainly involves 
their decision if they want to leave. 


The property claims don't have anything to do 
with that now? 








oiten 3/14/86 


7 I'm not a lawyer on that, so I don't know how to 
handle that question, but -- 7 


Q There's a wire story saying the U.S. has 
interceded on the Marcoses behalf with Singapore, too. Have 
you anything on that? 


= Nope, I don't have anything on that. 

Q Bernie, do you have anything on a U.S. diplomat 
being expelled from the Soviet Union on espionage charges? 

i No, [ don't. 

Q I think it's something that just happened. 

a Nope. 
. Q Bernie, coming back to Marcos again for just @ 

second -- 

“ Yes. 

Q -- is the U.S. Government assisting the Marcos 
entourage in its resettlement in terms of things such as the 
sort of daily life processes -- getting the kids in school, and 


that sort of stuff? 


3) I simply don't have anything on that. I just 
don't know. 


Q Thank you 


(The briefing concluded at 1:i5 p.m.) 














Are US plans and programs for underground nuclear 
tests in Nevada going shead as previously scheduled or 
has there been some delay in further testing? 


OUR NORMAL PROCEDURE IS MOT TO COMMENT ON PLANS OR 

SCHEDULES FOR UNDERGROUND WUCLEAR TESTS; HOWEVER, THE 
PRESIDENT HAS INVITED THE SOVIET UNION TO SEND EXPERTS 
TO THE ZEVADA TEST SITE DURING THE THIRD WEEK OF APRIL 


TO EXAMINE THE CORRTEX TECHNIQUE MORE FULLY AND TO 


MONITOR A PLANNED U.S. MUCLEAR WEAPONS TEST. 














Posted: March 17, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the March 14, 1986 noon press briefing: 


FRG-IRAQI CW PRODUCTION CONNECTION 





Q: In addition to Irag's use of chemical weapons, my 
understanding is that several months ago for the first time 
they were able to produce and manufacture them themselves 
thanks to a West German company which sold them the 
wherewithal. Has the US done anything about that specific 
problem -- the fact that there is a factory outside Baghdad 
which is producing regularly these weapons? Have we taken it 
up with the West Germans? Have we taken it up with the Iraqis? 


-- THE ASSERTION WITH WHICH YOU START IS NOT FACTUAL. 


> 


IN 1984 THE U.S. SAID THAT IRAQ WAS PRODUCING ITS OWN CHEMICAL 
WEAPONS. WE HAVE IMPOSED EXPORT CONTROLS ON DUAL PURPOSE 
CHEMICALS WHICH COULD BE USED FOR CW PRODUCTION. OUR FIRST 
ACTION IN 1984 WAS TO RESTRICT THE EXPORT OF EIGHT SUCH 
CHEMICALS. WHERE NECESSARY, WE HAVE TAKEN STEPS TO PREVENT 
SUCH EXPORTS FROM THE U.S. WE ALSO HAVE °*EEN WORKING WITH 
OTHER COUNTRIES TO CONTROL EXPORTS OF DUAL PURPOSE CHEMICALS. 
WE HAVE BEEN DISCUSSING THE PROBLEM WITH -HE WEST GERMANS AS 
WELL AS OTHER CONCERNED COUNTRIES AND HAVE REPEATEDLY EXPRESSED 
OUR CONCERNS TO THE IRAQIS. THE F.R.G. HAS IMPOSED EXPORT 


CONTROLS ON SOME DUAL PURPOSE CHEMICALS AS WELL AS ON SOME 


CW-RELATED ITEMS OF EQUIPMENT. 








Posted: March 14, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the March 14, 1986 noon preds briefing: 


LEBANON: WAITE MISSION 





Terry Waite has said he is going back to Beirut. What is 

the U.S. view of his mission? 

A: WE WELCOME AND APPRECIATE TERRY WAITE'S EFFORTS TO 
OBTAIN THE RELEASE OF THE HOSTAGES IN LEBANON BUT HAVE 
NO COMMENT ON HIS TRAVEL PLANS. 








Posted: march 14, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question Taken at the March 14, 1986 Daily Press Briefing 
PHILIPPINES -- SALONGA MEETINGS 





Q: The Deputy Spokesman (has) said Salonga was also going to 


be having meetings with government officials next week. Is 
that still the plan, or has the plan changed? 


A: -- MR. SALONGA MET TODAY WITH OFFICIALS OF THE EAST ASIAN 
AND PACIFIC AFFAIRS BUREAU. IN THE NEXT SEVERAL DAYS HE 
WILL ALSO BE MEETING WITH ADDITIONAL SENIOR OFFICIALS OP 


THE STATE DEPARTMENT, WITH JUSTICE DEPARTMENT OFFICIALS, 


AND OTHERS IN THE U.S. GOVERNMENT. 
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MONDAY, MARCH 17, 1986, 12:30 P. M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REDMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 


One announcement: At 1:15, Secretary Shultz will make 
remarks and address questions at the luncheon for the Executive 
Council on Foreign Diplomats. This event will be piped “live” 
into the briefing room following today's briefing. 


Having said I only had one announcement, let me offer 
you one other item. 


March 16 was the second anniversary of the captivity 
of William Buckley and the first anniversary of the captivity 
of Terry Anderson. They, together with Father Martin Lawrence 
Jenco, Peter Kilburn, David Jacobsen and Thomas Sutherland, are 
innocent victims of immoral terrorism. 


They have been taxen hostage in a cruel and cynical 
act. They and their families have demonstrated heroic courage, 
and all Americans should be proud of them and the example they 
have set for this nation and the civilized world in dealing 
with this situation. 


This morning the families met with representatives of 
the NSC and State Department to discuss the on-going intensive 
efforts of the Administration to obtain the release of the 
hostages. Their release remains a top priority for the 
Administration, for President Reagan as well as all other 
members of the Administration. 


The efforts are continuing, and we call upon all 
American citizens to rally behind the hostages and their 
families with their prayers and moral support. 


We also wish to call attention to the other hostages 
in Lebanon: French, British, Italian and Lebanese All 
civilized governments should join together in demanding that 











-2- Monday, 3/17/86 


those governments with a demonstrated ability to influence the 
captors use their influence tc bring about the immediate, 
unconditioned release of all hostages. We call for the safe 
and prompt return for all of these hostages. 


Q Copy? 
A Yes. 


Q Do you have -- can you tell us which governments 
you think might have influence? 


a The answer is, I think, relatively obvious, Jim. 
I can't go into any specific detail and I don't want to say 
that any particular list is exhaustive, but it's no secret that 
Iran has a great deal of influence among those who have been 
taking hostages. 


We've said on a number of occasions in the past as 
well that Syria also has a key role to play in the region. 


Q Do you think either of those two governments are 
playing a specific role -- played a specific role in the taking 
of the American hostages? 


oe No, I don't have anything further on that 
particular question. 


Q Do you think Saudi Arabia might be of any 
inf luence? 


a As I said, I can't really characterize any other 
countries beyond the two [I've just done. Obviously we're not 
going to eliminate any country that may have some influence. 


Q I was thinking of a country that you're on 
friendly terms with and a country that's credited usually with 
having great influence in that part of the world, and I 
wondered if you've asked the Saudis to see what they could do. 


a As before, we've said that quiet diplomacy is the 
best way to get at this particular delicate problem of 
hostages. As a consequence, I prefer not to go into any 
details. 


Q I didn't -- I missed Jim's question. Was he 
asking -— have you been asked if the French and the other 
hostages are being held by the same people who are holding the 
Americans? 


r 
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a No. He did not ask that question, but I don't 
have anything on that. 


Q Chuck, what can you characterize the Syrian 
role? Is it constructive? 


a At this point I'd prefer not to characterize the 
role of any particular player in this affair. 


Q Chuck, can I ask you whether it's still the case, 
as it was at one time, that Syria was being helpful, and I 
think you've just answered that. Can we assume that the last 
public statement on that score is still operative, or shall we 
not make that assumption? 


vs I'd just as soon leave things where they stand 
right now. 


Nevertheless, Chuck, two years after the longest 
held hostage is still being held, the implication of what you 
said is that there is no progress on any front. Is that an 
erroneous impression? 


i) Let me answer that maybe in two ways very 
briefly. I don't want to characterize the situation 
optimistically, pessimistically. I'd prefer simply to say that 
we're being persistent. I think that is perhaps the key word 
in describing our efforts. 


Q Persistent in - 


A We're continuing to pursue the release of these 
hostages through a variety of channels. One of those includes 
Terry Waite (whom) you've seen again active in the recent past, 
but we simply don't believe it would be productive to publicly 
discuss these contacts and efforts beyond that. 


Q Are you being persistent to any point, any 
successful point, any optimistic point, any progressive point? 


a [I think [I've answered that. 


Q Chuck, do vou still assume that all six of the 
hostages, the American hostages that you named, are alive? 


A Yes, we do We continue to operate on that 
assumption. 

Q Chuck, there are reports that the Syrians offered 
the French to launch an attack to free the French hostages, and 








-4- Monday, 3/17/86 


the French refused. Do you have any comment on that, and what 
about any offer of the Syrians about the Americans? Can you 
give us anything? 


i No, I can't, really, on either one of those 
questions. The relationship of the French and the American 
hostages -- I'm not sure there's really any direct connection 


there. The demands and the circumstances are different in the 
two cases. 


Q But since they're both being held, Chuck, by this 
group that claims to be Islamic Jihad, are we coordinating with 
the French on trying to get all of them out? 


A I don't think I can be of any further help than 
what I've said. 


Q Chuck -- 
i) No. I don't really have anything further on that 


Q -- about the demands. Is the demand still the 
release of the prisoners in Kuwait still? Did it chenge? 


a I've got nothing on that. 


Q Chuck, are the efforts that you're pursuing any 
different from the previous efforts, the ones you just stated, 
intensive efforts now? 


A As I said, we don't believe it would be 
productive to discuss these kinds of things publicly, so I 
really can't give you any further characterization than what 
I've already done. 


Q Can I ask you a procedural thing? Will the 
Secretary have a news conference before he goes off on his 
trip, do you think? 


a That's under consideration. 


Q Chuck, on another subject, at the White House 
this morning the President said that recent polls showed that 
as many as 90 percent of the Central American population 
support the U.S. policy on the contras and against Nicaragua 


Could the State Department make available to us those 
polls? 


a You mean the results of those polls? 








-5- Monday, 3/17/86 


Q Yeah. 
o Or the actual polls in some more detailed way? 


Q Well, whatever -- something to convince us that 
these numbers are in fact real. 


a Well, let me answer that, then. I think I can 
Give you what you need probably right now. These were public 
opinion polls taken by the Gallup affiliate in Costa Rica From 
June to November which show large-scale support for aid to the 
Nicaraguan resistance. 


In Costa Rica: 69 percent approved, 24 percent 


disapproved. 

In Honduras: 55 percent approved, 25 percent 
disapproved. 

In Guatemala: 54 percent approved, 22 percent 
disapproved. 

El Salvador: 48 percent approval, 19 percent 
disapproval. 

Q Can I -- I don't see anywhere -- 

Q Excuse me. What was the question asked? 


a As I say, I don't have any details - 

Q Well, as you know -- 

i) -— on these particular polls If you'd care to 
talk to the Gallup affiliate or to Gallup, I suppose you can 
get more information. 


Q Well, you know, how a question is phrased often 
has something to do with the answer it elicits 


Q Well, also «- 


Q I mean -- 

a All IL can Say <- 

Q -~ like, you know, “Will you support contra aid 
or see the world go Communist” will elicit a certain kind of 
response 
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A Barry, all I can say is this was done by 
professional polling organizations. 


Q But nowhere do I see the figure 90 percent. 
Q who did the poll? 
a It's a Gallup affiliate. I don't know. 


Who made -- 


> 


I don't know. 
Q Nowhere do I see anything like 90 percent. 
Q This averages out about 60 percent. 

Q Less than that. 

Q 55 percent, actually. 

4 These are the statistics that I have. 

Q (Inaudible) 


a I don't -- the other reference you made, I'm not 
familiar with, Mike. I can't -- 


Q Well, it was at the White House this morning when 
he was meeting with Mr. Habib. But, also, could you, so that 
we could have some perspective on these numbers, give us the 
exact questions that were asked? 


a I'll take a look at it, but I'm not promising 


anything. 

Q For whom was the poll conducted? 

a [I'll take a look at that as well. 

Q Of course, while you're taking a look, remember 
the '36 poll, or read about it anyhow -- they called only 


people who had telephones in the middle of the Depression. It 
turned out most poor people didn't have phones, so that 
skewered the result. So I'd lixe to ask again - 


2) So you'd like to know what the question was asked 
in 1936? 
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Q No. I'd like to know if they asked only 
landholders or if they asked people what they thought about 
contra aid. 


Q Well, yeah, I think that question, Chuck, is one 
of the methods of conductine of the poll. If the U.S. 
Government is going to cite the poll in support of U.S. 
Government policy, I think it's a legitimate question to ask 
for the details of how the poll was conducted, what the 
questions were asked and all of that. 


a) And I've said I'll take a look at it. 
Q Okay. Thanks. 


Q Do you have any idea why, in light of this 
apparent show of public opinion, these four democracies are 
opposed to the U.S. policy of aid to the contras? 


4 I first of all don't agree with at all with your 
premise that these democracies are opposed. 


Q Which ones support it? 


A I believe that, in fact, on March 16 Presidents 
Duarte of El Salvador, Cerezo of Guatemala, Azcona of Honduras, 
and President-elect Arias of Costa Rica issued a joint 
statement urging the world's democracies to induce the rulers 
of Nicaracua to open a dialogue. 


Costa Rican President Monge, in a statement issued 
this morning, stated that he believed international pressure on 
the Sandinistas has forced them to change their position on 
border issues with Costa Rica and concludes that, "I can only 
judge that such pressures are necessary." 


Q Well, then, are you saying that this poll doesn't 
go to U.S. aid to the contras, (for) which these countries 
certainly have not indicated support and which you have now 
told us they're supporting? 


fs) The poll is concerning populations, people in 
these countries, and their position concerning aid to the 
Democratic Resistance. 


We've said before on a number of occasions concerning 
governments that there are some people who support us privately 
who are simply afraid of the Sandinistas, the Sandinistas who 
possess the largest military force in Central America, which is 
in fact larger than the combined military forces of its four 
democratic neighbors combined. 
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Q Yes, but the quotes you read us to respond to 
Norman Kempster's question are quotes that say they support a 
dialogue, and the closest you can come to finding a quote that 
says they support contra aid is to say they support one of them 
~- Monge supports pressure. 


A As I've said, there are some people who support 
us privately who are simply afraid of the Sandinistas. 


Q Can't say it publicly. 


A They're intimidated by the military strength, the 
disposition of the Sandinista government to foment subversion. 


Q But Chris Dodd's view is that only Chile and 
Paraguay are the only countries that are on record supporting 
contra aid. 


A Well, I think I've answered the question. 


Q Chuck, the phrase “induce the Sandinistas to open 
a dialogue," which was the phrase that you quoted the four 
presidents as saying, do you read that as support for the U.S. 
aid to the contras? 


a As I say, that's only part of the equation. 
There is, on the question of aid to the contras, the question 
of private versus public statements. I can't do any better 
than that for you other than what ['ve tried to do. 


Our own position, as you know, the one the President 
is pursuing, is one of doing what is necessary to bring the 
eressure on the Sandinista Government to negotiate. That 
pressure can come about in a number of ways. Philip Habib has 
just returned from a mission to Central America, a mission that 
he is going to be continuing over the coming weeks. That's one 
aspect of that. But at the present time, there is also a 
military aspect to it, in order to produce the pressure, that 
even these Central American presidents recognize is necessary, 
which is going to induce the Sandinista regime to change its 
ways. 


Q In what way was Philip Habib's mission -- how did 
that constitute pressure on the Sandinistas? 


a There are negotiating pressures as well as 
military pressures, and we've never abandoned the negotiating 


one. 
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Q And Habib pressured the Sandinistas to negotiate 
on this trip? 


4 I don't know what you're talking about at this 
point, Ralph. 


Q I'm asking a question: Did he pressure the 
Sandinistas to negotiate on this trip? 


” He was pursuing the negotiating option, track, if 
you will. 


Q With whom? 
A You know with whom he visited. 
Q Yes. 


Q Another subject. Do you have any comment on the 
strong showing by the far right in the French election, or any 
other comments -- 10 percent, far right vote -- or any other 
comments on the results, or is it an internal French matter? 


a No detailed comments on the results, only to say 
that we and the French are accustomed to political change. We 
would not expect the results of Sunday's elections to change 
the mutual respect and close cooperation between our two 
governments. 


Q Will it make it easier for this conservative 
administration to work with a French Government that has taken 
a more conservative turn? 


a As I say, no other comments on the election. 


Q New subject? Do you have anything on 
negotiations between the Moro or Moslem nationalist movement in 
the Philippines and the Aquino Government? 


A If you will check with the press office, I think 
that's a story that dates from the end of last week. We may 
have something on that. 


Q And do you have anything on the opening -- of 
people going to Moscow for cultural talks? Do you have 
something on speeding up -- 


i) No. 


Q No? You have nothing speeding up on cultural 
exchange conversations? 
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a No. That's one of the things we've been working 
on since the Geneva summit. 


Q You have no announcement on it? 
“ No. 


Q Back on the Philippines for a second. Do you 
have anything about the procedures that will be used for 
turning over documents to the Philippines, Marcos documents, if 
and when they're allowed to under various court actions? will 
they be turned over to Salonga, the investigator, who is in the 
country? Would they go directly to the Philippines, and when? 
When do we get them? 


“ I think your last question concerning when will 
influence the how, but let me start by saying we did have an 
exchange of diplomatic notes with the Government of the 
Philippines on Saturday, March 15, in which we formally 
confirmed our pledge to cooperate with the Aquino government 
concerning the release of the documents in accordance with 
applicable U.S., Philippine, and international law. We intend 
to turn over the documents to GOP representatives as soon as 
pending litigation is resolved favorably. We are expecting a 
ruling shortly, but I'm not in a position to make any pre- 
dictions. 


Q What about the list of other things -- the list 
of other things, his possessions in the second plane? Where do 
we stand? 

A I have nothing new on the status of those. 


Q Will those documents be turned over here, do you 
know, or in Manila? 


“ I'm not in a position to give you any details at 
this point. 
Q Under a tax treaty, is that the legal basis on 


which the documents are being turned over? 


A I'm not sure why one needs a legal basis We've 
said a number of weeks ago that we would cooperate with the 
Philippine Government in making available the information which 
they sought That's the commitment that we're Living up to 


Q But we've also that we -~— we've been talking 
about legality all along, too. 
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a And I still am. 

Q So what is the legal basis for being able to hand 
over the documents, but not hand, you know, but then privacy 
questions -- I mean how -- 


o I don't have anything on that. 


Q Chuck, a Korean film director and an actress -- 
Q Can we stay on the Philippines? 

s Stay on the Philippines for a second. 

Q O.K. 

Q On Marcos, can you say whether or not the United 


States is in touch with other governments to find a refuge for 
Marcos, because I understand he has expressed unhappiness at 
being in the U.S.? 


a No, nothing at all. 
Q How about his phone bill? 
i) Nothing at all. 


Q Early last week you expressed the opinion that on 
the list of valuables held by Marcos in the second plane that 
the assembly of that list would be completed early or mid-way 
through the week -— “soon” was, I guess, your word -- and that 
it would probably be released to the press. 


is) That's still in the domain of Customs at this 
point. 


Q Was there a message sent to the Philippine 
Government last week saying that Marcos would be allowed to 
keep some $300,000 in property that he took out with him on the 
first plane? There was a reference to it in the Washington 
Post story Saturday. 





A. I don't have anything on that, Bernie 


Q Chuck, you're making a distinction between your 
handling of the Duvalier case and the Marcos case in your 
comments as to working with other governments to find places 
for them to go? You were willing and able to say you were 
working with the French Government to find a place for Mr 
Duvalier to go Can you match that in the Marcos case? 
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A The two cases are different. In the case of -- 
Q In one case it involved Duvalier -- 
o In the case of Marcos, he was invited to come to 


this country by the President, and he's still welcome to stay 
here. 


Q Has he asked the United States if he should leave 
or for advice on the question of whether he should leave? 


o I just have nothing further on that. 


Q Chuck, has there been any change in Syrian troop 
deployment -- 
a If we're going to move out of East Asia, we'll go 


back to Korea. 


Q A Korean film director and actress couple who 
were kidnapped to North Korea in 1978 has now reportedly 
escaped North Korea and are currently under the U.S. Embassy 
custody in Vienna. Can you tell us the current status of them? 


a On March 13 Shin Sang-Ok, a former South Korean 
movie producer who has been working in North Korea, and Choe 
Un-Hul approached the U.S. Government and sought assistance 
We have given them assistance, but I can't give you anything 
further. 


Q This was in Vienna? 
Q Are they in Vienna now? 
2) I can't give you any further details 
Q What did they actually request it for? 
4 No further details. 
Q Is assistance different from asylum? 
; “ It certainly is 
Q 0.« 
Q Does the US. have an extradition treaty with 


South Korea now? 


2) The question of asylum, that's in our standard 
“neither confirm nor deny" policy -- 
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Q Right. 


a -- whether or not an asylum request has been 
made, so I'm not commenting on that question. 


Q Do you have any more background? Is this 
gentleman correct, they were kidnapped to North Korea? 


4 I don't believe he said they were kidnapped 
Q That's what he said. 


Q (inaudible) government, that both were kidnapped 
in six months' difference. 


a I'm not commenting on the past history of these 
people. If you want that, I think you ought to talk to the 
Koreans. All I'm talking about is our current involvement, to 
which [I've just told you - 


Mr. Shin reportedly said that he wanted to live 
peacefully in the Western societies. 


a Nothing on that 


Q Are you working with the South Korean Government 
in connection with providing assistance to these two people? 


a Nothing further. 


Do you have some circumstances surrounding their 
arrival at the American Embassy? Were they, for instance, 
escaping any danger, personal danger? 


A Nothing further. 

Q Do they want to go back to South Korea or to live 
elsewhere? 

a I have nothing further on this story 

Q You've got enough to go on there. 

(Laughter) 

Q What about some rumor that they are already in 


the United States? 


os Do you want me to say this again? 


Q No, no 
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Q Do we have anything on -- 


4 I'm telling you what I have to say is that they 
have approached us and sought assistance, and we've given them 
assistance. But beyond that, there is no further comment. 


Q Did you confirm that the approach was made in 
Vienna? 


“ I did not. 


Q So they may have approached the U.S. any place 
else, including the U.S.? 


a I have no other comment. 


Q Is there a change in Syrian troop deployment on 
the Golan or in southern Lebanon in relation to President 
Assad's recent bellicose speeches? 


o Don't have anything on that. 


Q On Libya, do you have anything on the maneuvers 
that will be taking place near Libya this week, Gulf of Sidra? 
Do you have anything also on the anti-imperialist conference 
now going on in Tripoli -- a lot of American rhetoric? 


A No. I'd refer you to the Pentagon, particularly 
on the maneuvers 


Q Do you have anything on an agreement reported to 
have been reached between the United States and some Southeast 
Asian countries, including Vietnam, on the handling of 
refugees, the Orderly -- 


a The Orderly Departure Program? 
Q Orderly Departure Program. 
i) That's a long, ongoing program If you have 


particular questions -- 


Q There's a story out of, I think, Bangkok saying 
that there has been a breakthrough You don't know about this? 


a I believe the stories I saw had on-the-record 
quotations from our particular representative in those 
efforts If you have particular questions, they're easy ‘to 
follow up on 


Q 0O.« Thank you 


(The briefing concluded at 12:52 P.M.) 
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Taken question from ncon briefing, harch 17, 1986 


NICAPAGUA/CENTRAL AMERICA: PCLL SHCWS SUPPORT FCR U.S. 





Q. What was the exact question used in the poll? 
For whom was the vcll conducted? What was the 
sample polled? Is there another poll that gives 
yU per cent, as the President said? 

A. -=- THERE WERE SEVERAL QUESTICNS IN THE POLL WHICH 
WAS CITED BY THE PRESIDENT AND REPORTED I A 


COLUMN BY JEANE KIRKPATRICK IN TODAY'S WASHINGTON 





POST. THE QUESTION MENTIONED SPECIFICALLY IN THE 
KIRKPATRICK COLUMN WAS AN OPEN-ENDED ONE: “IN 
YOUR OPINICN, WHICH COUNTRY, IF ANY, IS A 
MILITARY THREAT TO OUR COUNTRY?” OVERALL, 
NICARAGUA WAS NAMED AS ONE OF TWO MILITARY 
THREATS BY 92 PER CENT IN COSTA RICA, 89 PER CENT 
IN HONDURAS, 48 PER CENT IN GUATEMALA, AND 67 PEP 

, CENT IN EL SALVADCR. THE RESPONCENTS NAMED 
NICARAGUA AS THE FIRST MILITARY THREAT BY 87 PER 
CENT IN COSTA RICA, 79 PER CENT IN HONDURAS, 30 
PER CENT IN GUATEMALA, AND 56 PER CENT IN EL 


SALVADOR. 


-- ASKED IF THEY APPROVED OR DISAPPROVED OF U.S. AID 
TO ThE NICARAGUAN RESISTANCE, MAJORITIES RESPONDED 
POSITIVELY. APPPOVING STRONGLY OR SOMEWHAT STRONGLY 
WERE 69% IN COSTA RICA, SS% IN HONDURAS, 54% IN GUATEMALA. 
and 528 IN EL SALVADOR. THOSE DISAPPROVING STRONCLY 
OR SOMEWHAT STRONGLY WERE 24, 25, 22 AND 19% RESPECTIVELY 


(THE PCLL WAS CONDUCTED FROM JUNE TO NOVEMBER 1985.) 
‘ 








-- THE POLL WAS CONDUCTED BY CONSULTORIA 
INTERDISCIPLINARIA EN DESARRCLLO (CID), A GALLUP 
AFFILIATE IN SAN JOSE, COSTA RICA, FOR THE UNITED 
STATES INFORMATION AGENCY. FURTHER QUESTIONS 
ABOUT SPECIFICS OF THE POLL SHOULD BE ADDRESSED 
TO THE PRESIDENT OF CID, MR. CARLOS DENTON, IN 


SAN JOSE, OR TO USIA. 


-- IN EACH COUNTRY--COSTA RICA, EL SALVADOR, 
GUATEMALA, AND HONDURAS--800 PERSONS WERE 
POLLED. THEY WERE A REPRESENTATIVE SAMPLE OF 
ADULTS WITH AT LEAST ONE YEAR OF SECCNCARY 
SCHOOL. INDEPENDENT OPINION SURVEYS ARE NOT 


PERMITTED IN NICARAGUA. 


-- IN RESPONSE TO A CONGRESSIONAL REQUEST, THE 
RESULTS WERE MADE AVAILABLE TO REP. BOB 
LIVINGSTON OF LOUISIANA, WHO ENTERED THEM IN THE 


CONGRESSICNAL RECORD ON FEBRUARY 20, 19866. 


—_ THE RELEVANT SECTION OF THE CONGRESSIONAL RFCORD 


IS AVAILABLE IN TRE PPESS OFFICE. 








DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
DAILY PRESS BRIEFING 


. INDEX 


Tuesday, March 18, 1986 
BRIEFER: Bernard Kalb 


Subject Page 
ANNOUNCEMENTS 
Backgrounder on Secretary's trip to Europe........ 2 
Publications on Nicaraguan Contras, Sandinistas...2 
Gallup polls available............... 0c 2-3 
USSR 
Soviets protest U.S. naval actions in Black Sea...3-5 
Date for Summit... 6. eee eee eens 8-9 
BRAZIL/NICARAGUA 
Sandinista intervention, training of Brazilians.. .5-6 
Rep. Hamilton letter on CIA, Contra aid....... 7-8 
UNITED NATIONS 
EEC Ambassadors protest U.S. UN funding cuts...... 6-7 
AFGHANISTAN 
UN SYG on Afghan negotiations............ 9 
PHILIPPINES 
Marcos documents 
Salonga receives Marcos documents.... .......... 10 
House Subcommittee subpoenas documents. .......... 10 
Characterization, description of contents....... 11 
Release of documents to the media...............12 
ARMS CONTROL 
Soviet nuclear weapons testing...............6665. 13 
ISRAEL 


U.S./Israeli Joint Political Military Group mtg...14 


SYRIA 
Truck bomb in Damascus..... 2... es 14 














DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
DAILY PRESS BRIEFING 


DPC #46 


TUESDAY, MARCH 18, 1986, 12:38 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. KALB: Good afternoon, everybody. I have a number 
of announcements, housekeeping things, and so forth. Let start 
+4 with the following testimonies available in the Press 

ice. 


Deputy Assistant Secretary for Consular Affairs, 
Newlin, before House, Energy and Commerce Committee. Subject: 
"Travel and Terrorism." He testified at 9:30 this morning. 


Assistant Secretary for Oceans and International 
Environment and Scientific Affairs, John Negroponte -- Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee at 10:00 this morning. Subject: 
“Environmental Treaties." 


Associate Chief of Protocol for Diplomatic and 
Consular Liaison, Gookin, before the Senate Energy and Natural 
Resources Committee. Subject: “Memorials and Monuments in the 
District of Columbia." Testified at 10:00 this morning. 


This afternoon, you'll be able to pick up the 
following testimonies in the Press Office: 8i11 Schneider, 
Under Secretary of State for Security Assistance, Science and 
Technology -- Subcommittee on Foreign Operations of the Senate 
Appropriations Committee. He'll testify at 2:00 this afternoon 
regarding security assistance. 


And, finally, Assistant Secretary for African Affairs, 


Chet Crocker -- House Appropriations Committee on the FY-87 
Foreign Assistance request for sub-Sahara Africa. Crocker, 
2:00 p.m. 


Tomorrow: Secretary Shultz testifying, open session, 
9:30, March 19, before the Subcommittee on Commerce, Justice, 
State and the Judiciary of the Senate Appropriations 
Committee. Subject, FY-87 State Department Budget. Open 
hearing. We'll pass the briefing tomorrow. 
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A BACKGROUNDER tomorrow on the upcoming trip by the 
Secretary to Europe. There will be a BACKGROUNDER here, 10:00 
tomorrow -- right here in the old Press Room -- 


Q Where do you want us to be -- 


. Thursday. Oid I say Tuesday? Sorry. Sorry. 
Stand corrected by a variety of -- Thursday, Thursday, 10:00. 
Tomorrow, open hearing by the -- open testimony by the 
Secretary. It will be by Deputy Assistant Secretary for 
European and Canadian Affairs, Jim Wilkinson; Thursday, 10:00 
here, which is what I meant to say, should have said in the 
first place. 


The Department has available advance copies of a new 
publication, 


From Revolution to Repression: Human Rights in 
Nicaragua under_the_Sandinistas The paper provides an 
overview of Sandinista repression of groups such as the private 


sector, democratic political parties, independent labor 
confederations, church, minorities, press and Human Rights 
Commission. Roughly three-quarters of the paper consists of 
documents such as reports by Nicaragua's Human Rights 
Commission and the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights of 
the OAS, letters by Pope John Paul II, and other religious 
leaders; statements by former members of the Sandinista 
government and detailed accounts on specific cases of abuses. 
Copies available in the Press Office. 






Another release: The Department releasing today, a 

special report entitled Docum on ragua n 

M P on nd Pros . The report contains a 
collection of basic documents and data pertaining to the 
character of the Nicaraguan resistance. The documents provide 
insight into the debate about the relationship between civilian 
and military leaders within the resistance, about the 
organizational nature of resistance, military forces, and about 
the political programs of the resistance. Copies of the 
document, as I say, available in the Press Office. 


And yesterday Chuck dealt with polls, and so forth. 
I'm told that we now have for distribution copies of two polls 
conducted by the U.S. Information Agency in Central America by 
CIO, a Gallup-affiliated in Costa Rica. The first poll was 
conducted from June to November in 1985; second, conducted 
February this year. The results of the second poll have only 
recently been received, and therefore only recently analyzed. 
And you could pick those up in the Press Room at the conclusion 
of the briefing. 
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Q But on that last thing, just to clarify. When it 
was described yesterday as a Gallup poll, it's a Gallup poll 
commissioned by the U.S. Government? Gallup was working for 
the U.S. Government when he ran that poll? 


) What I have here, Barry, a Gallup-affiliate in 
Costa Ricm. It's my understanding that there was a Taken 
Question with some information that was made available. Check 
to see if that information isn't that. I haven't had a chance 
to review that. 


Q It was a little stuff put out late yesterday. 


But I think you're saying now the U.S. Government paid for the 
poll? 


i) Conducted for the U.S. Information Agency; 
correct. 


With that as an opener, we can move on. 


Bernie, before we go onto other things, has the 
United States received a protest from the Soviets about U.S. 
Naval actions in the Black Sea area? 


A The answer is yes on that. But I hasten to add 
very quickly that it is my understanding that the Pentagon has 
gone into some detail on this. But the answer to your specific 
question, Jim, is yes; that the Soviet Foreign Ministry did 
present a note to the U.S. Embassy alleging U.S. violation of 
U.S. Soviet territorial waters. 


Q And what is the State Department's response? 


A That there were two U.S. Navy vessels; that they 
exercised the right -- in accordance with international law -- 
the right of innocent passage through Soviet territorial waters. 


Q What kind of vessel, Bernie? 


A As I say, you'll be able to pick up a lot of that 
at the Pentagon. But what I have is the USS Yorktown and the 
USS Caron, C-—A-R-O-N. 








Q Well, the -- as I understand it, the Soviet 
protest does not involve going through the Dardanelles but 
going too close to Soviet territory once in the Black Sea; is 
that not right? 
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A Yes. That's the general idea. Now, let me 
anticipate what your question may be, or, in any case, let me 
amplify what I said a moment ago about the two ships exercising 
the right of innocent passage in accordance with international 
law. And let me add the following: That international law has 
long recognized the right of ships of all nations to encage in 
innocent passage through a country's territorial seas without 
prior notification to, or permission of that country. 


Although exercise of this right is not dependent on 
the legislation of the coastal state, we note that this transit 
was, to the best of our knowledge, consistent with relevant 
Soviet law. 


Q All right, but the complaint is about being too 
close to the coastline. Were the ships too close to the 
coastline? 


A I have to go back to what I have said at this 
particular point. Insofar as closeness is concerned, the 
closest point that the ships came to the Soviet coast was 
approximately six nautical miles. 


Q Was that within -- what? -- the spirit of 
international law? Is that -- 


a) The right of innocent passage in accordance with 
international law. 


Q May I ask you if the United States would be 
disturbed if two Soviet ships came within that distance of U.S. 
coastal -- of the U.S. coast? 


“4 I don't have a specific reply, but I would 
imagine that the context has to be -- that has to be kept in 
mind -- in accordance with international law. I don't pretend 
to be a lawyer so I really can't be very forthcoming on that. 


Q Now, I was just speaking -- if we get into that 
-- forget whatever you want, or include whatever you want, but 
I'm just wondering if two Soviet ships showed up that distance 
from the Virginia coastline, whether you would be standing up 
here protesting? 


a I am talking about -- the point of view that has 
to be kept in mind is the context of international law. And I 
have to say once again, Barry, that not being a lawyer I really 
can't amplify on that. 
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Q Bernie, does the U.S. recognize the territory -- 
what distance from those shores does the U.S. recognize as 
territorial waters? 


A I got some information on that. I don't have it 
specifically, and I would encourage you, Ralph, to pick it up 
with the Pentagon since they apparently have done a more 
detailed briefing on this subject. 


Q Bernie? 
Aa Yes? 


Q Secretary of State last month in testimony to the 
Foreign Relations Committee showed a map of countries which 
have been affected -- allegedly affected -- by Sandinista 
intervention. And among the countries mentioned by the 
Secretary of State was Brazil which would have some of its 
citizens being trained as guerrillas in Nicaragua. 


I understand the Brazilian Government has filed a 
protest with the U.S. Government about it. In spite of the 
protest that was received, Secretary Abrams apologized for it, 
the President in his Sunday address repeated the same 
allegations, painted the Brazilian map in red. And the charge 
d' affaires of the -- the American charge d'affaires was called 
yesterday to the Brazilian Foreign Ministry to explain why the 
repetition of the same fact that in the Brazilian Government 
eyes is a misrepresentation of facts. 


Do you have anything about this? 


2) No, I don't, Roberto. I don't have anything on 
that. I read the story on the wires about the summoning, etc., 
as you're suggesting, and let me take a look at that to see 
what we can get. 


Q Do you have any fact that would substantiate the 
allegations used -- made both by the Secretary and by the 
President on this map? 


A I don't have anything on that. Let's see what is 
possible. 


Q Okay. 


A Although I suspect that that would get involved 
in intelligence sources and methods, and so I have to add a 
caveat that I cannot be providing -- cannot guarantee a reply. 
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Q If I can, in the last few days of this intensive 
campaign on the contra thing, the U.S. Government has shown a 
lot of facts -- 


Aa A lot of what -- 


Q A lot of information based on intelligence that 
you have willingly provided both to the press and to the 
international community. Is there any reason for you to take a 
different attitude on the allegations about querrilla training 
of Brazilians in Nicaragua? 


a The point you made will be noted as we discuss 
the situation later, and I'll see what we can get for you. 


Q Do you have something on the protest by EEC 
Ambassadors about the cuts of U.S. funding to the U.N.? 


a I do have -- 


~-MORE-- 
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Q And also, they apparently have protested because 
the Secretary didn't want to receive them? 


A Let me take the first thing on the question of 
the EC -- on the EC in connection with the United States 
contribution to the United Nations. 


Payment of the U.S. assessed share at the United 
Nations has always been and will always be subject to the 
willingness of Congress to authorize and appropriate the 
requisite funds. We recognize that not paying our full 
assessed share of the U.N. budget raises substantial questions 
in terms of our obligations under the U.N. Charter. However, 
we must wort vsithin the realities of our tight budget and 
Congressic 4 concerns. 


ow, insofar as your other question about the 
Secret y's not having met the European Community 
representatives, on that let me say that I think some of you 
are familiar with the Secretary's schedule of the past few 
days. He has been on an extremely busy schedule, a variety of 
urgent matters, including the weekend dash over to Stockholm to 
join in the services for Prime Minister Palme. 


Assistant Secretary Keyes has met with representatives 
of the West European and Japanese Embassies twice to discuss 
U.S. contributions to U.N. agencies. Ambassador Walters at the 
United Nations saw the Permanent Dutch Representative on this 
subject this morning. That is on the higher levels. Let me 
drop to somewhat lower levels. 


We have been in frequent contact with members of the 
EC in this matter in New York, Washington and other capitals. 
The Secretary of State has been fully informed on this issue, 
and in view of this and in order to demonstrate his 2ersonal 
interest in this issue, the Secretary has asked Deputy 
Secretary Whitehead to meet with the European Community group. 
The understanding I have been given is that this meeting will 
be taking place -- could take place as early as March 25, and I 
understand that so far there has been no response from the 
European Community as to a get-together with Mr. Whitehead. 


Q Bernie -- 


A Yeah. 


Has the Secretary replied to Congressman 
Hamilton's letter requesting clarification on the possible use 
of CIA funds as part of the Contra aid? 
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a I don't -- I can't answer you specifically, but 
it is my understanding that that response was set forth in a 
Q&A here -- was it last week, Chuck? -- and so we can find that 
for you later. 


Q No, no. Congressman Hamilton delivered a letter 
this morning to the Secretary, the Secretary's office, asking a 
written reply from him, not a public statement by one of the 
State Department spokesmen. 


a Well, it's my understanding he has received such 
a letter. The gist of a response is what Chuck has set forth, 
but, if you're asking me do I know whether the Secretary has 
yet replied specifically, I do not. I will look into it. 


Q Thank you. 

Q Bernie, on another matter. 
a Barry? 

Q The summit. 

rs) Summit. 


Q On the trip back from Stockholm, the Secretary 
was asked if arrangements for the summit had advanced, and he 
said it stands where it stood before the trip. It's been a 
couple of days since then. Where does it stand now? 


os I know of nothing that changes the estimare that 
the Secretary shared with you on his emergence from the meeting 
with Primier Ryzhkov. 


Q Have preparations for the summit, setting of a 
date, even moved a millimeter closer to resolution? 


a I don't have a diplomatic slide rule at work on 
these affairs. I only can work with the context of the reply. 
I know nothing that takes it beyond that. 


That there is, as you would expect, an ongoing 
diplomatic exchange is a fact of life, but, if you want to take 
what the Secretary said on Saturday and move it in any other 
direction -- 


Q Sunday even. Yeah. 
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And Sunday -- 

Actually, he said it on Sunday morning. fae 
Saturday, Sunday. 

Has it moved since then? 


Over the weekend. I know that moving in -- 


neither in glacial or tidal fashion. 


No quickening of the pcace of exchanges with the 


Soviet Union? No closer to circling a date on the calendar? 
Is that what you're saying? 


Q 
“ 


Q 
Q 


Oui, Monsieur. 

What? 

I said, Oui, Monsieur. 
Okay. (Laughter) 
Bernie -- 


Some newspapers think otherwise, you know. They 


Q 
think a date is about set. 


Q 
Q 


I don't have anything on that 
Okay. 


Bernie, there was a statement by the Secretary 


General's representative in Pakistan today, expressing some 
optimism about the Afghan negotiations. Do you have anything 


on that? 


i) 


That's the end of the ten-day shuttle between 


Islamabad and -- 


Q 
a 


Yes. 


-~- Kabul? Yeah. But very modest. To say, to 


begin with, We've seen the same report that you have, but so 
far there has not been an opportunity to discuss the matter 
with Mr. Cordovez. We would expect such a timetable to be 
formally submitted in the U.N. talks chaired by Mr. Cordovez so 
that the parties may assess the proposal, and how it relates to 
other elements of an agreement. 
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Q New subject, please? 
“ Yes. 


Q Anything on the handing over of the documents 
this morning to Salonga? 


a Well, you heard him here when he emerged. What I 
would have to say is perhaps what you already know: that Under 
Secretary of State Mike Armacost delivered this morning to 
former Senator Salonga copies of the documents detained by the 
U.S. Customs Service in Honolulu on February 26 that have been 
determined by Customs not to be purely personal. 


These documents entered the U.S. with the party of 
former President Marcos. The Department of Justice has also 
delivered a set of copies to President Marcos' lawyers this 
morning. 


Q Bernie, does the State Department -- 


Q Where was the latter? Where was that done? 
Done here in Washington. 

Q Here in the building? 

) Department of Justice. 

Q Oh, Department -- I'm sorry. And what about -- 

f Wait a minute. I had Barry -- 


Q I'm still on the same subject. 
a Okay. Sorry. 


Q What about replying to the subpoena from the 
House Subcommittee for the same thing? 


A My understanding is that that subpoena's -- that 
Justice intends -- I think, in fact, there's some statement by 
somebody at Justice that they intend to honor that subpoena. 


Q So that -- 


A That is, the subpoena for these documents. 
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Q Yeah. That will be -- 
Aa The Solarz group. 


Q Yeah. That will be done by the Justice 
Department, then, not by State? 


a My understanding, and I think it's been said, as 
I say, I saw why just a few minutes ago, that Just‘ce intends 
to honor any such subpoena that might be forthcomi 


Q Bernie, [I'm trying to figure out if Stax.e in this 
matter is a conduit or transfer agent, or does it make 
judgments of its own? If it just hands things over, then, you 
know, my questions become academic, but if the State Department 
shares the Customs decision that these documents aren't purely 
personal, then I would ask you what the State Department thinks 
of the contents of the 300 crates, whether they were all purely 
personal property of Marcos, or, as the new government says, 
ill-gotten wealth that he is not entitled to? 


Is the State Department making judgments, or is it 
just saying it's up to the courts, it's up to the Customs 
Of fice? 

A Yes, yes. 


Q So that everything else is -- 


re) And insofar as what I would take to be an 
implicit question -- 


Q Yes. 


a -- about -- or that may be contained in what 
you're saying, the State Department does not intend to provide 
information characterizing the documents or describing the 
contents. 


Q And, of course, I'm talking about the loot and -- 
etc. 


a You're talking about the what? 


Q The documents seem to be moving along. I'm 
talking about the loot, the rest of the stuff, the 300 crates. 
Does the State Department have an opinion whether that material 
is purely personal at this point? 
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a I don't have anything on that. Let me take a 
peek at that. 


Matt? 


Q Does the State Department have any plans to make 
the copies of the documents public? Would it object if the 
Subcommittee or the Philippine Government did that? 


a The Department will not release the copies of the 
documents to the media, if that's your question. 


Q I mean, is there any deal that they -- would the 
Department object to the other people doing that? 


a Well, let me just svév on that general subject, 
that the notes exchanged by the Uniced States and the 
Government of the Philippines on March 15th provided that the 
Government of the Philippines would use the documents for 
legitimate governmental purposes. In turning them over, we made 
clear that the documents did not originate with the U.S... and 
we cannot vouch for their accuracy. 


We also noted that, in accordance with our agreement 
-~- that is to say, the agreement dated March 15 -- we expected 
that the documents would be treated with appropriate 
sensitivity so as not to prejudice ongoing law enforcement 
investigations in either country and to safeguard the 
reputation of individuals who might otherwise be injured by 
inaccurate or unproved allegations. 


Q Would that preclude the public release of any 
portions of them or all of them by Solarz or the Philippine 
Government? 


a I'm talking about the arrangement that was made 
between the U.S. and the Government of the Philippines. I 
reiterate that there's no intention to make them public here, 
and that's about as far as I can go. 


Chris? 


Q On what basis does the United States Government 
tell the Philippines what they can do with their own documents? 


a I didn't say -- I didn't make any judgment about 
that. I talked about the notes that were exchanged between the 
two and what was agreed to. That's all I said. 
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Q Bernie -- 
A Yes. 


Q Do you have anything about the report that the 
Soviets are preparing -- 


a The Soviets -- what? 

Q -- preparing to resume nuclear testing? 

“ As we stated when the Soviets announced their 
moratorium, we believe that they have continued test 


preparations, and they will probably be in a position to resume 
testing promptly whenever they terminate their moratorium. 


Q Wait a minute. They say there's a moratorium. 
You say -- 

“ Whenever they terminate 

Q well -- 


Let me repeat it again. 


All right. 


> 


Shall I go through -- 


Q No. I know the -- 
a 


You got it? 

Q -— catechism that they keep preparing for a 
test. The question is, are these preparations -- is it the 
State Department's judgment that they're about to resume those 
tests? 

2) I'm not making that call. 


Q All right. 


a I'm saying continuing test preparations and be in 
a position to resume testing promptly whenever they decide to 
call an end to their own moratorium. 


Q Bernie, do you have anything on the meeting 
between the Joint Committee, Israeli/American Committee, in 
Israel? 
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A Very little. That there is a March 19-21 meeting 
of the U.S./Israeli Joint Political Military Group. It's a 
regularly scheduled session of that group. It was formed, as 
you know, in November 1983 to examine the threat to our mutual 
interests posed by an increase of Soviet involvement in the 
Middle East And, as a matter of policy. we don't comment on 
the activities of this joint group. 


Q Thank you 
o Thank you. 


Q Bernie, what's the increased activity you talk 
about? 


a I'm going to let it stand there without any 
specification. 


Q Do you have any comment on the truck bombing in 
Damascus? Who perpetrated it, number of casualties, anything 
like that? 


a Not really. by way of any additional 
information U.S. Embassy personnel, Oamascus, obviously heard 
it, seen media reports about the incident No independent 
information. and. if you asked about casualties, no casualty 
figure of our own 


Q Okay One other thing Did Jordan refuse to 
receive Murphy «° his last trip? 


i) I won't know anything along those lines I have 
nothing on thet 


Q Thank you 
o Thank you 


(The briefing concluded at 1:00 p.m ) 








Posted: March 19, 1986 


TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the March 18, 1986 daily press briefing: 


NICARAGUA: DEPARTMENT RESPONDS TO CONGRESSMAN HAMILTON 





Q. Has the Secretary replied to Congressman Hamilton's 
letter requesting clarification on the possible use of 
CIA funds as part of the Contra aid? 

A. -- YES, ACTING ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR LEGISLATIVE AND 
INTERGOVERMENTAL AFFAIRS, JAMES W. DYER RESPONDED TO 


CONGRESSMAN HAMILTON'S LETTER TODAY. 


-- THE RESPONSE POINTED OUT THAT THE RESERVE FOR 
CONTINGENCIES WOULD NOT BE AVAILABLE IN FY 86, 


BECAUSE CONGRESS HAS SPOCCIFICALLY DENIED SUCH FUNDING. 


-- THE FY 87 RESERVE FOR CONTINGENCIES WOULD BE AVAILASL® 
AS A MATTER CF LAW, BUT AS A “MATTER OF POLICY THE 
ADMINISTRATION WILL NOT AUGMENT THE PRESIDENT'S 


REQUEST THROUG!H! THE USE OF CIA FUNDS OR OTHER FUNDS 





THAT HAVE NOT BEEN APPROVED BY THE CONGRESS FOR THIS 


PURPOSE. 
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TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the March 18, 1986 daily press briefing: 


BRAZIL: SANDINISTA ACTIVITY 





Q: The Secretary, last month in a testimony to the Foreign 
Relations Committee, showed a map of countries which allegedly 
have been affected by Sandinista intervention and among the 
countries mentioned by the Secretary of State was Brazil-- 
which would have some of its citizens being trained as guerillas 
in Nicaragua. I understand the Brazilian Government has filed 
a protest with the U.S. Government about it. In spite of the 
protest that was received (Sec. Abrams apologized for it) the 
President in his Sunday address repeated the same allegations; 
painted the Brazilian map in red; and the American chargé 
d'affaires was called yesterday to the Brazilian Foreign 
Ministry to explain why the repetition of the same fact that 
in Brazilian Government eyes is a misrepresentation of facts. 
--Do you have anything on that? Do you have any facts which 
would substantiate the allegations made both by the Secretary 
and the President? 


A: ADDRESSING THE VARIOUS POINTS IN YOUR QUESTION 


--THE BRAZILIAN GOVERNMENT MADE AN INQUIRY (NOT A PROTEST’ 


ABOUT THE SECRETARY'S TESTIMONY. 





--ASSISTANT SECRETARY ABRAMS ON MARCH 7 SENT A LETTER TO 
AMBASSADOR GILBERTO VELLOSO, THE CHIEF OF THE AMERICAS 


DIVISION OF THE FOREIGN MINISTRY EXPLAINING THE SITUATI“" 


(NOT APOLOGIZING). 





--THE LETTER TO AMBASSADOR VELLOSO HAS BEEN PELEASED BY 


FOREIGN MINISTRY AND I AM ALSO MAKING A COPY AVAILABLE. 


~-AS YOU WILL SEE FROM THE LETTER, THERE WAS NO INTENT 3¢ 
THE PRESIDENT OR THE SECRETARY TO SHOW THAT THERE WERE 


GUERRILLA MOVEMENTS IN BRAZIL. WE KNOW OP NONE. 





(OVER) 











ofe 
--THE MAP PRESENTED BY THE PRESIDENT AND THE SECRETARY 
INCLUDES BRAZIL AMONG THE COUNTRIES WHOSE RADICALS 
RECEIVED MILITARY TRAINING IN NICARAGUA. THE USG HAS 
INFORMATION TO DOCUMENT THESE STATEMENTS, 8UT BECAUSE OF 


THE SENSITIVE INTELLIGENCE INVOLVED CANNOT MAKE IT PUBLIC. 


Dear Ambassador Velioso: 


I have been made aware of tné Brazilian Government's 
concern over recent congressional testimony by Secretary Shuit2 
and the publication of a map snowing Nicaraguan support of 
violence in the hemisphere. I want to take this opportunity *> 
assure you that there was no intent to miscontrue events in 
Brazil. We are aware that there is no guerrilla movement in 
Brazil. In an excnange with Senator Daniel Evans, Secretary 
Shultz made clear that tne map in question referred to events 
in Nicaragua, not in Brazil. The map included Brazil in “Group 
B countries from which guerriilas nave received military 
training in Nicaragua.* As tne sneet which accompanied tne 
Secretary's statement and the map at congressional nearings 
explained, “the map grapnic depicts the foliowing facts: 


"Group B: Individuais from all the above countries pius 
Brazil, Chile, the Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Uruguay and 
Venezuela have received military training in Nicaragua. This 
training has been conducted sometimes individually and 
sometimes in groups and nas on occasion included combat agains* 
Nicaraguan resistance forces. Entire units of guerrilias 
trained in Nicaragua have, on occasion, been infiltrated into 
their country of origin (e.g. to Honduras, in Oiancho in 1983 
and El Paraiso in i984). The grapnic does not attempt to 
record such instances, nowever.* 


I am sorry that confusion nas resulted over tnis issue. 
The United States believes that tne Sandinista government of 
Nicaragua has promoted violence in the hemisphere. The 
Secretary's statement documented tnat belief. It does not 
imply the existence of a guerrilia movement in Brazil. 


I hope that this ietter will ciarify our position on 
Nicaragua and the tnreat they pose to peace in this hemispnere. 


Sincerely, Eliiott Abrams 
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THURSDAY, MARCH 20, 1986, 12:11 P.M. 
(ON THE RECO?D UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REDMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
Several announcements: 


Available in the Press Office is the text of (the 
statement by Deputy Assistant Secretary for Economic and 
Business Affairs Jeff Shane before the House Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries Committee at 10:00 a.m. The subjects are two: 
the Equitable Transportation Act and the Marine Agreements Act, 
both of 1985. 


The testimony scheduled for 3:30 on peace-keeping operations, 
migration and refugee assistance and international narcotics 
before the House Appropriations Committee is postponed until 
further notice. 


Finally, I would like to read to you a statement on 
behalf of Secretary Shultz. You can pick up copies in the 
Press Office afterwards. 





Tomorrow, March 21, the Afghan people celebrate the 
start of their traditional New Year, their seventh under the 
boot of Soviet oppression. Unhappily, this event will be very 
similar to the last six, for, as you know, the war of national 
liberation which the Afghan people have been carrying on 
against the Soviet invaders continues unabated. 


As we look to a new year, I would like to say a few 
words about U.S. policy and about our hopes for a negotiated 
settlement which would end the six-year nightmare that Soviet 
aggression has inflicted on the Afghan people. 


U.S. policy toward Afghanistan rests on a simple 
premise. The Soviets brought about the crisis by their 
invasion. There can be no solution until the Red Army leaves. 
I make this basic point because it tends to get lost amidst the 
talk about a possible settlement and occasional speculation -- 
and I fear disinformation -- that Washington and Moscow are 
planning to cut a deal behind the backs of the Afghan people. 
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Our friends in the valiant Afghan resistance should 
not be disheartened by such rumors. Let no one underestimate 
our determination to support the cause of the heroic Afghan 
resistance as long as it is necessary to bring about a 
restoration of Afghan independence and freedom. 


For six years, U.S. policy has sought a negotiated 
settlement based on the four points of repeated resolutions of 
the U.N. General Assembly -- to wit: the complete withdrawal 
of Soviet forces within a fixed and reasonable period, 
self—determination for the Afghan people, return of the 
refugees in safety and honor, and restoration of Afghanistan's 
non-—aligied status. That remains U.S. policy today. 


The United States will continue to monitor Soviet 
actions and words for indications of genuine interest in a 
political solution. But until that day, we will continue to 
work alongside Afghanistan's many friends throughout the 
world. We will insist on a withdrawal of Soviet forces and a 
negotiated political settlement that satisfies the requirements 
of the U.N. resolutions and the interests of all concerned, so 
that on the Afghan New Year's Day in the not-too-distant 
future, Afghans will again be free from foreign domination. 


That's all I have. 
Q Copy? 
A Yes, copy. 


: Q Are the arrangements complete for former 
President Marcos to go to Panama? 


A I can't give you anything more on that story than 
I think most of you have, but I'll repeat, in case there are 
some who don't: while at Hickam Air Force Base, President 
Marcos has recently expressed interest in taking up temporary 
residence in a third country, as one of several options he is 
considering. 


At his request, we have contacted several countries 
where he has indicated an interest in possibly going. Our 
dialogue with these countries on this matter continues, but we 
cannot identify them at this point nor comment on the substance 
of our private communications with him. And that's where I'll 
have to leave it. 


Q The Panamanian Government has identified itself. 
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5 As far as the United States Government is 
concerned, that's where I'll leave the story. 


Q Has he given notification that he intends to 
leave Hickam on a specific date? 


a No. I think, as I said here, he's expressed 
interest, and I think that's an accurate characterization, so I 
can't put a time or date. 


Q Are there still several live options or have 
there been drop-outs? 


a I can't comment on the nature of the options. 


Q Would he be eligible for a Congressional subpoena 
at Hickam? What would happen if they decided or a grand jury 
or Congress decided to subpoena him? 


4 Well, that's a speculative question. We really 
haven't had to address that. I can give you what would amount 
to a general position, although that could not really be 
definitive until we knew what the particular case might be. 

But with respect to lawsuits involving former President Marcos, 
all questions regarding privileges and immunities would have to 
be decided on a case-by-case basis. We have advised him that, 

if asked by a court for our views, the United States Government 
will indicate that it considers him to have the privileges and 

the immunities of a former head of state. 


We have stated that, as a general rule based on 
applicable court decisions, this would entail immunity for his 
official acts while in office but not his private acts or 
business dealings while in office. 


Q He doesn't have a -- 


Q There is no immunity for acts undertaken after 
leaving office. 


Q He doesn't have a diplomatic passport? He 
doesn't have any passport, valid passport, at the present time; 
is that correct? 


i) He's in the United States on the parole authority 
of the Attorney General. 


Q If he wanted to travel to Panama, would the U.S. 
Government be giving him some kind of a travel document? 
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i The Attorney General can arrange -- not just for 
President Marcos but for people on parole status -- to have 
travel documentation. 


Q How many members of his party have now gone back 
to the Philiroines? 


a I‘11 give you the best status report I can. As 
you know, tese¢ people are free agents so we don't actually ask 
them to check in and check out or punch a time clock. But some 
military personne] -- perhaps a half dozen -- have returned to 
the Philippines. Some 40 persons remain on Hickam, and the 
rest have found residences in the United States. 


Q Would he be welcomed back in the United States, 
if he were to go to a third country, whenever he wanted to come 
back? 


a The President's invitation would still stand. 


So he would be -- he could come back any time he 
wanted? 


ic} I believe that's the nature of the President's 
invitation. 


Q How do you distinguished between Presidential and 
private acts? 


a As I said, I can't take you any further on a 


hypothetical basis. It really is a question that would be 
decided on a case-by-case basis. 


Q Why is the U.S. negotiating for him to find a 
haven? 


é I think the answer to that is fairly 
straightforward: he's asked us for our help, and so we're 
doing what we can to be helpful to him. It's at his initiative. 


Have you heard from the Philippine Government on 
this at all? Do they have a preference? 


A No, I haven't anyhing on that. 


Q Why did you say “temporary residence in a third 
country?" 


a That's the best I can say concerning his 
intentions. 
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Q He's only interested in temporary residence, not 


Q Chuck, what does the State Department incur by 
assisting someone like this to flee? Is there any 
responsibility on your part? I mean, there are these very 
grave allegations that, for instance, the interest on AID funds 
was diverted to his own use which is clearly illegal, so that I 
would think that this Department would want him to be, if he's 
now on U.S. soil, to remain here in the event, quite likely I 
would think at this point, that there would be people who would 
wish to discuss these matters with him. 


4 You're going far into the realm now of the 
speculative and the hypothetical. The President's invitation 
here you're well aware of. The departure of former President 
Marcos was based on a sense of dignity and honor. That's still 
one of the guiding principles which underlie the treatment of 
former President Marcos. 


Since you raised the question, let me give you the 
status report as we know it. For example, on the one case that 
you raised concerning the allegations of misuse of AID funds, 
in January we were notified by the Government of the 
Philippines of its intent to unilaterally change longstanding 
procedures and thus allow it to make withdrawals from the ESF 
special account without AID approval. 


AID immediately objected in writing. Our weekly 
monitoring of the special account shows no unauthorized 
withdrawals by the Government of the Philippines during the 
period in question. 


Since the Chairman of the Philippine Audit Commission 
made the statement that you referred to, we have discussed the 
matter with his staff. These discussions confirmed that there 
is no evidence at this point to suggest the 35 million pesos in 
question actually came from the special account -- i.e., from 
U.S. foreign aid funds 


Also, the Philippine Government entity managing the 
ESF program has indicated it did not actually make the 
withdrawals from the ESF special account as they had planned. 


The AID Administrator has asked the AID Inspector 
General to look into this matter, using resident staff in 
Manila to assist the Philippine Government in resolving these 
allegations. 


Q Copy, please? 
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a Yes. 


Q I have just one more. When you talk about 
talking to a third country to find temporary residence for 
Marcos, who else would be included in that? Anybody that's 
with him or Mrs. Marcos, General Ver? Who? 


= As I say, I'm not in a position to give you any 
further details on those discussions. 

Q You can't say whether it just pertains to Marcos, 
or how many other people might -- can you take that question? 


a No, I can't. 


Q Chuck, if Marcos has used the terminology that he 
wants temporary residence in another country, has he then 
expressed a desire to go to another country as far as 
permanently? I mean, has he selected, say, the Philippines? 

Is he saying, I would like to go to another country 
temporarily, and then eventually return to the Philippines? 


a Those are decisions for former President Marcos 
to make. I simply can't help you in that respect. 


If he does end up going temporarily to Panama, 
will the United States furnish the transportation for him? 
And, if he goes there, does that change his legal status as far 
as either being subpoenaed by Congress here or in the 
Philippines -- legal actions going on? 


A Nothing on either question. They're both 
hypothetical. 


Q Chuck, do we have an extradition treaty with 
Panama? 


a Don't see what the relevance of the question is. 


Q Has his party been billed for any of the expenses 
the U.S. has incurred? 


be 1 don't have anything on that. 
Q Could you take that one, please? 


is) 1 think that's been addressed by the Pentagon and 
other places. 


Q Different topic? 
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= Yes. 


Q The New York Times reported two days ago that 
Louis Farrakhan was at a meeting in Libya of revolutionary 
movements, in violation of the U.S. travel ban to Libya. 





Are we aware of this. and is there any investigation? 


i) In terms of whether there's an investigation or 
not, I would refer you to the Justice Department. That's their 
domain. You know what the applicable laws are -- the 


President's Executive Order as well as the laws governing the 
use of U.S. passports. When there are violations of those 
laws, people would be subject to prosecution. 


As far as we're concerned in the State Department, our 
role is to pass on information which we may have to the Justice 
Department, and that we would certainly do in this case as in 
any other. 


Q "Will" or “have"? 

f We would do. 

Q So nothing has happened yet? 

bs Not to my knowledge. 

Q Do you have any statement on the shootings in 


Egypt yesterday and any perhaps motives or trends? 


A In terms of motives or trends, no, I can't help 
you on that. I do have a short statement. 


We strongly deplore this repugnant act and offer our 
condolences to the family of the woman who was killed. We wish 
speedy recovery for those wounded in the attack. We are fully 
confident of the Egyptian determination to bring those behind 
this act to justice. 


Q Do you see the overall security situation in 
Egypt deteriorating? 


f°) I have no further characterization of that nature. 


Q Chuck, you probably know that Israeli Prime 


Minister Peres is going to be visiting in May, but it's been 
labeled a private visit. 
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Were you aware that some senior officials had refused 
to meet with him when he comes here? 


o No. I haven't heard anything to that effect. 


Q Will he be meeting with Secretary Shultz? Is 
that being planned? 


a At this point, this far ahead of the visit, I 
think it's still premature to speculate on his agenda. We'll 
look into that when we get closer to it. 


Q Troops are reportedly massing on both sides of 
the Honduras-Nicaraguan border. Can you give us any report on 
that and any possible involvement of U.S. troops in Honduras 
and where they are in relation to -- 


“ A Pentagon spokesman has already spoken to the 
question of involvement of U.S. troops this morning, to which 
his reply was “none,"“ at least none to the knowledge of the 
Pentagon. 


We don't have any independent information on those 
reports other than what we've seen in the press thus far. 


Q Any statement on the Israel-U.S. security talks 
or political talks? 


“ All we have to say was said day before yesterday, 
I believe, by Bernie. 


Q Report on the end of them? 


os No. 

Q Do you have any comment on the French Government 
situation? 

is No. That's clearly an internal matter. 

Q Hanna Siniora is in town, and will he meet with 
any officials of the State Department or -~ since he represents 
amass of people in the West Bank? 

i) I don't have any information on his itinerary. 

Q Do you have any comment on the extension of trade 


credits by the Spanish Government to Nicaragua? 


i No. Nothing at all. 














Q 
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The State Department has gathered a report on 


human righis in Hungary. Do you have any comments as to the 
results of that report? 


Q 


> 


A special report on human rights on Hungary? 
Yeah. 

Not our normal -- 

Right. 

-- report that was issued a month or so ago? 
I understood there was an update. 


I don't have anything on that. We can ask the 


Bureau of Human Rights. 


Q 


G 
(Laughter) 


Thank you. 


No new publications on Nicaragua today? 


None for publication. (Laughter) 


(The briefing concluded at 12:27 p.m.) 











Question taken at the March 20, 1986 daily press briefing: 


Q. 


HUNGARY: HARASSMENT OF DISSIDENTS 


The State Department has gathered a report or an update on 
human rights in Bungary. Any comments or results of that 


report? 


~~ WE BAVE SEEN REPORTS OF A VIOLENT BREAKUP OF A PROTEST 


DEMONSTRATION IN BUDAPEST ON MARCHE 15 BY HUNGARIAN 
POLICE. THERE HAVE ALSO BEEN RECENT REPORTS THAT A 
NUMBER OF BUNGARIAN DISSIDENTS CONNECTED WITH 
INDEPENDENT, UNOPPICIAL PUBLICATIONS HAVE UNDERGONE 


REPEATED HOUSE SEARCHES, CONPISCATIONS OF MATERIALS, AND 


ADMINISTRATIVELY IMPOSED FINES IN RECENT MONTHS. 

WE ARE VERY DISTURBED BY THE ACTIONS OF THE HUNGARIAN 
AUTHORITIES IN SUPPRESSING PEACEFUL DEMONSTRATIONS BY 
HUNGARIAN CITIZENS. 


-- WE ARE ALSO DISTURBED BY THE REPEATED HARASSMENT OF 


PERSONS CONNECTED WITH INDEPENDENT PUBLISHING IN 
HUNGARY. IN PARTICULAR, JENO NAGY (NADJ) AND GYORGY 
GADO HAVE BAD THEIR APARTMENTS SEARCHED A NUMBER OP 
TIMES IN RECENT MONTHS, MOST RECENTLY ON MARCH 11, AND 
HAVE HAD PAPERS, DOCUMENTS, PUBLICATIONS AND OTHER 
MATERIALS CONPISCATED. THEY HAVE HAD HEAVY FINES 
IMPOSED ON THEM BY POLICE ADMINISTRATIVE AUTHORITIES. 


(OVER) 








-- TBE RIGETS OF PEACEFUL DEMONSTRATION AND PEACEFUL FREE 
EXPRESSION ARE JUST THAT: FUNDAMENTAL HUMAN RIGHTS. 
TEE RECENT ACTIONS BY THE HUNGARIAN AUTHORITIES TO LIMIT 
EXPRESSION OF THESE RIGHTS CALL INTO QUESTION THEIR 
COMMITMENT TO OBSERVE THE OBLIGATIONS THEY ASSUMED UNDER 
THE UNTVERSAL DECLARATION OF HUMAN RIGHTS, THE HELSINKI 


PINAL ACT, AND OTHER INTERNATIONAL COMMITMENTS ON HUMAN 


RIGHTS. 
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FRIDAY, MARCH 21, 1986, 12:04 P. M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REDMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
One announcement: 


Available in the Press Office is the text of the 
address by Secretary of State George Shultz at the Stanford 
University Alumni Association's First International Conference 
in Paris. The subject of the speech is, "The Shape, Scope and 
Consequences of the Age of Information." You can pick that up 
in the Press Office. 


Any questions? 


Q Yes. The Panamanian Government says that it's 
declined to offer a safe haven to Marcos. The White House 
Chief of Staff says that negotiations are continuing with 
Panama. Can you try to reconcile those two? 


A Let me give it to you the best I can, which you 
may not find totally satisfactory. 
Q Remember, this is the age of information. 


(Laughter) 
Q Not yesterday's guidance, but today's. 


A Pretty close. At the request of former President 
Marcos, we contacted several countries where he indicated an 
interest in possibly going. One of those countries you are 
well aware of now. 


Our conversations with these countries will continue, 
but we won't identify them at this point nor comment on the 
substance of our exchanges, our private communications with 
them. 
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Q So I -- 
a Sorry. 


Q I deduct from what you just said that 
conversations with Panama continue. 


Aa As I did yesterday, I'm not going to specify what 
those countries might be. 


Q Well, I thought that's what you just -- 
Q Even though the Chief of Staff has said so? 
a I'm simply leaving it where I've left it. 


Q Well, then, can you tell us if the Chief of Staff 
was -- 


a I'm not ruling in the country; I'm not ruling out 
countries. 


Q Well, was the Chief of Staff perhaps mistaken 
when he said that negotiations were only continuing with one 
country which he named? 


A I cannot give you anything further. We contacted 
several countries. We will continue discussions with several 
countries. 


It's still the same countries? It's not you're 
looking for other ones, since Panama turned him down. 


Aa I'm not specifying one way or the other. I said 
earlier these were countries in which he, former President 
Marcos, had indicated an interest in going. These are not 
countries that we're picking out of a hat. 


Q Another subject? 

Q No. Thank you. 

Do you have any kind of readout on the meeting this 
morning with Salonga? Is he going to get the inventory of the 


planes today? He said he's looking for that to be released. 
Would that be released out of here today? 


A I don't think it would be released out of here 
today, if it's released anywhere. Concerning the inventory, I 
first might say that, as you know, the material that's involved 
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is still in the hands of Customs in Honolulu. A&A motion for an 
interpleader action was filed a week ago today in U.S. District 
Court in Hawaii to resolve questions of ownership, and I think 
it's likely that the inventory would come into the hands of the 
Government of the Philippines through that court process, 

although I can't give you that as a definitive answer. And I'd 
refer you to the Customs and Justice for those kind of details. 


Concerning former Senator Salonga, he's meeting today 
with officials from Justice and Defense. He came by here very 
briefly this morning. He informally met with the Philippine 
Desk, and now he's off to his meetings, as I understand it, at 
Justice and Defense. 


Q Will he be back here today? 

A I don't know of any other meetings here today. 

Q The Vice President of the Philippines was quoted 
today as saying that Marcos is trying to assassinate the 
leadership, or behind some assassination plot, some kind of 
threat. 

A I don't have anything on that. 


Q Does that influence our -- would something like 
that influence our hospitality? 


A I just don't have anything on that story. 





Q Any action to the resignation of Gourgue in the 
-- in Haiti's governing council? 


A I think so. We are disappointed by Justice 
Minister Gourgue's resignation from the Haitian Council of 
Government. Mr. Gourgue is a respected member of the human 
rights community, and he had been active as Minister of Justice. 


At this point we don't know who will be chosen to 
replace Gourgue. We have assurances that the National Council 
of Government will continue to respect human rights and to 
implement its program of democratization. We're watching the 
situation closely. 


Q He had -- in his resignation he expressed 
frustration with the momentum of progress by the governing 
council. Do you have any comments on whether you see the 
evolution of democracy in Haiti as speedy or too slow? 
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A No. No comment. 


Q Chuck, back to the Philippines, you had a 
statement yesterday regarding AID funds and allegations that 
AID funds had been used based on stories that appeared in the 
Washington Post. Now there's another story in a New York 
morning newspaper I wouldn't even want to mention which has 
somewhat different facts, but basically goes to the same 
question about AID funds having been misused. Do you have 
anything further on that particular set of allegations? 








& No. 


Q You mentioned the investigation that was going to 
be conducted yesterday by the AID Inspector General. You 
didn't give us a timeframe for that. Do you know how long that 
is going to take? 


A You'll have to talk to AID. I don't know what 
they have in mind exactly. 


Q Chuck, can you tell us whether that specific 
issue came up during the discussions this morning that Salonga 
had here? 


A The discussions here were purely informal 
discussions, so I don't know what came up here. I don't have 
any idea. 


Q I know you've been asked this before, but can you 
characterize the kind of cooperation that the Department is 
willing to extend to Salonga? 


A I believe that has been characterized already. I 
don't know that there's anything new to add to that. 


Q Has any determination been made yet as to whether 
or not Mr. Marcos and his entourage will be asked to reimburse 
the government for the expenses that have been incurred since 
he left the Philippines? 


A No. No determination yet. 


Q Do you have anything on the plans to cross the 
"line of blood," or whatever it's called, in the Gulf of 
Sidra? Why the United States is planning to do this at this 
time? And is it really going to slap Qadhafi if he does stick 
his head out? 
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a Our standard answer is that we don't discuss 
operational details. We reserve the right to conduct maneuvers 
in international waters and air space anywhere in the world, as 
well as our position on the Gulf of Sidra, in that context, I 
think you know, which is that Qadhafi's claim over the Gulf of 
Sidra -- that our position on that is clear, consistent, shared 
by all other Western governments, none of which recognizes that 
claim. To the best of our knowledge, only the Government of 
Burkina Faso recognizes his claim. 


Q Are you in contact with the Soviet Union about 
these maneuvers, because there are reports that said that -- 
unconfirmed reports -- that there are two Russian ships in 
these waters? Are you in contact with them? 


e No, I don't have anything at all on those kind of 
questions. 


Q If that's the case, why some officials at Defense 
are saying they would not cross, the carriers, the “line of 
death" into the Gulf if it is recognized as international 
waters? 


a I can't address those questions. I don't know to 
what sources you're referring, but I've given you the position 
of principle of the United States Government concerning 
international waters and air space anywhere in the world, and, 
in particular, concerning the Gulf of Sidra. 


Q So you're not ruling out, then, the carriers to 
enter the Gulf itself? 


a I said we don't discuss operational details. 
That's what we've always said. 


Q Do you have any comment there on the -- there 
have been a few Congressional decisions on the Inman Report, 
the appropriations and what not? 


A No. 

Q Do you have anything on these two Koreans who 
were asked about earlier in the week who defected, or maybe 
didn't, and now re-defected or whatever? 


a No, I don't have anything. I'll keep a close eye 
on that, though, and let you know as soon as I do. (Laughter) 


Q 0.K. 
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Q Chuck, do you have any view of these full-page 
ads in the New York Times and Washington Post today by the 
Soviets? 








ic} No, I don't. (Laughter) 


I could think of some, but I don't have any, no. 


Q Anything on Mrs. Bonner and the President's 
decision not to meet with her? 


o That was addressed at the White House briefing at 
9:15 this morning. 


Q Did she meet with any State Department officials 
in addition to meeting with National Security Adviser 
Poindexter? 


A I don't «<u of any other meetings here. 


Q Has Han. siniora met with any State Department 
people since he's been in town? 


fs I don't have anything on that. 
Q Can you check it? 
a No. 


The State Department said when Shcharansky was 
released that there was an assurance that his mother would also 
come out and some relatives. Whatever happened to that? 


a I'll take a look at that. 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:14 p.m.) 








Posted: March 21, 1986 


TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the March 21, 1986 noon press briefing: 


ANATOLIY SHCHARANSKIY 





Q. The State Department said, when Shcharanskiy was released, 
that there was an indication that the Soviets would permit 
his mother and other relatives to leave. What ever 
happened to that? What is their status? 


A. =~ WE UNDERSTAND THAT SHCHARANSKIY'S MOTHER, BROTHER, AND 
BROTHER'S FAMILY ARE IN THE PROCESS OF APPLYING FOR EXIT 
PERMISSION, WHICH SHOULD ALLOW THEM TO BE REUNITED Wi?’ 


ANATOLIY. 
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MONDAY, MARCH 24, 1986, 12:20 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
Two brief announcements: There will be a briefing in this room 
on Tuesday, March 25, at 3:45 P.M. The subject will be arms 
Control. The briefer will provide an assessment of the 
recently-completed rounds in the MBFR and CDE negctiations, 
discuss the state of play in the ongoing CW talks, and answer 
questions on these and other arms control negotiations. The 
briefing will be on a non—attributable, BACKGROUND basis. 


Secondly -- 


Q What do you mean by “non-attributable," just 
regular BACKGROUND? 


a BACKGROUND. Just to make sure you understood 
that. (Laughter) . 


Secondly, I had a number of questions last week about 
Hanna Siniora and some of his meetings in the building. I can 
tell you that he met Saturday with Richard Murphy, the 
Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern and South Asian 
affairs. In response to -—— I know what your next question is. 
"What did they talk about?" The peace process, regional 
developments, and the quality of life of Palestinian 
inhabitants of the West Bank and Gaza. 


Q Chuck, have the Libyans fired surface-to-air 
missiles at American planes? And if they have, what is the 
response going to be from the United States? 


A Don't have anything on that or similar stories 
other than what we've said in the past -- that we don't discuss 
the operational details of the fleet, as well as our position 
of principle on reserving the right to conduct maneuvers in 
international waters and air space anywhere in the world. 
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Q You can't confirm that? Other Administration 
officials are doing that. 


a No other comment on that story. 


Q What are we trying to prove by going into the 
Gulf of Sidra? 


a Well, you want me to go over all that again? You 
know our position on the Gulf of Sidra, that it's a position 
which we believe, in any case, is clear, concise, shared by all 
other Western governments, none of which recognize that claia. 
The Gulf of Sidra is international water. The claim to control 
navigation and overflight in a vast amount of the 
Mediterranean, such as has been made by Libya concerning the 
Gulf of Sidra, is inconsistent with traditional freedoms of the 
sea recognized in contemporary state practice, and has no basis 
in international law. 


Q But are we not provoking trouble by such a 
massive display of force in the region? 


a Aa number of Administration spokesmen much more 
senior than myself have said cn a number of occasions that this 
is not meant in any way to be a provocation. It's simply an 
exercise -— any time we go into the Gulf of Sidra or any other 
body of international water -- an exercise of our rights under 
international law. 


Q Chuck, last week you used the words 
“international community” recognizes the Gulf as international 
water. Today, you're using the word of “allies.” Are you 
backing away from last week's statement? 


A No, I'm not. As I said last week, the only 
country that we know of which recognizes Qadhafi's claim is 
Burkina Faso. 


Q Chuck, have we lost any resources in the 
Mediterranean, more specifically the Gulf of Sidra, in the last 
24 hours? 


a I don't have anything on that. I'd refer you to 
the Pentagon. 


Q Sir, has the State Department been receiving 
letters of support or telephone calls of support from American 
citizens, many of whom I believe do support the necessity of 
the United States to move wherever international law permits? 
Have you all been receiving any calls of support or letters? 
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a Whether or not we've been receiving cards and 
letters I can't really tell you. I would agree, of course, 
with your assumption that this is a policy supported by the 
American people, and I think by the world community at large. 


Q Chuck, on a related matter to this, there were 
reports over the weekend that the United States Ambassador to 
the Vatican, William Wilson, had held unauthorized and, as far 
as the government knew, unexpected meetings with the Libyan 
Government early this year. Can you tell us anything about it? 


a I believe all of you have our response. To the 
extent that you have it, I can't ec any further. There were no 
contacts authorized between any Amarican diplomats and Colonel 
Qadhafi and his regime. 


Q Is it true that Secretary Shultz reprimanded 
Ambassador Wilson? 


a I have nothing else at all on that story. 


Q On the second announcement that you made about 
Mr. Siniora, on a related subject, last Friday, the 14th of 
this month, the Counselor of the State Department, Mr. Edward 
Derwinski, speaking to the Foreign Press Center about the 
refugees in the world, he uttered some statement which stirred 
a lot of -—— concerned the Arab world that the arab -- 
Palestinian refugees would be better served if they were 
absorbed in many of the countries in which they reside. 


Was Mr. Derwinski speaking on his own, on behalf of 
the United States Government, on behalf of Mr. Shultz, or 


what's the position about such statements? 


a As you yourself said, that's a story that's now a 
week old. Let me refer you to the Press Office to see if there 
was something available on that. 


Q Chuck, why can't you confirm or deny that Wilson 
was reprimanded? 


a I don't believe it's my point up here to tell you 
why I can't do one or the other. I'm simply saying, all I have 
to tell you on that story is what I've just given in response 
to Don's question. 


Q Well, he's a public figure; he's approved by the 
Senate. I don't understand what the reluctance is to say. 
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Other questions? 
Is he going to see Shultz when Shultz gets to the 


I'm sure he will. 

He'll be there? 

I'm sure he will be. 

Are they going to talk about this issue? 

I don't know what's on their agenda. 

Does he have the full confidence of the Secretary? 
I think you should address that question to the 


White House as well. Ambassadors are the personal 
representatives of the President. 


Chuck, did Wilson inform the State Department 


before his departure to Libya? 


a 
what I had to 
extent of the 


Q 


Q 
anybody going 
Pentagon have 
first story? 


a 
happen in the 


Q 


I'm not commenting on that story. I've only said 
say in response to Don's question, and that's the 
comment on this story. 


Are you denying the meeting? 
I couldn't hear Matt's question earlier; is 


to confirm or deny -— will the White House or the 
a statement on it -—— the Gulf of Sidra story, the 


You're asking me to predict what's going to 
future, with people confirming or denying? 


Well, seriously, it's a housekeeping question. 


You're not saying anything. Is the White House planning to 
make an announcement? Is the Pentagon? 


I don't know. 
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Q Have you checked with them? Could you just give 
us some guidance so we know if anybody is going to say 
something on it? 


S at this point, it's my assumption that everyone 
is saying about what I'm saying. 


Chuck, the story says, about Wilson, that his 
meeting with the Libyan officials eased the tension and 
decreased the animosity to a certain degree. If a meeting 
could bring about some thaw of atmosphere, or possibly creating 
a conducive atmosphere for negotiations, is this rejected by 
the State Department, or what? 


a I've said three times now, I just have no other 
comment on that particular story. 
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Q Chuck, what is the U.S. Government's position if 
Libyan forces do, in fact, display some sort of hostile action 
toward the American fleet that's in the Gulf of Sidra or in 
that region? 


A I have no comment on that. I'd refer you to the 
Pentagon. 


Q Chuck, what was Mr. Siniora met with as? As a 
West Banker, as an editor, as a member of a proposed 
Jordanian/Palestinian delegation, or what? 


& He was met with as himself. What else can I tell 
you? 


Q Would Mr. Murphy meet me if I want a meeting? I 
mean, this is a question that I think you should be able to 
answer us. He is an editor, he was proposed as a member of a 
delegation, and he's a West Banker. What was he met with as? 


a He was met with as Mr. Hanna Siniora. 

Q As what? A representative of what? 

A As Mr. Hanna Siniora. 

Q Do you have any comment on the reports of 
approximately a thousand Nicaraguan troops moving towards 
Honduras? 

A I have seen those reports, or heard those 
reports. We'll take a look at them, but at the present time I 
don't have anything further to give you. 


Q Anything on efforts to find a new home for former 
President Marcos? 


A No, nothing new. 

Q Do negotiations continue with several countries? 

A There's been no change. We're continuing to look 
at options. He is, of course, free to do as he himsel 
wishes. That's one of the options which he had asked us to 
help him look into. 


Q So negotiations are underway with several 
countries? 


A I just answered the question. 
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Q Do you have any comment on an AFP report that 
Dobrynin and Shultz are going to meet on April 7 and & for 
extensive talks? Any idea if that's true, or what would be 
discussed in these meetings? 


a No, nothing. 


Q Chuck, has the United States Government received 
from the PLO three points, proposals, for a plan of action to 
_ Pejuvenate the peace process in the Middle East? 


A I've seen that story. There's nothing new. What 
is happening is that Mr. Arafat is attempting to obfuscate the 
fact that the current hiatus in the peace process is due to the 
PLO's failure to meet King Hussein's challenges. The PLO 
leadership did not accept UNSC Resolutions 242 and 338 with the 
clarity and lack of ambiguity that the King demanded, did not 
agree to negotiations with the State of Israel and did not 
agree to end violence while negotiations are underway. 


Q Have we confirmed that you received these three 
proposals, or what? 


A I said there's nothing new. 


QQ Nothing new on the proposals or nothing new that 
you've been receiving? 


a Read it all the ways you want. 
Q Can we have a copy of that? 
No. 


Q Chuck, can I go back for a second to Wilson? Do 
you know whether he went on behalf of the Vatican, or on behalf 
of the United States, to Libya? 


A Your presumption in all of these cases is that 
there was a visit, that it had certain characteristics. All 
I'm saying is what I said in response to Don's question: that 
there have been no contacts authorized between American 
diplomats, Qadhafi and his regime. 


Q (inaudible) given the authorization to do so? 


A No other comment. 
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Q At the time, is that what you said? Did you deny 
that it occurred, because -- when Qadhafi made his statement at 
the time, there was some sort of a denial, apparently. 


a You can check with the Press Office to see what 
we said exactly. But what I just said was, at least, part of 
the answer at that point. 


Q So you're not denying that it occurred? 


a I'm not denying or confirming. I'm simply 
telling you what I have to say. Nothing more. 


Q Any comment on the opposition demonstrations in 
South Korea? 


A Very briefly. We have always urged conciliation 
and dialogue in Korea. We are glad the government allowed a 
peaceful meeting by the opposition to take place, and that it 
was not used as a pretext to provoke violence. 


Q What about the fact that one of the major 
opposition leaders wasn't allowed to attend -- Kim Dae Jung? 


a Nothing further. 


Q While you're in Korea, do you have anything on 
this filmmaker and actress who have been flitting around 
somewhere in Europe? 


a No, but when are the Oscars being awarded? 
Q California. 
A I'd refer you to them. 


Q Chuck, do you have any comment on a story that 
Richard Smith or Smyth, an American Jew from California, who 
was involved with, or his name was mentioned with the krytron 
devices which were sold -- nuclear krytron devices -- which 
were sold to Israel and has taken Israeli citizenship and he is 
now in Israel in defiance of a court order to appear and report 
about this? If you want to look into this? 


a (Laughter) You're question was to ask me to look 
into it? 


Q Well, I -— my question is if you know about 
that? He took residence in Israel. And if you have no answer 
at the present time, if you can look into this? 
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A I don't have any answer at the present time. My 
assumption is that that is probably better referred to Justice, 
if it's a question of violating some sort of a court order. 


Q And a related question. Do you have any 
information if the two Israeli diplomats which were mentioned 
in the Pollard case have returned to Washington and New York, 
to their posts? 


A I don't have anything on them. 


Q Do you have anything on the test on Saturday in 
Nevada, and the Soviet criticism of it -- the nuclear test? 
What our policy is at this point? 


Aa The test was part of our planned program of 


testing, and there was no other significance. The test 
complies with the Threshold Test Ban Treaty. 


The U.S. continues to seek effective nuclear testing 
limits which can be effectively verified. This is an approach 
which we are confident has broad public and Congressional 
support. 


As we've stated many times previously, in a situation 
where both the U.S. and our Allies must rely upon nuclear 
weapons to deter aggression, nuclear testing will- continue to 
be required. 


Some U.S. testing, as allowed by the terms of the 
Threshold Test Ban Treaty, is employed to insure the continued 
reliability, safety and effectiveness of our nuclear 
deterrent. That is the rationale that we've used in the past, 
I think most of you are well aware of, for the U.S. program of 
nuclear testing. 


--MORE-- 
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Q Would you be at all upset with -—- the 
Administration, if the Soviets ended their moratorium in 
response to this? 


a I really have no direct comment on that. Our 
position on moratoria has also been on the record for quite 
some time. Our own program has its own rationale, and that's 
the one I've just given to you. 


Q What atout the invitation for the Soviets to'send 
observers? Has there been any response to that? Does that 
still stand? 


That still stands. We have made not only that 
proposal but a number of specific proposals in the past -- '83, 
‘84, ‘65 -- December of ‘85 and most recently March 15th, the 
proposal which you refer to --— those proposals still stand. 


Q Does Shultz expect to see Dobrynin to discuss the 
summit when he gets back -- when they both get back? 


A I don't know what the plans are at this point. 


Q Chuck, on the Philippines, do you have anything 
on demonstrations outside some of the U.S. bases there, and 
reports that Americans are being advised not to try and go back 
in? 


A It's our understanding that both U.S. and 
Philippine authorities are in contact with representatives of 
striking Filipino workers concerning U.S. service personnel 
departure from and entry to the U.S. Naval facility at Subic 
Bay. 


We understand that egress/access for U.S. personnel is 
not a problem at Clark. I guess for all further information, 
I'd have to refer you to the Pentagon. 

Q Chuck, what does “egress -- 

Q At Subic Bay, is entrance a problem there? 

a At Subic, we're talking with representatives of 


striking workers in order to arrange for that access and egress 
to be accomplished. 


The only other information I have is that we have no 
information to support the report that U.S. servicemen stabbed 
Filipino workers manning a picket line at Subic. We can 
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confirm that several U.S. service personnel were injured in 
scuffles related to the strike late last week. 


Q Chuck, does "“egress/access" mean they can go out, 
but they can't get back in? 


A It depends from whence one starts. (Laughter) 
But, in any case, it's a two-way street. 


Q This is two-way egress. 

A This is egress and access. 

Q So that was “egress slash access." 

A If you start on the inside, it's “egress and 
access," and if you start on the outside, it's “access and 
egress.“ But -—- 


Q But you had a phrase in there that said 
"“egress/access" is not impaired, I think, and I just want -- 


A That's egress slash -- 
That's egree slash access? 
That's right. 

Thank heaven. 

On the -- 


Same subject -- 


> © © © PF 


Sure. 


Q Do you have anything on former President Marcos' 
travel plans, or anything on that general subject? 


A No. I'd refer you to the record of five minutes 
previous. 


Q While you're there -- 


A Were you here? (Laughter) 


Q arms conference -- is that a violation -- 





-12- Monday, 3/24/86 


Q While you're in the Philippines, has the United 
States Government Executive Branch decided yet what kind of aid 
it's going to supply to -- what extent of aid it's going to 
supply to the new government of Mrs. Aquino? 


a No. Don't have anything for you. 


Q On Siniora again, can you tell us -- can you take 
the question on -- in what capacity did the State Department 
receive Mr. Siniora? 


a I've answered the question. 
Q That was not satisfactory, though. 
Q On Haiti, do you have a sitrep? 


Q Very little information in fact. I believe you 
know that the new National Council of Government includes 
General Namphy as President, Colonel Williams Regala and 
Jacques Francois as the remaining members; and a new Cabinet 
should be announced soon is our understanding. 


There were some reports of violence on Friday, but the 
situation over the weekend with a nightly curfew in effect was 
calm. We have no reason to believe that there is any threat to 
Americans in Haiti. 


Eastern and American Airlines did suspend flights to 
Haiti over the weekend, though European flights continued. We 
understand that Eastern and American are resuming operations in 
Haiti today. 


Q Any cautionary words for Americans traveling 
there? 


a No. Nothing special at this point. 


Q Any indication from the new Council on when or 
whether elections will be held? 


A No. Nothing as specific as what you would 
imply. We are watching further developments with interest. 
Two points to note: That with the change in CNG membership, 
Duvalierists whose presence had been a focus for criticism by a 
number of Haitians have been removed, and in his public 
announcement on Friday, General Namphy pledged that the CNG 
changes and the resignation of former Council Member and 
Justice Minister Gerard Gourgue will not impede the transition 
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to democracy or the commitment of the provisional government to 
respect human rights in Haiti. 


Q What is the U.S. reaction to the purging of 
Duvalier folks from government? 


a Nothing beyond what I just gave you, which is 
that this does remove a focus of criticism to which the 
government had been subjected. 


Q Did Peter McPherson of AID go down there over the 
weekend? Go to Haiti? 


A Are you saying, “Has he ever been to Haiti?” or 
is this a more recent -- 


Q No. Did he go there over the weekend? Has he 
gone there in the last day or two? 


A I don't have anything on that. You're free to 
ask him, of course. 


Anything else? 

Q Do you have any comment on “Sixty Minutes" report 
last night about an American citizen -- his name is Sarkis -- 
who is an arms merchant, that he sells arms to -- I think he 


gave arms to the Contras, and he sold to Iraq, and other parts 
of the world? “Sixty Minutes." 


A No. Nothing. 
(The briefing concluded at 12:40 p.m.) 














QUESTION TAKEN AT 3/24 PRESS BRIEFING POSTED: 3/24 
March 24, 1986 


PLIGHT OF PALESTINIAN REPUGEES 

Q: Last FPriday, the léth of this month, the Counselor of the 
State Department, Mr. Edward Derwinski, speaking at the foreign 
press center about the refugees in the world, he uttered some 
Statement which stirred a lot of concern in the Arab world that 
the Palestinian refugees would be better served if they were 
absorbed in many of the countries in which they reside. was 
Mr. Derwinski speaking on his own, on behalf of the United 
States Government, on behalf of Mr. Shultz, or what is the 
position about such statement. 
A: -- THE COUNSELOR MADE CLEAR THAT HIS REMARKS DID NOT 
CONSTITUTE A NEW AMERICAN POLICY. HAVING RECENTLY TOURED THE 
REPUGEE CAMPS, COUNSELOR DERWINSKI SPOKE PERSONALLY OF THE 
TRAGEDY POR THOSE WHO HAVE BEEN REFUGEES FOR A LIPETIME. HE 
MADE CLEAR THAT HE WAS NOT ADDRESSING “THE POLITICAL SIDE* OF 
THEIR SITUATION IN THE UNRWA REPUGEE CAMPS, BUT SAID HE POUND 
THE LACK OF ALTERNATIVE TO THEIR LIVING INDEPINITELY IN THE 
CAMPS “VERY PERSONALLY UPSETTING*. 

-- AS PRESIDENT REAGAN AND OTHERS HAVE NOTED, THE 
PALESTINIAN PROBLEM IS MORE THAN A QUESTION OF REPUGEES. THIS 
WAS MOST CLEARLY POINTED OUT PROM THIS PODIUM ON PEBRUARY 10 OF 


THIS YEAR. 
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TUESDAY, MARCH 25, 1986, 12:22 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
oe ae begin with a statement on behalf of Secretary of State 
Shuitz. 


"I was saddened to learn of the death of 
Ambassador Loy Henderson. This most 
distinguished diplomat served the nation well as 
Minister to Iraq, Ambassador to India and 
Minister to Nepal, Ambassador to Iran, Assistant 
Secretary and Deputy Under Secretary for 
Administration. 


Throughout his career, Ambassador Henderson 

was known for his leadership, his high sense 
of integrity and for his role in foreign 
affairs. He joined the Foreign Service in 1922 
and became one of the nation's first career 
Foreign Service officers in 1924. In 
recognition of his extraordinary contribution, 
the Department named its international 
conference room in his honor. 


His colleagues named him "Mr. Foreign Service." 
He also received the President's Award for 
Distinguished Federal Civilian Service. 
Ambassador Henderson served for many years as 
President of the Diplomatic and Consular 
Officers, Retired, and as President of the 
American Foreign Service Association. 


The Department of State and the Foreign 
Service join me in extending deepest sympathy 
to Mrs. Henderson and to all members of his 
family." 


Secondly, a reminder, that today in this briefing 
room, at 3:45, there will be a BACKGROUND briefing on arms 
control. 
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That's all I have. 


Q Chuck, the official Libyan news agency is saying 
that Libya is organizing suicide squads to retaliate against 
America, and it's talking about retaliating against American 
experts and consultants, saying that they should be executed. 


What is the Administration doing in response to that 
to protect against terrorist attacks from Qadhafi? And what is 
it doing to protect the less-than-a-hundred Americans that 
remain in Libya? 


7 Let me say a number of things in response to a 
variety of questions, which you've posed. 


First, concerning the statement itself, such calls for 
terrorism are reprehensible. As Secretary Shultz said in 
Ankara this morning, “We don't countenance threats or actions 
against American lives anywhere." He also said that we have to 
be careful and alert. 


Our embassies were fully informed of our intent to 
conduct the freedom of navigation exercises. Embassies in the 
area took all prudent precautions. In light of subsequent 
developments, it's safe to assume that they are continuing 
these precautions. 


Primary responsibility for the safety of these 
missions rests with the host governments and we have every 
expectation that they will meet this responsibility. 


Concerning Americans in Libya, we don't have a very 
good fix on the number of American citizens remaining in 
Libya. Our impression is that the vast majority departed the 
country in accordance with the Presidential Directive. We do 
know, of course, that there are a number of dual nationals or 
immediate relatives of Libyan citizens who remain there. 





I think the number to which you made reference, Matt 
-- 100 -- is a number that's been cited in that context. But, 
once again, I would say we don't have a really firm fix on 
that. We hold the Libyan regime fully responsible for the 
safety of those American citizens remaining in Libya. 


Q You spoke about embassies in the area. What 
about world-wide? Anything being done to guard against attacks 
world-wide, or perhaps in this country? 
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“ You can take that alert to be broader than “in 
the area.“ It includes the vast majority, if not all of our 
embassies. 


Q But not all of them? 
a I say, I think it includes all of them. 


Q Chuck, what cid you say? Can you -- you said 
that you hold -- 


é I'm talking in particular that it's up to each 
embassy to make its own determination, and particularly those 
in the area took prudent precautions. 


Q How would the Administration respond to a 
terrorist attack? Would there be a response, a retaliation 
against that immediately? 


& As you know, we don't comment on the likelihood 
or the nature of future actions. But Qadhafi must keep in mind 
the long-standing U.S. position that we have a wide variety of 


options and assets we can legitimately use as we deem 
appropriate to the circumstances. 


Q Chuck, if you can go back to the -- on this, 
please? You said you hold the Libyan regime responsible for 
Americans in the area, or in Libya? 


a In Libya. 


Q Chuck, could you repeat that line -— “we have a 
wide variety of assets"? 


Q and options? 
a Of options and assets. 
Q Of options and assets? 


a We can legitimately use as we deem appropriate to 
the circumstances. 


Q In response to what? 


6 That was in response to a question of what might 
we do. I said I wasn't going to comment on any specific action. 
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Q Chuck, what might we do in response to a 
terrorist attack somewhere other than in Libya was my -—- 
that's what -- the answer? 


(-) That applies as well. 


Q Have you consulted with any Arab countries about 
your maneuvers or your actions? 


& I can't give you anything more specific than I 
think what you already know: That we have consulted with 
friends and allies, but that I'm not in a position to give you 
any details on those consultations. 


Q Including, you mean, Arab countries? 


a I'm not in a position to give you any further 
details. 


Q Chuck, do you know if the Administration, in 
deciding to challenge Libya's claims to those waters, gave any 
consideration to trying to resolve the dispute by peaceful 
means, by recourse to any of the international mechanisms 
available? 


6 In fact, our exercises are a recourse to peaceful 
means. As we made clear from the start of this exercise, it 
was peaceful in nature. Our ships and aircraft remained in 
international waters and airspace. I don't believe that 
that's ever been in question. 


From the very moment the Libyans initially made this 
claim back in 1973, they, and the international community, have 
been aware that we do not accept that claim. And from that 
very geen we have challenged that claim with these same 
sorts of peaceful exercises, which we use around the world to 
challenge similar claims. 


Q Well, let me rephrase that. Was any thought 
given to using non-militery means of challenging them? 


6 Once again, the question is one of freedom of 
navigation in international waters, freedom of overflight in 
international airspace. That's a position that the United 
States Government has to defend. It's a vital one, not only 
for us but for other people in the world. 


The use of U.S. Government military forces is the way 
that that is routinely done around the world, because those are 
the forces at our disposition. 





*. 
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C But I say, was any thought given to using -- to 
defending that principle or trying to defend it without -—- with 
non-military means, using international mechanisms: 
conciliation, international courts? 


A Once again, I can only answer that as I've 
answered it several times now, which is, from the very 
beginning, once this claim was made, the Libyans were notified 
that it was not accepted, could not be acceptable, and that we 
intended to exercise our rights to operate in those 
international waters and airspace. Really, to illustrate the 
egregious nature of this particular Libyan claim, it wouldn't 
be too much different from the United States claiming the right 
to draw a line from Key West to Brownsville, Texas, and 
prohibiting all international navigation and overflight on the 
U.S. side of that line. 


That's what we're dealing with. As a consequence, 
whenever there are these kind of claims, by the Libyans or by 
any other country -- of course, in the Libyan case, the claim 
is much more egregious than in almost any other case --— United 
States po.:cy will be to not accept that claim and to exercise 
our rights in those international waters and airspace. 


Q Well, we haven't accepted the claim since 1973, 
but this is the first time we've pulled three aircraft carriers 
close to the line. 


There's been reporting that part of the intention of 
doing that is a response to terrorism. And you said a few 
Minutes ago that we have a number of options and assets in 
response to terrorism. 


Isn't it a reasonable assumption that part of the 
reason for the last two days of exercises has been, in part, a 
response to terrorism? 


A I leave you to your own assumptions. I can only 
tell you that this particular exercise was a part of our 
freedom of navigation overflight program, and that it was in 
that context that U.S. ships, aircraft, went into the area. 


Q Chuck, will you give us a comprehensive statement 
of where and when the United States has conducted exercises of 
this sort to exercise the freedom of navigation right? You 
mentioned others world-wide -- when and where? 


A There have been many, many others over many 
years. I'm not sure what I can do in terms of detail, but I'll 
take a look at it. 
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You're well aware of one a week or so ago in the 
Crimean, I believe. 


Q Chuck, we have a situation -- a semantic problem 
here where somebody is shooting at us and we're shooting back. 
And my question is, is it fair to describe that as a tacit 
state of war? 


A I can't give you anything beyond what other 
spokesmen have said. There was no hostile intent on the part 
of the United States Government. Our ships were operating in 
international waters after proper notification of intent. 


Q Well, in what -- 


A In response to that, as has been made clear, when 
our ships and aircraft operating in international waters are 
fired upon by forces with clearly hostile intent, then they 
have the right to self-defense, which they've exercised. 


Q Well, how long would this have to go on, in your 
judgment, before we in the media could call it a state of war? 


A Let me reiterate again that it's not our intent, 
and has not been our intent from the start, to have this seen 
as a provocation. Everyone knew that this exercise was going 
to be conducted. We filed a notification of intent. That 
exercise has been underway. 


We will continue to operate in that area. That means 
that periodically we'll cross the line of 32/30 into the Gulf 
of Sidra, as is our right. But beyond that, I don't have any 
other details of an operational nature as to how long it might 
last or when it might end. 


Q Chuck, do you know who (inaudible) at the 
American ships? 


A That's all been covered in other briefings. I 
can't do any better than what's been done at the Pentagon or at 
the White House. 


Q Do you know if American ships themselves have 
actually crossed that line? 


fi Once again, I'd refer you to the Pentagon for the 
definitive answer on that. 


Q How would you characterize the reaction of the 
European Allies in their contacts with you about the Sidra Gulf? 
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a I don't want to make some sweeping generalization 
that somehow takes in all of the Allies. 

Q You consider them to be favorable or unfavorable? 

6 The best I can say is that we have explained our 


rationale, and I believe that there's wide understanding of why 
we conduct these sorts of exercises. 


Q Do you have any comment on the statements made by 
the Deputy Chief of the Soviet Delegate in the United Nations, 
saying that the U.S. is provoking and making kind of aggression 
against a sovereign state and a United Nations member? 


A The answer to that is really explicit in many of 
the answers I've given already. To repeat, this was not a 
provocation. We exercised restraint. There were a number of 
missiles fired against our ships, or against our aircraft in 
international airspace before we responded. Our response has 
been measured, designed to confine the incident. 


Q How were you able to tell the boats had hostile 
intent? 


a I'd refer you to the Pentagon. 
Q Can we turn now to Honduras? 


Q Just one more question. The War Powers Act -- 
what is the Department's view of that? Is that going to be 
invoked or triggered by the Administration? 


a I don't have anything specific on that decision. 
I could only refer you to the words of Secretary Shultz of a 
more general nature, in his press conference in Ankara this 
morning, where he noted that in the course of these operations 
and before any response was made, Executive Branch officials 
contacted several Legislative leaders to inform them that we 
had been fired upon and that we intended to react. 


Over the next several hours the House and Senate 
leadership was briefed on developments in detail, and briefings 
have continued since then. He also said that it's our policy 
to act consistently with the War Powers resolution -- we've 
done so; that the conduct of these exercises does not 
constitute the introduction of U.S. Armed Forces into 
hostilities or a situation of imminent involvement in 
hostilities. But I give you that only by way of doing the best 
I can. 


Q Chuck, can we turn to Honduras now? 


~-MORE-- 
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Q Can I ask one more? 

6 Yes. 

Q Congressman Fascell says as far as he knows, no 
Congressional leadership was briefed prior to the military 
action, that is to say at the time when the U.S. was sending in 
these forces into that area. Does the State Department know of 
anybody who was briefed? Is Fascell correct in it all? 


a As I said, there were briefings of Legislative 
Branch officials -—- 


Q But you're talking about after the attack. 
a -- even before the response. Before the response. 
He's talking about as the forces were being 
introduced into the area, before any shooting took place by 
anybody. 
A Before any shooting? 


Q Yes. 


A In that case, I'd have to check. I don't know 
the answer to that. 


Q Would you check? 

A Yes. 

Q Was Oleg Sokolov in here yesterday afternoon? 
Q You said there were briefings before -- 
A 


Before the response. Don's question is, before 
the start of the freedom of navigation exercise. 


Q Chuck -- (inaudible) 
fi Once again, that raises another question as to 


whether or not Congressional leadership is briefed before every 
freedom of navigation exercise. But I'll take a look at that. 


Q Before -- after the -- 
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A Let me answer the question on the Soviet Charge, 
Mr. Sokolov. You're already aware that he was briefed here at 
the State Department on Saturday evening, concurrent with the 
start of the exercise. In addition to that, I can tell you 
that he was again in the Department yesterday evening. Michael 
Armacost, the Under Secretary for Political affairs, informed 
him of our actions and our intentions in the region. 


Q Was he the only foreign diplomat who was called 
in for such a briefing? 


) Beyond that, I'd have to go back to what I said 
in response to a previous question, that on other diplomatic 
contacts, I'm not in a position to provide any details. 


Q Was an effort made to ascertain from him whether 
there were Soviet personnel? 


a I don't have anything further on the nature of 
that exchange, nor do I have any answer on any possible 
involvement of Soviet personnel. 


Q Did he deliver any protest or issue any -- 


fi I don't have anything else on the nature of that 
exchange. 


Q Do you have anything on non-Libyan personnel 
operating their military equipment or installations? 


A No, I don't have anything. 


Q After the first missiles were fired, were there 
any further contacts between the U.S. Fleet, the people 
operating it, with the Tripoli government? Was there any 
warning voiced after the first missiles were fired? 


a I think you'll have to refer that one to the 
Pentagon. I just don't know. 


Q Chuck, how do you file a Notification of Intent? 
Do you pass it through diplomatic channels or to the Libyan -- 
How do you pass it, this filing of Notification of Intent? 


A That's filed through international channels; 
that's a standard practice. It's done quite frequently. You 
can check with the Pentagon. The Pentagon are the people who 

















-10- Tuesday, 3/25/86 


filed that -- I believe they file it through the ICAO. But in 
any case, that was filed on Friday evening for operations 
beginning in the Tripoli FIR, Flight Information Region, on 
Saturday evening. 


Have you received any reaction from the Libyans? 
What is their official reaction to you, I mean? 


) There is no official reaction called for. That's 
simply a courtesy, and that is a courtesy that we try to 
respect, and we did so in this case. 


Q Chuck, if there is any kind of terrorist action 
in any place of the world, would you consider it automatically 
as initiated by the Libyans and you will respond to this 
directly as meaning this retaliation, or what? 


a No, that's a totally hypothetical question. I've 
answered it to the best that I can in response to one of your 
colleague's questions earlier on. 


Q Can we go to Honduras now? 
A Another question here? 
Q There was a question at the Pentagon today about 


how many missiles were fired. You can't help us out on how 
many boats were sunk, how many missiles were fired, anything 
like that? 


a No. 


Q And in answer to another question on whether this 
was a response to terrorism, you didn't give that answer, but 
would you deny that this has some relationship to the Rome and 
Vienna incidents in December? Can you say that that is not 
related to this freedom of navigation exercise? 


A Let me reiterate again that this particular 
exercise has its own rationale. It wasn't designed to provoke 
a response or to humiliate Qadhafi. It was one of many in a 
global program. It's only Colonel Qadhafi and his regime who 
have made this an issue by claiming international waters as 
their territorial seas. 


Concerning any relationship with any other question, 
our response yesterday, our military response, resulted from 
the unjustified hostile actions against our forces, nothing 
more than that. Other actions that we've taken in the past, 
such as our peaceful program of seeking economic sanctions, 
have been taken in response to other activities of the Qadhafi 
regime. 
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Q Just to follow on that, is it the 
Administration's belief that terrorists are now being trained 
in Libya to conduct terrorism around the world? And does the 
Administration know exactly where they are? 


A I don't have anything on that, Matt. 


Q Chuck, Secretary Shultz said in Ankara -- said it 
intended to put Qadhafi “back into his box." Do you mean that 
putting Qadhafi “back into his box" is not a humiliation, 
because it is not intended to humiliate Qadhafi? I see some 
sort of (inaudible)-- 


a As I said, it was not intended to provoke or 
humiliate. What has happened is a result of the Qadhafi 
regime's efforts to impose their will on international airspace 
and waters. 


Q Regarding Honduras -- 
A Yes. 
Q On Honduras, can we find out from you when a 


request was made for urgent military assistance, by whom, and 
what office in the Honduran Government? 


A Is there great interest now in the Honduran 
situation -- 

Q Yes. 

A -- because I have quite a bit of information on 


the incident. If it's unanimous -- 
PRESS: Yes. 
A Then I'll go through all of this. 
Q Can we get a copy? 


A I can't promise I can give you a copy of all of 
this. 


Let me go into it. I think there is interest. All 
right. 


On March 22, within 48 hours of the House rejection of 
aid to the Nicaraguan Resistance, Sandinista military units 
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crossed into Honduras in what appears to be a large-scale 
effort to locate and destroy resistance logistic spaces, 
training centers, and medical facilities which they believed to 
be in the area 


Contrary to some reports, this does not seem to be a 
“hot pursuit" operation by the Sandinistas since no resistance 
units were withdrawing from Nicaragua at the time of the 
Sandinista attack. Early in the morning of March 23, a large 
Sandinista military force reportedly conducted four assaults in 
the vicinity of a Nicaraguan refugee center located more than 
15 kilometers north of the Nicaraguan/Honduran border. These 
attacks were reportedly repulsed by new resistance student 
volunteers which were armed that very morning. 


By late in the evening on March 23, several Sandinista 
special counter-insurgency battalions were heavily engaged in 
Honduras. These units normally have 15-20 Cuban advisors 
integrated down to the company level. At that point on March 
23, one of these battalions attempted to withdraw back into 
Nicaragua, but their route of exfiltration was evidently 
blocked by a large resistance column which had moved back to 
the border region from Nicaragua. This battle apparently 
continued throughout the day on March 24, with as many as 1500 
Sandinistas in two task forces participating in the action deep 
inside Honduras. Throughout the battle on March 23 and 24, the 
Sandinistas supplied their units inside Honduras with heavy 
artillery fire, volleys of rocket fire from Soviet-made BM-21 
multiple rocket launchers, and MI-8 gunships. 


In response to the last question, last night, in 
response to the armed attack into sovereign Honduran territory, 
President Azcona formally requested urgent U.S. military 
assistance, to include assisting in lifting Honduran troops as 
necessary and other materiel assistance in order to repel this 
and future Sandinista attacks. In response to this request, 
President Reagan has notified pertinent Members of Congress 
that he intends to exercise his authority under Section 506(a) 
of the Foreign Assistance Act, in order to provide Honduras 
with up to $20 million in emergency assistance in the form of 
materiel, services, and training. The military aid which has 
been requested includes air defense weapons, conventional 
ordnance, emergency spare parts and armament for helicopters, 
and essential training. The use of the President's 506(a) 
authority responds to the unforeseen emergency which exists in 
Honduras and will be provided from DOD resources since these 
emergency requirements cannot be promptly met by other means. 


The Secretary of Defense has dispatched General John 
Galvin, Commander-in-Chief, U.S. Southern Command to Honduras 
to assess the situation and provide up-to-date intelligence and 
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advice to the Honduran Government. General Galvin has been 
instructed that if U.S. military resources are used to provide 
Honduran troop-lift support to the Honduran Government units, 
that every effort must be made to avoid placing members of the 
United States Armed Forces into situations where imminent 
involvement in hostilities would be indicated by the 
circumstances. 


Q Chuck -- 


a I can continue if you want to know what happened 
this morning. 


PRESS: Yes. 


a Right. As of this morning, there is reporting 
that there are significant numbers of Sandinista casualties, 
and several Sandinista prisoners have been captured. According 
to resistance sources, the Sandinista prisoners have indicated 
that their mission was to attack what they believed to be a 
resistance training center, nearly 20 kilometers inside 
Honduras, proceed to exit the Honduran territory after 
destroying resistance supplies and medical facilities. Both 
the resistance and Honduran intelligence sources indicate that 
reinforcing attacks by up to four Sandinista battalions can be 
expected within the next 24 hours. The resistance radio has 
broadcasted that large numbers of Nicaraguan civilian refugees 
are in the area and that they are in desperate need of food, 


water, and medical supplies. 


The President, having notified Congress in accordance 


with the law, is signing a formal determination today 
authorizing the release of the emergency assistance to which I 


made reference. 

Q Chuck, AFP quotes the presidential press 
secretary, Cassada, in Honduras as denying that President 
Azcona has solicited any aid -- this just came in over the 
wires -- and denies that the Sandinistas have even invaded 
Honduras. How do you explain that? 


a I can't help you on that. I think I've given you 
a lot of information which adequately -- 


Q But I mean, it's a total contradiction. 
a -- adequately clarifies the (inaudible). 
Q It's a total contradiction. 
6 


There have been conflicting reports throughout 


this. 
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Q How do you characterize this crossing of the 
border? Is it an act of aggression? Is it similar to the 
Israeli invasion of southern Lebanon, or what? 


a This action speaks for itself. I'm not going to 
compare it to any other action. 


Q (Inaudible) 

Q (Inaudible) 

Q Can we stay on Honduras a second? 
a You can stay on Honduras. 


Q Are there any American officials on the scene 
where this action, or near where this action is taking place? 


a I'd have to refer you to the Pentagon. I don't 
know the answer to that question. 


Q Well, what would they be doing there? 


A As I said, the only thing I have on that would be 
that if it is determined that in providing troop-lift support, 
that American Armed Forces will be used, General Galvin has 
been instructed to avoid placing them into situations where 
imminent involvement in hostilities would be indicated. 


Q I asked the question because Radio Voice of 
Tegucigalpa is quoted as saying, is quoting community leaders 
in the area where the fighting is taking place, or has taken 
place --— they say six kilometers inside Honduras, near a place 
called Paranalas, I guess -- as saying several North Americans 
traveling in vehicles have been in the area while the fighting 
was going on. 


fi I don't have anything on that, Don. 


Q You said fighting is with -- both Honduran and 
contra forces are fighting the Nicaraguans, is that correct? 


f°) Let me review this. I believe that's the state 
of affairs. 


At this point, I'm not sure, Matt. We'll have to take 
a look at that. What I have indicates that it is certainly the 
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resistance forces that are fighting, but I don't see anything 
in specific reference to Honduran forces at this point. 


Q Chuck, but the aid is only for Hondurans? It 
can't go to the resistance fighters, right? 


a The aid is in response to a request from 
President Azcona of Honduras. 


Q It only goes to Honduras? None of the military 
aid would go to the contras, right? Is that what -- 


a I'm not any more of an expert than what I've 
given you now, so you can apply to the Pentagon or elsewhere if 
you need more details. 


-- MORE -- 
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Q Can you tell us if the $20 million in aid for 
Honduras has -- 


a Who's talking? 


Q -- is the same $20 million that President Azcona 
requested two weeks ago? 


a I don't have anything on that. 


Q Can you confirm that we have agreed to provide 
helicopters for a troop lift? Is that confirmed? 


a At this point, I'm not in a position to confirm 
that type of information. The best I have is that General 
Galvin is there to assess the situation, to provide advice, and 
the question of U.S. military resources is still phrased in 
terms of "if." But one of the things that the President has 
asked for in his determination, as I read it, would be 
assistance in lifting Honduran troops as necessary. 


Q Chuck, you mentioned prisoners -- Sandinista 
prisoners have been captured. Have any of them -- and then you 
also mentioned that Cubans are usually -- Cuban advisers are 
usually present in these battalions. Have any of these 
prisoners confirmed the presence of Cuban advisers in the field 
in this incursion? 


a I don't have any further information on those 
kinds of questions. 


Q Could you look into that? 
a We'll keep an eye on them. 


Q What about casualties, Chuck? Anything on the 
resistance side, as you put it? 


J No. Nothing on casualties. 


Q And can you give us a specific location of where 
all of this is taking place, with a province name or something? 


a I'll take a look at that. 


Q Chuck, have you been in some kind of 
communication with the Nicaraguan Government about all this? 


a I don't -- 
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Q And, if so, when? 
4 I don't have anything on that, Don. 


Q Does the information you have there indicate 
whether Nicaraguan troops are still in Honduran territory at 
this point, and, if so, how many? 


A The “how many” I can't answer. The indication is 
that there are still Nicaraguan forces on Honduran territory. 


Q Does the United States have any obligations to 
Honduras under the Rio Treaty or under any subsequent 
agreements that have been arrived at between our government and 
theirs in case of an attack by an outside force? 





I'll take a look at that one. 
Chuck -- 
In the back. She's had her hand up for a while. 


mo > © ®P 


Yes. In addition to the lift assistance, you 
mentioned materiel and training. Can you give us any more 
specifics on the materiel, or who would make the determination 
as to what U.S. trainers would go down, where they would go, or 
is that all being left up to General Galvin? 


a I think I would refer you to the Pentagon for 
those kind of detailed questions as to what form this materiel 
and assistance will take. 

Q Have we definitely -- 


a I can't shed any more light on that question 
right now. 


Have we definitely approved sending U.S. -- more 
U.S. trainers down there? 


) As I say, I can't give you any more details other 
than the general nature of the request as I've outlined it here. 


Q All of this aid must go to the Hondurans 
themselves? None of it can go to the contras, is that correct? 


A This is assistance to the Government of Honduras. 
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Q And they're not allowed to pass it on to anyone 
else under the terms of the law? 


i I'm not expert enough on that to answer that. 


Q Chuck, do you have a head count on U.S. military 
numbers, troops, in Honduras now? 


a No. But we can get that. 
Q Can we go back to Libya for a second? 
Q No. 


Q One other question, if you will. What is the 
U.S. policy about the legality of hot pursuit? 


i) In a general sense? 
Q Yes. 
A I'll take a look at that. 


Q On what basis do we expect reinforcing attacks 
within the next 24 hours? 


‘é I don't have any information as to where that 
comes from, other than intelligence sources. 


Q Could we talk about the numbers here for a 
second? You say that there are two battalions, and you 
numbered them at 1500, and that according to intelligence 
reports, which I assume is the debriefing of the prisoners, 
that there may be four additional battalions within the next 24 
hours to reinforce them? Are we talking about 1500 initially, 
3000 to follow? 


a I don't have any other numbers to put with those 
figures. 


Q Well, are the four battalions that you're talking 
about in the next 24 hours different from the two battalions 
that we've talked about in the first two or three days of 
engagement? 


a Yes. I understand that those are four additional. 


Do you have anything on military and economic aid 
to Pakistan? There was a joint statement in Pakistan, but 
details are sketchy. 
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a Details are sketchy. (Laughter) I see. 


FY-87 is the last year of our current multi-year 
assistance program with Pakistan. During the last seven 
months, we have held discussions with the Pakistan Government 
on a new multi-year program. Under Secretary Schneider led a 
team of senior U.S. Government officials for talks in 
Islamabad, March 22-24. At the conclusion of these talks, 
agreement was reached on a new six-year program totaling $4.02 
billion. 


This agreement is subject to the approval of the 
Congress. The annual levels of assistance will go through the 
normal authorization and appropriation process. The first year 
of the new aid package is FY-88. We, therefore, will be 
submitting formally to the Congress our annual request for 
Pakistan with our other foreign assistance requests early next 
year. 


We have copies available for you of the joint 
communique on the new agreement issued in Islamabad, and 
attached to it is a table listing the agreed-upon assistance 
figures. 


Q Chuck, do you have anything on the coming visit 
of Prime Minister Peres of Israel? 


A No. Nothing now. 


Q Not even the exact date of his arrival or -- 


A I don't have that, but I'm sure the Israeli 
Embassy might help you out. 


Q Chuck, do you have any reaction to King Hassan of 
Morocco saying that the Arab Heads of State should meet Israeli 
officials in a summit level? Do you have any reaction to that? 
A No, I don't. 


Q Anything on a raid by UNITA on the Chevron 
facilities? 


A We can't confirm these reports. We have no 
details to add at this time. However, we are concerned about 
any threat or action against American lives or property from 
whatever the source. 
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Q But Mr. Ssvimbi (inaudible) -- when he was here 
in Washington that he would attack Gulf oil installations, and 
the State Department at that time issued a statement to 
Chevron, advising them that there was a state of war going on 
-- if I recall correctly -- in Angola and, therefore, backing 
away from any responsibility. 


Do you still stand on that statement? 


A Yes. American companies operating in Angola 
should be fully aware of the risk they run. We have asked 
these companies to begin to think about U.S. national 
interests, as well as their own, in making their business 
decisions concerning activities in Angola. 


Peace and stability in southern Africa are necessary 
to deny the Soviet Union the opportunity to maintain and 
increase its influence in the region. 


It's in our national interest that our negotiating 
effort for the independence of Namibia under UNSCR 435 and the 
withdrawal of Cuban troops from Angola succeed. 


Therefore, U.S. economic policy toward Angola is, one, 
to deny, pending an achievement of a negotiated settlement, all 
U.S. exports to Angola with a military use; and to not support 
-- until the Government of Angola demonstrates clear intent to 
reach a negotiated settlement on Namibian independence, and, in 
that context, Cuban troop withdrawal -- to not support Angola's 
ability to earn foreign currency and thus fund its war against 
UNITA. 


Q Can we get a copy of that? 

A Yes. 

Q Did the U.S. ask Chevron to get out of there? 

A As we said previously in the statement to which 
he's referring, and in which I said again, we have asked these 


companies to begin to think about these issues. 


Q Well -- 


Q Chuck, about the Libyan claim, do you know in the 
past of any ships that met any confrontation or challenge by 
the Libyans in the Gulf of Sidra, other than U.S.? 
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a I don't have that information available. I don't 
know. 


Q Chuck, Mr. Marcos has now left Hickam Air Force 
Base. Is he now also providing his own security, or is the 
U.S. continuing to do that for him? 


ts Yes. Former President Marcos did leave Hickam 
Air Force Base, along with members of his household, at about 
8:20 p.m., Honolulu time, last night, destined for private 
quarters in the Honolulu metropolitan area. 


Most -- I'll give you this without asking -- most of 
the remaining members as well have moved off Hickam and are 
residing in the Honolulu area. The Secret Service is 
continuing to protect President Marcos, but, for reasons of 
security, I can't provide details about that protection or its 
duration. 


Q Is this the final -—- 


Q When it was asked to provide the protection 
initially, there was a 30-day time limit put on it which runs 
out at the end of the week. Are they going to be asked to 
continue beyond that 30 days, or are they not going to be asked 
to do that? 


a I don't have anything further on that. As we 
said at that time, the duration of the detail was temporary, 
7 did not specify exactly what the nature of that duration 
would be. 


Q You say most members -- 

Q Is this going to be a moment-to-moment thing 
where we don't find out until the 30 days are up, or is some 
determination going to be made ahead of time? 

A Stay tuned. 


Q You said most members of his party have moved 
off. Have all of them moved off? 


4 No. Those who have not yet moved off were 
primarily security personnel. They will be moving off in the 
next day or two. Most will probably be taking up residence in 
the Honolulu area. I suppose the bottom line is that by 
Thursday we would expect that all remaining members will 
probably have vacated Hickam. 
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Q How many people are we talking about that are 
still on Hickam? 


a I don't know. 


Q What has happened to the bills that he ran up at 
Hickam? Has there been a decision made on how those are going 
to be settled? 


a No. Wo decision has been made. That's still 
under discussion, and for information about the amounts 
involved, I refer you to DoD. 








Q This is final -- 

Q Is this the -- 

Q Are you talking -- 

Q Yeah. Is this the -- 

A Are you talking to each other, or to me? 
(Laughter) 


Q Is this the final resolution of this for now, or 
is the Administration still talking to foreign governments to 
find another home for him? 


A As I said at the time, he's asked us to explore 
some third-country possibilities among various options. We'll 
continue to do that. 


Q What about the issue of the two checks that were 
written for the PX's in partial payment of the PX bills? The 
total amount, I think, was $39,000.00, and Representative 
Florio raised the issue yesterday, or the day before, saying 
that he didn't want those checks to go forward. 


You say no decision has been made. Are actually the 
PX's being made by the Government for purchases made by the 
Marcoses? 


fa That's a DoD question. I can't help you. 


Q Is there any country which is seriously 
interested in receiving Marcos? 
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4 As always, I'm not going to characterize the 
various possibilities or responses. 


Q Do you have any response or reaction to Mrs. 
Aquino's action in declaring a provisional government and 
changing the constitution there in the Philippines? 


é No. That's an internal Filipino matter. 


Q Chuck, can I ask a couple of quick, kind of 
cleanup questions on the Honduras situation? I noticed at the 
beginning of your statement that you related the Nicaraguan 
invasion, if that's what it is, to the -- coming 48 hours or so 
after the vote in the House. 


Is it your judgment that this is a political decision 
on the part of the Sandinistas to strike at a moment of 
weakness against the contras? 


6 I'd refer you, in effect, to the Government in 
Managua to explain why they chose to act at this particular 
time. 


Q I was -- 


A I was noting that this was simply an interesting 
coincidence. 


Q An interesting coincidence. The other question 
was, who is being attacked here in our judgment? The contras 
or the Honduran Government or both? 


A Without going into too many details, I think the 
answers to that are inherent in what I told you. Based on what 
we know from at least some of the captured Sandinistas, their 
intent was to attack a Nicaraguan resistance facility -- 


Q Yeah, well -- 


fa But at the same time, they have moved into 
another sovereign territory, into the sovereign territory of 
Honduras, and I believe that the reaction of any state in the 
face of such an action is fairly evident. 


Q Well, one of the things that you seemed uncertain 
about is whether any of the money that we -- that the President 
is going to supply here can be made available to the contras, 
and I wonder if we could get that cleared up -- we could ask 
you to clear that up for us. 
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a All right. 


Q One other question I'd like to clear up. The 
General -- the decision has been made to provide the $20 
million. What is the General going to determine? He'll report 
back to the President to tell him what? 


A He's -- well, let me take a look at this. He's 
to assess the situation, to provide up-to-date intelligence and 
advice to the Honduran Government. 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 1:04 p.m.) 











Posted: March 26, 1986 
; TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the March 25, 1986 daily press briefing: 


NAVIGATION OVERFLIGHT PROGRAM 





Q: -- Will you give us a comprehensive statement of where 
and when the United States has conducted exercises of 
this sort of exercise the freedom of navigation 
right? You mentioned others, worldwide -- when and 
where? 

A: -- The US is committed to the exercise and preservation 
of navigation and overflight rights and freedoms 
around the world. That is the purpose of the Preedom 

— - of Navigation program. In fulfillment of the 
objectives of that program, US ships and aircraft 
exercise rights and freedoms under international law 
off the coasts of numerous countries. In this regard, 
the 0S acts in accordance with President Reagan's 
March 10, 1983 Ocean Policy Statement, which stated 0S 
willingness to recognize the rights of other countries 
in the waters off their coasts, as reflected in the 
1982 United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea, 

so long as those countries respected the rights of the 
US and other countries in those waters under 
international law. 

US ships and aircraft have exercised rights and 
freedoms off the coast of countries whose laws do not 
conform to international law as reflected in the 1982 
Law of the Sea Convention. Examples of the types of 


objectionable claims against which =he US has 


exercised rights and freedoms.are unrecognized 


(OVER) 

















historic waters claims, territorial sea claims greater. _ - 


than 12 nautical miles, and territorial sea Claims 
that impose impermissible restrictions on the innocent 
passage of any type of vessels, such as retbietes 
prior notification or permission. The US of course 
exercises navigation and overflight rights and 
freedoms as a matter of routine off the coasts of 
countries whose maritime claims do conform to 
international law. Since the policy implementation in 
1979 the U.S. Government has exercised its rights - 


against the objectionable claims of over 35 countries, 


including the Soviet Union, at the rate of some 30-40 


per year. 








TAKEN QUESTION 
Question Taken at Noon Press Briefing of March 25, 1986 
WAR POWERS: TIMING OF HILL BRIEFING 


Did you brief the Hill prior to the inception of the 
challenge [i.e., before the exercise began]? 


-- NO SPECIAL BRIEFINGS OCCURRED PRIOR TO COMMENCING THE 
EXERCISE. AFTER LIBYA FIRED MISSILES AT U.S. FORCES, EXECUTIVE 
BRANCH OFFICIALS CONTACTED CONGRESSIONAL LEADERS TO INFORM THEM 
THAT WE HAD BEEN FIRED UPON AND THAT WE INTENDED TO REACT. 
DURING THE NEXT SEVERAL HOURS, THE HOUSE AND SENATE LEADERSHIP 
WERE BRIEFED IN DETAIL. BRIEFINGS HAVE CONTINUED SINCE THEN. 





TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the March 25, 1986 daily press briefing: 


HONDURAS: U.S. MILITARY PERSONNEL 





Q. Can you give us a head count on US military 
personnel in Honduras? 


A- -" THIS QUESTION SHOULD BE ADDRESSED TO THE DEPARTMENT 


OF DEFENSE. 
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TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the March 25, 1986 daily press briefing: 


HONDURAS/NICAPAGUA: TREATY OBLIGATIONS 





Does the US have any obligations toward Honduras 
under the Rio Treaty or any other bilateral 
treaty? 


THE UNITED STATES IS FIRMLY CCMMITTED TO ASSIST 
HONDURAS IN THE DEFENSE OF ITS NATIONAL 
SOVEREIGNTY AND TERRITORIAL INTEGRITY. OUR 
FORMAL COMMITMENT TO THE SECURITY OF HONDURAS IS 


EMBODIED IN THE RIO TREATY. 


THE INTERNATIONAL TREATY CF RECIPROCAL ASSISTANCE 
(THE RIO TREATY) DOES NOT SPECIFY THE ACTIONS 
THAT THE SIGNATORIES MUST TAKE IN THE EVENT CP AN 
ATTACK. THE TREATY PROVIDES FOR EACH CONTRACTING 
PARTY TO ASSIST ANCTHER CONTRACTING PARTY IN 
RECOGNITION OF THE RIGHT OF INDIVIDUAL OR 
COLLECTIVE SELF DEFENSE. IT ALSO PRCVIDES THAT, 
ON THE REQUEST OF THE STATE OR STATES UNCER 
ATTACK, EACH ONE OF THE CCNTRACTING PARTIES MAY 
DETERMINE’ THE IMMEDIATE MEASURES IT MAY TAKE IN 


THE FULFILLMENT OF TREATY OBLIGATIONS. 














Postec: March 26, i986 
TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the March 25, 1986 daily press briefing: 


NICARAGUAN INCURSION 





Q: Was Nicaragua's incursion into Honduras a legitimate 
exercise of hot pursuit? 





A -- NO. AN AGGRESSOR DOES NOT HAVE A RIGHT OF SELF-DEFENSE 
AGAINST NECESSARY AND PROPORTIONATE RESPONSES TO ITS AGGRESSION. 


NICARAGUA, THROUGH ITS ACTIVE MATERIAL SUPPORT OF INSURGENT 
GROUPS -- AS WELL AS THROUGH DIRECT ACTIONS OF ITS OWN MILITARY 
~~ FOR SEVERAL YEARS HAS BEEN ENGAGED IN ARMED AGGRESSION AGAI*:S7 
OTHER CENTRAL AMERICAN COUNTRIES. (NICARAGUA'S ACTIVITIES IN 2Hs> 
RESPECT HAVE BEEN FULLY DOCUMENTED IN THE RECENT STATE DEPARTME™.. 
PUBLICATION “REVOLUTION BEYOND OUR BORDERS”. ) 

THE OTHER CENTRAL AMERICAN NATIONS AND THE UNITED STATES 
HAVE TAKEN A VARIETY OF ACTIONS IN RESPONSE TO NICARAGUAN 
AGGRESSION, INCLUDING SUPPORT FOR THE DEMOCRATIC RESISTANCE :’. 
NICARAGUA. THIS SUPPORT IS A NECESSARY AND PROPORTIONATE FOS™ 


OF SELF-DEFENSE. 
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TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the March 25, 1986 daily press briefing: 


NICARAGUA/HONDURAS: PRESENCE CF CUEANS? 





< 


Q. Have the captured Sandinistas ccnfirmed that ~~“ 
there were Cubans with thes? 

A. -- WE STATED THAT SANDINISTA SPECIAL 
CCUNTERINSURGENCY BATTALIONS OF THE KIND THAT 
HAVE CROSSED INTO HONDURAN TERRITORY NORMALLY 
HAVE 15-20 CUBAN ADVISERS INTEGRATED DOWN TO THE 
COMPANY LEVEL. WE HAVE NOTHING SPECIFIC TO OFFER 
AT THE PRESENT TIME ON THE ROLE OF CUBANS IN THIS 


INCURSION. 
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
DAILY PRESS BRIEFING 


DPC #51 


WEDNESDAY, MARCH 26, 1986, 12:35 P. M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REDMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
One announcement. 


Mr. Michael Novak, head of the U.S. Delegation to the 
Bern Human Contacts Experts Meeting, will hold an ON-—THE-RECORD 
press briefing in this room at 3:30 this afternoon. The Bern 
meeting is part of the Conference on Security and Cooperation 
in Europe, the CSCE. Additional information on the Bern 
meeting may be obtained from the Press Office. 


That's all I have. 


Q Do you have something more categorical today on 
the -- 


fa Did you have a first question here? 


Q Yes. Has the Administration detected Libyan 
surveillance of U.S. diplomatic posts and personnel? 


A Let me address that in somewhat more lengthy 
detail, if you will. There's no doubt, as you know, of our 
concern about Qadhafi's involvement in international 
terrorism. I made reference yesterday to Libya's recent call 
for the assassination of American citizens throughout the 
Middle East as simply the latest example of the regime's 
irresponsible behavior. 


Unfortunately, Qadhafi's involvement in terrorism is 
more than rhetoric. Aside from Libya's involvement in earlier 
incidents, of which you're all aware, we are aware that agents 
of the Libyan Government have been conducting surveillance 
operations against a number of American installations and 
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interests around the world. This could mean that Americans are 
targeted for attacks in the future. 


We are taking every precaution to ensure the security 
of our installations and our citizens abroad, both governmental 
and private. We have called this potentially dangerous 
situation to te attention of other governments as well as 
alerting Americans abroad to be careful. 


There are a variety of assets available for response 
to international terrorism generally and to the Libyan threat 
in particular. We hope that the international campaign begun 
in January will convince Qadhafi to stop Libyan participation 
in terrorist attacks. If not, other steps will be considered. 


Q Chuck, when was this first detected? Was it 
several months ago or -- 


a For a variety of reasons I'm not going to be able 
to give you any details as to timing or numbers on these 
particular incidents that I refer to. 


I don't want to lead you to believe that this is 
all in the last few days, nor do I want to lead you to believe 
that there's been some sort of escalation or decrease in recent 
days, but I just can't go into that. 


Q The U.S. response to this is what -- watchful 
waiting, or is what just happened in the Gulf of Sidra the U.S. 
way of dealing with this? Shultz said in January that force 
may be the way to deal with terrorism. 


What I'm asking is whether what we just saw in the 
Gulf of Sidra was more a response to Libyan terrorism than it 
was an exercise of international transit? 


A I've just explained our longstanding concern 
about Qadhafi's support and participation in terrorism. 
Concerning the current operation in the Gulf of Sidra, I can 
repeat what I said yesterday. That was not designed to provoke 
aresponse. It was one of many such exercises in a global 
program in support of traditional maritime rights, which, if 
not asserted periodically, tend to be eroded and encroached 
upon. 


Q Is there any connection between the U.S. military 
operation in the Guif of Sidra and the threat of terrorism that 
you just told us about? 
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A I've just answered that question, I think -- 
Q You haven't. 


a -- directly. I've given you our concerns about 
terrorism which are longstanding, but I've told you that this 
operation in the Gulf of Sidra is a freedom of navigation 
exercise. 


Q Well, it could be that and it could be other 
things as well. You haven't -- 


i) I've told you it's a freedom of navigation 
exercise. 


Q Now, wait a minute. You haven't said that there 
is no connection between that military exercise, leaving out 
whether we're trying to provoke him or not; whether the United 
States chose to conduct this military exercise as a way of 
dealing with Qadhafi's alleged terrorism. 


a The reason we chose to conduct this freedom of 
navigation exercise is to demonstrate, once again, that we do 
not accept the Qadhafi regime's claims to the Gulf of Sidra -- 
claims that are recognized by virtually no one in the 
international community nor by international law -- as part of 
an international global program in which, since its inception, 
I believe in '79, some 35 nations, including the Soviet Union, 
have been involved in. It involves perhaps some 30 to 40 such 
challenges per year, mounting into the hundreds of challenges 
Since this program was initiated. 


Only in the case of the sort of outlaw regime that 
we're dealing with in Libya, do you have this kind of totally 
unjustified reaction to overflights over international airspace 
and the U.S. ships being in international waters. 


Q I understand that, but I'm asking if there was 
any connection at all between the military exercise and 
Qadhafi's record on terrorism? 

a I've answered the question three times now. 


Q No, you haven't. 


A In the back? 


Q You just told -- 
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Q Let me try it -- 


Q You're telling -- you're explaining to us why -- 
you're explaining to us the United States has a right to send 
ships in international waters. We all know about that. 


The question is whether you did what you did because 
you don't like Qadhafi's behavior -- 


i] I don't believe I -- 
Q -- in the terrorism area. 


4 I don't believe I can be any clearer than I've 
just been, which is to tell you that this exercise was 
conducted for the reason which I have just explained. How can 
I be any more clear than that? 


Q You said that it was conducted only -- 


Q Let me just try -- let me try this way: Did you 
expect Qadhafi to react the way he did? 


7 As I said yesterday a number of times, we had 
hoped that there would be no reaction. As I said, we were in 
international waters, international airspace. Normally that 
does not provoke any sort of a reaction. It's not intended to 
provoke a reaction. 


It's a common practice to assert one's right to be in 
places where one has a right to be, lest those claims simply be 
encroached upon and eroded over time, and that's a standard 
practice of both domestic and international law. 


So as a consequence, to say that we anticipated a 
reaction, my answer is we hoped there would be no reaction. 
Clearly, when you're dealing with a regime such as the Qadhafi 
regime, one has to take prudent precautions, which we did. So 
that when there was a reaction against our aircraft, we were in 
a position to exercise self-defense. 


Q Okay. But there's a big difference between 
hoping and anticipating. You did anticipate a reaction, then. 
You expected -- 


a I'm not saying that. I'm saying that when one 
exercises in this particular area, given the nature of this 
regime, it's only prudent to take precautions. 
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Q A senior Reagan adviser is quoted this morning as 
saying, “We expected him to come after us." Do you disagree 
with that? 


a I've answered the question the best I can. 

Q So you don't want to say “expect.” You just want 
to say you hoped there would be no reaction. You want to avoid 
the question of whether or not you expected or anticipated it. 


“ As I say, there should have been no reason for a 
reaction -- 


Q We heard that. 


a We stayed clearly within international airspace 
and waters. 

Q So you don't want to answer the expectation -- 

bs I've answered the question. 

Q A couple of questions on this matter. Besides 
Israel and Britain, are you so far -- what support do you have 


from the European Community? Do you have any support from 
Spain or from Italy about what you have undertaken in the 
Mediterranean? 


‘ I'm not going to go into a rundown of all the 
international responses. Those are as accessible to you as 
they are to me. 


Q Okay, next question: It comes to mind that you 
are protecting freedom of navigation exercise. Is this the 
main course of this action, or is it two-fold mission -- the 
answer to Qadhafi, at least terrorism, or involvement in 
terrorism and the freedom of navigation? 


Q (To questioner) Wake up, wake up. 


is (Laughter) That's the question I've been trying 
to answer for about the last five minutes. 


Q Well, excuse me, because some experts here in 
this city who are also very favorable to the government 
position, they say that we didn't exert or exhausted all the 
recourse of trying to go to the International Court of Justice 
to bring about a ruling, to justify that you could undertake 
this mission and try to protect the freedom of navigation 
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exercise. What do you answer these critics about this mission? 


“ I believe you'll find the elements of response to 
that question in a number of remarks that have been made. I'm 
not a lawyer so I won't go into it in considerable detail, but, 
clearly, it's a right of international law that one exercises 
one's right to contested territories. That's true in domestic 
law as well as international law. We have protested the Libyan 
action concerning the Gulf of Sidra from the very beginning. 
We have filed diplomatic protests with the Libyan Government 
from the very beginning, but at the same time international law 
clearly calls for one to exercise what's called, I believe, the 
right of intrusion which also exists in domestic law, and 
that's what we've been doing on a routine basis ever since 
1973, just as we've been doing it with over 35 other countries 
around the world. This is a recognized principle of 
international maritime law. 


Q For the record, did you go to the International 
Court of Justice with a complaint since 1973 or protesting this 
besides the demarche to the Libyan Government? 


“ Your question presupposes a lot more than the 
simplistic way you have phrased it. It's a question of 
competence. It's a question of acceptance of jurisdiction by 
various countries, and so as a consequence, I believe that the 
answer I've given is adequate. 


Q Chuck, can we have a copy of the first statement 
you said about Qadhafi, the first one you read, because it's a 
complicated one. 


6 Which question now? 

Q The first statement -- the first question. 
6 The very first one. 

Q Yes. 

‘ In response to Qadhafi and terrorism. 

Q Yes. 

& Okay. 
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Q And, second, have you challenged, for example, 
Chile, claiming territorial water, 150 mile? Have you 
challenged that in the past, Chuck? 


é I'm not going to specify all of the challenges 
that have been made. Let me do the best I can, which is to say 
that we routinely submit diplomatic protests against 
objectionable claims as well as actual exercises. This 
includes friends and allies as well as potential adversaries. 


To reiterate, over 35 countries have been involved. 
The number of challenges runs 30 to 40 a year, so I think that 
gives you an indication -- this is a worldwide program. 

Q Excuse me -- 


“ I believe every continent or virtually every 
continent in the world is involved -- 


Q Are you going to be specific about that -- 

i But I'm not going to give you any more specifics 
other than ones that have become matters of public record, such 
as the Soviet Union. 

Q (Inaudible) to do that. 


“a I will post what I've got for you, but it will 
not give you any specifics beyond what I've given you. 


Q Chuck, just a small question: Are the 30 to 40 
military challenges, legal challenges or a mixture? 


“ The ones I'm talking about -- 


Q Yeah. 

‘ ~~ are the freedom of navigation exercise 
program, so -- 

Q The physical movement -- 

a -— by your definition -- 

Q ~- of ships and such. 


i) That's right. The various kinds of challenges -- 
the various kinds of things that are challenged include 
unrecognized historic waters claims, territorial sea claims 
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greater than 12 nautical miles, territorial sea claims that 
impose impermissible restrictions on the innocent passage of 
any type of vessels, such as requiring prior notification or 
permission, for example. 


So there are various things that are challenged, some 
more egregious than others, but clearly all of which need to be 
challenged in order to protect our rights under international 
law. 


Q Why can't you be specific about any of them? Why 
can't you be specific? 


a I'm just not in a position to be any more 
specific. 


Q Chuck, the Soviet Union in commentary likened the 
Gulf of Sidra to the Chesapeake Bay and suggested they have 
equal status. Do you agree with that? 


i) Not at all. International law is very clear on 
this point. The Soviet Union recognizes the 12-mile 
territorial sea. I gave you an example yesterday. These kind 
of things, if you talk to an international lawyer, he can tell 
you what the rules are. For example, something about historic 
bays, the line can be up to 24 miles long. In the case of the 
Gulf of Sidra it's not only not historic, but it's 300 miles 
long. There's a whole legal history behind this, but that's 
simply something that's not challenged in the international 
community. 


Q I wasn't here yesterday, but until then it was 
impossible -- and I mean impossible -- to get anybody in the 
Legal Bureau to talk to a reporter. Is it possible now to get 
somebody to go over some of these things with us, or has 
somebody brought this up already? 


fe I think I'll post what I have on the freedom of 
navigation, which answers a number of these questions, and I 
think that, plus the information I've given you -- I'd refer 
you to President Reagan's March 10, 1983, Ocean Policy 
Statement, for example -- I think you have basically all the 
information that's available from the legal side of the house. 


Q Chuck, while you're on the legal issues, has the 
State Department given an opinion yet, or does the 
Administration have a decision yet about whether it is going to 
make a report to Congress today under the War Powers Act of the 
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deployments around the -- Libya. and, if so, what is its 
rationale for whatever is to have been decided? 


a You know, of course, that we have been briefing 
members of Congress on what has happened. There may well be 
more briefings or more information provided to the Congress, 
but the question concerning prior consultations, for example, 
as required under the War Powers resolution, we considered that 
question carefully prior to commencing the current exercise, 
and we don't believe that the resolution requires consultation 
before conducting peaceful naval maneuvers such as those in 
international waters or airspace. 


As I just said, after Libya attacked our forces, we 
did immediately notify Congressional leaders, and we have 
continued to stay in touch with them. 


Q As I understand the War Powers Act, it requires a 
rather specific kind of report within 48 hours of situations in 
which American forces are placed where there is the likelihood 
of combat or hostile operations. Is that report going to be 
made to Congress? 


é Right now I can't give you any more information 
on that. 


Q And can you tell us whether a report is going to 
be made to Congress regarding the U.S. helicopter pilots, and 
so forth, who are involved in the Honduran situation, under the 
War Powers Act? 


“ I don't have anything concerning the War Powers 
resolution and the question you phrase. 


Q Chuck, could I ask a question: Can you be a 
little bit more specific as to which U.S. installations abroad 
have been or are still under Libyan surveillance, and what are 
we doing about that? 


6 I can't be more specific as to where they are 
located. I can only say that we have taken necessary 
precautions, and that we'll continue to do that. 


Q Have those precautions been taken since the 
exercises, or from before that? 


a Before and since. I spoke yesterday of the 
question of the exercises and the fact that embassies had been 
alerted, but in response to Libyan surveillance, there are 
places where we have taken measures even prior to that. 
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Q Are there any in this country, any -—- 

a No other details as to the specifics. 

Q Chuck, what is the U.S. response to the Soviet 
offer today to withdraw its fleet from the Mediterranean if the 
U.S. will withdraw its ships? 

a My response would only be to reiterate why it is 
we're there. We have briefed the Soviet Union as to why we're 


there. That's well understood, and, as a consequence, I think 
I'd leave my answer at that. 


Q Can I ask a follow-up to that, please? 


a Let -- we had one question in the back. 


2 


Okay. 


Yes. Thank you. In addition to some Arab 
countries condemning the United States’ action with Libya, 
Greece and Italy have also expressed some concern over the 
wisdom of the United States’ decision to do it, not necessarily 
the right for them to practice free passage, but the wisdom 
that they did do it. 


Do we have any concerns that that's going to affect 
either U.S. relations with Arab countries or generally with 
countries in the area, and could you specifically respond to 
Malta's call for the U.N. to look into the situation, to 
investigate it in the Security Council? 


a In response to the last question, I don't know 
what the status of the U.N. debate is at this moment. I think 
that will become public as it develops. I don't have a status 
report. 


I think in response to your other questions, I would 
only say that I believe most nations, if not all, understand 
what our freedom of navigation exercise is intended to achieve 
and why we do it, and I'm not going to comment on a 
case-by-case basis. 


Q Can you say when and where the diplomatic 
protests that you mentioned were filed? 


a Concerning Libya? 
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Q The Gulf of Sidra. Yes. 

A Let me say, at least as early as February of 1974. 

Q Back on the Soviet question: You said we briefed 
-- the U.S. briefed the Soviets. Was that the one briefing 
that Speakes referred to when the operation began, or have 
there been briefings subsequently? 

A You missed yesterday's briefing. I said that -- 

Q Yeah. 


5 -- Mike Armacost had the Soviet Charge’ in on 
Monday evening -- 


Q Anything since then? 

4 -- and there's nothing beyond that. 

Q Okay. In Moscow? 

a At least -- in Moscow there may have been some 


contacts between the Embassy and the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs. 


Q You can't shed any light on reports that there 
are such briefings going on in Moscow now? 


a Briefings? 


Q That the United States is explaining to the 
Soviets in Moscow now its actions in the Gulf? 


‘ No. I can't comment on that specifically. The 
Monday night meeting was after our response had occurred, so 
that that was the occasion in which we laid out why we had 
taken these actions and what our intentions were. 


-- MORE -- 
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Q Could we have a sitrep on the situation along the 
Honduran-Nicaraguan border? 


a I don't want to be repetitive. Everything that I 
have to tell you I believe was addressed at the White House 
this morning, as was the case yesterday. So does it really do 
me any good to read, to go through all the same information 
again? 


Q Yes. 


Q Could I ask you specifically on yesterday's 
briefing, you gave a fairly detailed account of a military 
engagement, which was qualified by a number of “reportedly's” 
and “appears to be.“ Have you eliminated those 
"“reportedly's?" Have you confirmed this first-hand? 


A Confirmed what? 
Q The account that you gave yesterday. 


A If you're asking, can I confirm every number and 
every statistic in that account, no. It is a remote region, 
and we're not there physically. If you want to say, can I 
confirm that there is a battle going on? Yes, I can. The 
Honduran Government, I think, is better placed to speak to that 
and did speak to that yesterday in a communique from the 
President's office at about 1100 hours, March 25, which began 
-- and this was, again, read into the record at the White House 
this morning -- began by saying, “The Government of Honduras 
has confirmed information that in the eastern sector of the 
frontier, in the Department of Olancho, new incursions by the 
popular Sandinista army have taken place on Honduran 
territory," and then it went on in some detail, but that's all 
in the record. 


Q I'm asking specifically about the statement that 
you made yesterday that 1500 hundred troops, normally 
accompanied by Cuban advisers, made four assaults against a 
contra base camp. This is all accompanied by “reportedly's” 
and “appeared to be." At one point, you suggested you had 
first-hand information because you said, “based on what we know 
from at least some of the captured Sandinistas," and you gave 
an assessment of their intentions. 


6 But that is not from our interrogation -- 


Q Well, that's not what you said yesterday. 
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a -- of the captured Sandinistas. 


Q You said, “Based upon what we know from at least 
some of the captured Sandinistas.”" 


6 That's your interpretation. If you want to pin 
me down that we know from somebody who talked to a captured 
Sandinista, maybe I'll have to say that every time; but no, I 
don't have any other specifics to offer you today. 


Q Well, can I ask you who the basis of your reports 
were? 


o I can't give you anything beyond what I gave you 
yesterday. 


Q Well, when you use the word “reportedly,” are you 
tali:ng about U.S. Government reports or some outside sources' 
reporis? 


é As 1 say, there are a variety of sources 
involved. I'm just not in a position to tell you for every 
specific fact where it may have come from. 


Q 24-hour -- 


Q The reason we have been asking this is because 
there have been a number of challenges by members of the Senate 
and Congress saying that this information comes solely from 
Enrique Bermudez. Can you address that? 


& All I can say is that that report yesterday was 
based on the estimates that we had. 


Q And do you believe it's true today? 


ve I can't give you any further details today. 
That's what I just said. 


Q Thank you. That's all I need to know. 


Q Twenty-four hours ago you said, “Reinforcing 
attacks by up to four Sandinista battalions can be expected 
within the next 24 hours." Has anything happened? 


a I don't have anything further other than what was 
said at the White House -- that the situation along the border 
remains tense; fighting continues. That's about the size of it. 
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Q Did the White House use numbers this morning? 
i No. 


Q Actually. I think the White House did say that 
there were 100 or so Sandinistas who remained on the Honduran 
side of the border. Doesn't that confirm that the others have, 
in effect, withdrawn? 


a I don't have anything else, Deb. 


Q Can you give us something a bit more categorical 
today as to whether the $20 million in aid is likely to go to 
any of the contras rather than just the Honduran army, directly 
or indirectly? 


o The emergency assistance being provided by the 
U.S. is exclusively for the Government of Honduras for the 
purpose of defending its frontiers. It will be delivered 
directly to the Government of Honduras; it cannot, and will 
not, be used by the resistance forces. 


Is that categorical? 


Q How long do we expect U.S. pilots to continue 
operations there in American helicopters? 


i I have no prediction. Talk to the Pentagon. 


Q You said the Honduran statement alluded to new 
incursions. Do they share your figure of 1500? 


a I really don't know. You can talk to them. 


Q Do they share your description of where this took 
place? The Honduran Government statement put it in the 
Department of Olancho, and I believe previous U.S. Government 
statements put it in the Department of £1 Paraiso. Where is it? 


a I can't clarify that for you. My information is 
that it may, in fact, since they are neighborhing provinces, 
cross over in both £1 Paraiso and Olancho Provinces. 


As I understand it, you don't even support the 
figure of 1500 today, do you? 


“ I'm not in any way changing what we gave you 
yesterday. All I'm saying is, I have no new information to 
take it beyond what we said yesterday. 








-15- Wednesday, 3/26/86 


Q And yesterday was all "reportedly." I'm asking 
today has any of that been confirmed? 


i And I think I just answered that question: I 
have nothing to take it beyond what I said yesterday. 


Q You say you cannot confirm -- 


é It's a remote area; the United States is not 
there on the ground, and as a consequence, that's the kind of 
Situation we're dealing with. 


Q This is kind of a tricky situation because the -- 


A My answer would be, if the number turns out to be 
1457 or 1543 -- 


Q I'm not trying to nit-pick and I'm not trying to 
pick details. You talked yesterday about a large force 
involved in a significant military operation -- 


i That's right. 
Q -- aS a result of which -- 


i) And that's all I can tell you, that there is a 
sizable force; it's a significant military operation. The 
Government of Honduras has asked for assistance in response to 
this incursion on its territory. Those are the facts. 


Q Is this “reportedly” or is this fact, or is this 
confirmed U.S. information? That's what I'm trying to find out. 


a What I just said -- I read you the Honduran 
communique -- 


Q Yes. 


a -- the fact that its a sizable force. If you 
want to quioble whether it's 1450 or 1120 or 1760 -- 


Q I'm not -- 


A All I'm saying is that there is a battle going 
on; the situation is tense; there are sizable numbers of 
Nicaraguans there, under any circumstance; and the Honduran 
Government has askec for our help, which we are providing. 
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Q Is that "reportedly"? Is that still qualified by 
the “reportedly” of yesterday? 


A I did not say reportedly. 

Q That you know from first-hand information? 

A That's right. 

Q O.K. 

A From first-hand information? 

Q Yes. 

A I'm not saying that there is an American observer 


on the ground who told me all of that. 
Q That's what I wanted to find out. 
A Next question. 


No, it's just an observation that the White House 
is suggesting that when we, on our side of the fence, ask 
questions about rather vague and imprecise statements on your 
side of the fence, that the Press Corps is somehow 
pro-Sandinista; and it seems to me that you're kind of putting 
us in a situation where you make very vague statements, will 
not give us the sources -- you're kind of setting us up. 


A I think the converse is also true. Our objective 
is to try to give you what information we can, to the best of 
our ability. Depending on the circumstances, the sources are 
going to be different, more or less accurate. And as a 
consequence, it's in response to most of your questions that we 
try to provide what we can. That's all I can say. 


Q Could I -- U.S. pilots ferrying in Honduran 
soldiers, is there a limitation as to their presence in areas 
of combat or hostilities? How close to the area of combat can 
they get? 


a I can't answer that with the precision that your 
question implies. You know what has been said about keeping 
U.S. forces away from any potential involvement in combat. 


Q Get the soldiers -- 
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A What that translates to in terms of miles or 
exact distance, I'd have to refer you to the Pentagon. I just 
don't know that. 


Q The “sizable force," is that present tense or 
past tense? Because the White House seems to be using a tiny 
figure of hundreds still being on the Honduran side of the 
border, hundreds of Nicaraguans? 


6 At this point, I can't help you. It is a border 
area. There are, no doubt, people going across that border all 
the time. If we have a combat situation as we've described it, 
which is fluid, then I think it's pretty hard to predict at any 
Given point in time how many are on one side or another of a 
border. 


Q Yesterday, you described in very great detail 
really that of a party of 1500, part of that broke off, tried 
to go back across the border, and was cut off. Where -- I 


mean, why don't you have that level of detail any more? What 
happened to those people? Did they make it back across the 
border or didn't they? 


A Because we have the information on one day 
doesn't mean that you can track every single action that takes 
place on the ground. 


Next. 


Q What. I don't understand is, evidently the 
Administration has been able to convince even its most fervent 
opponents in Congress of the certitude of this allegation, and 
yet you cannot provide us with any facts other than what you 
reported to us yesterday about this incursion. What evidence 
are you using - 


a Let me refer you to the Government of Honduras. 
The Government of Honduras ought to know whether its national 
sovereignty has been violated, whether it is under attack by 
the Sandinista Army. It has so said. 


Next. Over here. 


Q Are the forces that are there, are they in an 
offensive or defensive mode? I mean, are the resistance forces 
pursuing the Nicaraguans back across the border? Are they 
stationary, or are they on the defensive at this point? 





-18- Wednesday, 3/26/86 


A I can't help you. 

Q You said before that we have to rely on the 
Honduran Government to determine whether or not its sovereignty 
had been violated. For three days, according to the timetable 
put forth by the Administration, the Honduran Government was 
silent on this question. How would we interpret this silence? 

A I'm not going to interpret its silence. I would 
only refer you to what the Honduran Government communique said, 
the first official remark. 

Q May I ask you a follow-up, please? 


A I hope when I'm silent, you don't interpret all 
kinds of motives. 


Q Of course not, Chuck; I wouldn't dare do anything 
like that. (Laughter) ‘lay I follow up, all the same? 


A Right. 
Q I'll pass. 


Thanks. 


Q Chuck, you said a few moments ago that it is a 
remote area there, and the United States is not there on the 
ground. I can only infer from that that your information of 
yesterday came from non-United States sources ~-- and I hope 
you'll tell me whether my inference is wrong; I don't know how 
I can come to any other conclusion, first. 


And second, is the United States, given that there 
seems to be some confusion, at least among us, is the United 
States making any effort to confirm the information you put out 
yesterday? 


A In this case --— as in all cases, we continue to 
monitor the situation to try to get as good a handle on it as 
we can. As your colleague pointed out, I did use the word 
“reportedly” many times yesterday. It's the nature of the 
situation, and that continues to be the situation. 


-- MORE -- 
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Q On the first part of my question on -- these are 
presumably, in other words, non-United States sources in the 
first instance? 


fa I limit my response to what I said earlier, 
saying that there are a variety of sources 


Q Charles, do you have any evidence that -- can you 
-- do you know whether the Honduran Government can show to the 
press at this stage Sandinista fighters that have crossed the 
border and have presumably been arrested? 


A The Government of Honduras will have to answer 
that. 


Q Is General Galvin going to send any observers to 
that area to see for himself? 


A I don't know what his intentions are. 


Q Do you have anything on the Honduran Defense 
Minister's statement yesterday that an American helicopter had 
been downed by the Sandinistas? 


A No, I have nothing on that at all. You can talk 
to the Pentagon. They may have something. I haven't heard 
anything. 

Q They don't want to confirm it either. 


Q Do you have any information on the bombing that 
happened in East Beirut today? 


Q Can I stay with this one a moment, please? 
A Sure. Finish with Honduras first. 


Q You said earlier that your sources are not from 
an American on the ground, as I understand it, but the 
Government of Honduras ought to know whether it's under attack. 


There's an item on the FBIS wire in your Press Office 
that says the Government of Honduras met last night to discuss 
the American charges that Nicaragua had attacked Honduras. 


A Did I just read to you the statement by the 
President of Honduras? 


Q I understand that. But this is a report last 
night on your wire ©- 
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4 As in many administrations, I'm sure you can get 
differing reports, depending on who you talk to. 


Q This -- the thing is, the Government of Honduras 
statement was made after your -- this government first reported 
on Monday night that there had been an invasion. 


a I answered that in resporse to the previous 
question as to why people say things at particular times and 
other things at other times. The fact remains that there has 
been an incursion; the Government of Honduras has asked for 
assistance -- 


Q You say that that -- 
A -- and that's what we're reacting to. 


Q You said that is a fact that remains. It's not 
reportedly a fact, this is a fact? 


A That's a fact. 
Q That there has been an incursion? 
te That's a fact. 


Q What other consultations have taken place with 
other Latin American countries in conjunction with the Rio 
Pact? And what does the Rio Pact call for in terms of 
consultations? 


A Let me give you what I have on the Rio Pact. The 
United States is firmly committed to assist Honduras in the 
defense of its national sovereignty and territorial integrity. 


Our formal commitment to the security of Honduras is 
embodied in the Rio Treaty. That's the International Treaty of 
Reciprocal Assistance. It does not specify the actions that 
the signatories must take in the event of an attack. 


The Treaty provides for each contracting party to 
assist another contracting party in recognition of the right of 
individual or collective self-defense. It also provides that, 
on the request of the state or states under attack, each one of 
the contracting parties may determine the immediate measures it 
may take in fulfillment of Treaty obligations. 


That's sort of the legal basis, if you will. In terms 
of what other consultations have taken place, I don't have 
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anything on that -- only to say that in the context of 
Honduras, and in response to their request, that our formal 
commitment is embodied in the Rio Treaty. 


Q Chuck, yesterday, in addition to the 1,500 troops 
you said had already crossed the border, you said that there 
was evidence that up to, I think it was, four battalions -- 
additional battalions, an additional 3,000 Sandinista troops -- 
were basically poised at the border, ready to go over into 
Honduras. Do you have anything further on that today? 


a No. That was asked a number of times over here. 
I can't give you anymore details on that today. 


Q Chuck, last week, after the House vote, it was 
reported that Elliott Abrams made a quick trip down to Central 
America. Did he go to Tegucicalpa, or was he otherwise -- 
elsewhere, rather -- in Honduras? Do you know what his 
itinerary was? 

‘ It was a flying one-day trip, in which -- 

Q One day? 


a -- in which he visited the capitals, I1 think, of 
three countries. 


Q Including Honduras? 


6 I'd look the itinerary up, but I believe it 
included Tegucicalpa. 


Q Can you elucidate as to the goals that the 
Sandinista force had in making its incursion into Honduras? 


A No, I really can't. 


Q Were they pursuing contras or were they pursuing 
Honduran troops? What were they doing there? 


A No, I don't have any further information than 
what we gave yesterday. 


Q Are you going to go to Beirut, or can I ask you 
about another subject? 


id Anything else on Honduras? 


Q Yes. 
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7A Okay. 


Q I'd just like to clarify something. Is the 
Administration allowing for the possibility or excluding the 
possibility of hot pursuit in this case? 


a Hot pursuit by whom? 


Q Hot pursuit by the Sandinista forces of contra 
forces into Honduras? 


a No. The question of “hot pursuit” doesn't apply 
to the Nicaraguan forces. That is not an exercise of hot 
pursuit; no. I've got a longer answer, if you want that. Are 
you interested in that. 

Q Yes. 


Q Does it go beyond yesterday? 


I think it does go beyond yesterday. 
Q Reportedly? 

(Laughter) 

a That's right. 


An aggressor does not have a right of self-defense 
against necessary and proportionate responses to its aggression. 


Nicaragua, through its active material support of 
insurgent groups -- as well as through direct actions of its 
own military -- for several years has been engaged in armed 
aggression against other Central American countries. 


And those activities have been documented in 
publications such as “Revolution Beyond our Borders." 


The other Central American nations, and the United 
States, have taken a variety of actions in response to 
Nicaraguan aggression, including support for the democratic 
resistance in Nicaragua. This support is necessary and a 
proportionate form of self-defense. 


That, I think, is perhaps a convoluted way of 
answering your question. But, really, what it comes down to is 
that an aggressor does not have the right of self-defense 
against necessary and proportionate responses to its aggression. 
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Q Is that a matter on which reasonable men may 
differ? In this case, the definition of whether Nicaragua is 
the aggressor or is that -- I'll drop that. I'm sorry. 
(Laughter) 


Q (Inaudible) a question providing this answer. 
Now, for tomorrow, if you will, the question: Is Honduras, by 
virtue of its hospitality to the contras, a belligerent? Would 
you take that one, as tomorrow's question? 


6 I think the answer to that question is already 
clear. 

Q And the answer? 

ra I'm not sure that any -- ir question is, is 
anyone a belligerent? I'm not sure where the premise starts on 
all of this. 


Q Could you run that through the legal shop? 
“ A belligerent in what? 

Q Say again? 

ba A belligerent in what? 


Q In the hostilities that are taking place, to 
mention one place, some eastern province of Honduras - 


‘ I'll take a look at it 
Q Will you? We would like to know. Thank you. 
o No promises on that. 
Do you have something on the security rights of 


y 
Mr. Marcos? Is it about to change? What kind of protection 
does he have? Is he about to lose some of it, whatever? 


Q Can I get my one question in on Honduras first? 
Q Okay. 
fH One last question on Honduras. Then we have one 


on Lebanon. 


Q And I have a Syrian one. 
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Q Has any decision been made on supplying the 
Hondurans with surface-to-air missiles, such as might be able 
to take out Nicaraguan helicopters? 


4 For those kind of details, I think the Pentagon 
is prepared to provide some information today. I don't have it. 


Q You want to go to Beirut or Marcos? 

a Let's do Beirut quickly. He was first. 

Q Do you have anything on the timing of this 
terrorism in East Beirut -- if it relates to the crisis in 
Libya? 


é No, I don't. You're speaking of the bombs this 
morning? 


Q In east Beirut, two bombs? 


os No, I don't have anything on that. 


Q Do you have anything on Syria producing chemical 
weapons and giving it t* Iran? 

i) Is that your Syrian question? She had first 
rights on Syria. (Laughter) 

Q I don't care. I really don't care. 

rs Okay. Close. No, I have no comment on -- 


(Laughter) -- on specific Syrian capabilities 


As we have stated on several occasions, in a more 
general sense, we are very concerned about the spread of 
chemical weapons and the continuing evidence of their use. For 
this reason, our foremost national objective, with respect to 
chemical weapons, is to achieve an effective and verifiable 
global ban. 


We've also taken steps to restrain use of chemical 
weapons in the Iran-Iraq war. 


Q On the question of former President Marcos -- 
a Yes. 
Q -- what about his protection? Is it about to be 


changed? 
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a Again, Barry, I have nothing that takes us beyond 
yesterday, which is that as of mow the Secret Service is 
continuing to protect former President Marcos, but I can't 
provide any details about the nature of that protection or its 
duration. 


Q Or his entitlement? His entitlement is 
unchanged? Whatever it's based on, it's the same? It will be 
the same tomorrow? 


(7 The President made that determination when he 
first came to this country 


Q Well. are you going to send me to the Justice 
Department about Waldheim, or do you have something about 
demands that Waldheim be made unwelcome in the United States? 
It's a natural segue for Marcos, who apparently is welcomed. 
(Laughter) 


Is Waldheim welcome? 
a I'd send you to the Justice Department. 


Q Do you have any comment on a proposal by King 
Hassan II of Morocco in an interview that he gave to a Kuwaiti 
newspaper that to hold the summit conference between an Arab 
leader and Israeli Prime Minister Shimon Peres? 


6 No, I don't 


Q This is an item which appeared today in FBIS. If 
you want to have a look at it and give us a comment? 


a No, otherwise I'd refer you to the Arab world and 
to the Israelis. I don't have anything, no. 


Q Anything more today on Angola beyond yesterday? 
And the last part of yesterday's statement, was that a new 
policy statement? I'm sorry, I don't have the quote in front 
of me now, but it sounded like you were saying something new. 


ba Well, I refer you to the record and you can see 
if it's new or not. But, in any case, the question is -- the 
reports yesterday, which I said we didn't have anything on, 
concerning attacks on the Chevron facilities at Cabinda -- it 
does appear these reports are exaggerated. 


According to Chevron, there is no evidence of an 
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attack on their facilities. To reiterate what I said 
yesterday, however, we do wish to make it clear that we cannot 


accept any threat or action against American lives or property. 
from whatever the source. 


Q Thank you. 


(Press briefing concluded at 1:15 p.m.) 
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MR. REDMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
One announcement: In response to popular demand, there will be 
a BACKGROUND briefing tomorrow, Friday, March 28, at 10:00 a.m. 
in this room on the subject of Libya and Central America, legal 
questions involving recent events in those areas. That's all I 
have. 


Q What can you tell us about what's going on today 
along the border of Honduras and Nicaragua? 


A In terms of a situation report, the figiiting is 
tapering off. Honduran forces are beginning to conduct mop-up 
operations to secure the area. It's unclear at this time 
exactly how many Sandinista troops remain in Honduran 
territory. Due to inclement weather, approximately one-half of 
what will be a 600-man contingent of Honduran troops were 
transported to the border area yesterday. Weather permitting, 
the remaining forces will be transported today. This 
contingent inciudes infantry and artillery units. 


The airlift will continue until the Government of 
Honduras feels that the border situation no longer warrants our 
participation in transporting troops to the area. 


Q Are those troops engaged in fighting, the 
Honduran troops? 


A I don't have any information on actual 
engagements. The Honduran Government, of course, would be the 
best place to give you that information. 


Q Chuck, do you have any preliminary damage 
assessments or numbers, figures, of casualties, or deaths, or 


weapons captured, or whatever? 
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is No, I don't at this point have any of that kind 
of information. 


Q The Nicaraguans have proposed a commission under 
the Contadora auspices to oversee that border area. What's the 
U.S. position on such a commission to make sure this kind of 
thing doesn't happen again? 


q At this point, I don't have any official position 
to give you on that kind of a proposition. For the moment, the 
facts that we're faced with, and in particular that the 
Honduran Government is faced with, are what is really the 
deepest, largest, most serious Nicaraguan penetration of 
Honduran territory ever. That's what we're responding to at 
this moment. 


Q In general, would you say the U.S. would favor 
such a proposition now to prevent border crossings? 


A As I've said -- Well, as i said, 1 really don't 
have any comment on that specific proposal. There clearly have 
been hundreds of Sandinista incursions into Honduran territory 
over the past years. That's the root of the problem. There's 
one way to stop ttiat, and that's for the Sandinista military to 
stay on their side of the border 


Q Chuck, in terms of the fighting, it seems to me 
the last detailed report left it that the Nicaraguans had been 
repelled by student volunteers and then trapped by contras. 
Have they broken out of that entrapment, as far as you know, 
when you say the fighting is tapering off? 


A I don't have any details of that nature which 
take us beyond things that were said yesterday -- perhaps at 
the White House rather than here -- but I really don't have any 


way to amplify on those kinds of questions at this point. 





Q I don't mean to quibble over figures, but you're 
saying that 600 Honduran troops were sent to combat 1500 
Sandinistas? 

A I'm telling you that we are in the process of 


helping to transport what will be a Honduran contingent -- 


Q Of 600. 


fi -- of 600. I told you 1 don't know at this point 
how many Sandinistas remain in the area, but I described it 
basically as a mop-up operation. 








~ = Thursday, 3/27/86 


Concerning the numbers, by the way, in which everyone 
was so interested yesterday, the information which continues to 
become available indicates that that figure of 1500 which we 
gave you as our estimate, I believe on Tuesday, is in fact a 
good figure. It could be that the number will turn out to be 
larger. 


Q And to follow up, the batallions that you were 
expecting within those 24 hours? 


f I don't have any more information as to what 
happened tactically in the ebb and flow of the battle. 


Q Chuck, yesterday at the White House, Larry 
Speaxes said he understood there had been an additional 
Sandinista incursion east of the area we've been talking about 
here, and he even identified it as the area of San Andres de 
Bocay. Do you have anything on that? 


Aa That's right. I would only reiterate what he 
said. 


Q That there has been an additional incursion in a 
separate geographical area? 


f\ When you say “has been," the timing I'm not 


certain. It occurred within the same general time frame of 
this other larger incursion that we've been talking about. 


Q And do you have any information as to whether 
that incursion is over or --. 


A No, I don't. 


Q - or continues? 

Q Do you stay in touch with any of the Contadora 
nations or other Central American nations? 

i) I don't have anything on that, no. 

Q Is there a place for getting that information, 


because yesterday we had three different versions, and Larry 
Speakes was saying, "Don't listen to the Pentagon. They don't 
have the facts," that only he has the facts. 


Do you now clear your version of events so that 
everybody says the same thing? 
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- You can assume that what I'm saying is what will 
be said everywhere. 


Q The U.S., is it getting all its information on 
this fighting from the Hondurans, or are there some U.S. 
observers with the helicopter pilots, et cetera? 


A All I said on the question of sources of 
information is that it's a variety of sources. Some of it 
which I made reference to before came from resistance and 
Honduran sources. I don't want to lead you to believe that 
that's all in the nature of sources, but that's all that I can 
help you with in this format. 


Q Chuck, do you have anything on an alleged 
massacre of Miskito Indians in the northeast section of 
Nicaragua Tuesday? The leader of the KISAN organization 
alleged yesterday that 15 men and women were shot to death in 
front of a large group of civilians in an area that is in the 
northeast Atlantic Coast. 


A Are we in the Rio Coco? 
Q Yes. 
A Right. I'll give you what I have, once again in 


the nature of doing the best I can to tell you what we know at 
this point. We have received reports of Sandinista military 
attacks on Miskito Indian forces of the armed Nicaraguan 
resistance. According to reports, the attacks occurred at the 
villages of Bilawascarma and Koom, in Nicaragua near the Rio 
Coco. 





We understand that there have been civilian casualties 
and that as many as 3,500 Nicaraguan Indian refugees may have 
fled into Honduras. As many as 12,000 Nicaraguan Indian 
refugees previously have been reported in the Rio Coco area. 
For the most part, these are Indians who were permitted late 
last year to leave Sandinista relocation centers but discovered 
that their home villages had been destroyed by the 
Sandinistas. Large numbers of the refugees have crossed into 
Honduras in the past several weeks. 


Q Chuck, what did you mean when you say “Honduran 
troops?" 

A Pardon? 

Q What did you mean when you said Honduran troops 


are involved in a mop-up operation? 
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4 I'd refer you to the Government of Honduras as to 
the exact state of affairs. We're airlifting them to a certain 
point beyond where any activity is taking part. The Honduran 
forces themselves then are going further forward. 


Q From whom do we have this term “mop-up?" Is this 
a U.S. Government term, or is this a term we're accepting from 
the Hondurans? Mop-up usually involves some sort of last-ditch 
combat operations, not just riding in helicopters. 


A I don't want to imply any more than Honduran 
forces going into the area. That presumes, I believe, that we 
are not involved at this phase in some sort of hostile combat 
Situation, but rather taking care of the remnants of this 
operation. But as I say, I don't have the information which 
would allow me to give you any firm fix on how many Sandinistas 
might still remain in or on Honduran territory. 


Q I wonder if the term “sweep” is more 
appropriate. A sweep is where you run -- Do you reject that? 


A No, 1 don't reject that. You might ask the 
Honduran military. They are the best source for this. 


Q They have been a wonderful source throughout this 
series of developments. 


(Laughter) 
Q Chuck, to get back to the Nicaraguan borders -- ] 
may have missed it -- but did the State Department ever 


pronounce itself pro or con on the agreement between Costa Rica 
and Nicaragua about a border surveillance cooperation with 
Contadora involvement? 


A That goes back some weeks. We'll have to check 
the record and see if there was any position. 


Q Move to Libya? 
Q Could you take in addition to that - 


A No, we can't move to Libya. 


-- MORE -- 
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Q Could you take that question, in addition to 
Bill's question about the Nicaraguan proposal for 
border-monitoring with Honduras? You seem to be against it but 
you didn't flatly rule it out. 


A I said I have no comment on that specific 
proposal. I simply pointed out that the reason there are 
frontier difficulties is because of these hundreds of 
Nicaraguan incursions into Honduran territory. That's a simple 


matter. 

Q There is no -- 

A There is an easy way to stop it, it would seem to 
me . 

Q Are you suggesting that there's no traffic from 


the other direction? 
A 1']] leave it at what I've said. 
Any other question here? 


Q Yes. You posted an answer yesterday, I guess, on 
the right of hot pursuit. And as I read it, it was that 
Nicaragua has no right of hot pursuit because it's an aggressor 
nation? 


A Let me clarify, if that's the way you read it. 
In fact, legally “hot pursuit" does not exist as an 
internationally accepted legal] phenomenon. They're either 
aggressors or they're people acting in the cause of 
self-defense. 





Q Well, as 1 read the document -- and maybe I can't 
read any more -- but it seemed to me to brand Nicaragua as an 
aggressor nation because of its support of subversion in other 
countries, without naming any of the countries. I was trying 
to find out if Nicaragua is an aggressor nation because of its 
support of guerrillas in £1 Salvador, for example? Is it also 
denied any right to pursue contra guerrillas crossing a 
different border from a different country. 


A Well, I'm not sure exactly what the question 
really boils down to, and perhaps it's one better referred to 
the BACKGROUND briefing tomorrow. But let me give you what 
little bit I have here which is in a slightly different context. 


1 had a question which I might as well answer because 
this draws largely from something I asked for, in response, I 
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think, to your question concerning belligerency. Those 
references are, ina legal sense -- references to belligerency 
-- are basically a holdover from the pre-U.N. Charter period. 


Under the U.N. Charter, the basic questions are 
whether a state has engaged in the threat or use of force 
against another state, and, if so, whether that action was 
justified by the right of self-defense or some other ground 
recognized by the Charter. 


The current Nicaraguan incursion into Honduras forms 
part of a well-established pattern of Sandinista aggression 
against its neighbors. The Sandinista regime has, for many 
years, committed aggression against its neighbors both by 
direct military incursion and by organizing and assisting armed 
insurgencies in their territories. Under the U.N. Charter, 
those countries may lawfully take action in self-defense 
against that aggression. 


Such action in self-defense cannot serve to legalize 
Sandinista attack on, or invasion of, a neighbor. 


The Honduran Armed Forces are deploying to conduct 
military operations as may be necessary in self-defense against 
the units of the Sandinista army which crossed into Honduran 
territory last week, and the rest of this is not really 
relevant to this question. 


That answers your question, 1 think, in most ways, but 
please feel free to ask it again tomorrow if it doesn't. 


Q Can we have a copy of that? 
ie) Okay. 
Q If the ferrying operation is completed today, as 


you expect, will there be any further role for American 
helicopters and pilots? 


A As 1 said, the immediate goal is apparently the 
transport the 600-man contingent. The airlift will continue 
until the Government of Honduras feels that the border 
situation no longer warrants our participation in transporting 
troops. So 1 have to leave it in that relatively vague form 
because it's dependent on what the Honduran Government sees as 
its requirements. 


Q How come -- they're contradicting reports on the 
number of Sandinista prisoners of war captured. Some sources 
here in the State Department say twelve; l've heard six and 
eight in other government agencies. 
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Why have the Hondurans only showed two? 


o You have to ask the Hondurans. 

Q Well, they're closed down for Faster. 

A Ask them after Easter. 

Q Can we move to Libya? 

a Yes. 

Q What was the reason to end the U.S. exercises 


etc. in the Gulf abruptly? 


A 1 can only help you on that issue by saying that 
the exercise is ending today and that there will be a briefing 
by Secretary Weinberger and Admiral Crowe at ]:30 at the 
Pentagon, and so ° ««5ld refer those kind of questions to that 
briefing. 


Q ] think it was the Arab Foreign Ministers issued 
a statement denouncing the American ac! - sainst Libya 
yesterday. Do you have any comment on that reaction to that, 
and reaction to international reaction, in general? 


A Overall, in the international] reaction in 
general, ['ll stick with what ['ve said in past days, that I'm 
not going to go into blow-by-blow, country—by-country rundown 
in order to try to characterize them but would simply 'y that 
it's our belief that there is a wide understanding of what it 
is we're trying to achieve with our freedom of navigation 
exercises and support for that kind of program 


Concerning those states more immediately in the 
region, these states do recognize that Qadhafi is a threat 
throughout the region. They tell us that privately. Libya's 
neighbors have been the victims of terrorist and subversive 
actions, supported by the Qadhafi regime. They now the danger 
he represents. 


Moreover, in a specific instance, Qadhafi's army 
remains in occupation of the northern third of Chad even today. 


Q Do you want to comment specifically on the Arab 
Foreign Minister's statement? 


A I would leave it at that, in that general 
reaction. 
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Q Can I have a copy of that, and =- 
o No. 


Q Can 1 follow up on that, please? Did any of 
those countries voice or recognize the claims by Libya over the 
Gulf -- made it known to the U.S.? 


A Not that I know of. I can't help you beyond what 
l've said before. There are just a handful of countries, 
perhaps -- Burkina Fasso, and I heard recently that perhaps 
Sudan had changed its position in recent weeks. But, in any 
case, you can probably count them on less than one hand. 


Q No, no. 1 want to know if any of the Arab 
countries, voicing support for Libya, had voiced or contacted 
the American Government to inform them of their recognition of 
the Libyan claim over the Gulf? 


ig 1 don't have anything on that. As I've said 
before, that claim over the Gulf is really -- I think the only 
word is probably “ridiculous” by international standards. And, 
as a consequence, it just is not a claim that merits serious 
consideration by ourselves or by any other country. 


Q Do you have any response to the Soviet -- to 
Gorbachev's condemnation? 


A No No, in response to that specific question 


“MORE 
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Q On his proposal to take the fleets out of the 
Mediterranean? 


A That proposal, as well as the reaction you 
referred to, we have seen reported in TASS. That's the only 
place we've seen it. General Secretary Gorbachev's speech 


appears to repackage a number of well-known and impractical 
Soviet proposals concerning the Mediterranean, Middle East, and 


other issues. 


For example, the proposal for the mutual withdrawal of 
U.S. and Soviet forces from the Mediterranean is a variation on 
an old Soviet theme. It has not merited serious consideration 
in the past by the U.S. or our allies. We've explained many 
times the U.S. has vital interests and commitments to our 
allies which require a U.S. presence in the Mediterranean, a 
presence which is compatible with the search for a more stable 
and peaceful environment in the region. 


In any case, in response to the question of the Gulf 
of Sidra, that's not an Fast-West issue. It's an exercise in 
support of international maritime rights, rights which the 
Soviet Union should support. 


Q Copy of that? 


Q Is the question (inaudibie) - 
Q You said early in that statement that you only 
saw it in TASS. Does that -- are you trying to tell us that in 


the contacts the Soviets and the United States have had over 
this episode, they haven't made such a proposal? 


ia That's right. 

Q Okay. Are you implying, or do you want us to 
infer that it's a publicity gimmick, and it isn't a serious 
proposal? 


A You can infer what you want. 


Q Free to do what we wish. Okay. Then the second 
question is, will the United States -- are you telling us that 
the United States has no interest in either pursuing the 
proposal or attempting to delink it from -- unlink it from the 
other aspects of what you call a very old, tired, ridiculous, 
or whatever you said, proposal? 
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es No As 1 say, it's a theme which, in its various 
incarnations, has been rejected in the past. 


Q Yeah. But when the theme was first sounded in 
its many incarnations, the United States and Libya weren't 
lobbying missile shells at each other. So has the current 
fight in the Gulf of Sidra jogged the U.S. Government to maybe 
take another look at the proposal or ask the Russians what's in 
it or not? 


a In that context, 1 think 1 tried to make clear 
that to try to link this proposal with what's happening in the 
Gulf of Sidra makes absolutely no sense - 


Q I meant the opposite. 


6 - one way or the other, because what we're doing 
in the Gulf of Sidra has nothing to do with the U.S.-Soviet 
relationship lt has to do with international law and respect 
thereof . 


Q Do you have any comment on reports that initially 
when there were consultations throughout the United States 
Government about this action against Libya or against Qadhafi, 
that the White House and the State Department were standing on 
firm ground and exposing this much faster, or possibly 
responding to the plan much more than the Pentagon. the 
Pentagon was having some reluctance about this, and the 
Pentagon came down later and started cooperating with this 
whole matter 


A No. ] have no comment on that whatsoever. 


Q Can we go back to the Arab League -- or the Arab 
condemnation question? 1 don't know if you told us -- if you 
have, I'll drop it -- but how do we know that they feel 
otherwise from the way they express themselves publicly? We 
just assume that, or they tell us this in corridors, which is 
what you hear goes on at the U.N. all the time. 


a I can't go into all the details. I think in many 
cases you can probably find public references, but, in any 
case, it is a theme which comes to us privately quite often 


Q Well, here's what troubles me A 45-nation 
Moslem conference meets in Fez in January, and unanimously 
including such friends, as they're described, of the United 
States as Saudi Arabia, Turkey -- unanimously oppose even 
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sanctions. Now, how do you know that some of these countries, 
some of your friends in the region, really understand and sort 
of like what you're doing in the Gulf? 

i We do have contacts with them. 


Q And they tell you this? 


io That's right. 

Q Do you have any reaction to the Italian -- the 
Italian reaction? 

“ No 

Q Which Arab country you contacted lately? Can you 
tell us? 

i l've said previously that I'm not going to go 


into any specific diplomatic exchanges or contacts. 


Q No, but after the condemnation, after Arab League 
condemnation, have you talked to anybody? 


rf) The answer is still the same. 
Q New subject? 
a New subject 


Q Ihe attack in Bolivia? Do you have anything on 
what's going on in the embassy? 


a I think I do. According to the embassy, at 
approximately 9:30 a.m. this morning an explosion occurred on 
the roof of the chancery building in downtown La Paz. the 
explosion resulted in some damage to the roof area, but there 
were no injuries. It was probably caused by a dynamite stick 
thrown from the top of an adjacent building. The Bolivian 
police are investigating the incident, and the embassy is 
taking appropriate security precautions. 


We have no details on who was responsible for the 
act. No one has claimed, thus far, responsibility, and so far 
there have been no arrests. 


Q ls that by any chance one of the installations 
that was under surveillance? 











~13- Thursday, 
3/27/86 


is 1 don't have anything on that 


Q Do you have any comment on Israeli aerial attack 
on Lebanon? 


‘ The reports you're referring to concern a rocket 
attack on an Israeli school and Israeli air raids on 
Palestinian camos near Sidon, Lebanon. 


We've seen press reports on these incidents, and we 
have no independent information. We deplore the cycle of 
violence. As we've repeatedly said, force and violence cannot 
solve the political problems of the region. The United States 
has said on numerous occasions that we favor mutually agreed on 
security arrangements which would ensure stability in southern 
Lebanon as well as security for Israel's northern border. 


Q The action was - 


Q Between whom? Between the Palestinian camps and 
Israel, or non-existing Lebanese Government and Israel -- 


a l'd refer you to a number of past briefings where 
we've had this discussion 


Q You always repeat that 


Q Chuck, it was -- this Israeli aerial attack 
happened, according to the reports, one and a half hours after 
reportedly there was an attack .- rocket attack on a school, 
Israeli school 


Have you at this time, were you in consultation, or 
Israel told you that they were going to be attackine, or just 
this was a blank check for Israel to attack whenever they want 
in that area? 


A As 1 said, we've only seen the press reports, and 
we don't have any independent information 


Q Anything on South Africa? 


A Price of gold? What do you want? 
Q Reaction to recent violence there. 
A Concerning the continuing violence, it is clear 


that the pattern of violence and repression has not abated in 
South Africa fhe longer basic solutions to that nation's 
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problems are delayed, the greater the chance of anger erupting 
into further violence. 


Often police actions exacerbate an already tense 
Situation. We call on all parties, including the South African 
Government, to take the concrete steps necessary to get 
negotiations started on genuine power-sharing in South Africa. 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:52 p.m.) 
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MR. REDOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. I 
have two announcements. First, available in the Press Office 
is a statement on Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger and 
Federal Minister for Economics, Martin Bangemann, of the 
Federal Republic of Germany signing a Memorandum of 
Understanding concerning the participation of German firms, 
research institutions, and other entities in Strategic Defense 
Initiative research as well as a joint understanding of 
principles. 


Secondly, we are pleased to take note of the 
appointment of Arthur E. Dewey, who has served as Deputy 
Assistant Secretary of State for Refugee Programs since 1981, 
as Deputy United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees. We 
congratulate Mr. Dewey on this appointment and wish him well on 
what is sure to be a challenging assignment. 


Mr. Dewey will serve as Deputy to Jean-Pierre Hocke of 
Switzerland, who was elected High Commissioner by the U.N. 
General Assembly last December. He succeeds another American, 
William R. Smyser, also formerly of this Department, who has 
held the position since 1981. Mr. Dewey's appointment takes 
effect May 1. Biographic information on Mr. Dewey is available 
in the press room. 


That's all I have. 


Q As I understand it, the airlift, the helicopter 
airlift, has ended in Honduras; is that correct? And what -- 
does that mean the enc of this? How much of the aid has been 
spent -- how much more is going to be done by the 
Administration on this matter? 


fa I will give you what I have, and other parts of 
this may more applicable to the Pentagon. 


All of the Honduran troops scheduled to be transported 
to the border region in the initial airlift have now been 
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transported, a total of some 600. U.S. helicopters are 
standing by to render any other assistance that might be 
necessary, such as airlifting of supplies and transport of 
equipment and additional personnel. 


Concerning what more may be done, the President has 
authorized up to $20 million to be provided to the Government 
of Honduras for the transport of troops to the border area, 
training, sustainment costs, ground-to-air defense against 
potential Sandinista air attacks, conventional ordnance, spare 
parts, and other equipment. 


The Honduran Government has also requested, and is 
receiving, expeditious delivery of U.S. military supplies 
already being procured with U.S. military assistance funding. 
That's where it stands as of now. 


Q Can we have a copy? 
A No. 


Q Do you know anything about a helicopter that was 
carrying Americans being either crashing or being forced down 
on the border -- around the border? 


a There were no -- let me answer that in two ways. 
There were no U.S. helicopters, either military, civilian, or 
otherwise, which have been lost in that region. 


Q What about maybe another kind of copter carrying 
Americans? 
ba Nor were there any -- the one report that seems 


to have some relationship to what you cite concerns a Honduran 
military helicopter which was downed, I think, about a week ago 
by Nicaraguan fire from inside Honduras. That helicopter was 
downed, but there were no casualties, there were no Americans 
aboard. 


Q Nicaraguan fire inside Honduras? 
A Yes. 
Q There's a report in the Miami Herald this morning 





that Honduras only acknowledged the incursion by the 
Sandinistas after the U.S. threatened to cut off aid to 
Honduras. Can you comment on that report? 


A No, there's no substance to that whatsoever. 
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Q Chuck, just on a question of figures, was the 
provision of the troop transport charged off to the $20 
million, if you will? Is that part of the $20 million? And, 
if so, do you know how much of it? 


A That is part of the $20 million. I'd have to 
refer you to the Pentagon for the details on how much that 
amounts to. 


Q There is still a dispute on the number of 
Sandinistas who went into Honduras. Are you still sticking by 
the 1,500 figure? 


A I can't do any better than I did yesterday, which 
is to tell you that we stick by that number. The number could, 
in fact, be higher. 


Q Do you know what happened to the trapped 
battalions? 


a The best I have today in the way of follow-up 
information is that it appears that most of the Sandinista 
troops have left Honduran territory. There appear to be no 
Nicaraguan units in force remaining, although some small units 
are still present. Rut. unfortunately, I can't give you any 
further definition as to exact numbers. 

Q Do you have any comment on the -- an announcement 
or statement by the Government of Nicaragua that it had 
destroyed a major contra camp in Honduras? 


A No, I don't have any better description of what 
has gone on there than what I've given you before. 


Q Do you have any casualty figures today? 
A No casualty figures. 

Q How about prisoners? 

I Nothing on that either. 


Do you have anything on the escalation of tension 
between Syria and Israel and mobilization of reserves in Israel? 


A No, nothing at all. 


Q How about Mr. Qadhafi -- 


Q The Lebanese Forces Executive Committee 
complained to the United Nations today blaming Syria for all 
the terrorism in Lebanon -- the recent terrorism attacks. 
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Do you have any comment on the Syrian role, or 
anything on this situation? 


a No. Nothing at all. 


Q Chuck, it appears that Mr. Qadhafi has been 
assisting the new Sudanese Government in dealing with its own 
rebellion. Do you have anything to update us on what's been 
happening there? 


A Sudanese Government forces have been under 
increasing attack in southern Sudan by dissident forces which 
are supported by Ethiopia. After several resent reversals, the 
Sudanese Government asked the Libyans to bomb rebel units. 


We've made it clear to the Sudanese Government that 
while we sympathize with its desire to protect its forces in 
the field and its resentment at Ethiopian support for the 
insurgents, we believe it to have been most unwise to have 
permitted the Libyans to become involved militarily. 


The presence of the Libyans and their bombing raids 
in the south will generate more southern support for the 
rebels. It is unlikely to be militarily effective. 


Q A copy? 


A As for the Libyans, this is but another example 
of their unprincipled behavior. They were, for several years, 
major arms suppliers to the southern dissidents. The bombing 
raids they are now conducting on their former associates should 
have a message for those who rely on the Libyans for support. 


Q Copy of that? 

is No. 

Q Does the United States have any comment on the 
apparent action by the Sudanese Government to accept Qadhafi's 
claim to the Gulf of Sidra contemporaneous with this new 
alliance or relationship, whatever it is, with the Libyans? 


A No, nothing beyond what I've given you already. 


Q Previously, Libya is supposed to have an 
agreement or pact of some kind with Ethiopia. Does that now 
seem as though it has gone by the boards, or is that still 
believed to be in existence? 
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A I don't have anything on that pact either. 


Q Chuck, will you re.: sider your aid to Sudan 
militarily and economically in .*«. of what's happened now? 
a) The situation on J.S. aid is that non-emergency 


assistance to the Sudan has been held in abeyance since 
February under the provisions of the Brooke Amendment for 
failure to reach financial obligations under previous 
agreements. 


That total aid for FY-86 was programmed to be $152.8 
million. Of that total, $50 milJion is in PL-480. That's the 
only part of the aid which could be considered emergency, i.e. 
the rest would be non-emergency and therefore held in abeyance. 


I would note, however, that elections are scheduled in 
Sudan in April, following which a new government will take 
power. We hope that that government will weigh carefully the 
implications of its predecessor's request for direct Libyan 
assistance in the civil war in the south. 


--MORE - 
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Q A few months ago the Department complained about 
Libyan terrorists or alleged terrorists in Sudan, and then said 
that they had left, and that it was a positive development. 
Are they back, or are they still gone, or what is the status of 
this? 


‘ I don't have any further update on the security 
situation. 


Q Chuck, do you remember after the falling of 
Nimeiri, the State Department denied that there is a pact 
between, a military pact, between Libya and Sudan. Are you now 
sure that there is no military pact? At that time, you denied 
it. 

i] I don't have anything to offer you concerning the 
existence of a pact. I can tell you that, in terms of this 
latest military assistance, that that was apparently asked for 
from Libya in the course of a visit to Libya in early March by 
the Sudanese Prime Minister. 

Q So, there is no pact, and there is no agreement? 

A I don't know what the status of the pact is. 

Q Can you look at that? 

3) I'll take it. 

Q Asked for by Libya? 


A No. I said it was during the course of a visit 
to Libya. 


Q Yes. But what was the sentence before that? 
A Asked from Libya. 

Q Oh, from Libya. 

Q A different subject: Is there any Soviet 


response to the President's invitation to them to send 
inspectors to a nuclear test in April, mid-April? 


A No. There has been no response. The offer still 
stands. And we, of course, would hope that the Soviets will 
take us up on this. 
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Q Has the United States made any response to the 
Soviets on their moratorium and possibly extending or not 
extending, depending on our continued testing? 


i Our position on a moratorium has been stated, 
restated, and then restated any number of times. I could 
restate it for you once again today, but it has not changed. 


Q What is the U.S. response to Mr. Gorbachev's 
proposal for round-table talks or discussions of the permanent 
members of the United Nations Security Council? 


oe Wwe have noted the Soviet proposal. The Soviets 
have yet to elaborate what such a proposal might do. I would 
add that we are negotiating with the Soviets in a number of 
forums. We want progress in all of these negotiations and 
believe progress is possible. 


Q Does the U.S. have a view as to whether this 
sounds like a good idea? 


is As 1 said, the Soviets haven't really elaborated 
on what such a proposal should do, so I can do no more than 
simply say we've noted it. 


Q There is word from Moscow today that there is not 
going to be a Soviet-Libyan friendship treaty. Have we got any 
reaction to that? 


2) No. 


Q Chuck, back on the Middle East for a second, 
please, do you have any information on the massing of troops by 
both Israel and Syria on the Golan Heights? 


i Same question -- no response. 
Q I just came in late, so -- 


Q Also on the Middle East, in the recent indictment 
by the Italian prosecutors of Mohammed Abbas and some of his 
associates for the Achille Lauro hijacking, some of the 
language in the indictment seemed to separate Abbas and the 
Popular Liberation Front from Yassir Arafat and the PLO. Do we 
agree with that view, or do we see Abbas as acting in some kind 
of communication, at least, with Arafat at the time of the 
Achille Lauro hijacking? 
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i I don't have anything on that story beyond what 
we've said before; absolutely nothing. 


Q On the personnel matter that's making the news, 
how many of the more than 200 Foreign Service Officers, 
diplomats, to be kicked out of the diplomatic service are 
low-rated? That's the bottom of their class, say. 


a I don't know. 


Q Would you take that question? And I suppose you 
also don't know, since I've just popped it on you, to what 
bureaus of the Department they are now assigned? Would you 
take that question? 


4 I'll see what we can do. 


Q Now, Mr. Spiers is quoted in a newspaper today 
that's widely read as intending to re-design the personnel of 
the Foreign Service. Is this a kind of purge or Department 
terrorism against the professional diplomatic service? 


A I think Ambassador Spiers speaks for himself on 
that in describing the objectives of that program - 


Q Well, would he -- 

is} -- which is anything but a purge. 

Q Well, would he consent to an interview? 
f You'll have to check with him. 


May I ask this question? If the diplomats that 
are being expelled are not low-rated, and if yuu have diplomats 
that are being low-rated who are retained in the Foreign 
Service, does this mean that you are throwing out first-class 
diplomats, high-quality diplomats, while retaining the inferior 
or relatively less qualified? 


i There is a certain seriousness of purpose in this 
whole exercise within the Department that's hardly reflected in 
your questions And with that in mind, I'm not going to look -- 

Q Well, I'm not -- 


a Anything else over here? 


Yes, Don. 








-9- Friday, March 28, 1986 


Q I'd like to go back to the helicopter, or alleged 
helicopter downing in the border area of Honduras and 
Nicaragua. You suggested that there was an incident a week or 
$0 ago which might be the subject of these reports. Other than 
that incident, has there been any helicopter downing in which 
Americans were involved in the past few days along that border? 


& No. 

Q Further east on the same border, do you have any 
additional information about the clashes between the Sandinista 
army and the Miskito resistance? 

is) No, nothing further. 


Q Any information on the current fighting between 
Iran and Iraq? 


‘ Nothing. 

Q No changes. 

Q I'd like to return to the personnel problem - 
Q A Kuwaiti newspaper reported yesterday that 


Jordan has asked the PLO to close down a number of its offices 
in Amman. Have we seen the story, and do we have any reaction 
to it? 


‘ I haven't seen the story. 


Q Are American dignitaries being warned against 
travel to the Middle East right now? 


2) We have been in contact with senators, 
representatives, and congressional staff members who had 
planned to travel to the Middle East during the Easter recess. 
We have asked that they reassess whether their trips are 
essential at this time or whether they could be rescheduled for 
a later date. We have not recommended that any planned trips 
be cancelled. We have, however, expressed our belief that the 
need for travel at this time should be carefully evaluated. 


Q How many? What are we talking about, how many? 
i) I don't know what the numbers are. 
Q I mean a few delegations, or one or two senators, 


or what? Is Senator Hart one of them? 
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6 All I know is a fairly large number of 
congressmen and congressional staff members had planned travel 
to the region during the Easter recess. 

Q Do you know if any have changed their plans? 


a I've seen probably the same reports that you 
have. As I say, we didn't recommend that they be cancelled, 
just that they take a look at them to see if they were 
necessary and could be rescheduled. 


Q Is Senator Hart one of the people? 
I've seen that on television but nowhere else. 


This applies to dignitaries and not ordinary 
citizens? 


“ That's right. We've not issued any general 
travel advisory, nor do we think one is necessary. We've 
expressed our belief that the need for official, highly-visible 
congressional travel at this time be carefully evaluated. 

Q Does that include Israel, travel to Israel? 

a I'm speaking of the Middle East. 

Q That includes Israel? 

Q Does that include Vice President Bush? Vice 
President Bush is going to the Middle East on the 4th 
(inaudible). Are they reassessing it? 

a That trip is going forward. 

Q Is that the only region to which this applies, 


Chuck? Is that the only region for which this kind of 
suggestion has been made? 


o That's right. 

Q Back to the personnel matter, does the Secretary 
and the Legal Advisor approve of the actions being taken by Mr. 
Spiers? 

a The Secretary runs the State Department. 


Q And has the President been informed of this? 


oo The Secretary runs the State Department; he works 
for the -- 
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Q These are Presidential appointees, are they not? 
Every Foreign Service Officer is a Presidential appointee, is 
he not? 


i) This is being done fully in accord with all 
applicable laws, rules, and regulations. 


Q Do you have any update on the status of Marcos 
and the search for another residence for him outside of the 
country? 


i) No. It stands exactly where I've left it the 
last time it was asked. 


Q Chuck, on the travel, when you say the Middle 
East, do you mean to say or to include the north African region? 


i) I have no further specifics to offer you. 


Q On Marcos again, there is word that his bill that 
he ran up at the commissary is going to be paid with taxpayer 
dollars on an “interim basis." Can you explain that to us, 
what is meant by an “interim basis?” 


i I can't. I think the Pentagon can answer that 
question and may have, but I'd refer you to them 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:30 P.M.) 
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SUDAN 





Q: Is there a pact between Sudan and Libya? If so, what's the status? 


A: AFTER A 9 DAY VISIT TO TRIPOLI LAST JULY, SUDANESE DEFENSE 
MINISTER OSMAN ABDULLAH ANNOUNCED A MILITARY PROTOCOL WITH 
LIBYA. HE SAID THAT UNDER THE TERMS OF THE PROTOCOL LIBYA 
WOULD PROVIDE SUDAN WITH BCONOMIC ASSISTANCE AND MILITARY 


EQUIPMENT AND TRAINING. SINCE THAT TIME WE HAVE NOTED 





VARIOUS KINDS OF LIBYAN ASSISTANCE TO SUDAN. TO THE BEST 


OF OUR KNOWLEDGE, THE PROTOCOL IS STILL IN EFFECT. 
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MONDAY, MARCH 31, 1986, 12:30 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. KALB: Good afternoon, everybody. I'm happy to 
announce that I have no announcements. 


Q What do you have on the visit of Prime Minister 
Peres, both in terms of substance and schedule? 


a Let me help you out a little later on and see 
what we can get for you on that. 


Q Do you have any comment on the add which the PLO 
published today in The New York Times about three formulas 
provided to United States through Jordan and Egypt? 





a No, I don't. 


Q Do you have anything on Mr. Ortega's redefinition 
of Honduran sovereignty -- 


A No. 

Q -- and what constitutes the border area? 
A No. 

Q Bernie -- 

A Just a second. Don. 


Q Bernie, the Associated Press is reporting from 
Manila that Former President Marcos in a telephone call to 
some of his associates, a tape of which was given to the AP, 
says, “We must war again, against the monster who imposes 
slavery," presumably Mrs. Aquino. 


Does the U.S. Government have any view as to limits or 
lack of limits on what Marcos may do from his residence in the 
United States about trying to affect the political situation in 
the Philippines? 
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A Just in the general way that we have no real 
reason to comment on observations made by the former President 
of the Philippines, about what he says, and I'm going to have 
to let it go at that. 


Q He also says in the same message that what he 
describes as the coup d'etat which toppled him was helped by 
some elements of the American government, and he claims that 
the United States -- that a duty officer in the U.S. Embassy in 
Manila threatened to use Marines against him to prevent his 
forces from confronting those of Enrile and Ramos in the last 
days of his residency in the Philippines. 


A I don't have anything on that as well. 

Q Could you find out if that's true? 

A I'll take a look without any certainties about by 
way of responses. I think the evolution of events in the 
Philippines were there for all of us to see. 


Q Well, this particular point is new to me, at 
least. 


A All right. 





Q Bernie, as long as we're on Marcos, can we stay 
here for just a second? 


A Yes. 


Q Has the United States, in fact, reopened 
discussions with Spain on the subject of giving Mr. Marcos a 
new home? 


A That would lead me into any discussions they may 
be having on a diplomatic channel level, and I'm going to pass 
on that. I have nothing for you on any discussions that are 
underway in connection with the former president. 





Q Can you say just whether there are any 
discussions underway? 

A I cannot get involved in that either, Dick. 

Q Well, then, let me ask you in another way: Is 


the United States content to let Marcos to stay there 
indefinitely? 








-3- Monday, 3/31/86 


A I think that that has been clarified in the past 
that he can stay as long as he wishes. 


Q Are there discussions with other countries? 


7 I'm not going to comment on any possible 
discussions that may be underway. 


Q Well, before, you were acknowledging this, and 
now you're not. 


A Well, if it was acknowledged before, I'm not 
going to withdraw that, but if I'm invited to amplify, I'm 
going to forego the opportunity. 


Q Do you have anything on Yitzhak Rabin's criticism 
of a State Department warning about Senators' and other public 
figures' travel to the Middle East? 


A I haven't seen that so I don't have anything on 
it. 

Q It's on the wires this morning. 

Q Last week, a senior official told reporters that 


the territorial water limits of the United States are three 
miles. Today, Secretary Shultz said 12 miles. Which one is 
the correct one? 


A It is my understanding that it's up to three 
miles, but I don't have the precision on that; but that's what 
I get. 


Q And secondly, Bernie, is the U. S. concerned at 
all about the recent escalation in bombing of Christian areas 
in Lebanon, because they've been charging that the Syrians have 
been engaged in such shelling? 

A I don't have anything by way of a specific 


reply. You've gotten quite often from here expressions of 
regret and deploring the continued cycle of violence. 


Bob. 
Q Are you doing about it through the Syrians? 
A I think I've answered that in the past as well 


-~- MORE -- 
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Q Do you have, anything, Bernie on the Al-Ahram 
report that Egypt has been invited three times to join in 
taking military action against Libya? 





A What I have on that, Bob, is that I do not have 
any specific comment. In short, I have no comment, as a matter 
of fact, on that particular story. But just let me add that 
the United States and Egypt share a common perception of 
regional security issues, and that our relations in this area 
have been close and mutually profitable. 

Q What is that supposed to tell us? 

I'll have to leave it to you, Don, on that. 

Q Did Poindexter go there last summer? 


A I don't have anything in the way of specifics for 
you on that. 


Q Bernie, any possibility -- 
A Where are we? 


Q Libya. Any possibility -- this is really 
Washington, but -- 


id This is what? 

Q Washington and Libya. Any possibility that the 
bomb threats that took place yesterday in regards to the 
Washington Monument and the the Lincoln Memorial, and so forth, 


are related to Qadhafi's threats to bring the war to the 
streets of Washington? 


a I don't have anything for you on that. 


Q Do you have anything on the Stingers for 
Afghanistan that have been reported over the weekend? 


A I haven't any comment on any reports of any 
intelligence matters. 


Q Did Mr. Casey, in fact, travel to meet with Mr. 
Savimbi? 


‘ You might try the CIA for that. 


Q Can you tell us if Lebanon was among the many 
issues the Secretary discussed with the Pope on the weekend? 
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Aa With the who? 


Q In the Vatican? 

A That was a private audience, and I am not ina 
position to provide any specifics about that. 

Q Could you react for us to Gorbachev's proposal 
over the weekend that he meet with President Reagan in Europe 
to discuss a nuclear moratorium -- a nuclear test ban 
moratorium? 


A It's my understanding that the White House dealt 
with that extensively on Saturday, and [I have really nothing to 
add to what, in fact, was said. 


Q Does the State Department have the perception 
that perhaps the Soviets are trying to renege on their promise 
to come to Washington for a summit? 


A Well, the Secretary was asked in general terms 
about whether he could isolate any motivation on the part of 
the Soviets about the Gorbachev proposal over the weekend and 
he declined to become involved in any speculation about 
motivations, and so I'll have to stand with that. 


Q Some analysts are saying that the Soviets' 
repeated hammering on this subject indicates that perhaps there 
is sincere interest in their part in negotiating a nuclear 
moratorium. 


Have you got any reaction to that? 


A Nothing beyond what was said by the White House 
over the weekend. 


Q Can we get a reaction on the protest in South 
Korea yesterday which seemed to be escalating? And there's a 
lot of comparisons between what's happening there and what has 
happened recently in the Philippines? 


A Well, in the most general of terms, obviously, 
the United States always urges conciliation and dialogue in 
Korea. And I would add to that that we are pleased that the 
government allowed the opposition meeting to take place and 
that it was basically peaceful. 


Q What do you make of those comparisons between the 
situation there and the situation -- 
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A I don't make anything of them from the lectern 
here. In other words, I'm not going to be drawn into some 
analysis or comparisons on that. 


Q Bernie, could I only return to the PLO 
3-formula? Have you received them or not? Can you take this 
question? 


f Nope, I can't. 


Q Well, a PLO representative in Washington said 
they passed them to you. Can you confirm it or deny it? 


a No, I have nothing for you on that. 

Q Last week Chuck knocked down that same kind of 
story before this ad appeared, that the PLO was waiting for a 
U.S. response. Does that -- 


A Well, maybe Chuck, being here all week long, was 
more up to date on that. I don't have anything on that at all, 
and so I'm just sharing what I don't have. 


Q Can I follow up on South Korea? Is the U.S. 
Government doing anything different, or planning anything 
differently, in the near future because of the potential for 
unrest there? 

i] Nothing. I don't have anything for you. 

Q Do you have anything specific on the trip to -- 


A Where are we? 


-- the trip of Mr. Habib to Panama? 


> 


No, I don't. 
Q Thank you. 
a 


Thank you. 


(Press briefing concluded at 12:40 p.m.) 





Posted: March 31, 1986 


TAKEN QUESTION 


Question Taken at the March 31, 1986 Press Briefing 


ALLEGED THREATS TO USE U.S. MILITARY AGAINST MARCOS FORCES 





Q: Marcos says...that what he describes as the “coup d‘etat® 
which toppled him was helped by some elements of the American 
Government, and he claims that a duty officer in the U.S. 
Embassy in Manila threatened to use Marines against him to 
prevent his forces from confronting those of Enrile and Ramos 
in the last days of his residency in the Philippines. 


A: -~- SUCH CHARGES ARE ABSURD. 


-- THE RECENT EVENTS IN THE PHILIPPINES WERE THE PRODUCT OF 


THE ACTIONS OF PILIPINOS. 


al 


-- THE REACTIONS OF THE U.S. TO THOSE EVENTS HAVE ALREADY 


BEEN CHRONICLED. 


~~ AT NO TIME DURING THESE EVENTS DID ANY U.S. OFFICIAL 


THREATEN TO USE U.S. MILITARY FORCES AGAINST FORCES LOYAL. 


TO MR. MARCOS OR ANYONE ELSE IN THE PHILIPPINES. 
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TUESDAY, APRIL 1, 1986, 12:00 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon, 
barely. One announcement: 


The coverage of the remarks of the Secretary at the 
luncheon he is hosting for Prime Minister Peres of Israel is 
now open. There will be no questions and answers. All 
photographers, crews, writers, whoever, who are interested in 
covering upstairs should meet in the lobby at at 12:30 to be 
escorted to the Eighth Floor. We will still pipe the remarks 
live into the Briefing Room and into the lobby. For those who 
just want to hear it, a mult will be available to plug into in 
this room. There will be only one pickup time, so I'm told you 
should not be late. 


The Secretary will accompany Prime Minister Peres to 
the lobby upon departure and will stop at the press area for 
remarks at approximately 2:15 p.m. Because of the lobby 
freeze, you should be in position at 1:55 p.m. The Secretary's 
remarks, which 1 remarked would be live, are scheduled for 
about 1:00 p.m, but if you don't want to miss them, you might 
be here a few minutes early. 


Q What if the briefing isn't over by 12:30? 
f\ I think we can make it. (Laughter) 
Questions? 

Q Barry, why don't you go ahead? 

Q No. No. 


A Nothing? Nothing? Don't all speak at once. 
(Laughter) 


Q This morning the New York Times carried the story 





dealing with what is called Operation Flower, a relationship on 
missiles between Israel and Iran. What can you tell us about 
that? 





-2- Tuesday, 4/1/86 


‘ I don't have any specific comment on that report 
as such. However, the United States has never approved the 
sale or transfer of components or technology to Israel or Iran 
for the type of missile which appears to be the subject of the 
press accounts. 


U.S. policy on the issue of the spread of weapons 
which could result in the proliferation of nuclear weapons in 
the region was and is clear. We have always opposed any 
actions which could raise the nuclear threat in the region. 
All regional parties are aware of our views. 


Q Can we have a copy of that? 


R you can have it read to you again in the Press 
Office if you really need it. 


Q Well, let's go a little bit further. Did the 
United States ever know about this deal at any time? Is it 
true, in the first place? 


a As 1 said, 1 have no comment on the specific 
report. I gave you a little bit by way of general backgroi1d 
on the question. That's the best I can. 


Q Isn't your statement, in effect, saying, yes, it 
was, and this is our policy, so on and so forth? Isn't that, 
in effect, what you're saying -- that you're acknowledging it 


without saying so? 


A I'm telling you 1 have no specific comment on the 
report, and I gave you a little other background information. 


Do you have anything on Marcos and his possible 
travels to a third country? 


A No, nothing new. 


Q How about Stalin's daughter and her status as a 
citizen of what country? How does the United States view her 
citizenship and her request? 


a 1 have nothing beyond what's been said by 
spokesmen already in response to those kind of questions. She 
did not lose her citizenship in 1984, and all American citizens 


are welcome to the United States. 


Q Has the United States - 
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A But concerning any details, as I've said, we've 
limited ourselves to saying that the Embassy in Moscow has been 
in direct contact with her, but that we don't comment on our 
consular discussions with American citizens. 


Q Has the United States encouraged Libya to do 


battle against -- I mean, Egypt to do battle against Libya? 
ig I think Bernie answered that yesterday. 
Q No, he didn't answer it. He made some remarks. 
A 1 can't do any better than what he did yesterday. 
Q Charies, do we still consider the Government of 


Syria as terrorist? 


is) In reference to what? 

Q In reference to what? In reference to the 
comment made this morning. The question was raised, who is 
worse -- Qadhafi or Assad? And the question (sic) was 


Qadhafi. So I just want to know whether or not Syria is still 
on the list? 


A The question was raised by whom and the answer 
was by whom? I don't know what you're talking about at this 
point, Joe. 

Q lhe question was raised by a reporter at the 
White House lawn and directed towards the Prime Minister of 
Israe]. 

A And? 

Q And he made the answer as I gave it to you. 


A Well, then, he certainly speaks for himself. I'm 
not going to speak for the Government of Israel. 


Q No, I'm asking you as to what U.S. policy is. 


fo Nothing has changed on our side. 
Q So Syria is still a terrorist government? 
A You're referring to the list -- 


Q Yes. 
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A -- that comes out in connection with the Export 
Administration Act? 


Q Well, why can't we get -- 
i) Those countries -- that list is a matter of 


public record, and you're certainly free to check it at any 
time. I don't believe it changes on a day-to-day basis. 


Q Why can't we get a clear answer from the podium 
-~- yes/no -- about if Syria is or is not a terrorist 
government? Why are you so reluctant to answer? 

Aa Next question? 

Q Do you know anything about a report of an 


assassination attempt on Nabih Berri? 


A Nothing at all. 


Q Did you ever have anything while we were out in 
the southern flank about Afghanistan, whether the U.S. got a 
fill-in from the Pakistanis and the U.N. on whether in fact 
it's true that the Soviets .- that the Afghanis did present a 
timetable for Soviet withdrawal? 


A We may have had comething on that. We'll have to 
check with the Press Office. 


Q Chuck, in your concern about the proliferation of 
missiles, would it proliferate missiles to give Stingers to 
rebels in Angola? 


a That question was answered yesterday on a number 
of occasions. 


Q Well, how about the proliferation issue? 
You're shocked ~- 


A We don't comment on any reports on alleged 
intelligence matters. 


Q But you're absolutely distressed and shocked with 
the notion that Israel or Iran might have missiles. What about 
the rebels in Angola having missiles? Does that break with 
your interest in not proliferating the spread of missiles? 

What does it matter what type of missile - 


Qa You're mixing a lot of apples and oranges, Barry 
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Q I'm just mixing missiles, nuclear and otherwise. 
(Laughter) 
‘ Nuclear and otherwise. 


Q But I thought the whole idea is to prevent the 
spread of war. 


A I think you know our position on all those 


questions. I've answered it on the most recent report. The 
other answers are well known. 


Q Do you have any comment on Congressman Hamilton's 
proposal again that this whole issue be voted on open),? 


a No 

Q I'm rather late on this one: Do you have 
anything on the outcome of the trial of the Bulgarians in the 
Pope's shooting? 

A No, that was an ltalian matter. 

Q Do you have any follow-up on U.S. assistance in 
Honduras -- what the U.S. military is doing and if they're 
supplying training or more equipment, or has it been asked for? 


ig No, nothing new. 


Q Do you have a final assessment from that 
operation as to how many Nicaraguans actually were in Honduras? 


A No, I can't give you a better figure than what 
we've used in the past. 


Q So you stick by that number? 
a That as an estimate, that's right. 


Q In that operation, why was it necessary for U.S 
helicopters to take Hondurans to the border? 


A In order to provide the airlift, sufficient 
airlift in order to get the job done in the time frame required 


Q Don't they have helicopter capability, if that's 
the phrase? 


A You'll] have to talk to the Pentagon 
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Q Does the fighting continue down there? 


a I don't have any update on the fighting. Haven't 
seen any signs of continued fighting, but -- 


Q Can I go back to the Svetlana thing again? Did 
she not renounce her U.S. citizenship when she went back in ‘84? 


a) I don't know the answer to that question. All I 
can say is that she did not lose her citizenship in 1984. 


Q So, then, if the Soviets were to let her out, 
there would be no obstacle from the U.S. side to her coming 
back? 


A As 1 said, all American citizens are welcome in 
the U.S. 


Q On FBIS, there was a report of a press conference 
in Moscow by Deputy Foreign Minister Korniyenko, who said 
according to that report, that the Soviets, in response to the 
President's invitation to send experts to nuclear tests in 
Nevada, had said they are ready to have experts meet at some, I 
guess, neutral place at any time, but they didn't like the idea 
of observing a test because that would seem to sanction such 
tests. 


Have they in fact responded to the President's letter 
in that fashion? 


A No, they haven't responded. 
Q At all? 
A At all. 


As you know, getting to this question of verification, 
to which you make reference, Bernie, the President's proposal 
is a very practical one, to bring some experts to the site 
where an explosion is going to occur so that we can get to some 
of these really crucial problems which are involved in 
verification. This is a very practical approach. 


Q But if they come, isn't that implying Soviet 
acquiescence to the continuation of underground nuclear testing? 


A That's up to them to decide You know our 
position on the reason we continue to test nuclear weapons, 
the reason we have continued nuclear tests - 
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Q Yeah. A lot of experts think they are not very 
good reasons. 


f You also know why we believe that verification is 
a problem that needs to be addressed. 


Is it your position -- because a lot of experts 
in the field don't think you're correct -- is it your position 
that nuclear weapons have to be tested periodically in order to 
make sure they don't deteriorate? 


A For those kind of details, 1l'd refer you to the 
DOE or the Pentagon. 


Q l'm not trying to -- details. Let me ask you 
simply about the notion that various experts have voiced this 
week, that customarily we don't conduct explosions to test the 
safety or reliability of weapons, that we exercise the trigger 
every now and then, but basically, you look at them and see if 
they are corroding. Why do you have to blow up things 
underground to find out if you still have nuclear weapons? 


Qa You ought to talk to DOE. 

Q To see if they work. 

Q See if they work, huh? Yes, I guess. 

Do you have any elaboration there on Mr. Shultz's 
comment on the "“foday Show" about Libyan exercises, if they 
choose to, off the Atlantic Coast? 


is) No. 


Q Because he mentioned 12 miles. I wonder if it's 
all right if they came within six miles, three miles. 


A The answer was given yesterday as to what U.S. 
territorial waters include, which is three miles. 


Q Yes, but he spoke in terms of 12. But if you 
have no elaboration, I was wondering -- 


A He was referring to U.S. international -- 


Q Yes. I just wondered if they came in the kind of 
force that the U.S. went into the Gulf of Sidra, if that would 
change his position any. 
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A There are international laws, and the Libyans are 
as free as anyone else to exercise under international law. 


Q They can bring in carriers. 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:13 P.M.) 
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WEDNESDAY, APRIL 2, 1986, 12:51 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. KALB: Good afternoon, everybody. I have nothing 
by way of any specific announcements, so it's open to questions. 


Q What kind of information do you have on the 
airplane explosion in Athens? 


a Well, what I have, Jim, are some specifics 
without, of course, pretending that we have the full detail of 
the story to meet everybody's requirements; but let me share 
with you what in fact has been put together here: 


TWA Flight 840 from Rome to Athens, explosion 
occurring today. The blast reportedly tore a one-meter hole in 
the plane's fuselage, but the pilot managed to land the craft 
safely at Athens. Our understanding is that there were 116 
passengers, that that number had been assigned seats on the 
plane. 


Now, picking it up with information based on the Greek 
Coast Guard -- again, I repeat, according to the Greek Coast 
Guard in the time frame prior to my coming out here, the bodies 
of three persons who apparently fell out of the plane at the 
time of the explosion have been recovered from the sea near 
Argos —-- that is to say, west of Athens. Although positive 
identification has not yet been established, we understand 
Greek authorities believe they include a man, a woman, and a 
child. An undetermined number of persons injured, again 
according to Greek authorities; several of the injured may be 
American citizens. We understand most of the injuries were 
slight. AU. S. consular officer has gone to the Voula 
Hospital, that is to say V-o-u-l-a, the Voula Hospital in the 
suburb of Athens where the injured have been taken. 


Insofar as exact cause of the explosion, we cannot 
pinpoint anything by way of absolute specificity. We do not 
yet know the exact cause of the explosion. 
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Insofar as the itinerary of the TWA Flight, 840 
originated in L.A. with stops in New York and Rome. The plane 
was enroute from Rome to Athens when the explosion occurred, 
and it had been scheduled on the fixed itinerary to proceed 
onwards to Cairo. That's what I have in that first -- 


Q Bernie, you say you do not know the exact cause. 
Do you have any suspicions? 


A No, I don't have anything at all by way of 
concributing. It is a situation that I do not want to 
speculate on at all. Let me, perhaps by way of anticipating a 
question or two, say that there is no information at present 
that would confirm that the TWA flight was the victim of a 
terrorist attack, and there have been no claims of 
responsibility made by a terrorist group, none that we are 
aware of as of now. 


Our first concern is, of course, for the safety, for 
the welfare of the passengers; and representatives from the 
U.S. Embassy in Athens are at the airport to assist those on 
board. A complete investigation of the incident will be made 
to determine the exact cause. In that connection, with the 
approval of the Greek Government, the FAA and FBI are sending 
specialists to Athens to investigate. 


Q Have you been satisfied with the security 
improvements at the Athens airport? 


A I'm not going to make any assessment beyond what 
has been said before in connection with that subject. 


Q What about the reports that an American official 
was on board? Can you -- 


fi What I have on that, Jean, is that the U.S. 
Embassy in Athens has sent us an advisory that there were no 
Department of State officials or Members of Congress aboard the 
TWA flight. I was handed that information just a little while 
prior to stepping out here, and that's where that part of it 
stands. 


Q Bernie, did the Greek Government ask for FAA and 
FBI, or did the United States volunteer to send them? 


A Don't have the specifics; all I have on that, 
Dick, is that the Greek Government has approved it, and the 
response has taken place by way of FAA and FBI. 
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Q Sir, do you have, does the State Department have 
any advice or counsel about Americans traveling to those areas? 


a No, I don't. 


Q There were some reports about possibly a fourth 
person missing. Any clarification on that? 


A No, I don't have any clarification. As I told 
you, this has been put together on the basis of the latest 
information available here. To the degree that it may change, 
certainly I can't make any forecasts about that; but this was 
an effort to see what in fact could be done prior to my turning 
up here. 


What about the nationalities of the bodies? 


wv 

& Don't have anything on that. 

Q How many Americans were amongst the 116? 
a 


Don't have that. 


Q Is the investigation taking a special course in 
light of recent events in Libya and threats? 


a I can't help you on that. 


Q Is the U.S. looking into security at the Rome 
airport? 


a I do not know what other additional steps have 
been taken by way of security other than, of course, to 
reiterate that there are constant sensitivities about security, 
and these are always in place. 


As I said at the outset, I was not in a position at 
this particular time to pinpoint anything, and I obviously have 
to let it stand that way. Sorry. 


Q Bernie, last week -- I think it was li.+ 
Wednesday -- Chuck Redman said from here that Amer:i-w« should 
be alert about traveling abroad during the Libyan exe’ ises. 
Does that still stand, that view that Americans should be alert 
about traveling abroad? 


A I know of nothing that has come my way that would 
suggest any dilution or change in that. 
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Q Anything on the movement of the Sixth Fleet in 
relation to this or to missiles at Benghazi? 


A Or the what? 

Q The missile installations at Benghazi or -- 

A No, I don't have anything on that. 

Q On another subject, Bernie -- 

A Yes. 

Q -- do you have anything on a report in The Times 


today about the United States changing its method of analyzing 
underground tests? 





a The short and long by way of a reply is a reply 
that you've heard before, that we do not comment on 
intelligence matters. Let me just add a line or two to that, 
if I may, that of course, as part of the verification process, 
we are constantly refining our techniques in an effort to 
improve our understanding of Soviet testing activities. The 
fact of continuing uncertainties in this area argues for 
improvements in verification of a Threshold Test Ban Treaty 
such as that which the U.S. has recently proposed to the 
Soviets involving on-site inspection and the device known as 
cortex. 


Q Has the United States been involved in planning 
military actions jointly with Egypt against Libya? 


A That came up the other day in one form or 
another. I responded to that on Monday, and I have really 
nothing to add to that. 


Q Bernie, could I ask you as to that, this one that 
Jack just raised? 


6 Yes. 

Q I read through that guidance, and it was unclear 
to me, but it seemed as though you weren't saying yes or no. 
Am I right? (Laughter) 


A Well, I'm going to have to leave the ultimate 
analysis to you, as to whether it was yes or no, or right or 


wrong. 
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Q I mean, you stopped short of outright denying 
that in fact this had taken place. Is that the position where 
you stand now, still? 


a I think the guidances are invested with very, 
very carefully calculated language, and on that one, you 
detected the carefulness that was utilized in this case. 


Q While we're still on Libya, could I just ask a 
quick follow-up? There have been reports in the past several 
days about the missile sites in Libya. Connie asked about the 
advance construction at one, but Pentagon sources have been 
quoted on this saying that, in fact, the one missile site that 
was knocked out by the United States is already being repaired, 
and in fact should be in full operation by month's end. 


bs I don't have anything by way of response to your 
question at all. 


Q What about the diplomatic -- it was reported 
today that diplomatic efforts between Libya, Saudi Arabia, and 
the United States, including these three countries, are on 
their way or had been. Do you have any -- 


i) No, I don't really understand your question. 


Q There were some mediations, Saudi Arabia doing 
between Libya and the United States. 


fa Between Libya and the United States? 


Q Yes. 


id Let me say in addressing that question, and 
without becoming involved in any specific way toward your 
reference to Saudi Arabia, that, as you know, there have been 
several publicized offers to mediate between the United States 
and Libya. The United States has not responded since there is 
no need for mediation or go-betweens. 


If the Qadhafi regime wants to improve its 
international acceptability, it knows precisely what it must 
do: it must cease its unacceptable policies and actions and 
show that it is prepared to become a member of the civilized 
community. 


Q Can we have a copy of that? 
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a Sorry. I'm going to have to pass on that. 


Bernie, does that mean that there is such effort 
being exerted by the Saudis? 


A I said I was not going to get involved in that 
part of your question. 


Just a second. 


-- MORE -- 
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Q Can you say whether there has been -- whether 
there have been overtures from the Libyans through whatever 
mediaries (sic) to direct talks or indirect talks with the 
United States? 


i) I can't. 


Q Bernie, when you say that Libya must cease its 
unacceptable policies and actions, etc., what specifically 
would you like to see Libya do? 


A Well, for example, the Secretary has addressed 
that on more one occasion -- cease support for terrorism. 


Q I mean, how would you like them to demonstrate 
that? 


a I think that will be very clear when there is a 
cessation of support for terrorism. 


Q Would you like very much in this manner to see 
that the Libyan people will replace their leadership and 
possibly put a new leader in order to be able to understand you? 


A I don't have anything for you on that. It's not 
for me to decide. 


Q Syria and Iran support terrorists. Why shouldn't 
you take the same measures against Syria as well? 


fe I don't have anything for you on that. 


Q Bernie, on Saudi Arabia and the Vice President, 
is the Department concerned that the precipitous fall in oil 
prices could destabilize regimes in the Persian Gulf friendly 
to us? 


i) On that, I understand that -- your reference to 
the Vice President's remarks -- that the White House may be 
addressing that subject a little later in the day. Beyond 
that, "I really have nothing on that. 


Q Why not talk to Qadhafi through whatever 
channels? Why not see what he has to say? 


_ A Because the feeling here is that it is not at all 
necessary. The stipulation is the cessation of terrorism. 


Q Bernie, can you say -- 


A It is a lack of action that is important. 
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Mike? 
Q A change of subjects --— South Africa. 


Q Can I follow up. I would like to follow up on 
that. Again, when you say it will be clear what actions he 
will take, do you want him to make a public statement 
renouncing terrorism? Do you want some evidence that, or do 
you have evidence, that terrorists are being trained in Libya 
and those bases have been dismantled? 


A No, I don't have any such evidence, on the second 
part of dismantling. The question about Libyan contribution to 
terrorism has been regularly itemized here, and we are prepared 
to turn it up for you in the Press Office. 


Q Bernie? 
‘ Just a minute, I think somebody back here. Sorry. 
Same general area. Prime Minister Peres said 

yesterday there was an exchange of new ideas during his talks 
with the Vice President and the Secretary about how to revive 
the Middle East peace process. Have you got anything? 

i) No, I don't. 

Q On South Africa, Bernie? 

A Yes. 

Q Bernie, a follow-up on Libya. Do you have any 
comment on today's Washington Post story by Bob Woodward about 


the involvement of Egypt -- or proposed involvement of Egypt 
and the United States against Libya? Anything -- 





i) That came up a moment or two ago, and I said I 
had really nothing to add to what I had said. 


Q But there are certain allegations you are not 
handling there. 


2) Well, nothing to add to what I said on that 
subject Monday. 


Q Okay? South Africa. A couple of major 
developments in South Africa today. Bishop Tutu called for the 
Western nations to take punitive sanctions against the white 
minority regime. Start with that one. 
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A The United States does not believe that punitive 
sanctions will help promote change in South Africa. 


Q Anything on Winnie Mandela, the lifting of some 
restrictions on her? 


Me Yes, we do. I've seen that press report, seen 
here in the building. If that report is accurate, in fact, we 
would obviously be pleased that Mrs. Mandela's ban is lifted. 
We have long opposed banning any person for his or her 
political beliefs. 


Q Can you say why punitive economic sanctions would 
not be a positive step? 


a Well, Bern, let me set one or two of them here: 
that in the U.S. view, punitive sanctions would hurt South 
Africa's economy which is central to the region's stability and 
a major force for change domestically, and secondly, won't be 
effective in ending apartheid and could escalate the level of 
violence and polarization within the country. 


Q Why do sanctions work with Nicaragua and Libya 
but not with South Africa? 


“ Il can only share with you what I have here in 
connection with sanctions and South Africa. 

Q Can I ask about Peres, and a follow-up? Is there 
any readout on the meeting he had this morning with Secretary 
Shultz? 

a I don't know of any such thing, Connie 

Q The talks on Taba reached a dead end today 
between the Egyptian: ond the Israelis. Is the U.S. prepared 
to take a position ' issue? 


i) I haven't seen that report that you're referring 
to, and I have no comment on it. 


Q Bernie, do you have any comment on Jordan's 
decision to end all military contacts and links with the United 
States and look for arms from the Soviet Union? 


a I haven't seen it the way you're phrasing it. I 
haven't seen the story There may be -- 


Q What did you see? What did you see? 
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‘ I can say something about Jordan and the United 
States. But without accepting the premise of the way you have 
set forth the question, just let me say in addressing the 
question of arms, the United States, and Jordan, that the 
United States remains committed to providing Jordan the 
legitimate security assistance it requires as part of a 
relationship that has served both countries well for some three 
Gecades. 


Q Bernie? 
i Yes. 
Q Do you have anything on the Afghan timetable? 


Q Excuse me, can I follow up on that? Do you mean 
that you will resubmit any arms sale to Jordan? 


a I don't have anything to say in connection with 
the question as you put it. 


Q How are you prepared to fulfill this commitment? 
I mean, verbally or what -- just talk? 


‘ I think the record would show that the United 
States has indeed, over some 30 years, had an arms-providing 
relationship with Jordan. 


Q But the King is saying that he is going to all 
the countries to get arms. Are you going to give him arms or 
not? 


6 I've answered the question the way I have chosen 
to answer the question. And in that connection, we know that 
when Jordan has been unable in the past to purchase from the 
United States the defensive weapons it requires, it has turned 
to other sources. 


But notwithstanding the thrust of your question, I 
think it is important to point out that the record does show a 
military-supply relationship on the part of the United States 
vis-a-vis Jordan. 


Q But virtually it came to an end not too long 
ago. Is it? 


a I have said what I have to say on that. 


Q TWA officials suggest that the bomb may have been 
in luggage hand carried onto the plane. If that's so, it 
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would suggest that the person responsible may have been on the 
plane. Are there any suspects in custody right now? 


A What I have tried to do at the outset of this 
briefing is to share with you whatever I was able to glean 
within the building up until the last minute, so that to the 
degree that I've been here 15 minutes cr so, I have nothing to 
add on that. I really would be speculating, and I think this 
is something I should not be speculating on. 


Q But the Greek Government has said flatly that it 
was an explosive device that caused the accident, that caused 
the blow-out in the plane. 


i) Okay. So? 
Q Are you disputing that? 


rm No, I am not at all. You're telling me what the 
Greek Government said. I have nothing to say about that. I 
only have information up to a certain point. What the Greek 
Government says, I -- 


Q Doesn't an explosive device suggest to you that 
perhaps it was a terrorist attack? Doesn't that sort of follow? 


f Look, the question has come at me in several 
different ways. I want to make it very clear that I am not in 
a position to speculate or to rise to the questions and jump 
into speculation about the nature of whatever the explosion 
was. I think it would be foolish of me to go off the board and 
say what it might be on the basis of speculation. That's about 
the best I can do as forthrightly as I can. 


Q Do you have any general reaction to the loss of 
life in an incident like this? 


fa Well, of course we deplore that. It goes without 
saying. 


Q Back on Egypt. Can you tell us at least what was 
the purpose of Mr. Poindexter's visit to Egypt, if you can make 
that? 

6 No, I don't have anything for you on that. 

Q Did he visit Egypt or not? 


a Ditto. 
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Q What do you think this explosion incident says 
about the need for more security? 


Q Do you know whether the pilots saw any Libyan 
aircrafts in the air? 


A I don't have anything for you. And security is 
an on-going process, and that's about the way I will have to 
leave it, obviously. 


Just a second. Just one second, please. Let me go in 
the back. 


Q You did use the word "blast." Is that your 
suggestion, then, that it was some kind of explosive device? 


rs If you heard what I said, I have no way of 
amplifying or adding any semantic embroidery on what I have 
said. I have taken it as far as 1 possibly can; and if we want 
to go through some sort of orchestration of additional 
questions on this subject, I should, by way of a prelude, 
forewarn you in advance I have nothing by way that I can 
extrapolate, speculate or wander about beyond what we have at 
this point. I think it would be foolish of me to do that. 


Q Can we ask you for a formal update at some point 
during the day when you are able to confirm Americans among the 
dead and the injured? 

ia Yes. That's a perfectly fair question. And to 
the degree that we get additional information, we'll try to 
keep a tally going. 


I knew you'd be there, but let me try this side of the 
room for a minute. Your turn. Yes, yours. 


Q Do you have anything about the rise in tension 
between Syria and Israel? 


i The what? 
Q On the border? 
i) No. Syria and Israel? 


Yes. 


> 


No, I don't. 
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Q Do you have anything on Kabul's timetable for for 
a Soviet pullout? 


7 No, | don't have anything on that. 


Q Can we go back to Libya about what you want from 
Mr. Qadhafi in order to be acceptable to the United States? 

ia I have said what I've had to say on more than one 
occasion. 


Q Thank you. 


(Press briefing concluded at 1:03 p.m.) 
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MR. KALB: Good afternoon everybody. Nothing by way 
of any announcements, and we'll go right to the usual 
questioner. 


Q What does the State Department know about the 
groups or the individuals who were suspected of involvement in 
the plane explosion? 


fe Let me start, if I may, at the outset, Jim, by 
once again expressing on behalf of the Department our 
condolences to the families and friends of those who were 
killed in the tragic explosion aboard TWA 840. Our sympathies, 
of course, go out to those who were injured. 


These terrorist attacks are vicious, and we condemn 
them in the strongest possible terms. Such attacks in which 
four innocent persons, including a baby, plunged miles to their 
death are entirely unjustified and do not gain sympathy for 
whatever cause the perpetrators are advocating. 


These attacks deserve to be strongly condemned by the 
entire world and underscore the necessity for increased 
international vigilance and international cooperation in 
countering the terrorists and the countries supporting them. 


Now, in answer to your question, Jim, by way of 
responsibility: at this point, we are not ruling out any 
terrorist group, organization, movement or individual. As I 
mentioned yesterday, about the forward movement of the FAA and 
the FBI, their representatives have already arrived in Athens. 
The investigations are still underway, and it would be 
premature at this point for me or anyone else to speculate at 
all. 


Q Well, the Italian Government has put out 
information that there was an individual by the name of Monsur, 
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I think, who had been a previous passenger in seat 10F. Do you 
know anything about that person? Do you know, in fact, if he 


had been a passenger on that plane, and is that the lead that 
you're following? 


6 I'm sure that every possible lead is being 
subjected to the most intense investigative scrutiny. 


Now, I have read the press report about Dr. Monsur, 
and what I have on that -- that is to say, regarding that 
report -- that we are obviously aware of these reports from 
Italian officials, and that the whole matter of how the 
explosives were placed aboard the plane is still under 
investigation. And as I indicated before, we have no comment 
or confirmation of the report, that is to say, dealing with a 
Doctor Monsur. 


Q And how about the group with calls itself the 
Arab Revolutionary Cells? Do you know anything about it? 


4 Not in any specific detail or possibly even in a 
more general way. Let me just say that there are a number of 
groups with similar names, but we have not identified a group 
that has used that specific name, that specific name in the 
past. By way of a general observation, we would note that it 
is often very difficult to verify such claims and that 
sometimes groups have used false names, or aliases, as part of 
their propaganda effort. 


Q One of the groups with a similar name was 
associated with Abu Nidal. Does the State Department believe 
that he had anything to do with this? 


A I don't have anything on that, Jim. I'm going to 
have to refer you back to what I just said in the broad terms. 


Q What about Qadhafi's claim that he had nothing to 
do with it? Do you accept that at face value? 


A We do not know yet who was responsible, but in 
view of Qadhafi's past record, his denials by themselves mean 
nothing. And as I have reiterated on several occasions right 
now, the entire matter is being still investigated. 

Q Is he a suspect? 


Q Is this Monsur known? 


i I'm not ruling anybody in or out. I'm going to 
have to let it stand as I've just offered it to you 
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Q Bernie, is Monsur known to you? Do you know 
about him? 


a No, I don't have anything on that, Dick. 

Q How safe is -- 

A My understanding is the Monsur came out of 
information relayed by the Italians, and beyond that I have 
really little to add. 


John? 


He is supposedly a well-known figure in 
bomb-making circles. 


f Don't have it. Well known figure where? 
Q In bomb-making circles. (Laughter) 


How safe is it for Americans to be traveling in 
this part of the world? And is a travel advisory, or a warning 
of some kind under consideration? 


A Well, no new -- let me preface this by saying 
that no new travel advisories have been put out. You do know, 
of course, that we do have travel advisories that alert 
Americans to countries in which an established pattern of 
violence or attacks against Americans is evident. 


But we have no general or regional -- the travel 
guidances, as you know, are on a country-by-country basis, and 
that's why I emphasize the words “general” or “regional” -- we 


have no general or regional travel advisories regarding the 
potential for terrorism. Terrorism is a deplorable reality of 
which we are all aware. The random and unpredictable nature of 
terrorists acts, however, makes it impossible to predict with 
any accuracy when, where, or if threats by various groups will 
be carried out. 


Now, under the heading of “general” and “regional, " 
let me just offer you one statistic that helps keep some of 
this in perspective. Millions of Americans travel abroad, as 
you know, and in the European area alone last year, the 
information that I have is that more than six million Americans 
traveled to Europe in ‘85. 


Travel is never, undoubtedly, as we all know, without 
risk, and the Department of State always recommends the 
exercise of prudence and common sense when traveling abroad. 
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Q Bernie, did you mean by that to say that there's 
been no change in recent days regarding advisories to 
particular countries, or are you suggesting that even though 
there's no regional advisory that some change has been made? 


A No. I'm saying that there have been no new 
travel advisories that have been issued; that such advisories 
are issued when there is advice from the experts that security 
measures at various airports are inadequate. So that to recap: 
caution, prudence, care, common sense. But by way of a formal 
issuance of a formal travel advisory, no new advisories have, 
in fact, been issued. 


Q What about the other part of Jack's question? Is 
it under consideration to issue one? 


A When the experts turn in their findings that one 
is warranted, there will be one issued. But I know of nothing 
at this particular point that would suggest the imminence of an 
issuance of a travel advisory. 


Q But didn't -- I'm confused. 


Q Can you tell us what countries are currently 
covered by travel advisories? 


A What's that? 


Q Which countries in the region are currently 
covered by travel advisories? 


A Well, one that comes to mind is Lebanon on a 
travel advisory. 


Q s that the only one in the region that is 
currently -- 


A I don't have a full list. If you want that, I'll 
take a look and see if we can't get it for you. 


Q Weren't Congressmen advised not to go to the 
region? 

a The language that was used in connection with 
traveling Congressman stands, and I know of nothing that 
changes it. 

Q But then why would ordinary Americans not be 


given the same advice? 
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ia Well, I have not cast a cross on anybody's 
vacation plans. I have talked about the necessity for 
prudence, caution -- 


Q No, but if Congressmen were advised in the 
strongest way not to go to the Middle East, why should not 
ordinary Americans be given the same advice? 


“ Well, I think the issuance on the Congressmen was 
last week, and I'm giving you a report on the assessment as it 
stands today. 


Q Bernie, if I could just follow that a second? 
Given the reasons that this terrorist group said that it 
carried out the bombing, is there some concern within the 
Administration that this is just the beginning of what's about 
to become a spate of terror attacks against American targets? 


6 I'm not going to speculate about that. 

Q As a result of this incident, would you say the 
U.S. is satisfied with the security measures at the Cairo 
airport? 


a 1 have nothing by way of any indication of any 
expectation of a travel advisory on Cairo airport. 


Q I did not ask about travel to Cairo. 


is That is my answer to what you said, Semaan. 
Q Bernie? 
& Yes. 


In addition to the FAA and FBI team which is in 
Athens, does the U.S. now have or plan to send experts to Cairo 
and Rome? 
is Don't have anything on that. 
Q Can you check it? 


a Yes, I can. 


Q Have you seen the statements by the Pilots 
Association talking about a boycott on countries harboring or 
fostering terrorism? Do you support this? Have you been in 
contact with the Pilots Association? 
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i) I don't have anything on that. I think obviously 
that statement reflects the concern about the threat of 
terrorism and the actuality of terrorism. But by way of a 
specific reply, as to the State Department's position on the 
findings by the Pilots Association, I don't have anything on 
that, and I'll take a look, if you so desire, to see whether 
anything might be forthcoming. 


Henry? 


Q Do you have any comment on the ability of the 
Italian and Greek authorities to handle this investigation? Do 
you think they can do it adequately? 


6 Well, I know that when we were in Rome just a few 
days ago the Secretary was very emphatic in applauding the 
record of the Italians in setting -- in their efforts to combat 
terrorism. And you may recall when the question of Greece came 
up -- when it was put to him about travel to Greece -- he had 
a crisp, short answer. He said yes at that particular time. 


Q Secretary Armacost this morning told European 
reporters that Qadhafi is still a suspect. A Reagan 
Administration official is quoted as saying it doesn't look 
like the work of the Libyans. What is the U.S. position? 
What's the official line? Who's right? 


i) Well, I think 1 would leave it in the context of 
what I said before: Ruling nothing in or ruling nothing out on 
that particular point, without being specific. 


Q Bernie, Ambassador Oakely of the counterterrorism 
office was scheduled to appear at something called the National 
Press Forum. I guess it's at the Press Club tonight. And 
according to the National Press Forum, he's been cancelled out 
on orders from the White House. Do you know why that is? 


a Don't have anything on that. You might talk to 
Larry about that. 


Q Bernie, Admiral Holloway, who lead the terrorism 
task force, suggested that, if it turns out that this was the 
work of one man, that you don't retaliate against a country for 
the actions of one man, if indeed it does turn out to be one 
person rather than a larger group, would that be the U.S. 
policy, not to retaliate? 


i) I have nothing to add to what you're referring to. 
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Q Bernie? 
4 Don? Is this a new subject? 


Q Yes. Angolan officials, ina letter to the 
“ited Nations, have said that an agreement of some sort was 
ae between Deputy Assistant Secretary Wisner and the Angolan 
Government in January 1984. They call it the Mindelo Act. 
What was the agreement? What did the United States agree to, 
and what can you tell us about it? 


i Okay. Let me help you to the degree that I can. 
Let me go right to it, then. 


This Mindelo -- 
S Act, they say. 


a Act, they say. This document to which you just 
referred was, in fact, an agreed minute, an agreed minute from 
a meeting January 1984, that the Angolans held in Cape Verde. 


During that meeting the two sides discussed ways to 
move the peace process forward. This included the 
disengagement of forces in southern Angola. 


These discussions led to the Lusaka Accord and the 
South African disengagement completed in early 1985. Other 
matters were discussed at the Cape Verde meeting. Both sides 
stated their positions on more general elements of the 
Angola-Namibia negotiations. 


The minute records that the Angolan side urged the 
United States to use its influence on the South African 
Government to cease support to UNITA. No commitment on this 
issue was made by the U.S. side. 


In general terms, the Mindelo minute recorded the 
commitment of both sides to pursuing the negotiations on U.N. 
Security Council Resolution 435 and Cuban troop withdrawal from 
Angola. And this we are doing. 

Q Is this an unusual -- 

Q Copy of that? 


A Copies? Yes, I'll try to help you on that. 


Is this unusual, or did Mr. Crocker, or Mr. 
Wisner sign some kind of minute every time they had a meeting 
with the Angolans or frequently during their negotiations -- 
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“ I can't help you. 
Q -- or is this a one out of the blue, so to spoeak? 
a Can't help you on that. 


Can you give us the wording on how the Cuban 
troop withdrawal is mentioned, because it's often mentioned one 
way by the U.S. and another way by the Angolans? 


a I do not know to what degree I will be able to 
get the specifics on that, but I certainly will make a try, 
Bern. 


Q Bernie, can you make the whole thing public since 
the Angolans basically have done so -- their version of it? 


) Well, I don't know whether that will be possible 
here. I will convey your request. 


Q Bernie, the Vice President's office has 
confirmed that the State Department assists in the preparation 
of Mr. Bush's arrival statements, departure statements, toasts, 
and’ so I'm wondering, is the State Department in favor of Vice 
President Bush discussing with the Saudis Uganda's request for 
the extradition of Idi Amin, which a Bush deputy press officer 
told me may be on the agenda? And I have a follow-up. 


A I think the Vice President will discuss what he 


chooses. 

Q You're in favor of having Amin extradited, aren't 
you? 

‘ I have answered it the way I'm going to. 

Q No comment. All right. Am I correct in my 
understanding -- and I know you'll correct me if I'm wrong -- 


a Les, is this a question or a voice test? 
Q This is @ question. (Laughter) And I -- 


o Do you want to -- 


Q I remember there was a correspondent here once. 
He used to sit down right over there. He tested his voice in 
no uncertain terms, and I always thought it was great, Bernie, 
and because he was a good dresser. (Laughter) AmI -- 
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“ Les, Les, could we come back to you in about 
twenty minutes? 


Q No, no. Just let me follow this up. Am I correct 
in my understanding -- and I know you'll correct me if I'm 
wrong -- 

ue With enthusiasm. 

Q -- that the Saudis have promised that during the 
Vice President's visit they have temporarily suspended all 
public floggings, beheadings, and cutting off peoples’ hands? 

‘ I don't have anything. 

Q Well, 1 mean, are they -- 

oe I don't have anything on that, Les. 


Are you <- is -- 


> 


I don't have anything on that. That will be a - 
Q A related one. 
‘ Wait a minute. Let somebody else. 


Q You let Jim ask seven questions inarow. I've 
only got three. 


A Yeah, but they're long 


Q No, no, no. They're not as long. Does the State 
Department believe that it would be diplomatic of Mr. Bush to 
avoid any mention of President Reagan's strong statement of our 
opposition to tyranny on both the left and the right, and that 
Bush also avoid any mention of the State Department's own 
country reports on human rights which detail Saudi Arabia's 
absolutely horrible record on human rights? 


A Il answered that question in my first reply to 
your very first question. 


Q You didn't even answer it That's all right. 


a The Vice President -— that the Vice President -- 


Q If you want to evade, Bernie, I understand It's 
part of the job. (Laughter) I understand. I understand. 
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os The Vice President will say what he wants to 
say. Are you through now? We'd sort of like to tidy you up 
once and for all. 

Q Back to Angola for a second, Bernie? 

a Yes. 


~-MORE-- 
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Q Your reaction to the Dos Santos letter saying 
that the U.S. no longer has the credibility to mediate in South 
Africa and asking the U.N. to rejoin the negotiations? 


A Well, let me set a few things forward and then 
you will find vour answer toward the end, or toward the middle. 


The U.S. has not seen a direct and official response 
from the Angolans concerning the South African offer to begin 
the implementation of 435 on August lst. 


There are a wide range of channels used among the 
parties. Based on our information, it is our impression that 
Angola leaves its negotiating options open. 


We intend to continue our efforts to facilitate a 
negotiated settlement on the independence of Namibia under 
UNSCK 435 and the withdrawal of Cuban troops from Angola. I 
think you know of the reaction by the State Department when 
South Africa stepped forth with its proposal on March 4th, that 
we consider the South African announcement of that date, which 
set August 1 as the date for implementation of 435 for the 
independence of Namibia, assuming prior agreement with the 
Angola Government on the Cuban troop withdrawal issue, to be an 
important step forward. The U.S. belief is that all parties 
should take up this opportunity to achieve a negotiated outcome 
for the region. We intend to continue, as I noted earlier, our 
efforts to facilitate a negotiated settlement. 


Q But don't you depend on the good will -- any time 
you are a mediator, you depend on the good will of both parties 
to sort of legitimize the role as mediator. Isn't it serious 
if Angola says that the U.S. can no longer play that role? 


A I can only set forth what the U.S. position is, 
and I refer to that sentence. 


Q Can I follow up? Has the State Department seen 
the Dos Santos letter to the United Nations? 


id I don't have anything on that. 


Q What would be the State Department's view towards 
the reconvening of a contact group with the United States 
playing a lesser role as a mediator in the process? It is my 
understanding that the Angolans have communicated that, because 
it longer considers the U.S. to be an honest broker, that such 
a contact group within the framework of the United Nations 
might be a good remedy. 
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. I just don't have anything for you on that. 


Q Bernie, are you suggesting that the Angolans have 
not told us that they are writing us out by saying that the 
Angolans seem to be keeping their options open? 


A No. What I am saying is what I have said, and I 
am not going to extrapolate or analyze my own comments. 


Q Well, what does that mean, that the Angolans are 
keeping -- 


a That is for you to analyze. 
Q No, it is for me to ask you to analyze. 


a No. I have set it forth. You might require 
re-reading what I have said. 


Q Spain has now said that -- officials have now 
said that they will never accept Ferdinand Marcos. Do 
negotiations continue with other countries? 


fa I addressed that rather unsatisfactorily from 
your point of view the other day, and I have nothing to add to 
it. 


Q Do you have anything on King Hussein's statement 
that he will go alone in the peace process if other parties 
will not? 


A I don't have anything on that other than to say 
that the commitment of the King to a negotiated peace in the 
Middle East is undoubted, and I have nothing beyond that, 
although I have to add that I am not in a position to be able 
to confirm the King's statement. I am reacting on the basis of 
reports that I have seen. 


Q Do you have anything on the Marshall plan, more 
information about it, the new Marshall plan? 


A Well, some of that is already out, but if you 
would like me to run through that, I will. The Prime Minister 
raised the proposal of a Marshall plan in his discussions with 
the Secretary and other Administration officials; that what the 
Prime Minister is proposing is the creation of a development 
fund for various countries in the region as a way to foster a 
better climate for peace. 
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The multilateral fund would be financed by 
contributions from various countries and international banks. 


Anticipating the next question, what, for example, 
might the U.S. reaction be to this proposal, the U.S. reaction 
is that while we see potential political and financial 
obstacles to the Prime Minister's proposal, we support its 
overall objective: economic development for peace in the 
region. We have agreed to study it further and to discuss it 
with our allies. 


Q Were Arab countries invited to join it? 


os All I am saying is that the United States has 
agreed to study it further. I don't have any other specific 
details on that. I am going to have to let it stand that way. 


Bernie, if this could be offered through the 
international banks and other organizations, who will be 
administering this? Will it be the United Nations, or will it 
be Israel, or will it be the United States? 


is) You are asking me, I would think, to set out some 
sort of a blueprint when this thing is still in its early 
exploratory stages, as I tried to indicate in what I have set 
forth. So, if you want me to tick off certain things, 
obviously I am not in a position to do that. 


Q Some other Arab countries suggested that, and you 
did not react favorably to the same suggestion. Can you look 
into that? 


A No, I don't have anything to add to that. 


Q Which countries suggested that two years ago? 
i) No. 

Q Bernie, can we go to Honduras? 

A Well -- 

Q Do we have any money for such a project? 

i I am not in a situation to talk about money. 


Agreement to study further, and I am going to have to leave it 
at that. Exploration, study further. 


Q Speaking of money, -- 
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5 Yes. How did you get recognized? 

Q You just recognized me, Bernie. 

Go ahead. 

Q Could the State Department provide any real and 
specific justification and need for the taxpayers being billed 
for an estimated $1 million so that Tip O'Neill and his friends 
can go on what the hin nT reported was a golfing, 
shopping and cocktail party tour of South America, or, Bernie, 
are you shocked into silence or a horrified “no comment" by 
this scandalous Democratic junket? 

You are horrified, aren't you? I mean, if you can 
justify it -- is he doing something really important that is 
worth a million dollars? 

a It is not for me to make that call. 

Q You can't -- oh, you can justify it. Well, I -- 

a I didn't say that. I said - 

Q But you could. You have an opportunity, Bernie. 

6 But I have chosen -- 

Q Come to the Speaker's aid. 

A I have chosen not to (make that call). 


Q Do you have any comment on the interview this 
morning with an unnamed senior Honduran official in the 


Washington Post and the Miami -- well, New York Times and Miami 
paste 








A Yes, I do. And your specific question is dealing 
with -- ? 


Q My specific question is dealing with their 
version of events compared to our version of events. 


is) Okay. Just wanted to be sure we were on the same 
track. 


We note that the reported Honduran statements were 
made at the same time that officials in Managua acknowledged 
both that the Sandinista incursion occurred and that it was 
intended to intimidate and to punish Honduras. 
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The allegations of U.S. pressure reportedly made by an 
unidentified Honduran official are not true. These statements 
come as a surprise to us, especially in view of their deviation 
from the facts and from the public and private position of the 
Honduran Government. We have asked the Government of Honduras 
for a clarification. 


The United States neither exaggerated the extent of 
the Nicaraguan incursion nor pressured the Government of 
Honduras to request U.S. emergency military assistance. 


We note that the Government of Honduras initiated at 
its highest levels the first discussions of the serious threat 
of a pending Nicaraguan attack on Honduras and of a possible 
Honduran need for emergency U.S. assistance. 


We stand by our earlier statements regarding the size 
and the extent of the Nicaraguan incursion. Our position 
continues to be substantiated by the evidence, including 
statements by the Government of Nicaragua. 

Q Copy, please? 

" Yes, you can. 


Now, if 1 could just follow up on that, what do 
you think this is going to do to U.S.-Honduran bilateral 


relations? 
a I am not going to speculate. 
Q Do you know who this anonymous official is? 


“ No, I don't have anything on that. Don? 

Q Is it true that the Charge down there, Shep 
Lowman, met with the President and other leading people in 
Honduras prior to the time that President Azcona asked the 
United States first for assistance? 

na I don't have anything on that. 


Q You say that the first discussions of this were 
initiated at the highest level of the Honduran Government. 


a Yes. 


Q The story, as I understood it, was that the 
Charge down there in some way fostered or generated this 
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request, and I'd like to know, did he meet with the President 

in the hours preceding the request, because your statement 

suggests, though it doesn't flatly say, that he did not do so. 
i) I don't have anything specifically on the 


sequence that you are suggesting, but let me take a look and 
see if I can get some information for you on that. 


You are talking -- 
Q Do you think -- 
be Just @ moment. You are talking in effect -- 


Q Do you think, Bernie, it existed, or was it made 
up out of a reporter's imagination? 


6 I am talking about an unidentified official 
published in the press. 


Q If he isn't identified, so how do we know that he 
even existed? There is a question. What do you think, is my 
question? 


) Unidentified official in print. That is what I 
think. 


Q Do you want to clarify that other point fully? 

a The other point, we are talking about a sequence, 
the timing of one, two, three, four, five, and you want to know 
whether Lowman saw before what it says here, highest levels, 
first? 

Q Yes. 

i) Let me take a look at that. 


Bernie, - 


> 


Excuse me, let's go here. 


Can you tell us the timing of the Honduran 
Government's initiating conversations about the possible need 
for assistance? I think you suggested that occurred before the 
actual incursion. 


a Well, let's put that under the same heading and 
see what we can get by way of the time sequence, by way of help. 
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In the back, please. 


Q Is it the first time the U.S. Government is 
surprised by a difference of perception between Latin American 
countries and your perception of the threat? 


fe I don't have anything for you on that. 
Q Why not? 
a I don't have anything for you. 


You are expressing surprise at the manifestation 
of a difference of opinion between a government which you have 
said has been threatened by the Sandinistas. This is not the 
first time that has happened, and I am surprised at your 
surprise. 


a You will have to let it go at that. If you are 
inviting me to set forth a catalog which you, in fact, have 
answered your own question, I am going to have to let it stand 
at that. 


Q Can we change the subject? 
Yes. 


Q Would you like to tell us all about the U.S.- 
Czech cultural and scientific agreements Roz Ridgway is 
reported to be going to Prague to -- 


a Yes. March, this year, the U.S. and 
Czechoslovakia reached agreement on a text covering cultural, 
educational, scientific and technological exchanges. The 
agreement is now in process of ratification by the Government 
of Prague 


When the ratification is completed, our Ambassador in 
Prague will sign the agreement, and the view from here, we 
regard the agreement, which will enhance bilateral relations 
and give the U.S. expanded access to Czechoslovak scholars, 
artists, and scientists, as a useful step in broadening our 
contacts with Czechoslovak intellectuals and the public at 
larae. 


Now, did you ask me about Ridgway? 


Q Yes, I did. 
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o She plans to visit Prague soon to discuss issues 
of mutual interest with Czechoslovak officials. I do not have 
anything by way of a time of departure. 

Q You are not necessarily then -- you said the 
Ambassador in Prague was going to sign this agreement and not 
Roz Ridqway? 

o That is correct. That is right. 


Q What is the purpose of Roz Ridqway's trip then? 


i) She is going to be talking about matters of 
interest, as I just indicated, to the two countries. 


Q Matters of interest? 
a That is correct. 
Q What kind of matters of interest? 


be I am going to let it stand without volunteering 
any specifics. 


Q Can you tell us when the last high level visit by 
a U.S. official to Prague was? 


o Let me get that. 


Q Bernie, in connection with the recent allegations 
about former U.N. Secretary General Waldheim, the U.N. says it 
has secret war crimes files, but they are not available to 
either individuals or organizations, only to governments. 


Would the United States be interested in looking at 
those files, or is that a possibility under consideration at 
all? 


a Let me take that question. 


Q Going back to Marcos, for a minute. 

‘ Marcos. 

Q Yes. 

oe Right 

Q A Philippine Government official this morning 


says that the State Department withheld a significant number of 
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documents which were available to the State Department from the 
Marcos entourage, and that the division that was made and the 
reason that some were withheld was that some papers were, 
quote, personal, including checking accounts and things like 
that. 


First, do you have any reaction, and, second, do you 
intend to put out more documents? 


“ I can't recall with precision what I said the 
first time around when the documents were handed over to Mr. 
Salonga, was it, at that time, and the breakdown insofar as 
documentation is concerned. That being the case, since I can't 
recall it with precision, I would like -- let me take a look 
and see if I can get in answer to both your questions, whether 
all were turned over and the justification for withholding 
whatever might not have been turned over. Okay. 


Q Bernie, on that subject of the Philippines, how 
long will the State Department not react to the closing down of 
the Philippine legislature? I mean, how long will it be before 
we begin to indicate we are concerned for human rights in the 
Philippines under Cory? 


a I think that that general question was dealt with 
several days ago. I was not here, and I think you will find it 
in the guidances 


Q I was not here, either, so now why don't you -- 
if you weren't here and I wasn't here, why not -- we are not 
going to tolerate this forever. I1 mean, we are not going to 
just keep quiet forever, are we? 


A Why don't we try to find it. 


Q Since the United States has been party to the -- 
directly or indirectly -- Taba talks between Egypt and Israel, 
do you have any assessment or evaluation? Have they failed, or 
are they still continuing, or what do you think of the talks? 


a Obviously, it is the U.S. hope that they reach a 
succsssful conclusion, but insofar as giving you a thermometer 
reading about where they stand on an hour-by-hour basis, I 
don't have anything for you 


Q Bernie, do you have anything on the situation 
between Syria and Israel? 


a No, I do not 
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Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 1:03 p.m.) 








Posted: April 4, 1986 


TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the April 3, 1986 daily press briefing: -. 


TERRORISM & PROPOSED I.A.L.P.A. BOYCOTT 





Q: Have the International Air Lines Pilots Association been 


in touch with the State Department regarding its proposed 


boycott of countries supporting terrorism? Do we support 


this? 


A:-~- An official of the International Airline Pilots 


Association has been in touch with the Department about 


theic plans. 


Any action on their part, of course is their decision to. 
make. They are an autonomous group representing pilots 
around the world whose first concern is air safety. They 


conducted a boycott after the downing of Korean Airlines °%°~. 


We do not know specifically which countries IALPA might 
identify at theic meeting, but believe their approach is 
consistent with our efforts to help persuade countries 


supporting terrorism that they should stop backing terror. 


We view such proposed actions by the Air Lines Pilots 
Association as another sign of international repugnance 
against the recent barbarism. 

This action also shows that other countries must 
increasingly take into account the economic costs and 
possible inconvenience to their own people of either 
supporting terrorism or failing to take effective 


measures against it. The economic costs of not dealing 


with terrorism are growing. 





Posted: April 3, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the April 3, 1986 noon press briefing: 
WALDKEIM 





Q: In connection with the recent allegations about former UN 


Secretary General Waldheim: The UN says that it has secret war 
crimes files, but they are not available to either individuals or 


organizations, only to governments. Would the U.S. be interested 
in looking at those files, or is that a possibility under consid- 


eration at all? 


At -- QUESTIONS CONCERNING MR. WALDHEIM SHOULD BE DIRECTED TO 


THE JUSTICE DEPARTMENT. 





Posted: April 3, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 
QUESTION TAKEN AT APRIL 3, 1986 DAILY PRESS BRIEFING 


THE MINDELO MINUTE 





Q: What is the language on Cuban troops contained in the 
Mindelo Minute? Why don't you release the whole document? 


A: -- AS THE MEDIATOR IN THESE NEGOTIATIONS, IT IS IMPORTANT 
WE PRESERVE THE CONFIDENTIALITY OF PRIVATE CONVERSATIONS WITH 
THE PARTIES. ALTHOUGH THE ANGOLAN GOVERNMENT HAS PUBLICLY 
REFERRED TO THE MINDELO MINUTE, IT HAS NOT RELEASED THE 
DOCUMENT. 

-- HOWEVER, ON THE SPECIFIC QUESTION ABOUT WHAT THE MINUTE SAYS 
ABOUT CUBAN TROOP WITHDRAWAL, THE DOCUMENT SIMPLY NOTES 
AGREEMENT TO MEET FURTHER TO DISCUSS THE [SSUES OF THE 


"IMPLEMENTATION OF RESOLUTION 435° AND THE “GRADUAL REDUCTIC’ 


OF CUBAN FORCES IN ANGOLA.* 





Posted: April 3, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the April 3, 1986 noon press briefing: 
HONDURAS 





Q: And could you give us the timing of the Honduran government's 
initiating conversations about the possible need for 
assistance -- I think you suggest that occurred before the 
actual incursion? 

A: -- THE GOVERNMENT OF HONDURAS EXPRESSED ITS SERIOUS CONCERN 

REGARDING REPORTS OF A PENDING NICARAGUAN ATTACK SEVERAL DAYS 


BEPORE THE SANDINISTA INCURSION. THE GOVERNMENT OF HONDURAS 


INQUIRED AT THAT TIME REGARDING POSSIBLE U.S. ASSISTANCE. 





Posted: April3, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION -. 


Question take... at the April 3, 1986 daily press briefing: 
HONDURAS: EMERGENCY MILITARY ASSISTANCE 





Q: Is it true that the Charge down there, Shep Lowman, met with 
the President and other leading people in Honduras prior to 
the time that President Azcona asked the U.S. for 
assistance? ... I would like to know -- did he meet with 
the President in the hours preceeding the request, because 
your statement suggests although it does not flatly say he 
did not do so? 

A: -- MR. LOWMAN, OUR DEPUTY CHIEP OF MISSION IN HONDURAS, 2:92 

NOT MEET WITH PRESIDENT AZCONA REGARDING U.S. EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE 

TO HONDURAS PRIOR TO PRESIDENT AZCONA‘'S REQUEST POR SUCH 

ASSIS@ANCE. MR. LOWMAN AND OTHER U.S. MILITARY AND CIVILIAN 

OFFICIALS MET WITH PRESIDENT AZCONA AND OTHER HONDURAN MILITARY 

AND CIVILIAN OFFICIALS SEVERAL HOURS AFTER PRESIDENT AZCONA 

REQUESTED EMERGENCY U.S. MILITARY ASSISTANCE. THE MEETING WAS 

HELD TO DISCUSS THE DETAILS OF THE ASSISTANCE REQUESTED BY 

HONDURAS. AT THAT MEETING, MR. LOWMAN EXPLAINED THAT THEIR 


REQUEST WOULD HAVE TO BE MADE PUBLIC. 


PRESIDENT AZCONA TELEPHONED DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY WILL: AM 

WALKER THE MORNING OF MARCH 24 TO REQUEST EMERGENCY MILITARY A%s)57ANCE 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY ABRAMS SPOKE WITH PRESIDENT AZCONA DURI*GC THE 
AFTERNOON OF MAKCH 24 TO CONPIRM THAT THE TELEPHONIC REQUEST W#r © 
PORMAL REQUEST BY THE GOVERNMENT OF HONDURAS. MR. LOWMAN MET év!/¢7 


PRESIDENT AZCONA THAT EVENING. A LETTER OP REQUEST FROM PRES/VErT 


AZCONA TO PRESIDENT REAGAN WAS RECEIVED MARCH 25. 





Posted: April 3, 1986 


TAKEN QUESTION a 
Question taken at the April 3, 1986 daily press briefing: 
TRAVEL ADVISORIES 

Q: Could you give us a list of those countries in the region 

which are covered by advisories? 

A: THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE'S OFFICE OF OVERSEAS CITIZENS 
SERVICES PERIODICALLY iSSUES ADVISORIES REGARDING TRAVEL TO 
OTHER COUNTRIES. THE ADVISORIES, FORMALIZED AS A 
DISCRETIONARY SERVICE TO AMERICAN CITIZENS IN 1978, ARE 
INTENDED TO ALERT TRAVELERS TO CONDITIONS WHICH MAY 
ADVERSELY APFECT THEM OVERSEAS. THE MAJORITY OF THE 
DEPARTMENT'S TRAVEL ADVISORIES REPER TO TEMPORARY 
CONDITIONS UNRELATED TO MATTERS OF PHYSICAL SAFETY. THESE 
INCLUDE NOTIFICATIONS OF EXPECTED HOTEL ROO! SHORTAGES, 
CHANGES IN VISA, CUSTOMS, AND CURRENCY REQUIRMENTS, 
WARNINGS ABOUT PENALTIES POR BLACKMARKET OR NARCOTICS 
ACTIVITIES, DISLOCATIONS CAUSED BY NATURAL DISASTERS AND 
SOME HEALTH-RELATED MATTERS. 


THERE ARE EXISTING ADVISORIES CONCERNING PHYSICAL SAFETY OR 
SECURITY-RELATED ISSUES FOR THE FOLLOWING COUNTRIES OR AREAS 


IN THE MEDITERRANEAN AREA: LEBANON, SYRIA, [RAQ, THE WEST BA‘ . 


IRAN, KUWAIT AND LIBYA. 





Posted: April 3, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the April 3, 1986 daily press briefing: 


VISITS TO CZECHOSLOVAKIA 





Q: Can you tell us when the last high level visit by a U.S. 
official to Prague was? 


A: -- SECRETARY OF STATE ROGERS IN 1973 WAS THE LAST HIGH-LEVEL 
UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT VISITOR TO PRAGUE. 


THERE HAVE BEEN NUMEROUS DISCUSSIONS AT MANY LEVELS WITH THE 


CZECHS SINCE THAT TIME. 
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TAKEN QUESTION _ 
Question Taken at the April 3, 1986 Daily Press Briefing 
Q: A Philippine Government official this morning says that the 
State Department withheld a significant number of documents 
that were available to the State Department from the Marcos 
entourage and that the division which was made and the reason 
that some papers were withheld was that some papers were 
*“personal,* including checking accounts and things like that. 
Do you have any reaction, and do you intend to put out more 
documents? 

: <= THE DEPARTMENT DELIVERED TO THE PHILIPPINE GOVERNMENT ON 
MARCH 18 COPIES OF DOCUMENTS PROM THE MARCOS PARTY 
DETAINED BY U.S. CUSTOMS IN HONOLULU ON PEBRUARY 26 AND 
DETERMINED BY CUSTOMS NOT TO BE PURELY PERSONAL. 

-- POLLOWING A SECOND REVIEW OF THOSE DOCUMENTS DETERMINED 
BY CUSTOMS TO BE PERSONAL, THE DEPARTMENT PROVIDED THE 
PHILIPPINE GOVERNMENT MORE DOCUMENTS ON MARCH 21, ALONG 
WITH AN INVENTORY PREPARED BY CUSTOMS OF THE ITEMS BEING 


HELD IN HONOLULU POR INTERPLEADER PROCEEDINGS. 


-- ALL DOCUMENTS DEALING WITH PINANCIAL, BUSINESS, OR 
OFFICIAL MATTERS HAVE BEEN PASSED TO THE PHILIPPINE 


GOVERNMENT. 


-- THE JUSTIPICATION FOR WITHHOLDING THE RELATIVELY SMALL 


NUMBER OF DOCUMENTS THAT WERE NOT TURNED OVER IS THEIR 
"PURELY PERSONAL® NATURE. 


-- IN THIS CATEGORY ARE SUCH DOCUMENTS AS PERSONAL BIRTH AND 


DEATH RECORDS, MARRIAGE AND DIVORCE RECORDS, AND PURELY 


PERSONAL ITEMS CONCERNING GRANDCHILDREN. 
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(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. KALB: Good afternoon, everybody. I have nothing 
by way of any announcements, so we can go on. 


Q Bring us up to date, if you will, on your 
knowledge of the airplane incident. Do you have any further 
clues, any indications who might be responsible and where that 
person might be? 


a Let me put together what I do have at this 
particular point, that our investigators are working very 
closely with representatives of Greece, Italy, Egypt, others, 
in developing information on the bombing attack. As was noted 
yesterday, every possible lead is being intensely scrutinized. 


The local authorities have the primary responsibility 
for the-security at the airports, at their airports, and the 
investigation, as well, but they are cooperating with our own 
experts. 


I suppose the bottom line to your question, Jim, is 
that for our part, no conclusions have been reached as to who 
may have been involved. It will take time to investigate the 
evidence and reach those conclusions. 


Q You don't -- you have not found, in other words, 
any links, direct or indirect, to Colonel Qadhafi? 


a No. As I said yesterday, nothing ruled in, 
nothing ruled out, by way of putting together some sort of 
indictments. Under investigation; being pursued vigorously; 
no conclusions at this particular time. 


Q What about Miss Mansour? Is she not a leading 
suspect? 


A Don't have anything more than what I said 
yesterday on that. 
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Q Why is it, Bernie, that you don't take Qadhafi's 
denials seriously? 


“ I answered that yesterday, that given his track 
record, you cannot take it seriously. 


Q Bernie, there is a story on the wire that this 
woman got on there in Cairo and avoided the normal procedures. 
Do you have anything on that? 


rs No. I have seen some of those same stories. 
I've been following them as best I can. But the consensus at 
this particular point is what I have shared with you here. 
Intensive investigation; intensive study; no final conclusions; 
investigation still continuing. 


Let me go here, Henry, if I may. 


Q What is your assessment of the security 
procedures at the Cairo airport, and will FAA people go there, 
as well2 

a So far as Cairo airport is concerned, the FAA -- 


that is to say, the Federal Aviation Administration -- in 
accordance with U.S. requirements makes periodic checks of 
security conditions at foreign airports served by U.S. 
carriers. The objective is to ascertain whether these airports 
meet “he security standards of the International Civil Aviation 
Organization 


Now, the most recent review that took place was last 
month, and at that time the FAA found that Cairo airport met 
the security standards of the ICAO. And in a more general way, 
I suppose, it should be noted that the FAA is continually 
seeking ways to improve security procedures at airport 
facilities, both here in the United States and abroad, as well. 


Q Did it meet U.S. standards? 


a Ascertain whether they meet the security 
standards of the International Organization. 


Q Bernie, security for the El Al flights at Cairo 
is handled by Israeli nationals. Is there any thought of using 
American nationals to do security for American flag lines, 
Cairo, or elsewhere? 


A I don't have anything on that, Norm. I suspect 
that the FAA may be the best address for information on that 
particular question. 
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Q You mentioned Greece, Italy, Egypt, United States, 
and other countries. Can you say what other countries, or how 
many other? 


“ Well, any other countries that may have any 
information that could contribute toward resolving and finding 
who was responsible for this attack. 


Q Did you want to say which ones? 
a No. I am going to pass on that. 
Q Do you have any idea when the other airports, 


Rome and Athens, were checked by the FAA, Bernie? 


a I do not, and I think, once again, you may have 
to check the FAA on the time plan. I think I did note that 
there are periodic checks, but I don't have calendar times for 
you. Sorry. 


. Q Do you have any knowledge of agreements by Italy 


and France to provide safe haven for terrorists if they leave 
those countries alone? 


A Well, let me pop back to that ina second. I am 
sure I have some guidance on that that I can get for you. 


Q Bernie, were you trying to say something more 
than what it means, that local authorities have the primary 
responsibility for those airports? 

A That's what [ said. 


Q What does that exactly mean? 


A Exactly what it says. 

Q Are you going to be holding the Egyptians 
responsible or the Greeks? 

a Responsibility for safety. 

Let me go back to your question about the -- that you 


talked about There have been suggestions in the past of 
officials in some countries trying to arrange understandings 
with terrorists. We are not going to comment on specifics. 
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At present, all European governments are at a high 
Gegree of security preparedness and are working hard to prevent 
terrorist attacks. 


We are pleased at the degree of cooperation. 
Particularly with Italy, our working relations in the 
anti-terrorism area are close. The Italian Government has 
repeatedly and very recently reiterated its firm commitment 
in the struggle against terrorism. The Italian efforts to deal 
with domestic and international terrorism are exemplary, and 
the cooperation is a model for other countries. 


Q So, are you saying in that response that some 
countries may have had informal agreements with terrorist 
groups? 


a I am saying that there have been -- in the 
preface to what I noted here -- that there have been 
suggestions in the past of officials in some countries trying 
to arrange understandings with terrorists, and I am not in a 
positiow to be specific about it, and I am going to have to let 
it go at that. 


Q Can we have a copy of that guidance? 


is) No, I can't -- [I've got it all badiy marked up. 
It will take too much time to sort out. 


Q So what you are saying, then, is if there ever 
were such agreements, they are not in force at the present time. 


A I am saying that at the present time, all 
European governments are at a high degree of security 
preparedness, working hard to prevent terrorist attacks. 


Q Which does not mean that some (inaudible) could 
not still be (inaudible) 


a I cannot get involved in specifics, I can only 
share with you the assessment as it's put together here. 


Q Does “some countries” mean countries other than 
[taly and France? 


a I have stepped away from being specific, and I 
don't have anything more. 


Q Does it mean more than two countries? 


is) Can't help you. 


Q Bernie, there are reports that the May 15th 
terrorist group and perhaps others have developed a suitcase 
bomb that cannot be detected by normal security devices. 
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If it is true that terrorist groups now have this 
ability, what is the implication of all of this for the U.S.' 
ability to protect its citizens travelling abroad? 


“a I don't think I should be speculating abut that 
The key word is preparedness, anti-terrorism, and so forth, bu: 
M-15, as you referred to, or the evolving technology of 
explosives is something I can't address. 


MORE 
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Q Can you address Mr. -- I'll put it this way. Is 
there any date yet set for Mr. Shultz to meet Mr. Shevardnadze? 


“ I don't have anything on that. 


Q Anything on Ambassador Hartman's meetirg with Mr. 
Shevardnadze? 


os No. 
qQ What about Shultz meeting Dobrynin? 


“ Yes, he will. Let me, on that thing, I think you 
all know since we've all enjoyed reading it in the newspapers 
that Ambassador Dobrynin -- his intention is to turn to 
Washington today. That's our understanding of the schedule, 
and it's our understanding as well that he will spend about a 
week here. 


He will be meeting with the President and with the 
Secretary of State, and the meeting with the President is set 
for nex® Tuesday, that is to say, April 8. 


Q What about his meeting with the Secretary? Can 
you give us -- 


a I don't have -- I don't think that the schedule 
at this point is refined so that the days and the personalities 
are next to each other I think it is still in the process of 
being prepared. 


Q You expect it to be next week, though? 
i) Yes, I do 
Q Do you expect him to be bringing some definitive 


word on the summit; when the summit might be?’ 


a I cannot speculate about what he might or might 
not be bringing, but I[ think you've heard it reiterated more 
than once, that the United States feels that the Soviets should 
respond to the expectation of a summit here in the United 
States this year. 


Q Is the position on that the same as Secretary 
Shultz said on the Hill recently, that you prefer late June or 
late July but December would be okay? 


e However he phrased it. I've heard no variations 
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of what is understood -- late June or July -- without any 
particular period being absolutely ruled out. But the emphasis 
is the June/July date. 


Q But December would be all right? 


) Well, however he put it there. I won't dispute 
it. 


Q Do you have anything on what -- 
I beg your pardon. I lost you. 


Q Do you have anything on what message the Vice 
President will be taking on his Persian Gulf trip about oil 
prices and production? 


“a No, I don't have anything. That was addressed 
the other day by the White House, and I have nothing to add to 
it 


~ Dick? 


Q To go back to the TWA plane: Do you have any 
reason to -- other than the regular reason, the standing reason 
-- in this particu’ case do you have any particular reasons 
to suspect Libya, o cibyan involvement in any way? 


6 No ®s I said -- 
Q I know you've reached no conclusion. 


a Nothing more than what I've said Don't have 
anything to add to that, Dick. 


Q Bernie, do you have anything on the United States 
preparing to -- or being willing to send Green Berets *o 
Central America to train Honduran troops? 


a Yes. That the Administration has stated on 
several occasions its view that military training would be a 
desirable part of any assistance provided to the resistance 
forces. Training by the United States would help to 
counter-balance the training and support provided to the 
Sandinista Armed Forces by Cuban, Soviet and other East-bloc 
advisors. Details -- anticipating some question perhaps -- 
details of any such training program have not been finalized 


I'm not going to comment at this time about location, 
other than to say any such training, if it does materialize, 
(that) there would be no U.S. personnel deployed anywhere near 
the Nicaraguan border or obviously in Nicaragua 
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Q Are you saying, then, that there is no such 
training going on now? 


a Well, at the present time, you know, there is no 
program for any kind of aid aside from what had been approved 
before in the way of humanitarian aid. So I know of no such 
training. 


Q Well, for example, are they being trained on some 
of the weapons that the United States has delivered? 


a I don't know of anything. But to remove any 
blurs at all, let me take that and get you an exact answer. 


Q Isn't there training in progress with the $20 
million of aid that was taken into Honduras -- training and use 
of that equipment and the helicopters that were taken? 


a Let me get this answer in a more detailed way. 
~ Matt? 
Q Do you have anything on the plans to have a 


nuclear test on Tuesday? 


i) April 8? The U.S. is following an annual test 
program that has been laid out for some time However, it has 
long been a matter of U.S. policy that we do not publicly 
announce our annual testing schedule which is classified. 


Even after specific tests are announced, factors such 
as technical and weather conditions sometimes require changes 
in the actual dates of the test. That's about what I have on 
that. 

Q You said April 6 at the start of that? 

a You said April 8. 

Q Oh, so you're not confirming that? 

a I have said what I've had to say. 

Q And have tne Russians responded to the invitation 


to observe the next test or a test in April? Is that still 
open, that idea? 


a There was a rejection of that, but they were 
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still waiting to see if they can get something by way of a 
formal reply. You're talking about the President's mid-March 
response. 


Q They rejected that publicly? 


A The Soviets have publicly rejected this 
initiative although they have yet to provide the U.S. with a 
reply through diplomatic channels. That's about where that 
stands. 


Q For clarification, I wasn't clear -- did you say 
that Shultz -- plans were being made for Shuitz to meet with 
Dobrynin in advance of Dobrynin's meeting with the President? 


A No. What I said was that the timetable of 
appointments, the way I understand it as of now, has not yet 
been fixed so I don't have the before, durings or after, so far 
as Shultz is concerned. 


Q Is it possible that Shultz will meet with 
Dobryniw today or tomorrow or Sunday or Monday? 


-) I have no such information. 

Q Will you let us know if he's going to? 

A At this point, I have no information that would 
leave me to believe there would be a meeting between now and 
the weekend, including during the weekend. 

Q Another area? 


a Yes. 


Q Is the U.S. aware of any Syrian military buildup 
along the Golan Heights front? 


A Don't have anything for you on that. 
Q Would you care to look into it? 
a No. 


Q What is the U.S. view of the new Afghan timetable 
that Mr. Cordovez is bringing to Mr. Armacost today? 


A He is going to meeting him, as you know, at 4:30 
this afternoon. Insofar as the whole process shapes up at the 
present time, we welcome the announcement of a resumption of 
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the discussions in Geneva. Mr. Cordovez will be meeting with 
Armacost, as I say, this afternoon, 4:30 scheduled time, and we 
look forward to learning more of Mr. Cordovez' views. 


The meeting is part of their pattern of periodic 
contacts in connection with Mr. Cordovez' role as the U.S. 
Secretary General's Special Representative on Afghanistan. As 
we've stated numerous times, the U.S. strongly supports the 
U.N. effort to find a negotiated settlement of the Afghanistan 
problem in accordance with the terms of resolutions passed by 
overwhelming majorities in seven successive sessions of the 
U.N. General Assembly. 


For six years the U.S. has been saying that the 
central issue is the withdrawal of Soviet troops, and that we 
are still waiting to see the Soviet Union seriously address 
that issue. 


Q Do you believe this timetable suggests that they 
are seriously addressing it? 


~A I can't make any calls on that. I'm sorry. 
Q Okay, thank you. 


(Press briefing concluded at 12:43 p.m.) 








Posted: Friday, April 4, 1986 


NICARAGUA: CONTRA TRAINING? 





Taken Question from Noon Briefing, April 4, 1986. 


Q. Are they [the contras] being trained on some of 
the weapons the U.S. has delivered? 
A. -- SINCE CONGRESS IMPOSED RESTRICTIONS ON U.S. 
ASSISTANCE TO THE NICARAGUAN RESISTANCE, THE U.S. 
HAS NOT DELIVERED OR DIRECTLY OR INDIRECTLY 
SUPPLIED ANY WEAPONS TO THE NICARAGUAN 
RESISTANCE. U.S. LAW HAS NOT PERMITTED SUCH : 


~ACTIVITY SINCE JUNE 1984, 


oo NOR HAS TRAINING OF RESISTANCE FORCES BEEN 
PERMITTED BY LAW SINCE JUNE 1984. THE UNITED 
STATES IS NOT PROVIDING ANY TRAINING TO THE 


NICARAGUAN RESISTANCE FORCES. 


Q. Isn't there training in progress with the $20 
million of aid taken into Honduras for training 


in the use of that equipment and the heli 
el 4 
that were sent there? — 


A. -- THE PRESIDENT AUTHORIZED UP TO $20 MILLION FOR 
USE BY THE ARMED FORCES OF HONDURAS ONLY. NONE 
OF IT WAS FOR ASSISTANCE TO THE CONTRAS. THE 
FUNDS ARE FOR TRANSPORT OF HONDURAN TROOPS TO AND 
FROM THE BORDER REGION, SUSTAINMENT COSTS, 


TRAINING, CONVENTIONAL ORDNANCE, GROUND-TO-AIR 


DEFENSE, SPARE PARTS, AND OTHER EQUIPMENT. 
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MONDAY, APRIL 7, 1986, 12:30 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. KALB: Good afternoon everybody. I trust you've 
all had a pleasant weekend, and we could begin our weekly 
process of engagement. But before we do, let me just tick off 
a few little announcements. 


Upcoming visit by the Secretary of State -- no 
surprise I'm sure to anybody in this room that Secretary Shultz 
will visit Seoul May 7 through the 8th, and Manila from May 8 
to 10. At both stops the Secretary will brief officials of the 
two goverrments on the results of the Tokyo Summit and discuss 
other matters of mutual interest. A sign-up sheet has been 
posted, I am told, in the main Press Office. Anybody wishing 
to apply for a seat to accompany the Secretary on that spin 
through Asia after the Tokyo Summit, the sign-up list will be 
taken down 12:00 noon Monday -- that is to say, next Monday. 


Q Where does he go after? Back to Washington? 

A Back to Washington. Suspicious. 

Available in the Press Office (is) a press release 
announcing the Department of State's release of American 


Foreign Policy: Current Documents 1983. The book is available 
at the GPO. 





Press announcement: Under Secretary of State Michael 
Armacost will address ON-THE-RECORD members of the Dallas 
Council on World Affairs Tuesday, April 8, tomorrow, 12:30, 
Dallas; luncheon at the Wyndham Hotel, 2222 Stemmons Freeway. 
Topic: "U.S.-Soviet Relations." Anybody interested in 
covering, etc., contact Dee Malley of the Dallas Council on 
World Affairs. The phone number there in Dallas, (214) 
748--5663. 


Another speech: Under Secretary of State for Economic 
Affairs Allen Wallis speaks before the Conference Board's 
Business Outlook Conference, Thursday, April 10, 8:30-10:30 in 
the morning (in) San Francisco, Hyatt Regency, 5 Embarcadero 
Center, Golden Gate "A" Room. Topic: “Reviewing the State of 
International Cooperation: The Tokyo Economic Summit." 
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Anybody eager to go to San Francisco to cover the 
speech, let me help you with the numbers. It's Joe Naarr. 
(212) -- this is the Conference Board's New York office -- 
(212) 759--0900. 


Q Bernie, do you know if there are Q&A on either 
speech? 


A No, I don't. 
Q Did you say Armacost is giving the Dallas speech? 


A Armacost -- I don't have a Q&A. Let me check on 
that. I should have had that here. I've asked but didr't have 
it. I'll take a look and find out and let you know. 


Q Bernie, is there a chance of getting a copy of 
the Armacost speech here? 


A Why don't I look into that and see how soon 
before actual delivery it will be ready, or whether Mike will 
be writing it on the airplane. 


Q Okay, is that it? 


A Yes. 

Q The police in Berlin are saying that any link to 
the Libyans in that blast in the disco there is “pure 
speculation." Does the State Department have anything beyond 


suspicions to link Libya with that blast? 


A Well, let me bring you up to the point, as it is 
here. And this is the question dealing with the Libyan 
connection with the Berlin bombing. 


Q Right. 


A A very intensive, active investigation is 
underway, and we are working closely with German officials. 
There have been numerous indications that over a period of time 
Libyan agents were targeting American and U.S. facilities, 
including surveillance, as possible preparation for potential 
attacks. The State Department Spokesman made this public on 
March 26. 


Libya has been calling for suicide attacks on the U.S. 
for several weeks. We take these threats seriously. We are 
not alone in our concerns as indicated by the French 
Government's recent actions in expelling Libyan diplomats and 
others last week. 
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The despicable attack in 4Yerlin fits the pattern of 
increased Libyan activities. including Rome and Vienna. We 
have suspicions that this bombsiig is part of that pattern. The 
West German and Berlin Government officials are working with us 
in examining all available evidence in order to reach a 
definitive judgment on this matter. 


Q Copy of that, please? 
6 Copies? Yes, let me try to help you on that. 


Q You say that there were indications that Libyan 
agents were targeting U.S. installations. 


is) Uh-huh. 
Q In Berlin, specifically? 


i I'm not going to fix any piece of geography for 


Q Well -- 


i "Targeting" in the sense of identifying, etc., 
including surveillance as possible preparation for potential 
attacks. 


I understand your question, but I'm not going to 
circle any pieces on the map to say, here and not here, etc. I 
want to leave that open. 


Q Well, just to pin it down, beyond this aura of 
general suspicion based on past Libyan statements, does the 
United States now have any specific evidentiary links between 
Libya and the Berlin attack? 


3) I'm going to have to leave it stand as I've given 
it to you now. 


Q Bernie, Qadhafi has said several times that Libya 
is now at war with the United States. Does the United States 
reciprocate that feeling? 


fa I'm going to have to stay where I am at this 
point. 


Q Do you know anything about an office in East 
Berlin that coordinates, allegedly coordinates, some of these 
activities? 


i) No, I do not. 
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Ralph? 


Q You made reference to a pattern -- you said, 
“fits this pattern." The pattern that you're referring to is 
Libya's calling for suicide attacks and Libya's surveillance; 
are those the two things that you say form the pattern? 


4 I also introduced the elements of Rome and Vienna. 


Q Okay. So you're saying the Berlin attack fits 
the pattern of the Rome and Vienna attacks? 


a What I'm saying, to go back to the precise 
language of the statement, Ralph, is that we have suspicions 
that this bombing -- that is to say, the bombing in Berlin -- 
is part of that pattern. 


Q You say the U.S. is not alone and that France has 
kicked out some Libyans. What are we asking other governments 
to do, and what actions have they taken, besides France, as 
action? Anything else you can say on that? 


A Well, on the whole question about what the United 
States may be asking other countries to do in an effort to 
isolate Libya, this I need not remind you is one of the 
subjects that the Deputy Secretary, John Whitehead, discussed 
when he made the swing through Western Europe in January 
following the attacks on Rome and Vienna which, if my memory is 
right, took place December 27. 


Where there are indications or reasons to believe the 
local Libyan Peoples' Bureau are involved, where there are 
indications or reasons to believe that these bureaus are 
involved in actual or potential terrorist activities, it is 
certainly to the advantage of the host country as well as 
others to take action to deal with those who pose such 
terrorist threats. 


Q Can we have a copy of that? 
i) No, I'm sorry, on that one. 
Q Does that mean we want to kick out all the -- we 


want them to take Peoples' Bureau people and kick them out of 
the country; is that what that means? 


Aa If the findings fit into the context as I've 
offered them, and if the word you're asking is “expel,” the 
answer is yes. 
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Q Specifically, Bernie, the Libyans have a large 
Peoples’ Bureau in Rome at Via Nomentana. Do you know whether 
the Italian Government has been asked specifically to close 
that bureau? 


A Don't have anything for you on that. 


Q Bernie, before the French kicked out two Libyan 
diplomats, was there an exchange of information between 
Washington and France? 


A It was the result of -- I don't know about an 
exchange, but I will say that the French decision was the 
result of their own investigations. 


Q Bernie, are there new efforts on part of the 
American Government to get our Allies to do other specific 
things in regard to Libya? 


fe Communications, obviously, but without taking it 
as far as you're saying. I think the United States' point of 
view, as I have just set it forth here, is very, very clear to 
the U.S. Allies. 


Q Do you anticipate more cooperation now on 
economic sanctions? Do you think the climate is better for 
cooperation from our Allies? 


A I don't want to make a call on that. But I can 
remind you that at the very outset, when these economic 
sanctions were introduced in January, it was made abundantly 
clear at that particular time that while the United States was 
taking this action unilaterally it was clear that what it 
required to be increasingly effective, more effective, was the 
degree to which other countries would join the United States in 
applying economic pressures against Libya. So I'm going to 
have to leave it at that. 


I saw a hand. Barbara? Just a minute, Semaan. 


Q The thing that I don't understand in this is you 
say that, well, for those to be effective, they need to be 
joined by Allied actions also. But has there been anything 
since January to give you some kind of optimism that the Allies 
are prepared to take the kind of action that in January they 
were unwilling to do? 


ia) I don't want to make any judgment on that. . 


Q Bernie, you're not -- 
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a Joanne? 


Q Are you calling here for our Allies to expel any 
Libyans in their countries? 


A No. What I -- 


You're saying that it's to their advantage where 
there are indications or reasons to believe that local Libyan 
bureaus are involved. But haven't you said previously that the 
presence of Libyans everywhere is a threat? 


i What I'm saying is that where there are 
indications or reasons to believe that the local bureaus are 
involved in actual or potential terrorist activities -- I'll 
pick what I had said earlier, and I'm sure I follow you on 
that. I've introduced a context for action, and that's where 
I'll leave it. 


Ralph? 


Q Joanne's question is quite to the point, though, 
Bernie. Let's try to hone in on it a little bit. You are not 
calling on the Allies to expel Libyans from the Libyan Peoples’ 
Bureaus; you are calling on them to expel those people only 
where there are actual -- indications of actual involvement in 
terrorist threats, and so on? 


i) No, I'm making the point that I certainly, 
across-the-board, if I get the essence of Joanne's question and 
what you're suggesting, whether I'm going to make a blanket 
call, I'm not in a blanket-call position. Where I am is in 
this contextual arrangement that I have suggested. 


Q Can [I follow that also, then? How does that 
apply to the United States and the -- it's not a Peoples’ 
Bureau; I've forgotten the name of it now -- but the Libyan 
Office of Student Affairs, or whatever it is, in northern 
Virginia. Does that fall outside the context of what you were 
just talking about or does it -- 


a I don't know how to answer that question because 
I just don't have enough information on that, and let me take a 
look at that if I may. 

Q Thank you. 


A Semaan? 


Q Does the U.S. have anything in mind other than 
military or economic or diplomatic pressures to apply against 
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Libya, because it is evident that everything has failed? What 
is the answer now to this recent raid? 


i I don't have anything to speculate about with you 
on that question. 


Let me go to the back, please. 


Q Bernie, Administration policy in the past has 
been that the U.S. would retaliate for terrorism when the 
evidence is at hand. Does the fact that there has been no 
retribution for either the TWA or the West Berlin bombing 
suggest that what evidence there may be is not sufficient to 
justify a response? 


o I'm not going to make that jump. I'm not going 
to erase what has been said before, but I'm not going to make 
the jump that you're saying that there is, at this particular 
point, no final judgment call and therefore no action. I'm 
just going to leave it stay -- 


Q Can I be clear on one thing. You are, in essence 
here, restating your call for the Europeans to join in the 
economic sanctions the U.S. imposed, are you not? 


i) Oh, well, that has been an on-going process 
regularly since January when the Administration stepped forth 
on that. And as I say, and at the risk of reiteration, it 
becomes more effective if it is more widespread in its 
application. 


Dick? 


Q To follow up that other question, then. When you 
talk about the suspicions that this bombing is part of that 
pattern, what are those suspicions based on specifically? 


i) I'm not going to help you out because I can't on 
that. I'd get involved, I'm told, in intelligence matters, and 
there's nothing I can offer you by way of specifics. 

Let me just -- somebody over here. I'm sorry. 

Q Is this the third stage of your attempt to -- 

if Is this what? 


Q Is this the third stage -- 


is) Third stage? 
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o Yes, the expulsion of Libyan officers or offices 
from all over Europe, wherever the susceptibility of actual 
involvement of terrorist threat? This is after the economic 
sanctions and the military involvement in Sidra. Do we 
consider this the third stage in your pressure on Libya? 


5 I am not going to introduce some sort of 
numerical escalation. That's for you to dc. I have no number 
for what you're calling a third stage. 


Bernie, since you're restating the call for the 
European Allies to join in the sanctions, do you feel the need 
to send out someone else -- Whitehead or someone else -- from 
the Administration? 


o No, I don't have anything on that. 
Q Do we make that -- 


“ No, let me make a couple of points here, if I 
may. I don't have anything on anybody going out spearheading. 
And what I have done by alluding to this whole call on economic 
sanctions, it is not as though there is a command decision to 
step forth with a repeated call at this particular moment. It 
has been part of the strategy that has been followed since 
January when John Whitehead went out the first time around, and 
it still stands. 


And the point has been made that to the degree that 
there is further recruitment to that point of view, to that 
degree the economic-sanction approach will be more effective. 


Q But, Bernie -- but they weren't that responsive 
then. Do you feel that they may be now, and by sending someone 
they may become more convinced since they have certainly become 
targets again? 


i Well, to begin with, by way of answer to the 
first half of your question, I know of nobody being sent. To 
the second, one has to take a look at the facts, and the way we 
see them is what I have just said. 


Let me just go to this side now. 


Q Sir, does the State Department have any advice 
for those in charge of major public buildings -- and I'm not 
referring just to the Capitol or the White House or the State 
Department, but rather to the cathedrals, the Kennedy Center 
and other public buildings such as schools? 
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o No, I don't have anything specific other than 
prudence, caution, etc. But beyond that, if you're asking me 
do I have a blueprint for security, I do not have any such 
thing. 


Let me go to Connie, please. 

Q Thanx you. Does the Administration see eny links 
to Syria, Iran, Iraq or the Soviet Union -- links regarding 
these latest two terrorist incidents? 


i No, I don't have anything on that straight off 


the bat. 

Q Because Mr. Casey came close to pointing a finger 
on those yesterday -- those countries. 

“ I do have something here on Casey, as a matter of 


fact, and in due time I will come across it. 
Let's go to the next question. 


Q Just by way of ticking off, for the record so to 
speak, has there been any change in the travel advisory 
situation for countries such as Egypt, Germany, other Middle 
Eastern countries, Western European countries? 


o Not that I know of. I'm unaware of any 
introduction of any new travel advisories for the capitals that 
you've just ticked off. 


Bernie, are U.S. sanctions ineffective without 
Allied support? 


a No, I didn't make that judgment at all. I put it 
in a different sort of context, that the call for economic 
sanctions, the effect, would be enhanced and deepened if it 
were more broadly subscribed to. And I'll have to leave it go 
at that point. 


And I think that at the every outside, I think when 
the Secretary was down here at a news conference when this was 
announced, he too made the point at that particular day that no 
one is living under any illusion that a solo action by the 
United States would be tantamount to some sort of economic 
asphyxiation on the part of Libya. It was a hope that other 
countries would see the threat with the same urgency and 
severity as the United States does. 


Let me just go over here. 
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Q The Wall Street Journal reported that Secretary 
Shultz will visit the Middle East. So you have anything on 
that? 





Q Can I follow up on Libya before we go -- 


ra Let me try it here, if I could. We'll come back 
to you, Semaan. 


On a trip by the Secretary of State to the Middle 
East: WNo decision. The Secretary has made no decision 
concerning a possible trip to the Middle East. 

Semaan? 

Q When? 

fe What wae that? 

Q When? 

a When what? 

Q When is the trip? (Laughter) 

ta No decision. 

Q Bernie, in light of your statements on context 
with the European Allies on economic or diplomatic pressures, 
shall we rule out, then, that the U.S. would not be resorting 
to military pressure again on Libya? 

i Semaan, in 93 different ways you've tried that 
question, and in 93 different ways I seek to avoid any specific 
reply. 


Let the record show that we went through this 
pirouette once again. 


Q New subject? 
“ A follow up? 
Q No. 

a 


John? 
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Q Bernie, do you have anything on the Sunday Times 
of London report of yesterday -- in fact interviewed a number 
of British technicians in Libya who apparently have worked on, 
or said they have worked on, the guidance system of the SA-5 
missile? Do you have anything about the presence of these 
technicians and whether we have made any kind of request of the 
British Government to -- 


A What I do have when the question was raised, "Was 
there anything at all that would lend credence to a report of 
the British helping repair SA-5's," and in reply to that 
specific question, we have nothing to substantiate. 


You are going beyond that. I don't have the rest of 
the answer, so I could take a look. But on the question of 
repair of SA-5s, we have nothing that would substantiate that. 

Q Bernie, on Athens -- 


a Athens? 


Q Yes. There are reports that May Monsur has said 
that she would be willing to go to Athens if there's -- 
obviously, this is an ongoing investigation -- to be questioned 


by Greek authorities. Is the U.S. making any arrangements to 
partake of any such investigation or any questioning of Miss 
Monsur? 


A I don't have anything specific on that, but the 
U.S. with its representatives on the scene is involved, and I'm 
going to entrust the investigation process to them. I don't 
have anything on that. 


Q Have any requests been made -- 
Aa That? 
Q -- that the U.S. participate in any of the 


investigation process, any part of the investigation? 


A They are working together on this, so I don't 
understand. 


Q But in questioning her if she were to go to 
Athens? 


A I don't know. I simply don't know. 


Q Does that mean, then, that she is the prime 
suspect in this case? 
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a It's not for me to make that judgment. I can 
only share with you what I have here, and I can't make these 
calls. 


Q Will the Secretary of State be raising any 
particular issues in relation to Libya and the Mediterranean 
with Lord Carrington when he is meeting with him right now? 


A Don't know. Don't know what -- I doubt if there 
would be any sort of formal agenda. These two gentlemen know 
each other long enough to be able to take and pick any item 
that they want to. So I have no way of saying what they will, 
in fact, discuss or what they would not. 


Q Are you prepared to take punitive action against 
the Allies if they fail to cooperate in the Libyan case? 


A All right. Ditto. 

Q Could I get a new subject from you? 

Q Can I have one more question on Libya? 

A Go ahead. 

Q When you say that the U.S. has a suspicion that 
this bombing is part of a pattern, does the U.S. have one shred 
of evidence after the bombing attack that links it to Libya, or 
is all of your evidence based on a pattern prior to? 

A Pattern prior to? 

Q The bombing in Germany. 

A I think to say not to “have one shred more," or 
however you phrased it, would be to trivialize indeed what is 
available to the United States. 

Q Prior to? 

A Yes. 

Q I'm not trying to trivialize it, but all of your 
implications are based on a pattern which you have seen and 


much, much evidence which you have prior to the bombing. 


A Uh-huh. 


Q After the bombing, it has been acknowledged by 
many people in this building that we really don't have any hard 
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evidence -- the United States does not have hard evidence 
linking this bombing other than the previous pattern. Is that 
correct? 


A No, I don't think that's correct. I think that 
there is an ongoing pursuit obviously of whatever evidence can 
be accumulated. And without getting involved in specifics and 
so forth, that evidence is there, and it gets freshened up. 
But insofar as its turning up to be a conclusive piece, I'll 
have to go back to the original guidance on that. 


But I don't want to leave the impression that with the 
blast that took place at the discotheque, the accumulation of 
evidence has come to an end. That is not the case. 


Q So there is new evidence after the blast which, 
in some ways, implicates Libya, is that what you're saying? 


A I will say -- I will not amplify on the original 
overall statement. I will just say that the investigation and 
the accumulation of indications, etc., or whatever word may 
turn out to be, has followed the blast. Jim? 


Q Does the State Department have any comment on the 
Israeli air raids in southern Lebanon, near Sidon, on 
Palestinian camps? 


A I had seen that on the wires. It's my 
understanding that there has been, at least a little while 
before I came, no independent confirmation. However, as has 
been repeatedly expressed from this lecturn, force and violence 
cannot solve the political problems of the region. 


Q Can I follow that up, please? 
A Yes. 


Q The United States has held open the possibility 
for itself to retaliate against what it describes as acts of 
terrorism committed against the United States or its 
interests. If it turns out that the Israelis attacked for what 
they thought, rightly or wrongly, were terrorists attacks on 
northern Israel, would these air attacks be justified? 


A I don't have anything for you on that, Jim. 


Q Bernie, Mr. Casey, in his speech last night, 
answering a question about the terrorism in the world, he 
almost alluded that the Saudis are paying lip service to 
fighting terrorism and they are supporting PLO terrorists. 
Could you have a comment on that? 
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A Well, I do have something on that, if you just 
give me one moment. 


TO STAFF: Was that lost in our anthology? 

Q The CIA took it away from you. (Laughter) 

A No. I had it here; I had a guidance on that. 
STAFF: Under the blue one, somewhere back there. 


A Let me go back to what you talked about before, 
if I may, on the Soviet Union's role as a backer of terrorism 
which you raised in connection with Mr. Casey's remarks. 


We have previously cited the Soviet Union as providing 
at least indirect support for terrorism. In the “Patterns of 
Global Terrorism" publication issued late last year, for 
example, we note that the Soviet Union has trained personnel 
belonging to national liberation groups and has a long history 
of relations with groups linked with international terrorism. 
In contrast to Iran, Syrian, and Libya, however, we have no 
evidence of the Soviets directly planning or orchestrating 
terrorist acts by Middle Eastern, West European, or Latin 
American groups. 


We note that in his address to the Party Congress, Mr. 
Gorbachev condemned terrorism. He stated that the Soviet Union 
is prepared for effective international cooperation to combat 
it. We believe that urgent and concerted international action 
is needed to combat terrorism. We would regard as constructive 
and welcome Soviet willingness to take practical measures to 
combat international terrorism. 


Now, having said that by way of reply to Connie's 
question, let me -- 


Q No evidence of what, Bernie? 

Q Could we have a copy of that? 

A Yes, you could have a copy of that. And I think 
you can also, if you inquire at the Press Office, pick up a 
copy of the pamphlet "Patterns of Global Terrorism." 


Now let me come to your question, if I may. Why don't 
you -- 


Q Casey's accusation or charge that Saudi Arabia is 
paying lip service to fighting terrorism and is supporting the 
PLO terrorists. 
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A Right. Okay. Let me say, by way of an 
observation on that, that the Administration gives a very high 
priority to achieving a just and lasting peace in the Middle 
East. As for Saudi financial aid to the Palestine Liberation 
Organization, we disagree with it, but it is a fact that we and 
our friends don't always agree on what each of us should do in 
specific situations. You have to look at the overall balance, 
however, and what our common interests are. On balance, we and 
Saudi Arabia have much more in common than we have 
disagreements. 


Q Could we have a copy of that? 
A Copy of that? Yes. 


Q You agree to the thrust of his criticism of Saudi 
Arabia about supporting the Palestine Liberation Organization? 


A I said, we disagree on the question of Saudi 
financial aid to the PLO. 


Q Back on the Soviet angle, do you have anything at 
all -- 


A Soviet angle on? 
Q You just read that statement -- 
Right. 


-- on Soviet terrorism. The Secretary, I 
believe, is going to meet with Dobrynin tomorrow, is that 
correct? Do you have anything at all on that meeting? 


6 Yes, I do. As a matter of fact, they met this 
morning. They met for about 90 minutes here at the State 
Department -- the Secretary of State; the National Security 
Adviser, Admiral Poindexter; Ambassador Dobrynin, as I say, 
here this morning at a breakfast. The meeting, an 
hour-and-a-half. And anticipating your next question, I am not 
in a position to speculate about the contents of that session. 


Q More meetings? 
Q Could you answer one question? 
A Which? 


Which was, will they meet tomorrow? Can you tell 
us about other meetings they will have, please? 
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A What I have -- as you know, I think we mentioned 
last week that the Soviet Ambassador would be here about a 
week. I noted last Friday as well that at that particular time 
that we were here together, the agenda of meetings was not yet 
fixed other than I knew for a fact, as the schedule was at that 
time, that the Ambassador would be meeting with the President 
on Tuesday. It's my understanding that that is still on. 


As for other meetings, I would expect that there would 
be other meetings. But at this particular point, I do not have 
anything beyond that. 


Q You have nothing to announce on Shultz- 
Shevardnadze? 


A No, I have nothing to announce. You're talking 
about the possibility of an upcoming meeting? 


Q Yes. 
A I don't have anything on that. 


What do you have on some contact between the 
Secretary and the Soviet Ambassador on Saturday? 


A I don't have anything on that. 
Q Can you take the question? 


A No, I won't take that, John. I just won't take 
it because my understanding is that the contact was today, the 
meeting was today. 


Q Are you aware of contact on Saturday? 

A I don't have anything on that. 

Q Are you aware of contact on Saturday? I didn't 
ask you whether you had anything prepared. I asked whether you 
know that the two men talked for some time on Saturday. 

A But I have answered it my way. If you are so 
confident that you have it your way and that you're absolutely 
right, why don't I take the question and see whether we can get 
anything for you. You're talking about a meeting between the 
two prior to today's breakfast -- on Saturday? And the time? 

Q No, all I was told -- 


rs) And which tennis court. 
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Q All I was told is that the two talked for some 
time on Saturday. I don't know whether it was telephonic or in 
person. 


a Or possibly an invitation to breakfast? 
(Laughter) 


Q Or tennis. (Laughter) 
7 ESP. (Laughter) 
4 All right. Let me take = .ook and see. 


Will the Secretary be party to the talks at the 
White House tomorrow? 


a Yes. 
Q Can I go back to Libya for a second? 
Q No. No. 


Q Can we stay on this for a second? Is it still 
accurate to say that the Soviet Union has not responded to the 
U.S. invitation for a summit meeting in 1986? 


is) I'd have to be careful, Ralph, in answering that 
question because I don't have any readout on the breakfast, so 
I can't include it in -- 


Q Take the question, please? 


A No, because I know there is a clear-cut case of 
anticipating that they will not get involved at this particular 
point, unless they want to, about how far they want to go, if 
they have gone any distance at all on that issue. (Laughter) 


In other words, I know what you're getting at -- and I 
would do the same thing -- but I don't have anything on that. 
And so I'm sure you understand, given your journalistic 
generosity, that I cannot take that question. 


Q Can you take a question, also, on the 
Shevardnadze meeting? 

A Over there! 

Q May I ask you to take a question on the ° 


Shevardnadze meeting? 
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A No. I'm telling you: there's no reason to take 
the question. 


Q On the Shevardnadze meeting. 
a I thought I just answered that. 


Q No, you were asked the summit. The question I was 
asking -- 


a All right. Let's make it broad spectrum; let's 
make it both elements. Okay? 


Q Let me put it another way that maybe you can 
answer: Does Mr. Dobrynin's elevation to the Central Committee 
post in Moscow make unnecessary now a preliminary meeting 
between the Secretary of State and the Foreign Minister? 


ia I haven't heard anything along those lines. 


Q Can I go back to the Libya topic? The Syrians 
have stated openly that an American attack on Libya would be as 
an attack on Syria as well, itself. Would you say, then, Syria 
had anything to do with those recent bombings? 


i Don't have anything for you. 


Q To go back to your comment about your hope that 
other countries would see the Libyan threat with the same 
urgency as the United States does, do you have any thoughts on 
why our European Allies have not seen it with that urgency, 
especially in view of the fact that many of the incidents take 
place on their territory? 


7 I think that's a rather -- I think the reality is 
a little different from the way you put it. I think I made a 
reference before -- or I should have -- about there being the 
expulsion by the French over the last few days. And I think we 
have seen an escalation of the commitment to security, etc., 
that has taken place in a variety of European airports and a 
raised consciousness about threats. 


I think the Secretary, when he often deals with this 
question, talks in terms that it is recognized that there is 
this threat from Libya, that the central question is on how to 
go about meeting it. And on this particular question, it is 
admitted that there may be contrasting ways to meet the 
challenge. But I think that the record would show that in the 
past few months there has been not only a growing awareness but 
a growing readiness certainly by the steps being taken at 
airports on security, etc., that reflect the awareness of the 
potential for terrorism. 
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Q Back to Casey for a moment? He said that the 
Sandinistas had been driving Indians out of Nicaragua into 
Honduras. Do you have more on this report? 


+ I don't have anything on that, Joanne. 
Q Can we go back to the -- 


a Hold on just a second. We'll come back to you in 
a moment. Let me go way back there. 


Q On Central America, is the U.S. satisfied with 
the clarification requested of the Honduran Government with 


regards to the statements made by the anonymous Honduran 
official? 


i) I don't have a judgment call on that. I know 
that they have issued their statement last week, and I've just 
let it stay that way. 


Q Anything on Contadora? 

é Nothing other than to say that the meeting is 
still ongoing and that, as a result, there is no comment from 
here. 


Q May I go back to Libya? 


A Yes. How soon? (Laughter) 
Q Yesterday on CBS, you were charged -- 
fe I'm joking. Go ahead. 


Q Yesterday on CBS, the Administration was charged 
by a couple of experts that there is really a Qadhafi obsession 
and this Administration is coming to almost a personal 
confrontation between Mr. Reagan and Mr. Qadhafi, and that 
Qadhafi is an easier target, an easy one to go after. What do 
you answer to these charges? 


6 Ambassador Oakley said what he had to say, and I 
have nothing by way of embroidery. 


Ralph. 


Q Will the Secretary meet with Ambassador Dobrynin 
again today? 
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a Again today? Is that under the heading of a 
week-long stakeout? (Laughter) 


I don't know. Let me see. Let me take that question 
and see to what degree I can wrest the schedule from a very 
closely held, as you might imagine. Dick? 


Q To follow up on a previous discussion, is the 
Administration satisfied -—- 


A Where are we? 

Q On Libya -- 

a Libya. 

Q -- and Allies. Is the Administration now 
satisfied with the degree of cooperation it is getting from our 
Allies in how to meet the challenge, as you put it? 


a I'm not going to make any judgment call on that, 
Dick. 


Q Two other topics. 
a Let me go --— yours. 


Q Anything on the U.S. Ambassador to Zimbabwe 
quitting early because of a rift? 


a No. And two? 


Q Could you take that one please? That was in the 
Washington Post over the weekend. 


A Let me take a look at it? And three? 


Q I understand the British are sending some ) 
warships into China now. Anything on U.S. warships? 


i) Don't have anything on that. 
Q Would you care to take that one? 


A No. 


Q Do you have a situation report on the clashes 
between the Afghanistanis and the Afghani Freedom Fighters and 
the Russian occupiers of Afghanistan -- the last operation, 
military operation? 
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o Well, not really on that. I notice that it 
appears that the Soviets and the Kabul regime are prepared for 
a new offensive along the afghan border with Pakistan, but 
there is no confirmation here that that offensive is underway. 


Q There are reports that the Afghani Freedom 
Fighters have already received Stinger missiles from the United 
States. Can you confirm, deny, or no comment? 


i I have nothing on that, as I've been saying for 
days. 


Q On the same subject, Bernie, now that Diego 
Cordovez has been -- 


a On the? Yes. 

Q ~~ given a U.N. timetable -- Soviet/Kabul 
timetable for the withdrawal of Soviet troops, do you have any 
comment on that timetable? 

is No, I don't have anything cn that. 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 1:07.) 
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Monday, April 7, 1986 


DOBRYNIN MEETING WITH THE SECRETARY 





Was there contact between the Secretary and Ambassador 
Dobrynin last Saturday? 


— NO. 


Will there be a second meeting today? 


— NO. 


Is Wednesday's meeting which was announced last Friday 
still scheduled for 11:00? 


oo YES. THE APRIL 9TH MEETING WILL BE FOLLOWED BY A 
PRIVATE LUNCHEON HOSTED BY THE SECRETARY IN AMBASSADOR 


DOBRYNIN'S HONOR. 














Posted: 
TAKEN QUESTION 
QUESTION TAKEN AT APRIL 7, 1986 DAILY PRESS BRIEFING 


AMBASSADOR DAVID MILLER TO RESIGN 





Q: Do you have anything on the story that the US Ambassador to 
Zimbabwe is retiring early due to a rift in US-Zimbabwean 
relations? 

A: -- AMBASSADOR DAVID C. MILLER IS LEAVING ZIMBABWE IN 
MID-APRIL AFTER COMPLETING ALMOST FIVE YEARS OF DISTINGUISHED 
DIPLOMATIC SERVICE. (HE SERVED PREVIOUSLY AS OUR AMBASSADOR :[N 
TANZANIA.) AMBASSADOR MILLER DECIDED SEVERAL MONTHS AGO TO 
LEAVE GOVERNMENT SERVICE AT THIS TIME BECAUSE HE WISHES TO . 


PURSUE NEW OPPORTUNITIES IN THE PRIVATE SECTOR. 


-- US-ZIMBABWEAN RELATIONS HAVE BEEN SOMEWHAT STRAINED 
RECENTLY BECAUSE OF GROUNDLESS ATTACKS ON THE US BY TWO 
ZIMBABWEAN CABINET OFFICIALS, AND BY A GENERAL PAUCITY OF 
BILATERAL CONSULATIONS ON REGIONAL AND INTERNATIONAL POLITICA. 
ISSUES. I WOULD NOT SAY, HOWEVER, THAT THERE IS A RIFT IN 


US-ZIMBABWEAN RELATIONS, WHICH CONTINUE AT MANY LEVELS AND A¥> 


WIDE RANGING. 

















Posted: 4/7/86 
TAKEN QUESTION 
Question Taken at Noon Press Briefing of April 7, 1986 
LIBYA: BRITISH TECHNICIANS 





Q: The Sunday Times of London reported yesterday an interview 

with a number of British technicians in Libya who said they 

worked on the guidance system of the SA-5 missiles. Do you 

have anything on the presence of these technicians, and whether 

we have made any kind of request to the British government? 

A: --AS THE SPOKESMAN SAID, WE HAVE NO INFORMATION TO 
SUBSTANTIATE THE STORY AND FRANKLY ARE SKEPTICAL OF IT. WE 
HAVE, HOWEVER, ASKED HER MAJESTY'S GOVERNMENT FOR ANY 


INFORMATION IT MAY HAVE. 


Posted: 4/7/86 
TAKEN QUESTION 
Question Taken at Noon Press Briefing of April 7, 1986 


LIBYAN STUDENT BUREAU 


Q: The Libyan office of student affairs in northern Virginia: 
Does that fall outside the context of what you were talking 
about in calling on host countries to expel Libyans involved in 
actual or potential terrorist activities? 

A: --THE UNITED STATES IN MAY 1981 CLOSED THE LIBYAN PEOPLE'S 
BUREAU (EMBASSY) IN WASHINGTON AND EXPELLED ALL LIBYAN 
DIPLOMATS ASSIGNED TO IT. THERE ARE NO LIBYANS WITH 
DIPLOMATIC STATUS ASSIGNED TO THE PBOPLE'S COMMITTEE FOR 


STUDENTS OF THE LIBYAN ARAB JAMAHIRIYA IN McLEAN. 


~-HOWEVER, ANY LIBYAN IN THIS COUNTRY WHO MIGHT ENGAGE IN 
ANY ILLEGAL ACTIVITY WILL BE PROSECUTED TO THE PULLEST 


EXTENT OF THE LAW. 
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TUESDAY, APRIL 8, 1986, 12:28 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REDMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
One very brief announcement to start: In response to a number 
of reports which are circulating in the Philippines apparently, 
that there was a travel advisory of some sort concerning the 
Philippines, let me clarify that the Department of State has 
issued no recent travel advisory on the Philippines. There is 
no reason to avoid traveling to the Philippines, with the 
exception of the remote Sulu Archipelago for which there has 
been a travel advisory in effect since June of 1985. 


(Laughter) 
That's all I have. 


Q Has the State Department come any closer to 
finding any specific evidence linking Libya to the Berlin blast 
or to the TWA incident? 


A The short answer is no. I can repeat where we 
stood yesterday, if you want, but basically, it's the same 
language, that what happened in Berlin fits a pattern of 
increased Libyan activities which we've seen since the end of 
last year, that we have suspicions that this bombing is part of 
that pattern, that we're working closely with the West German 
and Berlin authorities in examining all of the available 
information in order to reach a definitive judgment, but that 
we're not prepared to draw any public conclusions at this point. 


Q When you say you're not prepared to draw public 
conclusions, does that mean that you have private conclusions 
that you are sharing with the Europeans, for example? 


A You can draw your conclusions. No, I don't have 
anything, Jim. 


Q Well, in other words, are you orchestrating this 
so that the information is made available to the Europeans 
privately first? 
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A Without responding to that specific question, let 
me just say that we are in touch with a number of other 
governments, as you might expect, to discuss the recent 
terrorist attacks. As always, we're not going to get into the 
details of the diplomatic exchanges. And beyond that, I really 
can't take the story much further than I think you have it at 
this point. 


Q What do you mean with other governments, meaning 
the Middle Eastern countries as well, or strictly Europeans? 


A No further specifics. 


Q The West German officials are saying that they 
have received communications from Washington detailing 
intelligence on the Libyan People's Bureau in East Berlin and 
pointing the finger at that as being responsible for the West 
Berlin discotheque blast? Are you saying that's not true? 


A Again, all I'm saying is that there is a very 
intensive, active investigation which is underway; that we're 
working closely with the German officials; that on the question 
of People's Bureaus, in a more generic sense, that's obviously 
a matter of concern. And again to repeat what was said 
yesterday, where there are indications or reasons to believe 
that the Libyan People's Bureaus are involved in actual or 
potential terrorist activities, it is certainly to the 
advantage of the host government, as well as others, to take 
appropriate action to deal with those who pose such terrorist 
threats. 


Q Charles, what about the reports -- I don't 
believe they're confirmed -- that some Libyans, perhaps 
Qadhafi, had sent congratulatory messages to the People's 
Bureau offices in East Berlin. Do you know anything about that? 


A No comment on those sorts of stories. 


Q The Secretary said earlier this morning that 
Libya was discussed with the Soviets. Can you say whether that 
discussion was part of this intensive investigation and contact 
with other governments that you just referred to? 


A No, I can't give you any more details on the 
discussions this morning than the Secretary has already done. 
I would only reiterate what was available yesterday, which was 
that this meeting this morning aside, that we had had contacts 
with the Soviet Union before the attack in Berlin concerning 
terrorism. 
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Q Right, concerning terrorism in general and tte 
Secretary said concerning Libya specifically at this morning's 
meeting, but my question was whether the contact on Libya dealt 
with this particular incident. 


A I can't shed any more light on that. 


Q To follow on that, there is a report on the wires 
quoting the Soviet Foreign Ministry spokesman as saying that 
while the Soviet Union condemns terrorism, it also condemns 
accusations against Libya whose authorities deny any 
involvement. Do you have any comment on that? 


A No specific comment. I think all of you are well 
aware of what Libyan denials are worth. We've stated that 
position before. 


Q There was a bomb blast of some kind in Bangkok 
today. Does the Department believe that this also fits the 
pattern or not? 


A I don't have any information on that blast which 
would give me any reason at this point to speculate on whether 
or not it's in that particular pattern. 


Q What about the earlier, over the weekend 
evidently, in the Sudan there was some kind of a bomb attack on 
an office used by a private group guarding the American 
Embassy; and evidently, there was a rocket attack against the 
American Embassy, or near the American Embassy, in Beirut. Do 
those appear to fit the pattern? 


A I'm really not in a position to give you a 
blow-by-blow account of what this pattern consists of in terms 
of specifics. The kind of things you cite are clearly the kind 
of incidents about which we have been concerned and are 
concerned. I don't want to lead you to believe that the 
pattern is as scanty as those few incidents might lead you to 
believe. 


So I would simply say, to reiterate, that over a 
period of time we have seen this pattern of Libyan activities. 
It has included targetting Americans and U.S. facilities. And 
as a consequence, we've said that we take those threats 
seriously. 


Q Can we have a blow-by-blow account of that 
pattern? 
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a No. 


Q You are simply now asserting that there is a 
pattern without producing the evidence to back it up. Why 
should we believe you? 


a Don has given you a couple of examples. I think 
there are a lot more in the public record. 


Q You're not saying that they fit the pattern. 
Q You say they are scanty? 


A I say those are examples of the kind of incidents 
which would fit this pattern, but -- 


Q But you're not saying they do fit the pattern. 


A -- Because of sources and methods, because of 
intelligence considerations, I'm not in a position to give you 
any further details on the pattern. And I think those of you 
who are aware of those kinds of questions will understand that. 


Q Can you tell us -- 


Q Does the State Department realize that there has 
been an increase in these numbers of attacks since the Libyan 
incident in the Mediterranean? Does it at least recognize an 
increase in number? 


A I'm not prepared to address the question of 
increase or decrease. But the kind of activities that we're 
talking about pre-date significantly anything that happened in 
the Gulf of Sidra. The information has been there well before 
that. We've been talking about some of these things before 
that time. 


Q I'm not talking about information; I'm talking 
about the number of actual incidents like rocket attacks on 
embassy buildings or adjacent ones. 

A I can't help you on that. 


Q Chuck do you have specifics on the Khartoum _ 
situation? What is your understanding of what happened? 


A Don't have any specifics there. 
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Chuck, there is a list of terrorist-supporting 
states, an official list of the United States Government. 
Could you distinguish for us a Syrian pattern of terrorism from 
an Iranian pattern of terrorism or a Libyan pattern? 


A There is a yearly publication called “Patterns of 
Global Terrorism," which is for exactly that purpose, and I 
would refer you to the most recent copy of that. 


Q How many Americans are in Libya right now? 


a As I said before, I can't give you a firm fix on 
that. 


Q Can you take the question? 


A I've taken it before, and the answer is, as I've 
just given it to you. We have no way of giving you a firm fix 
on how many Americans are in Libya. 


Q The Reagan Administration called on Western 
European countries to oust Libyans. Is that not U.S. pressure 
on the Europeans? And if they don't do it, what are you 
prepared to do? 


A First of all, I would refer you to what I said 
about Libyan People's Bureaus and what should be done about 
them. I did not use the kind of words you used in describing 
what we were seeking, or what might be appropriate action. 


In any case, this is a cooperative effort in 
conjunction with our friends and allies. We've said before 
that this problem of terrorism is one which confronts us all; 
it's one which confronts Europeans, for example, even more 
dramatically than it confronts us. Not only does it cost 
lives, it costs millions of dollars in lost revenue for 
tourism, and as a consequence there are many reasons which we 
all share in common in order to address this problem more 
effectively and with greater cooperation, and we hope that's 
what will happen. 


Q Chuck, on the Libyan pattern, would it be fair to 
say, then, that the -- are you saying the Libyan pattern is 
limited only to Europe? 


Aa No. 
Q Chuck, you are giving the impression that you are 


not going to take any action unless you are sure that you have 
the evidence against the Libyans. 
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Does this mean you are steering away from what 
Secretary Shultz said a few months ago, that the U.S. does not 
need to wait for the exact evidence, or the sure evidence, in 
order to retaliate? 


A I haven't addressed the question of reaction in 
any way. I've simply addressed the question of what we know 
about the bombing, and I've tried to bring you up to date on 
that factor alone, but without linking it to any further 
question. 


Q Wait a minute. You haven't really addressed the 
question of what the United States knows about the bombing. 
What you've said about it is that you won't say what the U.S. 
knows about it. 


a So I've addressed the question of what we know. 


Q There are pretty good reports from Bonn now 
saying that the West German Government having weighed the 
American evidence, has decided not to take any retaliatory 
steps against Libya. Is there any way you can address 
governments that don't do anything? 


a I think all of those kind of commentaries are 
still premature at this point. 


-- MORE -- 
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Q Just to clear up a sidebar. Was the Ambassador 
to Germany, Mr. Burt, rebuked for getting out ahead of the 
Administration? 


Q It's an echo. 


A That was addressed at the White House this 
morning by Larry Speakes, and I can't give you any further 
details than what he gave you. 


Q Chuck, is Murphy now on a tour in the Middle East 
after Egypt? And what's the new initiative which Vice 
President Bush talked about in his press conference? 


A Let me tell you what I have. That in reference 
to the Vice President's comments, we thought it would be useful 
to take advantage of Mr. Murphy's presence in the area by 
having him go to several countries the Vice President was not 
scheduled to visit. 


He's now in Israel, having transited Cairo -- 
transited -- enroute from Saudi Arabia. As always, we're not 
going to disclose his onward schedule in advance. 


The Vice President said that Mr. Murphy would be 
exploring the prospects for peace. He specifically said that 
Mr. Murphy did not have a new peace plan or initiative. 


We obviously have other interests in the area, some of 
which are related to the peace process. For example, there 
have been recent proposals for regional economic development 
and ways to advance Egyptian-Israeli relations. 


Q Is there any connection between these new 
contacts with the Middle East and the Peres "Marshall plan?" 


i) I believe I just made reference in my last 
comment to the fact that some of the other related issues in 
the area, which Mr. Murphy will be addressing, include such 
things as recent proposals for regional economic development. 


Q Is there any particular significance in the fact 
that Mr. Bush talked about these contacts while in Bahrain? 


A No, I know of no special significance. 


Q Is the decision to send Murphy to other Middle 
Eastern countries made in the area or here? I mean, when did 
they make this decision? On the spot they took it? 
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a In fact, Mr. Murphy left before the Vice 
President left. He had already been in the region visiting a 
few other countries such as the United Arab Emirates, Qatar, 
and Kuwait. So I think that leads you to believe that some of 
these decisions, at least, were taken before they left, before 
they got to the area. But I'm not, at this point, privy to 
everything that happened out there so I don't know what may 
have happened. 


I'm not clear on this. Is there a new peace 
initiative or not, as Bush said? 


A I've told you what the Vice President said, which 
was specifically that there was no new peace plan or initiative. 


Q Chuck, could you clear up, if you have not done 
so, or yesterday, the report that King Hussein declined to see 
Mr. Murphy at an earlier stage. Apparently, Bush said so ina 
press conference out there over the weekend. What was that all 
about’? 


és I don't have anything on that. We'll take a look 
at that. 


Q Chuck, can you say whether Murphy is setting up 
or contributing to the decision-making process that the State 
Department says is underway on a possible trip by the Secretary 
to the Middle East? 

6 I can't help you on Murphy's travels other than 
what I've just given you, nor can I help you on the prospects 
for a trip beyond what was said yesterday. 

Q Is there a meeting, apart from the lunch with 
Shultz and Dobrynin tomorrow? Is there a separate -- another 
thirc meeting between Shultz and Dobrynin? 

) There is a meeting before the lunch. 

Q Before the lunch? 

A Yes. 

What time is that scheduled? 


About 11:00 o'clock. 


oD P?> 


That's tomorrow? 
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- Tomorrow. 
Q New subject. 


Q To go back to your statement on the peace 
process, when you said something about -- you singled out the 
relations between Egypt and Israel. Are you concerned that the 
relations at the present time are not as you were expecting it, 
especially after the collapse of the Taba talks between Egypt 
and Israel? 


q I have no way here to characterize the state of 
that relationship for you. I can't help you. 


Q Chuck, another subject? Do you have -- 


Q Only one clarification. When you said Murphy was 
in transit in Cairo, that means he did not meet any officials 
there? 


a I believe that's what I'm trying to say. 
Q He did not meet any officials? 


a I'll verify that if you want, but he transited 
Cairo enroute to Israel. 


Q Is terrorism on his agenda during these new 
contacts or not? 


A Beyond the couple of points I've identified for 
you, I can't help you on any further detail other than to say 
questions such as terrorism, I think, would be hard to avoid in 
any kind of discussion between policy-level officials these 
days. 


Q Would he be visiting (inaudible)? 

A I can't help you on his advance schedule for the 
same reasons, as always, but we'll keep you informed as he 
moves from place to place. 


Q Is there some reaction from the Administration to 
the collapse of Contadora? 


A Let me begin by saying that we continue to 
support the Contadora process and a regional accord that 
comprehensively implements the agreed 21l-point Contadora 
Document of Objectives. 
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The results of the meeting in Panama City prove that 
Nicaragua is the obstacle to achieving a comprehensive regional 
accord. The Sandinistas say they insist on an end to support 
for the democratic resistence. 


However, they reject resuming negotiation of the 
agreement that would achieve a comprehensive and verifiable 
solution to the problems facing the peoples of Central America, 
including a verifiable end to support for insurgent forces in 
the region and internal reconciliation based on democratic 
principles. 


In adopting this position, the Sandinistas are the 
only Central American country not willing to proceed with a 
comprehensive regional accord. 


Despite the lack of substantive results, we will 
continue to support the spirit of Contadora and its 21-point 
program, Document of Objectives. Obviously, a change in the 
policies of the Nicaraguan Government will be necessary to this 
end. 


Q Can we have a copy? 
i) It'll have to be reworked somewhat, but yes. 


Q Chuck, do you have comments on the alleged 
presence of Cuban advisors during the Contadora process -- the 
Contadora meeting? 


7 No, I have nothing on that. 


Q Chuck, you say that you still support the 
spirit. Do you agree with the phrasing of the question, wich 
is that this is the end of Contadora? 


a I'm not willing, at least at this point, to bury 
it. fs I said in several ways, we believe that the Contadora 
process is the appropriate form for Central American 
negotiations. It does offer the best hope for a regional 
settlement. 


Unfortunately, this meeting showed that Nicaragua was 
the obstacle to that accord, and that's going to have to be 
overcome. 


Q Chuck, was there a nuclear test explosion today? 
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o I'd have to address -- send you to DOE for the 
answer to that question. I've seen wire reports from DOE 
saying that they had -- saying that there was no test today, I 
believe, but I've seen nothing other than wire reports. 


Q You wouldn't be able to comment on whether or not 
the test was postponed in light of the White House meetings 
this morning with the Soviet Ambassador? 


A That question I can answer, regardless of whether 
or not the test occurred, was postponed or otherwise. 


Q Sorry, I took the circuitous route. 


“ The answer to your specific question: Was it 
delayed because of that visit? No. Our testing program is 
established and conducted according to technical 
consideration. A test may be delayed due to weather conditions 
or a variety of technical problems. 


Q Just to touch all the bases, was it postponed 
because of the arrest of the Greenpeace people on the property? 


a I have nothing beyond the answer I've given you. 


Q Can I just follow -- one more stab on the meeting 
at the White House this morning? The Secretary said the 
meeting would take place in mid-May. Are you able to offer a 
specific date on which the Shevardnadze meeting will take place? 


a No, I can't do better than he did. 


Q The Warsaw Pact has made a new proposal -- I 
guess it's new -- regarding nuclear-free zones in Europe. Do 
you have any comment on it? 


i) I haven't seen that proposal, Don, and I -- 

Q It's on the wires. 

a I think when you say “new,” we have to look at 
that closely because there have been a number of nuclezr-free 
zone proposals over the years, all of which have had sericus 
shortcomings which we've pointed out on a number of times. 

Q Will we -- 


a Until we've seen this particular one, I don't 
have a specific reaction. 
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Q When you've seen it, will the Department make 
some comment? 


i We'll certainly take a look at it. 


Q Are you notifying Congress today on the sale of 
the avionics to the Chinese Air Force? 


a My information is that that notification will be 
going forward from the Department of Defense in the next 
several days. I don't have any more specifics than that. 


Q Are you confirming in a back-handed way just now 
that the nuclear test was postponed? 


‘ As I say, DoE is the one to speak to that 
question. And beyond what I saw in some wires, I don't have 
anything on that. I was addressing the hypothetical question 
-- if there had been a test and if it had been postponed, did 
it have any relationship. 


Q I have one more on the White House meeting 
again. The Secretary said he didn't know whether there had 
been an -- he knew that there had been exchange of gifts but 
didn't know the details of it. Are you able to offer that? 

6 No, I wasn't there either. I can't tell you. I 
don't have any details. The White House will have to answer 
that question. 

Q Has Shultz exchanged -- 

You had a question? 
Has Shultz exchanged any gifts with Dobrynin? 
I don't know. 


Would you take that question, please? 


> 5 > © °? 


All right, as a special favor, Ralph, I'll take a 
look at it. Wormally, I do this only at Christmas time. 


Q Chuck, going back to Central America, do you have 
any comment about the reports that the leadership of UNO has 
been reorganized, and that the Secretary General has been named 
to head the organization? 


a No. 
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Q Chuck, back on the peace process again. Does the 
U.S. have anything in mind to move the process forward in the 
Middle East, aside from what Mr. Bush said? 


a No, I can't help you any further on that. 


Q Chuck, do you have any comment or report that the 
State of Texas is going to forge economic and technical ties 
with Israel, and three commissioners were here yesterday -- the 
first thing. 


The second thing, such -- 
a The State of Texas? 


Q Yes. The second thing is about if such -- if a 
state, a separate state, or a state in the United States can 
forge such alliance without having to go through the Federal 
government or some of the organizations -- this is what was in 
the APAIC Conference yesterday. 


I) This isn't a collective security agreement? 


Q No, no, no. I said technical and agreed business 
-— I want to talk to this, please; I want to talk on this 
story. I want you to look at this story. Can you please? 
(Laughter) Can you look at this story? 


) I don't think I can really help you on that. 


Q You have three commissioners from the State of 
Texas who came -- 


a I think the State of -- 


Q -- yesterday and attended a conference, and they 
want to make some special alliance or some special economic and 
agreed business and other ventures between the State of Texas 
and Israel, and they call it T-I-E, TIE, or whatever. 


a No. 
Q I would like for you to comment on certain things. 
a I think there are such contacts between any 


number of states and all kinds of foreign countries abroad. 
There are trade offices opened by many state of the United 
States for the purpose of promoting business and commerce, and 
I think that falls in that category. : 
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Q Well, that's what I want to hear. Okay. 
A Anything else? 


Q Okay, thank you. 


(Press briefing concluded at 12:50 p.m.) 














Posted: April 10, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the April 8, 1986 noon press briefing: 


SHULTZ/DOBRYNIN GIFT EXCHANGE 





Q: Did Secretary Shultz and Ambassador Dobrynin exchange gifts 
during Ambassador Dobrynin's farewell? 


: ~~ AS PART OF THE FAREWELL CEREMONY TO AMBASSADOR DOBRYNIN, 
SECRETARY SHULTZ PRESENTED THE AMBASSADOR WITH A CARTIER 
COIN PAPERWEIGHT AND PRESENTED TO MRS. DOBRYNIN A STERLING 


SILVER BOOK MARK ENGRAVED WITH THE STATE DEPARTMENT SEAL. 


-~- AMBASSADOR DOBRYNIN HAD EARLIER SENT SECRETARY SHULTZ A 


CLOCK AND A CERAMIC CARAFE WITH MATCHING CUPS. 




















Posted: April 8, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION -" 
Question Taken at Noon Press Briefing of April 8, 1986 
MURPHY: CAIRO STOP 


Q: When Murphy transitted Cairo, did he meet with any Egyptian 
officials? 


A: NO. 
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WEDNESDAY, APRIL 9, 1986, 12:47 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. KALB: Good afternoon. A couple of testimonies 
that are available in the Press Office: 


Chet Crocker appearing before a Congressional group 
dealing with economic policy, trade. The subject of his 
testimony -- prepared testimony, I should say -- is U.S. Policy 
toward Africa. 


And a second testimony available by Allan Keyes, 
Assistant Secretary for International Organizations, before a 
House Appropriations Subcommittee. His remarks are directed 
under the heading of “International Organizations and Programs." 


That's all I have, and here we go. 


Q Bernie, the German Government expelled a couple 
of Libyan diplomats today. Was the United States able to 
supply the West German Government with any evidence linking 
these diplomats with the blast in Berlin? 


A Let me reply this way, if I may, Jim. To begin 
with, the United States welcomes the move by the West German 
Government as an important initial step in countering the 
threat of Libyan-supported terrorism. 


The West German action, following that by the French 
Government last week in also expelling two Libyan diplomats, is 
another indication that other governments are increasingly 
recognizing the threat we have cited from the activities of the 
Libyan People's Bureau. 


Now, more directly perhaps to the question as you 
posed it, Jim, let me say that there is a close working 
relationship, including exchanges of information, between the 
United States and West German authorities. The Germans also 
have their own sources and evidently drew the same conclusions 
we have drawn about the role of employees of the Libyan 
People's Bureaus, and that's where I stand. 
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Q Can we have a copy, Bernie, of the previous one? 


No, I'm sorry, you can't. I have it all marked 
up. 


Q Can you repeat it again at slower speed? 
Q No. Come on. 


The reasons, then, for the German expulsions, 
since there is this exchange of information -- do you believe 
that the reasons were this general aura of suspicion or 
specific evidence? 


A On the German action? 
Q Yes. 


Aq Well, you'll have to ask the Germans about that. 
I'm not going to make a call on behalf of the Germans, 
obviously. 


Q Well, let me repeat the original question. Did 
the United States supply the German Government with any 
specific bits of evidence? 


a I'll have to stay the way I have put it, that 
there is a close working relationship, including exchanges of 
information, between the U.S. and West German authorities. I 
had noted that right at the outset, and I just went back to 
re-check and there it is, Jim. 


Q I noted you call this an important initial step. 
Last night, in New York, Ambassador Burt, while speaking 
favorably of developments in U.S.-German relations, did say 
that the Germans and other European Allies take too parochial a 
view of the security issue. In other words, cooperation isn't 
as good as it should be. 


Would you take this as evidence that the Germans look 
at the terrorism issue pretty much the way the U.S. does, or 
are there still differences in approach? 


a I don't want to make a categorization or itemize 
a list of similarities and differences. I would prefer 
stopping, as I did at the very outset, in making the 
observation that the United States welcomes the German 
Government's action. 


Q You want them to do more? 
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A I will have to let it stand at this particular 
point. It is for the West Germans to decide on their own 
course of action. 


Q I'm sorry, I wanted to clarify my question. You 
called it an initial step. When I say “more," do you want them 
to do more regarding the Libyan presence in Germany or do you 
want them to do more regarding the terrorism issue generally? 


a I am not in a position to sketch out some sort of 
blueprint of expected West German behavior. It is for the West 
Germans themselves to make their call. 


I think Bernie had a question here, unless you want to 
go to Ralph. 


Q Bernie, you also said that the Germans evidently 
drew their own conclusion but drew the same conclusion on their 
own. Do you quarrel with the reports that the West German 
Government this morning says the expulsions were not directly 
related to the bombing and that there was no solid proof in 
connection with that? 


A I'm going to stand on what I have said and not 
make any comment on what you just asked. 


Bern? 


Q Do you have a comment on the East German 
statement today which, as I recall, was very critical of the 
terrorist attack but said they had no involvement in the thing 
at all? 


a Well, insofar as East Germany, we have been 
discussing our concerns of terrorism with the GOR officials, 
both in Washington and in Berlin, and we remain in touch with 
them on this issue. But beyond that, I really have nothing to 
add. 


Q Could you get a reaction to the statement that 
they made? The Foreign Ministry apparently put out within 
recent hours a statement of their position. 


rs) I think I'm going to stay with this for the 
moment, that there has been a discussion of our concerns on 
terrorism with the East Germans both here and in Berlin -- 
discussion of our concerns, and I'm going to have t. let it 
stand at that particular point. 
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Q Well, if you find out somebody has read the East . 
German statement, maybe you could tell us what you think of it. 


A I got a glance at it on the wires, and let me 
stand with this at this time. 


Q What about the Qadhafi statement today? 
A Qadhafi's statement today? 


Q About how he and his commanders are now ready for 
action? 


a Well, let me just reiterate what has been 
reiterated many, many times, that the United States will hold 
those responsible for terrorism fully accountable. 


Dick? I'm sorry -- no, Dick had a question. 

Q Previously, you called on or urged -- 

A Previously -- 

-- countries -- you urged countries around the 
world to expel Libyans I think you said were suspected of 
terrorist activities. Have you broadened that at all? Would 
you like them to throw all the Libyans out that are in -- 

A No. I think, on Monday, when we dealt with that 
question, we dealt with taking appropriate action, which I 
defined under some questioning, as including expulsion. But I 
think it was in the context of those who are somehow found to 
be implicated, etc. There was a very careful line drawn about 
that. 

Q You haven't broadened that? 

A I know of nothing that broadens it. 


Q Is there now a consensus among the leadership of 
the U.S. Government that retaliation is necessary? 


rs) Don't have anything for you on that. 


Ralph? 


Q Are you able to say anything further today on the 
Soviet-American conversation on Libya that took place yesterday 
at the White House? 
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2) No. All I have -- all I know about that is the 
reference that the Secretary made in the news conference over 
at the White House, and I have nothing by way of amplification. 


Q Bernie, could I follow that up? In his news 
conference in Tripoli today, Qadhafi said the Soviet Union 
“would not stand with its hands ties if Libya and the United 
States became involved in conflicts." Do you have any idea 
what he was talking about? 


A No, I don't. 


Q Is there a formal agreement that the United 
States knows about? 


A No, I know nothing about what you're talking 
about. 


Deb? 
Q Can you respond to rumors that apparently are 


sweeping the markets and driving prices crazy that the U.S. has 
taken some military action against Libya? 


Don't have anything. 

Q You just want to leave it there? 
a I don't have anything on that. 

Q On the subject of terrorism -- 


a There's no point in me standing here and creating 
on-the-spot fiction. I have nothing for you on that. 


Q You could say there isn't any action happening. 


A I know of nothing at this point. I have no 
comment to your direct question, and I have nothing on your 
question. 


Q Bernie, on the subject of terrorism, Attorney 
General Edwin Meese last night, in his speech to the APAIC 
Conference, he accused PLO Arafat that he is responsible to all 
terrorism in the world, and he also said that the campaign to 
indict or bring him to court, whatever, as responsible for the 
assassination of the U.S. Ambassador in Sudan is brewing or 
just about to be done. Do you have any comments on these two 
statements? 
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A Well, on the first I have nothing at all to what . 
the Attorney General said. 


Insofar as the second, simply to call attention to, in 
effect, the obvious -- that the ultimate call on that second 
part of your question will have to be made by the Department of 


Justice. 


iit. 
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Q Bernie, do you have anything on the bomb in 
Stockholm outside an American airline office this morning? 


a No, I do not, Ralph. 


Q Bernie, do you have anything on the 
Shultz—Dobrynin meeting, such as a date for the Shevardnadze 
visit? 


a No. I think the Secretary, in addressing that 
question at the White House, pointed to mid-May as a 
possibility. I have nothing by way of a hard date. You know 
that he will be coming back from a trip to Asia -- I think it 
is May ll or 12. There is, to the best of my quick recall, a 
visit to Canada for the NATO meeting at the end of May, so you 
have that period somewhere in there, one would presume. But 
insofar as a specific date, I don't have that. 


Barry? 


Q Can you say why it is necessary for the United 
States to talk to the Soviet Union about acts of alleged Libyan 
terrorism? 


A Because of U.S. concern with the entire subject 
of terrorism. And the other day, I noted here that General 
Secretary Gorbachev in one of his recent speeches had talked 
about terrorism, and we welcome any action that would be taken 
along those lines to combat it. 


Q I'm saying, you're a U.S. official, and I would 
like you -- I invite you -- to draw whatever links you want 
between Libya and the Soviet Union. Or do you talk to the 


Soviet Union because it is a superpower, and superpowers should 
talk about world problems’ 


a I have said what I'm going to say on that, Barry. 


Q Could we request a readout on the meetings today 
between Secretary Shultz and Ambassador Dobrynin? 


a Yes, you can request it. 


(Laughter) 


Q Can you offer us any prospect of hope of having a 
positive response to such a request? 
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a I can't really. I would have to ask, and I'm not 
sure that there will be any kind of readout. 


Just let me go over here, please? 


Q Do you have anything on a new series or a new 
attention to regional issues, a new round of U.S./Soviet expert 
talks? 


A I don't have anything by way of dates on a 
calendar. There was one set of get-together in Geneva, I think 
it was, last month on Africa; but I don't have anything at this 
particular point to share as to when the next round would be 
and as to the next piece of geography, that would tend to 
(inaudible). 


Q Do they intend to cover each area between now and 
the summit? 

a There is an intent to continue these discussions 
on the bilaterals -- on the expert level on different areas 


throughout the world. 6ut as I say, I don't have calendars 
that I could share. 


Q Bernie, does the U.S. Government have any 
evidence to back up the claim by the Airline Pilots Association 
that the Mexican plane crash was, in fact, caused by a bomb? 

a I don't have anything on that. 

I'm sorry. Semaan. 

Q On the strategic cooperation between the U.S. and 
Israel, it's been reported that Secretary of State Shultz told 
a local political group -- 


A A local -- ? 


Q -- political group -- 

a Yes. 

Q -— that the point of strategic cooperation 
between the U.S. and Israel is to build an institutional 
arrangement for the next eight years, so a Secretary of State 
who is not positive about or toward Israel would not be able to 
overcome the bureaucratic relations between the two countries 
that had been established. 
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“ What's the question? 

Q Do you have anything on it? 

A No. 

Q President Reagan said that they thwarted 126 
terrorist attacks last year. Can you break down how many are 
attributed to Qadhafi? 

a I think that the number or thereabout has been 
used recently; I think even prior to the President's reference 
to it today. I don't know if at any time there has been a 
specific breakdown, nor am I sure that the State Department 
would want to offer that. However, let me take a look and see 
what is possible. 

Ralph? 


Q Has such a thing taken place, institutional 
arrangements? 


“ I said I had nothing for you on that. 

Q Can you look into it? 

a Nope. I don't have anything for you on that. 

Q Where is Murphy? 

a Murphy today? Last time I put a finger on the 
Globe, Murphy was in Israel. He had arrived there from Cairo 
and -- period. 

Q Do you still stand by your statement of yesterday 

a Let me -- 

Q He's still in Israel? 

a 


I beg your pardon. 


Q He is reported to be in Egypt today, having 
arrived in Cairo. 


a I'm sorry. |, got it backwards. You're right. 


Q He is whe ° 


a Cairo. 
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Q He's in Cairo. 


i) Cairo -- not far from Israel. 
(Laughter) 
Q Okay. 


Q Do you still stand by your statement -- 

A -- statement that he's in Cairo or Israel? 

Q Do you still stand by the spokesman's statement 
yesterday, that there is no new peace initiative carried in the 
briefcase of Mr. Murphy in the Middle East now? 

A I stand by precisely what Chuck said yesterday. 

Q O.K. I want to follow on this. There are 
reports that King Hussein refused to welcome or accept Mr. 
Murphy. And what is the reason that Mr. Bush made that 
unexpected visit to Jordan? 

a Would you start again on this, please? 

(Laughter) 

Q There were reports that King Hussein is so mad 


and upset with the United States that he even refused to 
accept or welcome Mr. Murphy -- 


a Let's take this one at a time. 
Q Yes, one at a time. 


a I don't have anything for you on that -- that's 
the first thing. 


q O.K. 


a But I remind you about the close ties that, in 
fact, do exist between the United States and Jordan. 


Q Well, this is my next question -- it's going to 
be, how do you describe the relations between the United States 
and Jordan at the present time? 


A Close. 
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The last question -- 


> 


Wait a minute. You asked for two. 
Q Yeh-yeh. 
A 


Now, wait a minute. You're going to get a lot of 
chances. I have nothing to do till three. 


Q Is the United States asking the United Nations 
today for information on Waldheim? 


aA I don't have anything on that. 
Q You don't have it? 
A No. I don't. 


Q Did Bush make a gaffe yesterday by using the word 
"initiative" when -- 


a The Vice President spoke; I have nothing to add 
to that. 


Q Yeah, but hang on a minute. There's a small 
problem here in that the Vice President used the word 
"initiative" three times in the context of Murphy's trip to the 
Middle East. 


A If you didn't hear me in my reply the first time, 
I'll repeat it: the Vice President spoke, and I have nothing 
on it. 


Q But the spokesman yesterday from that podium 
denied that Bush had used the word “initiative," when in fact 
he had used it three times. 


a I think that the spokesman, my friend and yours, 
having checked what was offered to us at that particular point 
by way of direct quotation, responded to that question, and 
that reply stands. 


Q Would you take issue with Mr. Bush's description 
today of Qadhafi as a "mad dog"? 


a The Vice President has spoken. 


Q Can you say whether the U. 3. is involved 
indirectly in a dialogue with Libya through Saudi Arabia to 
resolve their differences? 
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A You may have that exclusive. 

Q I'm not asking for that or humor. I'm asking 
about something important. 

A No, I know nothing about that, to answer your 
question. 

Q Thanks. 

A West German television station says that -- 
a What? 


A West German television station says that 
Sakharov will be exchanged next month for an East Bloc spy, in 
Berlin. They name the spy and they say the U.S. is willing to 
free several prisoners as part of that exchange. Anything? 


A Don't have anything on that. 


Q Bernie, would you characterize any of the 
correspondence between the United States and the Soviet Union 
on Libya as warnings? 


A I'm not going to characterize it. 


Q Do you have anything on Morocco and the Polisario 
having indirect meetings in New York? 


a Sponsored by the United Nations? 
Q Yes. 


a The United States is pleased by any action that 
might contribute to a political solution of the Western Sahara 
problem. It has long been U.S. policy to encourage the parties 
concerned to negotiate such a settlement, which ultimately must 
reflect the preferences of the people in the area. Other than 
that, I have nothing. Period. 


Q Are they attending it or -- 


A I don't have anything in addition to what I've 
just said. 


Q Are there plans for King Hassan II of Morocco to 
come to the United States in the near future? 











a What? 


Q Are there plans for King Hassan II of Morocco to 
come to the United States in the near future? 


A Don't have anything on it, as well. 

Q Where is Armacost? 

A Armacost? Let me get that for you later today. 

STAFF: Tel Aviv. 

A Tel Aviv. 

Q What is he doing there? 

Q Why? 

A He is making a tour of a couple of countries -- I 
don't have the exact itinerary -- to talk about matters of 


mutual interest. 


Q Well, could you enlighten us -- is this a tour of 
the Mid-East -- 


A I've just had a round of applause, and I thank 
you for that. 


Q Could you give us some further information as to 
what his trip is all about? 


A Let me take a look at that, Don. I thought that 
was handled here, but if it hasn't been, let me take a look at 
it. 

Q Was that a sudden decision to go from Dallas? 

A Let me take a look. 


Q Did he fly direct? Was that your question, did 
he fly directly from Dallas? 


A It's the shortest way. 


(Laughter) 

Q Is the Armacost mission related to the Murphy 
mission? 

A Well, we put Armacost in Tel Aviv. Is that where 


you said he is? 
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Q And Murphy is in Cairo, right. 
Q He's shaking his head no. 

A Armacost is where? 

STAFF: He's in Tel Aviv. 


A He's in Tel Aviv, and we finally decided, after a 
certain blur, that Murphy is in Cairo, so that's what I have. 


Q Any exchange of gifts between Ambassador Dobrynin 
and Secretary Shultz? 


A That came up yesterday. I notice what the 
Secretary said. I have not devoted much energy to following 
through on that. Let me take a look at that. 


Q That was Reagan and the gifts; we're talking 
about Shultz. 


a Let me take a look at the gift pattern. 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 1:05.) 
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MR. KALB: Good afternoon, everybody. Just a couple 
of brief -- the word here is “announcements,” but to inform you 
about some of the texts that are outside in connection with 
testimony upcoming or already given, for example, Allen Wallis' 
speech, Under Secretary for Economic affairs. He spoke in San 
Francisco this morning on “The Tokyo Economic Summit,” and you 
can have a copy of that speech outside. 


Also available: Testimony by Gaston Sigur, 
Assistant Secretary, Asia, etc., Armed Services Committee, 
10:30 this morning; subject “Philippine Bases." 


At 2:00 this afternoon, you will be able to pick up a 
statement by the Ambassador-at-Large, Richard Kennedy, on 
Nuclear Energy before the Senate Committee on Governmental 
affairs. The subject is “Nuclear Nonproliferation." 


And finally, available later today -- the time will 
be made available at the Press Office -- the testimony by Roz 
Ridgeway, Assistant Secretary for European and Canadian 
affairs, before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee this 
morning, “Foreign Assistance and the Irish Aid Package." 


That's all I have by way of that, and -- 

James? 

Q There is a report out of Germany this morning 
that the West German Government now feels it does have some 
evidence linking the Libyans to the Berlin explosion. Do you 
have such evidence? 


A No, I have nothing on that, Jim. 


Q You have nothing on it, or you have no evidence? 
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fi I have nothing to say about that. On that and 
other related questions, I'm simply going to have to refer you 
to what the President had said last night. I really have 
nothing else to add. 


Q So in other words, the situation that he 
described last night in which you don't yet have firm evidence 
linking Libya with the explosion is still the case? 


a I have nothing to add that goes beyond what the 
President said last night. 


Q You were looking for an excuse. Don't you want 
it any more? 


Q Bernie, on a related subject, is there any 
oheores evidence to indicate what happened with that Mexicana 
ght 


a I don't know whether it's "further;" I do know 
that the Mexican authorities working in cooperation with U.S. 
experts are presently seeking to determine the cause of the 
crash. They have not yet completed the investigation. 
Therefore, it is not appropriate to comment at this time on any 
possible cause. 


Q Is it safe to infer that we do not discount a 
bombing incident? 


i No, I'm not going to comment, as I say, at this 
time. 


Q Do you have anything on this cable from 
Ambassador Ortiz, in which he was rather critical of some 
Congressmen, including the Speaker? 


A What I have on that, Bern, is that we will not 
comment on the substance of classified communications between 
ambassadors in the field and the Department. We deplore such 
leaks and regret that a classified message from an ambassador 
has become the subject of press coverage and partisan political 
debate. 


Q Are you sure no senior official in this building 
gave it out? 


(3) Don't have anything for you on that. (Laughter) 


Q Suppose it was from some other building on 
Pennsylvania Avenue, would you still deplore it? 
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A Deplore. 


Q Then, could I ask a follow-up question? Did 
Secretary Shultz go up and see Mr. O'Neill about this matter 
today? 


a I have not yet had an opportunity to have 
anything by way of a readout, so I cannot really be in a 
position of including anything out or in by way of what they 
discussed. 


Q Can you find out whether they -- 
a Let me take a look at that. 


Q Will you find out whether they discussed the 
Ortiz charges? 


& Let me take a look and see what I might be able 
to get. 


Q Quite apart from the cable, does the Department 
feel that Members of Congress, including the Speaker, conducted 
themselves in some unbecoming or -- in a fashion that they 
should not have during their visit in Argentina? 


ts I'm not going to address that question with those 
specifics. Let me just say in the broadest terms, that 
ambassadors have a right and a duty to report candidly to the 
Department through appropriate, confidential channels on 
matters of significance between the United States and the 
country to which the ambassador is posted. 


Ambassadors routinely report on conversations between 
Members of Congress and officials of foreign governments. 
Ambassador Ortiz is an experienced career diplomat whose skill 
has been recognized by administrations of both parties and by 
Congressional leaders. He continues to enjoy the confidence of 
this Administration. Further, the Ambassador is on the record 
as fully and gladly supporting fact-finding missions from the 
U.S. legislative branch. 


-- MORE -- 
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Q How about my question of whether or not the 
Congressmen violated the way in which they ought to behave in 
argentina? 


a No, I'm not making any judgment about that. 
Q And what about the -- 
Q Is there an understanding -- 


What about the -- hold on -- what about the 
report that Ortiz chastised them at the airport as they were 
leaving? 


& Didn't I say something at the outset, that I'm 
not going to comment on the substance of classified 
communications. 


Q I'm not talking about communications; I'm talking 
about whether he did it or not? 


a Well, I will have to stand with what I've said on 
that, Don. 


Q Bernie, I'm not sure that this is going to get 
anywhere, but (Laughter) in the clearest possible way I would 
like to state that the question is no longer about any 
classified document or any cable or any communication from an 
ambassador to the State Department or Washington. The question 
is about the substance of the dispute between the chairman -- 
Speaker O'Neill and the U.S. Ambassador in Argentina, a dispute 
over conduct of fact-finding missions by Members of Congress. 


Do you have anything tc say about the substance of the 
dispute as opposed to the question of leaks -- alleged leaks 
and alleged communications, and all that? 


) All I can say is, refer you back to the preface 
of your own question. ° 


Q Bernie, what are your concerns that Qadhafi 
forcasted the Soviet Union will not stand idly by if this 
Libyan dispute becomes a wider conflict? 


a I don't have anything. I think the question came 
up yesterday, and I have nothing on that. 


Just a minute, Semaan. Let me go to Dick, please. 
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Q Are you satisfied now, or are you pleased now, 
with the degree of cooperation you're getting from our allies 
in response and support of actions we would like them to take 
against Libya? 


- I don't have anything to offer you on that, 
Dick. The President dealt with that in one way or another last 
night, and I think at the outset I had nothing that I would be 
adding to the President's news conference remarks of last night. 


Semaan? 


Q Are you aware of any other European countries 
that have expelled Libyans recently? Like today, for instance, 
by Spain? 


“ Well, I think the story about Spain that I read 
on the wires is a call by the Spanish Government, and I really 
have nothing to add to it. 


Q Anything on Murphy's side trips from the Bush 
visit in the Gulf? 


‘ Let me be a little more accurate perhaps than I 
was yesterday geographically the first time around. Murphy is 
in Jordan, having arrived from Cairo. And I think it comes as 
no surprise that that entire sentence stops there. 


Q Nothing about the substance -- who he is seeing, 
what was discussed? 


t No. I can say that in Cairo he saw President 
Mubarak, the Foreign Minister, other Egyptian Government 
officials, and I have nothing by way of substance on those 
conversations. 


Q It was reported from Cairo quoting an American 
official telling reporters that he had seen -- 


iJ Quoting an American of ficial? 
Q Yes. That he had with him proposals or 


suggestions on resolving the issue of Taba between Egypt and 
Israel. What can you tell us about that? 


a Only to tell you that Taba is one of the subjects 
that was discussed. But insofar as details, I don't have 
anything. 





-6- Thursday, 4/10/86 


Don? 
Q Bernie -- 
6 Excuse me, Don, let me go here. 


Q A U.S. general says that the French expelled two 
Libyan diplomats last weekend because -- in an attempt, in a 
successful attempt to foil an attack on the U.S. Ambassador to 
France. Can you give us anything on that? 


a No, I don't have anything on that. Let me go to 
Don now. 


Q Do you have any response to the Soviet Union's 
declarations following the U.S. nuclear explosion that the 
United has now -- the Government has defied the American people 
and the world community by setting off a nuclear blast? 


(7 No, I don't have anything specifically. I think 
thet you're familiar with the U.S. position on nuclear testing, 
and I have nothing to add to that. 


Let me go -- 

Q If I can get back to Murphy for just a second. 
You said that Taba was one of the subjects of conversation. 
Was another subject of conversation Libya? 


bs I don't know the range of the agenda, so I'd just 
as soon choose not to speculate about that, Ralph. 


Q How about Murphy? 

6 Murphy? 

Q Yes. There are reports that the U.S. is 
considering formation of a committee -- Jordanian/Israeli/ 
American committee -- to give momentum to the peace process. 
Is there anything like that? 

i I don't have anything on that. 

Q And will he meet King Hussein in Jordan or net? 


a I don't have the list of personalities he will 
meet. 


Q Bernie, another subject. Do you have any 
knowledge that Louis Farakhan is out of the country, where he 
might be, or is he trying -- is he on his way back? 








-7- Thursday, 4/10/86 


im I don't. 


Q Has the United States asked the U.N. for the 
Waldheim file? 


a I don't have anything on that. 


Do pe have any comment on Prime Minister Peres' 
reference to a Palestinian nation? 


No, I don't. 

Do you agree with him on it? 
I don't have anything on that. 
Can you look at it? 


Okay, thank you. 


> © © 7,» © ® 


Thank you. 


(Press briefing concluded at 12:35 p.m.) 
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MR. KALB: I'd like to call attention to Chuck 
Redman's bow tie. 


Good afternoon everybody -- 
(Clapping by Lester Kinsolvina. ) 


MR. KALB: Louder, please. One brief announcement in 
connection with the Secretary's travel plans, eomestically. I 
think most of you know that he will be participating in the 
Kansas State University's Landon Lecture Series, Manhattan, 
Kansas, Monday, April 14. He is scheduled to speak there at 
10:30, 11:30 our time here. Barring unforeseen difficulties, 
etc., the plan is to pipe the Secretary's speech live here into 
the Press Briefing Room. That goes at 11:30. There will be a 
question and answer session with the students. The address is 
entitled “Moral Principles and Strategic Interest." Anyone 
planning to cover the event, contact Tim Lindemuth at the 
University, (913) 532-6415. My understanding -- 


Q What? 
Q New way of reading numbers? 


A Let me repeat that: (913) 532-6415. Did [ botch 
the numbers? 


Q Thank you. 


a And my understanding, the program goes about 40 
minutes. 


Q Question? 


a Yes 
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Q Is he going if we're at war with Libya at the 


time? 

7 Okay. 

Q Is that what you meant when you said “barring 
unforeseen difficulties"? Were you talking about the 
transmission, or were you talking about -- when you said 


“barring unforeseen difficulties" -- 


A Well, if you -- that's exactly what I said, 
“barring unforeseen difficulties." [t's exactly what [ said. 
Now, what's your question? 


Q My question is, if there is what would be 
considered a crisis, would he be going in any event? 

A In this context, I'm talking about technical 
problems -- 

Q Technical? 

n -- having to do with telephone wires, perhaps, or 


faulty microphones or a breakdown in electrical current, etc. 


Q All right, let me ask then if there is some 
crisis involving Libya, would he be going? 


a I don't have anything for you on that, Dick. 


Q We can assume that the briefing will be held 
immediately after the Q and A? 


a Just about; just about. As usual, we go on 
sharply at noon. 


(Laughter) 


Hold it, Les. 


Q Hold what? 
A Doctor Anderson? 
Q Okay. Do you have any evidence, any links now 


between the Berlin blast and Libya? 


a I don't have anything that takes it essentially 
beyond what you have heard. Period, [ guess 
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Q Okay. This morning President Qadhafi has told 
the Libyan news agency that since the threats against Libya 
emanate from NATO that he is now broadening the targets of 
retaliation to all of southern Europe without discrimination. 
Do you have any comment? 


oa No, I don't. I think I have reiterated before 
that any such threats, or any such actions -- the United States 
will hold those who carry out any such actions as fully 
accountable. You've heard me say that before, and [I am 
reiterating it now. 


Q Bernie? 
A Sir? 
Q You said on Jim's answer -- question -- that you 


heard what he said. Are you referring to what General Rogers 
said on the evidence linking Libya? 


A No. I'm referring to what [I have been saying and 
what the President has been saying. 


Q Do you have anything on a Genscher visit? 


i) On a Genscher visit? Let me check that. Let me 
check the Genscher visit. 


Mike? 

Q Talking of the West Germans, Chancellor Kohl and 
several other European nations today have expressed concern, 
unease, at the possibility of a U.S. military strike against 
Libya. 


Does the State Department -- the United States 
Government -- take these mutterings into account in its policy? 


A These what? 


Q Mutterings. 


A I don't have anything for you. 

Dick? 

Q When you say, in response to Jim's question, in 
terms of “we have nothing bevond what we have heard," you said 
immediately after the bombing that the investigation - the 


United States was investigating and had not reached 
conclusions. Has the United States reached conclusions? 
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a I'm going to have to leave it stand as I said 
it: “Investigations,” as the President said Wednesday night, 
“are continuing.” I'm going to leave it stand just that way 
without |. - 


Q Later. Presumably -- 


os I'm going to have to leave it stand the way [ am 
leaving it stand. You can ask your question, but I don't have 
any additional information to share with you. 


Q Do you have anything on the talks in Berlin among 
the Allied powers on access into Berlin From certain quarters? 


a What I have is what the Kommandatura had issued 
-- when was that? -- on Wednesday. I[ think you may be familiar 
with it, that there were some talks and that as a result they 
issued a statement. Now, I[ can share the statement with you, 
but I think you've already read that. 


Q ['m talking about the disagreement. 
“ No, I don't have anything on that. 


Q Well, do you think there should be some -- should 
the Libyans be barred from West Berlin? 


is) The Kommandatura, in its statement, noted that 
they have reviewed the security arrangements for the Western 
sectors in depth and concluded that exceptional measures should 
be taken to reinforce them in coordination with the Berlin 
authorities. 


In reply to what you're asking me specifically, Bern, 
[ have nothing to address that question. 


Q Do you have anything to address the question of 
whether - 

A Excuse me, Ralph. I'm sorry. 

Q Do you have anything to address the question of 


whether the Berlin authorities includes the Soviet Union, which 
is technically a part of the Kommandatura? 


a I don't know that in the Kommandatura discussions 
that the Soviets were involved in that, so ['m not going to get 
involved into whatever sort of definition of jurisdiction there 
is. 
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Q Bernie, in your reportedly spirited defense of 
Ambassador Ortiz yesterday, you're quoted as saying -- 


os Can I hold you off on that, just in case -- 
Q Yeah, sure, sure. 


Q Bernie, can you confirm reports that the air 
carrier Enterprise has crossed the Suez Canal? 





a [I think you might want to check with the Pentagon. 


o 2) 


But you have nothing on it over here? 
i) No, [ don't. 


Bernie, did we know early -- 


> 


Just a second. 


Q Was there any information earlier, before the 
bombing in Berlin, that something like that might happen -- 


4 I don't -- 

Q -~ and was there any warnings issued at all? 

i) [ don't have anything on that for you. 

Q Bernie, at any time would you make public the 
results of the investigation that you are undertaking, and the 
German authorities, on the bombing? 


a [ can make no such assurances 


Q Okay. When will Mr. Bush, Mr. Armacost, Mr 
Murphy and Mr. Weinberger return to the United States? 


A We'll come back to itineraries later under that 
heading 

Q Bernie, do you have any comment on Defense 

i) We'll come back to times of arrival and times of 
departure. 

Q The [talian Defense Minister Spadolini has called 


for an emergency meeting of European Common Market ministers Lo 
discuss “diplomatic solutions” in advance of any possible 
military action by the United States. Do you have any comment 
on that? 
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a No, [I don't. I hadn't seen that story. 


Q It was on the FBIS this morning. 


“ It hadn't crossed me. 
Dick? 
Q What measures have you taken to inform our allies 


about the evidence that you have found? 


“ Don't have anything for you on that. 

Q You've not called in Ambassadors or informed them 
here? 

“ What -- my answer is that I don't have any 


information for you on that. 


Q The Soviet Union today reiterated its opposition 
to terrorism and warned the United States against any military 
action against Libya. Do you have any comment on that? 


i) What was the First part of your sentence? 
Q They reiterated their opposition to terrorism. 
i) [ think the other day there was an observation 


made that the United States welcomed Mr. Gorbachev's remarks in 
opposition to terrorism. 


Insofar as your second part of your statement, I have 
nothing on that. 


Q Bernie, Syria has threatened to take some action 
against the U.S. if the U.S. Government decides to take some 
action against Libya Do you have anything on that? 


A No, [ haven't. Not only do [ not, [ haven't seen 
that. 


Q Can I just try once again on Kohl? 
A On Kohl? Yes. 


Q If we don't call it “mutterings,” if we just talk 
about the fact thet he held a news conference in which he has 
said that he is letting the US. Government know about his 
reservations about military action against Libya, do you have 
any comment -- 
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“ I do not. 

Q -~ on the exchanges between the U.S. and West 
Germany? 

* I do not. 

Les? 


Q In your reportedly spirited defense of Ambassador 
Ortiz yesterday, Bernie, you're quoted as saying “Ambassadors 
have a right and a duty to report candidly on matters of 
significance between the United States and the country to which 
the Ambassador is posted "* 


And my question -- and I have a follow-up -- does the 
U.S. public deserve a similarly candid reporting from the State 
Department's Spokesmen, and will this herald a new era of 
candor in this room? So, for example, your assistant Mr. 
Redman can speak out rather than evading so much? 


a In the first place, [I reject the coda to your 
question. Let me start with that by -- 

Q You weren't spirited in the defense? 

i) The coda, that is to say, the last part of your 
statement -- your observations about my colleague. fhat's the 
first part. 


Secondly, I think, in reply to the question yesterday, 
[ made it very clear that what, in Fact, you are quoting is 
indeed an accurate quotation, but I prefaced my remarks by 
noting that [ would not be drawn into any revelations about 
diplomatic exchanges. Your invitation is to do precisely 
that. I[ cannot. 


Q No, no, no I just -- 
a So why don't we go -- 
Q - wondered if candor is going - the candor that 


you get from the field is going to come here, and [ have one 
follow up? 


a But I have answered that Now, for the 
follow-up; Page 2 


Q Last month, Speaker O'Neill took the floor of the 
House to speak very strongly against what he called “the dark 
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era of McCarthyism.“ And my question is, since the State 
Department was a main target of Senator McCarthy, do you or 
does anyone you know at the State Department remember Mr. 
O'Neill ever opening his mouth about McCarthyism in the 1950's 
when the Senator was alive? You don't recall? 


4 I have no way of knowing that. 


Q Do you have anything today on Murphy's trips and 
his travels and his conversations with Israeli officials? 


m4 Murphy? That takes us back to your question. 
Murphy, to be sure of my geography, returned last night to 
Israel from Jordan. That's Murphy. 


About Armacost: Armacost has wound up his meetings in 
Israel, and he is due to arrive today -- may have already; I'm 
not sure -- in Pakistan. 


You asked two others? 

Q Mr. Weinberger and Mr. Bush? 

4 Weinberger, you go to the DoD; and four? 
Q Bush; Mr. Bush? 

a Mr. Bush, you go to the White House. 


Q I'm interested in if you have anything, again, 
substantive on Murphy's discussions? 


a On Murphy's discussions? I think what we have 
said about the Murphy itinerary is that he has been discussing 
matters that obviously concern the United States and various 
countries in the area. He's taken advantage of his presence in 
the Middle East to visit a number of countries -- you've had 
the List already -- that were not included in the Vice 
President's itinerary to discuss issues of mutual concern. 


So far as the stopovers in Egypt and Israel are 
concerned, aside from strictly bilateral issues, Murphy has 
been discussing means of improving the relationship between 
those two states, that is to say, Egypt and Israel, something 
strongly desired by the leaders of both countries and of great 
importance to the United States 


Q Can [ follow on this? 
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a Sure. 
Q Does it mean if you want -- Mr. Murphy's -- 
a What? I'm sorry. 


Q Is Mr. Murphy working to improve the relations 
between Egypt and Israel? Does this mean that the United 
States is going to be active more than it was active before in 
the dispute, to resolve the dispute of Taba between [srael and 
Egypt? 


a Well, I think I noted the other day that Taba was 
one of the issues that Murphy had been involved in in the 
on-going negotiations between Israel and Egypt. 


And insofar as your invitation to characterize the 
degree of involvement of the United States in the Middle East, 
I'm going to skip that characterization other than to note 
that, in fact, the United States is actively involved, without 
getting definitions of the velocity of adverbs. 


Q I would like to follow up on this. I would like 
to invite you to give your opinion about a statement by Mr. 
Peres the day before yesterday, that he said at the Labor Party 
Conference that the Palestinians are a nation? The word 
“nation.” 

a I hear you but I don't have anything on that 


Q Can you look into this and issue a statement 
about his characterization of this issue? 


a It is Mr. Peres observation, and [ have no 
observation to make on that 


Q Bernie, what can you tell us about pending 
U.S.-South African talks? 


a Pending U S -South African talks? 


Q A spokesman for Botha said he expects a meeting 
within ten days, something like that? 


i) Let me take a look at that, if I[ may 


W Would you? 








second. 


area for 


> © ? 


Q 
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Sure. 


on. Just a minute, Les. Let me go -- just a 


Can we go to Armacost? 

Can we go -- I thought you had a hand up? 
Yes, a question on Australia. 

About -- 

Australia. 


Oh, let's hold off. We're back in a different 


moment. 


Yeah. Can you fill us in on who Armacost will be 


seeing in Pakistan? 


list. 


Q 
a 


Key leaders of Pakistan. I don't have the exact 


Why is he going there? 


Because he is taking a look at matters of 


interest to both countries. (Laughter) 





Q 
a 


Bulletin, flash, bells! 


Film at 11:00. 


~-MORE -- 
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Q Bernie, the Managing Editor of the Washington 
Times, who is a veteran foreign correspondent, wrote this 
morning that, “Congressmen usually are willing to make the 
sacrifice of roughing it without their wives, so great is their 
desire to serve their country, and usually accept with cheerful 
spirit --" 


o Les, as I asked you the other day, is it a 
question or 4 voice test? 


Q It is a question, yes. Let me state the 
question: “Congressmen are usually willing to make the 
sacrifice of roughing it without their wives, so great is their 
desire to serve their country, and usually accept with cheerful 
spirit whatever can be rustled up in the way of -~" 


Q "“-— native female companionship.” 


Now, this is a veteran foreign correspondent. Do we 
know anything about this? Certainly, the State Department - 
my question is -- never provides native female companionship to 
Congressmen, do they, Bernie? 


(Laughter) 

“ I was -- 

Q You can confirm that, for sure, can't you? 

i) [ was so carried away with the mellif luousness of 


your voice that I did not even understand the question. 


Q Bernie «- 
A - and I'm going to let my answer -- 
Q Well, he also said they invariably want to go and 


test out conditions in massage parlors Surely, the State 
Department doesn't have anything to do with this kind of 
activity, do they? You can affirm that, can't you? 


Q Can [| test my voice? (Laughter) 


a All right Voice test 
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Q All right. Testing: 
“ No comment. I barely heard you. 


Q Can you confirm a report that State Department 
officials met -- 


a That who? 


Q A State Department, or U.S. officials met three 
times last year with leftist Polisario rebels of the Western 
Sahara? 


“ There have been no secret U.S.-Polisario talks. 
U.S. officials occasionally may have had talks, conversations 
with the Polisario, but it has been made clear that such talks 
do not affect the question of recognition. In other words, the 
answer to your question about secret talks, the answer is no 


Q How about secret meetings? 
“ Huh? 
Q How about secret meetings? If you characterize 


or comment -- 
“ Let me go back here 
Q May I Follow up on that? 
“ Yes, please 


Q Do you have any update on the meeting dSetween, 
indirect negotiation, between Morocco and Polisario? 


i) Do 1 have any update on Morocco and the Polisario? 
No, you might get in touch with both. 


Q Can you reiterate your position of supporting 
Morocco against the Polisario in their role? 


a We will find you that in our guidances in the 
Press Office 


John? 
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Q While we're on the Polisario, can you -- 

Q What do you comment on Jack Anderson's column 
this morning about the relations between the United States and 
Morocco? 

o Scratch one off. 

Q No, [ wouldn't scratch it. 

But I just did, didn't 1? 

Q No, no. directly. Indirectly, you did. 

a No. I thought it was rather direct. 

I want to ask you to take a question about Libya 
facilitating the training of Polisario troops or forces in 
Syria and Cuba. 


a All right. I note your question. We'll see what 
we can get. 


Q Bernie -- 

“ Just a second. 

Q The Soviets have said they're going to end their 
nuclear test moratorium. Do you have any reaction to that? 


Does the US. feel that any opportunity to halt testing has 
been lost in all of this? 


a No. The Soviets’ --~ the resumption, whatever 
they choose, that obviously is a Soviet call. 

Q No other reaction on that one? 

a [ think you know what the U.S. position is on the 
whole question of nuclear testings, on the question of 
moratoria, etc. «= that the United States has made clear when 


the Soviets announced their moratorium the reasons for 
continuing the U.S. program of testing. U.S. testing is 
required to insure the continued effectiveness of our deterrent 
and to ensure the reliability and safety of the U.S. arsenal 


Given the scope and the scale of the continuing Soviet 
strategic military build-up, it is vital that we ensure the 
essential strategic balance that has enabled us to keep the 
peace between East and West 
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I will just add one other observation: that the 
Soviets have been making preparation for some time to resume 
nuclear testing. 


Q Copy of that? 
os [ can't. Sorry. 


Q while you're on the Soviets and arms control -- 
excuse me if this was asked before I came in -- is it true that 
the United States declined a Soviet offer of a treaty on 
chemical weapons nonproliferation? And why did it do so? 


“ Let me take a look at that. I don't have 
anything on that now. Let me explore that. 


Q Do you have anything on a report that some of the 
Nicaraguan opposition groups are being investigated for 
allegations of being involved in drug-smuggling? 


a Well, [ saw that story on the wires and in the 
papers, and I asked for some quidance, and what I have is that 
we support the efforts of the FBI, Congress, and any other 
government agency that believes it has cause to investigate 
charges that members of the United Nicaraguan Opposition are 
involved in illegal activities. 


In that context, in a broader sense, we have welcomed 
and cooperated with those agencies that have looked into the 
procedures that the Administration is following in the 
disbursement of $27 million of humanitarian assistance -- by 
that I mean the Department of State Office of Inspector General 
and the Gao. The resolution that has been adopted by the 
Senate -- the resolution dealing with the provision of aid to 
the Contras -- which was supported by the Administration, 
contains lanquage prohibiting the disbursement of assistance to 
any group that retains in its ranks any individual who is found 
to engage in gross violations of international ly-recognized 
human rights, drug smuggling, significant misuse of public or 
private funds, or other criminal acts These requirements for 
U.S. Government assistance have been explained to the leaders 
of the United Nicaraguan Opposition from the very beginning 


Q Bernie, can I follow that? 
Q Copy of that? 
i) Copy of that? Yes. 


Q Can 1 follow that up? 
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“ Wait a minute. [ think Jim has a follow-up. 


Q Yes, can I just follow my own question? First, 
has the State Department independently investigated these 
allegations? 


. I don't have anything on that. 


Q Well, is it not -- from the language you've just 
read, is it not a State Department or AID obligation to 
investigate it to make sure that the law is not being violated? 


i) No. I'm making a point at the very outset that 
the Department has supported the efforts that we talked about 
in response to your opening question and cooperated, and so 
forth. You're asking me whether the State Department itself 
has conducted an investigation into any such allegations. Let 
me take that, that specific question, and get you a reply. 


Q Specifically, is it not an obligation of the 
State Department, in keeping with that law, to make sure that 
there is none of this business going on? 

A All right. IL understand you. 


Q Back -- can I also, please? 


A Ralph. 


Q Recently, Secretary Shultz before the, I believe 
Senate Appropriations or Senate Budget Committee, promised Lo 
provide that Committee a report on these sorts of allegations, 
and also allegations of terrorist actions by the Contras. Has 
that report been provided? And if so, is it a public report? 
And if not, why not? 


6 When was that, Ralph, about a month or so aqo? 


Q Yes, [ think it was within the last three or four 
weeks. 


A On the Senate side 


Q Yes. I[ can get you the date 


a All right No, but I'm sure somebody up here is 
tuned in, and we'll get it. 
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Q The same subject: is the replacement of Mr. 
Calero by Mr. Cruz as head of the United Nicaraguan Opposition, 
connected in any way with these investigations? 


a I don't have anything on that. 


Q Back on the Polisario. Based on your 
confirmation that talks took place between the U.S. and the 
Polisario Front, are they considered by the U.S. to be, then, 
freedom fighters? 


a I have no characterization for them. 

Q Can you say what's -- 
, 2) No, I'm going to let it stand the way I answered 
it. 

Q Do you have any comment on Mr. Malone's not being 


accepted by the Foreign Relations Committee? 


a That we are disappointed by the Committee's 
action. The Secretary and the Department of State fully 
support the President's nomination of Jim Malone. 


Q Bernie, back on -- 
a Back on what? 
Q Well, Soviet -- any meetings or conversations 


between the Secretary and Ambassador Dobrynin before he leaves 
today?’ 


Me As a matter of fact, yes There 1s going to be 
another session. [ think it goes at two, two o'clock, as you 
have just indicated -- 


Q Bernie -- 
A Wait a second, just a second 
Q Bernie, will the State Department have a 


representative tomorrow at Arlington Cemetery when the Bay of 
Pigs Veterans Association has their service at the fomb of the 
Unknown Soldier? 


A Don't know Let me take a look at that. 


Q O.K. 
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A Two o'clock. My understanding is that the talk 
goes for an hour. It's kind of a touching-base session before 
his departure, which [ understand is later today. 


Q Is the Secretary going to be providing a response 
from the President to the letter that Mr. Gorbachev sent 
through him? . 


“ You're getting ahead of the game. I have no such 
information. 


Q Do you have anything, any update on the Miskito 
situation? 


a There is some sort of guidance, and please do 
take a look in the Press Office. It may deal with the question 
that you're interested in. 

You were at, Ralph? 

Q I was going to say, how about in the context of 
the meeting this afternoon, has a date been set yet for the 
Shevardnadze meeting? 

2) Well - 


Q I know the approximates that have been talked 
about, but has a date been set? 


a I don't know that the date has been circled. I 
remember when the Soviet Ambassador left here the other day, he 
talked about May 15. 

Q The 14th, 15th -- 

i) 14th and May 15th, and so forth. 

Q ([naudible) 

A Well, my understanding is that that is about 
where it is, but if it has been checked off, [ don't have thal 
information 

Q Could we request that - 

A [If it has, [ don't have it. 


Q Could we request that if a date is firmly set 
after this afternoon's meeting, that we be made aware of that? 
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o I will. That is noted. 
Q Question here. 
os Hold off just a second. 


Q Australia has criticized U.S. policy on 
Nicaragua, and it has also indicated it is not going to 
participate in the SDI program, or the Government has. Can you 
Give us any assessment of the significance of these 
differences, particularly in the context of Mr. Hawke's visit 
here next week? 


a Well, I could make a genera. observation about 
the state of relations between the United States and 
Australia. You know, of course, that the Prime Minister will 
be here in Washington April 15-18. He will be having 
conversations with the President, the Vice-President, Secretary 
Shultz, other Cabinet members, Members of Congress. 


He was last here in February of last year. Prime 
Minister's visit, part of our ongoing dialogue with Australia, 
an ally under the ANZUS treaty, and he will be here discussing 
a broad range of issues ranging from East-West relations, arms 
control, regional issues, and so forth. His primary interesl 
is said to be the agricultural trade issue and the impact of 
the U.S. farm bill on Australia, and that it 1s our expectation 
that discussions will also Focus to some degree on developments 
related to the ANZUS treaty 


Notwithstanding the differences that you alluded to on 
one or two issues, the view here is that relations between Lhe 
two countries are in excellent shape. The two countries 
cooperate closely on a range of matters vital to Lhe 
maintenance of international peace and security, including 
joint facilities that support deterrence Lhrough provision of 
Strategic early-warnina and verification of arms control 
agreements. We also enjoy extensive ship and aircraft access 
to Australia Our several-duozen ship visits each year are very 
important to the maintenance of Western strength in the western 
Pacific and Indian Oceans 


While the U.S. and Australia do have some differences 
on individual foreign policy and arms control issues, this is 
part of an alliance relationship We discuss these issues, 
bearing in mind our identity of views on the core questions of 
international security. 
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If you wanted to sum up on Australia -- excellent 
friend, responsible ally, fellow democracy, and that the 
Administration looks forward very much to the visit next week 
of the Australian Prime Minister. 


Q Can we have a copy of that? 
“ Yes, you can. 
Q Bernie, the Polisario and the PLO both are 


engaged in attacks against two friends of the U.S. You chose 
to speak to the Polisario to reach a peaceful political 
settlement. Why don't you do the same with the PLO? 


i) I don't have anything for you on your question 
Q Would you take the questiun? 

No 

Q King Hussein was in Oman while Mr. Bush was in 


Oman too, and King Hussein was there for three days, and his 
wife Could you find out if there was a meeting between Mr 
Bush and King Hussein while he was in Oman? 


i) Well, I don't have anything on that Let me take 
a look at that. I[ would have thought if there were any visits, 
that may have come out, but let me see if I can get something 
in answer to your question. 

Q O.K Thank you 


A Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 1°07 P.M ) 





Posted: April 14, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the April 11, 1986 noon press briefing: 
NICARAGUA: ALLEGATIONS AGAINST CONTRAS 





Q. Has the State Department independently investigated these 

allegations (that some of the Nicaragua opposition groups are 

involved in drug smuggling?) Is it not a State Department or 

AID obligation to investigate to make sure that the law is not 
being broken? 


A. The State Department has raised the issue with resistance 
leaders. We are confident that the leadership is not involved in 


drug trafficking and will not tolerate such involvement by their 


members. There has been evidence of wrongdoing by some 
individuals in the past, but this unauthorized activity was not- 


condoned by any of the resistance organizations. 


The Department of State can not independently conduct 
investigations of such alleged criminal activity. We depend on 
the investigative agencies of the U.S. government for such 
information. We ensure that our assistance is provided in 
accordance with the appropriate legislative provisions. Beyond 
this, we would not support any organization which violated our 
laws, including those concerning drug trafficking. Secretary 
Shultz made this clear in his March 7 meeting with resistance 
leaders, and the bill approved by the Senate on March 27 to 
provide aid to resistance requires that no organization which 


retains within its ranks any members guilty of such activity or 


human rights abuses will receive assistance. 








Posted: April 14, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the April 11, 1986 noon press briefinc: 
NICARAGUA: REPORT ON CHARGES AGAINST CONTRAS 





Q. Recently, Secretary Schultz before the Senate 
appropriations or Budget Committee promised to provide that 
Committee a report on these allegations (drug smuggling by 
Contras) and also allegations of terrorist actions by the 
Contras? Has that report been provided and if so, is it a 
public report? 


A. On March 13 the Secretary appeared before the Foreign 
Operations Subcommittee of the Senate Appropriations 

Committee. At that time he agreed to have the information 
requested about alleged atrocities by the Nicaraguan resistance 
provided to the Senate. This informatirn was provided in 
various forms, although the Department did not believe that a 
special report was required. We are unaware of any discussions 
at that hearing concerning alleged drug trafficking, nor did i: 


arise when the Secretary appeared before the Senate Budget 


Committee on February 19. 
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Question taken at daily briefing April ll, 1986 
Friday, April ll, 1986 


CHEMICAL WEAPONS PROLIFERATION 





Q: Is it true the U.S. declined a Soviet offer of a treaty on 
chemical weapons non-proliferation? And why did it do so? 
A: -- WE BELIEVE THAT AN EFFECTIVE AND VERIFIABLE GLOBAL BAN ON 
CHEMICAL WEAPONS IS THE WAY TO SOLVE THE TRIPLE PROBLEMS 
OF EXISTING CHEMICAL WEAPONS CAPABILITIES, THEIR RECENT 
USE AND THEIR FORTHER SPREAD. 
-- THE SOVIETS HAVE PUSLICLY SPOKEN OF OFFERING AN AGREEMENT 
BUT HAVE NEVER MADE A FORMAL PROPOSAL. , « 
o~ TRE UNITED STATES TABLED A DRAFT TREATY CALLING FOR A 
COMPREHENSIVE AND VERIFIABLE GLOBAL SAN ON CHEMICAL 
WEAPONS AT THE CONFERENCE ON DISARMAMENT IN GENEVA IN 
19684. 


-- ACHIEVEMENT OF SUCH A 3AN REMAINS OUR PRIMARY OBJECTIVE. 


~~ THE UNITED STATES HAS ACTED THROUGH D-PLOMATIC CHANNELS 
AND SY TSE IMPOSITION OF EXPORT CONTROLS TO HINDER THE 
SPREAD OF TEESE WEAPONS iN THE MOST DANGEROUS CASES. we 
VIEW SUCH INTERIM MEASURES AS TOTALLY APPROPRIATE AND 


COMPLEMENTARY TOWARD A GLOSAL BAN. 


“- NEGOTIATING A FORMAL AGREEMENT WOULD SIVERT ATTENTION 


FROM THE TOUGS VERIFICATION ISSUES WHICH AAVE YET 70 BE 


RESOLVED. 








Posted: April ll, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the April 11, 1986 noon press briefing: 


GENSCHER VISIT TO U.S. 





@. Wheat do you have on the Genscher visit next week? 
A- =~ FRG Foreign Minister Genscher plans an officiel 
visit to Washington April 14%<-lb- 


--He plans to seet with Secretary Stultz. Treasury 
Secretary Baker. and Congressional leaders on April 


15+ and with the President on April lk. 


--The visit was planned a nusber of weeks ago- It 


—_— 


reflects the continued close consultation between the 


US Governaent and the FRG. 








Posted: April 11, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 
QUESTION TAKEN AT APRIL 11, 1986, DAILY PRESS BRIEFING 


US-SOUTH AFRICAN TALS 





Q: What can you tell us about pending US-South African talks? 
A spokesman for Botha said he expects a meeting within ten days 


A: -- WE ARE DISCUSSING WITH THE SOUTH APRICAN GOVERNMENT THE 
POSSIBILITY OF A MEETING TO BE HELD IN THE NEAR FUTURE TO 
DISCUSS BILATERAL AND REGIONAL ISSUES. THE TIMING, VENUE, AND 


COMPOSITION OF DELEGATIONS HAVE NOT YET BEEN FIRMLY FIXED. 








Posted: april 11, 1986- 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at noon briefing April ll, 1986 


Q: .Would you take a question on Libya facilitating training 
for the Polisario in Syria and Cuba? 


A: --WE HAVE NOTHING TO OFFER ON THAT SUBJECT. 





Posted: April 6, 1986 


TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at noon briefing on April 1l, 1986 


Q: .Did King Hussein meet Vice President George Bush in Oman? 
A: NO. 








Posted: April 11, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at noon briefing on April ll, 1986 


Q: What is the U.S. position on the war in the western 
Sahara? Do we support Morocco? 


A: --AS WE SAID ON WEDNESDAY, IT HAS LONG BEEN U.S. POLICY 
TO ENCOURAGE A NEGOTIATED SETTLEMENT WHICH REFLECTS THE 


PREFERENCES OF THE PEOPLE IN THE AREA. 
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MONDAY, APRIL 14, 1986, 12:32 P. M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REDMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. I 
have one brief announcement: 


The Threat Analysis Division of the Diplomatic 
Security Service of the State Department is making available 
its newly published report entitled “Lethal Terrorist Actions 
Against Americans, 1973 to 1985." The report may be picked up 
in the Press Room after today's briefing. 


Q Do you have any confirmation that Americans have 
been moved in Libya to Libyan military installations? Qadhafi 
said that that had been done on Saturday. Western businessmen 
are saying the same thing today. 


A No, I have nothing on that particular story 
beyond what you heard some Department officials say yesterday. 
No new information. 


Q How much danger do you think Americans in Libya 
are in at this point? 


a I really can't characterize what danger they're 
in, only to repeat what we've been saying for any number of 
months. We've had travel advisories concerning Libya, and 
we've encouraged Americans to leave for any number of months 
now. 


Q What are the figures? What -- how many Americans 
do you say there are now there? 


aA Once again, precise figures are nearly impossible 
to obtain. Our best estimate is that there are perhaps several 
hundred Americans in Libya. That includes approximately 100 
who are dual nationals or dependents of Libyans, but we really 
don't have any precise figures. 
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Q Well, Chuck, you were saying that you have no 
confirmation --is that correct? -- that any Americans have been 
moved to these military bases? 


a I don't have anything to confirm those reports. 


Do you have any speculation or reason for why you 
think they might be moved? Does it concern you? 


a No, none (speculation) whatsoever. I think 
Deputy Secretary Whitehead spoke to that question yesterday, 
and I can't do any better than that. 


Q Can you clear some confusion? Did the Secretary 
invite Senator Lugar to the White House today for a meeting? 
There was some confusion whether, in fact, there was -- and I 


gather he's now going over to the White House. But will Shultz 
be there with him? 


A I don't have anything on that story. The 
question, I think, was posed at the White House this morning. 
They took it, said they'd keep you informed. I don't have 
anything on it. 


Q Yeah, I think they said Lugar -- I think the 
latest is Lugar is going to see the Presiaent today. 


A I don't have anything. As you know, the 
Secretary is in Kansas. 


Q When does he get back? 

A Not until late afternoon. 

Q Is Shultz -- is Lugar coming here today? 

A I have nothing on that at all. 

Q Can you check? 

A No. 

Q Chuck, can you comment on the story that the 


United States now is in the process of possibly re-evaluating 
all of its approach toward Qadhafi now due to the fact that Mr. 
Whitehead said something if he could come and prove himself 
that he is not supportive of terrorism? Somehow, to paraphrase 
what he said, that, you know, like giving him another chance to 
try to be a good boy or something; and that the United States 
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through the Allies, or the Allies are trying to help the United 
States get out of this -- all of this saber-rattling condition 
or atmosphere by a face-saving situation or formula. (Sic) Do 
you agree with it? 


A No, I have nothing at all on those kind of -- on 
that kind of speculation. I think if you take the total of the 
case you mentioned Deputy Secretary Whitehead said -- his total 


context -- it becomes very clear that there's a consistency 
there which goes with our policy which has been explained to 
you for some time now. 


Q Chuck, there's an old saying in the legal 
fraternity that “justice delayed is justice denied." I 
wondering, as this thing is dragged out and dragged out and 
dragged out, if it looses something? 


a I have no comment. 
Q No comment. 


Q What kind of progress is Ambassador Walters 
making on his visit there? 


A The best I can tell you -- what you already know, 
of course -- he's been to the U.K., to Germany and to Paris 
where he has met with officials of those governments. He has a 
few more meetings before he heads back, but I can't give you 
anything further on his itinerary. 


Q Can you confirm reports that we've asked the 
Thatcher Government for permission to launch F-llls or FB-llls 
from the SAC base in Britain? 

& No comment on those reports. 

Q Could you help us on why it's required, what the 
convention is that requires seeking such permission for 
non-NATO purposes? 

a No comment on those reports. 


Q Have any of our Allies added any more support 
during this visit? 


a I have no readout at all. 
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Q Do you have any comment on The Hague meeting, the 
EC meeting? 


a No, I think the EC spokesman will be speaking 
after that meeting, if he hasn't already done so. 


Q Yeah, but you don't have any comment on what the 
U.S. would like to see that meeting produce or not produce, or 
anything of that sort? 


A No. 
Q Oakley is at that meeting, is that correct? 
A I'm not aware that he's at that meeting. There's 


a meeting of EC Foreign Ministers. 

Q Oakley is in The Hague; is that right? 

A Oakley is in The Hague for counter-terrorism 
experts meeting to which the White House made reference over 
the weekend. 

Q I see. And where else is he going? 


A I don't know of anything else on his itinerary. 


Q Chuck, once again the Pentagon has been mentioned 
over the weekend that it was very reluctant about accepting all 
these preparations for military action against Libya, as it was 
before. Can you comment on that? 

a No comment. 


Q Can you comment on the reports that Qadhafi is 
trying to buy the American hostages in Lebanon? 


A Don't have anything on that at all. 

Q Will Secretary Shultz meet with Defense Secretary 
Weinberger when Shultz returns to Washington, or have they -- 
did they meet yesterday at all before he left, or -- 

A Don't know, Ralph. 

Q Thank you. 


A You're welcome. 


(Press briefing concluded at 12:40 p.m.) 
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TUESDAY, APRIL 15, 1980, 12:54 P. M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. KALB: Good afternoon, everybody. A brief 
housekeeping (announcement): 


Available in the Press Office at 2:00 this afternoon, 
a statement by Peter McPherson, the AID Administrator. He will 
be testifying before the Senate Appropriations Committee at 
2:00 this afternoon on the Administration's FY 1987 proposed 
program in foreign economic assistance. 


I have one announcement: 


Canadian Prime Minister Mulroney has proposed that we 
negotiate a comprehensive trade agreement to promote freer 
trade between our two countries. The President has strongly 
endorsed these negotiations, stating that they could well be 
heralded on both sides of the border as a landmark 
accomplishment, a cornerstone for further prosperity. 


This opportunity is now at risk. The Senate Finance 
Committee must decide whether to approve fast-track negotiating 
authority for U.S.-Canada free trade talks under terms of the 
1984 Trade Act. 


Secretary Shultz has asked that I underscore his hope 
that the Senate Finance Committee will concur with the start of 
these negotiations on a fast-track basis. We believe that a 
negative vote by the Committee could well doom forever any 
prospects for an agreement. Not only would the United States 
have denied itself the chance to achieve solid economic gains 
for its citizens, the Committee action -- if it happens -- 
would deal a blow to our bilateral relations with Canada, one 
of our closest friends and collaborators. Moreover, our 
bilateral trading relationship, the world's largest, could come 
to be seen as an example of friction rather than a bellwether 
for meaningful progress toward global trade liberalization. 


We appreciate the concerns expressed by members of the 
Finance Committee during the April 11 hearing on this 
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question. We wish to emphasize that it will be much more 
difficult to address Members' concerns on a number of trade and 
investment irritants with Canada if the free trade negotiations 
do not proceed. The Administration has consulted closely with 
key spokesmen for the U.S. business community, who have said 
they share this view. 


Secretary Shultz has previous emphasized that the 
Administration is firmly committed to consulting fully with the 
Congress and the U.S. private sector at each stage of the 
negotiations. Indeed, the Secretary said that these 
consultations are the essence and strength of our democracy. 
This is a fundamental commitment of the Administration. 


Now, I think -—- 
Q Copy? 


a Copies? Yes. I could share copies with you. 
Other than that, I don't have anything else by way of 
announcements, and so we could proceed to questions. 


Q Bernie, can you confirm that the Soviets have 
cancelled the meeting between Secretary Shultz and Foreign 
Minister Shevardnadze? 


‘ Well, let me answer the question this way. 
Today, in the Soviet Union, our Ambassador, Arthur Hartman, was 
summoned to the Soviet Foreign Ministry. There he met Mr. 
Bessmertnykh, the head of the American Desk, as I believe it's 
called, within the Soviet Foreign Ministry. 


He was told that Mr. Shevardnadze cannot meet with 
Secretary Shultz at this time in these circumstances. We 
regret this decision. We did the right, we did the necessary 
thing in combatting terrorism. Qadhafi and Libya are 
responsible for the terrorism that we have set forth. 


So far as the Soviet Union is concerned, they were 
told that we have conclusive evidence of Qadhafi's involvement 
in terrorism -- in the Berlin bombing, for example, citing the 
East Berlin Libyan People's Bureau. It is up to the Soviet 
Union to decide what they want to do about terrorism. So far 
as we are concerned, we are very, very clear about it. We are 
against it. 


And let me add, if I may, that the action that was 
taken against Libya in self-defense was in no way directed 
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against the Soviet Union. The action that we have taken was 
clear, a justified action against terrorism. 


The Soviets say that Mr. Shevardnadze cannot come. We 
say that the problems are still there and that we will continue 
to work on them. 


And by way of a final observation, let me say that we 
call on everyone, including the Soviet Union, to join, to get 
aboard, in what should be a global battle against terrorism. 


Q Did the Soviets say they were doing anything else 
in response? And what does this do to the summit? 


A In answer to both questions, on the first one I 
have nothing to expand on what I have shared with you at this 
particular point. Insofar as the summit is concerned, your 
second question, I would only be engaging in speculation, and I 
have nothing on that, so I'm going to pass on that particular 
question. 


Q Bernie, is there anything to indicate that this 
is merely a delay or a put-off of the meeting rather than a 
pure cancellation? 


a Well, I -- there's no way for me to do that. 
What I can do is share with you what Ambassador Hartman was 
told in Moscow today. Today is April 15. As I recall, what 
the Soviet Ambassador said on his departure from the State 
Department a few days ago, I think he talked in terms of May 
14, 15 and 16. That's about a month from now. So I am not in 
a position to make any forecasts. What I am in a position to 
do is to share with you what I in fact have just done, and 
beyond that I would be going off the high board of speculation, 
and I don't think that would be responsible to do that. 


Q But, Bernie, can you just say, as far as 
Secretary Shultz is concerned, whether those dates are now 
off? In other words, do we accept what the Soviets have said 
— that there will not be a meeting of May 14, 15 or 
16 


a No. I won't say that at all. I'll simply share 
with you, as I have just said, what the Soviets told Ambassador 
Hartman. Insofar as using that piece of information as a basis 
for speculation on my part, I'm going to pass on that 
opportunity. 


Q Can you say, Bernie, whether the -- 


Q Copy? 
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a I'm sorry. I'm reading from lots of notes here, 
Jim. 
Q Bernie, can you say whether the discussion 


between Mr. Bessmertnykh and arthur Hartman was a discussion, 
or that he was summoned, told this, and that was the end of it? 


i As I say, I don't have any specifics that would 
oes me to amplify beyond what I have just shared with you 
ere. 


Ralph? 


Q Bernie, can you go vack for just @ second over 
what you did say? 


a Right. 


Q You said, I think, that Ambassador Hartman was 
told that Shevardnadze could not come “at this time." 


‘ Right. 


Q Was there a phrase also in connection -- 
connecting that statement to the Libyan attack? 


A Well, obviously it took place against a 
background of America's self-defense response to Libya. I 
added the generalized phrase “in these circumstances," so there 
is there from the Soviet point of view that sort of linkage. — 


Q And could you tell us anything more about what 
Ambassador Hartman was told, or anything about what the U.S. 
said in response during that meeting? 


a Well, no, I can't. I don't have anything, 
really, to go beyond that. I think that what -- the Soviet 
reaction, I must say, is one of a variety of actions that have 
come our way and that we have all heard about or read about 
since the action that was taken last night. And if I had to 
make a generalized summary, I would probably have to say 
something along the lines that official reaction has been 
mixed, that, on the one hand, we have had favorable statements 
from Canada, the U.K., the Federal Republic of Germany. For 
example, Chancellor Kohl made the observation that while the 
Federal Government has always rejected force, whoever, like 
Colonel Qadhafi, who constantly preaches and practices force, 
must expect that the parties affected will defend themselves. 
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If I go on in a very, very abbreviated way around the 
gazetteer, the Italians have condemned Qadhafi -- some 
criticism of the United States. 


The Spanish —- Spain has neither condemned nor 
expressed support for the United States. 


The French -- France regretting the cycle of violence 
that has occurred. 


And by way of a finale, I in fact began with that by 
sharing with you the Soviet reaction and the summoning of 
Ambassador Hartman. 


Q Bernie, has there been any reaction here in 
Washington from the Soviets? 


a I don't know of any. I have nothing on that, 
Ralph. 


Q Was this discussed with Mr. Sokolov at the 
outset, at the first meeting yesterday? 


6 That? 


Q That the summit -- I'm sorry, that the meeting 
with Shultz and Shevardnadze might be in jeopardy? 


6 I don't have anything on that. 


Q Will Secretary Shultz plan to see Mr. Sokolov 
today to discuss this matter at any greater length? 


a I don't have anything on that. Among those that 
the Secretary -- 


Q Could you take that? 


i) No. I'm not going to take that question. What I 
do know of his schedule, among other things -- the Secretary's 
up to this particular point -- was at 7:30 this morning he met 
Ambassador Walters. Later in the morning he went to the White 
House to discuss what had taken place, world reaction, etc., 
and I think we had a photo-op a little while ago of the 
Secretary meeting the German Foreign Minister. 














-6- Tuesday, 4/15/86 


Q How about the rest of the day? 


a I don't have anything on the rest of the day. 
Now I hear you loud and clear, Ralph, about whether there is a 
Shultz-Sokolov meeting, but I do not have anything on that at 
all. 


What about a briefing with the Arab Ambassadors 
about the situation? 


a I don't have anything on that. Do you have 
something on that? 


Q I thought there is an Arab League meeting now 
going on in Washington. 


& No. This is not an invitation for me and you to 
change roles. I simply just don't have anything on that. 


(Laughter) 


Q You didn't mention any Arab reaction in your 
comments. Do you have any reaction from the Arab world through 
embassies or elsewhere? 


i. Well, I don't have sort of an itemized list of 
Arab reaction, that is to say, that would take me across the 
entire spectrum of the Middle East. I haven't seen all of 
them. But just let me say that a number of Arab countries have 
previously said privately that they appreciate the U.S. 
willingness to stand up to Qadhafi. And the expectation here 
is that there will be echoes of that reaction that will come 
our way. 


Q What kind of complaints are we getting from 
embassies who were bombed? 


6 I don't understand your question at all, about 
embassies being bombed. 


Q Well, what kind of complaints are we getting from 
countries whose embassies were bombed in our attack? 


a What are you talking about? Are you making a 
general question? 


Q French, Japanese, Romanian, Swiss, Finnish -- 
about five different diplomatic buildings. 
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. Well, I don't have any such roster that has yet 
come my way. On the general approach, I think that it should 
be emphasized that every effort was made to limit collateral 
damage to civilian and other facilities near the 
terrorist-related targets. So far as the French Embassy is 
concerned, in Tripoli, the French Foreign Ministry has stated 
that its embassy was damaged by a bomb that struck a target 
nearby but that no French diplomat was harmed. Beyond that, at 
this point, I have no additional information. 


Q The Romanians issued a long statement saying its 
embassy was hit and several -- 


a who? 
Q The Romanians. Do you have anything on that? 
“ No, I do not. 


Q Bernie, have apologies been issued by the United 
States to any of the countries who have complained of damage 
from the U.S. attack? 


6 I don't know of anything along those lines. 
Obviously, if there are any innocent persons that have been 
injured, obviously there would be an expression of regret. But 
I think at the very outset, I think that the starting point of 
the targeting was to focus the fire on terrorist-related 
targets. Beyond that, I simply have to refer you back to what 
I said a moment or two ago. 


Q Can I follow that, please? The targets that were 
listed last night were five targets by the Secretary of 
Defense. Were the French Embassy, the Romanian Embassy, the 
Japanese Ambassador's residence and the others that have been 
mentioned in or adjacent to any of the five targets that were 
listed? If not, was this a separate area that was targeted, a 
sixth target area? 


a Ralph, I simply -- I know of the same five 
targets that you do -- that is to say, the five that were set 
forth by Larry last night in his briefing shortly after 7:00 
p.m. But I am not familiar enough with the geography of 
Tripoli to be able to help you on that question. 


Q Do you have anything on the Belgian Ambassador 
being called in by the Libyans and the Libyans apparently 
asking for a ceasefire of some kind? 
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ra No, I do not. I thin« there was a blip, there 
was a follow-up on that story. It came in just as I was coming 
in here -- at least, that's when I saw it if it came in earlier 
-- and I thought there was a slight revision in that story. 
But the fact is that I don't have anything. 


Q The revision seems to be that the Belgians are 
confirming the story and saying they passed the request on to 
the State Department. 


4 Well, I don't have anything on it, regardless of 
what the revision might be. 


Q Can you take it? Could you take it? 
i Let me take a look and see what is possible. 


I think you all know that in the entire process here 
there were various steps taken by the United States. There was 
public condemnation, there were economic sanctions; there was a 
show of the military in the Mediterranean; there was the 
dispatching of an emissary, Ambassador Walters, to consult with 
our Allies; and the United States then decided to take this 
particular action. 


The reason I mention this is because I want to 
introduce the fact that indeed there were consultations and 
that, although I may not at this particular point possess the 
precise answer to your question, I just want to leave you with 
the impression of consultations underway. 


Q Wasn't the decision made to do this before 
Walters met with the Allies? Wasn't he just informing them of 
it, or is that not the case? 


a I heard what Larry said this morning, as I was 
scooting around on my own operation, and I really have nothing 
to add beyond what he said on this particular point. As he 
noted, this is a decision that moves along and then, as he 
said, even at the very last minute -- I forget his precise 
phrasing -- it is possible for it to take a different 
direction. And as we all know, it proceeded at 7:00 o'clock. 


Jim. 


Q On that point, he also said this morning, ®ernie, 
that several Allies were helpful other than Britain. Do you 
have any examples to give us of how they were helpful in this 
operation? 
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9) Well, Britain I think we all know about. And 
Larry said that he would not get involved in some sort of 
itemized list under the heading of “other Allies," and I will 
just say “ditto" on that connection. 

Q How about Lambedusa? 

Q Bernie, on Sunday morning -- 

A Can I pick up his question he just asked? 
Q Oh, sure. 
Q 


Lambedusa, which is an island off the coast of 


Libya. 
A What I have on Lambedusa? 
Q Yes. 
Aa I've seen a wire that came in as I was coming in 


here -- I may be slightly behind -- but what I do have is the 
following: that the United States Coast Guard reports from the 
LORAN facility at Lambedusa that two incoming rounds, believed 
to be rockets, hit the water within sight of those on the 
islard, and they report no casualties, no damage. We will work 
closely with the Italians in determining how to react to this 
attack on Italian soil. 


I saw the Italian news agency reporting that a Libyan 
naval vessel fired at a U.S. telecommunications installation. 
I have only this very limited piece of information for you, and 
I really have nothing beyond that. 


Q What does that facility do? 


A It's LORAN; it's a long-range air navigation 
facility. 


Q How many Americans are there? 
a Well, the story I read talked about 31, but I 


would suggest that you get in touch with the Coast Guard to 
firm up what I'm sharing right off this wire here. 


Q Bernie, can you flesh out some of the things that 
were said last night? For instance the President referred to 
the French authorities cooperating in stopping a “massacre at 
an American Embassy of people waiting for visas." Is that the 
American Embassy in Paris he meant? Any more details on that? 
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And there was a reference by Mr. Speakes to three 
Libyan agents coming to an African country to kidnap an 
Ambassador, etc. Can you tell us some more on that? 

a Well, I cannot tell you anything more on the 
second. And so far as the first is concerned, I think that's 
right that you talked about. 

Q May I follow that up? 

Q Just a quick question, Bernie. 

A Barbara. 

Just a second. 

Q On that also, it was Secretary of State Shultz -- 


a Excuse me. Your second question was Africa, 
correct? 


Q Yes. 

A I don't have anything on that to share. 

Q Was it Sudan? 

a I beg your pardon. 

Was it Sudan? Remember there was a possible -- 


Q 
a No, I don't want to go picking through a map of 
I 


Africa. just -- 


Q But do you remember recently there was a travel 
advisory issued by the State Department? 


A I remember reading some reports about Sudan, but 
I want to make it very, very clear at this particular point 
that I am not answering the question as to which country in 
Africa -- 

Q Okay. 


a -- was the reference to. 


Q Okay, but the travel advisory was issued 
specifically because the United States believed that Libyan 
agents were in Khartoum in order to attack U.S. installations. 
Are you saying there is no connection between the two things? 
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A No. What I am saying is that I'm not going to 
identify the country in even a round-about way. 


Q Bernie, at that same news conference last night, 
Shultz had said that 30 American embassies were targeted. 

A Uh-huh. 

Q Is there at least a continental breakdown of -- 


A I don't have anything by way of a geographic 
breakdown. 


Can I go to the back? John? 


Q I want to follow-up what Bernie said. 
One official is quoted this morning as saying the President 
made his decision to order the attacks because of information 
that Libya was “in the middle of a process of executing" plans 
to attack American servicemen and their families at military 
bases in Western Europe. 


Can you confirm that? Do you have any more 
information on that? 


A I have nothing on that. 


Q Bernie, on Sunday morning Deputy Secretary 
Whitehead said on CBS that the United States would “back away 
from continuing confrontation with Libya if Qadhafi called off 
his plans for dozens of other terrorist actions around the 
world. We're not out to overthrow him." And a question: Was 
this a genuine offer to forget about Qadhafi's involvement in 
all the previous murdering of Americans or was it a 
diversionary, terminological inexactitude like Jody Powell told 
before our rescue attempt on Iran? 


And I have one follow-up. 





A Only one? If you have only one, I'll make a deal. 


Without getting involved or being offered the various 
semantic strategies that you've asked me to choose from, Column 
l and Column 2, just let me say that there has been a repeated 
call on Qadhafi to call off his terrorist involvement and his 
support of terrorism, and that he rejoin, as you've heard 
various Administration officials say, the behavior of the 
international community. That is the echo of what I want to 
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say, and I'm not going to be drawn into an analysis as to 
whether this was, as you suggested, some sort of diversionary 
tactic, etc. 


Q Did our President, who vowed “swift and effective 
retribution for all terrorism against Americans" authorize Mr. 
Whitehead to make this offer that would wipe the slate clean of 
so many murdered Americans? Or was this another blunder like 
Whitehead's using the State Department letterhead to try to 
persuade directors of the Heritage Foundation to resign? 


A I reject the variety of premises in your question. 

Barbara? 

Q You'd rather not answer the question, isn't that 
right? 

Q Bernie, could I just ask you -- I'ma little 


unclear yet on the Walters mission and the timing of this. If 
I understood Speakes right this morning, he was saying that the 
decision to go ahead with the military strike was essentially 
taken mid-week last week. Walters didn't leave on his mission 
until the weekend. Was the mission, then, to tell the Allies 
that “We are going to take the strike. We'd like you to know 
about it. Can we fly over your territory?" Or was there in 
the Walters mission some clause which, "If your opposition is 
so strong, we're not going to do it?" 


a I think I noted before, and I think that Larry 
made it clear, about while decisions or explorations, or 
whatever language he chose, that the President had authorized 
last week, that an operation such as that gathers momentum. 
And then, as Larry indicated, it could be called off at the 
end. That, obviously, was not the decision, as we all know. 


Ambassador Walters made the rounds of four or five 
countries -- I think it was Rome, Bonn, London, Paris, and 
Madrid -- as a special emissary of the President to consult 
with U.S. Allies and inform them of the range of actions that 
was open to the United States. Obviously he wanted to hear 
what they had to say, and that was fed back into the process. 
And as I noted earlier, at 7:30 this morning Walters, having 
made an all-night flight from Rome, Shannon, and Washington, as 
I remember his itinerary, saw the Secretary in his office 
upstairs. 
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Q Bernie, on that subject -- consulting -- 
A Let me just try here. 


Q Two points: Firstly, has the question of 
compensation for the damaged Embassy been looked at? Is that 
being considered? 


a I don't know. 


Q And secondly, would you address the point of what 
appear to be a very considerable number of civilian deaths? It 
seemed to surpass any act of terrorism. 


A Well, I -- on the first one, on compensation, I 
don't have anything on that. On the second one, insofar as 
civilian deaths, at this particular point, we do not have any 
confirmation of the Libyan reports of casualties. 


And then I would like to echo what I did a few minutes 
earlier in our get-together here, to emphasize that the targets 
that were selected by the United States were military or 
terrorist-related. 


We regret if there was any damage or injury to 
civilians. Maximum possible effort was made to avoid 
collateral damage to civilian targets. If, indeed, there was 
any such damage, it was unintentional, it was accidental. 


Having said that, in seeking to sketch out a profile 
of approach on the part of the United States, I think when you 
compare that to the pattern of Qadhafi behavior, there you have 
efforts to kill and wound as many people as possible in their 
approach. 

Let me try here, please. 


Q Bernie, have you had any reports of retaliatory 
efforts yet anywhere, such as attacks on embassies this morning? 


a Attacks on embassies? No, I do not. 

Q What other sorts of things? 

A Well, John talked about Lambedusa. 

Q How about Japan, Be: wie? 

a Japan -- well, I don't have anything at all that 


would relate Japan to the tie-in in the question that Joanne is 
asking. 
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You're talking about Yokota? 
Q Yes. 


a What I have on Yokota is as follows: that we are 
aware of reports that a truck containing rocket launchers 
exploded about a kilometer away from the Yokota Air Base just 
before 9:00 p.m. Tokyo time, April 15. 


Asice from the truck, no reports -- we have no reports 
of damage to people or property. 


Now, taking up the implied question -- yours: is this 
attack, for example, at Yokota in any way tied in with Libya, 
etc.? -- we have no further information on the attacks. There 
have been no arrests nor has any group claimed responsibility. 


Q Bernie? 
A Yes. 
Q To follow up a little on Joanne's question, have 


you got anything on the FAA's extra warning issued to U.S. 
international air carriers to be more than especially on their 
guard in terms of security flying overseas? And beyond that, 
have you anything on the heightened state of alert at U.S. 
diplomatic posts? 


f°) Well, 1 don't know anything about the FAA. That 
has not yet reached me, and inevitably I would have to 
recommend that the FAA be contacted. 


Insofar as a general travel advisory, Bill, we have 
not issued a general travel advisory because we do not believe 
that such an advisory is called for at the present time. 


Having said that, Americans should obviously exercise 
caution in all international travel during this period of 
tension. The majority of states in the area have taken 
stringent precautions to prevent terrorist incidents. 
Nevertheless, the threat exists. 


Q Speaking of -- 


A Les, let me go to somebody who hasn't had a shot 
yet. 


Q Which area? 
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Middle East. 

Just the Middle East? 

That whole Mediterranean area. 
Does that include Europe? 
Who? 

Southern Europe. 


I don't want to do « geographic line. 


oD >» © > © FP © PF 


But it's important. 


i I understand that. If I have to be specific 
about that, I'd rather get the precise area that is covered by 
the stringent precautions. Since I don't have that, I don't 
want to enumerate a list of countries. But let me take a look 
exactly about which countries we're talking about there. 


Q Has there been a drawdown of any U.S. Embassy 
personnel in the same area you've just referred to? 


a A drawdown of any U.S. Embassy personnel in this 
area? I don't know of any. 


Q Will there be increased pressure on the oil 
companies to divest their interests in Libya? 


a I know of nothing that changes the position taken 
by the United States at the end of January about the approaches 
that could be followed by all companies in divesting themselves 
of their assets in Libya, and I'll refer you back to that. 


Q If you expect the public to take seriously your 
advisories on travel and President Reagan's travel ban on 
Libya, could you explain why, if Farrakhan is in fact back in 
the United States, he has not been arrested? 


a I don't have anything on that. 


Q Could you take the question and find out, 
Bernie? Why is this? I mean, if the President expects us to 
take it seriously -- the man went over there, reportedly met 
with terrorists, and comes back and is still not even 
arrested. How did he get back, Bernie? 
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5 I don't know. I don't have any information. I 
have nothing on that. 
Q You'll take the question, though? 
No, I don't have anything on that. 
You're not going to take that? 


Bernie, two quick questions. 


> © © °°? 


John? 


Q Do you have anything on the Iranian -- public 
Iranian threat today to attack Americans in retaliation for 
this? 


i) No, I don't have anything on that. 
Q How about Israeli torture? 


Q One other -- wait a minute -- before you get to 
that, let me ask one other thing. Are you aware at all of a 
proposal that General Walters discussed in Europe for a meeting 
next week of Allied experts on terrorism prior to the economic 
summit, a large meeting of Allied ministers? 


i) I don't have anything on that. 

Barbara? 

Q Bernie, in the aftermath of the American attack 
on Libya, has there been any concern or has the American 


Interests Section in Libya, the government that has our 
interests, had appeals from American citizens therw to be 


evacuated? 
i) I haven't hoard of any. 
Q Bernie? 


In the back, please. 


Q Among the areas that Larry Speakes mentioned this 
morning in which Qadhafi has planned terrorist attacks, he 
mentioned Latin America. Can you name any of these countries 
or any Latin American terrorist organizations involved? And in 
light of past Administration allegations linking Libya to the 
Sandinistas, would you go as far as accusing Nicaragua of being 
part of these plans? 
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ra I don't have anything on that general question. 
Let me just go here, please. 


Q Going back to the Allies, can you give us a sense 
of how hard the United States tried to get the French and 
Spanish to allow the overflight of U.S. planes, and what our 
reaction was when we were turned down? 


i I can't really give you an idea of how hard we 
tried. Obviously this is a serious issue, and you'll have to 
take it from that starting point. 


Insofar as the United States' reaction, I think that 
Secretary Weinberger addressed that question last night, and I 
have really nothing to add to it. 


Q He addressed it as far as France is concerned. 
What about Spain? 


‘“ I don't have anything on that. 
Barbara? 
Q Let me follow on that. 


Q Bernie, did you specifically (inaudible) --to ask 
for those overflight rights? 


i) I don't know. I simply don't have that specific 
point. 


Q Bernie, do you agree with the figure that there 
are about a thousand Americans still in Libya? And how many of 
these are illegals -- in other words, not wives or nuns or 
people who are there legally? 


a Well, I think the ruling, when it was put out, 
made it clear that Americans should leave although there were a 
series of certain exceptions --— for example, if one was married 
to Libyan national, etc. I think there were provisions made 
for journalists who were traveling to Libya for journalistic 
reasons, etc. 


I don't have the number on whether it's exactly a 
thousand. Rather than guess, it could be several hundred and 
so forth. There's a little piece -- no exact number. We use 
several hundred as an estimate. Some are there as spouses of 
Libyan citizens. And in that context, let me just say that we 
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continue to hold the Government of Libya fully responsible for 
the safety and for the welfare of any American citizens who 
remain in Libya. 


Having said that, i echo the start of this, that those 
Americans still residing in Libya, unless they are in exempt 
categories, are in fact violating U.S. law and U.S. policy. 


Q Can I follow on this just briefly? Has the U.S. 
taken any action of any kind with regard to the Libyan Student 
Bureau in McLean in the wake of this or in this context? 


a I think we had something on that the other day, 
Ralph. Let me take a look at what there might be in the Press 
Office, but let me see if I can't get something that might be 
of help. 


Barbara? 


Q Bernie, in the consultations that General Walters 
had with the Allies, did he receive any kind of cautionary note 
from foreign leaders that acting in defiance of the wishes of 
virtually all of the Allies he would jeopardize the strength of 
the Alliance? 


a I don't have that extensive a readout on the 
conversations that Ambassador Walters had, and so I would just 
be speculating along those lines. 

I think one might go to what has been said by some of 
the countries that he visited, which I would imagine would 
provide some sort of echo of the conversation. But in formal 
and official terms, I simply do not have that. 

Matt? 


Q What is the current policy on visas for Libyans? 
Is there any change in it as a result of this? 


i) I know of no change. 
Q What is the policy on it? 


) The policy we will get for you in the most formal 
of readings in the Press Office. 


Q How many Libyans do you estimate are in the 
United States, Bernie? 
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4 I think we had that the other day in our general 
Guidance. I don't know, and let me see if we can somehow get 
some sort of a tally. 


Q You mean -- 


a I think there was something, but I just don't 
have it offhand. 


Q You mean this is one of my questions that you 
will take, Bernie? 


Thank you. 
“ Les. 


Q Bernie, in light of the number of questions that 
have been asked here along those lines, would it be possible -- 
may we request a background briefing in which we could ask some 
of these questions as well as in another -- 


‘ Well, let me say that I'll take note of that 
request. But I think in view of the fact that you had Larry 
last night, you had the President, you had the Secretary of 
State, of Defense, you had both of them, and others, I would 
think on the morning talks shows; Larry, again this morning, my 
making a modest effort to contribute toward elucidation, I 
don't know that anybody is going to step forth at this 
particular point. 


I take note, and maybe at a certain time somebody 
might be responsive, but I wouldn't suggest it at this 
particular point. 

Q It would be -- 


a Let me just pick up Ralph. Ralph? 


Q When does the Secretary plan his next news 
conference? 
a I'm sure that what you just said echoes 


throughout the building. 


Q Yeah, I was going to add to that, some of us in 
the print media, who are not White House regulars, would like 
to have access to the Secretary of State. 


i) Well, but didn't -- the Secretary of State held a 
news conference just not more than twelve hours ago. 
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Q At the White House, the White House briefing room. 


Q One that was limited in its scope because the 
events were still occurring. 


Q But the Secretary -- 


Q People still cover the State Department, Bernie. 
That's the point. 


‘ Well, I saw many of you there last night. 


Q On the intelligence, I would like to just come 
back to it because the Secretary has made some rather dramatic 
things when he talked about the 30 embassies yesterday. Yet, 
he himself qualified it in such a way that it differed from the 
firmness that the President stated on the quality of the 
intelligence. And there are a lot of doubters around here 
about how much of this is actually hard information, how much 
is rumor. 


Is there any way you can give us anymore information? 


a I don't know how I can give you more 
information. For example, one of the things that occurs to me 
right now is that when the President made his remarks last 
night, he walked you through the calendar of those early days 
in April in Berlin as to what, in fact, did transpire and why 
the United States feels that the evidence is as strong as it is. 


You're asking whether or not we can step forth to 
produce intelligence, etc., about a variety of other positions 
that had been alluded to by both the President and the 
Secretary. I don't know that that's going to be possible. 


I take note of it, but I would think that you're not 
going to get much else on that. 


Q How about Israeli torture? 
Q One last thing on Libya? 
a Yes. 
Q 


Can you update us on the status of the missing 
plane and where the carriers are at this point? 


“ No, I don't. I think that's -- I know nothing of 
the missing plane beyond what Secretary Weinberger said 
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earlier today. I think if there had been any changes in that 


Situation, the Defense Department is usually in the position to 
do a bit more than I can. 


And your second part? 
Q Carriers. 


o Carriers. Don't have anything. 
Let me pick up this -- 


Q Another one on Libya. Can you give us now or 
make available information, facts, that haven't been to support 
the Administration's statement that the targets were terrorist 
targets or terrorist—support targets? 


é I think that that issue has been dealt wit 
extensively. We have had background sessions here in the 
past. The Secretary has addressed it. I don't know what 
additionally could be -- 


Q I mean the specific targets. 


o I remember being here -- perhaps you were here; 
many of your colleagues were here -~ when we had a very 
extensive backgrounder dealing precisely with this issue; in 
fact, more than one, and I would be happy to make that document 


~-MORE-- 
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Q No, no. But it dealt with the specific targets 
that were hit yesterday. 


On specific targets? I think that -- 
Yeah. 
On the five that were alluded to? 


. 
Q 
. 
Q Yeah. 
- I think that you'd have to try the Pentagon on 
that, Matt. 
Q Bernie, why -- 
Can I just -- 


Q Why is it that we don't want to overthrow Qadhafi 
if he's a mad dog? Why? Could you explain to us? 


6 The United States is neither trying to kill 
Qadhafi nor replace his regime with a government more friendly 
to the United States. What we are trying to do is to stop 
Qadhafi's direction of and support of international terrorism. 
And, having said that, what the U.S. planes struck at last 
night was at the nerve centers of Libyan-backed terrorism. 


Q Didn't Shultz say that we would be better off 
with Qadhafi out? 


a He said -- I don't have the exact quotation. He 
said something along those lines in this morning's interview. 


Q Isn't that close to getting him thrown out as 
head of government? 


i) I'm not going to amplify on what the Secretary 
said. 


Q Well, there's an obvious -- 

Q How many members -- 

Q Well, then there's an obvious contradiction 
between Whitehead and Shultz, is there not? I mean, what 


Shultz said this morning and what Whitehead said on Sunday 
morning. If you can't see that, Bernie, you surprise me. 
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A All right. You're free to draw your own 
conclusions. The Secretary has said what he had to say this 
morning, and there is where it stands. 


Q Bernie, how many -- 

A Wait a minute. Didn't I have an Israel question? 

Q Yes, you did. 

A Are we -- 

Q Let's do it. 

A This is Mr. Dabaja. The United States was not 
informed of any specific charges against Mr. Dabaja during his 
detention. In our numerous contacts with the Israeli 
authorities, we expressed our concern that an American citizen 
was being held without charges by the Army of South Lebanon. 

I have the dates of the detention, which were from 


mid-February to mid-March, about that, a five week period, 
something along those lines. 


Q Bernie, how many members of Qadhafi's family were 
injured? 

A I don't have any details by way of casualties, 
etc. 

Q He was detained. Was he tortured? 

A We registered our strong concerns with the 


Government of Israel over Mr. Dabaja's detention without 
charges, over the lack of consular access, and, more 
importantly -- or maybe I should say, most importantly -- over 
the apparent mistreatment he suffered while he was detained. 


Now, to get specific with your question about torture 
and so forth, what I would say about -- in response to your 
question there. You talk about torture. I say no. What I am 
saying is that there is evidence that Mr. Dabaja was 
mistreated. We are not in a position, based on available 
information, to determine who may have been responsible. 


Q Wait a minute. Putting out cigarettes on a guy's 
body is not torture? 


A I can only tell you the U.S. position on the 
basis of its findings. 
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Q Wait a minute, Bernie, the thing that's not -- 
Q You're casting -- 

A Wait a minute. Wait a minute. 

Q You're casting doubt on who it was. You're not 


casting doubt on what was done, is that correct? In that last 
statement you're casting doubt on who was responsible for this 


A No. I'm saying there was evidence that he was 
mistreated. 

Q Right. 

A And that we're not in a position, based on 


available information, to determine who may have been 
responsible. 


Q What -- 
a I don't -- 


Q But are you making a distinction between 
mistreatment and torture? 


A I don't have anything that I could help you on, 
on that question. 


Q What is mistreatment? 
Q In what way was he apparently mistreated? 


a I don't have any definition of that word in this 
particular case. 


Q What happened to the man? 
fa I'm just telling you what [ have and don't have. 
Would you take that question, please? 


I'm not sure -- 


oD ?> 


What do you mean by “apparent mistreatment"? 


f°) All right. Let me take a look and see if I can 
get something on that. 
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Q You said there was evidence that he was 
mistreated -- evidence. Now, as this lady over here asked, 
mistreatment and torture, what's the difference? And, as this 
gentleman over here said, if it was a live cigarette up against 
-- a lighted cigarette up against his body, that sounds like 
torture. Is that meant to you, Bernie? 


A Let me try to get what I can. 


Q Also, is there evidence that someone else other 
than the people who were holding him did it? 


A People other than were holding him? 


Q Yes, since you seem to be indicating that there's 
no way to determine who did it, from what -- 


A Okay. Let's throw that into the mix of questions. 


Q Have the Israelis responded to your protests? 
Are there indications? If so, how did they respond? 


A It is our view that because of the close advisory 
relationship between Israel and the Army of South Lebanon, 
Israel bears some responsibility for the actions of the Army of 
South Lebanon. 


Q Have the Israelis responded to that? 


i) I don't have anything by way of a response. Let 
me add that question to the several others on this particular 
story. 


Q Is that what you meant by being doubtful about 
who was responsible, whether Israel or the Army of South 
Lebanon? Is that the distinction you're drawing? 


A The point I made is that we're not in a position, 
based on what we have in the way of information, to make a 
final, absolute determination about who is responsible for what 
I said that there is evidence that he had been mistreated. 

Q Thank you. 


a Thank you. 


Q Bernie, do you think the Israelis were 
responsible for the mistreatment? 
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a I don't have anything to go beyond what I have 
just shared with you. 


Q Bernie, do you have a spelling and a title for 
the Soviet official that Hartman met? 


A I'm sure that's not going to be difficult to get 
to you. Bessmertnykh. 


(The briefing concluded at 1:37 p.m.) 

















Posted: April 18, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the April 15, 1986 daily press briefing: 
LIBYA: TRUCE REQUEST THROUGH BELGIANS? 





Q: Do you have anything on the Belgian Ambassador being 
called in by the Libyans and the Libyans apparently asking 

for a cease-fire of some kind? Anything on the Belgians 

having said they passed the request on to the State Department? 


A: -- THE BELGIAN GOVERNMENT HAD RELAYED A MESSAGE FROM LIBYA 
70 THE UNITED STATES, WHICH ASKED US TO CEASE HOSTILITIES. 
-- THE MESSAGE WAS RECEIVED AFTER COMPLETION OF OUR MILITARY 
OPERATIONS ON APRIL14. THUS, THE QUESTION ‘OF A CEASEFIRE BY 
THE U.S. DID NOT ARISE. 
-- WE SUBSEQUENTLY WERE INFORMED BY THE BELGIANS THAT, AFTER 


THE U.S. STRIKE WAS COMPLETED, THE LIBYAN GOVERNMENT WITHDREW 


THE REQUEST THAT THE MESSAGE BE RELAYED. 











Posted: April 16, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the April 15, 1986 daily press briefing: 
* EIBYANS IN THE U.S. 





What is the estimated number of Libyans in the U.S.? 


x 


A: THE I.N.S. REPORTS THAT THERE ARE CURRENTLY 3,271 
LIBYAN NON-IMMIGRANT VISITORS IN THE UNITED STATES, OF WHICH 
1,737 ARE CLASSIFIED AS STUDENTS. FOR FURTHER DETAILS I REFER 


YOU TO THE IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION SERVICE. 
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LTP TAKEN QUESTION Tuesday, April 15, 1986 


LIBYA: VISA POLICY 





What is the U.S. visa policy for Libyan applicancs? 


ALL VISA APPLICANTS ARE SUBJECT TO THE PROVISIONS OF 
THE IMMIGRATION AND NATIONALITY ACT (INA) WHICH 
PROVIDES POR DENIAL OF VISAS IN CASES OF ADVOCACY OP 
VIOLENCE, NATIONAL SECURITY THREATS, AND CRIMINAL 
ACTIVITY, AMONG OTHER CATEGORIES. SINCE 1981, WE HAVE 
SUBJECTED ALL LIBYAN VISA APPLICATIONS TO SPECIAL 
SECURITY SCREENING. IN 1983, THE DEPARTMENT 
DETERMINED THAT THE TRAINING OR EDUCATION OF LIRYANS 
IN AVIATION AND NUCLEAR-RELATED FIELDS I[S DETRIMENTAb 
TO THE SECURITY OF THE UNITED STATES. 


IN FISCAL YEAR 1985, 921 LIBYANS RECEIVED VISITORS 


VISAS; 129 OF THOSE WERE STUDENTS AND THEIR DEPENDF?!*°. 
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WEDNESDAY, APRIL 16, 1986, 12:35 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. KALB: One brief announcement: 


Available in the Press Office, a couple of 
testimonies, and so forth. For one thing, the 1986 report of 
the U.S. Advisory Commission on Public Diplomacy. That's one. 


Assistant Secretary Richard Murphy, before the Senate 
Committee on Foreign Relations, at 10:00 this morning. He 
spoke on Middle East issues, and you could pick up his remarks 
in the Press Office. 


At 3:30 this afternoon, Assistant Secretary Or. Gaston 
Sigur, Asia. He'll be talking before the House Foreign Affairs 
Committee on U.S. policy toward Korea. You could pick up his 
testimony. That, I understand, is on an embargoed basis as of* - 
3:30 this afternoon. 


Short of that, I don't have anything else by way of 
announcements. 


Q Does the United States have any evidence linking 
the shooting of an American in Sudan with Libya? Does it know 
who carried it out, and what else can you tell about that? 


A Let me have that again, Jim, if you would, please. 


Q Okay. Does the United States have any evidence 
linking the shooting of an American in Sudan with the Libyans? 
Does it know who carried out the attack? What else can you 
tell us about the whole incident? 


a On the specific, we don't know whether there is 
any link, but there is an investigation underway in Sudan. Let 
me give you what I have on that, if I may. 


A Communications Officer at the American Embassy in 
Khartoum was shot and wounded last night, Tuesday evening, by 
an unknown assailant as he was driving home from the Embassy -- 
that is, the “como” officer. We have as yet few details on the 
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incident. Sudanese and American officials are investigating. 
We do not know who was responsible for this reprehensible act. 
after initial medical’ treatment in Khartoum, the American was 
medevaced to Jidda in Saudi Arabia. The latest report that I 
have seen says that his condition is serious and that he has a 
single bullet wound in the head. 


Next of kin have been notified. At this particular 
time I am not in a situation where I can release such things as 
name, etc., because he has not waived his rights under the 
Privacy Act. 


Now, to repeat what I said at the very outset, Jim, we 
don't know whether there is any link, picking up your words, 
between the shooting and Libya, but I call again your attention 
? the fact that there is a joint investigation .now underway in 
Khartoum. 


Q Was Khartoum one of the high-risk posts? r7 


i) Well, you may recall that in November we put out 
a travel advisory on Khartoum, and it said due to the presence 
in Khartoum of known terrorists and possible threats to U.S. 
interests, American citizens are advised to avoid the Sudanese 
capital of Khartoum. And as a tag line for that particular 
advisory, under the heading of expiration date, the word was 
"indefinite." 


Q Does that travel advisory mean to imply or state 
that the terrorists were Libyan? 


is I do not exclude Libyans from the category of 
known terrorists in Khartoum. 


Q Wasn't that lifted, that travel advisory? 


A Not to my information. 


Q Yes, it was. 

Q Yes, it was. 

Q It was lifted. The Sudanese Government took 
steps and -- 


fs) I don't have that. That is worth, certainly, 
checking, and it will be checked. 


Q Bernie, could you say whether this Communications 
Officer was traveling in a car that carried diplomatic plates 
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or some sort of identification that pinpointed it as an 
American vehicle? = 

a I have no details at the moment to share with you 
along the lines of your question. 


Q Does the United States have any information right 
now about where Muammar Qadhafi is? 


A No. We have no information about his 
whereabouts, etc. We have been seeing the same press reports 
that you have, but insofar as a specific reply, we have no 
confirmation of his whereabouts, and that is where it stands. 


Q Do you believe he's still in charge? Do you 
believe he is still in charge in Libya, or no one is in 
charge? Who is in charge there? 


a I don't have anything on that. 


Q Following that up, Bernie, just taking it a 
little bit -- ABC is reporting this morning that, or this 
afternoon, that Qadhafi -- that U.S. intelligence has concluded 
that Qadhafi is either dead or has left the country, perhaps to 
Moscow. 


a We have no confirmed reports that Qadhafi is 
either dead or that he has departed. We have no such confirmed 
reports. Obviously we are following the situation very 
carefully, but to pick up and to be as specific as I can to 
your question, Bill, we have no confirmed reports. 


Q What would it take to have a confirmed report of 
that? Would you have to see his body, or what? 


a I think that, given the less than passing 
interest by the State Department of that story, there would be 
an effort to get such information as quickly as possible, and 
that's where I'm going to have to leave that one. 


Q How about the reports of a coup that's also been 
reported by networks here? 


fs) I don't have anything for you on that. I see the 
same reports, and I have nothing that I can speculate about, 
about what, if anything, the reports of gunfire in the streets 
of Tripoli come to or represent. 
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Q Would the U.S. Government welcome a coup? 


a I don't have anything for you on that. 


Q Are Libyan nationals in this country under 
surveillance? 


a I thought we took a variation of that question 
yesterday. I'm not sure whether there is anything by way of 
reply. 


Q That was on the number the other day. 
a Let me take a look at that. 


Q Bernie, do you have any evidence of a new influx 
of Libyans into Sudan since December when the Department 
announced that the situation had eased there somewhat? 


A I don't, but let me see if there can be some 
information on that. I'm not sure, but without making any 
promises by way of getting anything, because I have a feeling 
that that would fall under the reading of intelligence findings 
and I suspect that I could not do much by way of reply. 


Welcome back. 


Q Bernie, on the Sudan, has the United States 
issued any orders to evacuate non-essential personnel? 


a On that question, I think it has been noted that 
the security situation in Khartoum has been under constant 
review in recent months, and, obviously, yesterday's tragic 
incident will be an element in the continuing review. 


Q Can you tell us if Khartoum was one of the 30 
targets cited by the Administration -- 


a No. I don't have anything by way of that 
specific nature. 


Q Have you drawn any conclusions as to who may have 
been responsible for that attack? 


a No. I think at the very outset I said we don't 
know whether -- 
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Q I'm sorry. Forgive me. I came in late. 
A You were late? 
Q Yeah. Sorry. 


a Don't know whether there's any link, but there is 
a Sudanese-American investigation underway of it. 


8111? 


Q Bernie, again today the Belgian Government at a 
very high level said that it had been approached by the Libyans 
to arrange a cease-fire with the United States. Have you 
received any communication on this from the Belgian Government? 


a I think the best way to answer that is to tell | 
you that I understand we took that question yesterday, and we - 
still have nothing for you on that. Let me take that and see 
what I can do to get an answer as quickly as possible. 


- 


Q Bernie, is the United States considering, either 
by itself or in cooperation with any other countries, an 
evacuation operation of those Americans and Europeans in Libya? 


i) I don't have anything on that. 





-- MORE -- 








-6- Wednesday, 4/16/86 


Q Bernie, Secretary Shultz said on the WorldNet 
show this morning, in’ response to a question about the 
collateral damage in Tripoli; that the mission would have been 
more’ precise had the French and Spaniards granted overflight 
permission for the U.S. 


In what way would the missions have been more precise 
if they had been able to fly over France and/or Spain? 


a I don't want to be drawn into the role of being a 
military strategist. I think that on Monday night, at the 
White House news conference by Secretary Weinberger, when he 
presented a map he indicated the shortest route toward the 
intended targets and the route that the U.S. aircraft, in fact, 
took out of the U.K. Beyond that, I don't want to get involved 
in speculation. 





Q Well, the Secretary's comment, in a way, seems to - 
say that France may have been responsible itself for the damage 
to its own embassy in Tripoli. Is that what the Secretary -- 
is that the impression the Secretary means to leave? 


:) Well, I certainly don't see the impression that 
France may have been responsible for the damage to its own 
embassy. By extrapolation, you're suggesting that that was a 
target, and we know that that was not the case. 

Q But Shultz said we would have been able to be 
more precise and presumably avoid ‘i.e damage to the French 
Embassy -- 

Well, I think -- 

-- if France had allowed us to overfly. 

I really have nothing more to add to what I said. 
How difficult -- 


I'll come back to you in a minute. 


oD > © F> © ®P 


What reports do you have today on damage to 
embassies in Tripoli? 


a I think some of the things we're quite all 
familiar with, that damage to the French Embassy has been 
confirmed. There have been some reports of wr to other 
embassies; at least at this point there's no confirmation 
here. And I think I should reiterate what has been underscored 
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by a variety of pecole in the Administration, that every effort 
was made to limit collateral damage to civilian and other 
facilities near the terrorist-related targets of the U.S. 
strike. And it is unclear whether the damage to the embassies 
resulted from Libyan military action or ours. 


Q Do you have a casualty report today? 
a No, I do not. 
Let me go back here, please. 


Q Thank you. 


A No, just a second. I've had him on hold for a 
minute. 


Q How difficult ¢s it right now for the United 
States Government to get information out of Libya, information: ~- 
that would confirm for you whether Qadhafi is dead or fled the 
country or whether there has deen a coup? 


A Without getting involved in the last three 
choices you have offered me, obviously the Belgian Embassy acts 
as what is known, I guess, as a protecting power or an interest 
section -- whatever the diplomatic terminology is -- so I would 
not think there would be massive delays. 


Q Pardon me, but does that mean if, in fact, the 
reports that ABC is putting out today that there has been some 
action, that we should be hearing from you confirmation 
shortly, if in fact -- 


a I said at the very outset that the story is being 
followed very closely. I will let it stand at that 


Let me go here. ss 

Q Bernie, is Secretary Whitehead going to be going 
to Western Europe to see the Allies after this accident in 
Libya? 

A After this what? 


Q After the attack on Libya. 


A Secretary Whitehead is, in fact, enroute to 
Europe at this time, and he is going over to fulfill various 
obligations that he has. He will be attending an OECD 
Ministerial meeting in Paris, but at the same time, at the U.S. 
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initiative, he will be traveling to Brussels later in the week 
to brief the North Atlantic Council members, as part of our 
continued efforts to keep our Allies fully informed of the 
terrorist threat and U.S. responses. 


Chuck tells me that, if I just could go back to 
something that was raised earlier about the advisory on 
Khartoum, that the advisory was not lifted; it is still in 
effect. The Sudanese said that the situation had improved in 
Khartoum, but the U.S. never lifted the travel advisory 
although we welcomed the Sudanese measures. So that takes care 
of that little -- 


Q May I follow this? 

A Yes. 

Q Yesterday, when you were enumerating the position 
of the U.S. Allies about the attack on Libya, you did not 
mention directly, or indirectly, the opposition of the Arab 
League or the Arab countries in the specific terms. 


Since yesterday, did you receive any communique from, 
first, the Ambassadors of the Arab League here in Washington or 
a communication from Tunis, from -- 


a I just don't have that information so I don't 
know. 


Q Can you check on that, please? 


A I can check on that, but just to repeat, I don't 
have it at this point here. 


Barbara. 


Q It's just a quick question. Are there still 
about an estimated 400 Americans in Khartoum? 


Q What was the question? 


i) Are there still an estimated 400 or so Americans 
in Khartoum? 


That's a number I have seen, but I would choose at 
this particular point not to be specific about the U.S. 
population in Khartoum. 


Q Bernie, other than Whitehead, are there other 
officials abroad discussing terrorism or the action in Libya or 
related subjects? 


. al 
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A I don't have any immediate information on that, 
but that is certainly Worth checking. I'11 let you know. 


Q Bernie, is the U.S. still intercepting -- 
a Is the what? 


Q Is the U.S. still intercepting phone calls or 
telecommunications from Libya? 


A I have nothing for you. 


Q Bernie, do you have any reaction to the 
demonstrations in Western Europe, “Americans go home" and 
demonstrating against U.S. attacks on Libya? 


A Only to repeat what you have heard, that the U.S. 
believes in the rightness of what it has done. It feels that --~— 
this should be done, that there has to be a demonstration. The 
United States feels that terrorism cannot be cost-free and that 
that message has to.get to Tripoli. 


Q Let me put it a differently. Did -- 
A You can as soon as you're recognized. 


Q Bernie, the Libyan officials have called the 
Lambedusa Island a NATO military communications complex. What, 
if any, NATO or other American facilities are on the island 
besides the Coast Guard LORAN station? 


A Why don't you try the Pentagon on that. 
Q Okay. 


Q Bernie, are Paris and Brussels the only stops on 
Whitehead's schedule? 


A That's what I know at this point. Usually those 
itineraries do not get made public. In any case, at this point 
that's all I know, and that's not to suggest that there is a 
razzle-dazzle of capitals that he plans to proceed through. I 
don't know, and I will check and try to get you that 
information. 


Q The OECD meeting is Finance Ministers. Are those 
the people that he's going to be seeing, or is he going to be 
seeing other people while in Paris? 
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a I don't have the exact agenda that he'll be 
engaged in. 3 


Q One more while I've got you. Is -- 


A But I told you there will be a NAC meeting, so in 
that sense everybody will be available. 


Q O.K. What about reconnaissance flights over 
Tripoli? Are they still going on and could those be 
explanations for the -- 


A I don't know of reconnaissance flights over 
Tripoli, but again I would encourage you to be in touch with 
the Pentagon. 


Q Bernie, have there been any further contacts with 
the Soviet Union about this episode since Ambassador Hartman ~ ~ 
was at the Foreign Ministry in Moscow yesterday? 


A Further and additionally yesterday? I don't know 
of any. 


Q On the Soviet Union -- 
A No. Let me go to -- 


Q To follow up on what he just said. On the Soviet 
Union, reports say that the Soviet Union pulled its ships from 
the Mediterranean and around Libya, and there was sort of, when 
Gorbotov, or whatever his name, Arbatov came on the air and he 
said that, "There is no agreement between us and Libya to 
assist Libya," and suddenly they withdrew. After their 
withdrawal, you had the attack. It looks like you got some 
indirect -- " 


Q Pure coincidence. (Laughter) 

Q Is this pure coincidence? 

Q Are you suggesting -- 
' Q I'm suggesting that the Soviet Union -- Do you 
think that the Soviet Union put you in a trap that you attacked 
without their protestation, and after that they protested what 
you did. That's my question. 


(Laughter) 
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A You have great talents as a novelist. (Laughter) 


Let me just tidy up this business about 
reconnaissance, if I may: To be more exact, the United States 
has engaged in no military action involving Libya since Monday 
evening -- just to take care of any ambiguities. 


Q Do you exclude reconnaissance from military 
action? 


a That is what I have. If you want to further 
redefine my reply, then I suggest you check the Pentagon. I 
don't mean in any way to be misleading and forget about 
reconnaissance, if it does exist. I just would encourage you 
so that there be the removal of the last trace of doubt that, 
in fact, the Pentagon be contacted. You do hear me, Bob Sims. 


Q Bernie, on that, just to be precise about it, r- 
actually the raid took place Tuesday morning. 


A Well,. we're talking about our time Monday 
evening. That's very well done. Monday evening/Tuesday 
morning. We're talking about the same actual time frame. 
Thank you. 


Ralph. 

Q Do you have anything further on the consultation 
with Italy that you said the United States would be engaged in 
on an Italian response to the attack on Italian soil? 

A Do not. 


Q Have the Italians agreed to engage in such 
consultations with the United States? 


Aa I don't have anything on that. 
Jim. 


Q There have been a number of what might be called 
"negative" reactions to the American raid -- the Soviets have 


cancelled the meeting with the Secretary, and the Allies, a 
number of them, have objected and so forth; I think some 
moderate Arab countries seemed to have sided with the Libyans. 
I wonder if you could summarize the positive accomplishments 
from the raid at this point. 


is) I think I made an effort to answer that question 
earlier when I dealt with Don's question, about the U.S. 
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conviction about the rightness of this attack to combat 
terrorism and to take actions in self-defense with a view 
toward preempting any intended attacks against any Americans. 


: Q Is that the extent of what you think might be 
included in positive accomplishments at this point? 


A I think that if I were to continue, I would 
simply be reiterating what you've already heard, and so I will 
stop at this particular point. 


Q Is there a conviction that the long-term positive 
results will be substantial? 


A I don't think that anybody who seriously assesses 
the situation would believe that with one strike you have 
abolished Libyan-—managed and -supported terrorism. There is no 
"quick-fix" in this process. This is an effort to get the 
message to Libya about the United States' determination that it- 
will not be victimized, and that it will make it clear that 
terrorism is not cost-free. I will stop at that particular 
point. 


Let me go to Max here. 





Q Bernie, just to follow up on what Jim has raised, 
and Don did earlier: The static that has come from this has 
really been tremendous in every European capital, in Moscow. 
I'm wondering what the decision-makers in this Administration 
are thinking now. I mean, they have dealt with a very 
third-rate power, but they have sacrificed the unity of NATO, 
East-West relations. 


Are there any second thoughts about, you know, where 
this thing is taking us? 


ry Let me say by way of an observation that I know 
of no second thoughts. At the same time, I think that you have 
presented.a rather cataclysmic approach to what in fact is the 
reality of the situation. You seem to be projecting an image 
of being an obituary, of writing an obituary, being some sort 
of a pallbearer for relations between the United States and its 
Western Allies. I don't think that's the case at all. 


The fact is that even in the European Community 
statement that was set forth on Monday, there was a recognition 
of terrorism, possibly at a degree that had not been as 
specific as in the past. There is no doubt that there is a 
consensus here that there is an increasing sensitivity, an 
increasing awareness about the dimensions of the terrorist 
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threat that has developed in recent months and in the past few 
years, and I think that you could point to Canada and the 
United Kingdom for dehhonstrations of support for what the 
United States has in fact done. I think that as you have 
seemed to be doing, to set forth an anthology of the negatives, 
winds up with something of a distortion of reality. 

Q Bernie, if I could follow up, how frustrated are 
we about the lack of support from our Allies, though? And just 
how much has this cost us in Europe? 

A I don't have a frustration thermometer. 

(Laughter) 

Q Bernie, could I turn to a different subject? 

A A different subject? 


Q Bernie, have you received from the Syrians any 
information or any messages on behalf of Qadhafi or Libya? 


A Don't have anything on that. 

In the back, please. 

Jim, hang on just a minute. 

Q Australian Prime Minister Bob Hawke is in 
Washington at the moment and says he has a peace plan for this 
conflict. He is seeing the Secretary tonight for the first 
time. Are you aware of this proposal? 

A I don't have anything on that. 


Q Is this a dispute. in which mediation, Australian 
or otherwise, has any role? 


A Don't have anything on that. 
Jim. 


Q I'd just like to clear up something that's been 
puzzling me, going back to Secretary Whitehead and his role in 
this. On Sunday, on a national television program, he said 
that no decision had been made on military action against 
Libya. Yesterday at the White House, Mr. Speakes repuatedly 
stated that.a decision had been taken mid-week last we k. 
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Now, the question is, was Mr. Whitehead uninformed, or 
was it a cover story,’ or could you provide some other 
explanation? 


a Yes, I can. I encourage you to read yesterday's 
briefing here, which dealt with that question. 


Ralph. 


Q Have you drawn any conclusions yet about the 
Yokota incident yesterday? 


a Well -- and I suppose you're thinking in terms of 
linkage -- Libya and so forth. 


Q Responsibility, linkage, yes. 


A I don't know that I have anything that really 
takes it beyond what we said yesterday. We have no evidence -- 
we have no evidence -- that indicates a linkage between the 
attempted attack at. Yokota and Libya. 


So far as the Japanese police investigation, what 
we're being told is that the Japanese police investigators have 
said the attack was apparently made by the Chukaku-Ha, which -- 
mispronounced or not -- in Japanese means Middle Core Faction, 
a home-grown, far-left radical Japanese group with no known 
links to Qadhafi or to Libya. 


The Japanese police have indicated that remains of the 
rockets used in the Yokota attempt resemble those used in 
similar attempts on Osaka police headquarters on March 28 and 
on Tokyo's Narita Airport. 

This particular group, Chukaku-Ha, subsequently 
claimed responsibility for those attacks. So the bottom line I 
guess is no evidence that links. 


Q Bernie, on the general subject of bombs, have you 
got anything about -- 


A General subject of? 
Q Bombs. 
A Bombs . 


Q Have you got anything about an attack today, or a 
threat today, of a bomb incident at the U.S. Embassy in Bogota? 


. 
. oi” 
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Bogota? No, I do not. 

O.K. 

How about Frankfurt, the Consulate in Frankfurt? 
Frankfurt I do not. 


Central America? 


> © > © © 


Central America? I do not. 
(Laughter) 


Q No, no, no, no. That was a request for a change 
of subject, Bernie. 


a Wait a minute. I can't believe we're through. 
Q Unbelievable. My timing is great? 
A Let's go to Mike. 

O.K. The Costa Rican Foreign Minister said today 
that he had received a letter from Ambassador Arthur Burns 
which he believed contained a major breakthrough on the 
Contadora process. 

A From arthur Burns? 

He means Burch. 

Burch, was it? 


Q 
Q 
Q The Panamanian Foreign Minister. 
Q Whatever. 


Q Panamanian Foreign Minister -- I'm being 
corrected -- to the effect that the United States was willing 
to halt its support to the contras at the moment at which 
Nicaragua signed a Central American peace treaty. Have you got 
anything on that? 


A No, I do not. 


Q Bernie, did Israel offer -- let me go to the 
Middle East. 


A Now, wait a minute. He wants to follow up. 
It's the same area of geography. 
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Q Did Abrams meet with contra leaders? 


A Yes. There's been a series of meetings with 
representatives of various Nicaraguan opposition groups, among 
these the leadership of the UNO, the United Nicaraguan 
Opposition. Abrams meets with the leadership on a regular 
basis although I cannot really itemize what “regular basis" 
means. 


Q Bernie, if I could just ask a quick follow-up to 
Mike's question. I mean, hasn't it always been U.S. policy 
that we would stop aiding the democratic resistance when they 
signed a treaty that got rid of Soviet and Cuban and 
Eastern-bloc ambassadors, what-not; I mean, isn't that the 
whole point of what we have been taking about? 


A I know of no change; and rather than wing it from 
here, we can get you the specifics of what the U.S. position 
is, and you can pick it up at the Press Office afterwards. 


Please? 


Q Can I go to the Middle East? Did Israel offer 
the United States -- 


A Middle East? All right. 


Q Did Israel offer the United States an apology in 
the case of the torture of an Arab --— an American of Arabic 
heritage from Detroit, Michigan? And did Israel also give the 
United States any assurances that this violation of rights of 
American citizens will not be repeated in the future? 


f°) What I have is that the Government of Israel 
acknowledged that this is a serious matter and promised to 
undertake a full investigation and advise the United States of 
its findings. 


Q Can you offer more on the story or the issue, 
more than was in the papers, from your perspective? 


a Really, not more than I had yesterday. And one 
of the elements in that position is that we have no privacy 
waiver from Mr. Dabaja, and so there's really nothing I can add 
beyond what I said yesterday: registering our strong concerns 
with Israel based upon evidence of serious mistreatment, 
including Mr. Dabaja's sworn statements, and personal 
observation of his physical condition at the time of his 
release observed by embassy officials. 


. 
oo 
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When I was asked -- just a moment, if I may -- when I 
was asked yesterday, well, if you're talking in these terms, 
why can't you be specific about what, in fact, was observed. I 
tried to get some information on that, and the reply is that 
because there is no privacy waiver, I'm not in a position to be 
able to provide the details that are being sought. 


Q To the knowledge or recollection of the State 
Department, is this the first American of Arabic heritage who 
was tortured by the Israelis, or are there other cases? 


Aa I'm not accepting the premise of your question, 
and I don't know the answer to that question. 


Q Can you look into the cases? 


A I'll take a look and see what's possible without 
any certanties of replies. v2 


Q A copy of that statement? 
a There's not enough here for you to work with. 


Q Have you had any -- do you have anything else -- 
anything further to say about the summit and the Shevardnadze- 
Shultz meeting cancellation? 


a Well, I think yesterday we sought to set forth 
the United States position of regret, making it clear in the 


most emphatic of ways, that the United States is ready for the 
meeting that has been put off, the mid-May meeting with the 
Foreign Minister, Mr. Shevardnadze. 


The Soviets, for their part, have claimed that the 
U.S. action against Qadhafi has made it impossible at this 
stage to meet at the ministerial level. We reject this Soviet 
characterization. And since it has been put in the form of 
linkage with Libya, let me make a few points on that point. 


At every stage of the events leading to the U.S. 
action Monday, we kept Moscow informed as to our concerns, 
requested their assistance, and made clear that any action was 
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not directed against the Soviet Union. We repeatedly expressed 
concern to the Soviet Union over the last few months about the 
dangerous course of events. 


We had previously warned the Soviets that their supply 
of SA-5S missiles might encourage Qadhafi to take risks which 
would force us to respond. This, in fact, turned out to be the 
case. 


On March 27, we advised Soviet officials here -- here 
in Washington -- and in Berlin that we had evidence indicating 
Libya was planning actions against U.S. interests and citizens 
in Berlin. We urged the Soviets and East Germans to restrain 
the Libyans. Had they done so, this entire cycle of events 
would have been avoided. Instead, an American soldier and a 
Turkish woman was killed, and more than 200 other persons 
wounded. 

We have on several occasions explicitly offered to a 
consult with the Soviet Union on the question of Libyan support 
for terrorist activities. They have not taken us up. 


So I set that in the context of the Soviet 
announcement yesterday about -- 


Q Copy? 
a A copy? Yes. 


Q Can I follow up for a second? Aside from the 
request for assistance in the Berlin case, which you went into 
some detail on, in what ways did you request Soviet assistance 
in connection with keeping Moscow informed of the course of 
events leading to the American attack on Tripoli? 


a I'm not going to get involved in that. You will 
recall, of course, that Soviet Ambassador Dobrynin, then still 
the Ambassador to the United States, prior to his departure -- 
when was that? --— last Friday -- was in the United States 
during a time when many of us were living in an environment on 
the basis of reports that we all read about the possibility 
that there might be such action. 


I can't get really involved in the details that you're 
seeking. I'll have to stand with what I have just shared with 
you. 


6111? 
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Q Could you characterize the information -- forgive 
me if you've already YWone this -- that you gave the Soviets on 
the terrorists in Berlin? Did you give names and addresses, or 
-- why would you presume that they would know how to locate 
these terrorists and head them off? 


a I'm not going to be in a position -- I'm not in a 
position to provide the details that you're asking. 


Q Did we ask the Soviets to put some muscle on the 
East Germans in this situation? 


a We urged the Soviets and East Germans to restrain 
the Libyans. Had they done so, this entire egese of events 
would have been avoided. 


Q Could I just ask, does the United States presume 
that the Soviets knew where they were, knew who they were? , 


a I am not going to speculate about that. 


Q Well, you're kind of charging that they could 
have stemmed this, and yet you're not saying whether they knew 
who these people were or where they were? 


a I'm just going to have it let it stand this way. 
Q Bernie -- 
a Yes, go ahead. 


Q You said a few minutes ago that the Soviet supply 
of SA-5 missiles indirectly led to this event. In what way did 
the SA-missiles figure in the Berlin disco bombing or in any of 
the other events that preceded the attack? 


is) I'm not making a SA-5 linkage with Berlin. What 
I am saying is that there had been warnings on the part of the 
United States to the Soviet Union that the supply of SA-5 
missiles might encourage Qadhafi to take risks that would force 
the United States to respond. 


Q What sort of -- if I could follow up for just a 
second -- what sort of ric! ‘(‘d he take after receiving the 
SA-Ss that was different ne risks he had been taking 
before that? 


i) I am not in a position where I will measure the 
dimension of risk that he would have before or would have after. 
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Don? 


Q Other than the statement which was made -- 
yestérday's Soviet Goverment statement that the Soviet Union 
had informed the United States that an attack on Libya could 
not but affect relations between the United States and the 
Soviet Union -- have the Soviets -- did the Soviets, prior to 
the raid, somehow make a harsher, sharper warning to the United 
States than that with regard to any attack on Libya? 


a I don't know. 


Q There were reports over the weekend -- the 
reports on Monday from Moscow -- unconfirmed press reports that 
the Soviet Union had warned the United States against 
“aggression against Libya." Are those reports accurate? 


a I don't have anything on that. 
Q Could you look into it? 


a Let me see. Let me see what might be possible 
although I suspect that I'll be told that falls under the 
heading of diplomatic exchanges if there were such reports. 


Let me just make a couple of observations, since we're 
talking about U.S.-Soviet relations, in the context of the 
action taken by the Soviet Union yesterday with respect to the 
previously scheduled mid-May meeting between Secretary Shultz 
and the Soviet Foreign Minister. 


This Administration has consistently sought a serious 
dialogue with the Soviet Union on the many problems in our 
relations. It is, however, the Soviet Union that has followed 
a pattern of putting off or interrupting this dialogue. 


Some examples: In August 1983, the Soviet Union shot 
down the KAL airliner resulting in the deaths of 269 persons. 
An American Congressman was among the 61 Americans who lost 
their lives. Nevertheless, given the importance of maintaining 
a dialogue, especially in times of tension, Secretary Shultz 
met with the Soviet Foreign Minister a week later at the Madrid 
CSCE meeting. It was the Soviet Union that broke off the START 
and INF negotiations in Geneva in the fall of 1984, after NATO 
began deploying long-range INF missiles in response to Soviet 
deployments of the SS-20 missile. 
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Now, the Soviet Union is calling into question its 
commitment to the agreement reached at the Geneva Summit for an 
intensified dialogue at all levels, including a regular process 
of meetings between Foreign Ministers. 


The U.S. made known to the Soviet Union that we were 
ready for a Foreign Ministers meeting as early as January of 
this year. It was the U.S. belief that an early meeting was an 
important way to ‘eep up the momentum of the Geneva Summit and 
might help deal with and perhaps head off serious problems. 

The Soviet Union, however, did not respond. 


Thus, they have wasted six months since the summit. 

If they do not wish to meet, so be it. But the problems are 
still there. We are going to continue working on them; the 
Soviet Union should do likewise. 

Q Bernie, do you have anything to say about the ~~ 
arms talks on that score? Are you suggesting that -- have you 
had any indications from the Soviets that they will not return 
to the arms talks? .- 


A No, I'm not saying that. I'm picking up an 
example that dates back to the fall of 1984. 


Q Is there any indication as to whether they're 
going to go through with the plans for these regional talks? 
You referred to regular consultations. One part of the 
agreement reached at the summit was on these regional 
meetings. Is that on or off? 


A Well, I think, in the past, what's happened on 
that, Don, is that there has been less than an inclination to 
jump the calendar with disclosure on when bilaterals would be 
taking place. . 


But let me take a look and see what might be possible 
under that heading. 


Q The question is, as we understand it, there was 
an agreement in principle at the summit to do this some more. 
There was an agreement last week with Mr. Dobrynin about a 
rough schedule of such meetings. 


The question is, now, after yesterday's Soviet 
Government statement, are these still going to proceed, or is 
it the United States' understanding that they will not proceed? t 
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A Well, if I didn't make myself clear, let me do 
so. Let me take a look at that. 


The point that I was seeking to make is that there has 
not been early disclosures on when these, in fact, bilaterals 
did take place. You're asking, in effect, whether there was a 
package -- whatever -- postponement, cancellation, and I'm 
going to check that for you. 


Q Bernie, a copy of that second statement? 


Q Let me go back to the question I asked about the 
Soviet Union. Last Friday, I asked the question -- last 
Friday, I asked you a question about the Soviet Onsen 
reiterating its opposition to terrorism -- : 


a Easy, easy, easy, so I understand. 

Q -- and his warning, the Soviet Union warning the 
United States against any military action against Libya, and 
you told me nothing on this. I asked that question last Friday. 

A Right. 

Q And you knew about the Soviet Union's warning to 
the United States not to attack militarily against Libya. You 
answered me -- when he asked -- 

A You asked me whether I knew. 


Q Yes. I asked you what do you comment on the 
warning of the Soviet Union about any military action against 
Libya. 


a Right. ‘ 
Q And you didn't comment on that. You said you 


have nothing on this, but you welcomed Mr. Gorbachev's remark 
against terrorism. 


A Right. 

Q So if you want to go back to your record, and 
this is you -- 

A What are you pointing out? 


Q What. I'm pointing out, that will -- I had a 
question that you knew about the warning of the Soviet Union to 


you. 
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A I didn't say -- do I say that in that answer? 
Q You didn't answer that, but you knew. 


A Well, if I didn't answer it, why are you saying I 
answered it? 


Q But there was a question about this because the 
last warning -- 


a But I did not answer it. 


Q There was a warning from the Soviet Union to the 
United States about acting militarily against Libya. 


A You can encompass anything you want in your 
questions. My responsibility is not your questions but my 
replies. 


. 
. — 


Q May we have a copy of that second statement? 
Yes, you can. 
Q Thank you. 


Q Bernie, you said that the Soviet Union has wasted 
six months. Are you saying more than just the obvious and 
implying that they have lost their appetite for a summit? 


A No, I'm not saying that. I'm saying that after 
the November meeting, given the statement that was issued 
there, that some sort of commitment to accelerating the process 
of dialogue, certainly in terms of the arms control talks, the 
United States, as I noted, made a proposal that the Foreign 
Ministers get together. That meeting was when -- November 19 
and 20, 21? -- get together in January. There was no Soviet 
reply. The date, as we all know, was fixed only last week when 
Soviet Ambassador Dobrynin was in town. And then it was set 
forth, best as I remember it, as May 14, 15 and 16. 


Then we had the Libyan -- the attack on the Libyan 
terrorist-related installations. Then we had the Soviet 
statement yesterday, and now you have me today. 


Q Do you still feel that the Soviet Union is 
interested in a summit with the United States this year? 


A I know of nothing in which the Soviets say 
they've called off any sort of summit. So I'm not going to 
make any predictions or forecasts about the Soviet position. 
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We are operating on our basis: Readiness to have the 
meeting -- the meetings -- period. 


Q Were you seeking to imply, in your first part of 
the U.S.-Soviet statement that you read, that the Russians 
support the kind of terrorism that the Libyans are accused of 
perpetrating in Berlin? 


A I'm going to encourage you to read this carefully 
and reach your own analysis. 


Q Bernie, would it be fair to say or conclude that 
your statement indicates that the Administration is beginning 
to have serious doubts about the Soviet's seriousness vis-a-vis 
a meeting? ; 


A I don't want to engage in characterizations of 
the Soviet position. What I would prefer to do, obviously, 
without great success, is to set forth the U.S. position as it 
has been carefully calibrated here without engaging in 
speculations or characterizations, or in any way seeking to 
portray what, after all, is the right of the Soviet Government 
to portray its own position. 


Ralph? 


Q Secretary Shultz has complained about public 
exchanges between the Soviet Union and the United States on the 
question of arms proposals. What efforts has the United States 
made since the U.S. attack on Tripoli to engage the Soviets in 
a private diplomatic dialogue to resolve the kinds of questions 
you raise in your statement today? 


a I don't have anything on that for you. But I do 
say that there was a date circled on the calendar for a 
Shultz-Shevardnadze meeting. For some reason, at least as of 
now, the Soviets have put an eraser -- 


Q I'm trying to get at what efforts you're making 
to repair the damage that you cite today, besides talking about 
the wasted six months? 


A Well, obviously, there are communications that go 
on all the time between the United States and the Soviet 
Union. But insofar as my being able to be specific by way of a 
reply, I can't do that. 


I think we all know that given the prospect earlier 
this year that a date, indeed, would be fixed for a 
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Shultz-Shevardnadze meeting, the bureaucracy goes to work on a 
variety of the issues that are expected to be on the agenda. A 
fixed date somehow energizes and galvanizes the process. 


The fact that no date, prior to last week, was on the 
calendar, does not mean to suggest in any way that there is a 
certain paralysis in moving forward on various issues that have 
to be examined between the United States and the Soviet Union. 
The date provides a catalyst; it provides a spurt to the 
process. That date, for Soviet reasons, has now been removed. 


What I have sought to make clear today is that if the 
Soviets do not wish to meet, so be it; but the United States is 
indeed prepared to step forward with that meeting. 


Q Bernie, do you consider this cancellation and the 
continued Soviet support for Libya a setback to U.S.-Soviet 
relations? 


A I'm going to sidestep your invitation to 
characterize. 


Bi11? 


Q Could you please go back to whomever makes these 
decisions and see if we can find out more about the Soviet 
Union and East Germany being warned? I mean, this implies 
they're culpable and that they had the capability of stopping 
of it? 


) I will note the request, without any expectation 
whatsoever of being able to provide any specifics. 


Q Thank you. 


(Press briefing concluded at 1:21 p.m.) 
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TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the April 16, 1986 daily press briefings: 


u.S.-SOVIET REGIONAL EXPERTS TALKS 


1s there any indication whether the soviets are going to go 
through with the plans for the regional experts talks? 
after yesterday's soviet Government statement, are these 
still going to proceed oF is it the united states’ 


understanding that they will not proceed? 

-- WS AND THE SOVIETS AGREED AT THE GENEVA SUMMIT TO 
INTENSIFY OUR DIALOGUE ON THE ISSUES BETWEEN US. AS 
PART OF THAT PROCESS, WE AGREED TO CONTINUE REGULAR 


EXPERTS’ DISCUSSIONS OF REGIONAL ISSUES. 


. 
-- TALKS ON SOUTHERN AFRICA WERE HELD MARCH 6 IN GENEVA} 


PLANNING FOR OTHER REGIONAL TALKS IS UNDER WAY. 


-- WE ARE READY TO WORK CONSTRUCTIVELY IN ALL AREAS OF 
OUR RELATIONSHIP WITH THE SOVIET UNION, INCLUDING 
REGIONAL ISSUES. OUR PLANNING FOR THE REGIONAL 


EXPERTS TALKS IS CONTINUING. 


-- WE RAVE NO INDICATION THAT THE SOVIETS HAVE 


RECONSIDERED THEIR AGREEMENT TO CONTINUE THESE TALKS 


ON A REGULAR BASIS. 
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TAKEN QUESTION 
Question Taken at. Noon Briefing on April 16 


Q: Since yesterday have you received 4 communique from the 
Ambassadors of the Arab League here or 4 communique from the 


Arab League in Tunis? 


A: --NO. 
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TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the April 16, 1986 daily press briefing: 
CONTADORA: U.S. POLICY 


Q: Does the Habib letter represent a change in U.S. policy 
with respect to a Contadora agreement and U.S. support for 
the contras? 


A: NO. AMBASSADOR HABIB'S LETTER OF APRIL 11 TO CONGRESSMEN 
BARNES, RICHARDSON AND SLATTERY IS MERELY THE MOST RECENT 
STATEMENT OF WHAT THE LETTER ITSELF DESCRIBES AS “U.S. 
POLICY FROM THE OUTSET OF THE CONTADORA PROCESS.” THE TEXT 
OF THE LETTER IS AVAILABLE IN THE PRESS OFFICE. 





POSTED: April 16, 1986 
Wednesday, April 16, 1986 


QUESTION AT DAILY BRIEFING, APRIL 16, 1986 
SUDAN: TPAVEL ADVISORY 


es 





Q: Are there any new advisories abouc cravel co the Sudan? 
A: -- THE ADVISORY AGAINST TRAVEL TO KHARTOUM HAS BEEN 
REVISED, AS OF TODAY, TO READ AS POLLOWS: 


“DUE TO THE PRESENCE IN KHARTOUM OF TERRORISTS POSING 
LIFE-THREATENING DANGERS TO U.S. CITIZENS, AMERICANS 
SHOULD NOT TRAVEL TO THE SUDANESE CAPITAL OP KHARTOUM.* 
EXPIRATION DATE: INDEPINITE. 


THIS ADVISORY CANCELS THAT OP NOVEMBER 21, 1985 


REGARDING TRAVEL TO KHARTOUM. 
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THURSDAY, APRIL 17, 1986, 1:05 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR.KALB: Good afternoon everybody. I'm delighted to 
be so early. I have one brief announcement about remarks 
available in the Press Office. Assistant Secretary Richard 
Murphy, Senate Committee on Foreign Relations. Subject: “arms 
Sales to Saudi Arabia.“ Murphy was up on the Hill at 10:00 
+t morning, and you could pick up his remarks in the Press 
i". 9ce. 


One announcement, if I may. The Indo-Chinese Refugee 
Panel, appointed by Secretary Shultz, September last year, has-.- 
completed its report and will present it to the Secretary “y 
tomorrow, Friday, 10:00 a.m.* That meeting is open for 
coverage. Following the meeting with the Secretary, there will 
be an ON-THE-RECORD briefing by the panel on its report, 11:00 
a.m., right here in this press room. There are some copies of 
the report that can be picked up after today's briefing, and 
that report, as I understand it, is embargoed until noon 
tomorrow. 


Any questions that may arise in connection with this 
story, you might want to get in touch with Frank Sieverts here 
in the building of the Bureau for Refugee Programs. Frank's 
number 632- or -- is that 647- or 632-? 632-5075 or 663-1033. 


With that as a starter, I have nothing else in 
addition, so we can go to questions. 


Q Is there any evidence of Libyan involvement in 
the attack in Sudan or any other terrorist attacks this week? 
If there is, what will be the U.S. response? 


A Well, let me take you on Sudan, if I may. You 
know that there has been a new travel advisory on Sudan, and 
this travel advisory is primarily a response to terrorist 


*The meeting has been rescheduled for 2:00 p.m., Friday. 
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threats and attacks, many of them Libyan. for example, the 
shooting of the American communicator that we talked about 
yesterday is an obviows- example of terrorism. Having said that 


Q Is that Libyan involvement? 


a No, insofar as your question about Libyan 
involvement, that stands as it did yesterday, that there is 
indeed an investigation underway by both the United States and 
Sudanese authorities but that there has been, as yet, no 
definitive finding that points a finger. 


Having said what I've said about the environment, as 
the United States sees the Sudan situation, the Sudanese 
authorities’ response to the security needs of the United 
States has been, in fact, very good. 


Q If the finding were definite, is the U.S. "ea 
prepared to respond to, I guess, the responsible people? 


Aa I'm not going to make any judgment because, at 
this point, its a hypothetical question. 


Q It is not hypothetical -- 
On the event, no -- 
The President said the same thing. 


I beg your pardon? 


oD > & ® 


The President said when we complete an -- 


a The President has said what he has said, and what 
the President said stands, obvtously. 


Let me take you to evacuation. Let me see how I can 
help you on that. There's going to be a temporary drawdown of 
dependents of the U.S. official family in the Sudan. Reason: 
uncertain security situation. 


Having said that, I'd like to emphasize that, in fact, 
the Embassy will remain open doing its usual diplomatic 
business; that key diplomatic personnel will remain at their 
posts. 


Insofar as when the evacuation begins, I am going to 4 
decline being specific on that for obvious security reasons. 
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Q Key ones remain at their posts; that means other 
diplomats are leaving: —~ Washington? 


a No, no, m talking about dependents, Jack. 
bassadeats are Pe al 


Q No Embassy employees are leaving Khartoum? 


a Official American dependents will be affected by 
the evacuation when it goes into effect. 


Q The White House -- 


a At this point, I don't know -—- vevenmen -- 
American diplomats leaving. 


Q The White House said that there would be 
diplomats and that the total of about 500 people are leaving. *~- 


a Let me check that so we tidy up whether there's 
any sort of a gap between what Larry is saying and what I'm 
saying. My understanding is official dependents but not 
diplomatic officials, and let us -- 


Q Key diplomats, it seems like -- 


a Let me drop the word “key." I take the word 
“key” back. If “key” contributed to the confusion, I take it 


Q I think there are diplomats in there. 

Q Certain embassy personnel are leaving -- 
a Okay. i“ 

Q Bernie, if I could just -- 


a Let's tidy it up, then. Certain -- I'm told now 
certain diplomatic personnel will leave in addition to official 
dependents. You said there's a number of about 500; I don't 
have any specific number on that. 


Q Bernie, if I could just ask -- 
7 Just one second. 


Q You said in an earlier statement that the 
Sudanese authorities' response to the security needs of the 
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United States has been very good. But then you cited as the 
reason for this drawdown of personnel the uncertain security 
situation. es 


+ a Well, I also made the point that there are -- and 
that is what prompted the travel advisory -- terrorist threats 
and attacks, many of them Libyan. The response of the Sudanese 
authorities, as I say, has been very good. But you do face a 
threat situation, and the arithmetic on the situation is such 
that notwithstanding the best attempts made by the Sudanese 
authorities there is an environment of active threat. 


Q And just another quick clarification. When you 
say there have been terrorist threats and attacks, have there 
been other attacks against American building facilities or 
personnel in the Sudan since the American attack on Libya? 


a I don't have anything on that. 


Q There's a FBIS item from Lagos, on Lagos radio, 
saying that the U.S. Embassy there had informed the Nigeria 
authorities that it was closing, at least, I guess, for several 
days, at least, because of security problems due to 
demonstrations. Do you have anything on that? 


a I don't, Bern. I got advised of that just prior 
to coming out here, and I have nothing on that, and I'd like to 
take a look at that if I may. 


If I could round out, for just a moment -- and 
briefing --— the situation in Khartoum, to round out my response 
to Barbara's earlier question, the situation in Khartoum, as we 
see it, remains tense. And in addition to the evacuation I've 
just talked about, official Americans have been advised to 
remain in their homes except for essential personnel. 


*a 


Q Bernie -- 
Yes. 
Q On the Sudan, do you have some response more 


ees to the reports that Libyan influence has greatl 
ncreased in the Sudan while American influence has greatly 
diminished in the Sudan? Diplomats are quoted as saying the 
United States has mishandled the situation badly, that it cut 
off aid at a time when it should not have been cut off; the 
Sudanese are blaming Washington for their turn toward Libya. 
What is your view of -- 


a Well, let me take a -- let me try to put -- let 
me try to put the aid question in some sort of a context. 
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In March, last month, some U.S. aid was interrupted 
temporarily because Sudan fell behind on interest payments to 
the U.S. Government. The Brook Amendment stipulates the 
interruption of non-emergency and non-food aid in such 
circumstances. 


But earlier this month -- in fact, just a few days 
ago, April 13 -- Sudan paid its arrears, and aid was resumed. 
Insofar as some of the broader implications of your question, 
Don, let me just say that so far as Libyans in Sudan are 
concerned, I think it has been reported earlier that the 
Libyans have sent air force units to Sudan. These have Seen 
flown by Libyan pilots in combat against Sudanese dissidents in 
the south; that there has been a general increase in the sumber 
of Libyans in Sudan over the past three months... As to precise 
figures on Libyan influx, that is something I do not have. 


Q When, in March, was this aid cut off? tar 


A When, in March? I don't have an exact date for 
you. 


Can you find out? 
(Inaudible). 


The aid -- I have a total aid figure for 1986. 
It's $485 million, including economic support funds and 
disaster assistance; $485 million for 1986. What the figure 
was at the time of cut-off, I don't have any precise figure on 
that. 


Q On arrears, what's the figure on that? 
A Don't have an arrears figure for you. 


Q Do you feel that -- does the State Department 
feel that. the United States' handling of the Sudan in the 
period since President Nimeiri was ousted has somehow 
contributed, if inadvertently, to Libya's much greater 
influence in that country? 


A I think the United States policy has functioned 
as the policies are decided, and I'm not going to make any 
judgment at all. 


Q Is there any review going on of whether the aid 
levels will continue at the current level as a result of the 
situation there? 
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a I don't know; I don’t have anything on that. 

Q Bernie, you spoke about Libyan air force planes. 
going to the Sudan. There's a note or the FBIS saying that a 
number of planes went right before the American raid. Do you 
have anything on that? 


a A number of planes went where? 


A number of Libyan planes went to Sudan, 
apparently to escape -- 


A I don't. I don't have anything on that. You 
mean prior to our Monday night -- 


Q Yes. 

a I don't. "Ms 
Q What's the situation in Libya today? 
a 


Libya? I don't really have very much on Libya. 
You asked about Qadhafi's whereabouts, I don't have any really 
hard information about his whereabouts. If you ask about the 
situation in Tripoli, I think we've all seen comparable reports 
of sporadic firing going on in Tripoli. No confirmation about 
whose fingers are on the triggers or why. 


Just let me add one point, if I may: that there have 
been some reports by foreign media -- TASS, Syrian Radio, to 
name a couple -- have reported American air raids on Tripoli 
since Monday night. These reports are simply not true. The 
United States has engaged in no military action involving Libya 
since Monday night, again our time. 


--MORE-- 
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Q What about reconnaissance flights? 


A Reconnaissance? Fair question. And when that 
came up yesterday, I suggested that -- I'm talking here about 
military action. Insofar as reconnaissance is concerned, you 
might want to check with the Pentagon. 


Q Bernie, on a related thing, when Ambassador 
Hartman was called into the Soviet Ministry last night with 
other foreign ambassadors, was he told that the Soviets have 
froemry some sort of wide-scale maneuvers off the coast of 
Libya 


Aa I don't have anything on that. Simply don't 
know. Nothing has reached me on that yet. 


Q Do we think Qadhafi is fighting for his political 
survival now? 


. 
. Po o 
- 


A I'll pass on speculation. 
Q Bernie -- 
A Yes. 


Q Is there any assessment of what Qadhafi said, as 
reported on FBIS today, that he's called off his operations in 


a Called off what operations? 


Q Well, his retaliatory operations in southern 
Europe. It sounded like those kinds of words. 


Q I have to preface whatever I say by saying that I 
have not seen what you're alluding to, but I think you've -- 


Q Qadhafi's speech. 
A Are you talking about the speech of yesterday? 
Q Yes. 


A I don't have any comment. I thought you said 
today. Sorry. 


Q Do you have anything -- 
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a No. I don't have any comment on the Qadhafi 
speech of yesterday. 


Semaan? 


Q Do you have anything on the German evidence, 
whether it is the same as the American on the Berlin bombing? 


A Well, we had said earlier for our part that we 
had irrefutable evidence linking Libya to the act that claimed 
two lives, left more than 200 injured, in the Berlin bombing. 
Therefore, “pleased” and “not surprised" by the West German 
Government's independent and parallel conclusion. 


Q Bernie, has the Italian Government been in touch 
— at all about the Libyan threats to the NATO bases in 
Italy 


A Don't know. I don't have anything on that, 8ill:- 


Q Do you have any comment on France again? I mean, 
Secretary Weinberger has had another salvo yesterday. 


A Well, I think the starting point would be that 
the French share our basic goal of eradicating the scourge of 
international terrorism even when we disagree on the best means 
to achieve this end. 


The cooperation between our intelligence services has 
been very helpful in the fight against terrorism. Two weeks 
ago the French prevented a Libyan-backed terrorist attack 
against one of our diplomatic installations, saving many 
lives. They have beefed up security at our consular posts 
around France. For years the French have put lives on the line 
against Qadhafi in Chad, and they have been involved in the 
ongoing struggle to disrupt terrorist networks. 


Finally, they have stated the European states should 
respond if Libya carries out its threats against southern 
Europe. While we have sometimes differed on the time and the 
place of coordination against terrorism, there has never been 
any question of our agreement that international terrorism 
presents a fundamental threat to our shared values. 


On your allusion to what -- 


Q It wasn't an allusion. Secretary Weinberger had 
a speech in which I think he rather directly -- 
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a Well, on that point you have heard what he has 
had to say. Obviously... it's no secret that there is some 
disappointment that France did not agree to grant overflight 
permission. Having said that, we respect the right of our 
friends and allies to have differences of opinion on the best 
means of achieving the common goal -- our common goal of 
eradicating terrorism. 


Q Bernie, could I just ask a question that has not 
been real clear to me since Monday night? Weinberger was asked 
at that press conference, that the Secretary of State was also 
present, whether or not France was the only country that denied 
overflights, and he was asked was Spain one of them. And he 
limited all of his remarks to France, and he seemed to be 
saying that Spain was never asked, and Spain never refused. 


Did I misunderstand that? Was Spain at some moment 
asked, and also refused an overflight? + 


A Let me try to -- let me take that question, and 
see what can get. for you. 
Bernie -- 


Deborah. Just a moment, please. 


Today's what? 
Today's EC meeting on the subject of terrorism. 


I 

Q 

a 

Q Today's EC meeting. 
4 

~ 

a I don't have anything on that. 
Q 


Nothing yet. . 


A I don't have anything on that. Simply perhaps 
maybe to.echo that the measures that the European Community has 
decided to take against Libya, because of its support for 
terrorism and the cooperation it has called on with others are 
positive signs. Obviously, the United States looks forward to 
working in a very close and cooperative way with our European 
allies and other like-minded governments whose people face the 
same threat as ours, and who have borne a share of the 
casualties and the suffering. 


Roberto? 
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Q You chose to answer only one part of the measures 
taken by the EC. I think they have also made an appeal for the 
U.S. to end -- as well as to-Libya -- to end violence in the 
Mediterranean. Do you have any comment about that aspect of -- 


a No, I don't. 


Q The Soviet spokesman, Mr. Lomeiko, denied what 
you said yesterday about the Soviets having been given 
information about the Libyans planning an attack in Berlin. Do 
you have any comment on that? 


a I'm going to stand with what I said yesterday. I 
haven't had a chance to parse the precise allegations set forth 
in the Soviet statement, but -- and I don't think there's any 
point actually here in reviewing precisely what I said. 


As I take a look at the statement here, what I have  ~. 


picked up on FBIS, it says the Foreign Ministry spokesman said 
that, “We possess no concrete information on this matter," etc. 


Now, what I said yesterday is that we advised the 
Soviets that we had evidence indicating Libya was planning 
actions against U.S. interests and citizens in Berlin. 
Obviously, if we had the information on the targeting of the 
discotheque, action would have been taken. 


So to make -- if that is the point of the Soviet 
statement, to make a charge that we did not mention the 
specific target, was that we didn't have the specific target, 
obviously. 


Q There's a report from Moscow that foreign 
ambassadors were called in yesterday, Wednesday, and told that 
the Soviets consider the airspace and waters around Libya to be 
international, possibly indicating they might intend maneuvers 
there. 


Do you have any comment on that? 


a No. I don't know what the Soviet military may do 
by way of maneuvers, but the United States has consistently 
welcomed the fact that those are, indeed -- if we're talking 
about the Gulf of Sidra -- international waters, and so 
recognized by most of the countries of the world. 


- 
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Q Do you have any comment on Mr. Gorbachev's letter 
to Mr. Qadhafi, pledging continued military support? 


Q Solidarity? 

” I do have something on that. Really, no 
surprise, since the letter follows the position that the Soviet 
Union has taken in supporting Qadhafi and his irresponsible 
actions. The apparent promise of military resupply for Qadhafi 
is not helpful. 

Q Going back to that point -- 


Q Another question: Can you confirm that this -- 
the ambassadors, or our Ambassador, has been told that? 


a I don't. I can't. 
Q So if the Soviets -- “Me 


a I can't, because I don't know. I can check this 


Would you welcome a show of Soviet, like a 
maneuver off the Libyan coast -- their recogrition -- 


a You're talking about joint U S -Soviet maneuvers? 


Q No. I'm talking about what if the Soviets 
conducted a maneuver as we did? Would you welcome that? 


a I won't get involved in welcoming. I will simply 
reiterate what you have often heard, that these are 
international waterways. Freedom of navigation can be 
practiced. 


Don? ” 

Q Back on the letter, I asked you yesterday about 
the Soviet claims that they have made warnings to the United 
States, and in the letter -- 

a That they had what? 


Q That they had made warnings to the United States 
with regard to Libya -- 


“ Right. 
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Q -- in the letter from Mr. Gorbachev. He says, 
“We had repeatedly made’ serious warnings to the American 
Administration about the dangerous consequences of the 
continuation of its anti-Libyan policy, not only for the 
situation in the Mediterranean region, but also for the entire 


international situation.” 


Can you tell us -- I think you were going to look into 
it yesterday, but without so far results -- something about 
these alleged Soviet warnings to the United States regarding 


Libya? 


a Let me see if I can't take another look at that. 


-- MORE -- 
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Q Secondly, it's unclear, at least in my mind, what 
the position of the Administration is with regard to whether it 
was attempting to kill Qadhafi. As I understand it, although I 
wasn't there, Assistant Secretary Murphy said on the Hill 
several days ago that the United States was not attempting to 


kill Qadhafi, or not “attempting to assassinate him," I believe 
were the words that were used. 


Qadhafi in his speech last night makes a big point of 
saying that the whole raid was designed to kill him, and that 
they sent so many bombers and other planes with that particular 
purpose, and other people have sort of suggested in BACKGROUND 
statements that that was part of the purpose. 


Was this raid designed in part to kill Qadhafi? 


a You had on Monday an itemized list of the five 
targets that were set forth. " 


Q One of which was his residence. 
A Monday night I thought it was, Monday night. 


Dick Murphy has addressed the question that you have 
just alluded to, and I'm just going to let it stand right there. 


Q Bernie, yesterday, on WORLOWET, Secretary Shultz 
said that one of the targets was the guards around Qadhafi, or 
something like that. 


a Uh-huh. 


Q How do you target the guards around someone 
without targeting the person himself? 


a I think the Secretary has addressed that point in 
that WORLONET interview, and I have nothing to add to it. 


Q Bernie, do you have any comment on the death of 
three British hostages in Lebanon or any of the other hits the 
British appear to be taking because of their cooperation with 
us? 


a On the three deaths that you're alluding to, I 
really have nothing beyond the wire service reports. Insofar 
as the deaths taking place, obviously, we deplore them. 
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For additional information, for example, on the story 
about the British ambassador's residence coming under some sort 
of fire, and so forth, I don't have any details on that 
whatever. 


Q Do you have anything on the fate, or information 
on the American hostages? 


a I have nothing beyond what you've heard me say, 
that - are proceeding on the assumption that all six hostages 
are alive. 


Q Bernie, any additional information on the £1 Al 
incident in London this morning? 


a Nope, I don't. 
Q Is the U.S. at all involved in investigating? Se 
a I haven't heard that. 


Q Going back to Libya, what's the reaction to the 
non-aligned and the Chinese reaction? 


a What I've been saying, in response to questions 
that move around different geographic areas of the world, is to 
set forth the explanation as to why the United States has taken 
this action, and it has been said Tuesday, Wednesday, and 
Thursday; and beyond that, I really have nothing to add. 


Q Do you have any answer to the Egyptian invitation 
to allow the injured to be hospitalized in Cairo? 


a I don't have anything on that. 

Q Bernie, in the Sudan, there were varying reports 
yesterday as to whether the demonstration in Khartoum resulted 
in an attempt to besiege or storm the Embassy, or not. Do you 
have any reading on whether the Embassy feels it was -- 

A I don't have any reading on that. 

Q Ambassador Lamb was on this morning. 


a Uh-huh. 
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Q He said that -- he was very concerned about the 
security of 60 or 70 embassies, and that they had been getting 
about a dozen bomb threats a-day since the Libyan attack. 


a Uh-huh. 


Q How does this fit in with the 30 that we've been 
hearing from the White House? Is this a heightened security 
problem since the Libyan attack, or is it some ongoing thing. 
or -- 


a Heightened what? 


Q Is this 60 or 70 since the Libyan attack or before 
(inaudible)? ' 


A I think that the reference to 30 dealt with - 
embassies and other installations. I think what Bob Lamb may -- 
have been talking about today, although I have not gone through 
an exact transcript, had to deal with threats; and I didn't 
have any sense of specific targets associated with those 
threats. 


That bomb threats have increased against our 
facilities is a fact. That before the bombing raid, as he 
noted this morning, in Libya, there was an average of about 
half a dozen credible bomb scares a day. In the last several 
days, these have increased to about a dozen a day. As far as 
other details, I don't have any of those. 


Q Bernie, with that in mind, is there any -- 

Q That encompasses all the world? 

“ I hate to put parameters on that because, as I 
say, I haven't read what Bob Lantb said. I haven't read an 
exact transcript of his remarks this morning. 

Q Bernie, was that -- 

a I should add -- just let me go on -- 

Q Could you clarify that though later? You're 
saying half a dozen bomb threats a day, and now double that. 


What are we talking about, because otherwise it doesn't mean 
anything, right? 
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a It may. It may not mean anything to you, but I'm 
only working on the basis of the information I have by way of a 
quick summary as to what Bob.Lamb said. And I don't have the 
additional spelling out. Sut having said what he has said, 
that before the strike on Libya, we averaged about half a dozen 
credible bomb scares a day. In the last several days, these 
have increased to about a dozen a day. 


Having said that, obviously, there has been a 
wholesale effort to introduce and firm up security postures 
ever re. There has been a steadily improving situation not 
simply because of the current situation, but at embassies 
world-wide within the last year, the United States has done a 
number of things, and I can tick off some of the things that 
have been set forth: for example, doubling the number of 
security officers worldwide; tripling the number of armored 
cars; increasing the numbers of Marine guards by some 25 
percent; accelerating physical security projects such as oe 
perimeter walls, public access controls, barriers, increasing 
the number of local guards from about 9500 to 11,000 to protect 
homes and offices of our employees. 


In addition to that, as Bob said, most of all, we've 
increased security awareness and vigilance of our employees 
through better training and through briefings. 


Q Bernie, if I could ask a clarifying -- 


Q When he said half a dozen, is that half a dozen 
in the entire world, half a dozen per post, half a dozen what? 


) I could take the question. 
Mr. Redman: Worldwide. 


* 


a Worldwide. . 


Q Does that include Washington, at the State 
Department? 


a Let me get to Bob Lamb's office or something. 
I'm telling you the dimensions of what I have, and Chuck has 
just made a contribution to it. But I can't answer the 
specific question because I simply don't have the information 
here. 


Q Could you tell us what he means by “credible” , 
bomb threats? f 
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a Nope, I cannot. It's something that the United 
a takes seriously beyond what could be a hoax or crank 
call. | 


Q Bernie, just as you're talking to Lamb's office, 
when he says there are 60 or 70 embassies that he's 
particularly concerned about, it was unclear in the course of 
that interview if he meant because the security wasn't as great 
as they thought it would be or because those embassies have 
been particularly targeted in some way, above and beyond the 
other 260-odd diplomatic posts. 


a Let's puc that on the Lamb profile. 


Q Bernie, given the increased threat, are any other 
embassies around the world as per the Sudan now being studied 
for possible drawdown? 


a I don't have anything on that. 


Q Any final decision made on SALT II or anything 
more on a Nitze-Rowhy trip? 


a No. I have nothing on a SALT II decision. 
The other question? 


Q Bernie, if Ambassador Lamb would be willing to 
come down this afternoon and talk to us here, I think that 
would be helpful. 


a I'll make note of that. 


On Rowny and Nitze: The United States consults 
closely with its friends and allies on a full range of arms 
control issues of mutual concert. Thus Ambassador Nitze and 
Ambassador Rowny will soon visit the capitals of allies and 
friends in Europe and Asia to consult on our proposed response 
to Soviet arms control violations. In addition, Ambassador 
Nitze will consult with the North Atlantic Council in NATO. 


Q What is our proposed response? 


a Huh? 


Q The proposed response? 
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a Well, I just told you I have nothing to report on 
that. 2 


They are going to consult before the -—~- 


> 


I have nothing on a decision. 


Q Are they consulting as the decision is made, or 
are they informing of a decision? 


a I said “soon visit,” and I'm going to have to 
leave it that way. 


Q I'd like to get back briefly to the American 
hostages in Lebanon. Is there any concern that they may get 
caught up in the Libyan retaliation, if there is one? 

a I'm not going to speculate about that. We think-.- 
these are innocent people who are being held hostage and in 
fact shovld be released forthwith. 


Q Anything on Stalin's daughter coming back to the 
United States? 


a I read the wires. 
Q No confirmation of that? 


a I think you've got to talk -- Customs says she's 
here, and I haven't talked to Customs. 


Q It's still the State Department's view that she 
did not lose her U.S. citizenship when she left? 


a Yes -— what we said the last time. That's right. 

Q Do you have any comment on the latest charges 
from Philippines former President Marcos that he was misled, 
abused, that he is being taken advantage of in the United 
States even while he was in Hawaii talking about this? 


a No. 


Q Do you have anything on a reported letter from 
Abrams to Congressman Stenholm on the subject of drug 
trafficking by members of the contra forces? 
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a Yes, I do have something on that. In response to 
concerns expressed recently by Congressman Stenholm about 
allegations of druy trafficking, corruption, human rights 
abuses made against the Nicaraguan Democratic. Resistance, 
Assistant Secretary Abrams sent the Congressman a brief report 
responding to the allegations. Our belief is that the report 
adequately responds to those charges, and there are copies of 
the report that are available for picking up, outside in the 
Press Office. 


Q Do you have anything on Nicaragua's alleged 
agreement to sign the Contadora peace plan? 


a No, I don't. 


(The briefing concluded at 1:37 P.M.) 














Posted: April 18, 1986 


TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the April 17, 1986 daily press briefing: 


SUDAN: U.S. AID 





Q: When was U.S. aid to the Sudan suspended? 


A: U.S aid to the Sudan was suspended February 11, 1986 and 


reinstated April 13, 1986. 








QUESTION TAKEN April 17 Posted: April 17, 1986 


Q: Can vou comment on the report that our 
temporarily closed? Embassy in Lagos has 


A: AS A PRECAUTIONARY MEASURE OUR EMBASSY IN LAGOS HAS TEMPORARILY 


SUSPENDED VISA SERVICES IN ORDER TO LIMIT ACCESS TO EMBASSY GROUNDS. 


THE EMBASSY IS OTHERWISE CARRYING OUT ITS NORMAL FUNCTION. 


Posted: April 17 


QUESTION TAKEN AT THE NOON PRESS BRIEFING 
APRIL 17, 1986 


Q: When Bob Lamb says there are 60 or 70 embassies that he's 
particularly concerned about, it was unclear in the course of 
that interview if he meant because the security wasn't as great 
as they thought it should be or because those embassies have 
been particularly targeted in some way, above and beyond the 
other 260-odd diplomatic posts. Could you clarify that? 


A: AS THE ADMINISTRATION HAS REPORTED, WE ARE FACING 
INCREASING TERRORIST THREATS WORLDWIDE. SOME OF THESE POSTS 
MAY HAVE BEEN SPECIFICALLY TARGETED; HOWEVER, THE DEPARTMENT 
HAS TAKEN A CLOSE LOOK DURING THE LAST YEAR AT OUR ENTIRE 
BUILDING INVENTORY. 


WE STUDIED THE ADEQUACY OF PHYSICAL AND TECHNICAL SAFEGUARDS IN 
PLACE. SOME WE FOUND WANTING BECAUSE THEY WERE BUILT DURING A 
MORE “INNOCENT” OR TRANQUIL TIME. 


WE ARE PROPOSING A MAJOR CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM FOR SEVENTY 
MISSIONS ABROAD. THESE DO NOT MEET MINIMUM SECURITY STANDARDS 
FOR PHYSICAL AND TECHNICAL SECURITY AND CANNOT BE RETROFITTED 
TO COME UP TO STANDARDS. 


WE CANNOT PREDICT WITH ABSOLUTE ACCURACY WHERE TERRORISTS MAY 
ATTEMPT TO STRIKE, AND IT IS IMPORTANT, PARTICULARLY NOW, THAT 
WE REBUILD INADEQUATE BUILDINGS TO SAFEGUARD OUR EMPLOYEES. 


Q: When Bob Lamb said this morning that you were receiving 


half a dozen bomb threats a cay before the strike on Libya, was 
that in the entire world or what? 


A: HE WAS REFERRING TO THREATS AGAINST OUR DIPLOMATIC POSTS 


ABROAD, NOT TO DEPARTMENT FACILITIES IN THE U.S. 
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FRIDAY, APRIL 18, 1986, 12:37 P. M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. KALB: Good afternoon, everybody. I have a few 
housekeeping -- let me just read one announcement, then two or 
three on housekeeping. 


This in connection with deaths in detention and 
violence in Lebowa in South Africa: The Lebowa police in Sovth 
Africa have acknowledged Mr. Peter Nchabaleng, President of the 
Northern Transvaal UDF, died in detention April 11, several 
hours after being taken into police custody. The police report 
indicated that he died of a heart attack, but so far the body 
has not been released for an autopsy. Mr. Nchabaleng, age 59, 
was reportedly in good health, and the circumstances of his 
death appear extremely suspicious. Mr. Nchabaleng is the 
second person to die in detention in Lebowa in a week. The 
other victim was Azapo member Lucky Kutumela, who died in 
police custody April 4, three hours after he had been 
detained. The police have announced they will investigate Mr. 
Kutumela's death. 


The incidence of death and injuries in Lebowa of those 
in police custody is a cause of great concern. We call on the 
South African Government to authorize a full and independent 
inquiry to bring those responsible to justice and to take 
immediate steps to prevent such abuses. 


We also note that at least 36 burnt bodies have been 
found by police in Lebowa in recent days. We call on the South 
African authorities to investigate these deaths and to bring to 
justice expeditiously those responsible 


By way of - 


Q Copy of that, Bernie? 
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” Copy. of course. 


By way of housekeeping, Secretary Shultz will deliver 
brief remarks of tribute at the dedication of the Paul and 
Phyllis Nitze Building at Johns-Hopkins University School] of 
Advanced International Studies, CSIS, Tuesday, April 22. The 
building dedication begins at 11:30 at CSIS, 1740 Massachusetts 
Avenue. Anyone wanting to cover, having any questions, you 
might want to contact Susan Crowley of CSIS at 785-6804. And 
in connection with those brief remarks, it's noted that there 
is no Q&A for that. 


Another upcoming set of remarks, this time by Deputy 
Secretary John Whitehead. He'll deliver 10 or 15 minutes ON’ 
THE RECORD, opening remarks -- again, no Q&A -- at the Center 
for Strategic and International Studies -- a one-day conference 
entitled, “War in Afghanistan and the Plight of the Afghan 
Family," Monday, April 21, 9:15-9:30. The location is at CSIS, 
1800 K, the Wadsworth Room If you want to cover this event, 
the luncheon address by Jeanne Kirkpatrick or the panel 
discussions, please contact Leslie Milk. the number at CSIS is 
775-3265. Press credentials will be required. 


Some brief announcements here. Released today in the 
Press Office: Limited copies of Foreign Relations of the 
United States, 1958-1960, Volume 1. I call attention to the 
press release, the embargo date of April 21, 6:00 o'clock -- 
6:00 p.m. One copy per organization. A summary prepared by 
the Office of the Historian is available with the copy. 








Also available in the Press Office: statement by the 
Officer in Charge, European, Arms Control, Outer Space and 
Ocean Affairs, Alexander Leibowitz, before the House Committee 
on Appropriations. His remarks come under the heading of FY-87 
Request for Funds to Support the U.N. Force in Cyprus. They 
were launched at 10:00 this morning. You can pick up his 
statement outside. 


And, finally, another set of remarks available, this 
time with an embargo at 10:00 p.m., by Gaston Sigur, Assistant 
Secretary for Asian Affairs, before the Cincinnati Council on 
World Affairs. His speech is called, "The U.S. and East Asia 
Meeting the Challenge of Change. " 


That is all I have, and we could go to questions. 











-3- Friday, 4/18/86 


Q Bernie, one of the three bodies found in Beirut 
has been identified today by a senior official] of the American 
Hospital of Beirut as that of Peter Kilburn. Do you have any 
confirmation on that? Do you have any comment on it? 


is) What I have on that is this: that our Embassy in 
Beirut has been contacted by officials at AUB -- that is to 
say, the American University, Beirut -- regarding the 


identification of the third victim as Peter Kilburn by three of 
his colleagues. We do not, however, have positive forensic 
identification Let me just add that we have been in touch 
with the hostage families, and we have told them what we know. 


Q So you're confirming that the hospital] has 
identified him? 


6 What I am saying is regarding the identification 
of the third victim as Peter Kilburn by three of his colleagues. 


Q Are you doing anything to come to a final 
conclusion on that? Are you sending forensic experts or 
anything of that sort? 


6 Without getting involved in specifics or details, 
the answer is yes. Yes, we are doing something about it, but 
I'm not getting involved right now insofar as the dispatch of 
forensic experts, and so forth. 


Q How long will] a forensic examination take? 


a I have no idea. I cannot make any prediction 
about the time period. 


Q You are sending experts? I'm sorry. 

i) I said I did not want to get involved in that 
other than to say that we, indeed, are working on this. 

Q Are forensic experts -- 

. Just a second I -- 

Q The British Foreign Secretary today said that 
Britain had evidence or solid information -- 1 forgot what he 
said -- that the Britons who were killed had been held captive 


by Libya. Presuming this 1s the same organization, did the 
United States have any information suggesting that Mr. Kilburn, 
and ] have te assume Mr. Buckley, were held by the Libyans or 
Libyan-connected Lebanese? 
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i) I don't have anything on that. Insofar -- 
Q You do not? 
ia No, 1 do not. Insofar as what you said about Sir 


Geoffrey Howe, what we've heard is that he said that the two -- 
that is to say, two of the victims who have been identified -- 
were definitely in Libyan hands. Beyond what he has said, I 
have nothing to add 


Q Have you shared -- had he shared that -- had the 
British Government shared that information with you earlier? 


A 1 don't have any information on that. I simply 
do not know. 


Q Can we get something on that? 


a) Well, I'll take a look to see what is possible 
under that heading 


Q Bernie -- 

6 Yes. 

Q Without directly linking what you believe about 
Kilburn to what the British said about Libyans holding the 


other two, what is the U.S. view of who was in fact holding 
Peter Kilburn? 


A I don't have anything on tnat. I simply do not 
have any information on that now. 

Q Bernie, can you -- 

a Wait a minute. I1 had somebody over here. Just a 


second, Bill. 


Q well, one question Is it necessary to have 
forensic experts? Can you explain why? I mean, if they've 
been able to identify them? 


A Well, because 1 suppose they want to be 
absolutely sure that certain medical evidence has been set 
forth so that an absolutely indisputable, positive 
identification can be made. 


B11]? 
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Q Bernie, for the last few days now official Libyan 
radio, Iripoli radio, has been calling for Arabs to rise up and 
kill Americans. Does the State Department have any reaction to 
that? 


& I think I noted yesterday a heightened state o 
alert and security measures that have been taken everywhere. 
Beyond what has been noted, I would simply find myself 
repeating what I have said. 


Q Bernie, is there any policy statement you care to 
make in light of the fact that an American -- that one of the 
Six American hostages now appears to be dead? 


A Well, I have not made any such confirmation. 1 
have -- will simply stick with what I said And what we have 
said repeatedly is that these are innocent people, and these 
people should be released forthwith -- the hostages that we 
have referred to constantly, Americans and any others -- of any 
other nationalities that are being held hostages. 


Q But how about U.S. reaction, if any? 
i) That's where 1'm going to leave it at this point 
Q Was one of the intentions of the raid on Libya to 


overthrow the government? 


A The United States is not trying to kill or 
overthrow Qadhafi. As we have said many times, we are trying 
to stop Qadhafi's support for an involvement in internationa] 
terrorism. 


Q How do you square that with what Secretary Shultz 
said yesterday afternoon when he said, “It would be good," if a 
coup were to take place in Libya? Do you make a distinction 
between a coup taking place independent of the United States? 


is I think that the Secretary's remarks are a 
reaction to what might be possible, but I don't see the 
connection that you're making with it, frankly. 


Q Well, you're saying the U.S. doesn't seek to 
overthrow Qadhafi, and the Secretary said it would be good if 
somebody overthrew Qadhafi. 
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A No. I think what he said was tha’ a coup would 
be al] to the good 
Q Right. 


Well, that's -- 


Q I think that's what I just said. a 
‘ I don't see any contradiction in the two 

sentences. 
Q He also said that -- Bernie, he also -- 


Q Did we talk with the Russians, about their 
statements that they'll] resupply Qadhafi? 


a I don't know. I don't know whether that's come 
up. 


Q Could you look into that? 


A Not sure I can take that. It may fall under 
diplomatic exchanges, but I think the Soviet Union is quite 
well aware of the U.S. position on any resupply of Qadhafi. 


Jeanne? 


Q Skipping back to the hostages for a minute, 
you've said repeatedly over the months that we're working on 
the assumption that all hostages are alive ls that still the 
working -- 


‘ Yes, it 1s. 

Q -- definition? 

f Yes, it 1s 

Q The US. would welcome a coup in Libya, is that 
correct? 

a 1 will] refer you to what the Secretary said last 
night. 


Q Would Qadhafi's death be al] to the good also? 


A I will refer you to what the Secretary said last 


night. 
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Q Would the United States blame Libya if a 
secondary group was taking action in these killings? In other 
words, would the United States blame Libya directly? 


‘ I am not going to make any prejudaments 


Q Bernie, can we get somebody, or yourself, to give 
us some more information on what we know about it, bicause -- 


‘ On what we know about -- 

Q I'm talking about the hostages. Because you've 
been saying you assume all six are still alive. 

if That has been the working assumption. 

Q A group of terrorists some time ago said Buckley 
was dead Now we have -- I'm assuming that the three friends 
and the doctors at AUB are saying that Kilburn's dead -- we 
have two of the six said to be dead or are dead Four -- the 


other four were identified by eyewitnesses as being alive. No 
one to my knowledge has ever seen the other two in captivity. 
The presumption has been, among some of us at least, that those 
two, Kilburn and Buckley, were not in with the other four Can 
you share with us at least some information on what the U.S. 
Government has been doing for the last year? 


A Well, I think the Secretary -- 
Q I mean, particularly if two of them are dead 


A Well, at this point I'll have to stick with what 
I have shared with you. I think the Secretary has made the 
point, and I think he made it last night, that the United 
States is constantly involved in a process that would seek to 
bring freedom to the American hostages. He has not chosen to 
90 into details and neither can I 


Q No. But the freedom for those two is in @ 
different world 


A Well - 


Q Il mean, at least -- could you at Jeast have 


somebody on background share with us what the government really 
knows on this? 
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A Let me take note of your request, and we'll see 
what is within the realm of the possible. 


Q In responding to Deborah's question earlier, I 
Gidn't quite understand whether you were simply not saying or 
whether the government does not know who held Kilburn before 
his death? Could you clear that up? 


id No. I simply said I don't have anything at this 
time. 


Ralph? 


Q Could we also come back to what -- you said that 
your working assumption is still that all the hostages are 
alive. & logical conclusion from that statement is that you 
disbelieve the three friends at AUB Hospital. 


) No. I do not disbelieve anybody. I said that we 
cannot confirm, and I[ will stick precisely with this language, 
because I think it would be totally irresponsible to make any 
sort of confirmation unless there was in fact this forensic 
identification 1 don't think -- 


Q Well -- 

‘ Just @ minute, Ralph It's very important, this 
particular point. I ~ ‘n't think you should misinterpret or 
reinterpret what 1 at aying What I have said you have heard, 
and I made it very cle.r that we cannot confirm. I made clear 
what the U.S. position 16 avout this at the present time, but |] 
don't want you to take what -- this and relate it to the 
assumption, and I cen only repeat the working assumption until 
there are identifications that are positive and forensically 
checked out 


Q And you never question your assumptions even 
before you -- | mean, even though you may not have a 100 
percent, aS you said, indisputable - 

a That is the assumption That is the assumption 


Q Do you hold Syria responsible for the safety of 
the remaining hostages? 


is No, 1] don't have anything on that 
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. The situation in Beirut is said to be very 
tense Does the U.S. have any intention of removing the 
remaining US. personnel] there? 

a I haven't heard anything like that. 


Q Any drawdown of any other personne] other than in 
Sudan that you've talked about in that region? 


io} 1 don't know of any 
What about Nigeria? 


Q 

Q That's what you said about Sudan 
. Anything beyond the taken -- 

o 


A couple of days ago I said, Ralph, just to tidy 
up -- 


Q On the day the drawdown was announced you told us 
that you were not aware of any drawdown 


6 No I think I] said that the situation -- the 
security situation is under constant review 


Q Right 


is ] think that may be more accurate You're asking 
me about Nigeria 


Q Raght 


6 As @ precautionary measure our Embassy in Lagos 
temporarily suspended visa services, April 17th, in order to 
limit access to Embassy grounds The Embassy otherwise 
remained open and is offering full services today 


~~ MORE -- 
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Q Is that because of a terrorist threat? 


é Well, as to the detision as to why the visa 
section was closed, the decision was made after several small 
demonstrations, numbering less than 150 persons each, took 
place outside the U.S. Embassy and after several anonymous bomb 
threats. the Nigerian police did an excellent job of 
protecting the Embassy. No bombs were found following the 
phone threats. The visa section has been reopened 


Q That section was closed? 

7 It has been reopened. 

Q Was that Embassy -- 

Q How long was it closed? 

a I said that the visa services were suspended 
yesterday as a security precaution. The Embassy remained 
opened - 

Q And reopened, opened today? 

A Yes. 

Q Was that Embassy one of the 30 embassies 


mentioned by -- 
A I don't want to do any pinpoint identifications. 


Q Have visa offices been closed in other embassies 
around the world? 


a) I beg your pardon? 


Q Have the visa offices been temporarily closed in 
other embassies, such as Mexico? 


A Straight offhand, I don't know that I could 
take a look at that. I simply don't know. 


Q Could you? 
Q Have we noted an influx of Libyans to Nigeria? 
A I think I had something on that yesterday. 


Q To Nigeria? 


A No, no, I'm sorry -- 
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Q That's Sudan. 


A -- that's wrong -- Sudan. Sorry. No, I don't 
have anything on that. 


Q Bernie, there seems to be a lot of security 
downstairs. What about right here at home? Is there some 
special concern or is it because of visitors that the place 
looks like Berlin downstairs? 


a I know that there's a lunch upstairs with the 
visiting Australian Prime Minister. 


Q There was a bomb threat here yesterday, for 
instance. Is the State Department in full operation? Has it 
put on additional security for some reason? 


ia I don't know whether there's any additional 
security. 


Q Bernie, how many bomb threats have there been in 
this building in the last few days? 


. I just know of one yesterday. 


Q Bernie, you were going to get back to me, over 
the last three days, on that Belgium question. 


AA The what question? 


Q You know, where the Belgian Government said the 
Libyans approached them for a ceasefire. Remember that? 


A I think we have some guidance. I thought that 
was handled a day or so ago on a taken "Q", but we'll get that 
for you at the end of the briefing. 

Q Okay. 


Q Bernie, the Vietnamese are saying they don't want 
to talk about MIAs because we bombed Libya 


f Yes, we do have something on that. 
Are we leaving Libya now? 


Q Well, that's Libya-related 
Q 


Oh, I'm sorry. They're all over 
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& In connection with information by Vietnam of 
putting off POW/MIA talks, yes, they did inform us today, April 
18, in Bangkok; and what they informed us was along these 
general lines, and I'm quoting: “The current situation is not 
favorable for the conduct of a technical meeting at this time. 
The rescheduling of this meeting will be later agreed upon 
between the two sides." That's the end of the quote, as I have 
it. 


The Vietnamese Embassy did not elaborate on what they 
meant by the “current situation." 


The Vietnamese have told the National League of 
POW/MIA families and have made press statements, including one 
by Foreign Minister Nguyen Co Thach in New Delhi, tying this 
postponement to U.S. actions regarding Libya. 


We very much great this action on the part of the 
Vietnamese Government. We hope that they will reconsider and 
that the talks will resume soon. 


We and the Vietnamese have agreed that the POW/MIA 
issue is a@ humanitarian question which we wil] cooperate in 
resolving without reference to the political issues that divide 
us. We have proceeded on that basis for over three years, and 
though events have moved more slowly than we would wish, we 
have made significant progress. 


If Vietnam now decides to abandon that pledge and to 
link this humanitarian enterprise to political issues, this can 
only increase the suffering of the families of those still 
missing, bring discredit to the Hanoi authorities and imperil 
any chance for an improvement in the atmosphere between our two 
nations. 


We hope that Hanoi wil] realize that such a course of 
action is not in its interest and will hold to its pledge to 
cooperate in the resolution of this humanitarian issue. 


Q Copy? 

t Yes. 

Q Bernie, can 1 ask you question about that? 
A Barry? 

Q I don't understand that last part about 


atmospherics. I thought the State Department delinked these 
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talks from any other element such as Vietnam wanting relations 
or foreign aid -- are you dangling something in front of the 
Vietnamese again? 


i) No, but obviously resolution of POW/MIA does have 
an impact on the mutual climate between the two countries. 

Q When were the talks? 

A My understanding of those talks, they were 
supposed to go this month between the 23rd and the 26th. 

Q Here or in Hanoi? 

‘ Don't have a place. 

Q Can I ask you one more on Peter Kilburn? It 


seems that Peter Kilburn's nephew, Tim, says that he got word 
directly from the State Department today that his uncle's body 
had been identified in Beirut. Now you said you had been in 
touch with the families. Can you clarify what it was that you 
told them? 


A No, I can't. No, because ] don't know about this 
telephone call at all. 


Q But if he did receive such a telephone call, 
you're saying he was told that his uncle's body --- 


A No. All I can say is what I know is what the 
State Department is saying which is, in fact, is what I have 
shared with you. I don't know about such a call; I don't know 
what the contents of the conversation were and so forth. 


So far as the United States is concerned at this 
point, it is what I read earlier at the very outset of our 
gathering today. 


Q Is that al] the families? In touch with all of 
the families? 


A Yes, the hostage families 


Q All this this morning -- 
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A The hostage families, across the board. 


Q Bernie, on the hostages, the US said not long 
ago that we are engaged in intensified efforts to secure the 
release of the hostages 


What kind of efforts are you engaged in? It's been 
dragging on for the past two years. And with whom are you 
engaged, if they are killing the Americans? 


A I think somewhere earlier in this briefing, I 
made a point that I would not be able to share any specific 
details. The Secretary alluded to that yesterday, and that i 
where I'm going to leave it. ; 


Ralph? 


Q Bernie, do you hold anyone responsible for the 
safety of the remaining hostages? 


2) We have made it clear repeatedly that those who 
hold are responsible for the safety and the lives of the 
hostages. 

Q But you don't make it clear who those are? 


A Well, I have not done that, no. 


Q Can you confirm a story on a Lebanese radio that 
there have been car bombs or some sort of bombs in several 
Syrian cities in the last day or two? 


6 I think we may have something outside on that. 
That was a story, 1 think, 1 first heard about yesterday. 


Q Yes, it was 
‘ Yeah, I think they have something outside on that 
Q Bernie, the Secretary spoke of dissidence or 


dissension within the military in Libya That was yesterday 
Can you tell us if you have any fresh reports on opposition to 
Qadhafi, or whether that gunfire, you know, was directed at his 
barracks or whether it was car backfiring or whatever? 


A Don't have anything to add to what he said, Barry 


Q And now -- even though we know the President has 
denied, he says, that the United States was trying to kill 








-15- Friday, 4/18/8464 


Qadhafi, the Washington Post seems to have another notion from 
good officials that you were aiming -- you're trying to get 
close to him anyhow I can't understand -- 





a) I think you came in a moment late, possibly. 


Q 1 quess several] minutes; I'm sorry Did you 
address that already? 


é Simply to say that the United States is not 
trying to kill or overthrow Qadhafi -- 


Q All right, now -- 

A -- and that, as we have said many times -- 
Q Is that in the past tense as wel]? 

A What's that? 

Q Is that also good in the past tense? 


A I think the Secretary addressed that last night 
as well. 


Q No, not really. 


Q Well, that's the question. The question -- you 
can't get back at him with a series of questions. We go around 
one apiece, or maybe two. He said that the U.S. was targeting 
the Praetorian guard, as he described them -- I figure a 
leader's guard stays pretty close to a leader -- also, that 
they were trying to blow up the weapon depots there to make the 
military realize the cost of being associated with a government 
that practices terrorism. 


How surgical can bombing be that you can hit 
Praetorian guards and deny that you trying to hit the guy 
they're guarding? 


A I would just be wandering off into military 
speculation. I really don't think that would be my 
responsibility 


Q Do you think it's credible that the United States 


says it was trying to hit people around Qadhafi and -- from 
that many feet in the air, 1 don't know too much about bombing 
either -- it wasn't really aiming at the man himself? That's a 


little bit difficult to follow 
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“ I hear you, and I know that Bob Sims has had 
extensive briefings in the last few days in which comparable 
questions, I'm sure, have been raised I have nothing really 
to add to what the Secretary said last night 


Q Bernie, do you have anything to say on the third 
anniversary of the Beirut Marine Barracks bombing? 


i No. 

Q The Embassy 

Q The Embassy. I'm sorry. 

Q Doctor Ali TIreiki, the Libyan Ambassador -- 
fs Who? 


Q Doctor Ali Treiki, the Libyan Ambassador at the 
United Nations, on ABC last night and this morning called (sic) 
that he is ready -- that his country is ready for a dialogue 
with the United States in order to solve the sticky issues 
between the two countries without any prior conditions. Can 
you comment on that? 


i) I have answered that question repeatedly. 
Q When? 


( Take a quick look through the press 
backgrounders. It's not a question -- 


Q This was yesterday and this morning. 


A I hear you loudly and clearly. It is not a 
question of a need to communicate. There are always channels 
for communication. What the United States has emphasized is 
ihat the ultimate communication that Qadhafi could make is to 
put an end to terrorism sponsored by Libya. That is the sound 
you want to jisten to, and that really 1s my answer to your 
question 


Q Well, this was last night with led Koppel and 
this morning with David Hartman. It said -- he repeated that: 
"We are against terrorism, we don't want terrorism, and we 
would like to sit with the United States and talk about solving 
the issues between us and the United States." This is possibly 
a response to what you have been saying. You won't comment on 
such thing, or would you want him to prove himself right? 
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iat ] have said what I've had to say I mean, I 
have made the point repeatedly, and I've just reiterated it at 
the present time It 1s not a question of there being a lack 
of channels for communication. That's not a very difficult 
thing 


The communication that the United States wants to hear 
is a calling-off of terrorism sponsored by Libya and Qadhafi. 


Q Doesn't mean that he is asking you to give him a 
chance to prove himself that he wants to live up to what he is 
saying’? 


a And I would just simply repeat my answer. 


Q Yesterday you were asked and promised a response 
as to whether Spain was asked and refused to allow overflights 
by U.S. bombers over its territory. Do you have something 
today on that? 


ia Well, 1 think we all know that the Prime Minister 
of Spain discussed this subject in his April 15 press 
conference And I really have no additional comment beyond 
what Prime Minister Gonzalez said. 


I would note that Spain has actively worked to combat 
international terrorism and has condemned Libyan threats and 
terrorism Last week Spain recalled its Ambassador from 
Libya. In December Spain expelled three members of the Libyan 
People's Bureau who were planning an assassination attempt 


Q Any comment on the French action today? 


A No, I have nothing additionally beyond what was 
said yesterday. 


Q New subject? 


Q Any reaction to the latest Soviet proposals? 

i) I think there's something being prepared. We 
ought to be able to get you -- what Mr. Gorbachev said 

Q Yes. 

i Yes I think we ought to be able to get you 


something fairly quickly after the briefing 


Q New subject? 
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a Please 


Q The lifting of pass laws or suspension of pass 
laws in South Africa? Mr. Botha says it will take effect next 
week? 


A Yes, 1 do have something on that. In several 
meetings with senior officials of the South African Government 
in recent months, and in our public statements, we have called 
for fast implementation of the reforms set forth in State 
President Botha's January 31 speech before Parliament 


We've also urged the South African Government to move 
rapidly beyond these measures and dismantle apartheid 
completely. In this context, we can only express our 
conviction that the extension of the parliamentary session 
should be used by the South African Government to take actions 
that will dea] with the fundamental] political problems dividing 
South Africa. Delays or lack of action could have tragic 
consequences 


Q I'm not sure that addresses the question of the 
pass laws specifically. Do you have anything on that? 


id We have called for fast implementation of the 
reforms. 


Q So are you pleased by the -- I mean, I'm not 
Quite getting the reaction to that. 


‘ I think if you set aside -- if you compare what 
Mr. Botha has said and our call for a fast implementation, I 
think it's right there. 

Q Copy of that? 

“ Yes, you can 

Q Thank you 

Q Sorry, Bernie There was a@ report -- I think it 
was last week -- that Chet Crocker was going off to somewhere 
again to have a chat with the South Africans Have you got 
anything -- 

A Nothing beyond what was said last week. 


Q Thank you. 


i He's going to Monrovia I think that you know 
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Q No, that I didn't know 


« I thought you knew about that I thought you 
were talking about -- 


Q South africa 


a What's that? Crocker will hold high-level talks 
about our economic assistance program and Liberian economic 
reform measures He will] also discuss Liberia's continuing 
efforts to promote national reconciliation and democratic and 


human rights practices 
Q when? 


a Don't have the specific date other than that he 
will be in Liberia April 18 and 19. 


(Press conference concluded at 1:05 p.m.) 
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TERRORISM: CLOSURE OF VISA CFFICCS 


Have any ocher U.S. visa offices around che world been 
closed due to threats, specifically Mexico City? 


THE VISA SECTION IN MEXICO CITY WAS CLOSED WEDNESDAY 
MORNING DUE TO CONCERNS ABOUT SECURITY IN THE PUBLIC 
ACCESS AREAS. ALTHOUGH LIMITED VISA SERVICES WILL BE 
RENEWED ON APRIL 21, THE NONIMMIGRANT VISA SECTION 
WILL REMAIN CLOSED UNTIL SECURITY IMPROVEMENTS IN THE 
EMBASSY PERIMETER AREA ARE MADE IN COOPERATION WITH 
THE MEXICAN POLICE. OTHER EMBASSY SERVICES, INCLUDING 
THOSE TO AMERICAN CITIZENS, WILL NOT BE AFFECTED. THE 
CONSULATE IN MONTERREY WAS CLOSED TODAY DUE TO 
DEMONSTRATIONS. WE EXPECT IT TO REOPEN ON APRIL 21. 
THE OTHER EIGHT U.S. CONSULATES IM MEXICO ARE OPEN AND 


PROVIDING ALL SERVICES. 


WORLDWIDE, THE ONLY VISA SECTIONS CURRENTLY CLOSED FOR 


SECURITY REASONS ARE MEXICO CITY AND MONTERREY. 
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MR. KALB: Good afternoon. A&A couple of brief 
announcements of what's available in the Press Office, for 
example: John Whitehead, Deputy Secretary of State, remarks 
this morning before the Conference on Afghanistan, subject, 
“War and Upheaval -- Its Impact on Afghanistan", was done at 
9:15 this morning, and you can pick up a copy of his remarks at 
the Press Office. 


(2) Peter McPherson, Aid Director: he was before the 
Senate Foreign Relations Commmittee at 10:00 this morning; his 
subject, “A General Overview: AID Development and 
Management.“ Those copies can be picked up later in the day, 
as well as, 


(3) 2:00 p.m., Assistant Secretary for Inter-American 
Affairs Elliott Abrams’ testimony before the Senate Foreia’ 
Relations Committee: "U.S. Policy Towards Panama." You can 
pick that up at about two or so. 


With that as a starter, I don't have anything else. 


Q Now that the body discovered in Beirut has been 
identified as Peter Kilburn, do you have any indication of who 
is responsible? 


a No, I don't have anything on responsibility. 

Q What might the United States do in response? 

A I'm not going to speculate. I think the other 
day the Secretary at a news conference said that the United 
States is not on some sort of automatic pilot, that these are 
case-by-case analyses, and beyond that, in the realm of 
speculation, I do not want to make any contribution. 


Q Are the other -- 


a On Kilburn, just let me say that we deeply regret 
the killings and extend our condolences to the families of 
these innocent victims, that is to say, Peter Kilburn and the 
two others who are identified as British subjects. This is a 
difficult situation, especially for (he families most directly 
involved. 
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The responsibility lies with those who took these men 
hostage in the first place, and then killed them, not with the 
people or the nations who are victims of terrorism. As the 
President said last week, we believe that to have t emained 
passive in the face of Libya's terrorist attacks such as the 
Berlin bombing would have only encouraged more terrorism in the 


future. 

Q Bernie, on that subject -- 

“ Yes. Barry. 

Q Sir Geoffrey Howe has said that the Libyans held 
the two -- I'm sure he has the same -- do you now share that 
judgment? 


& I don't have any observation to make on what -- 


Q Well, why did you bring Libya into the picture 
with your second sentence? 


a Because I am setting forth the United States 
position. That is why I brought Libya in. 


Q Well, the British Foreign Secretary says that the 
Libyans held those two Britons, and it's been four days since 
he said it -- and I assume you have a good relationship with 
the British -- can you tell us if the United States now knows 
who held those Britons or the American? 


i) I have read what Sir Geoffrey Howe said, and I 
have answered what I have to say on the particular point in 
answer to the question put a little earlier. 


Mike. 


Q Well, that was my question, but I'll ask another. 
Anyway -- 


Q Following on -- 
Q Hold on a second. 


‘ I thought that was the question. (Laughter) 


Q Members of the hostage families have appealed to 
Washington, to the United States Government, to accede to the 
demands of the kidnapers. Does the United States Government 
have any intention of doing so? 
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a No. I think that you know the U.S. position on 
that, and that still stands. 


Q Bernie, if I could just ask -- reading over the 
statement from the White House this morning, it seemed to me 
that Larry Speakes went a little further saying that we'd ruled 
out any Libyan involvement. Is that correct? 


6 I don't have anything. I'm not familiar with 
what he said, as a matter of fact. 


Q Bernie, do you have, by chance, the identity of 
the Palestinian whom the West Germans have arrested and held 
for the Berlin bombing? 


i) No, I do not. I do not. 
Q Do we know who he is? 
A No. I don't have anything additionally beyond 


what I've already -- 


Q Mr. Gorbachev had a speech today in East Germany 
where he came down again, I think, pretty tough on the U.S. and 
again linked a summit to progress on arms control matters, 
which I think went further than he had been yesterday when he 
was a little more vague about a summit. Do you have any 
comments summing up American views to Mr. Gorbachev's 
statements? 


A I don't have anything, Bernie, specifically as to 
what he said today that I read on the wires. I think there was 
a statement made, or some observations made yesterday, by the 
White House in response to his earlier statement over the 
weekend, and that is to say that a summit is in the interest of 
both countries. The President takes the commitment which he 
and General Secretary Gorbachev agreed to at Geneva seriously; 
that is to say, there would be a summit in Washington in 1986 
and a summit in Moscow in 1987. 


For our part, we are willing to talk and negotiate 
with the Soviet Union because we want to solve the problems 
that divide our two countries. We consider that much more 
important than political posturing. We want to work with all 
nations, including the Soviet Union, in resolving the threat of 
international terrorism. 


Q Whose political posturing, Bernie? 
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a I'll leave it stand as it is. 


Q Bernie, do you know if there has been any contact 
since Libya with Soviet diplomats at Foreign Ministry level? 


A I don't know. 

Q Bernie, just for -—- 

Q Bernie, will you take that? 

A No. I'm going to pass on that. 
What is that? 


Q There was a story out of Rome just before the 
briefing that a Libyan has been arrested and implicated in a 
plot last year to assassinate the American, the Saudi, and the 
Egyptian Ambassadors, I guess, to Rome. Is that news to the 
State Department? 


A 1 hadn't seen it prior to my coming in here, and 
at this particular point, I have nothing to say about it. 


Ralph. 


Q I was going to come back for a second just to the 
Berlin arrest. I wasn't clear what you were saying you had no 
comment on. Do you have any comment on the German arrest of a 
Palestinian? And secondly, do you have any comment on the 
Germans' drawing the connection between him and Libya? 


a Just let me say the following in connection with 
the general thrust of your questions, and that is to say that 
without commenting on the details of this particular case which 
is being investigated by the German authorities, we would note 
that, in general, part of the pattern of Qadhafi's terrorist 
activities is to use non-Libyans such as individual 
Palestinians or groups such as Abu Nidal. 


Q To do what? 
To carry out whatever they choose to carry out. 


Where's the -- whereabouts of Abu Nidal? 


> © > 


What? 


The whereabouts of Abu Nidal. 


. 
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i Do I what? 
Q De you know where is Abu Nidal? 


te No, I don't have anything on Abu Nidal's 
whereabouts. Barbara. 


Q On a related subject, Bernie, is there any 
American reaction to the actions taken by the European Economic 
Community this morning? 


2) Well, my understanding is that there is not yet a 
complete readout of the decisions that were taken by the 
European Community. We understand that the Community agreed to 
a rapid implementation of the anti-terrorism measures decided 
at the Foreign Ministers' April 14 meeting, and directed at 
Libya. These are concrete measures and we welcome them. They 
send a clear message to Qadhafi that the Europeans, like the 
United States, will not tolerate this scourge. 


Q Bernie? 


A Yes, Bill. 


- MORE - 
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Q In an interview with the Associated Press this 
morning, President Reagan said that some of the U.S. Allies had 
suggested to the U.S. that the attack should be a concerted, 
all-out, coordinated attack on Libya. That's one. 


And, two, the Washington Times reports this morning 
that the French President had suggested a much tougher attack 
on Libya. Have you got anything on any of this? 





A I don't have anything at all on the first. 
Insofar as the second is concerned, I think my answer would be 
predictable from your point of view, that I'm not going to 
speculate about that report, and I guess you'd have to get your 
ultimate information from the French President. 


It's not a surprise that insofar as any diplomatic 
exchanges are concerned, these are not set forth. 


Insofar as the French decision not to allow 
overflights, I think you've heard the U.S. reaction to that, 
and I have nothing to add to it. 


Q Bernie? 
fo Yes. 


Will the U.S. participate in the ongoing 
investigation in Germany on the Palestinian chap who was 
arrested in connection with the Berlin bombing? 


A I don't know the exact details as to the 
dimension of participation and so forth. Certainly, the United 
States is following it very closely, but this essentially, to 
the best of my understanding, is an investigation in the hands 
of German authorities. 


Q However, since -- excuse me -- however, since a 
good many of the victims were Americans, obviously, will that 
line be pursued or will a request be made to the German 
Government that there be American participation -- 


A I don't have anything on that. Obviously, 
they're following -- the United States is following it very 
closely. As to the direct degree of American participation in 
any investigation, I simply don't have ‘hat. 


Bernie? 


Q What about the arrest in Turkey of people -- 
Libyans suspected of trying to bomb the Officer's Club there? 
Do you have anything more on that? 
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A Very modestly so. As reported from Ankara, 
Turkish officials arrested four Libyans. The plot appeared 
designed to kill as many persons as possible, incliiding women 
and children family members attending the Officer's Club in 
Ankara. 


We appreciate the good cooperation by the Turkish 
officials in helping prevent this potential attack. 


Q Do you have anything on the bombing in Peru? 


a Peru? Yes. Just that a large car bomb exploded 
outside the Ambassador's residence in Lima this morning shortly 
after 5:00 a.m. Windows shattered on the upper floor of the 
Residence, a large hole blown in the wall surrounding the 
Residence, but there were no injuries. 


And, yes, the Ambassador and his family were in the 
Residence at the time No injuries. 


Q Bernie, do you have any comment on the reports 
that the United States has either concluded or is about to 
conclude that the attack in Sudan had Libyan connections? 


A No, I don't have anything along those lines. My 
understanding is that the investigation is still underway, and 
I don't want to make any prejudgments as to ultimate decisions. 


Q Anything on the elections in Sudan, the apparent 
results? 


A Well, what I have is this statement: A 
reiteration of U.S. full support for Sudan's democratization 
process. Though faced with severe economic and political 
problems, Sudan has, in the short span of one year, restored 
such democratic institutions as a more open press, open 
discussions and now open, although incomplete, elections. 


It is this process rather than any particular 
candidate that we support. 


In conversations with Sadig el-Mahdi and other leading 
candidates, our Ambassador reaffirmed U.S. willingness to work 
with Sudan and explain the U.S. position on Libya. Mr. Mahdi 
expressed his desire to continue close relations with the 
United States. 


Q What about -- to follow -- what about his 
relations -- did he say anything about his relations with Libya? 
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No, I don't have anything to sey on that. 

Q Can we have a copy of that? 

é Sorry, it's all marked up. 

Q Fernie, what do you mean by “partial elections?" 

A Well, it's my understanding that there are still 
some elements that have to take place, and I don't have a 


specific breakdown at a district level. 


Q You're not alluding to a possibility that these 
were not the kinds of elections -- 


i) No, no, no. No, no, it's not in the context of 
what you seem to be suggesting. 


Please? 


Q Would you perceive that as a conflict of interest 
if Mahdi wants to maintain those close relations with Libya and 
at the same time have something ongoing with the United States? 


2) No, I'm not going to make any such judgment. 
That's his call. I'm just telling you the U.S. assessment of 
our relations with Sudan. 


Don? 


Q In a press conference in Tripoli on Friday, Major 
Jalloud is quoted as saying that the Libyan Government has sent 
a number of messages to the U.S. Government through the 
Soviets. Have any such messages, or any messages, been 
received from the Libyan Government in recent weeks? 


a I don't have anything on that, Don. 
Q Can you find out? 


A Let me see if I can't find out what might be 
possible under the heading of that question. 


Barbara? 


--MORE--- 
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Q This is just something sort of off the wall, but 
when Mr. Farrakhan traveled to Tripoli, was he grinted some 
sort of waiver by the State Department, or did he come under 
persons that were allowed to travel? 


‘ I simply do not know, and I think the best 
address on that would be the Department of Justice. I simply 
don't have anything on it. 

Semaan? 

Q Anything on the bombing last week in Syria -- 

7 No. 

Q -~- and Syrian accusations against Israel? 

A No. I don't have anything on that. 


Rein? 


Q Any comment on Libya's claim to have found parts 
of the F-111 and be giving them to the Soviet Union? 


re No. Don't have anything on that. I've seen that 
same story you have, and we have no information confirming that 
whole story about it being found and turned over, etc. 


Q Bernie -—- 

io Yeah. 

Q You say you welcome -- 

fe Bil]? 

Q -- the Common Market actions, the sanctions. Is 


the feeling, though, that they go far enough? Other members, 
the Brits, for example, had asked that they cut off relations, 
and that sort of thing. Do you have any opinion on how far 
these actions go? 


is No. I don't want to make a judgment on that. 
They are concrete measures. The United States welcomes them, 
and the United States, obviously, will continue to work with 
the Allies in connection vis-a-vis the objective of, among 
other things, isolating Libya. 
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But insofar as putting some sort of a gradation as to 
how far they go, I'll pass on that. 


Q Has the U.S. gotten a more serious response from 
its allies since the raid last Monday? 


o More what? 
A more serious response to calls for sanctions? 


I have nothing to add to -- 


mo Pr? 


Has there been more arrests? 


A I don't have anything else except that you have 
seen the results of the Community meeting today. 


John? 


Q Bernie, there was some legislation introduced 
recently which would give the President broader powers to 
combat terrorism. Do you have any comment on that? 


a No. I do not. 


Q Bernie, we've sort of gone through the list of 
events that happened, whether it be Lebanon, Sudan, Ankara over 
the weekend, France expelling diplomats, now today Italy. From 
what you know, can you at least say in terms of since the 
attack last Monday, has the threat to the U.S. both increased 
in terms -- I mean concretely through intelligence? Can you 
say that? -- 


a No. I'm not going to speculate about that. 


Q Or has there been any -- can you say that the 
Libyans have in fact been responsible -- Tripoli -- has 
Tripoli, the Libyan regime, been responsible for -- 


ia I haven't anything more to add on that, and I 
cannot do any summarizer that gives us a temperature reading as 
of today, one week later. I just can't do that. 


Q Bernie, a different country, same region. Do you 
believe that the Vice President was snubbed on his visit to 
Saudi Arabia when top officials did not receive him at the 
airport? 
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id I think that the Saudi reception of Vice 
President Bush was entirely appropriate. The U.S.-Saudi 
relationship remains firm. 

¢ You don't read anything into that? 


‘ No. Entirely appropriate, and beyond that I have 
nothing to add. 


Q You mean being cool is appropriate? 

i.) I'm going to let it stand as I have said it. I'm 
also noting that the relationship between the two countries 
remains firm. 


Q What's the status -- 


i Matt? 
Q -- of the Sudan evacuation? 
A The Sudan evacuation. Well, let me take you 


back, if I may, to April 19th. Swiss Air charter flew a second 
batch of 118 persons to Nairobi. Of these, 93 Americans. 
Others, British, Canadian, Filipinos. The Embassy, however, 
continues to maintain all essential functions, including AID's 
emergency food distribution programs and refugee assistance. 


Q So is it complet»? Is what -- whoever's coming 
out, come out already, or are more going to come out? 


fa Well, insofar as anything additionally happening, 
that, obviously, would depend on the security situation in 
Sudan. For the time being, the assessment is that the 
Situation in Khartoum is quiet, and so at this time we do not 
foresee any further departures. 


Q What's the total number that have come out? 

I.) Well, there's the 93 I referred to, and I think 
the first departure figure was in the neighborhood of about 
175, but don't hold me to the exact number, please. 


Q How many remain? 


is I don't have an exact number on how many remain. 
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Q Bernie, do you have anything on evacuation of 
Beirut -- American citizens from Beirut? 

Q West Beirut. 

Q West deirut. 

6 Well, what I have about that is -- nothing at 
this time on any plans concerning the movement of American 
citizens from West to East Beirut. 

Q From West to East Beirut? 

6 Yeah. 

Q How about moving them out of Beirut altogether? 

4 Don't have anything on that. 

Q Is the U.S. Ambassador still at post in Beirut? 


ba So far as I know, but I could check that. My 
understanding is yes. No problem checking. 


Bernie, is the number of credible bomb threats 


y 
for U.S. posts still on the increase, still running at that 
double level you mentioned? 


6 Don't have anything beyond what Bob Lamb said 
last week that changes the number. 


Q Bernie, do you see any connection between -- 


a Do what? 


Q Do you see any connection between the Peru 
operation and any of the other threats in Europe or the Middle 
East? 

a I'm not going to make any connections. 


Q Change the subject? 


i) Yeah. I thought it had changed, but, certainly, 
you can change it. 


Q Well, it's all been pretty much the same thing. 
Do you have anything in your briefing book today that would 
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answer the question of whether the South african action on the 
pass laws meets U.S. approval? 


“ Don't. 
Q Do you have anything on the report on Friday from 
NBC about Hondiran contacts with -- I'm sorry -- Nicaraguan 


contacts with Honduras? 
i Not really. 
Q Not really? 


io No. I don't have anything on it. 


Q Do you have anything that you'd lii«© tc volunteer? 
(Laughter) 
“ Thank vor 


Q Thank you 


(The briefing concluded at 12:47 p.m.) 
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Question Taken at Noon Press Briefing of April 21, 1986 
CISYA: MESSAGES TO USG 
Q: Ata press conference in Tripoli on Friday, Major Jallud is 
quoted that the Libyan Government had sent a number of messages 
to the United States Government through the Soviets. Have any 


such messages, or any messages, been received from the Libyan 
Government in recent weeks? 


A: <--WITHOUT GETTING INTO OUR DIPLOMATIC EXCHANGES, THE 
QADHAFI REGIME HAS IN RECENT WEEKS MADE A NUMBER OF 
PUBLICIZED ATTEMPTS TO ENLIST VARIOUS COUNTRIES AS 
INTERMEDIARIES BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES AND LIBYA. 


--OUR RESPONSE HAS BEEN THAT THERE IS NO NEED FOR MEDIATION 
OR GO-BETWEENS, SINCE THE QADHAFI REGIME KNOWS PRECISELY 
WHAT IT MUST DO IF IT WANTS TO IMPROVE ITS INTERNATIONAL 
ACCEPTABILITY. IT MUST CEASE ITS UNACCEPTABLE POLICIES AND 
ACTIONS, AND SHOW THAT IT IS PREPARED TO BECOME A MEMBER OF 


THE CIVILIZED COMMUNITY. 
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TUESDAY, APRIL 22, 1986, 12:35 P. M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. KALB: Good afternoon. Couple of brief 
availabilities for you 


For example, a testimony this morning by the Deputy 
Secretary, John Whitehead: House Foreign Affairs Committee He 
was there at 10:00 this morning. Subject: Airport Security 


Also available in the Press Office: 2:00 o'clock, Dick 
Murphy, Assistant Secretary for Near East and South Asian 
Affairs. He will be testifying before the House Foreign 
affairs Committee as well. The title of his testimony. “An 
Update in the Middle East." 


Also to be made available, 2:00 o'clock, in the Press 
Office are testimonies of several State Department officials. 
Acting Assistant Secretary for International Narcotics Matters 
Anne Grablewski; Director for Refugee Programs James Purcell; 
Deputy Director for Counter-Terrorism and Emergency Planning 
Parker Borg, all before the Senate Appropriations Committee, on 
FY-87 request for refugee programs, counter-terrorism, and 
international narcotics matters. 


One brief announcement on an upcoming address, this by 
Under Secretary of State Allen Wallis, Economic Affairs, ON THE 
RECORD, Q4A, US. .-Japan Economic Agenda, dinner, Wednesday -- 
next Wednesday -- that is to say, tomorrow, April 23, 8:00 
o'clock, Hyatt Regency Hotel Topic: “U.S.-Japan Economic 
Relations - The Tokyo Summit and Beyond.“ Oinner co-sponsored 
by the Council for Religion and International affairs and 
George Washington University's [nstitute for Sino-Soviet 
Studies Anyone wanting to attend the dinner, speech, Q&A, 
etc. -— by the way, the speech and the Q4A as of now are slated 
to go between 8 00 and 9:00 -- or just cover the address, 
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whatever combination of interest, the contact is Lila Sanders 
at the Institute for Sino-Soviet Studies. The telephone 
number, 676-6340. I'm told that an advance text of the speech 
will be available. I don't have the exact time on that, but 
somebody will check, and we'll find that out. 


With that as a starter, we're off and possibly flying. 


Q Okay. Bernie, can you bring us up to date on the 
U.S. efforts to put together some sort of international 
cooperation to counter Libyan terrorism? 


Aa You are all familiar with the decisions and the 
actions taken- by the European Community. We continue to work 
closely with our European allies. We have seen the progress 
that has been made, and you may recall that yesterday on the 
basis of the decisions taken by the European Community we 
welcome those actions. 


Undoubtedly, as the President made clear, that will be 
discussed at the Tokyo (Summit), and I'm going to let it have 
to stand there. 


Q Well, in his testimony this morning, the -- 
a "He," "his" -- 

Q No. The Deputy Secretary, Mr. Whitehead -- 
a Yeah. 


Q -- talked about some measures which apparently he 
was not willing to talk about in that prepared testimony. [s 
the United States going to bring to Tokyo a specific program 
and a detailed program for what it would like its allies to do? 


5 I don't have anything on that, Jim, and I'm not 
in a position, obviously, to speculate one way or the other. 
John Whitehead stopped short of going into detail. L'il take 
that as a cue. 


Q Bernie, before we get too bogged down on Libya, 
can [ ask about a breaking story? The U.S. Government is in 
the process of handing down some 17-odd indictments against a 
group of people involved -- allegedly involved in an .sraeli 
attempt to sell between $1.5 billion and $2 billion worth of 
U.S. military surplus gear to [ran, and that four of those 
involved would be [Israelis who are currently under arrest in 
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Bermuda, including former General Ephrain Barrak, the head of 
the tank corps. Have you got any information -- 

A I do not. I have nothing on that. 

Q Bernie -- 

A Les. 

Senator Weicker has charged that the air raid on 

Libya was a violation of the Constitution and the War Powers 
Act as well as “getting down into the gutter with Qadhafi." 

Would you deny, Bernie, that Senator Weicker is more 
familiar with the gutter than the Constitution and the War 
Powers Act? 

A I'll pass on that. 

Q You'll pass on what? 

A I don't want -- 


Q What do you say about this? 


Q I don't want to get involved in your 
characterizations or the premise -- 


Q All right. Then let's put it this way -- 

A -- or the premise of your questions. 

Q Do you agree that his -- what is your reaction to 
his statement of “getting down in the gutter" and also the 
violation of the War Powers Act, Bernie? Surely you have some 
response. 


A Let me answer the question on my terms. 


Q [I'd be delighted. 


i) From the very outset a week ago Monday that 
Question was dealt with at the White House, when Larry Speakes 
dealt with that question, and the Secretary of State and 
Defense -- [ don't know precisely which official answered that 
Question about actions taken consistent with the War Powers 
Act, and [ have nothing to add beyond what they have 
contributed at that point. 
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Q Thank you, Bernie, very much. [ have one 
follow-up, if I may. 


a Wait a half hour.. 


Q (Laughter) 


A Practice self-discipline, Les. 
Semaan. 
Q Can you confirm reports that five U.S. oil 


companies are still operating in Libya? 


A What I have on the oil companies thing, and I 
guess the ultimate source of whatever information really will 
be available will be over at Treasury. I think you're all 
familiar with the fact that under the economic sanctions plan 
that was announced in January, all U.S. firms, it was made 
clear, are to leave Libya. 


At the same time, in order to facilitate their orderly 
withdrawal and to prevent giving Qadhafi a significant economic 
windfall, a limited license was granted to permit the five oil 
companies adequate time to sell their assets in Libya. That's 
about the extent of what I have here. I think anything in 
addition that you would choose to pursue would have to be 
addressed to the Treasury Department's Office of Foreign Assets 
Control. 


Q Bernie -- 

a Just a moment. Just one second. That is the 
office that administers the license, and insofar as details 
that is the place to go. 


Barry? 


Q Clearly three months are inadequate; what is the 
State Department's definition of an adequate length of time? 


a I don't have a date on the calendar that I could 
offer you, and [ think that answer as well, Barry, would have 
to fall under the heading of “try Treasury.“ I simply don't 


have a sense of the time. 


Q I'm not trying so much to figure out logistics, 
['m trying to Figure out what your policy is. You decide to 
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pull out of the Sudan virtually, and everybody's got to pack up 
on short notice, throw their stuff together, and get out ina 
couple of three days. But oil companies you've given three 
months to. Meanwhile you're bombing the country and still -- I 
mean, you're going to allow these operations to continue 
benefiting both Libya and the American companies. 


) I gave you the rationale that served as the basis 
for the availability of adequate time. I cannot tell you what 
“adequate time“ means by definition, and [ think -- 

Q I'm wondering what the policy is. 


A Well, the policy goes back to the reasons [ gave 
you for the extension of adequate time. 


Q Bernie -- 

a Yeah. 

Q Can you expect your -- 

a Let me go back to Barbara here. She's -- 


Barbara, please? 


. Q Yes. Just a quick question, Bernie, since you're 
still on Libya, and Mr. Whitehead said this morning that the -- 
Libya was probably connected to the shooting of an American 
Embassy employee in Khartoum. Could you say on what he was 
basing that? Is there some kind of evidence to link it 
directly to the shooting? 


a No. I will just stand with what John Whitehead 
said on that. 


Chris? 


Q Can you expect European countries to go along 
with serious economic sanctions while those oil companies 
continue to operate in Libya and pay Qadhafi a lot of tax 
revenue, for example? 


S) Well, IL think I made it clear in setting forth 
the rationale for the extension of adequate time to dispose of 
those assets, that the United States wanted to createaa formula 
where those assets would not become an economic windfall Fur 
Colonel Qadhafi. That is one element, and the call is for the 
companies to leave, as was stated in January. 
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At the same time, there is a call on the part of the 
United States to see what can be done to put increasing 
economic sanctions on Libya, and I think you've heard that, and 
that's about where that story stands. 


Ralph? 
Q Bernie, can I come back just briefly for a second 
aq To? 
Q -- to the indictments in New York on the Iranian 
arms deal? There is -- it seems to me there is an angle that 


the State Department is probably involved in, and if you don't 
have the answer, ['d ask that you take the question of whether 
or not the Israeli Government has been informed by the U.S. of 
these indictments and of evidence indicating Israeli Government 
knowledge of these arms sales to Iran, and whether the U.S. has 
received a response from the [sraeli Government about this. 


a I take note of both what you're asking and your 
request. 


Q On the oil companies, some of them said here in 
Washington that they are still operating indefinitely, giving 
the impression that there is no time limitation on their 
operation in Libya. 


A I have no observation to make about what the oil 
companies say. I[ can only speak in a different capacity, and 
certainly not as an oil company executive. 


They signed an agreement that was reached between 
the White House and those companies concerned. 


a I don't have anything to add beyond what [ said. 
I told you what the U.S. position is, and insofar as the oil 
companies stating their case, that's the statement of their 
case by them. 


Q Are you being abreast -- being kept abreast of 
what the companies are doing in Libya in order to possibly 
finish their assets or freeze their assets or transfer their 
assets since you asked the companies to get out of there? 


z 

fs) I think earlier on I suggested that you contact 
the appropriate office at the Treasury Department, and [ have 
nothing to add beyond that. 
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Let me go to the back, please, Les. 

Q There are reports that Libya is acquiring 
Swiss-manufactured message coding equipment. Have you got 
anything on that? 

a No. I read the story. Don't have anything on it. 


John? 


-- MORE -- 
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Q Do you have a reaction to what the British did 
this morning in expelling a bunch of Libyans? 


a Yes, I do. We are pleased that the United 
Kingdom has taken this action. Although Libya has been denied 
a diplomatic presence in Great Britain since the U.K. broke 
relations after the Libyan murder of the policewoman in 1984, 
the expulsion of the 19 Libyans underscores the concern that 
non-official Libyans can be used for terrorist purposes. 


I have seen, [ must say, stories that deal with that 
number, 19 and 21, and I myself, at this point, am not positive 
as to the grand total. 


Barry? 


Q I don't know if this has been answered yet over 
the last Few days. We tried the first day. fhe two Britons 
whose bodies were found with Kilburn were said by the British 
Foreign Secretary to have been in Libyan hands. 


You couldn't tell us then if you thought Kilburn was 
in Libyan hands nor could you tell us if the British 
information is correct as far as you know? 


A [I don't want to say anything about the British 
position -- 


Q Alright, but -- 


A -- and [ have nothing to add. [t came up 
yesterday. I don't know whether you were here at that point 
[ had nothing that would take it in the direction of 
responsibility, and so forth. 


Q If unofficial Libyans can be involved in planning 
and plotting different terrorist acts, there are several 
thousand unofficial Libyans in this country. Do you have any 
change of position on how the U.S. will deal with those 
unofficial Libyans? 


a No, I don't have anything on that. L'm prepared 
to take a look and see what we can get on that. 


Q Would you throw into that basket the Libyan 
students thing again, please? 


3) Why don't you state it the way you want it, 
Ralph, so that it echos -- 








-9- Tuesday, 4/22/86 


Q The question is, is the U.S. taking any action to 
restrict the movement of or activities of the students who are 
Funded through the Libyan Student's Bureau in McLean, Virginia? 


a Okay. So noted. Bernie? 


Q Do you have anything on the Philippines -- either 
reaction to what's been going on there? The growing tide of 
seemingly pro-Marcos sentiment, particularly as opposed to the 
President's abolishing a lot of local leadership posts? 


a I do not. 


Q Do you have anything on when the President will 
be phoning Mrs. Aquino? 


a No, I don't have anything on that. I would 
suggest that the White House might be the place to get that. 


Q Anything on the projected supplemental aid for 
the Philippines? 


4 No, not at this time. 

Let me just go back here. 

Q We're in the second round. 

2) Let me go to Mike who is still in the first. 


Q Thailand, the United States' good friend, 
provided the crucial ninth vote in the U.N. Security Council 
Resolution on condemnation of the United States for the Libyan 
raid. How does the United States Fel about that? 


a Deeply disappointed We are deeply disappointed 
that an old and trusted friend such as [fhailand chose to vote 
for a resolution which, turning logic on its head, condemned 
the U.S. for a legitimate act of self-defense against a Libyan 
terrorist act which was not condemned 


The source of the problem is Libyan actions, not US. 
actions. We made our views known to the Royal Thai Government 
and asked for their support on this issue of vital importance 
to us. Thailand chose to vote against us 


Q What will you do about it? 


a We have made the Thai Government aware of our 
disappointment, and beyond that ['m not going to speculate. 
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Q Bernie, can I Follow on the situation. It's been 
reported that -- 


a Follow on what situation? 


Q On the subject of the bombings and terrorism. 
It's been reported that Syria had pulled out some of its troops 
from Lebanon due to the recent bombings of last week in 
Damascus. Anything on that? 


a [I don't have anything on that. 
Q Nothing on the bombings either? 


a On the bombings, we can confirm that there had -- 
we're talking about last week -- bombings that were reported 
last week? 


Q I said, are you aware of anything new? 
a No, [I don't have anything new. 
Q On last week? 


a We can confirm that there have been a number of 
terrorist bombings of transport vehicles in Syria. We don't 
have any other details to provide. We condemn any such acts of 
terrorism wherever they occur and regret any loss of innocent 
lives. 


Les? 


Q Bernie, Khalid Abdul Mohammed, who is Louis 
Farrakhan's chief spokesman, called President Reagan “The 
number one terrorist on the face of the planet earth," and he 
threatened to “Kill anything that is white," and “Walk up to 
the car where your police officers are taking a break and blow 
their damn brains out if you attempt to lock up our leader, and 
fine him $50,000 or ban him from the country." 


[s the State Department at all concerned about these 
terrorist threats, given the murder of Malcolm KX and the Hanafi 
Muslims? And will Farrakhan, when he returns, be allowed to 
remain at large? 


a I have not seen the story that you're alluding to 


Q It was this morning's Washington Times 
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a I have not seen it. And when variations of that 
question came up in the past, the suggestion was that you try 
the Department of Justice. 


Q Do you have any comment on U.S. assistance to 
Americans in Beirut in leaving West Beirut? Can you tell us 
any details of that? Can you tell us whether there are any 
further plans? -Whether any diplomats are being drawn down From 
East Beirut? 


a Without getting involved in numbers, Ralph, let 
me just say that if you go back to 1975, the U.S. has been 
advising U.S. citizens since that time to avoid Lebanon. These 
warnings have been repeated periodically. The vast majority of 
Americans have heeded that advice. 


Early last week -- to skip to the more immediate -- 
the Embassy again strongly advised the American citizens 
remaining in West Beirut to leave. The Embassy, on Tuesday -- 
that is to say, today -- made special arrangements for 
transport and protection of those Americans who wish to transit 
from West to East Berlin. A number of Americans -- 


Q Berlin? 


a Beirut. A botch on the geography that I've just 
done -- From West to East Beirut. A number of Americans did, 
in fact, make that transit from une part of Beirut to the other 
part. 


These private American citizens are free to make their 
own arrangements, including onward travel. [t's possible that 
some will choose to remain in Lebanon. 


And on a related subject, this might be the time to 
add that we are fully confident that the American University of 
Beirut will survive this difficult period and continue the 
contributions of which Lebanese and Americans have been so 
proud. 


Q Will there be swift and effective retribution 
with regard to the murder of Peter Kilburn, similar to what Lhe 
Russians did in getting that very rapid return of their 
diplomats unharmed or not? Py 


a Nothing for you beyond what has been said 


Ralph? 





-12- Tuesday, 4/22/86 


Q Can [I follow the Beirut thing for just a second? 
Can you say whether most or all of those who moved and most or 
all of those who remain are dual nationals, or if any of them 
are solely American nationals? 


a It's my understanding that a sizeable number are, 
in fact, under the dual national category. But ['ve been 
advised that for reasons of security, for example, it would be 
best not to get involved in the specifics of numbers, and I 
think you would understand that. 


Q Okay, and one more, if [ could just Follow up? 
Do you have anything to say about drawdown of U.S. Government 
personnel in Beirut? 

a I do not. 

Don? 

Q Bernie, do you have any response to the latest 
statements From the Soviet Union regarding arms control, 
regarding the summit, regarding their interpretation of U.S. 
policy in Libya? 

a No, I don't. I don't have anything on that 

Q Bernie, canlI -- 

a Let me go back to Barry here 


Q Can [I go back briefly to the Philippines? 
a 


Yes. 


© 


About the Secretary's plans -- 
a The Philippines? 


Yeah, and then Hawaii Can you tell us, you 
know, the cast of possible people he'll talk to on the phone or 
to see? Will he see or meet with Mrs. Aquino? Will he 
telephone or see Mr. Marcos in Hawaii? What are his plans? 


a At this point, I don't have any specifics for you 
on the Secretary's plans, and that is not particularly unusual 
because we still -- we're not leaving until Friday, and the 


Secretary will not be there for another ten days or so. 








-13- Tuesday, 4/22/86 


Q I just Figured it's probably coordinated in some 
way with Mr. Reagan's own plans. So if you could ask, it would 
be nice to know if he's going to have lunch with Marcos or sce 
Mrs. Aquino, or whatever. 

s Okay. 

Q Last Thursday -- 

a Last Thursday. 

Q Last Thursday, Mr. Fayez Abu Rahmeh -- 

a Mr. who? 


Q Fayez Abu Rahmeh, a lawyer from the West Bank -- 
he is a member of the PLO-nominated member to the joint 
Jordanian-Palestinian delegation to the talks with the United 
States -- met here at the State Department with Mr. William 
Kirby and a few people from the Near East Bureau. 


My question is, in what capacity did he meet with the 
State Department people? 


a I don't know. I don't know, and ['ll take a look 


at that. 
Q Please 
4 Bill? 
Q Do you have a statement on the SALT II decision? 


Do you have anything to read on that? 


a No, I don't have anything beyond the White House 
statement that was distributed yesterday afternoon. 


Q So you can't clear up the disagreement over 
whether it's dismantlement or dry-docking, can you? 


a Nothing beyond what the State Department put out 
yesterday afternoon 


Q The State Department or the White House? 


i) The White House 


Q What about travel plans? 
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a Well, on travel plans, very briefly on the basis . 
of what I had, Nitze and Rowny -- and I think I mentioned the 
other day that they would be enroute at a certain point -- 
well, let me go through Nitze who is still Sere in town. We 
know that there was a dedication of a building today. 


Nitze's plans are to visit capitals in Europe, to 
consult on our proposed response to Soviet arms control 
violations. The countries that are on Nitze's itinerary are 
Belgium, France, Germany, [taly, The Netherlands, and Great 
Britain. 


Rowny, the last I heard, is already in Tokyo And the 
itinerary I have for Rowny includes obviously Japan as well as 
South Korea, China and Canada. In addition to the countries I 
ticked off under the heading of the Nitze itinerary, [ should 
add that Nitze will also consult with the North atlantic 
Council at NATO. And all of it under the heading of the U.S. 
consulting closely with friends, allies, on the full range of 
arms control issues of mutual concern. 


Q What countries do you have for Rowny? 


a For Rowny, [ have Japan, South Korea, China, 
Canada. 


Q When do you anticipate that they will be back? 

a Don't have anything on that. 

Q Bernie, do you have any reaction to Mrs 
Qadhafi's press conference where they distributed pictures of 


the adopted daughter with the caption, “Daddy, you adopted me, 
Reagan assassinated me?" And her statement that she hates 


terrorism? 

o I think the President, in his interview 
yesterday, dealt with that question. [ have nothing to add to 
it. 

Q You wouldn't -- I see, all right 

Q Do you have any comment on Greece backing away 


from imposing sanctions on Libya? 


is) No, [ do not 


Q Bernie, since you are going to be checking these 
seventeen indictments  .- 
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a What is that? 


Q Since you are going to be checking the seventeen 
indictments about selling arms to Iran -- 


a I said I had nothing on it, was my reply. 


Q No, no. [ think you want to look into this 
possibly I think -- 


a Well, anyway, let me -- 


Q I'm asking if -- had the State Department, or had 
the United States Government asked [srael in the last 
three/four years, or maybe the last year or so, to cease and 
desist from selling arms directly or indirectly to [ran? 


“ Okay. I've heard you. I don't have anything on 
it, as I said at the very outset to 8ill. 


Q But you will not look into this if you've 
requested from them/ 


a Let me take a look because Ralph asked some 
questions under that heading, and let me see what is in the 
realm of the possible without rarer you any guarantees by 
way of a reply. 

Q Under that heading? 


(Press briefing concluded at 1:00 p.m.) 








Posted: April 23, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 





Question Taken at the April 22, 1986 Press Briefing 


Q: (During his upcoming trip to Hawaii and the Philippines), 
who will be the cast, the possible people (the Secretary) will 
talk to on the phone or will see? Will he see or meet with 
Mrs. Aquino, will he telephone or see Mr. Marcos in Hawaii? 
What are his plans? 


: -- THE SECRETARY, WHILE IN THE PHILIPPINES, WILL MEET WITH 


PRESIDENT AQUINO AND SENIOR MEMBERS OF HER GOVERNMENT. 


-- THERE ARE NO PLANS POR THE SECRETARY TO CALL MR. MARCOS 


OR MEET WITH HIM IN HAWAII. 








Posted: April 22, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question Taken at Noon Press Briefing of April 22, 1986 


WEST BANK: VISIT BY PALESTINIAN 





Q: Last Thursday Mr. Payez Abu Rahme, a lawyer from the West 
Bank and a member of the PLO-nominated joint Jordanian- 
Palestinian delegation to the talks with the U.S., met here at 
the State Department with Mr. William Kirby and a few people 


from the Near East bureau. In what capacity did he meet with 
the State Department people? 


A: --MR. ABU RAHME IS A PROMINENT PRIVATE INDIVIDUAL AND WAS 
WELCOMED TO THE STATE DEPARTMENT AS SUCH. 
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MR. REDMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
Two announcements before we begin. First, available in the 
Press Office with an embargo of 8:00 p.m. tonight is the 
address by Under Secretary for Economic Affairs Allen Wallis 
before the U.S.-Japan Economic Agenda at the Hyatt Regency. 
Subject: "“"U.S.-Japan Economic Relations: The Tokyo Economic 
Summit and Beyond." 


Q Questions at that forum, right? -- Q and A? 


4 [I believe we gave all that out yesterday. 
Q So what's the answer to my question? 
A Check the record. Secondly, a car bomb exploded 


near the Maputo city bus depot and repair facility early in the 
morning of April 21, causing injury to more than 40 people as 
well as extensive property damage. 


The insurgent group RENAMO has denied responsibility 
for the action and no other group has claimed it. 


The United States has repeatedly condemned terrorism, 
especially those acts directed against civilian targets. We 
deplore this bombing and the injuries and destruction which 
resulted. Attacks such as this do nothing to resolve disputes; 
rather, they increase tension and add to the level of 
violence. We extend our sympathies to the injured. 


That's all I have. 
Q Okay. While we're in southern Africa, has the 


State Department had a chance to take a reading of the pass law 
changes in South Africa? 
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a [ don't have anything detailed at this point 
other than to say that we welcome such announcements and trust 
that South Africa will shortly be free of all restrictions on . 
the movements of its citizens. 


Q The new documents apparently also require the 
listing of race. Is it the State Department's belief that the 
new documents in effect could be used as a passbook? 


a) As [I said, Jim, we'll take a closer look at this 
particular issue and hope in the next few days to have some 
additional commentary, but right now I don't have anything else 
to offer. 


Q Chuck, do you have any comment on yesterday's 
criminal complaints against a number of American and Israeli 
citizens in connection with the sale of weapons to Iran -- 
American weapons to [ran? 


A What I have basically is that the case is before 
the courts, so I'm not going to have any comment on it per se. 
More generally, the Israeli Government is fully aware of U.S. 
policy regarding supplying arms to the combatants in the tragic 
Iran-Iraq war. That policy has been set forth many times. 


We do not supply weapons to either side, nor do we 
authorize other countries to transfer U.S.-manufactured or 
licensed weapons to either side. 


Moreover, we oppose transfers to Iran of arms from any 
source, because it is [ranian intransigence which is prolonging 
the conflict. lLraq has consistently indicated that it is 
willing to settle this dispute through a complete ceasefire and 
negotiations. 


Q Can I follow that? Have you received any 
assurances from Israel, in connection with this specific case, 
that it was not involved? 


a I don't have anything concerning diplomatic 
exchanges, as usual. [ would only note that [srael has 
officially denied any connection or involvement in this matter, 
and that U.S. legal officials have said [Israel was net asked to 
take part in the investigation. 


Q Can we have a copy of that statement you read, 


please? 
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A The original statement? 
Q Yes. 
a Yes. 


Q Chuck, by saying Israel is fully aware of U.S. 
policy on this matter, are you implying that there's some kind 
of knowledge on the Israeli part? 


A None whatsoever. [ said that [ was not going to 
comment on this specific case, but, more generally, Israel is 
aware of our policy as are many other countries. 


Q Will there be any sort of investigation by the 
State Department -- as there was, for example, in the Pollard 
case -- of this instance? 


A I don't have anything on that at this point. 


Q Chuck, the anti-Khomeini Mojahedin people in this 
country have been circulating documents alleging that the 
Khomeini regime and its agents in Europe have made substantial 
purchases of arms in West Germany and other countries. 


I'm wondering if we have made any statements to our 
allies, trying to dissuade them from allowing such sales to be 
made? 


Aa What [ just went through is a general U.S. 
policy, and that goes in the same sense of what [ just said in 
response to Mike's question. Certainly, the rest of our allies 
are aware of that policy. . 


Q Is there a NATO policy? Have we brought it 
before NATO as an item? 


A I don't know the answer to that question. But in 
any case, the countries that are members of NATO are well aware 
of our policy, regardless. 


Q Chuck, without regard to the specific case that 
was announced yesterday, has I[srael approached the United 
States for permission to dispose of some aircraft they consider 
surplus, like F-4s or A~—4s? 


A I don't have anything on that. 


Q Could you look into that? 
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A I'll take a look. 


Q Chuck, at one time Ariel Sharon, the former 
Israel Defense Minister and Commerce Minister at the present 
time, he admitted in certain circumstances or, I think in 
interviews, that Israel sold arms to Iran and transferred arms 
to Iran. 


I think when they say that they denied any connection, 
which is sort of, [ think, a two-way street, can you be 
specific without even going to the diplomatic correspondence, 
that you from the podium, public podiums, asked [Israel to cease 
and desist from -- if you are concerned about transferring arms 
to [ran from allies and friends? 


A I've already done that. I just reiterated our 
policy which is very clear on the question of transfer of arms 
to Iran, and I've said now several times that that's a policy 
which is known to all of the countries for which it's relevant. 


Q Can I say that you are now addressing, including 
Israel -- can you address [srael directly since it looks like 
there is a big involvement of the weapons to be shipped from 
Israel? 


A I'm not commenting on this specific case in any 
way. 


Q I want to ask you about Afghanistan. There have 
been a number of reports about a large Soviet offensive. Do 
you have any information on it, the extent of it? 

A We have some information - 

Q Yesterday or something -- 

A We were prepared to do it yesterday, but [ don't 
believe anyone asked. Could someone dig that out, and we'll go 
back to that question? 

Q Thank you very much. 

Q Any reaction to the German and Spanish moves 


expelling Libyans and going after their diplomatic ard other 
personnel? 


A Both of these moves are, of course, welcome I 
do have some further details on the German move. While we 
would still prefer that the Bonn People's Bureau be closed 
outright, this is an important step -- plus the tightened 
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constraints which are being placed on the remaining Libyans -- 
which will aid significantly in our common efforts to combat 
terrorist-related activities by Libya. 


The details, as I understand it, are that the FRG has 
now expelled two People's Bureau members on April 9, which left 
41. That number will now be reduced to 19. Eleven of those 
will be accredited as diplomats and the rest as staff, exactly 
the same number as the Germans currently have assigned to their 
embassy in Tripoli. 


Q Chuck, on a related question, is there any 
Administration reaction to the move by Libya ordering all 
foreign journalists to leave Tripoli by Friday? 


Aa Very little by way of reaction. As you're all 
aware by now, the situation seems to be somewhat confused. 
There are reports that the original expulsion order has been 
modified, if not lifted. 


The ouster apparently is in retaliation for the 
European Community's action limiting Libyan activities in 
Europe. 


I'd also note the Libyan Cabinet Minister's 
observation to foreign journalists that, “Your mission is 
finished." Libya's record of trying to use foreign journalists 
to support its propaganda programs is too well known to warrant 
further comment. 


Q Chuck, along that same -- along those same lines, 
have you got anything on this London Times story -- any 
credence in this story that Qadhafi has had his powers reduced? 





is) We really don't have any information which would 
bear directly on that report. The best I could do would be to 
share some speculation. As I say, this is not based on 
anything firm, but that the speculation appears to be based on 
the appearances in Tripoli of various personalities: in 
particular, four members of the original Revolutionary Command 
Council which seized power in 1969. fhe fact that those four 
people seem to have been seen in public is probably the basis 
of this speculation, but we don't have anything beyond that. 


Q Can I ask something else about the --what you 
were talking about earlier, the expulsion of journalists from 
Libya? In addition to discussing that, the Libyan Informalion 
Minister also told American journalists this morning that he 
predicted that there would be another spate of terrorist 
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attacks in Europe today, and he charged that those attacks were 
the responsibility of the CIA and Mossad. Do you have any 
comments on those statements? 


A Absolute nonsense. 


Q Going back to the expulsions from Germany and 
Spain, are these the sorts of actions that, had they been done 
in a timely fashion, would have made unnecessary the U.S. 
military strikes? 


4 I think it's hard to predict, Jim, what might or 
might not have happened, because one really can't say with any 
certainty what the situation would have been. I believe it's 
clear, in amore general sense, that we've urged for some time 
now actions of these kind; not only these kind of actions but 
improved cooperaticn in other fields such as 
intelligence-sharing, working on economic measures together, 
those kind of things which we've talked about in the past. 


All of that has to be seen as a package of things 
which need to be done in order to convince Qadhafi that this is 
not cost-free. But I wouldn't really care to speculate on what 
might or might not have been done under a certain scenario. 

Q The specifics on the Spanish moves? 


fe) No, I don't have any specifics at this point; no. 


~-MORE -- 
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Q Chuck, this package of things, is -- in the input 
that you're having into the President's trip to Tokyo, is this 
a possibility to be brought up. by the President when he meets 
with the other leaders -- this package? 


a Well, some of these things that ['ve gone over, 
you, of course, have seen or heard in other fora. Let me give 
you a few words on the summit, then. 


To begin, the Tokyo Summit is, first and foremost, an 
economic summit designed to allow the seven democracies to cume 
together to discuss major world economic issues. The summit is 
also an opportunity for heads of state to have open, informal 
exchanges and consultations on major international issues. 


As one of the key international issues facing the 
leaders of the industrialized democracies, the threat of 
terrorism, including From Libya, will certainly be discussed. 
The summit offers an opportunity to continue the ongoing 
consultations we have been having with our European and other 
friends about what is clearly a long-term problem. We also 
expect summit leaders to discuss such key issues as East-West 
relations and key regional questions. 


I might continue by saying that the discussion of 
terrorism and Libya at the Tokyo Summit should be seen as part 
of the intensified consultations we have been having with our 
European and other friends over the past year as the threat has 
escalated. We have seen signs, particularly in recent weeks, 
of growing concern among many of our partners over the threat 
of terrorism. We have also seen helpful steps and increased 
cooperation, although clearly much more needs to be done. 


On Monday, April 21, for example, the EC Foreign 
Ministers unanimously agreed on measures to reduce Libyan 
official representation and to control movements of Libyan 
personnel. We've started to see those kinds of measures being 
implemented already. 


Of course, there were differences of view over the 
military action the U.S. took against Libya. On balance, 
however, we go to Tokyo with a sense of growing international 
recognition and understanding of the problem and a sense of 
motion that is greater than before As the President made 
clear Monday, he will emphasize practical efforts, including 
political, economic and security measures rather than bold 
declarations. 
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We look for frank and open discussion, understanding , 
of our views, an understanding of the worldwide threat, and 
understanding of the need for greater international 


cooperation. We look forward to hearing our partners' views of : 
what more might be done. 


As we consider further actions against terrorism, we 
are very mindful that terrorists seek to split the West and to 
divide us. We are determined to have the Summit reinforce the 
commitment we all share to deal effectively with this challenge. 


Q Copy? 

Q Can I have a copy? 

a Yes. 

Q Was the sugge_tion there that there is a pulling 


back from the military option then? 


A No. The military option has been one of the 
options which we have said for quite some time is always with 
us and is always available. fThe kinds of things that we're 
working on include the full gamut of options, but in particular 
the President emphasized political, economic and security 
measures. The kind of things that have been set out as, for 
instances, include some of the ones I just said -- enhanced 
intelligence or counterintelligence, counter-terrorism 
cooperation, economic measures, security measures, increased 
cooperation in certain international organizations such as the 
ICAO or the International Maritime Organization. 


Q But when the President emphasizes, if that's your 
verb, everything but military, doesn't that leave open the 
possibility that you're pulling back from the military? 


a Let me just simply reiterate “emphasized 
practical efforts including political, economic and security." 


Q Okay 


Q New subject? 


Yes ® 
Q Could you do that Afghan bit - 
“4 Yes. 


Q 


-~- ahead of it? 
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a The question of what's happening in Afghanistan: 
‘In the past three weeks fighting has intensified all along the 
Pakistan-Afghanistan border, particularly in Paktia Province. 
This is probably the result of a renewed Soviet-Afghan effort 
to cut resistance supply lines. The casualties have been heavy 
on both sides. 


The Soviet attempt to capture the resistance 
stronghold at Jawar -- that's J-a-w-a-r -- has not been a 
success. On the contrary, the resistance appears to be more 
than holding its own. Resistance units from various political 
parties are cooperating and have conducted successful large 
unit operations to counter the Soviet-Afghan offensive. 


Q Have the afghan freedom fighters received, 
according to the reports, Stingers from the United States? 


a No comment. 


Q Chuck, do you have any information on a troop 
buildup by Syria and Turkey along their joint border? 


3) Syria and Turkey? 
Q Yes. 


rs) No, I don't. 


Q Can you look into it, please? 
a I don't think so. 
Q What is your sense of the intent of this Soviet 


offensive above and beyond to cut down infiltration? 


A I was going to say to cut resistance supply lines 
is the only rationale that [ have seen put forward. 


Q TASS today is -- 


Q And is it the view of the Administration t’ 
this Soviet effort is designed toward setting up some k 
political move? 


Aa I don't have anything that would lead in that 
direction. 
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Q TASS today is releasing some reports accusing the 
United States and Japan of undertaking some major new 
initiative in the Asian region to set up a new militaristic 
bloc amongst Asian partners there. Have you had anything on 
that report, or can you look into it if you haven't got it yet? 


a No. I have nothing on that. I think the 
relationship between the United States and Japan is well 
documented and well known. 


Q Chuck, on another subject, there's a report from 
Honduras that an American pilot was shot down and seriously 
injured in that recent encounter along the border. Do you have 
anything on that? 


a I was asked that question on March 28, I 
believe. [I've gone back over that. What I gave you then is 
completely accurate, that there were no U.S. helicopters, 
either military or civilian, lost in the region; that the only 
report which seemed to bear reference to that was a Honduran 
military helicopter which was downed about that time period, 
but there were no Americans involved. 


Q And the pilot was not an American? 
a No Americans aboard 


Q Chuck, to what extent, if any, does the U.S. 
consider the several thousand Libyan students in the United 
States to be a threat, either terrorist or in any other way, to 
American citizens? 


a That's not really, of course, our bailiwick here 
at the State Department since we're not a domestic law 
enforcement agency, so you might get definitive answers to 
those kinds of questions From other organizations. [ can 
assure you, of course, that the Government is taking 
appropriate steps with regard to whatever threat might exist 


Concerning the students, we did consider the question 
of whether or not they should be expelled but decided not to do 
so because we have no dispute with the Libyan people Libyan 
students in the United States will help form the future of 
their country, and the United States looks forward to a 
cooperative relationship with the Libya of the future 


Q There's a little technical problem of expelling 
them, isn't there? 
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Q It's against the Constitution, too. 
Q How far away is the future? (Laughter) 


Q Chuck, while you're addressing this question, 
there's a grave concern among Arab-American organizations that 
a wave of anti-farab and anti-Muslim feelings and feelings 
surrounding this in this country, whether it's in the media or 
whether it's in the public appearances or statements From, you 
know, officials, U.S. officials. 


What are the things that the United States Government 
and State Department could say to alleviate the fears among 
Arab-American organizations and people that they have been 
hounded, chased and been after this, you know, Libyan attack - 
they are fearful for their safety as they go about their daily 
living peacefully. (Sic) 


a I don't have any specific answer to that I 
simply haven't seen the kind of reports to which you're 
referring. All that I could say, along the lines of what I 
just said, is that we have no quarrel with the Libyan people. 
There is nothing that is anti-Muslim. Our problem is with 
Qadhafi and his support for international terrorism. That's 
the problem we're trying to address, and that's the rationale 
behind the actions that we have taken. 


Certainly, concerning statements by Administration 
officials, [ don't believe you'll find anything there which 
would go in the direction which you indicated 


Q I'm concerned about the Arab-American citizens of 
this country, Americans of Arabic heritage I'm not -- I'm 
also concerned about the Libyan students and others, but two 
and a half million, three million, Americans of Arabic heritage 
who fear they'll be now increasingly investigated, followed, 
their phones wiretapped, their organizations have been 
penetrated by all kinds of organizations and all kinds of 
elements, and there is a fear for even that a wave of anti-Arab 
discrimination going to happen in this country in employment 
and other things 


a Once again, I simply don't have anything on that, 
and that - 


Q Can you - 
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A --— that really falls outside the domain of the 
State Department. 


Q Well, can the U.S. Government -- could I ask you 
to ask the U.S. Government, whether the White House or the 
State Department or anybody, to address this issue because 
there is a fear -- there is a wave of fear and to put it this 
way there is a fear of being terrorized, to put it liberally. 


A You're certainly free to address it to whomever. 
It's just that here in this particular building that really 
isn't within our purview. 


Q Okay. Thank you. 


Q No. Wait, wait, wait. I['m sorry. We got a 
couple back here. 


Q There's a report that President Aquino will offer 
Former President Marcos amnesty if he returns some of the 
billions of dollars that he took from the Philippines. Do you 
have anything on that? 


A No, I don't. 


Q Can I come back for just one second to your 
Summit -- Tokyo Summit statement. You mentioned regional 
issues that you also expect to be discussed. Are you going to 
be prepared to defend U.S. policy on Nicaragua, for example? 
Do you expect to discuss the question of direct negotiations 
with the Sandinista Government at the summit? 


a) I'm not in a position to predict exactly what 
issues will be discussed in what detail, so no, [ can't help 
you on that. 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:50 p.m.) 
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TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the April 23, 1986 daily press briefing: 


Israeli Disposal of U.S. Origin Aircraft 


Q: Has the Government of Israel approached the USG for 
permission to dispose of U.S. supplied aircraft? 


: --The Government of Israel has requested permiiision to 


transfer U.S. origin aircraft to various countries several times 


in the past. Such requests are handled on a case by case basis. 
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(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REDOMAN: Good afternoon and bon voyage to those of 
you we won't see again. I don't have anything. (Laughter) 


Q (Inaudible) 
A Until your mission's completed. 
Q Any last words? 


Q Yesterday you were going to look into the changes 
that you see in the South African pass laws. 


i) All right. Let me give you a fairly general and 
lengthy reaction, and before you ask -- (laughter) -- yes. 
Copy. 


We regard the acceptance of freedom of movement to and 
within urban areas for all South African citizens on a 
non-discriminatory basis as a major milestone on the road away 
from apartheid. 


Repeal of the pass laws, issuing a common identity 
document, and other proposals announced by the South African 
Government promise perhaps the most conspicuous discarding of 
discriminatory laws in recent South African history. 


The effectiveness of these steps in lending 
credibility to the South African Government's stated policies 
of reform and encouraging political dialogue will now depend on 
quick implementation of these announcements. It will also 
depend on such related matters as adequate provision of new 
land and humane treatment of squatters. 
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We should add that these proposals are so far-ranging 
and complex that we must reserve judgment on their full 
implications for blacks, but it is clear that their intent is 
to widen the scope of freedom for all South Africans. 


We reiterate our view that a commitment to freedom of 
movement should also include residents of South Africa's 
so-called “independent homelands" whom we regard as South 
African citizens who deserve to be treated as such. 


In sum, we regard these developments as an important 
step in the process of dismantling apartheid. In our view, a 
commitment to freedom of movement should logically lead to the 
ending of legally mandated residential segregation as embodied 
in the Group Areas Act. 


Q Do you think that the South African action has 
anything to do with the pressure put on them by this government? 


A I can't comment as to cause and effect, Jim. You 
know for many months what we have been saying concerning the 
need to move forward with political dialogue and reform. The 
South African Government has been saying many of the same 
things, but, beyond that, I stick with the statement I've just 
read. 


Q Well, let me put it another way: Do you think it 
would have happened the same way and at the same time without 


the pressure or the influence that the United States was able 
to bring to bear? 


fe I just have no way to make that judgment for you 
here. 


Q Is the United States thinking of changing any of 
its different sanctions policies as a result of this -- any of 
the economic steps that have been taken? 

fa I know of nothing to that effect. 

Q It's not under consideration? 


fa I know of nothing aiong those lines. 


Q Chuck, a lot of people in South Africa have 
expressed serious concern that the new urbanization policy that 
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Botha has said he's going to follow will be pass laws under 
another name. Does the United States share that concern? 


& Our initial reaction is what I've just given 
you. You noted a couple of references in that to the fact that 
we would have to reserve judgment on their full implications 
for blacks, and that it will now depend on quick 
implementation. So there are some things we'll be looking at 
to determine exactly what the effect of these measures will be. 


Q When you say that you would reserve judgment, is 
that because you have developed a healthy sense of skepticism 
about what the South African Government has said in its past 
about its intentions? 


A No. I'd stick with exactly what I said, because 
these proposals are so far-ranging and complex. 


Q The President, when he was dealing with Congress 
on the legislation, wanted to make it on condition -- further 
steps would only be taken if there were not sufficient progress 
being shown. Is this the kind of sufficient progress that the 
President feels, or that the Administration feels now will 
obviate any further sanctions against South Africa? I think it 
was on -- wasn't it on corporate -- some sort of -- there were 
additional penalties which were considered by Congress and the 
Administration wanted held off unless the South Africans didn't 
show sufficient progress? Is this it? 


is} At this point I'm not in a position to make that 
kind of a call for you. 


Q Chuck, new subject? 
Yes. 


Q One more, related: Anything today on the report 
over the Stingers or the U.S. advisers to UNITA? 


fa Anything more? (Laughter) Did I ever have 
anything? 


Q Would you like to confirm or deny the reports? 


a No. I have no comment. 


Q Chuck, do you have anything on the ABC report of 
a stepped-up Libyan threat including threats to the President's 
family? 
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é Referring to the report to which you make 
reference, Secretary Shultz has not made the assessment 
attributed to him in that report. It's absolutely without 
foundation. 


Q Has an assessment been made elsewhere in the 
building with Shultz's name on it? 


a It's certainly the case that there are many 
assessments, many analyses of all kinds of issues, being made 
by many experts, by many offices, all around this building all 
the time on all kinds of issues. I don't wish to comment on 
any of the specifics of those reports, except to say that the 
reference to which you specifically made reference, members of 
the President's immediate family, is something that I have not 
seen in any form whatsoever. 


Q Is the Administration concerned about Mrs. Reagan 
and Maureen Reagan going on foreign trips now? Is there going 
to be extra security? 


A I think the White House is the best place to 
answer that question, and Mrs. Reagan's trip is going forward 
as scheduled 


-- MORE -- 
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Q Could you clarify the President's remarks 
yesterday? Are we ready to strike at Iran or Syria if we find 
irrefutable evidence they're linked to state-sponsored 
terrorism? 


a The President's remarks yesterday were in 
response to a hypothetical question. They represent no change 
in U.S. policy. 


We've always reserved the right to ourselves -- to 
ourselves the right, I should say -- to respond to a terrorist 
attack in the manner we deem appropriate. Each case, of 
course, is evaluated on its own merits. We're not on some sort 
of auto-pilot, I believe as Secretary Shultz once said. 


The Secretary addressed your question this morning in 
another forum. He said we don't have any plans for such 
operations. What the President has done, in the case of Libya, 
is to show that the United States will use its military power 
in its fight against terrorism. 


Second, the President said that we regard -- this is 


Secretary Shultz speaking -- “We regard terrorism, in general, 
as a very important problem, and when the terrorists have the 
support and connivance of a state -- that is, state-supported 
terrorism -- it's particularly ominous." 

Q Copy? 

& No. 


Q Chuck, do you have anything on the bombing this 
morning in London, and whomever might be responsible? 


fe No, I don't. I don't have any information to add 
on that story. British officials are investigating, and at 
this point I'm not in a position to speculate on the nature of 
the attack or the responsibility for it. 


Q Chuck, on your previous answer just a moment ago, 
were you referring to the Secretary's appearance on this 
Worldnet prugram today? 

a Yes. 


Q When you were quoting him a moment ago? 


A That's right. You'll find that on Page 10 of the 
transcript. 
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Q Is the United States aware of the arrest of A. 
Chamorro in Costa Rica on drug charges? And how does that 
affect the investigation into whether any of the contra and 
contra-related groups are involved in drug smuggling? 


a On that particular story concerning Mr. Chamorro, 
I may or may not have something. The U.S. Embassy in San Jose 
has learned informally of Mr. Chamorro's arrest but has not 
been able to confirm its connection with drug trafficking. 


I could add in a more general vein what I think we've 
said a number of times now concerning continued allegations of 
contra involvement in drug trafficking, which is that the State 
Department has raised these issues with resistance leaders. 
We're confident that the leadership is not involved and will 
not tolerate such involvement by their members. 


There has been evidence of wrongdoing by some 
individuals in the past, but this unauthorized activity was not 
condoned by any of the resistance organizations. As a matter 
of policy, we would not support any organization which violated 
our laws, including those concerning drug trafficking. 


Secretary Shultz made this clear in his March 7 
meeting with resistance leaders, and the bill approved by the 
Senate on March 27 to provide aid to the resistance requires 
that no organization which retains within its ranks any members 
guilty of such activity or human rights abuses will receive 
assistance. 


So I give that to you not as a specific reference to 
this case about which I don't have any further information but 
as our general policy on this issue. 


Q Do you have anything more on the evidence of 
wrongdoing to which you just referred? 


6 No, nothing else, except I would reiterate that 
we cannot conduct independently in this Department those sorts 
of investigations of alleged criminal activity. We depend on 
the investigative agencies of the U.S. Government for such 
information and encourage any agency that has such 
responsibility for investigating criminal wrongdoing to 
investigate the charges. 


Q Can we get a copy of that? 


a No, I can't do that either. 





-7- Thursday, 4/24/86 


Q Chuck, do you have any comment on today's 
Washington Post story about the Israeli General, stating that 
the Defense Minister of Israel is aware of the arms deal with 
Iran? 





é What I have is simply that the Government of 
Israel has informed us through diplomatic channels and has 
stated publicly that it had no direct, indirect, or tacit 
connection in this matter and that the individuals acted on 
their own. But beyond that, I'd have to refer you to the 
Government of Israel for any further comment. 


Q Is the State Departm ©. looking into that 
further, Chuck, in connection between this General and the 
Israeli Government? Are we accepting the Israeli response as 
the final word on this? 


a I'll stick with what I gave you, which is that 
we've been informed through diplomatic channels of the same 
information which you've seen publicly. And to repeat again 
what I said yesterday, U.S. legal officials have said that 
Israel has not asked to take part in the investigation because 
the matter is before the courts. I really can't give you 
anything further. 


Q Has the United States -- 


Q I'm not sure you answered the question. I asked 
you whether the State Department was going to explore with the 
Israeli Government whether there was any Israeli Government 
connection with this or whether you're accepting the Israeli 
statement on this, denial, as the final word, final chapter? 


id No, I'm not going to comment on this story at 
this point beyond what I've given you already. 


Q Has the United States asked for the extradition 
of General Bar-Aam and others who are now in Bermuda? 


A I'd have to refer you to Justice. That's a legal 
question. 


Q Well, the extradition goes through the State 
Department, does it not? 


6 I won't argue with that. But in this case, I 
don't have anything further to offer on the case at this point. 


Q Well -- 
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A We'll keep those things under advisement, Jim, 
and when we have something we can say, we will. 


Q Okay. Can you also include in that those people 
who were named in the indictment and are now in Britain? 


A As to whether we're requesting extradition? 
Yes. 


Okay. 


oD vy» 


Greece has said it can find no connection between 
Libya and international terrorism. Do you have a reaction to 
that? 


a There's some confusion? 
Q What was the question again? 


i) Her question was, Greece saying that they lack 
tangible proof or no conclusive evidence -- 


Q They can't prove that Libya is linked to any 
international terrorism. 


“ The President, as you all know, has made clear 
that we have irrefutable evidence of Libya's involvement. The 
pattern of Libyan support for terrorism, which has long been 
evident, and has become even clearer over the past week. We 
applaud the measures adopted by the EC which reflect widespread 
acceptance of the fact of Libya's role in terrorism. And in 
that connection, I'd refer you to the many steps that have been 
taken by the Federal Republic (of Germany), the United Kingdom, 
France, Spain, Italy, perhaps among others. 


We find it difficult to understand how any country 
privy to recent discussions among allies and among other 
European nations could now fail to implement the agreed EC 
measures. 


Q The Greeks had the information -- the same 
information that was presented to the other allies? 


a I can't comment in specific terms as to what 
information the Greeks have, but the information available to 
the EC is clearly available to them. 
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Q On that same topic, Charles, do you have any 
comment on the Austrian statement that Libya was not linked to 
the December bombings -- the Rome attacks at the Rome and 
Vienna airports -- or at the Vienna Airport, I mean? 


a No, I don't. At this point, I can only refer you 
to the record of that time period at which point I think we 
indicated the nature of the evidence as it existed then. 


Q The President yesterday said that there were 
Libyan links to the Baader-Meinhof gang in West Germany, and 
that the arms for the purported attack on the visa office at 
the American Embassy in Paris -- grenades and small arms -- had 
already been distributed to a number of groups. 


Are we following up to find out -- to explore which 
groups those are? 


é Let me answer that simply in general terms 
because I can't comment on your specific question. But, of 
course, we're following up on exactly those kind of questions 
wherever it's possible to do so. 


Who hasn't had a chance? In the back. 


Q You mentioned widespread acceptance of this 
evidence. Do you have, besides the actions taken by the 
countries -- some countries of the EC -- do you have evidence 


of other countries accepting these charges? 


‘ I don't believe there's been any serious 
questioning of the evidence in this case, no. 


Q But I mean, have you seen statements of other 
countries, because what I have seen on the part of third world 
countries, Arab countries, Latin American countries, is just 
the opposite, is non-acceptance of these charges? 


fa Once again, without getting into the question of 
public versus private reactions, which we've gone through a 
number of times, and similar considerations, just let me say 
that where the emphasis has been, of course, has been in the 
area which has been the major area of threat, which has been 
Europe. That's where the La Belle disco bombing took place, 
and, as a consequence, that's where the evidence has been 
directly relevant. And there, you have seen the EC -- all 
twelve -- sign onto a statement agreeing to take measures, and 
a number of those countries, in fact almost all, are 
implementing -- and in most cases, vigorously implementing -- 
those agreed arrangements, yes. 


~-MORE -- 
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Q Last night and this morning there have been 
totally conflicting reports in the press about Qadhafi either 
being totally. being completely in charge, or not being in 
charge. Do you have anything more to add to what you had 
yesterday? 


i No, nothing more. 


Q Any reaction to the European decision to share 
intelligence about terrorism and other international crimes 
with nations outside the European Community? 


a That's of course, a very welcome development. I 
don't believe you should take that as an indication that there 
hasn't been sharing up until now. I don't have the details of 
what the justice ministers or interior ministers said on this 
particular occasion. But we pointed out in the past the 
extreme importance of this kind of coordination and cooperation 
which we believe has increased significantly over the years. 
— of course, the more that can be done in that vein, the 

tter. 


Q According to BBC, the retired Israeli General who 
was arrested as part of this major Customs bust of the arms 
transfers to Iran stated that people in the Israeli Defense 
Ministry were aware that this was going on. In fact, he said 
that, basically, if the Israeli Government didn't step forward 
to come to his defense, that he was going to sing and tell a 
lot more than has already come out about this arms operation. 


Whet is the United States doing to confirm or deny 
that the Israeli Defense Ministry had any involvement in this 
arms operation, and what would Le the implications if they did? 

6 Did you come in late? 

Q Yes, I did. 

6 I answered that already. 

Q Chuck, you remember last month, at the time of 
the incursion into Honduras, there were questions asked about a 
helicopter that may have been attacked or downed. 


i The question was asked again yesterday. 


Q Yes. And following that answer, in this 
morning's paper, there was an article which said it was a CIA 
helicopter and that it was a non-American who was wounded. Is 
that correct? 
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A I refer you to the record. 


Q The record said there were “no Americans." It 
was written like a Philadelphia lawyer, but at the time -- 


6 I don't see how you could be much clearer, Don. 
I said there were no Americans aboard. 


Q What -- 


7 The incident which I referred to was involving a 
Honduran military helicopter, which is the only incident which 
appears to fit the description of these reports. 


Q But that incident doesn't fit, because that 
incident was much earlier; the Honduran military helicopter 
incident was weeks earlier than the one we're talking about 
here. 


te The dates I've seen pretty much coincide. I 
don't accept that premise, Don. 


Q Well, was there a CIA helicopter that was shot 
at, and was someone wounded in it during the incursion in the 
Honduran/Nicaraguan border last month? 


if Intelligence questions. No comment. 
Q But, Chuck, if we are referring to the same 
helicopter -- this is assuming there was only one helicopter 


shot down in that particular area at that particular time -- 
are you saying there was no American involvement whatsoever in 
that flight? 


a I'm saying what I had to say yesterday and on 
March 28, and which I stand by. 


Q But then you said there were no Americans 
involved. I'm asking if there was an “American involvement?" 


a I stick with what I said. And that's all I have 
to say. 


Q Yesterday, on Afghanistan, you were saying that 
the resistance fighters, as I remember it, were doing 
reasonably well. Last night there was a report that the major 
stronghold that they were trying to defend was overrun by the 
Russians and the Afghan Government forces. 
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Do you have any new estimate that you want to pass on? 


a No, I don't. The reports I've seen are 
conflicting, with people saying yes, no, and maybe. At this 
point, I don't have anything better to offer. 


Q Chuck, have there been any contacts with Syria 
following Reagan's remark yesterday, in the way of explanation, 
or them asking for an explanation, or anything like that? 


6 No, I don't have anything on that. 


Let me follow up that Afghanistan question. You 
said yesterday that it had not been overrun. Are you saying 
now that you're not sure? 


a I'm saying that I don't have anything beyond what 
I said yesterday. Since I said that, as Marvin said, there 
have been a number of reports. Some people say yes; some 
people say no; and I can't give you any better reading today. 


Q Had those reports existed before you made your 
statement yesterday? 

A Perhaps some did. I don't know. 

John. 

Q Going back to an earlier point raised, are you 


denying that the State Department has drafted an assessment 
saying that Qadhafi is more dangerous now than he was before 
the U.S. attack --— number one? And number two, that in that 
assessment, that it is believed that Qadhafi would seek a very 
personal kind of revenge, and that that assessment was signed 
off on by George Shultz? 


A What I'm saying is that the Secretary of State 
has made no such assessment. It is absolutely without 
foundation. 


On your previous question, as to whether there are 
other assessments or analyses around this building, there are 
many, and I'm not going to go into -- and on this subject as 
well as others. There are many on each of these subjects. 


Q Was such an assessment signed off on by George 
Shultz and circulated through the government? 


f. As I say, I'm not going to comment on any other 
specific reports. I'm saying it is not the assessment, as 
reported, by the Secretary of State. 
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Q Well, when you say that, you mean that the 
Secretary doesn't make a personal assessment on anything he 
signs off on? Is that -- 


a I'll stand with what I said which I think is 
perfectly clear. 


Q It's not perfectly clear; it doesn't seem 
perfectly clear. It doesn't seem to be a denial that there is 
such an assessment. 


a I'm responding to a report. Now, if you want to 
change the nature of your report, that's a whole other story; 
I'm not prepared to respond to that beyond what I have. But 
there was a report; I responded to that report in its context. 
— I believe in that context, my answer is very clear, crystal 
clear. 


I offered you what I could, to the extent that there 
are other analyses and assessments being made all the time; and 
to go through all of those with you every time there is a 
report, and say, “Yes, here, somebody made this point, or 
somebody made that point," that serves no purpose, and I'm not 
going to do that. But I am responding to the report as it was 
broadcast. 


Q Does Shultz' name find its way onto reports that 
he has nothing to do with? 


i) They do not 
Q What about ones that he didn't make himself? 
No further comment. 
Q Does he make any himself? 
Q Chuck, I want to come back, if I can, to 
something else. The President used figures of 126 aborted 
anti-American terrorist incidents in the last year, and said 


that the United States had definite intelligence of 35 
Libyan-sponsored plots against Americans. 


Is the State Department now saying -- I know you've 
been very careful about linking Libya to the Berlin bombing and 
to the French case -- that there was a worldwide Libyan effort 
to destabilize and assassinate Americans over the course of the 
last several months? Is the State Department prepared to make 
that kind of assessment? That seems to be what the President 
is indicating. 
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6 I think what we've already said in that context, 
in reference to the 30 or 35 -- whatever numbers have been used 
-- that that is a pattern of Libyan activity which has existed 
for a number of months. It existed on a number of continents. 
It's the kind of threat with which we were faced, and as a 
consequence in describing our actions with regard to Tripoli, 
not only were we taking into account what had happened at La 
Belle disco, but we were taking into account what the Libyans 
are planning to perpetrate, or are in the process of 
perpetrating around the world. 


I have a question about the American oil 
companies in Libya. Some of them have been granted an 
extension for winding up their business when economic sanctions 
were proclaimed against that country. 


Are there still American companies operating there? 
And if so, how many? And also, Vernon Walters, I think, said 
in the past couple of days that this country would prosecute 
Americans still in Libya. Would you comment on that? 


a In response to the latter question, the 
Ambassador was referring, of course, to the laws which are in 
effect, and we've said a number of times that those laws are 
there, and they are meant to be enforced. But I don't have any 
specific commentary on that question. 


On the question of the oil companies, that was 
addressed, I believe, on Wednesday, or Monday, Tuesday perhaps, 
in some detail. The bottom line is that if you want to know 
the status of the licenses which were granted to the oil 
companies to continue operations, that the Department of the 
Treasury is the agency overseeing that. 


Q Thank you. 
A Okay. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:48 P.M.) 
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TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the April 24, 1986 daily press briefing: 
EXTRADITION: ATTEMPTED ILLEGAL ARMS DEAL WITH IRAN 





Q: Has the United -States asked for the extradition of those 
held in Beirut and Great Britain in connection with the { 
attempted arms deal with Iran? 

A: We cannot comment on the details of ongoing law enforcement 


investigations. Any further questions on this should be 


directed to the Department of Justice. 
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MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. I[ 
don't have any announcements 


Q What can you tell us about the shooting of a 
communications officer in Sanaa? 


A A communications officer, Arthur L. Pollick, age 
41, at the American Embassy in Sanaa, Yemen Arab Republic, was 
shot and wounded this morning He is reported in stable 
condition after surgery in a Sanaa hospital. His life does not 
appear to be in danger. He was returning home in his car from 
church when he was shot from a passing car. He was hit by two 


or three bullets, but was able to walk to his home and call for 
help. 


The response from Yemeni authorities, in terms both of 
medical assistance and of security for Americans in Sanaa, has 
been excellent So far as we are aware, no individual or 
organization has yet claimed responsibility for this act 


Q Is there any thought that Libya was behind either 
this or the shooting in Sudan a week ago? 


a At this point I can't add anything to that story, 
in reference to that question in either case 


Q Would you call him a very religious individual 
for going to church on Friday? 


Q Had you observed, as you had in Khartoum, 
surveillance of the U.S. Embassy there, in Sanaa? 


A I don't have any further information on the 
security situation in Sanaa 


Q Did you draw any conclusions from the fact that, 
in both cases, it was a communications officer who was targeted? 
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a At this point, [I can't draw any particular 
conclusions. 


Q Can we go on to the story in the Post about a CIA 
officer who was allegedly tortured in Ethiopia a few years 
ago? Do you have any comment on that? 


A You may go on to it, but [ don't have any comment 
Since those are alleged intelligence activities 


Q Can you tell us what -- 
Q Filing break 

Q Filing break? 

Q My colleague wants one. 


Q Oh. Okay. Can you tell us the State Department 
role in the Waldheim case? 


a You have heard, 1 think, what Justice has had to 
say about the status of the case. Just to repeat where we 
stand, both the Attorney General and the Secretary of State 
have statutory responsibility to enforce and to administer 
Section 212 (A) 33 of the Immigration and Nationality Act of 
1952; and it's in order to make a determination under this 
section that the Departments of State and Justice are 
investigating and analyzing the available materials. [n terms 
of where that investigation stands, I believe that Justice 
Department spokesmen have indicated the status 


Q The Austrian Charge was here today, we're told - 
[I'm told -- by the Austrian Embassy. Can you tell us what that 
was all about? 


A No, I have nothing on that at all 


Q Do you have any comment on [ran's reportedly 
torture -- 

Q I have a follow-up on Waldheim 

rs) Sure , 

Q Can you comment on how this file on Waldheim 


could have sat in the UN. so long with the United States not 
being aware of it? 


How it could have sat in the UN. for so long’? 
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Q Yes, this secret file on Waldheim's past. 


s No, I don't have anything on that at all. [I'd 
refer you again to Justice. 


Q Can you also --— if Waldheim were to be elected 
president and barred from this country, do you have any comment 
on precedent-setting? 


a No. That's a hypothetical question. 


Q Is there a thought, Chuck, to trying to keep, to 
Gelay the decision until after the Austrian election so as not 
to be seen or perceived to be interfering in the internal 
affairs of a friendly country. 


re) I really can't comment on that question other 
than to say, as I just have, that State and Justice are doing 
what is required under the law, that that's the process that's 
underway. 


Q Is there, under the law, a time frame? 
A [I'm really not qualified to answer that. Not 
that 1 know of, but I think, again, Justice is the real expert 


on that question. 


Q Heads of state aren't subject to immigration 
laws, are they? 


ia) Once again, 1 don't know the answer to that 
question. 


Q Do you have any comment on the Washington limes 
story about torture of [raqi POWs? 





A We are concerned by reports, including this 
particular report to which you make reference, by [raqi POWs of 
abuse while in Iranian custody the U.S. previously has called 


on both [ran and Iraq to observe international norms for Lhe 
treatment of prisoners of war 


We support the efforts of the United Nations Secretary 
General, the International Committee of the Red Cross and 
others to relieve the suffering of Iranian and lraoi POWs and 
their families We urge [ran to grant the [CRC Full access Lo 
the camps holding Iraqi POWs This report is further evidence 
of the need to bring the Fighting between [ran and [raq to an 
early negotiated or mediated end 


Q Copy of that? 
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os Yes. 


Q Do you have any situation report on the Afghan 
resistance and the Russian campaign of destroying a lot of 
parts of these holdouts of the Afghanistan resistance freedom 
Fighters? 


4 The reports are that Soviets and Afghan forces 
overran the Zhawar base and destroyed and captured insurgent 
supplies The Mujahidin now appear to have moved back in, into 
the base, and the surrounding area. Casualties were heavy, in 
the hundreds, on both sides 


The Soviets and Afghan forces have demonstrated, as in 
the past, that they can gain control of a given patch of 
territory if they are willing to commit sufficient forces 
When they withdraw, however, the resistance returns. The 
resistance has shown repeatedly that it can exact a heavy price 
From attacking forces. Communist gains such as the capture of 
Zhawar have generally proved temporary. 


The current Fighting has not changed the military 
balance We think the battlefield stalemate will continue, 
albeit at a more intense level of combat. 


Q Do you believe that now the - still like you 
have described before, that the resistance is in a better 
condition or that it looks good, that their posture is looking 
better than before? Does this mean that they possibly have 
refurbished their arms and possibly some more tactics on a 
level that requires to face the Russians in this situation? 


i) I can't help you on that beyond what I have just 
given you. 


Q Chuck, has the visit of the Pakistani Defense 
Minister anything to do with the developments in Afghanistan? 


A I don't have anything on his visit 

Q Could [ have a copy of that statement? 

a No : 

Q Can you tell us anything about this meeting with 


Michael Armacost today, the Under Secretary? 


a fhe Pakistan Defense Minister? 
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Q Yes. 


a I'll take a look at it and see if we can get 
anything. 


Q Most of the hostages who were able to escape from 
their kidnappers in Lebanon -- [ think three or four of them in 
the last year -- were found in the Bekaa area, which is under 
Syrian control. Don't you think this is enough evidence to 
link Syria to the fate of the hostages? 


a [ can't help you on that particular question 
other than to reiterate what we've said a number of times, 
which is that we continue to work with all the parties in the 
region who could possibly have any influence and who might 
possibly te of any help in resolving this question of the 
hostages which has gone on for far too long now 


Q Did Ambassador Murphy request the help of the 
President of Syria regarding the hostages in his last visit? 


a [ don't have anything on any specific contacts or 
diplomatic communications, only to repeat what we have said in 
the past that among those parties in the region who have 
influence, Syria is obviously included among them 


Q But, then, you're acknowledging then they were 
held in Syrian-held territory 


a I'm not acknowledging any such thing l'm not 
commenting on that question 
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Q Would you be able to get something on that, a 
confirmation, or -- 


a No, I wouldn't. 


Q Chuck, have you anything on the -- Reuters says 
that it had an interview with Abu Abbas in which Abu Abbas 
threatens more attacks against Americans Do you have anything 
on that? Do you put any credence in it? 


i) No. I don't have anything on that at all. 


Q Chuck, India's Foreign Minister led a six-nation 
non-aligned delegation to Libya and expressed solidarity and 
all that, and strongly attacked the U.S. [ know that Mr. 
Walters had criticized the stand of the non-aligned at the UN 
yesterday, but has the U.S. officially objected to the [Indian 
Minister's remarks? And what does this do to the improving 
Indo-US. relations? 


a No Il have no comment on that 
Q Chuck, do you have -- 


Q You don't want to comment on the Indian 
Minister's strong remarks against the U.S.? 


o At this point I simply have no comment to offer 
you 


Q Chuck, do you have any comment on the outcome of 
the Sudanese election? 


a No 
Q No? Would you look, please? 


Q President Reagan said he was superstitious and 
didn't want to comment on the threat of possible terrorist 
danger to himself or to his wife or party 


Does the State Department have any reaction to 
potential terrorist danger to the President? 


a No 


Q Can you tell me whether or not there is any 
extraordinary security precautions? Obviously, there is always 
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some considerable security on these kind of trips, but is it 
greater than it normally would be for past international 
summits? 


4 I would refer you to the White House on that 


Q Chuck, the Washington Post reports that Chinese 
Communist leader Hu Yaobang charged the other day that the 
United States is violating the joint communique between tes 
countries by transferring some technology to Taiwan for 
development of new aircraft, Fighter planes. 





I got two questions Could you confirm that the 
United States has authorized transfer of such technology; and, 
secondly, do you think that such transfer is violating the 
joint communique of 1982? 


a On the first issue, your question refers to 
transfers to Taiwan by U.S. private firms. Taiwan has been 
devoting considerable effort to this project for several years, 
and, as the story you make reference to correctly implies, this 
is a Taiwan project and questions should be addressed to the 
Taiwan authorities. 


Concerning the second question, the U.S.‘'s consistent 
position remains that concerned U.S. agencies will continue to 
review Taiwan's defense requirements in accordance with the 
Taiwan Relations Act which provides that the U.S. will make 
available to Taiwan arms necessary to enable laiwan to maintain 
a sufficient self-defense capability 


At the same time, sales of defensive articles and 
services are addressed in light of our undertakings and those 
of the People's Republic of China under the 1982 communique 
The U.S. continues to adhere to that communique. We consider 
the sale of defensive arms to Taiwan to be a routine matler 
consistent with U.S. policy since normalization and the 1982 
communique 


Q Copy? 

Q Could you comment specifically on the transfer of 
technology? Would you think that this was included in the 
joint communique of 19862? ° 

a i can only refer you, in fact, to that communique 


and to the Taiwan Relations act 
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Q So you're not saying whether or not it violates 
the communique of ‘82 as the Chinese charge’ 


i) I have given you our position on the question at : 
large. 

Q But you won't say whether this is a violation or 
not 

a I've said that the United States continues to 


adhere to the communique. 


Q But what about the charge that this is a 
violation of the communique? 


a l've said the United States continues to adhere 
to the communique 


Q You want to meet it head on? 


Q Just before the U.S. bombing of Libya, Libya had 
been running advertisements in India for mercenaries for their 
army. Was the U.S. aware of this, and do you have any comment 
on this? they were trying to recruit people 


a [ don't have anything on that. 

Q May we have a copy of what you said on laiwan 
just now? 

m Yes 


Q Going back to the helicopter incident on the 
Nicaraguan/Honduran border, you said no Americans were 
involved Was a CIA helicopter, piloted by a non-American 
under contract to the CIA, hit by ground fire in that incident? 


°) As I've said earlier in response to exactly the 
same question, that's an intelligence matter, and given the 
agencies in any case to which you make reference, you're 
addressing it to the wrong person 


Q Well, why is it an intelligence matter at this 
point when it wasn't an intelligence matter when you “put out 
the denial before that nothing happened? 
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a You asked me -- if you go back and check the 
record, you asked me specific questions In response to those 
Questions, I said that there was no US. helicopter, military 
or civilian, shot down; that in the timeframe that you made 
reference to, there had been a Honduran military chopper shot 
down In response to a further question in regard to that 
helicopter, 1 said there were no Americans aboard So l've not 


refused to answer any of your questions as you seem to imply, 
Don 


-~ MORE - 
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Q I did ask yesterday whether there was any 
American involvement, and you didn't answer that question 


A And [ said [ already said what [ had to say on 
the question of these helicopters. 

Q Well, that's a refusal to answer a question, is 
it not? 

a I answered the question. 

Q No, you didn't. 

o Any other questions? 

Q Did Vernon Walters go to Ethiopia in February of 
1984? 


A Don't have anything on that. 


Q Chuck, getting back to the non-aligned for a 
minute Does the U.S. intend to make any protest at all about 
non-aligned movements' strong criticism of the U.S. bombing? 


I don't wave anything on that. 


Q The Tokyo Summit is for economic issues, but 
terrorism will be brought up. Can you comment on the 
importance of the role that terrorism will play, that the 
terrorism issue will be given, at this summit? 


A [I'd refer you to the quite lengthy statement [ 
made on that on Wednesday, I believe. Nothing to add beyond 
that. 


Q Chuck, it looks like the response from the 
[Israeli Government about all the inquiry about involvement 
direct or indirect with the reported armed deal of $2 billion 
From the Western alliance to [ran, it looks like it's leaving a 
lot of space of speculations The guy who's involved, Bar-fAm, 
insists again and again that he has the full cooperation and 
knowledge of Mr. Yitzhak Rabin and has a letter authorizing him 
to do that and it's not the end of it 

So what are you going to do? Are you satisfied with 
what the [sraeli Government told you, that they have no 
relationship whatsoever with that, or are you going to inspect 
that? 


a The same scenario and set of questions were posed 
yesterday, and [ have nothing beyond what [ gave you then. 
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Q When are Ambassador Nitze and Ambassador Rowny be 
back in Washington? 


= I don't have the exact date, but I believe it 
should be over the weekend, early in the week. 


Q And is there any indication of what they found 
out there? 


4 No, I don't have anything specific to report 
although [ go note that there have been a number of press 
conferences as they've gone along the way, which have shed some 
information. 


Q Chuck, can I get you to go back to the shooting 
of the American in North Yemen for a minute? Before April 4 
the United States said it had 35 individual sightings of plots 
by Libya against U.S. targets. Would it then be unreasonable 
~~ Since then, do we have any knowledge, any information, that 
there's been a callback of any of those plots, number one. 
And, number two, would there then be - if there is no 
callback, would it then been unreasonable to link the incidents 
in the Sudan and in North Yemen to Libya? 


A As [ said earlier, at this point ['m not ina 
position to give you any further information as to whether or 
not those incidents, either one or the other, can be linked Lo 
Libya or to anyone else, for that matter, at this time 


Concerning whether or not there have been any new 
orders, callbacks - 


Q Callbacks. 


a) -- at this point, I simply again couldn't help 
you very much. [t's still too early to tell what effect the 
attack on Tripoli may have had or will have on the Qadhafi 
regime. We had, of course, recognized the possibility in Lhe 
short run that terrorists might lash out and that terrorism 
might increase. But over the long term, we expect sponsors of 
terrorism to recognize that whatever benefits are perceived 
From international terrorism, that those are more than of Fset 
by the cost they'll have to pay . 


Q When you recognized the Likelihood of the 
increase, that wasn't a report signed off by Secretary Shultz? 


a) No, it wasn't. 


Q Do you have an update on Mexico? There were some 
parts of a consulate closed, [ think, last week, or a visa 
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application branch was closed. And is there any stepped-up 
security in any U.S. consulates or embassy in Mexico? 


A There is guidance on that particular question. I 
don't have anything that would take it beyond what was 
available at that time. 


Q Chuck, on Libya, it is evident that the Libyans 
did not retaliate to the American attack on their country by 
killing any of the Americans, remaining Americans, in Libya 


In light of those facts, would you still call Qadhafi 
a mad dog? 


a No, I have nothing further on that question. 


Q Do you have anything on the Central American 
peace process in light of statements from various Congressmen 
about the prospects for a breakthrough? 


A These stories to which you make reference Il 
believe are all drawing in one form or another on the letter 
that Ambassador Habib wrote to Congressmen Barnes, Slattery and 
Richardson which we did make available to you some two weeks 
ago, I believe -- about that time period. 


Our position on dialogue and internal reconciliation 
is not changed Ambassador Habib's letter to the Congressmen 
states that the United States will abide by an agreement that 
is comprehensive, verifiable and simultaneous implementation of 
all 21 points of the Contadora Document of Objectives. 

Included among the 21 points are democratization and national 
reconciliation. 


On that latter point, national reconciliation, that 
must encompass a dialogue by the Government of Nicaragua with 
all elements of the opposition. 


In the back? 

Q Do you have any information of the intensified 
shelling yesterday in east Beirut -- against east Beirut -- 
especially shelling aimed the residence of the US 
Ambassador? Do you consider that as a revenge From the 
Syrian-Libyan against the US. strike on Libya? 

A [ don't have anything on that. 


Q Thank you 


(Press briefing concluded at 12:3] p.m.) 








Posted: April 25, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 





Question Taken at Noon Press Briefing of April 25, 1986 
PAKISTAN: DEFENSE MINISTER'S VISIT 





Q: Can you tell us anything about the visit of the Pakistani 
defense minister, Syed Ijlal Haider Zaidi, to the State 
Department today? 


A: --THE PAKISTANI DEFENSE SECRETARY (NOT MINISTER) IS LEADING 
_A TEAM OF PAKISTANI MILITARY AND SECURITY SPECIALISTS FOR 
ROUTINE MEETINGS AT THE DEFENSE DEPARTMENT OF THE 


U.S.-PAKISTAN CONSULTATIVE GROUP. 


--THEY DISCUSSED A FULL RANGE OF REGIONAL AND BILATERAL 


ISSUES. I WOULD REFER YOU TO THE PENTAGON FOR DETAILS. 





--THE DEFENSE SECRETARY IS TO PAY A COURTESY CALL ON UNDER 


SECRETARY ARMACOST THIS AFTERNOON, 
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MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. I 
have nothing 


Matt? 


Q The Soviet Embassy, at a press conference today, 
they announced what they said were more details of a proposal 
to cut NATO and Warsaw-pect conventional and short-range 
nuclear forces. Can you acknowledge receipt of that, and do 
you have any comment on it? 


a No, 1 can't acknowledge receipt, if that's your 
primary question. And I'm not really sure of the details of 
this proposal You're aware that, I think, on April 18 we 
posted in one way a response to some proposals that had been 
made at that time while General Secretary Gorbachev was in East 
Germany, so that guidance may still be relative to your 
question 


Your question, in particular, raised the question of 
short-range forces? 


Q I'm told that the announcement was conventional 
and short-range nuclear forces from the Atlantic to the Urals 
‘hat's how they described i‘ today at the news conference 


A Well, it sounds very similar to what we heard 
before, at which point we remarked that we would welcome 
clarification of the details and that from the reports we had 
seen it seemed to cut across negotiations already in progress 
such as the MBFR talks in Vienna. And it wasn't clear, in 
,act, whether Mr. Gorbachev was proposing a new set of 
negotiations or an expansion of the talks already underway. 


In speaking of the MBFR proposal, we concluded that 
the Soviet responses to the NATO proposal, which we tabled last 
December 5 and which did adopt some of the East February 20 
proposals, that the Soviet responses had only rehashed some old 
unacceptable positions, and notably they had failed to live up 
to Mr. Gorbachev's January statement of willingness to accept 
reasonable monitoring in MBFR 
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On the ques: ion of nuclear armaments -- and once again 
I have to qualify this by saying it sounds very similar but not 
having seen the details, I'll have to reserve final judgment 
until we have -- that in that proposal by the Secretary 
General, there was a proposal to reduce tactical nuclear 
weapons in Europe. Our first priority is to negotiate radical] 
reductions in strategic and intermediate-range nuclear 
weapons. In that context, however, we have also proposed 
constraints on shorter-range INF missiles. 


(In) the nuclear and space talks in Geneva, the U.S. 
had made concrete proposals which address Soviet concerns. If 
the Soviets are serious about reducing nuclear arms, they'll be 
ready to negotiate constructively when the talks resume on May 
8. 


I think that's the best I can do at this point 
Q Can we get a copy? 
‘ No. I could never recreate that. 


Q Do you have anything more on this report Friday 
that a U.S. diplomat wes imprisoned in Ethiopia? 
A No. Nothing at all. 


Q Do you have anything on the reports coming out of 
Sweden that there is heightened radioactivity and appears to 
have been some kind of mishap in the Soviet Union? 


a No, nothing at all 
Q Do you have anything on Habib's travel plans? 


ts Today Ambassador Habib will be meeting with 
President de la Madrid of Mexico. After concluding his meeting 
in Mexico, Ambassador Habib is expected to return to the United 
States. Over the weekend, he met separately with President Del 
Valle of Panama and President-elect Arias of Costa Rica 


During this recent trip, Ambassador H.bib has met 
separately with the Presidents of Guatemala, £1 Salvador, 
Honduras, Costa Rica, Panama, Colombia, Venezuela, argentina, 
Brazil, Uruguay, Peru, and now Mexico. 


Q Do you have anything on the weekend killing of a 
British citizen in Jerusalem and the claim today of 
responsibility by Abu Nidal? 
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o I don't have anything on that. 


Q Still on Mexico, if I may. Do you have anything 
to give us with regards to the cessation in the issuance of 
visas in our Embassy in Mexico City? 


a The Embassy in Mexico City temporarily stopped 
issuing non-immigrant or temporary visas on April 17 in order 
to rearrange access to the building for security reasons and to 
provide greater security for non-immigrant visa applicants, 
most of whom wait outside the building and are therefore the 
most vulnerable to injury in a bomb blast. 


When arrangements are made to provide protection to 
these applicants, the Embassy will resume accepting 
non-immigrant visa applications. 


Q Is there any relationship between this and our 
desire to sanitize the southern border of the United States 
against possible entry by Arab saboteurs or terrorists? 


a I think the reason is fairly clearly stated 
here I can't do any be. °r than that 


Q Chuck, was that action taken in response to any 
specific threat or report of an attack like that? 


a You're aware, of course, of the bomb that was 
defused the afternoon of April 76 There have been bomb 
threats in the past, some of which predated the attack on Libya 
and some after the attack So yes, there have been some 
threats in the past, but as to the exact cause and effect, I 
don't have any reason to tie that to a specific threat other 
than to say that we want to arrange for better security for 
those peuple waiting in line 


Q Let me ask it a different way: there was a 
specific threat -- if I remember correctly, it was against the 
Embassy in Rome or in Paris, they had a similar situation of 
people in an exposed situation. Is that something that is 
being looked at across-the-board, around the world? 


A There was a similar threat in Paris, the one to 
which you make reference, but each case really has to be 
evaluated on its own merits. That, clearly, is an example of 
the kind of indiscriminate targeting that very much concerns 
us; and of course wherever that problem exists, we'll be taking 
@ look at it But 1 am not in a position to give you any count 
as to how many incidents of that kind there may de 
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Q Don't we have any specific concern about the 
security of our southern border, as to the penetration of our 
southern border by Arab terrorists? And have we raised this 
issue with the Government of Mexico? Is Habib, for example, 
talking about this with President de la Madrid? 


‘ I don't have anything specifically in response to 
pee question. The purpose of Ambassador Habib's mission is, 
irst and foremost, consultations on the Contadora process. 


Q Chuck, the Turkish State Prosecutor's Office 
apparently says it has proof that the explosives that were to 
have been used against the U.S. Officers Club in Ankara were 
brought into Turkey on a Libyan diplomatic pouch. Have you 
anything on that? 


is No, I don't We have seen those reports, and we 
are working closely with the Turkish authorities. But I don't 
have anything independent that I can add to those reports now 


Q Do you have any comment on the press conference 
by a former Radio Liberty employee in Moscow? 


a No, I don't 


Q Bruno Kreisky says that Qadhafi has asked him to 
be a mediator Have you had any contact from Kreisky, or have 
you heard about that and have any comment? 


“ I don't have anything in response to your 
specific question Our position on mediation/negotiation is 
well known, and there is absolutely no change to that 


Q Do you have any response to Margaret Thatcher's 
criticism about the extradition treaty for Irish terrorists 
oeing held up? 


a Ihe Administration understands and shares Prime 
Minister Thatcher's concern. We are pushing hard for 
ratification of this important anti-terrorist measure This 
new treaty makes clear that acts of terrorist violence will no 
longer be excused or condoned as “politically motivated " The 
treaty has been before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee 
since August 1985, and the Administration continues to press 
for favorable action, both there and on the Senate floor 


Britain has recently demonstrated its willingness to 
take courageous action on an issue involving terrorism of 
primary concern to us The British Government, as Prime 
Minister Thatcher's comments indicate, regards the treaty as a 
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crucial weapon in the fight against terrorism in the U.K. The 
Administration believes the Senate should swiftly ratify the 
treaty demonstrating our willingness to support the British on 
an issue of terrorism of primary importance to them 


« Copy? 
“ Yes 
Q There were reports over the weekend that the 


Indonesian Government, the Indonesian authorities, stopped the 
entry of 11 known terrorists, with the President being on Bali, 
if not now, then imminently. Do you have anything on that? 


‘ No, nothing I can add to that story. 


Q Still on Indonesia, anything on the exclusion of 
the two Australian journalists who are traveling with the 
Reagan party?’ 


6 We regret the refusal ambassador Wolfowitz made 
representations to the Indonesian Government on behalf of the 
Australian journalists The Indonesian Government, however, 
did not reverse its decision 


Q ls there anything that can be done from this 
point? 


i) At this point, 1 don't know of anything else that 
we can do I would add that whatever the merits or demerits of 
the article in the Australian press that set off this dispute, 
actions against the entire Australian press corps are 
regrettable We hope that contacts between Indonesia and 
Australia will overcome this problem as quickly as possible 


Q Do you have anything on reports in the Middle 
East press that Libya has acquired advanced new Soviet air 
defense equipment since the US. attack? 


“ Nothing 


Q Are there US -Soviet meetings scheduled on 
crisis or risk-reduction centers and, if so, do you have 
anything more on that subject? 


A I'll have to take a look at the scheduling 
We'll get something on that 


Q Chuck, do you have anything on the situation in 
Haiti? 
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i We regret the loss of life and injuries that 
resulted from the confrontation in Haiti on April 26. We 
understand the Provisional Government will be investigating the 
circumstances of its occurrence. The incident demonstrates the 
need for restraint on all sides in Haiti in order for the 
Provisional Government to achieve its objective of organizing 
elections 


iS Chuck, there's a story in the New York Times this 
morning on Chile which contains a paragraph which says that 
Washington officials said their decision to look to the Chilean 
army to promote democratic change was the result of a failure 
of previous initiatives involving President Pinochet. Do you 
have any comment on that? 





a All that I can sav is that we've made clear on 
several occasions that the United States supports a peaceful 
transition to democracy in Chile The specifics of that 
transition and any government policies or programs are 
questions for the Chileans themselves to decide 


Q Chuck, do you know if the Secretary's statement 
yesterday in favor of covert operations against sources of 
terrorist activity would be limited to the Middle East region, 
or could that also include sources of terrorism in the Western 
Hemisphere? 


& I don't have anything to add to the Secretary's 
remarks I think if you take a close look at them, you’ see 
that that question is answered 


Q Do you have anything on the meeting of armacost 
with Secretary General of the Algerian Foreign Ministry today? 


a Smail Hamdani, the Secretary General of the 
Algerian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, is in Washington April 28 
and 29 at the invitation of Under Secretary Aarmacost “rr 
Hamdani, counterpart to Mr. Armacost in the Algerian Foreign 
Ministry, was the Under Secretary's host when Mr. armacost 
visited Algeria in late October ‘85 The visit comes in the 
context of a regular exchange of views between our two 
governments. Discussions between the two men will cover a wide 
range of issues regarding the bilateral relationship and other 
subjects of mutual concern 


Q Do you by any chance have anything on French 
nuclear testing in the Pacific? 

o No 

Q Will it cover the Libyan - recent Libyan-U 5S 


relations? 
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o I'd reiterate that he's coming to Washington in 
response to a longstanding invitation from Under Secretary 
Armacost. They do have a wide range of bilateral, regional and 
Global issues to discuss Given the importance of Libyan 
Questions to the United States and Algeria, which is a neighbor 
of Libya, the issue probably will be on the table at some point 
in the talks 


Q Today the Soviet Embassy had a press briefing to 
announce new arms control measures, and at USIA we were told 
that we couldn't attend the briefing because we're a government 
agency. Could you give me a reaction on that, please? 


id As you say, we understand that the Soviet Embassy 
excluded a USIA journalist, a correspondent, from a press 
briefing at the Soviet Embassy on the grounds that the USIA 
correspondent was the representative of an official 
organization 


We do not accept the propriety of this Soviet action 
The USIA correspondent excluded was a legitimate journalist 
We do not exclude Soviet journalists from press briefings held 
for foreign journalists at the U.S. Embassy in Moscow In any 
case, the Soviet action is extremely questionable, coming from 
@ nation which has nothing but official news organizations 
(Laughter) 


Q Any retaliatory action planned? 
a I have nothing more on that 
Q Thank you 


(The briefing concluded at 12:34 p.m ) 





Posted: April 29, 1986 


TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the April 28, 1986 noon press briefing: 
RISK REDUCTION CENTERS 





Q. Are there any US/Soviet meetings scheduled on crisis 
or risk-rceduction centers? And if so do you have anything 
more on that subject? 


A.--WE HAVE NOTHING YET ON THAT SUBJECT. 
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MR. REDMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
Two brief announcements. 


Available in the Press Office is the statement of 
Abraham D0. Sofaer, Legal Adviser of the Department of State, to 
the House Committee on Foreign Affairs on the War Powers Act at 
10:00 this morning. 


Also available in the Press Office at 1:30 will be the 
opening statement by Deputy Assistant Secretary for East Asia 
and Pacific Affairs James R. Lilley to the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee on proposed sale of aircraft avionics 
components to the PRC. 


That's all I have. 


Q Can you tell us anything about what's going on in 
the Soviet Union with the nuclear accident? Has there been any 
diplomatic contact? Have the Soviets asked for any assistance, 
and would we be prepared to offer it, if so? 


A On the latter question, I can tell you 
something. Assistant Secretary Ridgway met with Soviet Charge' 
Sokolov this morning and expressed on behalf of the President 
the United States' deep regret over the accident at the 
Chernobyl atemic energy station. We hope casualties and 
material damage are minimal. 


The United States is prepared to make available to the 
Soviet Union humanitarian and technical assistance in dealing 
with this accident. The U.S. is seeking additional information 
on the accident and requests the closest possible coordination 
among all concerned countries. 
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We hope the Soviet Union will provide information 
about the accident ina timely manner. 


Q In a what? 
A In a timely manner. 


Q Who asked for that meeting? Was the purpose of 
it this, or was it a scheduled meeting? 


A Whether or not the meeting had been scheduled for 
another reason, I can't say. But I can tell you it was 
Ambassador Ridgway that raised the issue to express cur concern 
and to offer our assistance as it might be required. 


Q There have been reports in Germany and Sweden of 
Soviet diplomats actually asking for help. Do you know of any. 
Soviets asking anyone in this government for any help or 
expertise? 


A I don't know of anything to that effect. 


Q Do you have any comment on how long it has taken 
the Soviets to go public with this cloud of radioactivity 
blowing over Scandinavia, and apparently the accident happened 
several days ago? 


A No. I don't have anything beyond what you've 
seen in press reporting. 


No. But I mean as far as the United States is 
concerned, it's fine that the Soviets can have a catastrophic 
accident like this and a cloud of contaminating radiation can 
blow over most or part of Europe and the Soviets can keep 
silent. 


A I don't really have any direct comment on that. 
I've addressed it to the extent I can. We are seeking 
additional information about the accident, and we do hope that 
the Soviet Union will provide information about the accident in 
a timely manner. 


Q Are there any Americans in the Kiev area, or how 
many are there? 
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A I don't have any figures to offer you. Two 
things I can tell you: Our Embassy in Moscow is in contact 
with registered American citizens known to be in the affected 
area, The primary responsibility for notifying residents of 
potential danger and for taking steps to safeguard the public, 
obviously, lies with the Soviet authorities. We are in contact 
with the Soviets on the safety of our citizens. 


We don't have an accurate estimate of the number of 
Americans who may be in the area affected by the accident, and 
we're in contact with Intourist, the Soviet travel agency, 
about American tourists who may be affected. 


Q Have you heard of anything from these Americans? 
Any additional information on the situation? 

A No. 

Q What about some of the foreign consulates? 


Although we don't have one, we do have friends who do. 

A I don't have any other information at all 
concerning the nature of the accident or the situation in Kiev 
or anything along those lines. 


To your knowledge, have those people who do have 
consulates in Kiev evacuated their people? 


A I don't have any such information. I don't know. 


Q Is Sokolov providing the information? Is this a 
two-way conversation? 


A I don't have anything on that meeting other than-- 


Q Did he provide any information to Ambassador 
Ridgqway about it? 


A I don't have anything on that meeting other than 
what I've offered you concerning our offer of humanitarian and 
technical assistance. 


Q Could you just clarify one point? I understood 
you to say that the meeting was not called expressly for the 
purpose of discussing the accident, is that correct? 
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A I said I wasn't commenting on whether or not the 
meeting was called specifically for that reason. But, in any 
case, Ambassador Ridqway took this occasion to make this offer 
on behalf of the President. 


Are there any other meetings scheduled? 
Not that I know of. 


Could you say how long that meeting lasted, Chuck? 


> © ve 6 


No. I don't know. 

Q Chuck, is the situation such that the Department 
is considering issuing anything like a travel advisory or 
warning for Scandinavia or the Soviet Union or neighboring 
countries? 


A I don't know of anything that would indicate that 
at the time being. 


Q What's the situation regarding the Consulate in 
Kiev that we're installing, or did I miss something? 


A I'm not sure what you're referring to. To the -- 


Q Well, there's a group going in there to -- about 
to leave -- 


A That's right. You're asking whether or not those 
people are already in Kiev doing something -- 


Q Or when they're going? 
Or will they go now? 
Or will they go, or have they gone? 


Yes. 


> © PD & 


I'll have to look into that. 


Q They're scheduled to go, though, in early May, is 
that right? 


A I believe that they've not yet gone, but I'd like 
to confirm that. 
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Q Did the Soviet Charge’ simply not provide any 
information, or did he provide some, and you're not making it 
known at this time? * — 


A I can't answer either one of those questions. I 
don't know. 


Q Do you have any idea about -- well, I was going 
to say “accident." Are you convinced it's an accident? 
Secondly, do you have anything on the dimensions of it, at 
least preliminarily? Were there fatalities? What can you tell 
us? 


A I can't tell you anything on either question. 


Q Well, of course, not necessarily from your Soviet 
friend, but from -- you must have other resources. For 
instance, you have Embassies all over Scandinavia that 
presumably are more open with the United States. What have you 
been able to put together now these many hours after this event 
that you can share with the American public? 


A At this point I have really nothing else that I 
could share with you on the nature of the accident. Soviet 
authorities have spoken to that to some extent, and really we 
would expect them to do that, I believe. 


Q Is this some diplomatic nicety? 


A As I said, we are hoping that they wiil provide 
more information in a timely manner. 


-- MORE -- 
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Q Chuck, is the U.S. concerned that the Soviet 
Union is not and has not been taking proper safeguards with 
nuclear production? , . 


A No, I have no way to address that question. 


—Q What about satellite photos? Presumably, we are 
able to -- is there any evidence of mass exodus; any evidence 
of things out of the ordinary from our intelligence photos? 


A You answered the question yourself. It's an 
intelligence matter, and I couldn't comment on it, in any case. 


Q Just to be clear, you're offering humanitarian 
and technical assistance but we have not been asked yet for 
anything? 


A That's right. 


And could you spell out what kinds of things that 
might be -- what is humanitarian and technical assistance, in 
this case? . 


A At this point, I can't give you any other details 
other than to say whatever might be helpful. 


Q Let me follow that question. There are two 
possibilities, at least: that you made a general offer not 
knowing what might be needed, or you have an idea what might be 
needed and made a specific or a general offer? Is it just an 
expression of good will --— if you need anything, give us a 
call. Or is it like, we know you're probably in need of X, Y 
and Z, and if you need it we can provide it? Which is it? 


A To the extent that the Soviets have said there's 
a nuclear accident, the kinds of assistance in both the 
humanitarian and technical fields that might be relevant are 
known to both sides. And the Soviets are aware of the kind of 
capabilities that we could bring bear on the situation. 


Q What do we have that they aren't capable of doing 
for themselves? They're a nuclear power, too. You mean, we 
have special ways of treating burns, or what have you got in 
mind? 


A Rs I say, Barry, that's the reason we have made 
the offer of appropriate humanitarian or technical assistance. 
If there are things they can do themselves, they don't need our 
assistance. 
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Q Chuck, this seems to have been an accident of 
considerable magnitude. Could we not request a briefing later 


as information does become available, and since it's clear that 
you -- : 


a Through this forum, we'll keep you apprised as 
best we can. 


Q But later today, possibly? 
A If we have anything of interest, certainly. 


Q Can you take the question on Americans? Did you 
agree to look into that? 


A I'll continue to look into that. As I said, 
we're in touch with Intourist to try to find out what we can in 
terms of numbers. 


Q If you get any estimate of how many Americans 
might have been there, you'll let us know? 


a Right. 

Q Can we have a filing break. 
A Sure. 

Q On another area -- 


No. One more on this. Can you say, will there 
be another meeting this afternoon, a Soviet-U.S. meeting on 
this, or any others that you know of? 


A I don't know of any others that are planned. 
But, of course, Soviet representation is here in town and 
meetings can always be set up. 


Q Chuck, further on American citizens, if you don't 
have it now, could you look into whether any of them have 
reported casualties or requested medical assistance from the 
ae oats or requested evacuation assistance, or anything of that 
nature 


a At this point, I know of no such request or 
information, but we'll keep that in mind. 


Q There have been some reports that this fire is 
still going on and some concern expressed that it might 
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possibly spread to three other reactors. What is the -- we've 
heard earlier that Americans apparently have nothing to fear 
from it; the level of radiation isn't that high. What's the 
state of the situation now in terms of its possibly -- the 
situation possibly getting worse? 


A To the best of my knowledge, that remains the 
assessment, that there's no reason for concern concerning the 
danger to this country. Of course, EPA is the agency best able 
to speak to that question. . 


Q New subject? Do you have anything on the New 
York Times report about the United States breaking off its 
military ties with New Zealand over their nuclear stance? 


A Yes, I do. This will hardly be new to those of 
you who have been coming to this briefing for many months, but 
I'll say it once again. 


The United States has indicated since last summer that 
in the event legislation is enacted in New Zealand which 
reinforces the port ban, we will review our security > 
obligations to New Zealand under the ANZUS Treaty. The 
probable result of such a review would be suspension of our 
security obligations to New Zealand. 


In order to avoid such an outcome, if possible, we 
have been in diplomatic contact with New Zealand seeking to 
restore normal port access in accordance with our “neither 
confirm nor deny" policy. 


~-MORE-- 
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Copy? 

No. 

With respect to the same area -- 
No? 


It's only three sentences. 


oD >» © © PP 


Can we stay in the same area? Is there anything 
new today on the Aussie journalists now that they've been 
plucked from the plane and told to go on to Japan? 


4 No. I have nothing beyond what I .gave you 
yesterday on that story. 


Q Bomb blast in Chile? 


A A bomb exploded at about 6:30 this morning, April 
29, in the vicinity of U.S. Ambassador to Chile Harry Barnes' 
residence in Santiago. No injuries occurred as a result of the 
explosion. Apart from two cracked windows caused by the bomb's 
concussion, there was no damage to the residence. A wall 
surrounding another building on the same street was damaged, as 
was a lamppost to which the explosive device apparantly was 
attached. Wo one hes taken responsibility for placing the 
bomb, nor is there other evidence indicating the reason for the 
attack. 


Thas incident occurs at a time when Chile has been 
experiencing considerable terrorist violence. Targets have 
included U.S. as well as Chilean Government facilities, with 
U.S. binational centers, businesses, and Mormon churches 
subject to past terrorist bombings. 


Q On another area -- 

a Yes. 

Q It's been reported that a French company is 
servicing four missile batteries, anti-aircraft, Libyans, near 
Paris. Do you have anything on that, or is the U.S. concerned 
about that? 

a Don't have anything on that story at all. 


Q Would you check into it? 


A No. 
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Q Can you confirm the reports from the Voice of 
Lebanon radio of new bombings in Syrian cities? 


A I don't have anything further on that beyond what 
we said -- 


Q Last week? 
a -- last week. 


Q Because there are new reports within the last few 
days talking about additional bomb attacks. 


a I don't have anything on those new reports. And 
of course, if those prove to be true, of course we would 
condemn this kind of violence wherever it occurs. 


Q Do you have any further developments on the 
Vietnam/MIA issue? The acting Vietnamese Ambassador to the 
United Nations says that his government was seeking from the 
United States some sort of, some written agreement from the two 
sides on the question, and that the search would resume shortly 
having been broken off because of the Libyan raids. Do you 
have anything on that? 


a I haven't seen that specific report. Our 
position on those talks remains as it always has, that it is an 
humanitarian effort to proceed independent of any political 
considerations, and that on that basis we are certainly willing 
to proceed on a cooperative manner. 


Q Do you have anything on the whereabouts of Babrak 
Karmal or the status of his government? 


a Let me share what little I have. Karmal appears 
to still be in the Soviet Union. Although his visit was never 
formally announced, his long stay there has fueled rumors about 
his health and about Soviet dissatisfaction with his inability 
to manage Afghan affairs. 


Karmal's absence from festivities in Kabul marking the 
anniversary of the '78 Communist coup adds to the ongoing 
speculation about his possible replacement. The Soviet problem 
continues to be finding a replacement who would have any more 
success than Karmal in rallying support for a government 
maintained by the Soviet army. 


Q Chuck, could I go back for a moment to ANZUS. If 
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my notes on what you read us are correct, you said that the 
result of the American review of the obligations would 
probably, would be a suspension of defense obligations. 


The newspaper report this morning said that the 
Department was preparing formally to scrap -- which I presume 
means to abrogate -- the treaty. Is there a distinction 
between what you said and the newspaper report this morning? 


a I can't comment on any distinctions, I can only 
reiterate, it you want, what I said, but that is the United 
States Government position. That is the accurate portrayal of 
the situation. 


Q What you read to us is? 
a That's right. 


Q Do you have anything on an August deadline to 
settle this situation? 


a No, I don't. The August dates perhaps come up in 
the context of the U.S.-Australian bilateral Ministerial 
Meeting, which will be held in San Francisco August 11-12. The 
ANZUS meeting was deferred last year by Australia as its host. 
The U.S. will defer an ANZUS Council meeting this year unless 
normal port access is restored in New Zealand in accordance 
with the “neither confirm nor deny” policy. 


g One more question, is it formal now that New 
Zealand has been excluded from the naval exercises with the 
U.S., Canada, Japan, and so forth -- the RIMPAC exercises? 

a I don't have anything on that. 

Q Could you take that, loox into that, please? 


a I think you ought to look to the Pentagon for 
that one. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:35 P.M.) 














Posted: April 30, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the April 29, 1986 daily press briefing: 


KIEV/NEW YORK CONSULATE EXCHANGE 


Q. What is the status of the U.S. consulate construction 
project in Kiev? What is the target date for completion? 


A. Construction of the Kiev consulate has not begun. 


Q. What are the plans for the advance team? 

A. We are discussing with the Soviets questions relating to 
the exchange of advance teams. We hope to be able to exchange 
advance teams in the near future. However, we clearly will not 
send any personnel to Kiev until we are satisfied there is no 


danger to their health as a result of the recent nuclear 


--* 


accident. 











Posted: April 29, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the April 29, 1986 daily press briefing: 


USSR: WELPARE OP AMERICANS 


Q: How many 0.S. citizens are in the affected area? 


A: -- 


‘WE DO NOT HAVE A COUNT OF THE AMERICANS IN THE KIEV 
AREA, SINCE TOURISTS ARE UNDER NO OBLIGATION TO ADVISE 
THE DEPARTMENT OR THE U.S. EMBASSY OF THEIR 
WHEREABOUTS. EMBASSY OFFICERS IN THE USSR ARZ IN 
CONTACT WITH INTOURIST AND OTHER SOVIET AUTHORITIES 
BUT, IN ORDER TO TRACE AN INDIVIDUAL, THEY NEED THE 
INTOURIST CROUP NUMBER OR NAME AND LOCATION - AND 
PHONE NUMBER, IP POSSIBLE - OF TRE HOTEL IN WHICH THE 
AMERICAN CITIZEN IS THOUGHT TO Be STAYING. — 


EMBASSY MOSCOW HAS NO REPORTS OF AMERICANS APPECTED BY 
THE ACCIDENT. THERE HAVE BEEN NO PECUESTS FOR MEDICAL 
ASSISTANCE, EVACUATION OR OTITER ASSISTANCE BY 


AMERICANS IN THE USSR. 
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MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
I have one brief announcement: . 


Available in the Press Office are copies of the 
testimony of Under Secretary for Management Ronald Spiers 
before the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations at 10:00 a.m. 
The subject: Embassy Security Enhancement Package. 


That's all I have. 


Q Yesterday you called on the Soviet Union to 
supply more information on the accident in a timely fashion. 
Has that occurred? And, if not, what is your comment on it? 


ry Let me tell you what I have. 


In both Washington and Moscow, Soviet officials have 
expressed appreciation for our offer of assistance. We have 
indicated our concern about the situation and requested details 
regarding the scale and nature of the accident. 


The Soviets have provided us with preliminary 
information which parallels that available in the Soviet media 
to the effect that the situation has stabilized, that measures 
are being taken to protect the population, that levels of 
radiation are above normal, that some evacuations have been 
undertaken. 


We are, however, awaiting a more complete response to 
our offer of assistance and request for additional details. 


Q What about the Americans that may te in the 
area? Have they come forth with any information about that? 


A There are a number of questions. Let me go 
through a couple of them with you concerning Americans in the 
Soviet Union and in Kiev. 
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While the Embassy does not yet have an exact account 
of the number of American citizens in the Kiev area, it is 
making every effort to identify them and contact them. The 
Embassy has established regular contact with a number of 
individuals and groups there, advising them of the Department's 
travel advisory, passing requests and messages from their 
reiatives in the United States and from the Department, and 
relaying their responses. 


All the Americans contacted thus far report that they 
are fine and the situation is normal. 


We are aware of no long-term residents in the Kiev 
area and have been advised by USIA that there are no American 
exchange students there in any of its programs. 


Now, concerning our contacts with Intourist as to 
American tourists, we're still in contact with them for 
assistance in locating Americans in the Kiev area, but I don't 
have any details. 


I might add, finally, more generally in the way of 
what advice we might be giving to Americans, that we have 
requested information from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs on 
the safety of air and water in the Kiev area. Yesterday we 
requested the Soviets to provide all relevant information on 
the accident, as I've told you. We're awaiting their responses 
and meanwhile making every effort to obtain as much information 
as possible from all available sources. 


Q Chuck, just to follow through on the meeting, did 
Sokolov come over here again today? 


a Not today. 


Q Didn't you say -- 


a A representative of the Soviet Embassy came last 
evening. 

Q So there was a second visit last evening. 

A That's right. 

Q Who was that? 


A That was Mr. Isakov. But as I said, that was not 
the response to our morning presentation but rather along the 
lines, as I've described it, of what had been in the Soviet 
media and what was being provided to other governments which 
you've seen reported elsewhere. 
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Q Will you be making public the text of President 
Reagan's letter to Mr. Gorbachev? 


A - I don't believe so. At least I don't know that 
we will at this point. 


Q Did Sokolov say that the United States is -- 
A Just a minute. Barbara? 


Q Could you say if the United States plans to join 
an international call to permit the world community to inspect 
this disaster site? 


A I don't have anything in response to that 
specific question. As you are aware, we've expressed our 
desire to have additional details. We do believe that the | 
Soviet Union should notify other states of such events, of the 
possibility of transboundary effects of the incident, and to 
furnish them with the information necessary to address these 
effects. 


That's a position which I've seen echoed in a number 
of other statements coming out of other capitals in Europe and 
by the Western European Union. But other than that general 
coincidence of views, I don't have anything that would lead me 
along those lines. 


Q Has the United States protested this in any sort 
of strong language to the Soviets in the series of meetings 
that have been held here in Washington and in Moscow? 





A You have the language which describes those 
meetings. 


Q Has the Soviet Union -- 
A I think the next question is over here. 


Q Is the travel advisory still restricted to the 
Kiev and the surrounding area or is it more general now? 


A No. The travel advisory remains as last night. 


Does the Soviet Union have a treaty obligation to 
inform its neighbors in the event of nuclear accident? 


A To the best of my knowledge, there's no formal 
treaty engagement or international agreement, per se. But it 
is a principle accepted in customary international law that 
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states should provide notification of incidents which are 
likely to have transboundary effects and that those should be 
notified in a timely fashion. 


Q . Chuck, there's one discrepancy which has occurred 
today. Apparently there was some briefing by “intelligence 
sources". to at least some reporters this morning in which 
they've come -—-— from the briefing they've reported, at least on 
two of the wire services, that another reactor in this 
Chernobyl was having a meltdown also. Yet we just had this 
on-the-record briefing downstairs here in which the officials 
said that they discredited that report; they had no information 
to support such a thing was happening. 


Are you able to shed any light on this? 

A I would say in essence what they have said, which 
is that at this point I haven't seen anything that would lead 
me to believe that that's the case. 


Q Chuck, do you have anything at all in the way of 
casualty indications or figures? 


Q Do you want to say anything about the Soviet 
claim that two people perished? 


A No. 

Q Can you ask -- one other thing: The statement 
you read in the beginning -- where does the offer of help now 
stand as far as we're concerned, as far as the United States is 
concerned? Has it been -- have the Soviets said “We're going 


to get back to you" or has it been turned down, or is there an 
implication that they would like some kind of help? 


Q I can't help you on the question of implications 
or what one might read between the lines. All I can say is 
that we have made our offer of assistance and that we are 
awaiting a Soviet response to that offer. 


In the meantime, the only information we've received 
is to the effect that the situation as stabilized, for example. 


Q No, but you said -- 


A But my answer to your question is: No, there's 
no formal response to our offer of assistance. 


Q But you said there was a response, that they told 
us they appreciated our offer. 
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a That's right. 
Q Well, did they -- 


A But I'm telling you' that that happened-in a 
different context. I started by saying that was not the 
response to our morning presentation but rather along the li 
of the kind of information that was being presented to us as 
well as to other governments. 


Q Chuck, what steps are being taken to implement 
the assistance if they should accept it? In other words, are 
you going ahead with plans to help them should they ask for it, 
should they accept it? What's being done? 


a That is, of course, hypothetical and speculative 
at this point. , 


Q Is that -- 


a We have identified the kinds of things that might 
be of use. I think some of those were mentioned in the 
briefing that you just had, but beyond that I can't help you in 
any operative sense as to actions in train because we haven't 
received any request for assistance. 


Q One followup on that: It's been heavily reported 
yesterday and in this morning's newspapers that the Soviet 
Union had urgently asked help from West Germany and Sweden. 
Have you checked with those countries? There doesn't seem to 
be much indication that they really asked for help. Do you 
have anything on that question? Have they been asked for any 
help? 


A No, I don't. I wouldn't want to put myself in 
the place of speaking for them. 


Q Chuck -- 
A Let someone else. 


Q Chuck, going back to Barbara's question, there is 
a widespread concern expressed today that there's a lack of 
international standards in these power plants --— Sweden has 
expressed it, various editorials. I'm wondering why the United 
States wouldn't consider taking the initiative on something 
like this. There will be more of these plants built here in 
the United States and the Soviet Union. Is anybody giving any 
thought to the need for stricter international standards? 
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a Rather than try to speculate on the answer to 
that question, let me,take a look at that and see what we can 
provide in terms of international standards and what exists. 


—Q Has this plant been inspected, been subjected to 
an international inspection? 


i) The system which would provide for such 
inspection would be the IAEA inspection system which examines 
safeguards for the physical control of nuclear material for 
nonproliferation purposes, not for nuclear safety purposes. 


Having made this point, it's our understanding that 
this reactor was included in the Soviet offer of facilities 
open for inspection, but we don't know at this time if it had 
been inspected. But I go to the point that that inspection is 
for proliferation purposes, not for safety purposes. ) 


Marvin? 


Q A two-part question: Why is there so much 
information being put out here in Washington about what is 
happening in the Soviet Union? And the other part of the 
question: Why do you think so little information is being put 
out by the Soviet Union? 


A I think the answer to your first question is 
obvious in the number of you who are sitting here in this room 
today. There's interest in the issue. It's an issue which has 
international ramifications. Those are the kind of things 
pee have been addressed in the briefings you've received this 
morning. 


As to why less information is being put out elsewhere, 
you'll have to address that question to other spokesmen. 


Q Chuck, do you happen to know whether or not the 
Soviets have built any similar graphite-type plants in Cuba? 


A No; I don't have anything on that. 

Michael? 

Q Could you elaborate on the nature of the U.S. 
offer of help? Was it a general “Hey, is there anything we can 


do for you guys?" kind of offer? Or was there a detailed “This 
is what we can do for you" kind of offer? 


A I think it would only be fair to say it would be 
both. It was certainly a generalized offer of assistance, but 
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it was not simply left in the vague. But, as I said yesterday, 
the Soviets do know the kind of things which we might be able 
to do for them if they deem that necessary. 


Q . Can you elaborate on the details of that? 


A Some of those kind of things were elaborated this 
morning. I won't go beyond that. 


Q Chuck, back to notification. Do you think the 
Sovie* Union acted irresponsibly by not alerting its neighbors 
of the accident earlier? 


a I can't help you on that beyond what I've said 
earlier, that we believe there is a responsibility to notify 
people. That's all. 


Q Did the U.S. learn cf the nuclear accident before 
the Scandinavian countries, who detected it with their 
radiation-monitoring devices? 


A We learned of it at the same time as they did. 


Q Charles, most of the governments of the 
neighboring countries have informed their populations that they 
should not be afraid because there are no implications for 
their health or their lives. Qoes the U.S. Government have any 
information that would lead you to think otherwise? 


A I don't have any information that score, and I 
believe there were experts in the building this morning who 
addressed those kind of issues. 


In the back. 


Q What is the travel advisory? And when the 
Embassy contacts Americans there, what are they telling those 
Americans? 


a They basically inform them of the travel 
advisory, of course, which says, and I quote: "A Soviet 
Government spokesman has indicated that due to the recent 
accident at the Chernobyl power plant, travel to Kiew may be 
dangerous. The Department of State therefore advises that 
travel to that city and adjacent areas is not recommended until 
further notice." 


Q And are the embassies getting information on 
exactly what happened from the Americans there? 
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A Of course, as I said, we're getting in: ormation 
from whatever sources. That would be one of them. And as I 
said in response to an earlier question, those people to whom 
we have talked report the situation as normal. 


There are reports that some tourist groups have 
been pulled out earlier from the Kiev area -- American tourist 
groups. Can you shed any light on that for us? 


a We do know that an Intourist student group in 
Kiev which had American members is planning to leave early. 
The Embassy has requested Intourist in Moscow and Leningrad to 
assist American travelers in making changes in their travel 
plans to avoid Kiev and return to the U.S. early if they wish. 


The Embassy advises us that most of those who have 
requested such changes have been successful in making them. 


Q Chuck, does the travel advisory -- 
Q Can I just follow up on this? 
Q Sure. 
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Q Did they request, or was it on your information 
that they requested, or did Intourist do it on their own? 


a I don't know. 
Q They left Kiev early, is that what you're saying? 
A That's right. To leave Kiev early. 


Q You were mixing several different things in 
there. Then there are other groups which are planning to go to 
Kiev that appear to be altering their itinerary? So there are 
two different things? 


. A That's right. We've asked Intourist to assist 
them in doing that. . 


Q O.K., thanks. 


Q What about general evacuations in the area? Can 
you tell us something about that? 


a General evacuations? 
Q Yes. 


a Nothing other than what we have from the Soviets 
and which you've seen in the media, that there were some 
evacuations apparently from the immediate area. 


Q Just in the immediate area around Chernobyl? 
Nothing around Kiev? 


A I don't have anything that would indicate the 
extent of that area. 


Q Does the travel advisory imply a judgment that 
there is no significant danger to Americans who are traveling 
in other areas where radiation may have moved? And is the 
United States looking at that issue -- looking at the degree of 
danger and taking any steps to attempt to measure that? 


A Well, as always we keep the situation there, as 
in other parts of the world, under review. And if there's any 
reason to do so, of course, other advisories would be issued. 
But I don't have anything at this point which would lead me to 
believe that something is imminent along those lines. 


Q Chuck, just to clarify, in the travel advisory 
you quoted a Soviet spokesman about Kiev. 
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Aa That's right. 


Q You are obviously sharing that assessment. You 
are, from that podium, advising Americans not to travel to 
Kiev. Is that right? 


a That's right. And our basic source of 
information is the fact that a Soviet Government spokesman has 
said that travel to Kiev may be dangerous. So we want to make 
sure that Americans know that. 


Q Can you be any more specific about what the 
danger is? Is it the radioactivity in the Kiev area? Is it 
the drinking water, the -- 


A I tried to address that earlier. We've asked 
about the questions of air and water in the Kiev area. 


Q What is your definition of “timely”? It's 
Wednesday now; the accident happened Saturday. How much longer 
can the U.S. go without more information before it gets angry. 

) That's really speculative. 


Q What's “timely”? 


As soon as possible. 


Q Are any further meetings with the Soviets 
anticipated? 


a Once again, I don't know of any anticipated. But 
as I said yesterday, and as turned out to be the case yesterday 
evening, there can be contacts. 


Q Have we made any other offers of assistance, 
let's say, to Scandinavian countries or to Eastern European 
nations for technical and medical help? 


a I don't have anything in answer to the specific 
question other than to say we are in coordination with all of 
the concerned governments. 


Q What about this report from a ham radio operator 
of hundreds dead over there? Do you have anything on that? 


a No. 


Q Would you advise us to accept the Soviets’ 
explanation of only two dead at face value or would you give us 
guidance that it might be worse than that? 














-li- Wednesday, 4/30/86 


a Aas I said in response to an earlier question, I'm 
not in a position to speculate on the question of casualties. 


| Q Have you made a determination as to whether the 
plant there was for peaceful purposes or whether what was 
produced there was for nuclear warheads? 


a I can't shed any other light on the purpose of 
that plant beyond what was given at the briefing this morning. 


In the back? 


Q Apart from the IAEA, do you know of any other 
treaties, international agreements, that the Soviet Union might 
have either with the United States or neighboring countries 
— have required them to notify of an accident like 
this 


a At this point I think the answer I would give is 
no. But, as you know, there are a vast variety of treaties and 
agreements out there; so I would caveat only to that extent. 


Q But you don't know of any either -- 


a Aas I said earlier, it is not so much a question 
of international agreement per.se but rather customary 
interational law which requires this sort of notification when 
things have transboundary effects. 


Q Has there been any contact between our atomic 
energy people and theirs? after all, we've had these 
years-long of cooperation in peaceful nuclear research. We've 
- D -_eeaaes on nonproliferation; we've had exchanges of 
visits. 


Has there been any kind of channel opened in that more 
scientific level to try to get to the facts or have you just 
been going through the Foreign Office channel? 


a I know of nothing other than the Foreign Office 
channel. 


Q New subject? Libya. Apparently on Libyan 
television, state-run Libyan television, a poem was read saying 
that President Reagan would be killed like a pig. Do you have 
anything on that, Chuck? 


a No, I don't. 


Q Chuck, could I ask you just one quick question 
before we go? 
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The Times had a story this morning about private 
organizations getting a license to sell helicopters to the 
contras. 


| Which Times? 
The New York Times. 
Is there another one? (Laughter) 


> © © ® 


Yes, go ahead. 
And your question is? 
Q Is that true? 





a Yes, they had a story. 


Q Yes. But is it true that we provided -- that the 
State Department had granted them a license? 


a Yes. The organization referred to --.the U.S. 
Council for World Freedom -- applied for and has been granted a 
license for the temporary export of an unarmed UH-18 helicopter 
for the specific purpose of sent medical evacuation of 
sick and injured. 


The helicopter will remain the property of and under 
the control of the U.S. Council for World Freedom. Permitting 
the export for the purpose of humanitarian assistance by a 
private group is consistent with U.S. interest and policy and 
with the law. 


Q What does “temporary” mean? 


wa "Temporary" means -- a temporary license permits 
the item to be out of the U.S. for a specified period of time. 
At the end of that time the item must return to the U.S. The 
applicant can apply for an extension, which would be reviewed 
at that time. 


In this case, the license is valid for two years. 


Q What kind of a safeguard -- is there any 
safeguard that it not be used for military purposes? How do 
you enforce such a thing? 


a That's part of the licensing process, which says 
that it is for humanitarian purposes. The license does not 
permit he use of the helicopter in Nicaragua; it is licensed 
for use in Honduras. 
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The Council can give you specific details. The export 
license prohibits the arming of the helicopter, for example. 


Q Can you make available a copy of that license and 
of the application? 


a I think for details I'd refer you to the World 
Council -- or to the U.S. Council. 


Q Can you make that stuff available? 


a Can we? 
Q Yes. 
a I'll take a look at it, but -- 


Q I think it was published. I think it was quoted 
from in the paper. 


) I'll take a look at that. 


Q Can you take a question, Chuck, about whether, 
outside of the letter that Reagan wrote to Gorbachev, there has 
been or will be any contact between the Secretary of State and 
Soviet officials about this nuclear accident? Can you just -- 


a I'll keep it in mind, but I think we've kept you 
abreast of the contacts that we've had so far; and we'll try to 
continue to do that. 


Q There has not been any contact by the Secretary, 
I take it. 


i] Not that I'm aware of. 

Q When Mr. Isakov came by last night, did he give 
any reason why the Soviets have not been more forthcoming on 
this accident? Somebody surely must have asked him what's 
holding things up. 

a I can't give you any further details on that 


meeting other than to say, of course, that we've asked for more 
details on the scale and the nature of the accident. 


Q And didn't get them? 


cy As I've said, we're waiting for more complete 


details. 
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Q Chuck, to follow up on that, the FBIS has, one 
after another, accounts. of various Western capitals of similar 
Soviet diplomats reporting about the accident to the Foreign 
Offices there, except those reports add one element you didn't 
mention, which is that the Soviets said that the radiation was 
beyond tolerable limits but that nothing was being done 
particularly about it because it wasn't that bad, or something 
to that effect. 


Did he mention that? Because that wasn't in the 
original Soviet press statement, I think. 


A I mentioned that in my sort of brief paraphrase 
of the kind of information that was provided, where I think I 
said the radiation was above normal. But it's to the same 
effect. . 
Chuck? 
In the back. 


Q 

A 

Q What did he say? 

A What did he say? You can talk to him 
$ 


afterwards. 
Who did Isakov see when he came here? 
Again, it was the European Bureau. 


Ridgway? 


> © v> 


I am not sure whether it was herself, but I think 
it was. 


President Assad of Syria, in an interview with 
the Soviet TV on Monday, accused the U.S. and Israel as they 
work (sic) to prevent the implementation of the accord that 
Syria was trying to impose on Lebanon. Can you comment on this? 


A No. I haven't really seen those particular 
charges, and in the absence of having seen them I prefer not to 
react. 

It's on the FBIS. 


There are lots of reports on that system. 


oD nD © 


Is the U.S. conducting any private political 
talks with an Iranian Government official? 
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With the Iranian Government? 


A 
Q Yes. 


A I don't have anything new on that beyond what 
we've said in the past. 


Q Are they seeking to have such a dialogue? 
A Nothing further. 


Q Do you have anything on the cancellation of the 
trip of Shultz to the Middle East and why it was cancelled? 


a As we've said at the time, I think when questions 
were asked some weeks ago, the Secretary has made no decision 
concerning a trip to the Middle East. 

Q Charles, any reaction from the Mexican Government 
to our request for increased security to visa applicants in our 
Embassy in Mexico? 

a I don't have any reaction. 


Q Have they sempeeenee our cessation of the 
issuance of visas? 


A I don't have anything on that. 


Q Can you confirm today those Voice of Lebanon 
radio reports about bombings in Syria? 


A No. 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:56 P.M.) 
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Q. Will you make available a copy of the application and the 
temporary export license (pertaining to the export of a 
helicopter by the US Council for World Freedom)? 


A: -- BECAUSE OF STATUTORY AND POLICY CONSIDERATIONS, THE 


DEPARTMENT DOES NOT MAKE AVAILABLE TO THE PUBLIC INFORMATION 


INVOLVED IN THE EXPORT LICENSE PROCESS. 
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MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 


One announcement: Available in the Press Office is 
the testimony by Assistant Secretary of State for Oceans and 
International Environmenlal and Scientific Affairs John D. 
Negroponte before the Senale Committee on Appropriations at 
10:00 A.M., the subject “Environmenlal Responsibilities and 
Activities of the Multilateral Development Banks." 


That's all 1 have 


Q The Secretary of State said this morning that Lhe 
Soviets had turned down the offer of U.S. help, [ think he said 
-- here's what I'm not clear on -- that that occurred 


Wednesday. Can you confirm that and say how that was done? [f 
there was another meeting with the Soviets, what else was 
discussed? Were any more details Forthcoming from them? 


m Are you done? 

(Q Yes. 

o (Laughter) 

Q And also his comment about — - 

(Laughter) 

Q + there being far more casualties than the 


Soviets have said. 


A Okay. On Wednesday afternoon -- that's yesterday 
-— at 4:00 p.m. Eastern, a senior Soviet official from Lheir 
Embassy here in Washington delivered a note to the Department 
expressing appreciation for the President's offer of assistance 
and stating Lhat for the present momenl, assistance is not 
needed. that's the gist of that exchange. 


Q Sokolov? 
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A That was Mr. Sokolov who met with Mark Palmer. ’ 
Now, concerning -- Any other questions on that? ; 
Q Were the details requested at the previous 


meeting on the situation forthcoming also, or was it just the 
note about, "We don't want your help?" 


A It was the latter. The technical informalion 
which the Soviets have given us has not gone beyond what they 
provided in their public announcemenlLs. 


Q Can [ just ask something about the -- ['ma 
little confused. The White House, out in Bali, keeps talking 
about Reagan's letter to Gorbachev which was delivered here Lo 
the Soviets. Was this a response by Gorbachev to Reagan or was 
this just a government statement? 


a This was the response to the President's 
message. ['d emphasize “message” rather than “letter” in that 
sense. 

Q So, it wasn't to Gorbachev personally, then? 

A Yes, it was to Gorbachev personally -- 

Q Was it a message or -- 

i) But it was a message. 

Q Was it a Gorbachev message back personally? 

A That's right. [t was carried -- Let me simply 


say that the Soviet reply which we received last night was 
characterized as the response to the President's offer. 


Q So, the offer was made -. that's the forum for 
that, that was it? 





. 2) The offer was made, as I told you, by Assistant 
Secretary Ridgway at that First meeting. 


Q And that was what was 


A [t was also made in Moscow -- via our Embassy and 
the Soviet Foreign Ministry - 


Q On behalf of the President? 





-3- Thursday, 5/1/86 


A -- on behalf of the President. 


Q That's what -— When the White House has referred 
to a message to Gorbachev, that's what they're referring to? 


A That's what they're referring to. It is the 
President's message. 


Q And the reply yesterday was the reply? 
A [Is the reply to Lhat message. 


Q What about the - Yesterday the lask Force and 
yourself both said you really had no hard information on 
casualties. Now, the Secretary seems to have different 
guidance. (Laughter) 


A No, I don't believe he does. In fact, I have the 
entire text of what he said. He said, “As far as being precise 
and able to give numbers and so on, we're not in a position to 
do that," and that remains the case. He did say there was 
information that suggested that casualty rates are higher. And 
in that context, [ would note that there is a [ASS report 
today, for example, that reports 18 people in serious condition 


Q Were you concerned that details have been lacking 
a - but I don't have any other details on 
casualties to offer you. 


Q Well what are your concerns that they haven't 
offered more details by now? 


A What are our concerns? 

Q Yes. 

Me I'm not quite sure what your question 1s getling 
at 

Q Are you concerned? 

Q Particularly at the technical level? 

Q The timeliness, what about the timeliness It's 


already a week old. 
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a Well, that question has been addressed by the 
Secretary and by the President as well, I believe, in Bali. 
But concerning the information, of course, the primary 
responsibility that we have is to protect the lives and welfare 
of U.S. citizens abroad, not only our own officials but also 
Americans traveling abroad who need the best possible technical 
information on the nature of the damage to the reactor, and the 
extent and levels of the radioactive releases in order Lo 
calculate Lhe radiological health hazards of the release into 
the atmosphere. Those are concerns shared by other neighbouring 
countries as well. 


Secondly, in order for the United States to make 
informed judgments about the implications for reactor safety in 
the West, we and other nations believe the Soviets should be 
Forthcoming with technical information about how the accident 
was initiated and how it evolved. 


Q Chuck, what are the possibilities of a concerted 
-- of the U.S. joining a concerted, open, public demand thal 
the Soviets start releasing some information? 


A I don't know anything which would lead me (to 
believe that it would operate in the way you are describing 
We have made our concerns known. I've again reiterated wily we 
need to know such things. We've reiterated our concerns Lo Lie 
Soviets as well when they came back in yesterday. The 
Europeans and others have done Likewise, so [ think Lhe 
position of all of us is clearly there for all to see. 


Q What is your assessment on Lhe casually 
Situation? Do you have a wat of describing the casualty 
situation? 


a No, I don't. The position there hasn't changed 
really. Have no way to describe the casualty situation. 


Q What about the situation on the ground? Do you 
have an update today on whether (1) the Fire is still burning 
at so-called Unit 4? And what is the situalion with Unit 3? 
[s there any chance of thak Lurning into what the official 


yesterday called a burnof!, burn-up? 
A Me lLdown? 
Q No. He calls it a burn-up 
A A burn-up. Concerning the fire, the best we have 


is we have seen reports that the fire is out, and we, of 
course, hope that that's true but we can't confirm that 
independently as yet. 
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Concerning the question of a meltdown or problem with 
the neighboring reactor, we don't have any indication, as I 
said yesterday From this podium and as Lee [fhomas had said just 
prior to that, we have no indication that there is a core melt 
in the second reactor. 


Q Could I come back to your answer that you can't 
confirm the fire is out. fhat's different From what people 
were saying earlier Lois morning. In other words, have you had 
-- Has there been some information that was available since 
the Soviet statement of yesterday that would indicate the fire 
may be -- is oul? 


o There is always new information becoming 
available. 


Q l understand that, but -- 

A (inaudible) 

Q But the first statements by the Soviets that the 
fire was out was issued our time yesterday al lernoon when they 


said the fire was smothered At that time, it was nighllime 
here, $0 people said it was impossible to really get a look 


Now, presumably, there has been another satellite 
going over that area. Have you had a look? 
A And i'm telling you the current status of that 


Situation, as we know it now, is that [ can't confirm that Lhe 
fire is out, so conversely, neither can I confirm that it is 
still burning. 


Q Yesterday they said it was burning. 

A That's right, and ['m giving you the status as [ 
know it now. 

Q You don't know that that's still the case? 

Q Is that a fair -- 

A Il think you can read into my answer Lhal | 


neither know whether it's out or burning as a certainly and 
that there 156 some uncertainty. 


- MORE - 
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Q [Is that because you haven't had a good picture, 
or is it because the picture is ambiguous? 

a I can't answer that. 

Q Chuck, Senator Cochran, Republican of Mississippi 


who has legislative responsibilities in this area, in this 
morning's Post is suggesting that consideration be given to 
increase the [nternational Atomic Energy Agency's authority to 
enable it to inspect all nuclear power plants, and he's more or 
less Lhrowing .- you've probably read this -- Lhrowing Lie ball 
into the State Deparlmenl corner in that he's saying Lhal the 
framework for this potential agreement is in Lhe present 
nuclear proliferation treaty. 


Does the Department have a response to the Senator's 
proposal? 


a No. I can't give you any specific response at 
this point. [ would refer you to one of the questions which we 
were asked yesterday concerning the Internationa] Atomic Energy 
Agency, and what it's been doing, and [ think we have made some 
information available as to the efforts that have been made in 
that body to come up with codes of practice, for example, which 
dealt with such things as safety in nuclear power plants 
Siting, design for safety of nuclear power plants, salety i 
nuclear power plant operation, to name just three of Lhe [tive 
areas. 


The [AEA has been working since 1974 on these nuclear 
safety standards program -- on this program, and as a result of 
that, there have been a series of 55 safety guides that have 
been developed to aid the implementation of these particular 
areas of interest. The United States has been a very active 
participant in the Senior Advisory Group of the [AEA, which was 
chaired by Canada, which came up with these guidelines. 


The standards that were developed are mandatory for 
the agency's -- the IAEA's -~ own operations and agency 
assisted operations. However, Like all [AEA standards Lhveir 
application by countries is voluntary and depends on the will 
of individual governments. [hat's something which we would be 
up against regardless of the type of standards that we tried to 
implement. 


Q Well, Chuck, my question is whether we're going 
to take any initiative to make these more compulsory or to have 
any impact? 
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A As [ said, we've been working very hard in the 
IAEA for a dozen years. A lot of progress has been made in 
coming up with codes of practice with safety guides. fhe 
standards that have been developed are very rigorous. They're 
primarily based on an exhaustive compilation of the best 
practices currently followed in commercial reactors in the 
U.S., Europe, Canada, and Japan. 


There are certain assumpLions which are built into 
these standards which have been developed, such as Lhat all 
reactors have containment facilities, for example, which are 
not characteristic of reactors in other countries, as in the 
U.S.S.R. 


But, in any case, I guess the bottom line is the 
question of whether stricter standards are needed is really 
moot until the standards which have already been developed, and 
which we consider to be quite good and have been developed by 
competent international experts, have been adopted by everyone 


Q Does the fask Force -- 

fs We're in a voluntary situation here. 

Q Does the fask Force have any responsibilily in 
pursuing Lhis matter -- the President's lask Force? 

A [ don't know that the mandate of the task Force 


includes that parlicular issue. As I say, that 156 a question 
that's been addressed in the United States Government for a 
number of years now and the international community, so it's 
not a new question. 


Q Do you have any more details of Americans being 
evacuated from the Kiev area? Do you have any hardness to the 
numbers of tourists that were there and have changed plans, or 
any of those sorts of details? 


a To start with, the most recent embassy estimate 
of Americans resident in the entire U.S.S.R. is 470 official 
and private Americans. We estimate Lhat Lhere are between five 
and six hundred American tourists currently in the U.S.S5_R 
Most of these Americans are with Intouristl groups this 16 
based on embassy seasonal estimates and calls by Americans here 
in the U.S. inquiring about their relatives traveling in the 
Soviet Union. 
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As I mentioned earlier, although we welcome the 
registration of American travelers at our embassies and 
consulates so that we can contact them expeditiously in 
emergencies such as this, most American tourists do not 
register. 


Embassy Moscow personnel have been contacting American 
tourists and students in Kiev and advising them of the 
Situation We believe that most Americans who wish to do so 
have left Kiev. All Americans cuntacted thus Far have reported 
that they are fine. We have no plan to evacuate Americans at 
this time. Our Embassy in Moscow and the Consulate in 
Leningrad are facilitating changes in travel plans for thuse 
Americans wishing to leave the Soviet Union. 


Q Do you have anything on the Soviet evacuation 
From that area? 


io No. Nothing beyond what the Soviets themselves 
have indicated. 


Q The Soviet note said, “For the present moment” no 
more assistance? 


4 That's right 

Q So even though they're saying Lhe situation 15 
stabilized, they are leaving further -- a request open? 

a 1 don't want to put words in their mouth 

Q But the note did say, “For the present moment." 

A They said that they had the resources capable to 


handle the problem, and that outside assistance was not needed 
for the present moment That's all I can say. 


Q fhe British have advised their citizens not to 
travel to Moscow, Warsaw, northeastern Poland, and the whole of 
western Soviet Union. 


Does the State Department have any intention of 
widening its travel advisory from the Kiev area? 


a Not at this point We are not advising American 
citizens against travel to Lhe Soviet Union, Scandinavia, and 
Eastern Europe We are informing them of the travel advisory 
that we've issued, recommending against travel to Kiev and its 
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adjacent areas. Americans considering traveling to the Soviet 

Union, Scandinavia, and Eastern Europe should monitor carefully 

press reports on this rapidly changing situation to make as 

fully informed a decision as possibile with respect to their 

F travel. Many of these countries have reported increased levels 
of radiation in the environment. 


Q Do you have any indication of how serious the 
environmental or agricultural damage might be? 


A No. Nothing to offer you on that 


Q Has the embassy staff in Moscow been tested 
individually for radiation levels, do you know? 


a I don't know that we're able to test them on the 
basis of our own resources, so [ think the answer to that 
question for the moment is no. 


Q Two British students who came out of Kiev were 
tested at the American Embassy and showed slight radiation 
which was abnormal but not dangerous 


A [ saw reports concerning those students, but [ 
did not see that in reference Lo being Lested al the Amer. can 
hinbassy. 

Q Chuck, isn’t equipment being sent now to the 
vmbassy? 

A We'll try to take measures necessary to monitor 


the radiation 


Q Do you have anything on a report that the Soviets 
are moving troops out of the Kiev area? 


a No. Nothing on that 


-- MORE —- 
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Q Could you amplify on that “try to take measures 
necessary to monitor radiation?" Specifically, what is being 
done? 


ro At this point, I can't give you any further 
details as to what might be required, whether it's personnel or 
equipment. but it could be one or both. 


Q Chuck, as of yesterday, most of the western 
countries had exact numbers available as to the number of Lheir 
citizens that were in the Soviet Union. 


Why doesn't the United States have an exact estimaiv 
several days after the accident? 


A I've given you the best estimate that we can 
make. {t's based, of course, in large part on what we're able 
to get from Intourist, and I believe that our estimate, I would 
be accurate in calling it that. And [ think if others call 
figures less than estimates, then perhaps there is not the lack 
of preciseness that [ like to follow here from this podium. 


Q How forthcoming has Intourist been on helping you 
track numbers and locations of Americans? 


A I can't really give you a degree of cooperation 
{ mentioned several days ago that it's difficult, in eiftect, Lo 
track down groups because you need to know, even when you qu to 
Intourist, either the group number in which the person is 
supposed to be or the hotel -. the name, location of the hotel! 
-- in which they're supposed to be staying in order to get any 
sort of rapid response. 


Q In other words, it's inadequate? 

a [t's not as rapid, [ think, as we'd like to see 
it. 

Q How Many groups are there? Do we know? 

a) No 

*) vo you have any comment on the safety of the 
reactors being built by the Soviet Union ina Cuba? 

a No, 1 have nothing on that 

iF) Another area? 


a Any other areas? 
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Q Did the U.S. play any role in the reported 
agreement between Iraq and Iran to end the war, or are you 
aware of it? 


A I've seen the press reports of that agreement, 
but we have nothing to confirm that there is any such 
agreement. It's long overdue, of course, and as we said many 
times,-the reason that war continues is largely due to [ranian 
intransigence. 


Q Is there any development on the front? 
A No, nothing on that. 


Q Will the U.S. bring up the Middle tast "Marshall 
Plan“ at the fokyo Summit? And what's our position on it? 


A That's been addressed a number of times. the 
Press Office can help you on that. 


Q Chuck, just a quick question. Was there any 
American involved in that Salvadoran transport crash? 

a) No, there were no Americans involved. 

Q Under Secretary Arimacost 16 quoted ina 


Philippines newspaper as saying something about financial aid 
From the Administration to the opposition in the Philippines 
before the change in government Do you have anything on that? 


A [ would stress that Under Secretary Armacost's 
remarks, to which you make reference, to an intra-U.S. 
Government Foreign Service [nstitute Seminar were of fF Lhe 
record. I1 therefore can't provide any text or confirm or deny 
specific remarks altributed to Mr. Armacost. 


Concerning a specific question, the one you refer to, 
as ['ve seen the reports, deal with some sort of Financial 
support for Radio Veritas or the Asia Society. lhose specif is 
questions [ can address, saying the U.S. did not and does not 
provide direcl financial supporl Lo Radio Veritas or any 
Philippine media organ. 


The Asia Society 16 a private US. foundatian that 
receives some funds appropriated by the U.S. Congress. 
Questions regarding the Society's expenditures should be 
directed to the Society. 


Q So that's any kind of U.S. aid? It doesn't - 
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A . Those were the specific remarks in the story to 
which you make reference. If you have any other specific 
questions, I might be able to address them, but that's the only 
one that fits your description at all. 


Q How about the Center for Democracy? 
A Nothing on that. 
Q Chuck, another area: On Angula, has the 


Administration ordered a policy review on whether to bar 
Chevron from bidding on Pentagon contracts? A Washington | imes 
story. 


a I don't believe that that story said that the 
Administration had done that, first of all. [fF you want to 
clarify your question, I -- 


Q Weinberger had a letter there, saying that he had 
asked his people to look at it. 


4 And 1 understand that the Defense Department is 
reviewing its procurement policy with respect to Chevron, and 
DOD will have further commeol as appropriate on that, but for 
our part and for the U.S. Government's part, L'd refer you Lo 
the statement that we've made before concerning U.S. firms 
vperating in Angola. 


Q What 1S our position - 
A That hasn't changed. 
Q What is our position on the -~ our treaty 


obligations with respect to New Zealand and Australia? Has it 
changed? Are we taking any action? 


A There's nothing - 
Q Bringing any action? 
a There's nothing new beyond what [ gave you on 


Monday, I believe 


Q A Soviet expert from the Brookings Institution 
raised a question this morning that the Soviets' lack of 
openness on this accident raises questions about the issue of 
verification in arms control, that sort of thing, that they've 
sort of shown their true colors about whether they would really 
allow verification. 
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Do you have any thoughts at all about that issue? 
@ No, 1 don't. 
Q Are there indications -- can I come back to the 


Fire? Are there indications the Soviets have been trying to 
put it out? 


a Ihat they've been trying to put it. out? 
Q Have they put it -- [ mean, in olher words, 
you're - after this big to-do yesterday about Lhe fire going 


on, and that it could go on for weeks, the Soviets then said 
they put it out, and then you're saying now we don't know if 
they hav or not. 


A That's right, and that doesn't mean it's out. 
[I'm just saying [ can't give you an independent judgment at 
this point as to whether it's continuing or not, or as to 
whether it's been put out as a number of reports indicate. 


Q Because Larry Speakes at his briefing, I quess 
several hours ago, said it was still going on. Was that 12 
hours -. was that based on the information from yesterday 


afternoon here? 


a Time passes. I'm trying Lo just give you what | 
can give you at this particular moment. As the day goes on, 
I'll try to bring some more precision to that answer, but I'd 
like to leave it at that for the moment. 


Q Can you confirm the reports that Soviet aircraft 
are dumping someting on it, on the fire, trying to put it out? 


A Without going into specifics, yes, the Soviets 
are trying to put it out. 


Q They are -- with aircraft? 

A [ can't go into specifics. 

Q Chuck, do you have -- 

Q Could you look into the question of wheather the 


reactor that the Soviets are building in Cuba has a containment 
unit or nok? 
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A I'm not sure that this is the right place to ask 
that question. I think the Task Force which includes DOE and 
‘other people who are expert in such things as nuclear power 
reactors are a better place to answer that than I am. 


Q Will that Tfask Force have a statement this 
afternoon, or have they already issued their thing for today? 


A [ think their plan is to have a statement early 
on every afternoon. 


Q [s it out yet? 
a I don't believe it's out yet. 


Q Chuck, do you have anything on Mr. Whitehead's 
meeting with the U.N. Deputy Secretary General? Is Mr. 
Cordovez coming to talk about the Afghanistan talks, or is it a 
more general meeting, and at whose request? 


A Mr. Cordovez will be meeting with the Acting 
Secretary to brief him on the prospects for the next round of 
Geneva proximity talks scheduled Lo begin on May $. These 
meeLings are part of the pattern of periodic contacts in 
connection with Mr. Cordoyvez's role as the U.N. Secretary 
General's Special Assistant on Af ghanislan 


As we've staled numerous times, the U.S. strongly 
supports the U.N. effort to find a negotiated settlement in 
accordance with the terms of the seven U.N. resolutions passed 
by overwhelming majorities in successive sessions of the U.N 
General Assembly. 


Q Thank you. 


The briefing concluded at 1:02 p.m.) 














DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
DAILY PRESS BRIEFING 


_ INDE X 


Friday, May 2, 1986 
BRIEFER: Charles Redman 





Subject Page 
ANNOUNCEMENTS 

Error in yesterday's reference to Asia Society....1 

Secretary's May 15 foreign policy address......... 1 
USSR: NUCLEAR ACCIDENT 

Expansion of Travel Advisory................0008 es 1-2; 10-11 

US experts traveling to Moscow...............00058: 2;7-8 

Precautionary measures under review............... 3-4;11 

Status of fire at Chernobyl; reactors elsewhere... .4-5 

US request for more information...............066. 5-6 

Vice President's Cabinet meeting................04. 6 

js + esse thi Gh bebhteeenesedneeeeeenanaecess 7;11 

American bone marrow specialist's trip to USSR....8 

Satellite photographs of accident...............05. 9 

Americans in USSR notified of advisory............ 10 

Soviet complaints alleging US exaggerations....... 10 
SYRIA/LEBANON 

Reports of efforts to release hostages............ 11 
IRAN/ IRAQ 

Stories on preliminary agreement to negotiate..... 12 
NICARAGUA 

Barnes’ charges re $15 million in contra funds... .12-13 


CENTRAL AMERICA 
Habib's travel; US position on contra political 
DOPCECADACEOR. ccc cccccccccnccccccccscccccccccces 13 





DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
DAILY PRESS BRIEFING 


DPC #78 


FRIDAY, MAY 2, 1986, 12:42 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REDMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
Several announcements to begin with: First, very briefly, to 
correct an error in yesterday's briefing, when I referred to 
the Asia Society, the reference should have been to the Asia 
Foundation. And the person who drafted that is no longer in 
this building. 


(Laughter) 


Secondly, Secretary Shultz will deliver a foreign 
policy address on the occasion of receiving the American Jewish 
Committee's American Liberties medallion on May 15, at a 7:30 
p.m. dinner in Washington, at the J. W. Marriott Hotel. Others 
receiving American Jewish Committee awards that evening are 
Abram Sachar, Chancellor Emeritus, Brandeis University, and 
Norman Lear. Also, the outgoing president of the organization, 
Howard Friedman, will be given a special tribute. 


If you plan to cover the dinner or wish additional 
information, please telephone Morton Yarmon or Joyce Kaplan of 
the American Jewish Committee in New York at 212-751-4000. 
There will be no Q&A in association with that speech. 


Q Is the time 7:00 or 7:30? 


a 7:30. The speech itself will be about 9:30; the 
dinner starts at 7:30. 


Q Presumably, an advance will be available on the 
speech? 


A We expect an advance text, but we don't yet know 
when it will be available. 


And, finally, in response to continuing questions 
which we've been receiving about travel in the Soviet Union and 
adjacent countries, we are continuing efforts to obtain 
relevant information from Soviet authorities on the nuclear 
accident and the potential health dangers that might be posed 
to individuals in the Soviet Union and adjacent countries. 
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We have noted, for example, recent statements by 
Polish authorities concerning public health precautionary 
measures. We are seeking more information from all of the 
governments in the region. For our part, we are also sending 
experts to potentially affected areas for medical consultation 
and to provide relevant expertise on which we can make 
appropriate recommendations with regard to the health of 
American citizens. 


At this time, the travel advisory that we have issued 
against travel to Kiev and adjacent areas remains in effect. 
In addition, we are recommending that women of child-bearing 
age and children should not travel to Poland until the 
Situation is clarifiec. 


Q Copy of this? 
a It will take some time, but I'm not done yet. 


Citizens contemplating travel to affected areas at 
this time should follow developments closely and exercise 
common sense. We will continue to monitor the situation in the 
entire potentially affected area and provide further 
information as soon as it's available. 


Q As to the “affected area," what are you calling 
the “affected area?" 


A That's a loose, general definition, and it 
depends on which way the wind blows, to some extent. 


Q No, no, but I mean you're -- 
A That's why I say “potentially affected area." 


Q Chuck, can you flesh out the experts thing, where 
are you sending the experts to, who are they, and so on? 


A I can't flesh that out very much for you. As I 
said yesterday, and perhaps even the day before as well, we are 
taking precautionary measures in Moscow, in particular, even 
though there is as of now no indication of significant health 
hazard. We are in the process of dispatching technical and 
medical experts in order to determine what, if any, hazard may 
exist and what measures might be undertaken. And as I've 
indicated, we'd be prepared to do likewise for other embassies 
that might be affected. 
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Q Has there been any evacuation at all of people 
from the Embassy in Moscow? 

i) No. 

Q Has there been any consideration of evacuating 


pregnant women and children, dependents of Foreign Service 
Officers in the Embassy? 


a In Moscow? 
Q Yes. 


A I know of nothing along those lines. 


Q Will you take the question? 
A I know the answer to that. 
Q No, I'm not sure you do. That's why I'm asking 


it. 


I'm told that there has been, that the Ambassador has 
been in touch with the State Department about this issue, and 
I'm asking whether it's been resolved. 


fa I said we'll keep you advised of those kind of 
developments. 


Q Any evacuation of women and children from the 
Polish Embassy? 


a The same kind of answer applies. Those are the 
kind of things that we'll keep under review, and when decisions 
are made, we'll let you know. 


Q But, Chuck, can we infer that you think -- or you 
have evidence that Poland is most seriously affected, more than 
Moscow, for example? Or could we deduce that you don't, you 
simply don't have information about the other places? 


a Based on the information which we have, which 
comes from a variety of sources, -- 


Q On which you -- 


fa -- from governments, from other governments, from 
our own sources -- as I said, in Moscow there is no significant 
health hazard at this point evident. 
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The Polish authorities in that case have stressed the 
need for some precautionary measures, and as a consequence, 
that in addition to what we know leads us to say what we've 
just said. 


Q But that's a natural corollary to advising women 
of child-bearing age -- 


Q Corollary? 

Q -- not to go to Poland -- 
A Co-roll-ar-y? 

Q Corollary. 

Q I'm sorry. 

(Laughter) 


Q That's a little (inaudible). 
(Laughter) 


Q Whatever it is, the natural other side of the 
coin is -- 


A Thought it was a foreign import for a minute. 
(Laughter) 


Q -- if you're advising them not to go there, is 
that they shouldn't be there, and therefore, they should come 
out. Is that not a logical chain of thought? And has the 
State Department followed that logical chain of thought, 
despite the fact I can't pronounce the word? 


(Laughter) 


A As I said, that advice would pertain to anyone, 
and in the case of our own people, those are the kinds of 
things that we're taking a look at, but I don't have any 
decision for you now. 


Q Chuck, (inaudible) yesterday, you and other 
officials said you could not confirm the status of the fire at 
the reactor. Do you have any better information today? 


A No, I don't. We cannot determine from the 
evidence at hand whether the fire is out or whether it 
continues to burn. 
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Q And what about other reactors -- do you have any 
indication from your information that the Soviets have closed 
down reactors outside of the Chernobyl area? 


a Once again, that's a report on which I don't have 
any comment. 


Q No comment? 
A I can't confirm or deny that. 
Q When this group of experts had a press conference 


yesterday, they weren't sure whether there had been a request 
included in the communication to Moscow for a visit by U.S. 
experts to the site of the plant. Has that request been made, 
do you know? 


a This is a request to whom? 


Q To the Soviet Government, asking that American 
experts be permitted to visit the site. They said they weren't 
sure whether that had gone into the communication to Moscow, 
that there was some sort of -- something along those lines, but 
they weren't sure. 


A The relevant bit of information is what we gave 
you some days ago, which is that we've asked the Soviets for 
the necessary technical information for a variety of reasons 
which I described yesterday at the briefing. The general 
thrust of our questions is to know the scope and the nature of 
the accident. 


As to whether or not that requires people to go to the 
site, I simply don't have anything on that. 


- MORE -- 
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Q Do you have any general comment on Soviet 
responsiveness to your inquiries today? 


A Nothing that takes us beyond where we've been 
before. The technical information that the Soviets have given 
us so far has not gone beyond what they've provided in their 
public announcements. We've reiterated our request for 
additional technical details on the scale and nature of the 
accident and, of course, will continue to press for a full 
release of relevant information on the incident. 


Q When was that reiterated? 


-) The last time that I'm aware of was Wednesday. 
Q Chuck -- 
Q Wednesday. There has not been another meeting 


since Wednesday? 
é Not that I know of. 


Q Does the -- will the State Department take part 
in this Cabinet meeting today chaired by Vice President Bush? 


A Yes. We will. 
Q Who specifically will be in it and -- 


The Acting Secretary. 

Q I'm sorry? 

A The Acting Secretary. 

Q What time is it? 

fa I believe that it may have already occurred. 
Q Do you have any further -- 

A In fact, I know that it's already occurred. 
Q Will there be any statement about it or -- 


A If there is a statement, it would come out of the 
Vice President's office. 
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Q Does your answer about information include the 
casualty figures -- any more on casualties? 

a Nothing whatsoever on casualties. 

Q Can you tell us something about the experts, 
whether they will be -- if not going to the plant, if they're 
not trying to seek to go to the plant itself, whether they're 
seeking to go to the affected region around the -- Kiev or even 
in eastern Poland for instance? 

A Which experts are you referring to? 


Q You said the experts were going to be seeking 
advice in -- at the Embassies. 


a That's for our Embassies. That's the only 
purpose those people are going for. 


Q They won't be even seeking to attempt to go to 
the regions outside of the Embassy? 


a That is not the purpose of their travel. 


Q Why don't you just say that they're going to 
Leningrad and Moscow? 


Q Yeah. 
What is that? 


Q Well, you said they're going to the affected 
areas -- 


Yes. 


-- on the one hand, and, on the other hand, that 
you -- 


a Because there are other affected areas or other 
countries, other embassies, which may be consulted as well. 


Q You mean going to eastern Europe.  § *l in 
eastern Europe? 


a Those are other possibilities. 


Q Have the visas been -- 
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ia At this point, we just don't have an itinerary 
fixed. 


Q Have the Soviets approved their visas? 

a I don't know. 

Q Was there -- I'm sorry -- go ahead. 

Q Did they go with Geiger counters, or what are 
they going to do that can't be done by the experts on hand 
already? 

a These are experts in these kinds of questions. 
We don't have normally in place at Embassies experts in 
questions of radiology, for example. 


Q Do you mean the Embassy in Moscow does not have 
an ability to detect the level of radiation? 


A We would like to have a better ability. 
f-y do you have one now? 
There is some ability. 


Have there been any more indications -- 


with the State Department about his travel to the Soviet Union? 


~ 
a 
Q 
g How about Or. Gale? Was there any consultation 
a The question -- 

Q 


And what is the -- are you pleased that he's 
going? 


Q What was the question? 
Q Or. Gale. 


a The question concerns Dr. Gale, the bone marrow 
specialist. I used to have something on that but am unable to 
find it. In any case, the answer is that we were, of course, 
aware of his visit. He's going as a private citizen. It's a 
visit which we encourage, but, once again, he is going in that 
private capacity. 
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Q Have there been any further indications about 
damage to the agricultural part of the Soviet Union? 


A No. I have nothing on that. 


Q Has there been any dialogue between the United 
States and Soviet Union about agriculture since the accident? 


7 I don't know. 


Q There were apparently pictures on Soviet 
television yesterday, showing people in fairly close proximity 
to the Chernobyl plant. You're issuing warnings here about 
Poland and taking precautions in Moscow, places hundreds of 
miles away. What comment, if any, do you have on the fact that 
the Soviets are apparently going about business as usual and 
allowing people to be relatively close to the plant? 


a You'd really have to ask the Soviet Union about 
that particular question. That's their business. We've made 
clear that we could use more information in order to make the 
kind of determinations that we need to make and that other 
governments in adjacent countries need to make. 


Q Do you have any further information about 
radiation levels in that area? 


a No, I don't. 


Q Chuck, a lot of the information that we've been 
able to glean about this accident has come from satellite 
photographs. Does the State Department have any position on 
media access and use of satellite imagery? I had a feeling I'd 
get that response. 


°) Should I have a position on it? 


Q I -— a State Department official was quoted in 
the paper today as having something to say about it, ard I 
wondered if you had anything to say from the podium? 


a No. Of course, there are satellite photos and 
there are satellite photos. I've seen a lot of them on 
television, so I assume that the media has access to those. I 
certainly encourage that. 


Q You encourage it? 


a Access to those photos which I've seen on 
television. (Laughter) 


-~- MORE -- 
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Q Chuck, there is a wire story concerning an 

American tour group in Kiev. They were due to spend much of 
this week in Kiev. And when they consulted with the State 
Department official over in the Soviet Union -- anonymously 
quoted in this wire piece -- he suggested, well, there was no 
real need for them to leave Kiev. This was on Wednesday or 
Thursday. They had wanted to perhaps leave earlier than they 
were supposed to because of the travel advisory. 


Do you have any comment on that? In other words, this 
official seems to have said just, “I would stick with your 
itinerary and stay in Kiev." 


A Once again, I always have difficulty with unnamed 
officials and unnamed sources. You know what we have said and 
what we have been saying to American citizens in Kiev as well 
as to other travelers in the Soviet Union and that still 
applies. 


Let me give you the update there. Our Embassy in 
Moscow and our Consulate in Leningrad have reported that they 
believe that most if not all Americans residing and traveling 
in the USSR have been contacted and advised of the situation. 


Some American tourists have curtailed their plans and 
left the Soviet Union early, while others have chosen to finish 
their tours. None of the Americans contacted have indicated 
any injuries or health problems due to the nuclear accident. 


In order to inform relatives in the U.S. expeditiously 
about the welfare of individual Americans in the USSR and due 
to the sheer volume of inquiries, American tourists are being 
asked to contact their families directly whenever possible. 
Where that is not possible, our posts in the Soviet Union are 
relaying the messages through the State Department. 


Q Does the State Department have any comment on 
Soviet allegations that the United States has almost 
tendentiously exaggerated the seriousness of the accident? 


A No, I don't have any comment on that. I would 
only refer you to the briefings that have been given here, 
which are the ones I'm most familiar with, of course; and I 
think that those briefings have been certainly less than 
tendentious. 


Q Chuck, I'd still like to clarify the grounds for 
this travel advisory. Is it because you have no positive 
information in other places as close to the site -- for 
example, in Hungary or Romania -- or do you have positive 
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readings of the radiation levels which would indicate to the 
embassies there that there is no danger to susceptible people 
such as women of child-bearing age? 


A The answer is both, Jim. We're putting together 
all of the information that we can get frown local governments, 
from our own sources, from friendly allied governments. In 
some cases, the combination of those results in certain 
findings; in other cases, not. So that we're certainly not 
going to not issue warnings if we had the same kind of concern 
in other areas. 


As I say, in the case of Poland, the Polish 
authorities themselves have indicated that such precautionary 
measures would be in order. 


Chuck, yesterday, the Secretary said that there 
was evidence that the Soviets had understated the casualties 
by, I think, the phrase he used was “a considerable measure, " 
or something like that. Do you still feel that that is the 
case? 


A I answered that question directly yesterday, and 
I'll answer it -- 


Q Well, I'm asking today whether you -- 


A -~- and I'll answer it the same today as I 
answered it yesterday. No reason to change the answer. 


Q In other words, facts don't change; the situation 
doesn't change, it just stays yesterday? 


A I have nothing beyond what I gave you yesterday. 
That is sometimes the case. 


I know you don't like that in your particular 
profession, but it's the case today. 


Q So you still think that they have understated the 
casualties by a considerable measure? 


a I would refer you to what I said yesterday, which 
was in reference to that particular question. 


Q Do you have anything on recent reports of Syrians 
and stepping up efforts to get the American hostages because of 
the firm request from Washington in the last several days to 
get them released -- well, over the period of the Economic 
Summit? 
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A No, nothing on that story. 


Q Was there a message sent to the Syrians at all in 
the last few days? 


A Nothing on diplomatic contacts. 


Q Do you have anything on the development on the 
Iraq-Iran front? 


A No. 


Q Nothing, Chuck, on that -- there was a Saudi 
tanker apparently hit; a British captain was killed, and a 
couple of other crewmen were killed. Anything on that, and who 
might have done it? 


A No. 


Q On that Iran-Iraq question, that includes 
yesterday's Moroccan radio report that they've provisionally 
accepted an agenda to negotiate? 


A And I answered that question yesterday, and I 
have nothing that would take me beyond that answer. 


Q Do you have any comment on the allegations by 
Congressman Barnes that $15 million in contra funds is 
unaccounted for? 


id Yes, I do. Such assertions are not grounded in 
the facts. You will note that the GAO has made no such 
statement. 


Information available to the Administration and the 
Congress confirms that supplies funded by the Nicaraguan 
Humanitarian Assistance Office have been arriving in the field 
and are being put to good use by the resistance forces. 


Political sensitivities in the region prevented the 
Humanitarian Assistance Office from stationing personnel there 
or even maintaining bank accounts so that local supplies could 
be paid directly. The Congress was aware of these constraints 
from the outset. 


Under these difficult circumstances, we believe the 
NHAO has been very successful in implementing the legislation 
enacted by the Congress. The GAO has stated that there is no 
evidence that funds have been diverted or used for unauthorized 
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purposes. The GAO has also stated that, under the 
circumstances, the State Department and NHAO have done as much 
as they could to assure the proper administration of the funds. 


While State Department records do not provide the 
degree of verification that would be desirable for a completely 
overt program, which this is not, there is additional 
intelligence reporting which confirms that supplies are being 
delivered in accordance with the legislation. The 
Administration has made every effort to insure that these funds 
are used for the purposes intended and will continue to monitor 
closely any funds authorized for aid to the Nicaraguan 
Democratic Resistance. 


Q Copy? 
A Yes. 


Can you give us any enlightenment on Ambassador 
Habib's report after returning from the Latin American 
capitals? And, specifically, with regard to the rumors around 
town that there's been a change in the State Department's 
attitude towards the contras' participation in the political 
process? 


A I don't have any readout on his visit. But I can 
assure you that there's been no change in the U.S. Government's 
position on the questions to which you refer. 


Q Thank you. 


(Press briefing concluded at 1:00 p.m.) 
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MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. [ 
have nothing by way of announcements. Jim? 


Q Have you any report back from the experts that 
you sent to Europe on the radiation problem? 


A Health and radiation monitoring and evaluation 
teams have arrived in Moscow, Warsaw, and Bucharest to evaluate 
the health environment for U.S. personnel at these missions. 

We have taken initial readings only in Warsaw and Moscow to 
date and are subjecting the data to complete evaluation. Our 
preliminary assessment suggests no reason for significant 
health concerns at this time. We will, however, continue to 
monitor and evaluate the results. 


Q Are you Finished? 


2) I might as well go ahead and tell you what that 
means concerning travel as we see it at this point. Other than 
the travel advisory in effect for the Kiev area, the FDA 
precautionary advisory, and our recommendation regarding travel 
to Poland, we have no indication that there are health risks 
For Americans traveling abroad at this time as a result of the 
Chernobyl incident. 


Q How -- I suppose that -- I assume that you have 
read the report that the West Germans have advised their 
citizens not to travel to Romania because of the precaution, 
because of the same reasons that have prompted the Romanians to 
take precautions against drinking milk and eating leaf 
vegetables and such. 


Do you differ with the West Germans on that, or don't 
you believe them? 
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A Of course, part of the difficulty in any 
particular area is getting good hard data on which you could 
make an unequivocal judgment on existing radiation hazards. 
We're certainly aware of the kinds of reports that are coming 
out of Romania. At the same time, as I just said, we do have 
our own people there who are taking a look at the situation, 
and as a consequence we do have it under consideration. But at 
this point, as I said, from the evidence we have, we don't see 
any significant health risk. 


Q What are these teams made up of? 


A They vary from place to place, but basically 
they're medical and technical personnel capable of evaluating 
the situation in terms of radiation. 


Q The three locations? 


A For the moment. The people in Poland will be 
visiting our consulate in Krakow. In the Soviet Union they'll 
be visiting our consulate in Leningrad. 


Q The recommendation that you put out on Friday 
about Poland is still in effect, though, right? 


a That's right. 
Q Another area? 


Q No. Stay on this for a second. Is there any 
American response to the charges by a series of Soviet 
officials over the weekend that the U.S. has exaggerated the 
damage at Chernobyi and has used this as a propaganda stunt? 


a We're really not surprised that the Soviet Union 
is responding to criticism of its handling of the accident by 
attacking those who question the Soviet version of the event 
and its consequences. fhis is consistent with behavior they 
have previously exhibited when embarrassed by their own 
handling of an incident. 


Had the Soviets informed the world of the accident and 
provided in a timely manner the detailed information other 
governments requested on becoming aware of it, others would not 
be left to draw their own conclusions From the information 
available to them. 
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Q Another area? 

is) Anything else on this subject? 

Q Are there any additional things that you can tell 
us about the reactor site itself, cleanup measures, fire really 
out -- (feedback noise From microhpone) -- people walking 
around in that area, and so on? 

A (Refers to noise) I am being jammed. (Laughter) 


No. I have really nothing that will be of any great 
interest. (Laughter) 


Q As a follow-up -- 


A (To audio specialist) Have we got this under 
control? 

VOICE: No. 

a No. 


Let me say that on the question of the fire, that we 
can't determine from the evidence at hand whether it's out or 
continues to burn. Basically the situation is the same as 
reflected in the EPA press release that you saw last Friday. 


Concerning reactor number 3, of which there has been 
some speculation, we are not aware of difficulties at reactor 3 
at this time. We continue to monitor carefully the situation 
with regard to all four reactors at the Chernobyl site. Many 
questions cannot be answered definitively absent a full 
explanation from the Soviets of the events leading up to and 
following the accident. 


Q Chuck, can I follow that up, unless you have more 
to read there? 


A Well, I'm just searching through any bits of 
information in response to the question, but [ think that 
pretty much covers what I have. 


Q You just said, awaiting a full explanation from 
the Soviets to the events leading up to and during Lhe 
incident. Are there any -- as of now are there any scheduled 


meetings between U.S. officials and Soviet officials on Lhat 
point? 


a No. There are not. 


-- MORE - 
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Q Since they are not responding to the 
Administration's request for timely information, are you 
following up the President's radio address of Saturday with a 
protest? 


ra I don't have anything on that particular 
question. I would note that in Tokyo there was in the 
communique, concerning the accident, an expression of 
satisfaction with the fact that the Soviets have invited the 
IAEA Director General Hans Blix and two of his associates to 
Moscow in connection with the accident. We hope that this 
indicates that the Soviets are now willing to make available 
the important information the world community requires to 
safeguard international health and safety. 


Q Do you have any information that they might be 
going -- be allowed to go to Chernobyl? 


fs) I have nothing else on their itinerary. 


Q Do you have anything on the Soviet or the 
American doctor who is in the Soviet Union purportedly 
performing surgical procedures? Were you aware he went in? 


is) Yes. I spoke to that question on Thursday or 
Friday. Yes, we were aware of the fact that he was going, but 
he is going as a private citizen, and [ don't have any detailed 
reports as to what he's really been doing. 


Q Has there been any kind of follow up to the 
message that Prime Minister Thatcher carried to President 
Reagan about Gorbachev's desire for a summit this year? Have 
there been any exchanges since then? Any formal papers? Any 
direct notification From the Soviet Union either in Washington 
or in Moscow? 


a No, there've been no further exchanges. 
Q What was the question? ['m sorry. 
A The question was any further exchanges on the 


question of a summit. 

Q Was anything valuable learned about the accident 
From the Soviet [V pictures that were shown last night of Lhe 
Chernobyl site and surrounding area? 


i) I can't answer that. I don't know. 


Q Another area. What can you tell us about the 








-5- Monday, 5/5/86 


expected talks or meetiny between Mr. Whitehead and Rabin of 
Israel -- the nature of the talks, if possible? 


i.) What littie I can tell you is that Minister Rabin 
is visiting the United States for routine discussions on a 
variety of bilateral and other issues. His meetings include 
the Vice President, Acting Secretary Whitehead, and Secretary 
Weinberger. But other than that, I could only say that he's 
coming to discuss a range of issues and, as usual, we won't 
have any comment on the srecific items under discussion. 


Q You cannot ~uine the issues, like SOI, and whether 
it's one of them? 


A No. 


Q Chuck, also on the Middle East. In what may be a 
second attack, Iranian aircraft reportedly hit a Saudi tanker 
again, killing the captain. Do you have anything on that? 


a Nothing specific other than to say, of course, 
we've seen those same reports. And I might remark in passing 
that that's indicative of the kind of very dangerous atmosphere 
that exists in that particular region of the world and that it 
really is in that context that our proposed sale of defensive 
weapons to the Saudis should be seen. 


Q [In Korea, opposition leader Kim Dae Jung -- 
Q Any developments on -- 
a Just a second, a few more questions on the Middle 


East, and then we'll go to East Asia. 
Q Any development on the [raq-Iran war Fighting? 
“ No, nothing 


Q Chuck, could I ask you, is there a June 30 
deadline for the American oil companies to get out of Libya? 


a I don't have any specifics to offer you beyond 
what's been said in the past. You do know, as ['ve said 
before, that the companies were granted limited exceptions Lo 
continue operations in Libya. That, in order to avoid giving 
Qadhafi a significant economic windfall. But it is the 
Treasury Department which administers the licenses, and so ['d 
refer you there for further information. 


Q Just a follow up. Does the State Department have 
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any reason to believe that the numbers of Americans have 
significantly increased over the last month or two months in 
Libya? 


a No. As I said, it's been difficult from the 
start to get a fix on the number of Americans in Libya, and [ 
can't really give you a status report on that. 


Q Chuck, do you have any comment on the Washington 
Times story this morning about President Assad's call for 
terrorism on Israel and asking to rescind terrorism in Lhe 
European community? 


a He was asking to “rescind terrorism?" 


Q Yeah, well, he says he will not conduct -- he 
will not allow conducting any terrorist acts in Europe, but he 
will call for terrorism acts in unoccupied Palestine. 


a) Well, we haven't seen the full text of the 
report, and certainly don't have a transcript of what he said. 
But in a general sense, the Syrian Government is already well 
aware of our own concern over its support for terrorism, 
including the presence in Syria and Syrian-controlled parts of 
Lebanon of facilities and personnel belonging to the Abu Nidal 
organization. We believe Syria should rid itself of Abu Nidal. 


Concerning your distinction between terrorism in one 
part of the world and not in others, we believe that terrorism 
must be eradicated wherever it appears. Violence breeds 
violence and works against successful negotiations for peace. 


Q Do you have any comment on the Defense Minister 
of Syria, in an interview with a German magazine, saying that 
they support Abu Nidal's activities? 

a No. 

Q A copy of that statement? 


a Okay. 


~. MORE-- 
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Q Can I go back to Whitehead once again? A 
Lebanese parliamentary delegation met with him about two weeks 
ago and asked him to convey to the Israelis, or to urge Israel 
to withdraw completely from southern Lebanon. Is that question 
going to be one of the topics between him and Mr. Rabin? 


a As I said, I'm not prepared to characterize the 
nature of the discussions beyond what ['ve already done. 

Q Do you have any comment on Sudan's formation of 
the government there? 

a Well, as I understand it, the government isn't 
formed until tomorrow 

Q You will have a comment tomorrow, then? (Laughter) 

a {'ll consider the question tomorrow. 


Q Do you have any evaluation of Mr. Najibullar, the 
Former secret police chief who has taken Karmal's place? 


a Yes, I do. 


The question concerns the replacement of Babrak Karmal 
in Afghanistan by Najibullah. We do not attach significance to 
the changeover in leadership in Kabul. WNajibullah is a 
long-time communist who has risen to prominence under Soviet 
tutelage as the head of the ubiquitous and much-feared Afghan 
secret police. He is well known in the country for his 
ruthlessness in suppressing regime opponents and his close 
affiliation with Moscow, hardly qualities one would look for in 
a leader seeking to broaden the regime 


Najibullah's appointment as General Secretary of Lhe 
party seems aimed at having him apply within the party the 
organizational skills he developed in the secret police in 
building an effective Soviet-style state and party structure 
A change in leadership of the Kabul regime is much less 
significant than the continued presence of 120,000 Soviet 
troops in Afghanistan, which keeps that leadership in power and 
prevents the Afghan people from freely choosing their 
government. ' 


Q Copy? 


a Yes 
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Q Chuck, last week -- I think it was a week ago 
today --- you had a response to a question about Mrs. Thatcher. 
She had lamented the slow pace of this treaty supplement which : 


they want, and you had. you recall, a statement Il understand 
that the Senate Foreign Relations Committee is stymied over 
this because of strong opposition from people like Senators 
Biden and Carey and others, Dodd, and that they are seeking a 
compromise. 


Would you be willing to settle for less than what you 
had requested in terms of, you know, these [RA political 
exclusions? 


a I can't help you on that question beyond 
referring you to what [ did say a week ago. 


Let's go to your question, since we've skipped around 
the world. 


Q In Korea, opposition leader Kim Dae Jung has said 
there are some lingering doubts or questions about the U.S. 
policy toward Korea since the Philippine elections, and great 
importance is placed on the upcoming visit of Secretary 
Shultz 


Can you say what the status of U.S. relations and 
policy towards Korea is at the present time, particularly on 
this democratization program, the Inchon riot, and so on? 


is) Concerning your original question concerning the 
United States position on democratization and restoration of 
human rights, the U.S. support for a more open and democratic 
System in Korea and our discouragement of human rights 
violations could not be clearer. American officials from 
President Reagan on down have made innumerable public and 
private statements stressing that we support such progress 
because it accords with our own deeply-held values and because 
we believe it is the best long-term guarantee of the Republic 
of Korea's security 


Concerning the riots in Inchon, we have long urged a)! 
political elements in Korea to work for political progress 
through the peaceful means of dialogue and compromise 
Violence such as occurred in [Inchon is not conducive ‘to Lhe 
more open political system we believe all Koreans desire 


Q Copy of that, please? 


a No 
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Q Do you have any comment or elaboration on 
Secretary Abrams’ meeting with the contra leaders this weekend? 


o You're referring to a meeting this weekend? 
Q Yes, I think it was this weekend. 


a The reports [ saw referred to meetings that 
occurred some time ago and on which I did have commentary at 
that time, which you can find in the Press Office. 


Do you have anything on the status of the US. 
oil companies in Libya and prospective change in their 


operations? 
a You came in late. 
Q I'm sorry. 
a I just went over that. 


Q [Is Whitehead going to Latin America later this 
month? Where is he going? 


a I don't have anything yet on his itinerary. 


Q There is a little item in the Times today which 
has a Park Service person saying that the State Department 
wrote him a memo which says the Following: 


"Given the United States policy towards 
Nicaragua, it is inappropriate for federal employers 
to meet with representatives of the Nicaraquan Government 
Should you have further questions about this, contact the 
U.S. Department of State " 


Who can meet with the Nicaraguan Government? Members 
of the Department of State, for example? 


a I don't know in what context that letter was 
written, so [ really prefer not to comment on that specific at 
all because I've not seen it You know, of course, that we 
have continuing contacts with the Nicaraguan representatives 
here in town, for example, and we do have an embassy “in Managua 


Q [Is there some policy that non-State department 
contacts are discouraged? 


a I haven't seen anything to that effect 
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Q Could you check on that? 
A I'll take a look at it. é' 
Q O.K. Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:30 P.M.) 








Posted: May 6, 1986 
. TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the May 5, 1986 daily press briefing: 


NICARAGUA: CANCELLATION OF U.S. PARK SERVICE MEETING WITH 
* ‘NICARAGUAN OFFICIAL 








Q: Is there a policy that non-State Department-contacts 

with Nicaraguan Government officials are to be ‘discouraged? 
| A: NO. THE UNITED STATES AND NICARAGUA HAVE EMBASSIES IN 

EACH OTHER'S CAPITALS FOR THE PURPOSE OF MAINTAINING 
DIPLOMATIC COMMUNICATION. OFFICIAL CONTACTS BETWEEN 

U.S. AND NICARAGUAN GOVERNMENT OFFICIALS ARE MADE WHEN 
SUCH CONTACTS ARE BENEFICIAL TO BOTH COUNTRIES. THIS 


MEETING DID NOT MEET THE STANDARD OF BEING MUTUALLY ° 


BENEFICIAL. 
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MR. REDOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. I[ 
have several short statements. First, British Secretary of 
State for Foreign and Commonwealth affairs, Sir Geoffrey Howe, 
will visit Washington May 27-28 enroute to the North Atlantic 
Council meeting in Halifax. Sir Geoffrey's schedule here will 
include a meeting with the Secretary. 


Secondly, there will be no prepared text for the 2:00 
p.m. testimony of Assistant Secretary for Near Eastern and 
South Asian Affairs Richard Murphy before the House Foreign 
Affairs Committee presenting a Middle East update. 


And, finally, on May 5 and 6, 1986, the United States 
and the Soviet Union discussed the question of centers to 
reduce nuclear risk as agreed by President Reagan and General 
Secretary Gorbachev at their November meeting in Geneva. the 
head of the Soviet delegation was- Ambassador Alexei Obukhov. 
The United States delegation was led by Assistant Secretary of 
Defense, Richard Perle, and Robert Linhard of the National 
Security Council's staff. 


That's all [ have. 


Q Was there any progress in those talks? 
A I don't have any details on the talks. These 
talks were exploratory in nature They were conducted at the 


expert level and, as a consequence, ['m not at Liberty to 
comment on the substance 


Q Well, Chuck, are the talks designed to - wasn't 
it at yesterday's meeting or today's meeting, rather -- and 
tomorrow's meeting - are they designed to begin a process of 
talks, a regularly - 


a Whether or not it's a reqular process that's 
envisaged, [ can't tell you [ think the best [{ could do is to 
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say that these particular talks were exploratory in nature 
between experts in following up on the President and the 
Secretary General's commitment in Geneva. 


Q Is it envisaged that the reactor accident would 
be the sort of thing that would be handled by such centers? 


o As I say, I don't have any of the details on the 
substance. 


Q Can you update us on the findings that you're 
getting From your teams of experts; any change in the travel 
advisories? 


A The teams at our missions in Moscow, Warsaw and 
Burcharest continue to take readings which they are providing 
to us here in Washington. Our initial assessments of these 
readings continue to suggest no significant health concerns at 
this time. Data from the teams' readings are being subjected 
to complete evaluation, the conclusions of which should be 
available soon. 


In terms of where the teams have been, members 
traveled to Leningrad last night, and so we should be getting 
data from their initial reading soon. Additionally, the team 
has gone to Kracow last night and should be going to Poznan, 
another of our Consulates in Poland, today. 


Until more comprehensive data on radiation levels in 
Poland are available, we are continuing to recommend for the 
time being that persons in these categories that we mentioned 
not travel to Poland The preliminary data at points which we 
have measured to date in Poland indicate radiation levels are 
low and would pose no hazard to health, but we are still 
waiting for the more comprehensive radiation data. 


Q Do you have - have you read the account of the 
accident as put out by [ASS and Pravda yesterday, and do you 
have any -- does that change your assessment of the chronology 


of the accident? 


A Yes, of course, l've read it. 1 think those on 
the interagency task force who have been dealing with Lhe 
chronology in more specific terms than 1 have would be in a 
better position to tell you whether or not the,'ve gleaned any 
new information from that 


Q Do you know exactly when the agency, the 
international agency in Vienna was actually informed, because 
now it appears they have been informed as early as Sunday? 
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2 That does not square with anything I've heard 
But once again the [AEA is in the best position to answer that. 


Q There was a press conference today in Moscow at 
which, at least, reporters from Communist countries were 
allowed to ask questions. What's your reaction to that in 
terms of your demand that the Soviets be more forthcoming? 
Were they more forthcoming today? 


a We haven't seen a total transcript of that press 
conference, part of which was carried live, other parts of 
which weren't. [ think the best [I could do now is to reiterate 


a couple of points that Secretary Shultz made out in Tokyo to 
the effect, as [I said yesterday, that the [AEA visitors to 
Moscow may be a step toward providing some of the information 
which other countries need. [That this press conference may 
have provided some details, but I really can't say that that's 
the case yet. 


From what little I heard, there didn't seem to be any 
great outpouring of new information. But, as [ say, ['d rather 
wait until the experts from the task force have had a chance to 
take a look at that. 


Q The lead on that seems to have been that they 
delayed 36 hours from the initial problem before they 
evacuated Any reaction to that? 


a No. 
Q There were some new details in the 1ASS report 
which -- I mean, are the Soviets -- do they seem to be meeting 


the U.S. demand for more information in a timely fashion? 


A ['d say, first of all, that it's not just aU 5S. 
demand It's a demand that's come from nearly all of their 
neighboring countries, almost all of those in Europe 


The kind of informalion that we're seeing is, of 
course, useful to the extent that it advances our knowledge of 
the incident But I would be doubtiul that one could say as 
yet that it Fulfills the kind of requirement for information 
that we've talked about at the beginning of this accident 


Q The reactor fire is still burning? 


i) There's no change in the status from yesterday, 
which was no change in the status from Friday - 
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Q Which is -- 


“ To which I referred you to the EPA report of that 
day. 


Q Which is they don't know? 


is) Which is that we don't know whether it's out or 
whether it's still burning, and that it appears to continue to 
smolder From the information that we can see. You'll find that 
in the EPA report of Friday. 


Q But it's still smoldering now? 
a That's still the indication. 
Q Another topic? 


a Another topic. Is it another topic? then, first 
crack over here. 


Q Do you have any comment on the meeting between 
King Hussein and Assad in Amman? 


A Not really. Simply to say that we would hope the 
meeting would serve the purpose of reducing regional tension, a 
goal we share with all of our friends in the area. But beyond 
that, nothing else. 


Q Chuck, do you have any reaction today to 
continuing violence in the Persian Gulf, attacks on shipping? 
Specifically, Saudi shipping being singled out and a threat to 
freedom of navigation in the Gulf? 


A Nothing new I could only reemphasize, as 1 hope 
[ did yesterday, that this is really indicative of the nature 
of the tension in that particular region, and it's in that 
context that we have made the proposal for selling defensive 
weapons to Saudi Arabia It's a@ very important point 


Q On the Gulf thing, is there any change on the 
ground between Iraq and Iran? The Iraqis have claimed 
capturing 250 miles -- square miles -- last week. Can you 
confirm that? 

a No, 1 have no information on that 


Q Do you notice any changes in the lines of the 


battle? 
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A No, I have nothing on battle Lines. 


Carol? 


Q Going back to the Saudi situation. Actually, 
it's slightly different. But do you have anything on -- the 
Senate is due to take up this afternoon the resolution barring 
the sale of military equipment to Saudi Arabia. The House also 
is supposed to be taking that up. Do you have anything on that? 


2) No. Our position on that proposal is very 
clear. It's been expressed a number of times on the record and 
in very detailed briefings here. Assistant Secretary Murphy 
will be up there this afternoon doing his Middle tast update, 
and ['m sure that once again you'll hear the Administration's 
strong support for this proposed sale 


-<MORE - - 
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Q Anything on -- if I could Follow up, anything on 
how that might affect the later attempts to sell the AWACS to 
Saudi Arabia later this year? 


o No. I don't have anything. 


Q Was the proposed Marshall Plan for the Middle 
East discussed at the Tokyo Summit? 


" [ don't have any readout on that aspect of it. 
Q Do you know where Abu Abbas is’ 


a We don't have specific information about where he 
might be at present, nor where he might have been when he 
granted the interview which some of you may have seen. We are 
seeking his apprehension, but we don't believe it would be 
helpful to discuss his movements in public. 


Q What's the reward on his head now? Is it still 
~~ what's the reward on his head? 


a There's been no change in that. 


Q Still $500,000? 


a I'd have to refer to the record Those are such 
big numbers ['ve lost track. 


Q On that - just following up that, do you have 
any evidence to back up what Prime Minister -- or Defense 
Minister Rabin said yesterday after leaving the State 
Department? He said, “[t appears that the Syrians were behind 
the attempt to bomb that Al £1] airliner." 


i) No. [ don't have anything that would confirm 
that or back it up, as you say The investigation into this 
herrorist act is being conducted by the British Government and 
1s in the courts We're not a direct party to the incident, 
and so ['d have to refer you to the British authorities for any 
additional comment 


Q Chuck, has the Israeli Government informed the 
United States that it wants to take part in research in Lhe 
Star Wars system? 


A 1 don't have anything on that I would assume 
that the answer, when there is one, would be coming from Lhe 
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Pentagon since Secretary Weinberger is the operative official 
here. 


Q New subject? 
i Change the subject? Yes. 


Q Does the U.S. Government agree with the South 
African Foreign Minister who concludes that U.S. aid to UNLIA 
in Angola might have damaged the chances for Namibian 
independence? 


a The presumption of your question is one on which 
I have had no comment in the past, and on which [ have none 
today. 


Q Have you seen any new indications that they might 
be preparing to release Mr. Mandela, the South Africans? 


i) I don't have anything on that. 


Q Does the NBC interview with Abbas help in any 
way, Give any clues that might assist apprehending Abbas? 


A No. As [ said earlier, we don't know where he 
granted the interview. Obviously, terrorism thrives on this 
kind of publicity. This is the type of interview that gives 
terrorists the platform that they seek. Such publicity may in 
Fact encourage the terrorist activities which we are all 
seeking to deter. 


y Are you opposed to the fact that they agreed to 
do the interview? 


A I believe that what I just said speaks to that 
question 


Q Regarding statements that the U.S. companies in 
Libya will have to quit the country shortly, can you confirm 
that June 30th date? And, secondly, is the U.S. satisfied that 
at this point the Libyans will not be realizing a windfall From 
those assets? 


a lhe answer to the first question is, no, I'm not 
in @ position to confirm any date. Secretary Baker has bewn 
asked that question, and he has taken the same position, and 
it's his agency which is responsible And Likewise as to 
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whether or not windfalls will or will not be present, I'd refer 
you to the Treasury Department. 


Q Are you suggesting by your earlier comments that 
NBC should not have conducted this interview? 


i I'm suggesting that terrorism thrives on 
publicity. That one gives a platform to terrorists, and that 
such publicity may in fact encourage the kind of terrorist 
activities that we're all trying to deter. 


Q Can I follow that up, Chuck? Do you have any 
guidance on an American news organization agreeing not to 
disclose the whereabouts of someone who is wanted by US. 
authorities? 


o No. I have nothing on that. 


Q Well, Chuck, are you saying then that a 
government spokesman in this capital, for example, who draws 
attention to a terrorist act is in fact aiding terrorism? 


fs) I believe there's a difference between drawing 
attention and giving a platform to a terrorist, Jim. 


Q Is there any -- are there any new proposals in 
the works for tomorrow's resumption of the Geneva talks? 


A No. As always, we plan to approach those talks 
seriously, to work seriously toward a solution as soon as 
possible, and, as we've said many times, we believe the best 
way to have progress is to work discreetly in the context of 
those negotiations, and that's what we plan to do this time as 
in the past. 


Q Karpov seemed to indicate this morning that there 
was some sort of Linkage between arms control and the American 
attack on Libya Do you have any response to his general 
statements when he climbed of fF the plane? 


a No I didn't see those particular statements 
We've already addressed the question of whether or not there's 
any linkage between what happened either in the Gulf of Sidra 
or fripoli, all of which has to do with terrorism and 
Sstate-supported terrorism and nothing to do with Last-West 
relations 
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Q Chuck, on the NBC interview again, are you trying 
to say -- do I gather from your statement that you are 
discounting the information provided to you by N8C? 

6 I'm not trying to say anything other than what 
['ve said. 

Q Was it informative to you? 

Pardon? 

Q Was it informative, the interview? 

is) Was it informative? 

Q Yes. 

oo No comment. 

Q You just said that terrorism of the -- the events 


in the Gulf of Sidra and the attack on Libya had no connection 
with East-West relations. Given the fact that the Soviets are 
suspected or do train and arm and maybe in some cases finance 
some terrorist groups in states that support terrorism, are you 
saying that there is absolutely no Linkage between East -west 
relations and Soviet support for those activities? 


ro) Those are two separate questions. ihe question 
of Soviet support we've addressed before, and the Press Office 
can make available to you what we've said on that particular 
question 


The point I'm trying to make is that in the case of 
Libya, we have a state which practices state-supporterd 
terrorism That's the question 


Q Has the State Department or any other 
governmental agency complained or protested to NBC for carrying 
this interview, and have they asked NBC where Abbas is? 


a I don't have anything on that 

Q On another subject, there were new allegations 
last night that the - some members of the Contras were 
involved in illicit activities, including corruption Do you 


have any direct comment on that? 
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“ No. I[ haven't seen those allegations. In any 
case, I believe the statements we've made before on those 
subjects could still be applicable. We'll take a look at them 


Q Well, I thought your response earlier had to do 
with drug and gun running, not corruption 


a In this case, I'm mot sure what the allegations 
are, so [I don't have anything. 


Q Chuck, going back to Libya just for a second, can 
you confirm thet -- now that there is a June 30th deadline fur 
the o11 companies? 


a That question was asked, and I said I'm not going 
to confirm any deadline. 


Q Okay. Thank you. 


a Wait. You have one colleague way in the back 
there. 


Q South africa There's a reported deal from Mr 
Botha to the summit countries concerning the release of Mr. 
Mandela in exchange for assurances that there won't be any more 
sanctions 


a That question was asked I don't have anything 
on that 


(The briefing concluded at 12:31 pm ) 








DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
DAILY PRESS SRIEF ING 


IWODEX 
Wednesday, May 7, 1986 
BRIEFER: Charles Redman 

Subject Page 
ANNOUNCEMENTS 

Press release on terrorism, hostage-—taking ...... i 

Borg testimony on combatting terrorism .......... 1 
FRG 

Reported Syrian complicity in Berlin bombing .... 1-2 

Se CQ OEEEEEE cocccecoeeeooecocecoecoseess 1-2 
USSR 

Nuclear accident and mew arms talks ............. 2 

Nuclear Accident at Chernobyl 

~~ Situation at Reactor No. @ .. 2. wens 3 

~~ Reports Reactor No. 3 on Fire .. 2... 6. cc ecune 3-4 

-- US Experts’ Reports on Radiation Levels ..... 4. 5 


Advice to Travellers to USSR/Eastern Europe . 4 
Soviets Shutting Down 41] Graphite Reactors?. 5 


ISRAEL 
Rabin's remarks on Syrian involvement in 
attempted £1 Al bombing in UK ... 2... ccc cune 2 
PRC 
Visit of General] Yang TTTTITITT CTI TT TT TT 2-3 
ETHIOPIA 


Whereabouts of Dawit;: alleged misuse of U.S. aid 5-6 


SAUDI ARABIA 


Senate vote on arms sale .......... pebhebe6eeeser 6-7 

DON GS GED cocecetecoceeceeeeeeoerreseeees 7 
COSTA RICA 

U.S. delegation to inauguration .... 2.6... ccceuns 7-86 
AUSTRIA 

Waldheim immigration status ..........6665658. veoe © 
POLAND 

Restrictions on travel of U.S. diplomats ........ 8 





DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
DAILY PRESS BRIEFING 


DPC #81 


WEDNESDAY, MAY 7, 1986, 12:40 P. M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REDMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. A 
couple of brief announcements: 


Available in the Press Office is a press release on 
U.S. Government policy towards international terrorism and the 
taking of U.S. citizens hostage. 


Also available is the testimony before the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee by Ambassador Parker W. Borg, 
Deputy, Office of the Ambassador-at-Large for Counter- 
terrorism, on combatting terrorism. That was at 10:00 a.m. 
this morning. 


That's all I have. 


Q On that subject, have you seen the reports out of 
Berlin suggesting that the Syrians were behind the bombing of 
LaBelle Disco? 


A I've seen those reports. I've also seen reports 
killing those reports. At this point I'm not sure what reports 
that we're dealing with; but let me simply say that this is an 
ongoing investigation in Berlin, that our mission there is 
working closely with German authorities in this investigation, 
that we're very pleased with the excellent work by the Berlin 
authorities, but that I don't want to say anything that might 
complicate that investigation or the subsequent prosecution. 


Q Well, you’ve had no hesitancy in the past about 
talking about the Libyan links. Do you believe that there is 
any Syrian complicity? 


A As I say, we've seen those reports. As I said 
yesterday in response to questions with regard to the U.K. and 
the El Al bombing, these are questions that are under 
investigation, at least in some cases in the courts, and in the 
interest of pursuing them effectively I prefer not to go any 
further. 


Q Does it raise any yey though, in the minds 
of those involved in this at the State Department that the 


Libyans were either not involved, indeed, in the LaBelle 
bombing or were not the only country involved in the LaBelle 
bombing? 
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fi Once again, as I said, it is inappropriate to 
comment on the investigation. With regard to the LaBelle Disco 
itself, as the President has stated, the U.S. has irrefutable 
suaeeaee that the Libyan Government is responsible for the 
bombing. 


Q There is no more American role in the 
investigation in Berlin? In the past you said it was a joint 
effort, wasn't it? 


) I said just now that we are working closely with 
German authorities. 


Q In other words, you would not agree with them 
that they have found a link or a role for Syria in the bombing? 

A As I say, it's not my place to agree or disagree. 

Q Chuck, the next round of arms talks in Geneva - 


does the Administration draw any inferences about Soviet 
policies and practices on nuclear matters from the recent 
disaster? 


A That subject was covered in a press conference by 
the Secretary in the last few days. I'd simply refer you to 
what he hac to say. 


Q Chuck, has Rabin given the Administration any 
evidence to support his charge that Syria was behind the 
attempted bombing of the £1] Al plane? 


A I answered that question yesterday. I'd refer 
you to that answer which still stands today. 


He's had more meetings, and he's continuing to 
publicly make that statement. Have you all asked for any -- 


fi I'm not going to go into the details -- 


Q -- documentation. 
fi -- of the ongoing investigations. 
Q Do you have anything on the Chinese Chief of 


Staff's visit this morning? 


A As you know, General Yang Dezhi, Chief of Staff 
of the People's Liberation Army, is visiting the United States 
as the guest of Admiral Crowe, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. General Yang's visit is in return for former JCS 
Chairman General Vessey's visit to China in January 1985. 
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General Yang will have discussions with a number of 
senior U.S. officials during this visit. He saw Defense 
Secretary Weinberger yesterday and Acting Secretary of State 
John Whitehead this morning. 


As General Yang is a guest of Admiral Crowe, 
additional questions should appropriately be referred to the 
Department of Defense. 


Q Do you know if the U.S. will request a Chinese 
port visit during this visit? 


é Nothing on that. 


Q Chuck, on Chernobyl, have you got anything on a 
second, on reports of a second -- 


Q That reactor Number 3 is on fire. 


Q Yeah. Reactor Number 3, and just any general 
update? 


A Let me handle that by way of general update then: 
that the starting point is, as always, we still don't know the 
full details concerning the situation at Chernobyl. Soviet 
statements continue to be vague. They do indicate a continuing 
problem. Our information is not sufficient to fully evaluate 
the situation. 


The situation with regard to Reactor 4, to the extent 
that we can evaluate it, doesn't appear to have changed -- that 
is, as I said yesterday and I think going back to last Friday, 
it continues to smolder, and we can't determine whether or not 
the fire is out. 


We still don't know if there's a protilem with Reactor 
Number 3. As I just said, the situation is uncertain. The 
problem continues at Chernobyl. We continue to be concerned 
about what could happen at Number 3 if for no other reason than 
its proximity to the accident. 


Q Chuck, I think yesterday or recently you said we 
have no indications that there is anything wrong with Number 3, 
and so to say we don't know what the problem with Number 3 is, 
is a little bit different. 

A I said we don't know "if" there's a problem. 


Q Right. 


A I'm not saying what the problem is. 
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Q But I think it was yesterday you said, “We have 
no indications that there is a problem." This is a little bit 
stronger. 


i The essence is the same. 


Q How soon do you expect to get something from the 
IAEA on their visit? There's an American with it, right? 


) Yes, but he is there in an international capacity. 
Q Yeah. 


A I don't know what the timetable for that team 
is. One would expect that there would be meetings at the IAEA 
to examine the information when that mission is complete. 


Q What about the health aspects? Have you any new 
reports in from your team of experts? 


A The radiation levels -- the readings on radiation 
levels that we have received thus far from the technical teams 
appear reassuringly low. They don't indicate that there are 
serious health threats from radiation to Americans in those 
cities in which we've been able to take measurements. We are 
continuing to evaluate the data we are receiving. 


We continue to advise prudence to those contemplating 
travel to the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe, especially to 
areas where we have not yet done readings and where higher 
radiation levels have been reported. We are advising 
individuals in those areas to avoid milk and other dairy 
products, use bottled water, and avoid fresh vegetables. 


Q Which are those areas? Which areas are you 
talking about? 


A I don't have any specifics to offer you, Jim, 
other than the same kind of reports that you've seen where 
there have been reports of radiation which we can't verify 
directly because we can't be everywhere. So that is the kind 
of information that's available to the general public already. 


Q You haven't been able to visit the new consulate 
in Kiev? 

A No. There is no consulate in Kiev. 

Q No, but there is one that's about to open up. I 


just meant the building. 
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a I'm not sure what the relevance of the question 
is. 


Q I just wondered if they had taken any radiation 
measurements there at that building. 


a But since there are no Americans there, the 
objective of this visit is to see -- 


Q There are going to be Americans there shortly. 
A There are no Americans there now. 

G Okay. Okay. 

Q Has the advance team rescheduled its visit? 

& Not that I know of. 

Q Have the Soviets indicated or do we know by any 


other means whether they have shut down or done anything with 
their other graphite-moderated reactors? 


6 Don't have anything on that. 

Q New subject? Anything on Panama? Anything about 
a protest of the Panamanian Government to the Embassy in Panama 
City? 

be Nothing. 


Q Chuck, do you have anything on the reported 
defection of Minister Dawit of Ethiopia? 


i Anything to what effect? 
Q I mean, does this government know where he is? 


a He's in the United States. But in terms of exact 
whereabouts, no, I don't know. 


Q And also, the Ethiopian Government is accusing 
him of diverting aid money, famine aid money, to his own 
pockets. Is there any evidence of U.S. aid going astray? 


is We have seen those press reports alleging misuse 
of funds. Can't comment directly. I could say that U.S. 
emergency assistance to Ethiopia has been primarily limited to 
distribution and management by recognized private and voluntary 
organizations which are not aligned with the Ethiopian 
Government. This aid is closely monitored. 
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Based on such monitoring, oversight and routine visits 
and checks by U.S. Government personnel of such assistance 
programs, there is no indicstion that any U.S assistance has 
been diverted. 


Q I'm sorry, maybe I missed something. What is the 
name of the Ethiopian who has defected, and what was his 
position? 


a He is the former Ethiopian Relief and 
Rehabilitation Commissioner. Wis name is Dawit, D-A-wW-I-T. 


Q Chuck -- 
6 He has a much longer name than that. 


Q Yesterday you had just a general comment on the 
visit by Assad to Jordan. Do you have any readout on substance 
of that? 


6 Nothing. 


Q A follow-up on the Ethiopian. Apparently, the 
Ethiopians have requested his extradition. Do you have 
something on that? 


A No, nothing. 


Q What's the reaction to the Senate vote on the 
Saudi arms propossa)? 


6 The Administration, from the President on down, 
is fully committed to providing Saudi Arabia the military 
equipment it needs to meet its legitimate defense requirements. 


The President has stressed the political significance 
of the proposed sales of missiles to Saudi Arabia and has 
stated he would veto any resolution of disapproval given the 
importance of these sales to our national interest. 


Q Copy? 

A Okay. 

Q Is there any concern that an override still goes 
against the will of a large majority of the Congress? Doesn't 
that bother the Administration? 


fi As I say, the Administration has said many times 
the importance it attaches to this particular sale as a clear 
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and important political demonstration of U.S. commitment to the 
Saudi sel‘-defense. It helps deter Iran from expanding the 
Gulf war, colsters the resolve of other Arab moderates; it 
diminishes the possibility that U.S. troops may eventually have 
to be used to protect our interests in the Persian Gulf. Those 
are the kind of motivating factors behind our position. 


Q By any chance do you have anything on the Boston 
Globe story today linking the Vatican College to helping Nazi 
war criminals escape? 


6 Nothing. 


Q Going back to the Saudi arms deal, does this give 
you any premonitions of failure of the delivery of the AWACS 
later on to the Saudis? 


a As you know, the first aircraft is to be 
delivered at the end of June. We fully expect that all 
conditions set forth in the President's letter to Senator Baker 
of October 28, 1981, will be met and that the AWACS will be 
delivered as scheduled. 


Q What was in that letter? Can you summarize it? 

a The conditions for certification? 

Q Yes. 

A They include five technical conditions, involving 
security of technology, access to information, operations, 
control over third-country participation and the command 
structure. 


Q Chuck, when is that certification going up to the 
Hill? 


) As I say, aircraft delivery is at the end of 
June, and we expect the conditions set forth will be met, 
obviously, before that time. But beyond that, I can't put a 
date on it. 


Q Who will be in the American delegation at the 
Costa Rican inauguration tomorrow? 


A It is being led by the Vice President. 
Q Led by the Vice President. Is Habib going? 


fp Habib will be part of the delegation. 


Do you have any reaction to the Costa Rican 
economic problems? I believe they're unable to pay their debts. 
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a Costa Rica? 
Q Yes. 
a No. 


Q Was there any progress on the immigration status 
of Mr. Waldheim? The decision was delayed until after the 4th, 
and now is it going to be delayed until after the runoff? 


a I'm sorry, the decision was not delayed until any 
date. The decision here in this Building, the decision-making 
process, is proceeding with due diligence. That has been the 
case and continues to be the case. And as to the process at 
Justice, I'd refer you to them. 


Q Do you have anything on Poland taking retaliation 
against the U.S. for its measures against East European 
diplomats? 


a We have expected the Polish Government to 
introduce some form of travel regulations for U.S. diplomats 
ever since the int«°duction of U.S. travel regulations for 
Polish diplomats .ast January. The regulations announced this 
week by the Polish Government are essentially reciprocal to 
ours. 


Q Is that affecting the monitcring efforts at all 
on Chernoby\? 


a Not that I know of. 


(Press briefing concluded at 12:54 p.m.) 
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DPC #82 
THURSDAY, MAY 8, 1986, 12:10 P. M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 
MR. REDMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. ° 


One announcement : 


Responding to the U.S. suggestion at the Tokyo Summit, 
the Japanese Government has informed the U.S. Government of its 
willingness to have trade talks in the transportation machinery 
sector. This becomes the fifth sector to be included in the 
so-called MOSS (Market-Oriented Sector-Selective) trade talks 
with Japan which were launched by the President and Prime 
Minister Nakasone in January 1985. We intend to pursue auto 
parts as the major item in the new MOSS sector. The 
Administration, Congress and the U.S. business community 
recognize the importance of this sector to the U.S. economy and 
to trade with Japan. 


Other topics to be covered and the timi of the talks 
remain to be worked out through diplomatic channels, but the 
U.S. Government wishes to get this process underway as soon as 
practiceble. 


As in the first four MOSS talks covering 
telecommunications, electronics, forest products and medical 
equipment and pharmaceuticals, the new talks will seek to 
identify and remove impediments to sales of U.S. and other 
foreign transportation machinery products in Japan 


The Administration continues to follow up on issues 
raised during earlier MOSS talks. We will be working out a 


schedule of follow-up meetings with the Japanese Government in 
the original MOSS sectors. 


Q Copy? 
A Yes. 


Q What is “transportation machinery"? Does that 
include cars, or is that just heavy stuff like railways and -- 


a As I said, auto parts is the major item. 
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Q Minister Rabin continues to reiterate his charge 
of Syrian involvement in the attempted bombing of the £1 Al 
plene. Now the British Government says that it has asked the 
Syrian Government for an explanation. 


Is the U.S. Government concerned about all this? Is 
it investigating possible Syrian links to any terrorist attacks 
against Americans? 


"A Basically, I can't give you much more than what I 
said yesterday, that we're not going to comment on subjects 
which are under active investigation by British and West German 
authorities. It wouldn't be appropriate, really, to complicate 
their efforts. 


You do know, in a more general sense, that we have 
never hidden our repugnance for terrorism regardless of what 
quarter it may come from. There are a number of countries on 
our terrorism list -- Syria, Iran and others. We have said in 
the past that any country considering support for terrorism 
should take careful note of our determination to respond 
rigorously, as appropriate. The President has made clear that 
we will use all instruments available to us in combatting 
terrorism. We have also said that each case must be evaluated 
on its own merits. All of that to reiterate for your knowledge 
what we've said in the past. 


Q Is there any link to any attack —gainst 
Americans such as the Berlin disco bombing una-r review or 
under investigation? 


“ As 1 said, I'm not going to comment on those 
investigations other than what I said yesterca; concerning 
LaBelle Disco where we, ourselves, had irrefuteble evidence 
that that was the responsibility of the Libyan Government. 


Q Is there any concern that Israel might retaliate 
against Syria? 


A 1 think you have to talk to Israel. 
Q Do you have anything about a Syrian troop alert? 
a I have nothing on that 
Well, along those lines, Chuck, the Ambassador of 
the Arab League to the U.S. and U.N. just gave a news 


conference and made a statement, saying that Israel is now 
seeking to foment U.S. anger against Syria while contemplating 
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a silitary attack against that major Arab country. Do you 
think he is off track? Do you think he should be concerned? 
Is the U.S. equally concerned? 


ro It's not my place to comment on statements by 
other foreign governments. In this case I have no comment. 


Q Chuck, due to the Syrian involvement in 
terrorism, do you think that its mediation in Lebanon to free 
the American hostages is still credible? 


i As I say. I'm not going to comment on the 
on-going investigation, so that the presumption that may be 
behind your questioOn is one on which I have not had any comment 
other than a reference to the terrorist list which I made, 
which indicates that Syria, among other countries, has been 
involved in terrorism in the past and that they're well aware 
of our position on that score. 


As to whether or not that has any impact on Syrian or 
other efforts concerning the hostages in Lebanon or anywhere 
else, I really don't see that I can help you much on that 
beyond reiterating what we've said in the past, that anyone who 
has influence should do what they can to resolve this issue. 


Q But, Chuck, there are rumblings of war in the 
region. I mean, there was a big piece in the wet) Street 
Journal to that effect. Israel is expressing all sorts of 
concern. Yesterday Foreign Minister Rabin said ~~ almost 


threatened Syria not to try anything. The Syrians are equally 
apprehensive. 


Does the U.S. have any position on that? Is it trying 
to «~~ would it try to discourage any such action? I mean, 
don't you have any position at all? 


a These are all your characterizations of so-called 
“rumblings” in the region, and if the Wall Street Journal is 
"in the region,” then perhaps your definition is something 
other than my own. But, no, those are all press 


characterizations that you've quoted, snd I don't have any 
comment. 


Q You don't think there is any heightened tension 
in the region over the past week or two? 


“a As I say, I just don't have anything on this 
whole subject. 


Q New subject? 


a Yes. 
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Q No, no. On this subject one second. 
Chuck, is the United States drafting new Libya 


sanctions? 
i) Are we drafting new Libya sanctions? 
Q Yes. 
“ In @ more general sense, additional measures for 


possible use against international terrorism are under 
consideration. I don't have any details for you other than to 
say that we, as méSt of you know, have been discussing with 
like-minded states since January a variety of economic and 
other peaceful actions which could be taken against countries 
like Libya which support international terrorism. 


As the Secretary said after the Tokyo summit 
yesterday, there was a discussion of what he called “a complete 
tool bag of actions” that could be taken. There will be 
follow-up contacts. Progress has been made. You are aware of 
those measures which have been publicly announced, and we are 
continuing our efforts. 


As the President has said, all nations are potential 


targets of this international scourge of terrorism. The Summit 
7 nations have pledged themselves to work cooperatively. 


Q Is the Administration considering banning the 
import of European oil which originated in Libya? 


a I said I have no comment on any details. 

Q Well, according to the Post, Oakley said that 
yesterday, so, I mean, if that's true that would be a public 
comment already. 

a I said I have no public comment. 

Q Copy of that? 

6 No . 

Q Couple of questions. Back to Syria, please. You 


don't have any information on troop movements on the Golan 
Heights, do you? 


a No. 
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Q If we can go back to Mr. Al-Barazi's question, I 
didn't understand, were you refuting the premise of his 
question about Syria's involvement in terrorism, or involvement 
in terrorism vis-a-vis the hostages in Lebanon? 


i) In that I wasn't sure what his question was 
really referring to, I tried to cover all the bases, saying in 
a more general sense Syrian involvement in terrorism is 
something that we have long noted. If that's the premise of 
the question, that is my answer. 


Q New gubject? 
Q Yes. 


Q What do you have, Chuck, this morning on 
Chernobyl reports of a meltdown, reports of evacuations in 
Kiev, and so on? 


i I have nothing beyond what I gave you yesterday. 
I have seen a lot of material from Soviet authorities 
themselves concerning the situation in and around the reactor, 
concerning the situation in Kiev, and I can't do any better 
than those reports. 


Q On a Soviet-related matter, do you have anything 
on scheduling of a meeting between the U.S. and the Soviet 
Union on Central America -- experts, expert level? 


A That meeting is part of the regional experts 
meetings with the Soviets. Those arrangements are moving 
anead. The next meeting is scheduled to open in Moscow on May 
20 on the subject of Central America. Assistant Secretary 
Elliott Abrams will head the U.S. delegation. 


Q Any other bilaterals scheduled -- Afghanistan, 
Middle East? 


is Other experts talks? 
Q Yes. 


A The other experts talks are being scheduled, but 
I don't have any details for you now. 


Q Anything on Shultz and Shevardnadze? 


is) No. 











-6- Thursday, 5/8/86 


Q On Central America, do you have any comment on 
the House Foreign Affairs Committee vote to subpoena the 
records of twelve banks this morning concerning corruption, 
allegations with the contras and the possible misuse of U.S. 
Government money? 


A It sounds like a Justice matter. I don't have 
anything on that. 


Q Has the State Department at all had any contact 
with the Justice Department that has led to the Justice 
Department calling off its investigations in south Florida of 
contra gunrunning and drug trafficking charges? 


A I think the Justice Department has spoken to 
those questions. I have nothing to add. 


Q Chuck, do you think you can still save the day 
for the Saudi arms sale? 


A The White House, in effect, addressed this 
yesterday, pointing out that the Congress has endangered our 
long-standing security ties to Saudi Arabia, called into 
question the validity of U.S. commitments to its friends, and 
undermined U.S. interests in policies throughout the Middle 
East, in particular, our ability to act as a balanced arbitor 
in the search for a peaceful resolution to the Arab-Israeli 
conflict. 


The White House statement reaffirmed the President's 
intention to veto the resolution of disapproval and to work 
actively with Members of both Houses of Congress to sustain 
that veto. 


Q Could I ask -- I'm not clear. Maybe you can 
enlighten us. Is it necessary for both Houses to sustain this 
or -- in other words, if you got the Senate to sustain the 


President, would that be enough to go through with the sale? 
Do you know? 


A It has to be -- the veto would have to be 
overridden in both Houses. 


Q So if you prevailed in the Senate then, you could 
go ahead with the sale? 


A That's the case. 


Q Chuck, can we return a minute to the Soviet 
reactor situation? You're saying you can't do any better than 
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the Soviet reports. That must mean that the United States is 
now satisfied that the Soviets are forthcoming with all the 
information that we have sought? 


A Not at all. 
Q No? 


A All I said is that, as I said yesterday, we don't 
have sufficient information to make any detailed evaluation. 
The Soviets themselves have indicated that the so-called 
struggle with the reactor continues; that they're dumping sand 
on it; that they've mounted an offensive against the reactor, 
as I saw in one refort. All of that indicates basically what I 
said yesterday, that it is a continuing problem. 


Q And as far as we're concerned, the reactor fire 
still burns or smolders or smokes, or whatever? 


A The situation with the reactor is the same as I 
described it yesterday. 


Q Chuck, has there been any further discussions 
here or in Moscow like the type that Ridgway had with the 
Soviet Union as we were getting into this offer of aid in 
that? Have they been back here? 


A Don't know of any other contacts of that nature. 


Q What about the safety teams that are travelling 
around in different countries? Have they detected anything? 


A The assessments so far of the data provided by 
the teams continues to suggest no reason for significant health 
concerns at this time. 


The teams are remaining in the respective locations 
where I located them before -- basically, in Warsaw, Moscow and 
Bucharest. There may be elements of those teams which will be 
visiting other capitals in the region as well, such as Prague 
and Budapest. 


Q Sorry, I missed your words: “No significant 
health ..." 


A No significant health concerns at this time. 


No significant health concerns? Does that mean 
there are other health hazards? 


A It's equivalent to saying there is no danger, no 
health hazard. 
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Q Okay. 


Q Chuck, could I follow up and correct -- reframe a 
question that was asked before about the subcommittee action on 
subpoenaing bank records? I would submit that it's not a 
Justice matter. It's a matter for State since it falls under 
legislation requiring State to set up adequate procedures for 
monitoring the disbursement of these funds by the NHAO. And 
the subpoenaing of the records is under that rubric and not one 
of looking for wrong-doing. So in that sense, do you have any 
comment on the subcommittee's action? 


oY 
a No. — 


Q Thank you. 


a To the question, to the general question, I'd 
refer you to the record of earlier this week or the end of last 
week where we provided quite detailed guidance on that very 
question of the use of those funds and their disbursement. 


Q If I could just ask it from another direction. 
There have been a number of allegations now about misuse of 
funds by the Calero Brothers in particular. Is the United 
States Government, is the State Department, satisfied that 
money which the Office of Humanitarian Assistance has provided 
to the contras has been used in a manner which is what the 
United States Government wanted to see happen? 


A I'd refer you to the statement that I just made 
reference to. It answers that question in explicit detail. 


Q Chuck, do you have any comment on the Stingers 
that be ending in Libya? 


fa We've seen the report. We're still looking into 
the matter. Thus far, the information uncovered does not lend 
credibility to the report. It suggests it is untrue. The 
matter is still under investigation, so I don't have any 
further comment. 


Q What's the report that you're responding to? 


A The report was by one of the wire services that 
some Stinger missiles had been clandestinely bound for South 
Africa and then diverted to other countries, among which was 
Libya. 


Q Chuck, will you invoke the Brooke Amendment 
against Egypt because they are not paying their debt? 
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A I don't have any knowledge of this particular 
case concerning Egypt. The Brooke Amendment is law, and as a 
consequence I don't believe it is an optional arrangement. 


Q Can you look into it? Especially the Finance 
Minister of Egypt is coming next week to discuss that. 


A Any time the Brooke Amendment is invoked, I'll 
try to tell you about it. 


Q Do you have any comment on charges of fraud and 
voter intimidation in the elections in Bangladesh yesterday? 


gY 
7 We have received initial reports of violence that 
has reportedly resulted in several dozen deaths throughout 
Bangladesh, but the details remain sketchy. 


As for the elections themselves, we understand the 
official voting results are not yet completed and therefore 
believe it is premature to make any comment on the nature or 
the results of the voting at this point. 


Q Do you have anything on the South Korean actress 
and her movie director travelling companion who reportedly have 
had an odyssey which has included Seoul, Pyongyang, one Baltic 
republic, Vienna, and now the U.S.? And if you don't have 
anything, could you check on it? 


fH Is this -- 
It's a resurrection of the stories that were 
floating around two months ago. They supposedly have come to 
the U.S. now. 


A As I recall, I don't believe 1 had much on it two 
months ago. 


Q Well, if you would just say whether they're here 
or not, that would be helpful at some point. 


A If I find out anything, I*711 let you know. 

Q Now that Anatoly Shcharansky is here, do you have 
any word about when members of his family might also be allowed 
to leave the Soviet Union? 


A No, nothing on that. 
Q Thank you. 


(Press briefing concluded at 12:27 p.m.) 
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MR. REDOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
One announcement: 


The Foreign Service honors the memory of Mrs. Lucille 
Atcherson Curtis for her pioneering efforts as the first woman 
appointed to the U.S. diplomatic service. 


Mrs. Curtis died at her home in Columbus, Ohio, on May 
8 at the age of 91. Mrs. Curtis passed the Diplomatic Service 
examination in 1922, ranking third highest. She was appointed 
to the Service in December of that year and served in 
Washington, Berne and Panama. 


On Foreign Service Day, May 19, 1978, the former “ 
Foreign Service Officer was presented the Department's Equal 
Employment Opportunity Award for “breaking the barriers of 
equality among the sexes in the Foreign Service." The 
Department extends its condolences to all members of her family. 


Jim? 


Q That's it? Why don't you start by bringing us up 
to date on the Chernobyl reactor? 


a That won't take me long. 

Q Oh? 

A I have nothing in fact to add to what you already 
know and to what I've said in the past few days. I have really 
nothing that would allow me to advance the story, I think, in 
any meaningful way. 


Q Even from the medical teams? 


2) The readings from the medical teams remain as 
I've described them in the past. We're still continuing to 
analyze the data here in Washington before we make any final 
decisions, but thus far there are no indications of health 
hazards. 
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Q Well, is it possible to infer that no news in 
this situation is goot news, that the crisis is past, if you're 
not taking any health preventive measures? 


a There are some measures that we have suggested 
that people take. You're aware of those -- 


Q But since then. 


-- concerning travel in a few areas, concerning 
what you do with drinking water, food, and the like. Whether 
or not it is past, I really couldn' t say, because the best we 
can say is as of today we have a certain amount of data which 
Gives us readings in a number of places. So I wouldn't want to 
take that to some indeterminate point in the future. That's 
simply because I just don't know that I can do that, Jim. 


Q You were very concerned about the fact that the 
Soviets were not forthcoming with information about the 
accident. Now that there has been a news conference by a 
presumably credible Western official who's been to the area, 
what are your thoughts now? 


A I have no way to evaluate that. The information 
that we have is still, I think, for the most part coming from 
Soviet authorities. The press conference was basically a 
reiteration of material that I believe we all had. So until 
there has been further consultation, I'm not sure that one can 
say whether or not requirements for information have been 
satisfied. We still have the question of timeliness, of 
course, which is something that we can't overcome even through 
further consultation. 


Q Chuck, is the United States considering any 
measures against imports of food from Eastern Europe as the 
European community has apparently taken? 


a I'd have to refer you to the statements made by 
EPA, and I believe that I caught some reference to that 
question in reading one of those in the last few days. 


I don't know that I can find that immediately, but if 
you look through these reports you'll find the answer to that 
question. 


Q Well, on that, Chuck, the European Communities 
say that the Soviets have approached them asking about huge 
increases in the amount of European food that the Soviets would 
like to buy. 
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Has there been any similar approach to the United 
States? 


A First of all, we understand that EC spokesmen 
have denied that the Soviets have approached the European 
Common Market. The Soviets have not approached us through 
official channels. Our offer of humanitarian and technical 
assistance remains open, and we are prepared to assist the 
Soviets as they deem necessary. 


Q Chuck, when you say they haven't approached -- 
why are you saying not through official channels? Have they 
approached us on food through unofficial channels? 


A All I can speak to is official channels. Whether 
or not people are doing things that we don't know about through 
unofficial channels is not within our purview. 


Q Are you considering a new offer to them of 
technical assistance? 

A As I just said, our offer remains open, as it has : 
since the very beginning. 

Q But no new one is being offered to them? 

2) If you have one that remains open, I'm not sure 


why one needs a new one. 


Q Do you know if the issue of all of the other 
Soviet nuclear plants has ever been satisfactorily answered? 
Have they shut down like-design reactors in the Soviet Union? 
Have we gotten an answer to that from the Soviets? 


a Not that I know of, and I've not seen any 
information circulated on that question. Once again, Soviet 
authorities are the best source. 


Q On Libya, there's been some reporting that the 
United States is considering boycotting refined products made 
from Libyan oil. In other words, if we were to buy refined 
products, the country we bought it from would have to certify 
that it wasn't made from Libyan crude. Do you have any comment 
on that? 


a No, I don't. 


Q Could I follow up on Libya, Chuck? Apparently, 
the French Government has officially protested to the U.S., on 
the issue of sanctions, that the Boeing Company in Seattle and 
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also through its West European subsidiary, is continuing to 
service and supply with. spare parts the Libyan-Arab airlines. 
Do you have anything on that? 


A I don't have anything on that. 


Q Do you have anything on what would happen to 
Libyan assets in-this country if the U.S. oil companies were 
not paid off, as it were? 


A I don't have anything on that, and I'm not sure 
we are the agency that would really be charged with those kinds 
of questions. 


Q Chuck, CBS reported the other day that Israel is 
preparing to retaliate against Syria for their involvement in 
the planning of the El Al bombing. What is the United States 
position if Israel retaliates against Syria? 


a We don't have any position on hypothetical 
questions, as you know. We are always concerned in a more 
general sense about tensions in the region. However, we know 
of no objective change in the situation on the ground which 
would lead one to suspect that an outbreak of hostilities is 
imminent, nor have we received any indication from 
conversations with Israeli officials, including Defense 
Minister Rabin, that hostilities may erupt. 


Q Do we still consider Syria a government that 
supports terrorism? 


a That list is published, and it remains extant. 
Q There have been reports of meetings in the last 
few days between Lebanese President Gemayel and Egyptian 
President Mubarak and later between Gemayel and a top PLO 
official. Do you have anything on these meetings? 
a No. 
Q Chuck, new subject? 
a 


Yes. 


Q Chuck, there have been published reports that 
some of the contra aid money has been diverted for the personal 
benefit of Honduran military officers, and I would like to know 
if the State Department is aware of this independently; and if 
it is, if it is concerned; and if it is concerned, what it 
intends to do? 
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a Information available to the Administration and 
the Congress confirms that the supplies funded by the 
Nicaraguan Humanitarian Assistance Office -- the NHAO -- have 
been arriving in the field and are being put to good use by the 
resistance forces. The supplies are being purchased at 
competitive prices, and we are not aware of any irregularities 
in either the price of supplies or the delivery of goods. 


Specifically, the press account to which you make 
reference has misstated the status of 20,000 uniforms allegedly 
purchased for the resistance and not delivered. In fact, on 
January 2, 1986, the Nicaraguan Humanitarian Assistance Office 
signed a Memorandum of Understanding to purchase 20,000 
uniforms which were to be paid for on delivery. On January 6, 
1986, the NHAO authorized a check for the payment of 5,000 
uniforms that had been previously delivered on December 21, 
1985. A second shipment of 5,000 uniforms was made on February 
26, 1986, and payment was authorized by the NHAO on March 19. 
All of this information has been made available to the U.S. 
Congress. 


In providing locally purchased materials to the 
resistance forces, we are dealing with known, reputable, and 
experienced businesses. The Congress has been thoroughly 
informed of all aspects of the Nicaraguan Humanitarian 
Assistance Office and its activities, including the identities 
of suppliers and details of purchases. 

Q May we have a copy of that? 

Q It's longer «han two sentences. 

A You stopped taking notes. (Laughter) 

I got lost. 
It's not Valentine's Day. (Laughter) 


Thank you. 


> ©} 5 £& 


That's it? All right. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:33.) 
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MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. I 
don't have any announcements. 


Jim? 
Q Do you have anything in there today? (Laughter) 


Q Okay, let's go down the list. First of all, has 
the State Department or the U.S. Government expressed 
unhappiness with the Mexican Government about its dependability 
and alacrity in pursuing the drug problem? 


a All right, you've covered a variety of questions 
with that very general one. The data available to us -- DEA, 
Customs and other law enforcement officials -- indicate that 
there has been a sharp increase in the amount of drugs entering 
the U.S. from Mexico in the past few years. 


We believe several factors conspired to reverse the 
successes of the mid-'70s to early ‘80s in the Mexican drug 
eradication program. The economic crieis in 1982 prompted many 
farmers to view illicit crop production as a sure cash crop; 
climatic conditions were near perfect for all agricultural 
products, drug crops included; complacency in the once model 
eradication program; and most especially more widespread and 
more deeply entrenched corruption among officials nominally 
engaged in anti-narcotics programs. 


The implications are serious. One obvious example is 
the introduction and rapidly spreading use in the U.S. of 
"black tar," a cheaper, more potent and deadlier form of 
Mexican heroin. Mexico may now be the largest single foreign 
supplier of heroin and marijuana, and increasing amounts of 
cocaine are transiting Mexico into the U.S. 


The length and relative openness of the U.S.-Mexican 
border makes it extremely difficult to stop drug shipments. We 
have to look to Mexico to halt production in trafficking of 
drugs in its territory. We are working closely with the 
Mexican Government and have implemented changes to the 
eradication program to reverse the current trend. 





-2- Monday, 5/12/86 


Q The Mexicans deny the corruption part and say 
that if you have any evidence or any allegations, you should 
take it to them. Have you dene so? 


a I don't have a specific answer for you on that, 
Jim. As I say, we've been working closely with the Mexican 
Government. : 


Q On that point, Chuck, I mean there's kind of a 
contradiction there. How can you work closely with a 
government whose officials are corrupt and who don't monitor 
their own program? You're working closely with people who are 
taking payoffs from the drug dealers. 


a Again, I'm not the real expert in these kind of 
questions, but I would refer you to my answer which said 
“corruption among officials." One presumes there are officials 
with whom one can still work on a serious basis. 


Q Do you have anything there on how high up the 
corruption problem goes in the Mexican Government? 


a No, I don't. 


Q Are any meetings scheduled with Mexican officials 
here at the State Department, for example? 


‘a I don't know 0 any special meetings of that kind. 
Q Can we have a copy of your first answer? 
ow Yes. 


Q How might this situation affect other aspects of 
the U.S.-Mexican relationship? 


a On that question, I don't have anything, but I 
believe Elliott Abrams is testifying on the subject of Mexico 
tomorrow afternoon. 


Q Could I ask you, Chuck, when you say there's a 
sharp increase, could you be more specific on what that sharp 
increase entails? I mean, do we have figures to support that? 


a I can't. But once again I think, in the context 
of the hearings that are going on today and tomorrow, that that 
information will be forthcoming. 


Q Is the visa section, Chuck, at our Embassy in 
Mexico still closed, the non-immigrant visa bureau? 








-3- Monday, 5/12/86 


A I don't have an update on that. I'll take a look 
at that. 


Q Is Abrams going to testify on the drug problem 
specifically? 


A It is not specifically on drug problems; it's on 
Mexico. 


Q The last time this issue came up, a couple of 
years ago, there was great discussion and even debate between 
the Embassy and this building about sanctions, the 
possibilities of taking actions -- punitive actions -- against 
the Mexican Government. Is there any thought of that now? 


a I don't have anything beyond what I've. given you, 
which is that we're working closely with the Mexican Government 
and have implemented chariges to the eradication program to try 
to reverse the trend that we've seen. 


Q Isn't there some kind of a law that ties foreign 
aid to a foreign government combatting drugs? No? 


A I can't help you on that one. 
Q Another subject? 
A Yes. 


Q There are reports that the U.S. has carried some 
messages between Syria and Israel to ease tensions. Can you 
tell us anything on that? 


A No, I have nothing on diplomatic exchanges. But 
on that general question, I would reiterate, if you want, what 
I said on Friday which is that we know of no objective reason 
for hostilities to break out between Israel and Syria. The 
situation on the Israeli-Syrian cease-fire line is normal, and 
there has been no significant change in southern Lebanon. 


Q Chuck, sometime ago, I forget when it was, but 
Vice President Bush was named to head an interagency task force 
to combat the entry of drugs into this country. You talk about 
complacency on the part of the Mexicans. Is there any lack of 
vigor on this side that allows this to happen? 


A I can't really speak to that. Once again, that's 
the kind of question that should be addressed to experts in the 
field, including the task force. 


Q Yeah, but are you -- is the State Department an 
active member of that task force? 
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A I don't’ know «he composition of that task force, 
but the State Department certainly has a key role to play 
because this is an internatidédnal problem. 


Q Can I go back to Israel just for a second? Is 
the United States engaged in any kind of diplomatic activity to 
prevent the release of those Palestinian terrorists that were 
jailed for killing three Israelis in Cyprus in exchange for two 
Cypriots being held in Beirut? 


A Don't have anything on that at all. 


Q Chuck, do you know whether the State Department 
is exploring with embassies in the Middle East the possibility 
of a Shultz trip in the next month to six weeks, to the region? 


A Nothing at all on that subject. 


Q Can you take the question? 


Aa We will keep it under general advisement, but as 
always with the Secretary's trips, when they are ready to be 
announced, they will be announced. 


Q Shultz said yesterday that he would drop 
everything to lobby Congress on foreign aid. Are meetings 
scheduled yet on that? 


i) I don't know as of this moment whether or not 


meetings have been scheduled, but it is certainly the 
Secretary's antention to engage himself fully on this issue. 


Q Chuck, the Libyan Government announced this 
morning that it is throwing out thirty-six Western European 
diplomats. Do you have any comment? 

A No, I have no comment on that. 


How about Syria throwing out British diplomats? 


2») 


a Neither on that one. 


Do you have anything on what the Secretary's 
schedule might be regarding the Saudi arms sales. Does he plan 
to get involved in that one? 


A Once again, in terms of his specific schedule, 
no, I don't know what is involved. There will obviously be a 
number of efforts ongoing, and the Secretary will play a key 
role; but whether or not he will make a certain phone call or 
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go to a certain meeting at a certain time, at this point I 
can't tell you. 


Q Do you know anything about the Secretary's 
attempts to bolster the State Department budget? He has made 
it clear that he's come back to do whatever he can. 


A That's right, and he is certainly going to do 
that. 


Q But I mean, is there anything on his schedule 
related to that at this point? 


A You're all looking for schedules today, and on 
that score he just got back at a very early hour this mornings, 
and as a consequence I'm not yet in a position to help you on 
those kinds of things. 


Q Do you have a readout, by any chance, on the 
visit last week here to the State Department of Soviet Deputy 
Foreign Minister Bessmertnykh? 


A Yes, he was here on Friday, I believe. 


Q It said he brought with him the name of the new 
Soviet Ambassador to the United States. Do you have anything? 


A I have nothing on that. My understanding is that 
it was a working—-level meeting. He met with Roz Ridgway; he 
was in town for consultations at the Embassy following a week 
at the United Nations and that that was the nature of the 
visit. So it sort of addressed the normal range of 
bilateral-multilateral issues. 


Q Anatoly Shcharanskiy is going to be at the 
Capitol tomorrow, and I understand that the Secretary will not 
be going up there. Will Shcharanskiy see anybody in the 
Department while he is here? 


A He certainly will. The Secretary will be seeing 
him tomorrow before he meets with the President, and the 
Secretary will likewise be participating in the President's 
meeting. 


Q Do you have a time on that? 


A I don't have the time. 


Q Last week you refused to comment on the outcome 
of the Sudanese election until the formation of a new 
government. Now that it's formed, do you have any comment? 
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A I've been carrying this around for a week waiting 
for you to ask me this question. (Laughter). 


We are pleased with the formation of a new government 
in Sudan. The United States has warmly encorsed restoration of 
the democratic process there during the past year, and we 
welcome the new democratically elected government. Prime 
Minister Sadiq El-Mahdi and his team have our full support as 
they take on their new responsibilities. 


Q Can you, on this business of -- sorry. 


Q A°follow-up. Now what is the level of the aid to 
Sudan? After you suspended them, then you reinstated them 
again. What is the level now? 


A The aid for FY 86 is a total of $158 million, 
which has been committed. That is given in a series of slices, 
and as a consequence I don't know how much has actually been 
transferred at this particular time. 


Q What about FY 87? 
A I don't have that figure. 


The Secretary seemed fairly irate in talking 
about embassy security and Congressional attempts to cut that 
particular section of the budget. Can you be -- I don't know 
if specific is the word --— about what the impact would be and > 
how the program would be affected if you don't get the money 
you need? 


A By way of review, you know that the Department 
has requested $4.4 billion for its new embassy security program 
for a five-year period. The Department has requested $1.4 
billion in 1987 for its overseas post construction and improved 
security program. The Senate has voted $591 million for 1987, 
and has not yet addressed the Department's request for 1986 
security money in the amount of $702 million. 


If enacted, the practical effect of this budget cut 
would be to force the Department to bring its overseas security 
construction program to a halt after our 13 major construction 
projects underway are completed. Our program to protect 
employees overseas has become more urgent due to increased 
security threats against individual employees. Critical 
aspects of this program will be delayed by at least a year. 
Those kind of things would include lightly armored vehicles, 
emergency radios, and safe havens in residences at high-threat 
posts. 
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Q Copy? ,. 
A O.K. 


Q I don't understand the last phrase. What are 
these “safe havens"? 


a Those are places within your own residence which 
have some sort of physical security so that you can at least 
protect yourself temporarily. 


Q An inner sanctum. 
Q Do you have any update on the Chernobyl disaster? 


A From IAEA and other reports the situation at the 
reactor appears to be under control. We understand from press 
reports that the IAEA may convene a meeting of its board of 
governors later this week to discuss possible international 
actions in the areas of safety and notification. We would 
support an increased role for the IAEA in these areas. 


The public health situation in Europe continues to 
improve, and we are no longer recommending that women of 
childbearing age and children under age 16 defer their travel 
to Poland. We continue to encourage travelers to follow food 
precautions recommended by local authorities. The Interagency 
Group headed by EPA can provide information regarding specific 
radiation levels in the United States and abroad. 


Q Chuck, last week you announced that the Soviet 
Union and the U.S. had agreed to a May 20 bilateral on Central 
America in Moscow. Is there anything on the other bilaterals 
-- Afghanistan, the Middle East, and so on? 


A Still working on those, but I don't have any 
dates to announce. 


Q When was the travel advisory lifted that you just 
-- was that today, or when did you stop advising -- 


A Concerning Poland? 
Q Yeah. 
Aa That was done on Friday evening. 


Q Chuck, on the other, I believe the Soviets have 
‘ proposed Stockholm for the meeting on the Middle East, in 
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Moscow for the meeting on Afghanistan in June. Have we not 
responded? Is that the state of play on this? 


A You are correct in saying that the meetings will 
be held in a variety of venues. It is simply a question of 
pinning the dates down and then getting the go-ahead tc tell 
you when they are going to be and where. 


Q Is it the assumption of the State Department that 
these meetings will take place prior to a Shultz-Shevardnadze 
meeting in late June or eariy July? Is there any reason after 
the Bessmertnykh session here Friday to believe that the 
Russians are beginning to zero in on that? 


A No. I would not lead you to believe that that 
meeting advanced that particular question at all. 


Q Chuck, let's go back to the Middle East. Does 
the Administration have any evidence of Syrian involvement in 
the bombs or the attempted bombing of El Al at all? 


A You may have been absent for the last week or 
so. I've said consistently, and that is what I would again say 
today, that these incidents are under active investigation by 
the British and German authorities. We are fully confident 
that they will prosecute those cases vigorously, and it would 
be inappropriate and premature for us to draw any conclusions 
at this point which might prejudice the judicial outcome. 


Q As of now, really, you're not about to say if 
there is refutable or irrefutable evidence of Syrian complicity 
in there, or Syrian involvement in it? I'm trying to lead -- 
I'm trying to ask -—- actually the question is if there were 
evidence, the Israelis are about to or, I mean, it's said that 
they will do some, or commit some act, or take some acts 
against Israel --— against Syria. 


Therefore, is there really evidence -- do you have any 
evidence which may tell us if Israel is about to do something 
like this? 


A The first part of your question, of course, is 
completely hypothetical at this point; and on the second part 
of it, I have answered that by saying I'm not going to be 
commenting on the specifics of these cases. 


Q Is the US at all involved in investigating these 
two cases at all? 


A The investigations are, in both cases, under the 
auspices of the local authorities. Particularly in the case in 
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Berlin, however, we are working with German authorities, and we 
are in touch with the’ British authorities as well. But the key 
point remains that those are the national authorities who are 
sovereign and who are pursuing these cases. 


Q Thank you. 


a In-the back. Wait. We have one question in the 
back here. Yes? 


Q '~ has been almost two months since the Korean 
movie couple ected to your Embassy and moved here, and we 
had only once -- we had a comment only once in this room. Do 


you have one on'them today? 

A Yes, I do. (Laughter) Surprised you all. 

Q Breaking precedent. 

a The couple, Shin Sang-—Ok and Choe Un-Hui, are 
currently in the United States where they wish to remain for 
the indefinite future. 

Q Happily ever after. 

A But concerning the presumption of your original 
question as to what their status is, as always we don't confirm 
or deny the existence of asylum requests. 

Q Will they appear sometime in public or -- 

Aa I have no predictions to make. 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:21 p.m.) 














Posted: May 12, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the May 12, 1986 daily press briefing: 


MEXICO: EMBASSY VISA SECTION STATUS 


Is che nonimmigrant visa section at our embassy in Mexico 
Cicy still closed? 


YES. THE VISA SECTION IN MEXICO CITY WAS CLOSED ON 
APRIL 16 DUE TO CONCERNS ABOUT SECURITY IN THE PUBLIC 
ACCESS AREAS. ALTHOUGH [MMIGRANT VISA SERVICES WERE 
RESUNED ON APRIL 21, THE NONIMMIGRANT VISA “ESCTION HAS 
REMAINED CLOSED PENDING SECURITY IMPROVEMENTS IN THE 
EMBASSY PERINETER AREA - WHICH ARE TO BE MADE IN 
COOPERATION WITH THE MEXICAN POLICE. THE EMBASSY [S 
STILL ISSUING NONIMMIGRANT VISAS POR OPPICIAL TRAVEL 
AND MEDICAL EMERGENCIES. THE NINE U.S. CONSULATES IN 


MEXICO CONTINUE TO [SSUE ALL CATEGORIES OP VISAS. 
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TUESDAY, MAY 13, 1986, 12:31 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
Let me begin with several announcements: 


First, to introduce two new members of the Press 
Office staff. First, Elizabeth Lanzillo, who will be working 
here part-time as a Press Assistant. Elizabeth is a full-time 
student at the George Washington University majoring in 
international relations. She previously worked at the 
Department of Agriculture. 


Secondly, Phillip William Savitz, a Foreign Service 
Officer on temporary detail to the Press Office before 
beginning his first overseas assignment. I thought we'd get 
him off on the right foot. (Laughter) 


Phil joined the Foreign Service in March of this 
year. He majored in political science at the American 
University and graduated from the University of Pennsylvania 
Law School. Phil has served as a staff attorney for both Lhe 
EPA and the FCC. 


We are very pleased to have Elizabeth and Phil with 
us, and hope you will make both of them feel welcome. 


Secretary Shultz's remarks at the reception for the 
Princeton University/Woodrow Wilson School dinner in New York 
City this evening at 7:45 are OFF-THE-RECORD, and therefore no 
text will be made available. 


Available in the Press Office are copies of the 
testimony given by Assistant Secretary for [nter-American 
Affairs Elliott Abrams before the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee on “An Overview of Mexico" at 10:00 a.m. this morning. 


Available at 2:00 p.m. will be copies of the testimony 
Given by Acting Assistant Secretary for International Narcotic 
Matters Ann Wrobleski before the House Foreign Affairs 
Committee on “Orug Iraffic in Iran, Pakistan, and 
Afghanistan." There will be no text for the testimony given by 
Deputy Assistant Secretary Robert Peck at the same 
Congressional hearing. 
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Secretary Shultz will address members of the Overseas 
Writers Club at a noon luncheon on Wednesday, May 14, at the 
Hotel Washington Sky Room -- that is the rooftop dining area, 
15th and F Streets. The topic will be “U.S. Foreign Policy: 
Assessing Budget Priorities.“ There will be questions and 
answers, and as a consequence of that appearance there will be 
no briefing tomorrow from this podium. 


If you plan on covering the luncheon, please telephone 
Carlotta Anderson, Overseas Writers Club, at 229-3748. 


Q On that, I'd like to emphasize it is for members 
only of the Overseas Writers Club. 


a It has been emphasized that it is for members 
only. 


Q 229-3748? 
Q Right. 
A -~3748. 


And finally, another reminder that Secretary Shultz 
will deliver a foreign policy address entitled “Unity and 
Discord in the Free World” on the occasion of receiving the 
American Jewish Committee's American Liberties Medallion on May 
15 -- that's Thursday -- at a 7:30 p.m. dinner in Washington at 
the J.W. Marriott Hotel. There will be no questions and 
answers. If you plan to cover the dinner or wish additional 
information, please telephone Haina Just or Joyce Kaplan of the 
AJC press office in the J.W. Marriott Hotel at 783-2482. 


Q Can we get an advance text? 


a We expect an advance text, but we don't know when 
it is going to be available. 


That's all 1 have. 


Q Can you bring us up to date on the Soviet nuclear 
disaster? 


a As of today I really have nothing with which I 
could update you. As far as most of the questions that we've 
been addressing over the past couple of weeks stand, there has 
been no significant change from yesterday. 


Q Do you have any reaction to -- apparently Armand 
Hamner wanted to bring an American expert with him, a 
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particularly, [ think, well-known expert and was denied a visa 


by the Soviets or told he could not. Do you have any reaction 
to that? 


o I haven't seen that report. The experts I have 
heard mentioned have been in the Soviet Union working. 


Q Chuck, do you have anything on these reports 
about new Syrian trenches in the Golan Heights and other types 
of military fortifications? 


Q And did Murphy talk to the Syrians about it? 


a I don't have anything -- the book is falling 
apart; it has fallen apart -- I don't have anything in specific 
on those reports other than to reiterate what we have stated 
before, that we have no reason to believe that an outbreak of 
hostilities between [Israel and Syria is imminent. Prime 
Minister Peres indicated the same thing in his statement to the 
press on Friday, May 9. 


Concerning Bernie's question, we don't discuss 
diplomatic contacts. We are, of course, always concerned about 
tension in the region. Assistant Secretary Murphy was in 
Damascus the last time approximately a month ago. During his 
conversations in all of the regional capitals, it would have 
been natural for him to discuss questions concerning local 
tensions. But beyond that general characterization, 1 have no 
specific comments on the reports. 


Q Chuck, does Secretary Shultz think it's a good 
time for the Reagan Administration to come up with some new 
approach to a Middle East settlement? 


a [I can't advance that story at all, Barry. We 
still remain where we have been for a number of months, which 


is in the most general sense a period of reflection. And that 
is where we stand 


Q Does that mean the President's plan on which 
there's been precious little action is no longer the only way 
to go at it? 


A 1 wouldn't want to say that As 1 said, I'm not 
prepared to go beyond what you've been given in backgrounders 
in the recent past That's all. 


Q Kreisky has said that the United States has proof 
that Libya had nothing to do with the Vienna and Rome bombings 
-~ I] mean shootings Do you know to what he was referring, and 
is that true? 
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a I don't know to what he is referring. 


Q Any reaction, Chuck, to the latest charges 
against Waldheim? 


“ Nothing on that. 


Q Chuck, do you have any reaction to [ran 
threatening U.S. ships in the Gulf area? 


a I don't have anything beyond the statement that 
was issued at the White House yesterday, to which you have 
access, I believe. 


Q Do you have anything on the fact that Elliott 
Abrams apparently refused to participate in a panel at Harvard 
with Ambassador Robert White, and Robert White was subsequently 
dis-invited on the panel for tonight? 


a Sorry, don't have anything on that one either 


Q Is the Administration trying to play down the 
meetings with Shcharanskiy to not give too much attention to 
him? 


a As I said yesterday, the Secretary will be 
meeting with Mr. Shcharanskiy today. [fhe President, as you 
know, 15 meeting with Mr. Shcharanskiy. We're treating this as 
a serious and substantive meeting. fhe treatment which it is 
receiving is in accordance with Mr. Shcharanskiy's wishes. 


Q Is there an effort not to play this up out of 
fear that progress on human rights with the Soviet Union might 
be impeded? 


A I can't help you on that score other than to say 
that this is a serious and substantive meeting. He is seeing 
the Secretary, he is seeing the President, and 1 understand he 
is talking with the press afterwards. All of those 
arrangements are in accords with his wishes 


Q Are there photo opportunities at either of those 
meetings? 

a There are not; no, there are not 

Q Can you explain why? [hat does seem somewhat 


extraordinary 


a I think I've given you the answer in accorc ance 
with Mr. Shcharanskiy's wishes 
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Q Chuck, another subject? 
“ Yes. 


Q The Secretazy. as we all know, said on his way 
home that he was very disturbed by the cuts in the State 
Department budget and would spend most of the week trying to 
get them reversed. 


Can you tell us what he has accomplished so far? 


A [I think it is still to early to say what he has 
accomplished Clearly he is fully engaged on that subject. 
There are other subjects on his agenda as well, including the 
Saudi arms package. But he will be making an effort, as he 
said he would, during this week and beyond if necessary on the 
issues to which you made reference. 


Q Is he making any headway with the Republicans? 
Apparently he does better with Democrats on this than 
Republicans. 


“ As 1 said, I am not prepared to characterize the 
state of play at this given moment. 


Q Thank you 


(Press briefing concluded at 12:40 p.m.) 
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THURSDAY, MAY 15, 1986, 12:30 P. M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REDMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
Several announcements. 


First, an update. There is a time adjustment for 
Secretary Shultz's speech to the American-Jewish Committee 
tonight. He is now expected to speak at 7:45 p.m. That's ata 
dinner at the J.W. Marriott Hotel. 

Q When will the text be made available? 


A As soon as we can, but it will be later today. I 
can't promise anything right now. 


Q Do you have a topic yet? 


. A The topic: “Unity and Discord in the Free World." 
Q Narrow focus. 
Q No questions and answers? 
a No questions and answers. 


Just to raise on that -- you know, when you say, 
“as soon as possible," after a certain point here, as far as 
the newspapers are concerned, he's speaking into the wind. 
(Laughter) 


Seriously, if we don't get that text within the next 
-- if we don't see the text in the next couple of hours, you 
can just as well forget about it. 


a It's just a metaphor [I'm not familiar with. . 
(Laughter) 
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Q When you say 7:45, is that the time he's actually 
going to speak, or is that the time of the dinner, because I 
nave been at a couple of these organizations' affairs, but the 
speech has usually been around 9:30 or 10:00 o'clock before 
they actually got around to it. 


a I believe that's the reason we're making this 
announcement. He's expected to speak at 7:45, as opposed to a 
later time which was initially expected. © 


Now, I'm going -- 

Q I mean, mid-afternoon or -- 

a Late afternoon? 

Q So you're talking about 5:00? 


a I don't know what I'm talking about at this 
point. (Laughter) As I said -- (laughter) 


As I said, we'll get it to you as soon as we can, but 
if you want a working hypothesis, make it late afternoon. 


Now, I have a number of other announcements. 
Available in the Press Office are copies of the testimony given 
by Deputy Assistant Secretary for East Asian and South Pacific 
affairs John Monjo on Philippine aid request before the House 
Foreign Affairs Committee at 9:30 a.m. 


Also available are copies of Assistant Secretary for 
International Organization Affairs Alan Keyes' testimony before 
the Senate Appropriations Committee on FY-87 budget for the 
State Department, International Organizations, and the United 
Nations at 10:00 a.m. 


Also available in the Press Office are copies of the 
testimony given by Assistant Secretary for Oceans and 
International Environmental and Scientific Affairs John 
Negroponte before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on oil 
pollution damage at 10:00 a.m. 





Copies are available of the testimony given by the 
' Ambassador to the United Nations, Vernon Walters, before the 
Senate Appropriations Committee on the FY-87 budget for the 
State Department, International Organizations and the United 
Nations. That one at 11:00 a.m. 
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The Press Office will make available at 2:00 p.m. 
copies of the testimony given by Legal Adviser Abraham Sofaer 
before the Senate Judiciary Committee on Soviet Embassy 
demonstrations. 


Also available at 2:00 p.m. will be copies of 
assistant Secretary for Consular affairs Joan Clark's testimony 
before the House Foreign Affairs Committee on the economic 
impact of terrorism. 


That's all I have. 


Q The Soviets today have offered a new -- or a 
proposal on INF in Geneva. Do you have any comment on it? 

A I have nothing beyond what was offered at the 
White House briefing earlier this morning. 


Q Do you have any further comment on Gorbachev's 
speech yesterday that wasn't off the -- beyond what the White 
House said? 


A No. I'm sure you all have copies of that 
reaction released last night. 


Lester? 
Q Strictly for the record -- 
A Go ahead. 

2 


Q Could you just for the record tell us whether you 
conceive of the Soviet proposal as something new or not? The 
Geneva proposal I'm talking about. 


A As I said, [I think that particular aspect of it 
was also addressed at the White House this morning. 


Q Mr. Redman, at least two of the State 
Department's correspondents have been threatened with having 
their Congressional press credentials revoked by the Standing 
Committee of Correspondents because they've accepted $100.00 
honoraria for appearing on the Voice of America. 





A two-part question: First, the State Department has 
no intention of taking any such action on credentials, does it? 
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A Are you asking me a question? 


Q Yes. I said, the State Department has no 
intention of taking any such action on your credentials, does 
it? Question mark. 


A I'm not familiar with the issue, but I can tell 
you in general terms I know of no efforts under way to revoke 
credentials of State Department correspondents. 


Q Okay. Could you tell us what is the State 
Department's opinion of this insinuation that reporters who 
appear on the Voice of America are in any way compromising 
their professional integrity? 


A As I say, I'm not aware of this story other than 
what you've told me, so I really prefer not to comment. 


Q Well, it's been in both daily newspapers here, 
undoubtedly, and two of the reporters here are being 
threatened. They've been told, "If you continue, you're going 
to lose your credentials." Now, you won't do that here at the 
-- do you think that to appear on -- 


A That's all I can comment on, Lester. 


Q One last part of it, and that is this: Does the 
-- the Chairman of the State Department -- of the Standing 
Committee of Correspondents has brought the State Department 
into this, because when asked by The Washington Times why those 
who work for other government agencies full-time, such as TASS, 








Izvestia and Pravda, government-owned -- he said, “The State 
Department doesn't want us -- wants us to accredit these 
people." 


Is that accurate for the Reagan Administration? 
A I just don't know, Lester. 

Q Could you take the question? 

A I haven't look at this at all. 


Q Could you take the question and ask Bernie to 
rustle around and find us an answer to this? 


is] If I take the question, I'm certainly not going 
to ask Bernie to rustle around .-- 
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Q All right. Well, then you take it, and you'll 
get me an answer, will you? 


A I'll take a look at it. 


Q I'd be delighted, because last time somebody did, 
and I'm delighted. Thank you. 


Q Can you say whether the high tension is relaxed 
between Israel and Syria as a result of the American warning or 
caution? 


fs) First of all, let me say that we don't see any 
indications which would lead to hostilities. The Secretary 
remarked yesterday on what had been called trenches or 
fortifications which are the latest in a series of developments 
going back several months which have heightened tensions 
between Israel and Syria. 


As the Secretary said, we are always concerned about 
the military situation in this volatile area. We have been in 
regular contact with both governments, urging caution and 
working to avoid misunderstandings between them. 


Each side has made statements to the effect that 
neither is interested in instigating hostilities, and we share 
their assessment. 


Q So would it become, then, highly tense, the 


situation, then, since it is a few months old, these trenches 
you were referring to? 


A I didn't say the trenches were a few months old. 
I said they are the latest in a series of developments going 
back several months. 


Q The Mexican Government -- 




















-6- Thursday, 5/15/86 


Q So would it become then highly tense, the 
situation, then if it is a few months old, the trenches he was 
referring to? 


A I didn't say the trenches were a few months old. 


t said they are the latest in a serious of developments going 
back several months. 


Q The Mexican Government -- 

Q Same subject, please. 

Q So is the evaluation, then, unchanged from 
yesterday when the Secretary said it was highly tense? 

A The situation remains tense; that's right. 

Q Highly? 

6 But as I say, we share the assessment of both 


parties that neither is interested in instigating hostilities, 
nor do we see any indications that would lead to hostilities. 


Q Chuck, can you offer some more precision about 
whether or not the Reagan Administration believes that 
President Assad of Syria and his associates have been and 
continue to be involved in acts of terrorism? 


A No, I don't have anything for you on that beyond 
what has been said now on a number of occasions. I -- 


Q Well, but you say that as though there's been a 
clear line on that. There's been a roller-coaster; there's 
been declarations which tend to strongly implicate the Syrians 
going back as far as Weinberger following the killing of the 
241 Marines in Beirut. Then we've seen comments in the last 
week from both the Secretary and Mr. Whitehead, essentially 
confirming what the Israelis have been telling us, which is 
that the Syrian fingerprints were on acts of violence against 
many people -- that also killed Americans in Europe. 


So I'm just curious: Where is the reality? What is 
the current state of the American assessment of Syria's 
involvement? 


fa I think that your characterization is inaccurate 
in many ways. But primarily, in the sense that it indicates 
that there's been some sort of a roller-coaster. I think if 
you examine the record here, at the White House, and the 
Pronouncements by the Secretary and other government officials, 
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we have consistently said that we have had and continue to have 
problems with Syrian support, involvement, in terrorism. 

that's why Syria has been on the so-called terrorism list now 
for some time. That position has never changed. It's been a 
matter of public record. 


Concerning the most recent cases to which you're 
making reference, again, there has been a consistency in saying 
that we have received reports of the investigation but these 
are U.K. and Berlin investigations which are going on. We're 
confident that the authorities in both cases will get to the 
bottom of the situation, but that we are not yet in a position 
to draw any definitive conclusions, and I think that's what has 
been said here and elsewhere consistently. 


Q If we had definitive conclusions, would President 
assad have to worry about the same kind of thing happening to 
his country that happened to Qadhafi's Libya? 


A And at that point you're venturing into the realm 
of the hypothetical, and we've not ventured into that realm. 
The Secretary addressed it in a most general sense yesterday in 
saying that -- in fact, let me not try to quote his words since 
I don't have them here before me. But he did address that 
question in one sense, and in another sense we have always said 
that regardless of where terrorism comes from, we find it 
equally repugnant, that terrorism will not be cost-free, and 
that there are a whole range of options for dealing with 
terrorism. 


It strikes many observers, as you know, Chuck, 
that attacking Libya was relatively inexpensive for the United 
States, whereas a similar type attack against Syria could be 
very much more costly in terms of American lives and that is 
the reason why there is no action. 


a I have given you our position concerning the most 
recent incidents, and our general policy. I'm not going to 
engage in any further speculation beyond that. 


Semaan? 


Q Back on the high, tense situation between Syria 
and Israel: could you say whether the U.S. is seeking actively 
at present to persuade the Syrians to withdraw backward from 
the frontline that they have established recently in Lebanon? 


3) I don't have any details for you on the nature of 
any of the diplomatic exchanges which may have occurred. So, 
as a consequence, I'm not going to get into specifics of what's 
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being done other than to say that, as the Secretary said 
yesterday, that we're urging both sides to exercise caution and 
that at the same time we have noted that both sides have stated 
that they have no interest in engaging in hostilities. 


Q Exercise caution but not to go back to their 
original lines before? 


a As I say, I'm not going to go into the details. 


Q I see. 

Q Let me ask that -- to give up communications 
between the countries -- would the United States appreciate a 
backing-away from those lines by the Syrians? 

a I have no comment on the various specific options 
available. 

Q Chuck, the Mexican Government has issued a very 
strong denunciation -- 

A Just a second, there are some more questions on 
this particular -- there are some more questions on the Middle 


East yet. 

Q Are you aware of the fact that Syria is going to 
take delivery of, or has already started taking delivery of MIG 
29's, and do you see that as a potential for further problems 
in this escalation? 

i No, 1 don't have anything on that story. 

Q Could you look into it? 

a No. 

Q Chuck, do the Syrian movements recently violate 
any tacit agreements reached after the war in Lebanon about 
positioning of Syrian troops after Israelis withdraw? 

Aa Don't have anything on that. 


Q Have you ever said what it is that causes the 
U.S. to think the situation is tense? 
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a As I said, events going back now for several 
months have led to increasing tensions. 


Q But your characterization now of it as “tense” is 
not pegged to any specific event? 


A No. I said the most recent event, of course, are 
these fortifications, but there have been other events which 
have led to the current situation. 


Q Do you have anything on the planned visit of King 
Hussein to Washington later this month? 


a Nothing. 
Q What about a visit between Peres and Reagan? 
A Don't have anything. 


Q The Mexican Government issued an extremely bitter 
statement denouncing the hearings that were held before Senator 
Helms' committee where Elliott Abrams testified, and basically 
said that it was an attempt against Mexican interests and 
sovereignty and stated that they have instructed their Mexican 
ambassador in the United States to send a note to the State 
Department protesting the incident and requesting an 
explanation. 


Have you received such a note? And do you have an 
explanation for the kind of testimony which Mr. Abrams 
presented at that hearing? 


A We do have a note from the Mexican Embassy 
delivered on May 14. We're not going to comment on the 
contents of that note, and we will, of course, review it and 
respond at an appropriate time. 


Let me, in a more general way, address your question 
by saying that we value our relationship with Mexico. We're 
going to work hard to maintain it. The best way to do that is 
to address our problems, to confront our problems squarely. 


Both the U.S. and Mexican Governments have recognized 
that narcotics-related corruption is a serious problem. It is 
not our position, for example, that all Mexican law enforcement 
officials are corrupt. We have full confidence in the honesty 











-10- Thursday, 
5/15/86 


and integrity of President de la Madrid and his Cabinet. We 
have close cooperation with many honest, upright Mexican 
officials dedicated to fighting narcotics traffic. 


Exemplifying this, Attorney General Meese, accompanied 
by ranking officials from all U.S. law enforcement agencies, 
held a constructive meeting with Mexican Attorney General 
Garcia in April which resulted in promising prospects for 
improved cooperation on narcotics and other law enforcement 
matters. We intend to continue that cooperation. 


So, if I could, to summarize the hearing, it was a 
candid, public, balanced review of our concern over 
narcotics-related corruption and other issues. These comments 
made at that time were consistent with our conversations at the 
law enforcement meeting at Cancun and our continuing dialogue 
on these problems. Our policy is to continue cooperating 
closely with the Government of Mexico on these serious issues 
of mutual interest to both our countries. 


Q Can [ get a copy of the text of that? 


No. I'd like to but it's not in any shape to do 
that. 


Q The accusation was made that de la Madrid 
himself, his family, was involved in drug trafficking -- by one 
of the people testifying at that hearing. Do you -- is it the 
State Department's position *o repudiate that view altogether? 


i) I addressed that, I think, in saying that we have 
full confidence in the honesty and integrity of President de la 
Madrid and his Cabinet. 


Q Chuck, a senior Mexican official, who didn't want 
to be identified, charged that these public statements are an 
attempt to influence the Mexican position on Contadora. Do you 
have any response to that? 


3) Only to say, as I've just said in this statement, 
that this is a serious problem, that the best way to address it 
is to face up to it squarely, and that's what we're doing. 
There are no ulterior motives in all of this. 


Q You reject that? 
” That's right. 
Q Chuck, can you clarify that the visit of the ex- 


foreign minister of Iran is private or did he have any meeting, 
Or will he have any meeting in the State Department? 
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a You're referring to the visit of Ibrahim Yadzi? 
mr. Yadzi is in the U.S. for a private visit, and he received a 
yisa for that purpose. There is no Iranian delegation 
accompanying him, as some reports have intimated. 


We have not met with him, nor are we aware of any 
plans on his part to visit Washington. 


Q You, the State Department, have not met with him? 

a That's right. 

Q Any other -- anybody from anywhere else? 

i) Not that I know of. 

Q Chuck, are you familiar with the story, I'm sure, 
of the Korean couple that says it was kidnapped by Comrade Kim 
Il-song's very own son and heir-apparent? 

Yes. 

Q Is the State Department going to assist in 
helping this couple stay in the United States? What's their 
status? 

a You may not have been here several days ago. 

Q Probably not. I apologize. 

a But I said that they were, I think, free to stay 
here for an indefinite time, without commenting on their 
particular status in this country. 


Q Are they being helped by the CIA and debriefed by 
same? 


a No comment on those kind of questions -- in this 
case or any other case. 


Q Are they meeting with any U.S. Government 
officials? 


is) I don't have anything on that. 


Q Sorry? 


a I don't have anything on that 
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Q Would you take that question? 


ra I don't see any reason to. 

Q Do you have anything on the opposition leader's 
meeting with the Secretary this morning? 

os The Korean? 

Q The Korean, yeah? . 


“ Secretary Shultz met this morning with Lee Min 
woo, President of the New Korea Democratic Party, and three of 
the party vice presidents. They exchanged views on Korea and 
on Korean political issues. 


Under Secretary Armacost also attended the meeting. 


As you know, the Secretary met with Presicent Lee 
during his visit to Seoul last week and today's meeting 
afforded an opportunity to continue their discussion. 


~-MORE-- 




















-13- Thursday, 
5/15/86 


Q Is there a growing concern by the Reagan 
administration about different acts being perpetrated by the 
Iranians near the Straits of Hormuz, increasingly militant acts 
to take over ships, and finally the United States has brought 
in some of its own ships to sort of escort, inadvertently, 
american vessels? Do you see a rise in that activity? 


o Well, the incident to which you're referring -.- 
we might just review that, to start with, I suppose -- is the 
exchange of communications in the Gulf of Oman among the USS 
David R. Ray. the U.S. Merchant Ship SS President McKinley, and 
an Iranian frigate. The Pentagon did issue a statement on that 
yesterday. 


This incident consisted essentially in a routine and 
orderly exchange of identifications among ships in 
international waters. There was no request from the patrolling 
Iranian frigate to the U.S. merchant ship to stop. 


Apart from this radio exchange, the United States 
remains concerned by the attacks and disruptions which the 
Iran-Iraq war has caused to navigation in the Gulf region. As 
always, we are concerned that U.S. flag vessels are able to 
proceed in all international waters in accordance with 
international law. 


Q Do you see a buildup of Iranian presence in the 
Straits of Hormuz area with apparent intention to step up their 
activities? ‘ 

a I don't have any information on the specific 
question of a buildup. To reiterate what we said in the past 
when we had a similar occasion arise, that regardless of the 
specifics of this Iranian policy of stopping and searching 
neutral shipping in the Gulf area, we regard that practice as 
one that is inherently dangerous, and one which carries the 
very real danger of misunderstanding and violence. This would 
particularly be the case if there were any interference with 
the exercise by U.S. warships of U.S. rights. 


Q We have not -- 
Q Has there been any such interruption? 


a Not that I know of. 
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Q Have we issued any sort of declaration as to how 
we would respond if one of our American-flag bottoms were 
stopped and an American warship were in the area? I mean are 
we prepared to protect them with force? 


Aa That question can really only be answered in 
terms Of each specific case. To review the bidding, if you 
will, in terms of international law, in general, a state 
involved in an armed conflict has a right under international 
law to ascertain whether neutral, commercial vessels on the 


high seas are carrying contraband to another party in the 
conflict. 


U.S. warships are also entitled to protect U.S. flag 
vessels from any forcible actions which exceed the scope of 
this right, or where warranted in the exercise of self defense, 
and . certify the absence of contraband on U.S. commercial 
vessels. 


So that would be our reading of the law as it might 
apply in this case, but as I say then, each specific case would 
have to be evaluated on its merits. And then again to 
reiterate the point, however, that once you start engaging in 
these sort of actions, they are, of course, inherently 
dangerous. 


Q Were the facts as reported generally right on 
this that the destroyer was about a mile away, and it came over 
and insinuated itself between the freighter and the Iranian 
frigate? 


is) I'd have to refer you to the Pentagon for the 
details. 


Q You mentioned, you referred to “disruptions,” I 
believe in one of your early answers in this series of 
questions. You said, “Apart from the radio exchange involved 
here..." What other “disruptions” ? If you were not referring 
to the radio exchange, what disruptions are you referring to’? 


a I said, the attacks and disruptions which the 
Iran-Iraq war has caused to navigation in the Gulf region. 1 
believe there have been sufficient incidents in the last few 
weeks alone to make it fairly clear what I'm talking about. 


Q But the very fact that this is taken ona 
case-by-case basis, and every time there is a vessel that is 
Stopped, isn't that in and of itself a disruption, and would 
that not justify some sort of action, as it were, to prevent 
such disruptions? 
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Aa I don't think that follows at all. 


Q Chuck, I'm sure you've seen the reports out of 
geirut with the warning that American hostages currently being 
held either will be killed, or there are threats to kill them, 
or they already have been killed as a result of pressure on 
president Assad. What have you got on that? 


A I have no information on that question other than 
the press reports which you all have seen as well. I take the 
occasion to once again condemn the criminal action of the 
individuals and organizations who have planned and participated 
in the kidnapping of hostages in Lebanon. We call for the 
immediate and unconditional release of these innocent victims. 


The continued captivity of innocent people is contrary 
to all civilized norms, and flies in the face of the religious 
tenets their captors purport to hold. 


Q Does the United States have any clear indication 
that President Assad or any of his aides are actively involved 
in trying to obtain the release of the hostages? 


3) The Syrians have been approached publicly and 
privately for information about and assistance in returning our 
hostages in Lebanon. We continue our overtures to them, which 
have been ongoing for more than a year. 


Q Since they control the region with their army and 
their intelligence service, doesn't it follow that they could 
have them released, if they wanted to? 


A I don't know that that follows. As I've said 
before, we welcome the actions of any responsible party. Among 
the people who have influence in that area, as you pointed out, 
are the Syrians. 


Q Chuck, since Jerry Levin's wife just came back 
from a tour of the region, has she been in contact with anyone 
in the Department for debriefing or any such purpose? 

A I don't have anything on that. 


Q Do you have any comment on the reported plan by 
Eden Pastora and 400 of his men to seek asylum in Costa Rica? 


Aa We hope that Eden Pastora will continue his 
efforts to bring democracy to Nicaragua, and that reports of 
his abandoning that struggle are incorrect. 
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Q You hope they are incorrect? 
We hope they're incorrect. 
Q You don't have any reason to believe they are? 
a At this point, I don't have a definitive reading 
on that. 
Q What's the status of whether he would share in 


the aid if it's approved by Congress? Would he? Would his 
group? 


A Yes. His group would share. That position has 
been pointed out to him in his discussions with Secretary 
Shultz and with Assistant Secretary Abrams, who have met with 
him. In their discussions, they reviewed U.S. policy regarding 
assistance to Nicaragua and the democratic resistance groups. 
That policy is incorporated into the Administration-supported 
legislation which passed in the Senate in March. It would 
allocate $5 million for the southern bloc opposition with which 
Pastora is associated. 


The House has not yet approved the President's request 
for aid to the resistance, and those funds are not yet 
available. 


Q Do you have any comment on the meeting that was 
going on in Miami, the unity meeting, among the contra leaders? 


A Only to the extent that, as part of our 
consultations with the various parties to regional 
negotiations, that we have kept leaders of the Nicaraguan 
democratic resistance informed of recent developments. And in 
that regard, Ambassador Habib was present in Miami. 


Their interests, those of the resistance, are directly 
affected by Contadora negotiations, especially with regard to 
national reconciliation. The President specifically undertook 
to do so, and Ambassador Habib was carrying out that commitment 
at the meeting yesterday in Miami, which was requested by the 
UNO leadership. Similar consultations were held during 
Ambassador Shlaudeman's tenure, as the President's special 
emissary to Central America. 


Q Those conversations were restricted to the 
subject you mentioned, namely Contadora, or can we also assume 
that there were discussions on the aid and Pastora questions 
that we have just finished discussing here? 











-17- Thursday, 


5/15/86 

A I don't have any way to characterize the meetings 
further than what [I've given you. 

Q What is Habib doing now? Where is he? 

A I don't know where he is now. 

Q Is he going back to the region or is he coming 
back here? 

A I know of no further travel plans, but if there 


is something other than that, we'll let you know. 
Q Is he still in Miami? 
a I don't know where he is right now. 


Q Do you have any comment on reports out of the 
region that Nicaragua will sign the Contadora draft in June? 


A That Nicaragua will sign? 

Q Yes. 

A I don't really have any reports on that; in fact, 
this morning, there were statements that they would not sign. 
So as a consequence, I'm not sure where they stand. 

Q The Panamanians are saying they'll sign it. 

4 Are saying they will sign it? 

Q Yes. 

A I don't have anything on that. 

Q Could you give us some idea, specifically, in the 
war on drugs aspect of the budget for the State Department? 
What would be cut, if there is any ability to project on that, 
if either the House or Senate current level of willingness to 
finance these activities goes through, how severely that 
Particular program would be cut, what Mr. Thomas is doing and 
so forth? 


A I'll take a look at that. 


Q Do you have any further comment on the Saudi arms 
Sale situation, on Congressional action, or anything further on 
where that stands at this point? 
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A No, I don't. As you know, the President plans to 
yeto it. The Administration is working hard to make sure that 
that veto is sustained. And as the Secretary pointed out 
yesterday, this is something that is not only in Saudi 
interest, but from our perspective, very much in our interest 
as well. 


Q Is Shultz going to be talking to some people at 
the dinner tonight about this? 


A I don't know what he plans to talk about at the 
dinner. 


Q I mean, privately or -- 
A I don't know. 


Q You said yesterday he agreed with the idea of 
talking to American Jewish leaders? 


A I don't know what his plans are on that score. 


Q Chuck, could you clear something up for me, 
please? There is a perception that the Administration is 
reluctant to sharply criticize or take any action against 
President Assad of ‘Syria, because they will ultimately need 
Assad if the peace process is to get re-engaged in the Mideast. 
What about that? ' 

ww. 

A I think I've been over that ground before. 
Concerning our position towards terrorism, towards Syria in 
particular, and I really can't add anything to that. 


Q Chuck, on another subject, do you have anything 
on a Polish Government request for assistance, or in some way 
working through the U.S. Government to give the U.S. some 
assistance, particularly in New York? 


Q Private organizations. 


a As to private organizations; it doesn't include 
us? 


Q Well, has the Polish Government made any 
approaches to the U.S. Government on that subject. 
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a I don't have anything on that at all. 

Q Would you welcome the blankets? 

(Laughter) 

Q Could I just check my notes here? You said those 
hearings of Helms were “candid, public, balanced," is that 
correct? 


A That's right. 
Q And you were summing them up, you said, eh? 
A That's right. 


Q That's kind of at variance with what the Mexican 
assessment is. 


Q Can I come back to one more thing also that we 
discussed earlier? Do you have any explanations as to why you 
would explain why an Iranian official here on a private visit 
was not planning to meet with any U.S. Government officials, 
but declined comment on whether the two Korean actors would 
have had, or will have any contact with the U.S. Government 


officials? 
(Laughter) 
A The two cases, as far as I can see, don't have 


many similarities. 


Q What are the differences between the two cases 
that you could draw the line on? 


(Laughter) 





A Far out, Ralph. 


Q Chuck, does the Secretary plan to come down with 
the Chinese Vice Premier after lunch? Do you know if he plans 
to? 

A I don't know. Not that I know of. There are nv 


Plans for anything downstairs, but we'll let you know if 
something turns up on that score. 


(The briefing concluded at 1:00 P.M.) 











Posted: May 16, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the May 15, 1986 noon Press Briefing: 
NARCOTICS CONTROL FUNDING 

In the war on drugs aspect of the budget for the State 
Department, what would be cut if either the House or 
Senate current level of willingness to finance these 
activities goes through? How severe would that particular 
program be cut? 

THE PROPOSED 1987 BUDGET FOR NARCOTICS CONTROL IS $65.4 
MILLION. AT THIS TIME, THERE HAVE BEEN NO ALLOCATION 
MARKS SET TO ADJUST PROJECTED NARCOTICS CONTROL FUNDING AT 
THE LOWER ASSISTANCE LEVELS IN THE TWO BUDGET BILLS. GIVEN 
THE INTENSE LEVEL OF CURRENT NARCOTICS CONTROL ACTIVITY, 
CUTS OF 15% or 20%, FOR EXAMPLE, WOULD REQUIRE SEVERE CUTS 
IN THAT LEVEL. THE BUREAU OF INTERNATIONAL NARCOTICS 
WOULD NOT BE ABLE TO PROVIDE THE AIRCRAFT TO EXPAND 
SPRAYING PROGRAMS WHERE NEEDED, OR MAINTAIN THE BALANCE 
DESIRED BETWEEN CROP ERADICATION AND OTHER NARCOTICS 
ENFORCEMENT PROGRAMS, OR CONTINUE TO SET THE GLOBAL 
EXAMPLE IN CONTRIBUTING TO MULTILATERAL PROGRAMS THROUGH 
THE UNITED NATIONS. CUTTING BACK PROGRAMS OR FAILING TO 
EXPAND PROGRAMS IN TIMELY FASHION, WHICH WOULD OCCUR IN 
EVERY PROGRAM COUNTRY, WOULD BE PARTICULARLY DISASTROUS 
FOR THE PROGRAM AT A TIME WHEN SOLID GAINS HAVE BEEN MADE 
IN ERADICATION IN BURMA, THAILAND, JAMAICA, BELIZE, 
PANAMA, ECUADOR AND PERU, \ND WHEN OUR PROGRAMS ARE 


SEVERELY CHALLENGED TO SLO* .HE PACE OF ILLICIT PRODUCTION 


IN MEXICO, BOLIVIA AND PAKISTAN. 





Posted: May 15, 1986 


TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the May 15, 1986 daily press briefing: 


THE STATE DEPARTMENT AND PRESS ACCREDITATION 





At least two of the State Department's correspondents 
have been threatened with having their Congressional 
press credentials revoked by the Standing Committee 

of Correspondents because they've accepted $100 honoraria 
for appearing on the Voice of America....The State 
Department has no intention of taking any such action 

on credentials, does it? 


~=- THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE HAS NOTHING TO DO WITH THE 
ACCREDITATION OF JOURNALISTS WHO COVER THE CONGRESS. 


-- THERE ARE NO EFFORTS UNDER WAY TO REVOKE CREDENTIALS 


OF STATE DEPARTMENT CORRESPONDENTS. 
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
DAILY PRESS BRIEFING 


DPC #87 


FRIDAY, MAY 16, 1986, 12:35 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REDMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
Several announcements to begin with. First, regarding the 
meetings of the American Jewish Committee, which are listed in 
our daily appointment schedule today, a number of officials 
will be speaking to the group in concurrent workshop sessions 
which are open only to the American Jewish Committee. Those 
people are Chester Crocker, Elliott Abrams and Richard Murphy. 
The plenary session, scheduled to begin at 3:30 in the Loy 
Henderson Room is On-the-Record and the press is invited to 
cover that session. On the plenary session, our public 
schedule incorrectly indicates that Under Secretary Armacost 
will be attending. He won't be. The speakers are Rozanne 
Ridgway -- her topic, “East-West Relations" -- and Edward 
Derwinski, the Counselor of the Department -- his topic, 
“Overview of U.S. Foreign Policy." 


Q Will there be any Q&A, Chuck? Do you know? 


A [ don't have any indication that there is Q&A, 
but you can check with the Press Office afterwards. 


Secondly, Deputy Secretary of State John Whitehead 
will be making a visit to South America beginning early next 
week. The trip, planned since the beginning of the year, will 
be Mr. Whitehead's first visit to the region. It will provide 
important opportunities for discussions of matters of bilateral 
and regional interest with the leaders of five South American 
democracies. He will visit Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Peru 
and Uruguay. Any questions on that before I go on? 


Q Yes. Are you going to provide a schedule of that? 
a Once again, we'll do what we can as the trip 
moves along; but for the usual reasons, ['m not prepared to 


Give you a day-by-day account of his schedule at this point 


Q When does he leave? 
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Q Yeah, when does he leave? 

a What I said was, he leaves early next week 
Q Early? 

a Very early next week. 


Q Monday after midnight sometime? 
a 


Very early next working week. 


o 


How long will he be away? 


i) I can't give you the total duration but it will 
take him into the following week probably. 


Q Is this chronologically correct what you gave us? 


a I'm not giving it to you in any order other than 
alphabetical. 


Is that it on that question? Let me move along. 


The Department is dismissing a mid-level employee 
because he made an unauthorized disclosure of classified 
information to the news media. 


We regret that because of this transgression the 
Department is losing an otherwise productive and trustworthy 
employee. But we believe that leaking of classified 
information is a serious breach of the discipline required of 
all public servants It is essential that the public be 
informed concerning the activities of the government. However, 
we must also recognize that the national interest often 
requires that information concerning the national defense and 
foreign relations be protected against unauthorized disclosure 


Officials who leak do not serve the larger national 
interest by disclosing information but instead may well] be 
undermining the process of making foreign policy and protecting 
our national defense. Leaks can betray confidences and 
embarrass other governments, making them less willing to 
confide in us. Leaks can undermine the confidentiality needed 
in a decision-making process to insure a full and candid airing 
of all points of view. Leaks can also threaten the security of 
our nation or friendly nations, or the safety of individuals, 
or our sources of vital information. 
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Because of the potentially serious consequences of 
unauthorized disclosures of classified information, the 
Department will continue to deal strictly with any of its 
employees who have made unauthorized disclosures of classified 
information. 


~ Copy? 

a Yes. 

Q Who was the man? 

Q First of all -- second of all, was he given a 
polygraph test? 

a What was your first-of-all? 


Q That we can get a copy of that? 

a Yes. 

Q Second of all -- 

Q Just a copy or just the text? 

i) Yes, you may have a copy. 

Q Was he discovered by a polygraph? 


A No, the employee did not take a polygraph 
examination. 


Q And who is he? 


A I'm not going to discuss the name of the 
individual involved The important point is that the 
Department has dealt strictly with an individual who has made 
an unauthorized disclosure of classified information The 
specific name of the individual involved is not material to 
that point. I can tell you that he was a GS-15 non-career 
employee. 


Q What was the story about? 


A { can't give you that. 
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Q Is he in violation of any law and can he be 
prosecuted for what he did? 


o The Department is dismissing the employee who 
leaked the classified information. In the perticular 
circumstances of this case, the Justice Department has declined 
to prosecute the employee for this unauthorized disclosure, but 
criminal prosecution will be undertaken in future cases if 
appropriate. 


Concerning the nature of the information, let me say, 
as I did, that I wouldn't comment on the substance of it, that 
it would be inappropriate to confirm or deny that a specific 
press story involved classified information. [I can tell you 
that the unauthorized disclosure involved matters related to 
our diplomatic relations. [t did not involve defense secrets. 


Q Chuck, when someone leaks a name this afternoon - 


a No. The reason [ won't give you his name is 
because it's not my intent, nor the Department's intent, to 
publicly embarrass the individual in that sense. He has been 
dismissed from the Department. He has paid that price for his 
transgression 


The point to be made is that he made an unauthorized 
disclosure of classified information, and the Department 
intends to deal strictly with those kind of unauthorized 


disclosures. 

Q Did he make it to a publication? 

% 

Q Did he admit to the charges on which he wes 
accused? 

A The individual has apologized to the Secretary 
for his actions 

Q So he's not contesting his dismissal, or is he? 

A [I said he has apologized to the Secretary. 

Q All right, a separate question, then Is the 
i ial contesting -- are there any bureaucratic procedures 
ur... y now in which there is a contest of this action? 


a He has been dismissed [t has been done, Ralph 
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Q Is there a way he can -- 

a It's over. That's right, it's over. 

Q Can you identify the law that he would be in 
violation of, or that future cases people would be prosecuted 
for doing what he did? What is the wature of that law? And 
does it also apply to the news agencies that publish leaked 
material when they know that it's classified information? 


a I'm not in a position to give you that legal 
reading. 


Q Can you tell us when all this occurred? When he. 
was dismissed, when the leaks occurred? 


is) He was dismissed today. 
Q He was dismissed today? 
a That's right. 


Q How long had the investigation gone on before - 
or was there any investigation? 


Aa There certainly was an investigation, but it's 
duration [ can't give you details of. 


Q Did he have a meeting with the Secretary of State? 

Q How did he apologize to him? 

i) I can't go into the details of how he did it, 
suffice it to say he has apologized. 

Q Did the Secretary dismiss him himself? 

A The Secretary dismisses his employees; that's 


right. 
Q Himself? He did it himself? 


i) [f you're implying does he have to be in person 
to do it, I don't want to lead you to believe that But he has 
been dismissed by the Department Ihe Secretary is the head of 
this Department 


Q In what form was the disclosure made - to a 
newspaper or to - 
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a [ have nothing beyond what [I gave you earlier on 
that -—- which is that it was not a defense secret but rather 
related to diplomatic relations. 


Q How was he located? Did he -- did some 
investigative body discover him or did he -- 


Q Did he come forward? 
2) ft was uncovered through an investigation. 
Q Is this the first time this has been done? The 


Secretary has been talking about this quite a lot lately. 


= This is not the first employee to have left the 
Department because of unauthorized disclosures. 

Q Can you give us any - 

A But [ cannot give you any further details. 

Q Dates or precedents? 

A Nothing else. 

Q "A non-career employee," does that mean a 


political appointee? 
a) I think that's a fair assumption. 


Q Chuck, when you say he was not the first to have 
left the Department for unauthorized disclosures, is he the 
First employee to have been fired for doing that as opposed Lo 
resigning? 


A As I say, I don't have all the details as to what 
the circumstances of others may have been. 


- MORL- 
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Q (Inaudible)...publicizing this, and you are 
unwilling to tell us if there have been a dozen in the last 
four or five years, or 100, or 1,000? Why are you coming out 
now? 


A I'm not leading you toward any specific number. 
The reason this one is being publicized is for the reason, of 
which I think you are ail aware, as Secretary Shultz made very 
clear at the Overseas Writers' Club the day before yesterday. 
He says, “We've got to find the people who are doing it," and 
in this case, we have. 


Q Is it intended to deter others, the public 
announcement? 


a As you'll see in my statement, I ended by saying 
-— let me reiterate it; [I didn't commit that to memory -- the 
Department will continue to deal strictly with any of its 
employees who have made unauthorized disclosures of classified 
information. 


Q I'm talking about the public announcement: is 
that intended as a deterrent? 


A I have nothing else for you on that. 


Q Listen, could [ just ask a quick question? ['m 
not clear. When you say that he is not the first that has left 
the Department because of unauthorized disclosures, is he the 
first that has left the Department because of unauthorized 
disclosures while Mr. Shultz has been the Secretary of State? 


A I don't have that. 


Q Could you give us more information on how many in 
the past have left? 


fs) I'll take a look in a very general sense. 

Q May [ ask you a question, please? 

A Yes. 

Q You have said that there is no intent to penalize 
him Further, but it seems to me that by making this public -- 
and undoubtedly his name will be disclosed by someone - that 


he will have a stigma which will follow him all of his life. 
Will this not be a harsh penalty? 
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a That is part of the price that the individual 
would have paid for this case under any circumstance; -- 


Q Then, why has he been singled out instead of 
others, too? 


a -- and whether or not I had made this 
announcement, I'm sure it would have been a matter of public 
record very shortly. And as a consequence, in the spirit of 
openness, you asked us to tell you what we can. 


Q I think since you raised this issue, and you've 
not given us any details, [I think you really -- 


A I object to that, Bernie. I've given you a 
considerable amount of detail -- maybe not all the detail you 
wanted. 


No. You've said it's a diplomatic matter, not a 
defense matter. 


A I've told you --. 

Q Yes. 

A - something about his status in the Department. 
Q Well, -- 

4 I've told you something about the investigation 


in response to several questions. 


Q But I think we have to have some sense of how 
serious a matter this is, because the Secretary has been 
blasting away in the last week or so about disclosures of 
covert activities and things like that, which @ reasonable man 
could say could endanger national security. All you've said, 
it's a diplomatic matter. And as we know, diplomatic stuff is 
discussed with reporters constantly; and almost all of it has 
some kind of phony or unnecessary classified label. 


How serious a matter -- Could you give us some sense, 
was some major agreement imperiled by this? 


is) No, I can't. 


Q Chuck, this comes up at a very convenient time in 
the Secretary's campaign against leaks. How long has this case 
been pending? It seems very convenient 
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A I would not lead you to believe that it was 
convenient in the sense that you're implying at all. 


Q Chuck, can you give any indication -- is there a 
special investigatory team or operation set up to do this? And 
do you know that there are going to be other people who will 
also be terminated? 


a There is nothing special. It was investigated 
through the normal channels available to this Department under 
any circumstances. 


Q Chuck, has the news organization which was 
involved in disclosing this information been made aware of this 
penalty? 


a I don't know. 


Q Chuck, was this information ever published? All 
you said was that it was disclosed to the news media. Do you 
know if the information was ever published? 


Was the information ever made public, as opposed to 
disclosed to the media? 


A As 1 say, all of this goes to helping everyone 
identify this in an ever more expeditious fashion, and as a 
consequence, I'd just as soon not reply to any of those stories 
from here. 


Q Let me follow that up by asking, on what basis 
are you withholding? [s it classified information? Whether 
the information was published? Is his name classified 
information? Would disclosure of any of those details subject 
the disclosee, the discloser, to possible termination? 


A These are policy decisions, Ralph. 

Q Is it the case that polygraph tests are being 
given now in the Department to try to ferret out news Leaks, 
even though this (inaudible) - 

A [ believe you're all aware of the Department 
guidelines on use of the polygraph, and those remain fully in 
effect. 


Q So, polygraph tests are being given regularly? 
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4 That has not been Department guidelines. If 
you're creating new Department guidelines, then you should read 
the old ones. And those were available in a Department notice 
which was circulated throughout this building, which [ had here 
a minute asco. 


Q Probably not for the news media, huh? 
A The Department of State uses polygraph 


examinations on a voluntary basis in the course of 
counter-intelligence, criminal, and special investigations. 


Q Does that cover news leaks? 

A Pardon. 

Q Does that mean news leaks? 

fs) Special investigations would cover that category. 


Q Most of the leaks that have gained some publicity 
recently have had to do with Libya or the West Berlin 
discotheque bombing. Would you be willing to rule out that it 
did not have anything to do with this? 


i) As 1 say, I would lead you toward a diplomatic 
matter. 


Q Chuck, can you say whether this was the result of 
a complaint from some country with which we had ongoing 
diplomatic negotiations or other contacts? 


A No, [ can't give you any other details. 
Okay? Any other subject? 


Q Does the Department have any comment with regard 
to the culpability of the news media in particular, not only 
with regard to leaks but in particular, the NBC case of 
interviewing a terrorist who threatened the life of the 
President of the United States, and then refused to identify 
the location of that interview, and the whereabouts of this 
terrorist, Abu Abbas? 


A Are you looking for an instant replay? 


Q ['m looking for a comment from the Stale 
Department with regard to the culpability of the news media not 
only in publishing what they know to be leaks and classified 
information, but also engaging in activities like NBC was 
guilty of just last week. . 
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me On that case, [ had comment at that time, and [ 
don't have anything that would go beyond that. In this case, 
[I've said nothing about the news media, its culpability, or 
otherwise; and I don't have any comment to offer. 


Q Chuck, you said that the person didn't take a 
polygraph test. Did they refuse to do so? 


A As I said, I have nothing else on that. 


Q Could I just ask one question? Did we inform any 
government of this action? 


A No comment. I'm not sure what the relevance of 
it is, but -- 


Q Well, I mean, has it come as a complaint from a 
country - 

a) I had that question before -- 

Q -- and did we notify a country that, in Fact ~- 

A - at which point I said I had no comment. 

(Laughter) 


Q Can I follow up on that last question on the 
polygraph? I[f we put your answer that no polygraph was taken 
together with your answer on the policy on polygraphs and your 
steering us in the direction that special investigations cover 
this sort of case, it's pretty hard not to draw the conclusion 
that he was asked to take the polygraph test. 


Can you offer us any guidance on that score beyond 
what you've already said? 


fa No. You can draw your own conclusions 

Q Chuck, George wants to know if this is your last 
briefing? 

(Laughter) 

i) On what grounds is that, George? 


Q You're the guy' 
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Q At this level -- I'm sure we can look it up - 
but would this cover like a Deputy Assistant Secretary? You 
said “middle-level political appointee." What would, say, a 
Deputy Assistant Secretary -- 

a I gave you his rank. 

Q Would that be, say, a Deputy Assistant Secretary? 

A A GS-15? 


Yes. 


> 


I'm to tell all of you what a GS-15 is? 


Q Well, just what, a Deputy Assistant Secretary, 
Assistant Deputy, or what? 


a Deputy Assistant Secretaries outrank GS-15's. 

Q Do you have any other announcements? 

Q Could you give us an example of a GS-15? 

A That's all the announcements [ have. 

(Inaudible) (Laughter) 

Q How many GS-15's are there? 

Q Okay. You're finished? 

A [I'm finished. 

Q I'm sorry if I'm bringing up something that was 
brought up earlier, but there have been accounts in Paraguay 
about the involvement of the U.S. Ambassador there and a bunch 
of demonstrations in which the government is directly 
criticizing the Ambassador for instigating or inciting reaction 
against the government. 


Do you have anything on that? 


a [ had some more significant comment at the time 
that those stories were more current, but if I could summarize 
them as [ remember them, that our Ambassador is carrying out 
his diplomatic mission, as do all of our ambassadors, ina 
totally professional way, and that there has not been any 
behavior of the nature which is insinuated in some of those 
reports. 








-13- Friday, 5/16/86 


Q Did the Paraguayan Government protest his actions? 
A I don't have any knowledge. 


Chuck, the Secretary, in his speech last night, 
talked about, as a result of the bombing raid of Libya, said 
“Colonel Qadhafi is in retreat," and that Syria is uneasy and 
may be thinking hard about getting involved in murderous 
activities, or something like that. 


Can you give us some back-up of this? What does he 
mean by “Qadhafi is in retreat"? And secondly, what do you 
mean by Syria being uneasy? I mean, is there anything you can 


6 No, I can't help you in any meaningful way on 
either one of those. On the question of Qadhafi being in 
retreat, I couldn't say anything more than the various reports 
concerning uncertainties within the regime that many of you 
have seen. 


On the question of Syria, I guess I would limit my 
remarks to saying that the Syrian Government is well aware of 
our policy concerning support for terrorism. I'd leave it at 
that. 


Q Well, have you now come to the conclusion that 
Syria is implicated in some recent terrorist activities? 


a No, nothing beyond what I said yesterday, which 
was that we had not formed any definitive conclusions. 


Q Chuck, any comment on the State Department 
investigation on the Waldheim case? 


fe Any comment? 


Q Yes, on that. There was a letter, the Whitehead 
letter to the Jewish Congress. 


A Well, 1 might set the record straight for some of 
you. {Ff you would refer to the April 25th briefing, [ told you 
at that time that both the Attorney General and the Secretary 
of State have statutory responsibility, and that the 
Departments of State and Justice were investigating and 
analyzing the available materials. So what was in the letter 
to which you make reference from the Deputy Secretary was 
exactly the public guidance which we used on April 25th, which 
he repeated ina letter dated May 5 
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Now, beyond that, [I can only tell you that our 
investigation is proceeding, but that it has not yet come to 
its end. 


-- MORE -- 
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Q Has the Secretary changed his position at all on 
polygraph tests -- 


a No. He hasn't. 


Q -- recently because of the leaks? 

fi No -- 

Q Still adamantly opposed to polygraph tests? 

A His position remains the same. 

Q Back on Waldheim again for a second? 

A Yes. 

Q The investigation has not yet come to an end. Do 


you anticipate it would come to an end before the final vote 
takes place in Austria? I mean, is that sort of an either 
formal or informal kind of deadline for it to be completed? 


a No. There's no formal or informal deadline. It 
is proceeding with due diligence. That's the best [ could say. 


Q Would it be -- I don't know how to ask this 
without it being a hypothetical question, but it seems a little 
unusual to me to face the prospect of a head of state being 
investigated by the United States Government and then perhaps 
being banned from coming to the United States -. the head of 
state of a country with which we have good diplomatic 
relations. Is there a question there that you can answer? 
(Laughter) 


i) You're right. It is a hypothetical question. 
No. { -<- 

Q You can't comment on that? 

a No. There is no reason to comment on it since 


there have been no judgments drawn at this point. 


Q [t suggests that the need for pursuing the 


investigation with a deadline rather than pursuing one without 
one 


9) I don't necessarily see that 


Q Okay. 
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ry Chuck, it has been reported from Lebanon that 
Israel is increasing or intensifying its reconnaissance flights 
over the Lebanese Bekaa Valley in southern Lebanon. [n Light 
of those reports, do you still believe that there are no 
indications that Israel will be attacking Syrian positions? 


a Yes. I still believe that. 


Q Chuck, could [ just ask you quick question back 
on this employee? Do I understand that he is employed by the 
Department of State here in Washington, or can he be a 
Department of State employee in any other country? 


a He was employed by the Department of State here 
in Washington. 


Q Can I ask you also on that question, because on 
diplomatic relations there is so much dialogue between the 
press and officials of this Department, at least until today, 
in which clearly material which has not been made previously 
public knowledge is discussed, such as exchanges on various 
subjects. Is there some guideline you have on what a State 
Department official is authorized to discuss with a newsman? 


Q Or not? 


“ I can't help you on that beyond saying that this 
was an unauthorized disclosure of classified information. 


Q But that happens probably all the time, because 
classified -- [| mean, can you give some sense of how classified 


re) If it happened all the time in the sense you are 
speaking about, we would probably have many more dismissals 
than we've had. 


Q Chuck, can I just follow one thing? Could you 
say -- can you recall any similar announcement of such a 
dismissal from the Department -. public announcement? Not a 
case, but an announcement? 

i) I can't recall any 


Q How long have you been here? 


A Since July of last year. Any other questions? 
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Q Chuck, has the Administration talked to the 
Saudis or had any feedback From the Saudis on how they feel 
about going to the American Jewish community and asking it to 
support the missile sale? 


é No. I have no comment on that. 


Q There was some negative reaction from Jordan when 
the President went to the UJA Assembly and made a similar pitch. 


“ No. Don't have anything. 


Q Chuck, there are reports that the Soviets have 
recently renewed -- sent signals, saying that they are still 
very interested in a summit this year in the United States. Do 
you have anything on the first step of that, Shultz- 
Shevardnadze? 


o No. Nothing on that. 


Q Chuck, do you have anything on Libya taking to 
court an American bank in London for freezing their assets? 


i) Yes, [ do. The United States is not a party Lo 
the lawsuit which was instituted by the Libyan Arab Foreign 
Bank against Bankers Trust. We are aware of the action and are 
studying the complaint filed by the Libyan Bank in London. 
Through the Treasury Department we are also in touch with 
Bankers Trust about the defense of the case, but beyond that 
don't have any comment on a pending suit. 


Q Chuck, have you any comment now on the anger of 
the Mexicans at the criticism by the Administration at the 
hearings on the Hill, and what action now will be taken by the 
U.S., further action, in its dealings with Mexico? 


A I don't have anything that 1 guess would 
specifically answer your question. Because there's interest in 
this question, let me, however, say something along the lines 
of what I[ said yesterday, which is that we have a good 
relationship with Mexico in which we deal with a broad range of 
issues. Both governments are committed to having a Frank, 
productive, mature relationship that is capable of solving 
problems. Narcotics trafficking is one of those problems 


The breadth, depth and importance of the relationship 
between our countries is such that both the U.S. and Mexico are 
determined to maintain our good bilateral relations, our 
overall cooperative efforts, and our joint war on narcotics 
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Q A Follow-up? 
Yes. 


Q Do you know of any -- whether the President has 
sent any message io -- the President of the United States sent 
any message? Has there been any contact, personal contact, 
with the President of Mexico in the last few days or whether 
there's been any plans for him to do so? 


a [I don't have any information on that. 


Q There was a formal message that you acknowledged 
you received yesterday. Has there been a reply sent back, or 
is there a formal response yet to that? 


a To the best of my knowledge, there has been no 
formal reply. 


Q Back to the Saudi arms sale, have there been 
similar cases where communities like the Greek-American 
community has been asked to support arms sales to Turkey or 
things like that? (Laughter) 


a I don't know 
Q Isn't this an odd case? 
Don't know. 


Q Can you Give us @ progress report on Habib's 
talks with the contras in Miami, trying to bring them together? 


A First of all, your presumption is that Ambassador 
Habib is there to bring them together. I[ said yesterday he was 
there to brief them on the Contadora process, and that is the 
nature of his mission there. 


According to our information, the leadership of UNO is 
meeting this week to continue its discussions on the internal 
organization of the resistance and the need for greater 
civilian control over military operations. We understand that 
the talks are progressing wel! I'd leave it there 


Q Same subject Do you have any comment on Costa 
Rica granting asylum to Eden Pastora today? 


a No Nothing more 
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Q Chuck, same subject. Habib has come under a lot 
of heat from conservatives lately who seem to think that he's 
in the process of selling out Administration policy towards 
Central America. Do you have anything to say in his defense? 


Q Or not. 
Q Or not? 


a Clearly, Ambassador Habib is implementing the 
policy of the President, just as Secretary Shuitz is doing 
that. The letter which Ambassador Habib sent to a number of 
Congressmen, which has gotten a lot of attention, I have said 
before did not change our position concerning the Contadora 
process. It states that the United States will abide by an 
agreement that is comprehensive, verifiable and simultaneous 
implementation of all 21 points of the Contadora Document of 
Objectives. 


Included among those 21 points are democratization and 
national reconciliation. National reconciliation must 
encompass a dialogue by the Government of Nicaragua with all 
elements of the opposition. Our criteria mean that all 21 
points of the Document of Objectives must be agreed and 
formulated in a way that is verifiable before any provision 
takes effect. And, likewise, we would not feel politically 
bound to accept or respect an agreement that Nicaragua was 
violating. 


Q Copy of that? 


a That's something that dates back now several 
weeks which [ reiterate simply because in the context of this 
question it's become relevant again But that goes back to 
April 25. 


Q Do you have anything to say on what the United 
States would do if Nicaragua signs the proposed draft treaty? 


a I think again our position on that is as I have 
just specified it 


Q Do you have any commeht on a newspaper report 
that Mr. Marcos is setting up a government in exile in Hawaii 
and stirring up trouble purposefully, obviously? Various 
people have accused him of such 


a We have no independent confirmation that 
President Marcos -- former President Marcos has taken the step 
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of setting up a so-cailed government in exile. There is 
increasing evidence of partisan political activity by Mr. 
Marcos in the Philippines from Hawaii. 


We do know that Mr. Marcos has asserted in recent 
interviews with the press that he is still the President of the 
Philippines. These claims are totally without foundation. The 
United States Government was one of the firs! countries in the 
world to recognize the government of President Aquino. The 
United States Government views Mr. Marcos has the ex-President 
of the Philippines. 


Q Secretary Shultz in his speech at the Overseas 
Writers Association the other day, when the question of leaks 
came up, said that anyone who was leaking should be fired, but 
he said he would defer to the Justice Department with regard to 
any action on it. 


4 With regard to prosecution. 


Q Okay. So is there any indication that the 
Justice Department is pursuins this in agencies other than the 
State Department? For example, is there something that's going 
on which is also covering the Pentagon, the White House, and so 
forth? As an Administration-wide -- 


a I’m not sure why 1 should have any information on 
that, or why you are referring to this as something new in 
terms of an Administration-wide policy. We here in this 
Department as well as other Departments have said that 
unauthorized disclosures have got to be stopped. 


Q I'm just wondering -- 


a Prosecution in any specific case is a call for 
the Justice Department to make. In this case [ said that Lhere 
would be no prosecution. 


Q I'm just asking in terms of are individuals from 
the Justice Department being invited in to conduct 
investigations in these various agencies with regard to this 
particular problem? 


a These investigations are conducted as always, and 
that's with the -- at least for the large part -- with the 
internal resources of the Department. But one can only presume 
that in investigations the total resources are available, if 
necessary 


Q Chuck, has the Secretary of State or any other 
official in this Department had to either apologize or explain 
this case to any particular government? 
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S No, I don't have anything on that, Ralph. 
Y Chuck, just a technical question -- 


Q The European Community today is threatening 
retaliation after the President's announcement of restrictions 
on imports of acricultural products from the Community. Has 
there been -- is there -- do you have anything on that today? 


a No. 


Q Chuck, did the fact that he's a political 
appointee limit his or her right of appeal or any kind of - 
Goes it make it easier to terminate them? Is there a 
difference between -- 


a) I don't know the answer to that, Matt 
Q -- between career and political? 
3) Every political appointee, cbviously, serves at 


the pleasure of the Secretary. 

Q Was there any deal struck about the Secretary not 
naming this person in exchange for this person keeping quiet 
later on and not having further conversations with the press? 

A { said earlier this was a policy decision, and [ 
said it was not my intent to publicly embarrass the person in 
specific terms. 


Q Is there any comment on the NATO decision to 
support production of chemical weapons this morning? 


m4 No. I don't have anything 


Q Do you have anything on the substance of a 
meeting between the Secretary and Mr. Lee Min Woo yesterday? 


A No. 


Q Thank you 


(The briefing concluded at 1:07 p.m.) 
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MR. REDMAN: Good afternoon, everybody. One very 
brief announcement about some upcoming travel plans on the part 
of the Secretary of State: 


He will be going to New York and Halifax, Nova Scotia, 
May 28 through 30 -- that is to say, a three-day trip. [In New 
York, May 28, he will address the UNGA Special Session on 
Africa. He will also meet with the Senegalese President, Mr. 
Diouf, who is currently Chairman of the OAU, and give a 
reception -- the Secretary will -- for African heads of 
delegations and others. 


After New York, Halifax. The Secretary there will be 
attending the spring Ministerial meeting of the North Atlantic 
Council. In Halifax the Secretary will also meet for a series 
of bilaterals with some of the NATO colleagues as well as with 
NATO Secretary General Lord Carrington, and he will be 
returning to Washington on Friday -- that is to say, May 30. 


I am told that a sign-up sheet has been posted for any 
of the press wishing to apply for a seat on the Secretary's 
plane It will be taken down, applications closed, noon, 
[hursday, May 22. 

Q When does he leave, Bernie? 

A [Ihe 28th, on Wednesday. 

Q And when does he get to Halifax? 

A He gets to Halifax -- don't have that here, but [ 


think he gets to Halifax that same day, on the 28th And if he 
doesn't, he'll be late. 


That's it As usual, I have no idea of the number of 
available seats, but we will go Lhrough the usual process, 
holding the test tube over a Bunsen burner 


Q That's it? 


ie) Jam Yeah 
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Q The South Africans appear to be involved in some 
raids on some ANC offices in Zimbabwe and Botswana. One. do 


you believe that they were involved; and, two, do you have any 
comment? 


i I think that the White House has already 
addressed that several hours ago, and they laid down the 
position of the Administration. And since I would find myself 
in a position of reiteration, [ will pass. But your questiun 
has been answered at some length, I understand, during a 
briefing earlier today at the White House. 


Q Okay. On another subject, is the State 
Department being kept current on the talks between China and 
Taiwan about this plane that was taken to the Mainland? 


is) [I don't have anything specifically on that. 
Obviously this is a matter for China and Taiwan to address; and 
beyond that, as [ say, [ don't have anything that [ can add Lo 
it. Mike? 


Q Do you find - 
A ['m sorry. Go ahead. 


Q Do you find it a good thing that they have been 
involved in direct negotiations? 


“ I don't want to make any judgment at all. Mike? 


Q Yes. Go back to South Africa. the White House 
Gismissed the difference between the American raid on Libya and 
the South African raids on its neighbors as somewhat 
irrelevant Can you explain to me, because I'm in a state of 
complete confusion about this, why -- 


“ Between? I'm sorry 


Q Between the American raid on Libya against 
terrorist targets in Libya and the South African raid against 
what it calls terrorist targets in the Lhree capitals of the 
three neighboring countries 


I am ina state of confusion as to what the difference 
is, and ['d be obliged if you would explain. 


a Let me try to make a contribution to the question 
as you have set it up 
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The United States has for many years made clear its 
strong opposition to the use of terrorism and violence as a 
means of solving South Africa's problems. The situations that 
you allude to, Mike, are simply not parallel. 


Libya: Libya is the world's principal proponent of 
state-sporsored terrorism. The Governments of Botswana, Zambia 
and Zimbabwe have made serious efforts to limit cross-border 
violence directed at South Africa; and, as noted in the 
statement that Larry read earlier today, there is a process of 
ongoing communication and discussion between South Africa and 
its neighbors on security issues. 


Q Bernie, can I follow up? 

A Yeah. Matt? Could I -- 

Q I think they're doing this in - 
a Yeah. 


Q Does the Administration reject South Africa's 
contention that the ANC is a terrorist organization? 


a I don't have anything on that particular point 
I think you know where we stand on the ANC. We continue to 
regard the ANC as an important political organization that must 
be a factor in negotiations over South Africa's future. We 
have repeatedly made clear our condemnation of its use of 
violence for political ends and are concerned about its close 
ties to the Soviet Union 


We also note that the organization contains important 
nationalist elements [t has been a longstanding opponent of 
apartheid, a fact acknowledged publicly by the South African 
state President, Mr. Botha. 


Q Do you also still call for Mandela's release, is 
that correct? 


A Il think that has been said before, and I see no 
reason to change it 


Q The ANC - since the White House statement on 
South Africa this morning, the ANC is claiming that the United 
States in effect prepared the ground for these latest South 
African raids by the raid on Libya, that it provided the South 
Africans with a prior justification, the justification of 
terrorism. Could you respond to that? 
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A [ think that the response to that is contained in 
the forthright statement issued by the White House earlier 
today. Ralph? 


Q Bernie, two detail questions. 
A Two detail questions? 


Two detail questions. One, is the U.S. 
Ambassador to South Africa still on post, and will he remain 
there, or will his travels be affected at all by this? 


a My understanding is that Ambassador Nickel is 
still on post; and insofar as any travel plans on Ambassador 
Nickel's part, in general let me make an observation along Lhe 
lines that we are reviewing further steps at this time. But 1 
don't want to make any forecast as to precisely what steps may 
indeed be taken, if any. 


Q And the other -- 
i) Ralph? 


Q And the other detail was, was the U.S. advised or 
aware in advance of the South African attacks? 


a I don't have anything on that My understanding 
is not, and [ will lock that into a very hard position before 
this briefing is over No. 


Q Reviewing further steps to do what? 
a There is no 


On whether any travel plans; for example, let's raise 
the speculative question, should there be a summoning back on 
the part of Ambassador Nickel to the United States against the 
background of these attacks, my response is that we are 
reviewing further steps at this time, but 1 have italicized 
that ['m not making a call in any known direction 


Ralph? 

Q Are you thinking about recalling him? Is that 
what that -- 

i) No, no I am not saying anything at all l'm 


saying to the general question that had come up in one way or 
another about Ambassador Nickel, I am volunteering this very 
broad spectrum response 
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Q So you're not considering recalling him? 
Q (Inaudible) (Laughter) 
ns I'm going to have to refer you to the record. 


It's only three minutes old. 


Q Bernie -- 
a Somebody. David? 
Q What you said -- “further steps." What did you 


mean by “further?” Have there been other steps? 


A Well, you've heard what -- the statement this 
morning, for example. Barry? 


Q On the terrorism question that was put to you 
about four questions back, is it the U.S. position that groups 
or countries have a role to play in negotiations and yet may 
also be terrorist groups or at least terrorist-sponsoring 
states? 


is 1 don't have any way in which 1 can be - can set 
forth any reply to your question. 


Q Well, let me try to take you down step by step 
Do you think Syria ought to be part of any Mideast negotiations? 


A I have nothing to add to what has been said 
before on that. 


Q Let me try one more. Do you think the PLO should 
be part of the Mideast negotiations? 


fa Ihe Secretary has addressed that in a variety of 
ways, and you can find those responses in the Press Office. 


Q So when you say the Council has a role to play, 
you're not excluding a description of it as a terrorist 
organization? 


A I have set forth the official description as seen 
by the United States, and [I'd be happy to make that description 
as set forth available to you - 


Q Do you have any comments on -- 


A -- after the - just a second Just a second 
We have to go around the room by hand. 
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Jeff? 


Q Bernie, can you look for us, please, at the 
timing of the South African raids, considering the Commonwealth 
efforts that are under way right now? How does that look to 
you? 


“ Don't have anything for that 

Q Can [I Follow up on Syria, please? 

“ Yes 

Q Do you have any comments -- 

a Wait. We're not on Syria now. 

Y South Africa. 

a We're on Africa. 

Q Well, Bernie - 

ia Well, hold it. 1 have decided we're not there 
Q Thank you. 

a I'm taking a@ peremptory attitude at this point 
Q if we could just review the bidding a liltle bit 


and clarify this. In reaction to the South African attacks, 
the White House issued a condemnatory statement. You said, “We 
are reviewing further steps." Is it, “We are reviewing further 
steps" in reaction to this attack? 


a I said that in the context when the question of 
Ambassador Nickel was raised, with the possible implication 
that he might be summoned back, etc In that narrow 
definition [ offered my reply. the word “further” went beyond 
what had been issued by the White House earlier today Beyond 
that, [| have no way at this time of breaking down the 
architecture of the word “further.” 


Q Bernie, to follow that up, if asked about other 
actions, other than considering whether to have Ambassador 
Nickel travel at all, such as sanctions by the U.S. of any sort 
~~ diplomatic, political, economic -- are further steps under 
consideration also? 
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a On sanctions, [ understand that Larry discussed 
that question today; but an implied part of your question, 
unstated, might involve the question of -- under “further 
steps” the question of was there or is there or will there be a 
protest, and the answer is yes. 


As a matter of fact, there was a protest this morning 
on the part of the United States by Assistant Secretary Chet 
Crocker. tHe had summoned to the State Department the most 
senior official at the South African Embassy in Washington at 
this time. It is my understanding that the Ambassador is out 
of town, so that the Minister of the South African Embassy was 
here at the State Department His name is Andre Kilian. And 
this further fits under “further.” 


Q Bernie, was the United States totally taken by 
surprise? 


a l've answered that -. 
y Oh, [I'm sorry. 


i - when I said there was no information that the 
United States had received in advance. Ralph? 


Q On South Africa, there's a TASS report that says 


A TASS? 


Q there's a TASS report on the FBIS that claims 
that the South Africans consulted with the U.S., if not advised 
the U.S., of actions it was going to take, but consulted with 
them on the advisability of taking such actions Do you have 
any comment on that? 


1 said earlier before that I was unaware of 
that. Dr. Redman said there was no advance information, he had 
checked this, and so there we are on that 


Q Are you (inaudible) Syria now? 
i) Spin the globe, put a finger somewhere 
Q One last one on Africa maybe. Is the Secretary 


of State considering a trip to Africa with the purpose possibly 
of moving the diplomacy along so that such violence may be 
averted? 


a I don't have anything on that, Barry 
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Q You don't? 
“ No. 
Q You don't know if he's planning a trip? 


o No. I don't have anything on that. [ don't know 
anything about planning a trip in those terms. 


Q [Is he considering a trip in these terms? 

“ I think that there we'll have to get involved in 
such sort of semantic legalisms - 

Q Iry me. 

“ - that I figure it would be in your interest and 


mine to avoid it -- 
Q Oh, it's in my interest to get an answer from you 


i) -~- because [ do have a lunch date at 4:00 this 
afternoon. 


Q Well, you don't have to take until 4.00 Just, 
is he considering a trip? 


A l've given you the answer the way I have it I 
know of nothing at this time that falls under the heading of 
planning Considering is such a broad-spectrum Lerm that I 
don't want to take you in that direction, but [ can't rule it 
out since he still has quite a bit of time in office 


Q Any comment on Syria's President's denial of 
having to do anything with terrorism? 


A Well, I don't have anything by way of any sort of 
general comment on what President Assad said as published over 
the weekend here in Washington 


Q Well - 

Q Do you have specifics on that? 
Q Bernie -- 

Q What are - well, let me 

A Such as? 


Q Let me paraphrase that - 
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a Yes, please. 


Q Because it's been said -- Deputy Secretary 
Whitehead said there's no doubt about or there's no reason Lo 
doubt the Israeli evidence presented or information concerning 
Syria's involvement in the attempted bombing of £1 Al Airliner 
in London Does that belief still hold? Can you find out? 


A [ think there were some additional comments made 
during the last week, and 1 would refer you to those. they're 
all available here in the State Department. 

Q It was not specifically on Whitehead I was here 

a [ think there were some comments dealing in part 
on that specific comment, and we'd be happy to find it for you 
later. 

Q What was -- 


a Either here or at the White House, and I'm not 
going to get involved in a resurrection of that language. 


John, did you have something? No? 


Q Bernie, do you think the interview lessened the 
tension, helped to lessen the tension, between Israel and Syria’? 


A Well, [ think -- no, I won't get involved in 
speculation on that 

Q Bernie, is the U.S. engaged in any efforts to 
persuade Syria to join the peace process? 

a Il don't have anything for you on that Jeft? 

Q Do you have a situation report, Bernie, on the 


level of tension or the state of the situation between Israe] 
and Syria? 


a Well, 1 think that Chuck dealt with that last 
Friday and possibly a day or two earlier. [ think what [ might 
call to your attention is what we have both seen on television 
over the weekend and reac over the weekend as well in the 
course of the lengthy interview by President Assad 


For a quick recap, just let me tick off these 
elements, for example Prime Peres, Defense Minister Rabin - 
[Israel .- stated this weekend that they were not looking for a 
confrontation with Syria 
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So far as President Assad -- his comments -- he said 
that neither Israel nor Syria has undertaken any significant 
troop movements on the group despite reports of tension. And 
he added tensions seem to be lessening 


Our view of those two remarks: We believe these 
statements are genuine We welcome their effect on reducing 
tensions in the region. 


Q Bernie, can you take the question that I raised 
on U Vw « - 


“ No. I don't have anything to add to it There 
is no point taking it. 


Let me go to Jeff for a second 

Q Bernie, just to follow up, you are assessing 
statements, public statements by leaders What about the 
situation on the ground? 


a I think that Chuck said very emphatically last 
Friday -- were you here last Friday? 


Q Oh, yes 


a You were here You remember Chuck saying ule 
don't see any indications that would lead to hostilities. 


Q That hasn't changed? 
a fhat still stands 
Q Do we expect the Syrian domestic media to pick up 


the Post interview? [hey often do that with things they want 
publicized 


a It i1¢ not for me to make that judqment 


Q [f they don't, though, does that change the way 
we look at it? 


a I'm not going to volunteer on a hypothetical 
question, but it's a nice try 


Q Thank you 


A Aill? 
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Q Bernice, have you got any comment on this 
drum-fire of criticism that's been going against the publisher 
of La Prensa in Panama? f[hey're calling him a traitor and a 
drug-smuggler General Noriega'’s government has been doing 
that, [ think. 





a I don't I don't, 8il1 


Q On the same subject. Do you have anything on the 
Germans who were allegedly kidnapped by the contras, and do you 
have any response to the German Government's requests? 


a Il know that the United States is looking into the 
matter. And at this particular point, I[ really have nothing by 
way of specifics 1 would say keep in touch and see what we 
can get later in the afternoon 


Q Bernie, further on the Assad thing, do you have 
any comment on the hostage-related comments? 


a On hostage-related comments? 
Q Yeah. 
a His remarks about there being some sort of 


cessation? 
Q Right 


A On that, we continue to believe that the Syrians 
are well placed to influence those who are holding the American 
hostages in Lebanon, and we hope that they will continue Lo 
exert their influence to obtain the release of these innocent 
people 


Q Excuse me, you say “continue to?" You mean 
they're doing that now? 


a Continue to exert their influence 
Q Well, the only way [| could read that is that the 


State Department says they are exerting their influence right 
now 


a The Syrians have been approached, I think as you 
know, both publicly and privately for information about and 
assistance in seeing what can be done to bring about the return 
of the American hostages in Lebanon We have been continuing 
these overtures for more than a year, and we shall continue to 
do that 
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Q Bernie, you know, that isn't my question. Your 
statement says that we hope they will continue to exert and I'm 
specifically asking you -- 


a That is correct. Oh, 1 understand 


Q -- because that could mean the State Department's 
judgment is that Syria is currently attempting to obtain the 
release of the hostages. Or are you saying some time in the 
past they've been helpful and I hope they will be helpful again? 


A [I'm putting it in the present tense without being 
able to go into detail 


Q Thank you. 
a Wait a minute, I think Ann had the next - 
Q Does the State Department have any evidence to 


support the suggestions that the Soviet Union is going to 
withdraw their troops from Afghanistan imminently? And, if so, 
is there any fear that the downing of this Afghan jet by the 
Pakistanis is going to have some adverse influence on this? 


" Il read that story this morning about the Soviet 
Union and Afghanistan. [ have no particular comment on that. 


1 do have something, however, insofar as the downing 
of the Afghan jet in Pakistan. the United States condemns Lhe 
continuing violation of Pakistan territory and loss of life 
resulting From cross-border air incursions From Afghanistan. 

We support Pakistan's principled and resolute stand in the face 
of this aggression. 


Now, let me give you a few statistics that break down 
the First four months of this year insofar as cross-burder 
incursions go First four months, 1986 well over 160 
violations of Pakistani air space. About one-third of Lhese 
violations were serious 


What 16 the definition of “serious?” Definition as 
rollows: that they involved either penetration of Pakistan air 
space of over 5S kilometers and the firing of weapons or the 
dropping of ordnance 


Now, insofar as any casualties, here I've got to fall 
back according to a compilation of press reports that has been 
made And according to such reports, since May ] -- since May 
1 «= violations of Pakistani territory have been taking place 
on a daily basis, killing 15 and wounding 25 
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Now that about exhausts what I have by way of any 
specifics in connection with the incident over Afghan air space 
on the 17th of May, and you'll have to go -- 


Q Definition: You said the third that are serious 
require the following, 5 kilometer penetration -- 


A Involved either penetration of over - 
Q Either/or? 


a Either penetration or firing of weapons, dropping 
of ordnance. 


Q Aren't such attacks authorized or legal under 
Article S51 of the U.N. Charter? 


A I'm not a lawyer, so 1 would be speculating, and 
[I think it is in my best interest not to. 


Q Can we get a copy of that? 

A A copy of what -- this? 

Q Of what you read on that 

A You used to be able to take notes very Fast. 


Yes? Semaan? 


Q Yes, thanks very much. 
A Semacon Name and serial number, please? 
Q Would you care to deny or Lo confirm Assad's 


accusation that the United States blocked the tripartite 
agreement over Lebanon? 


A What was that? 

Q The tripartite agreement that was reached in 
Damascus to resolve the Lebanese issue? He said in the 
interview that the U.S. blocked the implementation of that 


agreement. 


A I heard what he said, and I don't have any 
comment on that 


Q Where is Murphy, Bernie? 


A Where is who? 
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Q Murphy. 
Murphy? I don't have anything for you on Murphy. 
Q And is he going to the area? 
- I have nothing for you on Murphy. 
Q Bernie? 
A Yes. 
Q Can I return to the story of the mid-level 


bureaucrat who was sacked on Friday? Can you explain how it is 
that an account of a dispute between a travelling Congressional 
delegation and an American Ambassador, with full knowledge of 
the Argentines, becomes national security information which 15 
then subject to classification? 


Aa I don't, Jim, have anything to contribute to that 
story beyond the material that was volunteered on Friday by 
Chuck. 1 read the guidance this morning. I was out of town 
And there it all it is, and [ have nothing to add to it. 


Q Well, from the accounts or from the descriptions 
that ['ve read of national securi.y information, a tiff between 
a bureaucrat and a travelling Congressional delegation wouldn't 


qualify. You're saying now it does? 
A I'm saying that what was issued on Friday is the 
State Department's position on that. [ think that Chuck drew a 


distinction between whether defense or diplomacy was involved 
[ don't have the exact words. 


But to repeat myself, |] have nothing that I am in a 
position to contribule on that story. 


Q This case was not dealt with in any detail at all 
at the briefing. the specifics of the cable were not dealt 
with. 

a) That may be so from your point of view, but | 


Feel confident that from Chuck's authorized point of view he 
went to the limits of what he was in a position to say. 


Q Well, the reason ['m curious about it is that 
when there was a real, genuine, gusher-type leak of information 
in the file cabinets found at Lorton involving the Secretary's 
morning briefings, the people responsible for that were 
reprimanded, remained on the payroll; nothing Further 
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apparently being done to them. But someone who reports on an 


intermural spat known -. that occurred in the presence of a 
Foreign government and this cable then becomes the basis for 
discharging a person, one begins to wonder how it is -- how you 


define “national security information." 


And if you could straighten us out on that, it would 
be helpful. 


“ I appreciate the question, and I respect it in 
all the seriousness with which you put it forth. I am not ina 
position to draw the distinctions as you have set them forth, 
however. And [ am afraid ['m going to have to simply stand by 
what Chuck said on Friday without being in a position to make 
any additional contributions. 


Q Well, does the - 


A Hold. it, hold it. Max. 

Q Bernie - 

a Your tongue was in the air; Max's hand was in the 
air. (Laughter) 

Q On the Assad interview, it's rather 
unprecedented, at least for him -- [ don't recall this 
happening in a long time. I'm wondering what - you know, that 


Ben Bradlee would go there, and it is quite unusual 


What inferences did you draw here, you and the 
Secretary, about what's he trying to get over to the American 
people? Is he worried about what this Administration might do? 


A [ am not going to be drawn into a discussion, or 
on my part a hypothetical discussion, of whatever molivations 
entered President Assad's decision to grant the interview 
Bill? 


Q Returning to the issue of the dismissal of the 
State Department official -- 


Q Nothing withstanding what. [ told Jim? 

Q Yeah. 

fs So you just want this on the record, I take it? 
Q [ want to ask you about the substance of the 


leak, which was at that time that Ambassador Ortiz reported 
that the Speaker of the House of Representatives had made .- had 
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in effect, gone down to lobby against the Administration's 

policy, and there's been no response from the State Department 

about that and the question of to what extent this was a . 
violation of the traditional separation of power 


Do you have any comment now? 

4A I would have to ditto my reply to Jim. Jeff? 

Q [I'd like to return just for a moment to the South 
Africa question today. Is there any kind of policy review 
underway here in the State Department today as a result of the 
South African raids? 


fs Nothing beyond what I said. I know of nothing 
that falls under that broad headline of policy review. 


Q So there's no reconsideration of our fundamental 
policy? 

a As I have said it, it stands. 

Q Assad also -- following up with Semaan's question 


-~- Assad also accused the CIA of being involved in terrorism 
all over the world. Any comment on that? 


a I think that has been dismissed in the past, and 
[ will join that. Matt? 

Q I'm just a little bit -- going back to South 
Africa - unclear. 


A South Africa? 


Q Yeah Further steps are under -. whatever you 
said -- 

a I thought that in one way or another I had parsed 
the word. 

Q Well, I'm just unclear as to if you were only 


speaking about the Ambassador's movements or if you're speaking 
about U.S. policy toward South Africa in general 


A [ think we had managed to itemized at least a 
couple: Number 1, the statement issued by the White House this 
morning; Number 2, the fact that Chet Crocker summoned the 
South African reigning diplomat. and protested. And then when I 
was asked about Nickel, [ left open the question about any 
further steps. You'll have to go back and find that language. 
and let me let it stand at that. But that is what [ meant by 
"beyond further." Beyond the two 
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Q Does it only apply to the Ambassador's movements 
or might it mean something else? 





a The question came up in the context of Ambassador 


Nickel, and [ suggested that [ didn't mean to make it 
broad-spectrum across the board - 


Q Oh, so only the Ambassador. 


-- and so forth. 

Q Last attempt. How does the U.S. look at the 
Syrian denial as compared with - 

A The who? 

Q The Syrian denial in comparison with the Libyan 


denial? Is it the same weight, different, what? 
a) I have nothing to add to that subject. Ralph? 


Q Bernie, do you have any comment on the several 
bombings in Bogota today? 


A No, [I don't. 


Q U.S.-owned - 


‘\ No, 1 don't Let me take a look at that I'm 
just out of touch with some blips. 

Q Thank you 

Q Bernie, do you have any position on whether Lhe 


Soviets should pay compensation for the damage from the nuclear 


thing? 


A I do not have anything on it 


(Press briefing concluded at 1:03 p.m.) 





Posted: May 20, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the May 19, 1986 daily press briefinc: 


COLOMBIA: REPORTED BOMBINGS 





Q: Do you have any comment on the several bombings in Bogota? 


A: We have little to add to press reports at this time. We 
can confirm that bombs exploded at the Bogota offices of the 
Summer Institute of Linguistics, the Center for 
Colombian-American University Studies, and a church on Sunday 
night, May 19. There was property damage, but no casualties 
were reported. We cannot confirm press reports that the 


National Liberation Army (ELN) has claimed responsibility for 


this terrorist act. 
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TUESDAY, MAY 20, 1986, 12:32 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon 
Several announcements to begin with Secretary Shultz will 
participate in Congressman's Conte's [ssi *s Symposium on May 
21, 9:15 to 9:45 a.m. in the Rayburn Bui... ng, Room 2359 Ihe 
Secretary will deliver brief remarks and ye a few questions 
If you wish to cover the event or have que_tions, please 
contact Chris Whitcomb in Congressman Conte's office at 
225-5335 Just for your background, this is an On-the-Record 
symposium [hey expect about 100 of Mr. Conte's constituents 
to attend 


Q What's the subject? 


A [t's just a general symposium. [ believe they're 
free to ask questions on any subject they so desire 


Secondly, the second U.S.-Turkish Joint Economic and 
Irade Consultation 1s being held in Washington today Under 
Secretary of State for Economic Affairs Allen Wallis is 
chairing the U.S. side, and Under Secretary of the Ireasury and 
Foreign Irade Ekrem Pakdemirli  - he's on the Turkish side 
The first consultation was held in June 1985 Ankara The two 


Sides are discussing international and bilateral issues of 
mutual interest 


Q That's not the base negotiations; that's 
something else, right? 


ig That 156 right That 15 not base negotiations 
That is economic and trade consultation; second in a series 


And, finally, on a personnel matter, the American 
Ambassador to the Holy See, Mr. William A. Wilson, submitted 
his resignation to the President yesterday expressing his 
gratitude for the opportunity to serve and his desire after 
five years on the job to return to private life the President 
expressed his deep appreciation to Ambassador Wilson for his 
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productive work during the course of which full diplomatic 
relations were established be':wzeen the United States and the 
Holy See. 


Q Chuck, why do you call it a personne] matter? Ils 
it just a normal reshuffling of Ambassadors? 


a As 1 say, in this case the Ambassador had asked 
to leave after five years on the job. 


Q Is there any controversy invoived in his 
departure, or do you think it's just a routine thing that he, 
you know, put his time in and now he wants to go - 


A [ don't have anything beyond what [ just -- 

Q -- back to his corporate life now? 

a [ don't have anything beyond what [ just gave you 
which I think addressed that issue. 

Q Is the Secretary pleased that he's leaving? 

a No other commenLary. 

Q Can [ ask why you announce this since you've 


never announced a resignation of an Ambassador, to my 
knowledge, before? 


Q You're not leaking it? 


A ['m not leaking it. (Laughter) [his was an 
authorized disclosure 


Q Why did the White House not handle this? 


3) [ think the White House will be saying something 
similar. 

Q ls this teeny-tiny? 

Q We're just curious why you were smiling when you 


announced it 


Q Is this related at all to his meeting in Libya? 
3) On whose meeting with Libya? 
Q The Ambassador's - 


Q Qadhafi 
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a No, I don't have anything else on this particular 
case other than that brief announcement 


Q Had the Secretary... 

Q Have anything on the -- excuse me, Bernie 
A Which one of you? 

Q No, Bernie Go ahead 

Q Had the Secretary asked him to resign? 

re) The statement speaks for itself 


Q Anything on naming of a new ambassador to the 
United States? Do you want to welcome that? You don't know 
about it? Yuri Dubinin is the new Ambassador. 


a You said the naming of a new ambassador to the 
United States, and [ -- 


Q Well, I thought I'd smoke you out and see - 

A By whom, [ thought you warted - 

Q Oh, L'm sorry, by the Soviet Union 

A By the Soviet Union? Yes, [| can confirm that 
that 1s the case Mr. Yuri Dubinin will be the next Soviet 
Ambassador to the United States 

Q And do you have any information on when he'll 


take up residence here, and when Shultz might have his first 
meeting with him? 


A No Don't have any details yet 
Q When was the United States informed of that? 
a That happens through diplomatic channels lhere 


is a normal diplomatic process that is undertaken which was the 
case this time, as always 


Q On personnel, to follow up Why was the 
identification of the fired middle-level State Department 
leaker not disclosed by you, Mr. Redman, when it took John 
Goshko about an hour to find out? And simply in view of Lhe 
fact that you want to fire these people, you want to set an 
example, why did you conceal his identity? 
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a Lester, you perhaps weren't here that day, but I 
answered that question several times during the course of that 
briefing -- 

Q You told them who - 


a -- as to why [ was not going to use his name. 
I'd refer you to the record 


Q That's in the briefing? 


a It certainly is. 
Q Okay, Okay. 
Q lf we're finished with personnel matters, 


Contadora Is the State Department still in favor of an 
agreement along the 21 points of the Contadora proposals? 


A There has been no change in the United States 
Government position on that question, which has been stated 
On-the-Record on numerous occasions 


Q Well, as you may know, the Pentagon published 
this morning a 12-page report which suggests that if, in fact, 
there were to be an agreement along the proposed lines, it 
would almost inevitably lead to widespread Nicaraguan cheating 
wh’ Wh would then lead, in turn, to the stationing of some 
lt ,J00O U.S. troops in the area 


Does the State Department agree with that assessment? 


A Let me say, to start with, that the study to 
waich you refer has no standing as a United States Government 
docuvent. Lt was an internal Dod study written under contract 
and released without authority 


Concerning the question of verification, our criteria 
from the beginning mean that all 21 points of the Document of 
Objectives must be agreed and formulated in a way that 15 
verifiadle before any provision takes effect. [that's been part 
of our position from the start 


Concerning whether or not the treaty would or would 
not be verifiable, it really 1s impossible to answer that 
question at this time since there is not yet the “inal language 
of a finished treaty With respect to verification, for 
example, the Central Americans have not yet selected members Lo 
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constitute the two main verification entities nor have they 
determined the size of the international corps of inspectors or 
decided upon practical aspects of verification. 


It is the United States Government's strongly held 
view that verification mechanisms fuily adequate to detect and 
therefore to deter cheating are an indispensable element of a 
Contadora treaty. This has been our position from the outset 
of the process, as I just said 


Q The fact that the Pentagon not only circulated 
this on Capitol Hill but also published it, distributed it 
today, suggests that this view, at least, has the imprimatur of 
the Defense Department 


“ Jim. I'm not going to comment on what imprimatur 
it may have. I'm telling you that it has no standing as a 
United States Government document; that it was an internal] 
study written under contract. 


Q Can someone be fired for making that unauthorized 
release? 

i) You'll] have to talk to the Pentagon about that 

Q Chuck, if £ could just -- 

Q If we ask the Pentagon whether it was an 


unauthorized study, do you think they would say the same thing? 


a 1 didn't say - 
Q Unauthorized release? 
a l'm not sure what they'll! say You'll have to 


talk to the Pentagon 


Q lt was released today - by the Public affairs 
Office [s that what you're talking about .- that's 
unauthorized? Or are you talking about yesterday's leak to - 

) [ don't believe you're talking about the same 
document 

Q Could 1 ask you, Chuck, in the draft treaty, as 
it originally is set out, it encompasses things that -- [ 
wonder if you could explain how you can go about the 
verification <-- $1ze of armed forces and weapons - and thal 
seems to make sense - but one of the provisions of that draft 


treaty calls for democratization of the Nicaraguan society 
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How do you propose to set some kind verification for 
that process? 


a As I say, I'm not in a position today to go into 
those kind of detailed questions for the simple reason that the 
treaty itself and its final form has not been set. So the best 
{ can do is give you our general position of policy on 
verification, which L've just done. You're aware of what we've 
said about all 21 points being included, that includes 
democratization, among others, and I can't at this stage take 
it beyond that. 


Q Has the Nicaraguan Government informed the United 
States Government that they are indeed, in fact, not prepared 
to sign this treaty until it is substantially amended with 
provisions that we, Honduras, £1 Salvador, and Costa Rica find 
unacceptable? 


A I don't know of any communications of that sort 
from the Nicaraguans. 


Q Is there any sense that this going to move 
Forward now after having reached a stalemate over this weekend 
with the latest Nicaraguan proposal and rejection? 


A Well, as you know, we're not a party to those 
negotiations, so I'm not sure -- 


Q Right, have an interest in it. 
2) - why l'm the one in a position to address those 
question. [ think the people who are negotiating are better 


placed than me. 


Q Do you have any comment on the Nicaraguan 
position taken at the Panama meeting? 


A Several remarks, 1 quess, on that score. First, 
the Nicaraguan rejection of the Guatemalan-Costa Rican 
proposal, we find inconsistent with the good-faith approach to 
this vital issue. 


Nicaragua's proposal, on the other hand, would limit 
only offensive weapons but does not define the distinction 
between offensive and defensive arms. Nicaragua's proposal 
would defer negotiation of arms Limits until after the treaty 
is signed. That 18, Nicaragua 16 asking its neighbors to buy a 
pig in a poke. fhe Nicaraguan proposal would olace a freeze 
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only on arms purchases. Contadora language has alwesys referred 
to arms acquisitions. The distinction is vital sirce Nicaragua 
gets its heaviest weapons free From the Soviet Union. 


Those are simply a few observations. 
Q "Buy a pig ina poke?" 


A You know that one. Talk to Bernie; he's pretty 
good on these metaphors. 


Q Chuck, just so we can be sure we're on the same 
wave length, the report that ['m talking about is a report 
which was published today by the Defense Department, Public 
Affairs Division, 12 pages called "Prospects for Containment of 
Nicaragua's Communist Government," is that -- 


A That may well be the same report. [ haven't seen 
that report. Whatever report it is that we're talking about on 
which your stories are based is the one ['m referring to. 


Q "Has no standing as a U.S. Government document" 
-- even though Bob Sims' office issued it; is that what you're 
saying, Charles? 


te You've got my statement. 


Q And it's unauthorized that it be released? Is 
that what you said? 


A fhat's what [ said. 


Q So that holds for this, too, even though it was 
released by the Public Affairs Of Fice? 


A That's what T said I don't have the details of 
how it came into the public domain, but it was an internal 
Study, done under contract, released without authority. 


Q Just out of curiosity, why should we -- why do 
you think we should believe the Public Affairs Office of the 
State Department as opposed to the Public Affairs Office of the 
Defense Department 

4 I think the answer is obvious. 


Q Well, what is your view on that? 


4 Our policy on that is well known, Ralph. 
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Q It's what? 

Q How mp@ny divisions does the State Department 
have? (Laughter) 

Q Can I ask you a question about Wilson again? 

Q [ just have -- it sounds like you're referring -- 
your guidance was written before the Public Affairs Office of 
the Pentagon released this -- is that right? -- and you're 
referring to -- it's a fact that the thing was published in the 


paper this morning. 


A Certainly, to the earlier release. Whether or 
not there's been a subsequent release, in response to questions 
after the fact, 1 don't know. But it first came into 
circulation through other channels than the DoD Public Affairs 
Of fice. 


Q And when you say “unauthorized,” that's what 
you're talkina about? 


fe) That's certainly what I'm referring to. 


Q When you say it's under contract, under contract 
to whom? Who prepared it? 


A You'll have to talk to the Pentagon for the other 
details. 

Q Another area? 

Q In the story the limes had today on this report 


there's an interview included with Under Secretary [kle who 
justifies it and speaks as if this is a Defense Department 
repect of which he is quite pleased. Do you -- is there any 
inconsistency here? You're saying it was not a DoD study but 
he certainly seems to endorse it in his comments. 


a I said it was done under contract with DoD. 

Q Yeah, but a@ lot of things are done -- 

A No, 1 can't comment I don't have any comment on 
what he says. ['ve given you my reaction. 

Q New subject? Chuck, there are two Israeli 


things. Yesterday, I[sraeli radio reported that the Soviet 
Union was shipping to Syria MiG 29s and SS-23s. Do you have 
anything on that, and [ have a follow-up on it? 
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2) No, [ don't. Only to note that according to the 
report I said they were shipping the SS-23s on the MiG 29s. 


Q Which would be hard to do. (Laughter) 


A We may want to have the intelligence community 
take a look at that. (Laughter) 


Q Secondly, Israeli newspapers today, and it was 
also hinted at in a New York Times story today, too, that the 
Secretary is considering a trip to the Middle -East -- or to 
Israel and Egypt -- in June or soon. Anything on that? 


a l'll give you a familiar refrain which you heard 
the last time this question was answered, which is that the 
Secretary's made no decision concerning a trip to the Middle 
East. 


--MORE- 
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Q Chuck, is there anything concerning the report on 
these American guards that were kidnapped in Lebanon and then 
released? 


Q What's the question? 


S) The question concerned some American guards who 
were kidnapped in Beirut -- 


Q Lebanese guards -- 

o - or Lebanese guards -- 

Q -~ at the American Embassy. 

-- who work for the American Embassy. I don't 


have details to offer at this particular point other than to 
say that the latest information that I have is that they had 
been released. 


Q We don't know who did it? 
A No. [ don't have any other details. 


Q Were allegations of Syrian involvement in 
terrorist attacks discussed with the Soviets, and whether the 
Soviets warned the United States against military action taken 
against Syria? 


A As always, I'm not going to engage in any 
information concerning diplomatic exchanges. On those kinds of 
questions concerning the region, we have noted on several 
occasions from this podium, that the U.S. has been engaged fur 
some time in efforts to reduce regional tensions in the Middle 
Fast. We have discussed the subject with all the appropriate 
players. 


Without being drawn again into specifics, I can say 
that at various times, as you all know, we have discussed the 
Middle East as well as other regional issues with the Soviet 
Union. But ['ll leave my response in that (inaudible) fashion. 


Q But did they warn the United States? 


A And { said [ have no comment on specific 
questions. 
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Q Just a quick follow-up to that: According to the 
report, it went a step further and said that the Soviets, 
whether or not they gave a warning, made specifically the point 
that they felt that their relationship was different with Syria 
than it was with Libya, and they asked that the United States 
take that into consideration. 


2) My answer remains the same. 


Q May 1 follow that up, Chuck? loday in Moscow, 
bilateral talks began on Central America. Has the Department 
yet scheduled with the Soviets the upcoming bilaterals on the 
Middle East? 


A I don't know, frankly, whether or not a date has 
been reached. 


Q Have you anything -- since I mentioned, do you 
have anything on those Central American talks that began today? 


is) No 


Q Mr. kedman, there have been reports of a great 
many weapons, of the planting of mines, of blowing up of 
buildings and lynching of a large number of blacks suspected as 
collaborators in South Africa by Followers of the African 
National Congress, and I was wondering, does the State 
Department regard the ANC as terrorist, or not? And [ have one 
follow-up. 


a That question was addressed yesterday from this 
podium. 

Q And you - 

A Check the record. 

Q And you didn't answer it, I understand 

fe) f answered it, or rather Bernie answered it 

Q Bernie said that they are or not? 

A He answered your question. 

Q OK 


ts) You may check the record to find his response 
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Q Then, I'll follow up, if I may. 


When we were being condemned by a large number of 
countries for bombing Libya, did the South African Government 
condemn us, along with so many others, or not? 


“ I don't know, Les 

Q You don't know? 
Don't know. 

Q You have no idea? 

4 Michae] 


Q Bernie said yesterday that further actions were 
being contemplated as a result of the South African raid. Has 
any decision been made as to what those further actions might 
be? 


a In addition to our public condemnation of the 
raid and diplomatic protests here and in Cape Town, we are in 
communication with the affected countries and with our allies 
in an effort to restore prospects for dialogue and peaceful 
solution of differences 


Concerning specific options under consideration, I am 
not in a position to outline those for you other than to say 
that they do not include economic sanctions, and that I really 
won't speculate beyond that as to what future steps might be 
taken 


Q Is our Ambassador still there? 
A He's still there. 
Q Do you have anything on the reports that the 


State Department is engaged in a deal for a tradeoff between a 
gradual Cuban troop withdrawal from Angola in exchange for 
U.N. -supervised elections in Namibia? 


9) I would refer you to our standard lanquage 
concerning southern Africa, which takes into account Cuban 
troop withdrawal, Namibia, and other regional questions, and 
that hasn't changed. And [ think you'll find that that 
Question is addressed in the context of that lanquage, which 
has been outstanding for some time now. 
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Q [t involves a direct -- but that there is 
something of a direct relationship? This is the basis of what 
we're after in that situation? 


- I'm not going to comment on your specific 
question other than to say, take a look at that language, and 
that's the answer to the question. 


Q [In June of last year, as you know, the South 
Africans staged a raid on Botswana, and as a result, the United 
States called its Ambassador home for consultation for several 
weeks Yesterday, the South Africans raided not one, but three 
countries, and yet Ambassador Nickel is still on post. Can you 
explain the apparent disparity of response there? 


a ['ve just answered the question concerning 
further potential actions, and that's where I'1]1 leave it. 


Q Well, what -- 


“ Since I'm not speculating on further actions, 
there's no need for me to make a comparison. 


Q Why were economic sanctions ruled out? 
A For the same reasons they always have been. 
Q There has been considerable interest recently in 


the course of the prosecution and deportation of accused war 
criminals concerning a seemingly reliable reporl that a Soviet 
official informed a U.S. diplomat that Soviet witnesses were 
being coached before being allowed to give depositions to U.S 
prosecutors 


Can the Department confirm that there was such a 
contact between a U.S. diplomat or official and a Soviet? 


A l really haven't the slightest as to what case 
you're referring to, so [ really don't have any comment. 


Q lt was reported in the Los Angeles Times three 
weeks ago. I['d be pleased to give you copies of it, and [ wish 
you would take the question because a follow-up is, I'm 
wondering if this information was transferred from the Stale 
Department to the OSI in the Department of Justice, in any 
Formal way? 





a Well, if you'll give me a copy of the article 
afterwards, ['ll take a look at it and see if there is anything 
1 can come up with 
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Q Be pleased to. 


And then the final is, since this part of the report, 
or the substance of the report, has been made public in order 
to ensure the integrity of the whole process, does the 
Department of State intend now to make the report itself public? 


a) Let me look at the story, first of all. 


Q [t's been reported that this Administration is 
rethinking the Saudi deal, the Saudi arms deal, and you're 
thinking of taking out the Stinger part of it. Would you be 
kind enough to tell us what the state of this deal is? 


A No, [ don't have any comment on that story. 


Q Do you have any comment on the turmoil] 
surrounding the elections in the Dominican Republic? 


ne We have been informed by our Embassy that in a 
speech given by President Salvador Jorge Blanco this morning, 
he did request that the vote count be resumed. that's all | 
have by way of a status report on where the election process 
stands. 


We were concerned about the 48-hour break in the vote 
count. We have been informed that a committee of distinguished 
Dominicans appointed by the President, and headed by the 
Archbishop of Santo Domingo, announced on Sunday that with 90 
percent of the polling places reporting, they believe the 
elections have been free and clean, and that the results have 
been computed in an honest and professional fashion 


[It's our hope that the balance of the votes will be 
counted promptly, according to the same high standards noted by 
the Archbishop's commission. 


Ralph. 


Q Chuck, has the US. received an invitation from 
the Soviet Union to send any kind of government delegation Lo 
Chernobyl] or Kiev? And if so, has the invitation been accepted? 


A We did receive an invitation at our Embassy in 
Mos cow The U.S. Charge' d'Affaires in Moscow declined the 
invitation. We believed that there would be little utility in 
a visit to the area by personnel without the necessary 
technical background to evaluate the situation in the Fallout 
area 
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We would welcome opportunities for U.S. specialists, 
perhaps under IAEH auspices, to establish long-term, 
independent means of monitoring contamination in the area 
first-hand 


Q Was the invitation extended exclusively to 
non-technical or -- [ forgot your phrase -- but personnel 
without the technical background? 


A As [| understand, it was extended to diplomats in 
Moscow. 

Q O.K. 

Q Don't we have a Science Attache in Moscow? 

A As [ say, we believe that it would be appropriate 


for people with the appropriate technical background. 


Q Wouldn't a science attache hav. the appropriale 
technical background? 


A Il think, by definition, the answer is no 


Q No? Why would we send a Science ALtache to 
Moscow who would not have an adequate scientific background to 
work with elementary tools like Geiger counters and things that 


-_— -- 


A John, perhaps it's more than elementary tools 
that we're looking at at this point. 


Q Well, what scientist are we talking about who is 
an attache in Moscow if he doesn't know anything about atomic 
energy? Could you tell us. Charles, or do you just want to 
ignore this? 


A I'd just like to turn to some serious questions 


Q That's not a serious question? Not a serious 
question, Chernobyl (inaudible) 1s not a serious question? 


A Could we have the next question here, please? 

Q Is that what you're suggesting, Charles? 

A Next question is over here 

Q Do you have anything today on the talks between 


China and Taiwan about that returned airliner? 
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“ No, nothing. 

Q It seems to be a big deal out there, not only 
direct talks, but talks that accomplished something. [t 
strikes me as unusual, or interesting at least, that the State 
Department doesn't see anything worth commenting about them. 


“ We don't see anything worth commenting because 
it's an issue between those two parties. 


Q But 13 it not of passing interest, at least to 
the United States, the fact that these two governments have sat 
down and had direct talks? 


4 Whether or not it's of passing interest still 
doesn't imply that we should have a comment or not. 


Q The Kiev consulate, where does that stand? 
ia) (No answer.) 
Q No rescheduling of the trip, or anything? 


ia) No. As far as [I know, there has been no 
rescheduling of that. 


Q when was the Soviet invitation extended to the 
United States to take a delegation to -- was that in the Last 
week? 

Aa When was it issued’ 

Q Yes. the last day, last week? 

A l'l1l have to get the date My recollection 16 
that it is a very recent one, but -- 

Q And they just said “some diplomats” from the 
Embassy are invited to come on a tour? 

Q Could we have the text of the invitation? 

a Let me see if we can get something more 


definitive on that, the form of the invitation 
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Q It included other embassies, as wel]? 


A Ihat's right, it included other western 
embassies, as wel] 


Q Let me just clear up this one thing on the 
Contadora thing before we go off on a wrong track: Your 
reference to that unauthorized release was made without 
knowledge that the Public Affairs division at the Defense 
Department had put it out, is that right? 


A Since [ don't know the context of this release to 
which you're referring this morning, that could be the case 
As {| say, ['m not in a position from the podium right now to 
track the chronology on that All 1 can say is that it was 
first made public in other ways than the way in which you're 
referring to it. 


Q That's what you were referring to when you said - 
A Certainly that. Whether or not what [ said was 
written after it was released, I just don't know that I can 


answer the first part, but not the second 


Q Would you take the question, then, in view of the 
Fact that there may be an event that has occurred that <-- at 
least, look into the idea of whether you want to characterize 
the report any differently if you discover, after checking, 
that the Pentagon has in fact officially released the report? 


2) No, [ don't see any reason to change . - 

Q You wouldn't want to characterize it differently? 
A No, [ wouldn't 

Q So the fact that your statement was made before 


the public release is irrelevant to this (inaudible) -- 


i) That's one aspect of my answer lhe other 
aspects are valid, regardless of what that happens to turn out 


Q Do you agree with Mr. Casey's deep concern about 
NBC or not? [ mean, not you, but the State Department? Do you 
support Mr. Casey, or do you have a regard for Mr. Casey's 
concerns that approximates your regard for the Pentagon? 


A i don't have any comment on that particular story 
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Q You'd rather not, then? 
a (Inaudible) 
Q Do you know of any harm that would be done if our 


Science Attache located in Moscow went along on this trip? 


a I've given you a definitive answer to that 
question. 


Ralph 


Q Sofaer's trip to the Middle East, is there 
anything you want to say about why the U.S. at that level is 
mediating in the Taba talks? 


“ Nothing beyond saying that, as you know, we are 
taking part in the talks, as we have in the past, at the 
request of the two parties. the U.S. delegation in this round 
is being headed, as you said, by State Department Legal Adviser 
Abraham Sofaer. His involvement is an indication of the 
importance we attach to the effort to resolve this issue. 


Q What about Whitehead, what's he up to? Where is 
he? 


a 1 believe he's in Peru today. 
Q How about Murphy's travel plans? 
Don't have anything on that 


Q Last weekend, Secretary Shultz said that in 
response to a question of his reaction to Henry Kissinger's 
column concerning a redeployment of U.S. troops in Europe, that 
this was very thoughtful, that a lot of consideration had to be 
given to it. The Philadelphia [nquirer, in response to that, 
wrote an editorial saying, “This is a highly unusual thing for 
the Secretary of State to say." 


Is there any further response from the State 
Department concerning consideration of redeployment of Lroops, 
especially in light of this Defense Department study that's out 
today about needing 100,000 Lroops in Central America? 


a No, I don't have any further comment 


Q Can [ try one last thing on Wilson? 
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A Surely 


S) Is it the State Department or the Secretary's 
wish that that post be a career post or patronage post, now 
that the post 1s open - the Vatican post? 


a 


[I don't have any speculation on the future of 
that post 


Q What was it -- you 


said he had an accomplished 
job What did he do? 


“ 1 said that as well 


Q lhank you 


(the briefing concluded at 1:00 P 4.) 














Posted: May 21, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the May 20, 1986 daily press briefing: 


USSR: SOVIET INVITATION FOR A VISIT TO KIEV 





Q: When was the invitation to visit Chernobyl first tendered? 


A: -- THE INVITATION WAS FIRST TENDERED BY TELEPHONE FROM THE 
FOREIGN MINISTRY ON FRIDAY, MAY 16, AND BY DIPLOMATIC 
NOTE WHICH FOLLOWED ON MAY 19. THE INVITATION, 
EVIDENTLY EXTENDED TO ALL WESTERN CHIEFS OF MISSION OR 
THEIR REPRESENTATIVES, WAS FOR A ONE DAY TRIP TO KIEV 
AND A NEARBY AREA SCHEDULED FOR MAY 21. 
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TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the May 20, 1986 daily press briefing: 
USSR: WAR CRIMES INVESTIGATION 


Q: There's been considerable interest recently in the course 
of the prosecution and deportation of accused war criminals; 
concerning a seemingly reliable report that a Soviet official 
informed a U.S. diplomat that Soviet witnesses were being 
coached before being allowed to give depositions to U.S. 
prosecutors. Can the Department confirm that there was such a 
contact between a U.S. diplomat or official and a Soviet? And 
a follow-up: was this information transferred from the State 
Department to the 0.S.I. in the Department of Justice in any 
formal way? And then, since the substance of the report has : 
been made public, in order to ensure the integrity of the whole 
process, does the Department of State intend now to make the 
report itself public? 


A: The question refers to an alleged conversation between a 
Soviet official and a U.S. diplomat. As a matter of policy, 
the Department of State does not comment on confidential 


diplomatic exchanges. Any questions relatina to the use of 


evidence in war crimes cases should be referred to the 


Department of Justice. 
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Wednesday, 5/21/86 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
DAILY PRESS BRIEFING 


DPC #90 


WEDNESDAY, MAY 21, 1986, 12:36 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. KALB: Good afternoon, everybody. Just one or two 
little brief things. For example, tomorrow at 11 o'clock here, 
a briefing ON THE RECORD on the upcoming U.N. General Assembly 
Special Session on the Critical Economic Situation in Africa. 
There will be a number of briefers including Princeton Layman, 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for African Affairs; Ray Love, the 
AID Deputy Assistant Administrator for Africa; and Thomas 
Turqman, Office of Economic Policy. The briefing, as I say, 
will be ON THE RECORD. 


There is a press statement in connection with 
yesterday's economic consultations between the United States 
and Turkey. I will read you the first statement and make it 
clear that you can pick up a two-page, double-spaced, readout 
on that at the conclusion of the briefing: The United States 
and Turkey held the second US-Turkish Joint Economic 
Consultation, Tuesday, yesterday, May 20, at the Department of 
State in Washington, D. C. to discuss issues arising out of 
expanding economic activities between the two countries. And 
you can pick this up at the conclusion of the briefing. We'll 
make some copies for those of you who want to follow up. 


Other than that, I don't have anything. 


Q Bernie, to finish up something we were talking 
about yesterday, the Contadora document put out by the 
Pentagon, we were told here that the document has no standing 
as a government document. 


Under Secretary of Defense Fred Ikle said it was a 
Pentagon study done with Pentagon cooperation and other 
agencies. We were told here that it was a contract study. Mr. 
Ikle says that it was not a contract study. Do you see any 
contradictions? 


(Laughter ) 


fs Do I see any contradictions? 
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Q Yes. 


a You might want to check with the Department of 
the Interior. (Laughter) The fact is, on a serious level, I 
don't have anything. Having gone through yesterday's briefing, 
because I had to be away, and having raised some questions 
upstairs, I really have nothing to contribute to that story 
beyond where Chuck took it yesterday from the point of view of 
the State Department. 


Q So do you stand by that? 


a 4s I say, what Chuck said yesterday is where we 
stard, and I have nothing to add to it. 


Q The impression you left by the conflicting 
statements between the two departments is that there is a 
continuing and unresolved disagreement over the Contadora 
diplomatic process. Is that the impression you want to leave? 


fs No. I think the question has been addressed 
along the lines that there is not a disagreement, that the 
United States policy is unchanged. I think you have heard it 
reiterated on more than one occasion from here that the United 
States seeks a comprehensive, verifiable and simultaneously 
implemented settlement of the problems in Central America. But 
beyond reiterating what I just did, which I'm confident is 
exceedingly familiar language to everybody in this room, in 
response to the specific pinpoint questions that you're asking 
in a variety of ways -- all fair questions -- I have nothing to 
add beyond what Chuck said yesterday, so that the best I can do 
is simply refer you to what in fact he did say. 


Q Bernie, is there a difference in view whether the 
draft treaty, as it stands now, is what the Administration 
wants? 


fs I don't have any assessment at this point. I'm 
going to have to let it stand as I have said it. 


Q Would the Administration welcome the signature by 
Nicaragua to the treaty? 


ts I have ticked off repeatedly the various points 
of conditionality, so to speak, that the United States has 
insisted be facts of life, and I have just ticked off three of 
those points. And ina sense, I've answered the question that 
you've just raised many, many times. 
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Ralph. 


Q Before we leave, I have one more question on 
this. Some of the questions that we've been asking have not 
dealt with diplomacy or the policy, but deal with factual 
procedural matters. Was it a contractual study or was it not? 


a I think that you may have to go to the DoD on 
that. Perhaps they may have an additional word or twe. All I 
can say is that I do not. 


Q On a related matter, do you have any comment on 
the continuing contra discussions, intra-contra discussions in 
Miami? Why is it going on as long as it is? Does the U.S. 
have an interest, a continuing interest, in those talks? Are 
any officials still in touch with any of the parties involved 
there? 


i I don't have anything on any of those questions 
you've just set forth. 


Q Just as part of that, has the West German 
Government been in contact with the United States to try and 
get the freedom of eight West Germans being held by the contras? 


a I don't know to what degree or whether it came up 
in any way yesterday, but where it stands, as I checked it out 
a little while ago, is that in concert with the West German 
embassies in the region, the United States is still attempting 
to determine the welfare and whereabouts of the citizens that 
we are talking about now. 


Due to inadequate communication and continued fighting 
in that general area, it's become somewhat difficult to obtain 
the kind of specific information that is being sought. 


To get to your point, Barbara, the United States 
remains in contact with the representatives of the UNO who had 
been asked to provide assistance in obtaining the release of 
the West German citizens. We understand that arrangements for 
the release of the Germans are in process, but I do not have 
any amplification about the in-process and the release. 


Q Could I just ask for clarification, then, 
Bernie? Here you say that the United States has been in 
contact with representatives of UNO who were asked to provide 
assistance. 


A Yes. 
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Q Who asked them to provide assistance, us or the 
West Germans? 


a The United States. 


Bernie, there was a newspaper column this morning 
that su: ted that Ambassador Habib is out of step with the 
rest of the Administration in his approach to this Contadora 
issue. Is that the case? Does the Secretary still have full 
confidence in Ambassador Habib? 


a Yes, he does. 
Q And he's not out of step? 


f°) I am confident that what Ambassador Habib is 
doing is executing policies that the Secretary of State has set 
forth. 


Q Bernie, just one last call, to go back to this 
West German -- 


is) Barbara. 


Q It's still not clear to me if -- you said we've 
asked the contras, but did we ask them at the request of the 
West German Government? 


A What I'm saying is that I would assume there 
would be an element of that, certainly, in the mix because 
there has been contact between the United States and the West 
Germans. I'm not privy to the specific details, but it would 
be astonishing if it were not in the mix. 


Max. 


Q Bernie, Phil Geyelin has a column this morning in 
which he says that the Soviets had raised with us the 
possibility of some kind of joint U.S.-Soviet attempt at 
preventive diplomacy regarding a possible war between Syria and 
Israel, but that they were rejected. 


Do you have any comment on that? 


i) 1 do not. I don't have any comment, nor do Il 
have anything on that. 


Q Would you take the question? 
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a No. I would imagine that it would fall, to the 
Gegree there is any substance to the report, and I simply do 
not know, under the heading of “diplomatic exchange," and I can 
predict what the response would be. 


Let me go over here. Marvin. 


Q Does the U.S. Government now hav. information 
that links Syria to the planning of the terrorist actions 
against Rome and Vienna airports? 


a On that particular question, the Secretary was on 
the Hill this morning, and a question along those lines was put 
to him, and let me share that with you. He says that there are 
investigations that are underway; there are several being 
conducted by different European governments, and that we are 
cooperating with those investigations. When the investigations 
are complete, we'll be, of course, very interested in knowing 
what the results are. We do not want to prejudge the results. 
We want to go about this properly. However, we have the same 
attitude toward terrorism, from whatever source it comes. We 
try to make that plain. 


The Secretary was on the Hill this morning and that 
question, as I say, did come up, and I prepared the verbatim on 
that so that I could call it to your attention. 


Q But this is to suggest that there are ongoing 


investigations -- that's what he's saying; and the report in 
the Times today says that at least one of them is complete -- 
the Italian one -- and has been passed on to the U.S. 


Government and provides information that specifically links 
Syria to the planning, and to a degree, the execution of those 
attacks. I was wondering if you could confirm that? 


A No, I can't. I'll have to stick, regardless of 
the assessment and the information that you have just put forth 
on the record, I'm going to have to stick with what the 
Secretary's response was in responding to a question that 
summed up the same elements that you're alluding to. 


Q Bernie, following up on that, Bernie Gwertzman 
had his piece yesterday quoting somebody here, saying that the 
Syrians are really sort of giving us the runaround on these 
hostages, and there really isn't much going on, the implication 
being that somehow that if we play ball with this guy that he 
will] get these people sprung, and he's not springing them. 


What is the latest on the hostages? 
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is) I dealt with that question to the degree that I 
could on Monday, and I'd be happy to refer you to the record on 
that and make it available to you, Max. 


Q Bernie, do you know of the report on Syria 
digging more trenches in the Bekaa Valley in Lebanon? 


a No, I do not. What I do have here is, call your 
attention to what the Secretary said the other day -- that was 
last week before the Overseas Writers in which he dealt with 
that question. You can pick that up there where he said: “They 
have been moving their fortifications forward in Lebanon...," 
etc. I think everybody here is familiar with his quotes along 
those lines. Beyond that, I don't have anything additionally 
on that question. 


Q Bernie, what about the reports in the Israeli 
press that the Soviets have agreed to supply the Syrians with 
SS-23's? Can you confirm that or -- 


2 I don't have anything on that. 
Q Will we -- 


A I think it came up briefly somehow with Chuck 
yesterday. I don't know what he had. I, certainly, have 
nothing on that. 


Q Will we approach the Soviets on that? 
2 I don't have anything on that. 

Q The -- 

a Excuse me. Let me go to Barry. 


Bernie, to follow up Max's question, last year at 
the United Nations, the President identified five areas of 
regional conflict that he thought the United States and the 
Soviet Union could at least set the stage for a negotiated 
settlement with their own discussions. They all happen to be 
areas where the United States would prefer the Soviets to 
withdraw. 


But irrespective of that, should the Middle East be 
added to that list in light of the tensions between Israel and 
Syria? Is that an area where the two superpowers can 
profitably set the stage for a war-averting , negotiated 
settlement? 
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A Isn't it my understanding that there are talks 
that fall under that heading in that geographic area? 


Q Yes. 


‘ The Middle East, Africa, etc. So I have nothing, 
really, to add to -- 


Q Well, talks -- 1 know there are talks; we talk to 
the Soviets about everything. The point is, these are regional 
conflicts which the President raised to a special level of 
importance and danger. 


I'm asking you if the Middle East is at least as 
dangerous an area where the U.S. and the Soviets ought to get 
together the way he, for instance, thinks they ought to get 
together about Cambodia, or Ethiopia? 


i) You're asking me essentially, Barry, to put a 
thermometer reading on the situation in the Middle East, in 
contrast to, say, other points of friction around the world, 
and I'm not in a position to do that. 


Bill. 


Q Bernie, it's been reliably reported that Algeria 
is the country in which NBC interviewed Abu Abbas. Now, if the 
Algerian Government gives aid and refuge to someone like Abu 
Abbas, should it or should it not be on the list of countries 
that support terrorism? 


i We hope to have something for you on that general 
subject in the Press Room not long after the briefing, that may 
not deal with the question as you're putting it, but deals in 
part with that. 


Q Will Murphy go to the Middle East after London or 


A who? 


Q Richard Murphy. 


fs I don't have anything on Murphy. 
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Q The Green Party, in its Congress yesterday, 
called for the complete withdrawal of NATO from Germany. Is 
the U.S. State Department still continuing to assure the 
population of West Germany that we are committed to our full 
force presence in that country? 


o I don't have anything on that story. 
Ralph. 
Q Bernie, do you have anything on yesterday's 


session of the space talks with the Soviets in Geneva? 
o No. 


Well, let me -- Mike? 
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Q Anatoly Debrynin yesterday said that there had to 
be an appropriate political atmosphere for a summit between the 
United States and Moscow this year, and Gorbachev had some 
words that tended to indicate that the Americans were not being 


serious about making sure that something would come out of a 
summit. 


How do you interpret those remarks? Do you see them 
as significant? Where do we stand on the general progress - 


io] On the question that you're raising about the 
Soviet leader Gorbachev talking about the United States not 
being serious, etc., I do have something on that. That is, at 
least at this particular point we have only seen some exerpts 
of what had been reported, so I have to cast these comments in 
a preliminary context. 


Given that as a prelude, just let me say the 
following. An accusation that the United States has not 
responded to Soviet initiatives is simply wrong. For example, 
in December, we and our allies tabled a major MBFR initiative, 
and we're still waiting for a serious Soviet answer in Geneva. 
The United States tabled a major INF verification proposal to 
which we are awaiting a Soviet response. We have offered U.S. 
ideas for progress on nuclear testing. The Soviets have not 
responded positively. 


Stockholm, at the CDE negotiations -- the United 
States and its allies have sought to build on the momentum of 
the Geneva Summit. We have also sought an intensified 
high-level dialogue, including preparations for an early 1986 
summit, as a means of stimulating progress on all of the issues 
that I've just mentioned. The Soviet Union has been unwilling 
to join us in this effort. 


Q Follow up, please? 


is Yes. 
Q Was your second example INF? 
a Yes. 


Q 1 thought the Soviets tabled a proposal on INF 
last week, and the Administration not only acknowledged they 
did it but even had a reaction to it; of course, a negative 
reaction. 


Did the Soviets -- are you saying the Soviets did not 
respond to INF? 
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‘ I'm saying that the -- 
Q Or you don't think it was a serious response? 


a A Soviet response is the assessment here. I'm 
familiar with what the Soviets tabled last week. I'm talking 
about the INF proposal, the verification proposal, that the 
United States set forth, and the assessment here is that the 
United States is still awaiting a Soviet response to that 
verification. 


Q Verification. But you're not -- we're not 
withdrawing the notion that they tabled a draft treaty? 


‘ No, I'm not withdrawing anything along those 
Soar eg I'm being very specific here about what I have set 
orth. 


Q Bernie, by saying in early ‘87 summit, that's not 
ruling out a late ‘86 summit, right. 


a No, I'm not -- 


Q That's Moscow -- Reagan visit to Moscow that was 
set up in Gereva? 


a I said ‘86; early ‘86 summit. 
Q Oh, you said Eighty -- I thought you said ‘87. 


id Well, if I did, I was a year off. I think I said 
'86 -- including preparations for an early 1986 summit. I 
misunderstood the start of your question as to whether if I had 
said “early,” whether that knocks out the prospect of “late.” 


Q Yeah. 


2 It does not, obviously. Let me go back there; 
who hasn't had a chance. 


Q Do you have any situation report on the Saudi 
arms sale, and what will happen if the Saudi arms sale will not 
go through? 


a I don't really have anything that would introduce 
any new dimensions to the Saudi arms story at this point. I 
think you know the Administration's position, a 4 beyond that I 
really have nothing to add that. 
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Q Are you optimistic? 
Let me go here. 
Q Are you optimistic about these -- 
‘ I'm not going to make any forecasts. 


Q On South Africa, any further steps taken, and are 
our options still just under consideration? 


i On further actions on South Africa, I think on 
Monday we ticked off what, in fact, had been taken by way of a 
protest both here in Washington and in Cape Town, and the 
statement that was issued at the White House by way of response 
to the South African military moves. 


I think Chuck made the point yesterday that in 
addition to the public condemnation of the raid, diplomatic 
protests, as I've just itemized them, the United States is in 
communication with the affected countries and with our allies 
in an effort to restore prospects for dialogue and peaceful 
solution of differences. 


Now, let me add to what Chuck said yesterday. That 
from the Bureau of African Affairs, Deputy Assistant Secretary 
Charles Freeman met with the Zambian President, Kenneth Kaunda, 
today in Lusaka to express U.S. sympathy for the victims of the 
raid and to underline U.S. rejection of South Africa's resort 
to force. 


While he was in Lusaka, Chas Freeman also met with the 
heads of the U.S. diplomatic missions in the three affected 
countries -- that is to say, Zambia, Zimbabwe and Botswana -- 
to discuss the impact of the raids. So that is what I have at 
this particular point to add to what Chuck contributed 
yesterday under the heading of “further actions." 


Q What does it mean “in communication with the 
affected states?" To what point? 


A I'm dealing in the point to see how it might be 
possible to find a way -- some sort of formula, etc. -- for a 
peaceful resolution of differences. If you're asking me, can ] 
set forth the specifics of any sort of dialogue in the pursuit 
of the formula, I don't have anything on that. If you find 
this rather general, I can understand that but I'm not in a 
position to be specific. 


Barry? 
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Q Can I could return for a minute to the story in 
the morning newspaper today about the Rome airport and Syria 
and whether there were Syrian (inaudible). Does the Secretary 
-- I'm still trying to track the Secretary's definition of 
“leaks" and, of course, his condemnation of it. 


Do you know if he considers that story a leak? And if 
he does, does he consider it a disgusting leak? 


A I haven't anything to offer you on that. I've 


had no reference -—-- I've not talked to him about that. I have 
no idea -- go ahead. 
Q No, I'm sorry, you were being interrupted and 1 


wanted you to finish your -- 
fi No, I don't have anything for you on that. 
Q You don't know if that's a leak? 


be No, I'm not going to make any characterizations, 
no. Marvin? Oh, I'm sorry, let me go back here. 


I just wanted to follow up the line of 
questioning on South Africa. Is Freeman making any other stops 
in the area? 


A Don't have that for sure. Let me try to find 
that out. It's my understanding that he's not going to the 
other two. 


Q What about Nickel, is he still -- 


A Nickel? On Nickel, I don't have anything on 
Nickel. 


Q Is he still on post? 

A It's a good question. I never asked that 
specifically. I assume since I don't have anything, he's got 
to be there. Otherwise, I'll look silly. 

Q Is he going to be brought home? 

A And Herman, if you're not there, hurry back. 
(Laughter) I just -- that's my assumption, and if that merits 
a check, Herman, I will do it. 


Q On -- 
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A Wait a minute, Marvin had his hand up before you. 


Q I want to go back to that Syrian terrorism story, 
your answer in quoting Shultz spoke of several European 
governments conducting an investigation into this possibility. 


A Different European governments. 

Q Right? 

A Right. 

Q Is the United States conducting its own 
investigation? 

A I am saying that the United States is cooperating 


with those investigations. And beyond that, I don't have 
anything on that question. 


Q No, but it leaves the impression that the 
Europeans are taking the initiative and the U.S. has been out 
front on the issue of terrorism. Isn't it logical to assume 
that the U.S. would be conducting its own investigation into 
this possibility? 


fa The United States is involved in the 
investigation. The United States is cooperating. If you're 
asking me to give gradations of involvement, I'm sorry but 1 
can't help you. 


Q No, I'm asking you whether the U.S. is conducting 
its own investigation rather than simply cooperating with other 
governments conducting an investigation? 


A I'm going to have to leave it with cooperating 
without making a determination as to who is the lead player, 
keeping in mind -- keeping in mind -- that the incidents that 
we're talking about took place in other countries and therefore 
there may be a certain logic to the fact that other countries 
are in fact lead players in investigations in which the United 
States is cooperating. 


Barry? 


Q I have a similar problem because your initial 
response to questions about that story suggested to me that the 
United States is conducting its own investigation. And the 
question in my mind was whether you were using the word 
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“investigation” in a grand sense and you simply meant the U.S. 
was looking into the Italian findings before it could say that 
--— corroborate them. 


A No. What I said, at the risk of repetition, is 
that the United States, quoting the Secretary, “is cooperating 
with these different investigations." " Is cooperating with." 


Q If that's all the United States is doing, then, 
frankly, the question is ripe for answering. You can't put it 
off by saying we're investigating. 


The question is, does the United States know what the 
morning newspaper says the sole survivor told Italian 
authorities, and the paper says was communicated to the United 
States. If you say we're conducting an investigation, it 
stands to reason you don't know yet. But if all you do is 
cooperate, then you know. 


A No. Barry, you asked me I would think a 
variation of that question a little earlier. 


Q Yeah, but now I have a different notion of what 
you're investigating. 

A And I was not specific by way of a reply. 

Q Right. 


fs And I'm going to leave it that way. 


Q So you will not -- frankly what you're -- simply, 
what you're doing is you're not commenting or responding one 
way or another to this account attributed to CIA? 


A My thanks. 


Q Right after it happened, the thrust of the U.S. 
Government was that Libya was responsible. And Whitehead went 
to Europe at that time and talked to allies about trying to get 
a common position against Libya. The stories now suggest that 
Syria was at least as responsible as Libya. Do you share that 
view? 


6 No, because you're asking me to make a judgment, 
(1) that I cannot make, and (2) in setting forth what the 
Secretary had said, that the United States -- that the 
investigations are not complete and that the United States does 
not want to prejudge the outcome. 
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You're asking me, on the basis of what we read -- 
-- Nickel is still in South Africa -- 


-- you're asking me, on the basis of what you read in 
the paper today, whether I'm in a position to be able to equate 
culpability. That's about the gist of your question. I'm not 
in a position because what I am saying -- and I really cannot 
go beyond what the Secretary had set forth, and what he set 
forth is the United States does not want to prejudge the 
results. I certainly couldn't wander off onto the landscape 
beyond that. 


Barry? 


Q I heard something (inaudible) that that same 
story, if you go onto the jump, suggests that the 
Administration in dealing with Syria has another problem that 
it doesn't have with Libya -- Libya is a more linear judgment 
-- because of the hostages. 


The story suggests that the Administration is having 
difficulty assessing blame on Syria because it is also looking 
to Syria for assistance in the hostage case. Can you tell us, 
is the Administration restrained so far as indicting Syria for 
this attack and for the Vienna attack? Is it restrained 
because of concern of the hostages safekeeping? 


A I think on that question, and I appreciate the 
sensitivity of the formulation, that the Secretary addressed 
that question in the last sentence that he set forth today. We 
have the same attitude toward terrorism from whatever source it 
comes. 


Q I knew that. Okay. Gotcha. 


A That there is concern about the hostages is a 
matter of fact, and that has been reiterated on more than one 
occasion. But you have heard me say that the hostages should, 
in fact, be released by whomever is holding those Americans, 
and hostages of other nationalities as well. 


Q Do you have anything, or any comments on the 
bombings in Sri Lanka by the Sri Lankan Government? 


fs No, 1 do not. No, I do not at this point. 


Q Bernie, how about the takeover of the USIS 
offices in Pusan, Korea? 


A Yes, Korea. I think most of what I have that's 
bee. set forth for me here by way of some sort of sitrep, or 
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very abbrievated summarizers, is what you're familiar with. 
But in any case, let me run through this for you here. 


Twenty-one university students forced their way into 
the American Consulate in Pusan about 2:00 p.m. Korea time, May 
21; that is to say, today. No American personnel were detained 
or harmed, but the students smashec doors and windows with 
pipes and bars. Korean police entered the building at about 
3:00 p.m. That is to say, about one hour or so after the 21 
university students forced their way into the Consulate. 

Korean police used tear gas. The students left. 


I don't have any specific details. None of the 
students appears to have been injured but two of the policemen 
were. The Pusan Consulate was closed down for the remainder of 
the day. That is to say, from three on because of the 
after-effect of some of that tear gas. Open tomorrow for 
business as usual. 


Q Bernie, did the U.S. ask the South Koreans to 
send in the police? 


A I don't have a specific on that, but that is one 
I will take and see what we can do for you by way of a specific 
reply. 


Q While on students -- were you asked, and did you 
have any comment about the death of three or six students in 
Jordan? 


fe 1 don't have anything on that, but I think you're 
familiar with our feeling about violence anywhere in the world, 
and it certainly goes for Jordan, Korea, or wherever else. 


Ralph? 
Q Bernie, on the Wilson -- 


A But I don't have any -- I hadn't seen anything 
specific on that. I'm sorry, go ahead. 


Q On the Wilson resignation, Wilson said today that 
he saw President Reagan on Monday to discuss it, and that 
during his conversation there was no discussion of the Libya 
visit, no discussion of Wilson's performance in office. 


Did Wilson meet with Secretary Shultz this week as 
wel] to discuss his resignation? And, if so, were either of 
those topics discussed? 


4 I don't have anything on either of those two 
questions. 
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2) 


Could you take that question? 


D 


Let me take a look and see what's possible. 
Q On that same subject. 
A Yeah. 


Q In that news conference, he suggested that one of 
the reasons that led him to resign was new State Department 
objections to his -- retaining his former business 
connections. Was this ~- did the State Department change its 
attitude about his retaining seats on two corporate boards? 


A You're saying “changed attitudes," I'm not sure 
that I could really punch up what you would be implying is an 
original attitude. Let me, since I would be speculating about 
this, throw it under the heading of Ralph's question and see on 
some follow-up what I could get out of the building upstairs. 


Q Could you add to that reports, Bernie, that -- 
A What's that? I'm sorry, 8111. 


Q Could you add to that reports that he used the 
Embassy TELEX to deal on the Mexican cattle market? 


fy I'm not sure -- on the what? 
Q On the Mexican cattle market, there are reports. 
The Mexican -- 


Q Yeah, cattle market -- buy and sell, you know; 
make money. 


A I'm not sure to what degree -- on whether someone 
who has just resigned, I'm going to find the details that would 
be forthcoming to these replies. Let me make a good faith 
effort and see what is possible. 


Q What information does the State Department have 
on Soviet or East-bloc support for the African National 
Congress? 


A Don't have anything on that. 


Q Thank you. 


(Press briefing concluded at 1:06 p.m.) 
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TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the May 21, 1986 daily press briefing 
VATICAN: WILSON RESIGNATION 





Q. On the Wilson resignation -- Wilson said today that he 
saw President Reagan on Monday to discuss it, and that 
during his conversation there was no discussion of the 
Libya visit, no discussion of Wilson's performance in 
office. Did Wilson meet with Secretary Shultz this week as 
well to discuss his resignation and if so were either of 
those topics discussed? 


A. THE AMBASSADOR DID NOT MEET WITH THE SECRETARY THIS 
WEEK. 


Q. In that news conference, he suggested that one of the 
reasons that led him to resign was new State Department 
objections to his retaining his former business ; 
connections. Did the State Department change its attitude - 
‘about his retaining seats on corporate boards? 


A. THE DEPARTMENT HAS NOT RECEIVED A TRANSCRIPT OF WHAT 
WAS SAID AT THE PRESS CONFERENCE IN ROME. THEREFORE WE 
HAVE NO COMMENT AT THIS TIME. 


Q. There are reports that Wilson used the Embassy telex to 
deal the Mexican cattle market -- buy, sell, make money -- 
can you look into that? 


A. WE ARE NOT AWARE OF ANY SUCH REPORTS. 














Posted: May 21, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the May 21, 1986 daily press briefing: 
SCUTHERN AFRICA: FREEMAN VISIT 








Q: Where else in Africa is Chas. Freeman going? 


A: -- HAVING BEEN IN SOUTH AFRICA, DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY FOR AFRICAN AFFAIRS CHAS. FREEMAN IS NCW IN 
ZAMBIA AND WILL BE GOING ON TO KENYA, NIGERIA AND 


TOGO. 
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THURSDAY, MAY 22, 1986, 12:32 P. M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. KALB: Good afternoon, everybody. I've got one 
brief announcement having to do with a dedication. Secretary 
Shultz will deliver brief remarks at the Diplomatic and 
Consular Officers -- that is to say, Retired Diplomatic and 
Consular Officers at the Bacon House Dedication tomorrow, May 
23. The ceremony, as I say, will be held at Bacon House. The 
address, 1801 F Street, Northwest. The time, noon. Anyone who 
plans to cover, you could contact Gifford Malone of the group 
known as DACOR, D-A-C-O-R. That's at 356-9037. I'm told that 
space is limited. Line forms to the right. No arrangements 
have been made, I'm told, for an audio feed to the Department, 
etc. 


Q No Q&A? 


A No Q&A. 
Q What is the event, Bernie? 
A It's the dedication of a house -- Bacon House 


dedication, 1801 F Street, Northwest. Begins at noon. 
Q And what does that do to the briefing? 
Q Why is it being dedicated? 
3) Why is it being dedicated? 
Q To what purpose is it being dedicated? 


A I think that you should remain in suspense until 
noon tomorrow and listen carefully. (Laughter) 


Q What does that do to the briefing? 
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oo What does it do to the briefing? I appreciate 
the compliment, because, as you will have noted, I said that 
this -- the dedication begins at noon. 

Q Yeah. 


i And when we are in a position to brief at noon, I 
will give money to your charities. (Laughter) 


Q This does not cancel the briefing? 


i It cancels the briefing that is scheduled to go 
at noon -- 


Q But not the one -- 


A And it undoubtedly -- 


Q -- that you conduct every day at 12:37. 

fa ~-will be followed by a briefing that will take 
place at some indeterminate time on the clock. 

Q Is there a text of the remarks? 

if Is there 1 text of the remarks? I know of no 


text of any remarks. 


Jim? 
: Q The Secretary saw Mr. Weizman this morning. Did 
a ca 

a This morning? 

Q Yeah. 

Q Yesterday. 

Q Oh, I'm sorry 

“ lt was today's paper. 


o 


Yesterday. Yesterday. (Laughter) Sorry. Did 
he give a negative response to the request to go to the Middle 
Last? 
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“ You've got a premise built into the question, and 
so I will not confirm the question as to whether he gave, as 
you say, a negative response to, was your word, an invitation 
to go to the Middle East. Be that as it may, on the general 
subject, however it is phrased, on a Secretarial trip to the 
Middle East, I think it's fair to say that the Secretary is 
always looking for an opportunity to be helpful, if the United 
States can be, in connection with the Middle East peace 
process. But, to be specific to your reply, there are no plans 
to go to the Middle East. 


Q Does that imply that the Secretary does not think 
that the Taba issue is close to settlement? 


id No. I think that would be a judgment you're free 
to make, but I will not do that piece of diplomatic arithmetic 
on your suggestion. Taba, as you know, that negotiation, this 
latest round has completed. Further progress has been made - - 
these are the bilateral talks taking place in Israel -- U.S. 
participation -- the Department's legal adviser, Judge Abraham 
Sofaer participating. 


I might add on that, since Taba was raised, that the 
Judge is continuing his contacts with both parties in Israel 
and in Egypt, and the U.S. hopes that the remaining issues on 
the Taba agenda can be resolved promptly. 


Q Did Weizman ask him to make a trip to the -- 
a [I beg your pardon? 


Q Did Weizman ask him to make a trip to the Middle 
East? 


A I] don't have anything on specifics of the 
conversation that they had. 


Q Bernie, new subject, same region? 
f\ No. 
Q Bernie, the first one about Mr. Shultz, where is 


Mr. Murphy now? 


A I don't have anything on Murphy, and I'd like to 
wake @ general observation about where Mr. Murphy is or Mr. 
Jones or Mr. Smith. I don't think that I can be in a position 





-4- Thursday, 5/22/86 


of checking off the attendance of the senior diplomats in this 
Department on a day-to-day basis, no matter how much I may care 
to. 


I don't think -- it's a fair question for you to ask 
-- but I want you to appreciate the dilemma that I am put in 
sometimes, and I don't think that I have to, as I say, do a 
constant checklist about the whereabouts of anybody. 


Q But you don't -- 


bs If I am in a position where there is 
authorization for me to provide or divulge the geographic 
locations of any traveling diplomats, I will very quickly do 
so. But I cannot be held up to a geographic test on a 
day-to-day basis. 


Q But most of the time you don't announce when 
Richard Murphy wants to go to the Middle East. You don't 
announce it, and as correspondents here, we want to know that 
before he arrives there. 


i You heard me say that when I'm authorized, in a 
position to do so, I will do so and do so very quickly. But, 
as you know, there will be times, for security and other 
reasons, that there will be a hesitancy, to put it generously, 
not to talk about travel plans of various officials. 


Q The second point -- you just said something about 
Taba and Judge Abraham Sofaer. Do you have any comment that 
Egypt refused or rejected the U.S. proposal about Taba, the 
(inaudible) -- 


A No, I don't. 1 told you what I said that the 
U.S. feels that some progress had been made, and that there is 
a hope that the remaining issues can be resolved promptly. 
Beyond that, I really don't have anything for you. 


Q Bernie, just one cleanup thing on that comment on 
atrip. You said the Secretary was always looking for an 
opportunity to be helpful in the Middle East peace process. 
Does the State Department consider the Taba negotiations to be 
part of the Middle Last peace process? 


A I think that these are an element on the agenda 
of Israel and Egypt. I think you have had some indication of 
the attitude of the United States toward the Taba negotiations 
by virtue of the fact, as 1 have just shared wit® you, that 
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Judge Sofaer was there. And it undoubtedly is part of -- an 
element in the relations between the two countries -- and those 
relations are one of the bedrock elements in promoting the 
entire peace process in the Middle East. 


Bill? 


Q Bernie, on another area more relevant than a 
topless beach, have you got anything on the --- 


if More relevant than the -- 

Q Than a topless beach -~- 

is Than any -- 

Q Than a topless beach. Taba. 
o 


Oh, sorry. I lost you. You took me to new 
geography. 


Q Do you have anything on the Jerusalem Post 
report, saying that Egypt and Jordan have been talking about 
possibly Egypt taking over the Gaza area? 





i No. I have nothing on that. 


Q Bernie, still on the Middle tast. there are 
reports from Damascus and elsewhere about the Soviet Union 
allegedly issuing a ‘yarning to the United States and to Israel 
not to attack Syria as it did Libya. Now, [I know that there 
has been a response put out earlier today to questions about 
that. What ['d like to know is if maybe now you have something 
that might be a little more responsive than the earlier 
response. 


A No, I don't. Now you know. 

Q Bernie, there are reports that Egypt offered 
military bases to the United States. Do you have any comment 
on that? 

No. 1 do not on that either. 


Q Bernie -- 


a Bassam Is that vou? 
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Q How does this Administration feel that the Senate 
yesterday did not vote on the veto of President Reagan? 


A I did not tune in to what Larry said at the White 
House briefing this morning. I would assume it was raised, and 
I would encourage you to take notes. 


Q Why is the U.S. expelling two Nicaraguan 
diplomats? 


& On that story, the United States asked the 
Nicaraguan Embassy to withdraw two of its diplomats by May 23 
in response to the Sandinista's claim that four members of the 
U.S. Embassy in Managua were intelligence operatives. By way 
of breaking down that four, two were no longer in Managua when 
the accusation was made: two were in fact still assigned to the 
Embassy in Managua at that time, but these two have since left, 
so that tallies up the four. 


Now, the action that Managua took at that time amounts 
to effective expulsion. The Nicaraguan Government's public 
denunciation of our diplomats as intelligence agents exposed 
them to potential danger in their current and future 
assignments and rendered them unable to effectively perform 
their diplomatic functions. So that is the explanation for the 
why on the expulsion of the two Nicaraguan diplomats. 


Q You mean it's a simple retaliation. There's no 
real reason to throw them out? 


A That is what I'm saying. We invited two to leave 
when they invited four of ours to leave. Two of them already 
gone, two there. They are now out, and in effect that accounts 
for the fact that although that took place several days ago, 
earlier this month, the timing of the U.S. retaliatory move was 
designed to accommodate the departure of the two of the four 
who were still in Managua at the time the accusation was made. 


I have the date of that here. I think that was 
earlier this month. I don't have the specifics. It was May 
13th, as a matter of fact. 


Q The names of the Nicaraguans? 
a Don't have any names. 
Q Is the U.S. accusing the Nicaraguans of conduct 


unbecoming their diplomatic status, or anything of that sort’? 
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i) I don't have anything by way of definitions of 
the basis of the action. 


Q Bernie, when you said May 13, what's that 
connected to? I didn't understand. 


7 The May 13th date is the date that Nicaragua made 
the accusation. On May 13th the Sandinistas held a press 
conference in which they made the accusations against the four 
that I have just itemized a moment or two ago. 


Q Bernie, so long as we're in Nicaragua -- 
Q Same subject. 

Q ~~ do you have any -- 

Q (Inaudible) 

Q You mean the diplomats? 


Q Yeah. You said that the four Americans were | 
rendered ineffective. Does this mean they have to stop being 
diplomats forever? 


Ms No. I'm talking -- I have no judgment on future 
assignments whatever. IL'm talking in the confines of their 
accusation egainst the four in Managua. 


Q Nicaragua - 
7 John? 
Q The -- in the -- do you have any comment on 


Representative Kemp's drive announced, I guess, today that he 
~- for the ouster of Philip Habib? 


fi Let me just say on the question of Ambassador 
Habib what I said yesterday. That the Secretary has full 
confidence in Ambassador Habib, the President has full 
confidence in Ambassador Habib, and 1 think that's where I'1] 
leave it, with an exclamation mark of confidence in Ambassador 
Habib. 


Q Do you have an update on the eight Germans? 
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fi What I have on that is not a great advance, 
frankly, over what I shared with you yesterday. The bottom 
line still stands that it is our understanding that 
arrangements for their release are being discussed. But I 
don't have anything that really takes it beyond that point. 
The United States continues to work closely with West German 
authorities in the region -- that is to say, in Central America 
-- trying to determine the exact location and condition of 
these West German citizens. Obviously, it's a difficult 
communications problem. The United States is also closely 
coordinating with the West German Government in Bonn. 


Representatives of the UNO --— United Nicaraguan 
Opposition -- are working to provide assistance in obtaining 
the release of the West German citizens, and, as I said at the 
very outset, our understanding that arrangements for their 
release are being discussed. If you were to ask me for the 
particulars of these discussions and whether I in any way could 
make some generalized forecast as to time, place, etc., I 
simply cannot. 


Q Bernie -- 


Aa I simply don't know. Let me -- 


Q -- can I just ask - 
4 Yeah, Barbara. 
Q -- a follow-up? Is it the U.S. belief that in 


fact these Germans are in the hands of the Democratic 
Resistance? 


fa I don't have anything really beyond what 1 have 
shared with you, and that is the working close with a variety 
of West German officials, and so forth. The amount of 
information in the topographical conditions and the 
communications shortcomings in that area are such that they 
Give me a certain dimension of frustration in not being able to 
be more forthcoming with specifics, and I simply don't have 
them. 


Q Bernie -- 
A John. 
Q -- in light of all the talk you have about 


difficulties of finding these people and keeping track of them, 
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what does this say about all the assurances that the 
Administration was giving to Congress during the Contra debate 
about our ability to keep in touch and influence the Contra 
forces in matters like human rights observations and not 
harming or, another way, bringing innocent civilians into the 
problem? 


a I don't think it in any way undercuts -- that 
argument is undercut -—- by what I have just shared with you. 
If you project, for example, an expectation of instant 
communications, that may at times be difficult to achieve. But 
the effort is underway to bring about the release of the West 
Germans, and I'll have to just let it stand there. But I think 
the contrast that you're drawing is a bit too sweeping. 


Q Bernie -- 
Q Can I come back to this for just a second? 
A Ralph? 


Q The Habib thing. Does your -- 
A Habib. Yes. 


Q Does your expression of confidence in Habib 
extend to assuring us there is no change contemplated in his 
assignment, regardless of whether one has confidence in him as 
an individual or as a diplomat? 


A I am not going to put a qualitative or 
quantitative measure on the confidence of the Administration in 
Ambassador Habib. It stands there. It absolutely stands there. 


Q So he's staying in his current position. 


A It's the way I'm phrasing it, and I know of 
nothing that would represent any change in the direction that 
you're talking about. What I have been assured of, in talking 
to people here today, is what I said before. Confidence in the 
Ambassador on the part of the Secretary, the State Department, 
the President, the White House. 


Max? 


Q Bernie -- 


hs Sorry. Let me go here. 
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Q -- on this question, you said that the -—- 


Fifty -- thirty -- you want -- thirty paces -- 
Q I --— you have confidence -- 
A Duel at thirty -- 


owe Af <-— 


> 


A duel at thirty paces? (Laughter) 


-- the President and the Secretary do, but it 
seems like sort of a mild kind of endorsement of one of th» 
country's -- 


2) Let me -- Max, let me interrupt immediately 
there. If you are going to take what I'm saying and parse it 
and play it on a keyboard and come up to a conclusion that this 
is a mild endorsement, let me disabuse you of that at once. 


In as emphatic and as forthright a way as I possibly 
can state, I am saying full confidence. So if that takes care 
of your question, Max, you and I both are delighted. 


Hold it. Your turn. 


~~ MORE -- 
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Q On Contadora, a policy question. If the five 
countries involved sign Contadora -- 


A Wait a minute. I have just been advised that I 
had botched up the calendar for 1986, that when I read May 13 
to you in connection with the Nicaraguan action, May 13 -- sent 
down here by the infallible people who put these together -- it 
turns out as George Gedda has just said -- 


Q March? 


A March 13. You can pick up your cigar on the way 
out. 


Q A policy question on Contadora. If the Central 
Americans countries involved sign a Contadora document, what 
would the U.S. position be? Would we support that document? 


A I think that on that question, they have talked 
repeatedly about it being comprehensive, verifiable, and have 
the elements of simultaneous implementation. 


Now, what I have just been given by Chuck is a 
statement by Larry Speakes on this whole question of the five 
Central American governments to resolve the conflict in that 
region. 


Larry has done this? This has been read. I've just 
been handed it. I have not yet had a chance to go through 
this, and I suppose at the conclusion of this briefing we can 
pass that out here as well. 


Q Do you have any word that Mexico has recalled its 
Ambassador? 

A No, I do not. I do not, and I haven't checked 
into that. 


Q Can you check into that? 
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A Let me see what's possible. 


Q What can you tell us about the Iranian picked up 
for shoplifting? 


A The Iranian pick up? We're talking about the -- 
Q U.N. Ambassador -- 
Q Shoplifting. 


A Shoplifting, right. Well, I've some details as 
they are set forth. We go, for example, on the calendar to May 
20, New York, Alexander's Department Store. 


The department store filed a complaint for petty 
larceny against Mr. Khorassani for the attempted theft of a 
$99.00 raincoat. The incident, the time of it: approximately 
8:00 p.m. The date: May 7. 


The store alleges that Mr. Khorassani was observed by 
store security personnel as he put on the coat and attempted to 
leave the premises without paying for it. Store officials 
notified the FBI, which identified Mr. Khorassani as the 
Iranian Ambassador to the United Nations. In view of his 
diplomatic status, no further actions were taken at the time. 


That's what I have by way of a readout, a sitrep. 


Q Could it be that he was trying to buy something 
else before leaving the store? 


fa l1 am limited by the details that 1 have here, and 
I have no way of knowing anything else that he might have been 
doing on the way out. 


Q Is that the end of the story? Is that the end of 
it all? Nothing further happens? 


a That's what I have at this time. 


Q What is the U.S. reaction to the theft? 


D> 


I have jus: given it to you. (Laughter) 


Q No further * ions at that time? 
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7 No further action at the time; that's right. 
Q At that time? 


A At that time, at the time, and so forth. Let me 
put it this way: If there is any further action, I may hear 
about it, but at this time I'm giving it to you this way 
because that's the assessment at the present time -- that time, 
today, this. 


Q Anything on the Ethiopian Ambassador to the U.N? 
He was picked up on embezzlement charges? (Laughter) 


A I don't have anything on that. But let's take 
care of this subject right now. Anybody else? 


Q Any other embezzlements? 

A Please. 

Q Yener Arioglu, the Turkish -- 

A I can't hear you, I'm sorry. 

Q Yener Arioglu, the Turkish Anatolia News Agency, 
sir. The latest disagreement between the United States and 


Turkey over the problem of Limnos Island, Aegean Sea, seems 
attaining dimensions of a new major crisis between three NATO 


allies -- Turkey, Greece and the -- 

A Just a minute, can I stop you? What is the 
question? 

Q Do you have anything on U.S. position on the 
subject? 


A No, I do not. Let's take a look later in the 
Press Office and see if there's anything there that we can help 
you with. 


I didn't mean to cut you off abruptly, but we 
sometimes have had the experience where we've have voice tests 
here rather than questions, and we want to be careful about 
that. 


Q My question is whether you have any open U.S. 
position on the latest crisis? 


f\ That's right. Right, and I say 1 don't have 
anythina on that, let's take a look at the Press Office and see 
afterwards whether we can get something. 
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Q Do you have any comment on the story by the New 
Zealand Press Association regarding an alleged propaganda 
campaign by the USIA in New Zealand? It include things that -- 
the story said the details of such a program were presented to 
the House of Representatives Appropriations Subcommittee in 
March. 


7 I do have something in connection with that 
subject in its broadest terms. It has to do with a report by 
the New Zealand Press Association apparently about the USIA 
leading a public relations campaign against New Zealand's ban 
on ship visits by the United States, etc. 


So let me just respond under that most general of 
headings. USIA is part of the American presence in almost 
every country where the United States is represented abroad. 
Its mission: to explain and present U.S. policy and culture to 
other people. Similar efforts are mounted by most other 
countries, including New Zealand, regarding their own views, 
their own societies. 


Obviously, there is a need for America to make its 
views known in New Zealand regarding issues which we regard as 
extremely important. 


Now, to indicate that a U.S. campaign is underway -- 
that is a U.S. “campaign” is underway -- on the issue of ship 
visits is a misrepresentation. USIA activities in New Zealand 
are directed not at changing policies but at cultivating 
increased understanding of overall U.S. foreign policy and 
strategic goals. Clearly, there can be nothing objectionable 
about America making its views known on issues of vital 
importance to the United States. 


It is equally clear that New Zealand policy is 
something for New Zealanders to decide. We find it puzzling 
and distressing that some in New Zealand would feel concerned 
about America presenting its views to the people of that 
country, as New Zealand representative have done and are doing 
in the United States. 


Q Copy of that? 


fe Copy? Yes. We'll try to help you on that. 


Q In today's FBIS there is an interview with Crown 
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Prince Hassan of Jordan suggesting that he is calling for an 
Arab National Conference to discuss means of combatting 
terrorism. What do you have? Do have any comment on such a 


call by -- 
i Do not. 
Q No? 
te Ralph? 
Q You won't comment -- 
i) I don't have any comment on that. Let me go to 


Ralph, if I may, please. 


Q Can I -- can I go to something on NATO, the 
chemical weapons approval by the Defense Ministers Conference? 
Correct me if I'm wrong, but it was my impression that it was 
supposed to be the Foreign Ministers group that was required by 
Congress to approve the production of chemical weapons. 


Do you have any explanation or comment on that? 


A I do, and I can share it with you. It's a rather 
technical thing, and it has to do with the composition of the 
heirarchies within the structure of NATO. If you're patient, 
let me give you the answer -- since you've raised it -- and we 
are free ‘til 2:00, let me go with it. 


The legislation that you're talking about, Ralph -~- 
that is to say, the legislation set forth by some in Congress 
that has certain stipulations the United States must meet in 
connection with chemical weapons -- the legislation requires 
the North Atlantic Council to adopt this force goal. 


The North Alantic Council, or NAC, on which France 
sits, is not, however, part of the force goal process. This 
fact relates to the history of NATO. When France withdrew from 
the Alliance's military structure, it became necessary to 
convene all other nations in some forum to consider military 
questions. This forum is the Defense Planning Committee, or 
the DPC. With the agreement of France and the North Atlantic 
Council -- that is to say, the NAC -- the DPC, the Defense 
Planning Committee, exercises the authority of the NAC with 
regard to inlegrated military matters. 


Q So you do not -- 
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fe The NATO Ambassadors’ meeting -- that is, the 
Ambassadors assigned to NATO -- those Ambassadors at NATO 
meeting under the hat, so to speak, of the DPC -- the Defense 
Planning Committee -- in permanent session adopted the NATO 
force goals for 1987 through '92, including the CW -- that is 
to say, the Chemical Weapons Force Goal -- for the United 
States. 


Defense Ministers, meeting as the DPC in ministerial 
session on May 22 -- that is today -- according to normal NATO 
procedures noted the NATO Ambassadors' action. The Defense 
Ministers' action -- that is to say, the meeting today -- 
remember, you asked the question -- completes the established 
NATO procedure for adopting force goals for the Alliance. The 
U.S. feels that NATO action meets the intent of the 
legislation. The relevant Alliance body at the highest level 
has adopted the binary chemical weapons force goal. 


Q So the bottom line was there at the end, which 
was -- I assume you would not expect this to come up when 
Shultz and the other Foreign Ministers comprise the NAC next 
week? 


6 No - 
Q You would not expect -- 
a It is done. It may come up as a subject of 


conversation, etc., but the action is completed as I've just 
set forth. You've got the NAC, then you have the DPC meeting 
as Ambassadors, and today you've had the DPC meeting as 
Ministers. That is to say, because of the Defense Secretary, 
etc. 


Q Okay, one more related question on the subject of 
the chemical weapons. Do you have any comment on the fact that 
six NATO countries had reservations about approving it and that 
the German Defense Minister himself said that this constituted 
removal of the old chemical weapons without replacement? 


A Let me answer that this way. Chemical weapons 
issues are politically sensitive -- that's no secret -~- and 
they're politically sensitive everywhere. Debate in NATO -- 
and you're alluding to several countries that had reservations 
about chemical weapons -- the debate in NATO over the force 
goal mirrors that fact. But even though -- and my information 
is four countries and [ think you said six -- - 
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Q I had six. 


‘ -- but even though four countries did not support 
binary production, the clear majority in NATO recognized the 
need for and supported production. This majority is even more 
impressive if taken in terms of total population, size of 
military forces, or percentage of dollar value of the 
contribution to NATO's defense. And I trust that that takes 
care of your question. 


Q Thank you. 


Q Wait a minute. Isn't the deployment question 
still unresolved? 


A On the deployment question: the bottom line on 
that is that the United States has no plans for peacetime 
deployment of binary chemical in any foreign country, and there 
will be no such deployment to NATO Europe without approval by 
the receiving country. 

Q That's a change in policy? 


fe I don't know. I don't have anything on whether 
it represents any change in policy. 


Q There's no forward deployment? 


A If you're raising a question, I'm prepared to 
take a look at that, but 1 don't have anything on that. 


Q Bernie, is Ambassador Nickel still on post? 

A We spoke to Herman directly from here today -- 
yesterday. I have nothing that indicates that Ambassador 
Nickel has left. 

Q What about Freeman's talk in the region? 

A He has not left. 


Q What about Freeman's talks in the region? 


2 I have nothing beyond what we said yesterday on 
Freeman's talks in Lusaka. 


Billi? 





-18- Thursday, 5/22/86 


Q Any further steps? 

a No, I have nothing on further steps. 

Q Any reaction to the Dutch elections? 

‘ To the Dutch elections? 

Q Yes. 

‘ Simply to note that the U.S. has excellent 


relations with the Netherlands, and we look forward to 
continued excellent relations and close cooperation with the 
new government to be formed as a result of yesterday's 
Parliamentary elections. 


Q Also speaking of yesterday, on yesterday's 
sensation, have you had any further -- 


is Yesterday's -- 


Q -- opportunity to examine the evidence of Syrian 
complicity in any of the terrorist incidents? 


i No, I don't have anything that takes it beyond 
what the Secretary had said yesterday, that it would be 
premature to draw any conclusions until these investigations 
that are referred to yesterday are completed. 


Now, on the question of Syria, and the general 
question of terrorism, let me just say that as long as 
terrorists move freely within Syria and within 
Syrian-controlled territory in Lebanon, our serious concern 
remains for Syria's support for international terrorism. 


For example, we believe Syria should not provide any 
support to Abu Nidal and his organization. Syria remains on 
our terrorism list. U.S. policy on terrorism is well 
understood. We have demonstrated we are steadfast in 
countering terrorism and stopping it. Our policy applies to 
the perpetrators of terrorism and to whatever state sponsors 
terrorism. 


Q Can we have a copy of that? 


A It's going to be a little difficult because of a 
lot of scrawling here. If I can help, I will try. 


Q Bernie, on the Abu Nidal issue, specifically, has 
the United States asked the Government of Svria to close down 
that office? 
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A I think that Syria is well aware of our views on 
that. They've heard it repeatedly. 


Q And what was the Syrian response? 


‘ I don't have anything. I'm not getting engaged, 
as you know, on diplomatic exchanges. I'm making it clear 
that, in a variety of ways from this lectern and others, Syria 
is well aware of the U.S. position. 


Q Because in January, from that podium, Deputy 
Secretary Whitehead took a rather benign view describing the 
Damascus office as sort of a branch office without any real 
meaning. You appear to have changed that? 


A No. I think that what I have said has been 
uttered more than once from here. 


Q Bernie, can we understand that as an ultimatum, 
or will you have any sanction or anything against Syria -- 


ia I am not speaking, obviously, in ultimatum terms, 
and I don't know how you make that extraction on the basis of 
what I said. 


What I have said is an attempt to set forth, in an 
abbreviated and cogent way, the U.S. position on Syria and the 
question of terrorism. 


Q But when you say Syria should not supply, what 
does it mean? 


fa lt means exactly as 1 read it. 

Q Bernie, when you say that terrorists move freely 
in Syria, are you implying that Syria does not have total 
control over terrorists operating out of Syria? 


A I'm not going to make any judgments beyond the 
specifics as set forth in what I shared with you here. 


Q Bernie, in the logic of deciding which country -- 

A In the what -- 

Q In the logic -- in the logic of decidina which 
countries support terrorism and which countries do not, in the 


State Department guidance yesterday it was claimed that Abu 
Abbas had been invited to Algeria to participate in a 
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conference that the Algerian Government had organized to try 
and bring unity into the ranks within the PLO, which has been 
labeled a terrorist organization by the State Department. 

So where do we stand on relations with Algeria? 


A I don't have anything on the question, as you're 
setting it forth, within that band. Let me take a look and see 
what's possible. 

Q Thank you. 


(Press briefing concluded at 1:10 p.m.) 








Posted: May 23, 1986 


TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the May 22, 1986 daily press briefing: 


: 


LIMNOS 


The disagreement between Greece and Turkey over Limnos 
seems to be becoming a major crisis among three NATO allies 
(U.S., Turkey, Greece). Do you have anything on the U.S. 
position regarding Limnos? 


--THE DISAGREEMENT OVER LIMNOS WAS A FACTCR IN A 
PROCEDURAL PROBLEM IN THE LAST FEW DAYS IN NATO, BUT 

THE PROCEDURAL PROBLEM WAS RESOLVED AT THE MINISTERIAL 
MEETING MAY 22. 

--THD UNITED STATES DOES NOT TAKE ANY SUBSTANTIVE POSITION 
Ot THE BILATERAL DISPUTES BETWEEN TURKEY AND GREECE OVER 
THE MILITARIZATION OF THE ISLAND OF LIMNOS. WE OBSERVE’ 
THIS POSITION SCFUPULOUS..Y. 

--WE CONTINUE TO BELIEVE THA’." THEY SHOULD SETT) E THIS 


DISPUTE BETWEEN THEMSELVES, IN PART IN ORDER TO ENHANCE 


THE SOLIDARITY OF THE NATO ALLIANCE. 





Posted: May 23, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the May 22, 1986 caily press briefing: 
CW DEPLOYMENT: POLICY CHANGE? 





Q: You just said, “The U.S. has no plans for peacetime 
deployment of binary chemical in any foreign country, 
and there will be no such deployment to NATO Europe 
without approval by the receiving country." --Is this 
a change in policy? 


A: -=- NO, THIS DOES NOT REPRESENT A CHANGE IN U.S. POLICY. 
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FRIDAY, MAY 23, 1986, 12:29 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. KALB: Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen, 
Friday, May 23. A couple of announcements, as we go along, to 
tidy these things up. 


To begin with, the White House has announced today 
that the President has nominated Frank G. Wisner to be the next 
U.S. Ambassador to the Arab Republic of Egypt. Secretary 
Shultz attaches particular importance to this nomination. 

Frank Wisner has distinguished himself in the service of his 
country in many important posts. His nomination reflects the 
critical importance of the U.S. relationship with Egypt. We 
hope this nomination will be acted on quickly so that 
Ambassador Wisner can assume his new responsibilities in Cairo 
as soon as possible. 


To someone who may be curious as to when Nick Veliotes 
left Cairo, Nick left on April 1, retiring after a long and 
distinguished career in the U.S. Foreign Service. 


There is a biographical sketch of Frank outside for 
anyone who is interested 


Travel plan: Yugoslavia -- visit by Under Secretary 
Mike Armacost. He will make an official visit to Yugoslavia 
June 1 through 4. He will arrive in Cavtat June 1 -- 


C-A-V-T-A-f -- to participate as the senior representative of 
the U.S. Government at the Annual Meeting of the U.S.-Yugoslay 
Economic Council. fhe Under Secretary will also travel to 


Belgrade June 2-4 for consultations with Yugoslav government 
officials. 


One other announcement, having to do with a 
Backgrounder here next week, Tuesday, May 27, 10:00 in 
connection with the NAC Ministerial Meeting in Halifax. 
Background Press Briefing, as I say, here in this room, 10:00 
am., Tuesday. 
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And, finally, one other thing, again, about Tuesday. 
The Annual Meeting of the U.S.-Spanish Joint Council will be 
held in the State Department next Tuesday. The time on this 
particular one, 3:00 in the afternoon. The Spanish Foreign 
Minister, Francisco Fernandez Ordonez, will head the Spanish 
delegation, and obviously Secretary Shultz will head the U.S. 
delegation. The Secretary will, as well, host a luncheon for 
the visiting Spanish Minister; the delegation will also be 
invited and they will meet privately before the Council meeting 
-- that is to say, the Secretary and the Minister. 


The Council last met in Madrid just about a year ago, 
May 7, ‘85, and the Council will review a range of bilateral 
issues, including discussion of foreign policy and security 
issues. 


And now we can go to the questions. 
Q Does the United States - 


Q Can we just ask a housekeeping thing on that? 
Will Shuitz address that group publicly at all? 


ist Which group? 
Q The Spanish Joint Council? 


A I don't think so. I remember a year ago being at 
the meeting in Madrid, and [ don't remember any public ~-- do 
you mean in the sense of there being a public speech, or 
something like that? 


Q Right 


A I don't remember anything like that. I'll take a 
look at that. When [ was there last time, [ don't remember 
that it was held in a way that included a luncheon, but let me 
take a look at that see whether, in fact, because there is a 
luncheon, whether there are toasts. 


Matt? 


Q Does the United States have evidence that Libya 
continues its terrorist activities? 


A I don't have anything to add on Libya in addition 
to what has been said repeatedly from the lectern. In the way 
of “continuing,” is the point you're making, Matt? 
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Q Yes. 


a) On “continuing,” let me just say the following 
thing: That there have been indications that Qadhafi has not 
changed his conduct. For example, I call your attention to the 
attempted bombing of the U.S. Officers Club in Ankara, Turkey; 
the expulsion of Libyan diplomats from a number of European 
countries for actions incompatible with their diplomatic status. 


We've said from the beginning that we did not foresee 
any immediate change in Qadhafi's support for international 
terrorism. It remains too early to judge the ultimate impact 
of the various actions that the United States has taken. At 
some point, Qadhafi must recognize that any benefits he may 
perceive from his unacceptable policies are far outweighed by 
their costs. 


Q Bernie, would you add to that list of things the 
killing of a Libyan in East Berlin -- reported killing? 


fs) Seen the reports. Don't have anything by way of 
further information, and have nothing by way of comment as well. 


Q Can we have a copy of that, Bernie? 


A A copy of that? Let me try to help you, but it 
may be a little messy here. 


Q Can I ask you about the NAIO and the chemical 
warfare? [ know you had addressed it yesterday, but [ would 
like to just be a bit more specific. Some Congressmen are 
claiming that the legislation connected with the approval of 
the binary weapons requires the approval of the North Atlantic 
Council, which is the Foreign Ministers. 


As I understand what you were saying - that the 
Defense Ministers alone were able to approve it. Do you have 
any comment on that specific question? 


A Nothing beyond what [ said yesterday when [ 
sought to go through some sort of hierarchal structure of the 
NAC, of the Defense Planning Committee when it meets in an 
Ambassadorial status and when it meets on a Ministerial status, 
and the regular practice of taking note of decisions. 


I think -- 1 would like to think, Bern, that the 
response [ gave yesterday would, in fact, accommodate the 
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question that you set forth today, because that was a specific 
question and the effort was made to deal with that in very 


specific terms. 
Q Bernie? 


A Yes. 


—-MORE-- 
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Q Can you be any more specific now about what steps 
the U.S. is planning to take against South Africa, or with 
South Africa, in its constructive engagement policy to deal 
with what the Secretary has now called an “outrage and totaliy 
unacceptable” raid into three neighboring countries? 


a That question was put to the Secretary by you, I 
think, among others (laughter) at 10:30 this morning, and the 
best I can do at this particular point is to offer you a 
transcript of his replies. 


Q I heard his reply, but -- 
A Well -- 


Q -- you know, it's really difficult to understand 
how sO many days can go by with the U.S. saying it's 
considering further steps. Even last year the Ambassador was 
called back for consultations fairly quickly. 


If it's that much of an outrage, one would expect 
something to be done fairly quickly. 


fe) Well, 1 don't want to put a time clock on this. 
[ would suggest keep tuned on that particular issue. 


The Secretary did indicate what he wanted to say very 
clearly, but not to the point of being specific. You're asking 
me to be specific in a way that 1 cannot be. But if “keep 
tuned" has some sort of alert in it, so be it. 


Q You're suggesting something will happen? 


A No. I'm suggesting that when [ said earlier this 
week that further actions are under review, and the Secretary 
talked -- I don't have the specifics here to punch up at this 
particular moment - he chose not to be specific, but he very, 
very strongly reiterated the U.S. outrage and condemnation of 
the South African attack 


The question was raised about the recall of Herman 
Nickel, the Ambassador to South Africa. the Secretary made Lhe 
point about -- well, 1 forget precisely how he phrased it -- in 
terms of the need for representation and so forth. 


Q He pretty clearly indicated that the Ambassador 
would not be recalled in this case for the reasons that you’ - 


is) Well -- 
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Q -— recall. 


oa -- to try to abbreviate this, I hear your 
interpretation of what he said. To the specific question that 
is being posed to me -- can I in any way set forth an anthology 
of possible actions on the part of the United States vis-a-vis 
South Africa -- I cannot. In other words, I cannot take it 
beyond where he left it. 


Q You're continuing -- the Administration, that 15 
-- to rule out any additional economic sanctions, is that right? 


A I think that was dealt with in the course of the 
week when the question of economic sanctions came up. I[hat's 
where I want to leave it. 


Q Ruling those out? 


a That was stated by the White House, and we 
iterated that economic sanctions was not the way the 
Administration wanted to go. 


Q Opposing legislation on the Hill that would 
impose sanctions. 


me Yes. 

Q But by saying “keep tuned" or “stay tuned," and 
by underscoring the fact that further actions are under review, 
you are definitely leaving the impression that you're probably 
going to do something else. Are you? (Laughter. ) 

A I'm going to let it stand the way I put it. 

Q New subject? 

a Any time. 


Bernie, do we have any indications, as apparently 
the Spanish Government -- the Prime Minister was just in Moscow 
-- that the Soviets intend to put their nuclear reactors under 
stronger control, the [AEA -- under stronger international 
control? 


A I don't have anything on that, 8111. 


Max? 
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Q Bernie, a number of our allies, including Japan 
and some in Europe, have reacted strongly to the trade bill 
that passed the House. Have you and your colleagues had a 
chance to look at this in terms of its impact on our foreign 
relations? 


= I don't have anything on that story, Max. 


Q Do you think -- 


fo I'm going to be invited to speculate, and I'11 
forego the invitation. 

Henry? 

Q Do you have anything on Carmen's resignation? 

a No. 

Q Who? 

a Carmen --— Geneva. 

Mike? 

Q Yes, couple of things. Argentina yesterday broke 


off relations with South Africa over the raids. Any reaction 
to that? 


a Nope, I have nothing on that. 


Q O.K. fhe [ranian President said today at Friday 
prayers that an unnamed Iranian Ambassador in an unnamed 
African country had been the target of an assassination attempt 
which he claimed the local authorities had linked to the U.S 
Embassy. Nothing on that? 


A No. The first I've heard of it, in fact. 

Matt? 

Q Armand Hammer said yesterday, after seeing the 
Secretary, that Gorbachev had told him last week .-— that is, 
Hammer -- that he's willing to reschedule the 


Shultz-Shevardnadze meeting if the initiative comes from 
America. I know that's not very clear, but that's what Hammer 
said [s¢ any initiative on that in the works or what? 


A I think under that particular heading -- that is 
to say, under the heading of a Shultz-Shevardnadze meeting - 
the United States has on more than one occasion expressed a 
readiness for that meeting to take place. Regardless of what 
Mr. Hammer said or did not say, the U.S. readiness has heen 
there straight along, month after month; and no date has yet 
been set 
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Q Do you have any -- 


a Excuse me. I wanted -- I think he had his hand 
up first. 


Q Has the State Department been approached by the 
United Nations Secretariat about granting an entry visa to the 
PLO Chairman Yasser Arafat, allowing him to travel to New York 
next month in order to attend the United Nations session? 


a Let me try to get an answer for you on that. | 
don't have anything in any complete way on that, so let me try 
for an answer for you. 


Let me go here. Matt? 


Oh, I'm sorry. He had -- 1 beg your pardon. Nothing 
Ralph? 
Q The Soviets held a news conference today at which 


they discussed the SALT [I compliance question and basically 
accused the United States of planning to undermine the 
agreements that followed the unratified SALT LI. Do you have 
any comment on where the Administration stands on the sort of 
long-range decision -- 


is} Nope, I do not. 


Q -- on SALT LL? 

Q Doesn't a decision have to come by May 29th, is 
that it? 

a I don't have anything on that 

Q Do you have any fresh language tuday on the 


general subject of Contadora, Phil Habib, Nicaragua? 


a No. [ mean, you had the statement yesterday that 
came out of the White House, and 1 have nothing that you 
suggest would be fresh language. You find it stale already? 
(Laughter) 


Q We have two cycles a day 


A Two cycles a day. All right, do you want us to 
rewrite that? (Laughter. ) 
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Q Bernie, do you have anything on the United States 
Government and the French Government's setting up a formal 
meeting in Paris to discuss bilateral ways of improving 
cooperation in combatting terrorism? 


“ No, I don't. [ don't have anything on that. 
Q Do you have anything on the -- and I know you 
were asked this yesterday -- reported warning by the Soviet 


Union against taking any action against Syria? 


a Nope. I[ had a nope on that yesterday and that 
still stands today 


Q Bernie, do you have any readout on the Abrams 
meeting in Moscow on Latin America -- on the Central American 
issue? 

i) Did we provide one yesterday? 


Q We didn't ask you. Do you have one? 


“ You didn't ask me. Why don't you check with the 
Press Office? [ think there is something on that. 


Q Max? 


io) Bernie, there's some activity in France regarding 
their hostages over there. Are we working with -- are we 
coordinating our efforts with them to get our hostages out as 
well as theirs? 


“ I don't have anything on that question 


Q Can you say anything about reports that King 
Hussein might make it to Washington sometime early next month? 


A [ think when that program, if it materializes, 
does in fact become a factor, you'll be hearing about it But. 
at this point [ don't have anything on that for you 


Q Then how about the return to Washington next 
month of Mr. Peres? For another visit? 
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i [ have nothing at this point on any travel plans 
of the principals that you're mentioning. 


Q O.K. 


o Thank you 


(The briefing concluded at 12:43 p.m.) 
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MR. REDMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon: 
Let me begin with one rather lengthy statement on the Bern 
Conference and the resolution of 38 U.S.-Soviet divided family 
cases. 


The CSCE meeting of Human Contacts Experts in Bern, 
Switzerland, which began on April 15, concluded on May 27. The 
participants discussed development of contacts among persons, 
institutions, and organizations. the U.S. believes that the 
meeting represented a highly useful opportunity to examine the 
record of implementation of human contacts commitments made in 
Helsinki and Madrid. 


The participants in Bern had a wide-ranging, frank, 
and useful discussion of the development of contacts among 
persons, institutions and organizations, on the basis of the 
provisions relating to human contacts in the Helsinki Final Act 
and the Madrid concluding document. They discussed in 
particular measures to be taken for the improvement of such 
contacts. 


During the discussion, different and at times 
contradictory opinions were expressed. A number of proposals 
on human contacts were presented and discussed during the 
meeting. Unfortunately, no consensus was reached on the range 
of proposals discussed at the conference, and it proved 
impossible to reach agreement on a final document. The U.S. 
believes, however, that many of the proposals discussed at Bern 
have merit, and notes the possibility for delegations of the 
participating states to present them for further discussion at 
the Vienna follow-up meeting in November. We look forward to 
and hope to further develop this important dialogue prior to 
and during the next CSCE review meeting in Vienna. 


On May 26, in the closing hours of the Bern 
Conference, the Soviet Government informed us of the names of 
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36 divided family cases from the U.S. Government representation 
list who will be allowed to join family members in the United 
States. These cases involve 117 Soviet individuals. In 
addition, the Soviet delegation at the CSCE Human Contacts 
Experts’ Meeting in Bern informed us that two other cases, one 
involving the spouse of aU.S. citizen, and another, a dual 
national case, are also being resolved. 


The U.S. Government and the American people welcome 
this development. If these individuals, together with the 
other cases as yet unnamed whom the Soviets have indicated will 
also be resolved, are allowed to depart, it will mark the 
largest single resolution of representation list cases since 
the United States Government began submitting such lists to the 
U.S.S.K. almost thirty years ago. This act gives real meaning 
to the joint statement by President Reagan and General 
Secretary Gorbachev on the importance of resolving humanitarian 
cases in a spirit of cooperation. It is a positive step that 
will contribute to an improved atmosphere in our relations, and 
will facilitate efforts to build on the progress begun at the 
Geneva Summit last year. 


It is our hope that this significant step signals that 
the Soviet Union shares our desire to move ahead in our efforts 
to improve mutual understanding between our peoples, to make 
progress in other areas of human rights such as emigration, and 
to increase cooperation between our two countries in areas of 
mutual interest. 


And you may have a copy of that. 

Q Okay. 1 just wanted to ask this: 117 Soviet 
individuals and 36 cases, out of how many outstanding, do you 
know? 

A The U.S. Government representation list of 
divided families includes 126 cases. Thirty-six of the 38 
cases to which 1 referred were on that list. They constitute 
almost 28 percent of our divided families list. 


Q So there are 90 cases left, as I calculate, is 
that right? 


A 126 minus 36. 


Q Can we have copies of that statement? 


A Of the statement? Yes. 
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Q You said the 117 were not named. Can you tell us 
about the two that were? 


id I don't have the names on those. As a general 
rule, we don't comment on the specific cases because of Privacy 
Act restrictions. 


Q Are you informing the family members in this 
country? We went through this agony at the time of those nine 
cases where we began calling up everybody we know who has a 
divided spouse, and eventually, the State Department did put 
out the list. 


A The best I can tell you right now is that we are 
attempting to contact the U.S. relatives. The Soviet 
Government has told us that it is informing the Soviet citizens 
involved, although we are not yet able to confirm this. 


Q If I could just make a pitch, my impression on 
all this is that we do more of a service by putting out the 
names as soon as you can, because all the people who are not 
affected begin to get very nervous and wonder, as well. 


A I'll take a look at that. 


Q What is the status of the Shcharansky relatives, 
the mother and, I think, another relative, that the State 
Department said would be coming out after he came out? And as 
far as we've heard, they never have. 


A I don't have anything specifically on that 
question Let me take another look at that. I believe we may 
have posted something in resonse to a previous question a week 
or so ago. 


Q It's a little different now, though. 

A In any case, let me just, if you will, refer to 
the 33 cases that we talked about after the Geneva Summit, that 
the Soviets had pomised to resolve. In 24 of the 33 cases, the 
Soviet family members have left the Soviet Union 


The Soviets told us May 26 that one of the nine 


remainino cases will be resolved in the near future At Bern 
last week, they told us that four others would be permitted to 
emigrate after they had renounced their Soviet citizenship We 


have officially questioned this requirement in one 
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dual-national case. 


In the remaining four cases, we have received 
unsatisfactory explanations or no explanation at all. 


Q Was that the dual nationals that you referred to 
earlier? 


a That's a different dual national. 


Q Shcharansky relatives don't figure in any of 
this, or you're not answering that or -- 


i I don't know whether or not they figure in this 
particular explanation. And I'll look into that to see where 
they fit in. 

Q Was the 33 the largest previous one? 

mo In terms of cases? 

Q Yes. 

A I don't know. 

Q Copies of all these? 

a No. 

Q Can we at least have a copy of that last answer 


with the 24, the one of 9, the four, and the date and all that 
stuff? tither that or -- 


Q Will you read it again, please? 

6 You can have a copy 

(Laughter) 

Q Do you know how many individuals were involved in 


those 24 cases? 


a No, I don't 


Q Back to your original statement on the CSCF you 
mentioned that it was impossible to reach agreement on a final 
document, @ final statement at the Bern meeting, 18 that right’ 
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m Yes. 


Q Some of the Europeans are saying that the reason 
that it was impossible was that the U.S. switched its position 
at the last moment on some key issues. Do you have any 
response to that? 


‘ Well, as I understand it, for the past six weeks, 
these experts have been hard at work at Bern trying to promote 
practical results, trying to promote movement in specific 
individual cases and improvement in the general conditions for 
cross-border human contacts. 


At the end of the conference, the neutral and 
nonaligned countries presented a draft concluding document. We 
regret that after careful review, we could not give consent to 
this draft. Given the record of Eastern adherence to CSCE 
commitments, we knew that a document in Bern would have to meet 
very high standards to dispel public disillusionment with the 
Helsinki process. 


In our judqment, the language in the draft document 
that the negotiations produced would not have improved the 
prospects for future compliance, but I could note a number of 
positive aspects, of which I've already noted some, of this 
particular meeting. Among them, that it provided a much-needed 
platform for us to examine the record of compliance with 
Helsinki and Madrid commitments. The debate was spirited and 
candid. The discussions highlighted the importance of 
fulfilling existing commitments on cross border human contacts, 
such as the right of emigration. But the debate also reflected 
the wide gap between promises undertaken in documents and 
reality 


We strongly support the Helsinki process and the 
documents that enshrine it, but these documents fulfill their 
purpose only if they are complied with. Our goal at Bern was 
not more words; we sought to promote steps that would improve 
the liwee of jindividuale in all the CSCF ctatec We maacsured 
the proposals offered at Bern according to their ability to 
improve tastern compliance with existing CSCt commitmenis. 


Several of the proposals offered in the neutral, 
nonaligned concluding documents would not only have failed to 
improve compliance; they would have deluded the clear and 
comprehensive contacts provisions of the Helsinki Final Act and 
the Madrid concluding document 
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In a nut shell, Jim, that's the answer. 


Q What is the official name of the Bern conference, 
the whole title? 


A The whole title? The Bern Human Contacts Experts 
Meeting, the BCEM. 


Q Just to clarify something on the numbers, the 117 
refers to the number of Soviet citizens who are members of the 
36 cases, is that correct? 

i That's right. 


Q And the other two cases involve additional 
individuals, aside from the 117, is that correct? 


if That's my understanding. 
Q Okay. And the 36 cases, only 24 -- 


How many of those 36 cases were on the list that was 
discussed after Geneva? 


A These 36 cases come from our representational 
lists. 


Q So they were all -- all 36 were -- 

A There were 33 other cases that the Soviets 
promised to resolve at Geneva. I1 gave you the status report on 
that. That was where you had 24, 1, 4, and 4. 

Q Gotcha! 

They promised at Geneva, there was another what, 
nine divided spouses they cleared up, they said they would 
clear up before Geneva, or are we talking about the same 33? 

Q The nine is separate? 


A I'm not sure whether the nine you are referring 
to are part of this 33 or not. 


Q The most publicity came to a! + nine divided 
spouses, which they announced just before tie Geneva 
conference, the Summit Conference Il never even remembered tlh 


33 you're telking about. Is that -- 
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i I'll have to look into that, but as I recall -- 


Q What did Teddy Kennedy get? He got a whole list, 
a separate - 


i) As I recall, there were a number of lists that 
developed at the time of Geneva. 


Q Is this the Kennedy thing? 


i We'll look into that and see if we can get 
something that clarifies that. 


Q Are the 36 today comparable to the 33 at the 
Summit? In other words, is this a promise of the type that was 
made at the Summit, or is this comparable to the 24 in terms of 
their getting out? 

o At this stage, it's a promise -- 

Q I don't know if it is ~- 


a -— but in the case of the 33, 24 of those have 
been resolved, and people have left. 


Q It's @ promise, but you've been given, the U.S 
has been given names, has it not, of the 36 cases? 


I mean it's a promise, but you've been given specific 
names of 36 cases - 


is) Yes, we do have the names 
Q ~- and you're going about notifying them? 
a Yes. You'll see that in the statement we do 


have the names of the 36 divided family cases. 
Q So it's not a general promise of some 36 case -- 
A No, that's right; definitely not 
- -- it's a very specific -- 


2) There are names involved. 


Q Can you categorize the 367? Aare they people who 
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have been on the list for years? Are they mostly Armenians? 
(Laughter) No, I mean that's a category. 


o I don't have any other way to categorize them. 

Q How many of them are Americans or involved people 
who are living in the United States now? Can you tell us that? 

be These are cases involving people in the Soviet 
Union -- 

s Right. 


-- in the first place. 


Q ~~ who have relatives or somebody, some 
connection to the United States in all these cases? 


id There are various kinds on our representational 
lists. We maintain three bilateral representational lists 
involving U.S.-Soviet divided families. There are 126 cases. 
Separated spouses: there are 21 cases; and dual nationals, 20 
cases. These are people who have repeatedly been denied exit 
permission. 


In addition, we maintain a representational list of 
Soviet Jews repeatedly denied exit permission to Israel. 


Q And none of these are in that category, right? 

A No. 

Q Okay 

Q How many of these cases were presented, over 200? 
A Well, as I say, our current representation list 


would include the 126 plus the 21, plus the 20. 


Q Okay. 

A That's as it stands as of now 

Q At the other end of the scale, do you have any 
comment on how this decision may or may not effect plane for 
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the next summit meeting? 


‘ I have nothing by way of general reaction other 
than what I used at the end of the statement. 


Q Have you heard anything from the Soviets on the 
Shevardnadze meeting? 


‘ Nothing to advance that question. 


Let me give you one other thing. People are 
interested in knowing how long this is going to take before 
people are actually allowed to leave. The answer is, the time 
involved often varies. These Soviet citizens must still go 
through several bureaucratic procedures before they are 
actually given the exit permit and foreign passport. 
Typically, this can take several weeks. 


When the Soviet citizen has exit permission, we are 
able to issue an immigrant visa quickly. 


Q Any thoughts on why they did this now? Apart 
from the Bern Conference was there any other rationale for it? 


ia No, I don't have any other rationale. 


-~ MORE - 
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Q On a subject I guess which is not unrelated, do 
you have any idea of what the Soviets, or what the East 
Germans, are up to in Berlin, demanding passports from Western 
diplomats? 


a You're all aware of the issue I believe from 
reading various press accounts which have indicated the kinds 
of travel controls that the East German Government is talking 
about, in some cases initiating. 


The allied position in Berlin is based on the 
quadrapartite status, which insures free circulation within 
greater Berlin. The boundary between the Soviet sector and the 
Western sectors is a demarcation line, not an international 
border. The allies -- that is, in this case the United States, 
the UK and France -- are still assessing the practical effects 
of these GDR measures The allies have taken the matter up 
with the Soviet Embassy in East Berlin, which is jointly 
responsible with the Western allies for all matters relating to 


the status of Berlin. 


The allies are continuing to watch the situation 
closely and have consulted with the Berlin Senat and the 
Government of the Federal Republic of Germany. 


As to what we may or may not do, I'm not in a position 
to speculate at this time. I could only reiterate that we are 
monitoring the situation carefully. 


Q Do you plan to take up the issue with the Foreign 
Ministers meeting in Halifax tomorrow or at the Berlin dinner 
tomorrow night? 


A To the extent that it involves a Berlin issue, 1 
think you can be assured that it will be discussed. 


Q We were told this morning that U.S. officials 
were being sent back and forth across the border to see what 
was in fact in practice on the border. Can you tell us what 
they found out? 


A Only that the practices at this point appear to 
not have been altogether consistent. 


Q Can you expand on that? (Laughter. ) 


a No 


Q In what way? 
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i No Only to say that the practices as they are 
being applied have not been totally consistent. So that's why 
I say I would leave it that we're looking into the situation 
carefully to see exactly what it is we're dealing with and how 


to respond to it. 


Q Is this consistent for different Western 
nationalities -- different practices for different -- what do 
you mean? 


“ I can't give you any further details on 
consistency in that context. 


Q (Inaudible)...Some people get through on their 
red cards I mean. 


a I think you've seen a lot of reporting already in 
the press on those kind of questions. 


i) Aside from being in contact with the story -- 


Q Can we take it as accurate -- whatever is 
reported in the press we can take as accurate? Is that your 
answer? 

a l hope most of it is accurate, but I'm not 
commenting on the case. 

Q No, can't we take it all as accurate? 

a Since I haven't seen all of it, I can't answer 


your question 


Q Well, we haven't seen anythina on what's happened 
to U.S. officials this morning 


a I don't have anything more on that. 
Raloh? 
a) You $410 that the allies have taken up the issue 


with the Sovict Embassy in East Berlin Has a protest been 
lodged with the Soviet Government either there or through some 
other channel? 


a I said it's been taken up with them That's all 
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Q Chuck, the original question was what do we think 
that they're trying to prove. You didn't really address that. 
Can you? 


. At this point I can't answer that question. I 
don't know what they're trying to prove. 


Q Has any American diplomat attempting to cross the 
demarcation line been asked to produce -- a diplomat -- been 
asked to produce a passport? 

io I don't know the answer to that specific question. 
(inaudible) 


Has any been refused? 


> 5 


Don't know. 


Q Anything on what Margaret Thatcher said in 
Jerusalem today that an alternative to the PLO will be 
necessary if the PLO doesn't renounce violence and recognize 


Israel? 
3) No 


Q How about the Gorbachev (inaudible)? Can you 
concur that the consequences of -- such as if anybody attacks 
Syria or the Palestinians? 


“a No comment. 


Q Is there any hope in resolving the hostage crisis 
in Lebanon? 


A No new information ]1 have no reason to steer 
you either in the direction of pessimism or optimism at this 
point. 1 just leave the answer flat. 


Q Chuck, a@ question on the West Bank. There was a 
story that a small town in the West Bank, Delvisa or -raza will 
be razed and a Jewish industrial park will replace it, which 
will leave 150 Palestinians without homes on the line in the 
West Bank. they are the suggestions of Arid Sharon. Do you 
have any comment on that? 


6 Very briefly 


We continue to believe that settlement activity in the 
occupied territories is an obstacie tuo reaching a just and 
lasting peace 
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Q And the second question: Do you have any comment 
on Mr. Rabin's refusal of the request by Mrs. Thatcher to work 
on improving the quality of life for Palestinians under 
occupation? Mr. Rabin refused her request. 


A Only to reiterate what you heard us say before -- 
which, in a more general way, we have long said, that we would 
welcome an increase in Arab control and a reduction in Israeli 
control over the day-to-day life of Palestinians in both the 
West Bank and Gaza, and that as a practical matter any new 
arrangements, to be successful, would require acceptance by all 
the concerned parties. 


Q If I might go back to your answer to my first 
question about this small town? You say that you continue to 
believe that building more settlements will be an impediment to 
peace -- but it looks like the plans are -- you know, they are 
waiting, accordina to the story in The Washington fis* -- 
waiting for the bulldozers to go in and raze the town. Do you 
know whether the United States has any measures -- or steps to 
be taken -- in addition to what you just said, that will stop 
depriving 150 Palestinians of their homes and lands immediately 
-- sort of an injunction somehow? 





i) Wo, I don't have anything else to offer you right 
Now 


Q The Syrian Foreign Minister on Sunday said that 
Syria would like an equal and positive dialogue with the United 
States. Do you have any comment on that? 


f\ No, not really. 


Q Chuck, on the meeting with the U.S. Spanish 
Council this afternoon, is this the meeting that was supposed 
to meet in the first half of ‘86 to discuss the level of 
American troops in Spain? 


A There will be, of course, a communique -- 
Q Yes. 
fs -- which will come out at the end of that. But 1 
believe this Council meeting has its own life, if you will, and 
y 


this is the second of what I think to be annual meetings of 
thas Council e 
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Q I mean is this the one -- 


A But security matters are one of the things which 
will be discussed. 


Q But is the -- 


A Then you will see in the communique the subjects 
which are eventually addressed. 


Q But I mean is the DECA the reason for the meeting? 


A No, it isn't. We explained the rationale for the 
meeting last week at one point. This is a full range of 
bilateral issues. 


Q Chuck, did the American Government ask 
specifically from the Syrians to close the offices of Abu Nidal 
or not? 


6 We've answered that question a number of times, 
saying the Syrian Government is well aware of our view -- both 
publicly and privately 


Q No, but did you have any representation to them 
to specifically close their orfices or not? 


A The answer is the same. 


Q Chuck -- in the back, please -- anything new on 
the South African situation, alleged bombing raids into Angola 
or any other reprisals, and so forth? 


a Concerning the reported raids into southern 
Angola, they are reported to have taken place in what is a 
sparsely populated area of southwestern Angola; and, therefore, 
we can't confirm those reports. That said, it should be clear 
that we reject cross-border violence as a substitute for the 
negotiated solution to regional differences. We continue to 
believe that a negotiated settlemerit on the independence of 
Namibia under Security Council Resolution 435 and the 
withdrawal of Cuban troops from Angola is the only way to 
attain peace and stability in the region. 


Q Do you have any comment on the formal expulsion 
of the American military attache, and do you expect any further 
steps to be taken? 
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fe In terms of further steps, I don't have anything 
to offer you. Concerning the expulsion of our attache, we 
believe the action is unjustified. 


Q Unjustified -- why? In view of what the U.S. 
did. Can you elaborate? 


A There was a very clear and evident reason for our 
action -- 

Q Can you elaborate? 

fA -~- which we explained at the time. 

Q O.K. Can I ask one more about one other part, 


Switching areas? Prime Minister Hawke's statement about the 
importance of American bases, talking to Mrs. Aquino. Does the 
U.S. have any comment to make? Are you appreciative of his 
statements? 


id No, I haven't seen that statement. 
Q Do you want to take it? 
Q Are further steps still under consideration in 


response to the raids last week, or has the U.S. now done all 
that it's going to do? 


Q I don't really have any way to help you on that 
question as to whether anything may be done in the future or 
not 


Q Anything on King Hussein's visit to Damascus on 
the weekend in his current trip to Baghdad? 


is) No. 


Q No vou have anv comment on the timina of the 
recent deterioration in the security situation in Lebanon, and 
especially the series of booby-trapped cars that exploded in 
residential areas in Beirut? 


f. No, nothing in specific -- other than if you look 
at the position we've consistently taken on the question of 
violence, it's something that we deplore. And we've said that 
the solution to the problems of Lebanon is in the political 
arena and not through such acts as that 
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Q Chuck, any comment on Assad's visit to Greece or 
his comments denying responsibility for terrorism? 


fa No. 

Q Chuck, the UN Special Session on Africa is now 
open. Does the U.S. have any particular messages to send to 
that session before tomorrow's speech? 


A You answered the question for yourself. The 
Secretary's speech tomorrow will be the message. 


Q When will the text be available, of that speech? 
“ We hope this afternoon. 


Q Are the West Germans still being held in 
Nicaragua now? 


fs As far as I know, yes, they're still being held; 
and we're still making whatever efforts we can to get them 
released. 


Q There's a report that the Nicaraguan Government 
is saying that they've heard that thev're going to be 
executed Have you heard anything like that? 


if) No, L've not heard that. 

Q Some more on that -- can you explain what the 
problem seems to be with the contras? Why -- why they can't get 
them out or - 

A As Bernie attempted to do at one point last week 

: Q It's been a while now. 

a Rit J¢ 16 a very —- 

@) Yes, but 1 mean it's been a while now. 

A -- remote area and not an accessible area, and it 


may take several days to hike in and out of there. 


No, I can't give you a specific explanation at this 
point other than to say it's being worked on; and there's no 
reason to despair, in any case. 
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Q Did anything happen in the meeting of the 
presidents of Central America -- named Esquipulas -- last 
weekend? 


A The question concerns the Central American Summit 
at Esquipulas. 


The Summit demonstrated that there are real and 
profound differences between the democracies and the Nicaraguan 
Government. The differences extend even in the language of the 
final communique to the “Concept of Life and the Structure of 
Power in a Pluralistic Democracy." This contradicts the 
Sandinista's argument that their only quarrel is with the 
United States 


The Summit made clear the view of the democracies that 
democratization is fundamental to peace in Central America. 
Commitments on security issues alone are not sufficient to 
bring peace. 


Third, the Summit reflects a growing desire of the 
Central Americans to take charge of their own affairs. We 
welcome this development. 


Q Did that answer encompass the answer to the 
question of Ortega's latest arms proposal? 


ts No. 


Q Do you have any comment on his latest arms 
proposal? I'm referring to the phrase, “Commitments to 
security alone are not enough to do", something or other 


A Concerning the arms reduction proposals of Daniel 
Ortega, reduction of armaments and troop levels are important 
elements being considered now in regional negotiations. The 
real test of the Nicaraguan proposal is if it 1s acceptable to 
the other Central American countries 


Placing preconditions on negotiations dealing with 
these important military issues would have the effect of 
preempting the negotiating process. 


The United States has stated repeatedly its view that 
the Nicaraguan arms buildup and the size of its armed forces of 
approximately 120,000 reguiear Lroups and trained reserves 
create a serious military imbalance in Central America 
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In order to effectively restore military equilibrium 
and build confidence in the region, all aspects of the military 
buildup should be discussed among the Central Americans. 


Q Chuck, a copy of those two statements, please? 
‘ You really need those, Matt? 

Q Yes. 

o O.K. (Laughter. ) 


Q Reports from Cairo and Tel Aviv suggest that the 
Taba talks completely fail to move the issue any further. What 
does the United States have -- any new proposals that would be 
moving this issue, which is a very sticky issue now between 
Egypt and Israel, to a fruitful end? 


fa The situation remains as last described to you 
concerning the efforts of State Department Legal Adviser Judge 
Sofaer, who has been in Israel, has been in Egypt. I believe 
he's back in Israel again. But he is continuing his efforts to 
make contacts with the parties to try to resolve the remaining 
differences 


So he's conducting a sort of shuttle diplomacy 
now? Is that what [I -- 


A I just described where he's been. 

Q Chuck, while we're in this area, on the 
settlements again Does the United S.ates have any information 
that the Israelis are settling some of the Ethiopian Jews - 
the Falashas -- in the West Bank? 

2 I don't have anything on that, Jim. 

0 Wel) rould vou look into that? And also was 


there an understanding with the United States that there would 
be no such settiement of the Falashas in the occupied 
Lerritorics? 


A l'il take a look at it 


Q Chuck, do you have any comment on the Jaloud 
visit to Moscow’ 


A No 
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Q Do you have anything on SALT II complié*ce -- the 
Administration's position on dismantling the two submarines? 


Nothing other than stay tuned to another 
channel (Laughter. ) 


(The briefing concluded at 1:03 p.m.) 
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TAKEN QUESTICN 
Cuestion Taken at Noon Press Briefing of May <7, 1586 


WEST BANK: SETTLEMENT OF EThICPIAN REFUGEES (Falast.a) 





Does the United States have any information that the 
Israelis are settling some of the Ethiopian Jews -- 

the Falashas -- in the West Bank? And also, was there 
an understanding with the United States that ther would 
be no such settlement of the Falashas in the occupied 
territories? 


Oo 


A. WE UNDERSTAND TEAT SCME EThKICPIAN JEWISH REFUGEE FAPILIES 
FAVE BEEN PLACED IN SETTLEVENTS IN THE OCCUPIED TERRITORIES. 

WE RAVE RAISED CUR CFFECSI7iCN 7C SUCk SETTLEMENT ACTIVITY, . 
rhICR TC TEEIR MPCVEMENT TO THE TERRIICFIES AND SUBSECLUEDTLY, 
L.IThIN TRE CCNTEAT CF CUR iChG-S7ARDINC PCLICY TCWARD ANY 
SETILEWENT ACTIVITY wWiThk BCTR CCVERNFELIAL AND 


RMCN-GCVERRMENTAL I. FAELI ACENCIES IKRVOLVED. WE ARE CCNFIDENT 


TEAT CUR VIEWS ARE WELL UNDEFSTOCD O®8 THIS ISSUE. 





May 27, 1986 
TAKEN ION 
Question taken at the May 27, 1986 noon press briefing: 


U.S.-SOVIET DIVIDED PAMILY CASES 


Q. Do the 126 cases on the USG Divided family representation 
list include the 33 cases that the Soviets promised to resolve 
after the Geneva summit? 

A. -- OF THE 33 CASES THE SO\ TS PROMISED TO RESOLVE BETWEEN 
THE SUMMIT AND THE END OF JAdAUARY, NINE HAVE NOT YET LEFT 
THE U.S.S.R. AND REMAIN ON THE USG DIVIDED PAMILY 
REPRESENTATION LIST. WOT ALL OF THE 33 CASES THE SOVIETS 
COMMITTED THEMSELVES TO RESOLVE AFTER THE GENEVA SUMMIT 
WERE DIVIDED FAMILY CASES. EIGHTEEN OF THE 33 WERE ON OUR 
DIVIDED PAMILY LIST (9 OF WHOM ALONG WITH THEIR 33 
DEPENDENTS HAVE HAVE NOT YET BEEN ALLOWED TO DEPART THE 
SOVIET UNION), ONE CASE INVOLVED A DIVIDED FAMILY MEMBER 
WHO HAD NOT YET BEEN PLACED ON THE USG DIVIDED PAMILY LIST 
AND WHO HAS ALREADY EMIGRATED, NINE WERE ON OUR SEPARATED 
SPOUSE REPRESENTATION LIST (ALL OF WHOM HAVE DEPARTED), AND 
PIVE WERE CARRIED ON OUR DUAL NATIONALS LIST (THREE OF WHOM 


HAVE BEEN ALLOWED TO DEPART). 


Q. How many individuals were involved in those 33 cases? 

A. <== THESE 33 CASES INVOLVED APPROXIMATELY 84 SOVIET 
CITIZENS, INCLUDING THE PRINCIPAL SOVIET APPLICANT, WHO HAD 
SOUGHT EXIT PERMISSION TO BE REUNITED WITH FAMILY MEMBERS 
IN THE UNITED STATES. THE ACCOMPANYING SOVIET CITIZENS ARE 
IMMEDIATE FAMILY MEMBERS OF THE PRINCIPAL SOVIET 


APPLICANT. 











The Soviets stated they would resolve 11 cases on the eve 


of the Geneva summit. Were all of these people subsequenly 


allowed to leave? 


A. 


-- ON THE EVE OF THE SUMMIT, THE SOVIETS STATED THEY WERE 
RESOLVING 9 SEPARATED SPOUSE CASES, ONE DUAL NATIONAL CASE, 
AND ONE DIVIDED FAMILY CASE. ALL BUT THE OWE DUAL NATIONAL 


HAVE ALREADY DEPARTED THE U.S.S.R. 
-- OF THESE ELEVEN, NINE WERE REPEATED AMONG THE 33 LATER 


CASES BECAUSE EXIT PERMISSION HAD NOT BEIN GIVEN. 


Can you release the names of the Soviet citizens whose 


cases have been resolved? 


A. 


Q: 


A: 


-- WE DO NOT AS A RULE NAME OR COMMENT ON SPECIFIC CASES 
BECAUS” OF PRIVACY ACT RESTRICTIONS. WE EXPECT TO HAVE 
NOTIFIED BY THE END OF TODAY ALL THE U.S. FAMILY MEMBERS OF 
THE SOVIET CITIZENS WHOM THE SOVIETS TOLD US YESTERDAY 
WOULD BE ALLOWED BE ALLOWED TO EMIGRATE. 


What is the status of the applications for exit permission 
filed by Shcharanskiy's mother, brother, and brother's 
family? 

-- WE UNDERSTAND THAT SHCHARANSKIY'S MOTHER, BROTHER, AND 
BROTHER'S PAMILY HAVE APPLIED FOR EXIT PERMISSION AND ARE 


AWAITING A RESPONSE. WE BELIEVE THEY SHOULD BE PERMITTED 


TO LEAVE. 
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DPC #94 


WEDNESDAY, MAY 28, 1986, 12:25 P. M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
Several announcements 


First, visiting today are sixteen Foreign Service 
Nationals from around the world. They're around the room, or 
mostly over here (indicates). Their visit has been coordinated 
through the Information Press Program of USIA and the State 
Department Press Office. 


Secondly, concerning the Presidential election in 
Colombia, Colombia's commitment to democracy was again 
demonstrated in the elections held on Sunday. Voting took 
place peacefully and without incident, despite terrorist 
threats to disrupt the polling. Colombians demonstrated the 
same commitment to the democratic process when they voted in 
record numbers in the congressional elections held March 9. 


We congratulate Or. Virgilio Barco on his victory and 
look forward to working with him as he takes up his new 
responsibilities 


Turning to the Dominican Republic, according to the 
Central Electoral Board of the Dominican Republic, the 
preliminary vote count has been completed with former President 
Joaquin Balaguer receiving 41.56 percent of the votes His 
closest opponent, Jacobo Majluta, received 39 46 percent 


During a press conference last night, May 27, Senator 
Majluta declared Or. Balaguer the winner Dr. Balaguer is now 
recognized as the President-elect 


The United States Government congratulates Or 
Balaguer and looks forward to continuing our close and cordial 
relationship with the Government of the Dominican Republic 


That's all [I have 
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Q Could we have copies of those two? 


Yes. 


What developments in Berlin on the passport 
problem? 


“ What I have is not too much different from the 


status report I gave you yesterday. We are continuing to 
monitor the situation carefully, in close coordination with our 
NATO Allies. Based on the implementation which we have 
observed to date, it is not yet clear what the ultimate 
character of the GOR measures will be. It's therefore 
difficult at this time to assess the intentions behind them. 


[ might add that our personnel in Berlin, in close 
cooperation, as I said, with the Allied diplomatic missions, 


are continuing to test the GOR measures. U.S. diplomats from 
our Mission in the Western Sector of Berlin, acting on behalf 


of the Allies -- the U.S., U.K. and France -- have been meeting 
regularly with officials of the Soviet Embassy in Berlin on 
this matter. 


Q And the testing consists of going up there and 
then refusing to show the passport? 


a The testing consists basically of crossing the 
demarcation line. 


Q But refusing to do so with a passport 


a In accordance with the procedures which we have 
always maintained 


Q They are being allowed to cross? 

Q What are they -- 

Q What are the Soviets - 

a That's why [| say [I'm not going to give you any 


more details at this point as to what the results of those 
tests are, other than to say it's not yet clear what the 
ultimate character of the GDR measures will be 
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Q The East Germans say publicly that they're for 
security in the wake of the terrorism. Do they tell us 
anything differently privately’ Anything to confirm the 
apparent belief that this is some kind of effort to create a 
new border? 


a I don't have any information to give you on what 
the GDR rationale may be, nor can [I speculate on that. But let 
me reiterate that it remains the view of the Allies that free 
circulation within greater Berlin applies without restrictions 
for all persons, not only diplomats. The Allies have never 
recognized any measures by the GDR to hamper freedom of 
movement among the sectors of the city. 


Berlin is a city under quadripartite administration. 
The original rights of the four powers in Berlin derive from 
the defeat and unconditional surrender of the German armed 
forces in the Second World War and the four-power assumption of 
supreme authority with respect to Germany. Allied rights and 
responsibilities with respect to Berlin and Germany as a whole 
continue, pending a peace settlement of the German question. 


Q Chuck, could I have a copy of that? 
A Yes. 


Q Chuck, the East Germans, according to reports 
from East Berlin, seem to be exempting France, U.K. and 
American diplomats from having to show passports, but other 
nationalities are showing passports. Does that create any kind 
of problem for the Allies? 


A As I said earlier, I'm not in a position to 
comment as to the exact nature of what the GOR restrictions may 
be. But I refer you to the statement I just made which says 
that free circulation within greater Berlin applies without 
restrictions for all persons. 


Q But are you asking other nationalities, other 
diplomats from other countries, to refuse to show passports, or 
are you happy that that is happening? 


A I don't have anything on that one. 

Q Could you comment on reports that the West 
Germans are not enthusiastic about this test and seem to be 
going off -— out of their way by quite a large distance to not 


cross the line at a place where they're required to show any 
kind of documentation? 
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o I don't have any comment on that at all. 


Q Chuck, I'm really puzzled by your statement that 
free circulation applies to all persons in Berlin when clearly 
it doesn't. Doesn't the de facto acceptance of the Wall and 
the border restrictions mean that the East Germans have carried 
the day and free circulation does not apply -- 


a Concerning the Wall -- 
Q -— to people who live in Berlin. 
A That's a separate issue. But free circulation 


within greater Berlin applies without restrictions. That is 
the understanding of the quadripartite agreement. That is th 
way we interpret it and the way we enforce it. 


Q But, Chuck, for years, if my memory serves me, 
people going through Checkpoint Charlie, at least 
non-diplomatic personnel, journalists, had to go through the 
whole rigamarole in paying for a visa. De facto, for years, 
there has been a border. 


a As I said before, it's not a border; it's a 
demarcation line, and I really can't go into this question of 
theology of Berlin to any greater extent, I believe. You all 
realize it is a question quite detailed with a long history. 


Q New subject? 
i Yes. 


Q On the release of -— on the thing you announced 
yesterday about the divided families, do yo: have any idea what 
proportion of the divided families are Jewish and whether or 
not that would represent any greater easing on the Soviet part 
in terms of Jewish emigration? 


vs From what I understand concerning the content of 
the list, the proportion of Jewish families, as best we can 
make out, is roughly in the same proportion as the Jewish 
presence on our overall representational list, which is more or 
less 50 percent. So that there is no particular trend to be 
noted in that context. 


Q Another topic -- 
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Q One more on that, please? 
Q Stay on that for a minute. 


Q Do I understand the gist of what you put out last 
night is that you are never going tu put out the names? 


“ Yes. 

Q Chuck, can you say whether the list -- the names 
that are -- the people who are being released are roughly the 
same as the list that we've given the Soviets? I mean, is 
there --— there is a correlation? 

s As I said yesterday, these names do come from the 


list which we have given to the Soviets. 


Q How inclusive or all-encompassing are they? I 
mean, are we talking about 20 percent? 


a I said it represents about 28 percent. 

Q Of the total number of names we've given them? 
a On the divided families list. 

Q Have all the families been notified? 


A The information I have this morning was that all 
the families but three had been notified, and in those cases 
they've either moved, changed telephone numbers, and we've not 
yet been able to get in touch with them. 


Q Regarding the Soviets, do you have any 
amplification to offer regarding the President's announcement 
and decisions yesterday about SALT II and the interim restraint 
policy? Can you say any more now a few hours later that wasn't 
already said yesterday? 


A No. I don't think there's anything I could add 
to the vast amount of information that was released in the fact 
sheet, the President's statement, the summary of that statement. 


Q Could you clarify what the President has in mind 
when he asks the Soviets to join a new, or an interim regime to 
make this thing work? 
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“ I'm not sure to what you're referring in that 
context. 


Q Well, in his statement, toward the end of it, he 
appeals to the Soviets to join the United States in an interim 
regime in order to ef’ectuate arms control and make things 
better, and it's not clear. It doesn't spell out exactly what 
that means. I gather it wasn't at a briefing spelled out, 
exactly what that means. 


= No. Without taking a closer look at that, I 
can't help you on that. 


-~- MORE -- 
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Q Chuck, while on the subject of the Soviet Union, 
do you have any comment on the talks in Moscow between Soviet, 
Syrian and Libyan officials, and the reports that terrorism was 
discussed by these officials? 


“ No. 


Q Secretary Weinberger seems to have, ina speech 
at West Point today, seemed to have just flatly stated that the 
United States will exceed the SALT II limits when cruise 
missiles are deployed on 8-52s. Is this the proper 
interpretation of the policy? 


A I'm not sure why you're referring to his 
interpretation. I'd refer you to the President's statement 
yesterday where he made a number of points. I could run 
through them all, basically in the order that they were made, 
but when he got to that point, he said: “However, later this 
year the U.S. will deploy U.S. B-52 bombers with cruise 
missiles beyond the l13lst aircraft, without compensatory 
dismantlements under SALT II." 


That was part of the text. 


Q But is this in the absence of the Soviets doing 
something we will do that, or in any event we will do that?" 


a I'd refer you to the statement. 


Q Well, Chuck, but in the statement, in the course 
of that, and in the briefing that followed afterwards, it was 
fairly clear that what the President was saying was that we 
plan to do this unless there is some indication that the 
Soviets have gotten serious about arms control, have taken some 
steps towards easing the military buildup and have begun to 
comply with the SALT Treaty. 


Now, the question that's been raised all across here 
is what sort of indication can the Soviets give? I mean what 
sort of benchmarks do you look for to see whether or not you're 
going to build a 13lst bomber. 


‘ Once again I'd refer you to the statement which 
said the U.S. will deploy, that we will remain in technical 
observance for some months until that time. If the Soviets use 
this time to take the constructive steps necessary to alter the 
current situation, we will certainly take this into account 





-8- Wednesday, 5/28/86 


Those were basically the words used in the 
Presidential statement, in the briefing and in the fact sheet. 


Concerning the kinds of things that the Soviets have 
been asked to do, I think those have been on the record for 
quite some time now. 


Q But that's my point -- that both of those remarks 
taken together is: we're going to go ahead with the 8-52, but 
there's a time of interim restraint; and if the Soviets do some 
unspecified action, we may rethink that, or we'll certainly 
take it into consideration before we arm that 13lst bomber or 
before we take something else out of circulation to compensate. 


a) I can't help you any further. 


Q Chuck, do you have any comment on the report 
about imminent release of some hostages in Lebanon? 


fa No. I've seen the reports. As we've said 
before, we welcome the activities of any responsible party in 
trying to resolve this issue of the hostages. But, as I said 
yesterday, I don't have any reason to give you either an 
optimistic or a pessimistic reading of the current situation 
beyond what we've known in the past. 


Q Can you tell us whether what Syria is doing falls 
under the category of that first phrase of yours? 


i) As [ said, [ don't have any reason at this point 
to give you any other characterization other than that general 
one. 


Q On that, Chuck, since the French Government is in 
touch on a fairly frequent ‘Ssasis now and at high level with the 
Iranian Government for the release of the hostages, are we 
coordinating efforts with the French: are we being informed by 
the French; are we getting any cooperation from the French? 


Aa I'll stay with our usual answer concerning any 
operational aspects of the hostage situation, and that applies 
in this case -- which is that we don't comment. 


Q I'll go back to Syria. Are you saying that you 
have no information that would lead you to conclude that Syria 
is playing the positive role that you hope everybody is playing? 


A I'm not going to comment on specific questions 
concerning specific countries, but rather limit my answer to 
the general one which ['ve just given -- 
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Q Chuck, in the past -- 


- -— and as well as a characterization of the 
overall hostage situation, regardless of what countries are 
playing a role. 


Q What is the overall hostage situation? 


“ As I said, I have no reason to characterize it at 
this moment in either a pessimistic or an optimistic way; and 
there's just no reason to steer you in the direction of 
thinking that there's a new reading on that situation, from our 
standpoint. 


Q Because of the information that you have 
available to you and you car't give a new reading? 


os That's right. 
Q O.K. 
Q Chuck, the British Home Secretary, Mr. Hurd, had 


a briefing with Mr. Armacost about Syrian involvement in the 
alleged terrorist attack or something like that in England? 


i No, I don't have anything on that meeting. 

Q Just a quick follow-up on that. President Assad, 
after his meetings in Athens, had offered to cooperate with the 
United States -- or any government, for that matter -- in 


eradicating terrorism. Did we take this as a serious offer? 


I'd stick with the same answer I gave in response 
to previous questions. 


Q Can I ask one more on that? It seems to me that 
you're not believing what -- or that you are taking it lightly 
-- what Mr. Talas, the Defense Minister of Syria, has been 
quoted to have said this morning. 


a I don't see where you draw that conclusion. 
Q It is an expression of optimism. And this is the 


first time that they have identified the kidnappers and they 
have started a positive dialogue, quoting him, saying so. 


A To the extent that he's optimistic, I really have 
no way to judge. I'm only telling you from what we know, 
that's my reading of the situation 
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Q Can you give again the additional steps that are 
being taken to get the U.S. companies out of Libya finally? 


- No, no other comment on that. That's, by the 
way, something that you should really inquire at Treasury about. 


Q Anything on the bombing of a Panam office in 
Karachi and a Saudi Airlines office, and the subsequent arrest 
of several Libyans and Iranians, I think. 


i) Don't have anything on that. 

Q Further reaction, if you have any -- reaction to 
a violent assassination -- apparent assassination and murder 
in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania -- of an internationally -- an 


Islamic scholar, Ismail Faruqi and his wife, who are U.5. 
citizens; and you might want to look into this if you have no 
statement. 


. o Just to say that we naturally condemn this act of 
violence, but we have no information about this incident beyond 
the news reports which you've seen 


Q The Syrian Defense Minister says in Paris that 
the U.S.-Libyan strike has delayed the release of the French 
hostages. What is your response to that? 


is I believe that particular issue may have been 
addressed in the past when a similar comment was made by 
President Assad in a Washington Post interview, but the reasons 
for our actions concerning Tripoli have been explained many 
times over. They have to do with terrorism; they have nothing 
to do with hostages. And [I'd leave the answer at that. 





Q What is the U.S. view of the current tense 
situation in Thailand following the firing of the military 
chief by General Prem? 


be The change in army commanders is an internal Thai 
affair. Because of that it would be inappropriate to comment. 


I might offer one comment concerning the upcoming July 
27th elections, which is that we would emphasize the 








-1l- Wednesday, 
5/28/86 


fundamental commitment of the United States to democratic 
principles and the observance of constitutional processes. We 
welcome the elections, which would allow political differences 
to be settled democratically through the ballot box. 


Q Well, if some elements of the army decided to 
take over the government, would it still be an internal Thai 
affair? 

4 It's speculative. 


I m amazed. (Laughter. ) 


‘ Have you any comment on the mass arrest in South 
Korea? 


‘ No. 

Q Anything about anything, Chuck? (Laughter. ) 
Q Thank you, Chuck. 

Q Wait a minute. 

m4 Yes. Connie's in the back. 

Q Thank you 


Did you have anything on the Armacost meeting with the 
South African opposition leaders? 


is) Under Secretary Armacost met this morning with 
DOr. Frederick Van Zyl Slabbert and Alex Boraine, formerly 
leading members of the official opposition party in South 
Africa -- the Progressive Federal Party. Both are in the U.S. 
on private business. 


I would limit the comment to simply saying that these 
are knowledgeable observers of what's going on in South Africa 
and that their perception of the situation in South Africa is, 
of course, of interest to us here. 


Q Can we get any further readout from Secretary 
Armacost or from them? 


A Il think that's the extent of the readout 


Q Did you have anything on the Crossroads 
demolitions -- bulldozing in South Africa? 
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“ No. 


Q Now wait a minute. 


The PNG -- the meeting with the PNG -- was that just 
to accept his credentials or was there any substance to that 
meeting -- Papua, New Guinea; I'm sorry 


It's the next one on his schedule. (Laughter. ) 
- No, I don't have anything on that 


Q O.K., thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:43 p.m.) 
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THURSDAY, MAY 29, 19866, 12:41 P.M 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR REOMAN Good afternoon Two announcements 


First, Secretary Shultz wil] deliver an ON THE RECORD 
address on the Philippines before the Foreign Policy 
Association on June 4 -- that's next Wednesday -- in New York 
at the Hilton Hotel. Barring technical diffaculties, the 
speech, followed by Q88, will be piped live back to the 
Department's press briefing room starting at about 12:15 pm 
Assuming we hold to that particular schedule, it's 
problematical whether or not we can have a noon briefing that 
Cay If you wish to cover this event or have questions, pleass« 
contact Fran Smith or Thetis Reavis of the Foreign Policy 
Association That's (212) 4861-8450 


Secondly, concerning the elections of yesterday in 
Barbados, Mr Errol] Barrow's Democratic Labor Party won the May 
28 elections in Barbados by a wide margin, and he will be sworn 
in as Prime Minister today We look forward to working closely 
with the new Government of Barbados and to a continuation of 
excellent bilateral relations We congratulate Mr. Barrow for 
his victory in the free, fair, and democratic elections heid 
yestercay in Barbados 


Anc, finally. the Bureau of Consular Affairs has 
issued @ press release on American citizens arrested overseas: 
for narcotics violations, providing facts and fiaures about 


this probiem The release is available in the press room 
Jim?’ 
Q Can vou straiahten us out on whether there are or 


are not plans for the Secretary to make a trip soon to the 
Migcie tast’ ithe A@MlILe Mouse Liss Murhaty SuUYyGesLleu Lirelie ate 
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plans for a possible visit We've been told by you and others 
that there are no plans 


io The status remains exactly as it was last 
expressed from this podium on Thursday. the 22nd The 
Secretary has made no Gecision regarding a trip to the Middle 
East 


Q We finally have to correct you. though, Charles. 
on what was said from the podium last Thursday, there were “no 
plans.” which is different from “no decision. ” 


ia For me they're the same thing 
Q So there are no plans? 
a There's no decision To me that's the same 


thing Il can't quibble with the words at this point, but I'm 
not intending to draw a distinction between last Thursday and 
tocay 


Q No But could you utter a sentence that has the 
word “plans” in it for us? (Laughter) 


Q You said the word -- 

‘ I'll leave it right where it is 

Q But Djerejian -- Jet me put it this way This is 
what to Djerejyian said over at the White House “lhere are 


plans for @ possible visit by the Secretary of State to the 
Middle tast, but 1 have nothing to announce at this point “ 
trip 36 in the planning stage " Is that correct? 


ba I'm telling you exactly what I said The 
Secretary has made no decision As the Secre.ary saiad 
yesterday in Halifax, as Bernie said from this podium last 
week, the Secretary is always looking for an opportunity if 
there is something useful to be done, if he can be helpful 
Rut bevond that 1 wouldn't want to steer vou in the wrone 
cirection 


Q Well, let me try @ different -- a corollary 
Question, okay ~- @ collateral question I talked tu a Middle 
tast diplomat uno also says he knows of no plans, and he said 
it wes his te tending thet the Sccretary’s pacition is ¢' 
he would not commit himself to a trip to the Middle East unless 
he saw some hope of a change in the situation 
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So the question could be put many ways, but one is, 15 
he considering @ survey trip to the Middle East, or is it his 
position that he ain't going until he can get something done 
there? 


Q I think that's best left to the Secretary's own 
words which we gave to you last week: “... always looking for 
an opportunity to be helpful, if the United States can be in 
connection with the Middle East peace process.“ Yesterday on 
the way to Halifax, he addressed the question as well, saying 
that “we're always ready to try to push the peace process 
along On the other hand, you can't force events that aren't 
there We'd like to push, but we've got to have something to 
push with “ So I thank that reflects his position in his 
words, aod I can't do any better than that 


Q Along those lines, Chuck, to follow that up, 
Judge Sofaer flew from Tel Aviv to Cairo today and is 
reportedly on his way back today to the United States? 


f I don't believe so. 

Q Okay 

& He has gone to Cairo, yes 

Q Is that encouraging? Is something happening 


alona the Taba issue? 
a Once again -- 


Q And would that be an important enough issue to 
move the Secretary in that direction? 


is Concerning what will or won't move the Secretary, 
I'd leave thet as l've just expressed it Concerning the Tabve 
issue, that again remains as I previously expressed it, that 
the Judge is continuing his consultations with both sides 
He'e now aoane hack to Fouvnt in an effort to remove the 
remaining obstacles 


Q What about the visit of @ high Egyptia: 
delegation headed by Chief of Staff of the Egyptian army and 
the tLconomy -- Minister of Economy’ Does tti% have anything t« 


— “ay, r , , 4 
th any rescheduling of debt cf Esyr' anything like 


co wi 
that? 
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is What you refer to as a “delegation,” I would 
refer to as two separate visitors. Minister Abu Ali has been 
in New York for the U.N. Special Session on Africa. He'll be 
in Washington today on routine consultations. He'll be meeting 
with Under Secretary Wallis, Under Secretary Schneider, and AID 
Administrator McPherson. 


The Chief of Staff, E1 Oraby, is here on a routine 
visit to discuss political/military issues of mutual interest. 
He's meeting today in the Department with Under Secretary 
Armacost. 


Q Chuck -- 


a And I'd refer you to DOD on other aspects of his 
schedule. 


Q What about rescheduling of military debt to Egypt? 


fa I don't have anything on that. 


Q Chuck, the magazine -- 

Q Wait a minute. Middle East? 

Q No, no. 

Q Then why don't you hold it, please? 
Q Sure. 


A Middle t-ast? 


Q Yeah. Is it the State Department's impression 
that Iraq and Syria are drawing closer together? 


f 1 don't have any observation on that. 


Q Can 1 go back to Secretary Shultz's possible 
visit to the Midele Fast? Are there anv of his aides in the 
Middle East now exploring the possibility of a visit in the 
near tuture atter Mr. Weiziman extended an invitation to ham 
last week, and he rejected that, or - 


6 Don't have anything for you on that. 


Q The Iraqi Ambassador had a press conference this 
morning, and among other things he asked for morg political 
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support by the United States for Iraq, and said that Iraq was 
changing from a purely defensive to an aggressive defensive 
military strategy, which I think implied taking more Iranian 
territory if they could. Do you have any reaction to either of 
those’ 


4 That's the first I've heard of them. I don't 
have any reaction. 


Q Chuck, the magazine, “West Africa," has reported 
that when President Doe's troops captured, and I'm -- correct 
me on the pronounciation, Quiwompka, who, you know, led the 
recent coup attempt in Liberia -- they castrated him, shot him 
and chopped him up “in a macabre, cannibalistic ritual by 
soldiers who still believe that by eating bits of the great 
warrior's body, some of his greatness would come to them, so 
they drank his blood and stormed down Monrovia's Metchlen 
Street eating pieces of his liver." 


Question: Does the State Department human righis 
policy disapprove of cannibalism, or have we protested this 
atrocity to Doe's Government? 


A That's the first time I've heard that story, 
Lester, so at this point I don't have any comment. 


Q Well, I'm -- can you take the question and see? 
I mean, we are opposed to cannibalism, we can be assured of 
that, aren't we, Charles? 


A I believe you're on safe ground, Lester. 
(Laughter) 
Q This morning at a news conference it was 


announced that a $23 million lawsuit had been filed against a 
group of 30 persons, including American businessmen and contra 
leaders, accusing them of drug smuggling, gun running, in order 
to buy weapons for the contra military forces. 


Do you have a reaction to that, a comment, and what 
effect it might have on attempts on the Hill to seek approval 
for new funding for centras? 


A Basically, I'd refer you to the Department of 
Justice, but I will say that we categorically reject those 
charces No credible evidence hee been produred to 
substantiate them, and moreover in previous investigations on 
Similar or identical] charges, the Justice Department has 
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recently concluded that there was no evidence to substantiate 
them. 


Q Chuck, do you have anything yet on Prime Minister 
Lange's speeches in Europe, or have you not gotten the text yet? 


A No. I don't have anything on them. 


Q Will you have them tomorrow? 

Q Is there any movement at all on the release of 
the French or American hostages? 

is On that question I have no reason to advance the 
position beyond what I gave you yesterday, and the day before 
that. 

Q There's no optimism or pessimism? 


fa That's right. 


Q Chuck, can I go back to this Nicaraguan thing for 
just a moment? In the past the question of drug smuggling has 
been raised, and the Department has said from the podium that 
some of those charges seem to have evidence to back them up, 
although nothing has been produced that ties them to the 
leadership of the contras. 


Is your categorical rejection absolute and blanket, or 
what charges are you rejecting there? Any and ali? 


A That's hard to say at this point, simply because 
I haven't seen absolutely every minute detail that may be 
involved in those lawsuits. But there are so many things that 
are charged that are simply patently ridiculous -- 





Q Well, let me ask one specific -- 

A -- that -- 

Q Yeah. 

f - JT really am not going to dignify it with 


further comment. 


Q Tf J cen ack ahout one crecifie cherae, these 
people charge that Mr. Calero and a number of people met 
repeatediy ain Miami to plot the bombing of the press conference 
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a couple years ago at which Eden Pastora was speaking. Do you 
have any specific reaction to that specific -- 


‘4 I think that's one of the issues that has been 
addressed from this podium before, and I don't charge that 
position. 


Q Chuck, on the SALT II issue and the statement of 
the other day of the President, can one conclude that so far as 
the U.S. Government is concerned, it is no longer definitely 
abiding by the terms of SALT II? 


A Marvin, there have been any number of 
Administration people who have spoken to that issue. There's 
also the Presidential statement, the fact sheet. I would refer 
you to all of that. Without going into all of the detail, the 
major points that were made was that in the face of continued 
Soviet non-compliance, the U.S. will make future decisions 
about its strategic programs not on the basis of the expired 
SALT I or SALT II agreements on strategic offensive weapons, 
but in terms of U.S. and allied security requirements which in 
turn will be largely dependent upon what the Soviet Union does; 
that the U.S. would dismantle rather than refurbish the two 
Older Poseidon submarines due to current economic and military 
considerations of cost effectiveness; that later this year we 
will deploy the U.S. B-52 bombers with cruise missiles beyond 
the 131lst aircraft; that we will continue to exercise the 
utmost restraint and seek to meet our strategic needs by means 
that minimize incentives for a continuing Soviet buildup. 


And just to pick out one other point, if the Soviets 
use the time during which we will remain in technical 
observance of SALT LI -- if they use this time to take the 
constructive steps necessary to alter the current situation, we 
will certainly take this into account. That is the President's 
position. 


Q Right. Now, could you help me, then. On point 
one, could you tell me what are the constructive steps that you 
would Jike the Soviet Union to take? 


fi I think those steps have been made cieariy 
evident for any number of months, if not years now. 


Q But you didn't -- 
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s And they are likewise specified in those fact 
sheets and documents. 


Q Okay. So could you, on the basis of what you 
have just said, to eliminate some of the heavy verbiage and 
just reduce it to a conclusion, is the SALT II treaty dead as 
far as this Administration is concerned? 


‘ I'd refer you to the President's statement which 
addresses that question directly, and which I just read to you 
again. 


Q No, but if what you read to me is -- 
A In the context of his total position. 
Q Hang on a second. If what you read to me is 


intended to be the answer to my question, then there are enough 
loopholes in that answer to say, "No, it is not dead," or if 
you go with just the top part of it, you can say, "Yes, it is 
dead.“ And what I would like to know, if you can tell us from 
the podium, whether in fact it is dead as far as the 
Administration is concerned? 


f The President's position includes the points 
which I have just in summary form re-enumerated. That is the 
decision, and I can't break it out for you any better than that. 


Q New subject? 


-- MORE -- 
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Q Could you clarify this point on SALT? Several 
former U.S. officials including Mr. Warnke, who was one of the 
chief negotiators of SALT II, had a press conference this 
morning, and Warnke says that the decision is against U.S. 
national security interests because the certain response of the 
Soviets is a very large increase in their military weaponry, 
which they can do because of having the production line 
capabilities and hidden missiles and so on, to the disadvantage 
of the United States. 


Do you have a response to that? 


& Well, I have a lot of responses that are 
possible, but without getting inte a very long discussion on 
this, I think I will simply choose to refer you to the fact 
sheet which addresses that question in a number of ways, but 
most importantly stresses our commitment to continuing 
negotiations in Geneva and to encouraging the Soviets to take 
the serious posture toward those negotiations which will 
produce real reductions in offensive nuclear weapons. 


Q But he's saying something which I do not believe 
is addressed, at least explicitly, in the fact sheet. He's 
saying, if the United States is not going to observe or abide 
by the terms of SALT, certainly the Soviets are not going to 
and that they are in a much better position to exploit a 
non-observance than is the United States, and the net advantage 
1s to them. 


f I'm not the person to whom you should be 
addressing that kind of question. I think the answer is that 
the -- ]']] try to answer it in any case. The Soviet Union has 


undertaken a massive buildup in their offensive nuclear forces 
over the past 20 years. As a result, they today already have 
numbers of nuclear weapons far in excess of any legitimate 
defensive need. While the Soviets could add still more 
weapons, it's difficult to understand what practical purpuse 
such further expansion could serve. 


What 1s more, the Soviets would be able to undertake 
substantial growth in their offensive forces even under SALT 
II. In the absence of SALT II, this would not necessarily be 
appreciably different from that which would o¢cur if they were 
in compliance with the agreement. 


And as I said, we are now negotiating with the Soviets 
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in Geneva for deep, equitable, verifiable reductions in 
strategic and intermediate-range offensive nuclear forces. We 
hope that the Soviets will work in practice toward the mutual] 
goals for these negotiations that were expressed at the summit 
in Geneva, November, with the ultimate goal of the total 
elimination of nuclear weapons. 


We believe that they will find it in their interest, 
politically and militarily, to work with us towards significant 
reductions at the confidential negotiating table at Geneva 
rather than to continue their unwarranted buildup. 


Q Will . explain what you mean when you say that 
in the absence of “:%.* il, the Soviet buildup would not be 
appreciably differ.  * How can you say that? There are 


limitations in the +acT II Treaty. 


a If we are going to go into all] these details, we 
can do it at some other point because I'm not sure there's 
actually wide interest inal] these questions. I can provide 
answers to those kind of questions. 


Q If you could add to that, I think it would be 
awfully helpful. 


a Well, 1'11 see you afterwards. 


Q On another arms control matter, do you have any 
comment on the report released in Canada -- I guess it was 
today -- suggesting that the initial charges by the United 


States on the yellow rain issue have not been proven? 


f Yes. We note from the story in the press that 
the Canadian report is based on work done in 1984. Our 
conclusion that CW use has occurred in southeast Asia is based 
on evidence collected several years prior to 1984. We believe, 
therefore, that the results of the Canadian study, as reported 
in the press, do not pose a challenge to our earlier 
conclusions. 


Uur eviogence that Cw use hus occurred it suulleast 
Asia was based on evidence, as I said, collected several years 
ago. We have no recent evidence to confirm that such attacks 
are still occurring in southeast Asia. We've not seen tlie 
Canadien resulic end are, therefore, not really in a position 
to comment on them. Once we've had a chance to evaluate the 
study, we wil] take its conclusions into account, in our own 
assessment 
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As you know, we have encouraged other countries to 
conduct their own investigations of CW use. We appreciate that 
Carada and the U.K. are among the countries which have taken 
the responsibility seriously. We did conclude that toxins were 
being used in warfare in southeast Asia. We will be interested 
in obtaining a copy of this Canadian study, examining its 
premises and conclusions, and seeking clarifications as 
necessary. Our judgment has been that chemical and toxic 
weapons have been usec in southeast Asia and Afghanistan, and 
that evidence is documented in several reports which have been 
issued by the government, as well as independent researchers 
and nations, including France and Thailand, as well as the 
investigation conducted by the U.N. in 1982. 


. Copy? 

‘ Yes. 

Q Yes, can we have a copy of that. 

i Yes. 

Q Also am I correct when 1 paraphrase it by saying 


that their evidence does not deal with the same cases that your 
original evidence did? 


A That kind of detail I'm not sure we can answer at. 
this point. That's why I said we would be interested now in 
examining the report, looking at its premises, its conclusions, 
and getting clarifications before we can make a real assessment 
of it. 


Q Do you stand by the original allegations made in 
1981, I guess it was? 


A I said that at least three times in one way or 
another in the statement I just read. 


Q Chuck, Walter Fleischer, who is the attorney for 
Christopher Paddock of the U.S. Foreign Service, says that the 
record reflects that hundreds, if not thousands, of Foreign 
Service Officers have used ships at a cost of five-to-ten times 
as much as the $12,000 that Mr. Paddock spent sailing up the 
Mississipggi on his way back from Uruguscy - he sailed up the 
Mississippi in that luxury steamboat. 
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Is this true that hundreds, if not thousands, of 
Foreign Service Officers have abused the travel thing by using 
luxury steamboats and the like? 


i I just don't know the answer to that, Lester. 


Q Well, how could we find out? Who would -- where 
can we find out about it? This is a serious allegation. 


You know about the trial, don't you? Aren't you aware 
of that? 


a Lester, we'll take a look at that general case. 
Q You will? Okay. 


Back to Nicaragua, do you have any comment on the 
conclusion of the Miami meetings with the Nicaraguan rebels? 


ia There has been, as yet, no official announcement 
of changes which have been made within the United Nicaraguan 
Opposition. We understand that the UNO leadership will hold a 
press conference to formally announce the results of their 
meeting today in Miami. Based on what we know of the changes 
occurring within UNO, the U.S. Government views them as an 
extremely positive step in broadening the leadership of the 
resistance, strengthening civilian control, and improving 
coordination of military activities. We congratulate the UNO 
leadership on their personal commitment and political will to 
reach agreement on the important issues facing the democratic 
resistance movement. 


We and the leadership of UNO have consistently 
maintained that the resistance should reflect what a democratic 
Nicaragua would be. We believe the tone and the results of 
these meetings meet that important test. 


a) Conv? 

by NO. 

Q Chuck, has Assistant Secretary Ridqway been 
meeting with the U.N. Secretary General to discuss the Cyprus 
quettion? If so, do you have eny readout on it? 

fi I don't have any readout on it, and as to what 


meetinos may heve taken place, I don't really know 
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Q What are the specifics of the formal protest the 
U.S. has filed with the Soviet Union about the Berlin dispute? 


7 I can't give you any specifics on any diplomatic 
or alleged diplomatic contacts. Ambassador Burt, our 
Ambassador to the Federal Republic of Germany, as chairman for 
the Allies in Berlin during the month of May, met with the 
Soviet Ambassador in Berlin today to present allied views as 
agreed by the Foreign Ministers in Halifax. 


The Ministers in Halifax stated yesterday that the 
three governments with special responsibility for Berlin will 
make strong representations to the Soviet Union in the context 
of quadripartite responsibility for the status of Berlin. 


Q Can I go back to the issue of the hostages in 
Lebanon? Do you have any comment on the reported news story 
that France is ready to pay the Ayatollah Khomeini $1] billion 
to regain the freedom of the French hostages in Lebanon? And 
how do you feel about redeeming such hostages with $1 billion 
paid by the French Government? 


And what will the United States Government do if such 
conditions will be posed to them, to the United States 
Government, by Iran or its agents in Lebanon? 


f. The last question is purely hypothetical. Our 
own position on that question is well] known; it's been repeated 
many times. It has not changed. And, no, I don't have any 
comment on the first question concerning the reports of French 
hostages and French Government efforts. 


Q Do you have an update -- 


Q What is the U.S. stand regarding a private 
agreement that either has been made or is in the making between 
the Soviets to send some scientists to the United States in 
return for scientists aoina to Russia to monitor nuclear tests? 


” we are aware that some private American 
scientists have met with Soviet scientists and government 
officials and discussed monitoring of underground nuclear 
tests. Of course, any so-called agreement between these groups 
has no official status While we will be interested in 
learning more about the discussions when the U.S. scientists 
return to the U.S., it's obvious that issues with such strong 
natione)] eecurity implications as nuclear testine must be 
discussed in a government-to-government context. 
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We have made a number of sclid specific proposals for 
efficient, effective verification of the Threshold Test Ban 


Treaty and the Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty. The Soviets 
have refused these proposals. For example, you're aware of the 
March 14 proposal by the President, when he urged the Soviet 
Union to join us in discussions on finding ways to reach 
agreement on essential verification improvement of these two 
treaties, TTBT and the PNET. 


Regretably, the Soviets have not accepted this 
constructive step towards addressing our mutual concern in the 
nuclear testing limitations area. Our bottom line, with 
respect to nuclear testing, is that while we are actively 


investigating technologies that may one day make the U.S. less 
Gependent on offensive nuclear weapons for our security, 
nuclear weapons will remain, for the foreseeable future, the 
key element of our deterrent. 

In such a situation, where both the U.S. and our 
allies must rely upon nuclear weapons to deter aggression, some 


nuclear testing will] continue 
this reported Soviet interest 
that they are now prepared to 


to be required We hope that 
in monitoring arrangements means 
respond positively to U.S. 





proposals. 


Q Do you find these discussions, or agreements, if 
they are that, by these private scientists to be helpful or not 
heipful? 


t Il answered that in the first part of my remarks 
by emphasizing that agreements between such groups could have 
no officia] status. We'd be interested in learning more about 
these discussions when they return. 


Q On that specific subject, does that come close to 
violating the Hatch Act? 


‘a The Hatch act? 

Q Yes, negotiating with @ foreign government. 
VOICES: The Logan Act. 

f I'm not sure i*'s the Match Act e 

Q The Logan Act i'm sorry, Logan. Logan Act 
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a I don't know, Jim 


Q Chuck, back to the hostages, President Assad said 
May 18 that President Mitterrand was the leader most concerned 
about releasing the hostages. You knew, by inference 
obviously. that suggests that this government is not as 
zealous. Do you have some guidance on that? 


ia Nothing other than to say what we've always said, 
which is that that problem is of the highest priority for the 
government and the administration, and that we continue to 
pursue it by every means possible; but that @s always, in order 
to be effective, talking about it in public is not the best way 
to do it 


Q Do you have any update on the battlefront 
Situation in the Iran-Iraq war? 

“ No 

Q Chuck, yesterday at West Point, at @ press 


conference, Secretary Weinberger stated that he believes that 
Saudi Arabia has a better human rights record than South 
Africa. In reading the Country Reports on Human Rights, there 
are a number of horrendous things Does the State Department 
share the Secretary of Defense's analysis here, or not? 


A I haven't really looked into that, Lester. 


Q Well, I mean, do you think -- I'm just throwing 
you the question 


A I told you -- 

Q Do you think that Saudi Arabia has a better 
record on human rights than South Africa? Could you just give 
us @ straight answer? 

a Lester, vou have the book in front of vou. You 
can read both country chapters, and you may draw the 
conciusions 


Q Do you think -- as the spokesma:r., what do you 
think, Charles? You don't want to say? 


‘ I'd just like to have a chance to speak, Lester 


Q Be my guest 
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‘ In the back, please 


Q when do you expect the Administration to nominate 
the appointment of the new Ambassador to Lebanon, to replace 
ambassador Bartholomew? 


“ I don't have any information on the timing of 
that announcement. 


Q Do you have anything on a meeting going on today 
in Washington between U.S. and Canadian officials on a trade 
compensation case involving cedar shingles? 

A Shakes and shingles. 

Q Yes, which is a big deal in Canada, apparently 


Shakes and -- I didn't get that, shakes and 


shingles? 
“ This is a -- 
Q Can you give us a copy? 
ia No, I can't give you a copy, unfortunately, 


because what I have is very complicated. But I'm afraid I'd 
have to explain the whole case to the whole room before anyone 
would understand what my answer is -- 


Q I think that's a fascinating inquiry here, 
Charles. 

f ~~ but the basic thrust of it is that U.S 
industry -- this is the shakes and shingles industry in the 
U.S. == in October 1985 filed for temporary import relief under 


Section 201 of the TIrade Act. The U.S. International Trade 
Commission found that the industry was being seriously injured 
by imports, and recommended to the President imposition of 
teriffe of 36 percent for a five-year period This 16 based on 
historical facts which show that since 1978, U.S. production 
anc employment in the shakes and shingies industry has faiien 
over $50 percent. The U.S. industry consisting of small 
producers in small] communities could have been decimated 
without relief. that's the basis on which the U.S. 
Internétione: Tredc Commission medc its findings 


The President then made his decision to, impose such 
teriffc, éelthouct he did not impose exactly whet the ITC he- 
recommended But for those of you who are interested, I can 
tell you about it afterwards 
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And what else do you want to know? 


Q Well, why don't you just make that background 
sheet available to those -- 


- It*s not a background sheet, I'm sorry. 

Q -- or whatever, yeah, and save everybody a lot of 
time. 

‘ I have nothing I can make available unless you 


have a specific question. 


Q O.K« Thank you 


(The briefing concluded at 1:11 P.M.) 
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MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
Two announcements to begin with: First, Secretary Shultz will 
address the Conference for American Religious Leaders on South 
Africa on Monday, June 2, at 11:50 a.m. in the Loy Henderson 
Conference Room. All State Department correspondents are 
invited to cover the conference. He plans to make about 15 
minutes of remarks and, following that, there will be 
approximately 15 minutes of Qs and As from conference 
attendees, after which we can then adjourn to the 12:30 
briefing. 


Q What time is that, Chuck? 
A His remarks are at 11:50. 


Secondly, Mr. Richard Childress, Director of Asian 
Affairs of the National Security Council staff; Mrs. Ann Mills 
Griffiths, Executive Director of the National League of the 
POW/MIA families; and Mr. Lyall Breckon, Director of the 
Department of State's Office of Vietnam, Laos and Cambodian 
Affairs, met this morning with Vietnamese Deputy Foreign 
Minister Hoang Bich Son in New York. Mr. Son is attending the 
United Nations Special Session on Africa. 


Our principal purpose in this meeting was to discuss 
with Vietnam its two-year plan designed to resolve the POW/MIA 
issue in Vietnam. After Vietnam first proposed an accelerated 
effort to resolve this humanitarian problem last August, there 
was gratifying progress. In April, the Vietnamese Government 
postponed a regularly scheduled POW/MIA technical meeting. We 
now expect this technical meeting to take place in Hanoi June 
11-14. In New York today, we wanted to ensure that there are 
no misunderstandings regarding either sides' commitment to the 
process of resolving the POW/MIA issue. 


We are also raising the additional humanitarian 
question of the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees' 
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Orderly Departure Program, under which Vietnamese have been 
allowed to leave Vietnam and to come to this country either as 
immigrants or as refugees. Vietnamese Government actions since 
January have caused this program to slow down, and if it is not 
renewed soon, it will cease to function. 


That's all I have. 
Q May we have a copy of that? 
A It will take some time to fix it up. Yes. 


Q Do you know who might head the U.S. delegation to 
those technical talks? How technical are they? 


A I think that those will be at the same level as 
in the past, and the delegation is similar to that which is 
meeting with the Vietnamese in New York today. 


; Q Chuck, the technical meetings are usually done by 
the Hawaii Center, not by Childress and Ann Mills Griffiths. 


A In that case, let's look into that then, before 
we go any further. 


Q Do you have any report on the outcome of this 
meeting? Does the U.S. team feel that they've got the 
assurances, or was there any progress on the UNHCR, or any of 
these other things? 


a) Don, the meeting is happening today, and I don't 
have any report from the delegation yet. 


Q When you say that the meeting is expected to 
happen in June, does that mean that you don't have a firm 
response from the Vietnamese saying that that is in fact what 
is going to happen? 


is} No, I wouldn't want to lead you in that 
direction. We expect the meeting to occur on those dates -- 


Q So it is agreed between the two sides -- 


A -~- which is to say that we believe that those 
dates are now agreed. 


Q Does that mean that you now have the feeling that 
the Vietnamese accept the U.S. position that there is no link 
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between a humanitarian issue such as this and diplomatic 
recognition or other issues? 


A That has always been our position on these talks, 
consistently expressed since the beginning, and to my knowledge 
has never been challenged by the Vietnamese. 


Q Well -- 


A The April talks, they said, were postponed 
because of Libya. Though this was made in a statement to the 
press, it was never directly communicated to us by the 
Vietnamese. At the time of the postponement, we noted that 
such a linking of the POW/MIA issue to other questions was a 
violation of Vietnam's pledge to cooperate with us in resolving 
this humanitarian issue without reference to any of the other 
issues which divide us. 


Q Who initiated today's meeting? 
4 Pardon? 

Q Who initiated today's meeting? 
A I don't know. 


Q Okay? What new can you tell us about the Pollard 
case? 


a) I'll turn to the appropriate page, even though I 
know that [I'm going to tell you that [ really can't comment on 
any possible developments in the Pollard case, which remains 
under investigation by the Department of Justice. 


Q You used the word development. How about what 


isn't unfolding now, but which occurred in the past, and you 
may have been misinformed about? 


A I don't know what you're -- 


Q We don't want you to read the future for us; we'd 
like you to drift back into the past and tell us if you're 
reassessing your judgment that there was only one such man 
involved in this event, and that it was all wrapped up ina 
simple matter. Apparently, it was more complicated than that. 


A All of those questions still fall under the 
general premise of any other additional information on the 
Pollard case, and because that's under investigation, I'm 
simply not able to comment on it. 
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Q Can you address the specific allegation printed 
in one newspaper that the State Department has been dragging 
its feet on it, and, in that, has been opposing the Justice 
Department investigation? 


A That I can answer by saying that we have worked 
closely with the Department of Justice to ensure full 
enforcement of U.S. laws in this case, and we are continuing to 
do so. 


Q Well, Chuck, you're also supposedly working 
closely with the Government of Israel, but according to the Los 
Angeles Times quoting government sources, the Government of 
Israel did not in fact cooperate fully, as Judge Sofaer had 
reported when he came back. 





a As I say, I'm not going to comment on all of this 
kind of speculation. The case is under investigation, and I 
simply have nothing else to tell you on that. 


Q Well, in the past, the Department has expressed 
confidence that the Israeli Government had cooperated fully and 
that you were at the bottom of this. Do you stand by those 
comments made in the past? 


a I told you, whether or not I go back through the 
record and check every comment that's ever been made on every 
subject from this podium, I just don't think it is a relevant 
question. 


Q So, can we -- 


a I'm saying I have no new information for you on 
the Pollard case. You're perfectly welcome to refer to the 
record. It all was out there; it's on the record; and it 
stands there. 


Q Chuck, Ambassador Rosenne was here this morning. 
Was he here to meet in this regard, the Pollard case? 

a Don't have any information on that for you. 

Q On another question, the two diplomats who were 


involved with Jonathan Jay Pollard from the Israeli Embassy 
here in Washington and the delegation in New York, according to 
Israeli reports and newspapers, they returned to the United 
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States after they were in Israel, and they returned here to 
Washington and New York. Can you comment on that or could you 
check on that? 


A Don't have anything on that. 


Q At the time that Judge Sofaer went over to Israel 
and interviewed Mr. Eitan and some others, and then Prime 
Minister Peres issued an apology, and I believe we said, “We're 
satisfied. It's over." 


Now you say the investigation is going on. That seems 
to suggest we're not quite satisfied any more. 


4 I don't think it's ever been any secret that Mr. 
Pollard has not yet been brought to trial. As a consequence, 
the Justice Department has that investigation in its hands. 


Q No, well, I was going to ask you -- 


4 I'm talking about the investigation of Mr. 
Pollard. 


Q Well, let me try --— I was going to try a 
different version of that. If I remember correctly, the State 
Department said the matter is closed. Will you, at least, 
acknowledge that the matter has been reopened or was never 
closed, in the first place? 


m4 I have no reason to change any other statement 
that's been made on this subject. 


Q Chuck, you just said the investigation of 
Pollard. Is that -- You're saying the investigation is only of 
Pollard? It seems -- 

A This is the Pollard case that we're talking about. 


Q Of course, that's the general heading. 


fa The Justice Department has not yet brought that 
case to its conclusion. It remains, therefore, under 
investigation. Now, you want to see “under investigation" in 
some broad way. I can't steer you away from that, but I'm 
telling you that, at this point, it remains under investigation 
-- that's a judicial term -- by the Justice Department. That's 
where it stands. 
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Q Well, maybe we should have gone back to the 
record. But you had the issue closed and resolved, and 
apparently it's not. 


A You're free to keep trying, but on any of these 
questions, I have no further information. 


Q Well, we're not trying to get criminal -- We're 
not trying to get involved with whatever private, you know, 
criminal investigations are going on. The State Department 
made it quite clear that it considered the matter closed, 
apart, of course, from the disposition of Mr. Pollard as a 
person. And now the Los Angeles Times has a story suggesting 
that it was a much wider operation, and we are asking you if 
you'll at least acknowledge that you had a rather limited, 
narrow view of what was going on. 





i] I've referred you to the record. It's out 
there. You're perfectly free to look it up. 


Q Chuck, you raised the matter with Yitzhak Rabin 
when he was here. Were you satisfied with his answers? 


A No comment on those kinds of exchanges. 


-~- MORE -- 
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Q So you've said we're perfectly free to look up 
the record. Well, what the record says is that you're 
satisfied that everything is closed and over. So that means 
you're not concerned about any other possible things related to 
the Pollard case, and not the Pollard case, but other things -- 
people being run by the same people who ran him, for example. 


A I'm not going to comment -- 
Q You're not concerned about that. 
a -- on any of your speculation concerning what 


that does or does not imply. I'm saying I have nothing beyond 
what is on the record already. 


Q Well, putting Pollard aside then, Chuck, and a 
totally non-speculative question, has the State Department in 
the past several months investigated the possibility of other 
Israeli spies in this country? 


A I don't have anything on that at all. 


Q Well, Chuck, are you satisfied with Israel 
announcing that they closed the technical division which had 
performed these acts or ordered Pollard, or recruited Pollard? 
Are you satisfied with their decision or not? I mean, what's 
your reaction? 


a I don't have anything on that. 


Q On a related subject, is Judge Sofaer coming back 
to this country? 


“ Yes, he is. He is on his way back. He had been 
in the area for about two weeks, as you know, discussing Taba 
with Israeli and Egyptian authorities in both countries, and 
further progress toward resolving Taba was made during Judge 
Sofaer's stay in the region. While we are disappointed that it 
did not prove possible to conclude the arbitration compromis, 
we will continue to help the parties reach agreement on the 
remaining issues and will be in touch with them on next steps. 





Q When you say further progress was made, do you 
mean that any of the issues was -- do you mean that some or at 
least one of the issues were resolved? 


A [ mean that further progress was made. 
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Q Well, I mean, you know, further progress is 
they're talking, and I suppose you can consider that progress, 
too. There were issues keeping Egypt and Israel from 
fulfilling their peace agreement. Did Sofaer's trip resolve 


any issues standing in the way of real peace between these two 
countries? 








ra I'll limit my remarks to what I said. 

Q. What was that big word you used? 

Q You were not able to reach the what? 

a An arbitration compromis. 

Q What does that mean? 

Aa It's a legal term. 

Q Meaning what? Can you put it in English? 

A We'll have to look that up for you. (Laughter) 

Q Can we have -- 

i Comprimis in French means -- compromis means 
compromise 


Q Do you think the Judge could hold a briefing for 
us, and we could ask him, you know, meanings of Latin phrases 
~~ (laughter) --— and also -- 


A [I don't think -- 
Q ~- what further progress means? 


Q These are diplomatic negotiations and 
discussions, and I don't think there's any reason to have a 
briefing on it. 


Q How about on the Pollard case? 


Q Well, he -- how about the Pollard case? He was 
down here briefing on how the whole thing was wrapped up. It's 
unwrapped, huh? 











~5- Friday, 5/30/86 


n And I've told you that the record stands. I 
don't know what could be clearer. 


Q Chuck, one last question cn the Pollard case. 
The LA Times article talks about an unidentified Israeli Air 
Force officer who had occasion to frequently travel to the 
United States, and who they say was the mastermind of this spy 
network. Is he still free to come and go here? 


o I don't have anything on that. 


Q Could we move to another subject? 
4 Sure. 
Q On the Taba issue, according to some news report, 


there is one word which could not make the agreement between 
the Egyptians and the Israelis, which is “correct.” Where is 
this word “correct” supposed to fall in the compromise that Mr. 
-- or Judge Sofaer has been -- 


i And I said [ don't have any comment on the 
details of the discussions. 


Q Another subject? As you know, President Assad of 
Syria has been in the West this week in Greece, and Mr. 
Papandreou earlier today made a speech in which he said that 
terrorist acts committed in the Palestinian cause should not be 
regarded as such. 


Does the Department have any response to that or to 
the President's visit there? 


A I think you're aware of Secretary Shultz's 
comments on that particular question on a number of occasions 
now. 


Q Can we make a shift to the Soviet SALT 
situation? A Soviet commentator today said that Reagan's SALT 
decision will make a summit meeting more difficult. 


Do you have any response to that, or can you tell us 
about the summit, and whether the summit has inched along in 
any way, and whether it is slowing down because of SALT? I 
don't know how it could slow down any more than it's been, but 


A I don't have anything in the way of anything that 
would advance a status report on prospects for a summit. It's 
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as you've heard it said a number of times now, the General 
Secretary and the President agreed that there would be a summit 
in the United States during 1986. It remains the President's 
expectation that that summit will go forward. We're simply 
waiting for a date from the Soviets. 


Q And any observation on Mr. Fallin's remark? 


i I think the answer remains the same, in the 
context even of those remarks. 


Q Chuck, on U.S.-Soviet relations, any more 
bilaterals -- have any more bilaterals been set up such as the 
Middle East or Afghanistan? 


“ We continue to work on the scheduling of those 


bilateral meetings, and I believe there ought to be something 
scheduled at least in the next month, but let me take a look to 


see what the next one will be. 

Q Chuck, two specific regions: The first one, I 
checked with the Pentagon, and they said to check with you. A 
Micronesian official said the U.S. has shelved plans to burn or 
incinerate, in her words, nuclear weapons near Johnston Atoll. 
Do you have anything, or could you look into that, please, 
because they said that -- 

i) I'm not sure why that would be referred here. 

Q I don't know, but -- 

i) I'd refer you to the Pentagon 

Q Oh, you won't look into it? Okay. 

be No. 


Q Anything on Lange's various speeches, 
anti-nuclear statements, and so forth, in Europe? 


A No. 


Q South Africa, Chuck? One, Denmark cut off trade 
with South Africa today. Any comment on that? 


is] No. 
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Q Any comment on news reports that the South 
african Government has been using agitators to stir up trouble 
in places like Crossroads? 


“ We have noted with concern the widespread charges 
of police complicity in the destruction and killing which has 
occurred in places like Crossroads. At the same time, of 
course, we recognize the right of the South African police to 
maintain law and order. We're not in a position to verify 
these charges. We should note, however, that restraint on all 
sides is necessary to solve South Africa's serious political 
problems, and as a matter of principle we believe that all 
South Africans should have the right to live wherever they wish. 


Q Chuck, at the beginning of the week you did not 
have anything on Margaret Thatcher's comments in Israel that 
perhaps an alternative had to be found in the PLO for 
Palestinian representation. Anything on that yet? I'm sure 
you've had time to look at whatever she said. 


icy I may have had time. That doesn't mean I 
necessarily would choose to comment. I would only refer you to 
what's been said a number of times for our part that 
Palestinians have to participate in every stage of the process. 


Q On this point, do you favor what Mrs. Thatcher 
called on the Israeli Government to allow free elections in the 
West Bank to have a new leadership? That you -- would you like 
to ask the Israeli Government to allow free elections in the 
West Bank to have new leadership when you (inaudible) -- 


A I answered that question earlier in the week. 


Q And you stiil stand by what you just said 
yesterday that Mr. Shuitz has no plans to go to the Middle 
East, contrary to the White House, what they said yesterday? 


a The Secretary himself has addressed that in 
Halifax at his press conference today, so .s9u'll all be reading 
what he said, which basically comes out at ‘he same point. 


Q And you have any plans, or you have any of the 
schedule for Mr. Bush's visit to the Middle East or plan to go 
to the Middle East? 


A Nothing on that. 
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Q Do you have anything -- can you tell us the 
nature of the Administration's participation in the three new 
hearings which have been scheduled by Senator Helms’ committee 
on Mexico next month? 


“ I don't have anything on that 


Q Would it be fair to say, given Secretary Shultz's 
remarks to the U.N. Special Session on Africa with regard to 
privatization of the economies in Africa, that Mr. Shultz would 
apply the same criteria to the Government of Mexico, and 
therefore be in at least philosophical opposition to the 
Mexican Government's ownership of the 011 industry in that 
country? 


o I'm not prepared to take the Secretary's remarks 
beyond the context in which he made them. 


Q Chuck, both sides are continuing to make claims 
or describe large-scale fighting in the Iran-Iraq war. 
Anything on that today? 

o No. 

Any situation report? 


+ 
Q Anything on Jalloud's visit to Moscow? 
“ 


No. 


Q How about Berlin? Anything on Berlin, Chuck? 
A The situation remains unchanged in Berlin. 

Q That's okay. 

fs Diplomat. -- 

Q Okay. 

A But shall I tell you how it remains unchanged? 
Q Naw . 

a Okay It remains unchanged 

Q Do you have anything today? 
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“ I have a lot of things. (Laughter) 

Q Why don't you tell us what you have on it. 
Q Okay. Thank you. 

A You're welcome. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:42 p.m.) 








Posted: June 2, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the May 30, 1986 daily press briefing: 


U.S./SOVIET REGIONAL EXPERTS MEETING 





Q: When is the next U.S./Soviet Regional Experts Meeting? 
Where will it take place? 


A: --THE NEXT U.S./SOVIET REGIONAL EXPERTS MEETING WILL 


COVER EAST ASIA AND IS PLANNED FOR WASHINGTON DURING JUNE. 








Posted: may 30, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question Taken at the May 30, 1986 Daily Press briefing 


POW-MIA TECHNICAL TALKS WITH VIETNAM 





Q: Who will be leading those (June 11-14) technical talks in 
Hanoi? 


A: -- THE U.S. DELEGATION WILL BE COMPOSED OF EXPERTS ON 
POW-MIA ISSUES FROM THE MILITARY'S JOINT CASUALTY 
RESOLUTION CENTER (JCRC) AND CENTRAL IDENTIFICATION 
LABORATORY (CIL). AS USUAL IN THESE REGULAK TECHNICAL 
TALKS, THE U.S. TEAM WILL BE HEADED BY A MILITARY OFFICEns 


FROM THE JCRC. 


Q: What do you mean by technical talks? 

A: -- THESE TECHNICAL TALKS ARE CARRIED OUT BY POW-MIA EXPERTS 
FROM THE U.S. AND VIETNAM. ON THE U.S. SIDE, THIS MEANS 
JCRC AND CIL PERSONNEL. THE TALKS INVULVE EXCHANGES UF 
INFORMATION REGARDING SPECIFIC PUW-MIA CASES AS WELL AS 
DISCUSSIONS OF OTHER MATTERS CONCERNING THE POwW-MIA 


ISSUE, SUCH AS CRASH SITE EXCAVATIONS, AIMED AT 


EXPEDLTING THE RESOLUTION OF THIS QUESTION. 
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
DAILY PRESS BRIEFING 
[DPC #97] 
MONDAY, JUNE 2, 1986, 12:52 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REDMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
One announcement: 


Available in the Press Office is the text of a speech 
to be given this evening by Dr. Gaston Sigur, Assistant 
Secretary for East Asian and Pacific affairs, to the U.S.-Japan 
Economic Agenda, a meeting at the Hyatt Regency Hotel jointly 
sponsored by the Institute for Sino-Soviet Studies of George 
Washington University and the Carnegie Council on Ethics and 
International Affairs, Inc. The topic: U §S.-Japan Relations. 
The speech is embargoed until 6:30 P.M. 


That's all I have. 


Q It's been reported that the Soviets have offered 
in Geneva a proposal that would involve reducing strategic 
forces if the U.S. agrees to leave the ABM in force for 15 or 
20 years. Can you confirm the receipt of such proposal? And 
what is the U.S. reaction to it? 


i) As we have said before, the confidentiality of 
proceedings at the negotiating table is an essential element of 
the arms control process, and in keeping with that, I'll have 
no comment on those types of questions. 


Q What is the U.S. position on extending the ABM 
Treaty? 


i You know what our position on the ABM Treaty is, 
and that position hasn't changed. It remains what it has 
been. I am not answering your specific question, but rather 
refer you to the record. And, too, you might look at the 
Secretary's comments yesterday, as well. 


Q Chuck, a few weeks ago, at that platform, Mr. 
Kalb said the Soviets -- read a list of non-offers by the 
Soviet Union. His bottom line was the Soviets haven't made any 
serious offer or any offer really worth pursuing. 


Would that position still stand? 


ig I just don't have anything in relationship to 
these questions, Barry. 
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Q No. You've categorized -- 


A You're asking me to characterize the state of 
negotiations in some way -- 


Q No, I'm not. I'm asking you if -- 

A -- as they stand now, and I'm not going to do it. 

Q I'm not asking that. I'm asking if the same 
black eye you were prepared to give the Soviet Union from that 


platform two weeks ago still applies, or if you've seen some 
improvement, as you would put it? 


A And my answer is the same. I'm not going to 
comment in any way on Geneva. 

Q Chuck, there's a story out of Europe -- I guess 
out of Moscow -- saying the Soviets have also agreed to another 


batch of reunification cases. Have they conveyed anything to 
the U.S. on this? 


7 We don't yet have confirmation from the Soviet 
Government regarding this report, nor do we have a list of the 
families involved. We are attempting to obtain official 
confirmation of the report. The report on 35 more cases is 
consistent with our understanding of the Soviet decision to 
resolve a total of 71 U.S.-Soviet family reunification cases. 


We welcome the Soviet decision, as we understand it 
now, to allow the reunification of these families. This is a 
major step toward resolving a significant human problem that 
has been an irritant in U.S.-Soviet relations. It is our hope 
that it will be possible to resolve the remaining divided 
families, separated spouses, and dual national cases in a 
spirit of cooperation. 


Q Chuck, just a quick follow -- 


Q Chuck, over the weekend, the Soviet Union said 
that --— reacting of course to President Reagan's decision not 
to adhere to the SALT Treaty by the end of the year -- the 
Soviet Union said that if the U.S. exceeds the limits they 
would do the same. 


Mr. Shultz was rather relaxed in Halifax about the 
President's decision; he didn't see it as an ominous one, 
sparking an arms race. 
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Is that still the opinion of the State Department, 
that the two sides will not severely exceed the limits and that 
the treaty is simply an obsolete piece of paper, it doesn't do 
much good either way? Or has it restrained the arms race? 


& I don't have any commentary on that beyond what I 
have said from this podium last week, beyond what was said in 
rather voluminous material which was provided at the time of 
the President's decision, which addresses those kinds of 


questions. I just don't have anything to add to that. 


Q The point is, since that voluminous material was 
put out, the Soviets have -- as people like Mr. McNamara, 
Gerard Smith, Paul Warnke, and a good percentage of the House 
and Senate -- the Soviets have said if the U.S. breaks out of 
the treaty, the Soviets are going to break out of the treaty; 
and these people say this means an accelerated arms race. 


The Soviets have now said that, as people said they 
would. Does Mr. Shultz or the State Department still think 
that Reagan's decision will not increase, to any measurable 
extent, the arms competition? 


be You've heard what the Secretary has had to say in 
response to those kinds of questions. I draw your attention 
once again -- perhaps you haven't gone over it in detail -- to 


the kind of material that was made available when the President 
made his decision. In the Fact Sheet, for example, there is a 
considerable amount of material on continued U.S. restraint, 
what our position is going to be. 


I have answered questions concerning whether or not 
this need lead to an arms race. I'd refer you to the record of 
last week on that score. 


Q I've gone over the material. I don't really need 
to be told to go over the material. What I am asking the State 
Department is if they've gone over the material, as presented 
by the Soviet Union now, and if they have any reaction to it. 


A Our position is set forward in those documents. 
I've got nothing to add to it. 


Q Chuck, back to the families. You say, a total of 
71. That's in addition to the ones announced last week after -- 


is) No. 


Q No? 
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a The 71 includes the 36 last week, plus the 35 
today, which we assume are in the divided-family category, but 
we can't confirm that at this point. And then you have the two 
additional individuals that I referred to last week, for a 
total of 38 in that first batch. 


Q What about the 100-and-some-odd last week? I 
thought it was 130-something. 


Q A hundred and seventeen. 


A Do we have to review the bidding on this? We had 
36 divided-family cases, for a total of 117 people. Then we 
had two other cases -- a dual national, I think, and a 
separated spouse, which gave you a total of 38 case, 119 
people. Now this time the Soviets have announced another 35 
cases. 


Q How many people? 


a We don't know the number of people. I said we 
don't have a list. We don't know exactly what the Soviets 
intend to do, but we presume that the same procedures would 
apply to these 35 as to the ones announced last week, which 
would mean that the entire family would be allowed to come 
along. 


Q When did they tell you about the other 35? 


i) As I said, we have learned about this report in 
the same way that you have. However, in Bern, where we had the 
discussions with them at the time we had learned about the 36, 
the Soviets had mentioned the total of 71 family cases. But at 
that point we were not prepared to provide any names and 
instead had come forward with simply 36. 


Q So this appears to be the rest of those? 


a This appears to be the rest of the 71 to which 
they had made reference. 


Q What did we veto in Bern and why? 


fa Could I refer you to the record? I gave a very 
long declaration on that last week. 

Q Can you put out the names of the 36 cases now? 

A No, I can't, because of privacy considerations. 


In this case, in the case of the 35, asst. ing that we get those 
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names now from the Soviet Union, we will follow the same 
procedure which is to notify the family members. But for 
reasons of privacy, we will not be the ones who will be 
releasing them. 


Q Can you characterize them in some general 
fashion? Are these longstanding cases? Are they mostly 
Jewish, Armenian, or -- 


A Once again, I guess while you were gone in 
Halifax, I answered that question to say that they all come 
from the list of names that we had presented -- I think I told 
you that from the start -- that the analysis of the list 
doesn't show any particular kind of pattern along the lines of 
the categories you suggested. For example, in terms of its 
content, Jewish families -- it's about the same as the 
proportion of Jewish families on our overall list. Nor is 
there any other particular breakdown which makes this list 
distinguishable. 


Q Chuck, on the same or a similar subject, on 
emigration, apparently there was a report over the weekend from 
the State Department that Romania had let about 1,000 people 
out in time for MFN renewal. Do you have anything on that? 


fs The information I have on recent emigration 
approvals concerning Romania is the following. Just prior to a 
meeting last week between President Ceausescu and Counselor 
Derwinski of the State Department, the Romanian Government 
released from prison Dorel Catarama, a Seventh Day Adventist 
activist. There is no indication yet whether Catarama will be 
able to emigrate. 


In the last two months, the Romanian Government has 
Given tentative or final emigration approval for more than one 
thousand individuals qualified for U.S. visas or other 
yermanent admission documents. After a fall-off in emigration 
aporovals for the U.S. in mid-1985, the recent approvals have 
brought the level of emigration from Romania to the U.S. back 
to the relatively high levels of the last few years. 
Immigration from Romania to the U.S. has ranged between 2,300 
in 1981 and 1982, and over 4,500 in the peak year of 1984. 


Q Chuck, what does that do to what the President 
was going to certify or recommend to Congress about MFN, 
because the White House, as I recall, was leaning rather 
strongly against recommending extension of MFN? 


a I can't give you a reading at this point as to 
how that affects the decision-making process, but I could 
reiterate that our policy for ten years has been to use 
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the annual review of Romanian MFN to encourage the Romanian 
Government to take positive steps on such cases. 


The basic question for us in approaching the MFN 
decision this year is not the timing of the positive 
developments, but rather the Jackson-Vanik mechanism continues 
to work and how it benefits the Romanian people. That's the 
criteria by which the decision is made. 


Q Well, when will this decision be made, do you 
know? 


4 I don't know what the timing is. 


Q Can we have a copy of your statement, the one you 
read on Romania? 


a Yes. 


Q Does the United States continue to be satisfied 
with cooperation it's getting from Israel on the Pollard 
investigation? 


Q In keeping with what I said at our last briefing 
on Friday, I'm not going to have any comment on specifics of 
the case. I would reiterate, as we said at the outset of this 
case, that we said we would expect full cooperation from the 
Government of Israel until the case is closed. That's still 
our position. We continue to be in touch with the Israelis who 
have promised full cooperation. 


Q Chuck, on another subject, do you have any 
reaction to what the Greek Prime Minister said on Friday, I 
believe, about the U.S. terrorism policy? 


te No. 
Q You have no guidance on that? 
A No. 


Q On the same subject of Pollard, do you have any 
comment on what the Christian Science Monitor published -- you 
received some answers from the Israelis about certain 
questions? 





fs) I led off my answer by saying I would not be 
commenting on any specifics because the case is still under 
investigation. 


Q Chuck, a different topic. The Syrian Vice 
President -- one of the Syrian Vice Presidents and the Chief of 
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Staff recently returned from a visit to Moscow. Do you have 
any assessment on that visit, especially in regard to the 
statement that was made that both sides agreed on how to 
confront aggressive plans by the U.S. and Israel? Do you have 
any assessment of that? 


a No. No comment. 


Q Have we cautioned the Soviets about supplying the 
Syrians with new missiles or new advanced fighter planes? 


A I don't have anything on that. 


Q Can I go back to the Pollard thing? The Israeli 
Government over the weekend denied that there were other 
Israelis who were allegedly spying on the United States besides 
the accused, Jonathan J. Pollard. And you say that the Israeli 
Government promised that they would cooperate. Do you have any 
comment? Already, over the weekend, they denied that they have 
other things, or other people, doing that. 


A I saw that statement, the same as you did. But, 
no, I have no further comment on the case. 


Q Chuck, you said you would expect full 
cooperation. Are you getting full cooperation? 


i} I said we continue to be in touch with the 
Israelis who have promised full cooperation. But, beyond that, 
on any other question which goes into the status of the case, 
at this point I have no other comment. 


Q Is the United States Government still hearing 
different things publicly and privately from the Angolan 
Government regarding their continued williness to negotiate? 


Aa I take it your question is in reference to some 
public remarks by the Angolan Foreign Minister. 


The themes that you saw in those remarks we have 
previously seen in the Angolans' public statements. But based 
on the full range of information available to us, it is our 
impression that the Angolans are keeping their negotiating 
options open. 


As a result of the progress made during the last five 
years of U.S.-brokered negotiations, the terms for a regional 
agreement are known to all parties: the independence of 
Namibia under United Nations Security Council Resolution 435 
and Cuban troop withdrawal from Angola. 
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We, like others who seek peace in southern Africa, 
consider the South African announcement of willingness to begin 
implementation of UNSCR 435 on August 1, if agreement can 
reached on the question of Cuban troop withdrawal, to be a real 
opportunity to achieve a negotiated outcome for the region. 


The Angolans know the next step is theirs. They have 
indicated to us and others that their November 1984 offer of 
partial Cuban troop withdrawal is not their last word. While a 
meeting between us would be useful, what is important at this 
stage is that the Angolans move forward with a new negotiating 
position before the August 1 opportunity slips away. 


Q Copy, please? 


A Yes. 

Q Can I follow up on that? 

A Yes. 

Q When was the last time a senior U.S. diplomat had 


a meeting with a senior Angolan diplomat? 


a I don't have anything in specific terms for you. 
I'd refer you to the record. There are a number of occasions 
where we have referred to meetings --— at the UN, I believe, 
recently -- but I don't have anything specific. 


Q Recently, as in last week or quite a bit before 
that? 


i) No, that goes beyond that. But, as I say, I'm 
not in a position to give you an up-to-the-minute update. 


Q Has the Angolan Government, though, rebuffed 
advances by the United States Government to re-open 
negotiations? 


i) I don't have anything further. 


Q Where does the August 1 date come from, Chuck? 
Is that something the Angolans have agreed to? 


i) No. Again, you should take a look at the record, 
but that was a date proposed by the South African Government 
for the implementation of UNSCR 435 in conjunction with Cuban 
troop withdrawal. 


Q Chuck, do you have any humanitarian concern about 
the new round of attacks on Palestinian refugee camps in 
Lebanon? 
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A As always, we deplore violence from whatever 
source, wherever it occurs; and I'd reiterate again that, as 
we've always said, the solution to the problems of Lebanon 
needs to be a political one based on consensus of all the 
parties. 


Q Do you have anything on President Duarte's speech 
yesterday? 
i) Any specific questions? 


Q Well, does the United States favor resumption of 
the talks with the rebels? 


a We believe that this is a positive initiative by 
President Duarte. As we have stated on numerous occasions, we 
support dialogue between the Salvadoran Government and the 
insurgent alliance which would restore peace and strengthen £1 
Salvador's democratic system. 


Q Chuck, do you have anything on various statements 
made by Prime Minister Lange? 


A No. 


Q Can I go back to San Salvador? Do you have any 
comment on the arrest of nine members in human rights 
organizations in £1 Salvador and the sit in that's going on at 
the National Cathedral there? 


2 We understand that seven members of the 
non-governmental Human Rights Commission -- the CDHES -- and 
three members of the “Comadras" organization have been legally 
detained in San Salvador in the last 12 days, including Luz 
Janet Alfaro Pena, Director of this organization, of the CDHES. 


We understand that two organizations are suspected of 
harboring members of the guerrilla alliance and spreading 
disinformation on human rights questions. Evidence available 
to the government provided probable cause for the arrests, and 
normal legal procedures are being followed. 


We have long believed that these two organizations 
have been influenced and manipulated by the FMLN. 


Supporters of the two groups have occupied the 
National Cathedral in San Salvador. Archbishop Arturo Rivera y 
Damas called the occupation a desecration. 


That's all I have. 
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Q Can we have a copy of that? 
o No. 


Q Chuck, the Polish party paper today has an 
accusation that Mr. Bujak was an agent of the West. Do you 
have anything in response to that or to his arrest over the 
weekend? 


A Let me give you a more general response. 


Mr. Bujak had worked actively and effectively as a 
leader of the underground movement for political reform in 
Poland for the past four and a half years, eluding a massive 
Polish Government attempt to capture him. He has become a 
symbol of the deep-seated and continuing desire of the Polish 
people for a greater voice in the affairs of their country. 


We deplore the fact that despite their lip service to 
the goal of national reconciliation, the Polish authorities 
continue to arrest and imprison leaders like Bujak who would 
represent the voice of the moderate opposition in any 
democratic Western country. 


More than 250 political prisoners are now being held 
in Poland, but others will continue to step forward to take 
their places as spokesmen for peaceful democratic change and 
dedicated advocates of the rights of the Polish workers and 
peasants. 


Q Anything on the human rights situation in South 
Korea? 


i Any particular question? 


Q Well, I hear the Marxists are having a field day 
with statements by Shultz suggesting acquiescence with what the 
regime is doing. 


i) Some of you were on that trip, I believe. So, as 
you know in er ase, Secretary Shultz encouraged continued 
political pr and greater respect for human rights during 


his visit to 


Recently we have witnessed a welcome opening of 
government-opposition dialogue on constitutional revision. We 
are aware of no increase in human rights violations in Korea in 
recent weeks. Where problems exist, as detailed in our most 
recent Annual Human Rights Report, we have consistently 
encouraged that they be corrected. 
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Q May I follow up on this? 
- Yes. 


Q On Friday, I believe it was, Kim Dae Jung said 
that he didn't think it was a hot idea for the NKDP to take 
part in this constitutional forum proposed by the President. 
What's the United States’ view on that? 


6 We have stated our position concerning the 
general idea. The reaction of individual Koreans and Korean 
political parties is clearly a matter for them to determine. 


Q Have the South Koreans told us anything about 
President Chun meeting with Kim 1ll-song? 


fs The best I could do is in reference to a report 
that I saw -- which may be the same one you saw -- that there 
was going to be some sort of a summit meeting to discuss the 
Olympics. 


Q Yes. 


a We understand that the report is incorrect and 
without basis in fact. 


Q I asked before, and you didn't have anything on 
whether we cautioned the Soviets about arms shipments to 
Syria. Have we cautioned them at all about the rhetoric 
they've been using regarding the Syrian-Israeli recent 
confrontation or tensions? 


A My answer is generally the same. We don't get 
into diplomatic exchanges. And as we've always said, we have a 
fairly routine continuing exchange with the Soviet Union on a 
wide variety of issues, including the Middle East. 


Q Has Judge Sofaer brought an assessment of the 
Taba negotiations back with him? 


a Yes, he has -- of course -- since he was there 
negotiating for two weeks. 


Q What is it? 


a But I'm not prepared to give you anything else by 
way of readout other than what I gave you on Friday 


Q Will he give us a briefing? I1 believe that was 
requested last week. 





BEST AVALABLE DU. UmLAt TAFEN QUESTIC! 








Question taken ac the June 2, 1986 caily press briefing: 
What are the specific charges against che Americans arrestee 
in South Africa? 

IN ALL, WE ARE AWARE OF THE DETENTIC™ OF FIVE ANERICA!S 


BETWEEN JUNE 14 AND JUNE 16: 


RONALD MINOR, DETAINED JUNE 14 ON CHARGES OF INTERFERING 
WITH POLICE IN THE EXECUTION OF THEIR DUTIES. HIS CASE WAS 
REMANDED UNTIL JUNE 26 AND HE HAS BEEN RELEASED ON HIS OWN 


RECOGNIZANCE UNTIL THEN. 


BRIAN BURCHPIELD, DETAINED FOR SEVERAL HOURS JUNE 15 AND 


THEN RELEASED. NO FORMAL CHARGES. . 


SCOTT DAUGHERTY, DETAINED JUNE 15, AND STILL IN CUSTODY AT 


POLLSMOOR PRISON. WE HAVE NO [NFORMATION ON THE CHARGES. 


A FOURTH AMERICAN, FOR WHOM W'S HAVE NO PRIVACY ACT WAIVER, 
ARRESTED JUNE 14 AT HIS HOME It! NELSTROOM ON CHARGES, 
ACCORDING TO SOUTH AFRICAN POLICE, °CONNECTED WITH THE 
PUBLIC SAFETY ACT.° HE REMAINS IM CUSTODY. WE HAVE NO 


INFORMATION ON FORMAL CHAPGES. 


A FIFTH AMERICAN, FOR WHOM IS ALSO HAVE NO PRIVACY ACT 
WAIVER, DETAINED JUNE 16, ACCORDISG “O SOUTH AFRICAN POLICE 
"UNDER THE STATE OF EMEPCENCY*®. HE IS I"! CUSTODY A” 


POLLSFOOR PRISON. ‘JE AVE "NO IMFOPR“ATION ON FORMAL CrANCES. 


UPDATE AS OF 1500: 





OFFICERS AT CUR CONSULATE I" CAPE TCtN NAVE BEEN NOTIELED 


VERBALLY SY SOUTH AFRICAN AUTHORITIES THAT THEY MAY VISI7™ “VE 


7WO ANERICANS LN CUSTODY AT POLILSNOOR PRISON THIS EVENING. 





Posted: June 3, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the June 2, 1986 daily press briefing: 


HARVARD DEBATE AND PLO U.N. OBSERVER 





Q. Why does the U.S. State Department still refuse to allow a 
debate at Harvard University between Professor Alan Dershowitz 
and the PLO U.N. Observer Terzi? 

A. The Harvard Law School Porum face-to-face debate between 
Mr. Terzi and Professor Dershowitz scheduled for April 28 did 
not take place. The Forum's subsequent attempt to televise Mr. 
Terzi from New York through remote video hook-up did not 
materialize when Mr. TerZi ultimately declined to participate. 
The Forum has now informed the Court of Appeals for the First 
Circuit that it will not make any further efforts to arrange a 


Terzi-Dershowitz debate. 


The Department had determined, however, that Mr. Terzi 
would not be permitted to travel to Camoridge for the 
Originally scheduled debate. As officials of the PLO, Mr. 
Terzi and his colleagues are ineligible for visas to enter the 
United States. Consistent with the U.N. Headquarters Agreement, -e 
have sought waivers of this ineligisility for memoers of the 
PLO Observer Mission. We have, however, since 1974, imposed on 
these waivers the condition that the travel of these persons 
within the United States is restricted to a radius of 25 miles 
centered on Columbus Circle. This practice, which has been 
followed with respect to a number of other missions, permits 


PLO observer personnel to discharge the J.N. functions for 


which they are admitted into this country. 





It has also been our consistent practice, since 1974, to 
review requests from PLO Observer personnel for travel outside 
this radius on a case-by-case basis. We do generally permit 
travel outside the U.N. area for personal business, family 
visitation, or Other humanitarian reasons. It has not been 
Department practice, however, to authorize travel by members of 
the PLO Observer Mission to appear in their PLO official 


capacity for the purpose of conducting or furthering the 


official business of the PLO in this country. 
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TUESDAY, JUNE 3, 1986, 12:46 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. KALB: Good afternoon everybody. I've got a 
couple of things I want to just tick off very quickly. To 
begin with, a reminder that the Secretary will be making an 
On-the-Record address: subject, the Philippines; tomorrow 
before the Foreign Policy Association, Wednesday, June 4; New 
York, the Hilton Hotel. There will be a Q & A after the 
President's prepared address -- 


Q The Secretary. 


6 What did I say? Did I say the President? Am I 
changing jobs or what? 


Q Is he running? 


ia Is he running? I've often said that I find 
Larry's office too small. (Laughter) 


The Secretary's speech will be followed by Q & A piped 
live into the Briefing Room here tomorrow starting at about 
12:15. Anybody wanting to make the safari up to New York, have 
any questions, etc., contact people are as follows: Fran Smith 
and Thetis Reavis -- T-H-E-T-I-S, R-E-A-V-I-S -- Thetis Reavis 
of the Foreign Policy Association, and the number is (212) 
481-8450. 


Also tomorrow, when the Secretary -- it's a kind of 
quick back-and-forth to New York -- when he gets back to town 
here in Washington he'll do another On-the-Record number as 
well as Q & A, and that will be taking place right here in the 
Department, 5:15 to 5:45 in the Loy Henderson Room. He'll be 
talking before the Atlantic Council and the Atlantic 
Institute. The overall theme of the meeting is the industrial 
democracies and the world economy. That group will be holding, 
apparently, a series of meetings, but what will be open for the 
On-the-Record coverage will be the Secretary's remarks and the 
Q&A, etc. 
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So far as an advance text for the Secretary on the 
Philippines, we're seeking to expedite that. If I have some 
luck, we'll make it available tonight embargoed until delivery 
tomorrow, and I'll try to expedite process. 


And, finally, in view of the fact that the Secretary 
will be making a couple of speeches and be subject to Q&Aa 
couple of times during the day, there's not going to be any 
daily briefing here tomorrow. 


Now, let me just add one other thing, if I may. This 
is a brief press statement having to do with the CSCE 
Semi-Annual Report. You'll be able to pick up that report at 
the conclusion of the briefing. I'll just read you a couple of 
lines here in a sort of summarizing way, and you could follow 
up afterwards by picking up the report. 


On behalf of the President, the Department of State, 
on June 3, transmitted the 20th Semi-Annual Report on the 
implementation of the Helsinki Final Act to Chairman Alfonse 
D'Amato of the Commission on Security and Cooperation in 
Europe. These reports are submitted to assist the Commission 
in its function of monitoring implementation of the Helsinki 
Accords. The present report covers the period October 1, 1985 
through April 1, 1986. It provides a factual survey of 
developments in the areas covered by the Helsinki Final Act and 
the Madrid Concluding Document -- human rights and humanitarian 
concerns, security, economic, scientific and technological 
cooperation and educational and cultural exchanges. 


Just let me read one line, and we can wrap this part 
of it up, if I may. The report concentrates on Soviet and 
Eastern European compliance with commitments undertaken in both 
Helsinki and in Madrid. Although the record of compliance 
varied among the Eastern states during the six month period 
covered by the report, overall observance of their human rights 
and humanitarian commitments remain seriously flawed. 


As I say, you can pick up copies of this report at the 
conclusion of the briefing, for those who are interested. 
Other than that, we can go to Q & A. 


Q Along those lines -— I assume Romania is in there 
-- is there any decision on MEN? 


A I think on the Romanian thing, you have to check 
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with the people at the White House, insofar as a reply to your 
specific question, Matt. That is to say, is there a formal 
decision that has been taken. 


With that as a preface, just let me say that the MFN 
issue has been carefully addressed at the highest levels of the 
Administration. All possible options, including allowing 
Romanian MFN to expire and suspending it for six months, as 
some in Congress are urging, have been seriously considered. 


Whatever decision the President takes will be the 
result of this serious and careful review. 


Q When is that decision being made today, or -- 


6 I can't help you. It's my understanding that the 
deadline is today. But insofar as a specific action, the 
nature of which way the final call will be made, I think you're 
going to have to check the White House on that, Matt. 


Barry? 


Bernie, on another subject. Allied criticism of 
the President's SALT decision continues. I wonder if the 
Secretary -- much of it coming from conservative governments -- 
has the State Department -- does the Secretary think that 
Allied unity isn't somehow imperiled or shaken by a decision 
that apparently very few Allies concur in? 


a Let me make these observations under the general 
heading of the question as you set it forth. 


U.S. consultations with its Allies on the whole range 
of Allied security and arms control issues have been 
extensive. Those consultations reflect the U.S. view that U.S. 
and Allied security is indivisible. They include frequent 
exchanges at the highest levels, regular meetings of standing 
NATO bodies, such as the Special Consultative Group, and 
special missions such as that undertaken by Ambassador Nitze 
and Ambassador Rowny just a couple of months ago in April. 


It is a sign of the strength of the NATO Alliance that 
policy in such sensitive areas can be so vigorously debated. 
We would note that despite such vigorous debate, NATO 
solidarity remains strong. This is indicated in the solid 
support for U.S. efforts in Geneva expressed by the NATO 
Foreign Ministers during last week's meeting in Halifax of the 
NAC, the North Atlantic Council. 
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We would also emphasize, as the President did in his 
statement last week on interim restraint, that the U.S. has not 
abandoned restraint in the development and deployment of 
nuclear weapons. It has simply replaced a regime of unilateral 
U.S. restraint with a more workable policy of restraint which 
we hope will be mutual. Henceforth, U.S. decisions on its 
strategic force structure will be based on the nature and the 
magnitude of the threat posed by Soviet strategic forres. 


We earnestly hope that the Soviets will join us not 
only in a regime of truly mutual restraint, but in the 
negotiation of deep, equitable and verifiable reductions in the 
strategic arsenals of both sides. 


Q Bernie, I notice in your response -- 
. Copy, Bernie? 

i) Copy? Yes. 

x Bernie? 

a Yes. 


Q In that response, you referred to consultations 
with the Allies, and you referred specifically to the Rowny and 
Nitze mission. Several of us understand, of course, that those 
missions were undertaken before the President had decided to 
abandon the SALT Treaty, that that part of the decision was 
taken after his initial decision to destroy two old Poseidens, 
something I don't expect you to comment on. But I would like 
you to address whether the Allies were as fully consulted about 
what they're complaining about, which is the abandonment of the 
last major U.S.-Soviet arms control agreement, as they were 
consulted about the minor action of getting rid of two old 
submarines to stay within limits? 


A The President solicited the views of Allied 
leaders prior to making his decision and those views were, in 
fact, provided. 


Now, if you want to draw me into the specifics of the 
exchanges and the timing of the exchanges, which I suspect you 
do, I'm in a position where I have to say that these exchanges 
were confidential, and I will not be in a position to be able 
to characterize them in any particular way but to underline 
the point that those views were considered by the President. 
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Q Bernie, I know there are limits to which you -- 
or limits you won't go beyond. But I think you can tell us 
whether Rowny and Nitze informed the Allies about the second 
part of the decision as fully as they informed the Allies about 
the first part of the decision? 


6 I understood your question although you may be 
paraphrasing it with a greater, a rounder specificity the 
second time around. 


Q I'm trying to make it possible for you to answer. 


i) I understand precisely how you're slicing the 
calendar and the period of decision, but my response would 
remain the same. And I preface that, Barry, by saying that I'm 
in a position where I cannot get involved in any exchange of 
any confidential discussions. 


If that leaves you with an element of frustration, it 
will have to be. 


Q Bernie, I'm not asking you about -- I understand, 
we're going to drop it. I'm not asking about the discussions; 
I'm asking you about the timing. A decision was taken in two 
parts, and Rowny and Nitze set off when that first part of the 
decision was taken. I'm asking you if the Allies were told as 
fully that the treaty would be thrown overboard as they were 
told that the two submarines would be torn apart? 


A I suspect that if I had to paraphrase myself, I 
would have to say that I cannot help you because of the reason 
I set forth before, that I'm not in a position to characterize. 


Let's take a question from a visitor here, Joe 
Schlesinger. 


Q Hi, Bernie. 
A Hi. 
Q Any reaction to the decision of Ottawa yesterday 


to impose a tariff on U.S. books and component parts in 
retaliation against American tariffs on shakes and shingles? 


a From Canada? 


Q Yes. 
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is) Canada is the most important trade partner of the 
United States. The United States and Canada are currently 
engaged in talks aimed at creating a free-trade area between 
our two countries. We do not expect that the Canadian action 
announced yesterday on U.S. tariffs on certain lumber products 
to which Canada was responding will impede progress on this 
historic undertaking. 


Q Is that it, Bernie? 
a Is that it, Bernie? 
Q Is that it, Uncle Sam, for that matter? 


a Look, let me just go on and add another 
observation or two on the general area of the question you set 
forth. 


The United States, obviously, had anticipated that 
Canada would respond in some manner. It is fairly obvious that 
the Canadian Government action will have a negative effect -- 
will have a negative effect -- on U.S.-Canada trade. We're in 
the process of analyzing the Canadian proposal to try and 
determine the extent of this effect. 


U.S. action on Canadian red cedarwood shakes and 
shingles under Section 201 of the U.S. Trade Law is consistent 
with our obligations in the GATI. The 201 procedure -- to 
borrow some technical phrasing -- the 201 procedure is a 
transparent process and the Canadian Government had abundant 
opportunity to express its views to the International Trade 
Commission as well to other U.S. agencies involved in the 
investigation during the investigative process. 


The President's decision was consistent with the 
recommendation of the International Trade Commission. 


Now, if you had a third question about whether there's 
anything else, I must declare bankruptcy. 


Q Well, the third question is, is there going to be 
any American retaliation against retaliation? 


a I don't have anything on retaliation against 
retaliation, and so forth. 


Bern? 
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Q Do you have any comment on the charge or the 
statement by the Polish spokesman today that the U.S. 
Government, Embassy, knew all along the whereabouts of that 
dissident leader who was arrested the other day, and that in 
fact had sent an invitation to his house inviting him to an 
Embassy party? 


i The word that I have is that the Embassy did not 
send any invitation to Mr. Bujak. 

Q What about his whereabouts? 

i On whereabouts, I don't have anything on 


whereabouts as well. But I want to take a second look at that 
to remove any sort of slivers, but my information is that 
there's nothing on whereabouts and absolutely on no invitation 
and so forth. I read the wire story that indicated an 
invitation had gone out. 


~-MORE-- 
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Q Bernie, there are reports from Israel that the 
commander of the Israeli Army northern command said that Syria 
is about ready to attack. Does the United States share this 
sense of urgency and foreboding, as it were? 

‘ I don't have anything on that. 


Q Do you fee] that Syria is in any position to 
attack? 


6 I am not going to make any sort of military 
forecast about what may or may not happen. 


Let's go over here, please. 

Q Back to SALT for a minute? 

o Yes. 

Q Do you have anything on the future of the 
Standing Consultative Commission, whether that will be thrown 
out with the rest of the SALT structure, even though, I guess, 
it technically comes under ABM? 


i] Do not. 


Q And whether the U.S. will continue to seek 
compliance in that forum? 


id I do not have anything beyond what the President 
had set forth last week. 


David 


Q Do you have anything on the outcome of the 
Mexican-U.S. Interparliamentary Meeting? 


A No, I don't 


Barry. 


Q I tried this yesterday; let me try again Do you 
have something there responding to the Greek Prime Minister's 
comments about American terrorism? I1 suspect it may have 
reached your guidance by now 
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rs Your sense of prophecy is only distinguished by 
your talents as a journalist. 


You're talking about Prime Minister Papandreou's -- 


Q Yes, sir. 

i -- speech on terrorism last week -- 
Q Friday. 

: -- and various criticisms made of -- 


Q Exactly. 
‘ -~ U.S. policy and so forth? 


We feel that the Prime Minister's remarks are 
baseless, unhelpful, and indeed harmful to international and 
Western efforts to achieve a focused, effective response to 
international terrorism. We find such remarks all the more 
surprising in view of the threat that terrorism has posed to 
Greek national interests. We are communicating privately with 
the Greek Government to urge a more responsible approach to 
this grave, international problem. 


Q Do you have any late observations on how Greece 
itself is maintaining safeguards against terrorism? 


“ Nothing. 


Q It was a problem, you remember, with Athens 
airport? 


a Yes, yes I'm not up to speed on that, Barry, 
and I don't know of anything beyond what has been said whenever 
it was said from here the last time around that question came 


up 


Q Do you have any response -- back to SALT -- 
response to the Pravda story today that called the SALT 
decision exceptionally dangerous, and said it jeopardizes the 
second summit? 


a I think that the Secretary has, in @ variety of 
ways, when the subject of a summit has come up, made it clear 
that the United States stands ready to participate in a summit, 
stands ready to go to work on outstanding issues. It stands 
ready to roll up its sleeves and get started on a summit, and 
that the United States is ready to go 
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Q Bernie, there was a press conference this morning 
by this private group that signed this agreement with the 
National Academy of Sciences last week on having scientists 
from each side monitor underground -- seismic -- activity. 

This group said it met with Deputy Secretary Whitehead this 
morning. 


Do you have anything to say on the State Department's 
view of this agreement? 


4 I don't, Bernie, but let me take a look to see if 
we can't get something for you on that. 


George. 


Q Do you have any more than you had yesterday 
concerning the Soviet decision on family reunificatior cases? 


os Let me just say this, that the Embassy in Moscow 
has obviously been in touch with the Soviet Ministry of Foreign 
affairs to find out whatever details it can get on this issue. 
We requested specific information on the 35 cases that the 
Soviets announced yesterday would be resolved. 


The Soviets have given the United States specific 
information on 29 cases, that is to sav 29 of the 35 cases that 
were announced yesterday. And I think this was discussed 
yesterday in the briefing here with Chuck -- 29 cases involving 
those seeking to join family members in the United States. The 
United States will be notifying the U.S. family members when we 
receive the names of the individuals. And that's about what I 
have today on that. 


Q Do 1 detect a note of impatience, or are things 
going about the way the U.S. would like them to go? 


f. No. Don't misread me as a form of diplomatic 
impatience. 
Q Bernie, are those divided family cases, or do 


they also include divided spouses, the 29? 


is It's hard for me to do a specific breakdown, but 
if I may engage just for a second in some of this arithmetic of 
the last couple of days, it goes like this. The Soviets had 
told the United States in Bern that there would be 71 cases 
that would be coming up. They came forward with 38 cases last 
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week involving 119 people. Then, there were another 35 cases 
that were discussed yesterday, and of the 35, there has been 
some specific information on 29. That leaves 6, and I don't 
have anything really beyond that. 


Q Specifically, names? What do you mean? 


fa No, no. I say that we will be notifying the 


rames. 

Q What specific information? What specifics do you 
mean? 

rs I don't have anything that is specific about the 
specifics. 

Q How many individuals are involved? 

i I don't have -- 

Q I realize you're not going to give us names from 
the -- 

i Just a moment, just a moment. I don't have the 


number, what the 29 cases translates into in numbers. I do not 
have that. 


Q It doesn't include names? 

Q Bernie, -- 

A Yes. 

Q -- the last time around, although you couldn't 


give us names, you at least were able to characterize the kinds 
of cases they were, whether chey were divided spouses, dual 
nationality, divided families. I mean, divided families -- 


6 The phrase 1 have here is of the 29 seeking to 
join family members in the United States, but I simply don't 
have any information that redefines it -- beyond that. 


Q Could you look into that, please? 


ts I think that when that information is available, 
as it was just the other day when Chuck was able to be 
forthcoming, I don't think there is any inclination here to 
wrap that in some sort of enigma -- not at all. 
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Q You've got the information in the building. You 
say that they gave you specifics on the 29. 


i I'll take a look at what “specific” means, which 
I simply don't have in front of me and which I simply don't 
know, and see what “specific” indeed does mean. 


Q Did you reach a conclusion on the European 
investigations on the Syrian involvement in the recent 
terrorist acts? 


5 Don't have anything beyond what the Secretary 
said this Sunday. 


Somebody back here had -- In the back, Connie. 


Q I'll try my luck on South African questions: Do 
you have anything today on either the efforts to push new 
security laws in South Africa, on Mandela, or on their 
statements about the ANC? 


é I think they have something in the Press Office 
on new laws. I have nothing, in addition, on Mandela. And 
your other part of that trio of questions? 


Q Well, the ANC, the criticism of the ANC. They 
issued a new booklet with more criticism of the African 
National Congress. 


a On that last question that you set forth, just 
let me say that several recent South African Government 
actions, including the Defense Force raids, new security laws, 
and public statements, have raised some questions about their 
intentions. 


The United States remains hopeful that the Government 
and all other parties will see the futility of violence and 
repression, and pursue negotiated solutions. The U.S. strongly 
believes such a course would be in the interest of all South 
Africans. 


Q Bernie -- 


Q Wait a minute. May 1 finish, please? 


A Sure. 
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Q Do you have anything on a new Soviet offensive in 
Angola? 

= The new who offensive? 

Q Russian offensive in Angola, reported offensive? 

= No, not the way you're phrasing it. 


Well, the other thing that you mentioned that's 
in the Press Office, could it be made available to us, please? 


A What? 


Q You said today the Press Office has something 
else. Could it be made available to us? 


= Oh, sure. 
Barry. 
Q To go back to the South African situation, 


yesterday the Secretary was asked here in the Department by the 
African National Congress, and I didn't understand from his 
answer whether he thinks there should be negotiations between 
South Africa and the Congress. He said negotiations are the 
sole way of getting, you know, a peaceful solution. He said 
some people in the Congress are terrorists. He also said there 
are others with better instincts. But he never answered the 
question and reporters weren't allowed to ask any questions. 


So let me ask today, a day letter, what is the U.S. 
policy now? Does it want the South African Government to 
negotiate with the Congress or negotiate with someone else? 


6 Let me, Barry, set forth the U.S. position on the 
ANC. This is not the first time this has been done. 

Q I know. 

A I brought this along in absolute confidence that 


the question would be raised by you. So, the question: where 
does the United States stand vis-a-vis the ANC? 


The United States continues to regard the ANC as an 
important political organization that must be a factor in 
negotiations over South Africa's future. We've repeatedly made 
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clear our condemnation of its use of violence for political 
ends, and are concerned about its close ties to the Soviet 
Union. We also note that the organization contains important 
nationalist elements, and has been a longstanding opponent of 
apartheid, a fact acknowledged publicly by South African State 
President, Mr. Botha. 


Q Well, but -- I haven't got as much confidence in 


your answer as you have in my question, because you say it's 
important, but you don't say whether it should be a negotiating 
partner. Can you answer that? 


A Yes. I'm saying it must be a factor in 
negotiations, and beyond that, I'm not in a position to define 
and redefine precisely what would satisfy you by way of a 
response. 


Matt. Excuse me. Let me go over here, if I may. 


Q Do you have any comment on the report that PLO 
fighters had left Tunisia and other Arab countries and are 
heading towards Beirut? 


4 No, I do not. 

Matt. 

Q Did the State Department tell the U.S. Embassy in 
Tokyo earlier this year -- did they warn them against 


supporting a Japan-Puerto Rico tax arrangement that Michael 
Deaver was pushing on Ambassador Mansfield? 


6 In the article that you're referring to, The New 
York Times, and so forth, the Department's unclassified cable, 
which was partially quoted in the story that was published 
today, was in response to a request from the U.S. Embassy in 
Tokyo for guidance on the issues of tax-sparing agreements and 
the legal competence of the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico to 
enter into such an agreement with Japan. 








The cable in no way expressed a judgment by the 
Department or the Secretary about any individual, but rather 
dealt exclusively with the substance of the two issues. 


Q Was that -- The paper said it was from Shultz. 
Was that a cable that Shultz had approved, or not? 
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o I think those of you who have covered this 
building regularly recognize the fact that the Secretary's name 
appears as the last word on all cables that leave this building 
while the Secretary is here in the building. 


Insofar as your other question, the whole matter was 
handled in a routine way, and the Secretary was not involved 


Q Is that cable available? 


a It's not for me to make -- It's an unclassified 
cable, but it's not for me to make it available. 


Semaan. 


Q It's been reported in the Middle East that the 
Administration had asked Robert McFarlane to look into a new 
peace proposal for the Middle East, or a peace plan. Do you 
have anything on that? 


A No. First I've heard of it. 


Q Bernie. 
” Sorry. Let me go here to Debbie. 
Q Where are we on the question of U.S. firms 


getting out of Libya? Don't they have till the end of this 
month and have -- 


A Till the end of the month, but it's only the 
third, so I have another 27 days to take a look at that. 


I don't have -- to be serious, Debbie, I simply, at 
this point, don't have anything in addition. 


Q Can you take a look, you know, what the 
procedures are -- 


fe Sure 

Q -- and what steps are being taken? 

A But I have a feeling that while I may take a look 
at it to try to do a bit of tallying on that, that it is going 
to be a matter that Treasury will preside over 














-16- Tuesday, 6/3/86 


Q Bernie, any response to Mr. Buckley's contention 
that the Secretary of State is controlled by careerists? 


fe Mr. Buckley. I think anybody who has regularly 
covered the State Department recognizes that the Secretary of 
State himself is the man who is in charge, that he is the man 
who calls the shots here in the building. He has, without 
getting involved in the specifics, or whatever innuendoes or 
vibrations in that published interview, let me say -- a matter 
that I think you all know -- that the Secretary of State has 
great respect for the Foreign Service, that he is equally proud 
of the non-career people who work here in the State 
Department. And I don't think it is any revelation to anybody 
who regularly covers the Secretary of State to reiterate that 
he always supports the President, and that he tries to be as 
helpful as he can in developing and carrying out, implementing, 
U.S. foreign policy. 


In the back, yes. 


Q Bernie, I've been striking out all week on Prime 
Minister Lange. 


A You've been striking out all weekend -- 


Q -~— all week on Prime Minister Lange. His 
statements in Europe have been more moderate than usual. 


Ms You've just struck out again. 

Q Again? Do you want to try again tomorrow on 
him? Would you look into -- some response -- 

A You've struck out again Let's see how I do 
upstairs. 

Q ~~ because, really, they have been more 


moderate. I wonder if this indicates that there might be a 
break in the tension 


A Okay. You've been heard 
Q Thank you 


i) Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 1:15 P.M.) 





Posted: June 4, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the June 3, 1986 daily press briefing: 


BREAKDOWN ON RESOLVED U.S.-SOVIET DIVIDED FAMILY CASES 
Q. Do you have any specifics on the divided family cases that 
the Soviets have promised to resolve? 
A. -- ON JUNE 2, SOVIET AMBASSADOR YURIY KASHLEV ANNOUNCED 
THAT THE SOVIET GOVERNMENT HAD DECIDED TO RESOLVE 71 
U.S.-SOVIET DIVIDED PAMILY CASES. SINCE LAST WEEK THE 
SOVIETS HAVE PROVIDED US WITH THE NAMES OF 65 CASES THAT 
ARE BEING RESOLVED, INVOLVING 244 INDIVIDUALS. OF THIS 
GROUP, 28 ARE FROM ARMENIA, ONE EACH FROM BYELORUSSIA 
AND MOLDAVIA, TWO FROM GEORGIA, THREE FROM ESTONIA, FOUR ° 
FROM LITHUANIA, NINE FROM THE RUSSIAN REPUBLIC, AND SEVENTEEN 


FROM THE UKRAINE. OUT OF THIS TOTAL, APPROXIMATELY SIXTEEN 


MAY BE JEWISH. 


-- WE DO NOT HAVE ANY INFORMATION ON WHETHER ADDITIONAL 
CASES WILL BE FAVORABLY RESOLVED. 


-- THIS BREAKDOWN IS CONSISTENT WITH THE GENERAL MAKEUP OF 
U.S.-SOVIET DIVIDED FAMILIES. 

~- WE ARE IN THE PROCESS OF CONTACTING THE LAST 29 (OF 
THESE 65) FAMILIES WHOSE NAMES THE SOVIETS PROVIDED US 


YESTERDAY, INVOLVING 127 INDIVIDUALS. 


-- IT IS OUR POLICY NOT TO MAKE THE NAMES PUBLIC. 











Posted: June 6, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the June 3, 1986 daily press briefinc: 


NATURAL RESOURCES DEPENSE COUNCIL 





Q. Now that Deputy Secretary Whitehead has met with representatives 
of the Natural Resources Defense Council, what is your impression 

of their proposal and reported agreement with the Academy of 
Sciences for scientists to provide on-site inspection of nuclear 
tests? 

A:--We are taking a careful look at this development in the 

context of improved Threshold Test Ban Treaty [TTBT) and Peaceful 
Nuclear Explosions Treaty [PNET] verification. To the extent ° 

that it may reflect a change in Soviet attitudes toward the need 


to share additional verification data on nuclear testing, it 


appears to be encouraging. 


--While the agreement between the NRDC and the USSR Acade~/ 
of Sciences has no official USG status, we are interested in 
learning more about the discussions. Obviously, issues with *.°- 
strong national security implications as nuclear testing 
ultimately must be discussed in a government-to-government 


context. 


--The Soviet position, as we understand it was conveyed *> 


the NRDC, provides for the participation of Soviet government 





scientists in improved, in-country monitoring of underground 


(over) 
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nuclear explosions. We therefore see no reason why the Soviet 

Union should not agree to the President's standing offer to have 
a meeting of US and Soviet government scientists and experts on 
improving TTBT and PNET verification through on-site monitoring 


with the CORRTEX technique. 


--Because effective verification is a matter that can only 
be resolved at the government-to-government level, one would 
expect the Soviets, if indeed they are serious iegarding 
verification improvements, to accept the standing US invitation 
for a meeting of Soviet and US government experts to discuss 


verification improvements for the TTST and PNET. 


--We reiterate our invitation to Soviet government offic::. 
and scientists to meet with U.S. government officials and 


scientists to discuss verification improvements for the TTST. 


BIST AVACLABLE DOLUMENT = OS We 








DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
DAILY PRESS BRIEFING 


INOeE XK 


Thursday, June 5, 1986 





BRIEFER: 


Subject 





ANNOUNCEMENT 
Report on challenge to Central American 
Gemocracies ...... eee hae thes eetecoeacaseesos 


SYRIA/CHEMICAL WEAPONS ~ 
Controls on exports of chemicals to Syria; 
previous bans on exports to Iran and Iraq; use 
of chemical weapons in Iran/Iraq war; Soviet 
supplies to Syria 


CUBA 
Release of political prisoners -teneanecns 
Reported lifting of Cuban travel ban peeueneeesee 


ISRAEL 
Pollard case 


MIDOLE EAST 
Possible travel by the Secretary 


LEBANON 
Current violence; calls for ceasefire 
Syrian arrangements 


ARMS CONTROL 
SALT II and the SCC 
Geneva talks 
ABM Treaty 


SOUTH AFRICA 
American Chamber of Congress criticism 
Ban on demonstrations 


PHILIPPINES 
Ceasefire, talks with insurgents 


NICARAGUA 
Strength of contras 


ANGOLA 
Reported MPLA offensive against UNITA 


Bernard Kalb 


Page 


1-~7,15 





DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
DAILY PRESS BRIEFING 


DPC #99 


THURSDAY, JUNE 5S, 1986, 12:32 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. KALB Good afternoon. A couple of 
announcements One, that copies of a new joint State-Defense 
publication, entitled “The Challenge to Democracy in Central 
America,” are available in the Press Office, ready for pick up 
for those interested at the conclusion of the briefing. 
Briefly, the publication is a thorough documentation of 
challenges that the struggling democracies in Central America 
are confronted with It also addresses Soviet and Cuban 
efforts to subvert the democratic process in Central America 


I have a statement here on controls of chemical 
exports to Syria. The United States today is extending 
existing controls on certain chemical exports useful in 
chemical weapons production. Previously, these controls 
applied only to Iran and Iraq: now, they will apply also to 
Syria. This decision is in accordance with U.S. foreign policy 
which opposes the prohibited use of chemical weapons 


We have known for several years that both Iran and 
Iraq have had active, ongoing programs to develop chemical 
weapons. Our imposition of chemical export controls two years 
ago was designed to impede the supply of chemical weapons 
precursors to these two countries 


The United States is concerned that Syria may have a 
chemical weapons capability and has assisted Iran in the 
Iranian war effort Iran has not used chemical weapons, but 
their continued use by Iraq and the potential for Iranian use 
is a cause of concern The United States maintains its 
neutrality in the [ran/Iraq war and actively seeks a mediated 
end to that war As part of that effort and U.S. concern about 
the continuing illegal use of chemical weapons, the U.S. export 
policy is designed to impede the use of chemical weapons by 
either belligerent. 


That is the end of the formal statement, and the 
answer is yes, I will make it available at the conclusion of 
the briefing 
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Go ahead. 

Q Can you give us the details of what chemicals are 
banned? 

a No, I don't have those specifics Let me see if 


I can get those 
Q Is it similar to the previous bans? 


i) .#t me not speculate about that, but let me make 
an effort to get you the particulars that you're inquiring 
about, and see whether they can be made available 


Q Since Syria's main supplier, at least in the 
military field, is the Soviet Union, has there been any effort 
to have joint measures taken with other countries, particularly 
the Soviets, towards Syria? 


a 1 don't have anything on that, Bernie 


Q Beyond that, could you say what leads you to 
believe that Syria may have a chemical weapons capability now? 
I mean, is there some sort of evidence that chemical weapons 
have indeed been delivered from Damascus to one of the 
belligerents or -- 


A No, I can't help you on that other than to make 
the assertion that a policy decision was reached which is being 
announced today The U.S. 18 concerned that Syria may have a 


chemical weapons capability 
Go ahead I'm sorry 


Q Is there any evidence that American companies 
sell Syria chemical weapons’ 


a Don't have a specific on that Let me take that 


Q Does the fact that Syria is considered a 
supporter of international terrorism have anything to do with 
it? Is there a fear that these weapons might get into the 
hands of 


is) No, 1 think you know where Syria stands on the 
terrorist list, and [ think that probably is the reply to your 
question 


Q Do you have any kind of evidence you could share 
with us, Bernie, at ali? 
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“ The U.S. believes that Syria supplies military 
equipment to Iran I alluded to that by saying that, in fact. 
Syria has assisted Iran in the Iranian war effort in the 
ongoing Iran/Iraq war But insofar as adding any particulars, 
I do not have those 


Q Could I just ask a broader question? Perhaps you 
can take it. Since the U.S. has asked Iraq, and says it has 
evidence that Iraq has used chemical weapons, why would the 
U.S. oppose Iran's having the capability for chemical weapons, 
which would seem to be one of the better deterrents against 
having Iraq use it? After all, the only reason the U.S. says 
it has chemical weapons in Europe is as a deterrent against 
possible use by the other side 


1 mean, I don't see any point in depriving Iran of 
chemical weapons if Iraq is already using them? 


a Well, 1 don't know whether you intend, or the 
thrust of your question is to advocate a kind of proliferation 


Q No | mean - 

a -- of chemical weapons 

Q Well, that's the U.S. policy 

a But let me accept your invitation to let others 


take a look at that point Why not try, in effect, to 
establish a sort of chemical weapons equation, is what you're 
asking? 


YW Or deterrent 

2) Or deterrent Let me .- 

Q Can I ask you @ more narrow question? 

“4 Yes 

Q You started by talking about chemical exports and 


extending existing controls Right? 


“ Yes 
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Q Is that the way you started? What are the 
existine controls, and what are the specific chemical exports 
you're talking about? 


A That came up, Marvin, in an earlier question -- 
at least half of that question. 


Q Half of that 


A Half of that, that is, what are the particulars, 
the identification of the precursors, which are chemicals, as I 
understand it, not being a scientist, that are critical in 
creating 1 combustion that produces the fallout of chemical 
weapons 


Your question about the specifics on what elements go 
into the controls is, again, a question ['ll have to put 
together on that anthology, in the pursuit of additional 
information 


Q Can you also find out - 
A Just one second, Matt. 
George 


-~ MORE -- 
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Q Among your taken questions, could you come up 
with a dollar amount on any trade from the U.S. to Syria of the 
offending chemicals? 


2) Dollar amount requested Matt? 

Q That was my question. 

- How did I know that? 

Q “ different question you can take, if you can't 


answer now. 


Do we know whether the Soviets train -- since they're 
the main Syrian supplier -- train the Syrian army to fight on 
chemically or biologically-contaminated battlefields, train or 
equip them? 


Q Well, since you're making all sorts of 
contributions to the anthology, are there any others that fall 
under this heading? 


Q Do you have a situation report on the fighting? 


Q Do you have any evidence that the Syrians have 
Given any technology, chemical technology, to the Iranians? 


A [ have what [ have set forth. And [ indicated 
earlier that in view of the fact that Syria has assisted Iran 
in the war effort, there is a concern that Syria may have a 
chemical weapons capability, and things under that heading may 
be possible. Hence, the imposition of the ruling that I set 
forth today 


Juan? 
Q Bernie, you mentioned the three countries as 
being on this control list -- Iran, Iraq and Syria. Are there 


any others who are on this chemical - 


te ['ll put that on the question. I don't have the 
answer. 

Barbara?’ 

Q Just one final point, Bernie I'm still not 


clear, when you announced this, does the United States at this 
time, or American companies, provide these kind of chemicals to 
Syria? 
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Qa Let me add that, too. Obviously, if there is 
today the imposition of extending controls that already exist 
to embrace still another country, it is put on here in the 
United States So, obviously, it has to originate, to some 
degree, here. 


Q And you have no idea of the scope of this? 


A No. But I have no idea of the scope, and I have 
no idea which has been made apparently clear to a number of 
other questions, and [I'll take them and see what we can get. 


Q Bernie, to follow that -- 

A Jim? 

Q -—- can you give us a definition? Is this a 
precautionary -- 

o Can you give us what? 

Q Definition. 

i) Definition. 

Q Is there a precautionary move, or is there some 


evidence existing which you cannot talk about that Syria is 
indeed producing these weapons? 


A That Syria is producina these weapons? 

Q I beg your pardon. That Syria 1s producing the 
supplies for [ran? 

A I'll have to stand on this statement as it stands 
here, and not -- I can't go beyond that 

Q Without going crazy on this particular issue, 


might it be worth having someone come down who can talk to us 
on the exports and the technology? 


fy Let me take notw of that. [I don't know whether 
that will be possible, but I'll raise it in view of a request 


Matt, or George? 


Q Is there evidence that chemicals from the United 
States contributed to Syria's capability? Has that been asked? 
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ms In various forms, that's come up, and we'll put 
that in the questions taken. 


Q New subject? 
= A new subject. 
Q Bernie, do you have anything on the release of 27 


political prisoners in Cuba? 
i Release of 27? 


Q Yes. Last May, the 2lst I believe -- or May 
10th. The story was just broken by Associated Press this 
morning. 


a) Well, what I have on that is that the U.S. is 
aware that a few political prisoners have been released in 
Havana in recent weeks. But we have no idea as to the number 
and certainly cannot confirm speculation about the release of 
large numbers of prisoners. 


Apparently, there was some story to the effect that 
the release embraced a number of more than 30 and possibly as 
high as a thousand And what I am saying is a few political 
prisoners, and cannot confirm speculation -- 


Q Can I follow up on that? 
A -- of large numbers. 
Q Does the United States consider this a gesture of 


good will on the part of Castro and maybe a sign that it's 
Willing to thaw its relations? 


A I'm not going to put any interpretation along the 


lines that you're suggesting. 

John? 

Q Is the United States still satisfied with the 
level of cooperation that it's getting from [srael on the 


Pelton case? Does the U.S. believe that - 


Q Poliard. 


Q I beg your pardon, the Pollard case 
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4 Essentially, what I will have to do is echo what 
Chuck has done here in discussing that case for the past few 
days. I will not be in a position to comment on reports or 
discuss the case further since it is still under investigation. 


I think that it could be noted that the nature of the 
case is set forth in the indictment, if that's the proper ‘egal 
word. I understand the proper legal word is the factual 
proffer, but ['m not ina position to give you a precise legal 
interpretation of that. 


The nature of the case set forth in that, what I'm 
calling an indictment or the summarization of the facts, is 
known. In a general way what you've heard here is that any 
espionage against the Untied States, major or limited, is 
extremely serious For that reason, we have pursued our 
investigation of the Pollard case with great vigor and will 
continue to do so until it is resolved 


Beyond that -- 


Q Previously, you have been willing to say that you 
have been satisfied with the level of cooperation. I[s that 
still true, or suddenly we've - 


A No, what has been said here before on that still 
stands. 


I think what Chuck said the other day, and that was on 
Monday [ believe, is that we said at the outset of this case, 
which goes back I guess to last winter, that we would expect 
full cooperation from the Government of Israel until the case 
is closed That is still the U.S. position, and we continue to 
be in touch with the Israelis who have promised full 
cooperation 


Q Wait a minute, Bernie But that sort of brings 
the question -- I mean, Mr. Pollard has pled guilty to this. 
He's named at least four other co-conspirators, and the Justice 
Department suggests there may be yet more people indicted in 
thas 


When Judge Sofaer came back, the Department issued a 
statement saying that they were sort of satisfied, that this 
was settled, that it was by now an internal Israeli matter. 

And it raises the question, if there has been an extensive 
network of spying by the Israelis ayainst the United States in 
this country, what affect that's going to have on U.S. 
relations, how much do we know about. it, when did we know about 
it? [I mean, it's not just -- 
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me I hear you; [ hear you. But the point that [ am 
making is that in view of the fact that the investigation is 
still underway, [I'm not going to be in a position to address 
questions that you're setting forth or to speculate on themes 
and so forth. 


Q (Inaudible) because the guy has pleaded guilty? 
fe The investigation is still underway, as I say 

Q The court case is over? 

A [ stand with what [ have just shared with you. 
Q But are you amending at all the assessment that 


you relayed to us when Judge Sofaer came back? 





4 No, I'm not 

Q What about the history, then? Can you tell us 
how many cases of espionage the [sraelis had -- 

is) No, I don't have anything for you 

Q Have you seen the reports in the Washington Post 
today? 

a Yes. 

Q Do you have any comment on that? 

A No, [ don't. 

Q What role, if any, did the State Department play 
in the plea bargaining? 

2) In the what? 

Q In the plea bargaining of the Pollard case 

A ['ve made it clear that [I cannot be specific or 


walk you through any particular details, and I just am bound by 
that position 


Q When is the case over? I'ma little confused 
The man has pleaded guilty 


a I'm going to have to let it stand as is 
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Q Bernie, yesterday. Joseph DiGenova said, when he 
was asked, did the Israeli Government authorize this operation, 
he said the question remains open; I have not resolved the 
question 


Does that reflect the State Department's view of that? >. 
“ No, I don't have anything to add on what he said. 
Q How about -- something DiGenova did not address 


was the Israeli willingness to extradite [Israeli citizens if 
they are indicted 


6 I started this round of dialogue off on these 
questions with telling you where I stood on this. 


Q You said you -- 


os It's fair enough for you to ask the questions, 
but I'm not in a position to be of much help on that. 


Q How would you characterize the Israeli 
Government's position thus far? 


a I stand with what I've just said 
Q Can [| go back to Cuba a second? What is the U.S. 


reaction to Castro's lifting of the ban, the travel ban by 
Cuban-Americans to the island? 


A Cuba? Lifting the ban? 
Q Yes 
A Well, what I have is something that deals with 


the question as to whether Cuba lifted any sort of ban on the 
travel by Cubans to the United States 


Simply, that on May 20, last year, when Radio Marti 
began broadcasting, Cuba announced a prohibition against visits 
by Cuban-Americans except for humanitarian reasons. Beyond 
that, whether the policy that you referred to has changed in 
either its specifics or by way of implemention, I[ don't have 
any anything to offer 


Q Bernie, has the Secretary reached a decision on 
whether or not he'll go to the Middle East? 
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” I don't have anything to say on that. The 
question, in case you didn't hear it, was has the Secretary 
reached a decision on whether to go to the Middle East. 


Q Do you have any readout on the situaticn in 
Beirut? 


A ° The United States strongly condemns the violence 
in Beirut and elsewhere’ in Lebanon. The continued loss of 
innocent civilian lives is particularly intolerable 


The United States calls on all combatants to end the 
fighting now There must be a ceasefire in Beirut and progress 
on national reconciliation and political reform. In the south, 
violence must stop 


The United States reaffirms its support for Lebanon's 
independence, unity, and sovereignty and for the restoration of 
central government authority throughout the country. The 
United States will support efforts to secure the withdrawal of 
all foreign forces from Lebanon, to seek agreed-on security 
arrangements that could assure stability in south Lebanon and 
security along the Lebanese-Israeli border, and to promote 
restoration of security throughout Lebanon 


Q Can we have a copy, please? 

A Yes, you can. 

Q Is that not old guidance, or new guidance? 
(Laughter) 

A You'll have to reach your own judgment I think 


that although your question may prompt some amusement here, I 
don't think anybody, even the one who put the question, is 
amused by the blood-letting that is taking place in Lebanon, 
and I'm not sure that -- 


—-MORE- 
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Q Is the U.S. Government actually doing anything to 
even try to implement that? 


o What I can say on that, Bern, is the United 
States remains in touch with various and concerned parties, 
both inside and outside of Lebanon Anticipating your next 
question as to specifics, I don't have anything to offer you 


Q Bernie, some days ago you were asked about how 
the President's decision on the SALT [I Treaty would affect the 
status of the Standing Consultative Committee 


A Did we get you anything on that? 
Q No 
a Let me take a look on that and see if there's 


anything that's forthcoming on that 


Q Are you still supporting or opposing the Syrian 
peace treaty or peace solution to Lebanon -- peaceful solution 
to Lebanon? 


es With respect to the agreement or arrangements, 
etc., that were sponsored by the Syrians, just let me say 
this that the United States has no position on that document 
or any other under discussion by Lebanese parties 


It has long been U.S. policy in Lebanon to urge an 
immediate end to the fighting, to support efforts to 
re-establish dialogue among the Lebanese and open the way to 
political reform 

Lebanon's political problems cannot be solved by 
force Any successful agreement will require broad support in 
all Lebanese communities 

That is the answer to your particular question 

Q Copy of that? 


a A copy of that? Let me try to help you on that 


Q A sort of a follow on this SALT question. There 
are moves in the House in particular on Capitol Hill to 
prohibit spending on U.S. weapons that would cause the United 
States to exceed the SALT limits 
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A Right. 
Q What's the State Department's view of those plans? 
a [I don't have anything to offer you on that other 


than to refer you to what the President said last Tuesday in 
setting forth the U.S. posture vis-a-vis SALT II 


Q Well, these are moves that have occurred, 
obviously, since that decision was made 


a Fair enough Il have nothing beyond what I've 
just suggested 


Q Did you have anything yesterday on the -- 
Aa Yesterday? 


-- on the news conference yesterday in Moscow 
about Bessmertnykh and Akhromeyes who indicated a certain 


pessimism about a summit agreemern -- a summit meeting this 
year - 

i) Well - 

Q -~- relating it to arms control progress? 

A -— what [ could say about that is what you've 


heard from here before, that the United States is prepared to 
proceed with a summit You've heard the Secretary talk about 
the need to roll up sleeves and get down to work I could go 
on to paraphrase that in a variety of ways, but that's where 

the U.S. stands 


Q Do you have any comment on the reported new 
Soviet offer at Geneva, which is getting some publicity now, 
which Mr. Weinberger, at least according to The Washington Post 
today, knocked out as sort of trying to undercut the SOI 
program? 





a I think the other day when that question, or a 
variation thereof, was launched here, I[ think Chuck italicized 
the point that the United States seeks to respect the 
confidentiality of negotiations in Geneva from,the time that 
they began 


Now, without getting involved in the specifics of your 
question about whether there is or is not, and so forth, let me 
just make a general observation to remind -- to reiterate that 
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it is U.S. policy to consider carefully all Soviet proposals 
made at the negotiating table, and to add that the U.S 
negotiators have great flexibility 


As the President and Soviet leader Gorbachev agreed in 
Geneva last November, our negotiations continue to seek 
progress in particular in areas where there is common ground, 
including the principle of SO0% reductions in the nuclear arms 
of the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. appropriately applied, as well as 
the idea of an interim INF agreement 


Beyond that, [ have nothing that would address the 
specific question as to whether there is or is not anything new? 


Marvin? 


Q Do you have a current policy statement on the ABM 
and U.S. adherence thereto? 


o On the ABM and US. adherence as you're setting 
forth, I think that was in fact expressed last Tuesday at the 
time that the White House decision was made But I can run 
through that if you'd like 


The U.S. obligations under the ABM Treaty of 1972 
remain unchanged The President has made clear that U.S 
programs are and will continue to be in compliance with these 
obligations 


The President's statement -- that is to say, the 
President's statement of last Tuesday -- makes clear that we 
remain deeply concerned over Soviet violations of the ABM 
Treaty In contrast with SALT [| and II, however, the AM 
Treaty 18 not an expired or unratified agreement One of our 
priority objectives in the Geneva negotiations, therefore, is 
to reverse Soviet erosion of this treaty 


So there's where we stand on the ABM 


Q Wait a minute, Bernie, the thing that 1 don't 
understand is Weinberger seems to dismiss out of hand this 
Soviet offer Are you saying that the Department 156 not in 
agreement with his interpretation? 


fs What I am saying, I thought, in the preface to 
the generalized position of the U.S. seriously considering 
whatever proposals are on the table in Geneva -- what I am 


saying there is to adhere to the principle of confidentiality 
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that was established and not be drawn in, regardless of how the 
question may be put to me, about any observations about any 
proposals that may be on the table regardless of the paternity, 
so to speak and, therefore, I'm not going to get involved by 
extension in the second part of your question in making 
observations about what Secretary Weinberger is reported to 
have said 


Max? 
Q Bernie, in the statement on the chemical export 


ban to Syria, you cited Iran Is there any suggestion that 
these weapons have shown up in the Syrian controlled areas of 


Lebanon? 
“ I don't have anything on that 
Q Would that be a concern? 
“ I think that's quite clear, obviously But, 


insofar as being able to document or corroborate or even to 
refute, I just don't have that information 


Q Do you have anything on the situation in Haiti as 
it 1s degenerating’ 


“ Don't Don't have anything on Haiti 

Connie? 

Gq i there still a travel advisory to Haiti’? 

a who; 

Q Is there still a@ travel advisory for Americans to 
Haiti? 

a I don't know of any change since the last 


advisory, whatever the date 


Q Still on South Africa, do you have anything on 
the criticism of the action taken by the American Chamber of 
Commerce, and also anything on the ban imposed by the South 
African Government on demonstrations on June 16th? 


ts I don't, Connie, have anything on the first 
Question that you put to me, but so far as the second question 
is concerned, on this ban that you alluded to, just to note 
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that this is not the first time the South african Government 
has taken such an action Obviously. the U.S. supports freedom 
of assembly and freedom of speech 


Until the underlying causes of unrest are treated, 
South Africa will be caught in a cycle of violence and 
repression Again, the United States urges the South African 
Government to engage in meaningful negotiations with credible 
black leaders to search for peaceful solutions to their 
differences 


Q Does the US Government support the action taken 
by the American Chamber of Commerce? 


” I'm unfamiliar with it I have nothing on it, as 
I said at the very outset 


Q Could you look into it, because they call for 
civil disobedience 


a Let me take a look at it and see what's possible 
Matt? 
Q Do you have anything on an announcement by Aquino 


that the Communists have named a negotiator for cease-fire 
talks? 


f°) Let me take the liberty of calling attention to 
the testimony that Assistant Secretary Gaston Sigur presented 
before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee earlier this week 
--— in fact, on Tuesday And let me just Lift an excerpt from 
his testimony, and what I will read you is a direct excerpt as 
to what Sigur said 


"Should there be a cease-fire followed by a reasonable 
amnesty program, non-ideological MPA members will probably 
surrender, but the hard-core elements will fight on The new 
leadership has no illusions about the hard-core elements of the 
insurgency but believes new policies can attract the 
non-ideologues That policy deserves to be tested.” 


1 would also refer you to the Secretary's speech 
yesterday in New York before the Foreign Policy Association 
which was devoted entirely to the Philippines, as most of the 
questions were, and let me just make one final note on this 
general subject, that we would note that President Aquino has 
also stated that if a cease-fire is grossly violated by the 
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insurgents -- and then I pick up with a quote -- "the 
government will embark upon the contrary course of war from 
which there will be no return except in victory." 


Q Is one to imply from all of that that the 
government supports what appears to be going on? 

a I think if you do the arithmetic, and I gave you 
the sentence that “policy deserves to be tested" -- 

Q But that was before the policy happened. 

rs I have nothing more specific, John, than what 


I've offered you here. 


Q Anything more on the Polish thing about the 
defector beyond what Chuck said yesterday? 


A No. 

Q Bernie, do you have -- 

“4 Bill. Sorry. 

Q Do you have any reaction yet to the 


non-government agreement to monitor tests, nuclear tests, 
Soviet-American tests? 


A No. I don't. I thought there might have been 
something yesterday, as a matter of fact. There might be 
something. I suggest you check in the Press Office. There 
might be something there. 


Q It's not there. I just checked. 

A It's not there? 

Q No. 

Q Yeah. 

A Well, let me take another look. Maybe I'm off 
base on that, and we'll - 

Please 

Q Support for the contras comes up on the Hill 


later this month. What is the estimate of the strength of 
Contra fighting forces at this point? 
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A I don't know of anything that changes previously 
offered figures on that 

Q Which is what? 

= We'll find that for you precisely in the Press 
Office later. 

Q (Inaudible) --— pulled out some of the men -- 
(inaudible) -- I mean, the figures have to change since the 
last figure that you gave 

i I don't have anything additional on that 

Q Back to southern Africa, if we can. 

” Southern -- yeah. 


a 
Q Do you have anything on reports of an MPLA 
offensive against UNITA and its possible outcome? 


A I don't know that I have any confirmation on 
that. Let me take a look at this 


Q Savimbi said so. That's all I know. 


o No Let me take that and see what we can get on 
that for you. 


Q Thank you. 


i) Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 1:00 p.m.) 
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TAI EN QUESTION 





Question taken at the June 5, 1986 daily press brirfing: 


CONTROLS ON CHEMICAL EXPORTS TO SYRIA 





Q: What chemicals are banned? 


-- THE FOLLOWING CHEMICALS REQUIRE A VALIDATED LICENSE FROM 


Md 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE FOR EXPORT TO IRAN, IRAQ OR SYRIA: 
CHLOROETHANOL 
DIMETHYLAMINE 
DIMETHYLAMINE HYDROCHLORIDE 
DIMETHYL METHYLPHOSPHONATE 
METHYLPHOSPHONYL DIFLUORIDE 
PHOSPHORUS OXYCHLORIDE 
POTASSIUM FLUORIDE 


THIODIGLYCOL 


THESE ARE THE SAME CHEMICALS FOR WHICH CONTROLS WERE 


IMPOSED IN 1984 FOR IRAN AND IRAQ. 


2: Is there any evidence that US companies sell these chemical 
weapons materials to Syria? What is tne dollar amount of US 
trade to Syria in the offending chemicals? 

A: -- WE DO NOT BELIEVE THAT ANY UNITED STATES FIRM IS TRADING 


IN THESE CHEMICALS WITH SYRIA AT THIS TIME. 


Q: If there is no US trade with Syria in these chemicals, why 
are we taking this step? ‘ 


A: -- THIS IS A PRECAUTIONARY MEASURE. 


Q: Why doesn't the US support Iran's effort to establish a Cw 
deterrent? Isn't that what the US CW policy is all about? 


(over 








ele 
A: -- THE UNITED STATES MAINTAINS NEUTRALITY WITH RESPECT TO 
THE IRAN/IRAQ WAR AND SELLS NO WEAPONS OF ANY SORT TO 
EITHER SIDE. THE US ACTIVELY SEEKS A MEDIATED END TO 
THAT WAR. ADDITIONALLY, WE ARE DEEPLY CONCERNED ABOUT 
THE DANGEROUS SPREAD OF CHEMICAL WEAPONS AND ARE 
COMMITTED TO THE ACHIEVEMENT OF A COMPREHENSIVE AND 
EFFECTIVELY VERIFIABLE GLOBAL BAN ON THESE WEAPONS. IN 
THIS CONTEXT AND IN A SITUATION OF ACTIVE WARFARE, THE 
(NITED STATES WILL NOT SUPPORT IRANIAN ACQUISITION OF A 


CHEMICAL WEAPONS CAPABILITY. 


Q: Is there any evidence that tne Soviets have trained the 


Syrians to operate in a cnemical environment? 

A: -- THE SOVIETS HAVE MILITARY ASSISTANCE AGREEMENTS WITH 
SYRIA AND TRAIN THE SYRIANS IN CONVENTIONAL MILITARY 
TACTICS AND OPERATIONS. INCLUDED IN THIS TRAINING ARE 
ROUTINE PROTECTIVE MEASURES FOR ARMED FORCES TO TAKE IN 


A CONTAMINATED ENVIRONMENT. 


Q: Are there any other countries on tnis export control list 
besides Iran, Iraq and Syria? 


A: — NO. 


Q: Is there any evidence tnat US exports have contributed to 
tne Syrian CW capability? ' 


A: -=- WE ARE UNAWARE OF ANY SUCH EVIDENCE. 


Q: Is there any suggestion that Syrian cnemical weapons have 
shown up in Lebanon? 


A: -- WE ARE UNAWARE OF ANY SUCH EVIDENCE. 
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TAKEN QUESTION 





Question taken at the June 5, 1986 daily press briefing: 


NICARAGUA:CONTRA TROOP STRENGTH 





Can you tell us what Contra troop strength is right 
now? 


ACCORDING TO OUR INFORMATION, THE RESISTANCE HAS 
APPROXITMATELY TWENTY THOUSAND VOLUNTEERS, 
ENCOMPASSING: THE ENTIRE RESISTANCE, INCLUDING THOSE 
GROUPS THAT ARE NOT PART OF UNO. THIS FIGURE INCLUCES 


THE FIFTEEN HUNDRED--TWO THOUSAND VOLUNTEFRS FORMERLY 


ASSOCIATED WITH EDEN PASTORA, BUT NOW PART OF UNO. 
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TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the June 5, 1986 daily press briefing: 


SOUTH AFRICA/CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 





Q: What is the U.S. government's view of the action taken by the 
American Chamber of Commerce in South Africa on apartheid? 


A: WE STRONGLY SUPPORT ACTIONS OF AMERICAN BUSINESSES AND 
ORGANIZATIONS THAT ACCORD WITH OUROWN POLICY, NAMELY PROMOTING AN 
END TO APARTHEID AND THE ESTASLISHMENT OF A SYSTEM BASED ON THE 


CONSENT OF THE GOVERNED. 








Posted: June 5, 1986 


TAKBS QUESTION 


Question taken at the June 5, 1986 daily press briefinc: 


Q: Do you 
UNITA? 
A: WE ARE 


ANGOLA/NEW OFFENSIVE 





have anything on reports of an MPLA offensive against 


EXAMINING TYE SITUATION CAREFULLY SUT CANNOT CONFIR™ 


THESE REPORTS. 
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FRIDAY, JUNE 6, 1986, 12:30 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. KALB: Good afternoon everybody. One, two, three 
brief announcements. Secretary Shultz will deliver an 
On-the-Record address next week, New York, Tuesday night. 
Subject: “Free and Fair trade.“ The Economic Club of New 
York, New York Hilton Hotel. Barring any technical 
difficulties, etc., the speech followed by Q & A will be piped 
live into this press briefing room. [t should start at about 
7:00 p.m. Anybody who might want to cover or have any 
questions in connection with the speech, you might want to try 
Nina Jorkowski, representing the Economic Club, at (212) 
308-8880. Expectation, as usual, is to have an advance text. 
We'll get it to you as soon as we can. 


Another announcement, in connection with an upcoming 
visit by one of the leaders of the Afghan Resistance Alliance. 
Professor Burhanuddin Rabbani -- R-A-B-B-A-N-I -- Professor 
Burhanuddin Rabbani, the current spokesman of the Afghan 
Resistance Alliance, will visit the United States this month 
between the 14th and the 19th. The stop in Washington will be 
one in the course of a tour of various world capitals. 
Professor Rabbani is the head of the Jamiat-e-Islami Resistance 
Party. He will be accompanied by other Resistance leaders. 
During the visit to Washington, the delegation will discuss a 
number of issues of mutual concern with senior Administration 
officials and there will also be extensive meetings on Capitol 
Hill. 


And, finally, King Hussein of Jordan will meet with 
President Reagan Monday, June 9, during his visit to the United 
States Then, the rest of this on Background that 
immediately following that visit there will be a readout on the 
session between the President and King Hussein, on a Background 
basis, in the White House Press Briefing Room 


That's what 1 have on that 
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Q What's the time of the meeting with the President? 


= I don't have it. My understanding is it 15s 
sometime -- the Backgrounder will be taking place at 11:45, so 
it's prior to that, obviously 


Q Is this a private visit? Are you calling -- 


- I don't have any specific designation on the 
title of it. As you know, he is here in connection with 
graduation of children, and so forth, and I really have no 
details to volunteer from the rostrum. 


Q So long as you're on that, do you have any 
details of the helicopter crash this morning? 


9) Well, what I have on that was just very quickly 
put together in the last few minutes prior to my coming out 
there But I've been told that King Hussein is fine Having 
said that, by way of the headline, let me just add that the 
details that are available at this point here are somewhat 
sketchy. And if [I could share with you our appreciation of the 
Situation as of now, it's something like this 


Three helicopters -- three helicopters -- had been 
offered to the King Hussein party by the Sikorsky Corporation 
But there was bad weather in the Boston area, and in fact it 
was so bad that a decision was made by the Hussein party not to 
use the helicopters but rather to proceed to their destinations 
using automobiles 


The three helicopters were reportedly returning to 
their home base when one of thnem crashed We understand that 


all on board - two pilots and two mechanics - were killed 
There is no indication that anything besides bad weather was 
involved 

Q Bernie, on that point, is there any effort going 


to be made to follow up on it to see if there might conceivably 
have been something else involved? 


A Well, [I'm sure that there will be all the 
necessary follow-ups that take place in situations such as 
these. But as [ say, this was just put together very, very 
quickly in the last few minutes prior to my arrival here, and I 
was seeking to find out about the King and some details and 
that's about all I have at this point 


Q Bernie, on the visit itself, what can you tell us 
about where we are in the peace process, and what you 
anticipate will be discussed with the King? 














-3- Friday, 6/6/86 


” Well, as I noted earlier, the King is coming here 
to attend the graduation of his children, and that the 
President has invited the King to meet with him Monday at the 
White House, and we have some idea of the time I think it's 
somewhere elevenish, but [ can't be exact on that 


The King, as you know, 1s a long-standing and valued 
friend of the United States It is only natural that the 
President would wish to see the King while the King was 
visiting the United States 


In the course of his stay here, the King will be 
meeting with other US. officials; that is to say, in addition 
to the President, he will be meeting with Vice President Bush 
as well. He will also be meeting with Secretary Shultz and 
other senior officials during the course of the King's stay 
here in Washington 


Q But on the basic subjects for discussion, do you 
expect the Saudi sale, for example, to come up? 


I wouldn't be in a position where I would rule 
various things in or out [ think it's an agenda that we're 
all quite familiar with without my needing to be specific 


Q Has the Secretary decided against going to the 
Middle tast? 


Me I have nothing to take that story about the 
possibility or non-possibility of a Secretarial trip to the 
Middle East beyond where it was left several days ago 


Q How long is the King's visit here? 


a I don't have the time on that I think the White 
House, having made the announcement, would have all the 
details I can get that for you very quickly later 


-~=MORE -- 








i Friday, 6/6/86 


Q Bernie, do you see his visit now -- he's stronger 
than or weaker than his last visit -- his position? 
A [I'm not going to get involved in speculation 


along the line of your question 
Q Not speculation, on the ground 


a That will be my reply l congratulate you on the 
question, and [| hope you can accept my response in the same 
spirit 


Q Do you have any -- there have been a lot of 
reports, most of them not from the State Department. on the 
state of Israel-American relations in the aftermath of the 
plea-bargaining by Mr. Pollard and his wife Much of it is 
criticism of Israel for not being more forthcoming In the 
discussions there's a suggestion that the State Department was 
misled last December Do you have anything at all on this? 


a No I do not 

Q Does the Secretary have any views on Israel? 

“ No [ don't have anything to share with you on 
that 

Q But do you agree with Webster's comment that 


[Israel is not cooperating fully with - 


o I'm not going to get involved with what Webster 
said I will simply reiterate what you've heard on more than 
one occasion in @ general response to a question along those 
lines -- that as has been said from the very outset of this 
case, we said we would expect full cooperation from the 
government of Israel until the case is closed That is still 
our position 


Q The question is, are you getting it? 


I have been asked that a number of times, and I 
have referred you back to the very sentence 1 have just said 


w Bernie, your announcement of Decgmber 20th, that 
the case 


ia) My what? My what? 
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Q The announcement of the State Department of 
December 20th that the case was closed last year, could you 
consider that it was premature to make an announcement that the 
case was closed? 


4 I think that was the assessment at that 
particular point Beyond that [ have nothing to add 


Q Is Prime Minister Peres coming to -- 
I don't have anything on that 
Q Well. let me ask a couple of other questions 


Two of the people named. Mr Eitan and the Air Force General, 
were both promoted. ina sense, in the wake of the spy 
revelations Do you have any comment on that, the way they 
were treated by the Israelis, almost praised for their work in 
effect? 


“ I think I've said. and Chuck has said. that 
neither of us will be drawn into any speculation or comments 
while the case is still under investigation, as it still is 


Max? 


Q Bernie, there were some reports from Israel this 
morning that some people in the government there ascribe the 
victory for the President on the Saudi arms sale to the 
aftermath of this case Do you see any connection between the 
two’ 


o I don't have anything to say on that 
s) Those same sources 
“ 1 think the case of - the Saudi case that the 


President and the Administration had set torth was the basis 
for the voting that did in fact take place, and the White House 
issued a statement in the aftermath of the vote. and | refer 
you to that statement 


Q Some members of Congress are saying that if the 
President dovsn't stay within the limits of SALT II, they will 
try to enact legislation that would require him to stay within 
the numerical Limits of SALT II Any reaction to that? 


Yes. 1 do Let me just say that the President 
has established modernization of US strategic forces and SUI 
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research as the highest priorities in ensuring U.S. national 
security 


Congressional actions along the lines of the bill 
introduced in the House would jeopardize these programs. Such 
congressional action would also greatly lessen incentives for 
the Soviets to engage in arms control negotiations. The 
Administration therefore believes that such legislation would 
be unwise and unhelpful 


Q Bernie, do you have any comment on this piece in 
the Post this morning -- [I'm sure somebody must have seen it - 
that Stepnen Rosenfeld -- he says, “Mystifyingly, Shultz 
appointed to the key departmental posts persons unable to help 
him enough in the critical area of Soviet-American relations 
and strategic affairs, an area in which he was poorly prepared 
and in which he still does not speak with full command, to 
judge by his public remarks." 


a And is there a question that goes with that? 
Q Yeah [ mean, do you have any reaction -- 

A And the question is what? 

Q Well, do you - 

i) I have not read Steve's piece I -- if the 


implication of the question is -- 


Q Well, that the public remarks that emanate from 
this building don't seem to convince Steve that the people here 
have a aqrasp of these issues 


A Let me go here, please 

Q On South Africa, has there been any response at 
ail from -- to Shultz's very strong comments of the other day? 

“ I don't have anything on the! 

Q You don't 


3) Chris? . 
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Q How about on the alleged attack on an Angolan 
port yesterday by South African naval vessels and frogmen and 
things? 


i It's my understanding that there is a certain 
amount of difficulty in trying to amass independent 
verification of such a report, and that at this point the 
Department is not in a position to confirm the report; and, 
that being the case, not ina position to offer any comment. 


Q Coes the Department feel just as strongly about a 
raid into Angola as it did into the other states in the area? 

a I'm going to have to let that stand with my 
answer as of now. 

Q Does the return of PLO fighters to Lebanon 
violate any agreement reached with the U.S. and Lebanon in ‘82? 

= Don't have anything on that. 

Q Can you take it? 

a Let me see whether I can, without any guarantees 


by way of a response. 


Q On Lebanon, besides the statements which you 
issued early this week about the concern that you have and the 
end of the violence, is the United States Government taking any 
initiative somehow to try to possibly alleviate the whole 
suffering? I know that your involvement is less and less, but 
what are you doing besides just statements? 


A Well, since you are half answering your question, 
and [ have provided at least the other half the other day in 
that very statement, I think I've accommodated all your 
requirements. 


g What is the status of the Department's inquiry 
into the Waldheim matter? 


a My understanding is that it's still being looked 
into. I don't have anything beyond that. 


Pat? 


~~ MORE -- 
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Q Rev. Balzak is in town and apparently painting a 
pretty bleak picture about the situation right now in South 
Africa. Do you have anything on what the State Department's 
feeling is right now about where things are going? Do you see 
it as bleakly as he does? Or do you see some signs of progress 
over there? 


a The Secretary made a speech this week on that 
very subject, and I would be inclined to refer you to that. I 
have nothing that takes it beyond that. That was an overall 
estimate of the way things are and a vigorous presentation of 
the U.S. position. 


Debbie. 


Q Bernie, the U.S.-Canada trade tariffs went into 
effect today. What's the State Department's estimation of the 
long-term effect of this little war? 


A I had something the other day that I offered to 
share with you. Obviously, the hope is that these things can 
be taken care of, but I[ cannot make any prediction as to how 
long this will endure on the calendar. I just refer you to my 
observations a couple of days ago on that very issue. 


Q Bernie, on Central America, does the State 


Department still support the views expressed in Habib's letter 
to the several members of the Hill? 


A I don't have anything beyond what a senior 
official had to say about a week or so ago when he addressed 
that very subject, having to do with Habib's letter and, 
particularly, with various phrases in that letter. 

Q What did he say? 

A I'll get you a copy of that. 

Q Where is Habib? 


A I don't know. I don't know, to begin with, but I 
think, additionally, we fall back on the position of not 
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offering pieces of geography for security reasons as he's 
moving. I might be able to find out where he was yesterday for 
you. 


Q President Reagan is going to talk about contra 
aid this afternoon. Are you aware of any new initiatives or 
anything in that area? 


A I would suggest, if he is going to talk, you tune 


in. 

Q Bernie, on the reaction to the -- 

m4 I don't have anything on new initiatives that I 
have here. 

Q Bernie, in the reaction to the agreement between 


the Soviet Academy of Sciences and the American arms control 
group which the State Department said it was encouraged about, 
it seemed to suggest that they would rather have it on a 
government-to-government basis, but it left unclear whether you 
approve of the private agreement as it is, and whether the 
American group would be allowed to export the seismic equipment. 


A Let me take a look at that, if I can. 


Q Anything more on the chemical export controls to 
Syria? 


fe) You did get an anthology of TQ's yesterday in the 
afternoon. There is some additional material that [I could make 
available to you as well. All those interested raise your 
right hand. Okay. So -- 


Q Can you pronounce all the chemicals? 

A You got the chemicals? 

Q Yes. 

ZI You got ‘em. The question is, can I pronounce 


them. 


Q We'd like you to read them, Bernje. 
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7 No, but the question is, can I pronounce them? 
(Laughter) And I'll pass on that. 


Let me just add one or two in a general way, on 
amplification perhaps on some of the -- we've all seen the 
TQ's, I take it? They've made the rounds? Well, have they? 
Have you seen the TQ's, the TQ'‘'s on Syria, chemical weapons and 
so forth? 


Q What is a TQ? 
Q Taken question. (Laughter) 


a Let me just say, to get back on a somewhat more 
serious tone, in spite of the export controls the United States 
and other Western industrialized countries have imposed on 
certain chemicals precursors, it is apparent that [ran, Iraq, 
and Syria continue to find sources of supply. These sources, 
however, are becoming more difficult to find and more expensive. 


The United States is working on a confidential basis 
with the countries concerned to further restrict the 
availability of these chemicals. Having said that, I cannot 
comment further on just what those sources might be. 


Q Is that the Soviet Union? 


A [ cannot comment. I['m saying that the U.S. is 
working confidentially to see what can be done about 
restricting the outflow of those particular chemicals known as 
precursors for chemical weapons. 


Max. 


Q Bernie, yesterday, you were quite emphatic. I 
read your statement very carefully on Lebanon, putting the 
credibility of this Administration on the line, “There must be 
a ceasefire now," and so forth. 


Do you see any possibility that King Hussein could be 
helpful in that regard in terms of trying to find some 
settlement, peaceful arrangements? 
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a) Max, I'm going to have to decline the invitation 
to speculate about the King's role. 


Q Bernie, do our export controls on chemical 
substances in any way, similar to our controls on the sale of 
weapons, do those controls in any way influence a second 
country's flow-through of those products to Syria, Iran, or 
Iraq? 


A I don't have that specifically. I would think 
so. But let me take that and get an answer for you on that. 


Q Bernie, in the normal course of things, the 
United States and Israel share a lot of intelligence; and I 
remember last fall at the time of the Pollard arrest, for a 
while, I believe, we were told that that was being suspended 
slightly, or changed for awhile. And then after Sofaer went, 
it was. you know, business-as-usual, back to normal. 


What is the status of that now? 
A I don't have anything for you on that. 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:48 P.M.) 
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Posted: June 9 


TAKEN QUESTION 





Question taken at Noon Press Briefing of June 6, 1986 


LEBANON: PLO FIGHTERS RETURNING 





Does the return of PLO fighters to Lebanon violate any 


agreement reached with the U.S. and Lebanon in 1982? 


A. 


* 
e 


--WE HAVE NO COMMENT ON AGREEMENTS THAT MAY HAVE BEEN 
ENTERED INTO WITH VARIOUS PARTIES IN 1982 CONCERNING THE 


DEPARTURE OF PALESTINIAN FIGHTERS FROM BEIRUT. 


--AS WE HAVE NOTED MANY TIMES, THERE IS NO MILITARY 
SOLUTION TO LEBANON'S POLITICAL PROBLEMS. MILITIAS SHOULD 
BE DISARMED. THE RETURN TO LEBANON OF ARMED ELEMENTS OF 


ANY AFFILIATION CANNOT END THE FIGHTING OR ADVANCE THE 


CAUSE OF PEACE. 








Posted: June 6, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the June 6, 1986 daily press briefing: 


NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL 





Q. In t “eaction to the agreement between the Soviet Academy 
of Scier.¢« ‘nad American Arms Control group (NRDC) which the 
State De ‘sent said it was encouraged about, it seemed to 


suggest tnact they'd rather have it on a government-to-government 
basis, but its left unclear whether you approve of the private 
agreement as it is, and whether the American group would be 
allowed to export the seismic equipment. 

A.-- YES, IT IS TRUE THAT WE BELIEVE THAT ISSUES WITH SUCH ST9°ONG 
NATIONAL SECURITY IMPLICATIONS AS NUCLEAR TESTING ULTIMATELY *US7 


BE DISCUSSED IN A GOVERNMENT-TO-GOVERNMENT CONTEXT. 


-- NEVERTHELESS, THE AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE NRDC AND THE USS? 
ACADEMY OF SCIENCES APPEARS TO BE ENCOURAGING TO THE EXTENT 7#A~ 
IT MAY REFLECT A CHANGE IN SOVIET ATTITUDES TOWARD THE NEED 79 


SHARE ADDITIONAL VERIFICATION DATA ON NUCLEAR TESTING, 


-- WE HAVE RECEIVED FROM THE NRDC A LIST DESIGNATING THE 
EQUIPMENT THEY WISH TO TRANSFER. WE HAVE FORWARDED THIS LIST™ ° 


THOSE USG AGENCIES RESPONSIBLE FOR TECHNOLOGY TRANSFERS FOR 


PROCESSING ACCORDING TO LEGAL PROCEDURES. 
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TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the June 6, 1986 daily press briefing: 


CONTROLS ON CHEMICAL EXPORTS TO SYRIA 





Q: Are our export controls on chemical weapons-related 
substances in any way similar to our controls on the sales of 
weapons? 


A: -~ YES. ALTHOUGH INTERNATIONAL WEAPONS S\LES AND SALES OP 
CW-RELATED CHEMICALS ARE SUBJECT TO DIFFERENT LAWS, THEY 
ARE SIMILAR: 

-- UNDER MUNITIONS CONTROL, THE US DOES NOT LICENSE THE 
EXPORT OF ANY ITEMS ON THE MUNITIONS LIST, OR RELATED 
TECHNOLOGY, TO IRAN, IRAQ, OR SYRIA. 

-- SIMILARLY, UNDER FOREIGN POLICY CONTROLS, THF US DOES ° 
NOT LICENSE ANY EXPORT OF SPECIFIED CW-RELATED CHEMICALS 


TO IRAN, IRAQ OR SYRIA. 


Q: Do these controls in any way influence a second country's 
flow-through of these products to Syria, Iran and Iraq? 


A: -~- YES. IF THE EXPORTER KNOWS, OR HAS REASON TO KNOW, THA? 
THE ULTIMATE DESTINATION IS IRAN, IRAQ OR SYRIA, AN 
EXPORT LICENSE WOULD BE REQUIRED. IN SUCH A CASF, 


THE LICENSE WOULD BE DENIED. 
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
DAILY PRESS BRIEFING 


DPC #101 


MONDAY, JUNE 9, 1986, 12:39 P. M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. KALB: Good afternoon. One bit of housekeeping. 


Available in the Press Office -- copies of the 
prepared remarks by Deputy Secretary John Whitehead, luncheon 
speech, 12:30 today, here in the State Department before the 
American Stock Exchange annual Washington conference luncheon. 
The subject of the Whitehead speech, "U.S. Foreign Policy 
Today." 


I do have one -- 

Q (Inaudible) 

“ What's that? 

Q (Inaudible) -- Valeriani -- unkind thing about -- 


A Didn't see you there. [t's too bad [ missed that 
contribution to foreign policy (Laughter) 


In connection with the Berlin bombing, we would like 
to express our condolences regarding the death of Army Staff 
Sergeant James —. Goins -- G-o-i-n-s - James E. Goins who died 
this weekend of wounds received during the bombing of the 
discotheque in Berlin on April Sth. Sergeant Goins was the 
second American serviceman to have died in the attack which 
also took the life of a Turkish woman. Sergeant Goins' death 
underscores the vicious and indiscriminate nature of this 
Libyan-backed terrorist attack, and the needs of the civilized 
world to work together in countering the terrorist threat. 


That's all [ have by way of announcements or 
housekeeping, and we could go to questions 


Matt? 
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Q What comment do you have on the election of Kurt 
Waldheim as President of Austria, and related matters such as 
the inquiry as to whether he should be on a watch list here, 
and the resignation of the Chancellor in Austria? 


“ My understanding is that that question was 
addressed at the White House. I have nothing to say beyond 
what the White House has said on the specific question that 
you've asked about Waldheim and the list or two that you refer 
to. As you know, that matter is under investigation, and it is 
still, to repeat, under investigation. Other than that, I have 
nothing to say. 


Q What about the resignation of the Chancellor? 
A I don't have anything to say about that. 


Q The Chancellor was coming here later this month 
Does that invitation -- 


“ I saw -- 
Q -~=- Switch to his successor, or -- 
A [ saw a blip on that on the wires just prior to 


coming out here a little earlier this morning, but I have 
nothing by way of any comment or observation to make about that. 


Q Bernie, is the United States at this stage 
satisfied with the cooperation that it has so far gotten from 
Israel in the Pollard case? 


A Let me -- one second, please -- the United States 
is deeply concerned about the Pollard case, as we are about any 
acts of espionage. We have made our concern known to the 
governments -- [| beg your pardon -- we have made our concern 
known to the Government of Israel, and it is aware of this 


The Government of Israel issued a statement on June 
8th -- that is to say, yesterday -- stating that no espionage 
activities are being carried out against the U.S. on Israel's 
behalf and committing itself to continued cooperation 


The United States welcomes and accepts this statement, 
and Israei's renewed pledge of cooperation with the 
investigation of the remaining issues in the Pollard case. We 
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expect such cooperation in view of the close relations between 
our two countries, and we lcok forward to receiving this until 
the case is closed. 


The U.S. has no evidence of any espionage ring 
involving Israeli officials other than the ones described in 
the indictment of the Pollards We also wish to note that the 
indictment and successful prosecution was made possible through 
the cooperation of the Government of Israel 


W Copy? 
“ Copy’? Yes 
Q What further cooperation is the United States 


planning to ask for then? 


a I'm not in @ position to be specific about those 
things. I guess I would have to refer you, Don, to the 
Department of Justice 


Q Well, if you have no evidence of any further 
espionage ring, what is the point of asking for the further 
cooperation? 


a Well, 1 think I'll have to repeat what I just 
said. Last week the prosecutor talked about the investigation 
continuing, and for any specifics, 1 suspect that the only 
thing I can do -- not, obviously, to engage in speculation, 
etc. =~ 1s to refer you, indeed, to the prosecutor for any 
additional information. 


Q You say you have no evidence Obviously, they're 
investigating something. What is it that they're investigating 
if you don't --~ what's your definition of “evidence”? 

a [I'm going to have to stick with this, Don, and 


again to offer you the address of the Department of Justice for 
whatever additional information may be forthcoming. I do not 
have it. 


Ralph? 


Q Bernie, just a clarification on some of the 
language you used there. You said that there's no evidence of 
others, other than those in the indictment Are you referring 
to those who were not -- what do you make of those who were not 
indicted, but were mentioned as unindicted co-conspirators? 
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Does that include -- are you including those in this 
description? 


“ I'm saying here, and I'll read the statement that 
triggered a question or two by Don The United States has no 
evidence of any espionage ring involving Israeli officials, 
other than the ones described in the indictment of the Pollards 


Q Does that include those that are not indicted? 


i) That is exactly as it is put here, and I will not 
be in a position to amplify or specuiate about what is said 
here You're talking about the four unindicted co-conspirators. 


Q That's raght Were mentioned by the United 
States Government at the time -- 


“ Right what I - 
Q - but were not indicted. 


2) No evidence of any espionage ring involving 
Israeli officials other than the ones described in the 
indictment It seems to me that's quite clear 


Q Bernie, you say that the United States accepts 
the Israeli explanation or statement that they're not 
conducting espionage activities against the United States, but 
at the time of the Pollard operation there was a similar 
statement in force which the Israeli Government either violated 
or didn't know anything about 


How can we accept the statement when the evidence 
indicates that they either violate such statements or they 
don't know whether -- about the operations that are going on? 


a The Israeli Government issued a statement 
yesterday, and what [ am offering you today is the United 
States' reaction to what Israel had said yesterday The 
Israeli statement said, "No espionage activities are being 
carried out against the US. on Israel's behalf." It said that 
it was committing itself to continued cooperation 


What the US 186 saying today is that the United 
States welcomes and accepts this statement The statement goes 
on to say, “And Israel's renewed pledge of cooperation with the 
investigation of the remaining i.sues in the Pollarc case," 
etc., referring to what I had read earlier before 
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Q Can you tell us what those remaining issues are, 
please? 


a No. I can't That takes you back to questions 
such as, “What is the ongoing investigation focusing on?" And 
I'm not in a position to offer anything other than the address 
of the Department of Justice. 


Matt? 


Q Can you answer the question whether you're -- the 
Administration is satisfied with Israeli cooperation to date? 


i) I'm talking about -- 
Q I think that was the question. 
a Well, I'm saying that we expect such cooperation. 


Q Have you gotten it, though? 


A What I will say on that, as I think variations 
you've heard before, that the [sraeli Government has pledge to 
take appropriate action to ensure that such actions do not 
recur, and we expect it to stand by its undertaking 


Now, what we have said in the past is that we would 
expect the cooperation, and what [ have set forth today is the 
U.S. position in fact as of today 


Q You're not -- you're declining to answer the 
question -- 

2) No. 

Q Are you satisfied with Israeli cooperation so far? 

A I have also said we wish to note that the 


indictment and successful prosecution was made possible through 
the cooperation of the Government of Israel. 


Q Bernie - 


Q In what way, Bernie? What did the Government of 
Israel provide that the Justice Department didn't know before 
that made the prosecution possible? 
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A You're inviting me to embark into an area that I 
cannot help you, but let me just emphasize this point ina 
response to Matt's question and some others here. 


Israel has cooperated in accordance with the terms of 
its arrangement with the Department of Justice. 


Q On that point, the Director of the FBI, Judge 
Webster, says their cooperation has been rather limited. Do 
you have any indication that their cooperation is going to be 
less limited now that they've made this renewed pledge that you 
speak of? 


A The U.S. position, as I have just set it forth, 
reflects the view of all elements of the Administration. We 
have said we welcome and accept the Government of Israel's 
renewed pledge of full cooperation. 


Quotes from unidentified sources are entitled to no 
weight, and these and other uninformed statements do not 
represent the Administration's views. 


Q Are you talking about Judge Webster? 


Q Are you talking about the FBI Director on the 
record? 


A I am talking -- I am not going to address this 
last quotation in any specific way. I[ will just have to let it 
stand as I have offered it here to you. 


Q Well, his statement was on the record, so what 
did you -- 
Well, so is mine. 
Q No, no. But cid you just refer to unidentified -- 
A I said uninformed, and I talked about 


unidentified sources and uninformed statements. Now, if you'd 
like, I'd run through that sentence again. 


Q So that could apply to -- 


A We have said -- 
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Q We want to know whether you're saying that the 
FBI Director on the record is uninformed. That's what we want 
to know, if that's what you're saying. 


s I understand your question. 


Q We understand what you're saying about 
unidentified people and about sources and all of that that you 
usually do -- 


A The one failure of understanding here is that I 
have said what I'm going to say on this particular thing. I 
appreciate the thrust of your questions, but I'm going to stand 
with my reply, that [I'm not going to speculate beyond what is 
set forth here. 


Q Bernie, does the United States feel that it's 
appropriate that the people who have been, as you put it, 
identified in connection with the Pollard case as being those 
who were directing the espionage operations have been rewarded 
by Israel in one way or another by promotion or by naming to -- 
being named to some more important post there following the 
disclosures? 


rs Don't have anything for you on that, Don. 


Q Has the U.S. talked to [srael about its concern 
on that score? 


Aa I cannot be specific by way of replies. 
Obviously, there is ongoing communication, as you know, but 
insofar as specifics, I am not in a position to offer anything 
along those lines. 


Q Any progress in providing access to those who 
have not yet been interviewed by agents of the U.S. Government? 


A I don't have anything on that. You might try the 
Department of Justice. 


Q The last time the State Department led the 
delegation. You're saying there will be no State Department 
participation in that? 

A In what? 


Q Judge Sofaer led the delegation the last time. 
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a And therefore? 


Q Well, if we are to get access to these people, 
would there not be another delegation from the United States 
going along? 


A I can't answer that. I would be stepping outside 
of the range of information that [ have. I just don't know the 
answer to that, John. 


Q Does Sofaer plan to go back to pursue the Pollard 


case? 

a Well, I thought there was an echo of that in 
John's statement -- in John's question. I don't have anything 
on that. 


Let's take a visitor, if I may, from Egypt. 


Q About visit of King Hussein. He has been 
received today by the President. Later on he will be 
negotiating with Mr. Shultz and Mr. Murphy. Can you tell us 
anything about the talks here and whether United States is 
going to offer military aid to Jordan, and if there is any kind 
of doubt that there is sabotage about the helicopter event? 


A On the last point first, [ have nothing beyond 
what was offered on Friday. On the first point second, it was 
my understanding that there was going to be a readout. 


(To staff) Did the readout in fact take place at the 
White House? 


STAFF: (Indicates in affirmative) 


A [t did, or it should have, by a senior official 
whose name we shared with you the other day. And so that I am 
in a position of having nothing additionally to offer beyond 
the backgrounder that it was my understanding took place at the 
White House about an hour ago. 


Please? 

Q In his speech in Budapest, Mr. Gorbachev today 
made an offer to cooperate in a kind of international 
organization to fight nuclear terrorism -- that is, stealing 


nuclear weapons, materials for preparing nuclear weapons. 
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Are you familiar with this speech already? 


a) I don't have -- I am not in any specific way, and 
I have nothing on it at this point. 


Q Bernie, can we come back to Hussein for just a 
second? 


A Let me go back over here. All right. Go ahead. 


-- MORE - 
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Q Just a cleanup thing on Hussein. Do you expect a 
readout of any sort after Shultz' meeting with Hussein this 
afternoon? 


a No, I do not. 


Q What is the State Department's position on the 
Senate compromise on the U.S.-U.K. Extradition Treaty? 


a) That process, as you know, is still underway and 
therefore [ cannot be very specific by way of setting forth any 
details on any reported compromise. That obviously is 
something that the Senate is involved or responsible for doing. 


Do let me note, however, that the State Department, 
the Administration, is grateful to Senator Lugar for his 
constructive efforts to work out a compromise and, as well, to 
the Democratic Senators involved. 


The State Department is, indeed, working with the 
Senators to see whether it might not be possible to come up 
with an arrangement that would be acceptable to all. That's 
about the extent of what [ have on that. 


John? 


Q Going back to the LaBelle Disco thing, or at 
least tangentially, has the Administration gotten any evidence 
that Qadhafi has ordered new operations against the United 
States? For a long while, it was fairly evident that Qadhafi 
was keeping a lower profile. Now apparently there are 
indications he has begun to order new operations. Do you know 
anything about that? 


A I do not. I have nothing on that, John. 

Ralph? 

Q Speaking of Berlin, is the U.S. satisfied with 
the change in arrangements that apparently has been announced 


by the East German Government with regard to diplomatic 
transfers from one side of the city to the other? 


a I do have some guidance here, buf I think the 
bottom line that comes out on this thing, to get to a reply 
Quickly to your question, is that it remains to be seen. With 
that as a preface, giving you the top, so to speak, at the 
bottom, or more immediately, let me sort of provide a context 
of response. 
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The understanding here is that on June 7, the GDR 
Foreign Ministry circulated a diplomatic note to accredited 
Diplomatic Missions thanking them for their understanding for 
the “temporary measures" announced in the previous note of 21 
May and announcing the issuance of new “forgery proof" 
diplomatic identity documents on June 15. 


The details and actual implementation of the new GDR 
document [D's remain to be seen. We therefore cannot make any 
definitive statement about the substance of the announced GDR 
action at this time, other than to reaffirm the Allied view 
that the GDR possesses no competence for matters affecting 
Berlin and the Allies have never recognized any measures by the 
GDR to hamper freedom of movement within greater Berlin. 


The GDR note of May 21 also attempted to impose new 
controls on the movement of diplomats and other persons based 
in the Western sectors of Berlin to and from the Eastern part 
of the city. The question of freedom of circulation within 
greater Berlin is of paramount importance for the United States 
and for our Allies. This includes freedom of circulation for 
individuals living in the Western sectors. 


We are in close consultation with the United Kingdom 
and France which, together with the United States, possess 
special responsibilities for Berlin, and with our other NATO 
and Western Allies on these matters. 


As necessary, we will continue to approach the Soviets 
to insure their compliance with their responsibilities under 
the quadripartite administration of Berlin. 


So to pick it up at the outset, Ralph, the details and 
actual implementation of the new GOR diplomatic ID's remain to 
be seen. 


Q Copy, Bernie? 


A Yes, of course. 

Q Bernie, do you have any details on that Soviet 
arms shipments to Nicaragua? 

A No, I don't have anything on that. 

Q Is there going to be some sort of release later 


in the week on that issue? 


a I'd just rather not speculate about anything 
along those lines. 
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Q How about the West Germans -- the West German 
hostages, or the contra hostages, however you want to describe 
them? 


6 The UNO --— the United Nicaraguan Opposition -- 
and the German representatives are continuing to attempt to 
develop a plan for the release of the eight German citizens 
that ensures the safety of the Germans and the FON force that 
is attempting to release them. 


The U.S. role is to facilitate communications, as 
you've heard me say before, as far as you can facilitate 
communications. We hope that the Sandinistas will cooperate in 
this effort so that this unfortunate situation will quickly be 
brought to a safe conclusion. 


Q Any comment on the Sandinista deadline? 


a No, I do not have any comment on the Sandinista 
deadline, other than to reiterate what I have just said, that 
we hope that the Sandinistas will cooperate so that these eight 
West Germans can, in fact, be freed as quickly as possible. 


Q The Sandinistas have said they may use force to 
bring about the release. Would you consider that cooperation? 


A I think the answer is implicit in your own 
question. 

Q Do you have anything on progress on the Contadora 
redrafting of -- yet another crack at redrafting a treaty? 

A I really don't have anything to say. It's my 


understanding that a redrafting, as you are suggesting, is not 
in the public domain and therefore it would be inappropriate 
for the United States to speculate or comment at this time. 


Q Anything on the Haiti situation, Bernie? 

A Haiti? In what sense? 

Q Elections. 

A Well, on elections, let me just give you the U.S 


reaction. We regard free elections in Haiti as an essential 
step in the establishment of functioning democracy in Haiti, 
and the U.S. is pleased that the provincial government has 

announced a timetable covering the entire electoral process. 
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Q Is that it? 
A That's (inaudible) 
Q The timetable, as I recall, doesn't call for the 


President to be elected until February of 1988. Do you think 
that's a legitimate timetable or is it too long? 


A Well, [I'm not going to make a judgment call on 
that. I'm going to pass on that. 

Ralph? 

Q Forgive me if I missed this. I was away last 


week. Have you atinounced yet the Secretary's trip to Asia? 


‘ No, we have not. 

Q Have you announced a trip to the Middle East yet? 

A No, we have not. 

Q Anything on that subject? 

Q Do you have anything to say about a Secretarial 
trip? 

A I don't have anything beyond what I said about a 


week or ten days ago in connection with the second question, 
that is to say, having to do with a Middle East trip. I simply 
have nothing to announce. 


Q But the Secretary said he was going to Manila I 
think we assume that's correct. 


a Well, if he said it, I'll take his word for it as 
well. (Laughter) 


Q Could 1 ask -— some State Department officials 
announced this morning they were going to Riga, Latvia, to -- 


A To? 
Q Riga, Latvia, to participate in a Chautauqua-type 


conference. What is the current position from the 
Administration on whether Latvia is part of the Soviet Union? 


A [I'm glad you asked me that question. fhe U.S. 
does not recognize forceable incorporation of the Baltic 
republics into the Soviet Union after the conclusion of World 
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War II. And in that connection, any U.S. officials who turn up 
at that gathering will not meet with any local or provincial 
officials there. 


Q Will this be the first time that U.S. officials 
went there for sucha -- 


a I don't know, Matt. Let me try to take the 
question if you want me to follow up on your curiosity. I 
simply don't know. 


Q They will meet, I guess, with Soviet national -- 


a Yes, they will. But it's my understanding that 
there was an announcement early today that set forth a general 
outline of the general scenario of what is anticipated for 
Riga. I don't have all the details. The answer is, yes, there 
will be a number of U.S. officials who will, indeed, attend. 
But the fact that it will be taking place in Riga in Latvia has 
to be seen in the context of what [I just said: No recognition 
by the United States of forceable incorporation, etc. 


Ralph? 


Q Bernie, one more back on Waldheim, if I may, 
please. I'm not quite sure I understood what the White House 
said earlier, and maybe you can help with that or not. It's my 
impression that what was said was that even if the Justice 
Department wants to exclude Waldheim from a visit in the 
future, that the White House has announced today that it 
considers diplomatic immunity to be superior to -- ina 
bureaucratic sense -- any kind of lower-level exclusionary 
device. Is that the impression that was meant to be left? 


A {i did at the outset set forth that [ have nothing 
to say beyond what the White House has said, and I indeed do 
have nothing to say other than to reiterate what [ did, that 
the investigation was and is still continuing. 


Q Bernie, I have a question about -- 
a Sure. 
Q -- the release of the Bay of Pigg prisoner. Is 


the Administration suggesting that Mr. Montero was released in 
part as a result of humanitarian appeals by this Government to 
the Cuban Government? 


A I don't have anything that would specifically 
address the question as you put it. But I do have some things 
in connection with the release, and why don't I share them with 


you. 
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Three former political prisoners recently visited the 
U.S. Interests Section in Havana to apply for admission intu 
the United States. These individuals reported that 17 
individuals, including themselves, had been released from 
prison through the intercession of Jacques Cousteau. They are 
-- and [I will make available at the conclusion of the briefing 
the entire roster of names. 


Let me just pick it up at that point. Under the 
Mariel Migration Agreement, former political prisoners may seek 
entry into the United States as refugees. This agreement was 
suspended by the Cuban Government on May 20, 1985, avowedly as 
a response to the start of Radio Marti programs of the Voice of 
America. 


Cuba's acties: Cuban's action forced the U.S. 
Government to susrend retugee and preference immigrant visa 
processing at the U.S. Interests Section in Havana. The U.S. 
Government stands ready to implement the Mariel Agreement once 
Cuba resumes implementation and accepts the return of 
Marielitos who are excludable under U.S. law. 


While the U.S. has handled, since May '85, some 
ex-political prisoners on an exceptional basis outside the 
framework of the Mariel Agreement, there is now no refugee 
processing at the U.S. Interests Section, that is to say, in 
Havana. 


Under these circumstances, former Cuban political 
prisoners who wish to leave Cuba may seek resettlement in other 
democratic nations. And, yes, I'll pass that out as well. 


Q And the 17 names? 


Aa And the 17 names as well. the roster --— two, 
four, six, (inaudible) 


Q So what you're saying is this person was admitted 
under an extraordinary procedure which will not be extended to 
the rest of the 17? 


a Because -- what I am saying is that because of 
ihe action taken by Cuba, there was a suspension action on the 
part of the United States. That being the case, there is no 
processing center available at the present time at the U.S. 
Interest Section in Havana. Therefore, as it winds up saying, 
former Cuban political prisoners who wish to leave Cuba may 
seek resettlement in other democratic nations. 
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You won't say that former political prisoners 
will not be allowed to come to the United States. You're just 
inviting them to go someplace else? 


A Well, I'm saying that there is no refugee 
processing center for U.S. Interests Section. There have been 
some, as I noted, some ex-political prisoners who were handled 
on an exceptional basis outside the framework of the Mariel 
Agreement. I do not have a number of those who actually want 
admission into the United States. 


And coming out of that there is the position as set 
forth here. 


Matt? 


Q Has travel been stepped up or resumed between the 
United States and Havana? 


6 There might be something we have at the Press 
Center after the briefing that addressed that question. We 
don't have anything here 

Q Can you make that available along with -- 


2) Yes, we'll take a look at that as well. 


Q Thank you. 


(Press briefing concluded at 1:05 p.m.) 











Taken Question from June 9, 1986 


Posted: June 10, 1986 


Has there been a change in the number of people traveling 
from the U.S. to Cuoa? 

WE HAVE NOU STATISTICS ON THE NUMBER OF SUCH PERSUNS. 

FOR ITS PART, THE OFFICIAL CUBAN COMMUNIST PARTY NEWSPAPER 
"GRANMA® ASSERTED IN I’S JUNE 6 ISSUE “HAT CUBA HAS NUT 
ALTEKED ITS PULICY REGARDING TRAVEL BY CUBAN-AMERICANS TO 
CUBA. “GRANMA® ASSERYS THAT THE OWLY EXCEPTIONS TU THE 
PROHIBITIUN AGAINST TRAVEL TU CUBA BY CUBAN-AMERICANS HAVE 
BEEN ThUSE GRANLED TU ABUUY 1,500 WhHUSE IMMEDIATE FAMILY 
MEMBERS IN CUBA WERE “SERIUUSLY ILL UR HAVE DIED.* 
HUWEVER, ACCORDING YU TRE “GRANMA® AKLICLE, A FURTHER 
2,5UU HAVE BEEN GRANYVED ENTRY BECAUSE THEY ARE POLITICALLY 
ACCEPYABLE 1U ihe REGIMe <-- Aly UPEN ADMISSION YHAT CUBA IS 
DISCRIMINATING UN PULITICAL GROUNUS AMUNG CUBAN-AMERICANS 


DESIRING 4U VISIa The COUNTRY, 


BEST AVAILABLE GOUMENT 


Posted: June 19, 1996 





TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the June 9, 1986 Gaily press briefinc: 


Chautaugua-Style Conference in Riga, Latvia 


Q: Is the upcoming Chautauqua-style conference in Riga the 

first time 0.8. Officials have gone to Latvia or any of the 

other Baltic States? 

A: -- NO. OFFICERS FROM THE UNITED STATES EMBASSY IN MOSCOW 
AND THE CONSULATE GENERAL IN LENINGRAD TRAVEL TO 
LATVIA, LITHUANIA, AND ESTONIA REGULARLY ON CONSULAR 


BUSINESS. 


oo PARTICIPATION IN THIS PRIVATELY SPONSORED MEETING IN 
RIGA BY SENIOR U.S. GOVERNMENT OFFICIALS IN NO WAY 
SIGNALS A CHANGE IN U.S. POLICY OF NONRECOGNITION 
TOWARD THE ANNEXATION OF THE BALTIC STATES INTO THE 
SOVIET UNION. 


oo IN FACT THE SOVIET ORGANIZERS HAVE BEEN INFORMED THAT 
THE US DELEGATION WILL REITERATE PUBLICLY OUR POLICY 
ON THE BALTIC STATES. 


co IN JUNE, 1985, THE CHAUTAUQUA INSTITUTION SPONSORED A 
CONFERENCE ON US-SOVIET RELATIONS. DURING THE FIVE 





DAY CONFERENCE, U.S. POLITICAL, ACADEMIC, AND CULTURAL 
COMMUNITY LEADERS ENGAGED IN SERIOUS AND LIVELY 
DISCUSSION WITH THEIR SOVIET COUNTERPARTS IN THIS 
PRIVATELY SPONSORED FORUM. 


se WE ARE PLEASED THAT A SIMILAR FPORMAT IS BEING ADOPTED 


THIS YEAR BY THE SOVIETS IN A RECIPROCAL EVENT. 
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(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. KALB: Okay. One brief announcement, some of 
which I suspect you've heard before, so this is by way of a 
reminder, that the Secretary tonight delivers an address on the 
Administration's policies on free and fair trade; dinner 
meeting, Economic Club of New York, June 10, today; the Hilton 
Ho‘ 1, 6th and 52nd or S3rd, I think. Barring the usual 
tec.inical difficulties, speech will be piped into the Press 
Briefing room starting at about 7:15 this evening. There will 
also be Q&A, and there will be no admission charge here. If 
you have any further questions, the contact in New York is Nina 
Jorkowski. She represents the Economic Club, and that number 
in New York is (212) 308-8880. 


To the anticipated question of when will the advance 
text be available, I'm in a position to confess that I don't 
know It is, obviously, still being worked on, and I 
appreciate the urgencies, etc., and as soon as it is possible 
to be released, it will be. 


Q Why don't you just spare us the suspense and tell 
us if there's any news in this speech? 


AQ That's right Well, you don't want me to take 
away the responsibility for which you're paid, do you? 


Q Why don't 1 narrow the question. Would you just 
tell us if it's about economics? (Laughter) Since it's the 
Economic Club. 


A Free and fair trade. 
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Q Well, that's sort of economics. 


D 


Sort of economics. (Laughter) Okay. 
Q We have a yen for this. 


A We have a yen. All right. What accounts for all 
this jollity today? 


Q You think that's jollity? 


A Well, you have an opportunity to improve it, 
Barry. 


Q I'll let Matt Quinn go first when you're through 
with your announcements. 


o Through. 


Q The West German Interior Ministry says that an 
American was arrested there earlier this year on espionage 
charges, charged with selling secrets, or passing secrets to 
the Soviet Bloc. Can you tell us anything more about that case? 


is) I do not -- I cannot, Matt. I got a glance at 
the story a little while ago on the wires, and [I haven't had an 
opportunity yet to run it through the machinery. Let me take a 
look and see what is possible without being certain about 
anything by way of a response. 


Barry? 


Q Bernie, on Syria, sometimes the Administration 
points a very sharp accusing finger at Syria for terrorism. At 
other times it implores Syria to assist in the rescue of 
American and other nationals held hostage someplace in Lebanon. 


The New York Times today has a story that suggests the 
Administration has reached some tentative conclusions at least 
about whether Syria is as culpable as Libya, for instance, in 
terrorism. 4 





Can you, with or without reference to the Times story, 
give us some sort of an idea of how the Administration now 
looks at Syria, which I understand now the Administration hopes 
will help in a Mideast peace process? So it's all very 
confusing. 


What is the judgment? Is Syria a terrorist-supporting 
country? Isn't it? What do you know? 
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A Barry, what I would do by way of a reply is to 
recall the profile of Syria as set forth, I think it was a 
couple of weeks ago, right from here. I'd be happy to get that 
for you in the Press Room at the conclusion of the briefing. 


But insofar as the story itself, setting forth a 
definitive outline of Syria vis-a-vis terrorism, I don't know 
that that's the case. The way [ read it, there were some 
assessments made on the run, and it was put together in a 


package. 


The more definitive profile would be the one that I 
refer you to, and we could get it for you afterwards. 


Q And the point would be that whatever is in there 


A The point would be -- 
Q -— nothing has changed since. 


A That is correct. The point would be, among other 
things, that Syria remains on the U.S. terrorism list, and that 
our policy applies to the perpetrators of terrorism and to 
whatever state sponsors terrorism. 


And I think that you will find that -- the rest of it 
there, and ['d make it available. 


Q I think there are five countries on the list. 
Does the State Department sort of have a notion of whether some 
classify as five-star terrorists and others only as maybe three 
stars? Because one of the points of the story is that Syria, 
whatever Syria may or may not have done, it's not on the same 
plateau with Libya. Is that a fair judgment? 


i) I'm not going to enter a rating situation. I 
pass on that one. 


Ralph? / 


Q Bernie, could I just come back for a second to 
Matt's question about the Bonn announcement? 


q Sure. 


Q Just to put into the hopper as you look in it the 
notion, as you may have read it in the story, that the Bonn 
Government says, announces, that this arrest of the American 
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former Navy and Army officer took place earlier this year. 

This is not something that occurred today. It was merely 
something that came to light today. Therefore, I think we can 
assume that the U.S. Government has considerable information on 
this, and I'd like to make a request that when you look into 
it, you keep that in mind with the idea of revealing as much as 
you possibly can about this whole -- 


A Question noted in all its abundant ramifications. 

Q Can I ask another question on the -- 

A Dick? Wait a minute. What about a colleague, 
Dick? 

Q Go ahead 

Q Are you ready? 

Q No. I want you to go ahead. 

Q The Government of Nicaragua says that -- 

4 Things have changed since you've been here lately. 

Q (Inaudible) 

i The Government of -- ? 

Q Nicaragua says that the West Germans that were 
captured -- I'm sorry -- the Contras say that the West Germans 


that were captured were in Sandinist uniforms and not volunteer 
workers. Do you have information on that to verify that? 


A What I understand has been noted, that is to say, 
that the United Nicaraguan Opposition has reported that the 
West Germans were carrying weapons and wearing military attire 
when captured by the Nicaraguan Resistance on May 17th, and 
that is the UNO report 


Insofar as the U.S. 186 concerned, I have nothing to 
add to that report, so [ can make no contributing assessments. 


Q Do you know anything of confirmation -- 
A No. [| have nothing to add to that. 


Q And what 15 - 


Q What is that? Where? That's what -- 
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a I don't have the origin of that particular report. 
Q That's what the UNO has told the -- 


i) That is what [I understand, and that is what I'm 
sharing with you. 


Q And what is the nature, if any, of the dialogue 
between the United States and the Contras as pertaining to the 
release of the West Germans? 


“ Well, let me sort of share with you what I have 
here, and my efforts are sort of -- get what amounts to a 
Sitrep as things stand now on that. 


The eight Germans remain with the Resistance group, 
and efforts continue to develop a satisfactory method for 
resolving this situation. We hope it will be brought to a 
quick and safe conclusion. 


It's important to bear in mind the conditions under 
which the Germans are being held. They are not being held 
pending concessions by the Sandinistas, and there have been no 
demands associated with their release by the UNO beyond means 
to ensure their safety, and that the release does not 
jeopardize the UNO forces in the process of releasing of the 
eight. 


The Sandinistas have disrupted several attempts by the 
Nicaraguan Resistance to turn the eight captured West German 
citizens over to German authorities or to an international 
organization such as the Red Cross. In spite of their having 
prevented the Germans' release, the Sandinistas have threatened 
military action if the Germans are not released. 


The Ortega public threat to use military force to 
resolve the matter is confirmation of Sandinista willingness to 
exploit this situation for propaganda purposes even at the risk 
of the Germans' safety. We hope that the Sandinistas will 
forego further exploitation of the situation for propaganda 
purposes and respect the cease-fire, cooperate in developing a 
release plan so that the situation can be resolved quickly and 
safely. 


Q Can you elaborate on how the Sandinistas have 
interrupted efforts to release the West Germans? 


A Well, let me give you a few specifics that I 
could -- that have been assembled. 
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Let's go back to the possibility of a release on June 
5. It appeared on that day that a plan which protected the 
security for all involved had been devised for the release of 
the eight West Germans. The UNO carried out the release 
procedure despite well-justified fears that the Sandinistas 
would attack the UNO forces before or immediately following the 
release. 


The Sandinista helicopter sent to pick up the Germans 
failed to arrive at the site selected for the release, even 
though the UNO had provided its location to the representatives 
of the West Germans who passed it on to the Sandinistas. In 
fact, on the morning of June 6 -- that is to say, the very next 
day after the helicopter did not turn up at the designated site 
-- on the morning of June 6, Sandinista troops briefly engaged 
the UNO. The Germans, as it turned out, reportedly were not 
injured. 


Now, over this past weekend, there has been an 
alternative plan that's been in the process of being developed 
-~- an alternative plan to bring about the release of the 
eight. The discussions included the UNO, the German 
representatives, and the Sandinistas working in their 
respective areas. 


But at this particular point the specific details have 
not yet been fully worked out, and it's our understanding that 
a cease-fire is in effect until 6:00 tonight, local time -- 
that is to say, 8:00 here in Washington -- to facilitate the 
release of the group. 


Ending on that note, facilitating the release of the 
group, obviously, I'm not in a position to say whether or not 
the facilitation will in fact produce the release. That 
cease-fire as of now runs through 8:00. 


Q What is the U.S. view of this whole incident? I 
mean, where -- does the United States think that UNO was 
justified in taking these West Germans captive? 


A Well, let me say about that, that the fact is 
that the Contras at this particular point want to see how the 
eight West Germans can be in fact released, and that's about 
where I'm going to leave it at this particular point. 


Q Can you make copies available for us? 
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A I really can't, Matt. I'm working off 
hieroglyphics. 
Q Can I just ask you two quick questions on that. 


I take it the United States has been, at the request of the 
Bonn Government, in direct contact with the Contras, trying to 
bring about some way of release, is that right? 


4 I would not dispute that, obviously. 
Q And -- 
2) I would imagine the Contras are fully cognizant 


of both the West German and the U.S. desire that the eight be 
released. 


Q In a matter related to that, have we received a 
protest from the Swiss Government about mishandling Swiss 
citizens or Swiss finance property in Nicaragua? 


A The U.S. has received no protest. No protest 
from the Swiss Government. 


Q Have you received anything less than a protest? 
Because [ don't think they said they were protesting; they said 
they were -- 


A Fair enough. Let me see whether there's been 
some semantic slight-of-hand in this. 


Q When you said before that the Sandinistas had 
disrupted several attempts to bring about an exchange, was the 
failure of the helicopter to appear, the rendezvous point, a 
disruption? Is this one of the disruptions you meant? 


A I can't begin to pick and choose among different 
aspects of the plan, nor do [ have the full details of whatever 
agreed-upon scenarios in front of me, so I just -- I can't pick 


and choose, and you'll have to work off the description. 
Q (Inaudible) ° 


A I understand, St:v But you'll have to work off 
the description as it has been vresented to me. 


Q I have one last clarification, if I may. The 
Contra forces that were attacked on the 6th of June in the 
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morning, these were presumably the Contra forces that hold the 
West Germans who are being sought? 


a Yes, because I note here that in that clash, and 
I don't know the dimensions of it, the Germans reportedly were 
not injured. 


Q This does not preclude an attack -- 

a You're talking about -- 

Q -- in the north where they're not held either. 

m4 You're talking about the morning of June 6th? 

Q Right. 

a No. It would have to be, in the context here, in 


that general area of where the West Germans were. 


Q Bernie, there were several disruptions. You gave 
us some details about one of them. Can you give us any details 
on any others? 


A Well, I gave you something about a release on 
June 5th. 

Q A plan that - 

A For the release on the Sth. 

Q Right. 

fe You had this little encounter on the 6th -- 

Q Oh, you separate -- you consider those two 
separate episodes? 

i) Well, I don't know. I'm not calling the military 
plans. 

Q Oh, I'm just asking You said several. Okay. 

Q Those are the only ones that you have -- 

a That's all I have here That's correct. 

Q So those two are the ones that you're referring 


to. 
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“ And the fact that over the weekend they're 
working on plan -- and I don't know the number -- I really 
don't want to limit it to what has been set forth here. It 
could very well be that somebody who catalogues this in a very 
specific way may have additional details, and there may have 
been even, so far as I know, additional scenarios for the 
release. These are the ones that I have here. 


Q Bernie, if you have all these details about 
engagement and where the helicopter was supposed to land and 
whether they were wounded or not, how come you don't knew 
whether they were wearing blue jeans or olive green uniforms? 


fn Because I simply don't have that information. 
Q Could you get it for us? Because that -- I mean, 
that's very important in the context of what they claim, that 


they were unarmed. 


A 1 understand I'm prepared to take a look and 
see what is possible. 


Q New subject? 
a Yes. 
Q What is the current state of the relationship 


between the U.S. and the Government of Israel on the Lavi 
fighter? 


A Don't have anything for you on that. 
Q Nothing on that? 
Nothing. 


Q Well, while we're on current relationships 
between Israel and the United States, where stands the apparent 
agreement or lack of it between this building and the 
Department of Justice on the Pollard case, and the existence or 
non-existence of an Israeli spy ring? _ 


i) [I said everything ['m going to say on this 
subject is what I said yesterday. 


Q Do you stand on your comment that you spoke for 
the entire Administration? 
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a I just said that what I said yesterday is what I[ 
am referring you to, and I have nothing to add to what I said 
yesterday. 


Q So -- 

A In other words, the full range of comment from me 
on variations of the same question is that [I'm simply going to 
say -- I've nothing to add to what I said yesterday. 

Q Has Mr. Shultz spoken to Mr. Meese today about 


the apparent discrepancy? 


A Don't know. 


-- MORE -. 
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Q Could you take that question, please? 

I think that if the Secretary gets engaged in 
private conversations, they undoubtedly will remain private 
unless I'm instructed to share any particular details. 

Q Bernie -- 


Q So what you said yesterday then is a Government 
-- it's still an Administration -- 


Q (Inaudible) private matter? Would that be a 
private conversation? 

a) It could very well be 

Q The two Cabinet Officers talking about what the 


attitude of the U.S. Government toward Israel isn't club 
chatter. I don't think it's gossip over the fence. [t's a 
public -- 


“ No. 
Q -—- matter, isn't it? 
A [ must say I[ disagree with you. 


Q You think they just chat it up, huh? 


A No. I[ just think that there is such a thing as a 
private conversation. 

Q There are such things that you don't want to make 
public for your own parochial reasons, but don't mislabel 
them. 

a I -- 

Q It's Government business tnat's being conducted 


here, not private chitchat between two Cabinet officers 


Aa There 16 an assumption -- I think there's an 
assumption in what you say that a private conversation should 
be attached to some sort of electronic loudspeaker 


Q No, no such assumption. 


os There is such -- do you concede there being the 
right of a private conversation? 


Q "What are you having for dinner, Ed, tonight?" 
"I'm having backed beans. What are you having, George?" 
that's a private conversation 
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a I see. 


Q U.S. attitude toward the State of Israel and -- 
where there's a clear conflict between two Departments of the 
Government is -- a public matter. 


A All right. I've said what I'm going to say on 
the subject -- 


Q O.K. 


Aa -- is what I said yesterday, and I suppose we 
will wind up in disagreement as to the parameters of what 
constitutes a private conversation. 


Ralph? 


Q I've just got to ask whether your statement that 
you said what you had to say yesterday means that you do not 
believe there is a conflict, or that you simply do not wish to 
engage any further in exacerbating what we believe to be a 
conflict 


A I said that I've said all I'm going to say on the 
subject, and [ said -- 


Q But the question -- 


A -~- that yesterday .- 

Q But the question wasn't raised yesterday. 

a -- and you might consider rereading what [ said. 

Q I have reread it, but -- 

2) I have said that what I[ said [ said yesterday 
(Laughter. ) 

Q But the question didn't exist yesterday, Bernie 
The question is one that arose since .- ’ 

A Yes, and what I am saying today is in full light 
of the various points that are - 

Q 0O.K 

A -- being pointed out to me 

Q Bernie, have you talked to Pat Korten, the 


Justice Spokesman? 
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a That's a private conversation. (Laughter. ) 
Q Is Pat not working for the Government anymore? 
a There have been discussions. Whether I did or 


somebody else is beside the point. 
Q But there really is -- 
i) I have nothing to add to the whole point. 


Q -- I mean, don't you think you owe it to us, 
since you're the one who originated the statement that you were 
speaking for the entire Administration, then late in the 
afternoon the Justice Department Spokesman says in fact you 
were not speaking for Justice? 


is} I stand by what I said yesterday, and I have 
nothing to add to what [ said yesterday. The invitation to 
grid what I said yesterday into various Departments -- I think 


you could take a look at what [ said, and there it is and there 
I stand 


Q It's sort of like the emperor not having any 
clothes, Bernie. (Laughter. ) 


Q Do you have anything there on the Pan Am-—Peru 
matter? 

A Yes, I do 

To run through that -- you're talking about Pan 


American Flight 210 -- 
Q Yes. 
fs -~— taking off from Santiago, bound for L.A 


[t was ordered by Peruvian officials to land at Lima's 
International Airport when it was flying over Peruvian-claimed 
airspace without the necessary clearance from the Peruvian 
Government 


after the Pan American pilot appeared before an 
administrative board and paid a fine of $5,000, the flight was 
allowed to depart Lima The flight was detained in Lima -- 
that is to say, on the ground -- for about five hours. 


Now, why don't I just round out whatever information I 
have and exhaust it here 
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The control tower at the airport had told U.S. Embassy 
officials that there was no military escort. We know of no 
threats made to the Pan American flight. Acting on the basis 
of the failure to request clearance, Peruvian aviation 
authorities ordered the airplane to land in Lima. 


And under the general heading of why isn't there, for 
example, a civilian air agreement between the United States and 
Peru?, the answer to that is that the civil aviation agreement 
between the two countries, U.S. and Peru, was suspended two 
years ago when the two countries could not reach an agreemen: 
regarding rights to carry passengers to points beyond and 
between Peru. 


Q Did the U.S. Government attempt to intercede or 
feel it should, or does the State Department have any opinion 
of this event? 


A Obviously, when I say the control tower at the 
airport got in touch with U.S. Embassy officials ~—- 


Q Uh-huh. 


a -- no military escort -- there was some 
communication. 


Q Yes. 

a) The full range of it 1 do not know. 

Q No, but [I mean it was initiated by the control 
tower. Once the Embassy was apprised of the situation, did it 
do anything on its own initiative, or did it just let the 
Situation run itself to a resolution? 


a You mean to the administrative board and paying 
of the $5,000 -- 


Q Yes. Did the U.S. Government try to do anything 
for an American carrier caught in some flap with a foreign 
government? It would seem to be a diplomatic issue of some 
question. 

o Let me take that and try to get everything I -- 

Q As I understand it -- 


a Wait a minute, wait a minute 


Yes. 
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Q How did the Peruvian civil air authorities 
enforce their demand that an American 747 land, if there was no 
military escort? 


“ I don't have all the details, and let's put that 
under the heading of -- let's add that to Barry's question as 
well. 

Q You say -- 

Q I'm just not clear on this. 

Q -~- it was over Peruvian-claimed airspace. Is 


there a dispute as to whether or not it violated their 
airspace? Do you know where it was? 


A I cannot give you latitude and longitude on 
that. The only thing I can do is point out what the claims -- 
that is to say, the range of claim by Peru. It claims its own 
territory plus 200 nautical miles off the coast. 


The United States does not recognize the claim of 200 
nautical miles off the coast. 


Q Was this off the coast at the time? 


f As I say, I don't have latitude and longitude for 
you; this would suggest that, but [ don't have it. 

Q Is the U.S. protesting this in any way? 

i) [I don't have anything along those lines at all. 


Let me add these questions, and, since I don't have 
them, there's no reason for me to speculate on no information. 
I'll take these questions. 


Q Under what I think of as the Sofaer doctrine, 
planes, I'm sure -- and ships, [f think he would say; ['m sure I 
think he would say -- you know, there's no issue that they're 
allowed to -- That's what you did in Libya. I-+mean, you test 
international travel rights all the time and you think it's a 
perfectly decent thing to do. So there's no -- in other words, 
ask if there's some legal question in the U.S. mind whether Pan 
Am violated some principle that [ don't think the U.S. 
Government thinks exists 


Q The Sixth Fleet is going to do that 
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Q [I'm serious. 


I know Peru is not an antagonistic government, but I 
wonder if there's some legal question in the U.S. mind? They 
may not agree with Peru. Not this week. 


A O.K. 


Q Bernie, is the State Department currently 
examining, or will it examine, any of the recordings made of 
the radio traffic between the aircraft and the ground? 


A I don't have anything on that, and ['ll throw 
that in the hopper as well. 


Q Is that -- 
Q May I follow? Does the State Department regard 


this as strictly an isolated, unfortunate incident, or is it 
symptomatic of something larger? 


A You mean the airplane? 
Q Yeah. 
A O.K. Symptomatic of something larger? 0O.K. 


(Laughter. ) 
Do you want to develop that question? 


Q No, no. [ think [ left my question just fine 
myself. I mean, that's pretty good -- 


A No, but, you know, if [I'm going to pass it along, 
I'd like to understand the implication of the question. 


Q O.K. 
A Something larger, such as? 
Q In terms of a conflict between the United States 


and Peru that goes beyond the question of 200 miles. 


A I see, O.K. 


Q Bernie - 
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Q Bernie, a new subject? 
- Please, I heard. 
Q Anything new on King Hussein's visit beyond the 


BACKGROUNDER at the White House yesterday? 


_ No. 
Q This isn't quite New Zealand, but it's close. Do 
you -- (laughter). Are you aware and do you have anything to 


say on Vanuatu signing a fishing agreement with the Soviet 
Union? 


Don't. 

Q You're not aware -- not aware? 

A [I don't have anything on that. 

Q Bernie, do you have anything today on Gorbachev 


yesterday on what we should do about nuclear safety? 


A Having to do with some sort of international -- 
Q Proposal. 
A -- order on material and moral, psychological 


damage, etc., for nuclear accidents? Yes. 


The United States welcomes the General Secretary's 
proposals for international cooperation in dealing with 
accidents at nuclear power plants The proposal for a legal 
order under which countries would commit themselves to provide 
free medical assistance, dwellings, and other kinds of 
financial aid to victims of nuclear power plant accidents is a 
new idea that goes beyond existing IAEA guidelines on emergency 
assistance. 


The details of the proposal when available would 
require further study. . 


I'd like to point out that in Tokyo, at the Tokyo 
Summit, a statement was issued that called for a Convention on 
Notification and that the Board of Governors of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency -- the [AEA -- has decided 
to convene groups to draft international agreements on 
notification and emergency assistance, and the United States 
strongly supports these efforts. 
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Q Thank you for the reminder of what happened in 
Tokyo, but is the U.S. saying that Mr. Gorbachev is responding 
to a U.S. offer, or is the U.S. possibly saying that we're glad 
to see both countries moving in the right direction? 


Do you see any convergence? 


a No. I appreciate the generosity with which you -- 
Q You welcome it. 

a -- the tone of your statement. 

Q Yes. It's nice of you to tell us what you guys 


did on the same subject, but the question is, the Soviets have 
made a proposal. 


i That is right. 

Q Yes. Is it your proposal they're agreeing to, 
or do you think they're coming your way, or you're both moving 
in the same direction, or what? What are you trying to tell us? 

A I don't have a road map. I'm simply telling you 
that certain assessments were made in Tokyo and that the United 
States welcomes what the Soviet leader had put forth. 


Q Bernie, do you have anything on the radiation 
report from Finland? 


A Just let me go here 


Q Thank you. 

Q It's the same question. 

i) I'm sorry. I. didn't hear it. 

Q The radiation reports from Finland? 
2) Don't have anything ° 


Q Will you take that question? 
A Tell me precisely what the question is 
Q Has the U.S. become aware of increased radiation 


levels in Finland, and does it have any idea where those 
increased radiation levels are coming from? 
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. O.K., let me take a look at that. 
Q Is that it? 

Q Anything on Angola, Bernie? 

A On Angola. In what context? 


Q About the reported attacks by Savimbi's troops 
against the Angolan Government? 


A Nope, don't have anything on that. 


Q Anything on violence in South Africa -- the 
continuing violence? 

Only with a reference to what is taking place in 
Crossroads -- 

Q Uh-huh. 


-~ that the United States is deeply distressed by 
the renewed outbreak of fighting between rival black groups in 
the Crossroads area. 


The U.S. Embassy has conveyed U.S. concerns to the 
South African Government at both the national and the local 
levels. 


Q Does the United States have any assessment as to 
the causes of the violence? 


A Nope, don't have anything on that 
Dick -- Bill? 


Q Is the Government of Pakistan dithering over the 
question of getting aid through to the rebels in Afghanistan? 


ma On that, what I have on that is that Pakistan has 
been in the forefront of efforts to aid the Afghan people 
affected by the Soviet occupation of their country. 


The United States is working closely with Pakistani 
authorities in our efforts to extend U.S. aid to those who have 
remained in Afghanistan 


Q Bernie, would you credit Pakistan for that 
policy? That's a policy for people both in Pakistan and in 
Afghanistan? 
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A To aid Afghan people affected by the Soviet 


occupation. 

Q Wherever they may be, and whichever side of the 
border. 

2) Well, we're talking about in the context of 


humanitarian assistance. 
Q Well, I mean, they've taken in a lot of refugees. 


4 That's right. And their efforts, of course, have 
been appreciated in a variety of official statements by the 
United States. 


Q But, specifically, is there a problem in getting 
through -- how much is that aid? Half -- $15 million in -- 
” What I have is some money figures, and let me 


sort of flesh out what [ have and that ought to take care of 
that. 


A cross-border humanitarian aid program has been under 
way since summer ‘85. 


Current fiscal year: U.S. has obligated the last 3.5 
million of an $8 million allocation in FY '85. That's 3.5 out 
of 8B in FY '85. And $3 million of the $15 appropriated in 
December ‘85 -- $3 million out of $15 appropriated -- these 
have been obligated. 


U.S. anticipates no difficulty in obligating the 
remainder by the end of the current fiscal year. 


Q I have no idea what he just said (Laughter. ) 
Q Ask the question again. 
Q So $6.5 has now been obligated? 


Q The question is: Is it getting through? The 
U.S. desire to assist 15 well documented -- they say. 


A O.K. [ was -- 
Q Read that last again 


A The Afghan -- 


Q The U.S. anticipates no problem, what? 
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o In obligating the remainder by the end of the 
current fiscal year. 


There is no one single implementation mechanism in 
this new rapidly evolving program. We have opted to use 
several mechanisms rather than a single one. The Afghan 
Resistance Alliance is expected to be the principle mechanism 
through which our assistance will flow. 


In addition, the U.S. expects to continue working with 
private voluntary organizations to implement health, education, 
food and livestock projects. 


Q Bernie, does that mean that the Government of 
Pakistan is not dragging its feet in using the U.S. funds? 


A I thought I addressed that question at the very 
outset. 


Q That we're satisfied with the rate at which the 
available U.S. money is being used? 


a) I'm not going to make a judgment on satisfaction 
and so forth. I've set forth the official position on -- 


Q Obligated - 


A -- Pakistan. 

Q -~- you mean gotten it through or just designated 
it? 

A Designated, assigned to, obligated 

Q Can we have a copy of your statement? 

i) Let me see if we can't help you on that, since 


the figures -- 


Q Did the Syrians respond to our chemical exports 
ban? Have we had anything from them, communication to talk 
about? 


6 I don't know; 1l'm unaware of it. I1 simply don't 
know. ['ll take a look and see if an answer is possible. 


Q Bernie, is the Secretary of State planning to 
travel to any distant places in the next several weeks so we 
can sort of plan - 


ms Under that general heading, I'd have to answer in 
all candidness, yes. 
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Q Is the Mid East one of them? 


a I'd have to answer in all candidness that I don't 
have anything on that. 


Q What about Asia? 
me An interesting area. 


Q Yeah. (Laughter.) No, he's been frequently. I 
wondered if he felt an urge to go back again. 


o Is that a question? 
It's not a question of urge, etc. 
Q Visit new climes with new duty shops. (Laughter. ) 


A As you now, there's an ASEAN Meeting taking place 
in Manila at the end of the month 


Q Uh-huh. 


A And I think you can bet that the Secretary will 
be there. 


If you're asking me about the specifics about a formal] 
announcement -- 


Q No 

a -~ of upcoming travel - 

Q Only, you know, to make it easy to plan -- that's 
all 

a Yes Well, we're doing what we can 

Q Nobody packs for us; we have to pack ourselves. 
(Laughter. ) ° 

a My heart goes out to you, Barry (Laughter. ) 

Q Since we're all speaking here in such warm terms, 


can you tell us if the warmth has increased between the U.S 
and the Soviet Union in preparing for the next summit? 


A No thermometer readings from me 


Anything else? 
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Q Yes, please. Sorry. (Laughter.) 


Q Do you have anything today on the purported 
shipment of Soviet arms to Nicaragua? And I have a follow-up. 


A Don't have anything. I think Larry addressed 
that question. I don't have anything else. 


Q Yes. Can you recall -- give the citation or lead 
us to the point of reference where we could find a U.S. 
Government announcement that the Soviet Union had ceased 
supplying arms to Nicaragua? 


i I think you go riffle through whatever you want 
to look, and the press briefings are all available for you 
outside 


Q Do you recall any such announcement -- that the 
Soviet Union has ceased shipping arms to Nicaragua? 


A It's not a question of whether I recall or not 
Don't make me the ultimate repository of memory on that. 
You're welcome to take a look at the stacks of books outside 

Q Thank you We'll do that 

6 Thank you 


(The briefing concluded at 1:10 p.m.) 








Posted: June ll, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the June 10, 1986 daily woress briefinc: 


SWISS GOVERNMENT PROTEST OVER NICARAGUA 





Have we received a protest from the GOS about mishandling 
of Swiss citizens or property in Nicaragua? Something less 
than a formal protest? 


-- We have received no protest, formal or informal, from 


the Swiss Government concerning Nicaragua. 


-- The Swiss Ambassador to the U.S. will meet today with 


Assistant Secretary for Inter-American Affairs, Elliot 


Abrams. 





Posted: June ll, 1986 





TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the June 10, 1986 daily press briefing: 
PERU: PAN AM INCIDENT 





Q. Once the Embassy was apprised of the situation, did it co 
anything on its own initiative or did it just let the 
Situation run itself to a resolution? 
A. THE EMBASSY ASSURED THAT THERE WAS AS SPEEDY A RESOLUTION 
OF THE INCIDENT AS POSSIBLE. AN EMBASSY OFFICIAL WAS 
FULLY INVOLVED IN FACILITATING RESOLUTION OF ThE PROBLEM . 
THROUGH IMMEDIATE CONTACTS WITH PERUVIAN OFFICIALS AND 


BETWEEN PERUVIAN OFFICIALS AND THE PAN AM PILOT. 


Q. Did the US Government try to do anything for a US carrier 
caught in some flap with a foreign government? 


A. THE EMBASSY TOOK THE INITIATIVE TO SEE THAT THE PAN AM 
PLANE WAS RELEASED AS SOON AS POSSIBLE, THROUGH A VARIETY 


OF ACTIONS. 





Q. How did the Pecuvian civil aic authorities enforce theic 
demand that an American 747 land if trere was no military 
escort? 

A. THE PERUVIAN AVIATION AUTHORITIES ORDERED THE PAN AM 


FLIGHT TO LAND AND THE PILOT COMPL.ED. 


Q. Is there a Gispute over whether the plane violated tneirc 
airspace? 


A. THERE IS NO DISPUTE. THE PAN AM PLANE FLEW OVER THE 


PERUVIAN LAND MASS. ‘ 











Do you know where it was? 
WHEN IT WAS DETECTED IT WAS FLYING OVER PERUVIAN TERRITORY 


HEADING DIRECTLY TOWARD LIMA. 


Are we protesting this in any way? 

THERE ARE NO GROUNDS FOR PROTEST. THE PAN AM FLIGHT HAD 
NOT REQUESTED CLEARANCE AND WAS IN PERUVIAN AIRSPACE. “iE 
FAA FLIGHT INFORMATION MANUAL INDICATES THE REQUIREMENT 


FOR 48-HOUR ADVANCE CLEARANCE TO FLY OVER PERU. 


Is the State Department cucrently examining or will it 
examine any of the rcecordings mace of the cadio trarft.c 
between the aircraft and the ground? 


THERE IS NO NEED FOR THAT. 


Does the State Department cegarcd tris as an isolated 
incident oc as symptomatic of something larger, that :s, 
ace the Peruvians getting back at us for something ese? 


ALL INDICATIONS*ARE THAT THIS IS AN ISOLATED INCIDEN?. 
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Taken Question from Noon Briefing 6/10/86 


Q: Has the U. S. become aware of increased radiation levels in 
Finland? Where is the radiation coming from’ 


A: Our Embassy in Helsinki reports that the Government of Finland 
radiation center has confirmed radio reports of higher than normal 

radiation measurements in Kotka Citv, Finland, on the night of June 9-19. 
Levels have since returned to normal, according to the radiation center. 

The center added that there is no cause for health concern and that it 

is trving to verifv if the high readi-as were caused bv measurement /equioment 
error. The cause of high readings is still unknown. 


POSTED: JUNE 10, lyse . 


TAKEN QUES™T-ON F20M NOON BRIEFING OF JUNE 10, 1966 





Q: Has Syria cesponded to the recent U.S. ban on exports of 
chemical weapons precursors to that country? 


A: <--WE CANNOT GET INTO THE CONTENT OF DIPLOMATIC EXCHANGES 


TAKEN QUESTION Tuesday, “une 19, 1986 


GERMANY (FRC): AWPERICAN APPSSTED FOR ESPIONAGE 





Cs The West Cerman Interior Ministry Says chat. an Arerican was 
acrested chere earlier this year on espionage charges, 
chargec wich selling secrecs to the Soviet Bloc. Can you 
tell us anything more about that case? 


A: -- AN AMERICAN CITICEN WAS APRESTED iN MUNICH ON FEBRUARY 


25, 19866 ON SUSPICION OF ESPIONAGE. TIE CHARGES WERE 


SUBSEQUENTLY OROPPED AND IIf WAS RELEASED OM APRIL 24. 








POSTED: Tuesday, June 10, 1986 


Taken question from noon briefing of cSune 10, 1986. 


NICARAGUA: CAPTURED WEST GERMANS 





Q. The contras say that the West Germans that were 
captured were in Sandinista uniforms and were not 
“volunteer workers.” Do you have any information on 
that to verify that? 

A. o THOSE STATEMENTS HAVE BEEN MADE BY REPRESENTATIVES CF 
THE UNITED NICARAGUAN OPPOSITION. WE HAVE NO : 


INDEPENDENT INFORMATION ON THE SUBJECT. 


=e WE HAVE HAD OTHER REPORTS THAT NON-NICARAGUANS WHO 
WORK WITH THE SANDINISTA GOVERNMENT--INCLUDING 
VOLUNTEERS FROM WESTERN COUNTRIES--DRESS IN SANDIN-574 
MILITARY FATIGUES, RIDE IN SANDINISTA MILITARY 


TRANSPORT, AND FREQUENT SANDINISTA MILITARY FACILIT:: 


@HILE IN THE FIELD. 





a DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
' DAILY PRESS BRIEFING 


‘ INDE X 
WEDNESDAY, JUNE 11, 1986 


BRIEFER: Bernard Kalb 





SUBJECT PAGE 
ANNOUNCEMENTS 
Secretary's address to Young Political Leaders .. 1 
I EO Ee Pe eres Pere 1-3 


MIDDLE EAST 
Status of possible trip by the Secretary .. -.e. 2-5 


ARMS CONTROL 
Warsaw Pact proposal on conventicenal force 





eg a a \ eee ae ie 5-6 
NICARAGUA 
re ee en ee oo ee bee eaeeeh web eene 6,7-8 
U.S. aid to contras .. Perret. te eee 8 
JORDAN 
King Hussein's interview with the Washington Post 7 
EGYPT 
Alleged remarks by Ghazala on plany carrying 
OO eee errr tee ee Tee ee 9-10 
ISRAEL 
Pollard case ee a er Ce 9,10-11 
Be Be BUONO S cctccsceces Ter eT Oe ee Cee -_— 
SOUTH AFRICA 
Legislation calling for punitive sanctions ...... 11 
MEXICO 
Mexican debt 4 a | as 12 





DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
DAILY PRESS BRIEFING 


DPC #103 
WEDNESDAY, JUNE 11, 1986, 12:35 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 
MR. KALB: Good afternoon, everybody -- strangers, old 


faces, familiar faces. Let me read a press announcement here, 
if I may. 


The Secretary will be delivering an address here this 
Friday, Loy Henderson Conference Room, 2:30 -3:15 ON THE RECORD 
with Q&A before the National Conference for Young Political 
Leaders. He will deal, in the course of his address, with 
democratic progress in Central America and U.S. aid to the 
Nicaraguan resistance. 


The group, as I say, is the National Conference for 
Young Political Leaders. This is the fourteenth such annual 
conference that the Department has co-sponsored with the 
American Council. Some 250 elected officials and political 
activists of both parties under the age 45 -- which I suppose 
is the definition, at least here, for young -- under the age of 
45 are expected to attend. Most are state legislators, 
attorneys general, mayors, officials of Young Democrats and 
Young Republicans Anybody wanting to follow up and pick up 
some additional information, the contact is Betty Sue 
Christiana She is the conference manager at Public Affairs 
Bureau and the number is 647-3161. 


I have an announcement about an upcoming trip. 

Q Where is it to? 

“ Now, I could announce it, or would somebody like 
to stand up and announce it? We could do it either way, since 


the amount of mystery surrounding this trip could barely fill a 
thimble. 


Secretary of State George P. Shultz, accompanied by 
Mrs. Shultz and senior U.S. officials, will depart Washington 
next Friday, June 20, to visit several countries in East Asia 
and in the Pacific region. The Secretary and members of his 
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party will participate in the annual post-ministerial 
consultations with the Association of Southeast Asian Nations, 
ASEAN as we all know it, in Manila. The dates are June 26, 27, 
and 28. The Secretary looks forward to these consultations, 
which are aimed at further strengthening U.S.-ASEAN relations 
in areas of mutual interest and concern in the Southeast Asia 
region. 


Prior to his arrival in Manila -- and this gives us 
some idea of the breakdown of the itinerary, I suspect not news 
to anybody in this room, even though I am making the press 
announcement for the first time -- prior to arrival in Manila, 
the Secretary will stop in Hong Kong, Singapore, and Brunei 
before he flies on to Manila. 


On June 25, which I think is the first day that he 
arrives -- I think the first full day that he will be in Manila 
-- he will have consultations with President Aquino and senior 
officials of the Government of the Philippines. 


Following the ASEAN meetings, on June 28, he will 
visit Palau to review arrangements for the termination of the 
Micronesian Trusteeship and entering into the free association 
status. 


Insofar as the sign-up list is concerned, I'm told 
that signing up for those reporters who are in the competition 
for a seat on the Secretary's plane, that sign-up list will go 
up this afternoon, and for reasons that [I'm sure you will all 
understand, we're going to take that list down --— of 
applications -- this Friday at noon. So it goes up this 
afternoon at the conclusion of the briefing, if it is not 
already up, and it comes down at noon on Friday. 


That is all that I have. 


Q Does this mean that the Secretary has decided 
that it's not, wouldn't be the proper time to go to the Middle 
East? 


a) Well, 1 would say to that, it isn't a question 
that he has decided not to go, but rather that there is a 
decision that he would not be going next week. 


In other words, ['m up here today to discuss one 
itinerary -—- the one I have just set forth -- and no other 
itinerary. 
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Q When is the Secretary returning to the United 
States? 


. What's that question? 


Q You said when he was leaving. Would you tell us, 
please, when he is returning to the U.S.? 


i] I'm amazed that you don't have that date, since I 
don't. But I think it runs about 10 days, and we'll get you 
that exact date. [t's either a Sunday -- [ think it's a Sunday 


that he gets back to the U.S., in California, if my memory is 
right on the itinerary. 


Q I just raised that question in light of your 
answer on the Middle East section. 


Q If the implication of your question is, would he 
-- the speculation having been that he might be taking a trip 
prior to ASEAN -- if the implication of your question, might it 


be post-ASEAN, the answer is the same as for before ASEAN. 

Q Well, he's not going to the Middle East? 

A No. 

Q You're ruling that out? 

ie) That's what ['m saying. [ thought [ was clear. 

Q Is he overnighting in Hawaii? 

A Let me, on a BACKGROUND basis, discuss the 
itinerary in more specific detail in terms of dates at the 
conclusion here. 


Q All right. 


Q But a visit to the area next month is not ruled 
out, is it? 
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4 I can always count on you, Semaan (Laughter) to 
take the calendar and throw it in mid-air. We could go through 
all eleven months. I'm not ruling anything in or out. I would 
assume that there is a focus of attention on whether there will 
be a Middle East trip, as speculated about prior to ASEAN, and 
as Ralph indicates, subsequent to ASEAN. 


I have said a no-no to both. 


Q An anticipated trip trip to the Middle East 
before the end of the year? 

“ What month? 

Q Or next year? 

i] All right. 

Q No. I| mean -- 

a The point is that he always hopes that it will be 


possible to make such a journey. But at this particular time, 
as I say, he continues to be working on the Middle East. But 
having said that, I have to fall back on the language I shared 
with you a moment or two ago, that there is no plan for any 
trip along those lines. 


Q Does he have any set of suggestions? 
A What is that? 
Q Does he have any set of suggestions that he's 


working on pertaining to the Middle East? 


i) No, I haven't anything specific for you on that 

Q What is he working on, then? 

A He is working on the Middle East, and I have 
nothing specific for you on that. He has consistently -- I 
think it comes as a surprise to nobody -- dealt and tackled 


with the various subjects in the Middle East. But insofar as 
specific details, I have nothing to share with you 
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Matt. 


Q Moving on to something else, do you have any 
response to the Warsaw Pact proposal today for the reduction of 
conventional forces in Europe? 


“ Yes, I do. We have not yet seen the text of the 
Warsaw Pact statement; and on the first reading, so to speak, 
of the accounts that have been offered by the press, it appears 
that the statement is an elaboration of General Secretary 
Gorbachev's remarks of April 18, regarding conventional force 
reductions in Europe. 


At the recent NATO meeting in Halifax, about 10 days 
or so ago, the Alliance Foreign Ministers reaffirmed their goal 
of strengthening stability and security in the whole of Europe 
through increased openness and the establishment of a 
verifiable, comprehensive, and stable balance of conventional 
forces at lower levels. 


To achieve that objective, the NATO Ministers decided 
to set up a high-level Tfask Force on conventional arms 
control. I think that proposal was incorporated in one of the 
statements that, in fact, was issued at Halifax 


The work of this particular task Force will take 
account of Mr. Gorbachev's April 18 statement, and of course, 
any elaboration of his remarks, such as that issued today by 
the Warsaw Pact. 


The U.S. is fully prepared to give serious 
consideration to any concrete arms control proposals that would 
increase stability and security in Europe. The ideas presented 
by Mr. Gorbachev and by the Warsaw Pact appear to relate to 
matters already under discussion in the MBFR talks and in the 
Stockholm CDE 


Realistic possibilities now exist based on western 
proposals currently on the table in these fora for concrete 
progress toward increasing confidence and redressing the 
conventional force imbalance in Europe If the Warsaw Pact is 
serious about addressing these problems, we would urge that it 
make a positive, constructive response to the western proposals 


Q You don't think they have? 


“4 I'm going to have to stand here -- and I think 
you heard me talk, you heard me share with you the assessment 
here, reflected in the last paragraph 
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Ralph. 
Q When is that Task Force going to meet? 
fe I don't know when the Task Force will be 


established I have no specific date on that 
Q Can you give us a copy of the statement? 
4 Yes, I can help you with a copy. 


Bernie, on a related matter, do you have anything 
to tell us about the unexpected meeting in Geneva today called 
by the Soviet Union to discuss Arms Control? 


‘ Nope, I don't have anything on that. 


Q Do you have any comment on the House -- several 
various House efforts, but particularly the Dante Fascell bill 
to, in effect, require the Administration to retain SALT LI 
limits on strategic weapons? 


6 That question came up about a week or so ago in a 
slightly different forum, and [I would simply refer you to the 
comments made at that particular time 


Matt 


Q There is a report in the Boston Globe today 
indicating the Administration might be willing to consider some 
constraints on the SOI, in the framework of extending the ABM 
Treaty. Do you have anything on that? 





A No, I do not 
John 


Q Do you have any comments on the release of the 
Germans in Nicaragua, what the U.S. role was and - 


a I don't have all the specifics on that, and I 
don't know to what degree the various details of the scenario 
of the release, in fact, are in the building 


In a more general way, just let me say that the United 
States welcomes the safe release of the West Germans to the 
representatives of their government Resistance forces had 
made clear very early their intention to release the eight, and 
we are pleased that this incident has ended the way it has, 
satisfactorily, with the eight released 


-— MORE - 
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Q Bernie, has the State Department reached any 
conclusions yet on the agreement between the Natural Resources 
Defense Council and the Soviet Academy of Sciences on seismic 
monitoring? 


a There might be something. Check me later in the 
Press Office. 


Q Another topic? Do you have any comment on the 
interview that King Hussein gave to The Washington Post about 
his bitterness? 





fs King Hussein's interview with the Washington Post 
reflecting his views. 





Simply to say that for more than 30 years, the United 
States and Jordan have worked together, forging enduring ties 
of trust, respect and friendship These years have witnessed 
both setbacks and achievements. But through these three 
decades, our two countries have come to understand and rely 
upon each other. 


Whatever the disappointments of recent months, the 
United States is encouraged by King Hussein's determination to 
pursue our common goal of a just, lasting and comprehensive 
peace in the Middle East 


Q Bernie, do you share King Hussein's view that a 
new leadership of the PLO shall emerge in order to give a new 
impetus to the peace process? And, if so, how? 


2) I don't have anything to say in response to your 
first question, so I have nothing to say in response to the 
second. 


Q Coming back to the German captives, were there 
some last-minute efforts on behalf of the U.S. Government? 


*) Ll really do not have any of the specific details 
of the final hours that led to the release that was being 
sought, so I simply don't have any information on that 


Q Do you know anything about the exact time of the 
release? 


A No Il had tried at the very outset, in 
expressing the fact that the U.S. welcomes the fact that the 
eight have indeed been released, by seeking to make it clear 
that I do not have any details of the scenario -- the actual 
plan that led to the release in those last hours And however 
the question comes to me, [ just don't have those details; I'm 


sorry 
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Q Can you, provide us with those details later? 


“ I will try to take a look to what degree; but it 
would seem to me the place to go for that would be, among 
others, the West Germans I mean they were there; they were 
very deeply involved -- the U.S. helping in the process of 
communication, et cetera But that would be one suggestion, 
and I'm sure it's superfluous to people in this room. 


Q Now, I just note that yesterday you were full of 
details about how negotiations had broken down -- when, where 
and how -- and today. now that they are successful, you have no 
details whatsoever on the successful part of it. 

“ Well, you have made an observation. 

Q Also on Nicaragua, there's a report that the 


President may seek SO million initially instead of 100 million 
from the Congress for the resistance forces 


a All I can say on that is that the President 
continues to seek the $100 million 

Q Bernie, on Nicaragua - 

a Yes. 

Q -- the GAO apparently has looked into the 


administration of the $27 million in non-lethal aid and found 
substantial problems, according to Congressman Mike Barnes, who 
is holding hearings this afternoon on that. Do you have 
anything on that subject 


a I do not 1 do not Il don't know whether that 
question has not been addressed in various forms in the past 
I have nothing here; and we would be prepared to take a look, 
Terry, to see if we could find something 


Q How about the Nicaraguan -- the arms shipment 
from the Soviets to Nicaragua’ 


a I don't have anything I didn't have anything 
yesterday; still in the same position 


In the back, please 


Q At the end of May the Secretary exchanged ietters 
with Senator Dole, agreeing that Yassar Arafat shouldn't come 
to the United States; this 168 on the matter of the possible 
visa request Did the Secretary's letter -- 
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I strayed for a moment. Could you please help 
me? 


Q At the end of May the Secretary exchanged letters 
with Senator Dole, in which he said that Yassar Arafat should 
not come to the United States. This was in regard to the 
question of a visa. But the Secretary's letter didn't mention 
any grounds on why Arafat should not come to the United States 
Do you have any reason why he should be barred? Is it because 
he is the head of an organization the U.S. considers terrorist 


a I don't know what the legal position is on that 
I simply do not know. 


Q Can you look into what the grounds might have 
been? 


2) Well, I'm being reminded or told here that the 
presentation is off, the way one of your colleagues -- in any 
case, I don't have anything on that at this point 


Q Bernie, does the United States Government 
consider the Memorandum of Understanding for cooperation 
between the United States and [srael to be directed against 
Russian expansion in the Middle East? 


a Whatever was said at the time that the MOU was 
signed, I have nothing to add to at this time 


Q Well, [I want to follow up Is there a comment on 
The Washington Post story on Monday which said that the 
Israelis believe or think -- to paraphrase the story -- that 
Giving them intelligence data from the United States on Arab 
forces is something that was agreed upon but, since the United 
States didn't deliver them to the Israelis, they obtained the 
required information through Pollard and others 





A Well, I have nothing to say about that 


Q The other day ABC reported that the Defense 
Minister of Egypt -- Abu Ghazala -- had told the Americans 
about the plane which carried Abu Abbas at that time And then 
today or yesterday there are denials of this Can you 
straighten the record about the role of - 


A To your specific question, which is that ? 





-10- Wednesday, 6/11/86 


Q The role of the Defense Minister. 
” I mean what is your specific question on that? 
Q Can you tell us about the role of the Defense 


Minister of Egypt? 


a No, I can't I can't tell you about the role of 
the Defense Minister. 


Q Can you comment on the ABC reports about the role 
of Abu Ghazala, the Defense Minister of Egypt? 


re) I have to be asked it more specifically because 
I'm not sure what particular element you're getting at 


Q The question is did the Defense Minister of 
Egypt tip off the U.S. to the identity of the plane that was 
taking Abu Abbas and the other Palestinians to Tunis that day? 


“ Right 

The answer is he did not 

Q Can't we go to another one? 

ns Don? 

Q Did he play any other role? 

a [ don't have anything beyond that response 

Q Do you mean that the report is incorrect? 

A [I'm just saying what [I've just said and you'll 


have to do your own arithmetic 


Q Does the State Department have a position on 
whether the United States Government should consider the writs 
of immunity given to certain people in the Pollard case null 
and void because they did not tell all the truth as they were 
supposed to? 


i) I don't have anything on that, Don I'm familiar 
with the story you're referring to, [ have nothing on it 


Q Do you have anything to report about a settlement 
between the Department of State and Department of Justice on 
this question? 
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o I think what I said yesterday, in referring you 
back to Monday, is what I will say on Wednesday -- in referring 
you back 48 hours. In other words, what I said on Monday is my 
last word on that, I suppose. 


Q Are you satisfied with the cooperation you're 
getting from the Israelis. 


“ Don't have anything on it beyond Monday 


Q Have you any comment on the Foreign affairs 
Committee's South Africa sanctions? 


While we certainly understand and sympathize with the 
strong feelings in the Congress and among the American people 
about apartheid, the Administration continues to oppose 
legislation calling for these punitive sanctions against South 
Africa The Administration believes that such sanctions would 
hinder the process of bringing the parties together by 
fostering intransigence on the part of the government and 
illusions on the part of anti-apartheid supporters that some 
sort of easy solution is at hand 


The Administration also objects to these sanctions 
because these would damage both South Africa's economy, which 
the U.S. regards as a progressive force against apartheid, and 
the economy of the region generally, which the U.S. obviously 
does not want to see victimized 


Q Do you have any comment on the violence, the 
continuing violence in South Africa while we're on the subject? 


a No, nothing more than what 1 said yesterday in 
reference to the violence in the Crossroads area 


Q Do you have any comment on the reports that the 
South African Government is playing a role in the 
black-against-black violence at Crossroads’ 


a I do not; I do not, Ralph I don't have anything 
on that 

Matt? 

Q Is the Administration prepared to participate in 


a seven-nation inquiry into Waldheim's wartime record, as he 
proposed today himself? 





-12- Wednesday. 6/11/86 


a I would be gquessing. I just don't have anything 
on that. 


Q And on Mexico, please Do you have any comment 
on an impending settlement among international bankers, perhaps 
tnvolving the United States Government in negotiations to solve 
a to otherwise defer Mexico's debt problems 


6 Well, the United States continues to have 
confidence in the Mexican Government and in its efforts to 
attempt to manage the country's difficult economic situation. 
There is every reason to believe that monies made available by 
the international financial community in support of sound 
policies in Mexico will contribute to improved economic 
conditions in Mexico, thereby making it more likely that Mexico 
will be able to return to positive economic growth and to 
service its debt 


Q Does that mean that the U.S. is urging the 
international financial institutions to continue supplying 
those monies rather than demand payment? 


a What ['m expressing is a sense of confidence, but 
I have not wandered into the area that you're calling urgent 


Q Is the Secretary planning to testify on the Hill 
tomorrow regarding SALT Il, by any chance? 


A I haven't heard that I mean if you've heard it 
I'll check it, but I have not heard it yet 


Q If you could check it I'd be grateful 
) Yes 
Q There 16 @ report that Secretary Shultz sent a 


letter to Mr. Peres about the cost of producing the Lavis -- 
Israeli fighter Do you have anything to offer on that? 


a On the Lavi? Simply to say that the United 
States is in close touch with the Government of Israel] 
regarding the Lavi project and that that is all under our 
continuing dialogue on US security assistance to Israel 


Having said that, | have nothing by way of any details 
that 1 could share with you 





»titte 


Q Thank you 
a Thank you 


(The briefing concluded at 


Wednesday. 


12:56 p.m.) 


6/11/86 
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MR. KALB: Good afternoon. One brief housekeeping 
thing, which we'll tidy up very quickly: The Secretary will 
accept an honorary Doctor of Laws from Northwestern University, 
Evanston, Illinois at commencement ceremonies this Saturday, 
June 14, in the course -- 


Q Evanston. 


Evanston. What did I say? 


Q You said "“Evanstown.”" 

i) Oh, I apologize to the community. In the course 
of this -- and I mean that seriously, if I did indeed 
mispronounce it -- brief acceptance remarks. The commencement 


ceremony will be held in MaGaw Hall and it will begin with the 
processional at nine in the morning. Anyone wanting any 
further information, we have a phone number and a name for 
you. It's Kenneth Wildes at the University at (312) 491-5000. 
My understanding is that the remarks are not going to be piped 
back in here because this is going to be brief and informal, 
and so forth. I think you can count on the fact that there 
will be no advance text, etc. 


Q You would not look for a major foreign policy 
announcement, would you? 


A I would be surprised. 


Q Well, universities have been the scene of major 
announcements in the past. 


fe) Right, and I'll take a number from you on that so 


I can -- 
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Q Well, Kennedy at the American University, and : 
Reagan at Eureka, but this will just be sort of an honorary 
degree situation? 


Q Is this a Doctorate of Economics, Humanities, 
Political Science, or who? 


A Laws. 

Q Laws ? 

Q So his title would change as a result? 

Q Would he be insisting on Doctor Secretary, or -- 
(Laughter) 

Q There was a former Secretary of State who was -- 


a Would you finish that up for us, Barry? 
Q He preferred being alled “His Excellency." 


i) Was it -- 


Q Henry Kissinger. You remember him? 
Q The South African Government -- 
A I have one announcement -- press statement I'd 


like to read here, please. 


The United States is deeply distressed by the renewed 
outbreak of fighting in the Crossroads area in which dozens 
have been killed, many injured, and thousands left homeless. 


The U.S. Embassy has expressed our deep concern to the 
South African Government at both the national and local levels, 
expressing the need to end the violence between rival black 
groups. There are widespread and well-documented reports of 
police complicity with the so-called “vigilantes." The South 
African Government has denied this. 


Enough questions have been raised on this point, that 
the United States believes the South African Government should 
take steps to determine what is actually happening in 
Crossroads and to prevent further deterioration of the 
situation. 
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I might note that the U.S. Embassy was the first to 
react to the crises in Crossroads by offering immediate 
disaster relief. That was several weeks ago, to the best of my 
memory. The tragedy continues and requires greater effort on 
our part. We will send additional material and human 
assistance for those affected. 


Q Copy that, please? 
- A copy of this? Yes. 


Q The government has imposed or reimposed a 
nationwide state of emergency. What is the reaction to that? 


ms On that, I think some of you were out in the 
lobby at about 11:00 -- less than a couple of hours ago -- in 
which that question was put to the Secretary of State. He said 
that what we need in South Africa is moves toward peaceful 
dialogue and an end to apartheid. 


With that as a preface, just let me add that we deeply 
regret the declaration of a state of emergency and widespread 
arrests of black union and extra-—Parliamentary opposition 
figures in South Africa June 12, that is to say, today. We 
believe such repressive measures are a serious mistake. 


The South African Government's actions and decisions 
show a lack of appreciation for the fundamental causes of 
unrest and violence there. This resort to further oppression 
dismays all who have looked to it to create the climate for 
negotiation and compromise. These measures will only serve to 
undermine opportunities for dialogue and retard the restoration 
of public confidence and order. 


Q Bernie, that's pretty tough words. Has the 
Secretary changed his mind about disinvestment? Does he think 
maybe now the time is ripe to strike a littie harder at the 
South African Government by severing all business deals with 
them, or does he feel as he did a couple of weeks ago that, for 
other reasons, it's a bad idea? 


a) I think the Secretary has not hesitated when he 
has taken occasion on a repeated basis to attack apartheid and 
call for its dismantling. 


Having said that, I do not know that he has changed 
his position along the lines of the subject that you're 
suggesting. 
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Q Bernie, a follow-up on that. How about on the 
specific question of the legislation now pending? Aside from 
the broad question of disinvestments, how about the specific 


question of the bill that yesterday got an endorsement from the 
House Ways & Means Committee? 


a I thought I had addressed that yesterday. 


Q And today's state of emergency makes no 
(inaudible) 

A I don't have anything at all that changes that. 

Q Can vou address -- I think you have a sentence in 
there about -- that this doesn't deal with the root causes of 


the thing. Can you be more explicit on that because usually 
the Secretary gets very agitated when people try to justify 
violence by saying there are causes for it? 


Remember, in South Korea, he had no sympathy for the 
people in the streets? He seems to be expressing sympathy for 
those causing some of the violence. 


A Well, I think that -- I have repeatedly called 
for negotiations and for an end to violence and have echoed the 
Secretary's consistent call for an end, and for the dismantling 
of apartheid, and that has been reiterated on more than one 
occasion and done so now as well. 


Matt? 


Q The Ambassador -- is there any thought of 
bringing him home? 


a I don't have anything on that. 
Q The Commonwealth leaders’ report -- 


A The who? 


Q London -- that special group. They've 
recommended economic action against South Africa. To what 
extent is the United States studying this report, taking note 
of it? How relevant does it consider it? 
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a Well, let me say by way of starting that it's my 
understanding that the Department has not yet seen a final 
report -- that is, the final EPG report -- and that the 
observations that I will share with you really fall under the 
heading of both being preliminary and general. 


And then let me go on to say that we note that the EPG 
achieved much more progress than many would have believed 
possible. Perhaps most important, it succeeded in getting the 
parties to consider carefully the basis on which they could 
initiate negotiations. 


We believe the EPG's basis for negotiations continues 
to make sense and hope that it may yet prove relevant to a 
peaceful outcome of South Africa's political crisis. 


With that in mind, we are communicating to all 
interested parties our view that the EPG's work should not be 
wasted. 


A negotiated arrangement for power-sharing in South 
Africa remains essential if the country is not to suffer rising 
violence and a declining economy that will hurt and further 
polarize all South Africans. In this connection, we believe 
that the best response by the South African Government to the 
pessimistic conclusions of the EPG report would be to 
accelerate steps toward ending apartheid. It must clearly 
demonstrate its readiness to negotiate with :zal leaders. 


Let me say as well that we strongly supported the 
Commonwealth's initiative from the start and are thus extremely 
disappointed that the EPG has chosen to end its mandate. 


Meantime, so far as the United States is concerned, we 
continue to press ahead with our diplomacy which is aimed at 
actively encouraging the South African Government to end 
apartheid and to negotiate a new political system for the 
country. 


Q A copy of that, Bernie? 
‘“ Yes. 


Q Bernie, that doesn't address the whole issue of 
economic sanctions which was a key feature in the Commonwealth 


report? 


3) All light, let me take on the economic sanctions 
part of the report. The initial invitation was some sort of 
general statement. 
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On economic sanctions: we still regard punitive 
economic sanctions as a blunt instrument that will not promote 
the U.S. goal in South Africa. Such sanctions would hinder the 
process of bringing the parties together by fostering 
polarization and intransigence instead of moderation on the 
part of both the government and its opponents. 


I think you've heard me say from here that the U.S. 
also objects to harsh sanctions because they would damage both 
South Africa's economy which we regard as a progressive force 
against apartheid and the economy of the region generally which 
we obviously do not want to see victimized. 


Q Bernie, a few weeks ago the United States said 
that further steps were under consideration in connection with 
another incident regarding South Africa -- South Africa's raid 
into Botswana and other -- two other countries. 


In light of your answer to the question on Ambassador 
Nickel, are further steps, either diplomatic or otherwise, 
under consideration at this time in response to South Africa's, 
what you called, extremely distressing or dismaying repressive 
measures taken against its citizens? 


a I remember clearly when we talked about “further 
steps." And I think that after that expectation was 
introduced, there was indeed the further step of action taker 
against military attaches at both ends. 


Q And whether a new round of that is under -- 


A I appreciate that. Beyond that, insofar as 
additional further steps, I don't have anything on that. 


Q Bernie, did you say you had offered disaster 
relief, or they had accepted, or you sent disaster relief? 


ms No, the idea was that the United States had 
already contributed an initial amount when the outbreak of 
violence took place in Crossroads. It's my estimate that at 
that time that initial contribution to help alleviate human 
suffering amounted to about $35,000. And now the United States 
has decided that it will, indeed, send additional relief. I do 
not have an estimate in numbers. 


Q It's okay with the South tifrican Government to 
send more? 


fe I don't have anything to say about that 
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Q Well, also in terms of the American diplomacy 
that you've described, do you have any reason at all to be 
encouraged by any of the South African response to American 
diplomacy? 


” Don't want to make judgments about the U.S. being 
encouraged or discouraged. 


I simply was going to reiterate the U.S. policy of 
remaining engaged in a way that it believes to be constructive. 


Q Bernie, to go back to the original statement, 
when you spoke of the aid Dick's asking you about -- 


A Of the what? 


Q In your first statement, where you spoke of the 
aid that you've just been asked about, you have a sentence 
there about “more should be done.“ I thought you meant more 


aid. Do you mean more in the way of alleviating the problem? 
There's no -- 


os No, no, no. It was -- in the question of aid, it 
was material and human assistance for those affected. 


Q Yeah, you said there should be more done by the 
United States, by all countries, or what? 


a) Disaster -- it's falling under the heading of 
Disaster Relief. 


Q Right. 


A And the first time around the amount, as I say, 
came to about $35,000. I don't have any sense about it at this 
time. 


Q Could you look into that for us? 


A I could take a look at it. I don't know when 
that figure will be relayed back here. 


Q Well, I wish you would also add to it whether the 
Government of South Africa accepts this, because if they don't, 
then you have -- it would be logical to ask if it's going to be 
done through private organizations? How are you going to 
distribute the aid? 


A Okay, I think that's fair enough. 
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Q How can you make sure it gets to the people who 
need it? 


a Okay. It's through the Red Cross, I'm told 


Q Could I come back for just -econd to the 

“further steps” question again? Maybe oniy in my mind, but it 
seems to me you're leaving -- the United States is leaving the 
impression by its recent actions on South Africa that while it 
considers a cross-border raid enough of a provocation to result 
in at least some diplomatic action, it doesn't consider these 
distressing, repressive moves against South African citizens as 
enough to prompt some specific action of that sort. 


Is that the impression? Am I getting the wrong 
impression? 


a I think that you should take it as a given that 
the South African Government is quite aware of the views of the 
United States as I have expressed them here and as they, 
indeed, are relayed privately. 


The United States has taken some actions. I'm not in 
a position to speculate about whatever further actions might be 
forthcoming. But there is no doubt, I would think, on the part 
of anybody who listens to what has been expressed by the 
Administration about its revulsion to the idea of apartheid. 
And you've heard the Secretary in this very building, about ten 
days ago, make a very impassioned speech on the subject of 
South Africa, restating once again the specifics of American 
policy vis-a-vis South Africa ranging from the question of U.S. 
calls for an ending and a dismantling of apartheid to the 
position that I have just expressed here of disagreeing with 
the idea that economic punitive sanctions is the way to go. 


Q At the White House this morning, when this 
question came up, Larry Speakes said that the U.S. Embassy was 
going to get in touch with the South African Government and 
make our government's views known to them, and until that 
exchange was completed he would have no comment about the 
Situation, the recent developments there. 


You have now characterized the state of emergency 


You expressed your dismay and, in effect, urged the South 
Africans to reconsider. 
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Does this mean that that exchange is now complete; 
that our embassy is now -- 


rs I don't know I don't know the timing on when a 
communication would be in touch at the other end with the 
Embassy. I'm just out of touch with the loop of timing 


Q Bernie, on another matter? 
“ Barry? 
Q Does the State Department have any corroboration 


or any comment on the many disclosures in the New York Times 
article this morning ab:..: the Panama strongman, General 
Noriega, trading in drugs, arms, illicit money, supporting 
leftist rebels in Colombia? 





a Well, I think that that question in an 
abbrievated way was set forth to the Secretary of State in the 
lobby -- I don't know whether you were there -- and he said 
that activities of that kind are obviously of importance and 
concern to us. That is to say, the United States. 


Just let me add to that that we find these allegations 
to be disturbing and that an examination of these allegations 
would appear to be a matter for consideration by the Government 
of Panama. 


~-MORE-- 
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Q What about the Government of the United States? 


os I don't have anything to add to that. I have 
just noted that the U.S. finds these allegations disturbing 


Q Is this the first time that you've heard these -- 
the State Department has heard these allegations? 


i) I would say that the United States follows events 
in Panama fairly closely as it does with events, developments 
in other countries. But, beyond that, if you want to draw me 
into an allegation by allegation dialogue, I'm not prepared to 
do that. 


Q Well, the Administration is very concerned about 
Cuba, and the Cuban activities in that area, and one of the 
disclosures here is that the information about U.S. 
intelligence, and whatnot goes to Cuba through Panama, through 
the Panamanian Government. 


A Well, as I say, the allegations are found to be 
disturbing. 

Q Bernie -- 

os Marvin? 

Q You just said in another context ten minutes ago 


that enough questions have been raised on this issue for you 
actually to find out what's happening. Wouldn't that equally 
apply to the stories about Noriega's role in drug running and 
money laundering and even in the murder of an opposition 
political figure? 


2) I'm not following you -~ the first part of your 
question. 


Q You made a point in discussing South Africa a 
moment ago -- 


m Yes. 


Q -- when you were talking about press reports -- 
that enough questions have been raised for you to determine 
exactly what's happening 


A Yes 
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Q Okay. Well, there's a similar case here with 
press reports Don't you feel that it is about time the U.S 
Government addressed this issue? 


a I hear you very clearly What I am saying and 
will reiterate is that the allegations are found to be 
disturbing, and that an examination would appear to be a matter 
for consideration by the Government of Panama 


Q And what about the Government of the United 
States? 


) I'm talking about allegations found to be 
disturbing, and, as 1 say, I'm not going to be going through an 
allegation-by-allegation scenario 


Q Yeah. But, Bernie, this article isn't written as 
if some rumors have just wafted by the State Department. It 
says senior State Department -- also says White House, 
Pentagon, etc. -- said the evidence also showed that the 


Commander, who's in effect the leader of the country, had been 
tied to the killing of a political opponent It sounds like 
the State Department has not only looked into the allegations 
bit “es made some at least preliminary judgments about them 


Has the State Department come to such --— even a 
tentatit conclusion? 


a No, I don't have anything to share with you on 
that 

Q Would you have the Government of Panama 
invecgtigate -- would you have the General investigate himself? 


Is that what you're suggesting? 


a No I'm suggesting that he is the army Commander 
Q Yeah. 
a I am making a generalized statement, and I am not 


going to be drawn into the specifics that are being set forth 
in various questions 


Q No I thought you were saying somebody should 
look into them 
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” I am saying that it is something for 
consideration by the Government of Panama 


Q But he is the Government of Panama, evidently 
Would you have him investigate himself, or do you think the 
United States ought to take a look itself, or maybe has already’ 


2) Well, I really find myself in a position when I 
have nothing to add ard to amplify by way of these first 
comments 

Dick? 

Q Have you ever raised this issue with the 


Government of Panama before? I mean, this material is all 
based on testimony from various agencies of the U.S. Government 


4 Don't have an answer for you on that 

Q Have you raised it with them now? 

a I don't have an answer for that. 

Q Does this come as a surprise to the State 
Department? 

a As I think I indicated earlier, the Secretary and 


the Department do keep a watch on events and developments in 
Panama as they do on countries around the world 


Les? 

Q Bernie, just a@ pointed question here 

“ A pointed -- 

Q Noriega -- 

“ Wait a minute A pointed -- 

Q Let me just try to say it clearly Noriega was 


in town for the last 24 hours He knew, and the Department 
knew, and the White House knew that these stories were going to 
be run 


Did the Government make an effort during the time that 
Noriega was in Washington to discuss them with him? 





-13- ; Thursday, 6/12/86 


A I don't know. 
Q Can you find out? 


A I don't know, and I may inquire, but, once again, 
I have to put out an alert that I'm not sure that I'll be able 
to get any information on that. They may cast some of this, if 
there was such a conversation, in the context of a private 
exchange. But the fact is, I don't know, and let me just take 
a look at it. 


Q Could you just find out also -- just whether he 
met with any U.S. Government officials? 


A All right. Let me take a look at that. 
Q Bernie, I'd just, before going into my other 


question on another subject, express my sorrow that they 
shackle you, as they apparently do, but I understand it's part 


of the job. 
Bernie -- 
A Would you like to amplify on that, or are you 


going to save that -- (laughter) -- are you going to save that 
for your next -- 


Q You wouldn't deny that there's some of those 
elves upstairs who've told you, "Stonewall this," and I 
understand. 


Now, Bernie -- 
A Do you have a question, or are you -- 
Q Yes. I do. 


A -- preparing a new column? 


Q I do, another subject. Mary Ann Hatchett, who is 
Senate Budget Chairman Pete Domenici's Press Secretary, said 
this morning that when she teiephoned the State Department to 
inquire about New Mexico citizens in the Soviet Union at the 
time of Chernobyl, that the Soviet Affairs desk referred her to 
the Foreign Desk, and they informed her, and this is a quote: 
"We can only keep track of United States citizens," in other 
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words, not New Mexicans. So she asked, "Do you know what is 
between Texas and Arizona and south of Colorado?" And then, in 
Mary Ann's own words, “That State Department person got snippy 
and hung up," end of quote. 


I have a three-part question. 
4 One, he cleariy -- (laughter) -- 


Q Since tomorrow, Friday the 13th, is being 
observed in New Mexico as, “New Mexico is a state day," could I 
notify the Lincoln County News in New Mexico, which is one of 
the papers that I write for, that Bernard Kalb, Spokesman for 
the Department of State, fully recognizes New Mexico as one of 
the United States, and so does Secretary Shultz, or not? 





A That New Mexico is a state in the United States? 
Q Yes. You do recognize it, don't you? 
a Without equivocation. 


Q All right. Since the Reagan Administration's 
Department of the Treasury recently sent out a letter, which 
twice described New Mexico as a foreign country, I'm wondering 
if the Department of State would be willing to head up a 
campaign for federal government personnel on recognition of all 
50 of our states? 


A Why don't you read your third question, so I can 
luxuriate all at once. (Laughter) 


Q All right. I'll be delighted. 


Does the State Department require that its personnel 
have a working knowledge of the geography of the United States 
as well as the geography of the rest of the world? 


This is raised by the Budget Chairman. You know, 
that's power up on the Hill, and I think it's a legitimate 
question. 


A I have enough confidence in you, Les, to entrust 
you with the authority to answer that last question. (Laughter) 


Q Okay. Could I have one later? 


A Jack? 
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Q Do you have any comment on the Soviet offer in 
Geneva? 


‘A No. Do not. 


Q No words at all? 


K No. 
Q Not encouraged? 
A No. 


Q None of the above. 
A Nothing. 

Q Studying, perhaps? 

A No. I think we've run through the thesaurus. 
Q You're not even studying it? 


Do you have any more on the GAO report on the 
contra aid other than what the Secretary said? 


A No. 


Q For example, any specifics about this money that 
went through the Honduran military? 


A No. I thought he was out there, what, 15 or 20 
minutes, and I thought that he had taken that question, and I 
was delighted. 


Max? 

Q Bernie -- 

A Congratulations. I want to congratulate you on 
your screen test last night. 
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Oh, thank you. Thank you. 


The Red Flower. 
I just wanted to be -- 


oD © © 


The Scarlet Pimpernel. 


-— clear on the Sy Hersh piece. You're not 
repudiating this in any way, and the allusions to the State 
Department in the article, are you? 


A I'm going to have to stay with what I said, and I 
think you can read it and extract any interpretation you want 
from it. 


Q If we can get back to South Africa for a minute, 
there's legislation that shortly will be before the full House 
that would impose new sanctions. The Secretary is on record as 
opposed to that legislation. Will the most recent developments 
over there make it more difficult to defeat that measure? will 
it change whether the -- 


A I'm not going to speculate on how votes may go, 
and so forth, but Ralph asked me a variation of that question 
earlier during the briefing, and I think I answered that a day 
or two ago. 


Q Bernie, do you have -- 
A Steve? 


Q --anything on Qadhafi's story that he did not 
appear the last time? 


A Yesterday's not-in-person appearance by Qadhafi? 
I don't think I can speculate about why or -- why he did not 
appear or how he did appear, or speculate in general about 
Qadhafi per se, or about political conditions inside Libya. 


But maybe a point ought to be made about some of the 
comments that Qadhafi in fact did launch during the course of 
that televised speech. 
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He talked about a renewed threat to launch suicide 
squads against the United States. That shows that his 
commitment to international terrorism has unfortunately not 
abated. He also talked about various Arab leaders. The way 
that aspect of his speech is seen here, it demonstrates once 
again his antagonism toward moderate Arab states which share 
with the United States the goal of working toward a just, 
lasting, and comprehensive peace in the Middle East. 


And, finally, just let me add this: that the United 
States will continue to watch Qadhafi's actions closely and 
will respond appropriately to any acts directed against U.S. 
interests. Qadhafi must recognize that any benefits he may 
receive -- benefits as he sees them -- any benefits he may 
perceive from his unacceptable policies are far outweighed by 
their costs. 


Q Could we have a copy of that one too, please? 


A This one is really not a copy. 


Steve? 
Q Could I return to Central America for a moment? 
A Yes. 


Q One aspect to the GAO report, I don't believe, 
was addressed by the Secretary this morning, and that was the 
repetition yesterday by Mr. Conahan that, “The State Department 
does not have sufficient procedures and controls to ensure that 
program funds are being used for purposes intended by law." 


I was wondering if anything's been done, or if the 
State Department intends to do anything, to improve these 
procedures that the GAO criticizes? 


A Wasn't that answered some time ago? We have 
something on that, Steve, because I think that question or a 
variation very closely to the one you've posed came up some 
time ago on this -- 


Q I was wondering if in the meantime anything has 
been done, because -- 


A Well, let me take a -- let's try to find what has 
been said before, and if that falls short of meeting a response 
to that question, we'll see what we can get for you. 
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Let me go over here, Les, if that's all right. 


Q Do you have any readout on the meeting between 
the Secretary and the Haitian Foreign Minister? 


A Well, not exactly a readout. Just to say that 
the Foreign Minister of Haiti, Jean Baptiste Hillaire is 
visiting Washington at the Secretary's invitation. Following 
this morning's meeting for an exchange of views between the 
Secretary and the Foreign Minister, the Foreign Minister and 
his delegation, which includes the Minister of Justice and the 
Minister of Education, will be the Secretary's luncheon guests 
-- working luncheon in the State Department, underway now, I 
would guess. 


The Foreign Minister and his colleagues will also call 
on senior administration officials of other U.S. agencies, and 
it's our understanding that the Haitian Embassy is arranging 
calls on Members of Congress and various private organizations, 
a full list of which -- or the list of which I do not have here. 


The Secretary's invitation and the range of meetings 
that the Foreign Minister will have in Washington reflect the 
U.S. desire to assist the Haitian National Governing Council in 
its work toward transition to an elected succ¢ssor government, 
and in its efforts to build a better life fer the Haitian 


people. 
And I could make that available. 


Q Bernie, do you have anything about additional 
economic aid for Haiti decision? 


A No. Don't have anything additionally on aid. 


Q Bernie -- 


Yes. Same question, part four? 
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Q No, no. 
a New area? 


Q New area. Or. J. C. Wilke, who is the President 
of the National Right to Life, whose convention opened in 
Denver today, says that Vice President Bush cancelled his 


scheduled speech there because -- as Mr. Bush wrote him, that 
President Reagan asked Mr. Bush to go to Canada to discuss acid 
raid. 


Now, the Canadian Embassy, on the other hand, says, 
and this is a quote: “There is no single expressed purpose for 
this visit except to go to Expo in Vancouver." 


Question: Why does the Reagan Administration believe 
that visiting Expo is more important than Right to Life, whose 
convention guest speakers include Senator Dole, Congressman 
Kemp, and the Reverend Pat Robertson? 


Aa I am not privy to the Vice President's travel 
plans -- 


Q Well, do you know -- 
A -- and, therefore -- 


Q -- that there is a discussion of acid rain north. 
of the border, or is it an Expo junket? 


A I'm not going to set forth the specifics on any 
agenda of discussion between the United States and Canada. 


Q Well, you must know what the Vice President is 
doing when he goes to a foreign country, Bernie. You must know. 


A I would encourage you to talk to the Vice 
President's office. 


Q Oh, I have, and, Bernie, I tell you, they're even 
more evasive than the State Department. Now, can you tell us, 


is the Canadian Embassy wrong or is -- or what happened? I 
mean, they say that there was no single expressed purpose for 
this visit, no such thing as Canadian -- or would you 


characterize it that the Canadians have saved George Bush from 
those Right to Lifers who would eat him alive? 
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a Your fury is commendable. I'll reflect on your 
questions. (Laughter) 


Q Thank you. 


Q Just one last question on the GAO report. 
Yesterday Congressman Barnes was critical of the Department for 
not sending a witness before them. Is Ambassador Duemling 
planning to testify before that committee? 


A I don’t know that. I thought the Secretary had 
indicated what the State Department may do next. But if that 
answer is not there, I'll get it for you. , 

Q Thank you. 


a Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 1:10 p.m.) 











Posted: June 13, 1986 


QUESTION TAKEN AT THE NOON PRESS BRIEFING OF 
JUNE 12, 1986 


Q: Yesterday Congressman Barnes was critical of the Devartment 
for not sending a witness before them. Is Ambassador 
Duemling planning to testify before the subcommittee? 

A: THE STATE DEPARTMENT WAS DENIED ACCESS BOTH TO THE GAO 
REPORT AND THE INFORMATION RESULTING FROM THE SUBPOENAS. 

WE WERE THCREFORE NOT IN A POSITION TO PROVIDE I™MFORMED 
TESTIMONY TO THE SUBCOMMITTEE WHEN WE WERE REQUESTED 
TO APPEAR ON 24-HOURS NOTICE. WE THEREFORE REFUSED T° 
APPEAR. WE ARE PREPARED TO PROVIDE TESTIMONY WEEN WE 
HAVE RECEIVED THE MATERIALS ON WHICH THE ALLEGATIONS 


MADE BY CONGRESSMAN BARNES ARE BASED. 


AT A BRIEF QUESTION-AND-ANSWER PERIOD FOLLOWING THE 
SECRETARY'S MEETING YESTERDAY WITH THE LEADERSHIP OF TIE 
UNITED NICARAGUAN OPPOSITION, ASSISTANT SECPETARY OF 
STATE ELLIOTT ABRAMS STATED THAT IF THE SUBCOMMITTEE 
PROVIDES THIS INFORMATION QUICKLY, THE STATE DEFARTMET 
WOULD PROBABLY BE PREPARED TO TESTIFY SOMETIME NEXT 


WEEK. 





BEST AVAILABLE DOCUMENT 
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Posted: June 12, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the June 12, 1986 daily press briefing: 


‘ 


SOUTH AFRICA/RELIEF AID 





Q: You said the U.S. has decided to send more disaster relief 
aid to South Africa. Do you have a figure for that? How will 
the money be distributed? 

A: Through the Red Cross, the U.S. made an initial 
contribution of $35,000 to alleviate the suffering at 
Crossroads. We are presently making an assessment of 


additional needs, both financial and material. Specialists are 


being sent to evaluate these needs for the short and long tefs. 
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TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the June 12, 1986 daily press briefing: 


PANAMA: GEN. NORIEGA VISIT TO U.S. 





Noriega was in town for the last 24 hours. He knew, 

and the Department kmew, and the White House knew that 
these stories were going to be run. Did the Government 
make an effort during that time that Noriega was in 
Washington to discuss them with him? Did he meet with 
any U.S. Government officials while he was here? 

--NO STATE DEPARTMENT OFFICIAL MET WITH GENERAL NORIEGA 
DURING HIS VISIT OR HAD ANY DISCUSSION WITH HIM CONCERNING 
THESE STORIES. GEN. NORIEGA WAS ON A PRIVATE VISIT HERE, 
AND AS FAR AS WE ARE AWARE, HIS CONTACTS WITH U.S. 
GOVERNMENT OFFICIALS WERE CONFINED TO THE CEREMONY AT 
WHICH HE BESTOWED A MEDAL ON LT. GEN. JOHN M. SCHWEITZER, 
OUTGOING CHAIRMAN OF THE INTER-AMERICAN DEFENSE BOARD, 


AND TO CASUAL SOCIAL CONTACTS THEREAFTER. 
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FRIDAY, JUNE 13, 1986, 12:43 P. M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. KALB: A couple of things by way of announcements 
that we could do. Good morning, good afternoon, everybody, and 
so forth. 


In the “brief reminder" department: 2:30 this 
afternoon, Secretary's speech in the building ON THE RECORD, 
Q&A, subject dealing with Central America. You've heard that 
the other day. 


Another press announcement: this, as well, dealing 
with a conference that is equally open to the press. Let me 
Give you the details: Monday, June 16, Department sponsors an 
all-day conference for National Minorities and Women's 
Organizations in the Loy Henderson Conference Room. Senior 
Department officials will discuss the Administration's position 
on various key foreign policy issues. Attendees will hear 
presentations by a variety of officials representing the 
seventh floor, et cetera. They include Secretary Shultz; 
Deputy Secretary Whitehead; Ambassador Allan Keyes; Assistant 
Secretary, Asia, DOr. Gaston Sigur; Ambassador Rozanne Ridgway, 
Euvropean/Canadian Affairs; Ambassador George Vest. In 
addition, panel discussions covering a variety of pieces of 
global geography -- South Africa, Central America, Caribbean. 
Each session, Q&A. Expected attendance, about 300. 


Anticipating questions about what the Secretary's 
remarks will focus on, as of now, democracy abroad, 
particularly in the developing world. So far as the Whitehead 
speech, he'll deal with the relation between power and the 
pursuit of U.S. ideals. 


A question I anticipate, where is the advance copy of 
the Secretary's speech for 2:30 this afternoon? In view of the 
fact that it is still a quarter of one, that leaves another 
hour and 45 minutes to work on it. 
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Q What time will Shultz be speaking Monday? 


a I don't have a time -— wait aminute. I do. 
5:20, I was told. 


Q How about the speech tomorrow? 

a The speech tomorrow? Oh, Chicago. 

Q Yes. 

“ Informal. Informal -- no text. I said that 
yesterday. 

Q Sorry. 


Q Is there a schedule available of the rest of the 
conference, the rest of the speakers? 


i) I don't have it here, Ralph. 
Q Can we get it in the Press Office. 
a Sure, that's an easy thing to do. 


One announcement: in connection with additional aid 
to Haiti Secretary Shultz, at his meeting with the Haitian 
Foreign Minister yesterday, Jean Baptiste Hilaire, Secretary 
Shultz informed him that the United States would be providing 
Haiti with $20 million of additional balance-of -payments 
assistance in the current fiscal year, and that this aid is 
subject to Congressional concurrence with our proposals for 
reprogramming of the foreign aid appropriations. 


The Secretary explained that the additional economic 
assistance will help support the establishment of a democratic 
form of government in Haiti. The Secretary assured viie Foreign 
Minister that the Haitian Government can count on U.S. 
Government support in its efforts to establish a true democracy 
in Haiti. That is really all I have by way of announcements or 
bringing you up to date on the Secretary's public appearances 
ove. the next couple of days. 


Q The Soviet Embassy held a news conference this 
morning where officials there urged that the Administration 
reconsider its decision to abandon the SALT II limits. The 
Secretary took great pains this morning to dispute the use of 
the word “dead” to apply to the status of those limits 
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Is there any chance for a positive response to this 
Soviet appeal? 


A I, speaking for myself, saw a bit of it on 
television this morning, but I know of no analysis at this 
particular point that has been done by anybody in the 
Department on the basis of what was expressed by the Soviet 
spokesman. 


Insofar as your more specific question, or a more 
specific question about SALT, I have nothing to add beyond what 
you have already heard. 


-- MORE -- 
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Q Bernie, the Soviets suggested that there was a 
linkage between breaking out of SALT and holding a summit this 
year, saying it's not a pre-condition that you abide by SALT 
but, gee whiz, it could be viewed negatively if the U.S. 
bypassed SALT. 


What's the U.S. view of the connection between the two? 


aA I think that what has been said before, there 
have been, without my responding directly to what -- I guess it 
was Mr. Sokolov you're talking about this morning -- without 
responding directly to that, I think you've heard it expressed 
on more than one occasion that there have been loose 
associations, so to speak, about a summit and what might be 
expected. 


But I think it can be reiterated that, the United 
States having agreed with the Soviet leader at Geneva last 
November, that the two sides should indeed get together in the 
United States this year for a second summit. The United States 
is ready to engage on that summit and looks forward to a summit. 


Insofar as dates, I've got to say that I have nothing 
to offer you nor have there been any dates so far as I know set 
forth for an exact summit by the Soviet Union. 


Q Do you have anything on the allegations made by 
certain German Government officials that the anti-nuclear riots 
in Germany were part of a Soviet low-intensity warfare? 


A No, I don't. 


Q How about the violence on the eve of the lower 
Saxony elections against the patriots for Germany? 


A I don't have anything on that. 


Q Is there any comment on the elections this Sunday 
in lower Saxony? 


A I don't have anything on that. 


Q Has the Department officially received already 
the Warsaw Pact documents accepted in Budapest? Yesterday, the 
Ambassador handed it over to Mr. Whitehead and since it was 
published several days ago. Did the Department have already 
the time to make an assessment on the proposals? 


ry You're talking about the Warsaw Pact proposal? 
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Q Yes. 
A I don't have anything on that. 


Q How about the eight Germans who were released by 
the contras, the allegations that they were actually members of 
the Green Party and were engaged in warfare military operations 
against the contras? 


A I think the Secretary this morning on WORLDNET 
dealt with various aspects of that question. Perhaps not with 
the precise question as you're expressing it. 


Why don't I just refer you to that. He talked about 
that question, and I'll let you take a look at the transcript 
which may be the most specific way of handling that. 


Q Do you have a transcript that we can get at? 


a You can take a look at it. Do we have one out 
there that can be looked at? We do? Fairly quickly. 


Q You've got one. 


A No. I have a kind of very preliminary one that 
I've taken a look at. 


Matt? 


Q President Reagan said today he had told President 
Botha of his deep feelings that a peaceful process should be 
allowed on the Soweto anniversary. 


What is the United States doing now to try to impress 
that on South Africa and to bring home its revulsions that's 
been expressed at the violence in the state of emergency? 


A Well, I guess when you read what the Secretary 
said, you'll have some additional material on that. 


The President's communication was, indeed, relayed 
today to President Botha by the U.S. Ambassador, Herman Nickel, 
in Cape Town. I don't have anything by way of the specifics of 
that. 


Insofar as Soweto, the United States Embassy and the 
Consulates General in South Africa will be closed on Monday, 
the 16th, to commemorate the tragedy of Soweto and to 
demonstrate that the United States shares the aspirations of 
all South Africans who wish to end violence and apartheid. 
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But picking up the additional echo of your question, 
the Secretary dealt with steps that the United States has taken 
to the details to which I myself referred to yesterday. 


Q Is there any thought being given, Bernie, to 
asking -- 


A Any what? 


Q Any thought being given to asking Nickel to come 
home for consultations at this point? 


A I don't have anything on that. 


Q Bernie, a couple of questions on the West Bank 
and occupied territories. 


In today's FBIS there is a study which shows that 
Arafat is a leading candidate from Gaza if there will be an 
elections held in the West Bank or Gaza. 


In light of the search for alternative leadership for 
the Palestinians in the West Bank that is being the current 
thinking of the United States Government together with some 
people in the area, what this will tell you about the 
Palestinians? They don't want different leadership. 


A I have no observations to make on that. 


Q Again, on another point. The East Jerusalem 
newspaper, Al-Quds, blames the United States Government that it 
lost interest in trying to find a solution to the Palestinian 
question, since the senior U.S. official, who briefed the 
reporters after the meeting with King Hussein and President 
Reagan, didn't mention anything. What are you basing your 
search for peace, in what formula or what category in the 
Middle East now? 


A You've got about 14 questions there. Just let me 
reject the idea of the United States losing interest in some 
sort of Middle East peace process. That is a subject that is 
always being worked here in the Department, and I think people 
in this room are aware of that. , 


Q Well, what's your formula that you are basing 
your search for peace now? 


A I'm not in a position to negotiate with myself on 
behalf of everybody. Negotiations, when they indeed take 
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place, a peace process, when it indeed takes place, produces 
its formula. It's not for me here at 1:00 on a Friday 
afternoon to toss something off. 


Q No, it's important because Jordan's Foreign 
Minister -- 


a I agree with you. 


-- briefing Arab reporters here in Washington 
last Tuesday said that President Reagan reiterated his position 
about the September 1, 1982, peace initiative. Is it still -- 
this is the cornerstone in your search for peace in the Middle 
East (inaudible), or to revive the interest in September 1, 
1982, peace initiative? 


A I have nothing that changes September 1. The 
President said it then and it has been a constant factor in the 
U.S. approach. 


Q Let me go back to South Africa for a moment. In 
the wake of what's happened in the last two days in South 
Africa, there are people on the Hill and elsewhere who are 
expressing frustration and doubt that there may be nothing the 
United States can do anymore to influence the South African 
Government, that they may simply have dug themselves in so 
deeply on the course of action that they be beyond influence. 


Do we still think we can influence the South Africans 
at this junction? 


A The Secretary, in his appearance this morning, 
went to some length in explaining the significance of 
constructive engagement -- the United States policy vis-a-vis 
South Africa -- and made the observation, if I remember it 
correctly, that to walk away would be a vote for despair. I 
forget how he phrased it, and you may take a look at the 
transcript that we'll let you look at after this -- I almost 
said broadcast -- after this briefing. 


There has been, in a variety of ways, on numerous 
occasions the U.S. view set forth about apartheid, that it must 
go, that it must be dismantled. 


Q Well, I understand that -- 
A And if you are inviting me to plunge into the 


future and set forth for you some sort of anthology of 
responses, I cannot do that. 
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Q I'm not asking you to do that, but -- 


Aa Isn't that the thrust of your question --"“Tell me 
what else the United States can do?" 


Q Well, no, I'm asking you what the United States 
thinks it can do in the wake -- 


(2) I've answered -- 


Q - -- of Botha's speech yesterday which seemed to be 
saying the rest of the world can do what it wants; we're going 
to do what -- 


A I have answered it. The Secretary has answered 
it much more extensively, and I'm going to have to let it stand 
there. 


Chris? 


Q Bernie, one of the arguments the Secretary used 
this morning against all-out sanctions was that if you do them, 
then you've got nothing left to do. So presumably he is 
thinking of things short of all-out sanctions, and I wonder 
what those kinds of things are. 


If you're saying that there are no other things you 
can do already, then why not have all-out -- 


A I'm not saying that. I'm not limiting myself, 
and I'm not going to speculate. You're inviting me to 


extrapolate on what the Secretary did not say, and I'll decline 
the opportunity. 


Ralph? 
--MORE-- 
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Q Can we assume that when the Secretary used the 
phrase “all-out sanctions," as opposed to any other kind of 
sanctions, that he was referring to the sanctions which the 
Administration has already put in effect, and that if he said 
you can't use sanctions at all, he would -- 


a I think the phrase ‘«:** ‘day that I used with 
sanctions as some sort of blunt in. _mwent against South 
Africa, punitive economic sanctioms, and so forth, and I think 
that's what the Secretary meant when he used the phrase, 
"all-out." 


Q Can I just ask a technical one on the earlier -- 
on an earlier statement you made about no dates being set. Was 
that -- 


A No dates being set -- 


Q In the Soviet-American context, no dates for 
Shevardnadze either, right? 

A No dates for Shevardnadze either. 

Q Okay. 

a So far as I know, there are no dates for either. 

Laura? 

Q Panama has asked for a clarification from the 


United States on the situation concerning the allegations on 
General Noriega. Has the United States issued or is going to 
issue some kind of clarifications to the Panamanians? 


is) Clarification? I know of no clarification about 
-- with respect to? 


Q The allegations made about General Noriega and 
the general situation? 


a Clarification of what? 


Q Of what's going on -- the hearings. They've 
asked the United States to respond. ' 


3) I don't have anything on that. 
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Q You have nothing to flesh out what was said 
yesterday concerning the allegations about Noriega? 


a No. 


Q Do you have any reaction to Costa Rican and 
Salvadoran rejection «f the latest draft? 


a No. I do not. 
Q Contadora draft? 


a I do not. 


Bernie, has there been any communication from the 
Panamanian Government on this? 


a The only thing I know is that the Panamanian 
Foreign Ministry called in the U.S. Ambassador there, Mr. 
Davis, and they met yesterday. 


Q To discuss all this no doubt. 


a I don't have a readout on the diplomatic 
conversations, so insofar as the specifics are concerned, I 
cannot be of much help. 


Q Do you have any reaction to the calls on the Hill 
for a complete investigation, for hearings -- 


A No. I don't have anything by way of a specific 
on that, but [I think the Secretary made it clear that these 
allegations are matters of concern to the United States. 


Q And you yesterday kept repeating that it's 
something for the Panamanians to look into. Now the Hill is 
saying we ought to look into it. 


A Well, I don't have any reaction specifically to 
what you're saying. 


Q Would you characterize the story in The New York 
Times yesterday as a leak coming out of the closed hearings 
that Senator Helms held last month? 





A I don't have any comment to make on that. 
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Q Bernie, do you have any comment on The Washington 
Post story that Richard Murphy had visited Syria in April and 
mediated -- eased tension between Syria and Israel? 


a Richard Murphy visiting Syria in April, to the 
best of my recollection is a secret that doesn't exist, because 
I think at that particular time Murphy was traveling with the 
Vice President and scrambled off in another direction to visit 
some countries in the Middle East, including Syria. And, if my 
memory is correct, that was revealed at that time. 


Now, insofar as the other part of your question, the 
United States supports efforts to secure the withdrawal of all 
foreign forces from Lebanon to seek agreed-on security 
arrangements that could assure stability in south Lebanon and 
security along the Lebanese-Israeli border, and to promote 
restoration of security throughout Lebanon. 


The United States remains in touch with all concerned 
parties inside and outside of Lebanon. 


Q May we have a copy of that? 
a No. That's -- 


Q I know you probably don't have anything to say 
about this, but did the Secretary of State -- 


3) Thank you for the invitation. 


Q The Secretary of State this morning was once 
again very strong in criticizing the Nicaraguan Government for 
drug trafficking and supporting the M-19 Colombian guerrillas. 
Now these reports say that the Panamanian Government, or some 
element of it, has done the same thing. If that's proven, 
would the U.S. Government be equally critical of that? 


a [I have nothing to add to insofar as the 
allegations with respect to the Panamanian General are 
concerned. 


What the Secretary said, he has said clearly, and he 
has said it repeatedly, and I have nothing to add on that 
particular point. 


Ralph? 





-12- Friday, 6/13/86 


Q Can we assume that the State Department's Bureau 
of International Narcotics is investigating, perhaps has 
already investigated these allegations? And if -- 


A Can we assume -- I don't have anything to offer 
you on that. 


Q Would you take that question? 
4 Not - 


Q Is the State -- the question is the State 
Department's Bureau of International Narcotics looking into 
allegations that the Panamanian Government, as well as the 
Nicaraguan and Cuban Governments in Central America, may be 
involved in international narcotics traffic? 


a Let me take a look without being able to 
guarantee any sort of response. 


Semaan? 

Q Bernie, do I infer from your statement that 
Murphy's trip to Damascus was in the frame of U.S. efforts to 
secure the withdrawal of Syrian and Israeli forces from Lebanon? 


f, I don't want to be specific, but I think if you 
read what I read, you'll find your own answer to your question. 


Q Bernie, a follow-up on that. What about -- a 
Pentagon official was quoted in the story that -- 


is) You don't have to go further. Check at the 
Pentagon. 


Q No, no. That Israel is -- will strike against 
any S-23 missile, or anything like that. 


vs Israel what? 
Q Will strike against any S-23 -- 
a I don't have anything on that. 
Bernie, can you tell us what has precipitated 
this decision to restrict press access to certain areas of the 


State Department, and if there are other measures also being 
taken in conjunction with that for a tighter security? 
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a It's a fair game for you to ask your question. I 
understand you're having a meeting at 11:30. I have discussed 
it. We have discussed it with 8ill Scally and various 
representatives of the State Department Correspondents 
Association. Any thoughts you may have we'll welcome -- you're 
welcome to present to us, and we can pick it up. But the 
bottom line on that is security. 


Q Are there other measures also being taken along 
the same lines? 


rs Have you entered the front of this building? Has 
it changed? 


Q Okay. Well -- 


a It's part of a series that the security people 
want to introduce to enhance security in this building in view 
of threats that the whole world lives with, and that is one 
approach -- that is one element after negotiation that was had 
by the Press Office with the security people to see what we can 
do to make it as minimal as possible. And you will have a 
discussion, and you can pick it up with us again, and I'll pick 
it up with security and see what we can do. 


Q How does -- 


Q This could be taken a little more seriously if 
the State Department were inspecting the cars that go in and 
out of the garage underlying this building every day. 


Aa Well, you've got a point on security, and I'm 
sure, without being in the position straight off the bat, Don, 
to tell you all the specific steps that are being taken, a step 
at a time. I simply don't have that. I think all of us have 
seen the enhancement of security in this building over the past 
several months, and I know that there are more steps to come, 
but I'm not in a position, because they simply have not been 
able to exhaust all the steps that are being considered. 


Q How does a member of the press become a security 
threat after hours when that person has been cleared into this 
building during hours? 


A I'm not ducking your question, Debbie. I really 
would like to -- if we have these things, let's work it all in 
one shot rather than at the end of the briefing. 
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Q New subject? 

s Yes. 

Q The Polish Interior Minister -- 
o Polish Interior Minister -- 

Q -- has given an interview, saying -- reviving 
charges that the CIA and the U.S. is giving money to Solidarity 
people for espionage. Do you have any -- 

“ No. 


Q Have you heard these new -- 


“ I haven't heard what you've said. I haven't 
heard what you've just reported. I haven't seen that. 


Q Can you look at it? Can you take the question? 
Do you have any reaction to this? 


a No. Let me see what I could do on that. 


Q Bernie, when will the Defense Minister of Egypt 
meet with Secretary Shultz? 


a Don't have a date on when he'll be meeting him, 
other than, if my memory is right here, he will -- 


Q He arrived, I believe, yesterday. 

A Next week. That's what I thought. 
Q Thank you. 
a 


Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 1:03 p.m.) 
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TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the June 13, 1986 daily press briefinc: 








Q: Is the State Department's Bureau of International 
Narcotics Matters looking into allegations that the Panamanian 
government, as well as the Nicaraguan and Cuban governments, 
may be involved in international narcotics trafficking? 


A: The Department of State, along with officials at Justice, 
Treasury, Defense and other Departments, are concerned by the 
continuing allegations that senior officials of these 
governments are involved in drug trafficking. Our Bureau of 
International Narcotics Matters (INM), while not an 
investigative body, continues to solicit and review all 
available information on the possible involvement of key . 
officials in many countries in narcotics trafficking, and the 
implications such involvement may have for institutional 
relationships with their governments. 
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TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the June 13, 1986 daily oress briefinc: 


ALLEGED CIA TIES TO SOLIDARITY 
Tne Polish Interior Minister has given an interview 
reviving the charges that the CIA and the U.S. are Jiving 
money to Solidarity people for espionage. Do you have a 
reaction to this? 
-- ALTHOUGH WE DO NOT CUMMENT ON INTELLIGENCE 
ALLEGATIONS, IT IS UNFORTUNATE THAT THE POLISH 


AUTHORITIES MUST SEEK SCAPEGOATS TO BLAME FOR POLAND'S 


UNSOLVED INTERNAL PROBLEMS. 
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(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. KALB: Good afternoon. 


Just one brief reminder in the housekeeping department 
about the Secretary appearing this afternoon before the all-day 
conference for National Minorities and Women's Organizations. 
It's in the Loy Henderson. As I indicated last week, he goes 
on, if the schedule holds, at about 5:20. He makes some 
remarks about U.S. efforts to build democracy abroad. There 
will be a Q&A as well. It is open to the press. And just a 
brief reminder: the questions at such a session are limited to 
those who are participating in the session. 


That's all I have by way of any announcements. 


Q Could I ask you for a further housekeeping 
question? 


i) Yes. 


Q In terms of talk about democracy abroad, is he 
expected to touch on South Africa in his prepared remarks? 


a I don't know. I haven't seen them, Dick, so I 
just am out of touch. 


Q Speaking of that, what reading do you have today 
for South Africa, and what's the State Department's reaction? 


A Well, insofar as reaction is concerned, the 
President over the weekend made a statement that dealt with 
that. And insofar as the specifics, for example, I don't have 
obviously anything that represents or even approximates a 
situation report. 


Let me just note that we have been following the 
events in South Africa very closely and have noted the many 
incidents of violence that have taken place over the weekend as 
well as today. The U.S. continues to believe that the 
declaration of a state of emergency in South Africa will not 
solve the underlying cause of the unrest -- that is to say, 
apartheid. The only way South Africa can end the violence is 
for political negotiations to occur that will end apartheid. 





-2- Monday, 6/16/86 


That's about the extent of what I have to your 
question, Jim. 


Q Bernie, how does the U.S. Government or the State 
Department feel about the fact that its closest friends in 
Europe, and apparently even including Britain, seem to be 
moving off into a different direction, a direction of 
increasing economic pressure on South Africa? 


A Well, that question, Barry, has been addressed on 
a variety of occasions. And what I mean by that is ona 
variety of occasions the United States has set forth its 
attitude toward the imposition of punitive economic sanctions, 
and that's where it stands. 


Q But what I was -- alright, then, U.S. policy is 
where it was last week. What my question is directed to, more 
than that, is is the United States or the State Department 


concerned that there is a divergence now between the U.S. 
position and all its friends in NATO or in Europe, Western 


Europe? 

A I don't want to be drawn into that area of 
discussion that you're inviting me to. What I want to do is 
reiterate the position set forth by the United States on a 
variety of occasions as to its view on the imposition of 
punitive economic sanctions. 

Q Let me try it another way. 

A Just a minute. Ralph is next. 


Q Can I just -- one last -- 


A I mean --— I'm sorry. Barry. Excuse me. 

Q No, if you don't want to discuss it -- 

A No, no, no. 

Q -- you're free not to discuss anything. 

A I said Ralph -- 

Q I just want you to get the thrust of my question. 
A I said Ralph; I meant you. I'm sorry. 


Q No, no, I don't mean that. I mean if you don't 
-- i understand if you want to keep saying “our policy is." 
I'm asking you if there is a problem for the United States, if 
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it weakens U.S. ties with its Western European friends, to have 
the U.S. be in one place and the rest of Europe in another. Is 
that a problem for the U.S. in its relations with its closest 
friends? 


A I'm going to leave that open. 


Q Would you mind terribly spelling out just what 
the U.S. --— whether it's a repeat or whatever -- what the U.S. 
position is? 


A I'll refer you to what I've said last week. It's 
all there on paper. 


Q Bernie, in that connection, do you have any 
comment on the Bank of America -- 


A Well, Debbie, it is all there. I mean, if you 
want me to read it for purposes that you may have, that's one 
thing. But I have -- 


Q It's important today to have the record restated 
given what's happened -- 


A Well, the record is restated, and there's no 
retreat from what I said last week on that and it still stands 
as, in fact, uttered last week. 


I'm sorry, Dick or Ralph? 


Q I second Deborah's request. 
A Well, my reaction stands as is. 
Q I would like to ask whether you have any comment 


on the Bank of America decision, which is a fairly major 
decision, not to encourage further investments in South Africa 
on the part of the second largest bank in the United States? 


A Let me take that and try to get some help on that 
for you. 


Q In connection with that, you say you want to 
reiterate the policy without reiterating it. Is there -- 


A I beg your pardon, Dick. I said that the policy 
set forth, that has been read on more than one occasion, still 
stands. 


Q Well, you just said "I want to reiterate it," but 
you didn't reiterate it. 
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A Only to say that it still stands. 


Q Is there any review: going on anywhere within -- 
are there any second looks at that policy of standing with the 
opposition of punitive economic sanctions? 


A I don't have really anything to add to what the 
President said --— I think it was on Friday -- and what the 
Secretary has said repeatedly on the question of sanctions. 


Q Is there no review going on, no second look? 


a I have said that the policy on punitive sanctions 
stands, and that's about the extent of what I have by way of a 
reply. Matt? 


Q Are there steps under review short of that? 


A It's the variation of Dick's question, and my 
reply is as given. 


Q Bernie, do you know anything about recent 
conversations between U.S. officials and the South african 
Government on the terms of the release of Nelson Mandela? 


A I don't have anything on that. 


Q What is the -- can you restate the American 
position? Would we like to see Mr. Mandela released? 


Aa Yes. That has been stated on more than one 
occasion, and for the formal language we can find that for you. 


Q Let me get back to the question of sanctions. 
Bishop Tutu has an article in print this morning pointing out 
what he conceives to be the inconsistency in American policy in 
this area, saying the United States is very strong on sanctions 
against Libya, against Nicaragua, against Cuba -- in short, 
that it has history of favoring punitive economic sanctions but 
for some reason cops out on South Africa. 


A In the exposition of opposition to the imposition 
of punitive economic sanctions, there was an explanation as to 
why the United States sees it as being economically punitive 
and not doing the job it is supposed to do. That is embodied 
in the same exposition that I shared with you last week. 


Q Bernie, how about diplomatic sanctions? 


A What's that? 
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Q How about diplomatic sanctions if not economic 
sanctions? Are there any further steps under consideration 
along those lines? 


a I don't have anything on that other than, as I 
did before, to refer you to what the President said and what 
the Secretary has said. 


In other words, if you are on one, two, three 
different occasions inviting me to speculate on the question of 
what might be down the pike, I am stepping away from that but 
reiterating what the U.S. policy has been -- that is to say, 
opposition to punitive economic sanctions. Jack? 


Q Any comment on the way the news media has been 
blacked out in terms of coverage? 


A We deplore any restrictions on freedom of the 
press. 


Q In South Africa? 

A Yes. 

Q Including in this building? 
A Including in this building? 
Q In this building. 
A Such as? 
Q 


Such as the ability of correspondents to gain 
access to the building after working hours? 


A We've gone through this the other day, and I'm 
prepared to take it up again but I'm not sure this is the 
place. But I must say that I reject the premise of your 
question. 


Q Bernie -- 


A Barry? 


Q Not to quibble, I hope. But you say you're being 
asked to speculate; and a lot of these questions -- the one I'm 
going to put to you now -- are really not to -- we'd of course 
like to know, if you want to tell us, what the conclusions 
would be. What we're asking is whether the Administration is 
considering various things. 
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Alright, now Senator Gary Hart, for instance, 
yesterday suggested a series of escalating measures leading to 
the withdrawal -- I don't think he means a formal cut in 
relations -- but the withdrawal of diplomatic relations with 
South Africa as the final penalty should South Africa not 


change its policy rapidly. 


Does the Administration consider that a worthwhile 
suggestion? Are they considering -- is the Administration 
considering some various staged measures to accelerate what the 
Secretary says is his goal, an end to apartheid? 


A I thought I had answered that question, Barry. 
Q You want to say you're not speculating? 


I'm going to let it stand the way I answered it. 


Q Could I ask -- 
A Let just try there. Chris? 


Bernie, if other countries go ahead and do impose 
sanctions on South Africa, would U.S. Government policy do 
anything to inhibit American companies from filling the vacuum 
posed by those sanctions? 


a Don't have anything for you on that as well. 
Dick? 


Q On a broader basis, how does the United States 
view its own role in this situation? I mean, do you feel that 
you should be a participant, a sidelines observer? So far, 
apparently, you do nothing more than call for negotiations or a 
settlement, a negotiated settlement. Is the United States more 
directly involved diplomatically? Do you deal on a daily basis 
p< then ene South African Ambassador here or American Ambassador 
there’ 


A I can't give you a chronology along the lines 
that you're suggesting. But it doesn't take any particular 
genius to recognize that South Africa is fully aware of the 
views of the '!nited States on the question of apartheid. 


You ve heard the Secretary talk about the merits of 
constructive engagement, that to get up and leave would be 
tantamount, I think the phrase was, “to a vote of despair." It 
is to remain engaged; it is to remain constructively engaged 
with a view toward moving along the lines that would see a 
dismantling of apartheid. 
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Q What I'm trying to get to, I guess, is what is 
the nature now of constructive engagement? The South African 


Ambassador said this morning we're ending apartheid. Those are 
words, just like the Secretary's words; they're words. What 
does “constructive engagement" mean physically and practically? 


A It is what I have just set forth. If it falls 
short of meeting your expectations, it stands. 


It's not a question of my expectations. I'm 
asking for an explanation. 


-) Well, I've said it. 
Q Well, you haven't. You said -- 
Then you and I disagree. 


-- you stated a policy. How is the policy being 
carried out in practice? 


a I have said what I'm going to say on that 
subject, and I think -- I beg your pardon? 


Q Is Ambassador Nickel still on post? 
i) So far as I know, he is. I know of no change. 


Q Was the Embassy and were the consulates, in fact, 
closed today as announced they would be? 


rs) That was what I said on Friday. I would assume 
that was the case as well today. 


Q Are you getting any reporting that you can give 
us or, if not right now, in the way of a sitrep later in the 
day, given the restrictions of the censorship that has been 
imposed on the press? Is there any reporting or “sitreping" 
that the State Department can do later in the day for us? 


. A Let me take a look at that and see what is 
possible. 


Q Another topic? Do you have anything about the 
delivery of AWACS to Saudi Arabia, that they are -- 


Q Wait just a minute. How long is the Embassy to 
be closed in South Africa? 


a My recollection of what I said Friday was for 


today. 
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Q Just for today? Tomorrow open for business as 
usual? 


a That's my understanding, and I will check it to 
see if there's any variation but I don't know of any. 


Q The delivery of AWACS to Saudi Arabia, do you 
have anything on that? 


A Well, I think to some degree that was addressed 
at the White House this morning. Let me say that the President 
is expected shortly to sign and forward to Congress 
certification that all the assurances in his October 1981 
letter to the Senate Majority Leader at that time, Senator 
Howard Baker, have been met. These assurances involve the 
security of AWACS technology and the contribution of the sale 
to regional peace and stability. Presidential certification 
that the assurances have been met is the final step required 
prior to the delivery of the AWACS. 


Q That means that he will -- the government doesn't 
have to go to the Congress or anything, just straight after the 
signing of the certification they could go and deliver by the 
end of the month the first plane? 


a The President will be signing and forwarding it 
to Congress. 


Q And when the delivery will begin? 


rs) I don't have anything on the specifics of 
delivery of the first aircraft. 


Q Supposed to be the end of this month, I think. 


Q Bernie, do you have any readout on the afghan 
visitors meeting with the Secretary? 


a No, I don't. 


Q Bernie, on this same question, could you tell us 
what aid the U.S. is providing the Afghan resistance, if any? 


f°) I don't have any numbers here. What I do have is 
simply a general statement that the U.S. gives all appropriate 
aid to the Afghan liberation movement. No specifics. The U.S. 
has ongoing humanitarian assistance programs for all 
war-affectd Afghans. But I don't have any numbers. 
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Q Why do you say -- you say no specifics. Do you 
mean you have no specifics? 


4 Yeah. I don't have any specifics. 


Q All right. But does all appropriate aid to the 
Afghan resistance include direct military support? 


Aa My answer to that is all appropriate aid without 
parsing “appropriate” in any specific way. 


Q You mean you won't say. Is that what you mean by 
“parsing"? 


a I'm going to leave it at “gives all appropriate 
aid.“ You've asked me about military, and I've responded. 


Q I've asked you about direct military aid, and you 
have volunteered humanitarian aid. Let me ask about -- 


a I'm trying to -- I'm talking about military aid; 
I've answered that. I have added that the U.S. has ongoing 
humanitarian assistance programs. 


Q Right. All right, now let me -- I asked you 
about direct military aid. Does the United States provide 
indirect military aid to the Afghan resistance? 


a I can't do any better by way of reply, Barry. 


Q All right. Does the United States encourage 
Pakistan and other countries to assist to provide military aid 
to the Afghan resistance? 


A Don't have anything on that for you. John? 


Q Bernie, is the Secretary willing in principle to 
meet Mr. Shevardnadze in Europe if the Soviets accept the 
President's proposal? 


a I'm not going to pick out the geography that's 
incorporated in your question, but insofar as readiness to meet 
the Soviet Foreign Minister, yes. 


Q Well, it was widely reported that the President 
had suggested a possible meeting in Europe. You're not 
questioning this? 


i) No. I'm not adding any details to what you have 
read in the “widely reported." I'm just reiterating that 
indeed the Secretary is ready to meet Foreign Minister 
Shevardnadze. 
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~ Would the Secretary prefer -- 
A And there is no date set fur any such meeting. 


Q Have you had any resporse from the Soviets at all 
to the -- 


a I think Larry addressed that this morning, and I 
have nothing to add to that. 


Q Was there something between what Larry said and 
with what you might be able to tell us? Larry put it flat. 
You know, there'd been no response to the President's letter; 
the President asked for this meeting. Can you tell us whether, 
even though there's no date set, there's any discussion, any 
movement, toward a meeting? 


a I can't. I can't because that invites me -- I've 
answered the general question about, “Is a date set?", and you 
can take whatever vibrations you get from that to work with. 
There is no date set for any such meeting. Other than that, 
I'm not in a position to get involved in the specifics of any 
letter the President may have sent to -- 


Was this raised when the Secretary met Ambassador 
Dubinin last week here? 


a I don't have anything for you on that, John. 


Q Do you have anything for us on the meeting? Was 
that announced? 


a Yes, it was. 


Q It was. All right. Let me ask one other 
question. When you're saying you're not going to pick out 
geography -- 


a I think there was a photo-op on that, to the best 
of my recollection. 


Q When you say you're not going to pick out the 
geography, would the Secretary -- 


a You volunteered geography, and I was responding 
to your question. 


Q I understand that. 


a Right. 
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° Q I'm just trying to find out if I should read 
anything into what you're saying. Are you suggesting perhaps 
the Secretary would prefer Mr. Shevardnadze to come here? 

a I'm not going to get involved in geography. Don? 


Wait a minute. Before you leave that -- 


~ 
Q Well, I mean, why can't you answer that question? 
Q The Secretary -- 

a 


Because I am talking about the Secretary's 
readiness to meet. You are asking me about specifics of 
places, and so forth. 

Q Well, no, no -- 


a I'm not going to rule any piece of geography in 
or out. You've talked about Europe. I'm leaving it wide open. 


Q All right. But it's not all as academic as that, 
because the original notion, the U.S. notion -- 


i) The original notion was that -- 
~ -- was that Shevardnadze come here -- 
a That is correct. 


Q -- and the Soviets called off that meeting 
because of the bombardment of Libya. 


a Correct. That was -- 


Q Now, does the U.S. still want -- prefer that 
Shevardnadze come here? 


a I'm going to leave that open. I would think -- 
I'm going to leave that open, because I don't know what the 
shape of any proposal, should one come along about geoyraphy, 
will deal with. 


Q The invitation for Shevardnadze to come here -- 
has that invitation been withdrawn? 


a I don't know of that invitation being withdrawn. 
It was the Soviets who made the decision not to come. 


Q No, no. I understand that. The United States 
invited the Foreign Minister of the Soviet Union to come to 
Washington, and the Soviets said no, thank you -- 
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That's right. 
-- and gave their reasons. 
Correct. 


Is that invitation that he come here still on the 


oD > © ® 


table? 
A The invitation that he come here? Yes, it is. 
Q Okay. 
The Soviets broke that invitation -- 
Q I know. 
a -- as you outlined the scenario. Don? 


The Secretary is going to meet Justice Minister 
Modai of Israel this afternoon. Does this have to do with the 
Pollard case, or what is the reason for the meeting? 


a I don't have anything on reasons for the 
meeting. I guess they'll take a review of U.S.-Israeli 
relations, review the peace process, and so forth. But insofar 
as specifics that you're asking, I won't rule anything in or 
out. 


Q All right. Secondly -- 


Q Bernie, he's the Justice Minister. You wouldn't 
refer -— you wouldn't expect him to discuss the peace process 
with the Justice Minister, would you? 


) I'm not ruling anything in or out on what might 
be on the agenda. 


Q Could this subject be possibly on the Taba issue? 
a I've just answered you. 


Q Can you give us some fill-in on the thing after 
it's happened? 


a Let me take a look at that. 


Q And, secondly, on another question unrelated to 
this: On May 31, two former students of Western Illinois 
University who are Koreans were given death sentences in South 
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Korea on charges of spying for North Korea, some of them while 
they were in the United States. A third student had a life 
sentence. 


@hat is the U.S. position on the death sentence and 
life sentence for these students? 


a I don't have anything now. Let me take that 
question. 


Q Well, when you take it, the second Secretary of 
the United States Embassy, 0. Kathleen Stevens, said at the end 
of May that the United States -- 


a In connection with that story? 


Q In connection with this case, that the United 
States has so little information available to us from the South 
Korean Government, that we're not in a position to comment on 
the merit of the case. 


Is the United States redoubling its efforts or doing 
something to find out more from the South Korean Government 
about the case of these students who are alleged to have spied 
in the United States, or will it simply take the South Korean 
Government's unwillingness to supply information as the final 
word while these people get executed? 


a Let me add that, too, Don, to your questions. 

Q Marcos has some new criticisms of Mrs. Aquino. 
He called her a dangerous girl and said she's not strong enough 
to keep the Communists from taking over the Philippines. Do 
you have any reaction to that? 

a No, I don't. 


Q Bernie, do you have any report or comment on a 
report that Qadhafi's losing touch with power in Libya? 


a No, I don't. 


Q And that there is a body that Libya is asking for 
ransom about it? 


a Libya asking for ransom? Well, on that 
particular story, we have not as yet received any response from 
the Qadhafi regime to various diplomatic approaches through 
various channels about identifying the body that Libyan reports 
say that the Libyans have. 
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So far as ransoms or concessions, as that report had 
as well, the United States would not consider any ransom or any 
concession. Simple humanity would dictate a prompt resolution 
of this issue. 


Q Has any effort been made to check and see if Mr. 
Qadhafi's account of his meeting with Ambassador Wilson was 
correct or not? 


a Let me take that. 


Q Bernie, are you concerned about Syria moving into 
areas which are considered in Lebanon as a red line, or 
whatever it is, to Israel? 


A The United States has said many times that the 
fighting in Lebanon must stop. The U.S. believes that 
political dialogue amo the Lebanese should be re-established 
and political reform undertaken in ways consistent with 
Lebanese independence, sovereignty and unity and extension of 
central government authority throughout the country. 


Q Yes. But what about the movement of Syrian 
troops? 


A That is my response to your question, and I heard 
you talk about Syrian movements. 


Q Well, on that, Bernie, Syrian troops apparently 
moved in to stop the fighting. Is your statement then support 
for what the Syrians did? 


A I'm going to leave it without answering your 
question, simply saying that the fighting must stop, that we 
believe poiitical dialogue, etc. Insofar as your specific 
question about Syrian movement, I'm not answering that other 
than to give you this paragraph. 


Q Perhaps they are making new policy on how to stop 
the fighting? 


rs) I don't think that's the case. 


Q Would you read the same statement if the Syrians 
were moving out? S8ecause the question addresses the Syrian 
role. The Syrians have taken on a certain referee role in 
Lebanon -- 


a I understand that. 
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° Q -- and is it -- without going into a specific 
action on a specific day, since the United States wants the 
fighting to stop, does the United States see what Syria is 
doing as being constructive? 


a I'm not going to answer it the way you've put 
it. I'm going to answer it the way I've replied to it. 


Q Are you in consultation with the Lebanese 
Government over these latest moves about the cease-fire and 
other things, and your (inaudible) repeating last week and 
before about the ongoing war there? 

A I don't have anything for you on that. Ralph? 


If we refer to your statement of, I think it was 
last Monday, but it may have been the Monday before, on the 
Pollard case, does that still stand in all of its dimensions? 

aA I've said what I've had to say on it -- 
Okay. 


_=-—— and there you are. 


oD DvD 


Bernie, any comment on whether Archbishop 
O'Connor's presence in Beirut is constructive or not? 


A Well, I think you know that -- Cardinal O'Connor? 
Q I'm sorry. Cardinal O'Connor. 


A He has said that this is a private visit, and in 
that context I have nothing more to add to it. 


Q Bernie, on South Africa, this has come up 
before. It's sort of a housekeeping question. Is there a 
special group, around-the-clock group, or anything on South 
Africa? Is there any kind of a crisis task force? 

A I don't know of any task force being set up. 

Q Thank you. 


A Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at. 12:40 p.m.) 





Posted: June 17, 1986 


TAKEN QUESTION 


Question Taken at the June 16, 1986 Daily Press Briefing 


KOREA -- STUDENTS SENTENCED FOR ESPIONAGE 





Q: On May 31 two former students of Western Illinois 
University, who were Koreans, were given death sentences in 
South Korea on charges of spying for North Korea, some of it 
while they were in the US. A third student nad a life 
sentence. What is the US position on the death sentence and 
life sentence for these students? 

A: ON MAY 31, A REPUBLIC OF KOREA APPELLATE COURT UPHELD DEA7T4A 
SENTENCES FOR TWO KOREAN MEN WHO, WHILE STUDENTS AT WESTERN 
ILLINOIS UNIVERSITY, ALLEGEDLY WERE RECRUITED BY NORTH KOREAN 
AGENTS TO RETURN TO THE REPUBLIC OF KOREA TO ENGAGE IN 
SUBVERSIVE ACTIVITIES ON BEHALF OF NORTH KOREA. A THIRD KOREAN 
MAN WHO ALSO STUDIED AT WESTERN ILLINOIS UNIVERSITY HAS BEEN 


GIVEN A LIFE SENTENCE IN THE SAME CASE. 


THE MEN HAD DISCONTINUED THEIR STUDICS IN THE UNITED STATES At.2 
RETURNED TO RESIDE IN THE REPUBLIC OF KOREA ABOUT A YEAR SEF ~ 
THEIR ARRESTS. KOREAN PRESS REPORTS ALLEGE THAT ONE OF THE *:'. 
TRAVELED TO NORTH KOREA FOR AGENT TRAINING, WHILE A SECOND 
RECEIVED SUCH TRAINING AT A NORTH KOREAN EMBASSY IN EASTERN 


EUROPE. 


BECAUSE OF THE U.S. CONNECTION, WE ARE FOLLOWING THIS CASE Wis 
PARTICULAR INTEREST. WE HAVE MADE A NUMBER OF INQUIRIES TO 
KOREAN AUTHORITIES AND OTHER CONCERNED PARTIES IN AN ATTEMPT 7U 


OBTAIN MORE INFORMATION ABOUT THE CHARGES AND THE EVIDENCE. 


(over) 


BEST AVAILABLE DOCUMENT 











Q: The second secretary of the US Embassy, D. Kathleen 


Stephens, said at the end of May in connection with tnis case 
that the US has so little information availaple to us from tne 
South Korean Government that we're not in a position to comment 
on the merits of the case. Is the US redoupnling its eftorts or 
doing something to find out more from the South Korean 
Government about the case of these students, alleged to have 
spied in the US? Or will it simply take the South Korean 
Government's unwillingness to supply information as the final 
word, as these people get executea? 


Az WE ARE CONTINUING OUR EFFORTS TO OBTAIN MORE INFORMATION 
ABOUT THE CHARGES AND EVIDENCE IN THIS CASE. WE EXPECT THAT 
THIS CASE WILL BE APPEALED °0O THE KOREAN SUPREME COURT; DEAT4 
SENTENCES UPHELD THERE ARE NORMALLY REVIEWED BY THE KOREAN 


PRESIDENT. 


edt Uae Tee 











Posted: June 1&, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the June 16, 1986 daily press briefing: 


SOUTH AFRICA: SITUATION REPORT 





Q: Since the press cannot report on events in South Africa 
-- given censorship -- can you provide a situation report 
this afternoon based on embassy reporting? 

A:--THERE HAVE BEEN INCIDENTS OF VIOLENCE AND ARRESTS HAVE 
BEEN MADE, BUT NO DEATHS OR MASSIVE NUMBERS OF ARRESTS 
ON JUNE 16 ARE KNOWN TO OUR EMBASSY. AS YOU KNOW, 22 
DEATHS HAVE BEEN REPORTED IN THE SEVERAL DAYS SINCE THE 


STATE OF EMERGENCY WAS DECLARED. 


--THE WORK STAYAWAY SEEMS TO BE WIDESPREAD IN SOUTH 


AFRICA'S MAJOR COMMERCIAL CENTERS. 


SOUTH AFRICA: EMBASSY CLOSING 





Q: For how long is the embassy closed? 


A: THE U.S. EMBASSY WAS CLOSED FOR BUSINESS ON JUNE 16. [7 
REOPENS ON JUNE 17. 


SOUTH AFRICA: BANK OF AMERICA DECISION 





Q: Do you have any comment on the Bank of America decision not 
to encourage further investment in South Africa? 

A: AS THE BANK OF AMERICA IS A PRIVATE ENTITY, WE DO NOT THINA 
IT WOULD BE APPROPRIATE FOR THE U.S. GOVERNMENT TO TAKE A 
POSITION ON ITS OWN INTERNAL POLICTES. AS A GENERAL 


MATTER, HOWEVER, WE FAVOR CONTINUED INVESTMENT IN SOUTH 


AFRICA. 














Posted: June 16, 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question Taken at Noon Press Briefing of June 16, 1986 


LIBYA: QADHAFI'S ACCOUNT 





Q: Was Qadhafi's account of his meeting with Ambassador Wilson 
accurate? 


A: NO COMMENT. AS NOTED PREVIOUSLY, THERE HAS BEEN NO 


AUTHORIZED EXCHANGE WITH COL. QADHAFI. 


1986 
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
DAILY PRESS BRIEFING 


DPC #107 


TUESDAY, JUNE 17, 1986, 12:49 P. M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REDMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
One brief announcement. There will be a BACKGROUND briefing 
here in the briefing room June 18 -- that's tomorrow -- at 
yd a.m. on the Secretary's upcoming Asian trip. That's all 
I have. 


Q Do you have any comment on what's going on in 
South Africa and uhether the U.S. is still rejecting economic 
sanctions? 


) To start with your last question first, there has 
been no change in U.S. position as you've heard it explained 
most recently by the Secretary of State yesterday afternoon in 
the Loy Henderson, for those of you who were there, and as the 
President has set it forth as recently as Friday, to my 
knowledge, if not more recently. 


As to what's happening in South Africa, based on the 
limited information which is available to us, reports from our 
Embassy indicate that the June 16 anniversary was observed with 
orn work stay-aways, church services and solemn memorial 
services. 


By wid-day, June 16, a total of 31 people had died 
since the June 12 declaration of the state of emergency. I 
emphasize that that's 31 since June 12. The South African 
authorities have announced that they will not release detention 
figures. 


The American Embassy and Consulates were closed 
yesterday in observation of the tenth anniversary of the Soweto 
uprising. Our Embassy also reports that it appears that most 
employees in the major urban centers returned to work on June 
17, today. 
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Q Has the government rejected a specific American 
call for the -- to lift the state of emergency? : 


a I don't know exactly to what you're referring in 
this particular question. 


Q Has the United States Government asked point 
blank the South African Government, “please Lift the state of 
emergency,” and, if so, what was the reaction? 


A We have made our position clear on the state of 
emergency in this case, as we have made it known in previous 
cases when its application was more limited. That position has 
been stated publicly and privately and is certainly well known 
to the South African Government, but I'm not going to comment 
on any specific diplomatic communications, if that's what 
you're getting at. 


Q Does that specifically refer to President 
Reagan's message as reported by The Washington Post today to 
+ 5 aaa Botha when he was told to, I think the word was, “bug 
° 


A That was why I was wondering exactly what Matt 
was trying to get at. In response to questions on that 
particular letter, we don't divulge or comment on confidential 
Presidential communications. As a general matter, to repeat 
perhaps in another way what you've heard said before, we 
believe that we have to try to do what we can in South Africa. 
As the Secretary said last evening, “we should try to be a part 
of the solution." There are limits to our influence, but it's 
important that we continue to seek to encourage the forces of 
moderation and compromise in South Africa. 


_Q The U.S. opposed the declaration of emergency, 
and you told us that 31 people, I think, have died since it was 
announced. Does the U.S. hold the South African Government 
responsible for any or all of those deaths? 


A That, I think, is a question that's best referred 
to the South African Government. That's an internal matter. 
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Q Do you have anything on Scott Daugherty, the 
18-year-old from South Carolina that was arrested yesterday? 


a There were a number of people, U.S. citizens -- 
in fact, four -- who were in detention on Saturday and Sunday. 
In the case of Scott Daugherty, the information I have is that 
he had been visiting Reverend Brian Burchfield, an American 
citizen residing in South Africa. Mrs. Burchfield informed 
Consular Officers at our Consulate in Cape Town that Reverend 
Burchfield came to pick up Daugherty who had been attending a 
worship service at St. Nicholas’ church on the afternoon of 
June 15. The service was held in conjunction with the call of 
the World Council of Churches for prayer and fasting on Soweto 
Sunday. Following the benediction, police moved in and 
arrested all participants. 


Burchfield, who arrived in time to observe the police 


roundup in progress, asked for the officer in charge, and then 
Burchfield was also taken into custody. 


Q And then released. 


a The Consular Officer then from the Cape Town 
Consulate called the Belleville police station and was 
informed, correctly, that Burchfield after several hours 
detention had been released. 


Daugherty remains in custody at Pollsmoor Prison near 
Cape Town, and to the best of our knowledge Consular Officers 
have not yet been given permission by prison officials to visit 
him. We don't have any information on the charges. 


Q Can you give us the fourth name now? Burchfield, 
him -- Daugherty, Minor, and -- 


A No, I can't. 

| -- are you able to tell us the fourth man? 
No. We -- 

What's the problem -- 


> © FF? fb 


We don't have a Privacy Act waiver on the fourth 
person. 


No, I understand. But what is the problem? The 
problem is that you have no -- you haven't been in touch with 
the family or you need his own approval, or -- 
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A Whatever the technicalities are, we don't have 
the sufficient Privacy Act waiver to give you his name. 


Q The other day -- 


Q Would you run through the detentions of the other 
two? 


Q How did you get one from Dougherty if he hasn't 
had any Consular access yet? 


a Ralph, suffice it to say that in these cases we 
have the Privacy Act waiver required. The other people 
involved, I've gone through two of them in fact -- Reverend 
Burchfield who's been released, and Daugherty's still in 
prison. We have Ronald S. Minor -- M-i-n-o-r -- 31 years old, 
of Anaheim, California. He was detained for several hours in 
Cape Town on June 14 on charges of interfering with police in 
the execution of their duties. 


A Consular Officer from the Consulate again in Cape 
Town accompanied him to his preliminary hearing on June 16. 
His case was remanded until June 26, and he has been released 
on his own recognizance until then. 


The fourth case is an American whose name I can't give 
you. He was arrested at his home in South Africa on charges, 
according to South African police, “connected with the public 
safety act." Consular Officers also have not been granted 
access to this American who remains in custody. 


Let me say in a more general way then that our Embassy 
in Pretoria has raised these detentions, which we deplore, with 
South African authorities at a very senior level. Our posts 
are continuing their efforts to gain access to the two 
Americans who remain in custody. 


Q Can you give -- did you give us all the 
information on the first two, Burchfield and Daugherty, ages, 
hometowns, etc.? 


i) I gave you the information I have. I don't have 
their ages and hometown. ; 
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Q Chuck, do you have any reaction to the speech by 
Mr. Gorbachev yesterday, particularly his comments raising 
doubts about America's real interest in a summit? 


a On the question of a summit, once again this may 
begin to sound repetitive, but the United States has invited 
General Secretary Gorbachev to visit the United States this 
year, and we continue to await a Soviet reply. As you know, 
the joint statement at Geneva contains a written commitment to 
visit the U.S. this year and for the President to visit the 
Soviet Union next year. For our part we will remain faithful 
to that commitment. 


-- MORE -- 
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Q There was also a commitment in Geneva by the two 
sides to reduce nuclear weapons. Does it strike you that the 
Soviets are fulfilling that commitment by making a proposal to 
reduce nuclear weapons? What will the U.S. do about its share 
of that commitment? 


a The most I can say at this point on that proposal 
is that we are actively pursuing arms control in confidential 
negotiations in Geneva. We are continuing to study the Soviet 
proposals; and until our review is complete, we won't 
characterize various Soviet moves as either negative, positive, 
or any other way at this point. 


Q You say you still don't have an answer from the 
Soviets on the invitation to Gorbachev. Do you have an answer 
on the invitation to Mr. Shevardnadze to meet with Mr. Shultz? 


A And likewise, there has been no progress on that, 
no answer. 


Q Do you have any more specific -- perhaps your 
last answer encompassed this, but do you have any more specific 
comments if we were to ask, for example, about Gorbachev's 
reference, public reference to the 15-year ABM Treaty extension 
issue, for example? 


6 That's encompassed in the last answer I gave you. 
Q In your last answer. 

Q Thank you. 

Q Hang on a minute, not so fast! 

Q Reagan is going on in an hour. 

Former Ambassador John Gavin was scheduled to 
appear before Senator Helms' hearing this morning, and Senator 
Helms this morning charged that the State Department intervened 
and asked Gavin not tec sepear before his hearing. Do you have 
anything on that? 

A No, I don’. have anything on that at all. 
Q In connection with that, do you have anything on 
Helms’ request that the U.S. suspend aid agreements with Mexico 


on the basis of Helms' charge that two elections in Mexico were 
fraudulently held? 
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6 No, nothing. 


Q Chuck, do you have anything on the North Korean 
proposal for relaxation of tensions in Korea? 


6 Nothing again. 


Q Can you bring us up to date on Panama? The State 
Department said last week that it would be up to the Panamanian 
Government to investigate these charges against General 
Noriega. There was a contact with the American Ambassador down 
need with the Panamanian Government. Where do we stand on all 
that 


Has the American Ambassador given them a clarification 
and so forth? 


a The most I could say, I suppose, is that our 
Ambassador has had several contacts with the Panamanian 
Government. I believe he saw the Foreign Minister yesterday. 
He may have another appointment with him again today, but I 
don't have any further characterization of the relationship. 


Q Do you still think it's up to the Panamanian 
Government to look into these charges, not the United States 
Government? 


a There has been no change on that score. 


One more on South Africa: The visiting ANC 
offical, Mr. Nzo, says that for some reason, no one wants to 
meet him at the State Department. Has he asked for a meeting, 
according to your records? And has he been refused one? 


°) The State Department has received no request from 
Mr. Nzo for a meeting. That's not (just) according to our 
records; there has been no request for a meeting. And I might 
reiterate again, for those of you who haven't followed this, 
that we do have periodic contact with the ANC. 


Q Any progress on -- 


Q Would you like to meet with him? Would you 
welcome a meeting with him, if he asked for one? 


a That's something we would have to address when it 


arises. 
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Q Do you have anything more on the Afghans who were 
here yesterday, why the U.S. won't recognize them officially, 
instead of the Kabul regime? 


A I don't have anything that takes it beyond what 
you heard yesterday. The points to be made, I think, are that 
Professor Rabbani, the spokesman of the Resistance Alliance, 
pointed out yesterday that there is no Afghan Government in 
exile in existence at present. 


The President said that's something that we'll keep 
discussing, but that the question is now premature and 
speculative. 


Q Is the situation on -- well, the Libyan 
situation: you're not even sure a body washed ashore. But 
have you got anything beyond yesterday? 


A No. The guidance remains the same as yesterday. 
Q No progress? 
A No progress on that. 


Q Two questions, please: The first one, does Judge 
Sofaer plan any visit to the Middle East concerning the Taba 
issue or the Pollard case? 


A I don't have anything on any trips by Judge 
Sofaer. 


The second question: The Israeli Justice 
Minister, Mr. Modai, said today after meeting with Secretary 
Shultz, that the USA doesn't ask any more clarifications from 
Israel about the Pollard case. Now, it contradicts some of the 
things that we read in the American papers. Can you clarify 
this? I mean, if you ask -- 


A I'm not sure what you read in the American 
papers, but I would refer you to the statement that was made 
from this podium last week some time -- I've lost track of 
exactly the date -- but that is the definitive word. 


Q Is that the definitive word from the entire 
Administration? 








-9- Tuesday, 6/17/86 


Q Do you have anything on the Cardinal and whether 
he's been denied permission to visit Syria? . 


A I don't have anything on that. Other than what I 
saw the Cardinal himself said, I don't have anything else. 


Q One clarification: You say, “something you are 
discussing." Do you mean the government-in-exile, the setting 
up of a government-in-exile is something you're discussing? 


A I'm only referring to the exact words used by the 
President in that context. 


Q Repeat those words. 

A Pardon. 

Q Can you just repeat those words exactly? 

A I'd refer you to the record of that press 
conference. 


Q What's your reaction to that Afghan leader saying 
that they oppose the Proximity Talks? And do you support the 
Proximity Talks? Can you clarify your position on that? 


A I'm not so sure, once again, that this is 
clarification as much as it is repetition, but I'd be happy to 
repeat what we've said about the Proximity Talks, assuming I 
can find it. 


As the President indicated in his United Nations 
General Assembly speech last fall, his call for direct 
negotiations between warring parties was not a substitute for 
existing. peace-making efforts, which we also support. 


As you know, the United States is not a party to the 
Proximity Talks which have been taking place in Geneva and 
which are scheduled to resume on 30 June. We've not sought to 
dictate to the parties how they should proceed. 


In deciding whether to lend our political support to 
any potential agreement which might emerge from those talks, we 
would insist that it bring about the prompt withdrawal of 
Soviet troops whose invasion in 1979 created the problem, in 
the first place, and that it enjoy the broad support of the 
Afghan people. 
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Q That's more vague. Do you support the Proximity 
Talks? ; 


A I would argue with your premise that that is more 
vague. That is exactly the position as it has been expressed a 
number of times by myself and others. 


Q Is the visit of the Austrian Chancellor still on? 


A Since that was a Presidential or White House 
visit, I'd have to refer you to the White House rather than try 
to speculate myself. 


Q Chuck, coming back just for a second to the 
Pollard case, Modai has said that he has asked both Shultz and 
Meese to accelerate the U.S. investigation, and he said this 
morning that he has asked for a definitive government statement 
-- “official government statement" were his words -- 
summarizing the case. 


Has the U.S. agreed to do either of those two things? 
A I don't have any more light to shed on the 
Pollard case or the statements by Mr. Modai. I'd refer you to 


the statements we've made, which in some ways addressed those 
kinds of concerns. 


Q Thank you. 
(The briefing concluded at 1:05 P.M.) 
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MR. KALB: Good afternoon. I don't have anything by 
way of any announcements or housekeeping, and so, Jim. 


Q Does the State Department have any reason to 
doubt the accuracy of the statistics and the characterization 
of the demonstrations in South Africa given by the South 
African Government? 


a A general line is that the U.S. has no 
independent confirmation, for example, on the number of 
casualties that were issued by the South African authorities. 
What I have, in a most general of ways, is that reports coming 
in from the U.S. Embassy and from the U.S. Consulates in South 
Africa corroborate an earlier U.S. estimate that the stay-—away 
on Monday dy black South Africans was massive, a massive 
stay-away, that most returned to work on Tuesday. 


But insofar as being in a position to corroborate and 
authenticate statistics, et cetera, obviously, it's something 
that we cannot do because we have no independent information. 


Q Has the Embassy made any representations to the 
South African Government about asking them to ease the 
restrictions on reporting? 


a I think the South African Government is well 
aware of the U.S. views in connection with any restrictions 
having to do with those that are imposed on freedom of the 
press. 


It's been said before, and I will say it again, that 
the United States deplores the strict regulation on press 
activities in South Africa, that the U.S. regards freedom of 
the press as an essential feature of democracy. And it's the 
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U.S. hope that the South African Government will soon realize 
that it is not the press reporting of the problems in South 
Africa, but the problems themselves that South Africa must deai 
with. 


Q Are you able to -- 
A Marvin. 


Q Pik Botha, the Foreign Minister, said last night 
in an interview that the reason that the Government had to 
declare the state of emergency was that it had evidence that 
the South African Communist Party, on June 16, was going to 
start a major revolutionary war. So, number one, does the 
State Department have anything that would back up that claim? 


a I don't have anything on that. 


Q Do you know whether the South African Communist 
Party could even launch a major revolutionary war? 


é A I don't have any information on that at all. 
Matt? 


Q What is the status of the American request to see 
those two Americans that were in custody? 


A What I have by way of an update on that whole 
issue -- let me try to sort this out because the numbers have 
changed by one. So, here we go. Let's go first to Scott 
Daugherty. I think Chuck, to some degree, dealt with four 
cases, I think it was, yesterday. 


Scott Daugherty continues to be detained in Pollsmoor 
Prison -—- that is in Cape Town. Although the Embassy had been 
informed yesterday that a consular visit would be authorized 
today, that is to say for Wednesday, South African police this 
morning advised that authorization for a consular visit would 
have to come from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and that the 
matter now rested with the Director General of the Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs. So, that is one, Scott Daugherty. 


Two: yesterday, police informed the American Consulate 
in Cape Town of the detention of another American. We have no 
Privacy waiver on that, no waiver of the Privacy Act so far, so 
I'm not in a position to provide any names. Now, 





consular officials had originally been told that they could 
visit him, as well, today -- that is, that he could be visited 
as well as Daugherty, whom I mentioned just a moment ago -- but 
that visit has also been put off by the police. 


Q Is he in prison? I'm sorry. 
A He is also there. He is detained in the same -- 
Q Is he the same person whom you declined to 


identify yesterday, or is this a second one you're declining to 
identify? 


A No. This is a separate one. This is number 5. 
Q Number 5. 


A Just a second, just a second. Now, there is 
another American detained elsewhere in South Africa. I'm told 
that it is a small town. I do not have the specific location, 
but I'm advised that it is in the area of the Pretoria consular 
district. So that, one, two, three, there are, therefore, 
three Americans who at this point remain in custody. U.S. 
Embassy officers continue to raise these cases with South 
African authorities at very senior levels. 


Just let me add to the question that emerges from this 
information that I have that -- to say that it's my 
understanding that access has not been formally denied, 
although I noted that in one case it rests with the Director 
General of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. In the second 
case, the police advised that the visit authority had been put 
off, and U.S. officials continue to press the matter with 
responsible South African officials, to be able to have access. 


Insofar as the other two -- that is three, plus the 
other two -- you heard yesterday from Chuck about Ronald 
Minor. He apparently was released, but must turn up for a 
hearing -- remanded until June 26, and he's been released on 
his own recognizance until them. 


And the fifth person on this roster is Brian 
Burchfield, the Reverend Brian Burchfield, and the details 
surrounding the circumstances in his case were set forth by 
Chuck yesterday. And that is about where it stands. 


Q So, there are three Americans detained. In one 
case, the access was promised, and then denied. In only one 
case was it promised? 
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H No. 
Q I'm sorry. 
a I think -- you had authorization for a consular 


visit today, but that didn't come through, and then the matter 
is now resting with the Director General -- 


Q And that's just that one case. 


A That's one. 

Q But the other ones you were never promised -- 

A No, no. 

Q -- or am I wrong? 

A But on the second one that I referred to, where I 


do not give you a name because of Privacy considerations, 
consular officials had originally been told, that is to say 
U.S. Consular officials, that they could visit him today, as 
well as the first chap, Scott Daugherty, but this visit was 
also put off, and it was put off by the police. And that's 
where the give-and-take on that situation stands. 


Q Did they use the same reasoning for putting off 
the second one? 


a I don't have specific reasons. In one case, as I 
say, it's in the hands of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. In 
the other case, the police put off the visit, and I really have 
nothing by way of any additional amplification. 


Q Do you now know the charges against them? 
Yesterday it was not clear what the charges were. 


a I don't have any specific charges. Let me see if 
I cannot be helpful on that. Let me try to get something on 
that. 


Q In the case of the new one, can you give us the 
who, what, why, where, and when of his detention? 


a No, I can't. I can't give you -- Did you just 
arrive? 


Q No. 


2) Well, as I said, under the Privacy Act, I can't 
give you the who. 
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Q You can't even tell us when he was arrested? 


A No, I don't have that information. I will try to 
get what is absent here in response to your requests. 


Q O.K. 

Q Is there a common theme that binds all these 
people together? And do they know each other? Are they 
persons who were involved in a similar action? Are they -- 

A I don't have anything on that. 


Q There's nothing similar about them except that 
they are all U.S. citizens, as far as you know? 


a I'm saying to you that I don't have anything on 
that. On your question dealing with a common thread, I don't. 


Q You deplored the arrests. Does that mean you'd 
-- there is no justification for the arrests? 


a I didn't get involved in that particular thing. 


Q South African Foreign Minister, Pik Botha, has 
said that the South African Communist Party -- 


A Could I just interrupt? That question was put to 
us earlier. If it's the same -- 


Q Yes, maybe. I arrived a few minutes late. 
4 O.K. 


Q The question is, in my part, did the United 
States Government get such a document? 


a I don't know anything about it. I don't have 
anything on that. 


Q Are you going to inquire whether or not the 
Government -- 


a Let me see whether anything is at all possable. 
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Q And will you consider releasing enough of that 
document to confirm Botha's characterization of it? 


a I have just said, I don't know anything about the 
document. I have no information on that. I will take a look, 
and that's about the best I can do from here at this point. 


Q Congress, as you know, the House of 
Representatives, today is debating, and they vote at 6 o'clock 
tonight, on Congressman Gray's proposed sanctions. 


Has there been a dialogue between the State Department 
and Members of the House who are considering this bill today? 
And if so, what's your message been? 


a I don't want to get involved in specifics. I 
think it has been made clear, both from here and from the White 
House lectern by Larry Speakes, about the Administration's 
position, that it opposes punitive sanctions. 


Q The Congressmen who are supporting the sanctions 
charge the Administration with a double standard. I want to 
ask you about specifics here, Bernie: Why is it that sanctions 
are regarded as ineffective vis-a-vis South Africa, while 
regarded as effective against Nicaragua, effective against 
Poland and other countries? 


) I'm sure that in preparing their analyses, these 
are reviewed in the context of case-by-case approaches. And 
that's all I really have to say without getting drawn into any 
great debate with you on the subject. 


~~ MORE -- 
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Q I don't want to debate it. I'm just curious as 
to the rationale for saying that our view in this country is 
that sanctions against South Africa would be ineffective, and 
yet we go ahead with sanctions against other countries? 


Aa Jeff, when the position on sanctions was set 
forth by various spokesmen for the Administration, it was 
accompanied by what the United States saw as the potential 
fallout should there be the imposition of economic punitive 
eamctions. And those are there for you in any press guidance 
3k for you to take a look at. 


Q Are you saying that there is no double standard 
then? 


A I'm saying what I've had to say, and I'm going to 
leave it at that. 


Q Bernie, just to pursue it a second more, if I 
may. But when Poland, for instance, came up, there was great 
debate as to whether the exercise of sanctions would shift 
policy and whether it was worth it, considering the problems it 
would bring to the Polish people -- the economic deprivations. 


Is South Africa different in some way? 


ta As I say, it is not for me at this particular 
point to do a case-by-case analysis on the motivations that go 
into the decisions on the part of the Administration. If I 
limit myself to the question of sanctions vis-a-vis South 
Africa, that, I think, you've heard clearly and from a variety 
of official sources on that question as to the Administration's 
opposition to the imposition of punitive economic sanctions. 


Q Alright, but certainly if there -- well, what 
would you do with a theory that the Administration -- this 
Administration -- is prepared to impose sanctions against 
Communist countries but is not prepared to impose sanctions 
against authoritarian countries? 


a I'm not going to get into the debate. I said 
what ['ve had to say on this, and [I'm going to let it go. 


Ralph? Excuse me, let me go to Barbara, if I may, 
Ralph. 


Q Bernie, just a quick question. When the United 
States took its last series of actions against South Africa, 
the Secretary indicated that there might be further sanctions 
+ it appeared warranted by developments on the ground in South 
Africa. 
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Since then, there's been a state of emergency and this 
increased restrictions on the press. Will there be further 
actions taken? 


4 I'm not in a position to make any forecasts. I 
have nothing beyond what the Secretary himself said in this 
building in the past week, I think on at least two occasions, 
of opposition to punitive economic sanctions. 


Ralph? 
Q Another subject. 
Q Same subject. 


Q Will the Secretary be going up to the Hill or 
meeting with Members of Congress in some other forum to talk 
about the sanctions legislation today? 


a I don't know. I could take a look, but I simply 
do not know. 


Q Would you please? 
Q Or on the phone? 


a On the phone? I'm not in a position to monitor 
his calls, and if he chooses to make -- 


Q If the Secretary gets involved in a major 
lobbying campaign, we'd like to know about it. 


a Well, you and I got in a debate the other day, 
Barry, and I was using the word “private” and you were 
concerned about whether he was privately relaying recipes of 
his favorite foods. I suppose I should have used the word 
"confidential." And in that context, there may be confidential 
conversations -- 


Q No, we're not asking for the transcript. What 
we're interested in knowing is whether the Secretary in person 
or by telephone is going to be part of some lobbying campaign 
to try to talk Congress out of imposing sanctions, or to put it 
another way, to persuade Congress of the wisdom of the 
Administration's course - 


A He has not hesitated in making his views known. 
Q He has been making phone calls, then? 
4 Jeff, if you want to engage in a soliloquy on 


your own part, that's perfectly fine. I did not say that. I 
said that he has made his views known. 
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Q But the question was -- 
“ I heard the question, and I had nothing on it. 


Q Bernie, on the same subject. Do the events in 
South Africa and the apparent trend of the political thinking 
there give this Administration any pause for thought about its 
policy of constructive engagement? 


a That is such a broad question that you're 
inviting me to speculate that it would be the greatest part of 
wisdom for me not to. 


A variation of that question was put to the Secretary 
in this building -- I think it was Monday -- and he dealt with 
it. It really would be futile for me to paraphrase what he 
said, and I would encourage you to take a look at that for the 
most forthright exposition on the part of the Secretary of 
State. 


~ Except we're dealing -- 


a You're invitation for me to stand here and 
paraphrase is something there's no point in my doing. 


Q Yeah, except that we're dealing with a moving 
target here. Things have moved since Monday night, and I wish 
you would take my question as an invitation to put before us 
someone who could discuss the rationale and the possibility of 
reconsidering the policy? 


a I hear you and I'll take note of that 
suggestion. But I think, by the same token, you might take 
note of mine. And if you haven't yet looked at it, you might 
take a look at the Secretary's impromptu -- 


Q I was there. Yeah, thanks. 


a -- and rather impassioned exposition on the U.S. 
view and U.S. policy vis-a-vis South Africa. 

Ralph? 

Q Bernie, can.you say -- 


Q Still on the same subject? 
a Just a minute; it's Ralph. 


Different subject, if I could please. 


> 


Different subject? Jeff? 
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Q Can you tell us whether or not there is any 
active review of U.S. policy vis-a-vis South Africa underway in 
light of what's been going on there over the last three days? 


a I have talked about continued opposition to 
punitive economic sanctions. 


Insofar as your other question is concerned -- review, 
et cetera -- I don't have anything on that. I'm underlining 
the first part of what I am saying. 


Q Are you saying that there is no review, or you 
just can't discuss it? 


a No, I'm not saying that. I'm talking about the 
steadfast opposition to punitive economic sanctions. 


Q Is that under review at all? 


a I don't have anything to talk about by way of 
review, and so I'm going to have to leave it at that. I'm 
underlining the first part, and I'm going to have to let it go 
that way, Jeff. 


Q Forgive me if -- 


a Are you in a new field? Could you tell me the 
geography? 


Q Yes, Sweden. I just want to see -- perhaps you 
had something to say at the very beginning and I missed it, but 
do you have any status report or report to us on what occurred 
regarding the U.S. Ambassador to Sweden, Gregory Newell? 


a All right. This is what I have on that, Ralph. 
Let me try to construct the time, the place, and the various 
details as they are known here in the Department up to this 
time, or up until several hours ago, I suspect, when that last 
report came in. 


Last night -- time is 2006 --~ a Stockholm police 
bodyguard for Ambassador Greg Newell fired three shots at two 
armed men who were discovered in a wooded area several hundred 
yards from the site of a private dinner which Ambassador Newell 
was attending. The dinner was approximately 40 kilometers, I 
am told, southeast of Stockholm. 


Three shots -- all missed -- and the two armed men 
fled into the surrounding woods. No injuries. No injuries 
reported. 
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As for Ambassador Newell, at the time of the shooting, 
he was several hundred yards away from the site of the 
incident. He was not involved. A search was launched by the 
police. They used helicopters, they used boats, they used 
dogs, but the two men have not been found. 


So far as identities, unknown at this time. So far as 
motives, ditto; unknown at this time. 


As to the guest list, above and beyond Ambassador 
Newell, the list included the Mexican Ambassador and var‘ ous 
members of the Swedish business community. 


The police bodyguard detail has, since the incident -- 
the detail that accompanies Ambassador Newell -- has been 
enhanced, and security at the Ambassador's residence and at the 
Embassy has been increased. Other than that, it would be 
inappropriate for me to comment, since there is an 
investigation now underway by Swedish authorities. 


Q Could I follow up to just ask whether the U.S. 
considers this episode to have been -- have you been able to 
decide whether you consider this episode an attack against the 
U.S. or an attack against someone else that you may have 
suggested was at the dinner? And do you consider it an act of 
international terrorism? 


a I thought I might have preempted the question by 
saying motives are unknown up to this point. There is an 
investigation underway. And anything I would say, by way of 
response to your questions, would be tantamount to speculation 
based on nothing by way of evidence that is available to me. 


Barry, you had -- 
Q Do you happen to know if Stockholm is one of the 
places where the U.S. Embassy and the Ambassador's residence 


has either been -- security has either been enhanced or is 
about to be enhanced? 


A Well, this says it has been increased. Do you 
mean prior to this? 


Q No, this is the guard. 


A Prior? 


Q In other words, is Stockholm one of the places 
where the U.S. Government decided that things -- there ought to 
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be some improvements made, and have they been taken or are they 
about to be or whatever? 


a This says that the security at the Embassy has 
been increased. Your question is prior to this? 


Q Yeah, you say security has been increased, but 
you mean because of this incident? 


i) That is correct. 


Q I'm talking about the general situation in 
Stockholm -- when Mr.Palme was shot, for instance? 


Aa Prior to this? 
Q Prior. 


A I'd have to check that, and let me do that. I 
don't have the answer. 


Bern? 


Q The Government of Panama issued a statement today 
saying that the Ambassador to Panama from the United States 
brought in a note on relations with Panama, and then the 
government spokesman quoted, ostensibly, from this note in a 
way that made it seem as if the U.S. was eager for good 
relations and had no problems with Panama and ail in all seemed 
like a very nice pat on the back to the current leadership 
there. Is that an accurate portrayal of what the U.S. attitude 
toward the government lead by General Noriega is? 


i) On that, it is my understanding that the U.S. 
Embassy in Panama put out a statement in connection with 
Ambassador Davis' visit to the Foreign Ministry. 


Insofar as the contents of his conversation -- that is 
to say, Davis' conversation with the Foreign Minister Abadia -- 
is concerned, I can't get involved in that. 


Let me just say that the U.S. respects the sovereignty 
of the Government of Panama, intends to continue working with 
its officials and representatives in pursuit of shared goals. 
The U.S. supports unequivocally the strengthening of 
democractic government and the development of strong democratic 
institutions in Panama. 


Insofar as one of the elements of your question goes, 
Bern, I think that [I would refer you to what the Secretary of 
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State said the cther day --— that the allegations that have come 
our way in the last few days, that these are matters of concern 
and let it stand at that. 


Q Bernie, on Panama? 
a Yes. 


The Secretary frequently points to “south of the 
border," as they used to say, as the area where democracy is 
very much on the rise, and he ticks off countries where he's 
pleased with the developments. 


Does he, or does the State Department, include Panama 
among the countries in which democracy is flourishing? 


4 I'm going to say that the U.S. supports the 
strengthening of democratic government and the development of 
strong institutions in Panama. 


Q The use of the gerund, of course, makes ambiguous 
whether democracy exists there and is being strengthened 
further, or whether it is sort of just at the first stage and 
it's about to really be -- you would hope that it would be 
constructed. Is Panama a democracy? 


Aa I've said what I'm going to say on that, Barry, 
and let it go at that. 


Can you say if the note that has essentially been 
published by the Panamanians is reflective of what was 
presented to the Panamanians by the U.S. Ambassador, or would 
you say that this is not a correct interpretation? 


A I can't because, frankly, I have not read the 
full text of the note that you are referring to and so [I'm not 
in a position to authenticate it in that sense. 


But in any case, there has been a statement issued by 
the Embassy which -- we can get you a copy of the statement. 
Insofar as what was said by way of an exchange, when the 
Ambassador saw the Foreign Minister, there I'm in a position 
not to be of any help at all. 


~-MORE-- 
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Q New subject. Ramsey Clark is in Libya and has 
been received by Qadhafi. In light of the ban on travel by 
U.S. citizens to Libya, have we got any reaction tc that? 


A No. I don't. I read the story that came in just 
before the briefing, and I don't have anything on that. I 
think -- yes? 


Q Is he violating a law? 
A I think you'd have to check with Treasury on that 


because there were specifics laid down in January at the time 
the United States took a variety -- 


Q Yeah. 
A -- of sanction moves vis-a-vis Libya. 
Q Yeah. 


A And I think the place to go for a checklist under 
the heading that you're suggesting, the violations, would be 
Treasury. I'm not in a position to be -- 


Q Well, let's -- 
a -- confident about that. 


Q -- eliminate the technicality. Does the State 
Department think it's unwise for Ramsey Clark to be visiting 
Libya? 


A I'm not in a position to deal with that question, 
other than to remind you of what was set forth here in January 
when the action was taken with a view toward cutting off, 
except in certain circumstances, any persons who are American 
citizens from proceeding to Libya. 


Let me just add to what I'm saying now, that [ -- it 
is my information at this particular point, since I sought to 
check this before I came out, as to whether Ramsey Clark had 
sought to have a validation in his passport to proceed to 
Libya, and I'm told he did not. 


CO EE mm ~~ ee ee ee ~ ST TR SOE ce ~ emagene 
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a Q Can you check whether -- 


a Now, insofar as questions about violations, and 
so forth. I'm not the lawyer to tick off his trip as reported 
against the specifics that were laid down by the law in January. 
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Q Can you tell us generally what the penalties were 
to have been for anyone who violated -- 


A No. I just don't know them. I'd have to check 
-- you'd have to check with Treasury, or we can find them if we 
issued those in January. 

Matt? 


Q Can you just check to see if he consulted with 
anybody in the State Department before he went? 


“ Okay. 

Q Bernie -- 

Q Can we go back to Ambassador Newell for a 
moment? Was Ambassador Newell accompanied by his own SY 
security personnel? 

4 My understanding is that he is accompanied by 
Swedish -- he has a Swedish escort, Swedish police escort. 
Isn't that the -— that's our understanding. 

Q But he is not accompanied by SY? 


A I'm telling you what my understanding is. If 
there is any sort of a’blip, we'll get back to you on that. 


Q Bernie, going back to the previous -- 


i Wait a minute, Jim. I think there was somebody 
ahead of you on this. Please? 


Q What can you give us on the talks between Mr. 
Shultz and Abu Ghazala of Egypt? 


A I don't have anything on the talks. 
Q Can you get something on it? 


a I think those are private talks, or confidential 
talks, and at this particular point [I have nothing on that. 


ee _ Jim? >< —— ee ee COIS : — 
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Q Yeah. Going back to the previous subject of 
progress of democracy in Latin 4merica, do you have anything to 
say about the report given yesterday by Senator Helms about the 
quality of elections in Mexico? 


ro Well, it's -—-— that question came up yesterday -- 
there were some phone calls about that, and what was said 
yesterday is what I will say now, that the State Department has 
no reason to believe such charges and has never seen any 
evidence to support them. 


Q Do you have any comment on -- in light of that 
statement, do you have any comment on the fact of the hearings 
themselves into that subject? 

4 No, I do not. 


Q What about the resignation of Silva Herzog? Do 
you think -- does the U.S. have a view on what that does to the 
debt talks? 


a No. I don't have any comment on his resignation 
or any comment on impact on the debt talks. 


Matt? 

Q Are there any plans for the Secretary to see the 
Soviet Ambassador before the Secretary leaves -- if the Soviet 
Ambassador returns in time? 

fs) I don't know of any plans for him to see -- 

Q Might he -- 

“ -~- the Soviet Ambassador. 

Q Is that meeting - 

i) I beg your pardon? 

Q Is that something that's being discussed or - 

a I don't have anything on that, Matt. 


Q Can you take it a step back? Do you know when 
“the Soviet Ambassador might arrive ov our-sores’.. 


a No. I don't have that. Back From Moscow? 
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Q Yeah. Would you like him to come back soon? 
Would you -- 


A I am not in control -- 
Q I don't mean you, but the State Department -- 
A -- of his itinerary. 
Well, I mean, you'll be away probably, but would 


the State Department like to see him accelerate his return? 
Would it help to prepare for the summit? 


“ Insofar as the summit -- 

Q There's an invitation on that. 

“ -- I'm going to be paraphrasing myself, Barry, on 
the summit. 


Q No -- what -- 


a You know what has been said repeatedly insofar as 
the readiness of the Administration for a summit. 


Q No. I'm just saying -- 


ua Insofar as the Soviet Ambassador packing his bags 
a little faster or a little slower, obviously, I don't do his 
packing. 


Q Well, I mean, because they'll be going in 
opposite directions. The Secretary will be gone soon, so the 
question is, would you like him back so that the Secretary 
could see him before the Secretary leaves? 


a The Secretary is scheduled to go Friday morning 
at 6:00 a.m. 

Q Yes. 

a It 18s now Wednesday, twenty to 1:00. I have no 
idea of when the Soviet Ambassador -- I have no idea as to when 


he will return. 


Q Do you have any comment on the Israeli Justice 
Minister saying that they would consider extradition of any 
Israeli who is connected with the Pollard case? 
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a No, I don't. 


Q Bernie, do you have anything on -- 
A Just a minute. 
Matt? 


Q I think there was a question asked yesterday that 
was going to be checked about North Korea's proposal for some 
military talks? 


A Let me take that. This is --— you mean, U.S. 
response or -- 


Q Yes. 

“ -- or U.S. reaction in general? 

Q Yes. 

“ Let me take that and get you an answer. 

Q Bernie, coming back - 

i) Wait a minute. I think somebody over here. 
Matt? 

Q Anything new to say on the released Cuban 


political prisoners that apparently want to come to this 
country? 


a No. I don't have anything additionally. 
Ralph? 


Q Back to Central America for a moment. Couple of 
quick ones. Has Secretary Shultz responded to a repeat 
invitation from Congressman Barnes to testify himself or to 
send someone from the State Department to testify on the 
Question of the audit of the $27 million in humanitarian aid? 


fs) Well, there's -- there are a few little elements 
that maybe I ought. te contribute te this whole buciness about 
State Department appearance, testifying before the Barnes 
subcommittee. 
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Some numbers to begin with: A total of 14 bank 
accounts was subpoenaed by the subcommittee. It's the State 
Department's understanding that after some weeks of 
examination, the GAO has only completed an analysis of eight of 
the 14 accounts. 


Officials from the GAO and the Department's Office of 
Nicaraguan Humanitarian Assistance met the other day -- 
specifically they met Monday -- to discuss the GAO's summaries 
from seven of the eight accounts that have been completely 
examined by the GAO. 


The Department considers these summaries to be only 
part of the information. However, as a result of the partial 
information provided, we have requested U.S. embassies in the 
region to investigate some of the transactions about which 
questions have been raised. 


So, to get down to the bottom line on this, it has not 
been possible to complete meaningful testimony within a 24-hour 
period. As has been noted earlier, the GAO has been conducting 
its inquiry for weeks and still has not completed examining all 
of the accounts. So, there was this Monday meeting, and it 
just has not been possible in the abbreviated time for the 
State Department to engage in a thorough analysis of the 
material that was made available, and that for the moment is 
where it stands. 


Q Could I follow that to ask whether it is -- in 
view of the State Department's investigation which you just 
talked about, having the embassies investigate those areas 
where questions have been raised, does the State Department 
favor a delay in voting on the additional contra aid until the 
State Department's investigation of these areas where questions 
may be raised are resolved? 


a It's not for me to project a request or anything 
at all that would suggest any sort of linkage. There's a 


momentum underway, and I think you know that the Administration 
wants to proceed with its proposals for aid to the resistance. 


Q All right. Could I ask another one on the -- 


a Could [ go to somebody else, Ralph? 


Q Well, it's a follow-up in the same area, if I may 
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io] Go ahead. 


Q -- on aid to the contras. There is a report from 
Panama today that the Panamanians have stopped a ship bearing 
weapons from the Soviet-bloc, Eastern European weapons. The 
report says that the weapons were -- the weapons shipment was 
coordinated from Miami through a Geneva-based company, and that 
the weapons are bound for the contras. Do you have any comment 
on that at all? 


a I don't. I -- this is the “irst IL've heard of 
it, and .- 


Q Could you look into that question and -- 


i) Let me see whether there'll be any comment 
forthcoming from the Department. 


Q Bernie, just to clarify, if I can, you're saying 
then that despite the invitation no one from the Administration 
will be going to the Hill tomorrow to testify on contra aid? 


a There is a readiness to go if the testimony can 
be prepared on the basis of all the information that has to be 
made available that the Department feels must be made 
available. In other words, it's not a question of a time, but 
a readiness to be able to testify in a meaningful way. 


Q But you don't have it yet, so that means tomorrow 
is out, is that right? 


a Well, I would guess at this particular point, 
that would be the case. 


Q Bernie, in general terms, what was it that shook 
up your own people contained in the seven GAO summaries? 


a I don't have anything specific, but there was a 
request for additional information. I'm told, for example, 
that by way of specifics under various bank accounts there was 
an interest in taking a look at some receipts, taking a look at 
some cancelled checks, etc. I don't have the entire roster of 
requested information. 


Q But in general -- 
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& It was felt here -- well, that's what I'm getting 
at, in general. If you're listening to me, that's what I'm 
saying, in general. There was a feeling here that they needed 
additional information before they could get the testimony act 
together, and that's where it stands. 


Q Is that what the embassies are doing -- is 
looking at that - 


a Yes. The embassies are taking a look at some 
transactions claimed or otherwise to follow up to see that -- 
to see what the circumstances are surrounding these 
transactions. I think that's pretty, frankly, self-explanatory. 


Q Are we to understand -- 
4 Chris? 
Q -- that the embassies didn't begin doing this 


until this week? 
a Don't have anything for you -- 
Q (Inaudible) 


a I don't have anything for you that would address 
the specific question that until the GAO made the information 
available to responses from the State Department whether the 
State Department had the addresses, so to speak, to which to 
advise the embassy to follow up. I simply do not know that. 


. Could you - 
rs) It may very well -- 
Q oo 


i It may very well have been that. Let me take a 
look at that and see if we can do something on that. 


take that question? 


Q And you are still awaiting the information on 
those other -- however many, six -- accounts, whatever it was? 


a Well, they would like to get all the information 
they can, so they can put together the best presentation of 
testimony. 
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Can we go to the back, please? 


Q Same subject. 


Q Do you have any -- ° 
“ Wait a minute. 
Q -—- comment on -- 
4 Wait a minute. He's on -- can I hold you off for 
a second? 
Q Okay. 


Q Have the questions that the GAO has asked about 
these transactions raised any questions within the State 
Department as to how all this money is monitored and accounted 


for? 
4a Don't have anything on that. 
Q Do you have any comment on Cyprus situation? 
No. I don't. 

Q Is it fair to say - 

a Could I hold you off, Ralph? 

Q Well, let's come back to the Panama thing for 
just a second -- to the contra thing for just a second. Is it 
fair to say that the State Department feels that when new 
assistance is voted by Congress, that some sort of new -- some 


changes must be made in the procedures for accounting for this 
money, or has that conclusion not yet been reached? 


a I haven't addressed that question, and so I have 
nothing to say on that 


Q Can you tell us anything about the Secretary's 
talks with the Pakistani Foreign Minister, and also whether the 
Afghan resistance leaders are involved in any of these meetings? 

a I don't have anything on either of those. 


Q Are they focusing on the Afghanistan talks that 
will be resuming in Geneva? 


a I just don't have anything on that for you. 


Q Thank you, Bernie. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:47 p.m.) 
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Taken Question 


Question taken at the June 18, 1936 daily press briefinc: 
SOUTH AFRICA: COMMUNIST “DOCUMENT” 





Q: Has the U.S. received any document from Foreign Minister 
Botha concerning plans by the South African Communist Party to 
start a revolutionary war on June 16, and if so, would the U.S. 
release enough of the document to confirsg Botha‘s 
characterization of the Communist Party's plans? 

A: WE HAVE NO INFORMATION ABOUT A DOCUMENT WHICH REFERS TO 
SPECIFIC PLANS FOR JUNE 16. THE PULL “TEXT* OF THE SOUTH 
AFRICAN COMMUNIST PARTY'S “WORKING DOCUMENT® REFERRED TO IN 


PRESIDENT BOTHA'S JUNE 12 SPEECH WAS PUBLICLY RELEASED BY THE 


SOUTH AFRICAN GOVERNMENT ON THE SAME DAY. 








Posted: June 18, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 
Question Taken at Noon Press Briefing of June 18, 1986 
LIBYA: CLARK MEETING AT STATE? 





Q: Did Ramsey Clark consult with anyone in the State 
Department before going to Libya? 


A: WO, 
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THURSDAY, JUNE 19, 1986, 12:44 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. I 
have no announcements. Jim? 


Q Has the State Department had a chance to look 
over the legislation that was passed yesterday by the House, 
and does it have any ideas about it -- on South Africa? 


a On South Africa? 
Q Yes. 


A We obviously oppose this piece of legislation. 
It would undermine U.S. influence in South Africa and could 
have effects exactly contrary to those intended. 


° Our own position is that we must consider carefully 
the consequences of our actions on the prospects for further 
violence in South Africa, a point we have made repeatediy in 
opposing punitive economic sanctions against South Africa. 


In South Africa, as you know, we already have various 
sanctions in effect, some going back two decades. In other 
words, we already severely restrict our relationships wich 
South Africa, but we do not want to impose punitive and 
indiscriminate economic sanctions against South Africans. The 
first victims of such measures will be the black population and 
millions beyond South African borders. 
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We still believe that our business presence there, for 
example, gives us some limited influence over the trend of 
events. We do not believe that we should abandon the forces of 
moderation and compromise in that country. 


The United States and other western countries are 
needed in South Africa to encourage those who are seeking both 
the end of apartheid and the establishment of a new truly 
democratic order. 


Q Copy of that? 
A No. 


Q The vote, the size of which even surprised its 
sponsors, apparently is a reaction to what is going on in South 
Africa. 


Do you perceive the vote in itself -- the size of the 
vote in itself -- as any sort of message about dissatisfaction 
with the Administration's policy? 

A Concerning the kind of message, if you will, that 
this vote, or that this Bill might send, we think it reflects 
the universal revulsion that Americans feel for a»artheid as 
well as American abhorrence at the levels of violence and 
repression in South Africa. The 8i)1 also reflects our 
continuing disagreements on how the United States can most 
effectively bring its influence to bear on South Africa. These 
disagreements came out in the floor debate yesterday. 


Concerning your question as to how one measures the 
magnitude of that vote, since it was a voice vote, I believe 
that's difficult for me to judge in any case. 


Q Chuck, are you saying with your comments that we 
must consider carefully the consequences of our actions on the 
prospects for further violence? Are you suggesting that this 
Bill may, in fact, stir up more violence in South Africa? 


A What we're suggesting is no more than the 
Secretary and other Administration spokesmen have suggested for 
some time, that there is a process underway in South Africa, 
that that process can take several forms -- some violent, some 
non-violent. We're very much interested in doing what we can 
to see that that process takes a form of non-violence which 
leads to the end which we seek, which is the ending of 
apartheid. That's all I'm saying. 
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Q Apart from the United States Government, how do 
punitive economic sanctions not help the process in South 
Africa? Why wouldn't they have the effect of speeding up the 
South African Government's reaction to events and come out 
where you'd like them to come out? 


A To take just one example, the kind of -- I 
mentioned, for example, the American business community. Some 
of you who have followed this closely are probably aware that 
American businesses in South Africa are helping to break up 
apartheid; they have been among the principal forces there 
working for reform. They've led the way in promoting an end to 
segregation in the workplace. Between 60 and 70 percent of all 
black South African employees of U.S.-affiliated private 
companies are covered by the Sullivan principles, for example. 


U.S. firms have spent more than $150 million outside 
the workplace since 1977 to help build health centers, improve 
schools, scholarships. 


To take one example, those are the kinds of influence 
which we can wield by working within the system. 


Q Chuck, your statement on the message of the vote, 
it seems to me that it had two parts. One, you said it 
reflects the depth of feeling in the U.S. about what's going on 
in South Africa, and, two, it reflects the disagreements over 
how to deal with that. 


It sounds to me like, basically, you're saying the 
vote sends the right message. I[s there any dispute with that? 
You're saying it sends the right message. It tells them how 
strongly the U.S. feels. 


A Whether or not it sends the right message will be 
up to other people to judge. I['m simply trying to give you 
some reading as to the kind of message that it will send. 

Q Chuck, on that, you -- 


A If it sends the message as to how we feel, that's 
a message we hope has been understood for some time now. 


Q You went out of your way to point out that it was 
a voice vote. What are you saying by that? In response -- 


A I wouldn't say I went out of my way. Jim asked a 
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question that had to do with magnitude, and I simply said I 
have no way to judge magnitude, in effect. 


Q Well, then, you're sort of suggesting that since 
it was a voice vote, that it doesn't have quite the magnitude 
that it would with a roll call? 


A I'm not suggesting any such thing. I'm saying 
exactly what I said. Nothing more. 


Is the Administration prepared to go then a 
little further than it has in regard to sanctions as a result 
of this vote seeing as how it does, as you say, indicate 
universal revulsion that the people feel? 


A You know our policy on punitive economic 
sanctions. That policy has been stated and restated. We have 
grave misgivings as well as strong opposition about this 
particular 8ill. And as a consequence, we're going to continue 
our efforts to promote change and negotiation inside South 
Africa, and this is not the kind of legislation that brings us 
to that end. 


Q Chuck, if I could just ask you this: You have 
avoided sort of answering directly the question each time it's 
come up because you keep stressing your revulsion towards 
punitive economic sanctions. That's not the only form of 
sanctions or the only form of protest that the Administration 
can raise with the South African Government. 


Are you prepared to do things that stop short of 
punitive economic sanctions to underscore the displeasure of 
events as they've unfolded on the ground? I mean, since the 
latest measures that you've taken, [ mean, there's been the 
state of emergency, there's been increasing restrictions on 
press reporting. I mean, there is an ongoing situation on the 
ground. 


A I'm not prepared to speculate on the futures you 
might wish me to do. But what [I tried to emphasize in my 
statement, in opening, is that we have pressures in place, many 
that have been there for quite some time. 


We do have these pressures in our policy. We're 
against pressures that are totally indiscriminate, that will 
simply add to the suffering, add to the destruction, make it 
less and less likely that the South Africa that comes after 
apartheid is going to be one that has any kind of an economic 
base, for example. 
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The President's Executive Order put in place certain 
limited measures against South Africa's system of apartheid 
while drawing a clear line and trying not to add to the 
destruction already in place by targeting the economy. So I 
was simply emphasizing earlier on that, yes, there are, and 
there have been pressures in our policy but not the kind of 
pressures that do this indiscriminate kind of damage that 
punitive economic sanctions would do to the South african 
economy and to the black population and to the neighboring 
populations. 


Q I notice you now are using the word “pressures,” 
and obviously I think you're using it in a calculated way. 
What the President did last September/October, the various 
measures, were those sanctions -- the krugerrand, the loans, 
the computer action? Did he impose sanctions on South Africa? 


A I'm not going to quibble over those kind of 
words, Barry. Those are pressures; those are a form of 
sanctions. 


; Q Those were a form of sanctions? 
rs) I'm not going to quibble over words, I said. 


Well, you (inaudible) semantic in it. I don't 
think it's a quibble. I think you guys are leaving yourself an 
out. 


We went through a semantic -- 


A Barry, I don't know what you're saying by leaviny 
ourselves “an out." What I'm saying is that there have been 
pressures, and there have been measures in effect for two 
decades. 


Q All right. But until the President took the next 
steps he took last fall, you folks defined all sanctions as 
punitive, and today you're speaking in opposition to punitive 
sanctions. 


I'm asking -- 


a Just let me say that there's no change in the 
Administration policy concerning punitive economic sanctions, 
as you've heard it expressed many times. I refer you to the 
record going back, I don't know how many months, in which this 
same kind of language has been used and reused over and over. 
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Q All right, let me ask you about the South african 
Government's policy. You spoke of measures taken by private 
American businessmen. Private South African businessmen have 
taken various steps themselves to try to establish dialogue, 
contact with black opponents of the government. 


what is the State Department's notion of the South 
African Government's policy itself? Is the South African 
Government moving to end apartheid which you deplore? 


2 I don't really have any reading that I'm prepared 
to offer you today on that score, and particularly since you 
seem to put into the economic domain. No, I don't have 
anything on that. 


Q Well, look, I don't mean what they did today. 
I'm saying your argument, the State Department's argument for 
opposing what is going on in Congress is that American 
businessmen, if they remain, have, can and have accomplished 
some good. So have South African businessmen. 


, The question is, has this influenced the South African 
Government? Has there been any easing as far as you're 
concerned of a policy that the Secretary denounces as morally 
reprehensible, because I don't see the point -- 


a We've been over this -- 


Q --in encouraging businessmen if apartheid still 
hangs like a rock on people's heads. Has the policy been 
changed as a result of this American business action? Is South 
Africa moving to end apartheid? 


. We've gone through this before. We've talked 
about -- let me make several points, the first being that we've 
always said that our influence is limited. Limited, yet 
nonetheless, can be important, and that's why we tend to 
exercise what influence we do have. But it is not our 
influence alone which is going to change the situation in South 
Africa. That's something that South Africans, in the final 
analysis, are going to have to do for themselves. 


We've also outlined any number of things that have 
changed in South Africa over a number of months and years, in 
effect. We've said as well those changes have not been rapid 
enough, that they ought to be more rapid and that we've 
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encouraged the South African Government to move toward this 


political negotiation that's going to be needed to bring a 
non-violent solution to the problems facing the country. 


I think that would be my not-so-short answer to your 
question. 


Q Chuck, on that, you say that our influence is 
limited. However, one of the arguments of the advocates is 
that the United States, together with other nations in the 
world collectively could have a tremendous impact if we would 
join with them. Doesn't that undercut the argument that the 
United States alone can't affect it? 


4 The argument still stands, nonetheless, that what 
we're trying to do in South Africa is to bring, help bring a 
peaceful end to apartheid. The Secretary has said any number 
of times that to “cut and run" is not something that we would 
probably look back upon favorably sometime down the road. I 
think that's the bottom line as to why we're there. 


Q De you have any reporting from our embassy on 
what -the situation is like in South Africa right now? 


A No, I really don't. Some of the questions that I 
asked myself, for example, concerning the number of detainees, 
the answer is, we can't confirm the number of detainees in 
South Africa. Our embassy reports that several union leaders 
have indeed been detained, as you've probably seen other 
reports, as [I did in the media, along with many other South 
African citizens. 


On that score, we have consistently condemned 
detentions without trial in South Africa and other countries. 
We've also stated that we regard the state of emergency as a 
serious mistake and have called for its lifting. 


Q To get back to the previous point, every time 
this comes up, somehow you frame it in terms of “pulling out" 
-~ as the Secretary said the other day, "To pull out is to cop 
out." There are a lot of measures that can be taken between 
pulling out altogether and staying under the present 
circumstances. 


Is any thought being given to those -- maybe call them 
“intermediate measures," sanctions that are not as drastic as 
those vou keep positing? 


A I've already addressed that question, I think, in 
response to other questions, in which I pointed out that there 
are already a number of such pressures in place. 


Q And there's no thought being given to other 
pressures like that? 
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4 I'm not in a position to speculate on anything 
else. 


Q Chuck, you said something before that struck my 
notice, and that was -- you were talking again about private 
businesses and the beneficial effects that result from their 
practices in South Africa, and you used the term -- you said 
that these are the advantages that come from, and I quote, 
“working within the system." I was wondering if you could 


clarify what you mean by swor king within the system." I* sould 
be construed to mean working within the system of aparth« . 


working within the system of -- 


a Clearly, it doesn't mean -- 
Q -- free enterprise. I don't know what it means. 
What that means is no more than exercising the 


amount of influence that we are able to exercise. 


Q So you're not endorsing apartheid? 

-) The ending of apartheid, it has been said clearly 
over and over again, the ending of that system is our primary 
objective. 


Q Is the Ambassador still on post there? 
Yes, he is. 


What is the status of the fifth American who was 
arrested? 


is) Let me find that. Shall I go over the general 
status of all the Americans, for the moment? 


Q Might as well. 


i Yesterday evening, a consular officer was granted 
permission to visit the two Americans detained in Pollsmoor 
Prison, Scott Daugherty and Rodney Williams; and consulate 
officers were able to arrange their release. Both men spent 
last night in Cape Town. Mr. Daugherty will be leaving Cape 
Town on Friday, returning to San Diego via Europe; Mr. Williams 
will be leaving Cape Town today for Johannesburg and will be 
departing South Africa next Wednesday. 
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As the consular officer was able to obtain a Privacy 
Act release from Mr. Williams, I have a few other details -- 
simply, that he is 50 years old and from Kane*'e, Hawaii. This 
leaves one American arrested over the weekend still in 
custody. The Embassy in Pretoria has informed us that they 
have just received verbal permission to visit him tomorrow 
morning. ' 


Q Chuck, with the two Americans being released, 
does that mean the charges against them -- Well, first of all, 
are there charges against them? And second, have they been 


dropped? 


“ What we know about the charges was put out ina 
taken question that was posted yesterday afternoon, and I don't 
have anything beyond that. The fact that they are being 
allowed to leave the country indicates to me that the charges 
are not being pursued. 


Q At least not pursued. Do you know if any of 
these five Americans are black? 

iy I don't know. 

Q Are they being allowed to leave the country, or 
was that part of the deal, that they would be released if they 
leave the country? 


A I think you would call it by mutual agreement. 


Q On the fifth American, the one who is still in 
detention, I presume you don't have a Privacy Act waiver? 


fa That's right. 
Q Can you tell us where he is being held? 


A That was, likewise, in the question that we 
posted yesterday. 


+ No, it wasn't. 
a It gave the name of a small town -- 


Q -- where he was arrested. 


That's right. 
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But it doesn't say if he -- 
Where he's being held? 
Right. 


> © se 


Let me look into that. 


The charges are still being held against two of 
the Americans who have been released on their own recognizance? 


i) There's one released on his own recognizance; the 
second one is still in jail. One who was released immediately, 
and two who have now been released. 


Q Chuck, going back to what we were talking about 
earlier - 


Q Can I have one last question on this present, the 
U.S. detainees? Does this, in the view of the State 
Department, indicate that the Government of South Africa is 
acting in a law-abiding, due-process fashion, honoring all of 
the agreements it made with the United States Government on the 
subject of consular arrangements? In other words, isn't this a 
gold star on their escutcheon? 


a The first point I would make is that there are no 
consular agreements with South Africa. That is one of the 
countries with which we do not yet have a consular agreement. 


Q Aren't they under the Vienna Convention? 


a Nor are they under the Vienna Convention. And in 
addition, as to the manner in which those people have been 
treated, I'd simply have to refer you to the record that we've 
laid out as to the nature of the charges, the way they were 
picked up, and you can draw your judgment from that. 


Q Chuck, I don't want to beat it to death, but the 
United States didn't like the detention of these Americans. 
Now that you've negotiated their release, does that wipe, sweep 
rey sweep aside any U.S. objections to clapping people in 
jail? 


a No, of course not. 


Q Going back to the business of sending messages, 
other people in the world are getting messages too; and some of 
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them have used the word “accomplice” to describe the U.S. 
relationship with the South african Government. What do you 
have to say about people who get that kind of impression out of 
the U.S. refusal to go further on the sanctions? 


“ I think the rationale behind our policy has been 
explained numerous times, again today. The idea that 
constructive engagement somehow means sitting on your hands and 
being an accomplice is totally erroneous. What it means is 
working to use our influence to effect positive change. 


Q Is there anything on the diplomatic horizon where 
the policy of constructive engagement will engage itself? You 
explained and we understand that you think American businessmen 
have been awfully helpful, but what about Mr. Crocker's team? 
fre they planning any talks with South African Government 
officials or with the black states in the surrounding area who 
have tried to negotiate some sort of a resolution? Is anybody 
going to go see the Congress people? What's on-the-move 
Giplomatically to foster constructive engagement? 


6 I don't know of anything at this point beyond the 
normal kinds of contacts that our embassies in the region would 
have. 


Q You can't tell us anything about a possible 
Laxalt mission? 


a I know that came up this morning at another 
briefing. In lookivx into the details of that briefing at the 
White House, it uas ~-is0 said that there was no decision to do 
that; and in fact. there are no plans to do that. 


Q Can we switch to something else? 
Yes. 
Q Do you nave any comment on Cardinal O'Connor's 


statement in Beirut? 
a Any particular question? 


Q About the -- in support of the Palestinian 
home land? 


i) No, I don't really have any comment on his 
statement. All I could do for you is to reiterate what our 
position has been, which you've heard many times, as the 
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President explained in his September 1, 1982 address, “It's the 
firm view of the United States that self-government by the 
Palestinians of the West Bank and Gaza, in association with 
Jordan, offers the best chance for a durable, just, and lasting 
peace.” 


Q What about the efforts to free the hostages, do 
you have any - 


“ No, I don't have anything on that. 


Chuck, on the disputed Taba territory between 
Israel and Egypt, various agencies, various maps put out by 
agencies of the U.S. Government -- 


“ Is that why I find this map (indicating)? 


Q Yes. It recognizes Taba as an occupied Egyptian 
territory. If that is the case, why doesn't the United States 
make that public, in accordance with the Egyptian pleas to 
settle the dispute? 


a It's the first time I've seen this map, and I'll 
have to take a look at that to understand exactly what the 
subtleties of your question are. 


Q well, I want to know -- 


& You know that we are acting at the request of the 
two parties to help resolve the Taba dispute. We continue to 
do that. Judge Sofaer who was in the region has continued to 
work on it, of course, since his return. I think the fact that 
we are playing that role between the two parties indicates that 
there is a general understanding of where we stand on the issue. 


Q That's not the case with the Egyptians. The 
Egyptians wanted you to recognize that fact, in accordance with 
past history and the maps at hand 


a As I said, I'll take a look at your map and -- 
Q Can we get an answer on that, then? 
“ [I'll try. 

Q Thanks. 
7 


Can you tell us about the Pakistani Foreign 
Minister's visit and the purpose, or whatever you'd like to 
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tell us. No subtle question here. Anything you want to tell 
us about the visit of the Pakistan Foreign Minister will be 
gratefully received on this otherwise busy day. 


A I don't have anything formal prepared for you. 
Q Wing it. (Laughter) 

A That visit is -- 

Q Going on? 

A 


-- I would say for him, a routine one since he 
does come to this country on a relatively routine basis for 
consultations and exchange of views. That's what he's doing 


this time. 


Of course, one of his primary objectives is to prepare 
the way for the visit of Prime Minister Junejo, which will be 
coming up shortly; dut beyond that, I know of no special 
subject which would go beyond the normal range of our 
relationship with the Pakistanis. 


Q How about reference to the rebels in Afghanistan 

A -— except that the Prime Minister's visit is 
coming up. 

Pardon? 


How about Pakistan's military support for the 
rebels in Afghanistan? Are we pleased with that? 


fs I don't have anything on that. 


-- MORE - 
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Q Chuck, can I come back to a question from 
yesterday about a Panamanian -- about a ship stopped in Panama 
allegedly containing Soviet-bloc weapons? Can you -- first of 
all, can you confirm -- do you know anything about the ship, 
and can you confirm anything about the nature of the weapons 
that were on board? 


A No. We don't have any information about this 
ship, other than that it's a Danish flag vessel named the Pia 
Vesta, which we probably got by watching CNN. But, beyond 
that, beyond what's appeared in the press, we don't have any 
independent information, and we aren't able to confirm the 
accuracy of the various press reports. 


Q And you don't know anything about the nature of 
the weapons that were on the ship? 


4 We don't have any independent confirmation of 
that. 


Q The weapons have been put on display by the 
Panamanian Government, and there are pictures widely available 
of them. Do you -- have you asked the Panamanian Government 
for information about this matter? 


Aa I don't know whether or not we've been in contact 
with the Panamanian Government. It's, as you know, their 
affair. 


Q And can you say anything about what the 
destination of the ship may have been? 


A No. As I say. we don't have really any 
independent information on it. One can only look at the photos 
which we've seen, thanks to the media. It includes, for 
example, photos of a certain amount of transportation equipment 
and the like. One can only speculate that that's not the kind 
of equipment, for example, that the Nicaraguan Democratic 
Resistance would need. But, beyond that, I really can't offer 
you much. 


Q Would it be the kind of equipment that the 
Salvadoran guerrillas might need? 


A In their case, I really don't know. It's hard to 
conceive of many guerrilla movements using that kind of mobile 
material. 
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Q Thank you. This is Lee, from Korean Broadca-<ting 
System. Would you comment on the North Korean proposal 
concerning the tripartite top-level military talks with South 
Korea and the United States, and on the dismissal by the South 
Korean Parliament regarding it as a North Korean propaganda 
ploy? 


a Yes, I can. 


On June 17, North Korean liaison officers at the 
Military Armistice Commission, hereafter known as the MAC, at 
Panmunjom passed a letter signed by the North Korean Defense 
Minister and addressed to the Commander-in-Chief of the United 
Nations Command. In this ietter and in a companion letter to 
the Republic of Korea Minister of National Defense, Lee Ki 
Baek, the North Korean Government states that it desires to 
reduce tensions. [t proposes three-way talks on ways of 
reducing tensions that would inyolve the North Korean Defense 
Minister, the Minister of National Defense of the Republic of 
Korea, and the Commander-in-Chief of the U.N. Command. The 
letter is being studied by the U.N. Command which will provide 
a response in due course. 

The United States Government welcomes all efforts to 
reduce tensions on the Korean Peninsula. We hope these letters 
are a sign that North Korea shares this interest and will work 
toward that goal. 


It's long been our view that contact between the two 
parties concerned, North and Soth Korea, remains key to 
reducing tensions. Accordingly, we've supported and encouraged 
the North-South dialogue which began in 1984. 


Aside from supporting such direct efforts to reduce 
tensions, the U.N. Command has put forward a number of 
proposals to reduce tensions at the MAC in Panmunjom, including 
proposals for advanced notification of significant military 
exercises and exchanges of observers. 


The MAC is the forum that is charged with overseeing 
the armistice, and it represents all parties that were involved 
in hostilities during the Korean conflict. 


We would note that North Korea has studiously ignored 
our longstanding proposals in this forum. We're not convinced 
that it's constructive to propose a new forum when a perfectly 
adequate mechanism to address reduction of tensions with all 
the necessary players has been in existence for more than 30 
years. 
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We call on North Korea to avail itself of these 
mechanisms and proposals for reducing tension. We would regard 
as a positive development any North Korean move to resume the 
dialogue it suspended with the Republic of Korea last January 
and to address seriously the important proposals on the table 
at Panmunjom. 


Q Copy? 

Q Is that a rejection of the proposal? 

A You may have a copy. 

Q This is not a rejection of the proposal? 

A Those are some reflections on the proposal. 


Q You're saying it's not -- you're not convinced 
it's constructive. 


A Pardon? 

Q You said it's not -- you're not convinced it's 
constructive to open a new forum. Is that saying you don't 
want to do that? 


A What it says is we welcome anything that would 
reduce tensions, but we're noting that there has been a forum 
in existence for 30 years in which the appropriate parties have 
been present, in which there have been a number of proposals 
put forward which the North Koreans have studiously ignored. 


So with that as background, you have some idea as to 
how this North Korean proposal fits in. 


Q Are you saying in a similar way that every time 
Moscow publishes some kind of new proposal, your response is, 
“Well, that's fine, but put it on the table in Geneva, and 
we'll take a look at it."? 


Is that what you're saying to the North Koreans? 
"That's fine, put it on the table at Panmunjom, and we'll take 
a look at it." 


A I'm not sure I follow this analogy totally. 
(Laughter). What [ am saying is what I just said -- 
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Q He's pretty clear -- 


aA -- in response to Joanne's question, yes, there 
is a forum. It's been there for a long time. It can do the 
job. 


Q So you see something there -- 


A Let's get to work there. If you see that as 


parallel to Geneva, I can accept that -- your point of view. 
Q On another Asian question -- 
A Let's go over here for a second. 


Q Have you anything on the U.S.-Soviet talks on the 
Middle East? 


A I don't think I have much to add beyond what 
you've already seen in the press, which is that the United 
States and the Soviet Union have agreed to meet in Stockholm in 
late June -- next week, in fact -- to exchange views at the 
experts level on the Middle East. 


The U.S. team will be headed by Richard Murphy, 
Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern and South Asian 
Affairs. These discussions will be held within the framework 
of exchanges with the Soviet Union on a whole range of regional 
issues. They are a continuation of the Mideast experts 
discussions conducted in February 1985 in Vienna. 


This is an exchange of views. We don't intend to 
negotiate any agreements, nor do we anticipate any joint 
U.S.-Soviet actions to emerge from this kind of discussion. 


Q What's the benefit of these meetings? 


A As I said -- I hear someone else who ran 
something this very morning on that subject, but -- 


Q (Inaudible) 


A Yes. It's an exchange of views on a wide variety 
of issues. Exchange of views, as you know, can be beneficial, 
but, beyond that, I'm not going to speculate any further. 


Q Who is the counterpart to Murphy? 
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a I believe the Soviet Union has announced that, 
but I leave that to them. 
Q Let me go back to your answer about Cardinal 


O'Connor's statement that you didn't want -- 


Q Let's stay on this for a second, please. The 
international peace conference proposed by the Arab countries 
would be one of the topics discussed at this Stockholm meeting? 


A I don't have any other detailed agenda for you. 
Q Can you look into it? 
A No. 


Do you see that this is something which is sort 
of a trend in any special leader who goes from the United 
States to the Middle East, especially if he lands in Lebanon? 
First of all there was Benjamin Weir who was a prisoner there, 
or hostage there, for quite some time, and then Cardinal 
O'Connor, and then Reverend Waite from England. Everybody 
comes back with almost the same statements, saying that -- a 
homeland for the Palestinians, which is not the same language 
that you are calling for. You find that this is very -- could 
influence or could be that they will understand the situation 
much more than you -- or the United States Government will 
understand by searching out with the people there on the flvsor 
-- on the ground? 


A No, I don't have any comment on that. 


Q Has the U.S. expressed concern recently to Mr. 
Marcos over his political activities? 


A I can't give you anything beyond what we've said 
before, that President Marcos is and has been aware of our 
concern which has been expressed publicly as well as privately. 


Q Chuck, is the U.S. interested in having, or has 
it asked Israel to have General Sella either made available for 
questioning in the U.S. or made available for questioning in 
Israel regarding the Pollard case? 


a I don't have anything on the Pollard case other 
than to say that questions such as that concerning 
questioning/interrogation are activities that are carried out 
by the Department of Justice. So it's - 
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Q Except when Judge Sofaer goes to do it. 


A He does not go to do it. I would like to correct 
the record, if that's your understanding. The Department of 
Justice has done the questioning and the interrogation in the 
past and would if there were to be further, and so I'd refer 
you to them as to whether or not that's their objective. 


Q Just to be clear on the record, but the 
delegation was headed by the State Department -- 


a That's right. 

¢) -- official, was it not? 

i That's right. The delegation was headed by -- 
Q So my question is -- 


a But you're talking about the questioning of the 
individuals -- 


Q Right. Okay. So maybe -- 


A -- and that's a Department of Justice 
responsibility, and it was done by them. 


Q Right. So if I should rephrase the question, I 
will do so, but the question was, does the State Department -- 
does the U.S. Government want to have him made available in 
Israel or in the U.S.? 


A And I say since that's something for the 
Department of Justice to decide, [I'd refer you to them. 


Q Chuck, does Judge Sofaer have any travel plans in 
the immediate future? 


a No. As I said earlier, he continues to work on 
the Taba question. It's always conceivable that he could go 
back to the region in that context, but he has no plans for the 
moment. 


Q Does that mean Judge Sofaer's role in the Pollard 
case is finished, ended, or -- 
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A No, it doesn't. To the extent that the State 
Department has a role to play, we will continue to play it, and 
he is one of the key players. 


Q So if the Justice Department decides that it 
wants to make -- to have any further witnesses made available, 
then the Justice Department would decide whether to have Judge 
Sofaer lead another delegation. Is that an. accurate statement 
of what you've just told us? 


4 I'm not sure what this all gets to. 


Q Well, it's a simple question, and you're dealing 
it within a bureaucratic manner. That's all. 


a It's up to the Department of Justice to decide 
whether or not - 


Q Whether or not Judge Sofaer -- 

A -- questioning is necessary -- 
° Q Right. 

A -- desirable, or whatever -- 


Q And who decides when -- 


i -- and I'd refer you to them. If -- and then you 
get into hypothetical cases -- if a delegation goes back to 
Israel, would there be a State Department representative? I 
presume that the same model would be followed, and there would 
be, but that's all in the realm of the hypothetical at this 
point. 


Q Chuck, a leading Israeli newspaper last week said 
that if these leaks continue to come from the United States 
about the Pollard case, that some officials in the Israeli. 
Government are going to expose the joint Israeli-U.S. spying on 
the Arab world. Do you have any comment on that? (Laughter) 


is} No, I don't. 
Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 1:17 p.m.) 























Posted: June 19, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at che June 1°, 1°86 daily press briefing: 


Where is the last of che Americans cerained if South Africa 
over this past weekend being held? 

HE WAS ARRESTED JUNE i4 IN NELSTROON, THE TOWN IN WHICH HE 
RESIDES, AND WHERE THE CONSULAR OFFICER EXPECTS TO VISIT 
HIM TOMORROW MORNING. NELSTROOM IS A SMALL TOWN ABOUT TWO 
HOURS’ DRIVE NORTH OF PRETORIA. 
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MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
Two announcements to begin with. 


First, the State Department has just completed a new 
publication titled "Dispossessed: The Miskito Indians in 
Sandinista Nicaragua.” Told largely through the words of 
Miskito refugees, this publication documents the Sandinista 
campaign against the Miskitos which has resulted in the mass 
exodus and forced resettlement of tens of thousands. Copies 
are available in the Press Office. 


Secondly, this week the President and senior officials 
of the United States Government have held a series of extremely 
useful meetings with a delegation of the Afghan Resistance 
Alliance. We intend to expand such mutually beneficial 
contacts in the future. The discussions this week have covered 
the major problems faced by the Afghan people in their struggle 
for national liberation. The President affirmed unwavering 
American support for their struggle and for a just end to the 
war. 


As we have made clear in the past, the United States 
stands ready to extend guarantees of a peaceful settlement 
which ensures the prompt withdrawal of Soviet troops, and which 
has the support of the Afghan people. Regular and appropriate 
consultations with those who truly represent the Afghan people 
are necessary to ascertain their support. 


That's all I have. 


Jim? 
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Q What has the State Department done, or what does 
the State Department intend to do about the Soviet Air Attache 
who was arrested last night by the F8I? 


a The State Department informed the Soviet Embassy 
this morning, June 20th, that Colonel Vladimir Makarovich 
Izmaylov, Air Attache of the Soviet Embassy, has been declared 

rsona non grata for activities incompatible with his 
Siplemacic cthtes. Those activities, I think, have been amply 
detailed by a briefing which is probably still underway at the 
FBI -- when last I checked the television. 


Beyond that, I can't give you any further details 
other than we expect that he will depart the United States 
shortly. 


Q Well, have you given him a deadline? 


a As I say, I don't have any details on the exact 
timing of his departure, other than to say shortly. 


Q Chuck, have any U.S. officials been asked to 
leave the Soviet Union? 


a This, as far as I'm aware, has to do only with 
the activities in which said Colonel was involved in, and there 
are no other activities connected with it at this time that I 
know of. 


Q Is this combined with any protest or any 
objection by the State Department to the Soviet Embassy? In 
other words, have you done anything to the Embassy ac large 
beyond a specific act against Colonel [zmaylov? 


a The contact with the Soviet representative this 
morning had to do with the request that the Colonel leave the 
country. 


Q Chuck, maybe I didn't make myself clear a minute 
ago, or I misunderstood the answer. Have any U.S. diplomats 
been asked to leave the American Embassy in the Soviet Union? 


a And I said not that [I know of. It's not 
connected with any other event that I know of. 


Q Okay. 


Q Would you expect there to be another shoe to 
drop? Do you think there could be retaliation for something 
like this? 
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“ Well, as always, I can't really speculate on what 
the Soviet behavior might be, but I would add that there would 
be no justification for the Soviet side to retaliate. 

Q Could you clarify on the manner in which the 
Soviet Embassy was informed? Was it by telephone, or was 
someone invited to come to the State Department here? 


a Someone was invited to come to the State 
Department. 


Q Was it the Charge? 

“a [It was Mr. Isakov. 

Q And he saw who? 

o Ambassador Ridgway. 


Q Chuck, do you have anything on a defector -- the 
Soviet defector which reportedly defected to the United States? 


Os No. 
Q You can't confirm it or deny it? 
) As always, on those kinds of questions, “no 


comment" is the answer. 
Q And what did he do? What exactly did he do? 
a To whom are you referring? 
Q To the one who was picked up by the FBI. 


a I'd refer you. The FBI has been briefing now for 
over an hour with maps, charts, photos, and the like. 


Q Any background -- do you have any figures or 
numbers on how many Soviet officials have been PNG'd in -- 


a No. 
Q Can you tell us when the last Soviet was -- 


a The last person -- Soviet diplomat PNG'd from the 
United States was Lieutenant Colonel Stanislav Ivanovich Gromov 
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Q Please. 


* -- who was declared persona non grata in response 
to the killing of Major Nicholson last year. 


Q Do you have a spelling of the last name? 

“ G-r-0-m-0-v. 

Q Do you have a date on that, or just last year? 
“ I don't, but that should be easy enough to find. 


Q Have you got -- can you extrapolate for us at all 
on what possible impact this incident may have on U.S-Soviet 
relations, if any? 


i) As I said before, I can't really speculate on 
Soviet behavior. The reasons for which this action was taken 
are abundantly clear, based, as I said, on a very extensive 
briefing that's being conducted by the FBI. I think, in light 
of that, there's no reason to believe that this should have any 
impact beyond that. 


Q The last expulsion had nothing to do with 
espionage. Do you happen to know when the last Soviet diplomat 
was expelled on spy charges? 


a No, I don't. 


Q If it's beyond your memory, then it couldn't have 
been too recently. What do you make, in light of this, of the 
accusations by a lot of commentators, mostly conservatives, 
that some were proportion of Soviet diplomats in the United 
States are really spying, and they're not diplomats? 


a I can't really comment directly on your question 
concerning proportions and the like. I would call your 
attention to the fact, of which many of you are already aware, 
that we have taken a number of measures in recent years to 
restrict the activities of diplomats for exactly those kind of 
concerns -- for security concerns and others. That has 
included, for example, restrictions on travel; that included 
reduction of numbers. 


~- MORE --~ 
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Q Chuck, I'd like tc ask you about the timing of 
this, given the very shaky state of U.S.-Soviet relations now 
and the President's speech last night, in which he seemed to go 
cut of his way to be conciliatory, and say that their latest 
proposals are serious. Then, this morning, we have this. 


I mean, are these things coordinated at a higher level? 


a I don't have anything in direct response to your 
question. I think the briefing that the FBI is providing, 
which indicates when the man was apprehended, for example, 
gives you some idea as to why the announcement was this morning. 


Q Chuck, to get back to Barry's question, you know, 
the activities of Soviet diplomats, the FBI briefer that you 
just referred to says that the Soviet military attaches are 
constantly trying to pick up U.S. secrets by recruiting U.S. 
military officers, that they do this in bars, in supper clubs, 
and they're all over the place doing this. 


I mean, he suggests that we're not controlling them. 
Are we? 


fe) From what you've told me -- I didn't see his 
briefing -- you've suggested that they're active in these -- 


Q Yes, that's what he said. 


A -~- kind of activities. It doesn't mean to me 
that we're not controlling them. As this current case points 
out, it would seem to me that, at least we're having some 
effect in controlling them. 


But, no, I'm not the real expert on the extent of that 
kind of activity, and I think you've just referred to an expert 
who perhaps can address that better than me. 


Q You made reference earlier to the fact that we've 
reduced the number of Soviet diplomats in this country. Do you 
have the specific numbers for us that would illustrate how 
large a reduction has taken place? 


A I'd have to refer you, at this point, to previous 
briefings. For example, the most recent measures were taken at 
the United Nations, and there we had a phased program whereby 
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the Soviet representation would be reduced over, I think, «about 
two years. The first tranche, I think, becomes effective this 
fall. But you can get that from the briefing where we gave all 
the statistics as to what those numbers will be reduced to over 
time. 


Q Uh-huh. 


Q Although I did not see the entire FBI briefing, 
the implication I got from it was that the man was not 
successful in stealing any truly important, or perhaps even any 
truly secret, secrets. Do you have any kind of assessment for 
what damage, if any, there was to U.S. national security as a 
result of this particular case? 


A We're eminently qualified to conduct this 
conversation since you didn't see it and I didn't see it -- 


Q I didn't. 
(Laughter). 


A No, I don't. I think what information is 
available was in that briefing. 


Q The difference is that you're informed, and I'm -- 
(Laughter) 
Q Can we go to something else? Are we through with 


this subject? 

Is it true, as someone has told me from outside the 
building, that these West German volunteer workers who were 
held by U.S.-backed Contras, wanted to come to the United 
States to hold a press briefing, and they've been denied visas? 

A I don't have anything on that at all. 

Q Could you check it, please? 

a I'll take a look. 


Q Of course, if you're checking they were denied 
visas, could you tell us why they were denied visas? 


A All right. 
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Q The U.N. Conference on South Africa in Paris has 
concluded by calling for comprehensive, mandatory sanctions, 
and suggesting that countries like the United States are 
engaged in active collaboration with South Africa. Do you have 
any reaction to that, in defense? 

t 

A I myself addressed both of those questions in one 
way or another yesterday. On the question of being an 
accomplice, for example, I addressed that specifically, saying 
that our whole policy in South Africa is aimed at the ending of 
apartheid. What we're trying to do is to use our influence to 
that end. I could go into more elaborate detail, but I think 
that's been set forth on any number of occasions. 


Concerning the question of sanctions themselves, we did not 
participate in that conference, for reasons which we set forth 
at the time which have to do with our opposition to punitive 
economic sanctions, and that position has not changed. 


Q So you thought it was a foregone conclusion they 
were going to call for them? Is that why you boycotted? 


A That was the reason the conference was called. 
Along those lines, do you have any comment on 
whether the Administration is considering sending an envoy to 
South Africa anytime in the near future? 
A There are no plans, as I said yesterday. 


Q Well, I thought the question yesterday was about 
Laxalt, in particular. 


A I took it in a generic sense, as well. The 
answer is no to both. 


Q New Zealand and France have agreed to have the 
U.N. Secretary General mediate in what's been called the 
Rainbow Warrior dispute. 


Does the United States have any particular view on 
that decision? 


A No. That's something between two other countries. 


Q Anything yet on that Panamanian ship seizure? 





-8- Friday, 6/20/86 


A No. 


Q The Revolutionary Justice Organization in Lebanon 
is quoted as saying that they're going to release two French 
hostages and I believe six Lebanese Christians. Is the U.S. 


aware of this report -- anything to confirm it? 

A We have nothing by way of independent information 
which would confirm the report. 

Q Chuck, do you have anything on the passage in the 
House and the Senate Committees on the SALT adherence matter? 

a We are seriously concerned about Congressional 
efforts to undermine our nuclear deterrence --— want me to 


start again? Sorry. 


We are seriously concerned about Congressional efforts 
to undermine our nuclear deterrent force by tying U.S. forces 
to the outdated and violated SALT II Treaty, rather than 
looking toward our current and anticipated security 
requirements. 


Such resolutions attempt to undercut the President's 
May 27 decision on U.S. interim restraint policy, and signal 
the Soviets that they need not take seriously their arms 
control obligations and commitments, or our forward-looking 
policy of restraint. 

With his May 27 decision, the President sought to 
substitute a relevant and operational foundation of restraint 
for one which was not working. 


The Congressional actions are unprecedented. They 
ignore the obvious shortcomings of the SALT regime, and attempt 
to require U.S. compliance with a treaty, or selected parts of 
it, that was never ratified, has already expired, and which the 
Soviets continue to violate. 


Q Copies of that? 

A No. 

Q You're really saying that you think Members of 
Congress are trying to undermine the American nuclear 


deterrence. 


A That's the effect of this particular bill. 


-- MORE -- 
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Q But that's not what you said. You said 
“Congressional efforts to undermine.“ It sounds like what 
you're saying is that Members of Congress, by passing these 
votes, are voting for the Soviet Union, you know, and voting 
against the United States; is that -- 


A Let me say that that would be the effect of the 


bill. 

Q Listen, aren't the Members of Congress doing 
exactly what the Administration was doing up to that magic 
moment when the President made his decision to no longer -- to 


disregard the SALT Treaty? In a sense, you're accusing 
Congress of some nefarious behavior for calling for a policy 
that this Administration followed for over five years. I don't 
understand this great leap. It's almost accusing them of being 
disloyal? 


A I'd stand by the statement, Barry. I really 
can't give you any further elaboration on those kind of 
questions. 


Q Is their end any different from the policy that 
the Administration followed? Wouldn't the effect be the same, 
except they're no longer in step with you? 


A As I say, I believe the statement addresses the 
question of why we believe that these kind of bills are not 
helpful, and as a consequence I'd leave it at that. 


Q How about the legal question? If you can't 
answer it, would you ask the legal beagles upstairs if the 
Congress -- certainly, the Senate -- doesn't have a stake and a 
say in treating matters, and ask if they're violating some 
constitutional principle by asserting their beliefs -- 


3) I don't believe that I implied in any way that -- 


Q -- about a treaty that was signed by a President 
of the United States? 


A I didn't imply in any way that someone was 
violating some sort of constitutional right, Barry. 


Q Well, like Ralph, I'm puzzled -- you know, when 
you talk about “undermine,” it suggests that they're engaged in 
some subversion. So I wondered if it was legal subversion, 
moral subversion, practical subversion, ethical subversion, or 
you just don't like what they're doing? 
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Q It's simply -- I don't believe I used the word 
“subversion” either. 


Q No, “undermine” is a very strong word. 
"Undermine" is to take apart from beneath, to disroot, uproot. 


Q Can I ask it in another way? You then went on to 
say, though, that's the effect. Do you stand by what you read 
earlier, which is that you are seriously concerned by 
Congressional efforts to undermine our nuclear deterrent policy? 

A That's part of the statement which I read. 

Q That's right; you stand by that? 

a That's right. 


Q Chuck, do you have anything on an American 
soldier killed in -- I'm sorry. 


Q Please, could we just -- 

A Let me say, Jim, what we have here is, the 
President has made a decision -- the President having a mandate 
for U.S. national security -- he has made a decision which is 


within his prerogative which has several elements, including 
not only the form or the system of mutual restraint, which he 
would like to see more effectively replaced -- what has not 
worked in the past -- as well as a strategic modernization 
program. That is an Administration policy. That is something 
in order to be effective which is going to have to have some 
coherence in implementing it. 


Q Do you know if Members -- 
Q Excuse me, Barry. Just one thing. 
Q Yes. 


Are we to understand that the rest of your 
statement, after “undermine,” is intended to explain how they 
are undermining, or do you have an elaboration on this? 


a That's what the rest of the statement was 
attempting to do. As I said, in fact, if you focus on that 
part of it, I think it becomes clear what I'm trying to say, 
which is that that signals the Soviets that they need not take 
seriously their arms control obligations and commitments, or 
our forward-looking policy of restraint. 
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That's what I was just referring to in terms of having 
coherence in the American presentation. 


Secondly, referring to the fact that the Presicent 
sought to substitute a relevant and operational foundation of 
restraint for one which was not working. 


In light of all the questions -- 


Q 

Q Excuse me, Ralph -- 

Q Could we please have a copy of chat statement? 
a 


No. 


Q Excuse me. They are signaling to the Soviets, 
through this action, that they don't have to take seriously 
their arms control obligations. But the President, on May 27, 
disavowed the obligation which was mutual. 


So you're saying that the Soviets are expected to 
fulfill an obligation which we no longer recognize? 


A The question is, the President made his decision 
for a number of reasons, well documented, concerning Soviet 
refusal or unwillingness to adhere to their commitments under 
these particular international obligations that we were 
speaking of. 


. The fact that someone else in another branch of 
government should now come back and say, "No, that's not right; 
we think that this, in fact, should continue to be the case," 
is what I'm saying. It's signaling to the Soviets that no 
matter what they do, it doesn't seem to make any difference to 
us. And, in fact, it does make a difference, and that is at 
the heart of the President's May 27 decision. 


Q Alright, on that last point, if I can clarify my 
question, could you ask if there is any legal complaint about 
Congress doing what you just said it's doing? 


A I see no reason to ask that. I have not implied 
that there is any legal or constitutional issue involved. 


Q Well, they've come back and they've reasserted a 
policy that the Administration has abandoned. Are they within 
their legal rights to do that since it's a treaty that's at 
issue? 
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A I don't see where that question has been raised 
at all. 


Q Alright. Then, can I ask you if -- 


a The President has made his decision and that 
decision has been taken and stands. 


Q Alright, did anybody at the State Department try 
to dissuade the leaders of this measure beforehand not to do 
what they have just done? 


a Without going into the specifics of who saw whom 
Q Yeah. 
f°) -- obviously, the Administration was in 


consultation with Members of the Congress. 


Q Did they have any -- would it have been worse had 
they not been, from your viewpoint? Did they succeed in toning 
down what was being done or was it a failed lobbying erfort? 


ms I don't have any way to address that. 


Q I realize -- I don't think it's particularly 
fruitful to carry on, but you made reference to another branch 
of government. It's an equal branch of government and it has 
certain responsibilities. And what you're saying is on behalf 
of one branch, you're calling the other -- you're saying the 
other branch is trying to undermine the policy of the United 
States. 


You somehow seem to be suggesting that the other 
branch doesn't have a responsibility or even a right to make 
that -- 


a I don't think that comes up at all, Ralph. I'd 
not agree with that at all. The fact that I have -- that one 
branch has the right to comment on what another branch has done 
does not at all imply anything with regard to the 
responsibilities or the legal rights or the obligations of the 
other branch. You're drawing things out of the air. 


Q One last really nitpicking question, which I 
could find out anyway. Was this statement read at the White 
House this morning as well? 
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a Check with the White House. 


Q The “undermining” thing. 
° a Check with the White House. I don't know. 
i 
‘ Q Well, let me ask because it's the end of the 


week. Anything further on the possibility that an airman's 
body has washed ashore in Libya? 


A No. No new information. 


Q Thank you. 


(Press briefing concluded at 12:45 p.m.) 





Posted: June 20, 1986 


TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the June 20, 1986 daily press briefing: 


Q: There 1s a story chat the West Germans who were released by 
the contras recently wanted to go to the U.S. to give a 
press conference buc were refused visas. I[s this true? If 

_ $0, why were chey refused? 

A: WE UNDERSTAND FROM OUR EMBASSY IN MANAGUA THAT DOMINIK 

DIEHL, ONE OF THE HOSTAGES, APPLIED POR AND WAS ISSUED A 


VISA TO VISIT THE U.S. 


. AN ASSOCIATE, BUT NOT ONE OF THE HOSTAGES, SEAN PETER 
STEINBACH, ALSO APPLIED FOR A VISA IN MANAGUA AND WAS 
REFUSED, ON THE GROUNDS THAT HE COULD NOT DEMONSTRATE THAT 
HE WOULD LEAVE THE UNITED STATES AGAIN AFTER A TEMPORARY 


STAY. 
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MONDAY, JUNE 23, 1986, 12:44 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REDOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. iI 
have no announcements. Jim. . 


Q There were a couple of things from last week on 
Latin America. One, has the State Department been looking irto 
the suppression of these prison riots in Peru and the 
allegations that excessive force was used by the government? 


a There is really very little I can tell you on 
that. We don't have enough facts to provide much commentary 
except to note that the Peruvian Government was faced with an 
extremely difficult situation. The Sendero Luminoso terrorists 
who were involved in the riots are known for their violence and 
intransigence, but beyond that I would simply note that the 
Peruvian Government has promised an investigation. 


, Q Another Latin American issue: yesterday Senator 
Helms, on television, said that General Noriega in Panama was 
involved in what Helms described as one of the biggest drug 
ot lateaaa operations in the hemisphere. Have you looked into 
that 


a We are, of course, aware of Senator Helms' 
charges that General Noriega is involved in drug trafficking. 
I might start by reminding you of what Secretary Shultz said 
last week, when asked, that such reports are of concern. The 
reports we have on this subject are either hearsay, 
circumstantial, or speculative. They are voluminous, but 
General Noriega is a prominent figure with many critics. 


Q My question was, are you looking into them? 


a I really have nothing there, other than to say 
what the Secretary said: they are of concern. 


Q What about the allegation of vote fraud in the 
1984 Panamanian elections, and that the United States was aware 
that fraud did take place? 


a Let me give you a few general observations on 
those elections. The Panamanian election of 1984 was intended 
to end 16 years of military dominance of Panama's government. 
The United States strongly supported the step toward greater 
civilian control in Panama. 
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The election was not without controversy. We were 
aware at the time of the conviction of many Panamanians that 
there was fraud in the election. The official results showed a 
margin of only 1,713 votes out of 640,000 tabulated in the 
presidential contest. Delay and administrative difficulty in 
the tabulation process was openly acknowledged by all 
concerned, including Or. Barletta. 


Obviously, evaluating the results was not easy. In 
that context, Vice President Bush or Secretary Shultz has 
attended virtually every inauguration of a civilian president 
in Latin America in recent years to show our support for 
movement in the direction of democracy, civilian rule, and free 
political expression. , 


Q How about Helms’ implication that Torrijos was 
murdered and that Noriega had a role in that? 


a I don't have anything on that. 


Q But in light of these allegations of vote fraud, 
do you still believe that those elections in Panama suit the 
adjectives you used -- a free exercise of the will of the 
people? 


a Adjectives used by whom? 
Q By you, in your previous answer on the elections. 


i) I'm not sure what answer you're talking about. I 
don't recall using those words. 


Q Is an election, if it is rigged, if it is 
fraudulent, then an exercise of the will of the democratic 
majority in the eyes of the Administration? 


a I think [I've just gone through the circumstances 
in Panama at the time, the nature of that particular election, 
describing a bit its historical context. I said that it was 
not without controversy, that evaluating the results was not 
easy. 


I'd refer you, in fact, to the report that was done by 
the unofficial, or private, if you will, American observer 
group. They, I think, pointed up the difficulties in 
evaluating this kind of an election. In their May 29 report, 
they said, “To give even a qualified seal of approval to a 
disreputable election would be to destroy hope and cause a 
general disillusionment with democratic processes. On the 
other hand, to condemn as unacceptable what was only a muddy 
and untidy performance might irremediably tarnish a significant 
step toward a more perfect democracy." 
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fhat's the kind of situation with which we were 
dealing. 


Q Which observer group was that? And who headed it? 


ft That was the group that included Father Drinan, 
Ambassador Vauahn, and Or. Gastil. 


Q So they ended up with a report that said on the 
one hand and on the other hand? 


a They ended up with some conclusions concerning 
the nature of the elections. That report is public and 
unclassified, put out by Freedom House. They found that there 
was doubt about the election, that the results could probably 
have resulted in another outcome; but they ended up by saying 
that, “It may be possible for those now sranted the mantle of 
government to work toward a greater degree of democracy in the 
future." And then they urged the United States, at the very 
end of the report, to continue to support the extension of 
Panamanian civil institutions while being reluctant to 
strengthen further the military establishment. 


Q Nicaragua: is there going to be any formal 
diplomatic or written response to Ortega's offer on Contadora, 
or just the public statement? 


ve In terms of any formal or written response, I': 
not quite sure why one should be callec for. We were not 
surprised by the Nicaraguan reply to the Contadora Foreign 
Ministers on this latest draft. It was totally predictable. 


Since the Central American democracies already 
criticized the draft, it is basically cost-free for the 
Sandinistas to support it on the eve of Congressional vote on 
aid to the resistance in an effort to defeat that legislation. 


The democracies made this prediction and have been 
proven correct. 


The draft that we are talking about was delivere: to 
the Central American countries on June 7 and was quickly 
understood by the democracies to be inadequate. Its main f law 
is that it leaves open for later negotiation key provisions 
regarding democratization, arms limits, and verification -- 
basically saying, sign now, negotiate later. 


With such a setup, it was clear the Sandinista regime 
would find the draft attractive. 
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Q East-West? There are British media reports out 
of Moscow that the Soviets are re-evaluating the ir ortance of 
the Shevardnadze visit to London in the light of th- 
President's Glassboro speech. Do you have anything.on that? 


A No, I don't. 


Q Do you have anything on additional reports that 
suggest that through unofficial channels the Soviets have 
suggested that the Secretary of State should travel to London 
to meet with Shevardnadze when he's there? 


A No, I have nothing on that. The Secretary spoke 
to that question during his press conference on his way to 
Asia, in which he said he was certainly prepared to meet with 
Mr. Shevardnadze. But I don't believe he addressed the 
question of geographic location. 


Q This was on -- can you give us a date for that? 
A It must have been on Friday. 


Q {In light of this credential ceremony that will 
take place with the new Soviet Ambassador later, do you have 
anything at all on the subject of U.S. arms control, relations 
with the Soviets or future summit? Anything in those areas? 


A No, nothing other than to reiterate what we've 
said many times concerning our position on the summit. 


Q Chuck, to the Middle East. Arafat called on 
UNIFIL to redeploy its forces in the Palestinian refugee camps 
in West Beirut in order to stop the bloodshed and the attacks 
on the refugees. Does the United States Government favor such 
a step in light of your guarantees in 1982 for the safety of 
the Palestinians in the refugee camps when they left -- the PLO 
-- Beirut? 


A I don't have anything in reference to that 
specific request. I would only reiterate what we have said on 
a number of occasions about the need to end the violence in 
Lebanon, that applies to all Lebanese, and that we believe that 
these situations have to be brought under hand in a peaceful 
way through political consensus. 


Q But since UNIFIL has the role of, you know, sort 
of observing the peace in southern Lebanon and it's now 
available for such a humaritarian thing, would the United 
States Government look favorably to such a thing, or do you 
want to look through it and give us an answer? 
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a No, I don't have anything on that. You, 
yourself, have pointed out the role of UNIFIL in southern 
Lebanon. That is, in fact, where it has been operative. 


On another matter, there were reports over the 
weekend that Arafat was involved personally in the freeing of 
two Cypriots out of captivity in Lebanon. Do you have any 
comment on that? 


A Of course we welcome the release of these 
hostages. But concerning any specific question about Mr. 
Arafat's role, I have no comment. 


Q Chuck, do you have anything on the continuing 
violence in Haiti? 


Q Two left on the same subject, please. 
A The quick answer is, no, I don't. 


Q Arafat also, in an interview with Rose Alyussef 
in Egypt, the Egyptian magazine, said, and I quote here: "Mr. 
Genscher, on behalf of Secretary Shultz, discussed the meeting 
held between Hussein of Jordan and President Assad to control 
the Palestinians in Lebanon by sending the Jordanian forces to 
East Beirut and the Syrians to West Beirut." What do you know 
about this? 





A I don't have anything on that. 


Q Newsweek's Bureau Chief was expelled from South 
Africa today, the second journalist in two weeks. Do you have 
any comment on that and on the continuing crackdown down there 
on press coverage? 


A I haven't seen that specific report, but I'd 
refer you to what we said last week from this podium in which 
we strongly deplored these kind of actions in suppressing 
freedom of the press. 


Q There was a story in the paper this morning 
suggesting that some Administration officials doubted that the 
Soviet economy was in a strong enough position to engage in an 
arms race. Do you have any comment about that -- that issue -- 
about whether or not the Soviets are in a position economically 
to carry on an arms race if they wanted to? 
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A No, I don't. That's a very analytical question, 
and I'd invite you to question the people who are really 
involved in those kinds of subjects. 


Q Chuck, does the State Department know if the 
Soviet Colonel who was declared persona non grata has 
physically left the country? 





A He has not. 
Q He has not. 


A We expect that he will leave very shortly. 


Q We were told over the weekend he was given 48 
hours. 
A I don't believe that's correct. 
*  Q "Very shortly" means what? Today? 


Well, I said "shortly" on Friday. 


Yeah. 


> 


On Monday I'm saying, “very shortly." (Laughter) 
Q Before the end of the week probably. 


A No. I'd say if “shortly” is two days, then “very 
shortly" is somewhat less than two days. 


Q Well, there's some confusion, because the Soviet 
Embassy this morning said that he had left yesterday. 


A There is some confusion. (Laughter) 


Q Yeah. But you have seen him in this country? 
You know he is still here? 


is) He has not left. 


Q Well, are you suggesting it's this afternoon's 
flight as opposed to tomorrow's flight? 


A Beyond that, I can't help you any more than I 
have. 


Q Do you have anything on the ex-contra chiefs 
accusing their leaders of being corrupt? 
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A Yes, I do. I'll give you the short version of 
this answer. This was all described particularly in one 
article that appeared over the weekend. 


Much of this article concerns old charges of 
corruption involving individuals who in 1983 were discovered 
stealing. As a result of these discoveries, they were 
dismissed by the FON Directorate along with others who were 
followers of former dictator Somoza. 


As the article notes, there were some specific 
instances of corruption which were rectified when brought to 
the attention of the appropriate authorities. 


The article repeats erroneous information. Let me 
take just two cases. For example, the Nicaraguan Humanitarian 
Assistance Office has never issued a check to former Honduran 
Armed Forces Chief of Staff General Walter Lopez. A check was 
issued to the Armed Forces Command of Honduras in the amount of 
$450,000 for the purchase of uniforms which were manufactured 
at the Honduran Armed Forces own plant and delivered as 
provided in contracts. 


The second point: Mr. Alberto Suhr did not serve in 
the field with the resistance until 1985, as claimed in the 
article. In fact, Mr. Suhr broke with the FON in 1981 and has 
had no firsthand knowledge of resistance intelligence or 
financial activities since that time. We believe he is getting 
his information from Juan Rivera, a Somocista who was purged 
from the FON three years ago. Today Rivera has close ties with 
the Somocistas who were purged from the ranks of the FON in 
1983 and harbor resentment against the current resistance 
leadership. 


Q Copy? 

A No. 

Q What's the long version? 

A That's basically the long version. 


Q Spanish elections -- do you expect any impact on 
the U.S.-Spanish relations? 


A We are pleased to once again see the democratic 
process working in Spain. We congratulate Prime Minister 
Gonzalez on his party's victory and look forward to continuing 
the excellent relationship which we have with Spain. 
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Q Chuck, does the fact that you are saying in 
public that these uniforms were supplied by the Government of 
Honduras -- does this imply a change in U.S. statements on the 
contras regarding Honduras, which has always in the past denied 
providing direct help? 


A Not that I know of. 

Q Well, isn't this a shift, though? I mean, you 
haven't spoken openly about Honduras' relationship to the 
contras before. 

a I just don't read that much into it. 

Q Anything new on Marcos leaving the United States? 

A No. Again, Secretary Shultz addressed that ina 
more recent encounter with the press which I've seen reported. 
I don't have anything beyond that. 

Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:57 p.m.) 














DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
DAILY PRESS BRIEFING 


INDE X 


Tuesday, June 24, 1986 





BRIEFER: Charles Redman 


Subject Page 
NICARAGUA 
President Reagan's speech supporting contra aid...1-5 
Soviet plane, intelligence capability........... 1-4 
Soviets training, building harbors, airfield....4 
Investigation of contra funding questions........ 8 
USSR: Gorbachev letter to Reagan, summit date........ 5 
CAMBODIA/THALLAND 
U.S. assistance to Cambodian resistance........... 5 
PHILIPPINES: Marcos residence... ......... 05. eee nee 6 
POLAND: GOP accusses U.S. of training terrorists..... 7 
WEST BANK: Jordan's Palestinian development plan..... 7-8 
MOROCCO: Visit by King Hassan I1]......... 0. eee eee 8-9 
SOUTH AFRICA: Sen. Lugar suggests U.S. envoy......... 9 


ISRAEL: Sofaer and talks on Taba; Pollard case....... 10 








DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
DAILY PRESS BRIEFING 


DPC #112 


TUESDAY, JUNE 24, 1986, 12:33 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REDMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. I 
have no announcements. Jim? 


Q In his speech, the President mentioned this 
Soviet airplane in Nicaragua. Do you have evidence that it is 
not there, in fact, as a map-making airplane? 


és Rather than comment on what it is actually doing, 
I could give you what little information I have, which is, 
first of all, there was a claim last week by the Sandinistas 
that the aircraft had flown only in areas where there was 
little or no resistance activity. That is not correct. It has 
flown in those areas. 


Regardless of what this aircraft is being used for, 
the introduction of this aircraft indicates a more active 
Soviet role in Nicaragua. Further, since it has both 
photo-mapping and photo-reconnaissance capabilities, it 
provides the Sandinistas with increased intelligence-gathering 
capabilities. I think that's the point that was trying to be 
made. 


Q Chuck, can 1 follow up? Are you aware that the 
U.S. Embassy in Nicaragua believes that this is only being used 
for mapping purposes? 


fs As I said, what it may or may not be being used 
for at this particular time, I'm not addressing. I'm making 
the point that it gives them intelligence capabilities which 
obviously could have some utility in other ways. 


Q Chuck -- Nicaragua -- they had a press conference 
last week on this plane. They said that the Soviet people who 
were operating the plane have now gone back to Moscow and that 
the plane isn't flying ane won't be for several months? 
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a I don't have anything on that other than the 
plane apparently is still in Managua. 


Q Chuck, could I just ask something? I may have 
misunderstood this. But as I was listening to the President, 
he left the clear impression that the series of flights of the 
plane have given them a direct role in support of military 
operations on the American mainland. And are you saying that 
we don't believe that that's true? 


A No, of course not. 
Q Are you saying that we are -- 


a If you phrase the question that way, I can't help 
you. (Laughter) 


Q Are you saying that you believe, indeed, that 
that is what they're doing, that they're enabling them to give 
command and control operations against contra incursions? I 
mean, you've just skirted absolutely the issue saying, well, 
regardless of what it is, we're not going to tell you what it's 
doing, or we don't know what's it's doing. That's what I don't 
understand, we're not going to tell or we don't know? 


a It could be a combination of both. What we're 
saying is that this is a plane which has certain identifiable 
capabilities. Capabilities which certainly go beyond simple 
mapping functions and which could or can have important 
intelligence applications. 


Q Chuck, let me follow that with a related 
question. The President's objection to this plane's presence 
seems to be -- seems to center on the Soviet personnel 
operating it and their presence on the mainland. So question 
No. 1, do you have any additional information on how many 
Soviets are there and what their role is? But the second 
related question, your objection here seems to be to the 
presence of the plane itself and to the fact that it gives the 
Nicaraguans additional capability to survey their own 
territory. Are you contesting the right of the Nicaraguan 
Government to survey its own territory with aircraft? 


A I don't believe that's been raised. The question 
that has been raised is the fact that we have an intelligence 
asset which clearly has military applications. That's the 
issue here. Whether or not someone else said the Soviet crew 
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remains in Managua, I don't know. I don't have an update on 
that. But in these previous flights, it was manned by a Soviet 
crew, so we do have Soviets manning, flying, and operating an 
aircraft which has intelligence-gathering capabilities. 


As I say, I can't give you full details as to how 
those capabilities have been exploited. But the capability is 
there, it has been flying in regions where there is resistance 
activity. 


~-MORE-- 
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Q Do you know if it has real-time intelligence- 
gathering capability? 


A That I don't know. 


Q Chuck, this plane has been up for some time now 
doing this. Isn't the issue that the timing of this right now 
seems very similar to the timing of the Honduran incursion last 
time which turned out to be overblown? 


A This story was raised some weeks ago. This is 
not the first time this story has been broached, and I think 
you know that, as everyone else here. 


Q Why is it so important today? I mean, why did 
the President bring it up again today? 


A He made a catalogue of a lot of things that have 
been previously talked about. If you're saying we shouldn't 
raise things that have been previously talked about -- 


Q No. But is it -- 
A -- I'm not sure that I agree. 


Q -- any more important? Do you have any new 
intelligence on it that makes it -- the evidence any stronger 
now than three weeks ago? 


A Its importance remains the same as it was then, 
the same as the importance of Cubans flying helicopters, the 
same as the importance of a number of other things the 
President cited. It's part of a pattern. 


Q Chuck, on those other things that the President 
mentioned, I wasn't quite clear whether he was using these just 
as hypothetical possibilities or whether he had information 
that there was, (1) a Soviet training brigade in Nicaragua, (2) 
whether they are in fact deepening a harbor in a way that would 
accommodate Soviet submarines, and (3) whether they are 
lengthening an airfield which would then make it capable of 
taking Backfires? 


ts I really can't answer that question. I'd invite 
you to put that at the White House later on -- I think there 
may be a briefing this afternoon -- because I haven't seen the 


text either. So I, really, without seeing the specifics can't 
tell you at this point whether those were -— to what extent 
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they're hypothetical or to what extent they reflect something 
that may already be underway. 


Q Do you know who's going to brief? 


6 I'm talking about only the regular briefing at 
the White House. Nothing special. 


Q Chuck, from time to time the Soviets and the 
United States exchange messages on military subjects of the 
kind that Shultz likes to call “damage control." Have the 
Soviets exchanged that sort of message with the United States 
regarding this plane to tell them -- have the Soviets, for 
example, informed the United States of the extent, of the 
limits, let's say, to which this plane would be utilized? 


ts I don't know of anything of that sort. 


Q Do you have anything on another Soviet message, 
the one that was conveyed to the President yesterday? Can you 
characterize it in any way? 


id I don't have anything beyond the readout that was 
given at the White House in order to characterize the message 
and the meeting. 


Q But there was no date in this letter that would 
suggest a Shultz-Shevardnadze meeting is on track. 


a No, there was not. There was no discussion of 
dates. 


Q Does everything stand where it stood last week as 
far as the planning for this summit is concerned between the 
two countries as far as -- I mean, no date was set is one way 
to say it. No date was proposed is a different question. Does 
it stand where it stood last week? 


A Yes, it does. We still expect a summit to go 
forward. 


Q Chuck, do you have anything on Cambodian aid 
being bottled up? 


id I'll give you the status report which I think 
you've heard before, which is that we're discussing with the 
Thai Government how best to arrange for delivery of this aid to 
the Cambodians. Those discussions are continuing. 
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Q Do you have any comment on the story in the Post 
this morning that the Philippine Government has indicated to 
the U.S. through official channels that it might be changing 
its = on the question of whether Marcos should leave the 
U.S. 


‘ On that particular aspect of the story, I'd leave 
it to the Filipino Government to speak concerning its own point 
of view on former President Marcos. As far as the United 
States is concerned, Marcos is free to leave the United 
States. As Secretary Shultz stated yesterday, “We don't have 
any desire to have in our country people that don't want to be 
there, so under the circumstances we'd just as soon he'd leave 
if he wants to." 


Marcos is also free to return to the United States if 
he wishes. We remain willing to assist him in a move to a 
third country, although we are not presently engaged in any 
such effort. 


Q Sounds like nothing has really changed since 
Secretary Shultz discussed that issue with the Aquino 
Government on his first trip to Asia this spring. He made 
those statements at that time. Is there anything you point to 
as being a change in policy since that time? 


A No. I don't think that reflects any change in 
policy. It gives you a status report more than that. 


-- MORE -- 
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Q Do you have any comment on the actions in Poland 
where there seems to be a lot of anti-U.S. rhetoric and charges 
against the U.S. Ambassador. I think some of it has been going 
on for a while. 


& Charges against the U.S. Ambassador? 
Q Or to the U.S. Embassy. 


“ The Embassy has responded to those charges, 
saying they were without foundation. 


Q Yes. 


‘ The most recent charge, which 1 saw this morning, 
has to do with terrorist training camps in New Jersey, to which 
I would respond, preposterous. 


(Laughter) 
Not only in New Jersey. 


Q I haven't been in New Jersey lately. 


(Laughter) 


Q Do you have any comment on the Christian Science 
Monitor front page story about Jordan's five year development 
plan for the West Bank, and how much input will] the United 
States be putting into this plan? 


i We've seen that article, and understand that, as 
reported, the Jordanian Government is looking at ways to 
improve the economic conditions of the Palestinians living on 
the West Bank. As the article points out, the plan is still in 
the drafting stage, and we therefore don't know the specifics 
of the plan. 


In general, we support efforts to assist the 
Palestinians in improving the economic situation in the 
occupied territories. As you may recall, the U.S. administers, 
through AID, an assistance program to the Palestinians of the 
West Bank and Gaza. That's a program that amounted to some 
$14 million in the current fiscal year. 


Q (Inaudible) talking about between 50 million 
dinars, $150 million, a year, for the next five years and 
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involvement of the International Monetary Fund, and this is 
coming to higher levels than the $14 million that you 
allocated to the West Bank. What will be your input into this 
-- financial input? 


7 I can't go beyond what I just said, which is that 
that plan is still in the drafting stage; we don't have the 
specifics. And other than our general support for efforts to 
assist the Palestinians, I don't have any details. 


Q Have there been discussions during King Hussein's 
last visit to Washington on this plan? 


- I don't know. 
Can we have a copy of that last statement? 
Yes. (Laughter) 


Q 
a 
Q Can you find out whether it was discussed? 
i) Reverse psychology. 

Q 


Can you find out whether this particular plan was 
discussed in Washington? 


a No, I'm not going to look into that. 


Ralph. 
Q Last week, there was a status report given fro. 
this podium about the investigation, or -- I guess you could 


call it an investigation by the State Department and its 
embassies into the contra funding questions that have been 
raised. At that time, there were some explicit percentages of 
accounts that had been reviewed, and the U.S. embassies were 
looking into it and so on. 


Do you have an update on that? Have the embassies 
drawn any conclusions about their investigation or about the 
status of the accounts or the money? 


a To the best of my knowledge, no conclusions have 
been drawn -- we're not at that stage yet. But if you want a 
more detailed report, I'll take a look at that. 


Q Chuck, do you have any comment on the story that 
King Hassan II will visit Washington July 22? This was 
announced by the White House yesterday. The question is, has 
there been any improvement in the relations between Morocco and 
the United States in light of the alliance between King Hassan 
and Qadhafi, in that treaty between the two countries? 
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A First of all, the working visit to Washington 
will provide an opportunity for discussion of the full range of 
bilateral and regional issues. Morocco is one of the United 
States' oldest friends, and there is close cooperation in a 
number of areas. 


I won't get into the specifics of what may be 
discussed during the visit. On the particular issue that you 
raised, the King is well aware of our concern over this 
particular issue. 


Q Why was it labeled a “working” visit instead of 
an official visit, because the last time, I think, it has been 


years since King Hassan was here on an official visit? 


A I don't think that that's any meaningful 
Gistinction. There are many, m sty heads of state who come here 
on working visits. The number of official*visits is of a 
limited number, and as a consequence -- King Hassan was here 
last year on a working visit, for example, and that's simply 
standard practice. 


Q On South Africa, do you have any details on 
today's explosions that might help us to explain what's 
happening, since we can't seem to get a whole lot of -- 


A No. I don't have any details at all. 


Q What is the Administration's reaction or view of 
the suggestion that the President send either the Secretary or 
Vice President Bush off on a mission to encourage negotiations 
in South Africa? 


ts Whose position -- whose suggestion, I should say? 
Q Senator Lugar suggested this. 


A First, to repeat what I said earlier, that there 
are no plans for an envoy. We, obviously, have taken note of 
the Senator's suggestions, and we shall certainly take it into 
account as we make decisions on South African policy. 


Q There was a story which was circulated by AP that 
Judge Sofaer will be visiting Israel soon to discuss Taba. 
Will he be discussing also the Pollard case with the Israeli 
authorities, in light of his being involved in it from the 
beginning? 
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A On the question of Taba, as I've said a number of 
times in the past week, we do remain actively involved in 
helping Egypt and Israel to reach a mutually acceptable 
agreement. When it appears useful for Judge Sofaer to return 
to the area, he'll do so; but I don't have anything at this 
point on travel plans. 


The Pollard case is still under investigation by the 
Department of Justice, and as a consequence, questions on that 
case should be referred there. 


Q Okay. Thank you. 
(The briefing concluded at 12:48 p.m.) 
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MR. REDMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
One announcement: 


We have a recent report that the Khomeini regime is 
continuing its severe persecution of members of the Baha'i 
religious group in Iran. We wish to take this occasion to 
reiterate what President Reagan said on Human Rights Day in 
December 1985 when he noted the rampant religious persecution 
of the Baha'is in Iran. At that time he asserted that only the 
continued world outcry can help bring an end to their suffering. 


> We once again call upon the Iranian authorities to 
abide by the declaration on the elimination of all forms of 
intolerance and of discrimination based on religion and 
belief. In November 1981 Iran, under the present regime, 
joined in a consensus of the United Nations General Assembly in 
the adoption of this declaration, affirming the principle of 
respect for the right of religious freedom. 


Jim? 


Q What specifically prompts that? What new reports 
do you have? ' 


A There has been a report that a Mr. Farid 
Behmardi, 46 years old, a prominent Baha'i, was hanged in 
Tehran on June 10 after prolonged torture, and that his family 
learned of the execution only after his body had been buried -- 
that in conjunction with what we understand are approximately 
750 Iranian Baha'i who remain in prison, five currently 
threatened with execution. 


Q Is the U.S. having any discussions with the 
Iranian Government about the U.S. hostages in Lebanon? 


A I don't have, again, any information that I could 
share with you on any operational aspects of the hostage 
question, so whether it involves Iran, Syria, or any other 
country, I just have no comment. 
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Q With a lot of the other countries we have 
relations, and I was wondering if in the case of Iran we are 
making an effort with that country. but obviously getting 
nowhere? 


A I just can't help you on that. 


Q Chuck, do you think your statement about the 
Baha'i will ease their suffering or increase their suffering? 


A Our hope is clearly that their suffering will end 
and that the Iranian authorities will respect the declaration 
that they, themselves, have signed. 


Q Chuck, on the issue of the hostages, the French 
procured the release of two of their hostages last week after 
releasing some Iranian funds and apparently expelling Mujahadin 
representatives from France. Does this action on the part of 
the French Government please the United States? Is this the 
sort of thing that the United States would encourage? 


A I'm not going to comment on what the French 
Government has cone. I'm not sure that I know all of the 
details in any case to which you make reference, and I'd refer 
you to the French Government if you want to know why they 
handled this situation and how they handled the situation. 


Our position concerning hostages has been made clear 
time and again, and there's certainly been no change in that 
position. 


Q On the Italian statement linking Syria to the 
recent terrorism in Europe -- clear evidence. Do you have 
anything on it? 


A I did not see a statement to that effect as you 
describe it. 


Q Well, it was done by the Interior Minister of 
Italy yesterday. 


A I know what you are referring to, but I did not 
see a statement that I would characterize as reflecting what 
you said. 


Q Well, the evidence that they have linking Syria 
to terrorism, has it been made available to the U.S.? 


A Concerning what information is shared, I 
obviously can't go into the details. We do have mechanisms for 
the exchange of information on terrorism with a number of 
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countries, among them Italy. The Attorney General has just 
been in Italy where he has concluded an agreement with the 
Italians concerning that very subject, but I'm not in a 
position to comment on specific pieces of intelligence 
information. 


Q On the same topic. this morning's Washington Post 
-- yesterday in the Achille Lauro trial a foreign policy 


adviser for Italy claimed that Italy released Abu Abbas when 
they had him in custody because, one, there was insufficient 
U.S. evidence, and, two, there was Egyptian pressure for 
diplomatic immunity. 


How does the Egyptian pressure reflect the opinion 
that Defense Minister Ghazala leaked information on Mubarak's 
authority as to which plane would be leaving Egypt in order to 
help catch Abbas and yet maintain appearances of complicity 
with the hijackers? 


A I'm not sure I followed 411 of the subtleties of 
that "question. The one thing I did pick out of it was the role 
you attributed to Mr. Abu Ghazala. That is not true. There is 
absolutely no foundation toc that story, and that I would say 
categorically, as to his role as you described it in that 
affair. 


Q Do you have any comment on the claim that there 
was insufficient U.S. evidence for holding Abbas? 


A No, I don't. The Italian authorities have spoken 
to that. For our part, we stated our case at that time, and I 
can't go beyond that. 


Q Does the U.S. know where he is? 


A It's the same status report; can't tell you where 
he is. 


Q But you know where he is? 


A I don't believe we know where he is, either. We 
continue to look for him actively. Whether or not one has 
leads at any given moment, I really don't have an up-to-date 
report. 


Q Chuck, do you have anything from our Embassy in 
Paraguay about the incident there with former Ambassador White 
and the opposition leader apparently beaten? 


A The incident to which reference is being made 
concerns a Mr. Doming« Laino who was attempting to return from 
exile to Paraguay. 
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Let me start by saying that the United States supports 
the right of all exiles to return to their homelands. This 
view has been made clear to the Government of Paraguay. We 
regret that General Stroessner chose not to allow Mr. Laino 
into Paraguay, preventing him from leaving the plane and 
forcing him to return to Montevideo. 


As to what happened, the delegation accompanying Laino 
reports that they were pushed and shoved in the enclosed 
passageway from the plane to the airport reception area when 
they refused to leave Laino alone on the plane. 


We also have reports that Laino was roughed up by the 
Paraguayan police, although we don't know the extent, if any, 
1 Pov injuries. Former Ambassador White was also hit but not 

njured. 


We deplore the violence employed by the Paraguayan 
police and call again on the Paraguayan Government to respect 
Dr. Baino's right to return. We will continue to urge 
Paraguay's leaders to take steps to prevent human rights abuses 
and move toward a more open and pluralistic society. 


In a more immediate context, the Embassy will be 
expressing our dissatisfaction to the government over the harsh 
arbitrary actions of the police. 


Q Copy? 

A No. I\\'s not in that shape. 

Q What steys has the United States Government to 
the continued relation cf the human rights press censorship -- 


the censorship in Paraguay? What steps will be taken to cut 
off the international credit to Paraguay? 


A I don't have anything on that. 

Q It has been reported that there is a memo 
circulating within the Administration that argues against 
denying visas to political prisoners from Cuba. Is the State 
Department reconsidering its position on that? 

A On political prisoners? 


Q Political prisoners from Cuba. 


AK There is a rather detailed answer available in 
the Press Office concerning our policy toward those kinds of 
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questions, the questions of refugee status, political prisoners 
and the like: and so I'd encourage you simply to check with the 
Press Office afterwards. 


Q Could you briefly sum up what the current 
position is by the State Department on the political prisoners 
in Cuba? 


A No. But if someone wants to dig out that 
guidance, I know where I can find the appropriate reference. 


Q Chuck, does it change at all the position that 
you stated a couple three weeks ago. which was that there is no 
processing center at the moment at the Interests Section in 
Havana and that the U.S. is not processing any of those 
prisoners? 


A It does not change that. Those of you who follow 
this are aware that there have been some cases, some special 
cases, where we have arranged for refugee status for a number 
of people, and so obviously that remains among the 
possibilities. 


Q Back to Paraguay, is there any U.S. aid going to 
Paraguay now under any kind of program, and would would an 
incident like this result in its being cut off -- 


A I don't believe there is any aid. 
Q Nothing? 


Q Chuck, under the heading of Contra aid, do you 
have anything there that indicates the Administration is 
prepared for a compromise on when the military aid actually 
goes to the contras, but in advance some kind of major 
diplomatic effort? 


A No. 

Q Do you have any words on the contra aid vote? 
A No. 

Q -- pending? 

A It's pending. I can confirm that. (Laughter) 


You don't want to encourage the Hill to do 
anything in particular, one way or another? 


A I think the President spoke for the 
Administration yesterday. 
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Q Do you have anything to offer on Murphy/Polykov 
talks for tomorrow? 


A Nothing other than what I said earlier. In 
previewing those talks. they do get underway the end of this 
week, but I have no details on the content, no. 


Q Do you have any information on a Romanian sailor 
who allegedly sought political asylum in the U.S. very early 
this morning from a freighter in Brooklyn? 


A I'll give you our standard answer, 106(b): the 
Immigration and Naturalization Service has primary 
responsibility for handling asylum matters although the 
Department of State plays an advisory role. It's our policy 
not to confirm or deny the existence of individual asylum 
requests in order to protect the applicants, their families and 
the integrity of the asylum process. 


. I might add, as we've said on previous occasions, that 
there are literally hundreds if not thousands of these cases 
all of the time, very few of which come to the attention of the 
public because of this policy. 


Q Do you know whether the Soviet Union has agreed 
to a meeting between Shevardnadze and Shultz? 


A There's been no discussion of dates. 


Q No discussion of dates. Have they agreed to meet 
with Shultz once again without having agreed to a specific date? 


A Our working assumption all along has been that 
there would be a summit; that the summit would be prepared by 
the Foreign Ministers. So in that context, I would say that 
there's been agreement for Foreign Ministers to meet going back 
to Geneva and before that. 


Q Right. You had a deal that they would meet in 
May but it was cancelled because of the Libyan bombing. So 
what has been the next step? Has there been 2 follow-up that 
leads you to believe that there will at some finite time in the 
future be a meeting between the two? 


A I'm not prepared to go into any specific 
diplomatic exchanges. I'd answer simply by saying that, as the 
Secretary has said in Asia, that he's prepared to meet. That 
he's ready, that such a meeting would be useful and necessary, 
particularly to prepare a summit. But beyond that, I really 
can't help you in terms of specifics. 








-7- Wednesday. 6/25/86 


Q But do you know whether the Russians have come to 
the United States and said that they agree with that? That, 
yes, they, too, would like to meet? 


A I would answer that there's not been any reason 
to believe they didn't agree with that. 


Q Well, because after the Libyan bombing -- 


A I'm not sure -- 
Q -- they clearly did not. They cancelled the 
meeting. 
A They postponed it. 
Q They postponed it. 
A They cancelled that meeting. 
Q Okay. And do you know when they postponed it to? 
A That's what I said, there have been no dates. 
Q Have you any ideas whether specifically the 


Secretary would be prepared to go to London in mid July as 
Armand Hammer is now proposing? 


A The Secretary spoke to a variation of that 
question recently. I believe he said he wasn't hung up over 
locale. That the arrangement had been for the Foreign -- 
although he preferred ministerial meetings to be either in 
Washington or in Moscow, that he wasn't hung up over locale. 
But he did not get into any specifics concerning geography nor 
could I. 


Q Chuck, there's a report in Janes that suggested 
Syria is planning a lightning strike across the Golan to try 
and reclaim some portion of that territory. What's the U.S. 
view of that sourced report? 


A Our view, having read that report, is the same as 
you've heard it expressed before, which is that our ‘ssessment 
remains as it has for some time. There are no indic tions that 
either side intends to undertake hostilities. 


Q Along those lines, Chuck, it seems Syria is about 
to sicn some major defense agreements with the Soviet Union, 
including the purchase of, or the acquisition of SS-23s. Do 
you feel that that is particularly threatening or is that 
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pretty routine in terms of arms sales between the Soviets and 
the Syrians? 


A First of all. I'm not in a position to confirm or 
deny various reports concerning particular pieces of equipment 
nor particular deals. And, secondly. in light of that. there's 
really no way I can give you an evaluation of the potential 
impact of what is really a hypothetical question. 


Q Back on the Golan, does the U.S. believe that 
Syria has the capability of launching the kind of strike that 
Janes is describing? Can you get into that? 


A No, I don't think I could answer that question. 


Q Chuck, in the Post this morning, there was a 
story about the United States and the Soviet Union and other 
members of the IAEA governing board possibly working out an 
agreement net gpees, for = warning in the event of 
Chernobyl-type accidents. Do you have anything? 


A Only to say that that report is accurate as far 
as I could see. That is the kind of thing that the IAEA has 
been working on, and toward the last part of July there should 
be a gathering of the IAEA experts on these kind of questions 
to put together in more detail the kind of draft agreement that 
might be acceptable to everyone. 


Q Do you know where that would be? 
A I believe that would be in Vienna. 


Q Chuck, has there been any progress since about a 
month ago on the divided families that you discussed at that 
time? Can you, at some point, tick off a progress list of the 
cases that you mentioned that the Soviets had promised to 
resolve? 


A I have inquired every now and again just to see 
how things were going. It's hard to get the kind of detailed 
statistical status report that you all would like to have. 


What I've been told is that following normal practice 
the follow-through seems to be coming along, but it is in no 
way regular or, if you will, regularized. That's been the 
track record in the past. 


Secondly, it's very hard for us to follow up on these 
things because you have to somehow find out from the people who 
are trying to get exit permits, or whatever, whether or not 
they have gotten any satisfaction, or at what stage in the 
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process they believe they are. So at this point it really is 
impossible to provide an exact status report. 


Q The last time there was such a status report, it 
was, I understood, as a result of a Soviet information, if you 
will, or statement to the U.S., that certain things would be 
done. I gather from what you're saying, that you haven't had 
any subsequent filling-in of the U.S. by the Soviet Union on 
that subject? 


A That's right. But the way it worked in previous 
cases was pretty much parallel. They gave us, or identified, a 
number of cases that they said they were going to resolve. As 
you'll recall, then it took a number of months for those cases 
to finally sort themselves out, one after the other. In the 
end, I think all were resolved finally, and that seems to be 
the same pattern that we're engaged in now. Cases are starting 
to sort themselves out, and one can only hope that, again, the 
process follows through to its logical conclusion and that all 
those cases are resolved as the Soviets have promised. 

Q Shultz said in Manila that the United States 
would provide $200 million in aid to the Philippines. Do you 
have anything more on that? 


A What more could I say? 


Q The U.S. aid -- how would the United States help 
the Philippines to solve their economic problems? 


A No, I don't think I could add, in fact, anything 
to what the Secretary said there. He had a press conference 
today in which he addressed those kind of questions. 


Q Do you have any sort of readout on the Egyptian 
consultations with the U.S. this week? 


A No, I don't. 


Q Anything on the Chinese official who was here 
meeting with Mr. Armacost, I believe? 


A The visit to whictr making reference concerns 
the Chinese Vice Foreign Ministe Qizhen, who arrived in 
Washington June 24 for three days ot consultations with and on 
the invitation of Under Secretary of State Armacost. This 
visit returns Mr. Armacost's visit to China in March of 1985. 


He invited the Vice Minister several months ago to 
continue the dialogue on global, regional and bilateral issues 
which we have had with Chinese leaders over the past several 
years. We expect major international and bilateral matters 
will be discussed. 





-10- Wednesday, 6/25/86 


This happened to be a mutually convenient time for 
both sides to hold this meeting. 


I might add that in addition to meeting with 
Department officials, which include Acting Secretary Whitehead, 
that he'll also see the Vice President, the Acting National 
Security Advisor Peter Rodman, Assistant Secretary of Defense 
Richard Perle, ACDA Director Adelman, and Congressman Solarz. 


Q Thank you. 


A You're welcome. 


(Press briefing concluded at 12:57 p.a.) 
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MR. REDMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. I 
have no announcements. Jim? 


Q Any day-after thoughts on the House vote on 
contra aid? 


A The reaction to that particular vote has been 
expressed by the President and by the release put out by the 
White House. I don't have anything to add to that. 


Q Chuck, on that, Daniel Ortega has had some rather 
harsh comments. Do you have anything to respond to what he 
said? Particularly -- he was very tough, saying that the 
President -- he likened him to Hitler. 


A Obviously, I am not going to dignify those kind 
of remarks with comment. 


Q Chuck, what's the current state of negotiations, 
and is Habib still engaged in that process, or is it all quiet 
for the moment? 


A In terms of the current state of the 
negotiations, the people best placed to address that question 
are those who are doing the negotiations -- the Contadora 


Ministers -- and they are in fact in the United States at the 
present time. 


As I understand it, the Foreign Ministers of the 
Contadora Group countries have just been in New York City to 
Give a status report to the United Nations Secretary General. 
They have come to Washington now to do the same thing at the 
OAS. Acting Secretary Armacost has invited them in this 
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afternoon to give us their reading of the current status of the 
negotiating process and for an exchange of views while they're 
here. 


Q Do you have a time on that? 


A I think it's on his public schedule. You can 
check in the Press Office. Concerning Ambassador Habib, his 
mandate remains as always, and he is continuing to work on the 
negotiating process. 


Q Do you have anything on this report today of 
perhaps a new U.S. initiative to seal off the Mexican border to 
stop drug smuggling, arms smuggling, and some illegal 
immigration? 


A No, I don't. I'd refer you to the INS or.the 
appropriate agencies for that. 


Q Do you have anything on the winding up of the 
arms session? 


A Once again, I don't have anything. Ambassador 
Kampelman has made a statement in Geneva which I've seen 
reported widely on the wires. There will be a statement at the 
Western White House at about 1:30 our time. 


Q Chuck, back to Mexico for one second. Do you 
have anything on the proposal to invite De la Madrid for a 
meeting in August? 


A Only to say that the President has tried to meet 
with his Mexican counterpart at least once a year -- that in 
view of the importance of our relationship with Mexico -- and 
we do anticipate a meeting this year. But in terms of specific 
dates, I'm not in a position give you anything at this point, 
and, again, that being a Presidential meeting, I'd refer you 
ultimately to the White House on that question. 


. Q. Well, they already met this year, and you're 
suggesting that this would be routine rather than extraordinary? 


A It would be a routine meeting. That I can 
Guarantee you. It is not an extraordinary meeting called for 
some special reason. 
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Chuck, do you have anything on the 18 -- ° 
Do you have any -- 


-- on the 18 Arabs apprehended in Mexico? 


> © © & 


As I understand it, they weren't apprehended but 
rather -- 


Q arrested. 


A Nor were they arrested, as far as I know, at 
least not by United States authorities. To our knowledge -- 
this in reference to some reports I saw concerning some 
potential links to terrorist activities -- to our knowledge, 
there is no particular terrorism aspect to this case. It 
appears to be a case of would-be illegal immigrants, but for 
further details, I'd refer you to the Mexican authorities. 


Q Chuck, have you got any comment on the 
Congressional action on moving the Embassy in Jerusalem to 
within five miles from the Knesset? I mean, the Senate 
approval of the bill yesterday. 


A As you know, the Administration believes that 
relocating our Embassy from Tel Aviv to Jerusalem while the 
status of Jerusalem remains unresolved would undermine the role 
of the U.S. as the principal intermediary in the Arab-Israeli 
conflict. This reflects the policies of eight American 
Administrations that the issue must be resolved through 
negotiations by the concerned parties. 


The construction of new, secure facilities in Tel Aviv 
and Jerusalem would not foreclose any options concerning the 
site of our Embassy when the status of Jerusalem is resolved 
through negotiations. That's a position I[ think you've heard 
any number of times. 


Q Are you going to -- do you intend to take some 
action, you know, to thwart this movement? It's going to go to 
the House next week, I guess. 


A As I understand it, the -- as you say, it has not 
yet passed; and, secondly, it doesn't mandate that something be 
done. It says when something is done, it should be done in 
such and such a way. 


-- MORE -- 
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Q Do you have anything on the bombing of a train in 
Peru last night and possible Americans who were on the train? 


A First, let me say that this is another tragic 
example of the ruthlessness of the terrorists in Peru. We are 
supportive of the Peruvian Government in its very difficult 
task of dealing with terrorism. 


Concerning Americans involved in that incident, in 
which there were a total of seven people killed, one was 
American, Lee Shelby Corzine, of Texas, who died as a result of 
the explosion. We have notified his next-of-kin. 


Q Do you know where in Texas? 

4 I don't know. 

Q Would you spell it? 

a Corzine is C-o-r-z-i-n-e, Lee Shelby Corzine. 
Q L-e-e or L-e-i-g-h? 

a L-e-e. 


In referring to this as terrorism, is it a case 
of international or state-supported terrorism? 


a At this point, I'd have to refer you to Peruvian 
authorities. We don't have anything definitive which would 
lead us at this time to say who was responsible. There is a 
lot of speculation, of course, given what's been happening in 
Peru, but we don't have anything at this point which would 
confirm the origin of the incident. 


Q Let me go on with the other Americans, however, 
who were injured. There were nine other Americans injured. 
Six were treated and released in Cuzco. Three others are being 
medically evacuated today to Lima. Those three are Monica 
Rodriquez Acosta, 15 years old, a Peruvian-American dual 
citizen, who had not been previously reported, and she is still 
unconscious. The other two, Richard Samuel Baker and Donald 
Mason, Jr., have injuries which are considered serious but are 
not life-threatening. 


A consular officer from the Embassy in Lima is 
traveling to Cuzco to assist. 
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Q Do you have any guidance to Americans who might 
be considering traveling to Peru, as a result of this? 


A First, you should be aware that there is a 
longstanding and detailed advisory about travel to Peru. 
Revised on May 7, 1986, it warns of terrorist activity 
in various parts of the country. 


Prior to this incident, the Cuzco/Macchu Pichu tourist 
sites had not been affected by serious terrorist incidents, and 
the advisory does not caution against travel to that area. 
We're reviewing that advisory in light of this incident. 


Q Do you have any reason to believe that the attack 
might have been directed at Americans? 


A No, I don't; but as I say, at this time, we don't 
really have detailed information as to what the target was. It 
appears to have been an indiscriminate attack aimed at innocent 
civilians. 


Q Do you have anything on the bombing in Madrid 
this morning? 


a Very little, other than to say that we've been 
informed by the embassy that there were no American citizens 
injured in that bombing. 


Q Chuck, the Soviet Deputy Foreign Minister 
visiting Rome is reported to have said that the Soviets are 
proposing December as a potential Summit date. Do you have 
anything? 


i) I haven't seen that report. What I know to be 
the case is that there has been no discussion of dates; but as 
always, we do believe that there should be a summit and will be 
a summit this year. 


-~- MORE -- 
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Q Do you have any comment on the Egyptian 
delegation visiting Washington, that they are demanding $500 
million in cash -- aid? 


a On those kind of specifics, I would leave the 
answer as we are reviewing the composition of our economic 
assistance program in the context of our continuing dialogue 
with the Egyptians. 


This meeting to which you refer is part of that 
dialogue. There are three Ministers here in Washington for a 
7-day visit which ends tomorrow. I can tell you as of now, 
they've had a useful and productive series of meetings with 
Acting Secretary Whitehead, Treasury Secretary Baker, AID 
Administrator McPherson, and Under Secretary Schneider. 


During these discussions the Ministers reviewed their 
plans to promote economic growth and development. 


Q Is there any problem with the Egyptian -- that 
they are refusing to implement certain economic reforms that 
the United States is demanding? Can you tell us about these 
demands, American demands? 


A No, I don't have any comment on that specific 
question. In a more general way, I could say that we're 
confident that the Egyptian Government will be able to deal 
with these problems. These are problems which Egypt, like many 
oil-exporting countries, is suffering from sharply reduced 
foreign exchange earnings resulting from the drop in world oil 
prices. The United States is committed to supporting the 
Egyptian Government's efforts to promote sustained economic 
growth. 


Q Has a decision been made on the reduction of the 
rate of the interest on the Egyptian debts? 


a To repeat something which has been said by 
Administration officials, including Secretary Shultz in 
testimony, we are looking for ways to ease the burden of high 
interest rate FMS loans for Egypt and other countries. Any 
change in our policy on FMS loans would be in a global context. 


Q Is the number $8.6 billion the right number -- 
the debt of Egypt? 


a I have no comment on specific questions. 
Q What do you mean by “global?” Through 


multinational organizations like the IMF, World Bank or the 
like? 





A No. 
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It means that in looking at this question, 


it would be not a policy addressed at one specific country but 
rather at all of those countries who have this similar problem. 


Q Do 


you expect any decision to be taken before 


they leave on specific assistance for Egypt? 


A At 
anything further 
end tomorrow, so 
may have more to 


Q Do 


this moment, I'm not in a position to give you 
in terms of specifics, but the mission does 
feel free to ask the question again then. I 


say. 


you have any comment on the Murphy talks at 


this point -- starting, ending, in progress? 


4 They're in progress. 


Q Thank you. 


(Press briefing concluded at 12:27 p.m.) 
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MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
Let me begin with two announcements. The first concerns the 
detention of South African trade union officials. On several 
occasions, we have indicated to the South African Government 
publicly and privately that the state of emergency is a serious 
mistake. In this connection, the Department has noted that a 
substantial number of South African trade unionists were among 
those detained without charges under the emergency decree. 


We have also noted that some trade unionists, 
including the Secretary General of the Council of Unions of 
South Africa Phiroshaw Camay, have been released recently. We 
urge the release of all remaining trade union officials. We 
have on several occasions pointed to the 1979 Labor Law Reform 
legitimizing black trade unions in South Africa as a very 
significant step on the road away from apartheid. 


Despite the turmoil in South African society, the 
trade unions and private-sector management, including American 
companies, have developed generally good and productive 
relations. The detention of trade unionists leaves many 
workers without their leaders in the workplace and threatens to 
destablize and embitter industrial relations. 


Q Copy? 
A Yes. 


i) Secondly, a United States delegation will visit 
Vietnam next week for discussions on resolving the issue of 
Americans still missing in action from the war. 


The group will include Richard Childress, Director of 
Asian Affairs of the National Security Council Staff; Ann Mills 
Griffiths, Executive Director of the National League of POW/MIA 
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Families; Lyall Breckon, Director of the Department of State's 
Office of Vietnam, Laos and Cambodia; and Colonel Howard Hill, 
the Defense Department's principal advisor on POW/MIA matters. 


The delegation will visit Hanoi for meetings with 
Vietnamese officials on July 1 and 2. These talks will follow 
up on discussions in New York with Vietnamese Deputy Foreign 
Minister Hoang Bich Son on May 30. 


The delegation hopes to bring about an acceleration in 
the full implementation of the Vietnamese Government's two-year 
plan to resol: “he POW/MIA issue in Vietnam and to reaffirm 
United States .ommitments to support that plan. 


That's all I have. And, yes, you may have a copy of 
that as well. 


Q Chuck, the World Court handed down its decision 
and it includes an order which apparently will then be later 
dealt with for damages to be paid by the United States. 


One, do you have any comment in general, and, two, 
does the United States believe that the Court has jurisdiction 
on that single issue of ordering damages? 


6 I do have some commentary for you. First, let me 
say that I don't believe it's correct to say that the ICJ can 
order anything. The decisions of the ICJ are not 
self-executing and would have to be enforced through the United 
Nations Security Council. 


We have not yet received the Court's opinion. These 
preliminary comments are based on the Court's press 
communique. Today's opinion demonstrates what we have stated 
all along. The Court is simply not equipped to deal with a 
case of this nature involving complex facts and intelligence 
information. 


As we have previously noted, and as the Court itself 
recognizes, the United States and Nicaragua essentially agree 
on the international law relevant to this case. The entire 
question fundamentally turns on the facts, that is, whether one 
accepts Nicaragua's denial that it has attacked its neighbors, 
or the facts repeatedly found and confirmed by the U.S. 
Executive Branch, Congress, the National Bipartisan Commission 
on Central America, and others having full access to the full 
range of intelligence information on this subject. 
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Those bodies have repeatedly concluded that Nicaragua 
is engaged in a substantial, unprovoked and unlawful use of 


force against its neighbors. The United States has assisted 
the victims’ response to Nicaragua's intervention. 


The Court, while expressing some reservations about 
Nicaragua's assertions of innocence, appears to have premised 
its opinion on a version of the facts similar to the incomplete 
and inaccurate version presented by Nicaragua. 


We have made clear throughout this litigation our 
reservation about the Court's handling of the case. We have 
stated specifically that the Court's decision of November 26, 
1984, on the issues of jurisdiction and competence was 
fundamentally erroneous as a matter of fact and law. Nothing 
in the Court's opinion on the merits changes our conclusion in 
this respect. 


Q Copy? 
cS) Yes. 


Q What does the United States intend to do about 
it? Just ignore the whole affair from now on? 


A Well, as I said, our prepared statement that I've 
just read to you indicates our reservations about the Court's 
jurisdiction over the entire case. After reading the opinion, 
we will determine what response to that opinion, if any, is 
appropriate. We consider our policy in Central America to be 
entirely consistent with international law. 


Q Do you think the Court might have had a better 
base of facts on which to make its judgment if the United 
States had presented its case? 


i) That has been gone through in the past. You can 
look -- 


Q You base your reaction, in part, on a lack of 
facts available to the Court. 


i) I'm not sure I'm basing it so much on a lack of 
facts available to the Court, but the capability of this 
particular Court to treat this kind of an issue with this kind 
of a complex situation and a lot of intelligence information 
required to judge the case which cannot be made available to 
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that Court, for example. But I invite your attention to the 
various statements that have been made by the Administration, 
for example, of January 18, 1985, in which we stated our 
position as to why we were not going to participate in further 
proceedings. 


Q Chuck, does your reference to the enforcement of 
this Court ruling through the U.N. Security Council mean that 
the United States would veto any order which the U.N. Security 
epg wight try to impose on the basis of this World Court 

ecision? 


a I'm not speculating on what might be done in any 
particular case in the future. I'm just telling you what the 
U.N. Charter specifies. And, of course, in those situations, 
in the Security Council, the veto would be applicable. 


Q Well, to put that question in perhaps broader 
terms, would it be a reasonable inference that since the United 
States believes this decision is fundamentally flawed that the 
United States would also believe enforcement of the decision is 
a mistaken notion? 


‘ I've given you the best I can now on our 
position, in the absence of having read the 400 pages plus that 
are involved in this particular decision. And so, to 
reiterate, I would simply say that we'll determine what 
response, if ee, f is appropriate. And, again, to say that we 
consider our policy in Central America to be entirely 
consistent with international law. 


Q If I can -- maybe we're pushing the point where 
you can't talk about it yet, but I'm sure this will come up 
again in the future. By reference to the U.N. Security 
Council, you open up an avenue for -- the United States has 
said it wouldn't take part in the World Court decision, but you 
can't say that you won't take part in the -- or you haven't 
said yet that you won't take part in any discussion of this in 
the U.N. Security Council. 


So I guess my question is, by raising that issue of 
the Security Council, are you suggesting, are you recommending 
that the issue be dealt with in the U.N. Security Council, and 
as a follow up -- 


a I think it was clear from my remarks, Ralph, that 
I was not suggesting or recommending anything. I was simply 
setting forth, in response to a question, the nature of this 
decision, its standing or lack of standing that the question 
erroneously implied. Nothing more than that. 
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Q Okay. So it lacks standing in the World Court 
forum; it clearly doesn't lack standing in the U.N. Security 
Council? 


A It has no standing in the other forum. I'm 


simply saying that this is not a self-executing decision. 
Nothing more than that. To be anything more than that, there 


would have to be other things done. Those things may never be 
done. I'm not speculating on that. 


Q Another topic? 


Q No. Still on Nicaragua. The Nicaraguan 
Government has ordered the closure of La Prensa, and it's been 
talking about some other actions as a result of the Contra 
vote. Do you have any reaction to that? 


be The order from the Ministry of Interior for the 
indefinite closure of La Prensa, the last independent newspaper 
in Nicaragua, is not unexpected. We condemn the closure of La 
Prensa which we believe marks an intensification of the 
campaign to silence the voice of Nicaragua's growing opposition. 





Some of of these other measures that you referred to 
-- the intensified state of emergency -- likewise are not 
unexpected. We are deeply concerned for the welfare of those 
in Nicaragua's civil opposition. The intensification of 
repression will not advance the interests of the Managua regime 
but instead will further alienate the Nicaraguan people at home 
and increase the regime's isolation abroad. 


Q Chuck, Daniel Ortega last night on “Nightline” 
accused the United States that they launched a war, or the 
United States is in a state of war with Nicaragua, almost to 
that effect, you know, to paraphrase what he said. He said 
that he wanted to have good relations with you for a long time 
but you rejected it. And passing the $100 million in the 
Congress a couple of days ago is a declared war on Nicaragua. 
What do you comment to that? 


a That really requires no commentary. The United 
States' position concerning this affair in C@ntral America has 
long been known, well documented. What we're trying to do 
there is to bring a negotiated solution to Nicaragua, to bring 
a return of democracy to Nicaragua. This is not a United 
States war. These are Nicaraguans who are fighting for their 
independence, for restoration of democracy. That's the nature 
of United States assistance. 
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The Secretary, the President, have said many times 
that the United States has no intentions or plans to engage 
itself in this conflict directly. 


Q Do you know whether the Contra fighters are all 
icaraguans? 


A You should ack the UNO. 


Q I was just wondering, since you've made such a 
thing over the last several months, even years, about them 
being freedom fighters and that they're fighting for the 
independence of their country. I wondered if you knew whether, 


in fact, all of the Contras were Nicaraguans? 
6 I have no way of knowing that, Marvin. 
Q Okay. Could you check on that? 
2 There are some 20,000 of them. 
Q I understand. 


4 No, I'd address your question to the UNO. 
They're the ones who are responsible for that. I'm sure they'd 
be happy to answer that. 


Q The Sandinistas, for example, say that they have 
two Contra fighters that they captured who were Cubans 
recruited in Miami off the streets. Do you disagree with their 
assessment that these people are Cubans? 


A No, Il have no reason to disagree with that. I've 
seen the Ministry of Interior statement the same as you have. 


Q So that essentially you have some mercenaries 
involved in this? 


a I'm not sure why you're saying “you.” The United 
States has no mercenaries involved. 


Q No, but UNO has mercenaries involved? 


a You're perfectly free to ask the question to UNO 
concerning the makeup of the resistance force. But the 
information that I have seen indicates that certainly the great 
majority, large percentage -- and there I leave it to them to 
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characterize it exactly -- are Nicaraguans. Those are the 
people who have been joining the resistance. To say that there 
are absolutely no outsiders, not one or two, I'm not sure that 
anyone could say that. 


It's also a fact that on the other side, it's no 
secret that there are Soviet and East-bloc advisors, North 
Koreans, a lot of other outsiders. 


~-MORE-- 
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Q Chuck, you condemn the closing of the newspaper 
there, but I wonder if this Administration hasn't sacrificed 
its moral authority to comment on those matters by thumbing its 
nose at the World Court? I've read the indictment as very 
lengthy, very detailed, very factual. I wonder if this 
Administration can really take this position and then go around 
and say, “Well, you don't practice democracy. You're closing 
up the press." 


A I see no connection between the two at all, and I 
think our position concerning the ICJ in this matter has been 
amply documented. I'd refer you to some of these statements 
that have been made in the past explaining our position 
vis-a-vis the Court. 


Q Chuck, one thing the Court did was to reject the 
justification of collective defense put forward by the United 
States. Could you restate that doctrine of collective 
self-defense? What is the collectivity? 


i) No. I'm not in a position at this point to go 
into any of the other details until we've had a chance to go 
through the 400-plus pages of the decision; then we'll decide 
if there's any more commentary appropriate. 


Q Chuck, still on Central America, do you have any 
comment on the testimony yesterday by Ambassador -- former 
Ambassador Gavin, former U.S. Ambassador to Mexico, that two -- 
that the governors of two Mexican states were deeply involved 
in drug trafficking? 


fa Il have no specific comment. The Attorney General 
in this country, Mr. Meese, and Attorney General Garcia of 
Mexico have established a channel for providing information on 
alleged corruption among government officials, so that 
information we have about corrupt practices will be provided 
through that channel and only through that channel, and I'm not 
going to engage in that kind of information from this podium. 


Q Another subject? Secretary of State Shultz and 
Prime Minister Lange met today and apparently reached no 
agreement about their dispute, and that Shultz then said that 
the U.S. would no longer guarantee the defense of New Zealand. 
Does this mean that the U.S. plans to abrogate the ANZUS treaty? 


te The Secretary, of course, as you noted, spoke to 
this question. There was a State Department backgrounder at 
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approximately the same time. I think the bottom line of all of 
that was that this particular meeting did nothing to resolve 
the issue; that technically what we're involved in is a process 
which seems to be moving toward the end to which you made 
reference --- this meeting, obviously, did not help us move in 
a different direction -- but that the ultimate resolution is 
yet to be determined. The Secretary referred to a process that 
is still unfolding, albeit in a particular direction, so that I 
suppose it's not -- you wouldn't find it strange if I were to 
say that the ultimate outcome of that process doesn't seem to 
be very much in doubt. That's what the Secretary seemed to be 
indicating. 


Q Can I follow-up on that? Can you then give us 
some concept of the contingency plans to abrogate that treaty 
that the State Department has underway? 


9 No. 


Q Chuck, anything to add on yesterday on the 
economic aid for Egypt? 


re No. I don't have anything at this point. 


Q Also on Egypt still, what are Judge Sofaer's 
plans? Is he going back? 


6 To reiterate ina slightly different form, 
perhaps, what I've said several times, he is engaged in trying 
to move ahead with the Taba -- resolution of the Taba problem. 
He's been deeply engaged in that. It's my expectation that he 
will very shortly go back to the region in order to make 
another effort in the area to continue to nudge the process 
along. But as of right now, I'm not in a position give you 
travel plans. 


Q Well, he came back here because there was a 
deadlock in those negotiations. 


fs Right. 
Q So does his return imply that there is a 


possibility now of a compromise that did not exist when he came 
back in May? 


A I don't think I would characterize it exactly 
that way. I would characterize it as another effort to resolve 
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the outstanding problems, this time by talking to people on the 
ground. But I wouldn't want to lead you to the belief that 
he's going back simply to dot the final "i" on what is a 
compromise agreement. 


Q Chuck, can you define the word “shortly” for us? 


a As I say, right now I can't give you an exact 
itinerary, but we'll try to let you know when we can. 


Q And will this be a dual-purpose trip? will he 
also take the occasion to look into the Pollard business? 


A The purpose of this trip, as far as he would be 
concerned, would be Taba. Whether or not other people might 
choose to raise aspects of other issues which are within his 
competence, that would be their prerogative, and he would 
certainly be prepared, I would think, to discuss that. But 
that is not the purpose of a trip in this timeframe. 


Q Given the discussion that we had just the other 
day about this, would that issue be within his competence, or 
would it be within the competence of the Justice Department to 
discuss -- the Pollard case I'm talking about. 


A There are certainly certain aspects of it that 
are within his competence -- no question. 


Q Taba -- can you confirm that Taba dispute is only 
reaching about couple of words, the whole problem, two or three 
words? 


is No -- 
Q Any comment? 
2 I'm not in @ position to give you any status 


report as to the exact nature of where things stand. I think 
-- let me re-emphasize what I just said, that this trip would 
be another effort to work with the parties to see if one can 
resolve the remaining issues. 


Q Chuck, by saying that he will not bring up the 
Pollard case but would be prepared to discuss it if it's raised 
by others, can we safely conclude that he will not, on behalf 
of the United States Government, request either extradition by 
Israel of any Israeli officials for questioning in the U.S. or 
making available of those officials in Israel for further 
questioning? 
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A Ralph, this trip is focusing on Taba. That's his 
agenda. 


Q Chuck, resolving the outstanding issues or 
remaining issues -- what are the issues? I mean, there's only 
one issue. It's Taba. You return it or not. Are there any 
other issues attached to it? 


f I don't know what your question is implying. 


Q On the Taba, you said there are -- he is going to 
resolve the remaining issues. What remaining issues are 
there? There's only one issue. 


é If the issue is Taba, then that's the issue he's 
going to resolve, Semaan. But in a negotiation of this kind, I 
think it's a bit more complicated than that, and there are ways 
to resolve it and questions that have to be addressed. 


Q Let me follow-up on that, if I can. You say the 
return of the Egyptian Ambassador to Tel Aviv is one condition 
by Israel to resolve this issue of Taba since, you know, you 
talked about issues dealing with this problem to solve it. 


6 As before, I'm not going to go into any of the 
specifics of the negotiation. We never have and don't plan to 
start now. 


Q Chuck, on that Nicaragua World Court decision 
again, you used a phrase earlier on that it was fundamentally 
erroneous on the facts and the law. Were you talking about the 
Nicaraguan case as presented at the World Court? 


6 This was on the Court decision of November 26, 
‘84, on the issues of jurisdiction and competence. 


Q Il see. Okay. 


i) To which you can find in the record a very 
Getailed American response. 


Q South Africa? Have you any asfessment yet of the 
European Community's agreements or non-agreements on the 
question of sanctions, the unified effort on the sanctions? 


he No, I don't. 
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Q Anything on recent developments in Chile, where I 
gather the government has opened its own Human Rights 
Commission and also said it will allow opposition -- an 
opposition newspaper or newspapers to open? 


A We understand the Chilean Government this week 
established a Human Rights Commission to investigate any new 
cases of terrorist violence, torture or arbitrary detention. 
The Commission, made up of prominent citizens, will make 
specific recommendations to the Government to assist victims of 
such abuses and to prevent their recurrence. 


We consider the creation of the Commission a positive 
step and hope it will contribute to curbing violations of human 
rights. We hope as well that the new Commission will cooperate 
effectively with existing private human rights groups, such as 
the Chilean Human Rights Commission and the Catholic Church's 
Vicariate of Solidarity. 


We would add that we also welcome the Chilean 
Government's recent decision to authorize publication of a new 
Gaily newspaper, La Epoca, linked with Chile's democratic 
opposition. Both of these steps, if followed up effectively. 
are useful as confidence-—building measures that the government 
intends to carry out its stated commitment to respect human 
rights and to implement a transition to democracy. 


The situation in Chile is still marked by a climate of 
confrontation, ongoing political violence, and continuing human 
rights problems. Under these circumstances, we are encouraged 
by these positive steps by the Chilean Government, which we 
hope represent the beginning of a broad range of concrete 
actions to safeguard human rights and to promote Chile's 
peaceful transition to democracy. 


. Copy? 
Q Copy. please? 
be Yes. 
Chuck, staying in that region, do you have any 


comment on a second American plane being forced to land by Peru 
and fined and then being allowed to take off? 


a I've seen nothing yet beyond the wire reports, 
but if you check with the Press Office, we should have some 
more details very shortly, I would think. 
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Q On the MIA talks in Hanoi, as part of the effort 
to accelerate and implement the Vietnamese two-year plan, is 
the U.S. prepared yet to maintain a permanent presence in 
Hanoi, a special interests section of some sort to work on the 
MIA's? 


“ I don't have anything which would change the 
position that you've heard in the past on that. 


Do you have any expectation as to what may emerge 
from this meeting? More bodies returned, more information 
about bodies, or what? 


& I can't give you anything more about the mission 
than what I gave you in that statement. 


Q Chuck, can I ask about the upcoming deadline for 
American oil companies to withdraw their assets from Libya? 
The deadline is on Monday. Do we expect all American companies 
to be able to comply with that deadline, and are there any new 
restrictions on the importation of oil from Libya through 
whatever? 


6 On the first question, as you stated, the 
deadline is June 30th. That deadline is still an effective 
deadline, so I would invite you to pose again your questions 
when the deadline is here, at which point we'll try to do what 
we can to help you in providing a status report. 


Concerning other restrictions, we have banned the 
export to third countries of goods or technology which the U.S. 
exporter knows or has reason to know is destined for use in 
Libya's petroleum and petrochemical industry. But for details 
I'd have to refer you to Treasury which is responsible for 
implementing this kind of sanction. 


Q Well, back to the oil companies, have any of them 
asked for a waiver on the deadline? 


if I believe, if you'll check what Treasury 
announced earlier, they said that they -- that the amendments 
which they had received -- yes, they said that amendments to 
the oil company licenses require termination by June 30th. But 
at this point I don't have anything to add other than -- to 
what was said at that time, but as of June 30th we'll try to 
provide you what we can. 











-14- Friday, 6/27/86 


Q Chuck, can I go back to the issue of moving the 
American Embassy from Tel Aviv to Jerusalem? You addressed it 
a little bit briefly yesterday, but I want to ask, what will be 
the response of the United States Government if a resolution 
like the one which was passed in the Senate will be passed by 
the Congress, your House of Representative, and it will be the 
-- both houses that will be in favor of moving the Embassy from 
Tel Aviv to Jerusalem and tying in all the expenditures for 
whatever you want to do there in Israel is going to create what 
situation? 


i That's a highly hypothetical situation. Our 
position on the status of Jerusalem has been well established 
over eight Administrations, and you can check with the Press 
Office if you'd like to have that reiterated again. 


Q Can you tell us anything about Mr. Armacost's 
talks with the Chinese Vice Foreign Minister, especially 
regarding the U.S. position on Taiwan's defensive fighter plane? 

o No. 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:51 p.m.) 
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MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 


One announcement: There will be a BACKGROUND briefing 
in this room at 2:00 P.M. today on the status of our economic 
sanctions against Libya. 


Jim? 


Q Can you tell us anything about a reported Soviet 
request for a meeting of the Standing Consultative Commission 
in Geneva to discuss the SALT II issue? 


a What little [ can tell you is that the Soviet 
Union has proposed a special meeting of the Special 
Consultative Commission. The United States is considering this 
proposal As some of you know who have followed this issue, 
all proceedings of the SCC are confidential unless the parties 
agree otherwise, and therefore I can't go any further on this 
particular question. 


Q In. the proposal, are the Soviets specifically 
referring to the SALT [I agreement? 


a I just said I couldn't go any further on the 
specifics of this question. 


Q What about the date? 


Q Can you say how it was made, how it was proposed 
and in what form was it proposed? 


a No. 


Q For whatever it's worth, you did say that the 
proceedings of the SCC are confidential, did you not? 


4 That's right 


Q Okay. That has nothing to do with whether or not 
the proposal is confidential, or the date, or any of that other 


stuff? I. mean, that is not a good reason for saying you won't 
talk about it. 
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4 Not necessarily. (Laughter) 


Q Do you have any comment on Gorbachev's speech 
accusing the United States of obstructing progress towards arms 
control agreements by specific reference to the SALT II 
decision, and saying that the arms control process has not 
moved even a single millimeter closer to reaching any 
agreements? 


A I don't have anything in specific prepared in 
response to those kind of remarks. I think the President's 
commitment to achieving success in Geneva has been well and 
amply documented over many months now. We have put forward a 
number of concrete proposals in Geneva. We've attempted to 
engage in serious negotiations there, and that continues to be 
our objective. 


Q Another area: Do you have any comments on Jack 
Anderson's piece that the U.S. is kowtowing to [ran, and an NSC 
staffer met with some Iranian officials? 


“ No comment. 


Q Nothing on Gemayel's warning to the West not to 
deal with terrorists either? 


a I haven't seen that. 


Q You didn't see it? 

Q Chuck, are American businesses still dealing in 
Libya today? This is the deadline. Do you have anything on 
that’? 

a Did you just walk in? 


Q I heard that, but I thought you might have 
something. 


Q He means do you have anything to say ON THE 
RECORD, as opposed to the BACKGROUND discussion which you 
announced earlier? 


4 No. I have nothing on that question. I'll save 
all of that till 2:00 o'clock. 


Q Chuck, any comments on Congressman Dornan's visit 
to Syria to effect the release of American hostages? And also, 
do you have anything new on Syria's role in sponsoring 
terrorism? 
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6 The short answer to both questions is no The 


Congressma. is on a private visit, and therefore I don't have 
any comment on that. 


And concerning the Syrian role with terrorism, that's 
been repeated many times. I don't have anything new on that. 


Q Chuck, in the same neighborhood, do you have 
anything on reports that archbishor. I guess it is, O'Connor 
came back with new demands relating .o the U.S. hostages? 


a Une again, nothing, really. The Cardinal's visit 
to Lebanon was a private visit 


~~ 


~ 


Q But did he communicate with the State Department 
upon his return? 


a I just don't have anything on his visit. 


Q Has any U.S. official in the past two months met 
with any Iranian of ficial? 


a Don't have anything on that. 


Q Could you take the question? 
2) No. 


Q Have you got plans to welcome President Gemaye) 
to Washington later on this month? 


a I don't have anything on that. 


Q Chuck, any comment on Prime Minister Lange's 
statement that he believes -- that New Zealand believes the 
United States will support New Zealand in a crisis in the South 
Pacific whether or not New Zealand and the U.S. are allies? 


“ No. That question was addressed at the press 


conference held by the Secretary in Manila, and I don't have 
anything beyond that and beyond what I said on Friday. 


Q Anything on the Murphy talks in Stockholm? 
a There was a communique released at the end of 


those meetings, which said they came, they met, and they left 
‘Laughter) So I'd be happy to read that communique to you -- 


Q Do you stand by the statement you made -- 
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a -— but so, = don't have anythinec except to say 


that the meeti lived up to its expectations as I described 
them to you earlier on, that they did discuss the full range of 


issues concerning the Middle East. 


Q And that there were no agreements, and that there 
were no negotiations? 


a The intent of the meeting was not to arrive at 
agreements, and no there were none. 


Q Just to go and come, and that's it. 
a To have a beneficial exchange of views. (Laughter) 


Q Anything on the situation in Poland and 
Jaruzelski's move? 


“ Any particular move? 


Q Well, the story today that he is planning to, 
that he is issuing a pardon? An amnesty? 


i) And that he has announced a limited amnesty -- 
Q Right. 


a -- for political prisoners? We would naturally 
welcome any release of political prisoners. As we learn more 
about the full scope of this announced limited amnesty, we 
shall be able to evaluate its significance. 


We consider it important for the achievement of 
genuine national reconciliation in Poland, not only that all 
political orisoners be released, but also that no new wave of 
arrests follow these releases. 


Q On Nicaragua, anything on the Nicaraguan 
Government refusal to allow a Nicaraguan priest to return to 
the country? 


a Yes, I do. The question is in reference to the 
forced exile of Father Carballo The United States supports 
the right of all individuals to live in the country of their 
citizenship. As a matter of policy, we condemn the policy of 
forced exile, wherever it occurs. 


As a spokesman for the Catholic Church, and the 
manager of the Catholic radio station which was closed by the 
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Sandinistas, Father Carballo is an important symbol of an 
independent Church that enjoys great porularity in Nicaragua. 
His exile demonstrates the isolation of the regime from the 
people of Nicaraca and its hostility toward the Church, and 
toward freedom of expression and freedom of thought. 


It is ironic that while the Sandinistas claim that the 
resistance has no popular support in Nicaragua, their response 
to any success by the resistance has been to increase the 
repression against the civilian population. 


Q Copy? 
A It will take some time. 


Q Chuck, you said the other day that you hadn't had 
a chance to read the World Court opinion. Having had time to 


read it, do you have any additiowal comment beyond what you 
said on Friday, I guess’ 


i) I have no additional comments. The time has been 
very short, in any case, since last Friday -- 400-plus pages. 
Q Chuck, also on Friday the Department issued a 


statement urging an end to repression of trade unionists in 
South Africa. Since then the response appears to be negative 
-- a lot more arrests reported. Do you have any comment? 


A Nothing except to say, as our press statement 
indicated last Friday, we believe that the South African 
Government is making a serious mistake in detaining union 
leaders and other individuals opposed to apartheid. We call on 
the Government to release all people detained under the State 
of Emergency. 


Q Over the weekend here, in this country, there 
were a series of reports -- some from the Western White House 
-- talking about a reassessment or readjustment of the U.S. 
policy of constructive engagement. Are those reports accurate? 


a Let me say, as I think Chet Crocker and other 
Administration spokesmen have said for some time now, that the 
issue of our policy towards South Africa is under continuing 
review, in light of the deteriorating situation there. 


We continue consultations with the Congress and with 
our allies. Our goals remain unchanged -- things like ending 
apartheid, peaceful change through negotiation as the preferred 
solution, our opposition to punitive economic sanctions -- but 
the way we pursue our goals in South Africa, or anywhere else, 
must reflect the changing circumstances on the ground. 
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In South Africa the situation is always evolving. In 
recent weeks we've seen a series of negative decisions by the 
South African Government, including the State of Emergency, 
press bannings, the detention of trade union leaders. 


We witnessed the failure of the South African 
Government to seize the opportunities opened by the 
Commonwealth Eminent Persons Group, and we've seen the South 
African Defense Force raids of May 19. 


So the situation is not static, and in that context, 
we continue to review our policies. But beyond that, I 
couldn't speculate concerning conclusions or possible 
Presidential decisions which might result from this ongoing 
process. 


Q Chuck, you referred to the evolving situation in 
South Africa. Are you saying that the Administration's review 
1s occasioned by the change in South Africa entirely, or -- 


te) I'm saying, as [ said earlier, that the way you 
pursue your goals has to take into account what's happening on 
the ground. In South Africa, the kind of things I[ cited are 
recent events and the kind of things which one has to take into 
account at this particular point in time. 


Q Well, I guess what I driving at is in the real 
world, in Washington, you also have to take a look at Congress 
as ycu pursue your goal. So I'm asking you if the review that 
hes been acknowledged all weekend, and your corroborating now 
again, is occasioned by what's going on in South Africa alone 
or is it an attempt to accommodate with Congress, which has a 
different view from the Administration? 


Aa I don't have anything specific which would make 
the kind of linkages which you are intimating, only to say that 
[I think in developing a policy anywhere in the world it's only 
reasonable that one has to take into account the kinds of 
concerns that ['ve expressed, and that's the kind of rationale 
behind this ongoing process that I've described. 


Q Are you leaving open the possibility of some 
sanctions that generally you are against? 


a I haven't done anything in terms of speculating 
on the future. I said that our basic goals remain unchanged. 
Among those goals [ included, as we've always said, punitive 
economic sanctions. 


Q Has the Secretary -- 
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A Excuse me -— the avoidance of punitive economic 
sanctions. 


Q Has the Secretary signed off on any new 
recommendations to the President on South African policy? 


A First of all, I said I'm not going to speculate 
on any possible conclusions of any review. And, secondly, 
those are the kind of decisions, whenever they're made on 
whatever subject, that I wouldn't comment on from this podium. 


Q I understand. I'm not asking the content. I'm 
asking a procedural question. 


a Nor would I comment on those kind of procedural 
questions. 


Q Chuck, is there any timetable for the review to 
end? I assume it's begun, so is there an outside time when 
some report will be made? 


A First of all, Ll said it's an ongoing review - 
Q Right. 
Aa -- and in that sense, there's no deadline that I 


could share with you, in any case, that [ know of. 


Do you feel that your message is getting through 
to South Africa because of the censorship? 


A I'm not sure what you mean there by censorship 
and our message to South Africa. You're not talking about our 
contacts with the government but rather with the South African 
people? 


Q Do you feel that the public in South Africa 
adequately knows what is being said up here from all quarters? 


a I have no way of judging that. 


Q [t looks like you have something you're dying to 
read. Go ahead. 


Qa No, not at all. I would only say that the core 
elements of our policy have existed for quite some time now, 
even before this latest episode of press censorship, so I would 
hope that a great number of South Africans are well aware of 
our policy. 
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C Chuck, aren't you, in effect, saying that 
constructive engagement in the form that this Administration 
has practiced it for the last five years has not worked? 


a I don't know that I've said that. Where have I 
said that? 


Q Well, I'm paraphrasing it. But would that not be 
an accurate interpretation of what you just said? 


A No, Jim. I don't want to go over all of this 
ground again, but ['d refer you to many publications which have 
been prepared, some quite recently, by the State Departmnt 
which indicate some of the kinds of -things that have happened 
in South Africa as a result of our presence, as a result of the 
work by American businesses in that country -- results which 
are far from negligible. 


At the same time, we've always said that our influence 
is limited, that we alone cannot expect to change the 
Situation, but that we have some influence that we can bring tu 
bear on the situation, and that it has had some effect. 


Q Are you still ruling out a special envoy? 


i) As [I said last week, or maybe the week before, 
there are no plans for such an envoy. 


Q Wait a second. The Advisory Council on South 
Africa, do they have a deadline for issuing a report? 


a [I don't know that they've set themselves a 
deadline. 


Q Can I ask you about -- on the way home, the 
Secretary's remark that there's still no meeting between him 
and the Foreign Minister of the Soviet Union. Is the thinking 
in the State Department that that meeting is essential to 
prepare for the summit? I'm not sure how significant the fact 
that he can't get the meeting he wants with the Soviet Foreign 
Minister is to the course of U.S.-Soviet relations, even to the 
planning of a summit. The Soviets have now made two or three 
proposals. The United States hasn't dismissed any of them, 
calls them all serious. [s the summit still lagging because 
Shevardnadze isn't coming here? Is that the point? 


: a I don't see that direct linkage. I[ think the 
question of a summit is far simpler than that. The agreement 
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was reached in Geneva that there would be a summit. The 
President expects that there will be one. We simply don't have 
a date from the Soviet Union. 


The fact that the Secretary and Mr. Shevardnadze have 
not met has several implications. There are lots of things 
which the Secretary believes can usefully be done by Foreign 
Ministers in the absence of a summit. 


At the same time, in order to prepare effectively for 
a summit, as in the past, it would be necessary for them to 
meet. 


Q Well, what are some of. those implications? I 
mean, one you sort of touched on, that they could take care of 
some procedural problems. But what is lagging because of 
that? What is static because of that meeting not taking place? 


A I can't give you any specifics, I suppose, of the 
kind that you would like, only to say that in a number of areas 
of our relationship with the Soviet Union, and without 
reiterating the four classic areas, there are things in each of 
those areas that could usefully be addressed at the highest 
level on a regular basis. 


Q What I'm also driving at, and then I'll drop it, 
is -- there's another -- [ thought there was another possible 
reason for his complaint, and that is there was a commitment 
From the Soviet Union in Geneva that there would be a meeting. 
So is it the lack of fulfillment of a commitment that's 
troubling the State Department, or -- and is it that the summit 
can't be arranged without such a meeting, or both? 


Aq As I say, on the link of the summit not being 
able to be arranged without a meeting -- 


Q Yeah. 


A -- if there's agreement on a summit, then there's 
agreement on a summit, whether or not there's a meeting of 
Foreign Ministers. A meeting of Foreign Ministers is in order 
to prepare that summit once it's agreed upon. 6ut there are 
other things, as the two leaders agreed in Geneva, that can 
usefully be discussed at that level. 


Q Okay. 


Q Chuck, do you have any comment now that the 
Egyptian delegation left for Egypt about the request for 
economic aid to Egypt, and what is going to come from the 
Department cr from the government here in assisting Egypt now? 
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“ I have nothing beyond what [I had on Friday. You 
saw there was a statement posted during the afternoon on 
Friday? You didn't see that? 


Q I didn't see it. 


a Please check with the Press Office. There was a 
relatively lengthy statement at the end of that -- 


Q Do you have also comment on a reported news story 
that the Soviet Union has completed an arms sale package to 
Jordan last month? 


a Nothing in specific térms. The Soviet Union has 
had a military arms sale relationship with the Jordanians for 
some time, and I think this particular sale has been talked 
about for a number of months. 


Q But this story pinpoints that it was an answer to 
the rejection by the United States Government to sell arms to 
Jordan. 


i) In terms of the motivations of the Jordanian 
Government, you'll have to talk to them. 


Q And the last question: Do you have any comment 
on the coalition crisis in Israel now? 


2) No, I don't. 


Q Where is Judge Sofaer? 


a He's in Cairo. 
Q And do you have his future plans? 
aq I don't know exactly how many days he plans to 


stay in Cairo, but his destination is Israel and Egypt during 
this particular trip. I saw that he had made some remarks to 
the press already today in Cairo, characterizing what had 
happened today and indicating, I believe, he planned to stay in 
Cairo at least until tomorrow. But beyond that [ don't have 
any specifics. 


Q The Libyans say that the body of a U.S. airman 
had washed up on a Tunisian beach. Have you had any contacts 
with either Tunisia or Libya concerning this? 


4 We've heurd this same Libyan media report that 
another body has been iecovered. We don't have any information 
which would confirm that report. The Tunisians say they have 
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not found such a body; but, as you pointed out, there have been 
conflicting reports f.om the Libyans as to where this body is 
alleged to have been found. 


I might add in response to other elements of that 
story concerning ra xsom or concessions, that, as we've said 
before, we would not consider ransom or concessions, that 
simple humanity would dictate a prompt resolution of this issue. 


Concerning those previous stories, a month or two ago 
now, sometime ago, concerning the first body that was alleged 
to have been found, we have not gotten any information on that 
body. We continue our diplomatic approaches. 


Q Are there any ransom requests on that first body 
that they said had been found? 


“ I've not commented on whether or not there were 
any such requests. In any case, I can say categorically we 
wouldn't consider any such requests, but there has just been no 
information available on either of these bodies through 
diplomatic channels or any other that we can find. 


Q What's your assessment of the current economic 
and -- sorry. 


a Go ahead. 


Q -- of the current economic and political 
situation inside Libya? 


A I don't have anything. 


Q Two on Nicaragua: One, any comment on the 
vewswees report coming out that the CIA is prepared to give 
$400 million in aid to the contras? 


a No. I don't have anything on that. 


Q Okay. What about information that we plan to 
pull the U.S. Ambassador out of Nicaragua? 


" Nor anything on that. 


Q Let me try one more on Lange, please. Reading 
his statement that he's offered to resign if that would mean 
the U.S. would accept his anti-nuclear policy, do we accept his 
offer? 


a I haven't even seen that. 
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Q Anything else on ary other guidance in there 
you'd like to discuss to follow up last week? 


; a No. 
Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:50 p.m.) 
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MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
One announcement. In a follow up to the briefing yesterday on 
Libya, we're making available a short paper listing some of the 
actions taken by Western European countries against Libya. The 
actions which included expelling more than a 100 Libyans 
underscore the seriousness with which European governments as 
well as the United States are taking the Libyan terrorist 
threat. 


Copies will be available in the Press Offic after the 
briefing. It's a two-page document. It looks like tunis 
(indicating). It's an illustrative list of the actions which 
have been made public. There are some cases in which countries 
have expelled Libyans or taken other actions which they have 
chosen not to make public and therefore they're not included. 


Q Any indications of the impact? 


A No. 
Jim, go ahead. 


Q The Soviets are making sounds as if they would 
like Mr. Shevardnadze to get together with Mr. Shultz. Have 
they been making those same sounds to you privately, and where 
does the situation stand? 


a We've noted that the Soviets, in these remarks to 
which you refer, say that they're preparing for a meeting of 
Foreign Ministers. We assume that they're referring to the 
series of lower level meetings which have been taking place and 
which would help prepare for a meeting between Mr. Shevardnadze 
and Secretary Shultz. 


However, no Foreign Ministers’ meeting has been 
scheduled nor have the Soviets proposed dates for one. We've 
been willing since last January to schedule a meeting between 
Secretary Shultz and Foreign Minister Shevardnadze. The 
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Soviets, however, have not been willing to hold such a meeting 
despite their commitment at Geneva to regular meetings between 
the Foreign Ministers. ‘ 


Q Are you planning to follow this up with any 
direct queries to them? 


5 I don't know that there's any necessity for more 
than what we've already been doing, which is maintaining our 
regular diplomatic channels of communication. 


Q Is it up to the Russians to name a date, or why 
hasn't Washington offered a date? 


a We have offered dates. 


Q What kind of lower level meetings are you talking 
about, Chuck? 


a These are dates that have not been acceptable or 
capable of being worked out thus far. But as the Secretary 
said on the plane, he's ready to meet. 


Q What kind of lower level meetings are you talking 
about Chuck -- the bilaterals on -- 


A Those are the kind -- 
Q But it's been said -- 


A -=- the regional experts' meetings that have been 
going on. 


Q But it has been said on more than one occasion 
from this podium that those regional bilaterals have got 
nothing to do, are totally unlinked to a Shultz-Shevardnadze 
meeting. 


a If you listen carefully to what I've said -- 
Q I usually do. 


a -- and you'll have to ask Mr. Petrovsky what he 
meant to say. What I'm saying is we assume that what they're 
referring to in their remarks must be those kinds of lower 
level meetings which are ongoing; but beyond that, nothing has 
been scheduled, and we don't have any dates. 
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But if you want further elaboration as to what he was 
referring to, you'll have to ask him. 


Q Chuck, you said that those lower level meetings 


could be useful to set up such a meeting. Are you saying that 
the subject just hasn't be raised in those talks so far -- the 
bilateral? 


“ The subject of what? 


Q That the subject of a Shultz-Shevardnadze meeting 
has not been raised in those lower level bilateral talks. 


i) The kind of talks -- for example, there are many 
kinds of lower level talks. But the regional experts’ talks, 
for example, are talks in which one has no reason to raise the 
question of Foreign Ministers meetings or summit meetings, for 
example. 


Barry? 


Q There's a problem over a date. Is there a 
problem also over an agenda? 


A I don't know that we've gotten to the point of 
fixing an agenda yet since we don't have any commitment to a 
meeting. 


Q Well, 1 know you * -ren't fixed an agenda. I have 
the impression that the reason ou an't have a date is because 
there's a disagreement on what would be taken up at the summit 
meeting. 


a I don't have -- 
It isn't really as simple as the Soviet -- 
You're switching to a summit now? 


Yeah. 


> 5 F> 


I'm talking about Foreign Ministers thus far. 


Well, I know. But before Shevardnadze can come 
here and seal a summit, the two sides have to come closer, 
don't they, on what the summit would take up and how much of it 
has to be prefixed on arms control; no? 
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ry You'll have to talk to the Soviets as to what 
their position is. The President and the General Secretary 
agreed in Geneva that they would hold a summit. There were no 
preconditions for that meeting. 


Q Do they give a reason for not setting a 
Shevardnadze meeting with Shultz? Their reason for calling 
(it) off -- not that a date was fixed but a general timeframe 
was fixed -- was the U.S. attack on Libya. 


Does that remain the reason that the Soviets don't 
want to see Mr. Shwltz right now? 


a I don't have any explanation for their motivation 
at this time. 


Any other subjects? Ralph? 


Q On a related subject, we asked yesterday whether 
you had any comment on General Secretary Gorbachev's statement 
that the U.S. was obstructing the arms control process. 


In another speech today, he quoted extensively from 
President Reagan's Glassboro speech and again suggested that it 
was the U.S., not the Soviet Union, that was impeding progress 
toward arms control. Oo you have any comment on Gorbachev's 
speeches, either yesterday's or today's or both? 


i Let me wrap that into one response, but 
particularly in response to the kind of comments that were made 
about the United States being obstructionist in arms control 
and the appeal to Western publics or Western allies. 


We see nothing in this speech -- this is the one in 
Warsaw -- which contributes to the dialogue between our two 
countries. Gorbachev's comments about pressuring the 
Administration through appeals to Congress, the American 
public, and the Allies, unfortunately sounds like past Soviet 
efforts to gain concessions through propaganda tactics rather 
than through serious negotiations on the obstacles to 
agreements. 


The U.S. has advanced good proposals in Geneva and in 
other negotiations. We've waited since last Fall for the 
Soviets to offer serious proposals at the Geneva negotiations. 
They have finally come forward with some new ideas. As the 
President has said, they appear to be serious and we're 
studying them carefully. 


Q Any decision on the Soviet offer to talk about 
SALT II? 


a No. 
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Q On that point, Chuck, going back to the previous 
part of it, does the fact that the Soviets are raising -- does 
the fact that the Soviets raise the possibility of the Foreign 
Ministers meeting publiciy without talking directly to the 
State Department privately suggest anything to you about their 
sincerity? 


4 No, I have nothing to offer on that. 


Q Well, because in the past you've said when the 
Soviets have made such public offers that it is in effect a 
sign of a lack of sincerity because you are open to private 
offers. You don't draw that conclusion in this case, though? 


First of all, I'm not sure we're working off the 
same set of facts, because what I've seen is not a public 
offer. It was simply a public statement as to the current 
state of affairs, and I offered you our observations on the 
current state of affairs. 


Q All right. Well, let me try this way. Was that 
public, whatever it was, because it is very vague -- has that 
been followed up by a Soviet diplomatic overture to get the 
Shultz-Shevardnadze meeting back on track? 


6 Without going into diplomatic details, Barry, let 
me give yoéu a general response which would simply say that 
diplomatic channels exist, both sides know how to use them, and 
with that in mind I[ would then reiterate what [ said, that no 
dates have been proposed and no meeting has been fixed. 


Q All right. And can [ ask you, as I tried 
yesterday, is a Shultz-Shevardnadze meeting a necessary 
prerequisite for a summit meeting? 


4 We went through that yesterday -- 


Q Yeah, but it's fresh now -- 

4 -- in some detail. 

Q ~- because you see -- 

i) I'm not sure why you insist on making this kind 


of a linkage. It's been understood in preparing past summits 
that meetings between Foreign Ministers were necessary, and I 
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think that's the same frame of mind with which we're 
approaching this summit and this meeting of Foreign Ministers. 
Although again, as I said yesterday, there are things that 
Foreign Ministers can and should address -- 


Q Right. 


i -— regularly outside of preparations for summits, 
and those are the kinds of things that both General Secretary 
Gorbachev and President Reagan agreed that Foreign Ministers 
should continue to do when they were at Geneva. 


Q But Deputy Foreign Minister Petrousky spoke today 
of trying to put on track a Shultz-Shevardnadze meeting. So 
I'm asking you also, because they seem to be linking that quite 
obviously as the precursor of a summit meeting. 


A I think it's a general assumption among all of us 
that if a summit is set, as we expect it to be, that there 
would be Foreign Ministers’ meetings, at least one, as a 
precursor to that summit. 


Q Chuck, a moment ago you attributed some motives 
to General Secretary Gorbachev, saying that it sounded like an 
attempt to secure concessions through propaganda. What 
motives, if any. do you attribute to Petrouvusky in announcing 
that the Soviets have proposed a date when the U.S. in effect 
says he's lying, that they haven't proposed a date. 


a Once again, 1 think we would have to agree on our 
facts before [ could answer the question. The remarks [ saw 
had the Soviet spokesman saying that dates are of no 
consequence. So with that as a premise, [ really can't get to 
the question. 


Q Do you have an explanation for the hesitance on 
the Soviet offer to meet at the SCC? When will a decision be 
made on that? You're eager to have this other meeting, but 
there seems to be a -- 


A Well, first of all, you describe it as hesitance 
in making a decision. [ would describe it as a decision-making 
process, and no decision has been made yet. 


Q What's the timeframe for that? 


a I can't give you a timeframe. 
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Q Let me try one other thing, because I still 
believe that arms control has a lot to do with the slow pace. 
Does the State Department think nuclear weapons control should 
be a centerpiece of the summit meeting as the Soviets seem to? 





oa At this point, I'm rot in a position to give you 
what our proposed agenda ought *s be at a summit meeting. 
That's something which has to be worked out once we've fixed a 
date, and that's something at which Foreign Ministers would 
have a large role to play in. 


Q well, how about -- 


a But, as you know, in the past -- 
Q —-- going back just eight months? 
a As you know, in the past summits as well as 


Foreign Ministers meetings have generally covered the full 
range of U.S.-Soviet relations in all four basic areas. 


Q New subject? 


Q Chuck -- no, one more on the same. You have 
basically said that we haven't made the same kind of progress 
on Shultz-Shevardnadze as the Soviets are saying they're now 
willing to make. What's your reaction to what he actually 
said, that they'd like to put it on a preparatory footing, to 
set up a meeting -- 


fs) Well, I hesitate to say that we're all operating 
on half a deck, but [I think until we've seen the full context 
of his remarks, it's hard for me to take it any further than 
I've already done, which is to indicate that the best [ can 
explicate for you what he seems to be saying; that's what I've 
done. 


Q No. I understand that. I'm just asking you what 
you -- 


A And I've given you the state of play as we see 
it, as we know it. 
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Q How do you react toward the fact that he's 
talking now about a Shultz-Shevardnadze meeting which they 
haven't been talking about for awhile. 


s Then they ought to propose some dates. Let's get 
on with it. 


Q Chuck, back to the list of European actions 
against Libya that you mentioned at the top, are these actions 
strong enough, or are you still pushing for the Europeans to 
take stronger sanctions? 


“ That question was addressed yesterday at a 
separate briefing. I really can't offer you much beyond that. 
I think the bottom line was that we're in continuing 
consultations with our allies and other countries on things 
that can be done. 


Q Chuck, on Honduras -- 
A On Honduras. 
Q The Washington Post says that Ambassador Ferch 





was fired by the President and by the Secretary of State, 
because they felt he was no longer the right man for the job. 
Was he fired, did he jump, was he pushed? 


a In those kind of personnel matters, I follow the 
standard practice of having no comment. Let me just say what 
most of you have already heard, that our Ambassador is being 
changed, that changes are based on the needs of the U.S. 
Government. The change does not reflect policy differences, 
for there are none, nor any disruption of our close bilateral 
relationship with Honduras which continues to be excellent. 
Ambassador Ferch has contributed significantly to the Honduran 
democratic process and to the continued strengthening of our 
close and friendly relations. 


Q What will his new position be? 

i) I can't help you on that. 

Q Will he remain within the Foreign Service? 
A That's my understanding. 


Do you have a replacement yet? 


> 


I don't have anything on that. 











-9- Tuesday, 7/1/86 


Q On a related matter in Central America, Chuck -- 
I think it was also in The Washington Post today -- it showed 
evidence, photos, and so on, of a family in Nicaragua having 
been wiped out by a band of contras. Is there any reaction to 
that or any confirmation of it 





a Let me start by saying it is not the policy of 
the resistance to attack civilian targets. However, the 
allegation that the resistance attacks civilians is a 
consistent propaganda theme of the Sandinista Government. 

These cooperatives -- this is what was attacked in Nicaragua -- 
often have a dual military-economic purpose and are part of the 
Sandinista strategy of population control designed to keep the 
resistance away from its supporters. To that end, most of 
these cooperatives are located in conflictive or potentially 
conflictive areas. The inhabitants of the cooperatives are 
armed and receive regular military training. 


Unfortunately, due to the intermingling of civilian 
and military functions, there are sometimes civilian 
casualties. The Sandinistas have discussed the military 
purposes of these cooperatives in open publications. The 
military nature of one of the cooperatives mentioned in the 
article you cite, that Daniel Teller Paz Cooperative was 
featured in a recent issue of Segovia, the magazine of the 
Sandinista Army political directorate, where it was described 
as a link for the territorial defense system. 


The United States has stated repeatedly that we 
condemn all acts of terror and violence directed against 
innocent civilians. We expect all sides to respect applicable 
humanitarian principles of international law for the protection 
of non-combatants. This would include an end to the practice 
of sending children to live in compounds that have an 
acknowledged military purpose. 


Q Has the U.S. been in touch with the contra 
leadership about these allegations? 


A I don't have anything on these specific 
allegations, but as I said, our policy concerning humanitarian 
concerns is well known, certainly to the Resistance leadership, 
and we hope to the Sandinista government as well 


Q May we have a copy of that statement? 
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a We'll work on it. 


Q Chuck, has Monsignor Bismark Carballo from 
Managua been in touch with the Department in any way with 
regards to helping him get back into Managua? 


a In response to that specific question, I[ just 
don't know. The last reading I had was that he had not asked 
for any assistance from the United States Government. We made 
a statement on this case yesterday. 


Q Chuck, you were asked yesterday about a Newsweek 
report alieging that some agencies of this government have 
intentions of spending more than the $100 million allocated by 
Congress for use to aid the contras. Do you have any comment 
on that Newsweek report? 





é A simple one: the story is wrong. The 
authorization and amendment passed by the House last week was 
for $100 million -- that's the total package. There's ro 
intention to seek or to spend additional funds beyond that 
which is included in the legislation. 


Q Congressman Dornan says that President Assad 
assured him that he would have good news soon about the 
American hostages. Has Assad said anything similar to the U.S. 
Government? 


i) Let me first give it a more general reaction by 
saying we welcome President Assad's reaffirmation that he'll 
continue efforts to be helpful on this issue, which continues 
to be of the highest priority for us. 


However, we've not seen any tangible results 
concerning the American hostages. We've publicly expressed our 
belief that the Syrians are well placed to influence those 
holding our hostages in Lebanon, and as a matter of course, the 
hostage issue is a continuing topic in our discussions with 
Syria. 


And, perhaps more directly in response to your 
question, Larry said at the White House this morning that the 
United States had no independent information to suggest an 
imminent change in the status of the hostages. 


Q Has Dornan been over here to talk to State 
Department officials about his conversations with Syria? 
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a I know he saw the Vice President, but beyond 
that, I don't have any information on contacts here. 


Q Do you have any information on Syria, whether it 
had a role in the recent incident involving the El Al in Spain, 
as the Israelis have been alleging? 


- I don't have anything to offer on the 
responsibility for that bombing. 


Q Could you give some examples of Assad's help in 
these cases? You said that he reaffirmed his willingness to 
help. Will you -- 


a I said, we welcome his reaffirmation that he'll 
continue his efforts. I said, we had not seen any tangible 
results concerning the American hostages. 


Q So Assad did not help, then, so far? 


a) To the extent that anyone can be helpful in 
getting them out, that's our objective. 


Q Who do we think is holding them? Assad 
apparently told Dornan that Hezballah hasn't got them. What's 
the current theory on who does? 


a I don't think I've ever addressed that from the 
podium, and I won't do it now. 


Q Not now. 


Q In your opening comments, you talked about the 
document which you are providing us, indicating more than 100 
Libyans have been kicked out of various countries, underscoring 
the seriousness of the Libyan problem, as the U.S. Government 
sees it. 





Is there any indication that any of these expulsions 
or any of the other measures have had an impact on Qadhafi's 
behavior? 


a Once again, that question was addressed yesterday 
during the BACKGROUND briefing. [t's a difficult call. The 
point was made that there are a number of things which we 
believe may have had an impact on his behavior, but the extent 
of that impact, the causes, in the end, I think are just too 
difficult to evaluate. 
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Q Chuck, when President Mitterrand is here, is 
there any intention on the part of the White House or the State 
Department to take up the issue of the hostages with him, find 
out how they managed to spring two French hostages? 


rs I don't know what the exact agenda for his 
meeting with the President will be, but it would cover all the 
areas of mutual interest. That could well be one, but [I'm not 
in a position to confirm that. 


Q Thank you, Chuck. 
(The briefing concluded at 12:40 P.M.) 











. DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
DAILY PRESS BRIEFING 





INDE XK 


Wednesday, July 2, 1986 





BRIEFER: Charles Redman 


Subject Page 





NEW ZEALAND 
Statement on US Disagreement with New Zealand 


re Ship Visits, No-Confirm/No-Deny Policy .... 1-4, 5-10 
US Commitment to New Zealand's Defense ......... 4 
New Zealand's Membership in ANZUS .............. 4-5 
befense Relationship with Australia without 
FO a ee ee 7-8 
US-Australian Meeting in August ............ roe «6G 
Lange on other Countries Not Accepting NCND 
, .. PPPS T TTT TTP Te eT eT ey Creer err rrr Tee 9 
USSR 
Status of Foreign Ministers Meeting ............ 10-11 
No Decision on Soviet request for SCC Meeting .. 11 
ISRAEL 
Pollard Case: Meeting between Israeli Group and 
Justice Department Officials ..............4.. 11 
LEBANON 
Release of Kidnapped American Steven Donahue ... 12-15 
Relationship of Donahue Release to Five 
Kidnapped American Hostages................5.., 12-13 
VIETNAM 
Results of MIA/POW Talks in Hanoi .............. 15-16 
SOUTH AFRICA 
Implementation of Pass Laws Abolition .......... 16 
Status of US Policy Review ............. 0.6 e, 16 
IRAN-—IRAQ 
Iranian Recapture of Mehran ..............00555. 16 
VANUATU 
Diplomatic Relations with USSR ................. 16-17 
AUSTRALIA 
US Representation at Waldheim Inauguration .... 17 
LIBYA 


Assassination of Former Libyan Minister in France 17 








DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
DAILY PRESS BRIEFING 


DPC #118 


WEDNESDAY, JULY 2, 1986, 12:27 P. M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
Let me begin with a statement on the United States disagreement 
with New Zealand over ship visit issues. It's rather lengthy. 
Copies will be available in the Press Office afterwards. 


In Manila Prime Minister Lange and Secretary of State 
Shultz discussed the ship visit problem between our two 
countries. The meeting concluded with a recognition that the 
Government of New Zealand does not feel it can live with U.S. 
policy on this issue, but that we would part company as friends. 


We regret that the position of the United States, both 
with reference to that meeting and with respect to our efforts 
to find a satisfactory resolution, has been misconstrued The 
United States maintains a worldwide policy of neither 
confirming nor denying the presence or absence of nuclear 
weapons. Implicit in this policy is a requirement for 
ambiguity:-about the nature of the armaments of our ships. Our 
other allies recognize the need for this ambiguity, and none 
feel constrained to make judgments about individual ships. 


[t is on this point that the policy of the Government 
of New Zealand differs significantly from that of all our other 
allies. If New Zealand maintains its intention to say no to 
ships operating under the ambiguity of neither confirm nor deny 
or to nuclear-powered ships, then it is not possible for us to 
send Navy vessels into New Zealand's ports This vitiates the 
principal contribution that New Zealand makes to the alliance 


Suggestions that the United States has refused to 
engage in negotiation or consultation on this issue are at 
variance with the facts The U.S. has made a considerable 
effort to work with New Zealand over the past two years to 
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resolve the port-ban issue and to restore normal port access. 
We have maintained intensive contacts and understand fully the 
New Zealand Government's position. Unfortunately, the New 
Zealand Government has not yet put forward any proposal to 
restore normal port access compatible with our global neither 
confirm nor deny requirements. 


It has been alleged that the ANZUS Treaty contains 
only an obligation to consult. Article IV of the Treaty 
clearly states that an armed attack on any of the parties in 
the Pacific area would be a danger to the other parties and 
that all would act. to meet the common danger. The U.S. 
Government has consistently confirmed that it would fully and 
promptly fulfill its security requirements under ANZUS, by both 
military and non-military means, as best would meet the threat. 


New Zealand's withdrawal of an essential element of 
its ANZUS participation inevitably must alter the obligations 
of the United States with respect to its security 
responsibilities to New Zealand. We continue to hope that New 
Zealand will eventually restore normal port access on a basis 
comparable to other alliance partners. 


Jim? 


I'm curious why that statement was necessary in 
light of what the Secretary said after his meeting with Mr. 
Lange. What is different about what you just said there? 


) [I hope those of you who follow the issue will see 
that there is nothing different about our position and that it 
has been set forward in the same manner on a number of 
occasions, and it has remained clear and consistent. The 
problem is in the wake of that meeting, as I[ said at the start, 
we regret that that policy has been misconstrued; and I have 
addressed a number of the ways in which it has been 
misconstrued later on in the briefing -- later on in this 
statement. I[ think you only need to refer to things that have 
been said elsewhere to understand about what I'm talking. 


Q Chuck, a slight clarification. What is it that 
all the other allies do specifically that New Zealand doesn't 
do regarding the nuclear issue? 


Aa I'd refer you to the statement It's very clear 
on that point. 


Q No, no. Have you tested the fidelity of these 
other allies by having port calls, or can they accept nuclear 
weapons on the ground, for instance, and meet your test? 
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“ I'm not talking here about other allies. I'm not 
going to go into -- 


Q You said -- no -- 

A -- into a -- 

Q -- in your statement you say -- 
) Excuse me. Could I -- 


Q -- you say only -- among all the allies, New 
Zealand is the only one that blah-blah-blah, so I'm asking what 
the other allies do that New Zealand doesn't do. That's all. 
Excuse me, but that's what I didn't understand. 


“ If you're going to change the question in the 
middle of the answer, we're going to have difficulty. 


Q No, no. That's what I was trying to say. The 
question may have been -- well, not well put, but that's what 
I'm asking you 


aA First of all, the statement says none feel 
constrained to make judgments about individuals ships. I think 
that is if a nut shell the difference between New Zealand's 
policy and that of other allies. 


Q All right And can I ask, though, then have 
these other -- have ships possibly carrying nuclear weapons 
called on all other U.S. allies? 





A Barry, we have a policy -- 
Q 1 know that 
A ~~ which is global It 1s neither confirm nor 


deny 


Q Il know that 


a So I can't answer your question -- 
Q Well, sure you can -- 

A -- without -- 

y ~~ because an ally -- 


a ~~ deviating from that policy. 
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Q Well, no -- 


‘ In fact, I can hardly answer any of your 
questions, because you won't let me get a word in edgewise,. but 
go ahead. 


Q All right. Look, here's what I'm trying to say. 
Other allies may not feel constrained to ask because the issue 
isn't a live issue. Ships don't visit them. I'm asking you if 
all U.S. allies have been put in the position of New Zealand 
where ships call on them, and then, of course, the country -- 


a Our policy of neither confirm nor deny has 
applied globally. to New Zealand in the past as well as to any 
other country. We have neither confirmed nor denied with New 
Zealand in the same way as we have neither confirmed nor denied 
globally. 


Q Is this statement meant to be a formal 
declaration that the United States no longer feels obliged to 
protect New Zealand or to deal with an aggressor should a 
nation do something to New Zealand? Is this the end of our 
obligation? 


a No, it is not a formal declaration in that 
sense. What the Secretary said in Manila is still applicable. 
What I'm trying to do here is to address several of the issues 
that have arisen in the wake of those statements in which our 
policy and position and that meeting have been misconstrued -- 


Q He was actually -- 


a -- and to make sure that the record is straight 
as to what our position has been and to what our problem is. 


Q Shultz was somewhat ambiguous in Manila on the 
issue of where the U.S. obligation to protect New Zealand now 
stands. Where does it now stand? 

a I think he said it was an unfolding process. 

Q Well, Chuck -- 


a and 1 addressed that question Friday in response 
to that, and what I said Friday still stands 


Q Chuck, when you mentioned -- when you cited that 
article, it said that the members of the alliance are obliged 
to act to meet the common danger, is that right? 
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“ Yes. 


Q That is still part of the treaty. is it not? And 
is there not a withdrawal pause before one or another country 
is formally out of the treaty? In other words, New Zealand, 
since it has not formally renounced the treaty, is still a 
member of ANZUS, right? 


o I'm not the legal expert. I assume that 
formally, as you say, it may still be part of ANZUS, but the 
Secretary spoke to. the question of the nature of our 
obligations as we would see them in the light of New Zealand's 
intentions 


Q What you are saying here is that then the United 
States will not live up to Article -- what was it, IV, you said? 


“ Article IV is what you're talking about in terms 
of mutual defense 


Q Are you saying that the United States will no 
longer consider itself beund by Article IV? 


a I'd refer you again to what the Secretary said, 
which is that this is an unfolding process. He said at another 
point that the end result of that process seems pretty clear, 
but that nonetheless we're not technically at the end of that 
proces” 


Q New subject? 
Q No. 
Q Chuck, has this statement been issued because the 


New Zealand Government is misrepresenting the meeting that took 
place between Lange and Shultz? 


a There were only two parties to the meeting. 


Q So, it's obviously not Shultz 


[It's obviously not our side 
Q So it's Lange 


A Do you want me to tell you what the other side 
was? 


Q No But you're not talking about press accounts; 
you're talking about the -- 
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Q You're talking about the -- 


Q -- you're talking about the New Zealand 
Government. Yes? 


A That's right. 


: Q Can I ask about -- you denied that the United 
States is refusing to negotiate. Are there any -- what kind of 
a level of -- what kind of contacts are scheduled to take place 
or are taking place now in New Zealand? 


A The most recent contact was at the level of 
Ministers. 


Q No. But, I mean, if this is an unfolding 
process, obviously there should be some talks. Are there, or 
will there be? 


i I don't know why you say obviously there should 
be some talks. There could be some talks, but I know of no 
talks scheduled -- 

Q And will -- 


A --- other than through normal diplomatic contacts 
that the Embassy may have on a routine basis. 


-- MORE -- 
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Q Just a final question: Would the drop of the 
security guarantee, or Article IV, kick in automatically after 
the legislation is adopted in August? 


a I can't answer that. I don't know the technical 
basis to answer that question. 


Q Can I ask you a follow-up? On that last point, 
could you please make an announcement when the formal 
notification has been given to New Zealand for the one-year 
termination date, because the U.S. has to make a formal notice, 
and I gather that there's some confusion that the formal notice 
hasn't been given, despite all that's been said. 


A I think you'll know when it has been given. 


Q Okay. And the second thing, Prime Minister Lange 
is alleged to have said that Secretary Shultz told him that he 
couldn't go along with his policy because of leaks in the U.S. 
Government. Do you have any response to that? 


A Leaks in the U.S. Government? 

Q That's what Prime Minister Lange said Secretary 
Shultz said. 

A I didn't, in fact, see that, and I'm not sure 
what the implication would be -- what would leaks in the United 
States Government have to do with our neither-confirm-nor-deny 
policy? 

Q He's -- 

A What is there to leak? 

Q He's quoted as saying that he could have gone 
along with one of the New Zealand formulas except he was 
afraid, that -- the quote was that “the U.S. Government leaks 
like a sieve," and therefore he couldn't go along -- that's 


what Prime Minister Lange has said. 


A I see no relation between that statement and the 
issues at stake. 


Q Can you give us some idea of how far advanced 
plans are to develop a mutual defense pact with Australia 
without New Zealand -- a new formal treaty with Australia 


without New Zealand? 
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A That question is predicated on the fact that one 
needs a new formal treaty. I don't know that that premise is 
accurate. 


Q There have been reports that Australia and the 
United States will Ye meeting in August at about the time that 
the nuclear policy goes into law in New Zealand. Is that 
true? In San Francisco? 


A Whether or not the coincidence that you draw has 
any importance, if, that's wnat you're getting at, I'm not 
prepared to address that. The fact that the two are meeting, 
yes, that's known. Those are the bilateral consultations which 
will take place in early August. 


Q And will there be any connection -- 


A -— but I'm not speculating on whether or not that 
meeting is linked to any particular legislative schedule in New 
Zealand. 


Q What were the dates? 
A The dates are somewhere around August 10. 


Q I'm sorry to keep flogging this, but what I would 
like to know is, is the United States now saying that it will 
not act to meet a common danger in case of any threat to New 
Zealand, at this point, now? 


a The Secretary addressed that question in almost 
those same terms in Manila. 

Q He called it an unfolding process. 

A He called it an unfolding process. 


Q Yes, and -- 


A And he made it clear that che results of that 
process, which by definition has not reached its conclusion -- 


Q Right. And I'm trying to -- 
A -- would be of a particular nature. 
Q And I'm trying to find out where we are in this 


unfolding process. At this point today, does the United States 
consider itself no longer bound by Article IV? 
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aq I can't clarify that any better than I've already 
done. 


Q Chuck, would you say an “unfolding process" is 
analagous to an unresolved situation, or an open question? 


A Yes, more or less. 


Q Can we go to another subject that's probably much 
clearer than this? Are you still on this? 


Q I have one more question. Apart from the 
complaint that, in fact, there have been negotiations, the 
other one seems to be that Lange has misconstrued the allies’ 
policies on the “neither-—confirm-nor-deny." 


Specifically, it's my understanding that what Lange 
said was that certain Scandinavian countries also object to 
port visits by ships with nuclear weapons, but they're 
basically weak-willed and would never confront it; and the U.S. 
realizes that New Zealand is really going to stand by this 
policy. So Lange said it's a real signal of respect for New 
Zealand. I mean that was the quote that came out in an 
interview he did with NBC. 


Is it that he has misconstrued the policy? I mean, he 
specifically singled out Scandinavian countries. Is that what 
you're disagreeing with? 


a Well, among other things, if he is saying that we 
have somehow accommodated other countries in ways that we're 
not willing to accommodate New Zealand, le's incorrect. The 
New Zealand Government has been informed on numerous occasions 
-— and we've said publicly --— no other government makes 
judgments as the government of New Zealand is proposing to do 
regarding a ship's possible nuclear armament. 


Q Another subject? 


A No, no, please. 


Q I'd like to get my oar down. 
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A Your oar? 


Q Oar, yes, since we're in the Pacific somewhere. 


When we concluded this treaty -- we, the United States 
—— with New Zealand and Australia, it was for the United States 
to protect New Zealand among others. It was not for New 
Zealand to protect the United States. Therefore, we must have 
thought at the time that New Zealand was some sort of strategic 
asset to the United States. Do we no longer consider New 
Zealand to be a strategic asset to the United States, putting 
aside the nuclear issue? Is that what you're doing? 


a It's hard to address the question in the terms 
you've posed it. This was a mutual defense treaty. 


Q But New Zealand is not called upon to defend the 
United States in this treaty, is it? 


A But United States interests, United States forces 
could be threatened in that particular area of the world. We 
are a global power; we do have world-wide responsibilities. We 
have a navy -- a blue-water navy. It has nuclear-powered 
ships, and our arsenal has a nuclear component. 


Our strategy of defense is based on, ultimately, 
nuclear deterrence, and as a consequence, it's not a question 
of having: two navies -- one that can go to New Zealand and one 
for the rest of the world. We're just not in a position to do 
that. And as a consequence, as I said in the statement, the 
policy that the New Zealand Government would adopt would, in 
fact, vitiate this principal contribution that they make to 
this particular alliance. That's the basis f r our 
difficulties. 


Q Can we switch to the subject of summitry? You 
said yesterday, I believe, that the United States proposed 
several possible dates for Mr. Shevardnadze to see Mr. Shultz, 
and the Soviets rejected them all. Could [ ask you if the 
Soviets have suggested any good time to meet? There are some 
reports, you know, that September has been suggested, either in 
the letter or outside the letter by Mr. Dubinin when he 
delivered the letter to the President. 


a I can't take you any further than what we did 
yesterday. 
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Q Do you want to leave us with the impression that 
all the suggestions of times to meet were made by the United 
States, and the Soviets have simply stonewalled and refused to 
offer any possible date for Mr. Shevardnadze and Mr. Shultz to 
make their arrangements for the summit? 


A [ think if you read what I said yesterday -- 


Q That's where you leave us. 
Q -~- that's what comes through. 
Q Okay. 


Q The Secretary saw Mr. Dubinin last night at the 
White House at this diplomatic reception. Was there any 
progress in fixing a preliminary meeting there? 


a I don't have any readout on that particular 
encounter. I saw it, in fact, reported by your organization, I 
believe. [I understand the Secretary smiled. (Laughter) So 
will I. 


Q Has the U.S. given any response to the Soviet 
suggestion that we talk to the SCC about SALT II? 


n This stands, as I said before -- no decision. 

Q Chuck, can you tell us anything on the meeting of 
an Israeli official with the U.S. administration on the Pollard 
case -- anything you can tell us? 


A That meeting occurred at Justice. So I'd refer 
you to them. 


Q They don't talk or anything. 


-- MORE -- 
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Q Anything on the Steven Donohue case -- his 
release, the circumstances? Does he work for the U.S. 
Government? Did the U.S. help in any way in procuring his 
release? 


o The answer to one of your questions is that he is 
not a U.S. Government employee. He has not waived his rights 
under the Privacy Act so the information that I can provide is 
limited. 


According, to his family and friends, Steven John 
Donohue had been held against his will in Lebanon since mid 
1985. He was not considered to be a political hostage. There 
were no demands made of the United States or of any other 
government. 


His detention reportedly resulted from a private 
dispute with Lebanese nationals. In that context, apparently, 
monetary demands were made of Donohue and his family. 


He appeared at 4:30 p.m. yesterday at our Embassy in 
Beirut where we offered protection and repatriation to the 
United States. 

x Where is he now? Still there? 

A At this point, I don't know his exact whereabouts. 


Q You just said that monetary demands were made. 
Do you know if they were met? 


a I don't know. They were not made of us. Mr. 
Donohue and his family will have to address that. 


Q Do you have any comment on the ceasefire which 
was achieved in the Palestinian refugee camps with the aid of 
Syria? 


Q Wait -- 
A The answer is no. 
Q Does this relate in any way to any of the other 


hostages? Is this a signal to you that they might be closer to 
release? Is there any connection between this and Assad? Was 
he involved in this release? 


fa Our understanding, first of all, is that Mr. 
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Donohue's situation was in no way comparable to that of the 
five remaining American hostages in Lebanon. He was only one 
of a large number of persons, foreigners and Lebanese alike, 
held hostage in Lebanon. 


While we always remain hopeful, we know of nothing 
indicating that any breakthrough is imminent. 


Q Did the United States Government in any way serve 
as a conduit, a link, a contac in procuring his release? 


“ No. 

Q There was no U.S. Government involvement in any 
way? 

os No. 

Q He just showed up and that's the first you knew 


that he was getting out? 
4 That's right. 


Q How avout Congressman Dornan's visit? Was that 
in any way responsible? 


is) As I say, Mr. Dononue appeared at our Embassy. 
Other details concerning his period in which he was held 
against his will, how he escaped, or otherwise showed up at the 
Embassy, I'll have to leave it to Mr. Donohue to speak to. All 
I could say is that his situation was in no way comparable to 
that of the five remaining hostages. 


My assumption is that Representative Dornan and 
President Assad were talking about the hostages, per se; the 
five that I've referred to. 


Q Are there other Americans that fit in the same 
category as Donohue, people who the U.S. doesn't consider 
political hostages but who are held in Lebanon? 


a I don't know of any Americans. I'd have to look 
into that. I don't know of any, but there are many 
nationalities and lots of Lebanese who, for one reason or 
another, are in a situation where they've been kidnapped, held 
against their will, in some way. 


Q What were the non-political circumstances that 
caused him to be held? 
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A Beyond saying it was a private dispute with some 
Lebanese nationals, I can't offer you anything. 

Q Do you know what faction held him? 

7 No. I can't comment any further on any of the 


details for the reasons I've described. 


Q What about what happens to him when he gets back 
to the United States? Do you expect him to be questioned by 
the U.S. Government? 


a Questioned? I'm not sure what you mean by that. 
All I'd say is that we're looking forward to talking to him in 
detail about the circumstances of his capture, his detention 
and his release. 


Q Can you tell us something about his repatriation 
and the kind of protection that you offered and how he was 
repatriated, since you did offer those -- since you did say he 


was protected and repatriated? 
o I said we offered protection and repatriation. 
g Well, has he been repatriated? 


a At that point, I said I didn't know where he is 
at this point. 


Q Did you say he was never a U.S. Government 
employee or he is not now a U.S. Government employee? My 
question, I guess, is was he ever a U.S. Government employee? 

A Are we talking about during his period detention? 

Q No. Prior to his detention? 

A Then, you'll have to check with all relevant 
government agencies. I can only speak to -- the incident I'm 
referring to is his period in detention. 


Q How about the time he was in Lebanon prior to 
capture? 


a I don't know. I don't know even how many times 
he's been in Lebanon prior to that. 
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Q Was he an informant? That doesn't necessarily 
that he was a government employee. 


a I can't help you any more on that other than to 
say he's not a U.S. Government employee. 


Q Can you clarify -- 

Q Why discuss his protection and repatriation? Did 
he accept this offer? Can't you say that without violating his 
Privacy Act? 


A Well, I said since he came to the Embassy that -- 


Q Alright, so he was protected there. Did he stay 
overnight there? What's that have to do with the Privacy Act? 


i] I've nothing to offer you. 

Q Is he in the U.S. Government's hands at this 
point? 

fs I don't know where he is right now. 

g Chuck, would you clarify some conflicting reports 


about his position or his work? One report says that he was 
going to write a book on drug traffic, or whatever; and the 
other one says that he's a drug-trafficker himself? So could 
you explain this? Do you know anything about this? 


i) No. 

Q No? 

Q Do you have a readout on the MIA talks in Hanoi? 
a I could only repeat to you what I[ think Richard 


Childress released in Bangkok. 


Q He talked about -- 


A I can't add anything to that. He released a 
relatively long statement describing the talks, some agreements 
had been reached with the Vietnamese, and he held a press 
confererce in which he answered a number of questions, and I 
simply can't do any better than what he's already done. 
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Q He talked about reimbursing Vietnam for possible 
damages when excavating the sites; is that common practice? 


4 Do we have POW/MIA's in other places, when you 
say it's a common practice? 


Q Laos. 


a I'd have to refer you to the people who work 
these kinds of issues as to what our role is in paying for the 
kinds of things involved with searching for these people. 


Q Chuck, do you have anything on this change in the 
pass law situation, and so forth, yesterday in South Africa? 


i) At the time that Parliament passed the 
legislation repealing the pass laws, we said it was a step in 
the right direction, and we called on the South african 
Government to move urgently ahead with repeal of all remaining 
apartheid laws. 


Regrettably, the South African Government's continued 
repression of political dissent undermines the positive affect 
of this step since it cast doubt on the government's commitment 
to change. Ending its repression of political opponents would 
validate the government's claim to be reformist and would help 
create a climate for negotiating genuine power-she -ing. 


Q Anything to add on the policy-review situation 
other than what was said yesterday at the White House? 


a On which situation? 


Q On the policy review situation? Anything 
different than what's been said at the White House? 


a No. 

Q Do you have any situation report on the Iran-Iraq 
war due to the recapture of Mehran by Iran as reported in the 
wire services this morning? 


a No, I don't. 


Q Do you have any comment of the establishment of 
diplomatic relations between the Soviet Union and Vanuatu? 
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a and what? 
9 And Vanuatu. 


a No, I don't, but you might check with the Press 
Office later. 


Q There's a report in a London paper that a U.S. 
information officer was transferred out of the Embassy there 
for not giving publicity, helping the Ambassador get a lot of 
publicity. Do you have anything on that? Any reaction to it? 


a No. 


Q Chuck, will any U.S. officials be attending Kurt 
Waldheim's inauguration next week? 


o As I understand it, the Embassy has received an 
invitation to the inauguration, and it will be on July 8. 
Ambassador Lauder has long-standing plans to be out of Austria 
for personal reasons from July 4 through July 9. He won't be 
in the country, and, as always, in his absence as is normal 
diplomatic practice around the world, the Charge d'affaires 
would attend. 


9 So that will take place? The Charge d'affaires 
will attend? 


iz That's right. 
Q Why is he out -~— official business or vacation? 

[I said it was for personal reasons. 

Yesterday, the relative of a former Libyan 
minister in the Libyan monarchy was killed in France. I wonder 
whether you thought that that was an example of Libyan 
terrorism? 


a I don't have any information on that. 


Q Thank you. 


(Press briefing concluded at 12:57 p.m.) 
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MR. REDMAN: Good afternoon. I have only one brief 
announcement, which is to tell you that over the three-day 
weekend, the Press Office, as will the rest of the Department, 
will be operating on a Sunday schedule, which means that except 
in some unusual circumstance, you're not likely to find anybody 
in the Press Office. But there is a duty officer, as always, 
and you can find that person posted in the Press Office. 


Jim? 


Q First, to clean up one running matter: Any sign 
in the Gorbachev letter, any sign from anybody about whether 
the Shultz-Shevardnadze meeting is going to take place? 


i) Well, first of all, the bottom line, of course, 
is that we don't have any dates. fo recap, perhaps, the 
President and the General Secretary agreed at the summit in 
Geneva last November to hold a summit in the United States in 
‘86 and in the USSR in ‘87. We're proceeding on the assumption 
that these meetings will be held as agreed. 


On several occasions, we have shared our views on the 
timing of a summit The Soviets have not proposed specific 
dates. And as Larry Speakes said yesterday, the two sides have 
discussed possible timing as well for a foreign ministers 
meeting, but there are no dates. So that's where things stand. 


Q Chuck, any more on the Shultz-Dubinin meeting? 
a Did I offer something previously? 


Q Do you have anything on the Shultz-Dubinin 
meeting? 


a Just to say that the meeting was cordial and 
positive and that they discussed general problems regarding 
U.S.-Soviet relations, if you hadn't guessed. 
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This is a meeting that occurred yesterday between the 
Secretary and Ambassador Dubinin. 


Q Chuck, in an interview with USA Today, the ’ 
President says that he is optimistic about arms control, . 
regional issues, and human rights in talks with the Soviet 
Union. Do you have any idea why he would be optimistic? 





A I would have to refer you to the White House for 
that kind of an answer. 


Q Chuck, do you know if the United States has 
replied yet to the last Soviet proposal on reducing strategic 
nuclear weapons? - 


4 As yet, there has been no reply. 


Q Can there be a reply without the talks being -- 
Can -- will the -- 


Let's start again: Would the U.S. reply only in the 
context of Geneva negotiations, or can they reply in another 
way? 


A I would believe it's the latter. Larry Speakes 
addressed that when they were in Santa Barbara, saying that we 
would be responding at the appropriate time. He didn't specify 
when that time would be, but he did not link it either to the 


resumption of the talks in Geneva -- 


Q Would the 4th of July weekend be an appropriate 
time to respond? 


A I can't speculate on what the appropriate time 
might be. 

Q Any response to the Soviets on SCC and SALT II 
discussions? 

a No decision. 

Q Isn't the proper forum for making proposals at 


the Geneva arms negotiations, as the Administration has so 
often said? 
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I mean, has there been a change in that policy? 


A The policy has been that proposals should be put 
forward, confidentially, in a serious fashion. That's the 
policy that we intend to follow. 


Q Until just now, it has always been to do so at 
the Geneva arms negotiations. 


A And any proposals that we put forward would be 
introduced in Geneva. 


Q Chuck -- 

A It's logical, isn't it, Barry? 
Q I understand. 

a Yes, back there. 


Q Another subject: Can you confirm that Michael 
Kozak will meet with Cuban emissaries next week in Mexico City 
to revive the immigration agreement and discuss the Radio Marti 
broadcast? And I have a follow-up on that. 


A I'll give you my answer, but I don't think your 
follow-up will do much good. 


We expect to be meeting shortly with the Cubans on the 
status of the Mariel agreement, which we continue to hope will 
be put back into force. 


O.K. What is your reaction to the leak? I 
understand officials here are furious that this got out. Do 
you intend to investigate the source of the leaks and take 
disciplinary action if you find it? 


me I don't have any comment. 
Q Do you have anything on whether Ambassador 


Walters made a trip, or several trips, previously unannounced 
to Syria this spring? 


A No, I don't. When you're dealing with Ambassador 
Walters, I'd hesitate to speculate. 
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Q Can you take the question? 
a No. 
Q He always travels under his own name, he says, so 


all you have to do is check the hotel registers, right? 
A That's right. 
Q Along the lines -- 


) I read somewhere he's visited more than 100 
countries -- 


Q Wherever he goes, he always travels under his own 
name, never incognito, which means you could announce it if he 
did, couldn't you, because he wouldn't make a secret of it? 


a But [I'm not sure whether that one trip is what 
he's referring to. You can check the record. I don't -- 
My memory is not clear whether or not we've confirmed his 
visits to any particular place. If we have, I don't deny that, 
of course. But if he's asking whether there are additional 
ones, I don't have anything. 


Q I'm asking about a trip or trips before the J.S. 
put Syria on the list of countries to which the export of. 
certain chemicals would be banned. 


i) I don't have anything. 


Q Along the lines of the earlier question on the 
Mariel negotiations, there was concern expressed during the '84 
accords that South Florida officials and the Congressional 
delegation from that area were not informed of the negotiations 
or the possible impact of the accords. 


Is any effort being made by the Department to keep 
them abreast of what is happening and to provide federal 
assistance if there is an influx? 


a I don't have any more on that particular issue 
than what I answered in response to his question. 


-~- MORE -- 


~- 
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Q Same subject. What about the possibility of 
using Radio Marti as a bargaining chip? Is there anything you 
can say about -- 


- No comment. 
Q Or TV Marti is a bargaining chip? 
Q Chuck, as we approach the Fourth of July, has the 


Reagan Administration had any reason at all to increase or to 
make any warnings at all to U.S. airlines operating abroad of 


possible terrorist attempts -- threats? 
A I don't have anything on that. 
Q Do you have any comment on the situation in Chile 


with the strike, the killings and the government crackdown to 
prevent the strike from spreading? 


4 We deplore the deaths and injuries that 
accompanied the general strike called by opposition groups 
within the Civic Assembly. The violence occurred despite 
explicit appeals by Civic Assembly leaders for non-violence. 


We hope that the circumstances surrounding the deaths 
and injuries will be clarified promptly and that those 
responsible for violent crimes will be identified and 
prosecuted. 


Similarly, we look to the Chilean authorities to 
provide all the protections of due process to those detained in 
connection with the strike and to distinguish between those 
responsible for any acts of violence and citizens engaging in 
peaceful protest. 


In this regard, the new government commission on human 
rights, whose establishment last week we welcomed, could play 
an important role in establishing the facts, working with 
existing private human rights organizations in Chile. 


We regret that restrictions on press freedom, even if 
only temporary, complicate efforts to conduct an effective 
investigation. The United States continues to support strongly 
a peaceful transition to democracy in Chile. We remain 
convinced that the successful transition to democracy desired 
by the great majority of the Chilean people can only be 
achieved through a process of consensus-building and dialogue. 
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Q Copy of that? 
A Yes. 


Q Chuck, on the likelihood that Mrs. Aquino will 
visit in September, can you bring us up to date on whether the 
United States is willing to entertain further emergency aid to 
the Philippines above and beyond that supplement and 
accelerated aid that was provided after the new government took 
over? 


As you recall, there was a point where that was to be 
it. Is it being reconsidered, seceuse one could assume she 
would like more aid? 


A I can't help you beyond what you have already 
seen on the public record. You know what the Secretary 
announced when he was out there in terms of expediting some 
aid. You're aware of things that have been proposed on the 
Hill concerning additions funds. 


Q Right. 


A Our position has been to generally support those 
kind of propositions. But whether or not we can bring those to 
fruition is something that I really couldn't speculate on right 
now. 


Q And the Marcos question, is there anything new to 
be said about his ultimate destination, or is it Hawaii? will 
he remain indefinitely in Hawaii, or do you know? 


A To the end of time, I don't know. For the 
moment, there is nothing working actively concerning any other 
destination. 


Q Chuck, any independent information on the 
fighting of yesterday between [Iraq and Iran? 


a No. 


--MORE-- 
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Q Chuck, do you have any comment on the story in 
Stern magazine which appeared yesterday, I believe, or the next 
copy of Stern magazine, about reported conspiracy to sell $81 
million worth of arms to Iran which will include some U.S. 
weapons? Another one. 


A If you will check with the Press Office for the 
exact words, I had something prepared on that yesterday, the 
bottom line was we didn't have any information on that 
particular report, but in a more general sense we've been 
assured by the Israeli Government that they're not -- 


Q They're not what? 


a -- doing such things. -~- That they're not shipping 
arms to I[ran. 


Q Who are assuring them -- the Israelis I mean? 
The Prime Minister or -- 


A No other details. 


Q Let's go into it a little more if we can. fhe 
French Defense Minister at a news conference last night said 
that France is free to sell arms to [ran. Of course, they also 
sell arms to Iraq, but that wouldn't be unusual to arm both 
sides. But they haven't done it yet, but they have a right to. 


Does the United States -- number one, is the United 
States still anxious to prevent any weapons shipments to Iran? 
And, secondly, because he's either seeing Shultz today or has 
already, does the United States intend to try to dissuade 
France from exercising what they say is their sovereign right 
to arm whoever they feel like? 


a) Our position on provision of arms is well known 
to all of you. We don't provide arms to either side in that 
war. Our position on the provision of arms to the belligerents 
is also well on the public record, and the Press Office can get 
the exact words which have been used over time. I think all of 
our allies are aware of our position. 


Q Some of your best friends are arming Iraq, but I 
don't know that some of your best friends are arming Iran, and 
I do know that you made an extra special effort a couple of 
months -- a few months ago to organize a boycott on arms 
shipments to Iran. I'm wondering if the State Department 
remains as spirited in that effort as it has been, or is it 
sort of like slipping back into some sense of neutrality? 
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a Without comm*nting on any specific stories, and 
particularly the one to which you're making reference -- . 


Q Oh, no, the story -- 


a Let me reiterate that the State Department and 
the United States Government continues to be as concerned as 
ever about that question, and we are aggressively pursuing it 
wherever it's warranted and necessary. 


Q Can you address the question, Chuck, that in all 
of these stories about smuggling or selling arms to Iran, 
including this one and the one before about one and a half 
billion dollars worth of arms, the name of some Israelis pops 
all the time, comes out in the stories, and what -- why -- what 
do you comment on such thing, despite the fact that you said 
that the Israelis assure you that they are not selling that? 


a I can't help you on that. 


Q Do you have any comment ona story that was in a 
London paper, I think on Monday, that France is helping Libya 
rebuild some of its missile sites? 


a Check with the Press Office. 


Q Do you have anything on the South African -- 
pressing of criminal charges against 700 people detained under 
the state of emergency? Is the Department making any specific 
representation to the South Africans on that? 


a We've seen the reports, but we have no further 
information. If a legal process is applied to these cases, the 
South African Government will be obliged to reveal who these 
individuals are and to disclose information that will indicate 
whether the charges are political in nature. We'll follow 
these issues closely. 


Q Do you have any readout on the meeting between 
the Secretary and the French Defense Minister? 


a No, I don't. 


Q Chuck, could you take the question as to whether 
Radio Marti will be an item for negotiation at the upcoming 
talks between the United States and Cuba? 
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a No, I won't. 


_ Q You're leaving open the possibility chai Radio 
Marti might be negotiated away? 

? A I'm leaving open no possibilities; I'm closing no 
possibilities. I'm saying that what I said is all I have to 
say on that report. I'm neither -- I'm not speculating or 


talking about any other aspect. 


Q Chuck, can you tell us the status of Judge 
Sofaer's mission to the Middle East? 


a Nothing more than that he's in Israel now. I 
believe he went yesterday from Cairo. How long he'll spend 
there, I don't know at this point, and the ultimate duration of 
his mission likewise I can't predict. 

Q Has the description of his activities there 
remained the same as it was on the day you announced he was 
going? 

i) That's right. 


Q So his -- the sum total of his diplomatic efforts 
are related to Taba. 


a That's right. 
Q Okay. Thank you. 


A You're welcome. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:44 p.m.) 
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MR. KALB: Good afternoon everybody. I have nothing 
that would immediately command the attention of the world, so 
we'll go to -- 


Q What is the Administration's view of the 
attempted takeover in Manila by Marcos supporters? And is 
there any evidence that Marcos was behind it? 


6 Let me say -- I think some of you probably called 
in yesterday and got some of the first reactions on the part of 
the State Department. Let me add to that, however, the 
following: that the United States strongly supports the 
government of President Aquino and is against efforts such as 
the incident this past weekend to undermine the government of 
Presicent Aquino. 


We note the absence of any backing from the Filipino 
people for the attempted takeover. This is a clear indication 
that former President Marcos is part of the past of Philippine 
politics and by now he should realize this. 


Now insofar as your other question, Matt, about the 
extent, if any, of Marcos’ involvement, I refer you to what 
Larry said at his briefing earlier today to the effect that he 
could not draw the conclusion that Marcos was behind the 
rebellion against President Aquino 


Q Is his presence in Hawaii increasingly a 
problem? 1 think he said in an interview that three African 
countries had offered him refuge. Is that -- is there -- 


ft 1 don't have anything on the question of whether 
three African countries or other countries. But insofar as the 
genera] thrust of your question, let me say this: We deplore 
activities from whatever sources which are aiffed at sowing 
Gissension within the Filipino body politic 


Insofar as former President Marcos is concerned, 
although we have not been in contact with Mr. Marcos concerning 
this specific incident, the United States has repeatedly made 
clear to him privately -- privately and publicly -- that his 
participation in partisan political activity is inconsistent 
with his status @5 &@ quest in the United States 
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Q Does he therefore jeopardize his situation by 
continuing that kind of activity? 


o I don't have anything by way of a reply to that 
question, as to jeopardizing his status by any such actions. 


Q Has there been any contacts between the 
Philippine Government and the American Government with regards 
to this incident or Marcos’ status? 


a It is my understanding that Manila has not raised 
the issue of Mr. Marcos with the United States. 


Q In this incident, you mean? 


“ In connection with taking any action against 
Marcos in connection with this incident. 


Q Why are you flailing away at Marcos when you 
don't even know whether he was behind the events of this past 
weekend? 


A l'm making it clear about the U.S. position 
vis-a-vis Marcos in connection with any partisan political 
activity I think what I have said here today may be a 
stronger echo of what has been said from the lectern before in 
connection with any political activity of a partisan nature or 
otherwise on the part of the former President. 


Q Bernie, do you have anything to say about U.S 
efforts to help Mr. Marcos find a place to live other than 
Hawaii? 


a 1 don't, Ralph, have anything beyond what has 
been expressed from here in the past. 


Q Since Tolentino read what was alleged to be a 
letter from Mr. Marcos giving him authority to be the 
President, what makes you think Marcos was not involved? 


A I know what you're referring to, but I'll have to 
stand with whet 1 have said. I have nothing else to add to 
that 


Q In regard to the reading of that letter, the 
State Department did not feel compelled to contact Marcos and 
again express our -- 


i ]'m going to have to stand with what I] have 
offered you a few moments ago 
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Q Bernie, you said a moment ago that Marcos’ status 
was that of a quest in the United States. Is his status going 
to change at all as a result of this incident, particularly if 
my as & determines for sure that he did have something to do 
wit t7 


6 I'm not in a position to make a prediction about 
whether his status will change or not. You remember that when 
he came to the United States in February, he was offered a 
welcome to stay here, and that's where it stands. 


Insofar as your invitation to specvlate about whether 
the status changes, I have nothing to say about that. 


Q The offer, I think, by the President was to stay 
as long as he liked; wasn't that it? 


‘ I don't know of any changes. 
Q Another topic? 
Q One other question, perhaps. Is the United 


States attempting to determine whether former President Marcos 
was involved in these incidents? 


A I don't have anything on that for you. 
Q Secretary Shultz said not long ago that -- ] 
forget his exact words -- but the thrust of what he said was we 


think it would be about time for him to find some place else to 
go to. 


A I don't have anything to take you by way of 
destinations I remember that. That was on the last flight in 
ASEAN, and he has addressed that question several times. But 
insofar as my being able to offer a destination, I cannot do 
that; and I don't have anything by way of any negotiations, if 


any, in connection with any -- what? -- future asylum places. 

Q Can you update us on his legal status? What is 
he -- on @ U.S. -=- what kind of visa, or whatever? 

i) Since you're going to make it in a legal] context, 


let me take that and get you some legal language on that 


Q Well, 1 mean just what is it basically is what 1] 
want to know 


id ] don't know ] think Larry this morning, when 
he addressed the question, talked about no conditions being set 
at the time he was invited to come to the United States ain the 
wake of the developments in February in Manila 
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John? 


Q Is there any assessment by the U.S. Government as 
to the stability of the Aquino Government in the wake of this? 


‘ I don't have anything on that at all. We 
strongly support, as you've heard me say and as the Secretary 
has said repeatedly, the government of President Aquino; and 
I'll have to let it rest there. 


Q You don't have any comment, Bernie, on how the 
Filipino Government reacted to this minor crisis? 


‘ No, I do not. 


Q Bernie, do you have any comment on the deployment 
of Syrian security forces in Beirut? 


io To say that, obviously, we have seen reports that 
some Syrian troops have begun to accompany Lebanese Army and 
internal security forces on patrol in West Beirut. 


It should be noted that Syrian military observers have 
been in Beirut for more than a year, and obviously the United 
States is following the situation very closely. 


It's been the consistent position of the United States 
that security problems in Lebanon can only be addressed in the 
context of a political settlement achieved through a broad 
consensus of all Lebanese groups and factions 


Q Copy? 
A Let me try to help you on that if 1 can. 


Q Bernie, let me follow this. You say that you are 
following the case closely. Do you favor such a deployment of 
Syrian forces on West Beirut? 


6 1 don't have anything to address that to you 


Q Bernie, it's been reported that their number is 
on the rise, about three thousand; do you still -- 


a I read that story on, I guess it was FBIS a 
little ago But 1 have nothing that could either confirm or 
unconfirm In other words, I don't have anything by way of 
Statistics on Syrian military presence 


Q Bernie <- 
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i Just a second, I've got Bernie here. 
Q Anything on Judge Sofaer's mediation efforts? 


i. He is now in Israel, if I could just round out 
his itinerary on the basis of where he has been rather than any 
future destinations. 


Judge Sofaer, now in Israel. If I have to run back by 
way of reviving the itinerary of the past few days, he arrived 
in Cairo a week ago on Sunday. That was June 29. Since then 
he has gone to Israel, returned to Egypt and has gone back to 
Israel at the present time. 


Insofar as substance of his talks, don't have anything 
for you on that, but I think you know that the talks are 
focused on the Taba dispute between Egypt and Israel. 

Q Anything on the Secretary's trip? 

‘ Don't have anything to say about that. 

Q Bernie, a follow-up on the Syrian. Do you think 
that the Syrian presence is endangering the agreement in 19862 
when they evacuated from Beirut? 

id ] don't have anything on that Bill? 

Q On the general subject of Syria and its role, 


suspected role, in supporting terrorism, a third Hindawi family 
member 1s going before a court in Genoa today. This is a 


Hindawi brother, suspected of also being involved -- the third 
one -- being involved in the London and Berlin bombings. Now 
he has told ltalian authorities that he works for the Syrians 

i) Works for? 

Q The Syrians -- the Syrian Government. Has the 
U.S. Government been informed of this by -- 

is I don't have anything on that 

Q The other Hindawi in London says that he was 


assisted by the Syrian Embassy there and given the bomb by the 
Syrians Anything on that? . 


a No, 1 do not 


Hold it Let's stay with Bil) for another minute 
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Q And the one in Berlin also claims he was helped 
by Syrians. Anything on that? 


4 I do not. 
Q Is Syrian still being helpful? 


6 I don't have anything on that whole subject right 
now. 


Q Okay. 


Q How does the presence of the Syrian troops in 
Beirut fit with the U.S. calls for withdrawal of all foreign 
forces from Beirut and the respect for the Lebanese territorial 
integrity? 


A I think in that connection U.S. policy is clear 
and has been stated on more than one occasion, that the U.S. 
has consistently supported the withdrawal of all foreign forces 
and an independent, unified, sovereign Lebanon with political 
reform achieved through constitutional processes. 


Q You still support the leadership of Lebanon of 
President Gemaye] as the President? 


fA Yes. Still recognize him. 


Q Bernie, the U.S. in 1982 was a party to the 
evacuation of the Palestinians and the Syrians from Beirut. 
Could you possibly take the question and find out whether they 
are in violation of that agreement? 


te I don't know whether that has been taken or not 
taken in the past. Let me take a look at that, without any 
assurances of providing an answer. 


Q Bernie, has the Administration issued any protest 
to the Government of Chile over the reported torching of a 
Washington teenager a few days ago? 


A On that, you are talking about Rodrigo Rojas? 


Q Yes. 


A What I have on that is the following: that the 
circumstances surrounding the tragic death of Rodrigo Rojas 
this past Sunday, that these circumstances are still] unclear. 
Chilean authorities have asked that a special investigator be 
appointed by the court to look into the matter. It is the U.S 
hope that a complete and thorough investigation into this 
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tragic incident will be conducted. Should the results of that 
investigation indicate the probability that wrongdoing did 
occur, the U.S. would expect appropriate action to be taken to 
see that justice is done. 


Q Bernie, do you have anything on the expulsion of 
the Nicaraguan cleric over the weekend? 


ia Bishop Vega? 
Q Yes. 


é So far as the expulsion of Bishop Vega is 
concerned, the U.S. sees this as another example of the 
Sandinistas' intention to stifle all opposition to the 
consolidation of a Communist regime. This action of expulsion 
was condemned by the Pope, by the U.S. Bishops Conference and 
by the Council of Latin American Bishops. All protested Bishop 
Vega's expulsion, called it an attack on the Church itself. 


The U.S. Bishops described the forced exiles of Bishop 
Vega and Monsignor Carballo as a serious attack on the deepest 
spiritual foundations of the Nicaraguan people. The U.S. fully 
supports the views expressed by the Pope and the Bishops. The 
U.S. joins them in calling on the Sandinista regime to 
reconsider these actions. 


Q Copy of that? 


f. Yes. You can get @ copy. 

Q If I could go back again to Beirut for a second. 
“ Back to? 

Q To the Beirut situation. 

fs Yes 

Q Was the U.S. informed in advance or was aware of 


the Syrian deployment, latest deployment, in Beirut? 
é I don't have anything to offer you on that. 
Q Can you look into it? 


( No I] can't. 


Q Any comment on that strong statement by the 
Minister in Zimbabwe at the July 4th reception that prompted a 
walkout’ Any question of suspending aid or anything? 
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i I don't have anything on the question of 
suspension of aid. What I have by way of the update just prior 
to coming down here is that our Charge d'affaires in Harare 
presented a formal diplomatic protest concerning the remarks 
made by Zimbabwean Minister Karimanzira on behalf of the 
Zimbabwean Foreign Minister, Mr. Manqwende, at the U.S. 
official Independence Day reception. 


No response -- no response --— has been offered by the 
Zimbabwe Government as yet for this uncalled for breach of 
propriety. 

Q Any comment on Jimmy Carter's walkout? 


2 No. I don't have anything on that. 


Q Same area. Anything on Winnie Mandela, on the 
changes in restrictions? 

i) In connection with the lifting of certain 
restrictions? 

Q Right. 

é That we saw those reports, as you did this 
morning, and, if true -- if these reports are in fact true, the 


United States would welcome the lifting of restrictions on Mrs. 
Mandela. We reiterate our call for the unconditional release 
of her husband, Nelson Mandela, and other political prisoners 
and the lifting of restrictions on the so-called banned or 
listed persons in South Africa. 


Q On Zimbabwe, how much aid does the U.S. give each 
year? Do you have those figures? 


A I don't have that. We ought to be able to try to 
help you on that, Connie. 

Q Bernie? 

A Yes. ® 


Q Do you have any comment on the Washington Times 
story about the Heritage Foundation report about the need to 
strengthen alliance between Israel and the United States at al] 
levels? 








i No. ] do not. 


Q Bernie, do you have any comment on the recent 
bombing in Kuwait and the abolishment of the Kuwaiti Parliamen!| 
there? 
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= Don't. 
Q Getting back to South Africa for just a second? 
i Yes. 


Q Any comment on the deaths over the weekend, the 
violence that occurred over the weekend? 


‘ I do not have anything specific on that. I think 
you've heard us express regret repeatedly for any deaths and 
violence that take place. 

Let me just go here to Bill, please. 

Q Anything, Bernie, on that GAO report on -- 

te The who? 

Q The GAO report on Embassy security. There was a 


UPI story in the Washington Post today on a pet poodle -- the 
Ambassador's pet poodle? 





6 I'm glad you asked me that question, because in 
that context I brought the world's authority on this subject, 
Bob Lamb here. So if you'd like, we can go through what we 
have, if there are any other questions, and then we can have 
Bob come up and take that, if you agree with that. Okay? 


Q Fine. 
f John? 
Q Any progress on Shultz-Shevardnadze or summitry? 


A Nothing on either. Nothing that takes it beyond 
where Chuck left it on Thursday. 


Q Are there low-level discussions going on 
government-to-government on this subject? 


is I don't have anything specific on that. I can 
never rule those thinas out because they don't always clear 
those with me, as you might imagine. But insofar as your more 
specific questions: Shultz-Shevardnadze -- no dates; as wel] 
for the summit, to the best of my knowledge. 


Q What about the Standing Consultative Commission? 


fs Don't have anything on the -- you mean the July 
22? The Standing Consultative Committee? . 
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Q Yeah. 

4 I don't have anything on that. I think Chuck 
addressed that on Thursday, and that, so far as I know, is 
where it stands. 

Q Is Dobinin expected in here today, or this week? 

A I don't know that. I don't know that. 

Q The last word we had on this summit business and 
the Shevardnadze meeting was that no dates had been proposed by 
the Soviets. Is that correct still? 


fe I don't have anything that changes it. 


Q Bernie, do you have any comment -- 
A Let me just go over here for a moment. Mike? 
Q Do you have any comment on the scale of the LDP 


victory in the Japanese election? 


A Nothing in the context of the scale or the voting 
patterns and so forth, other than to note that the LDP, which 
has pursued a policy of close cooperation with the U.S. in the 
post-war period, has obviously had its policies endorsed. The 
results, I guess, we're al] familiar with. 


Q Does the State Department have a position on 
renegotiating Egypt's debt or increasing aid to Egypt? 


fa I don't have anything on that. I could take a 
look at that -- 


Q Would you, please? 

A -- but I simply am not prepared for that one. 

Q On Egypt, Bernie, do you have any comment on 
U.S.-Egypt relations at the present time, especially U.S. 
support and backing of President Hosni Mubarak? 

A What prompts that? 

Q From that story in the Washington Times this 


morning that they are expecting a military coup d'etat in Egypt 
next month and @ takeover by Abu Ghazala 





fy Want to hold that question for a month? 
(Laughter) 
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Q No, no. I'm asking. This is serious, because -- 
A Well, I'm serious, too. If you are asking -- 
Q The Christian Science Monitor has a series of 





articles, four articles, about the Egyptian economy and the 
crisis in Egypt, and this is why I'm asking the question too. 


t I think it is no secret to you that U.S.-Egyptian 
relations are very good and that both countries seek to 
strengthen them. Insofar as the rest of your question is 
concerned, you might try me in a month. 


Q Bernie, it's almost a week now since the 
conclusion of business with Libya. Are any arrangements still 
going on for sale of U.S. property in Libya? 


fe I'm out of touch with that, Jim. Let me take a 
look and see what would be forthcoming. 


Q Please. 
Q Any comment on the elections in Chihuahua? 
fe No. I don't have any comment on the elections in 


Chihuahua Mait? 


Q Have the United States and Cuba met yet to 
discuss -- 


f. Don't have anything. Let me take a look. 
Frankly, I'm not up to the specifics on that, so let me take a 
look at that. 


Q lf you can find out when they're going to meet. 
Q Bernie, does the U.S. -- 

is Connie? 

Q I don't -- 

i Sorry 


I have two on the Pacific Any comment on the 
two Australians who were hung in Malaysia? 


é No, 1 du not 


Q Lic the U.S try to prevent those hangings’? 
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“ Well, that was a Malaysian decision, and to the 
best of my knowledge there was no U.S. intercession. 


Q Okay. Is there any comment on the Rainbow 
Warrior settlement with France? 


A No. I don't have anything on the Rainbow Warrior 
settlement. Ralph? 


Q Does the State Department have any comment, now 
that the Supreme Court has ruled Gramm—Rudman unconstitutional, 
on how the State Department's foreign aid budget ought to be 
handled on the Hill? 

‘ No. I don't have anything on that. 

Q Do you have any comment on the reports today that 
Chile's Communist Party is willing to enter into negotiations 
with the military without the presence with Pinochet? 

‘ Do not. 

Q Thank you. 


“ Thank you. 


Q We're still on the record, right? 

fs Yes, if you want to stay here. 

Q With Bob Lamb? 

A Oh, yes, yes, absolutely. 

Q If you don't want to stay, that's fine, too. 
bo Bill, fire. 


(ROBERT LAMB, ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR SECURITY, ASSUMED 
THE PODIUM FOR THE REMAINDER OF THE BRIEFING) 


Q Whose poodle is it? (Laughter) 


MR. LAMB: This was an Ambassador in a South American 
country, and is version of the story is a little bit different 
from the one = -t we've seen in the GAO report. His version is 
that he, in {2 walked the dog himself and that my Security 
Officer insistzd that when he walked the dog that his 
protection go with him. 
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The question there is not so much the facts in that 
particular case, but the more general conclusion that GAO 
reaches that something needs to be done about the guard 
program, and I think, frankly, when this report was written, 
that was a fair criticism. Our guards have not been -- our 
guards for years were very little more than night watchmen; and 
I think as the security threat against the embassies increased, 
the need to improve the quality of the guards and the 
performance of the guards also increased. And we've made some 
substantial strides in that. Part of the money that we are 
asking for in the Inman budget that's before Congress now is 
for the improvement of the guard program, training for guards, 
and more and better supervision for the guards. 


Q The Supreme Court today ruled that that 
Gramm-Rudman was unconstitutional. Does that sort of cheer you 
up in terms of hopefully getting more money for the Embassy 
program? 


‘ I think that Congress has recognized the need to 
do something about embassy security. It was a very high 
Administration priority, even under the Gramm-Rudman 
constraints, and it continued to get a lot of support on the 
Hill]. I don't think that the numbers, the amount of money thai 
we're going to get, will be affected by that at all. I am 
hopeful that we wil] get the $1.1] billion for ‘86 and ‘87 that 
the authorizing committees have approved. 


Q Since you are on the issue of the embassies, what 
will happen, if you could re-focus the attention on the plan to 
build a new Embassy in Te] Aviv after the Senate restricted 
your dispensing of funds unless you will build the Embassy in 
Jerusalem five miles from the Knesset, the Parliament? (Sic) 
What are you going to do about the plan there? 


a We very much need an embassy in Tel Aviv. We are 
worried about the safety of the people in the Embassy, ana I 
think we are talking to the Congress right now about the kind 
of language that is in the bill. But we very much need that 
Embassy in lel Aviv. 


Q In light of this report and some* other reports, 
is there a need for better monitoring of the expenditure of all 
these funds? It's a whole lot of money. 


A It is a lot of money. Our record is not nearly 
as bad as has been presented Most of the items that are being 
covered are old items, most of it before 1984. But I'll be 
Quite honest with you, I'm not sure exactly what's required 
bureaucratically, but I am getting ready to pose a request to 
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GAO to actually establish an office, a sub-unit, in my office 
to administer this -- to watch our administration of this money. 


Q Who monitors it, the Inspector General, or what? 


é A lot of people do, believe it or not. We have 
our own internal people within the Office of Security that 
monitor it, we have our own audit staff that monitors it, and 
we have GAO that monitors it. 


Q What about the Inspector General of the State 
Department? That's in your -- 





a No, no, no. That's not -- the Inspector General 
is quite independent. The Inspector General also audits our 
expenditure of funds. 


Q One of the examples cited in the report was the 
Soviet -- or the different attempts to build consulates, Marine 
barracks and various other things in Moscow. Can you go over 
why that's tripled or almost quadrupled in price? 


t Yes. The increases that were reported were not 
—-- were a little bit exaggerated; but I certainly hope that our 
ability to implement this program isn't measured by our 
experience in the Soviet Union. I must say, after working 
about three years with communist contractors and communist 
bureaucracy, it certainly restores your faith in the free 
enterprise system I'm a committed capitalist at this point. 
It's a heck of a place to build, and I think it's not a typical 
Situation for us 


Q You are now using entirely American labor to do 
those facilities, is that correct? 


‘ That's correct. That's correct. 
Q So that's one reason that the expense has gone up? 
Yeah. Let me -- 


Q But you're getting the finishing work done there, 
right? . 


ia Now, let me modify this, because in the Chancery 
itself, we will use all American labor. There are some 
residentia] buildings, the Marine house, the school, this kind 
of thing, where we're still using Soviet labor. But as Miss 
Garrels said, we are now doing the finishing work in the 
Chancery building. 
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Q Excuse me. Regarding your commitment to free 
enterprise, is there any thought being given to reconsider the 
policy of using “rent-a-cops" to provide perimeter security for 
sO many embassies, like Wackenhut and things like that? 


é I didn't quite get all of your question. 


Q Is there any consideration being given, any 
reconsideration being given, to the policy of using rented 
policemen to provide perimeter security for so many embassies, 
firms such as Wackenhut, for example? 


a We do not use many American guard companies 
around the world. We do use a lot of local guards to protect 
-- you're talking about outside the United States, not in the 
United States? 


Q Embassies, yes, American Embassies overseas. 


fa We have about 11,000 guards around the world 
today, and 1 suspect that that number is really going to 
increase. We are looking at using some American contractors, 
American guard companies, to provide that service in some 
countries simply because we think we will get a better quality 
of guards. But for the most part, we think that this is a 
program that we're going to have to take over the training and 
the selection of the guards ourselves more from the Office of 
Security. 


It's sort of a rambling answer. I hope it's -- 


Q But these are hired people, nationals of other 
countries -- 

is Hired guards, that's correct. 

Q -- hired to protect each embassy, which worked so 


well] in Iran 


Q Bob, you said that you were optimistic about 
getting the $1.1 billion this year and next year. How 
optimistic are you about getting the full -- I forget; I think 


it's $4.1 billion over four years? 


A That's hard to tell As you know, the House has 
authorized the full $4.4 billion 


Q Right 
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A The Senate is, right now, looking at authorizing 
only the first two years of it. We are pressing the Senate; we 
hope the Senate will give us a multi-year authorization because 
we think it's important that we get a strong statement from the 
Congress that they are behind this program. 


Now, we have not asked -- on the Appropriations side, 
we are getting, it looks like a $702 million ‘'86-'87 
supplemental and about $450 million in ‘87, which comes to 
slightly more than $1.1 billion. And we feel that that's the 
minimum level for us. We really feel that if we don't get the 
$1.1, that we will not have the kind of program that we can go 
to the Congress and say we've done something for the security 
of our embassies. 


Q Wasn't there an example in there about something 
about Vermont marble, or something -- marble having to come 
from the States for some particular -- I don't have the 
specifics. 


A Let me cell you what the story is on that. I'm 
Glad you asked. It's not in the GAO report. 


Q Where was that? 


id This was the facade for our Embassy in Muscat. 
And by the way, this gives you an idea of the extent to which 
this program has been scrutinized. I've never been involved 
before in a program where there's been Congressional discussion 
of the thickness of the facade. But as it turned out, we had 
designated some American stones for the facade in Muscat, or 
the architect had; and the architect, among other things -- 
well, had four different stones, but one was something called 
"Spanish red granite” which comes from the United States. It's 
a relatively common, unexotic -- we had understood unexotic -- 
construction material. 


There are relatively few suppliers. When we found out 
that we were going to use the Embassy for this, the one 
supplier that had cornered the market from several] places 
really jacked the price up on it, so when the bids came in, we 
found that they were something like $7 million for the facade. 
Now, that's outrageous. But our bidding process caught that, 
and simply changed the language to say “or equivalent." But 
that's something that is being played around as "State is going 
to spend $7 million for the facade of its building; it's not 
really interested in security." 


Q How much are you going to spend? 
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id I have forgotten, but that facade price was 
reduced substantially when we moved away from the Spanish red 
granite. 


Q It sounds like that supplier was a committed 
capitalist, too. (Laughter) 


a There are some others. 
Q Thank you. 


“ Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:56 P.M.) 
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TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at Noon Press Briefing of July 7, 1986: 


SYRIANS IN LEBANON 





Q: The US in 1982 was a party to the evacuation of the 
Palestinians and Syrians from Beirut. Are the Syrians there 
now in violation of that agreement? 


A: I WOULD NOTE THAT ANY ARRANGEMENTS WHICH WERE REACHED AT 


THAT TIME DEALT WITH A SITUATION NOW IN THE PAST. 











mm mmm 
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TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the July 7, 1086 daily press briefing: 


U.S. ASSISTANCE TO ZIMBABWE 





Q: How much aid does the U.S. give Zimbabwe each year and are 
there plans or thoughts about changing the aid in light of 


recent events? 


A: IN PISCAL YEAR 1985 ZIMBABWE RECEIVED $26 MILLION IN 
ECONOMIC AND DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE FROM THE UNITED STATES 


GOVERNMENT. 


U.S. BUDGETARY CONSIDERATIONS HAVE RESULTED IN LOWER PROJECTED 
AID TO ZIMBABWE FOR FISCAL YEAR 1986. THE PROJECTED ASSISTANCE 
LEVEL IS $20.5 MILLION OF WHICH $7 MILLION HAS BEEN OBLIGATED 

TO DATE. HOSTILE DIPLOMATIC BEHAVIOR BY ZIMBABWEAN LEADERS HAS 


LED TO A FPURTHER REVIEW OF OUR AID EFFORTS IN THAT COUNTRY. 


Posted: July 7, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 
Question Taken at Noon Press Briefing of July 7, 1986, 


U.S. PROPERTY IN LIBYA 





Q: Are any arrangements still going on for the sale of U.S. 
firms’ property in Libya? 


A: WHILE U.S. COMPANIES ARE NOT OPERATING IN LIBYA AS OF 
JUNE 30, THEY ARE PERMITTED TO CONTINUE EFFORTS TO 
DISPOSE OF THEIR ASSETS IN LIBYA BUT ONLY TO LIBYAN 


PERSONS. QUESTIONS ABOUT PARTICULAR CASES SHOULD BE 


REFERRED TO THE CORPORATIONS INVOLVED. 
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TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the July 7, 1986 daily press briefina: 


CUBA: MEETING WITH US ON MARIEL AGREEMENT 





Q Have the US and Cuba met yet to discuss the Mariel 
Agreement? 


A -- WE HAVE NOTHING BEYOND WHAT WAS SAID ON JULY 3. 
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(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 
MR. KALB: Good afternoon. Just one introduction 


today of a new gentleman on our staff. His name is Gary 
Wakahiro. He is from Honolulu, and let me just offer a brief 
biographical sketch. He is a recent graduate of the University 
of Hawaii, a Bachelor's degree in history and biology. He is 
taking time off from a -- putting in some time with us from a 
part-time job that he has in the emergency room of the Kaiser 
Medical Center in Honolulu before he goes back to the 
University of Hawaii to begin work on his Master's degree in 
history and possibly, when he finishes his job here, on 
ambiguities. (Laughter) 


Gary previously worked, I'm told, part-time for two 
years at the East-West Center in Honolulu under the auspices of 
the USIA. So Gary is a new gentleman on the telephone you can 
pursue. 


With that as a prelude, we'll] go to Dr. Anderson. 


Q Has the Department seen the announcement by the 
Government of Jordan on the PLO offices -- the Fatah offices 
being ordered closed? Does that change anything in the Middle 
East? 


A I don't think that I can use that development as 
a launching pad to speculate about what balance of elements, 
and so forth, change in the Middle East. Just let me say that 
the move that we've all read about taken by Jordan to close an 
additional number of Fatah offices parallels earlier steps 
taken by the Government of Jordan to reduce the PLO presence in 
Amman. 


Having said that, obviously the relationship between 
the PLO and Jordan is something for the parties to work out 
among themselves. 


Q Does it, however, in the State Department view 
make it easier for the Government of Jordan to enter into the 
dialogue with the United States on a Middle East peace process? 
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a I prefaced my earlier observation with declining 
to get engaged in speculation about the impact, if any, that 
the actions taken by Jordan will have on whatever the realities 
are within the Middle East affecting the possibility of peace 
process. B8ill? 


Q Staying on the Middle East, Bernie, have you got 
any update on how the Taba talks are going and whether the 
Secretary would go out there for a signing, assuming it works? 


fs) Well, let me say in a general way, or rather ina 
specific way, that at this point the Secretary does not feel 
the need for a trip. I think you know that the Vice President 
will be proceeding to the Middle East at the end of this 
month. It's my understanding he'll be visiting Israel, Egypt 
and Jordan. Abe Sofaer, Judge Sofaer, is out there right now 
working on the Taba problem, and that's about where I leave it. 


Q But how is Taba doing? You know, how is -- 


i] I don't have anything to offer by way of a report 
on how the talks are going. That he is deeply involved -- 


Q Is Sofaer still in Israel? 


“ I don't have any change on that, where he is. 
Yesterday he was in Israel, and [I don't have anything specific 
on where he -- yes. Still in Israel. Just checking that here. 


Q So Shultz isn't contemplating a trip this summer 
or in the immediate future? 


A That is correct. 

Q Not for the summer, say. 
That is correct. 

Q Maybe it's the winter. 


a I mean, [I'm saying at this point, whether there 
should be some possible change, but we all know that the 
subject has been addressed, that some reporters have put that 
question directly to the Secretary, and I'm down here in 
response to your question to say that he does not feel the need 
for a trip at this time. 


Q But if progress -— what if progress were made on 
it in the next month? 
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rs Well, I think he would have to make a decision at 
that time as he took a look at the specifics of what the Middle 
East was at any time. I thought that in view of the 
discussions or the questions and the responses that had come up 
on this particular issue -- that is to say, was the Secretary 
considering a trip to the Middle East, etc., and you've asked 
him that question yourself directly -- I'm just down here to 
tell you that at this point he doesn't feel the need for one. 


Barry? 


Q Bernie, is the State Department pursuing, or has 
it pursued, Jordan or even Israel on the current prospects for 
negotiations in the Middle East? 


A I don't know what you mean precisely by the 
question, “Has it pursued?" If the question is, is there 
always a discussion - 


Q No. I'm trying to avoid an “always” situation. 


a But your question echoes with the same 
formulation that I have just set forth. 


Q All right. Well, then let's make it impossible 
for you to answer but make the question specific. In light of 
the developments that have just transpired in Amman, has the 
State Department or will the State Department pursue Jordan and 
Israel to see if there are new opportunities to negotiate in 
the Middle East? 


i) I would imagine that that general heading of “new 
opportunities" is always one that is under review and under 
discussion. If you're asking me if I can today pinpoint the 
latest - 


Q Bernie, look, every day the PLO doesn't get 
kicked out of Amman. The PLO has -- the Fatah has just been 
told to close its offices, so something new has happened. The 
question is, is the State Department pursuing with Jordan or 
Israel any new opportunities that may or may not exist for 
negotiations? 


a I heard you the first, second and third time as 
well. What [I am saying is that whatever in fact does take 
place in the Middle East becomes an ingredient of any analysis 
about how you can move the peace process forward. Undoubtedly 
that will be as well. If you want me to say at this particular 
point whether there has been a sudden spurt of cables back and 
forth between Amman and Washington, I just don't have that. 
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Q All right. I'm not talking, obviously, about 
analyses because we all analyze in our own minds. I'm asking 
about activity. I'm asking, and I'm not necessarily asking 
about a spurt. I'm asking if there is new activity based on 
recent developments in the Middle East regarding opportunities 
or prospects for reviving the dead-as-a-doornail U.S. Mideast 
peace initiative. 


a I don't have anything to offer you, Barry, beyond 
what I have tried to say in response to your questions. Semaan? 


Q Back to Taba again. Would an agreement between 
Israel and Egypt on the Taba issue require the Secretary's 
presence in the area for himself at the table? 


A For the Secretary, that he must be in the area 
for an agreement to be reached? I don't see why that has to be 
a stipulation. 


Q Would it require his signature? 


a This is an agreement -- this is an issue that is 
under discussion between Israel and Egypt, and the United 
States has been invited to be there at times, and you have 
Judge Sofaer there. 


To your specific question as to whether or not it 
would be mandatory for the Secretary of State to be present for 
the initialing or the signing or to wrap up an agreement, I 
would say that doesn't have to happen at all. I see no reason 
for there to be what you're introducing as a possibility or a 
stipulation. 


Connie? 
Q There seems to be a handful of some heavy Justice 


Department types downstairs. Is something going on regarding 
the Pollard case? Can you give us any update? 


A I don't have anything on that. 
Q Is Ed Meese seeing the Secretary? 
a Is Ed Meese seeing the Secretary? 


Q Uh-huh. Or Webster? 


A I don't have anything on that as well. 


Pat? 
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Q Kurt Waldheim was sworn in as President today, 
and in his inaugural speech talked about -- said “never again" 
to anti-Semitism. Any comment about his taking over as 
President or the tone of his speech? 


o I have not yet read the speech, and insofar as 
his taking over, I have nothing to say about that. John? 


Q Any indications that Ferdinand Marcos was 
involved in the unsuccessful coup attempt? Have you come up 
with any data since yesterday? 


a Not really, if we take the past 24 hours under 
review. Essentially no change in what I said yesterday. We 
are still looking into the matter of Marcos's possible 
involvement. There's no question that he knows the United 
States view not to interfere in Filipino politics, but as the 
events in Manila so vividly demonstrate, Mr. Marcos's political 
influence and effectiveness is at an end. He may not have 
realized it yet, but everyone else certainly has. He may 
continue to talk, but no one is listening. 


-- MORE - 
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Q Has the State Department talked to him about -- 
your language indicates that -- I mean, is that -- 


Aa I don't have anything on that to the best of my 
knowledge at this particular point. The extent of his 
involvement, if any, is being looked into. 


To the specific question as to whether the State 
Department has been in communication with Marcos, my 
information at this point is that they have not. 


Q They must intend to. Is somebody getting sent 
there, because I don't think we've -- 


a I don't have anything specific to add to what I 
just said. 


Mike? 


Q Doesn't the State Department still have a liaison 
man in Honolulu? 


a I don't think so. Let me check that, to be sure. 
I think he's gone. 


Q Bernie, this may have come up yesterday, but -- 
Marcos’ activities, in addition to being unwise, are they also 
illegal? 


a I don't know the answer to that. I simply don't 
know the answer to that, and if I[ can get an answer to that, I 
will. But I have never heard it cast in that context. I've 
heard it cast - 


Q There seems to be some question about whether or 
not you're warning him against doing this with some reprisals, 
at the result of this, should he have indeed been -- 


a [I have not talked about reprisals. You're 
reading that into it. 

Mike? 

Q Who is conducting the investigation, Bernie? 


A Don't have anything specifically for you. I also 
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Q I mean, is it the State Department? Is it the 
Justice Department, FBI? 

7 I cannot answer that. Let me try to get that for 
you. 

Q Larry -- 

a [ would imagine -- 

Q Larry Speakes said yesterday, it was the State 
Department. 

“ I would imagine the State Department, out if it's 
a broadened -- [ mean if that is the thrust of your question: 


if it is broader, I simply don't know. 


Q Could we have a clarification on the legality or 
lack of legality? Could you take that? Is it illegal to plot 
the overthrow of another government while you are a guest of 
the U.S.? 


a That's a question asked in generic terms, I take 
it? 

Q Well, yes, I mean, is -- 

Q I think the Neutrality Act is the one that 


counts, is it not? 


a Well, let me brush it all together, and I'1ll see 
if [ can get a lawyer to come up with an answer on that. But 
you're asking that in generic terms, as I say. 


Q Yes, but, I mean, obviously, we're not talking 
about the overthrow of Costa Rica; we're talking about the 
situation in the Philippines and Marcos', you know -- 


Q -~— specific status 


Q Yes. 


a Well, the status, we have gone through. 


Q 
Q 


Right, but it -- 


For someone to be under parole status, as he is - 
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a Yes. 


Q -- and plotting the overthrow of a foreign 
government. 


rs All right. I got the drift, and let's see what's 
possible. 


Barry? 


oo Can I just inquire, does the United States want 
him to leave Hawaii, as the Philippine Ambassador told some of 
us this morning? 


a Does the United States want him to leave? 


Q Yes. Would you like him to leave U.S. 
territory? Are you looking for another home for him? 


a You've heard the Secretary talk about that. He's 
been rather clear on that specific subject. In the past, Mr. 
Marcos has said that he wishes to leave the United States. We 
do not want anyone in the United States who does not desire to 
be here. 


If the next question is, “Well, what are you doing 
about contacts, and so forth, with other countries?" -- While 
the U.S. is prepared to facilitate Marcos' onward travel to a 
third country, if requested, the U.S. is not currently seeking 
any destination for him. 


Q Bernie, there's.another angle to this. Again, 
some of us heard the Ambassador today, and he spoke of the 
dilemma the Philippines Government had, that some people in the 
Government would like Marcos within reach for legal reasons, 
and others would like him as far away as possible for political 
reasons. 


Does the United States need, even informally, the 
approval of the Philippines to facilitate the exodus of Mr. 
Marcos from Hawaii? 


rs) Well, I would think that given the close and 
strong relations that the United States has with the 
Philippines, that the Philippines indeed would have an interest 
in any onward destination that might appeal to Marcos. 


Q Would the Administration send him, or have him 
go, somewhere else without the concurrence of - 
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s I'm going to have to leave it with my last answer. 


Q Could I just ask one more? The Ambassador this 
morning also indicated that the main problem that he and his 
government have with Marcos’ presence in Hawaii is Marcos’ 
access to the media. Does the Department still, or the 
Administration, stand by its view that freedom of speech, et 
cetera, would mean that that couldn't be limited if he stays, 
or what? 


i The Administration stands by its commitment of 
freedom of speech. 

Q For him, too? 

o For him, too. 


Q What about the way the Aquino government handled 
the situation? Do you have some comment? 


i That --— there was a reference in the stories from 
Manila about that very question, with a reference to the 
telegram that the Secretary sent to President Aquino, so let me 
read you that telegram dated yesterday. This is from the 
Secretary to President Aquino: 


"Once again, you have shown the world that a firm 
and considered approach to internal disputes not only works 
but brings great credit to your government and to the Filipino 
people. Your deft handling of a difficult situation is an 
example to all of us. You have our heartfelt best wishes. 
Sincerely, George Shultz." 


Q Copy? 

is Yes. 

Q Bernie, not to beat what may be a figure of 
speech to the ground, but you said a while back that no one 
seems to be listening, no one is listening to Marcos. But, you 
know, that really is contradicted by the fact that you're also 
saying that he has been trying to activate supporters in the 
Philippines against the government 
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Can you give us a more thought-out notion of how 
successful Marcos is in fomenting opposition to Mrs. Aquino? 
Does the State Department consider him, you know, a live, 
political -- “boil” is what the Ambassador called him this 
morning. 


“ I think yesterday -- and I think the Secretary 
has said it repeatedly -- that the United States considers 
Ferdinand Marcos a persona from the past, past tense, and so 
forth; and when I said a moment ago that no one is listening, I 
think that that sentence essentially adds up to an obituary for 
the attempt that took place over the weekend in Manila. 


Q Bernie, can I come back for just a second to the 
question of the legality and the investigation into whether he 
took part? I'm trying to understand what it is that the United 
States Government wants to achieve by investigating whether he 
played a role in the attempted coup in Manila. Is there 
something that the United States would do or could do should it 
find that he did play a role? Or is it just investigating that 
for the purpose of just finding out whether he did play a role? 


a Number one, I don't want to pre-judge the 
dimensions of involvement, if any, at this particular point and 
from here; secondly, I don't want to speculate about what might 
or what might not be done in the event the investigation leads 
to finding Aa, B, or C. 


Q Right. I didn't ask either one of those things. 
[I'm asking - 


A Well, that's the way I -- 

Q -- why are you investigating, for what purpose? 

a Well, I've answered the question; I've answered 
the question. The question is clear: to find out the extent, 
if any, of Marcos’ possible involvement. That's the 
investigation purpose. 


Q Just to find out? 


i) Well, [ -- that's exact -- But [I've answered 
that question, that is to say, I'm not going to speculate about 
what might be at the end of a finding, whether it be A, 8, or C 
by way of a response. 
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I can appreciate a certain amount of impatience here 
in the room, but I am not going to make a judgment at this time. 


Q Are we doing it at the request of the Philippine 
Government? 


“ No. I don't know of any request of the 
Philippine Government. The United States is carrying out its 
own investigation. 


Q Doesn't there have to be a legal basis for that 
interest? Isn't there an end to which this investigation has 
to proceed? 


a I don't have anything on the legal basis, etc. 
I'm just saying what I know to be the case as it is now. 


Matt? 

Q Has this been discussed with the Philippine 
Government? 

ia I don't know of any discussions of that nature 

Q Bernie, President Reagan has said -- 


a I'll take a look at that to confirm what my 
understanding is, but I don't know of any. 


Q Could you also find out about Marcos? Did you 
agree to take that? Are we going to talk to -- ss the U.S. 
going to talk to Marcos? 


2) No, I didn't agree to take that I just left 
that in mid-air, which is the way I wanted to leave it. 


Q Yes President Reagan has said that in 
connection with Marcos’ wealth, so-called, alleged ill-gotten 
wealth, that the law -- 

a You're talking adout -- 


Q Earlier on 


a Earlier on -- Marcos’ flight 
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Q -- that the law would take its course. Will the 
law take its course if it's found out that Marcos has broken 
American law in an attempt to overthrow or replace the Aquino 
government? 


-) I was asked a question about legal status and 
various legalities invcived. I would imagine that if there is 
a law involved that has been broken, there would be certain 
follow-up elements that take place. But let me take a look at 
that to see that I can get information that is more than I have 
at my immediate disposal, because at a certain point, [I'm just 
clobbering what I have, and really can't go beyond that. 


Q New subject? 
ary time. 


Q Bernie, do you have anything for us on the 
Cuban-American -- 


6 Where are you? 
Q I'm right here. 
4 Oh. 


-- on the talks between Cuba and America? Can 
you tell us if they've started? 


A I can't. I can only tell you, refer you back to 
what Chuck said sometime last week. 


Q That statement still stands as of today at noon? 
A Yes. No, no. 
Q That statement still stands -- you're referring 


us to that statement -- that the talks, that the U.S. expects 
to meet shortly. 


f I'm referring you back to the statement of last 
week. 

Q Right 

A Insofar as Ann's specific question about talks 


beginning, and so forth, [ don't have anything for you on that. 
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Q But I'm asking you whether the statement that 
you're referring us to is still operative? 


Q So they are still beginning shortly? 


It was operative last week, and I am modifying -- 
Q Is it operative today? 
i) I am modifying it, and if you cannot do simple 


diplomatic arithmetic, [ can't help you. 
I dropped the word “shortly.” 


Q What is the U.S. position on the immigration 
issue with Cuba? 


i) Don't have anything offhand. If there is 
something to be set forth, we'll take a look at the Press 
Office. 


Q Including the Radio Marti, what is the position? 

ms Don't have anything beyond what Chuck may have 
dealt with on that question last week. 

Q Would you try to get us a formulation? 

i) We'll try to get you what we can, yes. 


- MORE - 
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Q Does the State Department view with any pessimism 
the refusal by the various sides in South Africa to meet with a 
representative from the European Community, i.e., Mr. Howe? 


a On that particular question -- that's Sir 
Geoffrey Howe's trip? 


Q Yes. 


is The U.S. obviously supports the EC mission to be 
undertaken by the British Foreign Secretary, Sir Geoffrey 
Howe. Any mission dedicated to peaceful remedies of South 
Africa's problems deserves U.S. support and that of all South 
Africans. 


For this reason, the U.S. can only express regret that 
some leading South Africans have expressed indifference to Sir 
Geoffrey's visit, an attitude we find disturbing given the 
stakes in that country. 

Q Given the what? 

” Stakes. 

Q Stakes? 

“ Stakes -- a-k. 

Do you have anything else new today on the 


attitude of the South African Government or the continuing 
violence? 


is No, I do not have anything new on that. 

Q Bernie -- 

4 Yes. Barry? 

Q Can I ask for your clarification on the thing -- 

4 On? 

Q -- that was put out last night on southern 
Africa's -- specifically on Zimbabwe -- aid? Spell out what 


you mean about the aid program being newly under review because 
of those Fourth of July -- 


A I can't help you. 
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Q Does that mean -- 


“ Let me just be very clear about this. I, right 
now, can't help you because I'm not up to speed on that 
particular one. Let me get something for you; and your 
question would be? 


Q Well, then let me specify my question. 
is Please. 


Q The question spoke of, I think it's $20.5 
million, only $7 million having been obligated; it being 
reviewed. We know the reasons. We needn't go into that. 


The question is, is the Administration considering 
withholding all aid to Zimbabwe -- cutting it back? The 
obvious question [I'd like to ask I won't get an answer to, just 
playing a little, you know, political pressure game. 


i) As a result of July 4th? Is that what you're -- 


Q Yeah. Are you considering -- the U.S. has been 
the largest supporter of Zimbabwe; $370 million since ‘80; 
instrumental in its independence. Is the Administration, 
because of the Fourth of July remarks about to cut Zimbabwe out 
of our aid program? That's the question. 


A Noted, and thank you, and ['ll get you an answer 
for that. 

Q Same. A follow-up on that question. 

A Follow up? Debbie, sorry. 

Q Is it limited to the Fourth of July remarks or 


does it go beyond - 


A Broad spectrum. All right, anybody else want to 
embellish the question? 


Q Just a question on whether there's anything new 
from Chile today on the situation there; and, particular, an 
additional death? 


A An additional death? 
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Q Yes. 

4 I don't have any information about an additional 
death. I do have some sort of updating on the death of the 
American resident -- on Rojas. If you want that, I'll do that 
for you. 

Q If you can, yes. 

4 Yeah, sure. Okay. This has to do essentially 


with questions that I[ understand have surfaced as to whether 
Rodrigo Rojas was denied adequate medical treatment by the 
Chilean authorities before his death which took place on Sunday. 


This is what I have by way of a set of specifics in 
connection with that question. 


At the request of the Rojas family, U.S. Embassy 
officials repeatedly attempted to arrange for Rodrigo Rojas to 
be transferred to another hospital in Santiago better equipped 
to treat severe burn victims. 


Rojas, as you know, is not a U.S. citizen. Our 
assistance has been of a humanitarian nature. Initially, 
representatives of the family were told that Rojas could not be 
transferred as he faced unspecified legal problems. It was 
subsequently determined that, in fact, no legal charges were 
pending against Rojas but still authorization for his transfer 
by the hospital director was not forthcoming. 


After Rojas died on July 6, the Chilean companion 
injured with him on July 2 was transferred to the other 
hospital. One thing that's missing in here is that the 
initiation of requests by the United States, by the U.S 
Embassy officials, to get him transferred, began July 3. That 
is to say, one calendar day after the actual incident took 
place. 


We are unable to provide what essentially would be a 
medical judgment regarding the implications of this -- that is 
to say, the question of the non-transfer -- as of yet 
unexplained failure to permit Rojas' transfer. There may have 
been some medical risk to moving him but it is clear that the 
family was prepared to assume that risk 


The United States would expect that this issue will be 
addressed in depth once the court-ordered investigation into 
the circumstances of Rojas' injuries gets underway 
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In this regard, we note that the information we have 
received on the events leading to this tragic death that this 
information is deeply disturbing. We urge that the special 
investigative judge, requested by the Chilean Ministry of the 
Interior, be named without delay and that the Chilean 
Government is sure that this judge has the independence, 
authority and cooperation of Chilean authorities necessary to 
conduct a prompt, impartial and thorough investigation. 


One other point, if I may add to this. Working in 
conjunction with private human rights groups in Chile, the 
Human Rights Commission recently created by the government, 
might also play a useful role in establishing the facts in this 
case to assist in bringing to justice anyone guilty of criminal 


acts. 

Q Is there a further role for the U.S. to play? 

Q Can we have a copy of that? 

a The United States has made clear to the Chilean 
Government what its expectations are insofar as justice is 
concerned -- 


-- yes, on that, Mike. 


-- insofar as justice, and we are following this very, 
very closely, and [ think that's quite apparent in the way we 
have dealt with this issue here yesterday and today 


Q Bernie? 

“ Yes. 

Q Another subject? 

Q Before you leave that, Bernie, could 1 ask you, 


you say this boy was not a U.S. citizen. Were his parents U.S 
citizens then? I mean, is that why the Embassy got involved? 


a Well, it's my understanding that he was a legal, 
permanent resident, a green card specification, and that's 
about all I have. 


Insofar as the status of his mother, 1 think she's in 
the same category She is 
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Q Is there any thought to filing some sort of 
diplomatic protest over this? 


“ I don't have anything on that. Suffice it to 
say, as I sought to indicate, that the views of the United 
States have been made very clear to Chilean authorities. 


Q Do you know what the legal, if any, 
responsibility to someone of that status is when they're ina 
foreign -- in another country as far as what the Embassy does 
for them or State Department does for them? 


” I have accented here a humanitarian dimension -- 
Q Is there any legal -- 
a -- to the U.S. response. But [I don't know 


anything beyond that Let me try to get you something on that, 
if [I can. 


Q On the Jordan move against the PLO? 

is) On what? 

Q On the Jordanian move 

a Yes, right. 

Q ls it welcomed here by the US.? 

a I have said what ['ve had to say on that, Semaan, 
and i'm afraid that I would recommend you give up on that one. 

Q Bernie, can we get back on the Taba issue? 

“ Back to where? 

Q The Taba issue 

‘ Taba 

Q You think that the parties are now closer to an 
agreement? 

a Not for me to make a judgment. We would hope so, 


but [ can't make any call on closer or not closer 
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Q Bernie, is there anything today to indicate there 
might be a Shultz-Shevardnadze meeting before the opening of 
the week of the U.N. General Assembly? 


o If the word is “indicate,” anything may be 
possible under “indicate." But I have nothing to be hard about 
it that sets any date on what we've all been asking a variety 
of times on Shultz-Shevardnadze as well as any follow up on the 
big number. 


Q Just to follow that, have the Soviets proposed a 
date yet? 


“ Don't have anything on proposed dates. 


Q Okay. New subject for just a second. Can you 
tell me whether the State Department was consulted or was 
involved in any way, or made a recommendation, to the Defense 
Department in connection with the Defense Department's decision 
not to allow American military personnel to take part in the 
Goodwill Games in Moscow? 


oe Don't know My understanding is that the 
Pentagon has dealt with that question. I have nothing at all 
to add to it 


Connie? 

Q Can I ask one further, please? 

a Yes. 

Q And perhaps ask that you take the question a 


White House official told us that there is an Article 10 of the 
U.S. Code which requires the Secretary of State to make a 
determination whether participation in international events is 
in the U.S. national interest or not That would suggest, in 
any case, that the State Department would, at least, have a 
role to play Whether it's a definitive role or not, I don't 
know. Could you look into the questior of whether there is 
such a requirement for the State Department to play a role? 
And if there is such, did the State Department play that role?’ 


A I want all lawyers listening upstairs to cancel 
their lunches. Let's put that in the roster as well 


1, frankly, Ralph, am not familiar with that -. 
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Q I wasn't either. 
-- Section 10. You're not -- 
Q I wasn't until I was made aware of it. 


“ It makes it a rather large club of which you are 
the president and I'm the vice president. 


Connie? 

Q Could I try again on the two I asked yesterday? 
In the context of international terrorism, are there any 
comments on the release, or the transfer of the French 
prisoners from New Zealand? 

“ Didn't I say something about that yesterday? 

Q No, but [I hope you will today. 

o I did not? I thought we had something on that 
yesterday. We didn't. Well, I think we have something 
possibly in the Press Office. 

Q Okay. Also -- wait a minute, and also -- 


“ You're talking about Rainbow Warrior? 





Q Yes. And also on the hanging of the two 
Australians in Malaysia? 


os No. I don't have anything on that 


Q Will there be -- could you take that? Would you 
look into that? 


a No, that --~ Ah, Chuck to the rescue Thanks 


There was something. Rainbow Warrior -- yes. 





Q Thank you, Mr. Redman 


a We welcome your contribution (addressing Charles 
Redman) toward the dissemination of news And we welcome news 
that this dispute has been resolved 


I don't have anything on the other 
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Q Wait a minute. Is that the statement? 
Huh? 

Q Is that the statement? Did you just -- 

“ Don't think it was easy. (Laughter) 

Q Could you read it again? 

a [I'll tell you what, I'll actually pass it out to 
you later. 

Q Is that all it is, just that one sentence? 

i Yes, but it's a helluva sentence. (Laughter) 


Q Can you let us know when these talks begin with 


Cuba, or that they've occurred - 


a No, I can't; I can't 


Bernie, do you have anything on the Nicaraguan 


opposition call for elections? 


re) Would love to but I can't 


Q Anything on the Nicaraguan opposition call 
elections? 

a Simply to say that the U.S. -- it comes as 
surprise or secret -- supports the holding of free, fair 
elections in Nicaragua That has been a consistent goal 


U.S. policy The elections in ‘84 were neither free nor 


for 


no 


of 
fair 


The U.S. urges the Sandinistas to give the Nicaraguan people 
the opportunity to select their leaders in a democratic manner 


Q Thank you 


(Press briefing concluded at 1:00 p.m.) 





Posted: Tuiys, 98% 
TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the July 8, 1986 daily press briefing: 


ZIMBABWE: REVIEW OF U.S. AID PROGRAM 





Q. Ie the Adsinistration considering cutting back or 
withholding all aid to Zimbabwe as a result of the Fourth of 
Jely incident in Harare? 


Q. Is the U.S. reconsideration of aid to Zimbabwe in response 
to actions or events other than the Fourth of July remarks? 


A. THE UNCALLED-FOR BEHAVIOR OF THE ZIMBABWEAN MINISTER WHO 
ATTENDED THE OFFICIAL FOURTH OF JULY RECEPTION IN HARARE 
INSULTED BOTH THE U.S. AND FORMER PRESIDENT CARTER. WE HAVE 
ASKED FOR AN EXPLANATION AND APOLOGY. THIS TYPE OF BEHAVIOR By 
ZIMBABWEAN LEADERS HAS LED TO A FURTHER REVIEW OF OUR AID . 
EFFORTS AND OVERALL COOPERATION IN THAT COUNTRY. OUR TWO 
COUNTRIES HAVE MANY COMMON GOALS AND OBJECTIVES, WE HOPE TO 


PURSUE THESE IN A COOPERATIVE ATMOSPHERE. 














TAKEN QUESTION POSTED’ Joly B 1%Bz 
Question taken at the July 8, 1986 daily press briefing: 


PHILIPPINES: MARCOS 6 U.S. LAW 





Y.(1) Marcos’ activities -- in addition to oeing unwise, are tney 
aiso illegal? 





A. AS we have indicated, we do nut know tne full scope of Marcos’ 
activities. It 18 mot, tneretore, pussioie tuo say whether he has 


violated any iaws. We would nute that whiie he 16 in tne United 





| States Maccos is DOth suoOject to our laws anu entitied to tneir 


protection, including constitutional protections of tree speech. 





W.(2) Is at salie@gai CO Pict the overtnrow of another yovernment 
whiie you are a guest of the United States? (In yeneric terms, out 
aiso considering recent events in tne Philippines and Marcos’ parole 
Status -- fucther to the previous sentence.) 


A. Plotting tne Overtnrow of another government is not, oy itself, 
@ violation of U.S. law. Tne Neutrality Act (18 U.S.C. Sec. 960) 


does prohioit oeginning, taking part in, Of providing means or money 





tor, 4 military Of naval expedition to oe carried on Efrum the United 
States against foreign territory. We are not aware Of activities by 


Marcos tnat would constitute 4 vidlation of that pronioition. 


tne Pnilippines are generally inconsistent with the invitation to 


and tnat we pave toid nim 60. There were, 


We have said tnat darcos' politicai activities witn respect to 
| cemain nere as a guest, 


noWwevec, MO express, segail limitations piaced on nis parole status. 


(over) 
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Q.(3) Wno is conducting the investigation on Marcos’ activities? 


A. we are examining information on Marcus’ activities availaoie to 
us from a4 mumoer of sources. Tne Department of State does not 
conduct “investigations® in the sense of coiiecting facts on an 
individudi’s activities for law enrorcement purposes, and we nave 
Mut ceyuested tnat iaw enfurcement agencies conduct sucn an 


Lavestigation. 

















TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the July 8, 1986 daily oress briefing: 


CHILE: R0saS CASE 





What are the legal responsibilities. if anys to someone with 
legal permanent resident status when they are in a foreign 
country. as far as what the Eabassy or State Departaert coes 
for thea’ 

PROTECTION OF UNITED STATES CITIZENS AND NATIONALS IN ANOTHER 
COUNTRY IS A RECOGNIZED DIPLOMATIC AND CONSULAR FUNCTION, 
THIS PIGHT TO PROTECTION AY DIPLOMATIC OFFICERS OF ONE'S 
COUNTRY HAS PEEN CODIFIED IN INTERNATIONAL AGREEPENTS SiI'CH at 
THE VIENNA CONSULAR CONVENTION OF 19°19 AND IN NUMEROUS 
RILATERPAL CONSUL AP TREATIES. THERE IS NO AUTHORITY TO 
PPOVIDE EPEPGENCY AND PROTECTIVE SEPVICES TO LEGAL PLPWartaet 
RESIDENTS (UHO ARE ALIENS). U.S. LEGAL PERMANENT PESTDENTS 
VOULD MNORFALLY SE PEFERPED TO THE AUTHORITIES OF THE CounTOY 
OF UMICH THEY ARE A MATIONAL OR CITIZEN, HOVEVER. UMEN THERE 


APE OVERPIDING HUMANITARIAN AND COMPASSIONATE GROUNDS. SORE 


ASSISTANCE MAY PE PROVIDED. 
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(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. KALB: Good afternoon. I don't have anything at 
all by way of any formal announcements, informal announcements, 
or otherwise. 

So, why don't you surrender your first spot once, Jim. 

Q To whom? 

! i) Who would like the first spot? Dr. Gedda. 
Q Why don't you go first, George? 
fs Go ahead, Jim. He's (laughter) 

That means he gets to cut it off. 


~ 
Q Cluster bombs, what have you got? 
be 


Well, not going to have very much for you on that 
at all. 





Q Sorry. What was the question? 


A The question had to do with cluster bombs. 


— a 


Without in any way confirming any of these reports, I 
want to note first that, as a matter of principle, we will not 
comment on anything that might be under investigation by the 
Department of Justice or before the courts, and that's about 
where 1 would have to leave it, (laughter) unless, of course, 
you want to get in touch with the Department of Justice or the 
U.S. Customs for any further inquiries you may care to make. 
But insofar as my position is, this is where [ start; this is 
~ where I end; and you're welcome to pose your questions at the 
Stationary target, but -- 


Q Do you have a readout on yesterday's meeting with 
Ambassador Rosenne? 


a No, I do not 








a a - 
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Q Can you say whether the U.S. actually has not 
sold cluster bombs to Israel, or has it recently? 


a I think that on that question, in its broad 
non-specific terms, ultimately what I will say on that is that 
you may want to take a check at the information that is 
available on that general story in the Press Office, that the 
whole question of cluster bomb sales to Israel -- a matter of 
historical record -- has been discussed from this podium 
before, and as I say, anybody wanting to check through the 
transcripts of past briefings on the subject is welcome to do 
so in the Press Office. 


Q Come on! 


Q Would you say that's the extent of it? 


fe That is correct. 
a 
Q Do you have any comment .on Ambassador Pickering's 
meeting? . 
I do not. 


Has the U.S. told the Zimbabwe Government that it 
is holding up signing two economic agreements because of the, I 
guess, derogatory comments made at the July 4th celebration? 


A Well, what I have on that, Bern, is that TQ -- 
when was that TQ posted? Was it -- 


STAFF: Last night. 


ia Well, what I have on that is that the -- what I 
referred to before on one occasion, or possibly two, in 
referring to the uncalled-for behavior on the part of the 
Zimbabwean Minister who attended the July 4th reception in 
Harare is seen by the United States as an insult, both to the 
United States and to former President Jimmy Carter. The United 
States has asked for an explanation, has asked for an apology. 


This type of behavior by Zimbabwean leaders has led to 
& further review of U.S. aid efforts and overall cooperation in 
that country. Let me add that our two countries have many 
Common goals and objectives. We hope to pursue these in a 
Cooperative atmosphere. 


Now, insofar, Bernie, as the specifics about a hold-up 
On two agreements that you're alluding to, let me take a look 
at that and see whether I can -- 
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Q It said that on the wire -- 
i) Yes, I got a glimpse of that, and was not in the 


position to be able to follow through with the specifics I 
should have had. 


Ralph? 


Q Do you have any comment on the publication in a 
Congressional document of a list of countries in which nuclear 
weapons storage security systems are located, the public 
dissemination of that information? 





“ Don't have anything on that. 
Matt? 
Q Anything on allied reaction to that publication? 
A I don't have anything on that subject, no. 
Q Would you take that question? 
A I'll take a look at it, without, again, any 
assurances of a response because I'm unfamiliar with, 


essentially, the question you're getting at, and there's no 
Point tying this up, but I will take a look at it. 





Q I understand. The story was in the Washington 
Post this morning for reference. 








A I miss a few here and there. 


Q Can you give us any readout on the U.S.-Cuba 
talks, including the report that the Cubans have adopted a new 
POSition on Radio Marti? 


‘ No, I can't give you anything in the way of 
Specifics as to whatever is taking place across the table of 
. Gialogue. I don't think it's any particular secret, certainly 


here, that the U.S. and Cuba indeed did begin meeting in Mexico 
yesterday to discuss the status of the Mariel Migration 
Agreement -- the U.S. team, led by Mike Kozak, Deputy Legal 
Adviser of the Department of State; the Cuban team is led by 
Ricardo Alarcon de Quesada, Vice Minister of the Ministry of 
Foreign Relations. These are the same officials who negotiated 
the Mariel Agreement in December '84 


I have nothing to offer in terms of the substance or 
the specifics of whatever is being said, as I sav, --ross the 
table, nor am 1 in a position to speculate in any way about the 
Guration of these talks. 
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Q i think we asked, or you were asked yesterday for 
a statement of wha. our policy is on that issue. Do you have 
that? 

a Let me look into that 

Q -- on the overall immigration? 

S Let me take a look at that, Matt. 

Q Bernie, the Washington Post this morning, as you 








probably saw, had an op-ed piece suggesting that General 
Pinochet should step down. And then in their lead editorial 
they threw out the idea of possible sanctions against Chile and 
South Africa. Would you have any response to either/or? 


i Well, let me just offer some characterization of 
U.S.-Chilean relations at this time without being specific in 
reply to the question, as you set forth, with regard to 
sanctions and so forth. 


It is U.S. policy to encourage a peaceful transition 
to democracy and human rights improvements in Chile. Toward 
that end, the United States maintains normal relations with the 
Government of Chile and works with all democratic elements in 
Chilean society, including political parties, the Catholic 
church, labor unions and human rights groups. 


Insofar as other elements of your question, Max, about 
specifics insofar as U.S. policy is concerned, should it do A, 
8B, C or D, vis-a-vis Chile or South Africa, I think you know 
Our policy on sanctions in South Africa, and I don't have 
anything to offer you in connection with Chile. 


Q How about the investigation there in the death of 
the 19-year old boy? 


A You skipped class the last two days, am I right? 





. Q Well, no. Do you have anything new on the -- 
they've appointed -- 


fe Why can't 1 ever get an answer to my questions? 
You skipped class the last two days? 


Q 1 did 


fs You did Okay Let me then --. 


Q I read the transcript. 











eee 
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A Well, I'll autograph them whenever you put in a 
request Let me -- 


Q I read the Washington Post this morning, the 
article about you. (Laughter) 





A Thank you. If you'll give me a moment I'll soar 
from -- what? -- muddy semantics. But be that as it may, we 
did address the question on Monday and on Tuesday. Today, the 
question has emerged on the basis of a report that I saw about 
that adjective of controversial, I think it was -- 


Q Yeah. 


‘ -- characterizing the judge who had been named. 
So let me deal with that, if I may. 


We have seen these reports that I'm alluding to 
regarding the background of the investigating judge named to 
look into the Rojas death. I think you could take it as a 
Given that the United States will monitor this investigation 
very carefully. 


As you know, there are reports of eyewitnesses in 
connection with the Rojas death. These should be critical in 
determining the facts. As indicated before, we look to the 
Chilean authorities to provide the assistance necessary to 
carry out a thorough and impartial investigation that will 
assure that justice is done. If there is evidence of criminal 
wrongdoing, we expect to see prosecutions and convictions. 


The U.S. has made clear both here and in Santiago our 
deep concern regarding the Rojas death. Ambassador Barnes, on 
behalf of the U.S. Government, has rendered every possible 
assistance to the Rojas family. Within the context of U.S. 
Policy toward Chiie, which I alluded to a moment before, within 
that context of supporting human rights improvements and a 
Peaceful transition to democracy, we consider swift progress in 
this investigation to be very important 


Q Bernie, going back to your first answer in which 
yOu said you would not comment on anything under investigation, 
aren't you commenting on something under investigation here? 


i) No, I'm making an observation about the way the 
United States sees the process unfolding in connection with the 
Geath of an American resident 


Q But there is an investigation; right? 
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“ I'll have to stand on what I said and let it go 
at that, Jim 

Q Can you say if you have --— same subject? 

Wait a minute. Let me go here. 

Q Can we ask you to make an observation on the way 


events are unfolding -- 
A I can't. 


Q -- in connection with U.S.-Israeli relations and 
various investigations on alleged Israeli misconduct? 


6 l'm going to have to let it stand as I've said 
it, Ralph. 


Q Are you happier with the selection of the judge 
in Chile? 


id I don't know of anything that the U.S. wants to 
say at this particular point with regard to the judge other 
than what I have set forth here 

Somebody here, please. 


Q In that story, in the Washington Post this 
morning about -- 





Me Which story? 


Q The story about the cluster bombs, in a different 
way What do you know about the whereabouts of U.S. citizen 
Robert Smyth who was involved with the krytrons which were sold 
to Israel last year? 


A Don't have anything on that 


Q Do you know if he is in Israel, or what do you -- 
there is such a report that he accepted Israeli citizenship and 
he was whisked from the United States to [srael and he is still 
there 


a Ditto 
Q Excuse me? 
A 1] said ditto 


Q Bernie? 
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fs You want to go through the list? 

Q Huh? 

S Do you want to go through the rest of them now? 
Q Yeah. I'll throw the rest of them out. 

s No. Not -- I didn't say “out." “Now,” I said. 


Q Out, now, whatever. The Jordan and PLO rift -- 
do you have any advance knowledge, or the United States 
Government has any advance knowledge of the expulsion of 
Arafat's aide, Abu Jihad, from -- 


A I don't have anything on that. That's a 
Jordanian matter. I at this point, if I try to be specific to 
your answer as forthrightly as I can be, I simply don't have 
anything on that. . 


Q Does that -- 
A 1 don't know of any advance information. 


Q All right. A different way. Does this move that 
was taken by Jordan, to your knowledge, to the United States 
Government's knowledge, does it advance the peace process in 
the Middle East? 


i) I was asked that question yesterday, and you may 
want to take a look at the record of how I successfully -- 


Q Well, I had looked last night 

A -- I successfully did not answer it. (Laughter) 

Q All right If I might follow, did the United 
States Government receive the specifics of the five-year 
Gevelopment plan for the West Bank and Gaza from the Jordanians 


which was announced last month? 


fs) I don't have anything on that as well, so you've 
batted a homer 


Q Bernie, a -- 

3) I'm sorry Bill? 

Q -- black South African trade union leader, Amon 
Msane, who had been on a tour of the United States, returned to 
Johannesburg this morning via London and was promptly 
arrested. Does the United States have any 
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o That's the story that just appeared on the wires 
within the last hour? Is that the one? I'm not too sure 


Q Yes 


“ 1 have not had a chance to check that out with 
the people upstairs, but I think I can say in a general way 
what indeed h«« been expressed here in connection with similar 
actions taken South Africa, that the United States believes 
that the South ican Government is making a serious mistake 
in detaining union leaders and other individuals opposed to 
apartheid We call on the government to release all people 
detained under the state of emergency 


Bill? Excuse me. 


Q Do you have anything -- maybe someone wants to 
follow up. 

A No, no, no I just was saying hello to you. 

8il1? 


Q Why was a US. State Department official on the 
scene for Msane's arrival? 


a Il don't have anything on that Let me take a 
look at that. 


Bill? Wo, hold it I'm on 6ill Bill? 
Q Still on Africa 
a Yeah Go ahead 


Q Thank you Just for the record, does the United 
States still favor the unconditional release of Nelson Mandela? 


A I have nothing that changes the U.S. position on 
Mandela 8ill? 


Q Do you have anything, Bernie, on the murder of 
the West German -- 


A Don't 

Q - or the bombing in Paris? 

A No. They had just come in, the German case 
earlier, but I don't at this point have anything on either 
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Q Bernie, you haven't answered the question you 
were asked yesterday, I think by Connie, about a number of 
Justice Department officials who were here in the building? 
Can you tell us anything about the purpose of their visit? 


“ No, (1) don't. 


Q Can you give a situation report -- 
“ Wait a minute. 
Q Do you have anything on the efforts to free the 


hostages in Lebanon? 





o Let the record show that I shook my head 


Q Which way? 


‘ Which way? Is it this way? What? (Laughter) 


Okay 

Q That's for the television cameras that are 
rolling 

a That's for the television Yes, of course. Of 
course. (Laughter) 





Q What about Shultz and Shevardnadze? 


| i) What about Shultz and Shevardnadze? That meeting 
| was held on the airplane back from California (Laughter) 
What else? 
Q Is Ambassador Rosenne (inaudible) 
A Rosenne Yes What else This is one of those 


| briefings today 


Q On arms control, do you have anything to say 
about the U.S. response to the Soviet Union on -- 


a Nothing other than what Larry had referred to in 
| his session earlier today, and I won't get involved in a 
Paraphrase, and 1 don't think 1] need to at this point 


Q Anything new on Ferdinand Marcos's possible 
involvement in Tolentino - 


| a No It doesn't change from what I said yesterday 
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Q Any situation report on the Iran-Iraq war? 

i) A very, very limited one, but -- 

Q I hit somewhere (Laughter) 

A You get a half cigar (Laughter) We are aware 


that heavy fighting is continuing in the area of the abandoned 

border town of Mehran in Iran, which was retaken by Iran in an 

action that started at the beginning of this month Mehran has 
changed hands repeatedly in the course of the war. The present 
fighting is taking place in the central sector of the Iran-Iraq 
border. This does not, obviously, pretend to be any sort of a 

war communique; it is an effort to respond to your question 


Q Could I have a copy of that communique? 
a Several] (Laughter) Several 


Q Okay Thank you 


(The briefing concluded at 12:46 p.m.) 





x. 





Posted: July 10, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the July 9, 1986 daily press briefinc: 


ZIMBABWE: U.S. AID UNDER REVIEW 





Q. What do you have on the holding of two aid programs in 
Zimbabwe? 


A: AS WE HAVE EXPLAINED PREVIOUSLY, OUR AID PROJECTS FOR 
ZIMBABWE ARE CURRENTLY UNDER REVIEW. THERE ARE TWO PROJECTS 


READY FOR BILATERAL SIGNING AND THESE WILL BE ON HOLD PENDING 


THE COMPLETION OF OUR REVIEW. 





Posted: July 9, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the July 9, 1986 daily press briefinc: 


SOUTH AFRICA: ARREST OF TRADE UNIONIST 





Q: Why was a State Department official on the scene for the 
arrival of Amon Msane? 

A: AMON MSANE, AN OFFICIAL OF THE COMMERCTAL CATERING AND 
ALLIED WORKERS UNION (CCAWUSA) WAS ARRESTED AT JAN SMUTS 
ATRPORT AT 7:50 a.m. SOUTH AFRICAN TIME JUNE 9 FOLLOWING 
SEVERAL WEEKS’ VISIT TO THE UNITED STATES. WHILE IN THE 
U.S. MR. MSANE HAD PUBLICLY EXPRESSED HIS FEAR OF BEING 
DETAINED ON HIS RETURN TO SOUTH AFRICA. FOR THIS REASON, 
AN EMBASSY OFFICIAL WAS PRESENT TO GREET HIM AND MONITOR 
HTS ARRIVAL. WE HAVE STRONGLY PROTESTED THE WAVE OF 
ARRESTS OF TRADE UNION OFFICIALS TO THE SOUTH AFRICAN 


GOVERNMENT. WE CONSIDER THE EXISTENCE OF A FREE TRADE 


LABOR MOVEMENT TO BE AN ESSENTIAL FEATURE OF DEMOCRACY. 
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THURSDAY, JULY 10, 1986, 12:40 P. M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 
MR. KALB: Good afternoon. Nothing. Jim? 
Q Has the United States agreed to meet with the 


Soviet Union on discussinn verification procedures for nuclear 
tests? 


A Don't have anvthing by way of comment on that 
report. You're talking about verification, and so forth? 


Q Yes. 
A Yeah. Sorry, Jim. Having nothing on that report. 
Q Do you have anything on the outcome of the talks, 


immigration talks, with Cuba? 


A Yes, I do. I provided some information 
yesterday, so just let me pick up. You're familiar with who 
headed the U.S. delegation. ['ll get around to a bit of 
substance. 


I'll start at the end and give you the bottom line at 
the top. No agreement was reached. Having said that by way of 
a preface, let me just go through a few of these things here. 


U.S. delegation, headed by the principal Deputy Legal 
Adviser Michael G. Kozak, K-o-z-a-k; met with the Cuban 
delegation headed by Vice Minister for Foreign Relations, 
Ricardo Alarcon de Quesada, Mexico City, July 8-9, two days; to 
discuss the status of the Mariel agreement on migration that 
Cuba suspended in the spring of '85, May, I think, to be exact. 
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The talks took place after Cuban President Castro 
indicated that he would be prepared to see implementation of 
the agreement restored under certain circumstances under the 
pretext of free competition of ideas through radio broadcasting. 


The Cuban side insisted on proposals that would have 
required major and disruptive changes in the organization of 
radio broadcasting in the United States. The U.S. side 
presented proposals for implementing free competition of ideas 
without interference to U.S. broadcasting. In view of Cuban 
insistence on their own proposals, no agreement was reached. 


And if the follow-up is, are any further talks 
anticipated, the answer at this time is no. 


Q Bernie, does that reference to interruption and 
disrupting mean that the Cubans no longer are insisting that we 
stop -- the U.S. Government stop those broadcasts -- they 


simply want to limit them in some way? 


os No, Barry, I'm in a position where I cannot go 
beyond, on this particular thing, any of the specifics that get 
me into the substance of the talks or anything that crossed the 
table in the way of dialogue. 


Q Well, it sounds as if -- 
A Well, it - 


Q It sounds as if the Cubans are giving ground and 
the U.S. isn't. 


a) I'll have to offer you this postmortem on the 
talks without being in a position to provide additional 
information. 


Q Well, let's --—- maybe if I ask you without 
reference to the negotiations, does the United States insist on 
continuing to beam uninterrupted anti-Castro propaganda to 
Cuba, and are the Cubans willing to accept at least some of it 
at this point? 


i) I don't accept the premise of the first part of 
your question, and [ have nothing to say by way of response to 
the question across the board. 


Q Bernie, is the U.S. satisfied with the Italian 
sentencing in the Achille Lauro trial? 

















-3- Thursday, 7/10/86 


a Well, let me give you the U.S. reaction on that. 
The Italians conducted a serious investigation and trial. An 
independent judiciary made its decision based on its evaluation 
of the evidence. Full details of the court's decision and its 
reasoning are not yet available. 


The United States is pleased that persons responsible 
for the death of an American citizen and injury and damages to 
others have been convicted, and we hope that these convictions 
will deter terrorist acts in the future. 


We note that Abu Abbas got a maximum sentence under 
Italian law. We regret that the murderer of Leon Klinghoffer 
was not treated more severely. 


Q Copy? 
A No. I'm sorry. L've got it jotted down here. 
Q Bernie, are there any plans for us to extradite 


to this country? 


a On the question of extradition, there are other 
legal opportunities under [talian law that might take place by 
the defense or the prosecution under the heading of appeals, 
etc. 


But on the specific question about the United States 
and extradition, it is that the United States Government has 
reserved its legal right to seek extradition of the hijackers 
once all Italian legal proceedings, including appeals, are 
ended. 


Q So the decision has not yet been made or -- 


A Well, to amplify just for a moment, that under 
Italian law, as I indicated a moment ago, the legal process is 
not yet completed. The defense or the prosecution can file 
appeals, and it's my understanding that in Italy a successful 
prosecution appeal can result in a more severe sentence. 


Q What kind of message do you think today's 
sentencing sends to terrorists? 


a) I thought 1 had answered that. We hope that 
these convictions will deter terrorist acts in the future. 
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Q Bernie, are we concerned about the possibility of 
parole, or something like that? 


A The possibility -- I beg your pardon? 


Q Possibility of parole for these people after a 
few years, even though the sentences seem rather lengthy? 


A That's an invitation to speculate. I'd be wise 
not to get involved. 


Max? 


-~- MORE -- 
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Q Bernie, our Ambassador to Chile and his wife 
suffered some discomfort, I gather, when the funeral was 
tear-gassed there, and they had to be rushed out the back 
door. Are they okay? And have we done anything in terms of a 
note to the government there? 


a I don't have anything by way of not okay; nothing 
has crossed my line of vision on that. But what I[ have insofar 
as some specifics about yesterday, the tear gas, etc., would go 
as follows: 


We understand that Chilean police used tear gas and 
water cannons yesterday to disburse a crowd accompanying the 
funeral procession taking Rodrigo Rojas's body from a religious 
ceremony to a cemetery for burial. Ambassador Barnes and 
diplomats from several countries -- I note here Belgium, 
France, [taly, and Spain -- were among those waiting at the 
office of the nearby Chilean Human Rights Commission to observe 
the service. Ambassador Barnes and the other diplomats left 
the Human Rights Commission offices after the crowd was 
disbursed. 


Some of those gathered shouted slogans and carried 
placards; but to our knowledge, before the police intervened, 
there was no violent disturbance or serious threat to police 
that might have justified police intervention to break up a 
peaceful funeral procession. However, after the police 
intervened, clashes with police occurred. We have reports of 
injuries as well of some detentions. The funeral party, 
however, was able to regather and proceed to the cemetery where 
Rojas was buried. 


We have already conveyed strongly to the Chilean 
Government our view that this police intervention at the Rcjas 
funeral was unwarranted, under the circumstances. The 
disruption of what should have been a solemn ceremony was 
clearly the responsibility of the Chilean security forces at 
hand. 


We have noted the Chilean Government's expressed 
intention to conduct an investigation into the circumstances of 
Rojas's fatal injuries and the willingness of the new 
government Commission on Human Rights to assist the special 
investigating judge named to lead the investigation. 


[t is important to Chile and to its position in the 
world that this investigation progress swiftly, and that there 
be no reasonable doubt regarding the thoroughness and 
impartiality of the official inquiry. 
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Q Can we have a copy of that? 
“ Yes, yes, you can on that 
Q Bernie, can I come back to the Achille Lauro for 


just a second? 
os Sure. 


Q You made reference to Abu Abbas's maximum 
sentence. You said you noted that he received the maximum 
sentence. I just want to get a feel for whether that is a note 
of satisfaction. He may have received a sentence, but he 
wasn't there, and there's no indication that he'll serve it. 
What was that supposed to mean, then? 


a I can't add any particular dimension of flavor to 
it other than to stay with the way [ have put it here. 


Il, too, recognize that it was in absentia. i think 
there were three cases that were in absentia. 








Q Correct. But you mentioned -- 


A But this, what I[ have sought to share here is the 
U.S. considered view by way of reaction to the sentences that 
were handed down in Genoa. 


Q Is this, in effect, a way of pointing out that 
you believe the [talian judicial system proceeded well without 
commenting on whether it's an adequate result, as far as Abbas 
himself is concerned? 


. aq I characterized the process as the Italians 
conducting a serious investigation. And for the rest of it, it 
is pretty much as set forth. 


Q And can I ask also whether you have, whether the 
U.S. Government is aware at this time of Abbas's whereabouts? 


A I don't have anything on that. 


Q And whether anything has changed with regard to 
the U.S. -- well, it's a line of questioning, if you don't mind. 


2) No, no. Perfectly all right. 


Q Has anything changed with regard to the U.S. 
desire to locate and prosecute Abu Abbas? 
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Aa I know of no change along those lines, Ralph. 


Q Bernie, does the U.S. still think that Mr. 
Klinghoffer was murdered? No one was convicted of murder, you 
know. 


a I would have to go back to find those specifics 
on language, Barry, when you ask -- 


Q Well, there are two things I wish you'd go back 
on, does the U.S. stiil believe that Abbas was the mastermind? 
And does it still believe there was a murder, because no one 
was convicted of murder? 


a I know I -- 


Q Would they like to see, would your government 
like to see someone convicted of murder for what happened Lo 
Mr. Klinghoffer? 


a Let me go back to the first part, when you raised 
about murder because I[ have noted here that we regret that the 
murderer of Leon Klinghoffer was not treated more severely. 


Q Yes. 


i) So there is the answer to the first part of the 
question. The second one, if you could -- 


Q Was the mastermind Abbas-- would you still like 
to see him tried? 


A I'm sure that the United States would like to see 
Abu Abbas brought to justice, without question. And insofar as 
the original characterization, if we go back to who was the 
mastermind -- 


Q It began with Ed Meese, etc., yes. 

A -- I know of nothing that changes that 
characterization. 

Q Bernie, -- 

A Wait a minute. I think -- Let me just go to 


Mike, please. 


Q I want to change the subject. Okay? 


A Yes. 
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Q It looks like there's a black African boycott 
brewing of the Commonwealth Games in protest against Britain 
and the West's attitude to South Africa. At the same time, in 
Harare today, Sir Geoffrey Howe was saying that the opportunity 
for peaceful change in South Africa was Limited in time. 


Does the United States have any feelings about these 
growing movements against South Africa? Does it impinge on the 
way the United States is considering changing its policy? 


a) I have nothing new to offer you on that subject. 
Q Bernie -- 

“ Excuse me. I think that Jim -- 

Q On southern Africa, this morning your Press 


Office put out a statement saying that two U.S. aid agreements 
with Zimbabwe are put on hold following the 4th of July 
episode. What would it take for those programs to be resumed-—- 


a What-- 
C --on the part of Zimbabwe? 
a If the implication to that question, if I could 


make it a bit specific, is whether or not Zimbabwe has 
apologized, or set the record straight, in connection what was 
described as uncalled-for behavior on July 4th, the answer is 
no. 


Now, if the other part of your question is a kind of a 
cause-and-effect thing, you will note that the other day, IL 
noted that behavior on the part of the Zimbabwe official, and 
noted that that behavior had led to a further review of these 
two additional aid projects, and that's pretty much where it 
stands now. 


Q Putting two and two together, if they were to 
apologize, the aid program would be resumed? 


a I can't put two and two together with that 
arithmetic exactness, but just let it stand the way [ have set 
it forth. 


Q Bernie, can I ask you something? You may have 
unintentionally focused entirely on the 4th of July thing. Is 
that the only indignity the U.S. feels it has suffered? 


a It's the -- 


Q I thought aid was being reviewed for several 
events in Zimbabwe. 
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a I noted that it was this type of behavior, so 
there is one element. 


Q Right. 
a I, frankly, am not in a position at this time to 
offer any other specifics, but I'd be prepared to take a look 


at that 


-- MORE -- 
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Q Well, I mean it goes to Jim's question. What do 
they have to undue or apologize for to get aid resumed -- 


i In addition -- 
. -- just the Fourth of July? 
A --to July 4th. Let me take a look. [I'm not ina 


position at this spot to help you right off the bat. 
Q Still on Africa. 
a Let me go around, please 


Q [I think in the same remarks that Geoffrey Howe 
made in Harare, he mentioned that he planned to see several 
people in the next few weeks, including the Secretary of State 
this month, and I wondered whether Secretary Shultz has 
Geoffrey Howe on his schedule here this month? 


i I don't have it that it comes right to mind but 
it could very well be a fact. [ simply don't know. 

Q Can you take the question? 

“ ['ll take a look at that and see what's possible. 

Q I mean, Howe says that he has -- he's going to 


see the Secretary? 


A I'm not disputing it. I'm candidly telling you 
that [ don't have that information. I will take a look at it. 


Q Bernie? 
A Let me just go to John. 
Q Francois Mitterrand has been in Moscow, is 


returning today, had a press conference; indicated apparently 
at his press conference that the m.ior barrier to a summit -- 
no surprise -- is the Strategic Defensive Initiative and lack 
of flexibility on the part of the United States. 


Do you have any comment on Mitterrand's visit or the 
difference messages which he's apparently carrying out of the 
Soviet Union? 


A The only comment I would have would be to make a 
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reiteration of the fact that there was an agreement reached in 
November in Geneva last year about a summit being held between 
the two sides this year, and that that entire process of 
arranging a summit between the United States and the Soviet 
Union should indeed go forward. That, in fact, a summit should 
be held. 


Q May I follow this, please? Mr. Gorbachev has 
suggested to Mr. Mitterrand that the five permanent members of 
the Security Council will hold a discussion on the Middle 
East. Does the United States have any comment on that? 


a Yes. The comment is essentially one of 
reservations. The United States has always, in fact, had 
reservations about the use of a preparatory meeting for an 
international conference or an international conference to 
pursue Middle East peace. 


The U.S. experience in the past has been that such 
conferences lead to posturing and rhetorical excess instead of 
real hard negotiations 


Now, if the Soviet Union can demonstrate a willingness 
to play a constructive role in the search for a Middle East 
peace, there is a long list of things the Soviets can do to 
establish that they are indeed serious, beginning with a 
resumption of relations with the State of Israel. 


Q Can [| have a copy of that, please? 


A I'm sorry, I've got a marked-up bit of paper. It 
would take a bit of time. I'm sure you take extensive notes. 


Q Let me follow this please. Since France is -- 
since Mr. Mitterrand is in agreement with the Soviet Union with 
Mr. Gorbachev about this issue, you feel like there is more to 
it than just a suggestion, a mere suggestion by Gorbachev alone 
without the participation of some Western allies that you have? 


“ [I have no way to embroider what I said to 
accommodate the question that you have set forth about the 
Soviet position or the French position. My responsibility in 
this context is to set forth the United States position, and 
I'm going to have to leave it there. 


Q What are some of the other things on that long 
list the Soviets have -- 
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o There was a time some months ago when we 
introduced one or two other points, and if you're curious you 
can take a look in the Press Office. I think you'll find some 
of those things there. 


Q Bernie, has there been any decision yet on the 
July 22 SCC meeting proposal by the Soviet Union? 


& No 


Q A close aide to President RPeagan published an 
article in the National -- 





oe who? 

Q A close aide to President Reagan on the NSC who 
resigned last month wrote an article in the tion nterest 
magazine -- an excerpt was published in the Washington Post -- 





accusing the Soviets of using the European banks to inflate 
their cash reserves Is the State Department looking into it, 
and - 


i) I missed that story completely. I have nothing 


on that. 

Q Do you have anything on the meeting today between 
Rosenne -- Ambassador Rosenne -- and Armacost? 

a No, I do not 

Q Can you tell us who asked for that meeting? 

) I think it was the [Israeli Ambassador, but I'll 
check that out so we can make -. yes? (to staff) --~ Yes 

Q Do you have any reaction to Israel's denial of 


smuggling US. technology to produce cluster bombs? 
A No, I don't have anything on that 


Q Bernie, do you have any comment on the New York 
Times report that the contras kidnapped 27 Miskito refugees’? 


a Yes, in the sense that that report has been seen 
by the Central American ceople who follow the story very 
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closely. They are unable to confirm it. Having said that by 
way of a preface, obviously, it is the view of the United 
States that persons who wish to go into armed opposition to the 
Sandinista regime should do so of their own free will. 


The growth of the resistance movement has demonstrated 
that Nicaraguan volunteers are available as long as the 
Sandinista Government suppresses non-violent means of 
opposition. 


Q Some effort being made to investigate this to 
find out if it's true or not? 


“ I don't have anything on that It could be but I 
simply don't know 


Q While we're in the area, do you have any comment 
on the Mexican elections? 


a No, do not. 
Q Are you going to at any point? 


“ I don't have any at this point, and I just can't 
promise any. 


Q Do you have anything on the beginning of the 
conversations today in Madrid between U.S. and Spanish 
officials to talk about -- to discuss the reduction of the 


military presence in Spain? 


ia Other than some specifics which I'm sure that 
most of us here are familiar with, that at their meeting on May 
27, the Secretary of State and the Spanish Foreign Minister 
agreed that the representatives of the two sides would begin 
negotiations for renewing bilaterai basing rights agreements 
today 


It's my understanding that's a one-day meeting with 
the senior U.S. representative, who is the U.S. Ambassador to 
Spain, Thomas Enders, in Madrid In accordance, let me add, 
with the joint U.S.-Spanish statement that was issued in Madrid 
last December, the negotiations will consider the overall 
U.S.-Spanish defense relationship, including the phased 
reduction of the U.S. military presence in Spain based on the 
assumption by the Spanish armed forces of specific 
responsibilities currently undertaken by U.S. forces in Spain 
while maintaining current global and bilateral security 
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levels. And if you want a copy of that, which you may need, 
the answer is yes. 


Q Bernie, do you have anything on the release of 
political prisoners in Cuba over the last few weeks? 


= Don't. I don't have anything on that. 

Q Do you have any comment on the changes in the 
Premiership in Tunisia? And how do you describe the relations 
between the United States and Tunis in light of the fact that 
they requested some aid last year? 

A I don't have anything. 


Q Can you -- 


A I have nothing on that, no. 
Q Can you look into this? 
A I don't think I'm going to get involved on 


comments about changes in the leadership of other governments. 


Q About the aid to Tunis that President Bourguiba 
requested when he was here last year? 


A [I'll take a look but [ can't guarantee any sort 
of response on that. 


Q Thank you. 


(Press briefing concluded at 1:00 p.m.) 








Posted: July 10, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the July 10, 1986 daily press briefing: 


TAKEN QUESTION: RESUMPTION OF AID TO ZIMBABWE 





Will an apology by the Government of Zimbabwe trigger 
resumption of aid? What besides the Fourth of July 
incident will the Zimbabwean government have to apologize 
for or undo in order to have aid resumed? 


AN APOLOGY BY THE GOVERNMENT OF ZIMBABWE FOR THE INSULTING 


- REMARKS MADE AT OUR FOURTH OF JULY RECEPTION IS WARRANTED 


IRRESPECTIVE OF THE QUESTION OF OUR AID PROGRAM. HOWEVER, 
THERE IS NO SINGLE EVENT OR EVENTS THAT WE AWAIT IN THE 
CONTEXT OF THE REVIEW OF OUR FUTURE AID PROGRAM IN 

ZIMBABWE. WE EXPECT AN APOLOGY, BUT WE ALSO ARE LOOKING : 
FOR A RETURN TO CIVILITY IN OUR DIPLOMATIC RELATIONS WITH 


THAT COUNTRY. 


THERE HAVE BEEN NUMEROUS UNFOUNDED AND ERRONEOUS ATTACKS ON 
THE UNITED STATES AND ITS POLICIES BY SENIOR ZIMBABWEAN 
OFFICIALS OF LATE. THESE INCLUDE ABSURD ALLEGATIONS THAT 
THE U.S. WAS HELPING FUND CLANDESTINE SOUTH AFRICAN RADIO 
BROADCASTS CALLING FOR PRIME MINISTER MUGABE'S OVERTHROW, 
THAT THE U.S IS HELPING ARM ZIMBABWEAN DISSIDENTS, THAT THE 
U.S. IS CONDUCTING A RACIST POLICY IN SOUTHERN AFRICA, 

ETC. WE FIND SUCH ALLEGATIONS OFFENSIVE, AND WANT THEM TO 
END SO THAT WE CAN RETURN TO THE COOPERATIVE RELATIONSHIP 
THAT WE AND MANY ZIMBABWEANS HAVE WORKED HARD TO FOSTER IN 


ADDRESSING COMMON GOALS AND INTERESTS IN ZIMBABWE AND THE 


REGION. 
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MR. KALB: Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen. That 
first question, Dr. Goshko ? 


Q No. 

a Matt, the first question? 

Q Senator Helms is in Santiago, Chile, today. He 
Said that the State Department -- this is in some public 
remarks down there -- the State Department had no need to make 


statements calling for an investigation into the killings 
there. And he said, “The United States must understand that 
Chile is one of the three countries in the hemisphere that is 
resisting Communism. Chile is a stable country which has no 
corruption and I admire Chileans because they believe in free 
enterprise." 


Do you have anything on what he said? 

A I had not yet seen those comments. Yes, as we 
all know, the Senator is indeed in Chile. Insofar as your 
other observation -- in connection with the Rojas death? 

Q Yes. That was his observation. 

A His observation that you quoted. ['1ll simply 
stand by what has been said here for the past few days, and 
other than that, [ don't have anything. 


Q Is there any official -— is he there in any kind 
of a role for the Administration? 


A My understanding, and not only mine but in 
checking it out here today, he is not on any mission for the 
Administration. 
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Q Bernie, there's preliminary word from Moscow that 
the Soviet scientists are prepared to -- as private citizens -- 
prepared to come to observe American underground nuclear 
testing. I don't know at what distance, by the way. That's a 
question I have for you. 


But can you tell me -- 
A At what -- 


Q- At what distance. I mean, do they get to 
actually be at the test site, or are they in a hotel a hundred 
miles away or whatever? But the question is, are they welcome 
in the United States? I know about the President's offer. 

This is a private group. Does the State Department have a view 
of whether they'd be welcome here, and how close would they be 
permitted to get to the test and with what equipment? 


4 You're leaving out hotel in your question? 

Q Yeah, because I figure you can pick that up, if 
you want. 

A All right, I don't have any answer for that; let 
me try to get you one. 

Q Okay. 

Q Does the Administration -- has it yet taken a 


decision on the Kremlin proposal to hold talks in Geneva on 
July 22 about SALT II? 


a Nothing has changed as to what I have said or 
what Larry has said in the last day or two. 


Q Could I go back just one second on Chile? Is 
there .- 

a And the "nothing" was -- to remind everybody of 
the abundance -- was that [ had no comment on that. Go ahead. 

Q And back on the Chilean subject, is there any 


Administration comment on remarks by Pinochet that he intends 
to extend his rule beyond 1989? 


a No, I don't have anything here immediately, and 
so I don't have any comment. 
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Q Do you have any further comment on the continuing 
reports from Chile of repression of demonstrators, deaths of 
Chilean citizens at the hands of the military? 


= No, I don't have anything here. 


Q Specifically, Bernie, do you have any reaction to 
Pinochet's comments today that perhaps -- or I guess may’ it 
was late yesterday -- that perhaps Mr. Rojas was carryir« 
something flammable under his jacket and set himself on  «? 


Aa Yes, we have seen the reports that you are 
alluding to, and perhaps the only thing I can do at this time 
is to italicize what we've been saying for the past few days. 
That the United States looks for the special investigative 
judge named this week to carry out a thorough and completely 
impartial inquiry that establishes the real circumstances of 
Rojas's death and insures that anyone responsible for criminal 
acts 1s prosecuted and punished. To be credible, this inguiry 
obviously must take into account the statements of eyewitnesses 
as well as other relevant factual information. 


As was noted yesterday, it is important to Chile, and 
that country's standing in the world, that this investigation 
be carried out swiftly and that justice be done. 


Q New subject. Do you have any comment on the 
Philippine Ministry of Defense's reports that Marcos did, in 
fact, call Tolentino with advice prior to the revolt? 


A No, [I don't have any comment on that. Simply to 
say what I said before, that that whole matter is being looked 


into. Insofar as my position on providing details, [I'm not in 
a position to do that, but it is being looked into. 


Q Has the Philippine Government been in touch with 
you about this? 


"4 I don't have anything on that, Anne. 


Q Has the Philippine Government made clear what it 
would like done about Marcos? 


A I don't have anything on that. 


Q Has the United States asked the Philippine 
Government to see whatever notes there are of these 
conversations as part of your “looking into"? 





-4- Friday, 7/11/86 


. Your question and Anne's two questions would fall 
under the heading of any diplomatic exchanges between the two 
countries, and I do not have anything on that. 


Q Do you have any reaction to the Polish-—American 
Congress attacking U.S. policy towards Poland as not being 
coherent? 

“ Let me take that question and get you something. 


Bernie? 


o 2) 


Yes, where? 86ill? 


Q Shimon Peres said today -- 

a Who? 

. Shimon Peres -- 

a Right 

a ~- said today in a speech to a think-tank in Tel 


Aviv that he believed Syria was preparing for a war against 
Israel. Have you anything on that? 


A No. 
Q Anything on the latest violence? 
a On the latest violence, in connection with the 


dinghy and so forth? 
Q Yes. And the Israeli raid. 


A Just a reiteration that the United States has 
always regretted any violence in the area, and that what is 
required is less, not more, violence, so that the government of 
Lebanon can exercise its authority over all Lebanese territory. 


~-MORE -- 
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Q Bernie, do you have any comment on the Italian 
prosecutor's decision to file appeals in the cases of some of 
the Achille Lauro hijackers? 





a No. I don't. 


Q Bernie. heretofore you've been downplaying the 
possibility of a war between [Israel and Syria -- 


a Aa what? 


Q. You've been downplaying the possibility 
heretofore of the possibility of war between Israel and Syria. 
Are you prepared to issue the same type of --— 


4 I'm glad you remind me of that. I know of 
nothing that would change what we've said a few weeks ago. If 
there should be any change, ['ll get it for you. 


Matt? 


La Prensa, I think it was, of Cuba yesterday said 
that the Administration had prevented a group of Cuban 
scientists from attending a pediatric conference in Honolulu. 
They said the State Department had. Do you have any comment on 
that? 





A I don't have a comment, because I don't know 
about it. [L'il take a look at that. 


Q Can you tell us anything about the decision to 
suspend licenses that had apparently been approved for export 


of a variety of manufacturing equipment to Israel in connection 
with the latest probe? 


6 I don't have anything on it. 
Q The State Department apparently was involved. 


4 I don't have anything on that. 


Q Bernie, on South Africa, do you have any comment 
on -- following up yesterday's question, any meetings between 
Secretary Shultz and Sir Geoffrey Howe, or for that matter any 
-~- Winnie Mandela's decision not to meet with Sir Geoffrey when 
he visits South Africa? 
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5 Well, insofar as a meeting between Sir Geoffrey 
Howe and the Secretary, at this point I'm not ina position to 
make any announcements about days, etc. So I'm going to have 
to leave that in that form. 


Q If we ignore -- 
. Insofar -- 
Q If we ignore days, could you say places? 


A  jNo. I'm not going to get involved in either 
venues or dates, etc. But thanks for the invitation. 


And on the other part of it, I just don't have 
anything at all, just aside from a general observation that the 
U.S. hopes that prominent South Africans in favor of peaceful 
remedies will in fact meet with Sir Geoffrey Howe. 


Q Do you think prominent Americans interested ina 
settlement in South Africa should meet with Sir Geoffrey Howe? 


A Prominent Americans? 

Q Yes. 

a It's for prominent Americans to make their own 
decision. 

Q No, I say -- well, you're an American, and you're 


speaking what you think a South African should do. We're 
asking you if Mr. Shultz or other prominent Americans should be 
part of these meetings with Mr. Howe to help map some approach. 


i I cannot -- as you know, there is a body of 
Americans that takes a look at the South African, southern 
African, situation, but I cannot extend invitations for one 
group or another to meet. Anybody is free to meet anybody whom 
they know, and I think what I'm saying is so obvious that we 
ought to go on to the next question. 


Bernie, anything on Zimbabwe and their statement 
that they'll apologize to Carter but not to the U.S. Government? 


is) Yes. I have something on that, that so far as 
the report that [ read about a forthcoming apology to President 
Carter, that certainly is due. Let me add to that, that the 
Zimbabwean Government knows that the U.S. protest also 
concerned the insult to the Government of the United States. 
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Zimbabwe still has made no attempt to discuss the incident with 
us, and, therefore, we still await clarification of what 
Zimbabwe's pattern of unacceptable diplomatic behavior portends. 


Q All right. Now by “pattern” -- getting bac* to 
what I was asking yesterday, “pattern” means more than -- does 
it mean more than the 4th of July incident? 


a Well, I used the word here, “behavior,” which is 
not the same thing, Barry. for example, as a pattern of 
policy. How, for example, Zimbabwe -- 


Q No, no. 

a -- Zimbabwe may vote or -- 

Q No. I'm not asking about -- 

a -- or special assessments they may have about 


Y.S. policy on point number one, two and three. 
Q Look. Mr. -- 


a I'm talking about an unacceptable diplomatic 
pattern of behavior. 


Q Fine. Because the emphasis, reasonably enough, 
because the 4th of July episode was a very publicized episode, 
is the way the occasion was used to enunciate Zimbabwe's 
difference with U.S. policy. 


a Uh-huh. 


Q You didn't like it; Mr. Carter didn't like it. 
There were other things that Zimbabwe said on other occasions, 
and I've been trying to find out from you what they have to 
apologize about in order to get aid resumed. 


a Well -- 


Q They can't undo the 4th of July. They can say, 
“We're sorry," I suppose, but what can they do about 
accusations that, for instance, you're financing opponents of 
their government. 


i) Let me come at that question slightly 
differently, if I may. That if there is, for example, an 
implication that, let us say, there is indeed some sort of 
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apology that responds to the U.S. request, if the question then 
hangs in mid-air, does this then trigger automatically a 
question of the suspended aid programs or those that have been 
enacted -- 


Q Right. 


6 The answer there is that remains to be seen. 
There is no automaticity about that. 


Q Bernie, do you have any comment today on the 
status of the reply -- the American reply to the Soviet Union 
either on the arms control subject or on the subject of 
Gorbachev's letter? Anything -- 


a Nothing really beyond what Larry addressed 
earlier this week. 


Q Anything new to report on proposals by the 
Soviets for dates for a Shultz-Shevardnadze meeting? 

ist Nothing -- I don't have anything new on that. 

Q What about a meeting on -- of experts to discuss 


verification? 


A Well, that was asked very early on, and I said 
that [ was simply reiterating earlier “no comments" on that 
subject. 


Q Bernie, reports from Israel indicate that there 
is a Congressional committee which is investigating the charges 
that Israel is assisted by South Africa to produce the Lavi, 
the future fighter, Israeli future fighter. Do you have any 
comments on that? 

a [ do not. 


Q Or you have any comment on the story in FBIS 
today, saying that Mr. Peres and Mr. Sofaer held secret talks-- 


a Mr. -- 


Q Sofaer, Judge Sofaer. 


a Judge Sofaer. 








-9- Friday, 7/11/86 


Q -— held secret talks in the Pollard affair when 
he was in Israel lately. If you have any situation report 
about his meeting -- 


i) I do not 
Q Bernie, could I change the subject? 
i] Yeah. 


-- MORE -- 
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Q Does the United States have new evidence of a 
sharp increase in heavy offensive weapons from the Soviet Bloc 
tc Nicaragua over the last month? 


o I don't have anything on that. 

Q Could I ask you to take that? 

‘ I will take a look and see if there is anything 
on that, but [I do not have -- 

Q It's anti-contra day. 

Q Do you have any comment on the ruling in Palau 
that -- 

i On the ruling in Palau? (Laughter) 

Okay, kids. 
Q You know, the important place the Secretary went. 
Q Do you have any comment on the success of the 


Ibedul's suit in Palau? 
Q Will the Secretary go back to resolve it? 


A I will take ‘em all at one time, and then 
somebody'll say, “Thank you." 


Q Will he say, “You've had it, Palau?" 


Q No, seriously. 

A What is the serious question? 
Q The court in Palau -- 

a What? 

Q A court in Palau 

Q The Supreme Court 


-- ruled that a challenge to the Compact of Free 
Association should be upheld. Do you have any comment on that? 
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a I don't have anything on that. 


Q Bernie, anything further on the Cuba-U.S. talks? 
Have new talks been proposed, suggested? Will anything further 
be done to revive the immigration question? 


“ Just perhaps a supplemental note or two on the 
discussions that did, in fact, take place in Mexico City. 
There have been some reports about what the Cubans may have 
requested or something. 


Q Right. 


4 Obviously, what I will share with you is not even 
an attempt to share the minutes, but for your perusal, here it 
is: The Cubans asked the United States to create conditions 
whereby Cuba could broadcast with high-powered transmitters, 
amplified by directional antenna, on four clear channels to the 
United States. 


To accede to such a request would mean taking up to 
100 U.S. radio stations off the air. The Cuban notion of free 
competition of ideas was not how best to communicate with the 
greatest number of Americans in a non-disruptive way, it was 
to demand that the United States disrupt its own system to give 
Cuba priority access to all Americans. 


And so, you had that element at the table in Mexico 
City. 


Q Bernie, that was their opening position. Was 
there any discussion on it, or did the U.S. just say no. 


a I can't help you, Barry because I'm not -- 
Q You don't know if it was discussed at all? 


a I understand you very well, I'm not familiar 
enough with the specific details. I know that as of yesterday 
-- and I suspect it's true as of today -- there was no date set 
for any sort of resumption, and [I do not know to what degree 
there are discussions toward that end. 


Q And [| asked you yesterday -- and [I don't know 
that you are able to say today -- 


a Which? 


Q --whether the Cuban position about U.S. 
broadcasts to Cuba, as you described it yesterday, sounded as 
if they had given some ground. 





-12- Friday, 7/11/86 


a Um-hum. 


Q In other words, they weren't asking that the 
broadcasts stop; they were asking something less than that, 
it seemed. Is that true? Did they ask that you change the 
pattern of broadcasts in some way? 


a I have a problem with the question, not because 
of the nature of the question or the content of the question. 
The problem is that I know that a lot of that stuff has been 
put on -- there's a disinclination to get involved in any way, 
public way, with what took place at the table. 


Q Right. 


a This, one managed to extract, and so I'm going to 
be really not in a position to help on that. 


Q Bernie, can I follow for just a second? This may 
seem like an off-the-subject question, but when you originally 
announced the talks, they were supposed to be talks about 
immigration issues. Can you tell us anything about -- You've 
gone into a fair amount of detail on what was discussed on 
broadcasting issues. Can you tell us anything about what was 
discussed on the subject of the talks as you've described them? 


A Nope. [ don't have anything for you on 
immigration. 


Q Could you suggest why you can't do that? 


“ I simply don't. My understanding is -- 
Q Was it not discussed? 
A I don't know that. I can find out ona 


"yes-or-no," but I am confident that on this particular 
subject, [I will not get any additional information. 


Q Bernie, just to follow that quickly, is there any 
Administration reaction to the Cuban Government's decision to 
partially suspend its payment on $3-1/2 million of foreign debt? 


A [ think we have something on that. Let me check 
with you in the Press Office. 


Q Do you have anything on 25 Cuban political 
prisoners being released? 





Q 
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No. 


Do you have anything on the New Zealand 


Ambassador's meeting this morning with Mr. Sigur, the reason 
for it, and who called it? 


A 


My understanding is that the Ambassador has just 


come back from leave or something back home, and this fell 
under the heading of a “get-together” after that. 


Q What did they have to talk about? 
Q Bernie, is the Secretary going on vacation? 
A What's that? 


Q Will the Secretary be here next week, or is it a 
vacation week, do you know? 


a Will the Secretary be here next week? 
Q Do you happen to know? It's vacation time. 
2) I don't happen to know that he's leaving. 


Q All right. I heard that he might be -- going on 
vacation. I just wondered. 


3) Next week? 

Q Yes. 

A [ haven't. 

Q No? 

Q Bernie, there is a story from Vienna which says 


that former Austrian Chancellor Bruno Kreisky is working with 
Israel to release, or to exchange, prisoners with Israel, 
prisoners between Israel and the PLO. Were you informed about 
this or contacted by the Austrian authorities? 


A [ don't have anything on it. 
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I saw another hand here somewhere. 


Q Yes, Bernie, back to Judge Sofaer's meeting with 
Prime Minister Peres, originally Judge Sofaer was going to 
Israel and Egypt only to discuss Taba. Has there been any 
deviation from that? 


q My information is that the focus of his visit 
indeed was on Taba. He came back -- when? -- a couple of days 
ago. If I remember correctly, he visited each country twice, 
Israel and Egypt, and that's where I leave it. 

Q No other issues were discussed? 


a I didn't say that. I[ said the focus was on Taba, 
and I don't have anything beyond that. 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:55 P.M.) 








Posted: July 14, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the July 1l, 1986 daily press briefing: 


NICARAGUA: SOVIET BLOC WEAPONS 





Q. Does the U.S. have new evidence of a sharp increase in 
heavy offensive weapons from the Soviet Bloc to 
Nicaragua over the last month? 

A. -- I WOULD NOT DESCRIBE IT AS NEW EVIDENCE OF A SHARP 
INCREASE. BUT MILITARY DELIVERIES FROM THE SOVIET 
BLOC HAVE INCREASED TO 9,400 TONS DURING THE FIRST 
HALF OF 1986 FROM 8,400 TONS DURING THE SAME PERIOD IN 
1985. IN ADDITION, DIRECT DELIVERIES BY THE SOVIET 


UNION HAVE INCREASED SHARPLY. 


-- THESE DELIVERIES INCLUDE HIP HELICOPTERS, TRANSPORT 


AIRCRAFT, OVER 1,000 TRUCKS AND OTHER VEHICLES, LIGHT 


WEAPONS, AMMUNITION, AND SPARE PARTS. 











Posted: July 14, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the July 11, 1986 daily press briefing: 
CUBA: SCIENTISTS PREVENTED FROM AtTTeNaLrc CCeELPENCE? 





Qs La Prensa of Cuba saic yesterday chat cl.e Stace Pepartrenct tae 
prevented a group of Cuban sciencists from attenéines a 
peciatrics conference in flonolulu. Do vyou have any corment? 





A: -- A CROUP OF CUPRA! CFFICIALS tue ADTLiIne Ter VieAar TA ATTEND 
26 LOCK LSTERSATIONAL COMSTESS AF SPOLIATRICK US CACOL ILL, 
HAWALL JULY 7 - 12 WERE NOT GRANTED VISAS TO ENTER Til 
UNITED STATES BECAUSE THEY WERC FOUND TO PE SUBJECT TO 
SECTION 212(€) OF THE IMMIGRATIC! Ap MNATLONALITY ACT (INA! 
WHICH SUSPENDS VISA ISSUA!CE TO CUBAN OFFICIALS. THESE 
INDIVIDUALS APE SUBJECT TO SECT1OM 212(£) BECAUSE TINEY ARE 
EMPLOYED BY THE CUPAM MINLSTOY CF PULLIC NEALTI! AND BEAR 
OFFICIAL PASSPORTS. PELATED TO TELS MEETING, WE ADF AN 
EXCEPTION TO 212(£) AND LESULD A VISA TO ONE CUBAN 
APPLICANT VHO VAC INVITED AS AP EXPEPT PARTICIPANT fv THE 
WORLD EOALTH OCPCANICATICN TeDOUCHr To RECIONAL PODY, THE 


PAN AMERICA?! MNEALTH ORGARITATION (PAHO). 


“= SECTION 212(6) OF TNE LA PPCVIDES THAT LF TPE PRECIASKT 
FINDS THAT EMTPY INTO THE U.S. DY A PAPTICULAR CLASS OF 
ALIENS WOULD BE DETRIMENTAL TO Trl INTERESTS OF TINE UNITED 
STATES, NE MAY, CY PROCLAMATION, SVUSPendy Ceoey LY MEMBERS 
OF THAT CLASES. 8 COTCSEN 4, LO8S, PRESLOEST PEACA! SSSuEp 
A PROCLAMATION INVOKING 22°(£) FOR CTFICERS Ch EMPPLCYFTsS OF 


THES COVERED ACP CURA OP BNE CAMMenloy SANTY OCP CUBA. 


pesT AVAILABLE GOSUuENT 





Q: 


A: 
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TAKEN QUESTIGw 


Question taken at the July 1l, 1986 daily press briefingc: 
POLISH AMERICAN CONGRESS POLICY TOWARDS POLAND 


What is your response to the charge by Polish American 
Congress President Mazewski that we lack a clear concept in 


our policy towards Poland? 


--WE VALUE AND RELY ON OUR CLOSE CONTACTS WITH THE POLISH 


AMERICAN COMMUNITY IN SETTING POLICY GOALS IN POLAND THAT 


ARE CONSONANT WITH THE LONGSTANDING TIES BETWEEN OUR TWO 
PEOPLES. 


--GENUINE NATIONAL RECONCILIATION IN POLAND HAS BEEN OUR 
CLEARLY DEFINED POLICY GOAL SINCE 1962. 


--WE HAVE SOUGHT THROUGH A STEP-BY-STEP APPROACH TO URGE 
THE POLISH GOVERNMENT TO MOVE TOWARDS THIS RECONCILIATION, 
WHICH WOULD NATURALLY ENTAIL A RELEASE OF POLITICAL 
PRISONERS. 

-- WE LOOK FORWARD TO CONCRETE FORWARD STEPS CONCERNING THE 
AMNESTY THAT GENERAL JARUZELSKI MENTIONED IN HIS SPEECH 
THIS WEEK TO THE POLISH COMMUNIST PARTY CONGRESS. 

OBVIOUSLY AN AMNESTY FOR POLITICAL PRISONERS WOULD BE A 
STEP TOWARDS GENUINE NATIONAL RECONCILIATION IN POLAND. 


-- THE USG HAS ALSO SOUGHT TO PROVIDE DIRECT HUMANITARIAN 
ASSISTANCE TO THE POLISH PEOPLE THROUGH FOOD AID AND 
MEDICAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS. 


(over) 








--AS WE SAID LAST MONTH, THE U.S. GOVERNMENT HAD NO 
DEFINITIVE INFORMATION AS TO WHETHER OR WHEN THE POLISH 
GOVERNMENT MIGHT IMPOSE MARTIAL LAW TO RESUME EFFECTIVE 


CONTROL OVER THE COUNTRY. 
\ 


--IN THE ABSENCE OF SUCH INFORMATION, OUR OBJECTIVE WAS TO 
CONVINCE THE POLISH GOVERNMENT TO WORK OUT A SOLUTION WITH 


SOLIDARITY. 

















P-csted: July ll, 15996 
TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the July 11, 1986 daily press briefing: 
PALAU: PALAUAN COMPACT OF FREE ASSOCIATION 


What is your reaction to the Palau Court decision on the 
Compact of Free Association? 


--THE COMPACT OF FREE ASSOCIATION FOR PALAU WAS APPROVED BY 
72 PERCENT OF THE VOTERS IN A UN OBSERVED PLEBISCITE LAST 
FEBRUARY. THE GOVERNMENT OF PALAU CERTIFIED THAT THE 


COMPACT HAD BEEN APPROVED IN ACCORDANCE WITH PALAU'S 


CONSTITUTION AND ON THAT BASIS THE PRESIDENT SUBMITTED THE 
COMPACT TO CONGRESS FOR ITS APPROVAL. 


~-THE PLAINTIFFS IN THE PALAU LEGAL ACTION ALLEGED THAT THE 
PLEBISCITE EDUCATION PROGRAM WAS BIASED AND THAT THE 
COMPACT WAS IN CONFLICT WITH SEVERAL PROVISIONS OF PALAU'S 
CONSITUTION. THE RULING OF THE TRIAL DIVISION OF THE PALAU 
COURT WAS THAT THE PLEBISCITE PROGRAM WAS NOT BIASED, THUS 
UPHOLDING THE VALIDITY OF THE PLEBISCITE. THE COURT ALSO 
RULED IN FAVOR OF THE GOVERNMENT ON ALL BUT ONE ISSUE OF 


COMPATIBILITY BETWEEN THE COMPACT AND THE CONSTITUTION. 


-~-THE ONE COUNT ON WHICH THE COURT RULED IN FAVOR OF THE 
PLAINIFFS RELATED TO A PROVISION IN THE PALAU CONSTITUTION 
REQUIRING 75 PERCENT VOTER APPROVAL OF CERTAIN GOVERNMENTAL 
ACTIONS INVOLVING NUCLEAR WEAPONS. WHILE THE GOVERNMENT OF 
PALAU TOOK THE POSITION THAT THE 75 PEKCENT REQUIREMENT DID 
NOT APPLY TO THE COMPACT BECAUSE IT WOULD NOT AUTHORIZE THE 
ACTIONS SPECIFIED IN THE CONSTITUTION, THE COURT AGREED 
WITH THE PLAINTIFFS THAT ANY FORM OF AUTHORITY TO OPERATE 
NUCLEAR CAPABLY OR NUCLEAR PROPELLED VESSELS OR AIRCRAFT 








CE 


— GOVERNMENT OF THE UNITED STATES HAS BASED ITS POLICY 
TOWARD PALAU Ay THE OTHER MICRONESIAN GOVERNMENTS ON 
RESPECT FOR THE RIGHT OF SELF-DETERMINATION OF THE ISLAND » 
PEOPLES, AND RESPECT FOR THEIR CONSTITUTIONAL PROCESSES. 


--WE HAVE BEEN ADVISED THAT THE GOVERNMENT OF PALAU HAS 
FILED NOTICE OF AN APPEAL, AND PALAU'S CONSTITUTIONAL 
PROCESS ON THIS MATTER WILL NOT BE COMPLETE UNTIL THE 
JUDICIAL REVIEW PROCEDURE IS COMPLETE AND THE GOVERNMENT OF 
PALAU NOTIFIES US FORMALLY OF THE OUTCOME. 


~-ONLY WHEN THE ISSUE OF CONSTITUTIONAL INTERPRETATION IS 
RESOLVED THROUGH PALAU'S INTERNAL CONSTITUTIONAL PROCESS, 
WILL WE KNOW PRECISELY WHAT STEPS WILL BE REQUIRED TO GO 
FORWARD WITH IMPLEMENTATION OF THE COMPACT. 





UN 
~-THE GS. TRUSTEESHIP COUNCIL HAS RECOGNIZED THAT THE 


PEOPLE OF PALAU HAVE APPROVED THE COMPACT IN A VALID ACT OF 


SELF-DETERMINATION. THE QUESTION NOW IS. HOW DO WE ACHIEVE 





FULL COMPATIBILITY BETWEEN THE COMPACT AND PALAU'S 
CONSTITUTION SO THAT THE MANDATE OF THE PEOPLE CAN BE 


CARRIED OUT. THIS IS AN INTERNAL PALAUAN CONSTITUTIONAL 





ISSUE, BUT THE UNITED STATES HAS A VERY FRIENDLY 
RELATIONSHIP WITH THE GOVENRMENT AND PEOPLE OF PALAU AND WE 
WILL WORK CLOSELY WITH THEM TO RESOLVE THIS LAST REMAINING 
ISSUE. 


-~-CONSEWQUENTLY, WE BELIEVE CONGRESS SHOULD PROCEED WITH 
APPROVAL OF THE COMPACT SINCE BY ITS TERMS IT CANNOT TAKE 
EFFECT UNITL THIS MATTER IS FINALLY RESOVLED. WE ARE ALL 


PROCEEDING WITH OUR PLANS TO TERMINATE THE TRUSTEESHIP. 


————————————————————————————— 
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MONDAY, JULY 14, 1986, 12:42 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


| mR. KALB: Good afternoon. I have one very brief 
announcement about 4 BACKGROUNDER in connection with the visit 
by the Prime minister of Pakistan. That BACKGROUNDER will be 
taking place tomorrow morning, 10:00 a.m™., in the White House. 
There will be 4 readout BACKGROUNDER, I'm told, after the 
visit. That 1s currently scheduled for 11:30 on July 16, also 
at the White House. 


Q 11:30 on what? 
uo July 16. That is to say. wednesday. 


| Q Senator Helms, when he was down in Chile, had 
some unkind things to say about the U.S. ambassador there. Do 
you have any reaction to that? Do you have anything to say, in 
general, about the advisability of a Senator traveling around 
and saying such things? 


“ On the statements by the Senator, there was, I'm 
sure as most of you here are familiar, 4 statement that was 
made this morning at the White House. 


Let me go through that briefly, if 1 may. and then add 
something on the part of the State Department as well. 
Ambassador Barnes ~~ this is from the White House statement -- 
“ambassador Barnes is carrying out the President's policy in 
| Chile, which 1s to encourage and support movement toward 
democracy. ambassador Barnes continues to have the full 
confidence of the President. 


“ambassador Barnes went to the Rojas funeral in 4 
humanitarian gesture just as the United States provided 
assistance to the Rojas family as 4 humanitarian gesture in the 
face of tragedy." 
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To that I would add the following: that Ambassador 
Barnes is one of the most experienced and ablest of U.S. 
ambassadors and has the complete confidence of the Secretary of 
State George Shultz, as well as of the President. Ambassador 
Barnes is carrying out the President's policy, which is 
formulated in Washington. 


Insofar as your general, or the other part of your 
question, Jim, about observations made by the Senator, I don't 
have any comment on that. 


Q Bernie, then you're saying specifically, with 
regard to the funeral, that when Ambassador Barnes went to the 
funeral he was going -- what? With the acquiescence or at the 
direction of Washington? Which is it? 


& I think you know that Ambassador Barnes, as other 
Ambassadors in different parts of the,world wherever they're 
stationed, are in fact in close touch with the State Department. 


Ambassador Barnes’ presence, to be specific on this, 
at the Rojas funeral was cleared in Washington. Let me add 
that Assistant Secretary of State Elliott Abrams knew that 
Ambassador Barnes would attend the funeral and Abrams approved 
of the action. 


Q Can you bring us up to date on Mr. Gelbard -- 
where is he now? Which South American country? And if he's in 
Chile, who is he seeing? 


a All right. Just to whirl this back just for a 
moment. The visit by Deputy Assistant Secretary for South 
American Affairs Bob Gelbard to Chile this week is part of a 
trip to a number of South American countries that had been 
Planned for a few months. 


As Gelbard's responsibilities cover Chile, among other 
countries, it is perfectly normal for him to make such an 
Orientation visit to that country. He will meet government 
officials, representatives of the Catholic church, democratic 
Political parties, and labor and business organizations. In 
addition to Chile, the Gelbard itinerary will include a couple 
of other stops -- Paraguay, and I'm told, briefly, Argentina 
In all of these countries he will review what you might imagine 
he would review; that is to say, topics and issues of concern 
to the United States. 
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Q I believe he left Saturday. Is he in Santiago 
now? 


“ Let me check that to be exact, Barry. (To 
staff:) Would you check that? 


Q Okay. Now, you ran through the people -- the 
groups, at least. 


i Yes. 


Q I don't know if there are opposition politicians 
in Chile. There doesn't seem to be much opposition. I mean, 
there's an authoritarian government in charge. But is he going 
to seek out opponents of Pinochet? Is that the point? 


io What I have is democratic political parties, and 
I would image there would be some spectrum involved in this. 


Q Okay, I'm sorry, I didn't hear it all. Thank you. 


Q Are you saying that his visit has nothing to do 
with the killing of this young man? It just happens to be at 
this time he's going to make his orientation. Is that the 
drift of it? 





| ta It is a long-scheduled visit, and so the tragedy 
that took place in Santiago did, and Gelbard's visit takes 
Place at the same time. 


| Insofar as that being an item of discussion, I'm not 
going to rule anything in or out, but it would seem to me that 
that ultimately would have to come up. 


Q Has the U.S. -- the U.S. Embassy -- learned now 
anything further about the death of Mr. Rojas? What happened, 
who did it? 

° a I don't have anything beyond what we discussed 


the other day here last week. 


Q Since then his mother said that it was, of 
course, ridiculous to think that he was responsible for his own 
Geath. Do you have any new views on that? 


if No. I think [| addressed that question to some 
extent on Friday, and that's where it stands. 








an, a 


-4- Monday, 7/14/86 





Q What was Mr. Habib doing last week? 


i Habib, Habib's travels. I do have something on 
Habib's travels. He was in Honduras Friday -- just to run 
through the last few days of his most recent swing -- in 
Honduras on Friday, July 11. Saturday, he went first to 
Guatemala, then returned to Washington. 


Q While we're on Honduras -- 
Q What's he doing? I mean, what's he doing? 


| a I think we talked about that the other day in 
taking a look at problems in Central America. 


Q How does the State Department see Honduras ' 
future? Does it have a permanent role now to play in U.S. 
efforts to -- 1 don't know what -- in an effort to bring down a 
Marxist government? 
| 6 What I have on that, Barry, insofar as -- your 
question? 
Q My question goes, of course, to the story that 


appeared in, I think it was the New York Times, that Honduras 
is now going to be a permanent base for U.S. anti-Communist 


activities? 





i On that the United States does not have nor does 
the United States plan to establish a permanent military 
| presence in Honduras. 


| 9 Can you be there often enough so that it becomes 
permanent without a declaration, because what the article 
refers to, of course, are extensive military exercises? And I 
Suppose if you carry them out four or five times a year, well, 
you've got a permanent base. 


. A Well, that's an interpretation that you're 
making. I cannot add anything to that. 

Q But you don't think the newspaper made an 
interpretation that it's more permanent? You think it isn't 
permanent? 

ia ihat's what I said And insofar as one of the 


Suggestions, I think, in your question, Barry, about the 
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military strength of the United States in Honduras, I'm told 
that the current level of the U.S. military presence, 
involvement, or et cetera, is now at the same level as it has 
a two years and that there are no plans to increase that 
level. 


Q Without quibbling, again, you're talking about a 
standing presence? Multitudes of troops come in for exercises 
° | and leave. When you say that the size of forces hasn't 
changed, you mean the permanent force? 














6 Yes. 

Q Bernie, on the U.S. presence, you say there's no 

| intention to make it permanent? 

i) On the force there. Let me drop the word 
“permanent. " 

Q You say there's no intention to make it 
permanent. I think that's not -- the report didn't say 
"permanent." It said there were plans to extend the U.S. 
military. 

6 What I have said, Jim, is the U.S. does not have 
nor does the U.S. plan to establish a permanent military 
presence in Honduras. 


Q And what I'm saying is that that is not a 
response to what the news report said. The news report said 
Simply extending, not in making it indefinite but rather making 
| it longer than it is now. 


| if) I understand your question of extension versus 
permanence. I'll have to stick with what I have on that, Jim. 


Is Nickel stepping down as Ambassador to South 


| Africa? 
A I think -- 
Q Can we stay on the same subject for a second? 
A Gelbard is in Chile today, just to tidy that up. 
Q Bernie, the report also insinuates that the 
United States will become now directly involved in the managing 
of the war. What can you -- of the Contra war, I'm talking 


about -- what can you tell us about that? 
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A That I think is a different story that you're 
talking about. That's a quite different -- but since you've 
raised it, let me just offer the response. 


There has been no final allocation -- there has been 
no final allocation of responsibilities on how the Executive 
Branch will implement the legislation which has not yet been 
passed by the full Congress. It is clearly stated, in the 8ill 
passed by the House, and in the President's message to Congress 
of March 19, that overall policy control and interagency 
coordination would be responsibilities of the State Department, 
while implementation would be in the hands of the Central 
Intelligence Agency and the Department of Defense. 


Q To be clear, you mean Nicaragua, of course? 


a We're talking about the question of aid to the 
resistance; yes. 


Q This is eventual, is it not? This is not right 
as of now; the CIA has no direct control as of now, do they? 


7 Well, there was no military aid as of now. What 
I'm talking about is a piece of legislation that has not yet 
cleared Capitol Hill. I've made a reference here to the way 
the problem of implementation and overall responsibility is 
addressed in both the House Bill and in the President's message 
to Congress on March 19. But I underline the fact that there 
is no final allocation because, among other reasons, the Bill 
has not yet been passed. 


Q I have a follow-up, please -- 

Q Bernie, what it the meaning of “implementation” -- 
Q Excuse me. Bernie, if I could follow that up? 

A Just a minute. I cannot break that word down for 


you beyond “implementation. " 


Q The restrictions on CIA activity with regard to 
the Contras are still in effect, are they not? 


Aa I don't have anything on that I only know what 
the reference is to what is in the House Bill and the 
President's message. 
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Q Bernie, what does “implementation" mean? 


a On what? 


Q On the same word -- on “implementation?” Does 
this imply that the CIA will actually handle the distribution 
of the hundred million? 


ts I don't think it -- no, I didn't say that, and I 
didn't break down the hundred million, assuming that that 
number is passed. Nor, I think, is it for me to break down the 


word “implementation” as to precisely what will be done by any 
particular government agency. I think it would be premature 
and speculative on my part to do so. 


Matt? 
Q Another subject? 
Q Nickel? 


6 Nickel? On Nickel, what could I say about that? 
I know the stories that you're referring to. I assume I know 
the stories. And all I can say is that I don't have any 
comment on any Presidential appointments. 


Q More specifically on South Africa, Bernie, 
anything on the new restrictions on black schooling? 


i) Yes. That the measures, which include 
identification documents for black students, fences, and 
security guards, are designed to control student protest. 

These regulations may succeed in the short run, but they will 
not eradicate the underlying causes of the unrest nor will they 
create a climate in which education can flourish. 


Q Two follow-up question on South Africa. 

Q What is the U.S. attitude -- 

Q Is Ambassador Nickel in this country right now? 
Aa I'm making it -- I think the attitude is there. 


It's very clear. 


Q You say they may succeed? 


A In the short run, but it will not tackle the 
problem In other words, takes dim view of. 
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Q Bernie, if I could just follow up. Where is our 
review of policy? 
A Don't have anything for you on review. You're 


talking about South Africa? 

Q Uh-huh. 

A Nothing. 

Q On South Africa? 

3) Yep. 

Q The policy review, I know you said "nothing." 
I'll ask a specific question. Is there -- a part of the policy 
review is consideration of change in U.S. view of the ANC, 

possibly upgrading it as a legitimate or the legitimate 

representative of South African blacks? 


A You're asking a specific question under Bill's 
more or less generic question, and my answer remains the same. 





Q Without asking a specific question about a 
Presidential appointment, can I ask you if the U.S. is 
considering a change of Ambassadorship in South Africa, without 
getting into names? 





Don't have anything on that. If there's anything 
by way of an Ambassadorial appointment, that comes from the 
White House. 


~-MORE-- 
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Q Is Ambassador Nickel in South Africa right now? 


RB No. He's not. He left about -- I think about 
10, maybe 12 or so, days ago. This was a previously scheduled 
leave, and, as a matter of fact, he's expected to be back here 
in Washington by mid-week -- that's about the way I have it -- 
mid-week to join in policy discussions on South Africa. 





. Q Could you make him available to us? 


A Will I make him available to you? I don't have 
that power. 


Q When is he expected to go back to Pretoria? 
a I don't have anything for you on that. 


Q Is he expected to go back? 





a I have nothing for you on that. 


Is the United States considering the appointment 
of a black Ambassador to South Africa? 





A I have answered that question the first time 
around, and you're simply asking me to punch up a little 
repetition. 

Q There was an item -- 

is) Wait a minute, Barry. Let me -- 


Q No. South Africa, too. 
A Okay. Go ahead. 


The notion of a special envoy was floating around 





last week. 
« | ms I remember -- 
| Q Where does that stand now? 
| i) It's been floating around for longer than a week, 


and I don't have anything on where it stands. 


Q The White House -- 
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i] Duel at 30 paces. 


Q -- says that the U.S. is communicating an answer 
on the Soviet proposal to talk about SALT II and SCC. 





Q May I switch this to South Africa, please? 


Q Okay. 
. A I don't have anything on your SALT II -- Is that 
the SCC? 
Q Yes. 
a) July 22? Have nothing on it. Let me go -- 


Q Okay. On -- 
a 


July 22 is the right date, isn't it? 





Yes -- 


Q 

Q For what? 
Q Could you please take this one on -- 

i That -- the Shevardnadze meeting took place, Matt. 


Q On South Africa, when is the U.S. going to meet 
with representatives of the Eminent Persons Group? I 
understand they're coming to Washington. 


A I don't have anything on that. 

Q Couid you look into that? 

A Yes, I can. 

Q And, also, on -- do you have any statements on 


what Senator Dole said over the weekend or what Prime Minister 
Mulroney said about sanctions? 





| A No. Let me try this end. 


Q Without asking about specific policy review that 
Might change U.S. policy toward the ANC, would -- this question 
has been asked before, but maybe we can get a more precise 
answer, on what grounds does the Department distinguish between 
the ANC and the PLO, in terms of inclusion -- 
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a I don't have anything on that. 
w -- in talks and so on? 


a I have nothing for you on that, and if that is 
more forthcoming than your previous answer, make the most on it. 





Q Can you tell about the U.S. maneuvers in -- off 
. Libya and if they're continuing? 





a Well, that -- not going to be of much help here. 
I think it's no secret that there is no inclination to discuss 
operational details of any military type, and, having said 
that, let me reiterate what indeed you have heard from here, 
that the United States reserves the right to conduct maneuvers 
in international waters and airspace anywhere in the world. 


Q Are you confirming, then, there has been such 
maneuvers? 


a Ah, Semaan, good try. (Laughter) 


A <n 


Q Bernie, same subject. Would you feel compelled 
to notify Libya of such maneuvers? Would you file -- 





A I have nothiny on that for you. 





| Q That was my question. 

Aa I have nothiny for you either. 
| Q Israeli counter.-terrorism actions today? 
a What is your question? 


Q Anything on the Israeli raids today, or whatever 
| they are called euphemistically? 


i What you've heard -- that the United States 
. regrets the continuation of the cycle of violence in Lebanon. 
The U.S. policy is very clear: that the United States 
continues to support Lebanon's unity, sovereignty and 
independence, and the withdrawal of all foreign forces. 


The U.S. urges all parties to bring their influence to 
bear to end the cycle of attack and counter-attack and to work 
for the achievement of security arrangements that could assure 
Stability in Lebanon, including the south, and security for 
northern Israel. 
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Does the U.S. feel today's actions were justified 
in light of the terrorist action against Israel the other day? 


A The extent of the y.S. response is what I have 
just shared with you. 


Mike? 


The South Korean Government banned a magazine 
because it had an article by Kim Dae Jung in it. Is that sort 
of measure commensurate with the United States’ desire that 
South Korea progress towards full democracy? 


os I am not going to make an evaluation of that 
specific action other than to reiterate that the United States 
supports freedom of the press. 


Would the administration like to or are there any 
plans for any ~~ I'm sorry, the “state Department -- to meet 
with Senator Helms to discuss what he might have -- 


i) I have sothing on you. I'm sure that there are 
-- when they do meet, there are those ties, but insofar as 
specific, the door is always open. But I know of no particular 
plan or anything. 


Q Does the State Department have any evidence that 
terrorist groups are planning new attacks in Western Europe, 
continuing on the intelligence report that's circulating within 


the administration? 


i well, 1 think we may have had something the other 
day. What I have here is some observations in connection with 
the attacks in Spain and Portugal. These two latest attacks, 
plus those last week in France and Germany, are another 
illustration that the terrorist problem is 4 persistent one. 


They are also reminders that the problem is 
international in nature, and there are @ large number of 
different terrorist groups, motivations, and targets. Thus, no 
one can be complacent or think that we can relax our efforts. 
The investigations are being conducted by the Spanish and 
Portuguese officials respectively from initial reports. The 
Madrid attack appears similar to previous attacks against the 
Spanish Civil Guards by the ETA, the Basque Separatist Group. 
Eight persons reported killed; a number of others, including 
bystanders, reported wounded. 
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Lisbon: The Lisbon explosion may have resulted from a 
bomb accidentally going off. Iwo persons reported killec. 





The other five incidents in Portugal seem to be the 
work of an indigenous terrorist group, the Popular Forces of 
April 25, also known as FP-25. 


Insofar as any American casualties, no reports of 
American casualties. We express our sympathy to the victims 
and families of these terrorist attacks. Once again innocent 
bystanders have been hurt. 








Q Bernie, are you reading to us from a new 
terrorist report? 

6 No. I don't have that new terrorist report that 

you're alluding to. 

Q The Times has it? I mean, it's going to be made 
| public? 

i} Let me take a look at that. 

Q Bernie -- 

Yeah. 





There's a report from New Delhi that the Indian 
Government and the Soviet Government have concluded an 
agreement whereby the Indians will acquire MiG-29's, a more 
advanced warplane than has been exported by the Soviets before. 


Does the U.S. have any information along these lines? 
Does it have any view of it? 


te I don't have anything on that. 





Q Secondly, do you have any view of the election in 
Hanoi of Truong Chinh to become the new head of the Communist 
Party of Vietnam? 


“ No I have nothing on Truong Chinh. 
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ia Wait a minute. Hold it. 


Q One more. You put out a -- 
i] Give me a chance not to bat zero, please. 
Okay. -- to a taken question here about a group 


v 
of Cubans, employees, evidently, of the Cuban Ministry of 
Public Health, who were barred from attending at the 
International Conference of Pediatrics in Honolulu, because the 
United States refused to give them visas. 





ba You're reading from what, Don? 





| Q I'm reading from a posted thing, posted today by 
the Department of State Press Office, taken question -- 





u Uh-huh. 


Q -- posted July 14th. On the grounds that a 
provision of the Immigration and Naturalization Act provides 
the President finds that entering the United States by a 
particular class of aliens will be detrimental to the interests 
of the United States. 


Could you explain further how a group of public health 
officials going to a Conference of Pediatrics would be 
detrimental to the interests of the United States? 





A Let me put that question directly to those who 
prepared that and see what we can get. I'll take that question. 


In the back, please? 


: Q Me? 
is Yeah. 
Q I believe you answered this question briefly 


about the Standing Consultative Commission, but my question is, 
is it the feeling that anything could be gained by acceding to 
the Soviet request for a meeting of that Commission on the 
Administration's policy on SALT? 





a I have nothing to offer you on that. 


Matt? 
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Q Do you have anything to say about opium 
production in Pakistan; there was a story in The New York Times? 








i) Yes. Yes. The United States very much regrets 
the increase in narcotics production in Pakistan this year. We 
have been working closely with the Government of Pakistan for 


many years on the control of narcotics production. The 
Government of Pakistan takes this problem very seriously and is 
exerting a major effort to clamp down on narcotics production 


and trafficking. 





The Pakistanis are doing so, both because of their own 
anti-narcotics legislation and because they are well aware of 
their own rapidly increasing addiction rate. 


Q Do you have anything - 


Q Will that be discussed with the Prime Minister, 
that issue? 
i) I would imagine a variety of issues would come 


up, and I don't think I should be specific. 


Matt? 


Q Bernie, do you have figures for their opium 
production, this year, last year, year before? 


A I don't have those here. I tried to get some 
information in connection with what the U.S. is doing by way of 
contributions to help suppress narcotics production. What I 
got was that the State Department is providing approximately $3 
Million in narcotics control-related assistance in the current 
fiscal year to Pakistan, and that there's further U.S. aid by 
Other government agencies, such as AID and IDEA and through the 


United Nations. 





Q Is there any chance that you can get those 
| figures? 

. Let me see. I don't know, but let me take a look 
at that. You want U.S. estimates on opium, etc., production in 
| Pakistan? 

{ 
Q And whether that includes -- because I'm 


intrigued by the figures published in The New York Times this 





morning, and 1 was wondering whether that included the stuff 
coming through Pakistan from Afghanistan, or whether that 
| figures is separate or what? 
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‘ We'll ask without any certainty of what they have 
upstairs. 





Q Do you have anything on an American missionary 
kidnapped in the Philippines? 


6 Yes, we do. I think we are all familiar with his 
name, Brian Ernest Lawrence, an American Protestant 
missionary. What we have by way of information in connection 
with this is that Philippine military officials have confirmed 
the kidnapping on Saturday -- that is to say, July 12 -- in 
Marawi City -- M-a-r-a-w-i -- Marawi City, Island of Mindanao. 


International Missions -- that is to say, Mr. 
Lawrence's sponsor -- reported that a group of armed men 
abducted him from his apartment on the Marawi State University 
campus at about 10:00 p.m. The abductors’ demands and 
affiliations, if any, are not known at this time. 


Q Is there -- 


a Mr. Lawrence's wife is safe with Mission 
personnel. We have no information about the report that a 
number of Philippine nuns were also kidnapped in a separate 
incident. 


We condemn, we deplore, this criminal act. 


Let me remind you that a travel advisory was issued on 
June 27th of last year, warning Americans of incidents against 
foreigners, including political kidnappings in certain parts of 
Mindanao. 


It is my understanding that Mr. Lawrence is about 30 
years old, that he's been in the Philippines about three years, 
and that he's from Madison, Wisconsin. 


Q Do you have any idea who did this? Did you say 
you didn't? 


os No. Just that this a > soup -- no idea of 
their demands or affiliations. 

Q When you say they're not known at this time -- 

a Yeah. 


Q You mean not known to whom? 
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. Not known to the United States at this time. 
Whether they're known to the Philippines, I would imagine the 
Filipinos would in fact inform the United States. 





When I just came in here, Pete pointed out a wire 
story saying something to the effect that the Embassy was 
planning to send someone down to Mindanao to see what they 
could pick up in addition. But I would imagine the information 
is obviously not as thorough and exhaustive as we would like it 
at this point. 


Q Does the travel advisory which was already in 
effect include Marawi City? 





| i I had “in parts of Mindanao,” and I cannot answer 

that as specifically as you're putting it, nor am I precisely 
familiar with whether or not there was a geographic itemization 
in that advisory pinpointing all the cities. I just don't know 
that. The information I got was “parts of Mindanao." 


| t Yes. Thank you. The French Foreign Ministry 


protested a statement by the U.S. Embassy over the weekend 
about the sentencing of the prison terrorists. I wonder if you 


have any reaction to -- 





© I do not. I do not have anything. 
| Q Bernie -- 
Q Anything new on Marcos and his possible -- 
| A No. 
Q -- involvement in Tolentino -- ? 
fa Nothing new on Marcos. 
| 8111? 
. | Q Any response to -- oh, I'm sorry. Do you have 


| any response to a call by McNamara and a lot of other arms 
control specialists on -- 


a No. I do not I do not. 


Q Bernie, anything on the country of Guinea Bissau 
~~ they plan to knock off about a dozen former officials for a 
coup attempt? 
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i) I hadn't seen that myself. 
John. Welcome back. 

Q Thank you. 

a Where have you been? 

Q Out. 


“ Thank you. 


Is Shultz going to see the Soviet Ambassador 
before Dubinin goes back to Moscow at the end of the week? 


‘ I don't have anything on that. 
Q Is there anything scheduled? 


fe I thought I answered that question. So I just 
repeat, I don't have anything on that. 


Q Okay Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 1:08 p.m.) 




















Posted: July 16, 1986 


TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the July 14, 1986 daily press briefing: 


OPIUM PRODUCTION IN PAKISTAN 





Q. Do you have figures for opium production in Pakistan this 
year, last year and the year before? Do figures in the New 
York Times this morning (7/14/86) include opium coming through 
Pakistan from Afghanistan or is that figure separate? 


A. The Department of State's annual International Narcotics 
Control Strategy Report, submitted to Congress every February 
1, shows the following data on opium production (in metric 
tons) for Southwest Asia for 1984 and 1985; the 1986 data 
supplied here are preliminary estimates: 





Country 1986 1985 1984 
Pakistan 100-150 40- 70 40- 50 " 
Afghanistan . 320-420 300-400 140-180 

Iran 200-400 200-400 400-600 


Production estimates for Pakistan and Aghanistan are 
reported separately. However, a substantial portion of the 
Afghan opium intended for export is refined into heroin at 
laboratories on both sides of the Pakistan-Afghanistan border 
and smuggled westward. 


Assistant Secretary Designate Ann Wrobleski testified on 
May 13 that U.S. officials believe much of the increase in 
Pakistani opium production was a result of three factors: 
increasing prices for raw opium which led to cultivation of 
additional acreage; highly favorable weather conditions which 
sharply increased yield; and accelerating demand within the 
region for opium and heroin. While we are concerned at the 
possibility that the estimated increase in Pakistani opium 
production in 1986 could result in increased exports of opium 
products tq the United States and Europe, the available 
information indicates that the increased production is largely 
being absorbed within the region. Pakistan appears to continue 
to be a net importer of opium. 











Posted: July 15, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the July 14, 1986 daily press briefing: 


SOUTH AFRICA: EMINENT PERSONS GROUP 





Q: When is the U.S. going to meet with representatives of the 
Eminent Persons Group? 

A: THE CO-CHAIRMEN OF THE COMMONWEALTH EMINENT PERSONS GROUP, 
MALCOLM FRASER OF AUSTRALIA AND GENERAL OLUSEGUN OBASANJO OF 


NIGERIA, ARE SCHEDULED TO MEET WITH SECRETARY SHULTZ ON JULY 22 


IN WASHINGTON. 





Posted: July 14, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the July 14, 1986 daily press briefing: 
CUBA: VISA POLICY FOR CURA® OFFICIALS? 





C: Could you explain furcher how a group of public health officials 
going cto a Congress of Peciatrics woult he cetrimental to ct. 
interests of «he Unitec Scractes? 

A: -- AS NOTED Li! THE RESPONSE TO TIE TAPES CUESTION PCSsten 


EARLIER TODAY, THE PRESIDENT HAS DETERMINED THAT ENTPY LTO 


THE UNITED STATES BY OFFICIALS AND EMPLOYEES OF THE CURA?! 











GOVERNMENT OR THE COMMUNIST PARTY OF CUBA AS A CLASS I¢ 





DETRINENTAL TO THE INTERESTS OF THE UNITED STATES. ENTRY 
OF ANY MEMBER OF THAT CLASS, REGARDLESS OF TITEIR FUNCTIONS, 
WAS SUSPENDED UNDER U.S. LAW BY THE PRESIDENTIAL 
PROCLAMATION OF OCTOBER 4, 1°85. THE PROCLAMATION PROVIDES 


EXCEPTIONS- FOR OFFICIALS COMING ON OFFICIAL BUSINESS TO THE 





UNITED NATIONS, NEMBERS OF THE CUBAN INTERESTS SECTION I! 
THE U.S., AND OTHERS AT THE DISCRETION OF THE SECRETARY OF 
STATE. THE DEPARTMENT GRANTED AN EXCEPTION I! THIS CASE 
‘FOR THE ONE CUBAN PUBLIC HEALTH OFFICIAL WHO WAS INVITED PY 
THE WORLD HEALTH ORGANIZATION TO PRESENT A SCIENTIFIC PAPEP 


AT THE CONGRESS. 


BEST AVAILABLE DOCUMENT 


a ra 
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TUESDAY, JULY 15, 1986, 12:43 P. M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. KALB: Good afternoon. Couple of brief 
announcements to begin with. : 


An AID press release, available in the Press Office. 
It announces the offer of $400,000 in disaster assistance to 
the Philippine Government to help victims in the Typhoon Peggy 
which, as the meteorologists here remember, struck July 9th. 
This offer in addition to the $25,000 in assistance already 
provided by AID. 


Then in answer to a question that has come up once or 
twice -- I think last Friday and yesterday as well -- having to 
do with the dates of Foreign Secretary Sir Geoffrey Howe in 
Washington. That is now set for July 17th, that is to say, 
Thursday. He plans to return to London, Sir Geoffrey, on the 
18th. 


In answer to questions as well that came up as to why, 
etc., as you know, Sir Geoffrey Howe has within the past ten 
days or so visited southern Africa, just returned from a trip 
there, and he will be making another one as part of the 
European Community mandate with respect to South Africa. He's 
also met yesterday, perhaps even today, with the visiting 
Soviet Foreign Minister, Mr. Shevardnadze, so that the clear 
expectation is that his session with the Secretary would focus 
on at least these two subjects. 


Q Did you get the time yet? 


A I don't have the exact time. 


Q When did he say he'll be leaving? 
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a The next day. 
Q Do you have a general time? Morning, afternoon? 
a No, I do not. 


Q Have we had -- have you had any word from the 
British on whether and how Shultz and Shevardnadze are going to 


meet? 
a No, I do not. 


Q Going to something that was mentioned at the 
White House this morning at the background briefing, what is 
the current State Department assessment of Pakistan's nuclear 
abilities? 


i) You had a backgrounder that dealt extensively 
with a variety of subjects dealing with both Pakistan and U.S. 
relations, etc. Insofar as your specific question -- I would 
imagine that this came up as well during the backgrounder -- - 
I've got to run the clock back to October 1985. At that time 
the President certified that Pakistan did not possess a nuclear 
explosive device, and that U.S. security assistance would 
reduce significantly the risk that Pakistan would possess such 
a device. 


That's what I have on chat, Jim. 
Q And is that still the case? 


a Well, you've had -- it is my understanding that 
the next certification is called for a year later. That is to 
say, in October of this year. What the President had said 
October '85, well, that is still valid, and the next 


certification-- 


Q So if you found out that Pakistan did possess, 
you'd wait till October to tell Congress about it? 


i) I-don't have anything on that for you. What I'm 
familiar with is the certification of ‘85, the fact that that 
certification is still valid, and that another certification is 
expected to come up in October of this year. 


Q Do you mean the certification is still valid, or 
the statement that they don't have a nuclear device? 
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A The certification as I shared it with you, and, 
if you want it more verbatim, I don't have that. 


Q So you're saying they don't -- they still don't 
have a nuclear device. 


a I am staying with what I have shared with you, so 
that is where I come out on this. 


Q Bernie, does the United States have information 
that Pakistan has enriched uranium higher than five percent? 


a Don't have anything for you on that, Don. 


Q Do you have anything on the criteria for deciding 
how far nuclear technology inside a country can go before it's 
considered (inaudible) -- 


A I don't have that. I don't know that I am the 
one to deal with on that. It may be the ACDA or others 
certainly would be better equipped, but I simply don't have the - 
scientific formulas to make those determinations. 


Q Bernie, do you have anything on the exchange 
between the United States and Soviet Union on that issue with 
Pakistan? 


a You're referring to the published story today? 
Q Yes. 


i On that story, I'm not in the position to get 
involved in the specifics of any confidential diplomatic 
exchanges. Having said that, let me say that the United States 
has on many occasions assured the Government of Pakistan that 
the U.S. remains fully committed to Pakistan's security in the 
face of a continuing military threat from the Soviet Union and 
the Afghan regime. The U.S. position on Pakistan's nuclear 
program is well known, and I have sought to share that with you 
in response to one of the earlier questions. 


Barry? 


Q Bernie, generally when it comes to nuclear 
weapons, countries are described as having nuclear weapons. 
You usually know if they do, because they test them, and you 
can tell. And then you have nuclear-capable countries. 
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Is Pakistan, in the U.S. view, a country capable of 
developing nuclear weapons? 


a I don't have anything on it. 

Q And when you speak of Pakistan's ability to 
defend itself -- of course, the U.S. has invested a lot of 
energy in -- 

o Say that again. I lost you. 

Q. I say, when you speak of wanting to make sure 
Pakistan is able to defend itself, and I assume you mean 
against the Soviet Union -- 


4 Yeah. Go ahead. 


Q --because there are other countries with which 

it's had disagreements -—- 
a I'm listening to your question, which comes out -- « 
Q [Is it necessary for Pakistan to have nuclear 


weapons to defend itself? 


a I can't make thet sort of a judgment. 

Q Why? 

Q Bernie -- 

is) Because I can't make that judgment for Pakistan. 

Q Well, it's a judgment for the United States to 
make, too. 

a It is not for me to make that sort of judgment, 


and I have to let it stand at that. 


Q Well, literally, you're saying -- and I don't 
think you mean to -- that it's up to Pakistan to decide whether 
it wants to have a nuclear weapon or not.. Is that what you're 
saying? 


bs I think when I sought to share with you the 
certification as set forth by the President, just to make sure 
that I said it right, which I'm confident I did, let me repeat 
it precisely, which [I think embraces a response to the question 
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that you have posed, Barry -- that the President certified, the 
last time he did that in October of 1985, that Pakistan did not 
possess a nuclear explosive device, and that U.S. security 
assistance would reduce significantly the risk that Pakistan 
would possess such a device. 


Bernie, what do you mean by “security commitment 
to Pakistan?" Does that mean the United States would come to 
her aid if she was attacked by another country? 


i I don't have the specifics on that, but that's a 
very, very longstanding program. 


Q Are you saying then that the arms, or the 
military supplies to Pakistan from the U.S. are sufficient 
enough to reduce its dependence on the nuclear power? 


i No. I'm saying what I have said, and I'm not 
going to reinterpret it. 


Barry? . 


Q Well, let me say one more thing: Does the United 
States believe that Pakistan's nuclear program poses a threat 
to India, which is a friend of the United States and a 
democracy? 


‘a Well, on that general subject, I think that the 
U.S. believes that the best solution to the general question 
that you have raised would be a regional understanding to 
remove the threat of nuclear proliferation. 


There was a set position that President Zia, I 
understand, has expressed both publicly and privately last 
October during the 40th U.N. General Assembly Session, in which 
he set forth a series of specifics that embraced the following 
points: that his government is prepared on a joint basis with 
India to sign the non-proliferation treaty; accept full-scope 
safeguards on its nuclear facilities; engage in mutual 
inspections of each other's nuclear facilities; renounce the 
development or acquisition of nuclear weapons; or establish a 
South Asian nuclear weapons free zone. 


The United States encourages all regiona)] states to 
pursue these or other mutually agreeable constructive steps to 
eliminate the risk of proliferation in the region. 


Q Copy, Bernie? 
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a Yes. Let me help you on that. 


Q A senior government official yesterday briefing 
on background about the visit of the Prime Minister of Pakistan 


4 Yesterday? 

Q Yes. 

Q. This morni 4. 

Q Yesterday. 

o Right. 

Q At the Foreign Press Center, said something about 


that the United States would like to give to Pakistan the title 
of most-favored nation in economic and other relations with -- 
you want to flesh this out to implement this attitude? - 


a No. But let me take a look and see what I can 
get to you on that. 


Bill? 


Q And a second question for this -- related to the 
Geneva talks about Afghanistan at the end of this month, and 
the participation of Pakistan in these talks, what expectation 
the United States Government is having from these talks that -- 


a Have nothing on it. As you know, when they have 
had talks on regional issues, it was an opportunity to set 
forth specific positions and for both sides an opportunity as 
well to avoid any potential miscalculations on the calendar 
with respect to a regional issue. 


Q Do you favor the position of the Pakistanis that. 
they would like the Russian withdrawal from Afghanistan within 
six months to a-year -- 


a I don't want to get involved in any specific 
timetable as such. The United States has repeatedly called for 
the withdrawal of Soviet troops from Afghanistan. 


Bill? 
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Q Bernie, just -- can I go back to your remarks on 
the Zia offer? Does that mean the U.S. -- can you say that the 
U.S. would then support a nuclear-free zone in -- well, like 


the Indian Ocean or -- 


o Not to be specific on that -- I'm not going to be 
specific on that. The United States has encouraged these 
various things, including some of these specifics set forth by 
Zia, but for me to isolate one, for example, over another, I 
simply don't have that kind of information. 


Q. Because it's important in the sense of political 
consistency in supporting a nuclear-free zone in one area of 
the world and being against it in another such as the Pacific. 


a Can't help you, Bill. Sorry. 


Q Bernie, another subject? 

a Yeah. 

Q No. One more on this, please? : 
Q Okay. 


Q You mentioned the President's certification last 
October in coming -- why is he certifying? Is that required in 
order to continue military assistance agreements? 


A My understanding is that it's a legal requirement. 


Q And that if he should decertify, then U.S. 
military assistance would have to stop? 


a I don't have the specifics. That could be the 
implication of it, as the law says it, but I[ don't have the 
specific. My understanding is that that is a legal 
certification that goes with an expressed intent to provide aid 
to Pakistan. 


-~- MORE -- 
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Q Bernie, could you perhaps take a follow-up to 
Bill's question on that nuclear free zone in the Pacific and 
see where this -- what is the status of the U.S. attitude 
toward the protocols of the Pacific Nuclear Free Zone Treaty? 


ts All right, let me take a look at that. I think 
that you might find that actually in the transcripts because 
the Secretary dealt with that on more than one occasion during 
the ASEAN meeting. 


Q Bernie, on another subject -- 
A Wait a minute, hold it. Barry. 


Q Can I have a try on whether -- without getting 
into who -- has the United States approached the South African 
Government in a preliminary way, at least, about the 
possibility of a new Ambassador being appointed? 


“ I don't have anything beyond where it was left, 
from your point of view, in a highly unsatisfactory manner - 
yesterday. 


Q Oh, I was satisfied. And another aspect of this, 
just to refresh my memory, without reference to any specific 
country, of course, does another government get to veto or get 
to disapprove an Ambassadorial appointment? Or to put it 
another way, does the United States always appoint Ambassadors 
only with the acquiescence of the host country? 


‘ My understanding is that there is a fixed 
diplomatic ritual, called the agrement, in which a name is 
presented and a country then responds with an affirmative or a 
negative. 


Q And if they respond with a negative? 

a If they respond with a negative, it's my 
understanding that you then would look around for another chap 
or madam. 


Q Fine. And you don't -- 


a But just a moment. But if there are, and [ 
frankly, Barry, am not familiar, if there are cases, for 
example, where there's a turn-down and they have proceeded, I 
simply don't know. I'd call on Or. Martinez who is an old 
Foreign Service Officer. 
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Q Well, that question -- 


a There is an absolute turn-down and that's it. 
That is it, Or. Martinez, footnote. 


Q Does that come after the person is confirmed by 
the Senate, or what? 


i The answer is no. 


Q Do you have any comment on the Washington Post -- 








oe Would you go through a confirmation and then get 
a turn-down? I'll leave that in mid-air 


Q Do you have any comment on the hin n Post 
story from London that Syria is involved or has involvement 
directly with that attempt to blow an [Israeli airline early 
this year? 


‘ No, I do not have anything on that. 


Q All right, but let me ask you about a related 
story, if I may. 


a That is, as you know, before the British courts, 
and beyond that [ have nothing. 


Barry. 


Q There's a report in a morning newspaper today 
that the Secretary is angry with a Syrian official about some 
sort of publication with that medieval blood libel against 
Jews, and that he has written a letter complaining. 


Can you either release the letter to us, tell us if 
the letter is being quoted accurately, and tell us what the 
U.S. Government has done about Minister Tlas' reported 
allegations? 


a That letter to Rebbi Hier, at the Simon 
Wiesenthal Institute, if [ have that correctly -- [I think I do, 
yes, Center -- dated July 3, the letter as published is, I 
understand, accurate. And, as the Secretary stated in his 
letter to the Rabbi, “I can assure you that 1 share your deep 
sense of outrage." 
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Insofar as to another aspect of your question, Barry, 
what has the United States done about it? It obviously has 
communicated with the U.S. Embassy in Damascus, and the U.S. 
Embassy in Damascus has been instructed to raise the subject 
with the Syrians. 


And, finally, on the third point, that was a letter 
from the Secretary to Rabbi Hier, and I am not in a position to 
be able to release that letter. 


Q. Also in the Middle East, do you have any 
statement concerning Ambassador Pickering's visit to Amman? 


i) Where are we? Go ahead. Pickering? Very 
little. As you know, Ambassador Pickering was the United 
States Ambassador to Jordan between 1974 and 1978. He has gone 
to Jordan -- this, I understand, is the first time he's gone 
there since he wrapped up his official assignment there in 
1978. This, by the Near Eastern Bureau here, is characterized 
as a private visit. But in the context of a private visit, he 
will be seeine a lot of Jordanian officials that he dealt with 
before and it is the expectation that, among others, he will 
see the King. 


Q A follow-up -- 


Q The Secretary wants Tlas to withdraw his books 


from -- what I mean, what he is asking from the Syrian 
Government? 
a As I say, the account, as published, is about 


where it stands. On the other part of your question, I said 
that the Embassy in Damascus has been instructed to raise the 
matter with Syrian authorities in Damascus. I, at this point, 
do not know whether the actual meeting has yet taken place or 
the results thereof. 


Barry? 
Q Can I follow up on Pickering? 


a Pickering? Yes. 


Q This private visit to Jordan, is this a normal 
thing for an Ambassador from one country to the other, 
especially where two countries are at the technical state of 
war, that he will be meeting with officials from the other -- 
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a As you know, it's not a great distance away. As 
you know, he served there some four years and has a broad, 
extensive array of friends among the Jordanians. And if you 
think, for example, there may be something else to it. . nave 
nothing to contribute to support that theory. My understanding 
is that it's a private visit, and I do not at this point 
ascribe any kind of unusual aspect to it. 


Q will he be reporting to the U.S. State Department 
about these meetings there? 


fs) I think Ambassadors are always in contact, but I 
regret to say I'll not be able to share the cable with you. 


Q What sort of Israeli message would he carry to 
King Hussein? 


fs) I didn't say anything about Israeli messages. 

Q Well, the Reuters report this morning did say o 
that. 

A Fine, then you should take it up with Reuters. I 


can't help you on that. But it was a pretty good try. 
Don? 


Q Several times Soviet spokesmen in Moscow have 
been quoted as referring to preliminary discussions which have 
been taking place with the United States on the question of a 
meeting between Secretary Shultz and Mr. Shevardnadze, or more 
broadly, on the question of another summit meeting. Do you 
have any idea if any preliminary discussions are taking place? 
And if so, what are they? 


a) Don, that is an invitation, and it is put me so 
broadly that you would have to say that there have been 
discussions and contacts about getting a meeting going. But I 
don't have anything to offer you at this time by way of a final 
call or a final.decision on specific dates that are circled. 


Q And where have these discussions and what level 
have they been -- towards getting a meeting going? 

A I can't help you on that because that would fall 
under diplomatic confidentiality. It is no secret, obviously, 


that the United States has pursued the effort to 
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arrange for a meeting. In fact, there was a meeting that was 
set between the Secretary and Mr. Shevardnadze that was 
cancelled -—-— when was that? -- mid April, and the effort has 
been underway on the part of the United States to see whether a 
follow-up meeting -- that is to say, another meeting -- could 
be scheduled, and I don't have anything by way of specific hard 
dates. 


Let's go to Barry. Mike? Matt? 


Q Has Shultz meet with Dubinin this week, or does 
he plan to? 

a I haven't kept tabs on that, so I really just 
don't know. 

Q Bernie, there are at least two other U.S.-Soviet 
meetings that may take place -- next week, one; and the other 


may be before the end of the month. 


Can you tell us what level of representation the U.S. - 
will have? Already you've announced that Mr. Shultz would be 
here to receive the former Australian Prime Minister -- about 


the South African problem. But clearly, he isn't going. 


Who would go to these meetings -- technical experts or 
policy-makers or something in between? 


4 Barry, the first word on that came out of the 
White House yesterday. If you're asking me for the composition 
of a U.S. delegation, [ simply don't have that, and I would be 
wildly speculating, and I would do it so badly that -- my 
thanks for the invitation will pass. 


Q Well, that's all right, and you're welcome. But 
I didn't want you to be all that specific. I didn't think you 
would be. Very little has been said about these meetings and 
it's all been gotten on background. 


What I'm trying to pursue -- what Don is pursuing -- 
we're trying to-get some idea of the level of contact between 
the U.S. and the Soviet Union absent the summit meeting, absent 
the Shevardnadze meeting. Are you going to depend on Sir 
Geoffrey Howe telling you what's on Shevardnadze's mind, on the 
French, or will you use nuclear meetings, perhaps, to get some 
notion about Soviet policy and about expectations for a 
summit? We don't expect you to give us the details of the 
meeting. Nobody's been prepared to do that yet. But we are 
interested, in broad terms, about U.S.-Soviet interaction. 
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A Well, I think it stands to reason that you tune 
in on everything during any sort of U.S.-Soviet get-together. 
But if you're asking, will, for example, the U.S. delegation 
raise the question of a summit at this meeting on the SCC date, 
et cetera, and a delegation list, et cetera, to be determined, 
I don't know that. I don't know what their specific 
instructions will be. 


I think it stands to the most common sense of reasons 
that both sides listen to the mood music above and beyond the 
specifics on the agenda, and that every get-together provides 
an opportunity. But whether it is seized upon or used is 
beyond my own crystal ball. 


. On the Soviet thing, the Soviet spokesman -- 


is Which Soviet thing, Don? You have a choice. 

Q Well, just on Soviet matters. The Soviet 
spokesman, speaking in Moscow this morning -- at least as - 
reported by CBS radio -- was expressing considerable irritation 


that the United States had not yet given a full answer to the 
latest Soviet arms proposal, saying something like they've 
written a letter but all they've put in is the address and they 
haven't decided what goes under it. 


Do you have anv reaction to the Soviet impatience 
about U.S. responses to their arms proposals? 


i) Nothing specifically, other than to say that the 
United States is exploring precisely what it wants to set forth 
in the letter. [t's giving it serious consideration, and I 
have no way of being able to be specific as to when such a 
letter might be dispatched -- such a response might be 
dispatched 


Q Okay, thank you. 


i) Thank you. 


(Press briefing concluded at 1:04 p.m.) 





Posted: july 15, 1986 


TAKEN QUESTION: 


Question Taken at Noon Press Briefing of July 15, 1986 


PAKISTAN: MOST FAVORED NATION STATUS 





Q: Does the United States Government favor the extension of 
most favored nation status to Pakistan? 


A: --Pakistan already enjoys most favored nation status. 
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MR. KALB: Good afternoon, everybody. Apologies for 
being a little earlier (sic) than usual. I don't have anything 
by way of any announcements, so off we go. 


Q Shevardnadze said in London today that the Soviet 


Union has reached agreement with the United States on resuming 
what he said were nuclear test ban treaty talks, and that that 


would happen in Geneva. 


Can you tell us what he is talking about? Are those 
the verification talks that have been widely reported, or what 
are they? 


i I saw that report on the news conference by Mr. 
Shevardnadze, which included, among other things, what you are 
alluding to, the question of talks on nuclear testing and 
references to a summit, so in that context, I have got 
something a bit more extensive that seeks to address a number 
of the points that were raised by the Foreign Minister or made 
by the Foreign Minister in the course of the news conference. 


I notice that he said at one point, “We are ready to 
have a summit meeting and very substantial preparations are in 
progress," et cetera. I don't have the verbatim in front of me. 


So, here by way of a response: 


The United States is pleased that the Soviet Union at 
long last appears ready to begin laying the ground work for the 
1986 summit. The Soviets have said they want a good summit 
with concrete achievements. So do we. That is why the United 
States has been urging them, the Soviets, since the beginning 
of the year to begin the process of preparing for the summit 
meeting. 


We have repeatedly made clear to the Soviets our 
readiness to set dates for the summit and to begin a series of 
ministerial meetings to prepare for it. Unfortunately, the 
Soviets have been reluctant to set dates for the summit or to 
carry through on the commitment they made at Geneva for regular 
meetings between the Soviet Foreign Minister and the U.S. 
Secretary of State We hope this is changing 
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At the same time, the United States has sought and is 
continuing to pursue intensified work to bring about progress 
in all areas of U.S -Soviet Relations -- that is to say, in 
arms control, in regional affairs, in human rights, and 
bilateral and trade matters. 


Considerable work is already underway. We have sought 
early progress in the arms control negotiations that are taking 
place in Geneva, Stockholm and Vienna. We have held initial 
discussions on chemical weapons proliferation and nuclear risk 
reduction centers. 


Now, with a specific reference to one of the points 
that you raised, Matt, we will soon be holding talks with the 
Soviet Union on nuclear testing. We have agreed to hold a 
special meeting of the Standing Consultative Commission to talk 
about interim restraint, and at that meeting the U.S. intends 
to raise the question of Soviet violations of arms control 
agreements. It is my understanding that a statement along 
these lines was issued at the White House earlier today. 


We have conducted nearly a full set of talks among our 
regional experts. There have been some steps, which we have 
welcomed, to resolve humanitarian cases. We made progress in 
developing and implementing the bilateral exchanges agreed at 
Geneva; for example, cultural exchanges, et cetera. 


In other words, by way of a sum up, we think we have 
established a good basis for working toward a productive 
summit. We hope the Soviets are now ready to join us in 
building on that foundation. 


Q Bernie, Matt's question was centered on weapons 
testing. 


i That is correct. What I had to say on that is 
that we will soon be holding talks with the Soviet Union on 
nuclear testing. At this particular point, ten of one and so 
forth, that is all I have on that question. 

Q Let's try, nevertheless. The Soviet Union wants 
to talk to the United States about banning all remaining 
nuclear tests, those that are permitted under the '74 treaty. 

Why does the United States not want to talk about that? 

i) You are talking about a comprehensive test ban. 


Q Call it whatever you will. 
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i All right, let's say I call it that. 


I think that you are familiar with the fixed position 
of the United States on that specific -- that is to say, the 
CTB. If you want, I can run through the specifics on the U.S. 
position. 


Q If it still stands today, sure. 


i Yes. The comprehensive test ban remains a 
long-term objective of the United States. The U.S. believes 
such a ban must be viewed in the context of a time when we do 
not need to depend on nuclear deterrence to insure 
international security and stability and when we have achieved 
broad, deep and verifiable arms reductions, substantially 
improved verification capabilities, expanded confidence 
building measures and greater balance in conventional forces. 


Q That is the statement that was read at the White 
House this morning. 


o That is the Administration's position, so it 
should come as no surprise to you. 


Q No, it doesn't. It sort of answers the question 
by speaking of other priorities, but really the direct question 
is, the Soviets are proceeding on the notion that nuclear tests 
ought to be stopped, and the United States feels nuclear tests 
should continue. Why? 


6 Well, I have given you the U.S. position on the 
Comprehensive Test Ban. On the question about the moratorium, 
for example, on testing that came up, and the Soviet proposal 
that they would resume unless the United States did, et cetera, 
the U.S. reaction to that is that the extension of the Soviet 
moratorium on nuclear testing obviously is an issue for the 
Soviet Union to decide. 


As far as the U.S. is concerned, the U.S. position, -- 
U.S. believes that a U.S. testing moratorium is not in our 
security interests nor in that of our friends and allies. The 
U.S. has learned through experience that moratoria cannot be 
counted on to lead to the enhanced security that is desired 


Q I took it from your other answers that -- where 
does it stand on Shultz and Shevardnadze? There is no -- 


i) I don't have anything by way of any dates to 
offer you. 


Q Do you expect Mr. Howe to bring any word on that? 
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a That would be an invitation to speculate. I'll 
pass. 


Q Do you have time and venue for new talks, for the 
new talks you mentioned? 


i No, I do not. 


Q Are the Soviets correct -- the first version was 
they spoke of September? My understanding was the United 
States proposed this month. 


te Which set of talks are we talking about? 
~ live 4 gj eins is & SCC, Jul, 


“ Well, 1 think the White House said “on or 
about." I think Ed said this morning on or about July 22 for 
the SCC. 


On the question of nuclear testing, I at this 
particular point have that one thin sentence to deal with -- at 
this particular point. I would imagine there will be 
additional information forthcoming; but at this specific point, 
I have nothing, zero, by way of fleshing it out on any official 
basis. 
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Q All right. 


Bernie, you say we'll soon hold talks on 
testing. My understanding is that Shevardnadze says we're 
going to talk about atest ban. Is there some misunderstanding 
nore about exactly what the agenda for this meeting is going to 
e7 


o I'm going to shy away from the word 
“misunderstanding.” What I think -- what I have sought to do 
with your question, and anything else that falls under the same 
heading, is to make it clear, as I just tried to, that I have 
this one sentence to work with, that I would imagine there will 
be additional information that will be forthcoming -- can't 
Give you the specifics on that -- that may seek or that may, in 
fact, respond to your specific question. 


Can you throw in -- Administration officials have 
been widely quoted as saying that the talks would concern 
verification. Can you just find out if that is the same set of 
talks? 


ba I'm going to have to leave it. I've been asked 
three or four different times to see what I can do by way of 
amplification. At this moment, I have nothing beyond that one 
sentence, which stands as it is. 

Mike Austrian, do you have a question? No. 


Q Bernie, do you have anything on -- that Bush will 
visit Syria or maybe -- 


A Nope, I don't. My understanding is that for any 
of the possible Bush itineraries, you have to go to the Vice 
President's office 


Q Who did Mr. Brown see today and who is Mr. 
Jackson seeing, and what is the whole point of it? 


6 I heard that Mr. Brown was in the building. I 
have not been able to get a response on that. I've simply been 
racing through a variety of things 

Let me take that question. ' 


Q Jesse Jackson, too, if you will. 


i) Okay 


Q I mean, what is he here for? 
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Q Would Shultz like to talk to Brown? 


o I'm going to take the question about what he is 
doing in the building. I have no answer for you on that. And 
I still stay with what I said the other day about anything by 
way of any Presidential appointments, etc., would not come from 
here, but from the White House. 


Have you -- 


Q 

& Let me just ask somebody else. 

Q Would they be here on connected business? 

. Don't know. I mean, this is the first that has 
reached me, frankly. 


Q Is Nickel back here yet to participate in the 
policy review with the other -- 


be I didn't check. It was my understanding a few 
days ago that he would indeed be back mid-week. He may be. I 
haven't checked. I'll check and let you know. 


Q What can you tell us about the drug raids in 
Bolivia and the U.S. assistance? 


A A bit. We'll make a determination later to see 
what degree the details are answered. 


The Bolivian Government has asked the United States 
for logistical support for anti-narcotics operations. These 
operations are being conducted under the direction of the 
Bolivian Government. On-the-ground operations are being 
directed by the Bolivian National Police. 


The United States is providing certain assistance to 
Bolivia on a temporary basis because of the U.S. desire to be 
helpful in Bolivia's anti-narcotics efforts. At this time, not 
in a position at all to offer anything by way of operational 
details. This level of cooperation between the Government of 
Bolivia and the United States on narcotics control is very 
encouraging, and signals a willingness on the part of Bolivia 
to become a full partner with the U.S. in narcotics control 
efforts. 


Q Bernie, is it usual -~ or maybe this is a 
question you want to bounce up to the legal counselor -- for 
the United States to lend the military to a foreign country for 
law enforcement purposes? 
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ia I don't have a specific by way of reply on that 
question. I have an example, for example, on the War Powers 
Act, which may, to some degree, deal with that, but I'll pass, 
if you don't want me to get involved in that -- 


Q Sure. 


“ -—- that this operation, this joi:t operation with 
Sjvlivia, does not fall within the scope of the war Powers 
Resolution. The U.S. Government is providing, at the request 
of the Bolivian Government, transportation and other non-combat 
support for military and national police forces of that 
government who are conducting a Bolivian law enforcement 
operation. U.S. Forces are not expected to become involved in 
hostile action, and in any event, no confrontation with the 
military forces of a sovereign state is at all likely. 


Moreover, the U.S. personnel involved in this 
operation can reasonably be distinguished from “forces equipped 
for combat,” and their role in this law enforcement action 
against private drug traffickers differs greatly from the 
“hostilities” contemplated in the War Powers Act Resolution. 


-- MORE -- 





-6- Wednesday, 7/16/86 


Q All right. But you can't write a script for such 
things. What if the Americans are shot at? Are they just 
going to stand there or are they going to fight back? 


A On the whole question, which I take it to mean by 
a slight extrapolation of what you're saying, Barry -- 


Q Do they have the right to defend themselves? 


if If I may continue -- that takes us into rules of 
engagement, and that's DoD. 


Q I don't want to take it into rules of 
engagement. I want to assume that people who are the targets 
of = deg potd wi DT ect eseee hello and just, you know, 
gratefully surrender; they may be irritated and might, you 
know, shoot back. And the question is, is the United States 
lending military forces to another country to be engaged in 
———s operations in their behalf, and you haven't answered 

t. 


‘ That is correct. I am telling you where you can 
get the answer. That's a rules of engagement question. I am 
not authorized to deal with that. It is a DoD question. 


Q Bernie, is the Bolivian Government reimbursing 
the United States for use of military aircraft which normally, 
if they're used outside of a training exercise, have to be 
reimbursed? 


A I don't have anything on that particular question. 


Q Can you characterize these drug traffickers? Are 
the drug traffickers in Bolivia a threat to that government? 


a I can give you some idea of the extent of the 
narcotics produced -- that is to say, the coca produced in 
Bolivia, if you'd like that. Or, if you don't, we'll pass. 
It's perfectly fine. 


Q We'll take it, but then we'll ask the other 
question again. 


a Let me answer your question and drop this one 
then. I don't have any way of making any sort of judgment as 
to representing a threat. What is obvious is that Bolivia, 
with the assistance of the United States, is acting to control 
that. If you mean “threat” in the most extreme sense, 
obviously not. 
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Q Going back to what you have but haven't yet 
released, what is the narcotics situation in Bolivia? What are 
the figures you have? 


“ Okay. The figures are something along these 
lines. Figures turn up in a document, an annual International 
Narcotics Control Strategy Report That's some sort of a 
document that the State Department submits to Congress each 
February. 


In that book there is an estimate as to the harvest of 
coca leaf, and the estimate is -- U.S. estimate -- that 
Bolivian traffickers harvested 32,000 metric tons of coca leaf 
in 1985. Now, there apparently is some sort of chomical 
process that that goes through from leaf enroute to the 
ultimate destination of being cocaine. 


So that under that heading, after allowances for 
losses and domestic consumption -- that is to say, inside 
Bolivia -- the U.S. estimate is that potential cocaine 
production from Bolivian leaf in 1985 could have been at least 
84 metric tons. That is to say, to repeat, out of 32,00 metric 
tons of coca leaf, a potential product at least 84 metric tons 
of cocaine. 


The high-range estimate for Bolivia is 126 metric 
tons. Bolivia and Peru are the two principal sources for coca 
leaf. While Colombia remains the major cocaine refiner, 
Bolivian traffickers increasingly refine not only coca paste 
but cocaine and cocaine base within Bolivia Bolivian cocaine 
products are exported not only to the United States but also to 
Europe where cocaine use has been accelerating. 


Q Bernie, no -- you have 32,000 metric tons of leaf 
becoming 64,000 metric tons of cocaine? 


a Eighty-four metric tons. 


Q Eighty-four Thank you 


a What do you think I said -- 864 pounds? 
Q Il don't know what you said 
A I'm sorry Thirty-two thousand leaf to 


potentially 84 tons metric of cocaine 
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Q Bernie, does the Reagan Administration, taking 
this action using military materiel, class the drug threat as a 
threat to national security? 


ia I don't have any of the specifics on that. 
Go ahead. 
Q Do you have any comment on King Hussein's 


statement, and especially the reported effort to have an 
alternative to PLO in the West Bank? 


A No, I don't have. I've seen the King Hussein 
terview an’ S‘ : ©, but I doen't have vything by 
way of any comments. 


Q Can we go back to Bolivia for a minute? Are 


there any other countries who have their -- and can you 
enumerate them for us -- who have their aid contingent on drug 
eradication efforts? 


A I don't have that. Let me take a look at that. 
I have’ the specifics on the Bolivian thing. I can provide them 
to you later, if you want it 


Q How much of an impact is the U.S. hoping to make 
against the drug trade in Bolivia with these raids? 


if Obviously, they're not undertaken for anything 
but success. But insofar as the details or the specifics of 
impact, 1 can't make any judgment. It would be just a quess, 
and I don't think that's for me to do. 


Q Paraguay? Any comments on the Paraguayan 
Government's harassment of two radio stations? 


6 I do have something on that. You can pick that 
up in the Press Office later. 


Q Okay, thanks. 


i) Thank you. 


(Press briefing concluded at 1:02 p.m.) 
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Posted: July 18, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the July 16, 1986 daily press briefir7z- 
RELATING ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE TO NARCOTICS 





Q. Are there any other countries (besides Bolivia) whose U.S. 
aid is contingent on their drug eradication programs? 


A. Sec. 481 of the Foreign Assistance Act provides that the 





President shall suspend all economic, military and other 
assistance, except narcotics assistance and humanitarian aid, 
to any country which he determines is not taking adequate steps 


to cooperate with the United States on narcotics control. In 


cf 


addition to this general orovision which applies to all 
marcotics source and trafficking countries, P.L. 99-83 imposed 
conditions on Peru and Bolivia, earmarking specific categories eo 


of security assistance to specific goals in narcotics control. 


BEST AVAILABLE DOCUMENT 
E'”SCO ee 
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TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the July 16, 1986 daily »mress briefina: 


JESSE JACKSON VISIT 





Q: What was the purpose of the visit Dy Rev. Jesse Jackson 
to the Department todav? 


A: REVEREND JACKSON AND CONGRESSMAN FAUNTROY AND OTHERS MET AT- ; 
THEIR REQUEST WITH ASSISTANT SECRETARY CROCKER YESTERDAY TO 3:SCVSS 
THE STATUS OF THE ADMINISTRATION'S ON-GOING REVIEW OF SOUTH AFRITA 
POLICY. THAT REVIEW [S NOT COMPLETE. THERE WAS AN EXCHANGE Ff 


VIEWS ABOUT THE SOUTH AFRICA SITJATION AND THE WAYS AMERICANS [AN 


BEST ADVANCE OUR GOALS. 








TAKEN QUESTION JULY 16, 1986 


Q: Is Ambassador Nickel back in Washington, yet? 


A: YES, HE ARRIVED TODAY. 
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MR. KALB: Good afterr.oon everybody. 


One brief announcement having to do with the 
cancellation of the visit to the United States by King Hassan 
of Morocco that was due to take place July 22 through 24. 
Explanation: The Government of Morocco issued a statement 
stating that because of fatigue stemming from his recent heavy 
workload, the King's doctors have advised him not to travel for 
the time being. 


I just make that announcement to start with, and that 
is all I have. 


Q You have no reason to doubt that that's the 
genuine reason? 


6 I have the -- what I have shared with you here is 
a statement issued by the Government of Morocco, and I can't 
embroider it with speculation. That is the explanation, and 
there it is. 


Q Are there any political problems involving 
Morocco's relations with Libya? 


A I have nothing to say that in any way 
supplements, complements, et cetera [ have only the 
statement; and because of the scheduled visit and the fact that 
it is now unscheduled, this is the explanation as issued by the 
Government of Morocco. 


Q The King, did he notify you? 
a What is that? 


Q Did the King, I mean, or the Government of 
Morocco, notify you of that before they announced this? 


a I don't have the specifics. I would assume there 
were diplomatic communications advising the United States. 


Q Bernie, has the association between Morocco and 
Libya had any affect on U.S. support for Libya which has been 
rather plentiful? I mean -- I'm sorry -- to Morocco, which has 


been rather plentiful? 
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“ I don't have anything on it, Barry. And offhand, 
I don't have anything that in any way shifts it. But the 
simple fact is that I'm not at this point in a position to make 
really any ovservations of any substance on it. 


I know you don't want to talk about the 
cancellation of the trip, but I'm trying to ask you about the 
strange relationship between Morocco and Libya which don't seem 
on the face of it to be natural allies. 


A The relationship that you alluded to with respect 
to Libya was a fact of diplomatic life even prior to the 
arranging of the visit, so that still stands. [I'll have to let 
it go at that. Max? 


Q Bernie, could you enlighten us as to what His 
Majesty found so fatiguing in his duties? What's he been 
working on? 


a I do not have the phone number of the Palace in 
Morocco which [I would offer you on the spot had [ had it. You 
have the number? I don't. (Laughter) 


Q No. Secretary Shult’? said that -- 
9) I thought you were volunteering for the moment. 


Q Secretary Shultz said on the Hill that this is an 
unwelcome development between Libya and Morocco. Is that still 
your position? 


a) Secretary Shultz said on the Hill such-and-such, 
and is that still my position? Let's all say it together. 


Q Yes? 


Aa What was that? 


Q You haven't changed your mind? 
is) Next? 
Q Bernie, do you have any comment on the New York 





Times story that says the Administration is proposing a link 
between strategic nuclear arms limitation and testing of 
nuclear weapons? 


3) The only comment I have is “no comment." 


Q Bernie, does the Administration consider that 
story a leak, an impermissible leak? Are you going to find 
anybody and fire him? 
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“ Don't have anything to add to the “no comment." 


Q Well, I mean, there used to be a lot of -- I'm 
not inviting you to be outraged. But I just wonder what your 
position is on this story because it seems to go back and forth 
between authorized leaks and outrageous leake. Which category 
is this? 


a Barry, I'm going to choose neither Column 1 nor 
Column 2. If I had something to offer, I would. I don't, and 
I'm telling you -- 

Q Well, why can't you -- 

A -- and I'm not going to get involved in a 
thermometer reading on the classification of this particular 
what you call “leak.” 


Q No, I didn't call it a leak. I wondered if you 
called it a “leak." But I wonder then why you can't comment? 


” Because I have so chosen. I have nothing to say 
on it. Therefore. «here I[ stand. 


Q All right, let me just try it one other way 
A Please. 
Q Can you not comment on it because it's something 


that officials are not at liberty to discuss. Is that the 
reason you can't comment on it? Or don't you know? 


aq I am not commenting. Period. 

Q I mean, is it the subject or is it the material] 
that you're not up -- possibly not free to discuss? 

A I hear you loudly and clearly, and I suspect you 


don't hear me with the same certainty. I don't have any 
comment to make on that story Bill? 


Q Bernie, a morning newspaper quotes a top State 
Department official saying that Phil Habib is trying too hard 
to get an agreement in Central America Do you have anything 
on that? 


2) I don't, but 1 think we all] know Phil Habib's 
metabolism 
Q Can you give us some information on the review of 


policy towards South Africa? [s it still thought that the 
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Secretary will detail this on July 23 before the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee? What's the timetable for the appointment 
of a new Ambassador? Is Mr. Brown in the building today again, 
or what? 


i Anybody have things we want to add to that? 
Let's taxe them one at a time, to the degree that I can punch 
them up 


No. One: I cannot at any time, obviously at the 
present, offer you any sort of a preview of the discussions 
taking place with respect to South African policy. 


As to your third question, is Mr. Brown in the 
building? The answer is yes. 


As to your second question about Presidential 
appointments, et cetera -- 


Q What's the timeframe for this nomination? 


A Good try, Matt. As [I told you the other day, 
anything having to do with Presidential appointments is not 
offered from this lectern. 


Q What is the schedule for the -- is the President 
going to give details? Is the Secretary going to do it or what? 


a I don't have anything for you insofar as the 
President's schedule with respect to the issue that you're 
talking about 


Insofar as the Secretary of State, he is due to 
testify, to the best of my understanding, before the Senate 


Foreign Relations Committee -- is it July 23? 
Q Yes. 
A And that's where it still stands I know of no 


change on that 


Q Can you tell us why Mr. Brown is in the building? 

Q Is Mr. Brown seeing any senior official in the 
building? 

4 My understanding is that that is not the case 


Insofar as your question, I'm in one of those positions where I[ 
really have nothing that I can offer you 


Q Was he in the building yesterday? 
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i He was in the building yesterday. 
Q Bernie, what is it that is not the case? 
A Bernie asked me, if I heard you correctly, about 


seeing senior officials. And my understanding is that that is 
not the case. 


Q Who is he seeing? . 


i) Having made an effort to answer Bernie's 
question, the long and short of my replies to any questions you 
have -- who is he seeing; whom did he see yesterday; what did 
he do yesterday -- I'm in one of those bankrupt positions where 
I have nothing to offer. 


Q Is Ambassador Nickel here, and -- 


i) My understanding is that Ambassador Nickel is in 
Washington Is he in the building? I don't know that. I just 
don't know that. I think we checked the other day and he came 
back -- when? --— Tuesday? Yesterday, Wednesday 


Q What can you tell us about the status of 
Americans detained by the Salvadoran military over the past 48 
hours? 


“ What I have on that -- and this was just based on 
some very late information, apparently as a result of a 
conversation or a communication with £1 Salvador. It goes 
something like this: 


The U.S. Embassy in San Salvador was informed of the 
incident -- the incident began yesterday -- and on learning of 
it flew a couple of officers to the area These officers 
report that the group detained by military authorities in an 
officially designated combat zone includes 2] American 
citizens, two Australians and two Canadians. [t's our 
understanding that the group was accompanying several hundred 
displaced persons attempting to settle in Suchitoto, which is 
near the Guazapa Volcano, and they had failed to received 
permission to enter this zone 


Some of the Salvadorans among these displaced persons 
were unwilling to register with the local Suchitoto authorities 
and this unwillingness, or whatever, prompted some kind of 
confrontation. The details, [ do not have 


Military authorities escorted the foreigners back to 
San Salvador. The escorting took place last night [t's our 
understanding they will leave £1] Salvador today 
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a consular officer is with them right now; reports no 
complaints of mistreatment, nor does the State Department have 
any reports of any violence associated with the incident. 


To continue: The Salvadorans involved are still 
Giscussing the situation with Suchitoto authorities since the 
clearing of the guerrilla bases in the Guazapa Volcano earlier 
this year. Several hundred Salvadorans have peacefully 
returned to Suchitoto. 


Now, that is the full extent, and apparently for some 
too full, of details on that particular story. 


Q And we understand that the majority, if not all, 
of the Americans are in San Salvador. Can you confirm that or 
Give us any timetable as to when they might leave? 


a I just said that, didn't I? And I also just said 
that they're planning to leave as well -- £1 Salvador, today 


Ralph? 
Q One clarification at the beginning Perhaps I 


misheard you. Did you say that the Americans and the Canadians 
and the Australians were attempting to settle in this area? 


a No, no. I'm saying that the foreign group, the 
Americans, the Australians and Canadians, «er? accompanying -- 

Q Accompanying a group att .Fting ty settle 

o -— were accompanying these displaced persons who 


want to go back to their places in Suchitoto which is near the 
Guazapa Volcano (Laughter) 


Q Has it been active lately, Bernie? 


Q No, it hasn't 


A ['ll take that question, Barry 

W Why? 

a [ can't hear you 

Q Why were they accompanying them? 

a (Why) they were there? I[ saw in one report that 
they were described as religious workers I don't know what 


their particular category is In fact, [| asked the ARA people 
or the Consular people to help me on that, and they're taking a 
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look at it. If we get some additional information, I will make 
sure it's made available. 


Q Could you make available any information on 
whether the Americans were involved in whatever confrontation 
occurred? 


ia I don't have anything about American involvement 
in the confrontation, but if you feel that there's a loose 
stitch in this, let us take that question and make sure we have 
it answered. 


By way of names, I don't have a full list of names 
The only names of those Americans detained for whom there is a 
Privacy Act waiver that has been obtained up to this time is 


one, two, three -- four names. That's four out of the 21. 
Q Could you give us the names? 
a Names. I have -- in two cases I have hometowns 


or home states and two I do not 


Names Joan Daily, Jake Eschen, Marie Adele Grosso of 
Virginia, and Celeste Greco of San Francisco. 


Q Bernie, coming back to an earlier subject, do vou 
have anything to say about whether the Soviets have yet 
proposed a date for a Shultz-Shevardnadze meeting? 


fe [ don't have anything that advances that 
particular story I don't have anything hard on that at this 
point 


Q Have the Soviets proposed a date, though? 

a [I'm going to have to let it stand my way 

Q Well, 1 don't think you answered the question 

a That's your .-- 

Q No, no l mean, if you -- 

a { understand -- Barry 

Q Look They may have proposed a date that doesn't 


advance it, or they may not have proposed a date and that 
doesn't advance it 


a That there are -~ as I alluded to the other day, 
that there are -- and as Mr. Shevardnadze had mentioned in 
London -- that there are points in the diplomatic channel on 
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the whole question of the ministerial is one thing. But there 
is no formal ministerial meeting set to the best of my 
knowledge. That's about the best I can do with that story. 


Q Can we ask the same series of questions with 
regard to a summit meeting, summit date? 


o Yes. 
Q And the answers are the same? 
ns I don't have anything for a summit. I have no 


Gates circled. Matt? 


Q Can you tell us what the Secretary is going to 
discuss with Sir Geoffrey Howe today? Do you have a -- 


fs) I think that I alluded to what was in the realm 
of the most obvious predictable Sir Geoffrey Howe recently 
visited southern Africa. Sir Geoffrey Howe earlier this week 
had talks with the Soviet Foreign Minister I think it would 
take no real leap of courage to say that at least those two 
would be on the expected agenda. 


Q Do you have any comment on the incident in 
Nicaragua, the legislator who is seeking asylum in Venezuelan 
Embassy and why? 


Aa Nothing other than I suppose it's an example of 
some political intimidation or repression, but I have nothing 
beyond that 


Q Bernie, you have anything on Bolivia? 


3) Bolivia? Nope I have nothing beyond what was 
made available yesterday 


Q There are wire reports that the raids are 
underway, yesterday 


A I don't have anything, Pat 
Q What about the story in the Post this morning 


saying that the Bolivian operation foreshadows an even larger 
escalation being considered in the war against drugs? 


a Same I don't have anything on that 
Q Bernie, on dates 
“ Dates 


Q Anything today on the nuclear test talks? 
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A No, nothing on that. You mean what Ed and what I 
alluded to very thinly yesterday? 


Q Uh-huh. 


a Insofar as a date and a venue, I do not have 
anything on that. 


Q Do you anything, Bernie, in reaction to Mr. 
Khaddam's remarks about the location of the American hostages 
in Lebanon? 


A No, I don't have anything on Mr. Khaddam's 
remarks -- Where was it? In Paris. -- at his news conference in 
Paris; but obviously it is an opportunity to say that wherever 
they are and whoever is holding those hostages that the 
hostages should be freed. 


Q Well, do you believe his -- do you have any 
reason to doubt his statement that they're -- 


a I'm not going to pick his comments at the news 
conference apart sentence by sentence, only to reiterate what 


you've heard many, many times, that the hostages should be 
freed. 


Q Well, does this signal to you a stepped up 
Syrian effort to -- 


A No. I have no interpretation on that. 


On that statement, was it yours, Ralph, about 
yesterday, about the nuclear talks, the test talks and so forth? 


Q Yes. 
A I'm lovking here at what -- 


No, nothing beyond that. I was taking a look as to 
whether there was a specific piece of information that I may 
have missed in what the White House said yesterday. But [ know 


Q Yesterday it was left that there was no place and 
no date set. 


) Right. 


Q So the pending question is, has a date been set 
for those talks? And has a place been set for those talks. 
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4 To the best of my knowledge, that is still in the 
works. 


Q Would it be -- is it silly to ask whether it's 
all wrapped up, whether the July 22 talks on SCC and the venue 
and place for the nuclear testing talks, and the 
Shultz/Shevardnadze meeting are somehow related in terms of 
dates and places? 


A Related in terms of dates and places? 
Q Yes. 
a These are three things, and in their own way they 


are part of an ongoing U.S.-Soviet relationship. Beyond that, 
I really don't know what the thrust of your question is. 


Q I guess I was getting at whether there is some 
consideration of Secretary Shultz either leading a delegation 
or in some way coordinating the efforts at all three of these 
fora. 


A No. If there is a meeting set on Point Number 
Three, he will lead the delegation obviously; but on One and 
Two -- that is to say, on the SCC and the nuclear testing -- I 


know of nothing of Secretary Shultz leading any delegation. 


Q Do you have any comment on the report by the 
Committee on Present Danger yesterday that was highly critical 
of the Administration's arms control -- 


a No, I don't. Do not. Jim? 


Q Do you have anything on Brian Lawrence, the 
hostages in the Philippines? 


A Oh, Brian Lawrence. Yes, I do have that the 
Embassy in Manila has obtained a copy of the Lawrence 
five-minute tape which was broadcast late yesterday afternoon 
over the local city radio station in [ligan. In the tape 
Lawrence stated that he has not been harmed and is being well 
treated. 


He went on to say that his captors are not seeking a 
ransom payment, but are demanding autonomy for Mindanao. 
Lawrence said he was told to identify his captors as members of 
the Mindanao Independence Movement. 
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Let me anticipate a question about release and so 
forth, because there has been some speculation in some of the 
wires on that: (I) can't really make any certain call as to 
when. Obviously, we'd like to see him released as soon as 
possible. 


There's one little other blip here, that according to 
the U.S. Embassy in Manila a Filipino negotiating team is being 
formed, and that will include, among others, the Reverend John 
Whitmore, Mr. Lawrence's superior and the local field director 
for various international missions. Beyond that, I know 
nothing about the composition of this particular team. 


Q Bernie, do you have any response to Hu Yaobang's 
complaints about the U.S. supply of technology for a new Taiwan 
fighter plane? 

a No, I don't have anything at this time. 

Q Okay. Thank you. 


Q Wait a minute. Anything on Pickering's trip to 
Amman? 


a No. 


(The press briefing concluded at 12:56 p.m.) 
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CA Taken Question Posted: July 17,1986 





AMERICANS DETAINED IN EL SALVADOR 





Do these detained Americans belong to an organization? 





QO: 
A: == ACCORDING TO CALLERS INQUIRING ABOUT THEIR WELFARE, THF GROUP 
WAS SPONSORED BY THE OFFICE ON HUMAN RIGHTS IN EL SALVADOR, A 
SOCIAL AGENCY IN CALIFORNIA. WE HAVE NO INDEPENDENT 
CONFIRMATION OF THIS INFORMATION. 
Q: Were the Americans involved in whatever confrontation took place? 
A: -=- WE UNDERSTAND THAT THEY PARTICIPATED IN A NON-VIOLENT 


CONFRONTATION, BUT WE HAVE NO DESAILS. 





UPDATE AS OF 1700 











' THE GROUP OF FOREIGNERS HAS BEEN TAKEN BY SALVADORAN AUTHORITIES IN A 
BUS TO THE GUATEMALAN BORDER, ACCOMPANIED BY AN AMERICAN CONSULAR 
OFFICER. _ THE FOLLOWING ADDITIONAL MEMBERS OF THE GROUP SIGNED 


| PRIVACY ACT WAIVERS: 

| MARCIA FRAHMAN, EMILY GOLDFARD, MARK MAGNUSSON, ROBERT SIEBER, DODDIE 
STONE, GARY WAGNER, AND CHARLES WRAY, ALL OF CALIFORNIA. 
DICK CHRISTILAW - STATE OF WASHINGTON 

RESIDENCE NOT AVAILABLE 


JEAN GIBSON, TAMI ITO, JOSEPH SPIELER - 


BEST AVA:LABLE GO: UMENT 














DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
DAILY PRESS BRIEFING 


INDE X 


Friday, July 18, 1986 
BRIEFER: Bernard Kalb 





Subject Page 
PAKISTAN 
Joint statement on Prime Minister Junejo's visit... 1,6 


Memorandum of Understanding on technology transfer. 7-8 


UNITED KINGDOM 
Secretary's Meeting with Minister Howe 


on South Africa and Soviet Union............... 1-2,12-13 

USSR/ARMS CONTROL 

Date for Shultz-Shevardnadze meeting............... 2-4 

-- Bilateral meetings............... 00: cece eee 3 

LEBANON 

Syrians on whereabouts of U.S. hostages............ 5 
SOUTH AFRICA 

Mr. Regan re strategic minerals................005. 5 

Robert Brown's whereabouts.............. 0.00 ewes 9 
MOROCCO 

Cancellation of King Hussen's U.S. visit........... 6 
CHILE 

Gelbard's comments on U.S. policy.............0005. 6-7 
MEXICO/BOLIVIA 

g Bg. 2 POPE RTETEUELETUECUEL CETTE 8 
PRC 

NYT Bureau Chief Burns's detention in Beijing...... 8-9, 10-11,12 

Previous detentions of journalists..............005. 12 
JORDAN 

Amb. Pickering's private visit............00 cee eeee 11 
HAITI 


Killing of an American doctor............. 0c cece 11-12 




















DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
DAILY PRESS BRIEFING 


DPC #129 


FRIDAY, JULY 18, 1986, 12:31 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. KALB: Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen. 
Available in the Press Office is a joint statement on the 
official visit of the Prime Minister of Pakistan to the United 
States. You could pick it up in the Press Office. It runs 
about two and a half pages, single spaced. 


With that as an opener, I have nothing beyond that by 
way of any additional announcements. 


Q Can you tell us anything about the meetings that 
Secretary of State Shultz had with the British Foreign 
Minister. Specifically, has there been any general agreement 
to operate jointly in terms of dealing with South Africa? 


A Jim, let me tell you what I have on the meetings 
-- plural -- that took place here over the last couple of days 
between the Secretary and the visiting Foreign Secretary. 


To run the clock back to yesterday, they discussed the 
Situation in South Africa and of the southern African region. 
The meeting -- cordial, productive; it lasted for about an hour 
and a half. Sir Geoffrey briefed the Secretar, on his 
forthcoming mission to South Africa as a special emissary of 
the European Community. 


The Secretary strongly supported Sir Geoffrey's 
efforts to carry on the work of the Commonwealth's Eminent 
Persons Group in seeking to replace violent confrontation with 
dialogue in South Africa. 


Just to move ahead to make an effort to address the 
question that you put to me, Jim, the U.S. and the U.K. 
exchanged views on possible further moves in the current effort 
to advance the process of ending apartheid and producing a new, 
non-racial, constitutional society in South Africa. We expect 
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to continue intensive consultations with Her Majesty's 
government and other interested governments on this issue -- 
these issues, I should say. More broad. 


Q Okay. Then moving to today's meeting which I 
gather concentrated on Mr. Howe's meeting in London with Mr. 
Shevardnadze? 


a Well, on today's meeting, which, as you portrayed 
it, corresponds with my own understanding of it. I did not sit 
in on that meeting. Today, they met for about an hour; 
discussions on East-West relations. 


The Foreign Secretary reviewed a visit to London 
earlier this week -- I think it was Monday and Tuesday -- of 
the Soviet Foreign Minister, Eduard Shevardnadze. The 
Secretary, for his part, reviewed recent developments in 
U.S.-Soviet relations. And as I noted a moment ago, in the 
earlier discussion -- that is, to say yesterday -- the focus 
was on the Howe trip to southern Africa. That's about where I 
-- that's about the extent of what I've got. 


Q And does the Secretary, as a result of this 
morning's meeting, have any sense that there has been progress 
toward his meeting with Mr. Shevardnadze? 


a No, I don't -- 
Q Pre-—summit? 
a I don't have anything on that specific question. 


Q Bernie, has a specific date been set for the 
Shultz-—Shevardnadze meeting in New York as has been reported by 
some agencies? 


a I have been telephoned about that. Let me tell 
you what I have on that particular story. You run the clock 
back to last November -- the summit meeting -- with an 
agreement for there to be Ministerial meetings and for there to 
be a summit between the two sides in 1986. 


There have been since that period, at sporadic times 
in the calendar, discussions that have dealt with the basic 
four issues. That is to say: arms control, regional issues, 
bilateral issues and human rights. In a sense, although I 
cannot be able to be specific insofar as dates are concerned, 
these have been on-going on an irregular basis, all presumably 
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falling under the context of being preparatory work in the 
event there is indeed, as the United States would like to see, 
a summit that would take place this year. 


As for the specifics of your question, Jim -- 
Q Bill. 


4 Bill. I'm sorry, James. Bill, as to the 
specifics of your question about a date being set, no meeting 
is scheduled for the two to meet in September -- that was the 
month that I had been apprised of -- no meeting scheduled for 
the two to meet in September though -- and I add this very 
quickly -- though traditionally, as we all know, there has been 
a get-together between the U.S. Secretary of State and the 
Soviet Foreign Minister on the fringes, as the diplomats say, 
of the U.N. General Assembly session. 


To even make it a bit more specific, it is my 
understanding, and I'm talking about today, July 18, that no 


firm dates have been set -- no firm dates; hard, fixed, fast, 
et cetera -- for the two to meet. 
Q Let me follow that up, Bernie, on another -- you 


mentioned bilateral meetings. Have we firmed up any dates, for 
example, for bilaterals on the Middle East? 


A Well, it's my understanding that -- I may be off 
on this, but I'll take a shot at it -- that there have been 
since the last summit four get-togethers. They have dealt with 
the Middle East, with East Asia, they have dealt with Central 
America, I think, and they've dealt with southern Africa. 
Beyond that, one of the other issues is Afghanistan, and I 
don't have anything specific to offer you about a get-together 
on that. 


Q Does it seem likely now, or even possibly, that 
Secretary Shultz and Minister Shevardnadze will have a meeting 
prior to the time of the United Nations General Assembly in 
September? 


i) Well, that's an easy one to answer. Since I 
can't rule it out, you've set it up for me -- likely or 
unlikely. I'm talking about the traditional practice that 
we're all familiar with, that these two gentlemen do indeed get 
together in connection with the U.N. General Assembly. I could 
even broaden your question: Before or after. It's all within 
the realm of the possible. 
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The word today is that nothing is scheduled, and that 
meeting, as you know, begins on September 22. 


Q Well, a senior diplomat, not named, was quoted by 
a news agency out of Moscow -- presumably a Western; maybe an 
American diplomat -- as saying it just doesn't seem possible 


how they could meet before September at the U.N., and that 
would be the time for the two to get together. 


A I think I read that story. I missed that 
paragraph that had it. You're saying that it's not possible 
for them to meet prior -- 


Q I'm not saying anything. I'm asking you, is it 
possible? Does it look likely that they would meet? Anything 
is possible -—- 


a There's your answer, Don. 

Q Well, is it likely? 

A I'll have to stay with “anything is possible." 

Q Bernie -- 

A If there is nothing scheduled, which is the basis 
of my information as of now, is it likely, is it possible, it's 
something not to rule in or out. You've got a meeting that 
begins in New York at the UNGA September 22, and the 
possibilities or the likeliness stand; but I don't have 
anything to offer you in terms of a firm scheduling. 

Bill? Ron? 


Q Bernie, the White House has announced the talks 
on, I believe it's the 25th in Geneva, on verification, do you 
have any explanation -- 

iz] No, I understand -- I'm sorry. 

Q I was just going to ask whether you had any 
background on why we are seeking these talks or anything, 
besides the date and the place? 

A Why we are seeking these talks? 


Q Yeah, or why we want the talks? 
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“ Well, I'll refer you to some of the discussions 
that have taken place here in an abbreviated form since that 
subject came up. This has to do with verification that we're 
talking about? 


Q Verification, yeah. 


Q Bernie, there are indications that the Syrians 
said that the hostages are in Beirut. Do you have any comment 
on that? 


A I think a variation of that was put to me 
yesterday. I don't have anything to offer you by way of 
latitudes and longitudes about the hostages. But on each 
occasion, I take the occasion to make a very urgent, fervent 
call that the hostages be released. 


Q Do you think that Syria will help since now they 
are present in Beirut -- 


i) Without getting involved as to whether Syria can 
or cannot, I think that anyone who can play a role to bring 
about the release of the hostages should make a contribution. 


Q Former President Nixon met with Gorbachev this 
morning for an hour and a half. Have you got any comment on 
that meeting? Have you gotten any readout on what happened in 
that meeting? 


a Nothing, nothing. Pat? 


Q The White House Chief of Staff, Donald Regan, 
made some comments about sanctions and American women being 
without diamonds. Any comment about that? 


a No, do not. 


Q Can I follow up further, though, on the subject 
-- the broader subject of strategic minerals and how it comes 
into play in South African policy which was the context, 
apparently, of Mr. Regan's remarks? 


How significant a role in our policy formulation is 
the importance of South Africa's strategic minerals? 


6 I didn't mean to cut you off, Pat, I don't have 
anything to offer you on that. 


~-MORE-- 
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Q Can you have more on the reasons for the 
cancellation of King Hassan's visit to the United States? Do 
you have idea why it was put off? 


“ No. I have nothing to add to whatever has been 
said before. 


Let me go to Matt, please. 


Do you have anything on the review of South 
African policy? 


A No. 


Q Is the Secretary of State, for example, going to 
be talking to the President this weekend? 


a Don't have anything on details. Actually, the 
Secretary is leaving this weekend for a private weekend in 
California. 


Q When does he come back? 
“ I think he's due back Sunday night, Don. 
Max? 


Q Do you plan to ensure a joint U.S.-Pakistan 
statement on Soviet threat to Pakistan on this nuclear program? 


a Yes. I thought I started by saying that. 
Perhaps you missed a moment or two. There is a joint statement 
on the official visit of the Prime Minister of the Islamic 
Republic of Pakistan to the U.S.A., July 15-22. It runs two 


and a half single-spaced pages, and the copies are waiting for 
you in abundance. 


Q Bernie? 
Aa Max? 


Q Bernie, do you have anything on the Gelbard 
mission to Santiago? 


a Gelbérd. We've all read some of the wire copy on 
the news conference he had down there. I don't know to what 
degree what has been set down here in any way amplifies -- 
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well -- 


> 


-—- but let me -- 
Q One of the main points -- 
a Yeah. 


Q -- what's coming out is that he's urging the 
government there to move toward elections in 1989. Is that the 
position of the Administration? 


‘ Let me -- in that case let me just tell you what 
is set forth here as the distillate of his several days in 
Santiago. 


In all his conversations in Chile with government 
officials, with representatives of the democratic opposition, 
the church, business and labor groups, Mr. Gelbard stressed 
that Administration policy toward Chile is to support progress 
on human rights and movement toward democracy. 


Mr Gelbard made clear that the United States supports 
a peaceful transition to full democratic rule in Chile by the 
most prompt and effective means, recognizing that the timing 
and nature of a democratic transition are issues for the 
Chilean people to resolve. 


On the Rojas case, Mr. Gelbard emphasized, as we have 
in fact here, the importance the United States attaches to a 
swift, impartial and thorough investigation by the 
investigative judge named by the Chilean courts. 

Yes? 

6 Copy? 

is (Nods in affirmative) 

Q Next Pakistan? 


a Yeah. 


Q Do you have any comment on the details of the 
agreement signed yesterday by the Secretary of State and the 
Foreign Minister of Pakistan for the transfer of technology 
deposits? 





-6- Friday, 7/18/86 


. On the Memorandum of Understanding? 
Q Memorandum of Understanding. 


é We do have something. I don't have it here, and 
I may have had it yesterday. We do have it at the Press 
Office, and we can help you very quickly after the briefing. 


Q Bernie? 
a Tony? 


Q I'd like to ask a question about the State 
Department's involvement in the war against drugs in Mexico. 
Why is it that in the case of Mexico it's the State Department 
that's supplying transportation, and in the case of Bolivia 
it's the Defense Department? 


“ Let me try to get something. There was something 
that I think was -- is being percolated just at the last 
moments when I came out here. Let's see if we can't help you 
as quickly as we can. 


Q Anything on the Vice President's Middle East 
trip? Especially if he's going to Syria? 


“ No. Don't have anything. I don't have anything 
on the Vice President. 


Q What's the latest on Mr. Burns in China? 


Burns. Yes. Mr. Burns. Shall I start from the 


oe 
pogeneeee as I have it on Mr. Burns here? The latest 
information that we have that seeks to reconstruct and bring us 


up to the point of the latest arrival of information here at 
the State Department: New York Times Bureau Chief in Beijing, 
John Burns, was detained at the Beijing Airport July 17 -- that 
is to say, yesterday morning -- as he and his family were 
leaving for a vacation. After lengthy questioning and a 
subsequent search of his apartment, Burns was detained at a 
Beijing detention center, pending the conclusion of the Chinese 
State Security Bureau investigation. 


According to the Chinese, Burns is not under arrest, 
as he has not been formally charged with anything, but he is 
being detained on the grounds of “entering an area not open to 
foreigners and carrying out intelligence activities." That's a 
quote that I just read. 
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The details in the account that appear generally as I 
have been reading them are fairly accurate in reflecting our 
understanding of the story, including -- and I point out as 
well The New York Times’ statement that Mr. Burns's trip to the 
interior, without my being specific, was purely journalistic. 





Now, as you know, Burns is a British subject, and 
British officials are, obviously, aware of his detention, are 
in touch with Chinese authorities seeking the earliest possible 
consular access. 


In addition, as he represents a U.S. new organization, 
U.S. officials in Beijing have been in close touch with the 
situation and are seeking further information from Chinese 
authorities. The United States has expressed its serious 
concern over the matter to Chinese authorities in both Beijing 
and in Washington. 


According to The New York Times Executive Editor A. M. 
Rosenthal and The New York Times Foreign Editor Warren Hove, 
were to leave for China today. They hope to see Mr. Burns and 
discuss the case with Chinese officials. 


Q Bernie, do you have anything on any reaction to 
Poland? 


i) No. I don't. I'll take that question and get 
something for you. 


Matt? Just -- 


Q Do you have a situation report on the Iran-Iraq 
war at this present time? 


a No. Nothing beyond what I may have said XK days 


ago 
\ Is Mr. Brown continuing his meetings here today? 
Mas -- 
6 I don't have anything about Brown being here 
today. 


Q Is the Secretary -- has the Secretary seen him? 


ia I don't -- I just don't know that, but it's my 
unders anding he's not here today; that he left yesterday 
afternoon. 
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Q Where did he go? 
a It's not for me to say. He left, and off he went. 


Q Bernie, back to Burns, you said what the Chinese 
have said what he was doing, and you said what the Times said 
he was doing. What does the State Department think Burns was 
doing in that area? 


A Well, they have talked to the Chinese. We've 
expressed our serious concern, and it's not for me to speculate 
about what he has done or not done. They've talked to the 
Chinese, and The New York Times has made clear what Burns was 
doing, and that's about where it stands. 





Q Are you concerned that he's detained? Is that 
the point? 

A We are -- 

Q Are you concerned about his apartment being 


searched or -- 


A We are concerned with the whole process that is 
underway, and we've expressed our serious concern over the 
matter. 


Q Has the U.S. asked that he be released from 
detention while the investigation continues? 


A I don't have anything on that. 


Q Do you know under Chinese law if it's possible to 
hold somebody for a long time? We used to have something 
called "preventive detention." 


R I -- 

Q We did that, too. 

A I don't have any -- I don't have it. I'm not any 
whiz kid on American law, not to mention Chinese law, so these 
are questions that will come to me -- 


Q Well, I'm trying to see what you're concerned 
about. 
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A We're concerned about the entire process. 


Q Couple of questions in the West Bank. Has the 
State Department complained to Israel about the reported 
harassment of Arab-Americans when they were on a visit, or they 
are visiting their families in the West Bank? What do you 
comment on that? 


A That has been discussed. I don't have any 
specific details for you. 


Q Okay. Have the meetings between Mr. -- 
Ambassador Pickering and Jordanian officials were pre-arranged 
by the Embassy in Tel Aviv, U.S. Embassy in Tel Aviv? Would 
you take that? 


A . I think when I dealt with that the other day, I 
didn't address that question. I don't have anything on the 
question the way you're phrasing it here. I made it clear that 
that was a private trip, the fact that Ambassador Pickering had 
= in Jordan in the 70's, and that's about where it was 

eft. 


Q Do you know anything about the killing of an 
American doctor in Haiti? 


A I do have something on that, Jim, but not perhaps 
all the details. The latest information -- this is today's -- 
is that the U.S. Embassy in Port-au-Prince has been in regular 
and close contact with Haitian authorities who have 
jurisdiction in this matter. 


Both the Ambassador and the DCM have taken a personal 
interest in the case. The Haitian police are investigating 
several leads. They've expressed confidence to the U.S. 
Embassy that they will be able to resolve the case. At least 
one suspect is believed to be in the United States, and this, 
and perhaps with other complications dealing with that case, 
all of it requiring time and careful follow-up investigation. 


My understanding is that there was some material 
prepared that goes back to May 23 in connection with the 
American physician, and you can pick up later to get backup 
details. 


Q Is the FBI or any other law enforcement 
organization in this country now involved? 
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4a I simply don't know nor have anything on that. 
Let me take a look if -- to whatever degree, if any, they have 
been -- I'm trying to glance through the earlier guidance. I 
don't have anything on that, Debbie. 


Q Bernie, you say the U.S. and Great Britain are 
discussing possible further moves regarding South Africa. What 
is being considered? 


A It's an interesting question, a perfectly fair 
question. I have no itemized list. 

Q You're not going to be specific at all. 

A I beg your pardon? 

Q You won't be specific at all. You won't 


elaborate at all? 
A I have nothing by way of elaboration. 


Q Is Secretary Shultz still planning to testify 
next Wednesday? 


A I know of no change on that. 
Q Bernie, following the -- 


A Oh, I'm sorry. Can I -- I let somebody go by too 
long in the back, please. 


Q Mr. Kalb, is Mr. John Burns the first American 
news media representative in China being detained for suspicion 
of espionage? 


A I was trying to find some information on that, 
and I think it would be best for me to take a look at that and 
get you an answer on that. First -- whether he is the first 
American to be detained? 


Q Yes. 
Q Representative of a national news organization. 
A Journalist, I mean. U.S. news organization. All 


qualifiers are in there. Thank you, Steve. 


Q Following on this question about coordination 
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between the United States and England about South Africa, do 
you have it in a different way about the coordination between 
the United States and England now in regard to the Middle East 
in light of the visit of Mrs. Thatcher to the Middle East -- 


A No. Don't have it. 
Q 
A 
Q 
Q 
A 


(The briefing concluded at 12:51 p.m.) 


-- to Israel and Jordan. 
No. Don't have it. 

No coordination. 

Thank you, Bernie. 


Thank you. 











ee 


Posted: July 21, 1986 


TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the July 18, 1986 daily press briefing: 


HAITI: DEATH OF US DOCTOR 





Q Is the FBI or other law enforcement agency in this 
country now involved [in the investigation of the 


murder of Dr. Paul Alexander]? 


A . == No. 














Posted: July i8, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the July 18, 1986 daily press briefing: 


MEXICAN DRUG PROGRAM 


Q: Why is it that in the case of Mexico it's the State 
Department that's supplying transportation, and in the 
case of Bolivia it's the Defense Department? 


A. The Department of State agreed June 18 to provide 
additional assistance to the Mexican opium poppy herbicidal 
eradication program, which has been ongoing since 1974. The 
agreement with the Attorney General of Mexico is to. augment the 
existing Mexican spraying fleet temporarily with six Turbo 
Thrush aircraft, owned or operated by the Department's Bureau 
of International Narcotics Matters, which has loaned Thrush 
aircraft to the Mexican program on previous occasions. The 
plan is to conduct an expanded spraying operation in late 
September in the Tri-State area, the primary poppy growing 
zone, to see just how much poppy can be destroyed through an 
intensified effort. As in the past, the aircraft will be flown 
by both Mexican pilots and by U.S. civilian agricultural 
spraying experts, who will also serve as pilot instructors, 
under contract through our narcotics bureau. Tne plan is to 
integrate the Thrush aircraft into the Mexican fleet on a 
permanent basis; Mexican pilots are being qualified on the 
Thrush as part of that plan. This ongoing program, and loan of 


aircraft, are in no way similar to the Bolivian project 


involving use of U.S. military aircraft. 

















Posted: July 18, 1986 


TAKEN QUESTICH 


Question taken et the July 18, 1986 daily press briefings: 


POLISH POLITICAL PRISONER AMNESTY 





What is your reaction to the news that the Polish 
parliament has authorized a release of political prisoners? 


-- We would naturally welcome <*»  slease of political 


| prisoners. We have often urges that the Polish government 


take concrete steps towards a genuine national 
reconciliation in Poland, naturally including the release 


of political prisoners. 


-- As we learn more about how the Polish Government carries 
out the release which the parliament has authorized, we 


shall be adle to evaluate its full scope and significance. 


-- We cemain concerned, of course, and we await an eventual 
release of jailed Solidarity activists, and hope it is not 


followed by a new wave of arrests. 





Posted: July 21, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question Taken at the July 18, 1986 Daily Press Briefing 


CHINA -- THE CASE OF NYTIMES‘ JOHN BURNS 





Q: Is Burns the first American news media representative in 
the PRC to be detained on suspicion of espionage? 


A: Records indicate no previous instance, 
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MONDAY, JULY 21, 1986, 12:42 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. KALB: Good afternoon, everybody. I have nothing 
-- zero -—- by way of any announcements, and I think we can all 
go to lunch. But let's take a whack at it anyway. 


Q Bernie, how about going through a couple of cases 
involving journalists? First, John Burns' case in China, and 
then the Washington Times reporter who was, it appears, thrown 
out of Nicaragua. 





a O.K. Let's do Burns first. What I have on 
Burns: 


There have been four meetings with John Burns July 21, 
Beijing time -- that is to say, today. Let me run you through 
the four: one with British Embassy officials; the second one 
with the U.S. Press Counselor at the Embassy, Lynn Noah; third, 
with his family; and fourth with The New York Times Executive 
Editor, A.M. Rosenthal, and The New York Times Foreign Editor, 
Warren Hoge. The meetings, al] four, (were) held at the 
Beijing Municipal Public Security Bureau office. 





U.S. Ambassador Winston Lord has conveyed his personal 
concern about the matter to the Foreign Ministry, and it is 
hoped that the issue wil] be resolved quickly. From the 
meetings, it is our understanding that Mr. Burns is being well 
treated and is in reasonably good spirits, on the basis of 
various readings taken there. 


That's what I have by way of any -- 


What's the Embassy been doing? Let me go through 
that, if I may, because that obviously is going to be a 
question. 


U.S. Officials have been directly involved since Burns 
was initially detained at the airport on the 17th -- that is, I 
think, last Thursday. 


Ambassador Lord returned to Beijing from southwest 
China to handle the issue and to convey his personal concern 
about the matter. He has spoken with senior Chinese 
officials. He has pressed hard for full information on the 
case and for access 
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Ambassador Lord and other Embassy officials have 
maintained close contact with the Burns family, British 


officials and representatives of The New York Times in Beijing, 
as well as kept the Department fully informed of developments. 


Q Bernie, that's the second time you mentioned that 
Lord gave his personal concern -- conveyed his personal 
concern. Is that somehow different from U.S. Government 
concern. 


6 No. If I repeated it twice within the same 
minute and half, it is the case of a clear redundancy. Nothing 
more than that, and I wouldn't interpret it in any particular 


way. 
Q But Winston -- 


6 No, no. Are you saying that Winston Lord -- it's 
a personal concern rather than a U.S. concern? 


Q Yes. 


& I am in no way suggesting there is a divorce 
between the two. 


Q Any word on the outlook for his release? 


a Impossible to tell how long the investigation 
will last, but the United States is strongly urging that the 
case be concluded at an early date. And I think you have heard 
what was said by the U.S. Embassy in Beijing, that we have the 
fullest confidence in John Burns’ journalistic integrity. 


Q How much does his detention strain U.S.-Chinese 
relations? 
a I have no speculative observations to make on 


that question. 


Q Aside from the urgings for a speeded up 
investigation, has there been any protest over his detention in 
the first place? 


a I don't know of any protest. We have made clear 
our concern, as I told you I did and, as Jim has reminded me, 
Winston Lord did twice; and the Chinese are wel] aware of the 
characterization that I just shared with you, that we have the 
fullest confidence in John Burns’ journalistic integrity. 


Q Do you want to go through that other case? 
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6 Yes. Insofar as the other case is concerned, it 
goes something like this: 


We're talking about the cases of Sue Mullen and Glen 
Garvin. The U.S. Embassy in Managua was never informed of 
their detention by the Government of Nicaragua; and in that 
context, that being the case, no assistance was possible. 


One of the reporters has stated -- and I presume that 
this is a reference to the published report by Glen Garvin -- 
has stated in his account that his repeated requests to be 
allowed to call and notify the Embassy were denied. In fact, 
the U.S. Embassy in Managua first learned of the incident from 
the U.S. Government here in Washington, after the reporters had 
been expelled, after they had in fact arrived in Costa Rica. 


“What are you doing about it?" We will discuss the 
incident with these two U.S. citizens -- those two involved -- 
and a determination will be made at that point about what 
action should be taken. The circumstances, as we know them 
now, seem to indicate that a protest would be appropriate; that 
determination will be made after there has been a discussion of 
the incident with the U.S. citizens involved. 


Q Why protest in this case and not in the Burns 
case? 


id These are Americans. And there is an 
examination, there is going to be a chat with the two to find 
out what the situation is; and as I say, the determination 
about a protest will be made at that point. These are U.S. 
citizens involved. Burns is a U.K. national, and so there is 
that representational line. 


Q Oh. In the case of a British national, the 
United States can't protest his detention? 


f No, I'm not saying that. I'm saying at this 
point what I have had to say on Burns does not embrace a 
specific answer to your question about a U.S. protest. I 
called attention to the fact that Burns is a U.K. national and 
has U.K. diplomatic representation. That doesn't necessarily 
leave out the question of a U.S. protest, and I don't have a 
specific answer for you other than to have shared with you what 
I had on the Burns, U.S., et cetera. 


Q Different subject? 


fa yes. 
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Q Could I ask you, please, to tell us what you can 
about Ambassador Nitze, Ambassador Rowny, and Secretary Holmes’ 
visits to Europe regarding Soviet-—American relations and arms 
control? 


“ What I can tell you, that being the preface to 
the question, is exceedingly limited. To the degree that it is 
unlimited, it was addressed by Ed Djerejian at the briefing 
this morning. 


I think you know that Ambassador Nitze, Ambassador 

Rowny, the Assistant Secretary for Politico-Military affairs, 
Allen Holmes, are/will be/etc. visiting Europe and Asia to meet 
with senior government officials as part of the U.S. continuing 
program of close consultations with allies on security issues 
-- security issues, obviously, including arms control -- before 
the process is wound up under the heading of the Presidentia) 
reply to Secretary General Gorbachev on arms control. 


On that general question, what I have is, as I say, 
extremely limited. That whole process of preparing a response 
is not yet completed. There is a process; and the process is 
in the act of implementation -- the President being in the 
final stages of preparing his response to the Secretary General 
-- and in that context, the dispatch of the three -- Nitze, 
Rowny and Holmes -- to pursue the policy of close consultations 
with the allies. 


The process obviously would be completed only with the 
transmission of a report, a response, I should say, by the 
President to Mr. Gorbachev, and I have no date as to when that 
will happen. Barry? 


Q No, just scratching my head. 
fe Sorry. Just scratching your head. That's good. 


Q Do you want another subject, because we've 
exhausted this? 


Q Just hold on, please. 


In the past, it's been Nitze and Rowny. Why is 
Holmes added to the mix now? 


is Well, Holmes was going to be chairing what I am 
told is a previously announced meeting of the Special Con- 
sultative Group at NATO, so that is Holmes' destination. 
Whether it is Holmes' only destination, I don't know at this 
point But Nitze goes to Europe, is in Europe; Rowny to Asia; 
and Holmes. And I don't have actual departure times for the 
jatter two, or in fact for Nitze as well; but 1 know he's there 
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Q When are they due ba: :? 
a I beg your pardon? 
Q When are they due to return? 


‘ I don't have when they will be due back. If past 
practice is any sort of indicator about the duration of the 
present itinerary, it is a matter of several days, but I can't 
circle the date. 


Q Bernie, is there any thought being given -- or is 
there anything you can say about whether the Administration is 
considering dispatching the letter to Gorbachev in an unusual 
way --— that is, by use of an emissary as opposed to just doing 
it through diplomatic channels? 


‘ I have nothing on that. 

Q Bernie -- 

‘ Let me take this chap. 

Q The Washington Post reports today that Rowny is 


in Ottawa today. Is he in Ottawa and on his way to the Far 
East, or is he going to the Far East first and then to Ottawa? 





a I have tried to make clear that I did not have 
the specific itineraries of each of the three, so 1 really 
can't be of help on that. 


Q Could you take that question? 


ia No. I'm not going to take the question about 
itineraries. I'm going to pass on that. 


Q Bernie, Robert Brown withdrew himself from 
consideration today as a possible nomination as Ambassador to 
South Africa. Do you have any words you can share with us on 
that? 


A No. I1 saw that on the wires as I came in. I 
have nothing on that. 


Q Bernie, in the Administration's search for an 
Ambassador to South Africa, Secretary Shultz is reported in a 
morning newspaper today to prefer or to have preferred and 
presumably still prefer a career diplomat be appointed instead 
of a politica] appointment, although, of course, he is looking 
for good qualifications, the Times reminds us. 
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Is the Secretary -- does the Secretary prefer a career 
diplomat in that post? Are his views accurately represented? 


fa I don't have anything to share with you other 
than to say what I've said before, that any nomination of an 
ambassadorial post originates at the White House -- that is, 
the announcement, etc. -- and to repeat what I've just said: I 
don't have anything that I could add to that story. 


Q What do you mean, originate -- 

A When there's a Presidential nomination, etc., 
that obviously comes from the President's residence. 

Q Oh, we know that, but we assume that the 
President -- 


ts Well, if you know that, Barry, then you know -- 


Q Thank you. I mean, I really don't need to be 
told that the President nominates ambassadors. We know that. 
But he also seeks the advice of his key advisers, and George 
Shultz is one of them. 


A And I told you clearly, unless you chose not to 
hear it, that I had nothing to share with you on that. I may 
have reminded you of the obvious. If so, it's one of those 
facts of briefing life. 


Q Bernie, on South Africa -- 
A Yes. 
\ Do you have any comment on any of the recent 


developments there in the last several days, specifically 
including President Botha's meeting with Bishop Tutu? 


id No. I don't have anything on that. 
Q How about the violence and stuff there? 


A What I have on that, for example, is the tear- 
gassing of the church service. The United States deplores, 
condemns this incident and others like it. The excessive use 
of force by police in South Africa, as in this case, can only 
serve to further polarize feelings both in South Africa and in 
the rest of the world. 


On that general heading of your question, Don, the 
brief detention in connection with the international team of 
traveling union officials: We regret that the foreign union 
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leaders, including Lane Kirkland, were subjected to 
heavy-handed treatment by the South African security forces. 
We hope that, in spite of this incident, the rest of the visit 
by the union leaders will further the movement toward peaceful 
and fundamental change in South Africa. 


Q Bernie, has the U.S. sent a message to President 
Botha through Secretary Howe, through Foreign Secretary Howe? 


A I'm sorry, Ralph, I don't have anything on that. 

Q Does the United States have any information from 
South Africa that that country would pass along any economic 
hardship as a result of sanctions to its neighbors in the area, 
specifically the black countries which are dependent upon it? 


f. I don't have anything on that question. But what 
was the top of it, just so I have that clear. 


Q The top of it, does the U.S. have any information 
from South Africa -- 


A Right. No, I don't. 
Q -- that they will do this? 


f. No. I don't have it either way. I just wanted 
to understand it. 


Q The Secretary still plans to testify on 
Wednesday, does he not, on the result of the Administration's 
review of South Africa policy? 


A I know of no change about that. 

Q Bernie? 

A Yes. 

Q There are reports that President Mubarak is 


coming to Washington. Do you have anything on that? 
A I do not. 
Q Bernie? 


i Yes. 


Since you are concerned about the freedom of the 
press and the freedom of journalists, there are two Arabic 
publications in East Jerusalem which are threatened to be 
closed by the Israeli authorities. Do you have any comment on 
the freedom of the press in the West Bank? 
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f I am not familiar with the details, but I have no 
hesitancy in making a general observation, as you have heard 
many times, of the U.S. support for freedom of the press. 


Q In the West Bank and -- 


A I don't have the specifics. I'm making a general 
commentary about the U.S. position on the question of freedom 
of the press. 


Q This includes the occupied territories? 


A I am telling you that I don't know what you are 
referring to, so I can't go around and pick out pieces of 
geography. We have a standing position on freedom of the press 
that has been reiterated more than once. 





Q Bernie, The New York Times reported -- Les Gelb 
reported, in fact -- from Israel that Israeli military 


officials are very concerned that Syria is preparing for some 
kind of a pre-emptive, possibly pre-emptive, strike involving 
SS-21s to try to get back the Golan Heights. Now, does the 
U.S. share this sense of urgency and pessimism on the part of 
the Israelis? 


fe I don't have anything to offer you on that story. 

Q Okay, thank you. 

Q Wait, wait, wait a minute. Do you have any 
information on a report that a Chinese chemical engineer is in 
protective custody in Denver seeking political asylum? 

A Is what? 

Q Seeking asylum? 

fs I don't get involved in asylum cases. When that 


subject comes up in general, you are frequently referred to the 
INS. I think you might want to address your question there. 


Q Bernie? 
fa Let me just pass you and go to Bassem. Bassem? 
Q No, no. I was wondering if you have anything 


whatsoever to share with us because you came to this briefing 
room, I have nothing, and you are treating us like you really 
have nothing. You don't want to say anything about anything. 


Is it one of these days, or -- (Laughter) 
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A What can I do, Bassem? 

Q We have to have a living, man. (Laughter) 

Q Touche. 

6 Is that really touche? You really believe that's 


touche? 


The only thing I could do, Bassem, is to encourage you 
to listen more attentively. (Laughte) 


Q Do you have any comment on reported secret talks 
in Europe between Israel and the Soviet Union regarding 
establishing diplomatic relations between the two countries? 


fa Do not. 


Q Do you have anything on the status of the summit 
or the Shultz-Shevardnadze meeting? 


A Nothing beyond what I said last week. 


Q Anything on tensions between China and India on 
the border region? 


A No. 
Q Any apology from Zimbabwe yet? 
te) No; haven't heard of it. 


Q Anything on Bolivian concerns about the U.S. drug 
activities there? 


A Yes, I do. To simply say that the operation was 
jointly planned with the Bolivian Government, that senior 
Bolivian officials were apprised of the nature and scope of the 
assistance the United States would be providing and the 
operation would not have gone forward without their approval. 


Q On a related question, Bernie. Is there any 
reaction to Panama closing its borders to all Bolivians? 


A No, I don't have anything on that. 


Q Bernie, on Boliva, an advisor to the President of 
Bolivia asserted that they did not ask for this kind of 
assistance from the United States. They were hoping for 
financial assistance, and other things to help them buy 
helicopters, that they never asked for U.S. transport and 
troops down there. Is that true? 
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A Let me not get involved in specifics. I read 
that same thing, if we're referring to yesterday's story in an 
unidentified newspaper. 


I have just said, in response to an earlier question 
about joint planning with the Bolivian Government -- let me 
repeat -- that the operation was jointly planned with the 
Government of Bolivia. It had its genesis in the fall of 
1985. It reflects the U.S. desire to be responsive to the 
Bolivian Government's request for help in reaching the coca 
processing labs. 


The United States is providing transport assistance 
because the Bolivians currently lack helicopters. 


Q Who was it who first brought up the idea of some 
transport assistance from the United States? Was it the United 
States, as the Bolivian guy says, or was it Bolivia, as your 
statement seems to suggest but doesn't quite say? 


A I'm underlining the fact that there was joint 
planning involved. You are asking me a specific question which 
I do not have the answer for. 


Q Could you find out? 


A And I'll take a look at it and see whether it's 
possible, yes. 


Bernie, does your statement that the Bolivians 
currently lack helicopters mean that the Administration plans 
to propose the sale of helicopters for the purpose of 
combatting drugs to Bolivia? 


ts I don't have anything on that, Ralph. 


Q Bernie, can you find out what the Bolivians 
originally asked for? 


A To the degree that those responsible for 
relations -- U.S. and Bolivia -- want to provide those 
specifics, I will convey the request. But as often happens, I 
don't always bat a hundred percent on getting responses. 


Q What's your comment, if any, on the detention or 
arrest, whatever the technical word is, of these soldiers in 
Chile in connection with the death of that young American down 
there? 


f. It's my understanding that the U.S. was informed 
late July 18 by the Chilean Embassy in Washington that, as a 
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result of an internal Chilean Army investigation, 25 Chilean 
army personnel have been placed at the disposition of the 
special investigative judge conducting the inquiry into those 
two cases. 


The U.S. considers this Chilean action to be a 
positive step. We hope it will contribute to a thorough and 
impartial investigation of this tragic event. There are many 
serious questions to be resolved. We will continue to follow 
developments closely. 


Q Any word from Gelbard on his talks? 

A No, don't have anything on Gelbard today. 

Q Bernie, based on your humanitarian concern and 
your past assistance to the exchange of prisoners between the 
PLO and Israel, have you been approached lately about the idea 


of assisting in the new exchange of prisoners between Israel 
and some PLO factions? 


A I don't have anything on that. 

Q Can you look into this? 

i No. 

Q Bernie, do you have any comment on the reports 
that the Administration is considering replacing Chester 
Crocker? 

fs I have seen that story. It is not an issue. I 
don't know how to start to cast that whole thing away. It is 
not an issue. He has the complete confidence of the President, 
he has the complete confidence of the Secretary of State. 

Q So when does he leave? (Laughter) 

Q Thank you. 


A Thank you. 


(Press briefing concluded at 1:02 p.m.) 
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Q: Who was it who first Drought up the icea of some transport 
assistance from the U.S. -- was it tne U.S., as the Bolivian 
guy says or was it Bolivia as your statement seems to suggest, 
but doesn't quite say? Can you fina out what the Bolivians 


Originally askea for? 


A: It was the Bolivians. They askea for nelp in moving their 
national police anti-narcotics forces into northeastern areas 


in Bolivia where large coca producing labs were known to be 


operating. 
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MR. MARTINEZ: I've got numerous announcements, so let 
me start with a couple of housekeeping things. As you know, 
the Secretary will be appearing in open session before the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee tomorrow. As a result, 
there will be no briefing here tomorrow. 


And just in case some of you did not get the word, 
there will be a BACKGROUND briefing this afternoon at 1:00 in 
Room 450 of the Old Executive Office Building, subject: the 
President's speech on South Africa. 


Also there will be a BACKGROUND briefing tomorrow at 
1:00 p.m. -- that's tomorrow at 1:00 p.m. -- in Room 450, Old 
Executive Office Building, on the Vice President's trip to the 
Middle East. 


Q Do you have the time and place for those again? 
A Yes. 1:00 p.m. tomorrow, Room 450. 


Okay. An announcement of publication of the 
Secretary's Report to the President on Central America. I'll 
use the brief version. 


The Department of State is releasing today the report 
to the President from the Secretary of State on the status of 
programs implementing the recommendations of the Bipartisan 
Commission on Central America, also known as the Kissinger 
Commission. 


State Department Special Report No. 148 covers the 
period since mid-1984 and describes the efforts the U.S., in 
cooperation with the Central American democracies, is making to 
ensure a better life for the citizens of the region. The 
report is available in the Press Office. 
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Now, I have a statement on the travels to Morocco of 
the Israeli Prime Minister that I will read and make available 


to you after the briefing. I should add that most of your 
questions I shall have to answer by drawing from this statement. 


Yesterday [Israeli Prime Minister Peres traveled to 
Morocco to meet with King Hassan. We applaud this courageous 
initiative by these two leaders, one which the U.S. strongly 
supports. Our consistent position has been that direct 
dialogue, direct Arab-Israeli dialogue, holds out the best 
prospects for progress towards a just and lasting peace in the 
Middle East. This is an historic opportunity to further the 
cause of peace in the region, and the U.S. urges all 
governments to support these leaders. 


And those are the statements I have. Jim? 


Q Couple of things on the Hassan-Peres meeting, the 
first one which is a footnote possibly, but an important one. 
The question is, what did you know, and when did you know it? 
When the trip to the United States by King Hassan was 
cancelled, the statement read from that podium was that it was 
-- quoted the Moroccan Government as saying that it was due to 
the King's fatigue. Did this government know in fact of this 
forthcoming Peres meeting? 


i) All I can say, Jim, is that this initiative, the 
initiative of these two leaders, was of their own making, 
although we were informed in advance, and we strongly supported 
it. 


Q How far in advance? 


A I don't have the specifics of how far in advance 
we knew of the fact that the meeting was to take place. 


Q Well, specifically did you know that it was an 
evasion that the trip was being cancelled because of fatigue? 


a I don't have the specifics of when we knew what 
we knew, and I guess I would have to refer you to the 
Government of Morocco for any explanation of what was said, 
when it was said, with respect to the King's visit to 
Washington. 


Q Okay. Another question. 
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A Yes. 


Q Since the trip became public knowledge, Syria has 
broken relations with Morocco. Do you have any comment on that? 


o Well, we have seen the reports of what you refer 
to concerning Syria, and, if true, we believe that this would 
be a negative step contrary to the interests of peace in the 
Middle East. As noted in the statement I read to you, we urge 
all leaders and governments to support this important 
initiative. 


Q Do you think that this meeting between King 
Hassan II and Shimon Peres, Israeli Prime Minister, will be 
followed by another meeting among other heads of state in the 
Arab world, like for instance King Hussein of Jordan? 


i I think you would have to ask those governments. 


Q And a follow-up also: Do you anticipate that 
such a meeting between Israelis and Arab leaders or Arab heads 
of state will take place under the auspices of the United 
States in the near future here to follow up this meeting? 


2 I don't have anything on that, and I don't want 
you to construe my not having anything on it to lead you in 
that direction. 


Q Pete, the Crown Prince of Saudi Arabia is in 
Morocco, and -- is he participating in anything? 


I don't have anything on that. 


Q Pete, you said the initiative of the meeting of 
the two leaders --— are you suggesting or saying the U.S. did 


not have any involvement in this initiative? 


a I'm saying what I said: this was an initiative of 
those two leaders, although we were informed in advance and 
strongly supported it. 


Q All right. Did the U.S. have any part in it 
before? 


A It was an initiative of those two leaders. 1 
think it's clear. 


Ralph? 
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Q Does Vice President Bush have any plans to 
participate in the process that may have been begun by this 
visit, either by stopping in Morocco during his trip or by 
reviewing the results of this meeting with any Middle East 
leaders? 


i As far as I know, the Vice President's trip is 
going forward as planned -- that is to say, to go to Egypt, 
Jordan and Israel -- and, as you know, that trip was planned 
some time in the past, so that I wouldn't draw any dramatic 
linkages between the fact of this imminent trip and the travels 
of the Prime Minister of Israel to Morocco yesterday. 


Q Supposedly the meeting is still taking place in 
Morocco between King Hassan and Mr. Peres, and I understand 
that Secretary of State George Shultz declined to go to the 
Middle East until such a time that there is something right -- 
to be going to implement it or finish or put the signature on 
some statement or agreement. Do you believe that this might 
entice the Secretary of State now to immediately make a trip to 
the area after these meetings take place? 


i) I'm not going to speculate on whether or when the 
Secretary may decide it would be useful to travel to the Middle 
East. 


Q Are you sending any emissary to -- 

a Pardon me? 

Q Are you sending any emissary to Morocco to be 
briefed on -- 


a I've got nothing on that. 


Q Pete, is there any U.S. participation or 
involvement in this at all? Anybody from the Embassy or any 
Americans watching this, or how -- who's watching it from where? 


i) Well, obviously, our Embassy in Morocco, y%u can 
be confident, has taken a very keen interest in the comings and 
goings there, but I don't have anything to indicate that our 
Embassy has been involved beyond that. 


Q Did Ambassador Pickering travel to Amman last 
week? 
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a I think we had some questions and answers last 
week on that subject, Ralph, and we have some guidance that 
Bernie used. I don't have it with me. 


Q Were those travels related to this meeting in 
Morocco? 


a I think we said at the time that Ambassador 
Pickering's travels were for personal consultations. 


Q Well, but it's obvious that you also said at the 
time that the Moroccan King wasn't coming to Washington because 
he was fatigued, so the situation has changed. Could you take 
the question -- 


a Wait a minute. 


-- could you take the question of whether the 
U.S. Ambassador to Israel traveled to Jordan and perhaps 
elsewhere in the Middle East in preparation for the meeting 
between Peres and Hassan? 


a I can't promise anything, but I'll look into it. 


Q Let me ask you a -- follow up this question by 
another question about -- is Mr. Pickering now undertaking an 
expanded role in his position as an Ambassador in Tel Aviv and 
to the Middle East, going to Jordan and possibly other areas, 
because the reports from East Jerusalem say that he will be 
meeting with Palestinian leaders in Amman, and he is also 
meeting with King Hussein who was his friend from the days that 
he used to be in the Embassy there? 


a No. I think the Ambassador's responsibilities, 
and I think his activities, are strictly in keeping with those 
you would expect of an Ambassador accredited to a foreign 
government . 


s It's not an R and R visit -- it's not -- 
a Pardon me? 


Q It's not an R and R visit -- it's not a 
recreation visit that he undertook to Jordan. It has some 
diplomatic mission? 


Aa As I said, we had some guidance on that last 
week, and [ think what we said was we described the 
Ambassador's travels to Jordan in the context of personal 
consultations. You can come by the Press Office, and we can 
see -- you can see there were a few more words to adorn that 
response. 


~~ MORE -- 
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Q Pete, is the U.S. Government working either 
through the State Department in Washington or through its 
Embassies in the Arab world to try to take this, at least, 
brief momentum between Peres and the King to move the whole 
broader peace process along in some fashion? 


4 As I said in the statement I read to you, we urge 
all governments to support these leaders. 


Q How are you doing the urging, besides from the 
podium? 


“ We have Embassies in the region and active 
Ambassadors, as we just noted, and so I should think that 
through those channels we will be making our views known. 


Q Do you have any positive initial response from 
any Arab countries -- 

i I don't have anything on the reaction of other 
governments. 

Q Do you have -- does the U.S. Government have any 


knowledge at this time of any additional meetings by Prime 
Minister Peres in other Arab countries such as Eqypt? 


a You'd have to ask the Israeli Government. 


Q Well, wait a minute, I wan't asking whether -- I 
have to ask the Israeli Government if the U.S. knows? I'm 
asking whether the U.S. has information about it? 


A I've got nothing on the question. 


Q Pete, there's a report on the wire that Libya 
says in view of this act that its merger with Morocco is at an 
end. (Laughter) Do you have a comment on that? 


Q Are you congratulating Morocco? 


a I think I would reply in the same fashion as I 
did with respect to the earlier question concerning Syria. 


Q Senator Dole has been calling for an expansion of 
export bonus programs to the Soviet Union on grain. Today, he 
said, in the press conference he holds every morning in the 
Senate, that the problem was at the State Department and the 
opposition from Secretary Shultz. 
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Is that correct, and do you -- 


a I don't have anything on that. 


Lester? 

Q Let's go to another subject? 

a Please. 

Q Another area. All right. On numerous occasions, 


over the last ten years, I have seen Department of State 
spokesmen announce that in retaliation for the unjustified 
expulsion of an American correspondent from the Soviet Union we 
have expelled one of their newsmen with the same policy of 
reciprocity to diplomats. 


Could you t .1 us why the State Department has failed 
to expel any Nicaraguan correspondents such as Marielos 
Vallejos of the Nicaraguan News Agency, who is right here in 
Washington, in response to what the State Department, I read, 
conceded as the abusive treatment of two journalists from the 
Washington Times, one of them freelance, their expulsion, the 
arbitrary attempt to censor the foreign press and the failure 
to allow them access to the U.S. Embassy? Are we going to 
expel in retaliation or not? 





A Lester, I don't have anything specific with which 
to reply to your question, whether we're going to expel 
Nicaraguan journalists. If you have an interest, I can share 
with you some other reactions, a more generalized reaction to 
the event. 


Q Anything. 


Aa The State Department will protest today the 
detention and expulsion from Nicaragua of Washington Times 
reporter Glen Garvin and freelance journalist Mary Sue Mullen. 
The protest is being delivered in both Washington to Ambassador 
Carlos Tunnerman and in Managua. 





The United States Government considers access to 
information to be a fundamental element of a free society. We, 
thus, condemn the action taken against Garvin and Mullen by the 
Sandinista regime as an obvious attempt to intimidate members 
of the foreign press and the Nicaraguans with whom they are in 
contact. 
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The Department protests not only the denial by the 
Sandinista authorities of access to the American citizens but 
also the arbitrary and abusive treatment accorded these two 
citizens, the seizure of their personal property and the effort 
to extend the regime's total control over the national media 
and to the foreign press. The Department expects that the 
property confiscated from the journalists will be turned over 
without delay to the U.S. Embassy in Managua. 


Q I'd like to ask one brief follow up, and then I 
have one follow-up question after that. 


Does this mean that, actually, what you're doing is 
hoping that the protest will result in their being reinstated, 
in which case you will not retaliate but if they keep their 
property and don't allow them to go back, you will surely 
retaliate against them about the -- against this Nicaraguan 
journalist just like you have against Soviet journalists 
because you don't -- you try to be even-handed; isn't that 
true, Pete? 


A It means what it says, Lester, and I don't have 
anything as to what we will do if the protest does not have the 
desired effect. 


Q Could I follow -- one follow up, if I may. 
A Somebody wants to put a question. 
Q Oh, sure. 


Q Go ahead, if he wants to do Nicaragua. I might 
change the subject. It's unimportant; go ahead. 


Q Thank you. Thank you. Pete, this is a little 
bit sensitive. There are reports, and you're probably aware, 
that Thomas Borge, who is, as I understand it, is the 
Sandinista secret police director, has been something of a 
sexual athlete with certain, certain American lady journalists, 
and this is implied, surely, in Professor Irving Crystal's 
National Interest magazine. You know, he's from NYU. 








He reports that Courtney Hood, in this article by Gary 
Moore, Courtney Hood and Ronnie Lovler of CBS "have carried on 
personal relationships with Thomas Borge which was noted by an 
incensed hotel employee who didn't see it as a routine 
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cultivation of a important official by a news gatherer," and 
Ms. Hood was quoted as saying, “he's a friend of mine but 
embarrasses me when he brings his bodyguards to the hotel." 


Since you're an expert on media relations (Laughter) 
and some years ago there was a considerable uproar about what 
was defined as "checkbook journalism," you'll remember, could 
you tell us, Pete, what is your attitude to what might be 
described as “beddy-by" journalism? 


A Lester, I don't have anything for you. (Laughter) 


Q Aren't you -- well, let me put it this way: You 
would be concerned if there is truth in this. I don't know. 
But I just wonder, what does the State Department think of a 
policy whereby some reporters might sleep with sources in order 
to get information? I don't know whether this is the case but 
it's certainly implied. Does the State Department approve of 
this by a foreign journalist overseas in Managua? 


A I don't have anything, Lester. 


Q It's so embarrassing that you'd rather evade it? 
All right, listen, thank you. 


Q Do you have any further information on the New 
York Times correspondent being held in Beijing; any further 





progress on obtaining his release? 


A Yes, I have a brief update on that. This is on 
Mr. Burns in Beijing. Both American and British Embassy 
officials have continued to press the Chinese authorities for 
further information on the Burns case and to urge rapid 
conclusion of the investigation. 


Visiting New York Times executives, accompanied by 
U.S. Press and Cultural Counselor Noah, met with Foreign 
Ministry Information Department officials on Tuesday. 





w There's no idea of when this is going to be 
resolved? Is there any -- 


a No, I don't have anything on that specific 
point. We and the British have repeatedly expressed our 
serious concern over his detention -- 


Q The Chinese cooperating? 
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A -- And our desire to see a quick resolution of 
the case. The Chinese have granted consular access as required 
under the Sino-British Consular Agreement, and our interest, of 
course, is in obtaining Burns release as quickly as possible, 
and our efforts are devoted to that end. 


Q Any plan to jail a Chinese journalist? 


Q That's my question, too. (Laughter) Why -- 
really, seriously -- why is it that he -- this man from the New 
York Times languishes in jail? We have protested, they do 
nothing, and we've got Chinese journalists here. Why is it 
that we don't jail one of them? Could you tell us, Pete? 





3) As I said, our objective is the release as 
quickly as possible of Mr. Burns. 


Q But there's no sign that it's coming, is there, 
Pete. Meanwhile he's in jail. 

A Ralph. 

Q Do you have any word today on whether the Soviet 


Union has proposed a date for either a Shultz-Shevardnadze 
meeting or a Reagan-Gorbachev meeting? 


A No. 


Q You don't have any word or they have not proposed 
a date? 


a I don't have anything. 


Q Back to Burns for a minute. Have the Chinese 
elaborated at all on the charges against him since the 
statements they made the first day he was taken into custody? 


fa I don't have anything here that would show any 
such elaboration. 


Q Well, does the Department consider it an attempt 
by the Chinese Government to intimidate foreign journalists in 
China? 


A Jim, I'm not going to speculate on what what the 
reasons may be. But [I would reiterate, again, that our 
interest here, our objective here, is the prompt release of Mr. 
Burns. 
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Q Two journalists are roughed up and hassled in 
Nicaragua and the United States condemns that action in the 
strongest possible terms, and a New York Times correspondent, 
who is still being held without a delineation of the charges or 
full explanation and the State Department has nothing to say 
about that? No condemnation? 





A Well, I have always had a certain intellectual 
difficulty with drawing what are loosely called functional 
analogies. And in this case I think I would only repeat what 
Bernie alluded to yesterday, and that is to point out that Mr. 
Burns, after all, is a British subject. 


Q Is what? 
ms A British subject. 


Q Pete, there were reports that the United States 
has been in consultation with European allies in Italy, France 
and the United Kingdom and West Germany about the visit of 
President Mubarak to obtain loans to improve the conditions, 
the economic conditions of Egypt. Do you have any comment on 
these reports? 


i No, I don't have anything on that. 


Q Okay, thank you. 


(Press briefing concluded at 12:32 p.m.) 
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MR. KALB: How do you do, everybody. I had an 
announcement or two, but they took it away from me at the last 
moment. I suppose it ran the risk of making some news. That 
being the case, we'll go to the usual suspect. 


Q Give us your analysis of what came out of the 
Morocco meeting between King Hassan and Prime Minister Peres. 


A Well, that's a very extensive invitation, 


obviously, and one I will respond to in a rather more limited 
fashion. 


To provide an overall assessment as to how the U.S. 
regards that meeting, I think in the past day or so, in one 
connection or another, you have had that. The United States 
believes that this was a valuable and historic effort. No one 
ever suggested that making peace in the Middle East would be 
easy, nor did the United States expect any dramatic 
breakthrough at this session, or that all problems could be 
resolved in two days of meetings. 


Nevertheless, the U.S. conviction is -- remains that 
it is only through direct dialogue that the dispute can be 
resolved. The United States has urged such contact for years. 
We applaud the courage demonstrated by King Hassan and Prime 
Minister Peres in initiating such a dialogue. 


The U.S. would hope contact between Arab and Israeli 
leaders would become more routine so that it would not be such 
a singular event when such leaders get together. 


Now, insofar as speculating or making an assessment 
about the contents of the discussion between the two, on that, 
Jim, I have nothing at all. 
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Q Can we have a copy of that, please? 


ca I'll try. It's not going to be easy. And I see 
you still haven't learned how to take notes fast enough. 


Q There seems to be some confusion about what the 
U.S. role was, and what it was particularly in setting up the 
meeting. Was the United States instrumental in, first of all, 
in setting it up? 


A Well, I think you've heard an answer to that 
already, Jim. While I may not have been on the spot for the 
last day or two, I think that has been addressed. In any case, 
let me offer some sort of summary on that question and 
vibrations thereof. 


Without in any way addressing the specifics of the 
diplomatic exchanges, the United States did say that we learned 
of the meeting before it took place and expressed our strong 
support for the meeting. We were willing to do whatever we 
could to facilitate the meeting. It was the decision of the 
King and the Prime Minister to meet in Morocco. And we will 
continue to do whatever we can to foster a direct Arab-Israeli 
dialogue. 


Q Including -- you say offered any U.S. help -- 
including the United States as a locale for it? 


a Two points I want to make in connection with 
that. I am going to pass this specific question about the 
geography that you alluded to -- that is to say, a U.S. 
locale. 


I did say, however, that we were willing to do 
whatever we could to facilitate the get-together that in fact 
took place. Also it has been stressed on more than one 
occasion that the meeting was the result of the joint 
initiative on the part of the two principals. 
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Q Bernie, did you offer to host the meeting in 
Washington or not? 


a I am going to let it stand the way I have sought 
to answer, because I don't want to get involved in any other 
diplomacy that was involved in the meeting. 


I did say that we were willing to do whatever we could 
to facilitate the meeting. 


Q Bernie, any reaction to the response? 

Q King Hassan -- 

A I beg your pardon? 

Q Any reaction to the response of the Syrians in 
particular? 


a No. I don't have anything on that, but you know 
that we have encouraged such get-togethers regularly, and we do 
encourage them despite what we've heard from Damascus. 


Q Bernie, did the U.S. -- 


‘6 I think that was said straight away, I think, on 
Tuesday, and [I'm simply repeating what in fact what was 
expressed. 


Ralph? 


Q I'm sorry. Did the U.S. in its effort to 
facilitate, or in its offer to facilitate, also either request 
or offer to participate in the meeting? 


n [I don't have anything on that for you, but ['m 
talking in the context here of direct dialogue between an Arab 
state and Israel, and I'm going to have to let it stand at that 
point. 


Q Bernie, just to clear up one fuzzy little point, 
you're not denying -- 

A What? Clear up one what? 

Q Fuzzy -- 


4 Fuzzy. Fuzzy? 
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Q King Hassan did say on television last night that 
President Reagan had offered to have the meeting in 
Washington. You're not specifically denying that, I take it. 


5 I think I'd leave it stay the way I am putting 
it, without getting involved, as I have been seeking to do for 
the last couple of minutes, in offering a pinpoint reply to 
that question which has come at me in variations over the last 
Sixty seconds. 


Q Has the U.S. been in contact with other Middle 
Eastern countries to try to promote support for the meeting? 


Q I think, without becoming specific, that given 
the U.S. position, that position has been echoed throughout 
U.S. embassies -- that is to say, support for direct dialogue 
between Israel and Arab states, and the endorsement of the 
get-together that took place in Morocco and characterizing it 
as a valuable and historic event. 


Q Bernie, in his review, King Hassan said that 
there was disagreement on two basic points. One, that Israel 
said no when he said -— when Hassan said that it would be 


necessary to withdraw from the territories occupied in 1967; 
and, two, to talk directly to the PLO. 


On that first point, his allegation that Israel 
refuses to pull out of the territories occupied in 1967, is 
that the U.S. understanding of the Israeli Government position? 


mn I have nothing to offer you on that, Jim, at this 
time. 


Q And, Bernie, do you think that the negative 
result of this summit will have an effect or a setback for any 
future peace process? 


fs) A couple of responses: One, “negative” is an 
interpretation you're placing on that; [ am not. Number two, 
in view of the fact that we have applauded the meeting that 
indeed took place and have encouraged similar meetings, one 
would hope in fact that it would have a positive fallout. 


~~ MORE -- 
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Q Would you characterize -- 
= Jim, let me -- I'm sorry. 
Q Would you characterize the favorable response to 


the meeting by the PLO as a significant development? 


rs) Favorable response of the meeting by the PLO? 

Q Yes, I understand that they -- 

A [I'm out of touch with that -- 

Q They made a statement in support of the meeting. 
A I'm out of touch with that. 

Q Bernie, let me rephrase my question about the 


withdrawal from territories and put it in a shorthand form. 
Does the United States understand the Israeli position to be, 
still, in support of U.N. Security Council Resolution 242? 

a Our position is 242/338. If you're suggesting 
shifts in the Israeli position, it is something [ will not get 
involved in. That's not my responsibility. 

Q I'm asking about the U.S. perception of the 
Israeli position. Does it -- is it the U.S. perception of the 
Israeli Government policy that it still supports 242? 

a That is my understanding. But if you want me to 
be specific, [ can seek to get you some guidance that might 
develop it beyond that. 

Q Would you please? 


is) But if you introducing a new blip, I don't know 
It was King Hassan who introduced what you call a 


A Well, shall I escalate the language? 


Q Can I change the topic? 


Yeah, please, actively. 
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Q Do you have any -- 
a Wait a minute. Let somebody else. 


Q You said the United States learned about the 
meeting before it took place. 


A Yes. 


Q Could you please tell us when exactly or at what 
point in time did -- 


“ No. The answer is I cannot. 


Q Okay, but there are reports that King Hassan is 
rescheduling his visit to the United States. Do you have 
anything on that? 


i I don't have anything on that. 


Q There's been some discussion about whether the 
U.S. should support the sale of subsidized grain to the Soviet 
Union. And I gather that Australia has protested if this comes 
about. Do you have anything on this question? 


a I do have something on that. We're talking now 
about the response about Australia in the event you go through 
with the EEP, that's to say the subsidized program. 


What I have on that is this, Bern: that the reference 
that we're talking about -- that is to say, what emanated from 
Australia -- this is to the Dole Amendment to the Ex-Im 
reauthorization bill which would cause the Soviets and China to 
be included in the EEP, that is to say the Export Enhancement 
Program that is to go to conference with the House. The 
legislation is pending, so that on that specific, no comment 
from here. 


But in a more general way, this might be noted. The 
joint defense facilities in Australia, the purpose of which was 
set forth in Prime Minister's Hawke's statement to Parliament 
on June 6, 1984, make essential contributions to the joint 
regional and global efforts to enhance deterrence, mutual 
security, and arms control verification. 


The United States believes any linkage of the joint 
facilities with trade issues would be inconsistent with U.S. 
understanding since the facilities stand on their own, 
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contributing to overriding mutual efforts to maintain the 
peace. We are in close contact with the Australian Government 
on these various issues. 


Q Can I follow that up, Bernie? 


a Yes. 


Q The linkage was made, though, by the Australian 
Foreign Minister. So is that -- 


A Well, I didn't see it by the Australian Foreign 
Minister, although that may be the case. [ think that the echo 
I got was by a minister with another portfolio. 


In any case, the response that I have just offered 
does deal with that question. We believe any linkage, et 
cetera, would be inconsistent with our understandings, and so 
forth. This is -- I could offer this if anybody wants it. 


Q But do you have anything to say on the 
Congressional action which apparently is harming Australia? Is 
there any concern about that in the United States? 


“ No, I don't. As I say, that being in conference, 
I have nothing to offer on that. 


Q Are you giving any advice privately or publicly 
to the Congress? 


6 Don't have anything for you on that. 


Q Do you think you could perhaps follow this up, 
keep an eye on it? 


a I could inquire, and let's see what we'll get 
Q [I'd appreciate it. Thank you. 
a Yes, Mike? 


Q Still a question on that. Would you expect this 
matter to be raised in t’ oming ANZUS talks in San 
Francisco between the Se ' y of State and Mr. Hayden, the 
Foreign Affairs Minister: 


a Would I expect it? It's going to be a broad 
agenda of a variety of bilateral issues, and I couldn't predict 
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what would be in or out, but I would see no reason why it might 
not come up. 


Q Bernie -- 


ra That's a long answer for “expect.” Yes, Mike, 
I'm sorry. 


Yes, the Rojas death. 


Q 

A The what? 
Q The Rojas death in Chile? 
o Rojas. Sorry. Yes? 


Q The judicial inquiry has concluded. Is the 
United States satisfied with its conclusion? 


“ Conc luded? 

Q Yes. 

“ I don't have a conclusion. 
Q What do you have? 

“ 


I don't know what you're referring to. I want to 
know what you're talking about so that the answer is responsive 
to the question. 


Q The judge who conducted the inquiry is -- 


A About holding one, and so forth? 

Q Right. 

“ Say that -- 

Q One army lieutenant for trial for not having sent 


them to hospital quickly enough but has backed the army's 
initial statement that they were carrying some kind of 
incendiary device, and that's what caused the problem. 


a I don't have all the specifics that you're 
itemizing. There is this to be said. The United States is 
aware of Judge Echavarria's decision in the Rojas/Quintana case 
but has not yet had the opportunity to review his findings in 
detail. 
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We will continue to watch developments closely and 
will not consider the matter closed until all those responsible 


for any criminal acts in the Rojas/Quintana case are brought to 
justice. 


Q Does that mean you'll have something more 
substantive to say after you see the details? 

A It could be, and I will raise that question, 
Barry. 

Q I mean -- I imagine the judge's decision is 
available upon request. 

. I raised that. Sometimes these things are 
uvailable; sometimes they're incoming; sometimes there is not 
the ability -- the capacity at that particular moment for a 


thorough investigation, and I suppose that falls in. 


I have no doubt whatever that that will be subjected 
to very careful scrutiny. 


Ralph? 


Q Can you take a request that if there's any chance 
of responding to the actual conclusions today that we could get 
a taken question on it? 


a Yes, we can do that. We can take it and see 
whether they come up with some more detailed response. 


Max? 
Q Bernie, do you have anything on this journalist 
from Panama who -- one of his relatives gave testimony 


yesterday on the Hill saying that he has been unable to return 
from Harvard where he had been a Neiman Fellow because of 


reliable reports that there is a plot against his life. Do you 
have anything on it? 
A I do not, Max. Let me take a look at that. 


Q Would you? 


f Ralph? 
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Q Bernie, has Ambassador Nitze completed his 
consultations with the allies on the subject of arms control? 


A You're asking me “completed,” "return?" Quite 
frankly, I haven't checked that. I will. I don't have 


oe on that. I just haven't had a chance to look into 
that. 


Q To follow that up, can you tell us whether the 
Administration has drawn its conclusions on the reply to 
Gorbachev and whether a reply either has been or will be 
imminently issued? 


i I have nothing for you on that. 
Q Bernie, do you think you could see if at some 
point -- at some point soon because they're due back very soon 


-- if you can get us the countries these people visited? It 
would seem to be -- 


a Yes. Let me take a look at that. That came up 
the other day. 


Q It seems to be a problem this time, and I'm not 
sure why. Within the building, they don't want to say where 
these three fellows went. 


mn Let me take another -- 
Q Maybe you can pry it out of them. 
4 Let me try to take another pry. 


Q Is there any effort underway to arrange a meeting 
between the Secretary and Mr. Tambo, as -- 


to I don't know of any effort underway. What I'm 
familiar with is precisely what you are -- the various Q and 
A's that came up with the Secretary yesterday and in the 
context of a backgrounder on Tuesday. But if you're asking me, 
is there an effort underway, is there a session in the works, 
and so forth, I know of nothing like that. 


Q In regard to his ~-- Secretary of State Shultz' 
remarks yesterday, he made reference to the Beira Corridor as a 
specific development project which is what the President had in 
mind when he talked about southern African development. 
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Is there any information available on exactly what 
this project is? Does it go north to south, east to west? Can 
we get some kind of -- where would we go to get detailed -- 


A Let me inquire and see what I can get on that. 


Q And the group that Secretary Shultz said he met 
-- or met with him to talk to him about -- 


A All right, let me see what could fall under that 
heading, the Beira railroad project, et cetera. 


Marvin? 


Q The Secretary left the impression with several of 
us yesterday that the U.S. would, in fact, be ready to impose 
sanctions against South Africa and join the allies in that 


effort sometime between now and early September. Is that 
correct? 


A Marvin, I am in a situation where the Secretary, 
having testified yesterday for a period of four hours, said 
what he had to say. What you're asking me is to interpret what 
he had to say, and I'm going to bypass that invitation. 


-~-MORE-~ 
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Q Well, here's a way perhaps you can deal with it. 
Can you tell us what today's State Department position is on 


whether sanctions are a weapon or a means of promoting racial 
change in South Africa? 


7 I don't have anything to say that would in any 
way modify -- your invitation to “today” -- yesterday's 
position on sanctions. 


Q I really -- 
“ The Secretary -- 
Q Yes. 


A But just let me make a point or two. There was a 
BACKGROUNDER on Tuesday; there were four hours on the Hill 
yesterday; the Secretary did a WORLDNET with five or six 
different world capitals this morning. What he had to say 
about the subject of sanctions is all embraced on those two 
ON-THE-RECORD sessions. 


The invitation to amplify, expand, is in my view, 
totally unnecessary because there is no point in my 
paraphrasing what the Secretary has said. 


Q I really -- I didn't want -- I knew you wouldn't 
think there was, and that's really not what I'm driving at. 
What ['m driving at is the suspicion that there will be a magic 
moment when the liturgy will change, as it did last October. 
I'd like to be there when it happens. (Laughter) In other 
words, you folks used to talk about being against punitive 
sanctions, which of course defies the dictionary -- sanctions, 
by definition, are punitive -- and you did that, and then one 
day, Mr. Reagan announced several measures which everybody else 
would read as sanctions, although they were quite limited. And 
some of us suspect there will be a recurrence of that change. 
And if I could hear you every day say, “We don't believe in 
punitive sanctions," I could assume that the change isn't 
coming that day, or hasn't come yet. You see? 
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A We can get involved in an interesting semantic 
and philosophical discussion without linking it to any country 
or any administration. 


Q I'm asking you to repeat what you felt free to 


say last week: “The United States is opposed to punitive 
sanctions." 


a What I said -- I took you even closer to reality 
than last week. I said that what the Secretary said yesterday 
for four hours still stands, and I know of no dilution, 
modification, and so forth. 


Your invitation to me is to sketch out the future -- 
Q No, no. 


i) -- when suddenly a door that you think is closed 
today suddenly opens. 


Q No, I'm not. I suspect that's going to happen. 


I'm asking you to state current U.S. policy on 


Sanctions. You were agin ‘em last week, and I don't think 
you're still agin ‘em. 


fe Well, I'm telling you, all I can do, Barry, to 
try to abbreviate a discussion that really has no great future, 
is to refer you to what the Secretary said yesterday and today. 


Q While we're on the subject of semantics, does the 


State Department still endorse what used to be called 
constructive engagement? 


3) Does the State Department endorse constructive 
engagement? Is that the question? 


Q Yes. 


A Interesting you should ask that. I think the 
Secretary dealt with that as well. 


(Laughter) 
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Look, the central question is, is there a policy? The 
answer is yes. When the question has come up, the Secretary . 
has had to say what he says about this, and it has been defined 
for a period of time as constructive engagement, and there is 
where I leave it. 


Q There were two central remarks made by President 
Reagan in his speech on South Africa that, as far as I could 
tell in listening to all the testimony by Secretary Shultz 
yesterday, he did not make any reference to at all. The first 
one refers to the fact that President Reagan on three occasions 
referred to the ANC as being Soviet-backed, and said that the 
South African Government is under no oblisation to negotiate 
the future of the country with any organization that proclaims 
a goal of creating a communist state and uses terrorist 
tactics, and that was the one point where he got a major 
applause. 


By contrast to that, Secretary Shultz made absolutely 
no reference to the Soviet involvement with the ANC and said 


that he would, without qualification, meet with leaders of the 
ANC. A comment on that first. 


Then, secondly, President Reagan -- 


) Let's take these one at a time. I don't have any 
comment. 


Q Okay. 

i The President has said what he said, and that 
will set down U.S. policy. The Secretary testified for four 
hours and said what he had to say. 

Q Well, is the ANC Soviet-—backed or not? 

6 The President, and I think the Secretary as well, 
dealt with that specific question, and I could find both of 
those in their remarks for you. 

Q I don't think -- 


a What is more, what is more -- 


Q -~- they dealt with them within the last couple of 
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a well, I -- 


Q -- except that the President made it clear that 
he thought they were. 


a I think the Secretary did have an allusion 
somewhere in the course of yesterday's testimony. I may stand 
corrected, but I think it was there. But, be that as it may, 
we have, on a number of occasions, in response to questions, 
offered a profile of the ANC as it is seen by the 
Administration, and we could find that for you. 


Q Okay. Now, just the second point. The President 
also said that those who tell us the moral thing to do today is 
to embargo the South African economy, and write off South 
Africa, should tell us exactly what they believe will rise in 
its place, what foreign power would fill the vacuum if ties 
with the West are broken. 


Secretary Shultz again made no reference to the Soviet 
strategic threat to the region and the fact that if, in fact, 
the South African regime disintegrates into ungovernability, as 
Bishop Tutu has said is the only possible course of action, 
that the Soviets would exploit this to their advantage. And 


I'm just wondering if there was any reason behind the fact that 
Secretary Shultz made no reference to that yesterday. 


os No. He presented his testimony. I have nothing, 
really, to add to that. But in saying that, I certainly don't 
dilute or detract from anything that the President had said. 
If something was not mentioned, as you're suggesting -- and I 
would have to go through it word for word -- I don't think that 
adds up to a detraction in any way from what the President said. 


John? 


Q Can you run over your constructive engagement 
answer again? I don't think I quite understand that. 


Whatever I had to say, you can check it out 
again. There is no reason for me to go over it. I have said 
what I had to say, and I've got to leave it at that, John. 


Constructive engagement is still our policy, is 
that what you are saying? 
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A Well, whatever I said, however I[ said it, a 


master stroke such as that cannot be achieved with duplicate 
eloquence. 


Q It's like Brahms' First Symphony. It stands 
alone. 


(Laughter) 
Q Bernie, can you tell us anything about Secretary 


Shultz’ meeting with Foreign Minister Genscher last night, and 


include in your answer, if you could, anything about the cruise 
on the Potomac last night? 


(Laughter) 


A Well, the seas were calm. The seas were calm. 
And so far as I know, there were no leaks. 


(Laughter) 

Q Was that ship carrying nuclear weapons? 
(Laughter) 

i All right. Let's get serious for a moment, since 


I am, and you seldom are. 


A short meeting in the Secretary's office followed by 
a private dinner. Total time met: four hours. Foreign 
Minister Genscher briefed the Secretary on his meetings with 
General Secretary Gorbachev and Foreign Minister Shevardnadze 
at the beginning of the week. 


On the agenda, among other things, they discussed 
East-West relations and arms control issues. They also 
discussed South Africa. They also discussed some bilateral 
issues -- West Berlin, et cetera -- and beyond that, I do not 
have any additional details. 





Q This is a follow-up: did they discuss the U.S 
reply? Did Secretary Shultz inform Foreign Minister Genscher 
of the nature of President Reagan's reply to Mr. Gorbachev on 
arms control issues? 


A I thought I said that I can't get involved in 
diplomatic discussions, but I certainly am not going to rule 
anything out along those lines. 
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I also call to your attention a sort of an of f-shoot 
of Barry's question, about the fact that there have been 
Americans traveling in Europe, discussing the general question 
of U.S. arms control, and so forth. So that, speaking for 
myself, it would boggle my mind if the subject did not come up. 


Q Bernie, do you happen to know if the 
Administration thinks it would be a good idea for Mr. Karpov 
and Ambassador Kampelman to meet sometime before September in 


an effort to accelerate the negotiations on nuclear weapons 
(inaudible)? 


fa I just don't have anything on that at all, Barry. 


Q Has that idea been broached to the State 


Department? 
A Don't know. 
Q Could you see if it has? 
Q Not necessarily by the Soviet Union. 
ms I don't know. Could I see if it has? I could 


see if it has, and I have a feeling that if it has, it might 
stop right then and there, insofar as being made available by 
way of information. 


Q Has it? What do you think of it? You know, try 
if you can. Is it an idea being entertained? 


i Okay, fine. 


Q Do you have any specific guidance there on the 
Les Gelb story in the paper today? 


a No, I don't have. No comment on that 

Q Do you have anything on what the French President 
of the legislative assembly was meeting with Mr. Shultz about 
this morning? 


a No, I do not. 


Q Bernie, back on the Genscher meeting, did the 
Foreign Minister bring up this issue of immigration through 
Berlin? And was the Secretary able to offer any solace? 
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I noted that one of the items was West Berlin. 
I, frankly, do not have any amplification of what fell under 
that heading. 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 1:18 P.M.) 











Posted: July 25, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the July 24, 1986 daily press briefing: 


PANAMA: PUBLISHER THREATENED 





Q. Do you have anything on this journalist from Panama 
whose relatives have said that he has been unable to 
return(to Panama) from Harvard because of reliable 
reports that there is a plot against his life? 

-- MR. EISENMANN IS NOT SIMPLY A “JOURNALIST FRO‘ 
PANAMA”, SE IS PUBLISHER OF PANAMA'S LA PRENSA 


NEWSPAPER WHICH HAS BEEN FOR SEVERAL YEARS A PRINCIPAL 





VOICE OF POLITICAL OPPOSITION THERE. 


-- WE HAVE READ THE REPORT OF A THREAT. WE HAVE NO . 
CAPACITY TO EVALUATE THE SERIOUSNESS OF THE 
ALLEGATION. SENIOR PANAMANIAN OFFICIALS HAVE 


INDICATED THAT THERE IS NO BASIS FOR THE ALLEGATIC!. 








Posted: July 25, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the July 24, 1986 daily press briefing: 


NITZE/ROWNY/HOLMES MISSIONS 





Q. Has Ambassador Nitze completed his consultations with the 
Allies on the subject of arms control? What countries did Nitze/ 
Rowny/Holmes visit? Have they returned yet? 

A. -- AMBASSADORS NITZE AND ROWNY AND ASSISTANT SECRETARY HOLMES 
HAVE CONSULTED WITH NATO AND ASIAN ALLIES. AMBASSADORS NITZE AND 


ROWNEY HAVE RETURNED; ASSISTANT SECRETARY HOLMES WILL RETURN 


LATER TODAY. 





Posted: July 25, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the July 24, 1986 daily press briefing: 


KARPOV/KAMPELMAN MEETING? 





Q. Does the Administration think it would be a good idea for Mr. 
Karpov and Amb. Kampelman to meet sometime before September in an 
effort to accelerate the negotiations on nuclear weapons 

reductions? Has that idea been broached to the State Department? 


A. -- WE KNOW OF NO PLANS FOR AMBASSADOR KAMPELMAN AND MR. 


KARPOV TO MEET BEFORE THEY RESUME THEIR NEGOTIATIONS IN 


SEPTEMBER. 





Posted: July 24, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the July 24, 1986 daily press briefing: 


BEIRA CORRIDOR 





Q: Secretary Shultz made reference yesterday to the Beira 
Corridor as a specific development project that the President 
had in mind when he talked about southern African development. 
Is there any information available on exactly what this project 
is? Is there any information on the group that Secretary 
Shultz said met with hig to talk about the project? 

A: THE BEIRA CORRIDOR REFERS TO A SYSTEM OF RAIL, ROAD AND OIL 
PIPELINE TRANSPORTATION EXTENDING FROM THE PORT OF BEIRA IN 
MOZAMBIQUE TO ZIMBABWE, WHERE ROADS AND RAILWAYS BRANCH OFF 7° 
SERVICE ZAMBIA, BOTSWANA, ZAIRE, AND MALAWI. A GROUP 
REPRESENTING THE GOVERNMENTS AND INDUSTRIES OF ZAMBIA, ZIMBASWE 
AND MOZAMBIQUE MET WITH SECRETARY SHULTZ DURING ITS RECENT Two 
WEEK VISIT TO THE U.S. TO SOLICIT PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SUPPORT 
FOR UPGRADING AND EXPANDING THE BEIRA CORRIDOR. THIS 
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM WILL COST IN EXCESS OF $ 600 MILLION. TE 
NORDIC COUNTRIES HAVE TAKEN THE LEAD IN THIS UNDERTAKING WI? 
SUPPORT FROM THE EC COUNTRIES AND THE UNITED STATES. THE 
PROGRAM IS EXPECTED TO MAKE PRODUCTS FROM THE REGION MORE 
COMPETITIVE ON WORLD MARKETS BY LESSENING DEPENDENCE ON LONG? 


MORE COSTLY, ROUTES, AND TO ATTRACT MORE FOREIGN INVESTMENT *- 


THE AREA SERVED SY THE CORRIDOR. 
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(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED 


MR. KALB: Good afternoon, everybody. One brief 
announcement that is less brief than i would have liked, but 
here we go. 


The first on participation by the Secretary at Harvard 
University in connection with their anniversary celebration 
number 350. Secretary Shultz will participate in Harvard 
University's 350th anniversary celebration by addressing a 
Convocation -- date: September 5. The ceremony begins at 
10:00 a.m.; will be held in the Tercentenary Theater. We'll 
pick up the specifics as we get closer to September Sth. 
Meantime, anybody having any travel plans or setting up, et 
cetera, the number there is Peter Kosta at Harvard -- he's the 
Director of the Office of News and Public Affairs. The number 
is 495-1585, Area Code 617. 


Now, here's another announcement that has to do with a 
trip that goes beyond three or four hundred miles. Secretarial 
travel in the month of August: First, President Reagan has 
appointed Secretary of State George Shultz to head the U.S. 
delegation to the August 7 inauguration of Virgilio Barco 
Vargas as the new President of the Republic of Colombia -- 
August 7th, a Thursday. 


Additionally, the Secretary will host a bilateral 
ministerial meeting with Australian Foreign Minister Hayden in 
San Francisco August 10 and 1l. Secretary of Defense 
Weinberger and the Australian Minister of Defense, Mr. Beazley, 
also will participate in the discussions which symbolize our 
ongoing alliance relationship. Consultations will address a 
broad range of bilateral and global issues that concern the 
United States and Australia and will deal with the future 
relationship between the two countries pending the restoration 
of trilateral activities under the ANZUS Alliance. 


Signup sheet: Those of you interested, signup sheet 
posted -- has it gone up? -- in the main Press Room. Anyone 
who wishes to apply for a seat on that itinerary, it is going 
up now and it will be coming down at 12:00 Noon on Wednesday, 
July 30th. 
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And just for your guidance, my understanding is though 
I say August 7th here and 10th-llth, add a day in front and in 
back to give you a sense of the span that that itinerary will 
require, which is to say August 6 through August 12. 


Q Did you say -- when did you say the meeting with 
the Australians -~- the nature of the meeting? 


A 10th and llth. 


Q But where? 

& San Francisco. 

Q San Francisco. 

Q It's all one way on the Continent? 
a I beg your pardon? 


2) 


It's all one trip? He's not -- 


It's all one trip, Mike. He's not coming back. 
He skips out of here. He goes down there, goes up to San 
Francisco, does a couple of days there and comes back here. 


Q He's not going to other countries in Latin 
America? 

Q Is he also going to the Dominican Republic? 

Huh? 

Q He's not going to other countries in Latin 
America? 

i I don't know of any. I know of no other 


countries in that stop in any official sense. 


Q No Dominican -- 
Q No Dominican or Haiti stop? 
a This is what I have to announce officially at 


this particular time. 


If the question that you're raising about other stops, 
for example, in the Caribbean as being folded into this trip, 
the answer is no. 
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Q The answer is “No, they're not"? 


a Yes. The answer is “No” as to Caribbean stops 
that are being alluded toe being folded into this schedule -- 


Q I see. 

“ -- in the way of official stopovers. 

O.K., that's what [ have. 

Q While we're on the subject of travel, how about -- 

A Travel. 

Q -- Mr. Crocker? 

“ Mr. Crocker. 

Q What's he up to? When is he going to London? 

3) Don't have the exact date. He'll be leaving 
early next week to review the results of the British Foreign 
Secretary's trip to southern Africa -- to review the results of 
the trip with him and other British officials, as well as to 
consult with several other European governments on policies 
towards South Africa. 

At this particular point, the Crocker itinerary has 
not been put into final shape, so [I'm not in a position to 
address questions as to whether there will be additional stops 
other than the stop to London that I'm referring to. 

Q Bernie, just on a point of interest, why is it 
the White House can announce that he's going on Tuesday and you 
can't? 

Ma Because I didn't have it. If they did, it's just 


a question of a slip; that's all. [ just didn't have the exact 
Gate. 


I wouldn't read too much into that. (Laughter. ) 


Max? 


Q Bernie, do you have anything on the Roy Gutman 
piece, the interview with the late lamented U.S. Ambassador to 
Honduras? 





-4- Friday, 7/25/86 


a Well, my understanding was that there was a 
comparable piece a couple of days ago -- I was not around to 
see it -- that dealt with that. 


I do have one or two observations that have been 
prepared on that, and on the general one -- which was, I 
suppose, the headline and so forth. 


Q The military solution? 
o Exactly. We're in sync. 


The U.S. Government does not seek a military solution 
in Nicaragua. The United States has stated repeatedly its 
belief that military pressure against the Sandinistas is 
necessary to achieve meaningful negotiations and the Sandinista 
concessions necessary for regional peace and national 
reconciliation in Nicaragua. 


I have one or two other areas of response -- for 
example, the intensity of the Habib contribution -- and there 
it is that Ambassador Habib's role has not changed. He 
regularly meets with leaders of the region in an effort to 
support the peace process. 


Recently, and I think it was a couple of weeks ago, 
Ambassador Habib traveled to Central America, where he 
consulted with the presidents of the Central American 
democracies and reaffirmed the U.S. commitment to serious 
pursuit of the negotiating track. 


I don't know to what degree, if any, a Ferch Q&A 
Situation emerged a couple of days ago. It got past me. But 
this -- so. 


Q What about -- 
a I didn't see you here. 


Q Bernie, this guy is not just some casual 
observer. He was the U.S. Ambassador to Honduras until 
recently. And your saying flatly that the United States 
doesn't seek a military solution doesn't address the problem of 
why a still-active Foreign Service Officer should come to that 
conclusion. 
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= Well, you'll have to ask Ambassador Ferch that. 
The question was raised, and I have set forth what is the known 
and reiterated U.S. position. I can understand your question, 
but certainly I'm not in a position to answer it. I have 
sought to respond to a specific question; as to motivation -- 
why and so forth -- I think that's a Ferch Q & A and not mine. 


Q But, Bernie, would you argue with us if we drew 
what seems to be an obvious conclusion that that was why Ferch 
was fired from his position? 


‘ No. You can reach your own conclusion on that. 
I don't have anything to offer you as to why there's been a 
change of Ambassadors in Honduras. 


Q Well, but the time to change -- 


‘ But let me go on to say that the view here is 
clearly that the change of Ambassadors to Honduras reflected 
neither policy differences between the Ambassador and the U.S. 
Government nor a change in U.S. policy regarding Honduras and 
Central America. 


Q Well, Bernie -- 


fe As the U.S. Ambassador to Honduras, Ambassador 
Ferch was actively involved in both the development and the 
implementation of U.S. policies in the region. 


Max? 


Q Well, that doesn't quite gibe with what he told 
Roy -- that you want a pro-Consul down there who more or less 
will dictate to that government: “O.K., baby, this is what we 
want," and that he says the Hondurans are not quite so easy to 
push around 


a Well, without getting or picking up your generic 
phrase of "“pro-Consul," et cetera -- whatever else you put on 
-~ let me just say that the close and cooperative relationship 
with the Government of Honduras is based on mutual respect and 
our common interest in the security and the democratic, social 
and economic development of Honduras and Central America. 


The reported suggestion that any U.S. Ambassador gives 
orders to the Goverment of Honduras is false. It is a 
disservice to the Honduran Government and to the people of 
Honduras. A new Ambassador would respect Honduran sovereignty, 
as Ambassador Ferch did 
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Q Bernie? 
“ Yes. 
Q Does the Secretary still have full confidence in 


Ambassador Ferch? 


i) I don't have anything. I have not talked to the 
Secretary on Ambassador Ferch, so I would be speculating along 
those lines. 


Q Bernie, you say that the Administration intends 
to pursue diplomacy and that Ambassador Habib's mission is 
connected with this. But Elliott Abrams has said on any number 
of occasions that diplomacy is a bygone era and that -- 

i Is a what? 

Q It's a bygone -- it's something from the past. 

a But diplomacy is? 

Q -- that the U.S. policy in Nicaraqua now is to 


seek a new government there or a change of the oehavior of the 
current government. And so -- 


ia Honduras? 
Q No. This is in Nicaragua. 
a I'm sorry. I thought you said Honduras. 


Q And I'm not quite clear: What is the point of 
diplomacy right now? 


I mean do you want to bring them to the bargaining 
table? They seem to say -- the Nicaraguans are constantly 
saying they want to go to the bargaining table, but Ambassador 
Habib hasn't yet visited Managua as far as [I know. 


a I don't have anything to add beyond the 
observations that I have shared with you. 


Ralph? 
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Q You did say a moment ago that there was no 
disagreement over policy between the Administration and 
Ambassador Ferch. That was immediately preceded by a statement 
effectively saying that if Ambassador Ferch says that the U.S. 
seeks a military solution, he is wrong. 

‘ Well, you could -- 

Q That seems like a disagreement over policy to me. 

a Well, he has set forth his in the interview, and 


I am presenting the view from the State Department that deals 
with both questions that you are setting forth. 


Q So you are saying that we disagree with what he 
says but there is no disagreement over policy. 


is} I have said it, so you can interpret it any way 
you want, Ralph. 


Q Do you dispute his right to express those views? 


i I don't dispute anybody's right to express his 
views. 


Q Another topic? 


In other words, no action will be taken against 
him?. 


fe I don't know anything about any action. I have 
not heard of any action But I don't know anything about that, 
Jim. 


Q Is he due for another assignment, or what will 
his new assignment -- 


a I don't know I don't know Il have not looked 
into those questions. 


Q Another topic? 
“ Yes. 


Q Can you give us any more detail about the 
expelling of the [ranian diplomat? 


A No. I will take that question and see what we 
can get to help you. 


Q Was there not a quidance issued? 


Q The newspaper has something on that this morning, 
quoting the State Department -- The Washington Post. 











-8- Friday, 7/25/86 


o I will take the question and get something for 
you. 


Q While you are doing that, Bernie, could you 
specifically try to get something on what he was supposedly -- 
what sort of espionage he was supposedly engaged in? 


A Understand. Heard. Let's see what we can get on 
that. 


Q Do you have anything on the storming of the 
Moroccan Embassy in Beirut? 


a I don't. I don't. I missed that. 


Q Late this afternoon. Recently. 


a I have been away all morning, so I just don't 
have that. 

Mike. 

Q The lawyer involved in the Rojas case gave a long 


and very graphic account, based on eyewitness testimony, of how 
Rojas was killed and Quintana badly injured. 


Has the State Department got any view on his account 
of the -- 


a I don't know the reference that you are making 
Where has that appeared? 


Q I don't know. We had it on the wire early this 
morning. 


a Well, let me say this, Mike, I am unaware of 
that; I have simply not seen that. But the question came up 
yesterday as to what additional material could be offered in 
connection with the decision taken by the judge, so here goes. 


The U.S. has seen the decision of the judge, as well 
as the statement issued on July 24th -- that is to say, 
yesterday -- by the Vicariate of Solidarity. That is the 
Chilean human rights organization sponsored by the Chilean 
Catholic Church. So, let me start again 


We have seen the decision by the judge, as well as the 
statement issued yesterday by the Vicariate of Solidarity we 
note that there are serious questions raised by the differing 





-9- Friday, 7/25/86 


views of how this incident actually occurred. an incident which 
took the life of a long-time U.S. resident. 


Among the questions raised are those relating to how 
the young people were treated prior to the burning, how the 
fire actually started, and how they were treated after the 
burning. 


We are naturally very preoccupied by these differences 
and wish to repeat the importance the United States attaches to 
a complete investigation into this incident so that the facts 
as to what actually happened may be known and those guilty of 
wrongdoing may be brought to justice for their part in this 
tragic matter. 


Q Bernie? 
ve Yes. 
Q A senior U.S. official made the statement at the 


White House prior to Mr. Bush's visit to the Middle East at a 
briefing that all Bush's activities in Israel will be in 
Jerusalem. Why was the statement made at this time, and was 
this the desire of the Israeli Government to host Mr. Bush only 
in Jerusalem? 


a I don't have anything for you to add to the 
briefing you are referring to. 

Q Can you issue -- can you comment on this? 

a No, no. It was taken up at a backgrounder, and 


that is where it stays. I have nothing to add to it 


Q Bernie, is the U.S. planning to take an active 
role in narrowing the gap between Mr. Peres and King Hassan on 
their disagreement? 


a I don't have anything for you on that. The U.S., 
as you have heard me say, encourages an active dialogue between 
the Israelis and the Arabs Insofar as an active role, 
wherever the U.S. can make a contribution that promotes the 
peace process, it tries to do that But insofar as the 
specifics that may be implied by your suggestion, I don't have 
anything on that 


Q Bernie, can we have any extent of U.S. requests 
for Iraq to apprehend Abu Abbas? Has there been any status on 
that? 
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“ I don't have anything. I don't have any status 
report on that. 


Matt? 


Q There are some reports that the Administration 
has decided to no longer participate in meetings of the SCC, or 
to no longer discuss Soviet compliance there, something to that 
effect. Is that the case? 


“ Let me tell you about the SCC, and let me 
forewarn you that the contents are rather thin. 


First of all, I think that those of you who follow the 
story know that the proceedings are usually characterized as 
confidential, and so as to whether there will be ongoing 
meetings, is a subject that I have no response for. 


As to whether the question of compliance with SALT II 
will be raised at any future SCC meetings, nothing that I want 
to speculate about that. And as for the final -- that is to 
say, as for the duration of this particular meeting, it is my 
understanding -- at least I am not aware of any closing date 
for this particular meeting. Having said that, I have been 
given to understand that the expectation is that both sides 
will issue brief press releases upon the conclusion of the 
talks. 


Q So there is no change in the policy that we are 
willing to have these meetings and to discuss these issues in 
this forum? 


a No. I said I don't have anything to say about 


that. 

Q Bernie, on dates, do you have anything on when 
the reply to the Gorbachev letter will go? 

a I do not I think Larry indicated at the White 
House that -- I forget the exact phrasing he had -- 


Q At the end of the month, I think 


a Well, I think he shrunk it a little bit. I think 
he used @ phrase about “We are nearing,” et cetera, but I don't 
have an exact date as to when it will be Nothing I have to 
offer here. 


Q Evans and Novak said it would be this weekend 
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i) I think all I can say is tune in closely on that. 


Q Bernie, there are reports in Israeli newspapers 
that say that the Americans were in the picture involved 
throughout all the negotiations which led to the meeting 
between Mr. Peres and King Hassan, and this involvement lasted 
for several months. Do you have any comment on that? 


a Whatever I had to say that would fall under the 
heading of that question was addressed yesterday. 


Q Okay, another question. Are you surprised by the 
barrage of critical articles in the Jordanian press of the 
Peres-—Hassan summit? 


“ I just will repeat that we regarded the meeting 
as an historic effort and encourage other meetings. 


Q Do you have anything on today's opening talks in 
Geneva on the verification issue? 


‘ I am not sure that they have anything on 
verification, no. Talks open today, but I don't have anything 
on that 

Matt? 

Q Do you have any response to Senator Byrd's 
statement today about what Secretary Shultz said to Senator 
Biden? 

3) No, I do not 

Q Does the Secretary have any plan to issue a -- ? 

A No, I know of no such plans. One Senator said 
what he had to say. The Secretary said what he had to say, and 
I have nothing to add to what was said. 

Q Senator Biden said yesterday that he had no 
intention of apologizing. Is an apology something that the 
Secretary would like? 


a I have not heard that. 


Q Can I come back to Abu abbas for a moment? Has 
the United States discussed at all with [Iraq the possibility of 
his apprehension? 
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a I don't want to get involved in details, but the 
fact that the United States would like to see Abu Abbas brought 
to justice has been italicized on more than one occasion. 


Q If the State Department views that Abu Abbas was 
operating under Arafat's wing -- 


“a Under who? 


Q Under sx-afat's wing, when he -- when his group 
hijacked the Achille Lauro, how does the United States feel 
about the Fatah offices, which Arafat controls, being expelled 
from Jordan and moving to Iraq? 


o I don't have anything for you on that. It's a 
Jordanian decision that they took. 


Q Iceland says that the United States is going to 
impose economic sanctions against it next week because of its 
scientific whaling program 


a Well, I have something on that, but I don't know 
to what degree it covers the broad panorama of the question, 
but insofar as your suggesting a report about economic 
sanctions, there has been no discussion of economic sanctions 
against Iceland The U.S. and Iceland have had cordial 
consultations concerning decisions of the International Whaling 
Commission in a desire to avoid disrupting very friendly 
relations between the two countries, and we would expect that 
these consultations will continue. 


John. 

Q Is the Administration starting to change its 
position on sanctions towards South Africa? 

i) I don't have anything to add to what we have 
heard and read over the last 72 - 96 hours 

Q No clarification of the confusion? 

“ Nothing. Whatever has been said stands there, 


and I will not tidy it together and offer an interpretation. 


Q Do you have any comment on a story from Tel Aviv 
that President Mubarak will be meeting with Mr. Peres the 
middle of August if the Taba issue will be settled and go to 
arbitration? (sic) 
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i I do not. 


Q There is a question also by the Israeli Foreign 
Minister who insists that the Taba will not be settled before 
paying compensation to the families of Israelis murdered last 
year in Ras Burka. Do you have any comment on that? 

“ I do not Any more? 

Q No 


Q Thank you 


(The briefing concluded at 12:53 p.m.) 
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TAKEN QUESTION 


Questi-:1 Taken at Noon Press Briefing of July 25, 1986 


EXPULSION OF IRANIAN DIPLOMAT 





Could we have more details on the expulsion of the Iranian 


_Giplomat? What was he expelled for exactly? Has he left 


yet? 


Mr. Deyhim has been ordered expelled for engaging in 
activities counter to the security interests of the U.S. 
We cannot comment further on the nature of his activities, 
Since to do so would compromise the sources of our 


knowledge of his acts. 


Mc. Deyhim has not yet left the country. He has requeste? 


a short delay in his departure, and his request is now 


under consideration. 
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MR. KALB: Good afternoon everybody. ['ve got one or 
two announcements One in connection with remarks that the 
Secretary will be delivering on July 30, on Wednesday, at the 
President's Export Council; the meeting at the Capital] Hilton 
Hotel, Congressional Room, 2:30 to 3:00. 


For additional information, you would contact Desiree 
Tucker of the Department of Commerce, 377-3808. I see here 
that it says that if you plan on covering this get-together, 
note that the afternoon session begins at 2:00, and that all 
camera equipment, I guess, must be in place by that time 


There will be a brief Q and A following the 
Secretary's remarks There is no exnectation that there wil] 
be an advance'text. And barring the usual technical 
difficulties, the intention is to pipe a live audio feed into 
the press room. 


Q Bernie, pardon me, either I missed it or you 
didn't say what time he would be speaking? 


- 2:30 to 3:00 


Q Thank you 

a I may have dropped that I'm sorry if I did 
That phone number again is 377-3808 

Q Topic? 

“ Topic Export Council, which deals with the 


Council designed to see how the United States can accumulate a 
better sales record in exports abroad 


In connection with the death of Ambassador W. Averell 
Harriman, as you know, there was a statement that was issued 
over the weekend on learning of the death of the Ambassador 
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Let me just add to that that Secretary Shultz has asked 
Ambassador Vernon Walters to attend the funeral on Tuesday on —_, 
behalf of the Administration. 


Secretary Shultz has also asked Ambassador Walters to 
convey his personal condolences and those of the President and 
Mrs. Reagan to Mrs. Harriman and the rest of the Harriman 
family. That's Tuesday in New York. And [ think anybody 
wanting the statement that was issued over the weekend, you 
could pick that up outside at the Press Office. That's what [ 
have by way of prepared, and now we'll go into the usual combat 


Q What can you tell us about the meeting that the 
Secretary and others are having today with Mr. Bessmertnykh? 


) I can tell you very little about that, Jim, as a 
matter of fact. You know that he arrived on Friday; that there 
was a meeting that day; that there was a meeting, as well, on 
Saturday; that they arrived this morning, and the meeting 


between the Soviet delegation and the Secretary lasted a little 
over an hour. 


They are predictably discussing reviewing the whole 
range of U.S.-Soviet relations to see how you can best move 
forward in the weeks ahead 


Ambassador Ridgway is hosting a lunch She, in 
effect, is a host for the visit by the Soviet delegation to the 
State Department today She is, as I say, hosting a luncheon 
It's my understanding that there will be additional meetings 
that would take us through part cf the afternoon, but at this 
point [ do not know exactly when the last of the sessions uill 
end 


I say that because there had been some questioning 
about how long one miaht do a stake-out and so forth. We just 
got a bit more additional information, and I'm sharing that 
with you. As to the expected question, “Will there be a 
readout at the end of the day," I have nothing to offer you on 
that 


Q Were you finished? 


A More or less, for a first time around 








-3- Monday, 7/28/86 
Q This was not meant to be the Functional 
equivalent or replacement of a meeting with Shevardnadze? 
a No, I've never heard it cast in those terms. 
Q Is it a prelude to that? 


i) That is one of those things that remains to be 
seen. 


Q Bernie, you referred to “the delegation “ Who 
else is there for the Soviet Union? 


a I saw three there, Don I saw Mr. Bessmertnykh, 
Mr. Sokolov, the Soviet Ambassador; and [I think the Fourth was 
Cherkin. Those are four that I saw, but whether there was a 
Fifth or sixth, [ did not see. 


Q Dubinin, in addition to Sokolov? 
A Yes 
Q Anco what was the Saturday, Friday and Saturday -- 


who did they meet with? 


4 My understanding is that the Friday session, 
which was the day that he arrived, that was with Tom Simons, 
and on Saturday he was with Ambassador Ridgway 


Q Bernie, while we're on the subject of the Soviet 
Union, have you any reaction there to Gorbachev's speech today, 
specifically his reaction to the Reagan letter, his comment 
that there was no definite agreement on a summit at the Geneva 
meeting, and his offer to withdraw some troops From Afghanistan? 


A Well, the President's reply, the President's 
response to the Soviet leader went out, as we all know, on 
Friday And my reading of what Mr Gorbachev said, that the 
letter would be dealt with intention of responsibility, 
certainly 1s the way one would hope, in fact, that the 
President's response would be looked at 


Insofar as your question about a summit, I saw a bit 
of a blur on how [ read the report on that But regardless of 
my seeing a blur as to precisely what was being gotten at, just 
let me say something that we all know: That at the Geneva 
Summit last November, the President and the General Secretary 
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agreed to meet again in the U.S. in 1986 and in the Soviet 
Union the following year -- that is to say, 1987 -- and the 
United States is operating on the assumption that these 
meetings will take place as agreed. 


Insofar as your fourth question, or your third, having 
to do with what the Soviet leader said about Afghanistan, there 
is only one acceptable solution to the Soviet occupation of 
Afghanistan: The prompt -- the prompt -- and complete 
withdrawal of the approximately 118,000 Soviet troops in that 
country. 


If the Soviets are seriously interested in a 
settlement, they should present a short withdrawal timetable at 


the next round of U N.-sponsored proximity talks -- and these 
are scheduled to begin in Geneva in a couple of days -- on July 
30 


Now, let me say, as well, that concerning the 
specifics of what Mr. Gorbachev had offered with regard to a 
timetable and the withdrawal of "X" number of regiments, et 
cetera, it might be noted that similar withdrawals announced in 
the past were part of regular rotations of troops without any 
decrease in the total number of Soviet forces in Afghanistan 


Q You think that's the case here, too? 


A Well, we would like to see a withdrawal. [he 
United States has repeatedly called for it I'm calling 
attention to the fact that in the past, when there has been a 
suggestion of a withdrawal, et cetera, it turned out that, in @ 
subsequent glance at the calendar, it fell under the context of 
a rotation of troops 


Q And dié these rotations usually take place in the 
summer, this time of the year? 


Qa I don't know I simply don't know, Jim 
Ralph? 
Q Just following up briefly on that, do you have 


any comment on the talks themselves as they get set to resume -- 


a No 


Q -~ the prospect for them or the positions offered 
by Pakistan, or anything of that sort? 
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os No. 

Q Bernie, do you find the timing of the 
announcement interesting? 

4 Of -- 

Q The announcement of the withdrawal? 

a Well, interesting only in the sense that it comes 
@ couple of days before the resumption of talks -- resumption 
of the proximity talks -- on Afghanistan 

Ralph? 

Q New subject? 

Q No One more on this one Did the U.S. 


Government have any advance word that they were going to 
announce this troop withdrawal from Afghanistan? 


n [I don't know. [ just don't know. 


Q Can you take that, please? 


A Let me see what is possible on that? 

Q Can we change topics? 

a Yes 

Q I'd like to ask a couple of questions about the 
Jacobsen tape Have you had a chance to view the tape yet? Do 
you have any response to -- and you know what I'm talking 


about, the tape that accompanied Jenco's release? 


Aa Well, I think over the weekend the observation 
was made that there would be no specific comments on Lhe 
Jacobsen tape until that tape is very carefully analyzed and 
scrutinized, and [ have nothing at this point, Ralph, that 
takes it beyond that 


Q That hasn't been done yet, I take it? 


A [I don't have anything that would take it beyond 
that I don't know to what degree it, in fact, has been 
studied and scrutinized What I do know 1s that at this point 
I don't have anything that would take it beyond that -- 
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Q Let me ask you, then, in a more general way. It 
has been said repeatedly here that the U.S. Government has been 
unable -- in effect, unable -- to find anyone with whom to 


negotiate even if it were disposed to do so. Is that still the 
case? There isn't anybody there to talk to? 


a I'm not going to get involved in the specifics, 
as you set forth the question What I will say is that all 
efforts have been made to see what, in fact, can be done to 
bring about the release of the hostages 


Insofar as specifics, which is a direction you may be 
leading me to, I have nothing to say about specifics on that 


Q Bernie, how does that square with a refusal -- 
how can one make all efforts and at the same time refuse to 
negotiate? 


a Well, I think you are familiar with the US 
position on negotiations, and so Forth, with hijackers or 
kidnappers, et cetera, and I think the U.S. position on that 15 
well known. I[ am confident you're familiar with it, and it 
stands there. You're talking about negotiations, and that's 
what I'm addressing 


Q Bernie? 

i) Yes. 

Q Have the captors transmitted to the U.S their 
demands for the release of the remaining hostages? 

A I don't know anything about that 

Q You don't know of any demands? 

“ I don't know anything about that I know of no 
demands being transmitted. [ know -- we all are familiar with 
what has been said by the group, the captors telling what they 
want But I do not know, when you talk about specific demands, 


whether it 1s being dropped at the US. Embassy or whether it 
turns up on the tape with Jacobsen, et cetera 


Ralph? 


Q Are you still willing to talk with anyone about 
the safety of American citizens, including the hostages? 
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ms Yes. 
Q Another subject 
Q No, not yet, not yet Bernie, can you bring us 


up to date as to the nature, if not the specifics, but the 


general nature of U.S. Government attempts on behalf of the 
remaining hostages? 


“ No, I cannot I have dealt with that in @ 
general way The attempts, obviously, depend to an enor 
degree on confidentiality, and therefore I would have to 
decline your invitation 


Q Do you have any comment on the role Syria may or 
may not have played in the release of -- 


A The role of Syria, John, was included in the 
statement that was issued by the White House on Saturday, and [ 
have it here somewhere I'm sure you're familiar with it; and 
beyond that, [ have nothing to add in any way that addresses 
the overall question of Syria 


Q Bernie, have you had -- has the United States 
Government had any new communication with the Government of 
Kuwait on this issue? 


a I don't have anything to offer you on that 


Q Is there any indication that the Government of 
Kuwait 1S prepared to change its position? 


A I don't have anything to offer you on that, 
keeping in mind that this 1S a@ Kuwaiti decision and not avu.§ 
decision 


Q As a result of Reverend Jenco's release, do you 
know where they are, the rest of the Americans? In Beirut or 
the Bekaa’ 


fe) Nothing to offer you on that 


--MORE -- 
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Q Do you still take the position that William 
Buckley is alive? 


“ That is the operating assumption It has been 
that in the past. It remains so 


Q Is that one of the things that is being looked 
for in the analysis of the Jacobsen tape? 


) Well, let me not get specific Just take the 
assorted combination of answers that I have offered I really 
have nothing else to add on what we have talked about about tite 
Jacobsen tape or what we have talked about about Suckley 


Hang on just a Minute 


Q Terry Waite, when he turned up there in Damascus 
and was flown back with Jenco to Wiesbad*::. what was his 
involvement, and are we in touch with him: 


A [ don't have anything on Terry Waite's 
involvement, but in the most general ways, anybody who can make 
a contribution to bring about the release of these innocent 
Americans and the hostages of other nationalities, anybody's 
contribution in that respect would be welcome 


Q Bernie, if as you say, the US would not 
negotiate with terrorists, but would be willing to talk to them 


i) Uh-huh 


Q If the U.S. is not prepared to meet their 
demands, what do you want to talk to them about? 


A We will talk about the release of the hostages 
That 1$ what we want to talk about 


Let me go over here, if I could 


Q sir, -- 

” Yes 

Q Many years ago, 60 years or more ago, - 
>) Sixty years ago 


) -- the United States -- 
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Q Bernie wasn't around then. 
4 I lost my guidance 
Q --did, nearly did negotiate with the Yangtze 


River pilots and did pay ransoms,. I have read, for American 
prisoners and hostages. Has the State Department ever reviewed 
these circumstances, and has the State Department seen if there 
is any analogy between the situations? 


5 I find myself both helpless and speechless 

Q That's a new one for you. 

Q The Yangtze pilots did this all the time 

A [ simply have nothing to offer on the events of 


Sixty years ago 
Q Another topic? Any comment -- 


Q No, let's just stay here For just another 
minute Has anything changed about the hostage situation, 
about the equation that might result in their release; has 
anything changed about the status of the people with whom the 
U.S. may or may not be talking about the hostages; anything 
changed about the U.S. relationship with Syria in this 
connection as a result of the release and of the carrying out 
of the Jacobsen tape? 


a The most dramatic change, obviously, is that 
there is one American hostage less. Other than that, [ am not 
in @ position to go through an item-by-item review of what has 
changed and what has not 


I think that the central message from here should be 
that in the wake of the release of Father Jenco, that the other 
hostages, Americans as well as those of other nationalities, 
should indeed be released as well 


Q Bernie, I think it is clear -- 

A Can [ try one or two in the back who have not yet 
Q Sure Same subject, though 

Q Why is there insistence of maintaining that Mr 


Buckley is alive? Why the insistence?’ 
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a I have answered that question, and [ have nothing 
to add to that question. 


Q The timing of the release of - 


- You are talking about Mr. Buckley, is that 
correct? Yes, I have answered that, and [I have nothing to add 


Q The timing of the release of Father Jenco came at 
the time when Vice President Bush was arriving in Israel 
Would the release now of Father Jenco be a good excuse to make 
Vice President Bush have a visit to Syria? 


) I don't have anything on the Vice President's 
itinerary beyond what we are all familiar with 


Q Bernie, has there been a question asked as to why 
Father Jenco was released as an individual and not one of the 
three others who were held hostage’ 


a I think the captors included a reason or two in 
their announcement about his release 


Q Bernie, there is obviously a great sense of 
relief among Americans about Father Jenco's release, but a lot 
of people are certainly wondering what does this mean in Lerms 
of the future of the other hostages, and does it mean any 
change in American ¢2iicy? Can you answer those? 


2) There is no change in US. policy on the question 
of negotiations, anu about the First question, as you have said 
it, 1t 18 so Broad that I have nothing to say to it 


Q But are there implications in his release for 
US. Middle East policy?’ 


“ I have nothing to add to what I have said on that 
one way or another 


Q Does your comment on Bush's itinerary apply also 
to the question of whether he will go to Morocco in the wake of 
Hassan's summit’ 


a My understanding is that at this time he has no 
plans to go to Morocco 


Q Do you have any comment on King Hassan's decision 
to relinquish the position of head of the Arad League’ 
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= No, not really. That is a decision that King 
Hassan has made, and I don't have any U.S. reaction to it 


Q Bernie, do you have any comment on the [Iranian 
speaker of the House threatening Kuwait and Saudi Arabia’ 


a Yes The U.S. has seen the reported threat by 
the Majles speaker, Rafsanjani, against countries supporting 
[Iraq in the war This appears to revive 4 campaign of 
intimidation by Iran directed at Gulf Arab countries since mid 
February [It threatens an extension of the conflict to neutral 
states in the Gulf region 


The United States has consistently urged an end to the 
Iran/Iraq war in a manner that will preserve the sovereignty 
and the territorial integrity of both Iran and Iraq 


The U.S. has stressed that expansion of the conflict 
elsewhere in the Gulf region would be a major threat to US 


interests 
Q To what? 
“ Major threat to US sarereste 
Q A copy? 
“ Yes 
Q Do you have any information on the explosion that 


took place in East Beirut this morning? 


“ Information, no, but certainly the United States 
deplores this incident of senseless violence against innocent 
people As has been stated many times before, the solution to 
Lebanon's problems lies not in violence but in political 
Gialogue and in national reconciliation 


Q Bernie, can you confirm reports from [srael - 
s From where?’ 

. From Israel -- 

“ Yes 

. -- that Mr Bush will be participating with Mr 


Peres and Mubarak in his summit to sign the Taba agreement’ 
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A Don't have anything on that. 


Q Two Australia and New Zealand: Do you have any 
further elaboration of Secretary Shultz's comments on this 
Australian wheat dispute? 


A No, I don't have anything on that, Connie. 

Q Is the Reagan Administration working to dissuade 
the Congress from extending these credits? 

A Have nothing on that at all. 

Q Can you take it? Can you look into it? 
" a Let me take a look, but without any guarantees on 
it. 

Don? 

Q Well, L've got one on New Zealand, unless he is 
on the same -- are you on the same topic? 

A ° I have nothing on New Zealand. 

Q Well, can I pose my question? 

A Sure. 

Q There are reports, and apparently the American 


Embassy has made a statement in New Zealand, that a Danish 
Member of Parliament says that the United States has made an 
exception regarding Denmark's policy on nuclear ships, nuclear 
ship visits. Could you look into it, please? 


me Don't have anything for you. Let me go to Don. 
Q Would you look into it, please? 
a Let me take a look and see what is possible on 


that. Don? 


Q There was some kind of broadcast on the wire, or 
protest, from East Germany regarding an explosion evidently at 
the East German border with West Germany. Do you know anything 
about it? 


A It is the first I have heard of it. I don't know 
anything about it. 
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Q A hole in the Berlin wall. 
A Where? 
. Q Could you find out what that is? 
7 Yes. Let me take -- when did that story move? 


Q It is three hours old. 
A I wissed that. 

Q Could you -- 

re) Fifty lashes. 


Q ~- bring us up to date on what is being done in 
discussions with the Congress with regard to bills on sanctions 
in South Africa? Is Secretary Shultz or other people involved 
in talking to Mr. Lugar and his people, or what? 


a I have nothing to add beyond what the Secretary 
talked about in the Sperling breakfast on Friday and what Chet 
Crocker talked about yesterday in the CBS program. 


Q When is Crocker leaving? 


Aa Tomorrcw. He leaves Tuesday. His stop is 
London. There could be some other stops, but, as I indicated 
the other day, the itinerary is not in its final shape, and 
that is where that stands at the present time. 


Q Bernie, anything further on South Africa? 
A [I beg pardon? 


Q Do you have any further comment on developments 
regarding South Africa? 


A No, I don't. Crocker's schedule is to leave 
Tuesday, first stop London, meet with Howe. He will be 
visiting other European capitals. His itinerary is still in 
the process of evolution. 


Q What about the possibility of sending a special 
envoy to South Africa? 


A Don't have anything for you on special envoys. 
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Q Is Secretary Crocker meeting with a black 
religious group from South Africa -- 
A What was that? 


Q Is Secretary Crocker meeting with a black 
religious group from South Africa today? 


7 I don't have any -- I don't know. 

Q They say he is. 

A I'll take a look, but I just don't know. 
Q Does Crocker have -- 


A Let me go over here. Somebody had me for a 
second one. 


Q A follow-up on the Crocker meeting, does Crocker 


A Sort it out. 


Q Does Crocker have plans to meet with 
representatives of the ANC while he is in London? 


i] I don't have anything on that. 
Q Different subject? 
A Different subject, please. 


Q Cuban political prisoners, do you have anything 
new on them? 


A No, don't. 


Q What about Castro's July 26th speech? 





A I don't have anything on Castro's speech. 
Mike? 
Q Iceland. The Prime Minister said today that he 


was as mad as hell at the United States because they had 
threatened to curtail fishing ports over the scientific whaling 
dispute. He made comments to the effect that the nature of 
their relationship with the United States would have to be 
reviewed in the wake of this outlandish U.S. behavior 
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Any comment? 
7 Let me get something for you on that. 


Q Do you have anything on the refusal of Eaypt to 
allow a nuclear carrier to pass through the Suez Canal? 


A I have nothing on that. 
Q Can you take that? 

A No. 

Q Thank you. 


A Okay. 


(The briefing concluded at 1:04 p.m.) 
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TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the July 28, 1386 daily press briefina: 


* U.S. NCND PORT VISIT POLICY 





TQ: Do you have any comment on reports from New Zealand that 
the United States has made an exception in its Neither 
Confirm Nor Deny port visit policy regarding Denmark? 

A: -- NEITHER CONFIRM NOR DENY IS A WORLDWIDE POLICY 

WHICH IS UNIVERSALLY APPLIED. THE UNITED STATES HAS NOT 
MADE AN EXCEPTION IN THIS POLICY FOR PORT VISITS TO 
DENMARK OR ANY OTHER COUNTRY. 

--FURTHER, WE WOULD POINT OUT THAT DANISH AND NEW 
ZEALAND POLICIES REGARDING PORT ACCESS VARY SUBSTANTIALL¥. 
DENMARK DOES NOT HAVE A POLICY OF BANNING VISITS BY 
NUCLEAR POWERED WARSHIPS, NEW ZEALAND DOES. 

--DENMARK, UNLIKE NEW ZEALAND, POSES NO PROSLEM TO VISITS 
BY U.S. NUCLEAR-CAPABLE WARSHIPS, RECOGNIZING OUR NEITHER 


CONFIRM NOR DENY POLICY. 


pesT AVALABLE: DOCUMENT 
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TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the July 28, 1986 daily press briefing: 
S@VIET ANNOUNCEMENT OF TROOP WITHDRAWAL 





Q: Did the U.S. Government have advance word that the 
Soviets were going to announce a troop withdrawal from 


Afghanistan? 
A: --WE WERE NOT GIVEN ANY ADVANCE NOTIFICATION OF THE 


SOVIET ANNOUNCEMENT. 




















A: 
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TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the July 28, 1986 daily press briefing: 


BOMBING AT BERLIN WALL 





Reports are coming in of an explosion on the East 
German-West German border. Some ceports say there was no 
explosion. Others say it was near the Berlin Wall. Is 
there an East Berlin protest? Any other comments? What 
happened? Is ‘there any truth to reports of an explosion? 

-- I CAN CONFIRM THAT AT APPROXIMATELY 2:30 AM ON JULY 28 
IN BERLIN A BOMB WAS DETONATED AT THE BASE OF THE 
WESTERN SIDE OF THE BERLIN WALL, WHICH RUNS ALONG THE ~ 
SECTOR-SECTOR OEMARCATION LINE. THE BOMB CONSISTED OF 
AN ESTIMATED 10-15 LBS OF TNT. IT TORE A HOLE 
APPROXIMATELY ONE YARD IN DIAMETER IN THE WALL. IT 
ALSO KNOCKED OFF APPROXIMATELY 100 FEET OF LARGE PIPE 
ALONG THE TOP OF THE WALL. 

-- THE EXPLOSION TOOK PLACE APPROXIMATELY 150 YARDS FROM 
CHECKPOINT CHARLIE BUT WAS NOT DIRECTED AT THE 
CHECKPOINT. THE DETONATION BROKE WINDOWS ON BOTH 
SIDES OF THE WALL. THERE WERE NO REPORTED INJURIES. 
SO FAR WE ARE NOT AWARE THAT ANYONE HAS CLAIMED 
RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE BOMBING. 

-- THE BOMBING MAY BE A PROTEST RELATED TO THE UPCOMING 
25TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE WALL ON AUGUST 13. 


-- I HAVE NO FURTHER DETAILS AT THIS TIME. 
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- TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the July 28, 1986 press briefing: 


ICELANDIC WHALING 





Q. .The Prime Minister of Iceland said today that he is “mad 
as hell” at the U.S. because they have threatened to curtail 
fish imports over the scientific whaling dispute. He made 
the comment to the effect that the nature of the 
relationship with the U.S. would have to be reviewed in the 
wake of this “outlandish” U.S. behavior. Any comment? 


A. THE REMARKS ATTRIBUTED TO THE PRIME MINISTER OF ICELAND, 
STEINGRIMUR HERMANSSON, WERE MADE PRIOR TO A JULY 25 
DECISION BY THE PRIME MINISTER TO TEMPORARILY SUSPEND 
ICELANDIC WHALING OPERATIONS BEGINNING ON JULY 28 WHILE 


CONSULTATIONS BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES AND ICELAND CONTINUE. 


THE U.S. HAS CONFIRMED TO THE GOVERNMENT OF ICELAND THAT 
THERE WILL BE NO FINDING THAT ICELAND IS DIMINISHING THE 
EFFECTIVENESS OF THE INTERNATIONAL WHALING COMMISSION'S 

(IWC) CONVENTION OR ITS CONSERVATION PROGRAM AT THIS TIME 


(I.E. THERE WILL BE NO CERTIFICATION UNDER U.S. LAW WHICH IS 


THE FIRST STEP BEFORE SANCTIONS WOULD BE CONSIDERED). 
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: TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the July 28, 1986 daily press briefing: 


SOUTH AFRICA 





Q: Is Assistant Secretary Crocker meeting with a black 
religious group from South Africa today? 


A: NO. 
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MR. KALB: Good afternoon, everybody. I have nothing 
by way of the usual up-front stuff, so we could go right to it. 


Q Can you give us anything more today on the 
meetings that the Secretary and others held with Bessmertnykh? 


i) I thought I was rather extensive yesterday. 
Q Yeah. Well, I'm giving you a chance to expand. 


fa The fact is that this round of sessions that got 
underway on Friday has indeed come to a conclusion. It's my 
understanding that the Soviet Embassy has disclosed that Mr. 
Bessmertnykh will be departing later today for the trip back 
home. And insofar as the -- let us say the anticipated 
question as to whether a meeting has been set for Shultz and 
Shevardnadze -- the so-called Shultz-Shevardnadze meeting -- I 
don't have anything for you on dates. 


Q That means nothing has been set, Bernie, right, 
to be put in English? 


a No. I'm going to stay with the language here, 
that I don't have anything on dates to share with you. 


Q But there was agreement -- in principle -- that 
there would be a meeting in advance of a summit? 


a Well, I think I have made it clear in the past 
that traditionally when the Soviet Foreign Minister comes to 
attend the U.N.G.A. meeting, there is in connection with that 


formal session in New York an opportunity for the two sides to 
get together. 
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Insofar -- so as not to duck your specific question, 
Jim -- insofar as a meeting and date has been set in principle, 
etc., I'm going to stay with my language that I have nothing 
for you on dates. 


Q What about the place? 


os What about the place? I want to be sure nobody 
missed that question as well. (Laughter) 


Q And the response? 


Q Do you have anything for us on the place as 
opposed to having nothing for us on the date? 


4 If you don't have the first, I have nothing on 
the second. 


Q Did the U.S., Bernie, get -- suggest a meeting 
here in Washington before the U.N. session, and did the U.S. 
get a no? 


a Whatever discussions were held under the context 
of your question are of a confidential nature, and I find 
myself in the repetitious position of having to repeat that I 
don't have anything to offer you on that. 


Q Did they agree to have further discussions on 
some level on Afghanistan -- at a lower level perhaps? 


a I don't have anything additionally. 
Bernie? 


Q Are you suggesting somebody else might have 
something to offer today? 


a You know, you'll have to leap to your own 
conclusions, or your own leg work, but [I don't have anything to 
offer you on dates. 

Q Another topic? 


Q Can you offer us anything about the nature of the 
visit that Mr. William Casey made to Damascus? 


a I don't have anything on that; have no comment on 
that at all. 
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Q What about the visit to Israel? 
“ I don't have any comment on any such itineraries. 


Q Bernie, did King Hassan refuse to offer or to 
extend an invitation to Vice President Bush? 


A As well, I don't have anything on that. 
y Did Ambassador Oakley -- 
A Please. 


Ambassador Oakley spoke about conditions for the 
release of the American hostages from Lebanon. What can you 
tell us about those conditions? 


i) I glanced at what Oakley said, and I can't recall 
the context in which you're saying conditions for release. I 
don't have anything on the way you're phrasing that question, 
and I think that what I do have in effect is essentially a 
repeat of positions that have been expressed from here before 
and which [I'm confident you're all familiar with. 


Q Will Ambassador Oakley be reassigned in September? 
i) Be what? 

Q Reassigned. 

a I think you'll have to wait ‘til September. 

Q Pardon me? 

ts I don't have anything on an Oakley reassignment. 

Q Does the State Department foresee any 


reorganization of the Counter-Terrorism Office? 


a Nor do I have anything on that. I've run through 
a streak of negatives here in the first four minutes -- 


Q I have one with a guaranteed positive, Bernie -- 


ic) Which is either an indication that the 
conficrntial wraps are extraordinary, or the questions are so 
probing that I'm left speechless. Let's go to Don. 
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Q Here's another one for you. 
4 Wait a minute. Can I take the easy one first? 


Q What is the U.S. view of whether, or to what 
extent, Syria had some role in the release of Father Jenco? 


a That question to some degree, whether it 
satisfies you or not I can't be sure, but that question was 
addressed in the White House statement by way of reaction to 
the Jenco release, in which the President at that point had 
said that he thanked the Syrians for the way in which the 
Syrian Government expedited the delivery of Father Jenco from 
where he was released in Lebanon to our Embassy in Damascus. 


Insofar as any other role that the Syrians may have 
played -- and I suppose one focuses on the verb there, 
“expedited” -- on that, I don't have anything for you. 


I do note, however, that the Syrian Foreign Minister 
said that there had been no contacts between the U.S. and Syria 
on the hostages. I assume that to some degree is embraced by 
your question, Don, so in that context just let me say the 
following: that in the broadest terms the United States has 
been making all possible efforts to obtain the release of the 
hostages. 


That said, the United States has had regular, direct 
contacts with the Syrian Government through the U.S. Embassy in 
Damascus. Insofar as the substance of those discussions, I'll 
have to put them under the heading of confidential, and thereby 
have nothing to offer. 


Q So is the Syrian Foreign Minister speaking the 
truth when he says there's no contacts on the hostages -- 


a I have simply stated the U.S. position. 
Matt? 


Q Another subject? 
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No. Can I stay on that same subject, Bernie. 


Q Bernie -- 

A Just a minute. Just a minute. I think he's 
first. 

Q Can you clarify the Syrian position, because from 


this podium sometimes they say they are helpful, sometimes they 
are unhelpful, sometimes ambiguous. Can you reassess their 
role? 


a No. I don't want to walk through that again. I 
have made two points here. I have noted the thanks for the 
expediting in connection with the release of Father Jenco. I 
have noted that there are regular, direct contacts between the 
U.S. Embassy and the Syrian authorities in Damascus, and I'm 
going to have to let it stand at that point. 


Q In other words -- 
Q Bernie -- 
A Excuse me. Ralph. 


Q Well, you actually made three points. You made 
the point of expediting, you made the point about regular, 
direct contacts, and you made the point that the Syrians say 
they haven't had any direct contact with the captors. So what 
I'd -- 


A Well, just a moment. Just a moment. 
Q Well, let me pose my question. 
Well -- 
Q The question is, are you saying that from the 
U.S. point of view you are trying to work through Syria, but 


that you recognize and perceive Syria's statement that it has 
not had those direct contacts. 


A No. I think you are showcasing, if I may use 
that verb, the observation about what the Syrian Foreign 
Minister had said beyond what I had intended. I took Don's 
question to embrace a reflection on that. I had raised it, 
because I knew this had taken place, and I thought there might 
be a question in that connection. 
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So in an effort to answer -- respond as broadly as I 
could, I threw it in, but it is not any effort to showcase or 
anything. 

Q But what is your interpretation, or what -- how 
would -- 


A That is a question that I was asked by John 
before, and all I could do, that it would be my responsibility 
to set forth the U.S. position without drawing any sort of 
deductions if you put one position side by side with the 
other. That's not for me to do. 


Q Is Syria still considered a state that supports 
international terrorism? 


A It is still on the list. Yes. 


Q Would you comment on the textile agreement with 
South Africa? Is it true that South Africa is getting four 
percent more for the quota than it now has at a time when 
everybody wants sanctions against South Africa? 


A That whole subject was gone into in extensive 
detail at the White House at the briefing this morning, and I 
don't have really anything to add to it. 


Q On the same subject, Bernie, Howe said -- 
a Howe. Yes. 
Q -- after his meeting with Botha that he hadn't 


made the progress that he wanted to, and Botha came out and 
said that Mandela would only be released on renunciation of 
violence, and that Howe's whole mission was meddling in the 
internal affairs of South Africa. Have you got any reaction to 
all that? 


A No. I think you know that the United States has 
supported the Howe mission regularly, and other than that I 
think I would have to refer you back to what the Administration 
said in a number of ways during the past week or so with 
respect to South Africa. 


Q Are you disappointed at all by Botha's reaction? 
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A The United States would like to see negotiations 
take place as expeditiously as possible. It has said so 
before. I'm repeating and echoing what in fact is U.S. 


policy. 
Matt? 


Q Could you remind me on the details of the 
Administration's call for the release of Mandela. Has he put 
any conditions on that release? 


A I don't know of any. I don't think that there 
were any conditions set forth when the President last Tuesday 
outlined in an itemized way the Administration's position. 


Matt? Excuse me. 

Q On the same subject, do you have any reaction to 
the proposals made public by Senator Lugar for actions or 
limited sanctions against South Africa? 

A I do not. 


Q Is the Secretary or others here consulting with 
the Foreign Relations Committee to work something out? 


A I don't have anything specific on that, Don. One 
would imagine that there is some sort of exploration, but by 
way of specifics, I don't have anything on that. 


-- MORE -- 
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Q Do you know if Prime Minister Hawke is coming 
here next week in connection with this dispute on subsidized 
grain? 


A I saw some reference in a wire story that raised 
that possibility or an intention or an exploration. I don't 
have anything, and I could take that and check that for you. 

Q And anything on the results of that debate? 


a You mean on the question of subsidies, and so 
forth? 


Q Yes. 
No, I do not. 
Matt? 


Q Has Crocker left yet, and where else is he going 
other than London? 


A My understanding was that Crocker was supposed to 
go today -- do we know whether he's left, anybody (TO STAFF)? 
Don't know; and the stop was London, and as I've indicated on a 
couple of days running, other stops have not yet been finalized 
on his itinerary. 

Q Can I go back to Syria for a second? 

a Sure. 


Q Is the Foreign Minister one of those people that 
the Embassy holds regular and direct contacts with? 


A I'm not going to get involved in specifics about 
who or whom in the Syrian Government the United States Embassy 
sees. 

Q Okay, let me follow up, please. 

But he is the Foreign Minister. 


You're citing what he said on the hostages they 
had? 


i) He is what? 


Q You said that he said there hasn't been any 
contact with the United States on the hostages. Is this -- 
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A I am making a reference to a report that I saw. 


Q I understand that. Is this supposed to be taken 
as far as a response indirectly tc Casey's meeting with them, 
or is it directed to what you're saying that -- accusing him of 
being a liar or what? 


A I am not doing that. I've made that clear at 
least twice now, so don't ascribe a judgment that you may have 
to me because I reject that. Let's get that clear, to begin 
with. 


Secondly, what motivates the Syrian position is not 
for me to say. 


Q Bernie, yesterday on a TV show, somebody from the 
Embassy, Syrian Embassy, indicated that maybe the hostages are 
in a southern suburb of Beirut. Do you have any information on 
that? 


A I don't have anything about where, et cetera. 


Q Do you have any contact with the Syrians about 
this information? 


a I just made it clear that the United States is in 
direct regular contact with the Syrians on the question of 
hostages, and I'm going to have to let it stay that way. 


Q Bernie, how does the United States Government 
assess the progress in the Taba talks? And do you anticipate 
an agreement to be signed within the next few weeks? 

A The Taba negotiations -- all I can say is that 
they are continuing, as we all know. That there has been 
progress made. I cannot make a call as to when that Taba deal 
will wrap up. 

Q Can I go back to the Icelandic saga? 

A Is what? 


Q Is Judge Soafer still shuffling between Cairo and 
Jerusalem about this? 


A Judge Soafer is in Washington. 


Q I want to go back to the -- 
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A He came back yesterday. 
Q _ to my colleagues mirth. 
a Your colleague's what? 


a Mirth --— the Icelandic s7aa. The Prime Minister 
called in the Ambassador today to pre:-«* at U.S. bullying, as 
he described it, and said he would ri i»: e documentation later 
today specifying how the United State. ud made threats on the 
whaling issue. Have you got any conment on that? 


a I don't have anything. Let me take that again. 
You did get something yesterday? 


Q Indeed we did. 


a] All right, let me take another look at what 
you're calling the saga. 


Q Can I go back to the Australian. I didn't hear 
Bernie's second question. But don't you have any language on 
this Australian dispute because it's gotten very serious there 
and apparently there was quite a dispute at the White House 
yesterday with factions giving the President two different -- 


f°) I don't have anything. I will relay your 
question and see if anybody wants to do anything with it. 


Q The Secretary had some comments on this, too, at 
a forum. Could you reiterate, at least, what he said? 


a No. His position is well known on that. 


Q Did he change his position at all yesterday 
during that Cabinet? 


A I don't know. I don't have any readout about 
that meeting. 


Q Also, I asked you yesterday on a question about a 
Danish Foreign Minister and the nuclear ships issue. Do you 
have anything on that? 


a Posted. 
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Q Oh, torry. 

A Ralph? 

Q Forgive me. 

A No. Just there it was. You asked and, in this 


case, it was posted. 
Q Do you have any reaction -- 


a I don't know what that does to the batting 
average. 


Q Is there a reaction to Mr. Ortega's comments 
before the United Nations this morning about the fact that U.S. 
policy in Nicaragua is promoting another Vietnam? 


A I don't have any -- I have not seen it. I don't 
have anything to wing on that. 


George? Ralph? Harry? There's no Harry. 


Q Do you have any response to the Vice Minister of 
Cuba who said yesterday, in effect, that the United States 
wants to broadcast to Cuba but is not willing to give 
reciprocal broadcast rights to Cuba for programming in the 
United States? I'll give you a cigar if you have an answer. 


A Keep the cigar. The last thing that I have seen 
sort of flow in our direction was a bit of a readout on the 
meetings that took place -- when was that? -- abovt two weeks 
or so ago. 


Q Eighth and ninth in Mexico City. 


Aa All right. Don't have anything more than that. 
You've got a specific question; let me run it through the 
industry. 


Q Is the United States Government in harmony with 
the Israeli ten point plan that Mr. Peres gave to King Hassan 
at their summit at Ifrane? And have you received a copy of 
these points prior to their delivery to Morocco? 


i) I don't know anything about what you're talking 
about by specifics. [I have nothing for you is probably the 
most abbrievated, expeditious reply. 
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Q On this issue you have nothing? 

A I have nothing for you; that is correct. 

Q Bernie, on Chile. A Congressman Morrison has 
said that Chile has now disqualified itself from any 
international institution loans, and under the wording of the 
law the United States should oppose any such loans, for 
example, from the Interamerican Development Bank. 

One: Do you agree with him? 


is Why don't you let me have them all, because [I 
have no guidance on that and so I could take that. 


Q Okay, I'll just let you have them. 


a Why don't you just -~ what are your questions, so 
we can get them all out now. : 


A One: Does the United States take a position 
whether gross violations of human rights by Chile have 
disqualified the country from such loans. 


Second: Is the State Department actively moving in 
that direction? 


And, a more general one, do you have any update on the 
investigation into the Rojas death? 


A Okay. All three heard and noted and passed on. 

John? 

Q Another subject. There were reports in Thailand 
that the voting there was notable by its irregularities. Do 
you have any reports from there? 

Aa I have nothing on that. 

John? 


Q Is the United States negotiating for a four 
percent increase in textile quotas from South Africa? 


A That question came up a little while ago, and my 
suggestion was that the White House went into it extensively, 
and I have nothing to add to it. 
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Mike? 


Q A couple of questions on South Korea. A couple 
of times in the last couple of weeks the South Korean 
authorities have stopped rallies, one, at the Catholic 
Cathedral toward the chief Anglican church in Seoul; and on the 
other subject of the alleged sexual torture of a Korean 
arrestee? Have you got anything on either of those? 


A I thought we did something on the second one, but 
let me take a look at both of those, if I may. 


Q Bernie, do you have anything today on your 
further analysis of the Jacobsen tape? 


a No, I don't have anything on that. I noted that 
the point was made about the sensitivity about any analysis 
that in fact, would derive from a careful examination of the 
tape, et cetera. And I personally am doubtful that there will, 
in fact, be any public readout of any sort of analysis. 


Q So if an when you -- 
ry So therefore I would not count on it. 
Q Okay, the White House -- 


a And I would put that really, Ralph, under the 
heading of two things that I'm sure people share, and that is 
the sensitivity of the subject and the requirements of 
confidentiality in the pursuit of trying to win the release of 
the hostages. And with that as a preface, I seek to caution 
you against any expectations of, indeed, there being a shared 
readout of an analysis of the tape. 


Q Is an analysis by the press harmful, in your 
opinion? 


i) It's not for me to make any suggestions about 
what the press does. 


Q Also, the reason that the questions are being 
asked, I think, is the tape contains a direct criticism -- 
direct and explicit criticism -- of the Reagan Administration's 
handling of the hostage matter, and therefore [ think it 
certainly is legitimate to ask whether the Administration has 
any response or whether in declining to respond it has some 
analysis of why it is choosing to do so. 
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A Well, I think the answer there -- and I think 
some of the points I've made about sensitivity and 
confidentiality -- it would seem to me a part of the elements. 
But I think the overriding sentence here would have to be that 
there is a constant and on-going effort through various 
channels to see what can be done to win the release of the 
hostages. 


Q Bernie, can the State Department publish a list 
of the West Bank -- 


A Can the State Department -- 

Q Can the State Department publish a list of the 
West Bank Palestinians who took part in the reception for Mr. 
Bush at the U.S. Consul's house in East Jerusalem? 

“ Can I get a guest list together for you? 

Q Yes. 

i) I don't know that they would make a guest list 
public. I have not seen it, and I don't know that they would 
make a guest list public. 

Q Do you have any -- 


a Putting it under the heading that those who were 
there know they were there. (Laughter) 


Q Is there any reaction by the State Department to 
the boycott by some of the invited Palestinians to the 
reception? 

be I don't have any reaction to that. 


Q Do you have any list of names of those people who 
did boycott who weren't there? 


a That's the opposite end of the same question. 
(Laughter) And those who boycott know they boycott. 


Q Do you have any comment on Gorbachev's speech 
yesterday? 


A No, don't have anything additional. 
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Q Or on any other aspects of it? 

4 Nothing to add to it. 

Don? 

Q Just asked. 

a Just ask. 

Q One more, please. Do you have any language to 
issue on the Administration's decision today to go forward with 


the binary weapons/chemical weapons? 


A My understanding on that, when that came up, is 
that D.O.D. will handle all your questions on that. 


(Press briefing concluded at 12:55 p.m.) 
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*e TAKEN QUESTION 


Question Taken at Noon Press Briefing of July 29, 1°86 
IRAN: SAUDI SHIP SEIZED 


Q: Do you have anything on reports that a Saudi ship was seized 
by Iranian forces and does this constitute a violation of the 
American committment to freedom of navigation? , 
A: ~~ WE UNDERSTAND THAT A SAUDI REGISTERED VESSEL, “AL-IHSA,* 
WAS SEIZED BY IRANIANS ON JULY 29 NEAR RAS AL KHAIMA (UNITED 
ARAB EMIRATES). THE SHIP WAS ESCORTED TO A SOUTHERN IRANIAN 
PORT FOR INSPECTION BY THE IRANIAN NAVY AND WAS LATER . 
RELEASED. OUR POSITION ON FREEDOM OF NAVIGATION ON THE HiGH 
SEAS AND ACCESS THROUGH THE STRAIT OF HORMUZ HAS BEEN 
REITERATED ON NUMEROUS OCCASIONS AND IS WELL KNOWN TO THE 
IRANIAN GOVERNMENT, As IS OUR POSITION OF NEUTRALITY IN THE 
IRAN-IRAQ WAR. AS TO THE IRANIAN POLICY OF STOPPING AND 
SEARCHING NEUTRAL SHIPPING IN THE GULF AREA, WE HAVE ALSO MADE 
CLEAR THAT WE REGARD THAT PRACTICE AS ONE THAT IS INHERENTLY 
DANGEROUS AND THAT CARRRIES RISKS OF MISUNDERSTANDING AND 
VIOLENCE. 











Posted: July 30, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the July 29, 1986 daily press briefinc: 
CUBA: RADIO BROADCASTS 





Q: Do you have any response to the Vice Foreign Minister 
of Cuba wno saiaqg yestercay, in ertect, that the U.S. 
wants to broaccast to Cuba, but is not willing to give 
reciprocal rights to Cuba to broaccast to the United 
States? 

At -- =UNIYED STAVES BRUADCASYING TU CUBA UN THE 1160 AM 
FREQUENCY IS LONG ESTABLISHED AND FULLY CONSISTENT 
WITH INTERNATIUNAL LAW. I% CAUSES NO KARMFUL 
INTERFERENCE TO CUBAN STATIONS. THE PUSSIBILITY OF 
RECIPRUCAL CUBAN BRUADCASTING TU THE UNITED STATES IN 
A WAY WHICH WOULD NOT CAUSE INTERFERENCE TO U.S. RADIO 
SYATIUNS WAS “HE SUBJECT OF DIPLUMATIC DISCUSSIONS 
BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES AND CUBA IN MEXICO CITY. IT 
WOULD NOT BE USEFUL TU MAKE FURTHER PUBLIC CUMMENT UN 


THIS ISSUE. 


BEST AYA‘LABLE NOCURENT 2 











Posted: July 30, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the July 29, 1986 daily press briefing: 


CHILE: DEVELOPMENTS IN ROJAS CASE 


Q: Do you nave anything new on the Rojas case? 


A: THE RODRIGO ROJAS/CARMEN QUINTANA CASE HAS BEEN HANDED 
OVEK TO THE MILIYAxY COURT SYSTEM, WHICH ACCEPTED JURISDICTION 
ON JULY 28. THE PROSECUTOR IN THE CASE HAS STATED HIS 
INTENTION TO CARRY OUT A THUROUGH INVESTIGATION AND HIS 
WILLINGNESS TO INTERVIEW ALL WITNESSES PRESENTED TO HIM. WE 
LOOK FORWARD TO THE TESTIMONY OF CIVILIAN, AS WELL AS MILITARY, 





WITNESSES BEING TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT BY THE COURT. WE CONTINUE - 
TO BELIEVE THAT MANY QUESTIONS REMAIN IN THIS TRAGIC CASE, | 
WHICH HAVE NOT BEEN FULLY ANSWERED IN THE PARTIAL INVESTIGATION 
CONDUCTED THUS FAR. WE REITERATE OUR CALL FOR A COMPLETE 
INVESTIGATION, SO THAT ALL THE FACTS AS TO WHAT ACTUALLY 
HAPPENED MAY BE KNOWN AND THOSE GUILTY OF OF THIS TERRIBLE 





CRIME MAY BE BROUGHT TO JUSTICE. 








TAKEN QUESTION 
Posted: July 29, 1986 


KOREA 
. Ousstion taken at the July 29, 1986 daily press briefing: 


Q: A couple of times in the last few weeks the South Korean 
authorities have stopped rallies (one was to go from the 


Catholic cathedral toward the. chief Anglican church in Seoul). 
Do you have any reaction to that? 

A: WE UNDERSTAND THE KOREAN GOVERNMENT TOOK STEPS TO BLOCK THE 
RALLIES BECAUSE IT REGARDED THEM AS ILLEGAL UNDER A LAW BANNING 
GATHERINGS THAT COULD LEAD TO SOCIAL UNREST. AS WE HAVE STATED 
BEFORE, THE US REGRETS ANY INSTANCE OF INFKINGEMENT ON THE 
RIGHT OF PEACEFUL ASSEMBLY AND CALLS ON ALL SIDES TO PORKEGO THE 
USE OF VIOLENCE. TRUE PROGRESS TOWARD DEMOCRACY IN KUREA CAN 
BE ACHIEVED ONLY THROUGH PEACEFUL DIALOGUE, NOT CONFRONTATION 
IN THE STREETS. 


Q: Do you have anything on the alleged sexual torture of a 
Korean trustee? 


A: A KOREAN GOVERNMENT PROSECUTOR INVESTIGATING THE CHARGES 
HAS FOUND THAT THE POLICEMAN INVOLVED BEAT ANv VERBALLY ABUSED 
THE PRISONER, A MISS KWON. THE POLICEMAN AND THREE OF HIS 
SUPERIORS HAVE BEEN DISMISSED FROM THEIR JOBS. THERE ARE 
CREDIBLE ALLEGATIONS THAT POLICE MISTREATMENT OF MISS KWON WAS 
MORE SEVERE AND HARSHER THAN ACKNOWLEDGED. 

WE FIND SUCH TREATMENT OF PRISONERS DEPLORABLE AND APPALLING. 
AS IN ALL CASES INVOLVING TORTURE AND MISTREATMENT OF 
PRISONERS, WE URGE THE KOREAN GOVERNMENT TO PUNISH AS PROVIDED 
BY LAW THOSE RESPONSIBLE AND TO TAKE STEPS TO ASSUKE THAT SUCH 


ABUSES ARE NOT REPEATED. 





Posted: July29, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the July 29, 1986 daily press briefina: 


AUSTRALIA: HAWKE VISIT? 





@: Do you know if Prime Minister Hawke is coming here next 
week in connection with this dispute on subsidized grain?# 


A: WE HAVE NO INFORMATION TO CONFIRM THIS REPORT- 








- 
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TAKEN QUESTION 

Question taken at the July 29, 1986 press briefing: 
ICELANDIC WHALING 

Q. The Prime ‘Minister of Iceland called in the U.S. 

Ambassador today to protest at “U.S. bullying” as he 

described it and said he would release documentation later 

today specifying how the U.S. had made threats on the 

whaling issue. Do you have any comment? 


A. -~- WHAT UNDERLIES OUR CURRENT DISCUSSION CONCERNING 


ICELANDIC WHALING ACTIVITIES IS THE REQUIREMENT UNDER U.S. 


LAW THAT THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE MUST ISSUE A 


CERTIFICATION WITH RESPECT TO A FOREIGN COUNTRY WHEN HE 
DETERMINES THAT THE NATIONALS OF THAT COUNTRY ARE CONDUCTING 
WHALING OPERATIONS THAT DIMINISH THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE 
INTERNATIONAL WHALING COMMISSION'S (IWC) CONVENTION OR ITS 
CONSERVATION PROGRAM. CERTIFICATION DOES NOT AUTOMATICALLY 
RESULT IN THE EMBARGO OF FISHERY IMPORTS (UNDER THE PELLY 
AMENDMENT TO THE FISHERMEN'S PROTECTIVE ACT). IF A COUNTRY 
IS CERTIFIED, THEN THE PRESIDENT MAY EMBARGO ANY OR ALL OF 
THE OFFENDING COUNTRY 'S FISHERY PRODUCTS TO THE LIMITS OF 
THE GENERAL AGREEMENT ON TARIFFS AND TRADE. (WITHIN 60 DAYS 
FOLLOWING THE CERTIFICATION, THE PRESIDENT IS REQUIRED TO * 
NOTIFY THE CONGRESS OF ANY ACTION TAKEN UNDER THE 
CERTIFICATION). 


-- IN ORDER TO FORESTALL CERTIFICATION, THE US INDICATED 
THE SERIOUSNESS WITH WHICH IT VIEWED THE CURRENT WHALING 
SITUATION IN ICELAND AND REQUESTED THAT NATIONALS 

OF ICELAND CEASE ONGOING WHALING IMMEDIATELY OR SUSPEND THE 
WHALING TEMPORARILY WHILE DISCUSSIONS MIGHT CONTINUE. THE 
ONGOING DISCUSSIONS ARE PART OF OUR EFFORTS TO AVOID THE 
NECESSITY FOR CERTIFICATION AND DIFFICULTIES FOR OUR HIGHLY 
VALUED RELATIONSHIP. - 


- 
t- 
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WEONESDAY, JULY 30, 1986, 12:23 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. KALB: Good afternoon everybody. Let me remind 
you, the Secretary will be doing a number this afternoon at 
2:30, the Congressional Room at the Capital Hilton Hotel. 
He'll be addressing the President's Export Council. As you 
know, there'll be a brief Q and A following his address. It 
says here that all camera equipment should be in place by 2:00 
p.m. It says nothing about correspondents. No advance text 
available. Barring the usual technical difficulties -- don't 
anticipate any -- piped live into the Briefing Room. If you 
need a contact, the name is Desiree Tucker of the Department of 
Commerce, 377-3808. The subject is: “How to Bring About a 
Better Sales Record in Exports Abroad." 


Did I say 2:00? He goes at 2:30. 
Okay, it's yours. 


Q Does the State Department have any comment or 
observations about the statements made in the United Nations by 
Daniel Ortega? 


A No. They were addressed by Ambassador Walters, 
and I don't really have anything to add to that. 


Q Bernie, do you have anything to amplify on the 
results of that SCC meeting in Geneva? 


2) No, nothing by way of amplification. I see that 
-- what was it? -- a two-paragraph statement was issued in 
Geneva by the participants, headed by, I think, General Ellis, 
and I have nothing by way of amplification. 


Q Bernie, do you have any reaction to Botha's 
statement at the end of Howe's visit? 
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A Well, let me address it this way. I assume that 
that is meant to suggest the Howe mission, and so forth. The 
United States believes that Foreign Secretary Howe's mission 
was useful in reiterating the views of the European Community 
and the United Kingdom on what the South African Government 
must do to bring about a peaceful and just solution to South 
Africa's problems. 


We regret that the South Africans were not more 
receptive to his message, a message with which the U.S. 
Government agrees. 


Q Bernie, to follow that, to just be a little more 
specific -- I don't know if you can be or not -- Botha said, 
after the visit, that South Africa ought to be left in peace. 
Is it the U.S. view that that's where South Africa is now, that 
it’s in peace and that it ought to be left there? 


a The U.S. view, I think, was set forth by the 
President and by the Secretary in testimony. That peace, in 
its broadest terms, will be achieved when negotiations take 
place to bring about a different set of realities in South 
Africa. 


The President set forth an itemized list of what the 
United States thinks should be done, and Mr. Botha has said 
what he has had to say on that subject, and the President has 
had his point. 


Q Are there any plans for an American envoy of the 
type of -- to follow Howe to South Africa? 


A Don't have anything on that. I mean, that 
question has been coming up in various forms, and I don't have 
anything on it. Talking about a special emissary, et cetera? 
Nothing. 


Q An American envoy; yes? 

fi Envoy, emissary, diplomat. 

Q Anv ving on Crocker's onward travels -- 

A Crocker's onward travel -- nothing. He left 
yesterday; he's in London. That's my understanding today. I 


still do not have anything to add to onward destinations beyond 
the publicized London. 
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(To staff) Did he, in fact, take off yesterday? He 
did. Well, there you are. 


Q Any plans for Crocker to meet with 
representatives of the ANC while he's in London? 


A I don't know anything about that. 


Do you have anything on a meeting with the ANC in 
Lusaka -- 


4 No, I have nothing on that. 
Q -- by the U.S. diplomats there? 
A I don't have anything on any meeting like that. 
What does what happened with the Howe mission do 
to the Administration's position on economic sanctions against 


South africa? 


i) I'm not in a position to prejudge and speculate 
about what decisions the Administration may reach. 


--MORE-- 


"a 
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Q The Syrian Foreign Minister flatly denied reports 
that Mr. Casey had visited Syria at any time. Is there some 
way of straightening this out? 


a I can be of no help on that. You might try the 
CIA, and it's my understanding they'll tell you they never get 
engaged in any Casey itineraries. But the leqwork would have 
been accomplished. (Laughter. ) 


Q Oh. 


& Really, to be serious, yesterday I was asked the 
question. I asked it; I ran it through the system; I got a “no 
comment" on Casey's travels. Nothing has happened overnight 
that has prompted a review of that response on the part of the 
State Department. 


Q Well -- 


a I mean, I'm aware of the news story out of Syria, 
but I'm in a situation where I can make no contribution. 


Q Regarding Nicaragua, the Nicaraguan Government 
has released a diplomatic protest to Secretary Shultz about the 
killing of a number of people, including some West Germans in 
Nicaraguan territory, by contras, they say, who are in the 
employ of the United States Government, they say. Do you have 
any response? 


a Yes. There was such a note delivered. The 
specific details I do not have, and the U.S. position on that 
is alony these lines: that the Department of State has on 
numerous occasions expressed to the Government of Nicaragua its 
concern that foreign workers serving in civilian capacities in 
that country are actively encouraged by Sandinista authorities 
to travel and reside in known combat areas. The Government of 
Nicaragua clearly bears responsibility for any harm that 
befalls such persons. In this case, these workers were 
traveling in government vehicles with Sandinista officials in 
an area long known as the site of intense conflict. 


The Department of State strongly supports the call by 
the West German Government for the Nicaraguan Government to 
withdraw civilian personnel from combat areas in order to 
insure their safety. 


Q Can I please have a copy of that? 
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I) Let me try to help you Ralph; yes. 


Q Well, they make the point that the people who 
killed these West Germans are basically working for the United 
States, as the U.S. has approved a lot of money to support 
them. If the U.S. doesn't take any responsibility for it, does 
it feel they shouldn't be there? 


A No. This is what I have by way of a U.S. 
response, and beyond that I don't have anything to add. 


Q Bernie? 
a Yes. 


Q Can you tell us about a Shultz-Shevardnadze 
meeting today? 


A The Shultz-Shevardnadze -- it's my intention to 
tell you about a Shultz-—Shevardnadze meeting hopefully before 
it takes place. (Laughter. ) 

Q You have nothing to announce? 


A I don't have anything on that. 


Q Anything on the timing of such an announcement? 
fa Again, 1 refer you back to my previous sentence. 
Q Can you be any more specific for enlightening us 


as to what the details are behind the President's statement 
that he has accepted a Soviet work program leading up to the 
Summit? 

A Can't. Don't have anything for you, Don. 

Q Anything on the -- 

a Max? Sorry -- George? 


Q Anything on the subsidized wheat sales to the 
Soviet Union? 


i Nope Don't have anything on that. 


Q Bernie -- 
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A My understanding is that no final call has been 
made by way of an overriding decision. 


Q I was offering you an opportunity to announce one. 


q And I have shared the extent of my knowledge 
about it with you. 


Max? 

Q Can we draw any inferences from the fact -- 

7) All you want. 

Q O.K.; that's our business. 

The President yesterday omitted the usual reference of 
not using the SDI as a bargaining chip. Can you illuminate 
that at all? 


‘ I'm not going to dance on the pinhead of 
omissions. 


Q Hm-m. (Laughter. ) 


Q Bernie, the Bolivian Ambassador on Capitoi Hill 
this morning -- 


A Bolivian? 


Q Bolivian. 


> 


Right. 
Q From Bolivia. 
A Bolivia, yes. (Laughter.) O.K., Bolivia. 


Q The Ambassador told a Congressional committee 
this morning that Bolivia will ask of the United States $100 
million in additional economic aid to overcome hardships which 
the Bolivian Government believes will be incurred as the coke 
industry is hurt in Bolivia. Do you have any response to his 
request for the additional money, or has the U.S. made any 
suggestions to Bolivia about increases in economic aid? 


a I don't. Did you say “plans to ask," “has asked?" 
In either case, I'm unaware of it. 


Q He quickly announced that he will ask, so -- 
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6 Well, i suppose the only thing you could say at a 
minimum is that any request would be studied and looked at, but 
I really don't have anything of any substance by way of a reply. 


Bob? 


Q Can you take a question as to whether the U.S. 
would consider additional economic aid -- 


a No, not until -- 


-~- to compensate for the U.S. assistance program 
in decimating the Bolivian coke industry? 


6 No, until it is set forth and until it is 
considered -- et cetera. It seems to me that to take it on the 
basis of the way you're offering it -- I don't know the 
details; I would be jumping the gun. And so I think it's 
wisest not to. 


Barbara, you had something? 


Q Bernie, is there any chance to get a readout from 


the Secretary's meeting with the Mexican Foreign Minister this 
morning? 


id Let me assign that to Chuck. (Laughter.) Let me 
take a look at it, in other words. 


Q Bernie, do you have anything on the Saudi ship 
seized by Iran? 


i) No. Don't. 
Q O.K., thank you. 


is} Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:33 p.m.) 
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MR. KALB: Good afternoon everybody. I don't have 
anything by way of any announcements, so off we go. 


Q Okay. Bernie, starting with U.S.-Soviet 
contacts, do you have any explanation for what went wrong in 
the Geneva talks on the SALT Treaty? 


6 The whole subject of the SCC talks was addressed 
by Larry (Speakes). A member of the NSC this morning came 
out. They dealt with the whole subject on the record. 
Essentially, I really wouldn't have anything to contribute to 
it. 


Q Then, on another facet, any news on when the 
Secretary will meet Mr. Shevardnadze? 


id No. 1 have nothing to add to what I said -- when 
was it, earlier this week? -- the other day here. Nothing to 
add to what I said yesterday. 


Q Does that take care of your list, Jim? Can 1 go 
to Africa now and see if you, Bernie, can tell us anything 
about Crocker's visit to London beyond the fact that he's 
there, of course, and that he's consulting with the British? 
In other words, can you give us some flavor for what he's 
trying to arrange with the British? 


ia Crocker left Tuesday night. He arrived in London 
Wednesday morning. He'll be meeting today with Sir Geoffrey 
Howe, and he'll be in London tomorrow as well. Then he goes 
off to the continent for additional consultations. 


Q Where in the continent? 


a I don't have the cities at this point to share 
with you. 


Q But is there one location or is he going to make 
the grand tour, in other words? Will he see them as the EC 
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a He will be seeing more than one country, but I am 
not in a position to run through the itinerary. And insofar as 
the broad purpose, so to speak, about the Crocker mission to 
western Europe, these talks that he will have, these 
consultations that Crocker will have, with key industrial 
countries are in connection with formulating a common approach 
to South Africa. | 


Q Bernie, is Crocker going to Africa on this trip? 


A I don't have anything that takes him in that 
direction at this point. And I add “at this point" I suppose 
somehc' to rubberize my reply, but essentially I have nothing 
that ..,.es him to Africa. 


Q Bernie, you say “industralized;" that sort of 
narrows it. 


A Who would be left out in that context? Since 
you've narrowed it, I'm curious. 


Q Ireland isn't industralized. 


A We're going to play a kind of line-by-line veto 
game, so let's drop it and let's hurry toward lunch. Ralph? 


Q Will he meet in London with any members of the 
ANC or representatives of the ANC who are going to London for 
talks? 


A I don't have anything on that. 


Q Bernie, do you have anything on the meeting 
yesterday in Lusaka between the U.S. Ambassador and the ANC? 


A Yes, I do. To begin with, a meeting took place 
at the U.S. initiative. The United States requested the 
meeting. You know who was there. The meeting, I should say, 
lasted about an hour and a half. 


Q Could you tell us who was there? 


A I'm going to tell you who was there if you can 
hang on to your impatience for just a moment. 


Our Ambassador Paul Hare was there, and he was 
accompanied by the Political Officer, Roger McGuire. 
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Why did he meet with the ANC -- that is to say, why 
did Ambassador Hare meet with the ANC? Elevating the level of 
the U.S. dialogue with the ANC is part of the U.S. effort to 
promote negotiations among all the parties concerned with a 
peaceful outcome in South Africa. The President made a 
reference to this in his speech just about a week ago when he 
said, “We want open channels to all the principal parties." 


Let me go on and talk a bit more about this meeting, 
if I may. I think you know that this is not the first meeting 
of a U.S. official with the ANC. The United States has 
maintained regular working-level contacts for years with the 
ANC, and it is my understanding that it goes back not only 
through the years of this Administration but into the preceding 
Administration as well. 


That's about what I have. 


Q Bernie, was there any groundwork laid for a 
meeting with higher level U.S. officials? 


a I don't have anything by way of the substance of 
the meeting to share with you. But I do think that when the 
Secretary was asked that question, when a backgrounder was held 
last week by a senior U.S. official, it was made clear that 
there is a readiness to meet at the highest level -- that is to 
say, with Mr. Tambo as well. 


Q lf these contacts have already occurred, can you 
tell us why this amounts to elevating contact? Is it the first 
time a U.S. Ambassador -- 


A You will notice that I said “at the working 
level." This is the first time, to my understanding, that a 
U.S. Ambassador has been involved in a meeting with the ANC. 


Q Bernie, so far as who the ANC people are there, I 
ask because I think it's the Administration's position that 
some are bad guys and some aren't so bad; some are communist, 
some are terrorists. 


Did the United States have any say over which ANC 
people Paul Hare met with? 


is) That has not reached me. 
Q Do you have the names of who he met with? 
A No. 1 saw the names on the wires. 1 do not have 


the names here. 
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Q Bernie, on this -- 
) Shall we do a voice test first? 


No. 


> 


Okay, go ahead. 


Q We're just fine. You're coming in loud and 
clear, Bernie. William Rusher -- apropos of this very subject 
-~— William Rusher pointed out that the record shows that when 
Mr. Mandela was arrested he was found to -- in his possession 
were several diagrams of buildings in Johannesburg and enough 
explosives to blow up a large section of the city of 
Johannesburg. And, as you know, he recently refused to 
renounce violence. 


My question is, if the Reagan Administration wants the 
release of Mandela, would we be willing to release Sirhan 
Sirhan? 


fe I don't have anything to answer you in your 
formulation of your question. But I think if you want to ask 
me realistic questions, please do. 


Q That's a very realistic question. They're both 
terrorists and 1 wonder why one terrorist -- you're urging the 
release of one terrorist and not the release of another. He 
murdered one person. Mandela stated in court that he wanted to 
blow up several buildings; ard I wonder, he hasn't renounced 
this, Bernie, and 1 think it's a very realistic question a lot 
of people are asking. Could you get us -- 


fa The United States has said that it is prepared to 
meet with various black opposition groups in South Africa. We 
know what Nelson Mandela's connection is with the ANC. 
Therefore, if the United States is asking South Africa to meet 
with various black opposition groups, the United States feels 
it, too, should follow the same route. 


Q But the release is what I'm asking about. 
A I have answered -- 
Q Why ask for the release of Mandela and not for 


another person like Sirhan Sirhan? I mean, we can forgive aid 
forget, or what? 


a The Secretary has addressed the question of why 
he feels Mandela should be released, and I refer you to Live 
record. 
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Q Bernie, do you have -- has the State Department 
seen the list of sanctions in a bill which is being rushed to 
the Senate floor? 


A I don't know how to answer the question, whether 
it has seen or not seen. But I, at this point, have no comment 
on a State Department reaction to whatever that roster of 
proposals is. 


Q But is it, to go back to Lester's question or 
theme, the Secretary has often talked about not letting 
terrorists shoot their way into negotiations. How does this 
differ? 


a I have nothing to add to what has been said on 
that question already. 


Q You're embarrassed; I understand, Bernie. 


A You can make your own conclusions. I, in my 
position here, am answering the questions the way I feel 
obliged to do. 


Q 1 would defend to the death your right to do 
that, Bernie, but it is obvious that you're embarrassed. 


Q Bernie, there are reports that the Administration 
will submit economic aid -- new economic aid -- to Jordan. Can 
you say anything about that? 


fa Yes, I do have something on that. And that is to 
say that the United States is notifying -- that is to say, the 
Administration is notifying Congress today of the U.S. decision 
to reprogram $4.5 million -- that is to say, $4 and a half 
million -- of FY '86 money to Jordan for a developmental 
project on the West Bank. 


Q Can you give us the background of what happened? 


Q Is this the hundred and fifteen they asked for? 
Is this what -- 


A I don't have a hundred and fifteen that you're 
talking to. Whatever I have falls under this context. This 
$4.5 million is being reprogrammed from unspent funds in the 
FY-86 package. 


As to whether this is a new program, the United States 
has long supported efforts to improve the life of Palestinians 
in the occupied territories. This is the first Lime, howeve: , 
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that the United States has provided funds for developmental 
projects on the West Bank directly to Jordan. 


And as to the objectives and why it is taking this 
step, the Government of Jordan has embarked on its own efforts 
to improve the quality of life of the inhabitants of the 
occupied territories. The U.S. believes such efforts are 
essential for developing a climate supportive of a peaceful 
settlement to the Arab-Israeli conflict. This additional 
funding is the U.S. contribution to helping Jordan's efforts in 
this connection. 


Q Bernie, in the past, the United States -- how was 
this help funneled or channeled to the residents of the West 
Bank ? 


A In the past it has been channeled to something 
called the West Bank Fund. And the West Bank Fund, 
essentially, has been administered by private voluntary 
organizations on an international scale -- among others, let us 
say the Red Cross -- so that in this particular point here I've 
made the point that this is the first time that the money goes 
directly to Jordan. 


Q Well, obviously you're also making the political 
point. In fact, you're volunteering without even being asked 
that for the first time it's going through Jordan. 


The Administration has asked the Israelis for a long 
time to focus on improving the quality of life. I think, in 
fact, that was the Secretary's phrase; and I thought they were 
committed to that. 


Is there any dissatisfaction with what the Israelis 
have been doing on the West Bank? 


A No, I don't think that to follow this approach 
reflects any dissatisfaction of what is taking place on the 
part of the Israelis. Ralph? 


Q Bernie, why is the Administration choosing to 
reprogram funds rather than requesting Congress to approve 
funds for this purpose? 


id My understanding is simply that these are unspent 
funds and so they are reprogrammed in this direction. Beyond 
that, 1 don't have anything. If you have a specific point, let 
me hear it. 


Q Well, the point was whether the Administration 
believes it could get Congress Lo approve those funds. 
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A I don't know what the guidelines are, frankly, 
about how the whole process works. Let me take a look at that 
and see if we can sort that out. 


Q Bernie, why has the money been moved from the 
PVO's to the Government of Jordan? 


A Well, because, as I indicated, Jordan has taken 
efforts along these lines and this is the United States' effort 
to make a contribution to the Jordanian process. 


Jordan, as I note, has been doing these things and the 
United States is making its contribution. Max? 


Q Bernie, as you know, Larry Speakes, yesterday, 
explained that the President is contemplating broadening this 
drug, anti-drug, program. 


Q Can we finish up on Jordan? 
Q Oh. 
Q In reprogramming this money, are you -- or is the 


State Department implying that the West Bank is or was part of 
Jordan? 


A No. 1 am not making any implications. I have 
dealt with it the way I have, and I am not going to offer any 
interpretations. 


Q Well, the fact that it is being funnelled through 
the Jordanian Government would seem to imply that the State 
Department believes that Jordan has some sovereign role. 


A I referred to the area as the occupied 
territories, and beyond that, insofar as moving into an 
interpretation, I don't have anything for you, Jim. 


Q Did you consult with the Israelis before you did 
this? 


fa Don't have anything on that. Let me checi that. 
But I would think -- but let me just say this -- that si: ce 
this is an arrangement with the United States and Jorda’., 
don't know to what degree any consultations were regarded .s 
essential. 


Q For instance, you might tell them, since they 
happened to be sitting on the West Bank. 


A Point taken, and let me take a peek, as I said. 
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Q You know, sending equipment under cover of night, 
they would have to know it was getting there, wouldn't they? 


A Who would have to know? 


Q The Israelis happen to be there. Wouldn't it be 
nice to tell them what is going on under their tent? 


A Barry, I have said that I will take a look at it, 
and that is about all I -- 


Q I think Jim's question is a valid question, and Il 
think you are being evasive, unless this is just an 
insignificant gesture on the U.S. part. 


A Why don't you -- 
Q Put the question another way? 


A No. Put the question any way you want and let me 
hear it, and then I will see what can be done with it. 


Q All right. One of the issues in dispute now is 
what is to happen to the West Bank. Is the West Bank to be 
part of Israel, part of Jordan, a Palestinian state, or in some 
way co-admini.stered, or God knows what? This has been an 
issue, you know, under consideration for many, many years. The 
U.S. Governnent is now taking the step toward asserting 
Jordan's rights in that area. Would you deny that is what you 
are doing? 


A And the question is what? 


Q Is this an action in which the United States is 
bolstering or supporting Jordanian claims to the West Bank? 


fa All right, I hear you on that. 
Q What is your answer? 


A I am not going to answer that question. I'm 
going to take that. 


Q I know you hear me. I am sitting here in the 
first row, you can't not hear me. I am waiting for an answer. 


A Well, I have sought to answer it, but apparently 
it falls short of satisfying you. 


Q Well, try it again. Try my question. 
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a No. No. I have sought to answer it, pointing 
out that Jordan has taken steps to improve the quality of 
life. The United States, with this $4.5 million -- Lester, 
control your patience. 


Q My patience! All I was doing is grimacing. I 


mean, that is not a lack of patience, and I just wondered if -- 
you must be aware -- 


A Les, canl -- 

Q Let him answer the question. 

Q -- of the fact -- 

é Lester -- 

Q Go ahead, answer. 

Q Please try. 

A Let me take yours and see what I can get to round 


out, if there is anything else to be added. 
Q I have one to add to that. 


A Let me hold you, Lester. Let me try to hold you 
a minute. 


Q Fine. 


Q Bernie, has the United States ever provided 
similar aid to the West Bank through the Government of Israel? 


A My understanding is that the aid that is provided 
-—- the other aid, in contrast to aid directly to Israel, has 
gone to this West Bank Fund, which has been administered by 
various international voluntary organizations. 


Q So this is the first time that aid for the West 
Bank has been channelled through any government. 


A I'd have to check that to be absolutely 
positive. My understanding is the first time to Jordan; 
heretofore it has gone through the West Bank fund administered 
by international organizations. Has there in addition been 
West Bank money -- that is to say, quality-of-life money -- 
funnelled through Israel? Let me take that, check that, so lI 
don't go off the reservation. 
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Q Could you, when you are taking that, also find 
out if the West Bank Fund, if Israel and Jordan both have any 
input or any advisory capacity? 


a Fair enough. 


Q Do you have any specifics to offer on what the 
$4.5 million will purchase? 


) Well, it is my understanding that the quality of 
life includes such things as expanding the facilities of 
schcols, working with women's cooperatives; water-delivery 
systems; agricultural projects, and so forth. 


Q Bernie -- 
(3) Yes. 
Q A couple of weeks ago, Morris Draper, the 


Consulate there, the Consul in Jerusalem, announced that he is 
not changing the program which the United States has been 
following in the past. Is that -- I mean, does this come in 
this program, or what? 


6 Not changing which program? Working through the 
West Bank Fund? 


Q Apparently there was some donation to certain 
societies and things like that in a couple millions of 
dollars. Is that a change? He stopped payment on most of that. 


A I really am not sure what you are getting at. 

Q Well, there were stories in the Israeli press 
that the Consul General in Jerusalem had stopped payment on a 
lot of societies, charities, and things like that. Does that, 
in the light of this, have any connection? 


a I don't know. Let me add that to the mix of 


questions. 

Q Can we have a copy of the guidance you have on 
Jordan, please? 

a No, I'm sorry. It is rather marked up. 

Q On this unallocated funds, or unspent funds, 


unspent Jordanian funds or these are new allocations to Jordan? 


A Well, my understanding is thal Lhese are new. 
Diane, are these new funds? 
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MS. KELLY: No, they are just unspent FY ‘86 funds, 
general funds, that are not spent yet. 


i) All right. Walter? 
Q For Jordan? 
MS. KELLY: No, just in our budget. 


Q What is the current FY '86 allocation for the 
West Bank? Is it $7 million or so? Do you have it? 


is) Let me take that in the mix, too, since I don't 
have that. Max? 


Q Bernie, could I ask that drug question? 

fe Which drug question? 

Q The one I raised earlier. As you know, Larry, 
yesterday, addressed this, and he pointed out that the 
military, the DoD, now has this program. I am wondering if the 
State Department has formulated a position on whether it would 
be willing to have all of its employees tested? 


i That's news to me. I haven't heard anything 
about that. 


+ No. Well, I am asking you if -- 


A Well, I am not going to make the policy on the 
spot. 


Q No, but would you take the question? 


A I don't know that I will get an answer, but I 
will see what they would like to reply. 


Q Bernie? 
6 Ralph? 
Q Does the money for Jordan reduce by the same 


amount, or by any amount, the amount of money the U.S. is going 
to funnel through private voluntary organizations, or is it in 
addition to and separate from money that will continue to flow 
to them? 


A Let me check that. My understanding is that it 
is an additional $4.5, but let me check thal and throw that in 
the mix of questions. Jim? 
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Q Specifically, through what Jordanian Governmental 
organ is this money going to be spent? 


A As I say, the Administration notified Congress 
about this today. I am not the world's authority on the 
subject. It is a perfectly fair question. In that spirit, I 
will add that to the anthology of other questions. 


Q Because, as I understand it, there is no 
Jordanian Governmental presence in the West Bank. 


A We will put them all in the mix and see what we 
can get. 


Q Can 1 get in another question? What is the 
overall aid to the West Bank? 


ts I will put that in the mix, as well. 
Q Anything on Mr. Casey's travels in past weeks? 


fa Nothing to what I have said with such generosity 
the past two days. 


Q Anything on the rejection in the Jordanian press 
and by the Prime Minister of Bush's suggestion for direct talks? 


fs No, don't have anything on that. 
Q Nothing at all? 
fa No. Lester? 


Bernie, this is a question that deals with your 
expertise, as I believe that you could be described as the 
State Department's press monitor. The Washington Times 
reported this morning that the Pentagon press monitor for 
thirty-six years, Mr. Harry Zubcoff, said yesterday, "The need 
to present your own point of view is beginning to dominate. 
Reporters aren't reporting any more, generally speaking. They 
are all commentators. Everybody wants to be a commentator. 
The passion to get facts right has been replaced by the urge to 
be sensational, to be speculative. Objectivity," he added, 
"has gone down the drain." 


Now, as the press monitor for the State Department, 
you have not had any problem in this regard, have you, Bernie? 


a Are you asking the question or answering it? 


Z. 
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Q Yes, I am. I just wondered. Do you have the 
same problem in the State Department as the Pentagon, or is 
this press corps totally different from the Pentagon press? 


a I don't have anything for you on that. 
Q Nothing? Nothing for me? No opinion? 
A No. Ralph? 


Q Bernie, do you have any comment on the reports 
from the Philippines of the reopening of the trial, the Aquino 
trial? 


be 1 saw that story, Ralph. I don't have anything 
on it. 


Q Can you offer us anything further today in the 
wake of Father Jenco's release, either on efforts to release 
the additional hostages or an analysis of your conversations 
with him, or anything of that? 


6 Nothing on Father Jenco. 


Q What contacts will be State Department be having 
with this Australian delegation on the wheat subsidies? 


A As you know, it is a five-man Australian 
delegation. It is headed by the Minister of Primary Industry, 
John Kerin. It arrives here in Washington Thursday. Duration, 
one week. Meeting with the delegation will be Under Secretary 
Wallace, other officials in the Executive branch, Members of 
Congress. The U.S. is pleased to continue its traditional 
close consultations with the Australian Government in 
agricultural trade. And, as we announced earlier, Secretary 
Shultz will be meeting with the Australian Foreigh Minister in 
the San Francisco area next weekend and the following Monday. 


Q When will the Wallace meeting be? 

Aa I do not h » exact timing on that. As I 
say, the delegation arriveao re today for one week. I did not 
see it on Wallace's public schedule. Let me check that for you. 


Q Do you, Bernie, have a formulation there on what 
the Department's position is on this proposal on wheat? 


fs No, I don't have anything for you on that. 


Q Well, on this, you say you are pleased that the 
contacts are continuing. One of the things that the 
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Australians are complaining about is the lack of consultation 
in advance of the Administration's change in the wheat sales to 
other countries, including the Soviet Union. 


6 Well, discussion of the change, examination of 
the change. 


Q Right. 


4 Well, the delegation is coming here, obviously, 
and there will be consultations on issues that both sides 
regard as priorities. 


Q Had there been prior consultations? 


A I would imagine there had been consultations back 
in Canberra. I1 don't have any details on that, but now you 
have the delegation coming from Australia which obviously gives 
a higher visibility to the subject. 


Q Bernie, the Post this morning says that the State 
Department position on this, that they are against the sale of 
the subsidized U.S. wheat. 

a The Secretary has addressed this a number of 
times in the past few weeks in different public constellations, 
and I have nothing really to add to it. 

Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 1:00 p.m.) 

















Posted: August 1, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Summary of qu@éstions taken at Noon Press Briefing of July 31, 
1986: 


ASSISTANCE TO THE OCCUPIED TERRITORIES 





Q: Why is the United States giving Jordan $4.5 million in 
additional aid for development projects on the West Bank? 


The United States has long been committed to, and has 
worked on behalf of, the economic well-being of Palestinians 
residing in the West Bank and Gaza. In particular, since 
1975S we have provided approximately $70 million in economic 
assistance to those territories, in the form of projects in a 
variety of Fields impiemented by private American voluntary 
agencies. In late 1983, Secretary Shultz directed that we 
increase our efforts to enhance the quality of Palestinian 
life. Accordingly, the size of our program has grown 
considerably in recent years. We will commit approximately 
$i million in FY 86, and have requested $18 million for FY 


In addition, the Government of Jordan has recently decided 
to upgrade its own longstanding development efforts in the 
West Bank. At a time of severe economic contraction in 
Jordan, that Government asked if we would be able to help 
with their efforts. We have been able to identify about $4.5 
million in FY 86 funds for that purpose, which we see as 
complementary to, but separate from, our own program. The 
funds being provided to Jordan will not reduce to any degree 
our own ongoing progras. 


We are just beginning our consultations with the 
Government of Jordan to determine how they plan to program 
and manage these funds, with respect both to the mechanisas 
to be used and the projects to be supported. As with any 
activity on the West Bank with which we are involved, we will 
remain in close contact with the Government of Israel as this 
programs develops. 


In our view, economic development programs in the West 
Bank and Gaza, from whatever source, are no substitute for an 
active peace process nor should they pre-judge the results of 
that process. They are for the benefit of the Palestinians 
living in the West Bank and Gaza. The political future of 
ir territories can only be determined at the negotiating 
table. 
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° Posted: July 31, 1986 
: TAKEN QUESTION 


Question Taken at Noon Press Briefing of July 31, 1986 


JORDAN: FUNDS FOR WEST BANK 





Q: Did Morris Draper, the Consul General in Jerusalem, stop 
payment on contributions to West Bank charitable organizations? 


A: -- THERE IS ABSOLUTELY NO TRUTH TO THIS ACCUSATION. 














Posted: July 3l, 1986 


TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the July 31, 1986 daily press briefing: 
DRUG TESTING AT STATE DEPARTMENT 





Q: Has the Department formulated a position concerning the 
proposal for mandatory drug testing of its employees? 


A: NO. 





Posted: July 3l, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the July 31, 1986 daily press briefing: 
AUSTRALIA: WALLIS MEETS DELEGATION 





Q: When will the Wallace meeting be? 

A: UNDER SECRETARY FOR ECONOMIC AFFAIRS ALLEN WALLIS IS 
TO MEET AUSTRALIAN MINISTER OF PRIMARY INDUSTRY JOHN 
KERIN AND FOUR PARLIAMENTARIANS AUGUST 6 AT 10:00 am 
TO DISCUSS U.S./AUSTRALIAN ECONOMIC RELATIONS. IT IS 
EXPECTED THAT THE CONVERSATION WILL FOCUS ON AGRICULTURAL 


ISSUES AND THE PROPOSED DOLE AMENDMENT. 





. DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
DAILY PRESS BRIEFING 


INDE X 


Friday, August 1, 1986 





BRIEFER: Bernard Kalb 


Subject Page 
ANNOUNCEMENTS 
Farewell to Joe Reap of the Press Office ....... 1-2 
Canada: Referral to [JC of High Great Lakes Water 
Pe cab bd eae OSCE E CE KEE ObECEMOS 2 
Locust/Grasshopper Plague threatening Africa ... 2-3 
FOREIGN AID 
Congressional Cuts in Budget Requests .......... 3-5 


USSR/ARMS CONTROL 
Dates for Shultz-Shevardnadze Meeting .......... 5 
Secretary on Arms Negotiations before September 6 


SOUTH AFRICA 


Itinerary for Crocker in Europe ................ 6 
OCCUPIED TERRITORIES 

US Program for Aid to West Bank thru Jordan .... 6-7 

US Position on Status of Occupied Territories .. 7 
CHINA 


Reports of US Policy Review in Light of USSR 
General Secretary Gorbachev's Speech ......... 7-8 





DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
DAILY PRESS BRIEFING 


DPC #138 


FRIDAY, AUGUST 1, 1986, 12:39 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. KALB: Good afternoon. I've got a couple of 
housekeeping things. First of all -- I'll skip the usual 
process of taking attendance. 


I think I should put you on notice that the degree of 
competence of the Press Office will, beginning today, undergo a 
serious deterioration. All of us are quite familiar with the 
level of expertise, readiness to help, instance reactions that 
we have all so benefitted from over the years. I think it's 
only fair to put you on notice, as I say, that those of you who 
are impatient will be frustrated, those of you who are looking 
for quick, instant reactions to news will suffer the process of 
severe ulceration, and I say this because what I'm doing is 
offering you a prelude. 


Joe Reap is on his way to another assignment. Now, 
all of us know Joe Reap. Joe -- Joe? (looks to side) Joe Reap 
has been here for years, handling a variety of needs of the 
press. He has found the pressure here too difficult. He has 
decided in one way to break off his relationship with you in 
this Department, and Joe clearly pursued the highest 
authorities in the State Department to have himself reassigned 
to a department that would always be serene, quiet and out of 
the news. So Joe will be working for Oakley in the 
anti-terrorism operation. (Laughter) ' 


I'm told here, among other things, that quite a few 
people contributed their efforts to point out the following: 
That who but Joe Reap could have dreamed up a podium that rolls 
up and down, up and down to fit both the long and short of it. 
(groans) Well, that guy will look for a new job. 


Anyway, the point of it all, really, in a serious way, 
is to say thanks to Joe for his indefatigable, creative, 
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resourcefulness during the period that he has been here, and 
Joe has been here since Thomas Jefferson's days. 


(Applause on behalf of the Press Corps.) 


MR. JIM ANDERSON: I want to say on behalf of myself 
and most of my colleagues that we've had many encounters with 
Joe Reap, most of them pleasant, some of them at 3:00 o'clock 
in the morning less than pleasant. But we've always admired 
his professionalism. He followed in the footsteps of his 
father whose professionalism we also admired, and we understand 
=. he will not be beyond our reach so we expect to see a lot 
of him. 


A Thank you very much. 


Q On behalf of the undiplomatic correspondents, [ 
don't often agree with my colleague here but I'll second that. 


A Your generosity is welcome, and we thank you for 
the tribute. 


Q I have a question. 

A Is it about Joe? 

Q No. 

“ Well, then, I encourage you to exercise a bit of 


patience. 


A brief announcement. We're going to be posting a 
statement that deals with the United States and Canada. What 
it deals with specifically is High Great Lakes water levels 
having been referred to the International Joint Commission. 
It's a two-paragraph handout, and you could take a look at it 
after the briefing. That will be posted. 


Thirdly, you may ask why Peter McPherson is here. 
Peter is here to stand by so that, at the conclusion of this 
briefing, Peter can deal with what is emerging as a plague of 
historic proportions that is now threatening Africa. It has to 
do with locusts and grasshoppers, and it is an astonishing, 
sudden assault on the food resources and on the natural 
resources of the continent. 


The United States is doing what it can in anticipation 
of this challenge developing, and Peter is in charge of 
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coordinating the U.S. contribution to see what can be done to 
blunt the challenge. The Department is increasingly concerned 
about this fact of life that has suddenly descended on Africa, 
and at the conclusion of our briefing, Peter will stand by to 
do a Q and A and give you some idea of the dimensions of the 
challenge and what the United States is doing to see how it can 
be met; what sort of help the United States is capable of 
preparing, what it can do to offset a very, very serious 
challenge to Africa. 


Now, with that as an intro -- and Peter is impatiently 
waiting -- your turn. 
Q Maybe we can take advantage of Peter's presence 


here to talk about what some people in this building also think 
of as a plague, the current assaults on the aid budget on the 
Hill. Do you have any idea now what those proposed cuts in the 
House side would do? 


A I don't have any idea because actually you don't 
have a specific number. Are you asking about the fina) number 
that will emerge or the impact? 


Q Impact. 


is Impact, yes, I can deal with that. The House 
Appropriations Subcommittee -- we're dealing of course here 
with the yesterday action as reported today -- essentially 
ratified the levels adopted by its Foreign Operations 
Subcommittee about a week ago. 


These levels represent a cut of $2.5 billion or 16 
percent from the request submitted by the Administration. 
These levels are totally inadequate to meet U.S. foreign policy 
and national security needs. 


The Subcommittee also mandated that notwithstanding 
the cut in the overall levels, certain countries be funded at 
the level requested by the Administration. This -- let me use 
the word “earmarking" -- this earmarking compounds the 
difficulties the Administration faces by limiting the 
Administration's flexibility to allocate whatever resources are 
ultimately appropriated in accordance with policy priorities. 
Full funding for some country 
necessarily means disproportionate reductions in all others. 


The bill -- this bill -- if enacted as adopted by the 
House Subcommittee would force the United States to retreat 
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from responsibilities and initiatives that the Administration 
and Congress have jointly approved over the last five years. 
For example, support for security, democracy, in Central 
America, the Philippines and other cooperative relationships 
with states in various regions of the world. 


You've seen the OMB letter as it has been published, 
and the OMB letter, in fact, makes some of these points that I 
have just sought to itemize, and the State Department agrees 
with that. 


Q Can you put that 16 percent into proportion given 
the amount that is earmarked for Israel, Egypt, Pakistan and 
Turkey? The 16 percent that was cut, how much will be cut in 
the balance of foreign aid? 


4a I have not run it through the computer that would 
punch up the figures on a country-by-country, dollar-—by-dollar 
basis. But I think what I have called attention to, in what I 
have just read with you, is that full funding “or some -- that 
is to say, what I referred to as “earmarking" --— necessarily 
means disproportionate reductions in all others. And I think 
the extrapolation of that is pretty obvious -- that anybody 
running through the earmarked figures and then working through 
the allotted number as fixed now, although not in final terms, 
can see the disproportionate impact, et cetera. 


Q I'm trying to find the size of that 
disproportion. The non-earmarked countries, how much will they 
be cut with using the numbers in this bill? 


a I have not done the arithmetic, the subtractions, 
and so forth on that. The number -- 


Q Would Peter here help us? 


a I don't know that Peter has that. But, if you 
want, you might raise that with him later. But you are 
familiar, and we could get that for you I suspect, with the 
original roster of numbers when the entire package was first 
set forth, when the Secretary was testifying before a variety 
of committees a couple of months or so ago. They had the 
numbers, and I think those of us who were on a flight with the 
Secretary a month or two ago heard the Secretary deal with this 
subject very extensively and very powerfully. And at that time 
we made available a sheet or two of paper which had a breakout 
of the kind you're talking about. Let me see if I can get that 
for you, Jim. 
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Q Does this mean you would rather that some 
countries not be earmarked -- that Israel, Egypt and Pakistan 
and [Ireland not be earmarked, or that they be earmarked at a 
lower level? 


“ I'm going to stay with the language I have here. 
Q Bernie? 


& Yes, Ralph? 


Q The Senate Foreign Relations Committee has 
approved legislation imposing some sanctions -- some punitive 
economic sanctions -- on South Africa. Do you have any comment 
on that decision? 

oa Do not. Joanne? 

Q Congressman Obey and the other Democrats on the 


Appropriations Committee hold that the measure they've approved 
is consistent with the Gramm-Rudman restrictions that the 
Administration supports and that there was no other way they 
could do it. 


What is your response, or your feeling in regard to 
the link between the aid you want increased and the 
Gramm—Rudman restrictions that mandate cutting? 


fa I think that I have heara the Secretary address 
that question in the following way: that the overall budget 
proposal submitted by the Administration was the one that it 
preferred, obviously, to see; and had it been dealt with that 
way, there would have been no response of this sort to the 
decision -- to the voting action taken by the Subcommittee. 


Hold it, Les. 


Q Why is there no Shevardnadze-Shultz date this 
week set? 


a No statement? 


Q Yeah. 


A Can't help you on that. I tried all through the 
week to see what I could get out on that, insofar as what has 
matured for announcing, and as of now I don't have anything to 
share with you. 
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Q Can you expand at all on what the Secretary is 
quoted as saying in the Boston Globe today about trying to 
speed up the arms negotiations before September? 


a No. I've seen that story. It is there, as it 
was reported. By way of additional information, it's what the 
Secretary said. He didn't go beyond that, and certainly I will 
not. 


Q Do you have anything on Crocker's schedule? 


A I have something on Crocker's schedule. He flies 
from London to Brussels today for consultations with the 
Belgian Government and with European Community officials. 
During the next several days, he's going to be making some 
stops in Europe. And at this point, all I have been authorized 
to disclose is that Bonn is on his itinerary. 


Q Do you have any idea wren he will return to the 
United States? 


o I don't have that. 
Q Or how long he'll be in Brussels? 


is I don't have that. I think he did a couple of 
days in London. I think it's going to be rather a fast-moving 
itinerary. I don't see any extended stays in any of the 
particular capitals. 


Q Bernie, yesterday, you said that you would seek a 
lot of further information on assorted questions about why the 
State Department has decided for the first time to channel $4 
million in unused funds to the west Bank to the Government of 
Jordan, which isn't anywhere in the West Bank, and not to the 
Government of Israel, which is in charge of the West Bank. And 
my question is, how can you show us, Bernie, that this is not 
an insult to our ally Israel and is not favoritism to Jordan, 
whose army seized the West Bank by force in 1948 and kept 
Christian, Moslem, and Jewish residents of Israel From visiting 
any of the holy places? Can you explain? 


“4 Curiously, although [I had difficulty with some of 
the questions that were put to me yesterday, for some reason 
I'm confident that I answered your particular question 
yesterday. So if you want me to do a recap -- 
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Q Well, all right. I just wondered, could I 
rephrase it? Has the State Department -- 


a No, no, don't rephrase it. 
Q All right. Has the State Department ever -- 
i) Don't rephrase it. Please, don't rephrase it. 


Q All right, let me go to a related. Has the State 
Department ever concluded who is the legal owner of the West 
Bank, or is it your position that this must be determined by 
negotiation between the two countries, one of whom seized the 
West Bank in ‘48 and the other which did so in 1967? 


a I think that anybody who tracks the diplomatic 
and military story of the history of the Middle East since, 
say, 20-30 years or so, has no problem whatever with the 
question that you have just put to me. And I would think -- 


Q Cyrus Vance -- Cyrus Vance did in a press 
conference when I asked about it. 


a And I would think that would include you. 
However, since you have admitted that you need a refreshing 
course, let me do it for you, and I ask the indulgence of 
everybody in this room to run through that. 


U.S. policy toward the Occupied Territories, et 
cetera: the United States considers the West Bank and the Gaza 
Strip as territory under the military occupation of Israel. 

The U.S. does not recognize Israel's sovereignty over 
territories occupied as a result of the June 1967 war, and 
considers U.N. Resolution 242, embodying the principle of “land 
for peace,” as the basis for negotiations on the final status 
of these territories. 


Q And that includes East Jerusalem? 
a Jerusalem -- [ have something that [I can share 


with you on Jerusalem, but I'm confident that you're familiar 
with the U.S. policy toward Jerusalem, Les. 


Q Thank you, Bernie. 


Q Bernie, the Wall Street Journal, in a brief 


report -- 
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a The what? 


Q The Wall Street Journal, in a brief report they 


say that because of Gorbachev's new overture toward China, 
Secretary Shultz has ordered a review of American Asia policy. 
Do you have anything on that? 


a No, I don't have anything on that specifically, 
as you pose the question, but you must recognize that policies 
are always being looked at, et cetera. By saying that, I don't 
mean that a button has been pressed here and, say, Mr. 
Gorbachev said so-and-so, let's get to work on a review 
Policy is always in a state of evolution. 


Q But do you have a response to Gorbachev's 
overture toward China? 


6 I think I addressed that in a modest degree the 
other day, end I have nothing to add. 


Shall we go to Peter? 


Peter. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:54 and was followed by Mr. 
McPherson's briefing on the plague of locusts and grasshoppers 
in Africa.) 
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MR. REDMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 

Two announcements: First, it has been agreed that 
Secretary of State George Shultz and Soviet Foreign Minister 
and Politburo Member Eduard Shevardnadze will meet September 19 
and 20 in Washington, D. C. 

Secondly: -- 

Q Why will they meet? 

(Laughter) 

i Why will they meet? 

Q Yes. 

“ We expect that -- 

Q It's a 35-second cut for the TY-- 

(Laughter) 

Q Why will they meet? (Laughter) 

a We expect that Secretary Shultz and Foreign 
Minister Shevardnadze will review progress achieved in areas 
addressed by President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev 
in their November 1985 Geneva meeting, and discuss what 
additional preparations may be needed for a summit meeting 
between the two leaders later this year. 


Q Has the date been agreed upon for a summit? 


A No dates for a summit, no. 


Anything else on that? 








-2- Monday, 8/4/86 


Q Is there an agreement that the summit will be 
later this year as opposed to next year? 


A I have nothing further on the question of a 
summit. That status has not changed. 


Q Chuck, on the general subject, or do you want to 
go the other (inaudible) -- 


Q I'd like to ask for a filing break now. 
a Please. 
(Filing break.) 


Q Do you have the exact location besides 
Washington, D. C.? 


Besides Washington, D. C.? 
Yes. 
In addition to Washington, D. C. 


This building? Some place else? 


> © © © >? 


At this point, I don't have that kind of detail 
for you. 


Q There's talk about a plan of more intensive 
meetings -- 


(Laughter and shouts in the hall of “Stop the Press") 
a Go ahead, Don. Sorry. 


There is talk about a plan for intensive meetings 
in addition to this meeting to precede the summit. Can you 
fill us in on what any of these other meetings on the dock -- 


on the list are likely to be, or will be? 


is) I think you're aware of most of the meetings that 
have either taken place or have been talked about. There have 
been meetings, for example, recently on nuclear testing, as you 
are aware; there have been meetings on nuclear 
nonproliferation, Ambassador Kennedy just finished leading a 
team to Moscow for those continuing talks. We're talking 
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with the Soviets concerning experts meetings on Afghanistan, 
for example, which could occur next month. Those are the kind 
of things we've been talking about in addition to the regional 
experts meetings, of which you're aware. 


Q But the Secretary said, I think it was last week 
in an interview, that he wanted to give some kind of impetus to 
the arms control talks specifically, and he talked about 
additional meetings being scheduled probably before the 
September resumption of those talks. 


Do you have anything to suggest what he's talking 
about? 


a I can't add anything to that story. The question 
was asked in identical terms on Friday. Bernie responded to 
it, and I'll leave it there. 


Q Chuck, do you expect that Mr. Shultz and Mr. 
Shevardnadze will follow up on the exploratory talks held 
between Murphy and Polyakov in Stockholm a few weeks ago, which 
will include Middle East issues? 


a I don't have any details on the exact agenda 
other than to reiterate what I just told you, that they would 
review all of the areas which were addressed by the President 
and the General Secretary in the summit in November. And as 
usual, these talks are expected to cover all of the areas of 
the U.S.-Soviet relationship, and you know those areas. 


Q But -- 


is) But beyond those general comments, I'm not 
prepared now to give you any details on the issue. 


Q The five areas that the President mentioned in 
his speech, which does not include the Middle East. This is 
why I'm asking about, specifically, if the Middle East will be 
the main topic or among other topics discussed -- if you want 
to take this question and give us an answer later on. 


A I don't think we're going to be in a position to 
start confirming details of the agenda now, no. 


Q Chuck, on a related topic, do you have any 
comment on meetings between Israel and the Soviet Union which 
may reestablish diplomatic relations? 
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a Before I go to that question, let me give you my 
second announcement, which is that an ON THE RECORD briefing 
will be held today at 2:00 p.m. in this room regarding a new 
bilateral aviation agreement with Switzerland. The agreement 
calls for substantial deregulation of air fares between the 
United States and Switzerland and enable Swissair to serve a 
new U.S. city, and contains other important provisions. 


Deputy Assistant Secretary for Transportation Affairs 
Jeff Shane will be speaking. That's at two o'clock here in 
this room. 


Now, your question concerning Soviet-- 


Q --Israeli diplomatic relations -- meetings to 
that effect. 


i] My answer is that I have no specific comment, and 
to refer you to both Israel and the Soviet Union. For 
specifics on these reports, the best I could do is say what 
we've said in the past, which is that it's been our consistent 
position that Israel should enjoy diplomatic relations with the 
widest possible number of foreign governments. 


Q Do you consider the reports of discussions on 
consular relations to satisfy the phrase you just used, 
“diplomatic relations?" 


a As I said, I had no specific comment on these 
talks; and for what these talks, as reported, are meant to do 
or could lead to, I'd have to refer you to the governments 
involved. I simply reiterated our general position concerning 
the question of diplomatic relations. 


Q Can you tell us to what extent, Chuck, the United 
States has been involved, or will be involved, in facilitating 
these meetings between the Soviet Union and Israel? 


a These are meetings between the Soviet Union and 
Israel. 


Q So the United States will not be involved 
officially or unofficially? 


A I don't have any comment on our role. 


Q Do you anticipate if a consular section will be 
established between Moscow and Israel that now the Soviet Union 
will be in the driver's seat when it comes to the point of the 
five Security Council members for an international conference 
on the Middle East? 
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6 The question is hypothetical and speculative, and 
I'm not going to delve into that now. 


It is not hypothetical because of the fact that 
Bernie Kalb said, few weeks ago or few days ago, that one of 
the conditions for the Soviet Union to be a participant or to 
be considered for participation in international conferences is 
to restore diplomatic relations with Israel. and -- 


A What we have said on that question is that when 
people have asked, “What are the kinds of things the Soviet 
Union could do to show that it is willing to play a responsible 
role in the Middle East," one of the things on that list has 
included establishing diplomatic relations with Israel. There 
have been other things on the list such as a more forthcoming 
position on Jewish emigration from the Soviet Union, ending 
support for regimes like the Qadhafi regime. There are a 
number of things involved, and it is in that context that the 
question of relations with Israel has arisen. 


Yes. 


- MORE - 
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Q The President would like the members of his 
Cabinet to take voluntary drug tests to set an example for the 
rest of the country. Do you happen to know Secretary Shultz' 
position on that? 


& No, I don't, nor have I seen this position of the 
President to which you make reference, in those terms in any 
case. 


Q Well, it's in an interview with Newsweek, and 
it's going to be part of an announcement today. I mean he 
specifically spells out that he'd like his Cabinet to do so. 
Can you take the question of finding out the Secretary's view? 


A I'll look at it as it comes forth, yes. 


Q Do you have any comment on the attack by the 
Iranians against the U.S.-owned tanker in the Gulf? 


A Nothing that will help you very much other than 
to say that the tanker Mercedes is a Liberian tanker with an 
Italian crew, and owned by a U.S. company. And beyond that to 
say that the United States has repeatedly stated the importance 
we attach to the principle of freedom of navigation and our 
determination to maintain open access to the Gulf. 


Q What information does the State Department have 
linking Jesse Helms to an alleged leak of covert information to 
the Chilean Government? 


A I don't have any comment on your specific 
question because it involves intelligence, or alleged 
intelligence activities. The only thing I would say, in 
conjunction with that story that there have been reports of an 
investigation, to say that the State Department has not 
requested any such investigation, and that as in any case 
regarding alleged investigations, I'd have to refer you to 
Justice for anything further. 


Q Well, Helms claims that the request for the 
investigation came after Elliott Abrams met with the Senate 
Select Intelligence Committee. Is that true? 
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7 I have no other comment on the story. 


Q Chuck, about the tanker, you don't condemn that 
attack? 


i) We always condemn the attacks, certainly. 


Q There is a very intense dispute in Colombia now 
among the trade unions down there, factions within the trade 
union movement in Colombia. Do you have any comment on the 
fact that the American Institute for Free Labor Development 
(AIFLO), which is funded through AID, is supporting in that 
factional dispute with U.S. funds, the President of the United 
Trade Union Commission, Victor Acosta, who is basing his 
factional dispute in Colombia on opposition, or demanding 
opposition to the extradition treaty between the United States 
and Colombia? 


In other words, we're giving money to a man who 
created a factional dispute in Colombia, the Colombia Trade 
Union movement, over the issue of opposing the U.S.-Colombian 
Extradition Treaty to extradite drug traffickers from Colombia 
to the United States 


is I don't have anything on that. 


Q Do you have any comment on the wheat that was 
poured against the U.S. Embassy in Canberra this morning, or 
about further State Department views on the wheat deal that was 
announced by the White House on Friday? 


°) You want to know if we swept it up and sold it 
somewhere? 


Q Yes, swept it up -- you like it, having the wheat 
come there or do -- 


“ No, I don't -- 

Q Do you have any thoughts about it? 

a I don't have anything on that issue beyond what 
was said at the time the decision was announced on Friday, so I 


would really only be reiterating things that have already been 
said, I believe, concerning that decision. 


Q Does Secretary Shultz concur with that decision 
announced Friday? 
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i] You've heard the Secretary talk about this issue 
before. I don't have anything further for you on his 
particular, on his views. 


Q And he hasn't changed his position -- he 
disagrees with it, then, right? 


4 I'm simply sticking with what I said. At the 
time the announcement was made on Friday, the State Department 
had prepared a reaction. For those of you who didn't hear it, 
let me read it to you. 


Q Okay. Good. 


“ After reviewing the announcement to say that this 
decision is being taken against the backdrop of a domestic farm 
crisis, exacerbated by a dramatic decline in wheat exports 
and the fact that the Soviets have to date purchased only 
180,000 tons of a 4,000,000-ton minimum purchase commitment 
under the Long-term Grains Agreement. 


The President, in taking this decision was mindful of 
the concerns of Canada, Australia, Argentina, and other 
agricultural exporting countries. The President's position is 
designed to encourage implementation of previously agreed and 
announced commitments. 


The proposed sale will not bring total wheat sales to 
the Soviet Union beyond the long-term agreement provided 
level. Thus, this United States Government action is designed 
to do nothing more than induce Soviet implementation of 
previously agreed and announced purchase commitment levels. 


Q What do you think would be the impact of a 
decision of the Justice Department on the bilateral relations 
of Austria and the U.S. 

Q Can we stay on this please -- the wheat thing? 


a We'll come back to you in a@ second. 
Q Okay. 


Q What is the rationale behind why the United 
States has to pay Russia to buy American wheat which had 
already been agreed upon for purchase? 
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Why is the U.S. paying Russia to buy American wheat? 


é The answer to that is included in what I said as 
well as what was said by the Secretary of Agriculture and by 
the White House at the time: this is to induce the Soviet 
Union to fulfill its commitment to bring the U.S. price for the 
wheat to current world market prices. 


Q Would you please find for us the dollar figure on 
how much the United States will be paying to subsidize this 
wheat, because this has never really been answered. 


‘ I don't know that you need my help to answer 
that. You know current world prices. You can figure the price 
of U.S. wheat on the world market -- 


Q No. Could you please look at it, because they're 
ducking it at Agriculture, and it's a very important -- 


a Agriculture is the place, exactly the place, to 
address the question. 


Q Do you anticipate that this thing is going to 
have now some kind of serious effects on relations between the 
United States and Australia, between the United States and 
Canada, and the other countries involved? 


a I don't have anything specifically on that other 
than to say, as I did, that the President's decision was 
mindful of their concerns, and to point out that all this does 
is to hopefully allow the United States to sell that quantity 
of grain which had already been agreed to in the long-term 
grain agreement. 


Q But isn't it agreed to “up to so much," or is it 
a flat agreement that they will buy the higher -- [I mean the -- 


a The 4,000,000-ton was a minimum purchase 
commitment. 


- MORE - 
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Q Chuck, has the U.S. said anything special to 
explain it all to Australia, Canada, and the other countries 
that are so upset about it? 


a You can be assured that our Embassies and other 
people have been in touch with those countries. 


Q That statement you read us on Friday is the 
rationale for this, and yet Secretary Shultz, this morning, 
continued to attack it? 


a With reference to this morning -- 
Q Yes? 
i. -~ since I don't have the text or the content of 


what you are referring to, there is really no way I can comment 
on that. 


Q Where was that? 
Q It was in a breakfast over in our office. 


Q Another area, do you have any reaction to or 
assessment of Mr. Bush's trip to the Middle East and his 
difference about the possibility of peace within a decade with 
one of his entourage's senior officials, acting State 
Department of ficial? 


a What is your last question? The difference-- ? 


Q He was -- you know, the assessment that, he said 
that within a decade there would be peace in the Middle East, 
and a State Department official said, you know, he left it out, 
or something like that, or, you know, he wasn't giving it 
credibility. He said it is not possible that peace within a 
decade will be in the Middle East. 


a I did not see those comments reported in that 
context at all. I could tell you, as we have said in the past, 
that we are engaged in a process in the Middle East, a process 
looking towards the initiation of direct negotiations between 
Israel and credible Arab interlocutors. By its very nature, 
progress will be of a step-by-step sort, and we remain 
committed to a negotiated peace between Israel and all its Arab 
neighbors. 


That by way of a general exposition of U.S. policy, 
but without direct comment on your question. 
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Q Is Mr. Shultz planning a trip to Syria in the 
near future? 


a He has no plans to go to the Middle East. 


Q You just mentioned any credible Arab 
interlocutors. This is something, a new definition that you 
are putting in your answers about the Middle East -- credible 
-- that this used to be before by Mr. Murphy about credible 
Palestinians, and now we are credible Arabs. What is credible 
and a Can you explain what you mean by “credible” 
here 


fr) No, I can't help you any further on that. 
Q On the -- 


i Let me go to this fellow here who didn't get his 
question asked. 


Q What would be the impact, do you think, on the 
matter of relations between Austria and the U.S. in case the 
Justice Department decides to bar Waldheim from entering? Do 
you think it would be a wise decision in the light that it is 
the head of a friendly country who doesn't even plan to come to 
the States in his next six years -- I mean, understandably -- 
and at the same time, the discussion showed that for the first 
time since ‘45, there was a strong tendency of anti-Americanism 
in Austria that is unique. The last few months showed it. So 
what do you think the result will be? When can we expect it, 
and what is the official position, and don't you think it would 
be a double standard in the light that the White House didn't 
avoid to receive people like Marcos or the Shah, which don't 
think have innocent or had an innocent conscience? 


a The answer to your question is relatively simple, 
in that no decision has been taken as of now by the Justice 
Department, and, therefore, since no decision has been taken, 
any commentary on any possible decision would be hypothetical, 
and I don't see any reason to engage in that. 


Q But when can we expect this decision? 
a You will have to talk to Justice. 
Q Do you have any comment on Congressman Dornan 


about Qadhafi and the American -- buying American hostages and 
killing them? 
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Aa I can only refer to what we said in the immediate 
time-frame about that question, so I would start by saying that 
these reports aren't new, in effect. Following the murder of 
two British hostages in April, British Foreign Secretary Howe 
publicly implicated Libya in those two murders. I don't have 
any details to add beyond that. 


Q How about the American? 
4 As I say, I have no other details to add. 


Q Do you have any reaction to the Islamic Jihad 
statement -~- 


Don, can we stay on that for just a second? 
You're saying that the situation has not progressed at all. 
The U.S. investigation or the U.S. information on Qadhafi's 
role, if any, in Peter Kilburn's death has not progressed since 
the time-frame of the original report, is that correct? 


a What I said was, I had no other details to 
share. That's all I'm saying. 


Q All right. So the question is, then, has the 
U.S. investigation of Peter Kilburn's death, if any -- if any 
investigation -- progressed since Sir Geoffrey Howe linked 
Qadhafi to the deaths of two British hostages who may have been 
held with Kilburn? 


i) On the more general question of investigations, 
what you call investigations, clearly the United States is 
intensely interested anytime one of its citizens is murdered 
abroad. As a consequence, we do everything we can to look into 
those cases and obtain the maximum amount of information 
possible. 


But in answer to your specific question concerning 
this case, the answer is, I don't have any comment. 


Q Do you have any comment on the Islamic Jihad's 
latest statements, threats, to kill the remaining three 
Americans, or -- and other statements they have made to An 
Nahar? 


a Nothing beyond what is really the minimum we can 
say, which is that we have to deplore such threats against 
innocent civilians. 


Q Is there anything on the timetable of when the 
report that President Reagan requested from McPherson and 
Shultz on southern African development in his South Africa 
speech will in fact be ready? 
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4 I don't have anything on that. 


Q What can you tell us about the American who was 
reported to have been missing in the Bekaa? 


a What I can teli you is that it concerns an 
American by the name of Faik Wareh, W-a-r-e-h, -- 


Q What is his first name? 
iy Wareh, W-a-r-e-h. 
Q His first name? 


‘a F-a-i-k. That may be a transliteration. I am 
not sure that -- 


Q What is it? 


a Faik Wareh. His family in the United States 
contacted the Department July 29th to advise that he was 
traveling from Beirut to Damascus, probably by road through the 
Bekaa Valley, and is about four weeks overdue at his 
destination in Damascus. 


Our Embassies in both capitals are making inquiries 
about Mr. Wareh's whereabouts. 


In conjunction with that, I will take the occasion to 
reiterate that we have a longstanding advisory against any 
travel to Lebanon, noting that the situation there is extremely 


hazardous. The Bekaa Valley, in particular, is dangerous for 
Americans. 


Q Why was he traveling in that area, do you know? 


a Because of the Privacy Act, I can't give you any 
other details as to the nature of his business there. 


Q He was born in Syria. Do you know if he had any 
Syrian traveling papers or if he was traveling with a U.S. 
passport? 

a I don't know 

Q How do you spell his last name again? 


a The spelling I have is Wareh, W-a-r-e-h. 
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Q Vice President Bush also said in Cairo that 
significant progress has been made in terms of talks between -- 
not talks, rather relations -- between Israel and Jordan. Was 
he referring to recent progress, or the progress in the last 
six months? He said that no progress was made in terms of 
direct negotiations, but that King Hussein did want to resolve 
disputes regarding the West Bank. 


fe I would refer you to the Vice President's party. 
He has a press corps traveling with him, and I am sure those 
kinds of questions will be asked. 


Q The Shcharanskiy family has now apparently gotten 
exit visas from the Soviet Union. Have you got a reaction to 
that, and also Anatoliy Shcharanskiy said that this came about 
because of additional pressure from the State Department. 


Can you illuminate that statement for us? 


a I don't have any comment on what you refer to as 
“additional pressure” other than to say, as you all know, that 
we have been extremely interested in this case, as well as in 
many, many other cases of a similar nature, and we continue to 
work all those cases to the best of our ability. 


Concerning the story, we do have indications that it 
is true, but we have not yet been able to confirm it directly. 
We welcome this news, if true, as a positive gesture. We hope 
it is a sign of Soviet determination to move forward with 
significant, sustained progress on Jewish emigration. 


Q On South Africa, do you have any reaction to the 
Foreign Relations vote on sanctions on Friday, or to reports 


that Margaret Thatcher today will approve some limited 
sanctions? 


rs) No and no. 

Q Could you take -- 

Q Chuck, can I go back to the missing in the Bekaa 

Q Can we stay on South Africa? What can you tell 
us about Crocker's schedule at the moment, future plans? 

oo Assistant Secretary Crocker is in Bern, 


Switzerland, continuing his round of consultations with 
European officials on South Africa. Over the weekend, he 
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visited Brussels and Bonn for meetings with Belgian, European 
Community, and German officials. He will return to Washington 
tomorrow. 


Q Have you got a time tomorrow? 

& No. 

Q Can we request a briefing with him? 

i You are always free to request a briefing. I will 
take it up. 

Q Thank you. 

Q Will he be going to the White House tomorrow? 

a I don't know what his schedule is tomorrow. 

Q Does the State Department have a specific 


response, or how do you respond to the vote of the -- I believe 
it is the House Foreign Relations Committee -- to cut $2.8 
billion out of the President's request for foreign aid, in 
terms of the implications that that will have? 


“a I would refer you to the briefing on Friday. We 
had a statement on that question. 


Q Chuck, on the American in Bekaa, do you know 
whether he is a U.S. Government employee’ 


a He is not a U.S. Government employee. 
Q Does his family live in Florida? 


a Are we going to play fifty questions so you can 
eliminate this -- 


Q No, no, it is not -- I have a friend by this name 
who lives in Jacksonville, Florida. I wanted to know if it is 
my friend who is missing. And is his first name F-a-i-z or 
F-a-i-k? 


a What I have is F-a-i-k, and because of the 
Privacy Act, I just can't give you any further information on 
it. 


Q Chuck, can I go back to something else that we 
touched on earlier? It hasn't been too many weeks since the 
State Department from that podium publicly fired a -- 
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a This is a filing break, I think. 
Go ahead. 


Q It hasn't been too many weeks since the State 
Department publicly fired a State Department official for 
leaking classified information. 


I'd like to come back to the case of Chile and ask 
whether the State Department believes there has been a recent 
leak of classified information in connection with Chile, and 
whether any action is being taken by the U.S. Government in 
that connection? 


‘ And my answer is the same as before. 


Q Well, what -- can you explain why there is a 
difference between the two cases? Why would you make a public 
case out of firing an employee, a speechwriter, over releasing 
classified information, but decline to do so in the case of 
diplomatic relations between this country and another country? 


A I'm not sure I am going to give you a total 
explanation to that question, but in the case of the 
speechwriter to whom you refer, there were reasons associated 


with that case, including the person himself, and for those 
reasons, we were able to make a particular statement on that 


case, having not so much to do with the information that was 
leaked as to the responsibilities of individuals working for 


the Government and the like. But I'd refer you to the record 
at that time for why that case was handled in the way it was. 


The case to which you make reference falls under the 
category, really, of intelligence-related matters, or alleged 
intelligence matters, and as a consequence, I will fall back on 
the standard defense of not commenting. 


Q Can I just have one more question on Helms 
again? He, this morning, accused the State Department of 
“Helms bashing." Would you comment on that? 


n I can't help you any more than to say, as I did, 
the State Department has not asked for any investigation. 


Q Has the State Department made a decision, or the 
U.S. made a decision, to vote against Chile, further loans to 
Chile, in international lending institutions? 
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A I don't have anything that would take that beyond 
Elliott Abrams' testimony of last week. 


Q Thank you. Can you tell us why the Chilean 
Ambassador is visiting this afternoon with Secretary Wallis? 


Q No, I can't. 


Q About a week ago, a hundred students were rounded 
up at the University of Chile. I understand that about 96 have 
been released, but four that are still being detained are sons 
and daughters of exiles. Do you have any -- have you heard 
about that, and do you have anything to comment? 


A No. That particular report I haven't seen, and 
I don't have any comment. 


Q Do you have any comment on the present state of 
the EC-U.S. agricultural relations in the light of the 
agreement in July concerning short-term crisis management, or 
will there be any long-term, positive impact? 


A No, I don't have any comment. I think the people 
better prepared to answer that are people like the U.S. Trade 
Representative. 


Q Any comment on the satellite pictures showing 
alleged Soviet activity in a nuclear weapons-testing area in 
Kazakhstan? 


A We, of course, have seen those reports. All I 
would say is that the Soviets have been making preparations for 
some time to resume nuclear testing. When they choose to 
resume is their decision. 


I might add that, as again most of you know, we have 
held bilateral meetings between U.S. and Soviet experts on the 
broad range of issues related to nuclear testing. In those 
conversations, there were extensive discussions and a detailed 
exchange of views, but the Soviets gave no indication of any 
future actions concerning testing that they might be 
anticipating or considering. 


Q Chuck, do you have anything concerning increased 
Soviet supplies to Nicaragua? 


a No, I don't. 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 1:10 p.m.) 
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MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
Two announcements: 


First, President Keagan has appointed Secretary of 
State George P. Shultz to represent him and head the U.S. 
Delegation to the August 16 inauguration of Joachim Balaguer as 
President of the Dominican Republic. In addition to the 
Secretary, the Delegation will consist of U.S. Ambassador to 
the Dominican Republic Lowell C. Kilday and Assistant Secretary 
of State for Inter-American Affairs Elliott Abrams. 


At the invitation of Foreign Minister Hilaire, the 
Secretary will also visit Haiti to meet with the National 
Council of Government President Henri Namphy and other 
officials. 


A sign-up sheet has been posted in the main Press 
Office for those of you wishing to apply for a seat on the 
Secretary's plane. Please note that the list will] be taken 
down and applications closed at 12:00 noon on Friday, August 86. 


Q Are these both on the same day? 


A I can't give you any further details in this 
forum on the exact itinerary, but if you could check with the 
Press Office there will be some information available on 
guidance. 


Secondly, there will be a briefing here in the 
briefing room today at 2:00 p.m. -- the subject, Operation 
Blast Furnace in Bolivia. The briefing will open with an 
ON-THE-RECORD statement by U.S. Ambassador to Bolivia Edward M. 
Rowell, to be followed by a BACKGROUNDER. 


That's all [ have. 


Q Is the United States goino to join in whatever 
economic sanctions emerge From the Commonwealth? 


is) I don't have any comment on the specific measures 
which have been agreed by the Commonwealth mini-summit. — [n 
spit. oo differences on the question of sanctions, we plan to 


contocve to work with key industrial countries to Find a common 
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approach to the issue. Assistant Secretary Crocker, who has 

been in Europe consulting on that issue, will return to 

Washington this evening. He will be reporting immediately to . 
the Secretary on his return. 


Q Can we get a briefing sometime? 
A We'll talk to him when he gets back. 


Q Chuck, [| understand that in the Secretary's 
absence you're prepared to tell us -- absence from this 
building today, [I mean -- that you're prepared to tell us about 
how he feels about subsidized grain sales to the Soviet Union 
today, and maybe even how he felt about it yesterday. But the 
point being, is he still opposed to it even though the 
President has made his decision? 


is Let me answer that in two parts: First, 
concerning what he thinks about the issue, he said all he has 
to say on this issue, and I don't have anything to add to 
that. Secondly, the President has made his decision, and of 
course the Secretary supports it. 


Q Well, he didn't sound like he supported it 
yesterday, if it was yesterday that he talked to USA TODAY. 
You mean that he's decided overnight to support it, or he was 
misquoted yesterday, or support -- which obviously, the 
definition of support can mean, “I don't like it, but ['ll go 
along with it." Is that the kind of support it is? 


He's entitled to aot like something, and support it at 
the same time, I suppose. 


A l'm not going to be able to helo you any more 
than [ have on this particular issue. I think that's very 


clear. The Secretary has said what he has to say. The 
President has made his decision, and the Secretary supports it. 


Q But in no way would he suggest that he'd been 
misquoted, would he? 


a I'm not suggesting that 


Q No, no, but [I say, we have to clear that up 
because you say he's had what he had to say, so presumably we 
could take the words that he said to USA TODAY and operate on 
the assumption that that's exactly what he said and exactly 
what he means. Correct? 





a T have no araument unth that 
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Q All right, while we're on -- If I may switch to 
another lively subject, drug-testing. I understand this came 
up yesterday, but I thought I'd try again because the 
President, although the program will apply in a compulsory way 
to an estimated four and a half million American workers, the 
President calls it a voluntary program. 


Without trying to square that, could you tell us if 
the Secretary of State will, under compulsion or voluntarily, 
submit to a drug test since he does have top-secret clearance? 


a Yes, he will. 


Q He will submit to a drug test. What does he 
think about it being -- will he submit to it because he has to 
or because he is volunteering and thinks it's a good idea? 


A ['m not going to go into all his motivations with 
you. That's, obviously, for him to decide. As I just told 
you, he will take it. The Department supports the President's 
initiative against drugs. 


Q Would he encourage other people in the State 
Department to take the test? 


a 1 said the Department supports the President's 
initiative against drugs. 


Q Would he fire people or put them on leave or 
something if they refused to go along? 


a Once again, this reminds me of previous 
conversations on other subjects. We're getting far ahead -- 


Q Lie detector tests. 


A We're getting far ahead, nonetheless, of the 
present state of affairs. You're asking me all kinds of 
technical questions, implementation questions. We're still 
just not to that point. As a consequence, I can't answer thase 
kinds of technical questions. 


Q But unlike lie detector, where he apparently felt 
it was some invasion of privacy and some violation of his 
rights, he doesn't feel that way about drug testing? 


A This is a different concept. Orug testing is a 
much more reliable scientific tool; it's a definitive test; 
it's relatively non-intrusive: it's extremely accurate; and 
under law, 1ts value as evidence 16 considered to be higniy 
probative 
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Q You said you had no comment on specific measures 
of other countries on sanctions; but in view of the fact that . 
her position is quite similar to that of the President, does 
the Department have any comment in general on Prime Minister 
Thatcher's general position taken at that Commonwealth meeting? 


a No, I don't have any comment on the positions 
taken by individual people. 


Q Chuck, how about the U.S. Government's position 
on the question of whether it would either stand in the way, 
object to, or otherwise try to block, as in the context of Mrs. 
Thatcher's comments, the sanctions that are to be imposed next 
month by the EC? 


A I don't have any comment on that. I would only 
reiterate that our pian is to continue to work with the key 
industrial ccuntries to find a common approach. 


Q Will Crocker be going back to work with the EC on 
that question. or will someone be going back to work with the 
EC on that question between now and their meeting next month? 


i In terms of specific emissaries where people are 
involved, I can't help you on that. Clearly, the nature of our 
policy means that we will remain in touch with those actors. 


Q What's the timetable now for the new Ambassador 
to be selected? Is Ambassador Nickel just going to stay here 
until that's done, or is he going to go back, or what? 


ns I just don't have anything to help you on that. 


Q Chuck, do you have any comment on the story in 
the mas hicgten Post today about Secretary Shultz would like to 
institutionalize the relations between [srael and the United 
States strategic cooperation? (Sic) 


A Yes. The U.S.-I[sraeli relationship is strong and 
flourishing. Support for Israel has, of course, always been a 
cornerstone of our Middle East policy. For example, we now 
have ag’eements with Israe] on trade and strategic cooperation, 
and during the Vice President's visit we initialed an agreement 
for the establishment of a VOA relay facility in Israel. 


We believe strong relations between the U.S. and 
Israel and U.S.-Israeli cooperation in many areas furthers the 
cause of peace in the region. 


The U.S. alsu has strong and friendly relations watt 
many Arab states in the Middle East, and we are working to 
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expand these ties, which are important to the U.S. and to 
strengthening the atmosphere for peace. 


The foundation of our policy has been, and remains, to 
have good relations with both Israel and friendly Arab States 


Q Can we have a copy of that? 
a Yes. 
Q As far as you know, is Israel fully cooperating 


with the investigation of the cluster bomb matter? 


“ That's an investigation. I have to refer you to 
Justice. 


Q What is the State Department's position on 
whether or not the eight Israelis indicted in New York have 
diplomatic immunity? 


A I don't have a position. 


Q Could you take that question, please? That's a 
question that affects the State Department. 


A It's part of the investigation, and I won't take 
it. 


Q Wait a minute. Why is it part of the 
investigation? The question of whether certain Israeli 
Government officials have diplomatic immunity arises totally 
apart from any investigation that may or may not be going on. 


A That's your interpretation, Ralph. 


Q Well, I'd like to ask the question. I mean, if [I 
ask the question, “Does the Israeli Ambassador to the United 
States have diplomatic immunity,” I'm sure there would be an 
answer forthcoming. Could I please ask that you take the 
question of whether these [sraeli officials -- or we can pose 
it more generally, if you would prefer -- have diplomatic 
immunity? 


A I've answered the question 


Q You haven't answered the question. 


mn The answer to the question is, I'm not taking the 
question, Ralph 
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Q Chuck, on the same subject, only to <iarify your 
position, you apologize for Israel about the cluster bomb 
secrets or something like that, some accusation recently? Have . 


you or not? Can you clarify that? 
a Don't have anything on that. 
Q You did not apologize? 
a Nothing on the story 


Q At the outset, people in this building said those 
people do not enjoy diplomatic immunity. Has something changed 
since the investigation began? 


i An investigation has begun. "st is what has 
changed. 


Q Congressman Solarz apparently wrote a letter to 
Secretary Shultz about Waldheim, that it violates the Austrian 
State Treaty that he is President of Austria because, you know, 
it is in this treaty that no member of the SA should be serving 
in the military 


What's the answer? 
‘ I don't have anything on that at ali 


Q Do you have anything about Taba or Murphy? Is he 
still in the area? 


A On the question of a possible agreement in the 
Taba talks, all [ can say is that progress has been made in the 
talks. The Vice President addressed this question in his press 
conference which took place this morning in Cairo. At Lhe 
request of the Egyptian Government, the Vice President asked 
Assistant Secretary Murphy to remain in the area for an 
additional day or two. 


Q Is it possible that Murphy will be there for the 
signing of an agreement? 


f) I can't speculate beyond that 


Q Because originally Vice President Bush said that 
he might be there even for the signing of an agreement. 


i) ['m just not in @ position to speculate. The 
Vice President addressed those same kind of questions, and ] 
can't do any better than he did 
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Q Since the briefing yesterday, I guess Senator 
Helms made some statements about Secretary Abrams and the State 
Department. Do you have any response to those charges? 


“ First, as the Senate Intelligence Committee 
announced, an investigation has been requested; and therefore 
as a matter of policy the Department does not comment on 
on-going investigations -- we have just been through this -- or 
intelligence matters, so 1 can't comment in any way on specific 
questions. 


By way of general comment, I would reiterate what ! 
said yesterday, that the Department did not request an 
investigation. That was done, as you know, by the Senate 
Intelligence Committee. 


I can't go into the specifics of what role may or may 
not have been played by any particular Administration official, 
but again, in a general sense, I can tell you that 
Administration officials did nothing other than the 
professional discharge of their responsibilities. 


Q Technically and semantically, the Senate 
Intelligence Committee requested the investigation, but they 
have a Committee rule that if anybody brings them -- maybe 
“accusation” isn’t quite the right word -- information that a 
member of the Senate or its staff may have compromised 
intelligence material, that they automatically request an 
investigation. And to say that the Department didn't request 
the investigation kind of ducks the question of whether Mr. 
Abrams said to a member of the Senate that he believed that 
either Helms or his staff had done this. 


a As [ said, [I'm not going into specifics -- 


Q Is that the professional discharge of their 
duties? 


A -- in any way. That covers any and all aspects 
of the story as far as the State Department is concerned 


Q Can we go back to the wheat for a second? 
Ambassador jane is quoted as saying that the Australians are 
too dependent on their primary produce and saying, "I think you 
are going to compete a lot better than you give yourselves 
credit for." Is he speaking for the Administration and is he 
not interfering with internal affairs of Australia? 


a No, | don't have any comment 


io go back to the Helms matter, if we could. ihe 
Post today .. saying that -- it quotes an Abrams spokesman 
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saying that Abrams mentioned the alleged violation in a chance 
encounter at a social event. 


Is that in fact what happened? 


oe I'm not corfirming or denying any particular 
aspects of the story. 


Q Do you have any comment on the Saudis saying that 
they will defend Lhemselves against any Iranian aggression 
against themselves or Kuwait? Do you have any comment on that? 


a No. It is not a position I[ find strange. 
Q Will you support the Saudis? 


A There I think you can find ptenty of references 
in the record concerning our relationship with the Saudis. 


Q Any comment on the OPEC decision to cut 
production next month for a month or two? 


A Yes, I do. We have long felt and continue to 
believe that the free market and the laws of supply and demand 
should determine oil price and supply levels. We do not think 
governments should interfere with markets by attempting to set 
oil prices. 


The @dministretion has accordingly worked to 
deregulate U.S. domestic energy markets and to remove 
restrictions on international coil markets. 


Q Will the sw5sidized grain sales have any effect 
-- does the State Department expect it to have an effect on the 
talks next week with Australia on our defense treaties in 
setting up the new ANZUS? 


i I don't have any way to speculate on that 
question. I'd refer you to what we have said previously 
concerning that question and the relationship with Australia 


Q But that was before the President approved the 
subsidized grain sales 


A And that was the position of principle. 


Q Chuck, could [I just ask you, going back to Solarz 
and the Austrian State Ireaty, if you could just take the 
question whether or not the charges are a matter of concern or 
whether or not the Serretary, as Mr Solarz has asked hac 
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any plans whatsoever to raise this with the Austrians, or if it 
is just one of those letters that come in and that's it? 


a I'll take a look at it. 


Q Chuck, back to drugs, what is the situation on 
this implementation within the State Department? Where does it 
stand now? Is the State Department issuing, or has it issued, 
some kind of instructions on drug testing to its own employees, 
or is it planning to do so? Where is it? 


“ Certainly not the former As I say, this is in 
the very, very early stages, in the aftermath of the 
President's statement, so that at this point I could really say 
no more than people are beginning to take a look at the issue 
and how it would have to be addressed. 


Q Chuck, there is a New York Times story today to 
the effect that the United States is going to help upgrade the 
Haitian armed forces. Do you have anything on that? 





a Well, let me get at your question by giving you 
just a bit of information. 


There is, as that story reported, an eleven-member 
Defense Requirement Survey Team which began a study, or which 
will begin a study --~ which is beginning a study August 5 of 
Haiti's military. The purpose is to evaluate current and 
long-term needs of Haiti's armed forces. 


The visit of that team, of course, has been fully 
approved here in Washington, but there has been no program as 
yet approved. Discussions are continuing between the relevant 
agencies in Washington, as well as with our Embassy. The 
report of the survey team will be critical to the final 
decision. 


I might emphasize that we are not focusing simply on 
the military, but on the entire range of assistance needs of 
Haiti As an example, military assistance to Haiti in FY ‘86 
was only one percent of our total aid. 


The goal] of the survey team is broad, but certainly 
its instructions identify the strengthening of professionalism 
and institutional support for the democratic process as major 
considerations in the development of military training programs. 


Q Is there a time-frame for a decision on this? 


a Not that [ know of 





-10- Tuesday, 8/5/86 


Q Related to the Secretary's trip, perhaps? 


7 No. Certainly not with relation to the 
Secretary's trip. 


Q This eleven-member team is only looking at 
military requirements? 


A Their goal is military requirements, yes. 


Q What is the purpose of Secretary Shultz's trip? 
You said it was at their invitation, but what is he hoping to 
do by going there? 


Aa I can't give you more than to say it's for the 
purpose of broad consultations with the National Council of 


Government, President Namphy, members of the Government, to 
address the Full range of issues which concern our two 
countries. 


Q Chuck, you said earlier the U.S. would remain in 
consultation with the industrialized countries on the question 
of sanctions to South Africa. 

Does the U.S. also remain in contact with the 


Government of Israel on the question of trade and/or sanctions 
with South Africa? 


A I don't have anything on that. 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:59 a.m.) 





Question taken at August 5, 1986 daily press briefing: 


- Posted: August 6, 1986 


TAKEN QUESTION 
CONGRESSMAN SOLARZ LETTER TO SECRETARY SHULTZ ON WALDHEIM 





Q.: What is the State Department's response to Congressman 
Solarz’ letter stating that Austrian President Kurt 
Waldheim's role as commander-in-chief of the Austrian Army 
places him in violation of the 1955 State Treaty, co-signed 
by the U.S., which prohibits former SA members from serving 
in the Austrian armed forces? 


A.: THE LETTER WAS RECEIVED BY THE STATE DEPARTMENT YESTERDAY 


AFTERNOON (AUGUST 5). WE ARE PRESENTLY STUDYING THE ISSUES 


KAISED IN IT AND WILL RESPOND SHORTLY. 
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MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
One announcement 


The Department of State is releasing today Foreign 
Relations of the United States, 1955 to 1957, Volume IL, 
China. The press release and a summary prepared by the Office 
of the Historian are available in the Press Office. 











That's all 1 have. 


Q What can you tell us about what Secretary Crocker 
determined during his trip, and whether or not that may alfect 
the position of the Administration on sanctions? And, 
secondly, the South African Government's announcement of some 
sort of sanctions against neighboring black states? Those two. 


A [In answer to your first question concerning the 
trip of Assistant Secretary Crocker and its results, all I can 
tell you at this point is that Assistant Secretary Crocker and 
Secretary Shultz did meet with President Reagan this morning, 
but as of now [ really can't give you any readout on that 
meeting or on his trip, other than the general 
characterizations that we've provided before. 


Concerning the -- 


Q Can you tell us what the U.S. -- what the 
Administration's position on sanctions is at this point? 


a Nothing has changed in the U.S. position, and 
that was said at the White House again this morning, too, so 
you can quote both of us. 
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I will also, in response to your second question, give 
you something else which was said almost in the same words, I 
believe, by Larry this morning. [In his speech, the President 
made clear that the southern African region is a single 
economic unit, and that the primary victims of an economic 
boycott would be the very people we seek to help. 


We regret that punitive economic sanctions are being 
employed by any party, since this can only lead to 
polarization. We regret the South Africans' reported decision, 
for it does not lead to the dialogue the President enuisinnead, 
buc rather to tite ecunuomic dislucatiuns and harw Lae vresivent 
feared. 


Q Isn't it also true that what he said --— what was 
said this morning was that this is a confirmation of the 
Administration's position, that these measures would be taken 
in retaliation to the kind of sanctions that the Commonwealth 
group has decided to impose on South Africa? 


A That's right. One of the implications of what [ 
said is that the President's fears have been shown to have come 
true in this particular case, the point being that, as we've 
long maintained and as you make reference to, the region can't 
be isolated From the impact of sanctions on South Africa. 


Q Do you have any comment on Pik Botha's statement 
that the blacks will pay for the action taken by Lhe 
Commonwealth? 


A No. I don't have any specific reaction to that. 
That was addressed, at least indirectly, in what I just said in 
the sense that sanctions result in harming the people that we 
most want to help. 


Q But these are sanctions --~— 

Q Well, but the -- 

Q -- imposed by South Africa. 

Q That's right. The question is about South 


Africa's motives and the tone of the whole thing set by Mr. 
Botha's comment. 


fi No. Nothing other than what I just said -. that 
we regret this decision for the reason that [I gave. 
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I don't understand in your comments how the fact 
that there is one southern Africa relates to what South Africa 
did. I mean, you say South Africa is not aware of this by 
trying to punish the black African states or the South Africa 
-- you know, what is your criticism -- how does the criticism 
connect? I don't see it. 


- I think if you take the three points I made in 
their totality -- 


Q I mean, I think South Africa's saying that 


f -- the fact that we regret that punitive economic 
sanctions are employed by any party since this can only lead to 
polarization -- the first point -- and the other point being 
that the primary victims of the economic boycott would be the 
very people we seek to help -- 


Q Right. 


A -- blacks in particular. And, finally, to say it 
another way, that we're disappointed by this South African 
decisian to retaliate against its neighbors. That wil] cause 
further economic hardship in the region. And, as we've so long 
maintained, you really can't isolate the rest of the region 
from sanctions imposed on South Africa. 


Q Can you tell us about Peter McPherson's trip to 
South Africa or southern Africa -- when he's going, what he's 
going to do? 


i I don't have any details, because they haven't 
been finalized yet, but he is planning a trip to southern 
Africa front-line states later this month. The trip would be a 
fact-finding followup to the President's remarks of July 22, 
when he asked ALD and the State Department to examine the 
Situation in South Africa, or in southern Africa, and determine 
what the U.S. could do to spur economic development in the 
region. 


Q Just a point of clarification to make it clear. 
The retaliation of the South African Government is against the 
Commonwealth nations’ decision to impose sanctions, economic 
sanctions, against South Africa, not retaliation against 
Fronl-line slales per se. They're sifiply -- 


A That's my understanding -- 
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Q Right. 

a -- that it's against Zimbabwe and Zambia. 

Q But as a result of the Commonwealth nations' 14 
decision -- so -- 


a You'll have to address that question directly to 
the South Africans if you want a definitive answer, but that 
logic would seem to be reasonable. 


Q il mean, it's being made -- it's belinyg 
characterized as if the South Africans have unilaterally made a 
decision to impose economic sanctions on their neighbors, 
whereas in fact what has happened, as they claim, is that they 
are reacting to the fact that the Commonwealth nations have 
decided to impose economic sanctions against them, and they are 
responding in kind just as President Reagan warned would be Lhe 
overall scenario. Is that not correct? 


Ms l've said what 1 have tc say, the South Africans 
have said what they have to say, and the rest of it you can 


- weave together. 


Q So about McPherson, is he only going to South 
Africa? ‘Is he going also to the front-line states? 


A 1 didn't say he was going to South Atrica. | 
said he was going to southern Africa, Front-line states. 


Q But you won't specify which ones. 
A No. At this point I can't specify. 
Q Is there anything new in the Zimbabwe situation? 


A I don't have anyth-ng new. 


Q On the McPherson trip, is he going to in part 
examine the effect of South Africa's sanctions against the 
front-line states? Will that be part of his mission? 


A Let me say, First of all, that this trip was 
scheduled in response to what the President said on July 22, so 
Lhis predales Lie evenls Lu which you're making reference. 
Obviously, all of this that has happened since becomes part of 
the equation, but his objective is, as [ described it, to 
determine what Lhe U.S. could du to spur economic development 
in the region. 
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Q Another topic. 
a Another topic? Yes. 


Q Do you have any comment on the President of 
Iraq's open letter to the Iranian people calling for peace? 


A Yes. We are in favor of a@ peaceful svlulion Lv 
the Iran-Iraq war. Iran's rejection of Saddam Husayn's open 
letter is the most recent example of its intransigence ir this 
coniilct. We coniinue Lo hupe that. iran will reconsiuer 1.5 
pursuit of the war which has cost both countries dearly in 
human and economic terms. 


Q Chuck, do you have any reaction to the President 
of Malta saying that Malta warned Libya in advance of the U.S. 
raid? 


6 First, on the specifics of the story, we have no 
reason to disbelieve the account rendered by the Maltese Prime 
Minister, but whatever happened -- as the Department of Defense 
has said already, [ believe -- the raid was a tactical surprise. 


Concerning the general comment, we would note that 
Malta is geographically close to Libya and has historically had 
close trade ties with that country. However, we have 
repeatedly expressed our concern to the Maltese that they are 
aligning themselves too closely with Libya in violation of 
their avowed policy of neutrality and nonalignment. In that 
ae ee is the first time that Malta has described Libya as 
an ally. 


And, finally, since we're covering the waterfront, he 
also mentioned cooperation with other countries in the fight 
against terrorism. Malta has often stated that it will help in 
any way possible in the fight against terrorism. Malta 
cooperated with the United States in the Egypt Air hijacking. 
[It has also cooperated with other countries in a variety of 
ways in anti-terrorism. 


Q How did Malta cooperate with the United States in 
the Egypt Air hijacking? Do you have any specifics? 


A I don't have any specifics. No. 


Q Chuck, copy of that? 
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Q Well, but —-- 


A I'd refer you to the briefings at the time which 
were fairly lengthy. 


Q I mean, you know it's hard to imagine how Malta 
-- well, maybe -- 


Q Copy of thal? 
i) No. 


Q (Inaudible) said that they would share 
information with any allies, that -- with any Maltese allies -- 


a Yes. 


Q So with the Egypt Air incident, did Malta 
consider the United States an ally? Did Malta consider [taly 
an ally, or Egypt? 


2) I can't speak for the Maltese. I believe in the 
account I[ saw the Prime Minister referred to a number of other 
cases which he considered to be relevant, and |l've simply said 
that the Maltese were helpful in the Egypt Air hijacking. 


Q But the United States - 


Q How can you square your description of Libya as 
an ally with their promise to fight terrorist states? I mean, 
do those things not seem mutually exclusive? 


A I can't do any better in explaining what's behind 
their policy. No. 


Q Chuck, can I try something else? Is the United 
States in indirect communication with Fatah, the PLO faction, 
through the Egyptians? 


A Do you have a specific - 
Q Well, there's a Kuwait newspaper report which 


I've been advised is inaccurate. [t suggests that George Bush 
met with Abu Jihad now. 


A [It is in fact totally false. 
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Q Fine. But the Egyptians are supposed to be, 
according to this report, the arrangers of this, which you say 
never happened. Let's take it back a step, though. [Is the 
United States -- is Egypt conducting some indirect discussion 
between the United States and the PLO? 


A Il don't have anything on that, Barry. All I 
would reiterate is that our conditions for engaging in dialogue 
with the PLO are longslanding, and Lhey have nol Changed. 


Q No they apply to an indirect dialogue through the 
guud viiices of Mubarak? 


a l believe that question's been addressed. 
Nothing has changed on that score. 


Q Can you give us an assessment of the whole visit 
of Mr. Bush to the area in light of the five points that was 


mentioned in the papers this morning, that his communique -- 
vague communique, as The Washington Post called it? 





a I'd begin by saying that Vice President Bush's 
statement speaks for itself. [t sets out a number of points on 
which, as the Vice President noted, the Governments of Israel, 
Jordan and Egypt, as well as the United States, are in 
agreement. 


Those points are a measure of the steady incremental] 
progress that has been made Loward the goal of a negotiated 
peace. The statement does not announce any change in policy. 
It expresses our recognition of the commitment of all three 
governments to the common goal of a just and lasting peace in 
the region. 


We note in particular Vice President Bush's call to 
Palestinian representatives, persons of peace and goodwill who 
reject violence and terrorism, to recognize this opportunity to 
shape their own future. 


We intend to continue to work closely with Eqypt and 
Israel in order to achieve an expeditious settlement of the 
Taba issue. We will also continue to consult with the 
Jordanian and Israeli Governments about ways to enhance Lhe 
Quality of life for the Palestinian inhabitants of the West 
Bank and Gaza. 


-- MORE -- 
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Q Can [I follow up? There was the point there that 
he said, or it was spoken on his behalf, that he wants a 
Jordanian-Palestinian delegation or people to meet with the 
Israelis. He didn't mention anything about a role for the 
United States to be undertaking. Does this mean that this is 
the end of the attempt by Murphy to bring about a joint 
Jordanian-Palestinian delegation Lo meet with the United States 
and later on with Israel? What do you interpret this? 


A Based on that account, and having not seen the 
full conlex«t, I just can't inlerpret Lial at all for Lhe acannr 


Q Can you take the question, please? 
a Let's look at it as it comes forth. 
Q I would like to ask another question about South 


Africa. Whether it's true or not that punitive sanctions 


imposed on South Africa will inevitably at some point affect 
the black African states surrounding it, this action by South 
Africa is quite different. It's a transit tax; the effect is 
immediate, not long-range, having to do with the supposed 
relationship between South Africa's economic help. 


Isn't there a treaty about the rights of landlocked 
states and transit taxes, and so forth? Does the United States 


intend to press its displeasure any more firmly than this 
statement today? 


“ I just don't have anything further on that 

Q Well, isn't there such a treaty? 

a I don't know. 

Q The story in the Washington Post on Israel: has 


the U.S. dropped attempts to subpoena [sraeli officials on the 
cluster bombs case? 





fs) l refer you to Justice. 


Q Do you have -- ABC News reported last night that 
the Secretary of State had apologized to the President for what 
he said about the grain deal? 


a I don't have anything beyond what 1 gave you 
yesterday. 











-9- Wednesday, 8/6/86 


Q Would he take a lie detector test to say whether 
he apologized or not? (Laughter) 


Q This morning 15 NATO officials visiting our NATO 
facility in Iceland met a group of protesters regarding -- 
protesting the U.S. policies on whaling of that country. Last 
night, an Icelandic delegation left Washington without apparent 
progress in neyoliatlions. 


What is - well WS policies are clearly seen an 
AntLervenliunist iq icvian. wiiat is yuur CuoMmmenc un bila, and 
does the U.S. plan to impose sanctions, trade sanctions on 
Iceland if Iceland proceeds with whaling? 


a I'm not going to comment any further on that 
story. We've said several things in the past, in response to 
stories that have arisen. Because there are these ongoing 
discussions between the United States and Iceland. [I'm not 
going to be in a position to comment while those discussions 
are ongoing right now. 


Q Well, the Ambassador to Washington is quoted 
today saying there is -- the parties remain far apart. [s Lihat 
a true account in your opinion? 


A As [| say, I'm not going to characterize the 
discussions, other than to say that they're ongoing. 


Q Chuck, are you issuing a travel advisory for the 
Philippines in light of the security situation at the airport 
in Manila? 


a At this moment, I don't have anything on the 
status of our travel advisory. As you know, Secretary of 
Transportation Dole determined yesterday that Manila 
International Airport lacks effective security measures. the 
DOT determination also notes that there have been some 
improvements. Our hope is that these improvements will 
continue and the situation which necessitated the determination 
will be corrected. And to this end, we have provided 
appropriate assistance and will continue to do so. 


Q What kind of assistance? 


a That was also talked about, I believe, in the 
Department of Transportation release where they talked about 
the presence of FAA officials, in particular, who are working 
with airport authorities. 


BEST AVA:LABLE DOCUSENT 
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Q I thought if there wasn't adequate improvement 


within a certain timeframe that State was obliged to impose 
some sort of travel advisory and that that time limit passed. 
Am [| incorrect? 


o The determination has been made by the Department 
of Transportation. What you refer lo now is the aclion thal 
the Secretary of State would take after he has received 
notification from Transportation, which ke has, but E'm at tht 
PUINL Nw yel if @ pusiliun Lv tes YUU Sia Litat lfdves 
advisory would say or when it would be issucd. 


Q Can I take you back to the question that Connie 
asked, and you said refer it to the Justice Department? [t 
says the story (inaudible) that the State Department was 
instrumental almost to have the Justice Department cancel the 
subpoena. Do you have any comment on that special accusation 
against the State Department? 


a No comment. Marvin? 

Q Do you have anything on a nuclear test ban? Has 
the State Department been informed by the Russians that they 
will continue their unilateral ban or that they will end it? 


M We don't have any new information from the 
Soviets concerning the status of their moratorium. 


Q When you say “new,” what do you mean? 

a Well, you know what they have said. This current 
one allegedly expired today, according to their previous 
announcements. 

y Right. 

a We don't have anything beyond that. 


Q Okay. What about the U.S. position? Is Lhere 
any change in that? 


io) No, there's been no change in that. 


Q The meetings that took place in Geneva on the 
test ban issue, were they a total failure? 


a that question has been addressed. ['m not sure 
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that any of this is of much use in reiterating it. It may have 
been while you were gone last week. But in any case, we did 
agree to these expert level meetings without preconditions. 
They were held July 25 to August 1 in Geneva. 


We provided the Soviets with the details of our 
verification concerns regarding the Threshold Test Ban and 
Peaceful Nuclear Cxplosions Trealies, and advised Lhem Lhat 


resolution of these concerns would enable us to move forward on 
their ratification 


It's essential that the confidentiality of these 
proceedings be maintained, and therefore [ really can't comment 
any further on the content. 


1 would also reiterate what was said, that both sides 
expect to meet again in Geneva in early September after a 
recess to allow further study of the issues discussed. 


Q Do you have any general statements to make - 
this is Hiroshima Day and also there are a variety of 


anti-nuclear protests throughout the world. Any general 
statements about how we feel about the nuclear issue? 


A (Nodding negatively.) 
Q Won't bite on that? 


A No, nothing that responds specifically to that 
question. 


Q What about the anti-nuclear group, or whatever 
they're called, meeting in Mexico, volunteering to verify or 
trying to verify any kind of a ban? Do you have any response 
to them? This is the -- de la Madrid and other world leaders. 


a I haven't seen any specific proposal. No, I 
don't have any reaction. 


Q Anything on an attempted coup in Iraq? 
A No. 


9 Anything con & nuclear free zone treaty in the 
Pacific? Anything there? 


a No. 
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Q Anything on the reports that China is offering 
Hanoi some incentives to get its troops out of Cambodia? 


4a I just saw that ticker as I walked in here, but I 
don't have anything on it. 


Q De you anticipate an agreement on laba since Mr. 
Murphy is staying behind Mr. Bush in Egypt, because -- for this 
purpose? 


4 I can't move the story beyond what I said 
yesterday, which is that progress has been made. Assistant 
Secretary Murphy has stayed on; he's there again today in Cairo 
continuing to work on the issue. But [I'm not in a position Lo 
predict when and if a final resolution will happen. 


Q And on another area, the same area, any comment 
on Mr. Peres' statement that the restoretion of diplomatic 
relations with the Soviet Union will qualify the Soviet Union 
to enter in the Middle East peace discussion? 


A We have long said that we would welcome 
constructive Soviet contributions to peace in the Middle East. 
We and Israel agree that full diplomatic relations between the 
Soviet Union and Israel would be a positive step. We hope that 
the Soviets will take a more constructive attitude toward the 
problems in the Middle East and the peace process, and, of 
course, we'll be consulting closely with Israel. 


Q Can we get some of these statements that you read 
earlier about Bush's visit, and the other one that you 
mentioned? I asked and asked, and you didn't respond -- no --. 


A Somebody will be happy to read them to you again. 


Q Can we read your answer now that you specify full 
diplomatic relations with Israel? I mean, if consular 
relations are restored between the Soviet Union and Israel, you 
don't consider it positive or anything like that? 


A I addressed that almost exact question on Monday, 
so that's in the transcript. 


Q Has anything changed, Chuck, in the assessment of 
Soviet deliveries to Nicaragua? 


4 Nothing new. 
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Q Do you have anything else to say on Chile and 
Senator Helms today? 


4 No, I don't. 


Q How about -- does the United States have a 
Military report that talks about -- the inlernal Chilean repourl 
that talks about Mr. Rojas‘ death; and, if so, if we have that 
report, do we have any more comment on that death? 


A That falls so squarely within the category of 
intelligence, or alleged intelligence, that “no comment" is 
mandatory. 

Q Chuck, Oman, Mexico and Egypt apparenlly have 
submitted to an OPEC requested production cut. Has the U.S. 
had any contact with any of these or any other countries 
regarding the U.S. position on free trade? 

A I reiterated our position yesterday. 

Q Regarding OPEC countries? 


Regarding the OPEC countries. 


Q These are mon-OPEC countries, though. 

2) Our general position would stand. 

Q So -- 

A But on specifics of with whom we may have talked, 


[ don't have anything. 


Q Would you comment on the report of the rejailing 
of Kim Dae Jung, or re -- not jailing but incarceration in 
South Korea? 


A No, I haven't seen that report. But our position 
on his status -- 


Q Hasn't changed? 
A -- hasn't changed. 
Q Do you have anything on the arms - 


Q Let's try one over here For a change 
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Q In your statement about Malta, I thought you were 
suggesting that they had been helpful to Libya in other 
instances, in addition to this early warning. Could you be 
specific as to what they have done to assist Libya? 


A I don't believe I suggested that. 


Q You didn't? 
y You want to take aiy ture Quesctiuiis? 
A Sure, if you've got any questions. fhat's what [ 


get paid for, Barry. 


Q On the reference to the Beira Corridor made by 
Secretary Shultz during his Senate testimony after President 
Reagan's speech, is this still the number one option that we 
are looking at as a transportation link for the lLandlock 
nations of Africa? 


The White House this morning referred to the rail line 
that was built with the aid of the Chinese to Dar es Salaam in 
Tanzania. Shultz referred to the Beira Corridor which is a 
rail link into Zimbabwe threugh Mozambique. 


Can you give us -- 1 asked this question earlier of 
Bernie, and he took it as a question, but there's never been 
any response on the nature of this Beira Corridor proposal that 
Shultz had referred to. And is McPherson -- 

A I hear mumblings that there has been a response 
to that, but we'll take a look at that. I think you might find 
something in the Press Office on that. 

Q It was posted. 

It was posted? 

A Maybe that answers the question. 

Q Seriously, on this Berlin escape, does the U.S. 
have anything to say about the fellow who claimed he got 
through with the dummics? 


A I don't have anything to say. 
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Q What about King Hassan -- is he coming to the 
United States? Do you have a date for his visit? 


A I have nothing on the rescheduling of that visit. 


(Press briefing concluded at 1:04 p.m.) 
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MR. REDMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. I 
don't have anything. Matt? 


Q TASS has announced that Edward Lee Howard has 
been granted asylum in the Soviet Union. Do you have any 
comment on that? Can you confirm it? 


A No, I don't have anything. I'd refer you to 
Justice. 1 believe the only way in which that story has been 
commented on is the fact that he is a fugitive, and I believe 
the FBI and Justice have had something to say about it. But I 
have nothing else. 


Q What about the two Soviets who have defected to 
this country? 


fs I don't have very much to say on them either, 
other than to say that two performers with the Moscow circus 
currently in Buenos Aires have been granted entry into the 
United States. They arrived in Miami this morning with the 
cooperation of the Argentine Government. 


Q Is entry the same thing as asylum? 


fs On questions of asylum, I have to fall back on 
the standard answer, which is you have to talk to INS. 


Q Will they remain in the United States? 

A At this point, I don't have any other details on 
their status. 

Q Do you know where they're going from Miami? 

A No. 


Q Is it true that U.S. Embassy officials put them 
on the plane in Buenos Aires? 


A I don't have anything else on this case right now. 


"a 
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Q Chuck, can you give us any further information 
about the plans for a meeting in Moscow at the beginning of 
next week on arms control? Where is the group going? What is 
its plan? Are they going anywhere else? What is its purpose, 
etc.? 


a I think most of your questions have already been 
answered in this statement that was issued last night. The 
“when" concerning the meeting is the first of next week -- 
Monday and Tuesday. Any other stops? The answer is I don't 
know of any other stops. As far as I know, this is between 
U.S. and Soviet experts and will take place in Moscow, and 
that's the extent of it. 


Q What does the U.S. want to accomplish in this 
meeting? 


is That, again, was explained in the statement that 
was issued last night. 


Q But not on camera. Could you explain it? 
(Laughter) 


Q Might as well] be direct about it. 
Q We're a lot more modest than you. 
fe 


Let me just extract the one line that was 
relevant, which is that this meeting is intended to support 
both the nuclear and space talks negotiations and the September 
19-20 meeting of Secretary Shultz and Foreign Minister 
Shevardnadze. 


Q Are there any other working group meetings that. 
will take place between now and the time Shultz and 
Shevardnadze meet in September? 


A I think it's very likely there could be other 
meetings. We've talked about a number of those possibilities. 
We've mentioned Afghanistan, for example. It's possible that 


the other arms control negotiations which aren't covered at 
Geneva could also be the subject of expert-level talks. 


Q When will the meeting on Afghanistan be held? 
i) I can't yet give you a specific date for that. 


Q Do you have any comment on the Geneva-Afghanistan 
talks? 


A No, 1 don't 
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Q What happened there? 
f No. 


Q New Zealand? Frank O'Flynn has been making -- 
the Defense Ministe: -- 


6 What do you turn on back there when you -- 


Q It's a little pet dog down there. Sorry. New 
Zealand's Defense Minister has been making some statements 
again to the effect that the U.S. has perverted the whole 
Situation and has turned around what New Zealand had offered to 
do. Do we have any response? 


() My detailed response would be to refer you once 
again to the statement, a very detailed statement, which I made 
here from the podium on July 2 and which was made available to 
you afterwards, which went to great lengths, I think, to once 
again explain what our policy is with reference to Neither 
Confirm Nor Deny as well as what our specific problem is with 
regard to the position that the New Zealand Government has 
taken. 


In the light of that statement, I would limit my 
remarks to saying what I understand to have been the comments 
you referred to are simply incorrect. 


Q Can you give us an idea what you expect to come 
out of the meeting in San Francisco? Will any formal bilateral 
letters be exchanged or agreements be exchanged? 


a I'm not in a position now to preview for you 
what's going to happen. You only have to wait until Monday. 


Q Chuck, any plans for Mr. Murphy to go to Morocco 
on his way back to Washington? 


6 For Mr. Murphy? 


Q Yes. 


A I don't believe there are any plans for him to go 
anywhere other than come straight back from Cairo to Washington. 


Q And when is that? 


A At this point I still can't predict when that 
will be. He's still in Cairo today, and I have to take this on 


a day-by-day basis. 
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Q Chuck, do you have any comment on the group which 
had this attack against -- in Cyprus -- against the British air 
base? Is it a resurgence of the pro-Libyan groups working 
against Western interests or something like that? 


a The group to which you are referring is the 
United Nasserite Organization which has claimed responsibility 
for the attack on a British air base. We can't confirm those 
reports. 


Concerning the group itself, the most I could say is 
that it appears to be a new name, but that could be a cover 
name for a previously existing group or groups, so that we're 
looking into this but I don't have any other details. 


Q You can't confirm that that attack has taken 
place? 


f I believe the British could confirm that an 
attack has taken place. I'm talking about confirming whether 
or not this group actually carried out the attack. 


Q But you can't substantiate its relation to Libya, 
can you? 


a I can't. 


Q Terence Todman said in Copenhagen today that he 
didn't think the U.S. message was getting through to South 
Africa. It also sounded like a swan song of any chance that 
he'd be the Ambassador. 

Do you have any reaction to his remarks? 

A No. At this point I haven't seen those remarks. 

Q Yes, it's just recent, an hour or so ago. 

A I really don't have any reaction. 

Q Is that a customary thing, for an Ambassador to 
hold a news conference of that nature to talk about a country 
that he's not even posted in? 

A I think you would have to review -- 

Q Was this checked out? 


A You'd have to review diplomatic history in order 
to find out whether or not that's unusual. 
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Q Was this cleared ahead of time, that he would 
hold this news conference, here? Did you all know that he was 
going to do this, etc.? 


a I don't know specifically whether he cleared that 
with anybody. But it's not unusual for Ambassadors to hold 
news conferences. 


Q What is the status of the search for a new 
Ambassador to South Africa? 


a No new developments. 


Q Is Ambassador Nickel still officially the 
Ambassador? And also, could we get a briefing with Secretary 
Crocker? 


is} That question has been taken under advisement 
several days ago and as of now still no plans for such a 
briefing. And, yes, Ambassador Nickel is still the U.S. 
Ambassador to South Africa. 


Q Is he still in Washington? 
a His whereabouts I don't know. 


Q Is the Administration hopeful that Congress will 
wait until September before taking any action on its sanction 
bills? 


i I'm not going to speculate on that question. We 
have said what we have to say about our position on sanctions. 
The Congress is currently considering what's on its agenda. 1 
don't have any other comment. 


Q But the question of timing has arisen because of 
what is to take place in September between the EEC and other 
groups. There was a report this morning the Administration 
hopes that the Congress won't act on this so that it will be 
possible to make a coordinated move of some kind in September. 


a I don't have any direct response to your 
question. I would only refer you to what we've said in the 
past in conjunction with particularly the mission of Chet 
Crocker to Europe, that it is our intention to coordinate 
closely with the other key industrialized countries. That's 
what we are continuing to do. But beyond that, I'm not setting 
any deadlines. 


Q Can I go back to the Moscow mission story and ask 
you if this group is supposed to report to Secretary of State 
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Shultz, and isn't it headed by Nitze? In other words, is it a 
State Department venture even though it has people from all 
over the government? 


A I don't know why we want to put the stamp of one 
agency or another on this. It includes participation from a 
wide spectrum of agencies in this town. It's a U.S. Government 
mission, if you will. 


Q Well, I just wondered, for one thing their main 
function seems to be to lay the groundwork for the 
Shultz-Shevardnadze talk, and unless I'm mistaken, Nitze's in 
charge, and I think he works for Shultz. So it was announced 
at the White House, indeed; but I'm asking if they'll come back 
primarily to report to the Secretary of State? Is it a State 
Department operation, even though it has, you know, Richard 
Perle and the NSC on it? 


ta Once again, I just don't see why one should 
characterize it in one way or another. Ambassador Nitze, for 
example, is also an adviser to the President. There's 
representation from the National Security Council as well as 
from State and Defense. This is the United States Government. 


Q Yeah. Well, it's not exactly a far-fetched 
question because there have been times when people went 
overseas and maybe the Pentagon was left off the delegation. 
This has created some, you know, suspicions -- probably il] 
placed -- that maybe the State Department and the Pentagon 
weren't getting along about arms control. So that's behind my 
question. Is it Shultz's group? Is it the White House's 
group? Is it Weinberger's group? Or is it just America's 
group? 


i) America's group. 


Q Ah! That's the way it ought to be, I guess. 
(Laughter) 


Q On this Todman thing again, you said it's not 
unusual for an Ambassador to hold a news conference. That 
certainly is true. It is unusual for an Ambassador to hold a 
news conference and be critical of his government's policy 
toward a country that he doesn't even -- is not represented -- 
to which he is not represented. 


So do you have any response at all to his criticism of 
the U.S. policy toward South Africa? 


A In response to that question, I go back to what 1 
said earlier: Since I haven't seen the detailed comments nor 
has anyone here, I don't think it's appropriate to comment at 
this point. 
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Q Can you get something later today? Would that be 
possible? 


i I'm not promising anything. 


Also, Ralph started asking a related question: 
Is Ambassador Nickel going back to South africa? 


A I don't have anything on his future plans. 


Q Is Todman now out of contention for the South 
Africa post? 


6 All I can tell you, as always, on this question 
of Ambassadorial appointments is that when a decision has been 
made, it will be announced. Until that time there is simply no 
comment. 


Q Chuck, could you ask and find out if his remarks 
-- if the fact that he was holding a news conference or indeed 
the substance of what he intended to say had been cleared in 
advance with the State Department? He was here a couple of 
days ago. Maybe he was here to discuss Danish-American 
affairs, but there's a possibility also South Africa was on the 
agenda. 


l'd appreciate finding out, even if it's, you say, 
commonplace for Ambassadors to hold news conferences -- I have 
never seen one hold one -- but it would be good to know if he 
had the State Department's approval for what he did today. 


ba In a general sense, 1'1] just take a look at 
these questions - 


Q Please. Appreciate it. 


a -- concerning this interview to see if there's 
anything that we can be of help with. 


Q Would you take one about Nickel, too, please, 
whether he's planning to go back to South Africa? 


A I'll certainly ask. 


Q Do you have anything to say about the contacts 
between the United States and the ANC? Have there been any 
ones lately since the ones that were announced last week? What 
oh the meeting that Shultz has said that he's willing to 

old, etc.? 








-6- Thursday, 8/7/86 


i I don't know of any meetings since the one to 
which you make reference last week, and concerning the 
Secretary's remrks, those stand. I don't know that there's 
been any followup at all at this point on those. 


w So there was no meeting between Crocker and any 
ANC officials in London or anywhere in Europe. 


a That's right. 


Q What are Crocker's immediate -- is he going back, 
is he going to the area? What's he going to be doing in the 
next few weeks? 


‘ I don't know of any plans for him to go to the 
area. He has just come back. In this process of consultations 
with the allies, if more of that is necessary I'm sure he's 
prepared to do it. But at this point I don't think there are 
any other trips laid on for him. 


Q Chuck, you said that Crocker was going to Europe 
to go for a coordinated approach with the Europeans toward 
South Africa. Did he succeed in agreeing upon a coordinated 
approach with any European countries on South africa? 


a You put that -- 
Q Well, I'm paraphrasing. 


i) -- in the past tense, “Has he agreed." The 
process is one of consultation and coordination. That does not 
mean that decisions have issued forth from that process. I 
would refer, in response to his mission, to what the Secretary 
said on the way down to Puerto Rica last night -- since so few 
of your colleagues went along, I haven't seen that reported yet 
-~ but the Secretary was asked that question concerning the 
Crocker mission and what they had reported to tie President. 


And let me just give you a couple of the core 
remarks: He said that on the whole Europeans are in general 
more skeptical of sanctions for any purpose than we tend to 
be. He pointed out that the sanctions u2 have in place right 
now exceed those of most European governments. He also 
observed that we have a good collaborative consultative pattern 
established with these allied governments. 


And, finally, 1 quess, in answering your question, I'd 
say that we're not necessarily seeking an identity of policies, 
but rather searching for common ground in order to have the 
most desirable impact on South Africa without destroying that 
country's economy or indiscriminately dislocating the economy 
of the entire southern Africa region. 
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Q Not having all of those words now right in front 
of me, but -- you are not seeking an identity of positions, but 


you are seeking a coordinated approach, and, if you don't like 
the past tense, we can put it in the present tense: Does there 


exist a coordinated approach between any country in Europe and 
the United States with regard to South Africa, or is this a -- 


i I answered that to say we're in a process of 
consultation, of coordinating, of harmonizing, if you will. 


Q But that hasn't been achieved yet. You're in the 
process of working on it, but there is no harmonious approach 
yet, I gather, from -- 


“ 2 As I said, I think in another reference there -- 
let me read another sentence. The Secretary said what Chet 
Crocker found in Europe was the same pattern of concern that we 
have in this country, the same basic objectives, the desire to 
see dialogue and negotiation. So I believe that's reflective 
of what Chet Crocker found, and I think it answers your 
question. 


Q Do you have anything there on whether or not the 
~~ what the U.S. position is on the Strategic Defense 
Initiative? Anything further from what the President said and 
what other reports have said that Reagan's letter said, etc.? 


6 To my mind the President addressed that in very 
definitive terms yesterday. I certainly can't add anything to 
that. 


Q Has Secretary Shultz said anything about the 
wheat dispute yesterday, or on his plane, or wherever? 


a Nothing you'd be interested in. 
Q Oh. Any little grains that you have, we'll take. 


Q Do you have anything on the meeting in Egypt 
between King Hussein and President Mubarak? 


i) No, I don't. 


Q What does the United States hope will come out of 
this meeting? Do you have anything? 


A I don't think it is for us to speak in the first 
place to that meeting; and since the parties involved 
themselves haven't spoken, I'm not going to offer any 
commentary. 
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Q Why don't you try us on wheat? We might -- 


A No. There was no new ground broken, new seeds 
sown. 


Q Chuck, here's a real obscure one. There was an 
item in the Times which referred to a couple of American 
soldiers having been injured or killed in South Korea. Can you 
elaborate at all on what that incident was about? 


A No, I can't. But perhaps DoD can be more 
helpful. 


Q Do you have anything on the visit of the 


Panamanian delegation that was headed by the Attorney General, 
I think it was, from down there? 


A I don't. Did you try Justice? I assume they saw 
the Attorney General. 


Q Yeah. I did that. 


Q Chuck, do you have any comments on the report 
this week that three reputed members of Salvador's death squads 
were trained by the State Department here? 


A Yes. There is considerable guidance on that, if 
you'll check with the Press Office. I don't have it with me 
today, but the bottom line of all of that is that these names 
were closely examined. The names were provided to Congress 
before the fact. As a result of some of their concerns, some 
of these names were re-examined. All of that turned up no 
information indicating any association with death squads, and 
as a consequence I'd end by saying no one has come forward with 
any specific charges, names, places, dates, of people with whom 
this could be confirmed. 


Q Because this one man, Lionel Gomez, who says he 
did come forth with these -- 


fa We have talked with him recently, and what he has 
appears to be hearsay evidence. He did not come forth with 
that evidence. 


Q Vice President Bush discussed the U.S. economic 
relationship with Egypt during his visit to Cairo. Were any 
additional requests made by King Hussein, either recently or 
during Bush's visit to Jordan? Has Jordan requested any 
additional aid? 


A Don't have anything on that. 

















——_ 
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Q 
the Soviet Union, and just what kind of a loss is Howard for us? 


A 
that case. 


Q 
A 


Q 
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When was the last time a U.S. citizen defected to 


I think I 


said earlier that I had no comment on 


Do you know when the last defection was? 


I don't. 


Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:54 p.m.) 
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TAKEN QUESTION 
AMBASSADOR TODMAN ON SOUTH AFRICA 


Concerning Ambassador Todman's press conference, was the 
fact that he was going to have a press conference cleared 
with the Department? 


Was the content of his comments cleared with the Department? 


AMBASSADOR TODMAN INFORMED THE DEPARTMENT IN ADVANCE 
THAT HE WOULD BE MEETING WITH REPORTERS IN COPENHAGEN. THE 
DEPARTMENT'S CLEARANCE FOR SUCH MEETINGS IS NOT REQUIRED. 
AMBASSADOR TODMAN MEETS WITH MEMBERS OF THE PRESS 





FREQUENTLY AND ROUTINELY, AS IS NORMAL FOR AN AMBASSADOR 
SERVING ABROAD. 
AMBASSADOR TODMAN'S COMMENTS IN THIS INSTANCE WERE NOT 


CLEARED WITH THE DEPARTMENT, BUT THAT ALSO IS NOT A 


DEPARTURE FROM WHAT IS NORMAL. 
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TAKEN QUESTION Thursday, August 7, 1986 


SOUTH AFRICA: Asbassador Nickel 





Ambassador Nickel -- is he planning to return to South 
Africa? 


AMBASSADOR NICKEL WILL BE RETURNING TO POST IN LATE 
AUGUST. I HAVE NOTHING FOR YOU ON WHEN HE WILL END HIS 


TOUR IN SOUTH AFRICA THEREAFTER. 
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(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REDMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
Matt? 


Q Have you had a chance to evaluate Ambassador 
Todman's remarks? 


A Yes, I have. 
Q Okay, let's go on to other subjects. (Laughter) 
A Any other regions you'd like to look into? 


Q What is your evaluation -- do you interpret his 
comments as a criticism of the Administration's policy? And, 


if so, is that the proper role for him to be filling at this 
point? 


A In starting, let me say two things: first, that 
I have read the entire transcript in detail, and I have talked 
to Ambassador lodman this morning. 


I would start by saying that Ambassador Todman's press 
conference should be read in its entirety. It has been 
distorted, based on one sentence taken out of context. In 
speaking of credibility, Ambassador Todman was addressing not 
the issue of U.S. policy, but rather how it has been perceived 
abroad. 


On the question of policy, per se, Ambassador Todman 
termed it “very strong and clear." The problem we have 
wrestle with, he said, is how to communicate that policy nore 
effectively. That's an objective we all share. 
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For example, Ambassador Todman noted that many people 
don't recognize that the U.S. already has many sanctions in 
place. So it's only in that sense that Ambassador Todman used 
the term “credibility,” which figures so prominently in most of 
the stories which I read. 


As I said, I've spoken to him personally this morning. 
That was clearly his intention, as I've described it, and I'd 
urge you to take a look at the totality of his remarks, which 
can be made available to you in the Press Office. 


Q What sentence is it that was -- 


A The one that was quoted in so many of your 
stories. 

Q Which sentence was it? 

Q Can we have a copy of it? 

fa No, this is not in the shape. 

Q Which sentence was it that you were -- I'm sorry, 


which sentence? You said one sentence had been taken out of 
context. 


A The sentence that was most widely quoted. 
Q Which one is that? 


A Which was the one --~ I'd refer you to all your 
reports. I saw it in many of them. I can't find it in here 
right now. It's easy enough to find. 


Q There are different reports. We just want to 
make -- we just want to be clear on what you're talking about. 


Q All right, a couple of quick questions, and there 
will be others, l'm sure. You say all these things taken out 
of context; is that Todman's view, too? You talked to him this 
morning. 


fa I did. He agrees with everything that I've just 
said. 


Q All right, secondly, if there is a perception 
problem, perception depends both on how a message is received 
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and how it's projected. You're not questioning, then, are you, 
that Todman is questioning that the United States has done -- 
that Todman is suggesting that the United States hasn't done a 
very good job in projecting its policy; right? Otherwise, it 
would be perceived right. 


A Once again, I would refer you to the total 
context. I don't believe there's any point at which the 
Ambassador says that. The Ambassador says, in fact, at one 
point on that specific question, when someone said, “How long 
will this take?" He said, “It could happen this very moment." 


The policy -- the message that's -- I could find it 
for you. 


Q No. I mean, I know what the pronoun refers to. 


A It's hard for me to paraphrase all of this, so 
let me find it here. He said, as you said, "Both the side that 
is sending and the side which is receiving are factors. If 
people want to accept it, the elements are there. They could 
do it tomorrow." That goes back to his fact that this is a 
strong, good policy. 


So I think what we're talking about here is a question 
of communication. 


Q Okay, well, communication involves - 
A And ['ve said that's what we're -- 
Q -- a speaker and a listener. 


A As he said, and as I said, we're all trying to 
work on communicating that policy better. If it's not 
understood, that's what we're trying to do. That is why we 
have these briefings; that's why other people do press 
conferences, trips, etc. 


Q It's going to be very hard to turn Todman's 
remarks into an encomium for the Administration's policy on 
South Africa. Now, if he says there's a communications 
problem, the problem has to rest, at least partly, at the feet 
of the people who are communicating. 


Now, don't you read him as criticizing the U.S. 
Government for not communicating its good intentions -- he says 
good intentions, apparently, or sees them as good intentions - - 
communicating these intentions adequately? 
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A No, I don't. I would say that he thinks, as we 
all do, that one can always do better. If policies aren't 
understood, then we should work harder at making them 
understood, and that's what we're all attempting to do. 


At another point, when he was questioned about, “Well, 
aren't you saying that the last six years have not been 
effective," or something to that effect, he said, "Not at 
all.“ He said, “I think the last six years have been a good 


show." 


Q Is he under consideration still to be Ambassador 
to South Africa? 


A On the question of Ambassador to South Africa, I 
don't have anything for you. We announced yesterday that 
Ambassador Nickel, in case you didn't know, is still our 
Ambassador to South Africa. And as the White House said this 
morning, when the Administration has decided on a successor, it 
will be announced. 


Q Can you clarify -- I don't want to ask all the -- 
but can you clarify, you said later this month? When is Nickel 
going back? 


A I don't know. 
Q Can you be a little clearer about that? 
i) I don't have the exact date. 


Q Why did Todman hold the news conference? 


A You can ask him that. He's just gone back to 
Denmark after an extensive period here serving on promotion 
boards. He routinely and frequently holds press conferences in 
Denmark. During his absence, there had a been a lot of 
speculation concerning his future plans. I think that was his 
major intention for holding that press conference. 


Q Chuck, having talked to him now, are you aware 
whether the Ambassador intends to stay in the State Department, 
or is he looking into the possibility of other jobs, leaving 
the Department fairly soon? 


fs I didn't inquire of personal plans. As far as ] 
know, he plans to stay on as Ambassador to Copenhagen. 
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Q Is that the -- how long has he been there? 


a You'll have to check the records. I believe it's 
been something on the order of three years. I'11 look into 
that if you want the exact date. 


Q The other question is these comments by Todman 
follow a time when the President of the United States delivered 
a major speech on our policy in South Africa, followed by the 
Secretary of State up on the Hill for four hours defending the 
American policy. If there is still a problem in communicating 
that policy, is the problem not at the footsteps of both the 
President and the Secretary of State? 


A I can't do any better than what I've said earlier 
on, that that's the kind of problem that we work at on this 
issue as well as any other issue. On this issue, it's a 
particularly important one. It's gotten a lot of attention. 


Q Chuck, on a directly related issue, do you have 
anything to reply to Congressman Crockett and his observation 
that there's bald racism in this Department, and that -- 
especially under this Administration -- ties in with what 
Todman said about the last six years; that under the Carter 
Administration, there was no lack of prominent black diplomats. 


fs Let me just review the facts, first of all. In 
the senior Foreign Service today there are nine blacks. That's 
1.5 percent of the senior Foreign Service. In the mid-level 
career ladder of the Foreign Service, there are 159 blacks, or 
6.7 percent of the Foreign Service. And in the junior level 
career ladder, there are 79 blacks, or 7.8 percent of the 
Foreign Service. That gives you a total of 247 blacks, or 6.2 
percent of 4,019 officers. 

Q Of those nine blacks, how many are Ambassador 
level? And are you including the people that work on Equal 
Employment and other civil rights problems, or are they 
involved in diplomacy? 


A Those are the blacks in the senior Foreign 
Service. 


Q Let me rephrase my question. Of those nine 
blacks, which is a rather small amount to begin with, how many 
of them are involved in diplomacy and how many of them are 
involved in administrative or other housekeeping details? 
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A Those are all diplomats. 
Q All diplomats? 


a I can't tell you what jobs they hold, but they 
are part of that pool from which our senior career positions 
are filled. 


Q How many blacks are Ambassadors? 
fs I'll have to take that question. 
Q Could you take it, please? 

Aa Sure. 


Let me also say concerning the question of whether 
there has been a decline in the number of black officers 
joining the Foreign Service since 1978, there has been; yes. 
That does not, however, reflect a lessening of commitment or a 
lessening of recruitment efforts on the part of the Department. 


The Department has actually increased its recruitment 
efforts to attract blacks, and its efforts to turn this decline 
around are beginning to pay off. Currently, the percentage for 
1986 for recruiting blacks is 6.9 percent -- that is, to date, 
out of a total of 130 candidates, 12 are black. I don't know 
what that rate will turn out to be at the end of the year, but 
that compares with 4.3 percent for 1985. 


Q Can 1 ask you a clarification on the conversation 
with Todman? Did the -- maybe you said. But did you or the 
State Department solicit an explanation from Todman, or did 
Todman call to clarify what he had said and to question the 
press accounts of his news conference? 


a I don't know at what point he started to see 
those press accounts, but I called him. 


Q You called him? Well, can I expand the 
question? Was he called and asked to explain why he said what 
he had said? Is that the point of it? 


A 1'1] tell you exactly how it happened. After 
having read this transcript in detail, because I detected a 
certain number of ambiguities and discrepancies, in fact, in 
some of the wire reporting that I was seeing, I read it in 
detail. I talked to a number of other people who read it in 
detail. I put together what I perceived to be the fact of the 
matter, at which point I talked to him to confirm that. in 
fact, as I read it was the way that he had intended it to be 
said. 
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Q You called him as a stand-in, I suppose -- you 
know, probably mostly as a stand-in, so you can inform us. Did 
anybody call Todman to reproach him for what he had said? 


A No. 


Q What about his observation that no new Ambassador 
should be named until this problem is cleared up? Did he 
amplify on that? That's not his call, is it? 


6 No, that was an observation of his, that if we're 
in the process, as we have said, of looking at policy -- of 
policy evolving, I believe as he put it -- once that policy has 
evolved, that then one looks at the question of an Ambassador 
rather than vice versa. But to go back to what I said, once 
again, that was his personal observation on which comes first 
in this process. 


Q Wait a minute. Was that his observation? Didn't 
he say that until there was a credible policy, it was not the 
time to name an Ambassador? You're saying this is taken out of 
context. Is that statement -- there were questions about what 
"it" was. He doesn't deny saying that, does he? 


A Of course not. If you would read the entire 
transcript -- let me go back to this. If you would read the 
entire transcript, what came before that, what came after that, 
the question of credibility came up time and again in the 
interview; and it is very clear, when one reads this. He 
explains many times over what he is talking about when he 
refers to “credibility,” which is a question of perception. 
When asked to define, for example, he says -- and says it 
severa’ times -- this question of sanctions, for example, that 
peopie don't even realize the United States has in place a 
number of sanctions. We've got to get that message across so 
that there's not this disconnect between what's actually « 
happening and what people perceive as happening. 


When someone asked him, “But about credibility?" he 
says, “I thought I just answered that." So I think if you read 
this in its total] context, you'll] come to the same conclusion I 
did. 


Q Chuck, who is he talking about? When you talk 
about credibility, policy doesn't exist in the abstract. 
Policy exists, and it is sold. What he seems to be saying is 
that it hasn't been sold well. 
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a He also says that that depends on both sender and 
receiver, for example. 


Q Well, the receiver in this case is who? The 
press or the South African Government? 


a It could be the South African Government, the 
southern African region, the world at large, the press, the 
American public. There are lots of audiences. 


Q Because he says -- 
6 There are likewise a great number of senders. 


Q But he is saying that as far as the people 
receiving, South Africa is not getting it, southern Africa is 
not getting it, and the rest of the world, he said, is not 
getting it. That must say somethine very basic about the 
nature of the policy. 


a I don't believe it does. And I'm telling you, 
Marvin -- to go back to this -- I have talked to him; he was 
not trying to say anything basic about the nature of the 
policy. I can't be any more definitive than that. 


If you read the transcript, he says it in his own 
words several times. thanks. 


Q The White House Chief of Staff, Mr. Regan, 
yesterday said that the sanctions that are now in effect, the 
limited sanctions to which you alluded a few minutes ago, are 
going to be renewed. Do you have anything to elaborate on 
that? 1 think it's September 9 that they're due to expire. He 
says they'll be renewed. 


a No, I don't have anything on that. 
Q You don't. 


Q Is the Administration actively looking for a new 
Ambassador to South Africa? 


a I just don't have anything to add on that 
question beyond what I've said before. 


Q New subject, Chuck? 


a Yes. 
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Q Can I ask whether the Administration has any 
response to the Pravda piece published this morning about 
President Reagan's letter to Secretary Gorbachev in which 
they're quite critical of President Reagan's letter, saying 
that it produces no progress toward arms reductions? 


a No, I haven't seen that. Wo comment. 


Q On the same area. The Senate voted for a total 
test ban yesterday, and also asking the President to submit 
both TTB and PNB. Do you have anything on that? Any reaction? 


ia I wouldn't have any reaction other than to 
reiterate, if you really wanted me to, one more time what our 
position is on nuclear testing and on a comprehensive test ban, 
for example. 


On the question of a comprehensive test ban, that 
remains a long-term objective of the United States. As long as 
the U.S. and our allies -- friends -- must rely upon nuclear 
weapons to deter aggression, some level of nuclear testing will 
continue to be required. 


A comprehensive test ban must be viewed in the context 
of a time when we do not need to depend on nuclear deterrence 
to insure international security and stability, and when we 
have achieved broad, deep and verifiable arms reductions, 
substantially improved verification capabilities, expanded 
confidence-building measures, and greater balance in 
conventional forces. 


The U.S. is energetically pursuing negotiations and 
discussions with the Soviet Union on concrete steps in all of 
these areas. 


The heart of the problem we face is working to 
preserve peace and stability -- let me rephrase that. The 
heart of the problem we face, in working to preserve peace and 
stability, is not the testing of nuclear weapons, but the large 
number of offensive nuclear weapons on both sides and the way 
strategic forces are structured. 


Q Chuck, you talk about that until -- as long as 
there's a need for deterrence, there will be a need for nuclear 
weapons I think that's what that boils down to, that section 
of the statement. 
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When will there be no need for deterrence? The United 
States, since 1946, has operated on the assumption that the 
Soviets are going to jump the U.S. and the U.S. has to be ready 
to defend itself. Would it take total disarmament as well as a 
dismemberment of the Soviet political system when nuclear 
weapons will no longer be needed, or are you just looking for 
some improved arms control agreement, something better than 
SALT II, and then you will be able to ban nuclear weapons 
tests? What do you mean, "deterrence won't be needed"? You've 
been expecting an invasion in Europe for 40 years. 


A What I say here -- 
Q Yeah. 


A --—- and I, again, urge you to look at the exact 
words which have been said and resaid, and I'm not going to 
amplify on them other than to reiterate some of the key 
phrases, which is: nuclear weapons will remain, for the 
foreseeable future, a key element of our deterrent; secondly, 
that a comprehensive test ban remains a long-term objective of 
the United States, but that looking at that long term, there 
are a number of other factors that have to be taken into the 
equation. 


I can't tell you what that date is down the road, what 
the exact conditions will be. 


-~MORE-- 
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Q Well, there's so much in that statement it would 
be unfair to really try to question you about the whole thing, 
although frankly it sounds like a Utopian statement and a lot 
of gobbledygook. Previous -- 


A It's a very serious question, though. 


Q Well, sure, it's a serious question. The 
previous Administration thought, for instance, that you could 
pursue a comprehensive test ban and at the same time pursue 
those other goals. Is this Administration saying it can't 
pursue a ban on nuclear weapons tests until all those other 
Utopian -- until all those other goals are reached? Which will 
mean you will never pursue an underground nuclear weapons 
test. That's what you're really saying. 


A I think from what I said it's clear that we are 
pursuing a lot of approaches. These other issues which I 
enumerated as factors in the equation are being pursued at a 
number of levels, and vigorously. 


Q So why can't you pursue a comprehensive test ban 
at the same time? 


fa It's a matter of priorities. 


Q Chuck, it that the same as saying that the Group 
of Six proposal of yesterday -- or do you have a specific 
response to that? It seems to me you've answered it, but go 
ahead. 


A I have, more or less. 
Q Go ahead. 


fi The only thing 1 would add, perhaps, anyway -- in 
the shuffling of pappers here I think I've lost that one -- 
concerning the proposal by the New Delhi Six, the U.S. respects 
the sincerity of purpose and commitment to peace of the world 
statesmen who are a part of this effort. 


We also fully share their primary objective that there 
never be a nuclear war This has been the overriding goal of 
U.S. foreign policy since 1945 and remains our top priority 
today. 


As the President has stated, a nuclear war cannot be 
won and must never be fought. Arms control can play a vital 
role in this process. We are now actively engaged with the 
Soviets on a broad range of arms control issues with the 
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primary goal of achieving deep, equitable, effectively 
verifiable arms reductions. In our judgment, the proposals for 
a moratorium as put forth by the New Delhi Six would not 
enhance stability or reduce the risk of war. Instead, these 
proposals would perpetuate the dangerous disparities which the 
massive Soviet nuclear buildup has created and would undercut 
efforts to move to a more stable strategic balance and set back 
efforts to obtain deep, equitable, verifiable reductions. 


Q Chuck, on this technical question or procedural 
question: Could you tell us whatever you might be able to give 
us about the travel plans of the seven fellows going to Moscow, 
and also about any plans -- I don't know if the White House has 
covered this -- but any plans for briefing them, whether they 
will, you know, meet together or meet with the President or 
meet with the Secretary -- well, it can't be with the Secretary 
of State, I guess -- but meet among themselves? How are they 
prepping for this trip, and when will they go and when will 
they arrive? 


A As I understand it, they are, I think, gathering 
in Europe, probably by sometime on Sunday, in order to go from 
there to the Soviet Union as a group. 

I presume, therefore, that they'll have plenty of time 
to talk among themselves on the plane, when they get to Moscow, 
before the talks start on Monday and Tuesday. 


Whether or not they're having any meetings here -- I 
don't know of any. 


1 think that's -- 
Q Basically the six -- 
A -- the best 1 could do. 


-- are coming from here and one from southern 
France, is that the idea? 


fs I have -- (laughter). 


Q Well, you know, if it's a dramatic in-gathering 
of the -- 


A I've heard that I think that's standard 
practice for the month of August. But, frankly -- 


Q No, no. 
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A -- I haven't confirmed where every one of those 
people is right now. 


Q Are they going to Moscow Monday or Sunday? 
Sunday, I believe. 
Q Sunday, yes. 


Q Chuck, could you make a copy of your answer on 
the preceding question available? 


is) Yes. 


Q Another topic? 


Pardon? 
Q Another topic? 
is You want two copies of the same one? 
Q Another topic. 


fo Oh, another topic. I'm sorry. (Laughter. ) 
O.K., 


Q Do you have any comment on the arrest of the 
American in Tehran? 


A When the official Iranian press reports first 
indicated that John Pattis -- P-a-t-t-i-s -- an American 
citizen, had been arrested, we asked the Swiss Embassy in 
Tehran, which protects our interests there, to make inquiries 
about the case. 


The Swiss Ambassador in Tehran met with Iranian 
Foreign Ministry officials, who confirmed that Pattis had been 
arrested. 


To date, despite repeated requests by the Swiss, the 
Iranians have not granted a consular visit. 


Q Do you have any answer to their allegation that 
he had an Italian passport -- forged Italian passport? 


fi Why that should be an allegation to have an 
Italian passport, T'm not too sure |. - 


Q Ihey said forged -- forged. 
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A -— but, no, we don't know what the charges are 
against him. We've not been able to get access -- or I should 
say the Swiss, on our behalf, have not had access to him. 


Basically, what I have given you is all the details I 
can give you, and, because of Privacy Act considerations, I 
can't give you any more personal information. 


Q Chuck, there are reports in some Arab media 
circles that the United States Government is drawing a new 
peace plan with the participation of all parties, including 
Israel and the PLO -- especially after the visit of Mr. George 
Bush co the area these past few days. Do you have any comment 
on this? 


a No, I don't. 


Q O.K. Do you have any advancement in the idea of 
the United States accepting an international peace conference 
with the five members of the Security Council members? Mr. 
Peres welcomed it; Mr. Shamir rejected. Where do you stand on 
this issue -- again? 


A Again? 
Q Yes. 


A I'm glad you added that, so that I'm not the only 
one that looks redundant when I answer this. (Laughter. ) 


Our views on an international conference are wel] 
known. We understand the importance for King Hussein of an 
international context for direct negotiations with Israel. 


We would support any arrangement acceptable to all the 
parties which furthers the goal of direct negotiations. 


Q Chuck? 
fs Yes. 
Q There's a report that Jesse Helms was down in 


Argentina just before the overthrow of the Peron Government, 
speaking to members of the military and suggesting that it 
would be a swell idea to kick her out. Do you have anything on 
that? 


A No, I don't. 


Q Do you have anything on -- 
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Q Can you look into whether you can confirm his 
travel? 


i: I think you should confirm it with his office. 


Q Well, that's the point -- that his office 
apparently has consistently denied that he ever went to 
Argentina, but the State Department apparently has records of 
the trip. 


Q Usually, whenever a statement is raised about the 
possibility of the United States either endorsing or 
participating in anything involving negotiations with the PLO, 
there is a precondition always expressed from the podium there 
about talks with the PLO -- what preconditions would exist; and 
you didn't do that in this case. 


7 I didn't talk about negotiations with the PLO. 

Q About the -- 

fs There's been no change in our policy concerning 
contact, dialogue with the PLO. But if you look at the 
statement I made, it didn't address that question. 


Q Is the United States proposing, possibly through 
George Bush, that there be a meeting of the heads of 
government, heads of state, to address the Middle East problem? 
A Not that I know of. 


Q Chuck, Jesse Jackson is coming. Is he meeting 
with somebody here today? Do you know what the purpose of it 
might be? 


fa Don't have anything on that. 

Q Chuck, do you have anything on the meeting in 
Moscow of several PLO constituent groups -- that's the specific 
-- or, in general, the Soviets' efforts to reunify the PLO? 


A No. 


Q Chuck -- 


A In the back. 
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Q -- can you clarify all of this? You know, I am 
left under the impression that some sort of review from the 
line of questions of the gentleman -- 


f°) You are left with what? 


Q I am left with the impression that there is some 
sort of review on your Middle East policy. 


A There seems to be a review among your colleagues 
(laughter); but, no, beyond that, I don't have anything else -- 
no. 


Q Chuck, do you have any -- it occurred to me that 
Adelman is not going on this delegation. Can you offer us an 
explanation as to why the Arms Control Agency chief is not 
involved in these talks? 


A I don't know. 


Q Do you have any comment on the reported 
revelations of Mr. Gordievsky, the former KGB chie’ in London? 


A No. 
Q Chuck ~- 
Q Do you have a comment on the role that Terry 


Waite played in the release of the hostage recently? 
A Let me give you a more general reaction. 


A number of groups and individuals have been working 
for the release of the hostages in Lebanon. Terry Waite has 
been one of the most persistent and effective in this 
endeavor. We believe that his efforts have been helpful, and 
we appreciate all he has done. 


Q Do you have anything on the Bering Strait crab 


at? 

is I thought you'd never ask. (Laughter. ) 

Q (Inaudible) 

fs Your colleagues demand that you withdraw the 
question. 

Q No. 


A You really -~ you want to know? 0O.K 
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Q Because the Coast Guard is saying that it's up to 
the State Department to comment on it. 


A They did. 
Q Yes. 


Full details are not available -- 


Q Thank goodness. (Laughter) 


A -- but we understand that Soviet enforcement 
vessels have taken action to interfere with a U.S. vessel 
fishing for crab in the Bering Sea. 


The incident took place August 6 in an area over which 
both the United States and the Soviet Union have claimed 
jurisdiction. 


And if you ask me about that I'm going to tell you 
about arcs of great circles and rhumb lines -- 


Q Whoo! 
a -~- $0 don't ask me that. 


We have brought our concern over this incident to the 
attention of Soviet authorities. As you know, the U.S. and 
Soviet Union for several years have had under discussion the 
maritime boundary in this and other areas. In raising this 
matter with Soviet authorities, we've also noted the need to 
avoid actions which would affect an issue which remains under 
discussion between our two sides. 


Q Can you explain it? 
A As I understand what happened -- 
Q Yes -- the interference. 


-- some of the Soviet vessels, whose nature is 
not totally clear at this point, fired some flares. They 
pursued our fishing vessel for some time. 


That was the nature of the incident. 
Q Do you have the name of the vessel, Chuck? 


A The name of the vessel]? 


Q Ihe U.S. vessel? 
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A I don't have it here, but as I recall reading it, 
it was the Katy K. 


Q No one was arrested? No one was arrested; no 
ships were boarded or anything like that -- right? 


A That's right. 


Q Ambassador Ridgway said something yesterday about 
protests filed with Romania. Do you have anything more -- 


A No. 

Q -- when they were filed, et cetera? 
a No. 

Q Is that "KDK" -- the initials? 

A No. 

Q Could you spell it out? 


A That's Katy as in Katherine -- K-a-t-y -- and 
then the letter "K." 


Q Chuck, on the -- 


A Wait a minute. One of your colleagues here who's 
not had a chance. 


Q Do you have any comment today on the letter of 
Solarz, which he wrote to George Shultz concerning the Austrian 
President Kurt Waldheim? 


i) Nothing beyond the answer we posted two days ago. 


Q Chuck, on Tuesday, August the Sth, the American 
Arab Anti-Discrimination Committee sent a cable to the 
Secretary of State protesting the appointment of Major General 
Amos Yaron as Military Attache to the Israeli Embassy in 
Washington because, according to the charges, he was involved 
with criminal charges in the massacres at Sabra and Shatila. 
Have you had the time to respond to this, or what do you 
comment on such request from an Arab-American organization to 
bar the entrance of Mr. Yaron to the United States? 


A Could I refer you to the Department of Defense, 
which is the agency dealing with defense attaches. 
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Q Any initial evaluation on the new President who 
was just inaugurated in Colombia -- in response to his 
inauguration speech? 


fi No. Nothing beyond what was done by the people 
on the trip. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:52 p.m.) 
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MONDAY, AUGUST 11, 1986, 12:34 P. M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REOMAN: Let me make only one small announcement: 
To introduce Alexander Almasov -- if you could stand up, Alex 
-- the new Public Affairs Adviser for the Bureau of East Asian 
and Pacific Affairs. Mr. Almasov has served in Japan, Poland 
and with the Training Division of USIA in Washington. 


That's all 1 have. Matt? 


Q The Cuban Communist Party newspaper is reporting 
today that what they say is a Cubar-born U.S. Army Captain by 
the name of Hugo Almeda has sovgt* political asylum in Cuba. 
Do you have any comment on that? 


2 I don't have any comment. I've seen the story. 
I think you could also address that question to the Department 
of Defense. At last count, my conversations with them, they 
had not yet identified any such person, but I would defer to 
them for the definitive answer to that question. 


Q Are there any plans for a delegation to go to 
Havana and try to work out agreement on release of political 
prisoners? 


A No I know of no such delegation that you refer 
to there. 

Q Or any developments expected on that subject. 

a In a general sense, I'll repeat what was said at 


the White House briefing this morning by Larry Speakes in 
response to a story that had appeared in the press today or 
over the weekend 


We have been reviewing our options on the immigration 
issue and the enforcement of the embargo -- this is relative to 
Cuba. Our goa) is to improve the enforcement of the embargo 
and at the same time establish clear procedures to deal with 
long-term political prisoners who wish to leave Cuba, but no 
final decisions have been reached 
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Q That was reported in the New York Times also. It 
spoke about this delegation. Is that under consideration? 


a I just don't have anything on that delegation. 


Q Can you confirm the part of the story in which 
they said the Cubans were trying to extort money from 
Cuban-Americans? 


6 I don't have a great number of details on that 
particular aspect. As I understand it, this question of Cubans 
coming to the United States is a situation that has existed -- 
under less than normal circumstances -- is a situation that has 
existed since June ‘85 when the United States was obliged to 
suspend preference immigrant visa and refugee processing at the 
U.S. Interests Section in Havana following Cuban suspension of 
the Mariel agreement. 


Cuba stipulated at the time it suspended the agreement 
that all immigrants and refugees bound for the United States 
would henceforth have to transit third countries. In practice 
most of these persons have gone from Cuba to Panama. 


Q But what has that got to do with the money 
question, which was -- 


i That's the best 1 can do in answering that 
question. I think the money question arose in reference to 
those people coming via third countries, but 1 don't have any 
other details on that question. 


Q Are you referring to those political prisoners 
that -- I think it was announced from here had -- Castro had 
apparently released? 


A No. These are not political prisoners. There 
are other Cuban immigrants coming to the United States. 


Q Whatever happened to those political prisoners 
that it was announced here that Castro had apparently released, 
that Jacques Cousteau had made an appeal for a few months ago? 


fa I'll have to look into that and get you an 
updated status To the best of my knowledge, we're still 
continuing to look into those cases. As you know, concerning 
long-term political prisoners, we have been handling those on a 
case-by-case basis 


Q Where's the holdup on taking the political 
prisoners? Is it here at State or is it at INS? 
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A I don't know that what you term a “holdup" in 
taking them in is in fact -- 


Q Well, Castro has said they could come. 


-- an accurate statement. As I said before, and 
2°os dente the current status, I believe it involves looking 
into who these people are and where they are coming from and 
various questions like that, but I'll try to get you a status 
report on that. 


Q State gives an advisory opinion in all such cases. 


A We certainly have a role to play, and our 
Interests Section in Havana is one of the parties that has to 
look into the status of these people. 


Q There's a policy against admitting them at this 
point, isn't there, as long as there's no immigration -- 


A The policy is that of accepting long-term 
political prisoners, but since the suspension of the Mariel 
agreement it has been done on a case-by-case basis. 


Q Can you give us a little history on those cases, 
as long as you're looking back? 


f 1 think that is already in the record. You can 
find that previously. 


Q Another topic? 

A) Yes. Wait. Your colleague in the back was first. 

Q Do you have anything on the situation in East 
Beirut? 

fs In reference to the outbreak of fighting between 


the Christian factions, as has been stated many times from this 
podium, the fighting in Lebanon must end and the effective 
legal authority of the Government of Lebanon must be restored. 


Rule by militias and vigilantes in East and West 
Beirut has disrupted the lives of the Lebanese for far too 
long. We support genuine efforts to re-establish the political 
dialogue that will open the way to political reform and permit 
restoration of the effective authority of the legally 
constituted Government of Lebanon throughout the country. 
Obviously any solution will require broad consensus in al] 
Lebanese communities. 








-4- Monday, 8/11/86 


Q Chuck, can you address the Syrian part of that 
Situation? Apparently it's the Syrians who are asserting 
authority. Does that meet with the State Department's approval? 


4 We've commented on that before in very similar 
terms to what I've used today, which is in essence without 
comment on specific actions that are occurring, but rather in 
reference to our broad principles which I've just reiterated 
which concluded with the fact that solution does require broad 
consensus in all Lebanese communities if it's going to be 
effective. 


Q It's tricky stuff, because it's highly unlikely 
that the Lebanese Government is exactly a free agent in 
asserting its sovereignty, so the question is -- 


fi That is likewise reflected what I just said. 
What we need -- 

Q Well, you want a Syria-free Lebanon -- 

A -- the restoration of the -- 

Q -- or you want a Syrian-influenced Lebanon? 

A -~- effective authority of the legally constituted 
Government of Lebanon. 

Q Which 1s a Lebanese Government, not the Damascus 
Government. 

a That is the Lebanese Government. That goes 


without saying, without reference to this question. 


Q What about the raid -- Isrgeli-raid, a 
continuation of Israeli raid against Lebanon and Palestinian 
refugee camps? 


a I didn't catch the second part of your question, 
but concerning - 


Q Palestinian refugees. 


A The United States deplores the continuing cycle 
of violence in the south of Lebanon. We have long supported 
agreed-on security arrangements between Lebanon and Israel that 
could ensure security and stability for south Lebanon and 
northern Israel. 
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Q Do you see any motivation that this has 
undertaken -- this raid by Israel -- do you see that this is a 
—: pursuit or this is a response to something that happened 
before? 


& No. I have no comment on the specifics. 


Q And you're talking about Lebanon, and you talked 
about the legally constituted Government of Lebanon. Do you 
consider President Amin Gemayel the legally constituted 
President, and you're still supporting him as the President of 
Lebanon? 


& We're on record on that position many times over. 
Q Can you reiterate that position now? 
is I can find the exact words, but the answer is yes. 


Q What about Taba? Is the Administration pleased 
that they have reached an initial agreement? 


Q First, let me review for the record what actually 
happened, which is that the delegations of Egypt and Israel, 
with the participation of a U.S. delegation, have completed 
work on a draft arbitral compromis with the exception of 
selecting names of non-national arbitrators and the technical 
elaboration of the annex. They will submit the draft compromis 
to their respective governments for approval. The two parties 
have agreed on procedures to elaborate the technical aspects of 
the annex. They have also agreed on a procedure for the 
selection of the non-national arbitrators. 


After approval by their governments and with the 
conclusion of the field work and the selection of the 
arbitrators, the draft of the compromis will be subject to 
signature by the parties. 


Concerning our reaction, agreement on the draft text 
is clearly a positive step. It brings us significantly closer 
to resolution of the dispute between Egypt and Israel over 
their common boundary, including Taba. This achievement 
reflects a genuine spirit of cooperation on the part of the 
Egyptian and Israeli negotiators and long hours of hard work. 


Work still remains to be done in two areas to complete 
the arrangements for arbitration, but we are hopeful that this 
work will be completed within a short period of time. 


Q Do you think that it's time for Egypt, then, to 
return its Ambessador to Isracl] and to fulfill the obligation: 
it undertook in the peace treaty with Israel? 
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fs The Egyptian Government has said it will return 
its Ambassador to Israel promptly upon signature of the 
compromis. 


Q What about a -- I mean, I didn't know about 
that. As of early this morning there was no word, I thought, 
on whether Egypt would return its Ambassador. 


a This has been a standing position of the Egyptian 
Government for some time. 


Q Oh, you're going on what they said, because they 
had three or four conditions for returning the Ambassador. But 
the U.S. believes they will return their Ambassador when this 
agreement is signed? 


é That's what I just said. 


Q And what about -- there's also been the 
possibility that this will lead to a Mubarak/Peres summit 
meeting. Would that be a good thing? 


fs Concerning whether or not it would be a good 
thing, I leave that to the parties. But we understand that the 
question of a possible Peres/Mubarak meeting is to be addressed 
by the two governments, and I can't take that question any 
further. 


Q What about a Shultz visit in connection with this? 


A I have nothing new concerning any plans for the 
Secretary to go to the Middle East, and you can refer to what 
he said in the past: If there's a good reason for him to go, 
he's always ready to go. 


Q How long is Murphy going to stay there? When is 
he coming back? 


6 Murphy has gone back -- or has gone to Israel, 
where he is today. We expect him to return to Washington 
shortly. 1 can't give you an exact arrival time. 


Q Can you make a copy of your statement available, 
on your reaction? 


a Yes. 


Q Can you elaborate on the who will be the 
non-national arbitrators between Egypt and Israel? 


fi, Nu, I can't That's something for the two 
parties to talk to. 
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Q Wouldn't you have an input about who will be the 
arbitrators, since you have undertaken a heavy measure of 
participation to reach this agreement? 


is Concerning the details, the specifics of the 
implementation, again I just have to refer to the two parties. 


Q Do you see that they could go to the 
International Court of Justice in The Hague that you withdrew 
from a few months ago in the arbitration? 


o I'm not in a position to give you any of the 
details. The agreement, as I understand it, is still 
confidential between the two parties. 


Q Did Michael Deaver carry any messages from this 
government to the Ambassador to South Korea, suggesting he 
could stay on the job? Is the State Department aware of that? 
Would it have condoned such messages? 


ts As in previous questions concerning this case, 
which is under investigation, I just don't have any comment on 
that case. 


Q Any comment on the reports that hostage Terry 
Anderson is ill? 


ia 1 don't have anything on that. 


Q Any update on the U.S. communications engineer 
that was detained in Iran? 


id Nothing new beyond what I gave you last Friday. 
Max? 


Q Chuck, beyond generalities, is there anything to 
be drawn here from the experience with Egypt that could be 
applied to Lebanon? Is there any thought being given of -- 
this is a very favorable development, obviously. What can be 
drawn from it for the rest of the area? 


A I don't have anything to draw for you. 
Do you have anything on the vessel that was 


w 
fishing for crabs in the Bering Sea and that was being chased 
around by the Soviets? 


A Ihis follows up on our briefing of Friday For 
you who haven't been following this fast-breaking story, it 
concerns a U.S. crab fishing boat that was approached by two 
Soviet patrol vessels last Wednesday while fishing the Bering 
Sca 
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The boat and other U.S. boats nearby departed the area 
immediately, leaving their crab pots behind. 


Their exact location at the time of the incident is 
not yet clear, but they may have been fishing in an area which 
both the United States and the Soviet Union claim as part of 
their exclusive economic zone. 


Beyond that, I could tell you that U.S. vessels are 
returning to the area to recover the crab pots left behind. 
There is a Coast Guard cutter accompanying the U.S. boats under 
instructions to follow standard operating procedures. 


Q To bring the crabs in or to eat them on the 
spot? (Laughter) 


Is there a crab response or any other response from 
Iran on the appeal you made from the podium last week that they 
get on with negotiating peace terms with Iraq, or is this 
apparently falling on deaf ears as usual? 


4 I have not seen any sign of response. 


Q Chuck, there was a story this weekend that said I 
guess Secretary Shultz told someone on his airplane that 
Soviets and Americans that are in Moscow now discussing a way 
to bring an end to the Iran-Iraq war. Can you tell us a few 
more details about that? I mean, who brought that up? Was it 
on our urging, or did the Soviets bring that up? 


A I can't go beyond what the Secretary said. I 
think he pointed that out as one area in which our various 
regional talks had shown some convergence of interest. 


Q There's a new meeting on that? 
A No. There's not a new meeting on it. He was 
referring -- if you infer that there is a new meeting, at this 


point I don't know anything about that. But the Secretary was 
referring to regional talks which have taken place; and the 
question was, I think, what have they accomplished; and he 
picked out that one example. 


Q But it's going to be discussed now, with Nitze's 
team, I take it. 
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A That is not the purpose of this visit. 


Q I don't know if there's a lid still on in Moscow, 
and I don't know if you have a lid on, but apparently the 
Soviets are still being critical of the U.S. negotiating 
position on arms control. Are you prepared to respond from 
here to what is being said, even while the talks are going on? 
The chief negotiator, for instance, has suggested that the 
United States is not being responsive to problems? 


fa I would refer you to the White House briefing 
this morning in which Larry addressed that question. The gist 
of his answer was that the President has responded in a 
constructive way to the latest Soviet ideas and that if the 
Soviets are prepared to continue in a constructive dialogue, 
then progress can be made. 


Q Senator Helms has requested intelligence 
information and requested information about possible 
surveillance of his staff relating to his recent trip to 
Chile. Have you got any comment on that? 


A No, 1 don't. 


Q As long as you're on Chile, let me ask a question 
about that. Does the State Department agree with Senator Helms 
that the demonstration accompanying the funeral of Rodrigo 
Rojas was not attended by the Democratic Opposition in Chile, 
only by hard-core leftists and Communists? That was his charge 
on August 7. And was the funeral itself only attended by 
hard-core leftists? 


fs No. |] don't have any comment. 
Q You have no comment? Will you take the question? 
A No. 1 think you can talk to people who were 


there on the scene. 
Q Okay. 
Q Wasn't our Ambassador there? 
Q Well, the Ambassador 


a He was at the funeral. 


Q Aside from -- the Ambassador was there at the 
funeral, but the point 16 1l'm just wondering, his point was 
that the Democratic Opposition of Chile was not there. That's 
-~ ] mean, that's been his major contention, and 1 just wanted 
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to know whether that was correct. Can you name any prominent 
members of the Democratic Opposition that were there? 


6 I don't know. 
Q Why not? Well, why isn't that a fair question? 
a Next question. 


Q Based on the cencern of the State Department 
about the movement of religious leaders around the world, can 
the State Department look into the news story from Nazareth, 
Israel, that the Reverend of the Evangelical Church, Riah Abu 
El-Assal, was deprived from the -- or prohibited from leaving 
Israel for the next 12 months by charges posted against him by 
the Foreign Ministry or the @inistry of Internal Affairs. And 
this man is a religious leader and a political leader, and he 
has members in the Israel Parliament. Can you look into this, 
and do you have a comment on it? 


be I don't have amy comment. 
Q Can you look into this? 
) I'm not inclined to look into that one right now. 


Chuck, having invited the American arms control 
delegation to the Soviet Union for these urgent negotiations 
now underway, the Soviets apparently sent no one to the 
airport, Sheremetyevo, to greet them. Do you have any comment 
on that? 


2) That is true, but we don't read anything 
significant into that. 


Q Do you have a view about the proximity talks in 
Geneva, the fact that they've been halte&*now indefinitely, 
that Pakistan is frustrated because the Soviets still haven't 
cooperated on withdrawing Soviet troops. Does the State 
Department have any particular view? Are you frustrated? 


A No, I don't have any particular view. 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:51 p.m.) 
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TAKEN QUESTION FROM NOON BRIEFING OF AUGUST 11, 1986 
CUBA: STATUS REPORT OF POLITICAL PRISONERS 








Q: Can you provide a status report on the different 
groups of long-term Cuban political prisoners 
currently in question? 

A:* -- THE CUBAN GOVERNMENT HAS BEEN RELEASING A NUMBER OF 
LONG-TERM POLITICAL PRISONERS AND HAS OFFERED TO 
RELEASE OTHERS IF THE UNITED STATES IS PREPARED TO 
TAKE THEM. MOST OF THESE INDIVIDUALS HAVE BEEN 
INCARCERATED FOR MORE THAN TWENTY YEARS. WE HAVE BEEN : 
HANDLING SUCH MATTERS ON AN AD HOC BASIS, AS IN THE 
CASE OF PRISONERS RELEASED DURING THE JESSE JACKSON 
VISIT TO CUBA OF 1984 OR THE RECENT RELEASE OF COLONEL 


MONTERO DUCUE, A BAY OF PIGS VETERAN. 


EIGHT WIVES AND TWO CHILDREN OF THE 26 POLITICAL 
PRISONERS WHO CAME TO THE U.S. WITH REV. JESSE JACKSON 
ON JUNE 28, 1964, WERE AUTHORIZED PAROLE TO ENTER THE 
UNITED STATES. IN ADDITION, THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
HAS RECOMMENDED TO THE IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION 


SERVICE PAROLE FOR 22 LESS IMMEDIATE RELATIVES. 


BEST AVASLABLE DOCUMENT 














"HERE ARE 75 PRISONERS ON A LIST PROVIDED TO U.S. 
CATHOLIC BISHOPS BY CASTRO WHO ARE PRIMARILY FORMER 
OFFICIALS OF THE BATISTA REGIME AND HENCE REQUIRE 
SPECIAL SCREENING UNDER U.S. L’* CUBA HAS REFUSED TO 
PROVIDE DOCUMENTATION ELABORATING THEIR ALLEGED CRIMES 
IN THE PERIOD BEFORE JANUARY 1, 1959. ALL HAVE BEEN 
INTERVIEWED BY THE U.S. INTERESTS SECTION IN HAVANA. 





AT LEAST 19 0O NOT WISH TO COME TO THE UNITED STATES. 
THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE HAS RECOMMENDED TO THE 
IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION SERVICE THAT INS 
INSPECTORS GO TO HAVANA TO DETERMINE WHICH PRISONERS 
MAY BE SROUGHT INTO THE UNITED STATES WITH THEIR 


IMMEDIATE FAMILIES AS REFUGEES. 


IN JUNE 1986 THREE EX-PRISONERS TOLD THE U.S. 
INTERESTS SECTION IM 4AVANA THAT 17 PRISONERS 
REPORTEDLY HAD BEEN RELEASED OUE TO JACQUES COUSTEAL'S 
INTERCESSION. IN FACT, MORE THAY 40 RECENTLY RELEAS™O 
EX-PRISONERS HAVE NOW SEEN INTERVIEWED BY THE 
INTERESTS SE7TION. A3OUT.HALF OF THESE PERSONS ARE 
FORMER LONG TERM POLITICAL PRISONERS WHD COULD BE 
CONSIDERED FOR ADMISSION TO THE UNITED STATES, 


TOGE"MER WITH THEIR FANILISS. 


BiST AVA‘LABLE DOCUMENT OT , 
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TUESDAY, AUGUST 12, 1986, 12:20 P.M. 
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MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 


One very brief announcement, simply to tell you that 
available in the Press Office is a statement on the 25th 
anniversary of the construction of the Berlin Wall. That 
anniversary is tomorrow, August 13. You could pick up the 
statement afterwards. 


Questions? 


Q Now that the meetings in Moscow are over, what 
can you tell us about what progress was made there, if any, and 
about the scheduling of any further meetings between the United 
States and the Soviet Union? 


a The experts talks proceeded on schedule and 
concluded as planned today, August 12. Ambassador Nitze and 
his group departed at 4:10 p.m. Moscow time. It would be 
inappropriate to comment on the substances of these exchanges. 
Ambassador Nitze will make a full report to the Secretary upon 
his return. 


Concerning further meetings, I'm not sure exactly what 
you have in mind. We've said a number of times that there are 
going to be continuing experts talks between now and the 
meeting between the Secretary and Mr. Shevardnadze September 19 
and 20. 


Those talks -- 1 quess the very next talks will be on 
bilateral issues. The Deputy Director of the USA Department of 
the Soviet Ministry, Mr. Mikol'chak, is arriving this 
afternoon, and he'll have meetings beginning tomorrow, largely, 
1 think, with Tom Simons, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Soviet 
and Eastern European Affairs. Bilateral issues, of course, 
include things like exchanges, human rights, and other things 
on the bilateral agenda. 


Q How long are those meetings supposed to last? 


A fA couple of days is my understanding 
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Q Does he see the Secretary, too? 


“ I don't know that there's anything on the 
Secretary's schedule. As I said, Tom Simons is the basic host 
for this particular set of talks. 


Q Could you spell the Soviet fellow's name and his 
title? 


“ Yes. 
Q Do you have his first name? 


(7 Deputy Director of the USA Department at the 
Foreign Ministry, and his name is spelled M-I-K-O-L -- and then 
for the purists, an apostrophe -- ‘-C-H-A-K. 


Q Do you have his first name? 


a I don't have it now. The Press Office can help 
you out if you need that afterwards. 


Q When was this meeting agreed to? Was it when Mr. 
Bessmertnykh was here or since then, or what? 


A These are all meetings that have been talked 
about in the context of this work program that was, of course, 
discussed when Mr. Bessmertnykh was here but preparations have 
been continuing since that time. So which ones were actually 
agreed then and which ones were agreed in the aftermath, I 
can't really sort out for you, but it does fall in the genera) 
context of that work program. 


Q And what about that Afghanistan regional 
meeting? When is that going to be? 


i) My information is still that that should occur in 
early September. And as we said last week, we also expect 
experts in other arms control areas to also be talking -- the 
areas not related to the Geneva talks. 


Q All this is related to the next summit, to 
prepare the way for the summit, right? 


A All of it is seen in the context of preparing 
first and foremost for the Secretary's meeting with Mr. 
Shevardnec7ve and that. of course, ultimately to prepare for ¢ 
summit. 


Q What about the meeting about the Middle tast? 
Any Gate tor Lhe meeliang?: 
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fe I don't have any other dates on other experts 
meetings right now. 


Q Another subject? The Israeli version of the 
state of the Taba, the status of the Taba dispute, is somewhat 
different from the Egyptians. It sounds more unresolved in the 
Jerusalem description. Do you have any observations on that? 


6 Once again, I would refer you to the two parties 
as the ultimate source of information. The reports I saw seem 
to have somewhat garbled the situation in referring to a very, 
very long period for signing the agreement. 


Obviously, arbitration is going, by its very nature, 
to be a long process, to take a period of time. That length of 
time has been decided by the parties involved, but I can't go 
into those details for you. That was a time period I saw 
specified in months. We do expect, as we said yesterday, the 
agreement to be agreed to and signed by the parties within a 
much shorter period of time. Here we are talking weeks, we 
hope. 


Q When is the group coming? When are they 
returning exactly? 


is Which group? 
Q The Nitze group. 


if My understanding is that they are not returning 
as a@ group and that those who were in other parts of the world 
or the country may be returning to those parts to continue 
whatever it is they were doing, but that Ambassador Nitze is 
coming back to Washington and he'll be reporting to the 
Secretary. 


Q When? 


a They left Moscow this afternoon. I1 believe he'l]] 
see the Secretary not earlier than Thursday morning 


Q Chuck, the terms of the Taba, the Israelis 
mentioned 18 months. Do you think that's too long? 


a In terms of concluding the entire arbitration 
process? 

Q yes 

is) Unce again i can't help you on the exact duration 
Oo! Lhe prucess lhal's been agreed Lo by the parlies You'ii 


have to talk to them 
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Q Going back to my question yesterday about the 
role the United States could play in the arbitration. What 
role do you think you could be playing in the arbitration 
between Egypt and Israel about this issue? 


a At this point, I don't have anything else on the 
role of the United States or the Taba agreement. 


Q Chuck, a House Subcommittee -- a House Committee, 
rather -- issued a report today which slams the State 
Department's construction program for cost overruns, delays, 
shoddy work. Are these charges true, and what do you intend to 
do about them? 





id I don't have anything new on that. A lot of 
those charges I've seen before. I think you probably have, 
too, in the context of various programs that have been reviewed 
on the Hill. 


A number of them have been addressed by Bob Lamb and 
other people. I can't add anything new to that. 


Q Chuck, does the U.S. really consider the ANZUS 
Treaty dead now, with New Zealand not seeming to want to change 
its position? 


A First of all, 1 don't know that anyone said the 
ANZUS Treaty was dead, so I don't know in whose mouth you're 
putting those words. 


Because the Government of New Zealand has failed to 
restore the normal port and air access essential to its ANZUS 
Alliance responsibilities, as was announced yesterday it has 
become impossible for the United States to sustain its securily 
obligations to New Zealand under ANZUS. And as part of the 
unfolding process of revising our Alliance relationship, we 
advised the Government of Australia, as you're aware, yesterday 
that we are suspending United States security obligations to 
New Zealand pending adequate corrective measures. 


ANZUS continues to exist. The U.S. and Australia are 
taking steps to further enhance our bilateral cooperation and 
strengthen the Alliance. As a manifestation of our cownon 
purpose, the U.S. and Australia exchanged letters reaffirming 
the continuation of our mutual obligations and cooperation 
under the ANZUS Treaty. 


And, finally, 1 might add, by wav of closing, that -- 
to repeat again some of the themes you may have heard if you 
tuned in on San Francisco -- we are saddened by this 
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downgrading of New Zealand's relationship with the United 
States, considering New Zealand's long-standing tradition of 
full and vigorous cooperation with the U.S. and other Western 
Gemocracies. We sincerely hope that New Zealand will 
eventually undertake adequate corrective measures which will 
restore normal port and air access and permit a return to 
Alliance cooperation. 


Q If I could just follow up, if a real crisis 
arose, though, would the U.S. not jump to the aid of New 
Zealand? 


a) I'm not in a position to speculate on 
hypothetical questions. 





Q Chuck, there's an item in U.S. News that says 
that President Saddam Hussein of Iraq is teetering and 
especially the cost of the war -- it's been so dragged out -- 


it may cost him his very regime, and that the U.S. ought to 
assist him economically somehow. Is that under any kind of 
consideration? 


A I don't have anything on that story. 


Q Chuck, do you know anything about an increased 
terrorist threat against U.S. installations and institutions in 
West Germany? 


f\ 1] don't have anything on that. 


Q Chuck, do you have any comment on the 
deterioration in security in Lebanon, and do you attribute this 
negative turnabout as a result of the Syrian forces' entry in 
West and East Beirut? 


fs 1 don't have anything beyond what I gave you 
yesterday. 


Q Chuck, the Miami Herald published lately a report 
that the United States is aware that Syria was involved in the 
1983 bombing of the U.S. Embassy in Beirut. Can you take this 
question if you don't have any answer to that? 





fs lhe answer to that question in more detail can be 
obtained from the Press Office, but as I understand that story 
there are a number of inaccuracies, the most glaring one being 
the statement that the United States has been aware, as you 
stated, since 1983 thet the perpetrators of that incident wer: 
known. That is not the case. 


\ What's the case then? 
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fe To the best I can reconstruct it from memory, 
that there were and there still are, I believe, a number of 
suspects in the custody of Lebanese authorities; that in 
talking to those suspects, as well as whatever other 
information may be available, there is no credible story which 
emerges. Their stories don't corroborate one another. As a 
consequence, the bottom line is that there remains uncertainty 
as to what actually happened. 


Q So you have in the Press Office a full answer to 
this or response? 


a Yes, I do. 


Q There are two reports of massive poisoning of 
Palestinian prisoners in Israeli jails, one in Beersheba and 
one in Beit Shan and Shatta Jail. Reports say that 250 
Palestinian prisoners are on a strike since August 1 because 
cyanide was reportedly found in their food; and in the case of 
Shatta, prison families of prisoners were arrested en masse for 
six hours when they visited their relatives August 6. Do you 
have any comment, or do you want to look into this? 


iz No. I1 haven't seen those stories. 
Q Can you look into these? 
A (Shakes head in negative) 


Do you have any information at all on the 
shipwrecking of the Sri Lankans, or whatever -- not 
shipwrecking quite, but what ship they may have come from? Has 
the State Department got any information on that at al]? 


A I don't have anything. I'd have to refer you to 
the Canadian authorities. " 
Q Do you know if the United States is involved in 


any way in helping to do anything with those folks, or will we 
do anything to help relocate them or whatever is necessary? 


A I just don't know at this point. 

Q Do you have any -- the South African raid into 
Angola -- do you have any comment on that? 

a) While the details are unclear, it appears that 


reports of a South African raid against an Angolan military 
base at Cuito Cuanavale have a basis in fact. We do not 
condone any South African raid into Angola, nor can we accept a 
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justification for such action on the basis of South Africa's 
illegal occupation of Namibia. 


We have never believed that the conflicts in Angola 
and Namibia could be resolved through military means. A 
negotiated settlement on the independence of Namibia under 
United Nations Security Council Resolution 435 and the 
withdrawal of Cuban troops from Angola is the only way to 
attain peace and stability in the region. 


Q When you say no basis, does that mean the State 
Department doesn't think South Africa, under any circumstances, 
has a right to retaliate -- a right that you've recognized in 


other countries and have asserted, of course, yourself in Libya 
and other places? 


id I didn't refer to “no basis." I said “nor can we 
accept the justification for such action -- 


Q Justification? 


A -- on the basis of South Africa's illegal 
occupation of Namibia." 


Q Yes. But how about -- I don't know the 
circumstances, but it sounds like a rather blanket 
condemnation. Does South Africa have the right to retaliate if 
it's attacked? 


A l'm not going to answer general questions like 
that, Barry. 


Q Chuck, let me go back to my question about the 
Israeli jails and Palestinians. It looks like you don't have 
any concern from your answer, not commenting. Doesn't your 
Human Rights department do that? 


A We always have concern, but there are many, many 
stories in the world that we try to look at every day, and I'm 
just not in a position, in this particular format, to go into 
each and every one of those. 


Q Do you have any more details on the threat made 
against the U.S. Embassy in Togo and Libyan involvement? 


fi The only information that I can provide is 
essentially what was provided by the Togo Minister of the 
Interior He said August ]) that nine logolese have been 


arrested through the combined efforts of Togo and Benin in 
connection with an attempt to infiltrate explosives that the 
Minister said were intended for use against the U.S. Embassy 
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and the central market in Lome. The Minister identified the 
Libyan People's Bureau in Cotonou as the source of the 
explosives, but he added that no direct connection had been 
made between that action and Tripoli. 


In response to your question concerning Libya, since 
we are unable to confirm at this point the Libyan Government's 
involvement, it would be premature to speculate as to the facts 
of the matter. 


Q What have you done at the U.S. Embassy in Togo? 
Have you taken any sort of precautionary measures, drawn down 
the staff in any way, anything like that? 


i I don't have anything on drawing down the staff, 
but obviously an Ambassador in such a case would take the 
appropriate measures. 


Q Chuck, there were reports from the Middle East 
that the U.S. Embassy in Cairo was subjected to, or underwent, 
a mock nuclear attack just before the Vice President's trip to 
make sure that security was “up to snuff?" 


Are you aware of that, or is that true or is that 
false? 


ia I don't have anything on that. 
Q Could you look at that? 
2) No. 


Do you have anything on the Argentinian complaint 
about subsidized grain sales to the Soviet Union? 


a I don't have anything specifically. I think the 
answer on that question is probably subsumed in what was said 
here, at Commerce, Agriculture, or other places at the time of 
the sale, which would simply be to reiterate why it is we've 
made the decision we've made, that it's limited to the four 
million tons which the Soviets have previously agreed to buy, 
and that it is an attempt to induce them to buy that amount of 
grain which represents, in effect, what everyone already 
recognizes as the U.S. share of the marke. 


Q Does that mean that the Administration opposes 
some legislation that would take it further than that, on 
Capitol Will? 

“ 1 don't have anything on that 


Q [hank you, sar. 
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Wait a minute. 


> #& 


One more question? 

Q Thank you, Barry. 

A Can you postpone lunch, Barry? (Laughter) 

Q It's on me, Barry. (Laughter) 

Is there anything from the reports, initial reports, 
from the arms control delegation in Moscow to change your 


assessment in any way in expecting a summit in Washington later 
this year? 


4 I don't have any commentary on the prospects for 
a summit based on those talks in Moscow. As a consequence, I 
would simply reiterate what's been said many times now, which 
is that we expect a summit to occur. 


Q Do you know if the delegates will brief the 
President before his news conference tonight, who are returning 
from Moscow? 


A They will not be back from Moscow before his news 
conference. 


Q They won't? 


A They just left Moscow at 4:]0 P.M. Moscow time 
this afternoon. 


Q Are the folks who are splitting off from Nitze, 
are they going to the Allies to consult or anything like that? 


is 1 don't believe there is any plan for such 
consultation. I believe they're going back to their villas on 
the Riviera, wherever they may be 

(Laughter) 


Q It's peaceful on the Riviera 


(The briefing concluded at 12:38 P.M.) 
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DEPARIMENT OF STATE 
DAILY PRESS BRIEFING 


DPC #146 


WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 13, 1986. 12:47 P. M 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoun. 
One announcement. 


The newest member of the Press Office staff is Kristin 
Lyders -- Kristin, could you stand up? -- from Minneapolis, 
Minnesota, a 1986 graduate of St. Olaf College. Kris majored 
in political science and psychology and also studied French 
She has lived in and traveled extensively in turope and spent o 
month last winter studying in the Soviet Union. She's had 
other experiences which make her uniquely qualified for her new 
duties during her six-week internship here. She's previously 
been an aerobics instructor, a janitor -- (laughter) -- and a 
bartender. 


Q Oh, my! (Applause) 


A As a future career, she's interested in jJoininoy 
the Foreign Service (Laughter) 

Q No 

v That's true 

Wy She's going downhill then 

A l'm sure you')]] make her fee] we] com 

Matt? 

Q The President Jast niaht andicated a willine 
to join in President Botha's idea of a meeting wilh West 
leaders to discuss South Africa What ' Seng dui » | 


up on that with the South Africans, if anythine? 
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A As the President indicated last night, we want Lo 
be helpful and would be prepared to consider taking part in a 
conference with our allies and others, including the South 
African Government, that could assist in the prompt dismantling 
of apartheid and negotiations among South Africans on a 
government in which people of all races could freely 
participate. 


Early reporting on State President Botha's speech 
suggested that that was what he was proposing. Now that we've 
had a chance to study what he actually said, it appears that 
what he was suggesting was a meeting to focus on regional 
issues rather than apartheid. 


This is an idea that has been mentioned before, but 
there has been no official proposal from the South Africans, 
nor have others said whether they would be interested in 
participating. were there to be such a proposal, we would have 
<A pope its implications carefully in consultation with our 
a es. 


Q So the President -- 


A So it looks now that . - 

Q -- apparently got it wrong The President 
apparently misunderstood -- 

ig No I think if you Jook at the full text of wn 
I just said, you'll see that I did not say that. 

Q Al] right But is there a -- 

Q Could we have a copy of what you rvad? 

A Yes. 

Q Is there a proposal, or isn't there @ proposa! 
now for the kind of meeting that the U.S. would participate in? 

id As 1 said, there has bern no proposal 

Q No such proposa’ 

Q Bul the President said that such @ meeling ~ |] 


think before he talked ero velar + ape. about Botha's speech, he 
talked about as! Te ‘ Guo lucd 3t Mihite se 4 « 
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rs That's why I said that early reporting on the 
speech suggested that that was what he was proposing. 


Q I'm talking about the Presigent of tne uniteu 
States now. 


i} That's right. And that's what the President was 
referring to. He said -- in fact, he gave you his source of 
information. 


No But before he ever specifically talked abou 
Botha, he said it would be a good idea to have a meeting of 
South Africa and Western leaders to discuss the situation 
Does the Administration think that would be a good idea, 
whether or not Botha proposed it or not? 


a I can't address thet beyond what [I've given you, 
which says we want to be helpful, we'd be prepared to consider 
taking part in a conference that could assist in <-- and [ went 
through two points: Prompt dismantling of apartheid and 
negotiations on a government in which people of all races coud 
freely participate. 


Q Is the U.S. going to take any initiative to brine 
about such @ meeting, or is this @ theoretical -- or it duesn'! 
gO beyond that? Any initiative to bring about such a meeling 

A As I understand it, it's the latter 

Q Which 186? 

fs It's simpiy @ Statement of position 

Q lf someone ol6ée Proposes a meek rg, wt: with « 
think a@édout taking part ain it, but cu not plan Lo propuse 
ourselves, is that correct? ts . 

f If there were to be Such | proposal, we 'G hay i’ 


study its implications carefully 


Q The President in dealine with South Africa sale 
that -=- he compared the African National Congress to what 
considers to Be Communist-fronl groups « iS VINLaG arg 
said that the people that are speaking for the Congress are 
exiles who are really Cuommunss' 

Secretery ak Steatu 517 liz seys - . 7 
lambo one of these Co iste, of 15 Ke on Oo Lie 60) 


> 4 Pos ; se : " ; " 
Saeed i} we het & Aa su is.w | ar. “ & ta \ ° 1 yf a 
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A Without characterizing a given individual, as Lhe 
President indicated, the ANC is a diverse organization with 
both Communists and non-Communists among its members. This has 
been the consistent view of the United States Government. The 
Secretary stated the U.S. position on the ANC in his testimony 
before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on July 23. He 
also indicated his willingness to meet eventually with ANC 
President Tambo as part of our search for negotiated remedies 
to South Africa's crisis. 


Beyond that, concerning contacts with the ANC, as you 
know, at the Secretary's instruction our Ambassador in Lusaka, 
Ambassador Hare, did meet recently with ANC leaders. And, 
bevend that, the Secretary had indicated his willingness to 
mee with Mr. Tambo 


Q Well, what I'm trying to clarify is whether lambo 
is one of the solid citizens that the President says exists, or 
is he one of the awful Communists? Does Tambo -- that's the 
first question. 


“ And in answer to that question, we can just get 
that out of the way, I really don't have anything more specil ic 
for you than to give you our description of the ANC as I have 
just done -- 


W All right. Bul --+ 


ig) -- and to suy, as the Secretary has said, he's 
willing to meet with Mr. Tambo 


Q Is Secretary of State Shultz prepared to meet 
with Jeaders of the ANC whether or not they pass a pulitire) 
purity test? 


A 1 don't have anything further on that question 

Q Just for our background, when did Ambassador Hare 
meet with the ANC peoonle, anc you said at whose request? 
that -- 

f v announce aii of that a 

Y Yeah | «now Hut «-« 

“ ce Ge + © lt we a° t rs Cl ‘ t 


date of the meeting can be checked out in the Press Off) 
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Q Have you got any other reaction to the Botha 
speech in terms of its tone and rejection of any sort of 
external pressures to change’ 


‘ A brief reaction. We noted both positive and 
negative aspects to the State President's speech yesterday. in 
particular, we welcome the State President's reference to the 
need to enlarge democracy and his reiteration of his 
recognition that South Africa has outgrown apartheid. 


On the other hand, we are disappointed that he did nol 
take advantage of this occasion to announce concrete steps that 
would break the impasse in South Africa and lead to 
negotiations. 


Q Chuck, does the U.S. have a condition about these 
negotiations regarding South Africa that there must be a 
suspension of violence in order for the negotiations to take 
place? 


a What l've given you 1s basically the extent of 
the U.S. position on this question of -- you mean -- you're not 
talking now about the international congress, but rather - 


Q Well, Pik -- 


f -- what miaqht happen internally in South Africa’? 

Q ['m talking about discussions which would involv 
international parties Pik Botha has made a speech in Durban 
in which he says that the U.S. and the European Commonwralli, 
countries should drop their concept of suspension of violence 
as @ precondition to negotiations, saying that what Lhey want, 
the South Africans, i168 to have abandonment of violence, not 
suspension And I'm just trying to clarify whether - to whal 


extent or whether there is such @ condition Lhat has been 
imposed by the United States and the olher countries involved? 


fi ] can't help you on that 

Q Could you find out if there is such a condition 
as he's talking in tite Speech? 

f) ] ‘mm not. sure Live congdit oN is * a’ ] uNnderstar 
it in that speech is <= takes on the Formal context in which 
you're Lryjnag to lire Lives *®) Gtr tL gere So T'® tot Cuete wre 


really responding Lo 
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Q Not the President -- the Foreign Minister's 
speech -- 


‘ That's raght. 


Q -- in which he's discussing this alleged 
condition. He says that's their condition -- 


i) I'll take a look at it. 


Q Could you tell us, please, how - 
a Mike? 
Q A couple of -- one clarifier. Do 1 take it from 


your opening statement that the United States would not be 
interested in attending any conference, international or 
otherwise, that was not aimed at the prompt dismantlement of 
apartheid? 


i) No. 1 did not say that exactly, if you take a 
look at the total -- 


Q I know you didn't say that 


A -- context, you'll see that I said this is an 
idea that's been mentioned before -- now referring to the one 
on regional issues -- but that there is no such proposal on \! 
table were there to be one, we'd have to study 115 
implications carefully in consultation with our allivs 


Q Okay And on a related subject, they announc: 
in Pretoria tuday that they were willing to hold elections | 
blacks to elect leaders that might enter tales with th 
government Is that @ positive or @ negative? 


‘ I just saw that I don't have any reaction yet 
Q Two other quick ones on the same subject Niet 


yOu sa@y you understand Bothea's position as beine he wants te 
Gismantle apartieid? is tnat how the U.S. understands iis 


position’ 
é As ] pnrased it - 
7 when you sere Find is qg 4U ty 
be wheat he fFepleratlec wes his CFeCLoG 


Africa Aas outgrown a@parts 
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Q Outgrown How close is this to the prompt 
dismantling of apartheid that you say is a U.S. goal? 


‘ iow can I gauge really how close that is? 


Q Well, it relates to Michael's question 1 mean, 
if you're going to -- 


i) The one is an expression of a sentiment, a4 
desire. The other one is something we would like to see happen 


~~ MORE -- 
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Q All right, and can you amplify what the President 
meant when he attributed much of the violence in South Africa 
to tribal separation? What does that mean? 


) I can't do more than the President did. 


Q Ah, but you're the repository of U.S. policy on 
South Africa. Is tribal separation the reason that people are 
killing each other in South Africa? 


“ Barry, the President answered that. He addressed 
that question specifically. He did elaborate, and ['ll leave 
it right there. 


Q He elaboratec an tribal separation? 
re Yes, he did -- to some degree. 
Q Chuck, one more on South Africa. The President 


said, speaking of the ANC, “George Shultz has talked wilh 
them." Is that the George Shultz we know? (Laughter) And if 
so, can you give us the date and place? 


i The status of contacts with the ANC and the 
Secretary are those which [ have just described -- that's what 
the Secretary was referring to. Excuse me, that's what the 
President was referring to, the fact that at the Secretary's 
instruction, Ambassador Hare has met with them in Lusaka, and 
secondly, that the Secretary has indicated his willingness Lo 
meet with Mr. Tambo. 


Q l*.'s been -- J don't know -- almost a month since 
the Secretary indicated this willingness What's the holdup? 


6 Can't help you on that one, Matt 

Q Didn't Tambo say just this weekend that he was 
willing to meet also? 

i) He may have. 

Q I mean, 1s there an active discussion going on as 


to the when and where that this meeting might occur? 


f)\ 1 don't have anything on that, and once again the 
general answer is, when there 16 something Lo announce, 1! 
be announced, but -- 
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Q Chuck -- 


6 -- I just don't have anything on the status oF 
that meeting. 


Q A few minutes ago you said the Secretary was 
willing to meet “eventually” with Tambo. [Is there some 
precondition on the U.S. side to the meeting? Is there some - 
thing -- that needs to be done before the Secretary would 
actually hold, would be wanting to hold such a meeting? 


A No, I don't think I mean it in that sense; IL 
mean, it's simply something that has not been set, and the 
Secretary is prepared to do it at some point in the future. 


Q Chuck, there has been increasing violence in the 
Persian Gulf -- attacks, both sides. Do you have anything on 
it? Does the U.S. have any view of it? 


A As always, the United States deplores the loss of 
life and the danger of escalation that accompany every new 
round of fighting. This conflict need not continue. 


Unfortunately, Lran has chosen to ignore the many 
international calls for a resolution to the war. [hie 
intransigence of Iran's leaders has cost the peoples of the 
region dearly. As we've often said, we hope that [ran will 
reconsider its policy, turning away from pursuit of the war, 
and toward a constructive policy of reconciliation. 


Q Chuck, on Monday, Jack Anderson's column said 
that the United States continues secret talks with [ran Can 
you answer some of the thinas that he said in his column about 
contacts with -- And in today's Evans and Novak, Lhey're 
talking about that the State Department was kept in the dark 
during the sting operation 6s to the perpetrators of two 
billion dollars’ worth of arms to be sold to Iran, includine a 
Samuel Evans and some retired [sraeli army officers. 


Do you have any comment on this reporl today? 


2) You barely give me time to get my “no comments" 
in edgewise, between your questions No comnenl 

f) You've pretty much described what you think of 
Iran's poasitiss 16 JraGg prepare Ly Kheol wncamd ot ys : 
talks? Is it prepared tu Make concessions: by you Cons Le 


its terms for tai« audeguate to have Lalks? 
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a The Iraqi position is a matter of public record. 
I believe just last week, there was the case of the open letter 
of Saddam Hussein, which called for a negotiated end to the 
war, which we supported, and made an appeal to the [ranians to 
take up. 


Q Your statement earlier sounded like a kind of 
repeat of all the statements that have been made over the last 
nearly six years about deploring and so forth. Does the U.S. 
Government or the State Department see this as a more dangerous 
phase, or is it just the same thing that has been going on for 
these several years? 


6 I'm not prepared to characterize it as either 
more or less dangerous, simply to say that it is another 
escalation in the sense that it is another round of fighting. 
And every time that that happens, that's something that we 
deplore, and that's why we've done it a number of times over 
these many years. 


Q Other than deploring it, does the United States 
plan to do anything about it? 


é 1 can't help you beyond what we've said before 


Q Let me have ago at something, going back Lo 
South Africa You mentioned that the Department's position is 
that they would be interested in the possibility of a 
conference leading to the prompt dismantling of apartheid, and 
then you quoted P. W. Botha as saying that South Africa has 
Outgrown apartheid. 


There's a big semantic thing here, where the issue as. 
not so much what people often call apartheid, which is simply 
petty-apartheid or segregaticn, but separate developmen! De 
you read this as -=- You're saying it's outgrown the policy ol 
separate development, that is, separate political riaqhis 
exercised separately; and when we calk about "prompt 
Gismantling of apartheid," what do we mean? J mean, you did 
indicate, you know, to Freely share ina -- Are we talking 
about. a unitary South Africa with egual political riglits? 


A That question -- 
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Q What do you think he means by “they've outgrown 
apartheid"? I mean -- 


A First of ali, 1 can't explain what ne means to 
say. That was a very long speech; there were a lot of aspects 
to it, and I commend it to your reading if you want to 
explicate it further. 


Concerning our own position, that has been enunciated 
a number of times in similar terms to the ones I used today, 
which is that it's not up to us to decide. This is a decision 
process that South Africans are going to have to engage in, but 
that the goals of that process are to end apartheid, and to 
produce a government in which people of all races participate 
freely. 


Q Chuck, a couple of more questions on South 
Africa -- 

Q -- “all races participate --" 

A Freely -- could freely participate. 

Q How about equally, Jike one-man, one vote? 

A We've gone through that one again -- 

Q Go through it. one more time 

A -- and [ just answered it for you [ say the 
exact nature of the system that results 15 not for us to 
decide. That's something For South Africans to decide. [hat 


particular question has been addressed on a number of 
occasions. I'd be happy to look it up for you at the Press 
Office -- 


Q Chuck, I don't understand ] mean, you're 
willing to make recommendations; you're willing to speak of 
freedom That isn't for South Africa to decide 


You feel the U.S. Government has a right to say that 
people should be free elsewhere How about. equa]? Jhat's for 
South Africa to decide? 


fs There's no question that tl! President, the whole 
Administration, is firmly on record on | iOlYe hes 
freedom and the wNadING Of aparlneiug aa S Airaca 1am 
just can be no guestion Lhere, Barry, an Lry lo drow 4 
sort of gradations of concern or whatever you're Lrying to Gy, 


I just don't see 


; > “ 
7 4 
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Q I'm not trying to do anything. Freedom and 
equality in America is synonymous, but evidently it isn't to 
the Reagan Administration. They're in favor of freedom, but 
equality is for South Africa to, what? Ponder itself, and 
decide whether to grant to its black people or not? 

Right? 


A If that's what you're reading into the 
statements, Barry, then you're misreading them seriously -- 


Q That's what 1 read into -- 


if -- and I would commend the many statements on 
this subject which have been made in testimony -- most recentiy 
by the Secretary, in July, because [ think there the U.S. 
position is very, very clear. 


That was a long, extensive hearing. The record 15 
available. You can certainly take a look at it. 


Michael. 

Q There is fighting, it would seem, going on in 
southern Angola, with conflicting reports and claims as to 
exactly who is involved. Do you have any information that 
would enlighten us on that? 

A No, I don't have any further details 

Q O.K., one more. The External Affairs Secretary 
of the Mozambique National Resistance 15 1n town. Is he having 
any official appointments at the State Department? 


A I con't have anything on his visit 


Q Could you take that? 


te His name is -- 
Q Arturo Janeiro de Fonseca 
is QO.K We'll] take a loo cat that 


Connie 
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Q Australia: Yesterday, Foreign Minister Hayden 
said that he had protested to Secretary Shultz about these 
subsidized sugar sales to China and urged him that these be Lite 
last of these type of sales. Is there anything you can say 
about it? Is there any response made to Foreign Minister 
Hayden? 


I don't have anything on those exchanges that you 
refer to concerning this sale. The Department of Agriculture 
has explained that, and I think they put out a press release, 
even, on August 12 which makes the points that what we are 
selling will not displace trade flows of other suppliers, and 
that we have received assurances from the Chinese that the 
purchase of this CCC sugar will] not displace their norma] level 
of buying from major traditional suppliers. 


Q Is it possible to find out why apparently 
Secretary Shultz and Foreign Minister Hayden were caught short 
by this sale? Could you look into it a bit more? 


te No, that's the kinc of question [I'm not going Lo 
look into. 


Q O.K., could 1 ask one more? Do you have any 
response to some of the statements Prime Minister Lange has 
been sayins about the ANZUS situation? 


fa [I think the Secretary said what he had Lo say in 
San Francisco I responded to some questions yesterday, and ] 
have nothing beyond that. 


Q The Secretary on another issue -- subsidized 
grain sales to the Soviet Union -- ['m thrown into confusion 
by the President's rewarks last night 1] thought 1 undersi ood 
that the Secretary had criticized -- in a Gannelt interview - 
had criticized the deal after the decision was made, but 
subsequently, of course, through you said that he'd abide wy 
the decision 


Now the President seems somehow to suggest Lhat ™ 
Shultz, when he criticized the deal, wasn't aware of Chev 
Gecision or wasn't there when it was taken. Are you prepar 
to explain again whether Mr. Shultz had a say in this decisi 
was aware of it, and, you know, possibly imply that the 
President is wrong in his facts? 


0 tL can't hela You on tra! Story vbeyvoor 


already aoundantiy availuble in Lie public record 
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Q It's not a story. the President of the United 
States last night said the Secretary of State was in the dark 
about the decision. 


. You're trying to ask me to recreate now what's 
happened. 


Q The facts -- 


A I'm telling you that that's been addressed You 
make reference in one case yourself -- 

Q That's the way I understood it until last night 

A -- and I'd refer you to the briefing of that day, 


and that's all I have for you. 


Q Chuck, can you say whether Vice President Bush 
sought to visit Syria, but was rejected by that govsrnment? 


iS I don't have anything on that. 


Q Are there plans or the expectation for the 
experts that went to Moscow this week to hold another meeting 
with the Soviet Union before Shultz sees Shevardnadze? 


fs) Let me just briefly put that in the context of 
what I think you all know here, in any case, but ['1ll repeat 1! 
so that it gets into the proper context We have agrerd to 
hold talks on @ broad range of issues between now and the 
September 19-20 meeting between Secretary Shultz and Foreign 
Minister Shevardnadze. The purpose of these meetings is Lo 
help prepare for the Ministerial] meeting. 


The experts’ talks on nuclear and space arms were held 
August 11 and 12 in Moscow. That dialogue will be cuntinued 
We anticipate that these experts will meet again in the near 
future with a date to be set in diplomatic channels 

Q Is that in the United States? 

f. That would be in the United States 


Q In the United States And when will Nitze 


Q tin (Inaucdibiv) lf Llae Wivg Lee “st ales 
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A Yes. 


Q Nitze is going to brief the Secretary, you saic, 
yesterday. 


4 That's right. 


Q And the President said last night that he hadn't 
been briefed yet. When are those two briefings going to occur? 


‘ Ambassador Nitze, as well as the other members of 
the team who are in town, will be seeing the Secretary. In 
fact, in at least one occasion, they already have seen the 


Secretary but they'll be seeing hin more than once -- today and 
tomorrow. 

Q Nitze and who else? 

A The other members, .. seast of the State 


Department portio:., of the delegation that I know about will 
have a chance to talk to the Secretary. 


Q Ambassador Nitze has seen the Secretary?’ 


A He has seen him at least once, | know, Lhiis 
morning, but he'll] be seeing him again 


Q That being the case, are you willing to tell 
any more about what happened at the meetings in Moscow? 


A Let me just Fanish up there. I can also teil 
that Ambassador Nitze will] be quing over to see Secretary 
Weinberger this afternoon That meeting, [ think, is at 1: i 


Q What about -- 

) Concerning -- yes? 

Q Go ahead; sorry 

f Concerning the meetings themselves, the two days 


of meetings were serious, substantive and businesslike hac! 
side was able to hear the other out in detail and to express 
its own views ldeas were explored and there was a good 
exchange 


1O reiterate what i've just saia, this dialogue 15 
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intended to support the Geneva negotiations and the 
Shultz-Shevardnadze meeting set for September. It's also a 
part of the overall U.S.-Soviet diplomatic process in arms 
control, as well as other key areas in the bilateral agenda. 


Q Why second round? Because there's more to be 
sai~ or because these talks are inconclusive, or they'd always 
beer. anning to have sequential meetings? 


i The best reason I can give you is that there's a 
mutual desire to continue the dialogue 


Q Is that something that was expected before they 
went to Moscow? Was that something that was worked out 
beforehand, that there would be this exchange, or in Moscow did 
they decide we'd better get together again? 


a I can't give you a blow-by-blow description of 
what was decided when I can't rule out that the idea of more 
than one meeting was, in fact, entertained at previous meetinus 
-- for example, when Mr. Bessmrctnykh was here. But the fact 
of the matter is that, yes, we're in the process of exploring 
dates for a follow-on meeting. 


Q But it will be in Washington? You say the United 
States, is that Washington? 


6 In Washington 

Q The tone of your remarks seem to be kind of 
encouraging, as if there was enough progress made to warrant a 
second meeting Do you mean to be -- to put a kind of 


optimistic spin on this? 


ia Well, I'm not trying to make you optimistic or 
pessimistic necessarily I'm just trying to give you Lhe 
readout which 1s available to me -. 


Q Yeah, I understand. 


A -- which ends with the fact that there will bs 
another exchange. 


Q Will there be a readuut here today or tomorrow 
concerning the meetings that are taking place in Lhe bualdi: 
today’ 


4 J] dun't know that any readout is planned, but 
['ll do what I can to see if we can provide one there 
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Q Is the Secretary going to participate in the 
meetings -- the bilateral meetings today? The ones that are 
happening -- 


i) I don't know that there's any plan for the 
Secretar; to participate. As I said yesterday, the host for 
this meeting is Tom Simons. 


Q So the Secretary is not going to participate? 


i I'm not confirming or denying. I['m just saying [ 
don't have anything on his participation. 


Q Chuck, other than arms control, what are some of 
the bilateral issues between the United States and the Soviet 
Union? 


A Well, the kind of things that have been cited, in 
conjunction with this meeting -- you're talking about the 
meetings going on today? -- 


q Yes. 


6 -- have been such things as the Kiev Consular 
Agreement; the human rights questions could fall under Lhat 
category, exchanges, those kind of programs, and then I'm sure 
there are a lot of other questions that just don't come to the 
attention of us 


Q Did the talks in Moscow advance prospects for a 
summit even a little bit? 


‘ Concerning the prospects for a summit, I'd Jleayv 
that exactly where it always has been 


Q Is it where it has been -- the talks leave it 
where it has been, or have the talks moved it? You're leaving 
it there but what have the talks done? 


Aa I'm not prepared to cast this particular set of 
experts’ talks in the context of the summit I've explained 
what these talks were meant to do Ihey're Meant lo prepaur: 


for the Ministerial] meeting, and, of course, all of that is 
seen, as we've always said, in the context of @ summt which 
expect to occur 


Q Chuck, Go you have anything tevord the usual 
Gepioring of violence on the Faghting belweer velit th -< brew 
UNIF IL Lroops and Amal people’ 
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‘ We're obviously concerned by such attacks on UN. 
Peacekeeping Forces. We commend the officers and men of the 
French UNIFIL Battalion for their courage and determination in 
carrying out their mission. 


This incident underscores the importance of UNIFIL's 
presence in South Lebanon and clearly demonstrates UNIFIL's 
contribution to the stability in the area which the vast 
majority of the Lebanese people seek. 


We also welcome the statements by Amal officials 
stressing that this incident does not represent a change in 
Amal policy toward UNIFIL and recognizing the importance of 
UNIFIL's role. 


Q Can we have a copy? 
Q What about, Chuck, to follow -- 
“ A copy of that? Yes. 


Q A follow on that. In a larger context, does it 
saying anything -- the French willingness to use force? Does 
it say anything about the larger ability of UNIFIL to aciualiy 
help bring about some kind of peaceful, or more peacefu., 
environment there? 


a I can't extrapolate from this one incident to 
what you're asking me to do. 


Q Do you have any information on a report out by 


Iraq that four Iranians defected there aboard the plane of the 
Speaker of Parliament in Iran, Kafsanja1i? 


is) Nothing 


Q Chuck, going back to one that I don't think you 
answered on Reagan. When is he going to get briefed on what 
happened in Moscow? 15 Nitze going to go there, or how 156 that 
going to be -- 


A At this point, 1] just don't know You’) 1] have t: 
address that to the White House. 

Q Chuck, the President last night said one of the 
reasors he was hopeful about a summit was that some problor 
that the General veCcretat ¥ liad = He didn't e,aborale vw Yur 


have anything that you could clarify on that? 
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“ No. Can't help you. 


Q Could I be absolutely clear? At one point yor 
said another member of the delegation and at another point you 
said Nitze met with Shultz. Nitze is the delegation member who 
has already met with Shultz? 


“ In fact, there are a number of meetings that go 
on in this building everyday, as you may know. 


Q Sure. 


‘ So that aimost all of the State Department 
representatives have already had at least one -- at least short 
-- exchange with the Secretary. I believe they']] all have a 
chance for a longer, more detailed exchange. 


Q And Nitze is the only one who is going over and 
see -- I guess he'll hear from Richard Perle at some time  - 
but Nitze is the only one who's going over to see Weinbercer; 
they're not going over as a group, right? 


a I believe that's correct 


Q Do you have any comment on a story that Hafiz 
Assad pledged to free the American hostages when he met witli 
Archbishop Philip Saliba in Damascus a few days ago? 


“ No, I don't have any specific comment We've 
seen the report and, as always, we've said that we welcome Lhe 
actions of any responsible party in attempting to free these 
hostages. 


Q Since this Arab-American clergy met with Hafiz 
Assad, would the State Department extend an invitation to hin 
to field the thing because of the pledge that Assad made to hin 
about freeing the hostages? 


a No, I don't have anything in response to your 
particular question We've often said in the past that we 
welcome these pledges, of course, bul what really counts is 


that somebody who has the capability of doing something dows 
something And that's what, of course, everyone, 1 think, wil! 
ultimately applaud is when those who have it in Lheir power tv 
solve this, do it, and when American and French and hostages of 
8ll nationalities are finally released 
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Q It's important because Reverend Waite has, 
according to the stories, had the role in the freeing of 
Reverend Jenco, and this is a clergy who could be instrumental 
if it will be taken into consideration, to extend an invitation 
to him. 


6 I just don't have anything else. 


Q You said yesterday that these bilateral meetings 
will be for a couple of days. I quess that's two days -- today 


and tomorrow; right? 


i That's up to the parties to decide. tIhey're 
certainly meeting today. The meeting started this morning. 
I'm sure they will continue this afternoon, and, if necessary, 
I think both sides are prepared to continue tomorrow. 


Q But you said a couple of days. I took that to 
mean two days. 


6 It may turn out to be two days, Matt 
Q When is the next bilateral on nuclear testing? 
‘ On nuclear testing? The status of that at the 


moment is we're simply working through diplomatic channels on 
scheduling another meeting, so we haven't established a dale 


yet. 
Q Oh, 1 understood that you might be announcing a 
date today? 
is You must have understood wrong 
Q Chuck, the Pakistani government today conducted a 


widespread roundup of opposition leaders How does that sit 
with the U.S. encouragement that they move towards democracy a 
little quicker? 


a l haven't seen that report, and, as a 
consequence, I won't comment 


Q Have you got anything about reports of a shootine 
at the Ambassador's residence in Cairo that might have beon 
@imed at the US. Ambassador? 


m There was one early press report which mplie 
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in fact, some sort of attack on the residence. We have 
confirmed that no such attack took place. The best ['ve been 
able to dig out is that there may have been someone in the 
vicinity who was hit by gunfire, but this appears, at this 
point from what little we know, appears to have been associated 
with some random firing in connection with a marriage or some 
other celebration. (Laughter) Those of you who are familiar 
with the region know that this sometimes happens. 


Q Thank you. 


(Press briefing concluded at 1:20 p.m.) 














TAKEN QUESTION August 13, 1986 


Q: The External Secretary of the Mozambique National 
Resistance Movement Arturo da Fonseca is in town. Are any 
official appointments scheduled for hig at the State Departrzent? 


A: NO 














TAKEN QUESTION Wednesday, August 13, 1986 


SOUTH AFRICA: Negotiating Preconditions 





Q: Has the U.S. imposed a condition calling for suspension of 
violence -- as opposed to Pik Botha's desire for the 
“abandonment” of violence -- before discussions involving 
international parties can begin? 

Az: <-- The United States has not imposed any conditions on 
initiating negotiations in South Africa. Foreign 
Minister Botha may be referring to the EPG negotiating 


context or to discussions he held with British Foreign 


Minister Sir Geoffrey Howe in July. 


-- For our part, we believe the issue is getting talks 
started --the sooner, the Better. ‘Inflexible 
preconditions to such talks would raise questions as ¢t> 
the parties’ willingness to deal with the central 
issues. If asked, we are prepared to play a role, as 
indicated by the President ani the Secretary, in he.ring 
to bring the various sides together for negotiations 


aimed at a peaceful settlement of South Africa's crisis. 


BEST AVAILABLE DOCwaici! 

















DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
DAILY PRESS BRIEFING 


INDE X 


Thursday, August 14, 1986 
BRIEFER: Charles Redman 





Subject Page 
ANNOUNCEMENTS 

AID Administrator McPherson's Trip to Southern 

| Ee ee ee ee a ee oe a ee l 

AUSTRALIA 

Complaints re US Sugar Sale to China ........... 1-2, 3 

Linking Economic Issues to Security Matters .... 2 
VIETNAM 

Release of American Robert Schwab .............. 3-5 

MIA/POW Technical Talks in Hanoi ............055. 4 
IRAN-1RAQ 

a. 6 be eae a ae 5 
SOUTH AFRICA 

Warning to Tutu re Position on Sanctions ....... 5 

Offer of National Council Elections to Blacks .. 5% 


DEPARTIMLNI 
Oakley's Replacement as Head of Anti-lerrorism 


Pe this eneeeec ee eek ees eeeb 06-4 0464656446408 5-6 

PAKISTAN 

Ree emes OF PRSECECRR GRROCECEOR 2. cc cc cccccceccecn 6 
MOZAMB LQUE 

Zimbabwean Troops Allegedly Irapped by RENAMO .. 6-7 
USSR 

Arms Control] Experts Talks in Moscow ........... 7-8 

Perle/Nitze Reports to Weinberger .............. 9-10 
EGYPT-ISRAEL 

.  . —. .' ‘GTC rePLELEEETELECEELiLeTe & 

Status of Taba Agreement .. 1... . ee ees 8 
PHILIPPINES 

tnrale on Coup Attempt during Aquinge's US Visit h 

Pn” CO CUED is cbeeceececeecvencccencese 8 
LEBANON 


US Malitery Assast@nce Lo Central Government ... 9 








DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
DAILY PRESS BRIEFING 


DPC #148 [147] 


THURSDAY, AUGUST 14, 1986, 12:42 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REDMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 


Let me make one announcement. This concerns the trip 
by AID Administrator Peter McPherson that we had previously 
mentioned to you, but without the details. 


AID Administrator Peter McPherson leaves today on a 
ten-day fact-finding trip to southern Africa as part of 
President Reagan's directive to conduct a study of America's 
assistance role in the region. The trip is an important step 
in the study, which is already underway, of regional transport, 
trade and investment problems called for by President Reagan in 
his July 22 speech on South Africa. 


Mr. McPherson plans to visit four countries in the 
region: Botswana, Malawi, Mozambique, and Zambia. He will be 
meeting with high-level government officials in the countries 
Visited as well as with leaders of the Southern African 
Development Coordination Conference, the SADCC. Consultations 
are planned with other Western donors after the trip. 


Mr. McPherson will be accompanied by senior officials 
of the State Department and ALD. 


Questions? 


Q On the Australian sugar sales, how does the 
Administration justify the sale in light of its views against 
subsidies by other countries? 


A 1 can't add any more specifics to that than have 
already been offered, first by the Department of Agriculture on 
the ]2th. I made reference to some of the points which had 
been made by Agriculture already in this briefing yesterday; 
Larry Speakes has addressed the issue again this morning at the 
White House. So I believe the answers to your question have 
been made available, and I'd only be repeating. 


Q lhough not repeating what Larry said, would you 
Give us a genera] idea of what he said, please? 
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7 


: We 3. The BS 
one that I made yesterday, that we hag received assurances ti om 
the Chinese that the purchase of this sugar will not displace 
their normal level of buying from major traditional suppliers. 
And on that score, the Department of Agriculture can provide 
details. 


Or. ¢ 


Likewise, that in choosing this particular means of 
disposing of the sugar in question, we believed we were 
selecting the means which would do the least harm to Australian 
interests. And that went to another point which was made at 
the Department of Agriculture, to the effect that -- and this 
becomes somewhat technical -- but to the effect that if these 
CCC stocks had been added to our domestic supply in 1987 rather 
than sold abroad, then the 1987 import quota would have to be 
reduced by an equivalent amount, and that would mean a smaller 
U.S. market for sugar suppliers. 


Q Chuck, the Australians, including Prime Minister 
Hawke, are making the argument that their economy is being hur~% 
by these sales and by the wheat sales and that if their economy 
continues to deteriorate, they can't fulfill their membership 
in the alliance -- they can't buy the military equipment and 
the U.S. farm equipment. Is there any response to that? 


A 1 can't help you any further on this question 
other than to give you the rationale that ['ve just done. 


Q Could you please take it, because there really 
hasn't been a satisfactory answer to that. 


fa 1 believe that in addition to this rationale 
which I've offered -- which explains the purpose of this sale, 
where it fits into the Chinese market, that it does not disrupt 
the normal trade flow -- in addition to that and in addition to 
the fact that, as we have said and as Foreign Minister Hayden 
said in San Francisco, he said, “Prime Minister Hawke of 
Australia has stated quite categorically that there will be no 
linkage between security matters and commercial matters, and 
that has been our position of principle as well." 


Q But that was before the sugar sale was announced, 
that's Hayden's statement. 


9) That is the position of principle as far as we're 
concerned, 


Q Could you Jook into one other aspect then: Would 
the U.S. consider helping Australia in its economic problems, 
or @t least helping them with their defense purchases, becaus: 














-3- Thursday, 8/14/86 


they're arguing that they won't be able to fulfill their 
commitment in buying some items, some American items? 


i) No, I can't help you on that one. 


Did Australia get any advance word on this? Were 
there consultations with them about sugar before this decision 
was made? 


is For commercial reasons, advance consultations on 
agricultural sales are not a usual practice. We did not 
consult with any other countries in advance of this sale. 


Q What can you tell us about the release of Mr. 
Schwab by the Vietnamese? 


A The White House, again, has released a long 
statement this morning, and in essence all I would be doing 
would be to draw from that since this release involved Mr. 
Childress from the Mational Security staff. 


Q We'd like you to summarize it for us, if you will. 
A Summarize it? 

Q For the cameras. 

f\ It would be a real] job of summary. Let me pick 


out just a couple of lines. 


An American citizen who has been missing since the 
spring of 1985 has been released by the Vietnamese authorities 
to Kichard Childress, the Director of Asian Affairs at the 
National Security Council, in Ho Chi Minh City. He will be 
returned to the United States. He is Mr. Robert Schwab of 
Atlanta, Georgia. tans 


Very briefly, on April 19, 1985, Mr. Schwab set sail 
from the Philippines in a small sailboat alone to go to 
Vietnam, apparently to bring back a female Vietnamese friend. 
In June, we learned from his family that Mr. Schwab was 
missing. Normal search and rescue efforts were fruitless, as 
were inquiries to governments in the region by the Department 
of State 


Given the President's strong interest in all missing 
Americans, Mr. Childress was directed Lo pursue this case uit! 
high-leve] Vietnamese officials, both in Hanoi and New York, 
and other initiatives as necessary. He has been working 
closely with Mr. Schwab's family and also sought the help of 
pravale voluntary agencies. , 
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with the Vietnamese in July 1365, tOilOWEO By ULMer Weegee. 
In late May 1986, Mr. Childress was informed by the Vietnamese 
that Mr. Schwab was in the custody of local authorities in 
southern Vietnam. 


Subsequently on May 30, he met with Deputy Foreign 
Minister Hoang Bich Son in New York and again with Mr. Son and 
Foreign Minister Nguyen Co Thach last month in Hanoi to discuss 
arrangements for Mr. Schwab's return. 


The President is pleased that Mr. Schwab has been 
released. We're gratified that the Government of Vietnam has 
worked with us in effecting his return to the United States and 
have particular praise for Mr. Schwab's family who have worked 
closely and effectively with us for over a year. 


That's almost its entirety. 


Q That wasn't Childress' principal reason for being 
in Ho Chi Minh City, was it? 


if Again, I'd refer you to the White House, but 1 
believe it was, yes. 


Q He wasn't there for MIA talks? 


A There were other technical-level talks going on, 
but his visit was for the purpose of bringing out Mr. Schwab. 


Q What about the progress of those talks, the other 
-- the delegation that's there about the MIAs? 


a I don't have a status report in the case of these 
technical talks. I'd refer you to the Pentagon in any case. 


Q Chuck, is it the inference in what you said and 
what the White House said that it took the Vietnamese a year to 
admit that they had Schwab? 


i) I don't have all the specifics to answer these 
kinds of questions. this is really because Mr. Childress' 
involvement is something that's being handled at the White 
House. All [I can tell you is that we don't know how long he 
has been in Vietnamese custody. As stated, Vietnamese 
officials informed Mr. Childress in late May of this year thal 
he was in the custody of local authorities. 


Q Any words on how the Vietnamese have handled this 
matter? You said you were grateful and the President is 
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pleased he is out, but I'm not sure I caught any other words of 
praise or thanks or -- 


i I might say that it demonstrates the ability of 
our two governments to quietly work together on such matters, 
and we've made clear to the Vietnamese that we're prepared to 
do just that on the POW/MIA issue as well. 


Q Chuck, you praised the family and say that the 
members worked closely and effectively with you. You're not 


drawing any invidious comparisons to the families of the 
hostages in Lebanon, are you? 


A None whatsoever. 


Q Chuck, can you give us your observation on the 
Gulf war and whether Iraq has lost its military edge to Iran? 


f No, 1 don't have any further comment beyond what 
I've given you on a couple of occasions early this week. And I 
think, as a general rule, we've generally restrained ourselves 
from giving military sit-reps or status reports on the status 
of the two combatants. 


Q Chuck, do you have any comment on “the friendly 
warning” address to Bishop Tutu by a member of the South 
African Government? 


fs While we do not agree with Bishop Tutu's position 
on sanctions -- and it was for that reason I understand that 
the warning was addressed -. we strongly support his right to 


speak his mind. His goal, like ours, is to end apartheid. If 
the South African Governmenl expects to enter serious 
negotiations with the black majority, it will need to deal with 
credible opposition leaders. 


Q While we're on the subject, Chuck, do you have 
any comment yet on the South African Government's offer to 
organize elections so that blacks can elect leaders to sit on 
the National Council? 


A Very little, only to say that we have seen the 
reports about these remarks on national elections by Minisler 
Heunis, but we would want to see the proposal] spelled out 
before commenting. 


Q Do you see any siagnificance in the change of the 
anti-terrorism head that the State Department, the replacement 
of Mr. Oakley by someone else? And what will Mr. Oakley do 
next? Is this a routine change or -- what's coming or 
some Lhing? 





-6- Thursday, 8/14/86 


Pst i498: € 

Q Yes. 

fa It has been? 

Q What was the question, please? 

is) The question concerning the change in the head of 


the anti-terrorism department and further assignments for 
Ambassador Oakley. 


Concerning Ambassador Oakley's further plans, I don't 
have anything for you on that. Concerning changes, as you all 
know, changes in this building are routine. Ambassador Oakley 
has done an exceptionally good job. He's being replaced by, 
again, an exceptionally qualified diplomat, and I believe that 
you'll see absolutely no decline in the efficiency of that 


office. 


Q Do you have anything on the arrest of Benazir 
Bhutto? 


Q We can't hear back here. 
Q fhe arrest of Benazir Bhutto. 
QV 


And other arrests? 


A As most of you will recall, we welcomed the 
restoration of democratic constitutional government in 
Pakistan. We regret the numerous arrests, including that of 
Benazir Bhutto, and the limitations placed on freedom of 
movement which run counter to this. 


Q Anything on the statement by a group of visiting 
Arab-Americans in Damascus today or yesterday? 


is) No. 


Q Can you elaborate on what Murphy said on the Hil) 
today about President Assad speaking with Rafsanjani about the 
hostages? 


a No, I can't elaborate. 


Q Do you have anything on reports from Maputo about 
South Africa possibly fiying in supplies to rebels that are 
surrounding 2,000 troops on the border? 


A What kind of rebels are these? 
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Mozambique. 
RENAMO. 


I hope our two stories match. 


mo > © 


It's okay, I'll take whatever you've got. 


ia All right. This report -- the one I'm referring 
to -- concerns some 2,000 Zimbabwean troops that are trapped or 
are allegedly trapped by RENAMO forces inside Mozambique. 


This report, like numbers of others issued by 
purported RENAMO spokesmen, cannot be substantiated. 


Q Any further rollbacks today on the South African 
statements -- position? 


A I'm not sure I have provided any rollbacks. 


Further clarification on what President Reagan 
said? 


A No, I don't have anything further on that story. 


Q While we're on the subject of MNR, when you say 
“cannot be substantiated," does that mean to say that you have 
no information on this or that you're just saying it's plain 
wrong? 


i) From what I know, I would lead you more toward 
the latter. Given what we know, for example, of Zimbabwean 
troop deployment in defense of the Beira Corridor in 
Mozambique, we doubt that the Zimbabwean Army would be 
concentrated in such numbers. We also doubt that RENAMO, which 
in the past has avoided conventional battles, would seek to 
confront the relatively well trained and organized Zimbabwean 
Army in this way. 


Q Chuck, in the realm of matching stories, your 
story yesterday didn't quite match with the White House on the 
Matter of the experts Lalks outside Moscow. At the White House 
they went beyond what you said and said that there were no new 
proposals offered by the Soviets and no counter-offer to those 
contained in President Reagan's letter of July 25. Would you 


f You're saying they did match what 1 said? 


Y ihey didn't quite match. 


A ON THE RECORD they matched what I said 
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al 


os I just can't comment on comments by unnamed 
sources. 


Q You wouldn't want to agree with what the unnamed 
sources gave the New York Times? 


(-) I would want to stick with what named sources, 
including myself, gave all of you yesterday. 


Q Do you have any comment on a Mubarak/Peres 
possible summit? Do you have any thoughts that this might be 
taking place soon? Have anything to offer on it? 


a We've always said, of course, that we would 
welcome a summit, but in terms of its timing I'd have to refer 
you to the parties involved. I can't help you on that. 


Q Do you have now clearer picture that the 
agreement on Taba -- it has unanimity or similar positions by 
Israe] and Egypt about the agreement that they agreed upon, 
because there was last week a report that the Israeli position 
is different from the Egyptian position over the agreement. 


a I don't know where you come to that conclusion. 
The two sides, in fact, just agreed on an arbitral compromis 
which they took back to their two governments. One of those 
governments has already taken action, so I believe the two 
sides were in agreement. 


Q Anything on Syrian Defense Minister lTalas' 
statement yesterday about refusing to see Bush? 


oe Nothing 


Q Anything on Enrile's comments that he expects a 
coup attempt by Marcos supporters while Aquino is in this 
country in September’? 


a No. I saw those reports, but I don't have 
anything on thal. 


Q Let me ask about Marcos’ travel status Is he 
free to go back to the Philippines so far as we're concerned? 
Does he have @ passport that we recoaqnize’ 


2) Whether or not he has @ passport, i'm not sure 
His difficulty, as 1 understand it, would be when he gets to 
anolher counlry lie has mo Cilfacully leaving Lhis country 


Whether other countries let him in is their decision, of course 











»' 
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Q Is the U.S. Government dispensing any funds to 
the Government of Lebanon in the way of military or economic 
assistance at the present time’ Uo you want to ioox at tnis 
question and see if there is something on that? 


a You're aware of our normal assistance program. 


Q Well, at the present time, since the situation, 
you know, the security has been breached several times and is 
deteriorating. Is there ongoing assistance, military 
assistance, in the Armed Forces of Lebanon, something like that? 


a I'm sure you're aware, since this has been looked 
into a number of times, of the nature of the assistance that's 
being provided. Those programs continue to follow their own .- 


Q Where was the money dispensed through, because 
Central Government is deteriorating and others -- there's still 
a lot of militias around. So where's the money spent? 


A I'm not sure what you're getting at. As far as I 
know, the programs - 


Q Well, 1 want to know where the money goes to. 


A ~- while the circumstances may be difficult, the 
programs are running their course I just don't know of any 
reason to pose that question. 


Q Chuck, Richard Perle, of course, was a member of 
the delegation that went there to the Soviet Union, and 
presumably he would report to his boss, Secretary Weinberger, 
on what occurred there. 


Why was it necessary for Ambass&édor Nitze to qo over 
to report to Secretary Weinberger, since Mr. Perle was present 
for the talks? 


A You presume, first of all, that Mr. Perle has not 
reported. I don't know what on -- 


@) No. i'm assuming he would -- 

A And I would assume he has. 

\ tie has bus: 

i And 1] would assume he has Secondly, Ambassador 


Nitze was the head of the delegation, and he was physically 
preset. 30 Washutgion, ane so ]l'm Gure Secretary Weinberge: 
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appreciated the opportunity to hear from ambassador Nitze as 


ae 


one of our oriefings, this was america's team. 

Q On the Pacific, anything on a Pravda statement, 
claim, accusing Washington of putting wassive pressure on New 
Zealand to make a change in its anti-nuclear policies? 


i Our position on that issue has been stated and 
re-stated. It's there for the record to see. 


Q Okay. Anything on a U.S. position on the South 
Pacific nuclear-free zone? 


oe Nothing new. 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:59 p.m.) 
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FRIDAY, AUGUST 15, 1986, 1:40 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. KALB: Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen. I 
have one brief press release, that the President yesterday 
signed the U.S. Instrument of Ratification of the Vienna 
Convention for the Protection of the Ozone Layer. This 
Convention is an important step toward the protection of a 
critical environmental resource. Additional details, you can 
pick up a press release. We have it outside. It goes for 
about a page single spaced, and you could pick that up. 


With that as a starter, it's yours. 


Q The White House says that a formal protest has 
been or will be filed over the alleged torture of Mr. Cortez. 
Can you tell us about the mechanics of that -- where it's been 
done, when it's going to be done, or whatever? And also, can 
you give us the Department's understanding of what happened to 
Mr. Cortez? 


fs I think, to the second question that you raised, 
Matt, there was a Departmental understanding, so to speak, that 
was distributed yesterday afternoon when the first news came in 
about this. 


Insofar as the broader first part of your two-part 
question, that has been addressed in a statement issued by the 
White House earlier this morning; and beyond that, I really 
don't have anything to add. 


Q Is the Mexican Ambassador going to come here, for 
example? 

A I don't know. Obviously, the United States has 
protested, and -- you have seen the statement, the White House 
statement? 

Q Yeah. 

A Having seen it, there's nothing else I really 


have to add on that story. 


Q ls this incident going to hurt the climate that 
seemed to be created with the visit of the Mexican President? 
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A I don't want to speculate about the impact as to 
the climate. Obviously there has to be a follow-up here in 
this particular story, and at the same time the United States 
and Mexico obviously are both working to strengthen relations. 
But insofar as the impact of this on that, I'm not going to get 
involved in that question. I have nothing for you on that. 


Q Was there any direct contact made with President 
de la Madrid concerning this before his departure? 


A I don't know. I don't have anything on that. 
And, as I say, to a whole variety of questions on this, what I 
have to work with is what the White House issued earlier today 
and that's about the range of what I do have. 


Q Bernie, do you have anything new on the hostages 
in Lebanon? Any effort that you're aware of that Syria may be 
making now? 


A I don't have anything new. What I have said 
repeatedly for quite sometime unfortunately about the question 
of the hostages is that the United States is constantly engaged 
in efforts to see what can be done to bring about the release 
of the hostages. It is a situation, obviously, that 
confidentiality is critical, and so I have resisted invitations 
to discuss details about any diplomatic movements that are made 
in that connection. 


So the best I can do, Marvin, is to tell you there is 
always an effort. There is an unending effort to see what can 
be done about the release of the hostages. But insofar as 
specifics and addresses, etc., I don't have anything. 


Q Yesterday, the Department expressed regret about 
Benazir Bhutto's arrest. I wonder if you could tell us whether 
the Department is making any formal protest, or what sort of 
representation it's making to Pakistan about the arrest and the 
violence in general? 


A Well, you heard what Chuck had to say here 
yesterday about that. What I have today on that is that we've 
seen a press report of renewed violence in Karachi. Ina 
communication with our Embassy and consulates in Pakistan, the 
word that has been received here at the State Department is 
that most of the country is quiet. That violence I alluded to 
before in a press report, according to my understanding, 15s 
focused in Karachi. 


The report, as 1 say, from the U.S. Embassy is that 
most of the country is quiet as Pakistan observes the long 
holiday weekend occasioned by the coincidence of independence 
day and a religious holiday. 
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Now, as was expressed from the lectern yesterday, the 
United States Government regrets the numerous arrests in 
Pakistan and limitations placed on the freedom of movement. We 
were distressed to learn that yesterday's demonstrations in 
Lahore were accompanied by the loss of life. 


It is the U.S. hope that the peaceful conditions which 
have heretofore characterized the transition from martial law 
to constitutional government will be quickly restored and that 
all involved in Pakistan's political life will make a renewed 


commitment to the peaceful procedures which are the hallmark of 
parliamentary democracy. 


Q Copy? 
A Yes, yes. 


Q Has there been any direct communications with 
Pakistan about this? 


i I don't have anything to offer you on that. 


Bernie, is it your understanding the Soviets 
would not have full diplomatic -- 


A Excuse me? 


Q Is it your understanding that the Soviets would 
not re-establish full diplomatic relations -- 


A The Soviets would? 
Q Not re-establish full diplomatic -- 
Would what? I'm losing you after "would." 
Q Would not re-establish. 
fs Would not -- 
Q Re-establish full diplomatic relations with 
Israel unless Israel withdrew completely from the occupied Arab 


territories? 


A No, I don't have anything to offer you on my 
understandings. 


Q Could we go back to the Pakistani situation? 


3) Yes. 
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Q It was my understanding that when Benazir Bhutto 
came home in the first place, that had a lot to do with 
American influence and this was after the lifting of martial 
law. Is the U.S. going to do anything directly about trying to 
bring about the release of all these political prisoners? 


A I can't answer that question with an exactness 
that you might want. I think if you take a look at what I have 
just read, there certainly is a clear message about the 
expectations about the transition to parliamentary democracy in 
Pakistan. Max? 


Q Bernie, on sanctions in Chile, Congressman 
Lundeen, who chairs one of the foreign aid subcommittees on the 
Hill, this morning has a letter in the Post alluding to Under 
Secretary or Assistant Secretary Abrams' recent statement 
before that subcommittee that he would recommend a "no vote" by 
the United States on multilateral loans to Chile at this time. 
Do you have anything? 


fa I do not, Max. The one thing that crosses my 
mind is some observations that Elliott Abrams made a week or 
two ago in an appearance before the Hill, and perhaps we can 
get those for you. I think they dealt in some way or another 
with this question. 


But insofar as a direct response to the letter that 
you say is published in the Post, I don't have anything on that. 


Q Bernie, do you have any comment on a report that 


there will be a resumption of diplomatic relations between 
Morocco and Egypt in the near future? 


A No. 
Q What does the U.S. Government feel about that? 
A I don't have anything on it at this point. The 


United States obviously wants to see the establishment of 
Egypt's expansion of diplomatic relations in the Arab world. 


Q To return to the Cortez case, this morning at the 
White House Speakes said, “We are submitting a note of protest 
to the Mexican Government." 1 believe I understood you to say 


the U.S. has protested. Did you mean to say that? 


A I meant to say what the White House said at that 
point. I think, in fact, there has been a protest already, and 
to tidy up any ambiguity there we'll] check that and let you 
know straight away." 





ee oe ee 





ee ee nee 8 one et ee oreo nee ee eee ee 


* The US has not yet formally protested to Mexico. 
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Q Bernie, do you have any reaction to the Wall 
Street Journal report that the Soviets are building two new 
missile-defense radar installations? 


A I'll take that question for you. Matt? 


Do you have a readout on the bilateral talks, the 
talks on bilateral issues? 


A No. I don't have a readout. What I have by way 
of the bilaterals is that the meetings ended this morning; that 
they went on for about two and a half days, and that's about it. 


Q What is the status of the consular agreement? 
That was one of the things that was discussed, I think. What 
about the consulate in Kiev? 


A The meetings went on, as I say, two and a half 
days. They discussed, among other things, consular matters. 
In fact, they discussed cultural exchanges as well; they 
discussed consular matters; they discussed administrative 
matters. 


Q Right. 


A If you want an overall description of the talks: 
constructive and businesslike. If you want me to be specific, 
1 don't have anything on that. 


Q No. Putting that -- 


A And that -- just let me pick up. And I 
originally had an impression that these meetings were going to 
go for two days, but I was given to understand today that the 
original plan in fact called for two and’a half days, and 
that's in fact what transpired. 


Q Just apart from the talks, at the time of the 
Chernobyl] accident the U.S. was about to -- it was my 
understanding -- open a consulate in Kiev, and then it was sort 
of put off. Where are we on that? 


A Let me take that question and see where we are on 
the Kiev consulate. 


Q In the budget process, have funds for the Voice 
of America transmitter that was supposed to be built in Israel 
been line-itemed out? 


f\ 1 don't have that. 1 suspect that would be a 
check you'd have to make with the Congress. I could take a 
look at it, but - 





-6- Friday, 8/15/86 


Q Would you please? 
6 Yes. Let me see what's possible on that. 


Q While you're on the same subject, can you check 
on some of the concerns of some environmentalists in Israel -- 


a Some what? 


Q Environmentalists, people in environment, who are 
afraid that the beaming from the Voice of America wil? kill 
millions of birds in the area. It was a front page story in 
the Jerusalem Post. I'm not making this story up; it's -- 





f I have not seen that. I'm sure that in one way 
or -- 


Q Could you check on that? 


A No. I'm sure that in one way or another that has 
been answered if that question, in fact, exists. I have not 
seen it. 


Q Do you have anything on Cuba? 
i) No. Don't. 


Q I have a question on the Iran/Iraq war: do you 
have an update on the military front in the Iran/Iraq war, and 
who has the upper hand? 


be No. That was addressed by Assistant Secretary 
Murphy on the Hill yesterday, and I certainly could not do any 
better than that exposition he set forth. 


Q Will the issue of the Iran/Iraq war be discussed 
thoroughly between the Soviet Union and the United States in 
their meeting in the near future? 


A I'm not going to set an agenda for them. I'm not 
going to rule anything in or anything out. 


Q What about the Turkish raid on Kurdish rebels 
inside Iraq? 


fi. 1 haven't seen that 1 don't have anything on 
that. 


Q Thank you. 
(The briefing concluded at 12:50 P.M.) 














Posted: August 15,1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


@uestion Taken at Noon Press Sriefing of August 15, 198b 
ISRAEL: VOA TRANSMITTER 





@: Have Congressional budget cuts killed plans for a VOA 
transmitter in Israel? 


A: -=-THE QUESTION SHOULD BE REFERRED TO THE U.S. INFORMATION 
AGENCY. WHICH IS IN CHARGE OF THE VOICE OF AMERICA. 


--HOWEVER, WE NOTE THAT CONGRESSIONAL ACTION ON THE FY-1984? 
BUDGET IS NOT YET COMPLETE. 
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TAKEN QUESTION 
Friday, August 15, 1986 


Q: According to press reports, American intelligence has 
discovered that the Soviet Union is building two new large 
phased-array radars which could be part of a potential naticnwice 
ABM system. Can you confirm that? 


A: --I have nothing for you on that report. 


Q: If the Soviets are tuilding new LPARs, would that be a 
viclation of the ABM Treaty? Would this indicate the Soviets are 
laying the foundation of a nationwide system? 


A: -- The ABM Treaty permits such radars if they are locate’) én 
the periphery of a country oriented outward and if they are 
for early warning. Other Soviet ABM-related activities, 
including the constructicn of the Frosnoyarsk radar whichis 
a violation of the ABM Treaty, give cause for concern t!.3* 
the Soviet Union may te preparing an ABM territorial 


defense. The construction of additional LPARs by the 


Soviets could heigtten this ccrcern. 
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QUESTION TAKEN AT AUGUST 15. 1986 DAILY PRESS BRIEFING: 


Taken Question August 15, 1986 


KIEV/NEW YORK CONSULATE EXCHANGE 





Q. What is the status of our plans to open a consulate in Kiev? 
A. There has been no change in our intention to open a 
consulate in Kiev. We are discussing with the Soviets 
questions relating to the exchange of advance parties and hope 
to be able to exchange advance parties in the near future. We 
clearly would not send any personnel to Kiev until we were 


satisfied there was no danger to their health as a result of 


the accident at Chernobyl. 
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MONDAY, AUGUST 18, 1986, 12:14 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 


One announcement: today, our Charge in Mexico, Morris 
Busby, will deliver an official protest to the Mexican 
Government expressing extreme displeasure and concern over the 
mistreatment of Victor Cortez, a DEA agent assigned to 
Guadalajara. Our Charge will provide detailed information to 
the Mexican Government on the extent of Mr. Cortez’ injuries, 
which were verified through medical examination in the United 
States this weekend. This afternoon, Acting Assistant 
Secretary for Inter-American Affairs James Michel will be 
delivering a copy of this protest to the Mexican Ambassador in 
Washington. 


The mistreatment of an American drug agent has serious 
implications for U.S.-Mexican cooperation on the narcotics 
issue, particularly at a time when vigorous efforts are being 
undertaken to improve border security and stem the flow of 
narcotics from Mexico to the United States. We expect 
cooperation from the highest levels of the Mexican Government 
in investigating the Cortez matter. 


That's all I have. 
Q Copy of that? 
a Yes. 


Q Also on Mexico, over the weekend, Susan Hoefler, 
who I believe was at the U.S. Consulate in Guadalajara, was 
killed in a car crash. Is there any indication that that was 
anything other than an accident? 


) At this time, we have no evidence of foul play. 
We can confirm what you just said, that Carol Hoefler, who was 
employed as a secretary with the U.S. Drug Enforcement 
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Administration in Guadalajara, was killed in an automobile 
accident Saturday evening in Guadalajara. We understand that 
Miss Hoefler was killed instantly when her car struck a utility 
pole. The exact cause of the accident is still unclear. We, 
therefore, have asked the Government of Mexico to undertake a 
thorough investigation into the accident. 


Q Very often in situations like this -- in the 
Cortez case, I'm speaking of now -- you would not choose to 
make such a public stink about it. You may very well protest 
as strongly privately as you are now in public, but having had 
the Mexican President here last week, and having had a large 
show made by the Administration of its warm feelings for the de 
la Madrid government, what is the reason? Are you not getting 
the cooperation that you wish you would get on the 
investigation of the Cortez case that you have to make this 
case so blatantly public? 


a Ralph, I don't know why you're trying to 
characterize it in this way. This is a very serious incident. 
That's why the case was raised in public; that's why the 
Attorney General addressed it initially. It is something that 
we do take seriously. We expect the investigation to be 
undertaken in a serious matter. 


We said earlier that the FBI and the DEA are looking 
into it. It's because it is a matter of public record. It's a 
case in which we're interested, and therefore we're trying to 
keep you up-to-date as to what's happening. 


Q Can you go into detail for us, since you're doing 
so with the Mexican Government today, on the information you've 
gained over the weekend over the extent of Cortez’ injuries? 


a No, I can't. 


Let me correct, just for the record, that Miss 
Hoefler's first name was Susan, not Carol. 


Q Chuck, how does this protest differ from the one 
that was made Friday? 


6 What was said Friday was that we were going to 
protest. I'm telling you that it is being done today by our 
Charge in Mexico, and then a copy of it delivered by Jim Michel 
here in Washington. 


Q What has the degree of cooperation been thus far 
from Mexican authorities? 
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= Ic's just too early to give you that kind of a 
status report. 


Q You used the phrase that, “we expect cooperation 
from the highest levels of the Mexican Government in the 
investigation.“ Does that mean that what you're hoping for is 
a prosecution of Mexican state police in this case? 


“ I'm not going to prejudge the results, the 
desired outcome, in any way. This is an investigation, and I 
think that speaks for itself. 


Q Has there been any change made to the U.S. 
contingent of the DEA in Guadalajara, as a result either in 
procedures or in relationship with the Mexican Government or 
with local authorities in Guadalajara, as a result of this 
episode? 


a You'll have to speak to DEA. 


Chuck, do you have anything on pending 
U.S./Soviet talks on avoiding accidental war? 


a Most of what I can tell you, I believe, is 
already in the public record, in one way or another, but we and 
the Soviets have agreed to a second round of talks on nuclear 
risk reduction centers. These talks are to be held in Geneva 
later this month. The U.S. Delegation will be headed by 
Assistant Defense Secretary Richard Perle and Special Assistant 
to the President, Robert Linhard. 


The Soviet delegation will be headed by Ambassador 
Alexei Obukhov . 


Q Have you got spellings on Linhard and Obukhov? 
a On Linhard? 

Q Uh-huh. 

o L-i-n-h-a-r-d and Obukhov, O-b-u-k-h-o-v. 

Q Any reaction to the General Secretary's 


announcement this morning that the ban on nuclear testing would 
be extended until the first of the year? 
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) I don't have any specific comment. I would 
reiterate what we have said before, which is that the extension 
of the Soviet moratorium on nuclear testing is an issue for 
them to decide. 


As far as the U.S. is concerned, we believe that a 
nuclear testing moratorium is not in our security interest, nor 
that of our friends and allies. 


Q Chuck, while you're on the subject of the Soviet 
Union, there is a breakdown on talks between the Soviet Union 
and Israel in Helsinki about the diplomatic exchange or 
whatever it is. Do you have any comment on that? 


A I'd refer you to the two parties involved. 


Q Chuck, do you have any comment on the report that 
President Reagan is calling for a summit meeting between King 
Hussein and Peres? 


A I don't have anything on that. 


Q Chuck, what is the status of the talks with the 
Soviet Union on nuclear testing matters? When will the next 
session be held, for example? 


A You're speaking not of the follow-on to the 
Nitze-led group, but rather nuclear testing? 


Q Right. We'll get to the Nitze-led group ina 
minute. 


a Nuclear testing -- to review the history very 
briefly -- U.S. and Soviet technical experts met for 
discussions July 25 to August 1 in Geneva. The heads of the 
delegations were Dr. Robert Barker of the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency, and Soviet Ambassador Petrosyants, Chairman 
of the State Committee on Utilization of Atomic Energy. 

Another meeting is scheduled for early September. 


Q What about the next round of talks involving 
Nitze and his group? 


A Nothing new, other than to say we're still 
working on establishing dates through diplomatic channels. 
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Q Chuck, do you have anything on the proposals made 
by the former senior policy makers of -- former Secretary Vance 
and Laird and the others? 


A No comment. 


Q Chuck, do you have any general reaction to the 
Sudanese airliner attack, and, more specifically, what's our 
view of the Sudanese People's Liberation Army and any role they 
may have in a negotiated settlement? 


A To begin, we condemn all acts of terrorism and 
deplore this senseless act of violence against an unarmed 
civilian aircraft. The United States has long and repeatedly 
endorsed reconciliation and a resolution of differences through 
negotiations rather than through fighting in the Sudan. We 
continue to see negotiations as the only viable solution to 
this problem. 


Obviously, concerning the Sudanese People's Liberation 
Army, it's conducting a war of some dimension in southern 
Sudan, ostensibly with the objective of having southern 
grievances redressed in revised constitutional arrangements. 
But attacks on civilian aircraft represent terrorism, and 
impeding movement of food to hungry people does not auger well 
for the process of reconciliation. 


Q Whom do you think -- how they got their SAM-7s? 
Is it from Qadhafi, or -- 


A [ can't help you on that. 

Q Copy of that? 

A No. 

Q Chuck, based on the piece in the Times on Sunday, 
I guess it was, are you prepared to speculate on the extent to 


which Ferdinand Marcos might have been involved in the 
attempted coup in Manila last month? 


A No, I'm not prepared to speculate. 
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Q Do you have any comment on the report from the 
Philippines about the notes taken during Marcos' phone calls 
with the hotel? 


A No. 


Q I want an elaboration, if possible, on the SPLA. 
But do we think that they have -- you say they were conducting 
a war of some dimensions -- but do we consider that they have a 
legitimate role to play in the negotiations you've mentioned? 


a I don't have any specific comment to that. I'd 
refer you to what I said, however, concerning the general U.S. 
position concerning reconciliation and negotiations as the way 
to solve the problem in Sudan. 


Q Wouldn't the Prime Minister of Sudan visit the 
United States soon? 


a I don't have anything on that. 


Q Do you have any comment on the Times story about 
the discussions between General Galvin and President Pinochet? 


A General John Galvin, Commander-in-Chief of the 
U.S. Southern Command, traveled to Chile August 6 through 8. 
He met with senior Chilean military and government officials. 
That included a courtesy call on General Pinochet. 


This trip was part of General Galvin's efforts to meet 
military and civilian leaders throughout the region. He was 
not on a special mission. 


Q Are you saying the story is wrong? 
A I'm not going to characterize any further the 


nature of the discussions other than to characterize it as I 
just have. 
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Q Since Connie is not here, can I ask an Australia 
question? (Laughter) Australia says it's going to pull out of 
some military exercises with the U.S. because of budget 
constraints caused by various U.S. trade decisions in the past 
month. Have you got any comment on that? 


A No, I don't. 


Q Thank you. 
Q Could I have one more? 
A Your colleague is not finished, George. 


Q Last week, Colombia freed an accused drug dealer 
named Jorge Ochoa who the United States had sought to get their 
hands on from Spain earlier. Do you have any comment on his 
freeing? Do you know about this case? 


A That's not one I -- I recall something in the 
not-too-distant past, but I don't have anything recent. 


(Press briefing concluded at 12:25 p.m.) 
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MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. I 
don't have any statements. Questions? 


Q Do you have any response to the Soviet suggestion 
in Stockholm this morning that they would be willing to allow 
on-site inspection of at least some military maneuvers? 


A The question concerns on-site inspection as part 
of a CDE accord. We welcome the Soviet Ambassador's public 
acknowledgment that on-site inspection of military activities 
is an essential component of any CDE accord. The U.S. and its 
allies have maintained from the beginning that an effective 
verification regime, including on-site inspection, must be an 
integral part of any Stockholm agreement. 


To reach agreement by the September 19 conclusion, we 
encourage the Soviets to intensify drafting on the details and 
modalities of inspection. It is these practical modalities, 
such as inspection quotas and guidelines, which will give 
effect to this Soviet agreement in principle on inspection. 


Q What's that all mean? 


A What's it all mean? I take it you don't follow 
this issue on a daily basis. 


Q I do follow it on a day-to-day basis, but I don't 
come here day-to-day. What does -- you know, what does it 
mean? What does -- I mean, not --~ what you just said is just 
-- is not an answer. What is it? What does it mean? 
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A I think I've seldom had answers that are any 
Clearer than that, and, if that's your starting presumption, I 
can't help you. 


Q Okay. 


Q Can we have a copy of it, so we maybe can find 
the clarity that's missing? 


a Sure. (Laughter) 


Q Could you comment, please, on the Chicago Tribune 
story and othe; reports regarding the Israeli Air Force 
officers who are accused of pirating some plans for an aerial 
reconnaissance system -- under contract to Recon Optical? 


A No, I can't. This is a matter under . 
investigation, and we understand it's also the subject of civil 
litigation in the courts, so I have no comment, and, if there 
are any further questions, you'd have to go to Justice. 


Q You have no comment at all if there is a 
potential violation of export control laws, if you've had any 
input -- 


A That falls squarely within the category of the 
kinds of things I wouldn't talk about, because it's a case 
under litigation. 


Q Do you have any comment on the story in The New 
York Times about a Middle East review? 





a As you know, the United States has been active in 
the Middle East on a continuing basis. We keep events in the 
Middle East under constant review. It's true that there have 
been positive developments involving the region recently, such 
things as the Vice Presiden s trip, the meeting between King 
Hassan and Prime Minister fF. -es. We are looking at their 
implications overall and for U.S. policy in particular. All 
that in the context of constant review. 


Q There is no new review, I mean? It was always 
constant? There is no new review? 


a I just said what I had to say. 


Q And what about a Secretarial trip? 
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A This may sound familiar again. 4 trip to the 
region by Secretary Shultz has been an option under continuing 
review. The Secretary has always noted that he is ready to go 
if, as he said June 1, and I quote, “There's something 
worthwhile that has at least some chance of being accomplished." 


Q Do you have any developments to report on the 
Cortez affair in Mexico? 


A As I told you yesterday, the U.S. Charge in 
Mexico City did present our protest note. Foreign Secretary 
Sepulveda assured us that the Government of Mexico was moving 
expeditiously to resolve the case and reiterated the commitment 
of the Mexican Government to resolve the matter quickly and 


decisively. 


I would also note that the Federal Judicial Police 
have already begun an investigation, and that 11 Jalisco State 
Police officers have been suspended and detained for 
questioning in this investigation. 


Q Do the Mexicans still deny that anything happened? 


A On that particular score, you'll have to talk to 
the Mexicans, but I'm giving you the reaction that we got from 
the Foreign Minister. 


Q You said that the Secretary's trip is an option 
if he determines that something positive is happening. Is a 
Peres-King Hassan meeting.one of those positive meetings that 
instigate such a trip? 


A Concerning a Secretarial trip, I'd go back to 
exactly the words that [I've used, and ['m not prepared to give 
you a checklist of what would or would not meet his criteria. 


Q Well, how will we know if there is something 
positive happening there? 


A We'll announce a trip is how you'll know. 


Q O.K., is this a positive move, a positive step? 
Was it? 
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A I said earlier, in response to another question 
-- not in response to that one -- that there have been some 
positive developments in the region recently and that was one 
of the things that I cited. 


Q Did Assistant Secretary Murphy meet with a Soviet 
official in Sweden at the end of June and talk about mutual 
concerns over chemical and biological weapons in the Middle 
East? 


a I assume the meeting you're referring to is the 
experts’ meeting on the Middle East -- 


Q I'm asking about -- 

a -- which we gave a certain number of details -- 
Q I'm asking about specifics. 
A 


Regarding specific items on the agenda, I can't 
help you. 


Q The South Africans have released a list of more 
than 8,500 people who have been jailed. They say more names 
are to be released. Has the U.S. got any reaction to those 
numbers, the conditions under which those people are being held? 


) No, I don't. I would only recall for you what we 
have indicated both publicly and privately to the South African 
Government, that detaining political opponents is a serious 
mistake and that, in addition to that, we'd called for the 
lifting of the state of emergency, but I don't have any comment 
on the specifics of the numbers or the conditions of captivity. 


Q Any comments on the reports that the 
Administration is considering imposing additional economic 
sanctions against South Africa? 


i) Let me just start by saying that no decisions 
have been made. The Secretary on July 23, referring to the 
Executive Order, said that the President would have to decide 
whether to allow it to lapse, to continue, or to change it in 
some respects. I think that indicates to you that the 
Administration is considering various options in view of 
*‘ conditions in South Africa. But I would end where I started by 
saying no decisions have been made. 
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Q When does the sanctions order expire? What's the 
date? 


a I believe it expires September 9. 


Q Are any further consultations with the Allies 
planned on the matter of South African sanctions? 


f°) I don't have anything for you by way of formal 
consultations, if you will, along the lines of the trip that 
Chet Crocker took recently. But, of course, with all of these 
Allies we have regular, continuing diplomatic contacts, and 
that always provides a channel for continuing to talk about 
issues of the day and this is one of them. 


Q Chuck, do you have a characterization of the 
Soviet-Israeli talks in Helsinki yesterday? 


i) Very brief reaction: Simply to say that the fact 
that they were held was, in our view, positive, but I don't 
have any assessment of their substance and would refer you, as 
I did yesterday, to the two governments involved. 


Q Do you have a status report on the Taba 
negotiations or on the progress toward a Peres-Mubarak meeting? 
a No. Once again, I['d refer you to the two 

governments. 


Q Chuck, today the Black Hebrews who had been 
expelled from Israel had a press conference, and had serious 
allegations against the State Department. What's your stand 
about these people; I mean, do you have any guidance about that? 


a We've had guidance for quite some time. I 
haven't seen those particular charges. So until I've taken a 
look at those, I'd prefer not to respond. 


Q What about the Japanese scholar that's about to 
be expelled in New York? His name is Choichiro Yatani. 


A If you check with the Press Office, we can 
provide some more detailed information on that. 
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Q Can you -- 


a My understanding is that INS is refusing to allow 
him to enter the country because of membership in a Communist 
organization. But beyond that, I'd have to refer to what we 
had available yesterday, which you can get in the Press Office. 


Q But he was -- he had been living here for a 
number of years and only went away for two weeks and you 
revoked his visa. 


a No. He applied for another visa in Europe and at 
that time the same information he did not volunteer -- the 
information as he is asked to do on a visa form, as he had not 
done apparently in 1977. He was here on a waiver of a visa 
even from 1977, and he apparently again did not answer the 
questions truthfully in applying for a new visa. And, as a 
consequence, he's in the situation he is now. 


Q You knew that before. Why the change? 


i) Each time -- why did we change? 


Q Yes. 
A This time, apparently the man was concealing 
information. 


Q But wasn't he concealing it before in the way the 
situation has gone? 


A For further details on this kind of a case, I'm 
going to have to refer you to INS. 


Q We understand that he's agreed to leave the 
country voluntarily. Oid the State Department have any direct 
connection in this case with him, confront him with any new 
evidence that would convince him to leave? 


a I don't know of anything. 


Q How is the public interest served by deporting 
him, or by not renewing his visa? 
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a Once again, I think you'd just have to look at 
the circumstances of the case. The man's connection with an 
organization apparently is documented. In applying for a visa, 
he did not make that information known, and this time around a 
waiver was not granted. . 


Q But according to a Japanese university spokesman 
where he was supposed to have been involved with this 
organization, the organization was an anti-war organization, 
but there was no proof that it was a communist organization. 


a Well, you have one report on the nature of the 
organization. I'm not sure that's the definitive one. 


Do you have anything on the government's 
crackdown in Pakistan? 


a This is similar again to what we've said before. 
Scattered outbreaks of violence continue; political leaders 
remain under detention. We have reports of attacks on rail 
lines which have partially disrupted traffic in southern 
Pakistan. We were distressed to learn that yesterday's 
clashes, which were almost exclusively confined to urban areas 


in the southern province of Sind, resulted in further loss of 
life. 


On the overall situation in Pakistan, I'd like to 
reiterate what was stated earlier from the podium: It's our 
hope that the peaceful conditions which had previously marked 
the transition from martial law to parliamentary and 
constitutional government be quickly restored, that the 
political leaders now detained be released, and that all 
involved renew their commitment to preserving conditions upon 
which the continued growth and functioning of parliamentary 
democracy depends. 


Q We've been through this before. We know you're 
expressing hope, but what action is the United States 
Government taking? What direct representation is it making to 
the Pakistani Government on it? 
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a The same kind of expressions of our concern that 
you hear here are certainly known to the parties involved in 
Pakistan, as well. 


Q Which avenues are being taken, ambassadorial, --? 


a I'm not prepared to go into those kinds of 
details for you. 


Q The President of Angola has said that he'd like 
to meet with President Reagan. Have you got a reaction to that? 


a We know of this reported offer only through the 
press. We have received no such communication from the Angolan 
Government itself through any channel, nor have the Angolans 
accepted our repeated orfers to meet. However, we remain 
willing to meet with representatives of the Angolan Government 
when they are ready to move ahead. 


The terms for a regional agreement are known to all 
parties -- the independence of Namibia under UNSCR 435 and 
Cuban troop withdrawal from Angola. The Angolans know the next 
step is theirs. 


They have indicated to us and others that their 
November 1984 offer of partial Cuban troop withdrawal is not 
their last word. 


Q Back on the on-site inspection, I thought the 
question before about, “What does it all mean?" was probably a 
legitimate question. 


As I understand it, the Helsinki Agreement calls for 
prior notification of military maneuvers by the Warsaw Pact and 
NATO. Did on-site inspection move it ahead one notch by, in 
addition to providing prior notification, to provide on-site 
inspection, as well? 


a I'm not in a position to go into those kinds of 
details, George. There are a number of aspects of this 
negotiation beyond even those which you mentioned. The 
question of on-site inspection, as I said earlier, is a very 
clear one. We've maintained that you have to have an 
inspection regime as an integral part of any agreement, and 
‘ that has to include on-site inspection. 
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Today, the Soviets have apparently agreed in principle 
that on-site inspection could be a part of a CDE accord, and so 
I ended by saying, “If that is, in fact, a position of 
principle on their part, then what we really have to do to meet 
the September 19 deadline, is to get to work on drafting the 
modalities, which then turn that agreement in principle into 
something concrete, and let's us know how this would be 
implemented." 


Q Does this refer exclusively to military maneuvers 
in central Europe? 


i) I believe that the negotiations concern what, 35 
nations? They focus on a certain region, geographic region, 
which has been well-defined since the start of these 
negotiations. I just refer you to the record, which is quite 
lengthy now on this subject. 


Q Going back to Pakistan, do you have anything on 
the demand for early elections, which is really what all this 
trouble is about? 


a No, I don't. 


Q Back to southern Africa for a minute, the 
Mozambicans are complaining that the South Africans apparently 
are providing military re-supply to RENAMO up in the Beira 
Corridor for some kind of new concerted military action. Do 
you have anything on that, or anything on South Africa's 
continued support for those kinds of maneuvers? 


a No, I don't. 


Q On the Mexican -- Did the Mexican Ambassador 
visit the State Department today? 


4 Today? 


Q Yes. 


a I can't verify that. It wouldn't be unusual if 
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Q Has he his copy of the protest delivered by Mr. 
Michael? 


i.) That could very well be the case. We can confirm 
that, if you want. 

Q One other question on Yatani -- 

A I'd refer you to t e Press Office because there 


is some written detailed guidance; when the story was current. 
You're a day or two late. So I'm just trying to do this from 
memory, and that's not the best way to do it. 


What's your question? 
Q I just wanted to know whether or not this was a 


formality when this visa was not renewed, or whether you had 
studied the situation before. 


) “Before,” meaning what? 
Q Before you decided not to renew the visa. 
A These questions -- 


-- whether you had studied the fact that he may 
have lied before, and were therefore, following his case along 
or whether it was purely a matter of his having lied this time, 
and you decided not to renew as a result of this particular 
incident. 


A I can't help you on that one. 
Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:38 P.M.) 
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TAKEN QUESTION FROM THE NOON BRIEFING FOR AUGUST 19, 1986 


MEXICO 


Did the Mexican Ambassador come to the Department this 
morning to recieve a copy of the protest delivered to 
the Mexican Foreign Ministry last night? 


‘ 


YES. THe MEXICAN AMBASSADOR DID COME TO THE 
DEPARTMENT THIS MORNING AT OUR REQUEST. HE WAS GIVEN 
A COPY OF THE PROTEST NOTE DELIVERED YESTERDAY IN | 
MEXICO CITY TO THE MEXICAN SECRETARY OF FOREIGN ~ te 


RELATIONS. 
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MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. [ 
have no announcements. Jim? 


Q A couple of things on the Soviet Union. In 
Geneva, the Soviets apparently have made a bid to join GATT. 
Do you know anything about that? 


A No, I don't have anything on that. 
Q Can you look into that, please? 
na Okay. What's your question? 


Q Would the United States favor the accession of 
the Soviet Union to GATT? 


a) All right. 


Q Okay. Second, the Soviet Embassy held a news 
conference this morning and said that the bid by Mr. Gorbachev 
for a nuclear test ban is one last chance for the United States 
to sane advantage of it. Do you have anything new to say about 
that? 


i No, I don't. I think if you look at what we've 
said before, which has always begun with a statement that it's, 
of course, up to the Soviets to decide what they're going to 
do, and then to reiterate for you the various reasons that we 
have put forth as to why our position on joining a nuclear 
testing moratorium has not changed. 


If you want me to run through those, I would, but it 
is the same list you've heard before. 
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Q Can I follow that for just a second? The Soviets 
also said that they hope the Administration's initial response 
to the moratorium extension, particularly the response from the 
West Coast that it was a largely propaganda move by the 
Soviets, was not the last word of the U.S. Administration. Is 
that the last word of the U.S. Administration on the subject of 
joining a nuclear moratorium with the Soviet Union? 


A Without going into the other comments which you 
cited, which were not on-the-record statements as far as [ 
know, the reaction to that statement was given from this 
podium, it was given from the podium at the West Coast. That 
is the United States reaction. It's a reaction which you've 
heard before in the context of other similar proposals. 


It is a long-standing U.S. position. As I started out 
by saying, our position hasn't changed. 


Q Does the United States see any conceivable 
linkage between an agreement on a nuclear test ban as proposed 
by the Soviets and a summit this year? 


A I'm not sure why you're attempting to draw some 
sort of linkage on that question. We've been working on the 
question of nuclear testing at the experts level. As you know, 
we've had one meeting and we expect to have another round of 
experts meetings. That's one of many areas in which we're 
currently working with the Soviets. 


All of them have their own rationale; all of them are 
being pursued for their own specific reasons, and at the same 
time they all do help to prepare for the meeting between 
Secretary Shultz and Mr. Shevardnadze in September and all of 
that is seen in the context of the summit. 


Q Speaking of the expert level meetings, you have 
enumerated, I think the other day -- yesterday or the day 
before -- a list of meetings, including risk reduction talks, 
the nuclear testing ones that you just mentioned, the Nitze 
group on strategic and space weapons and bilateral issues. 


Has there been any meeting so far and will there be 
one before the Shultz-Shevardnadze meeting on the subject of 
regional problems, and when will that take place, if it will 
' take place? 
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a There will be another meeting on regional 
issues. Under Secretary Armacost will head the United States 
side. I can't give you the exact date at this moment but it 
should be toward the end of this month. 


Q Would that be the first one on that -- in the 
scheme of these meetings that you have just been talking about 
preparatory to Shevardnadze on that subject? I mean, I'm not 
putting -- what I'm asking is, it's not the same as the Murphy 
meetings on the Middle East or the sort of specific area 
meetings as opposed to a general regional problem. 


A No. As is evident from the nature of the 
participation on our side, it's at a somewhat higher level and 
therefore rather than dwelling on just one region, we're going 
to address regional issues on a broader basis. 


Q Where will that meeting take place? 
A In Washington. 
Q In Washington? 


While we're on the Soviet Union, yesterday, you 
didn't address fully the issue of the breakdown in the talks 
between the Israelis and the Soviet Union in Helsinki. 


From the evaluation that the State Department has now 
about the restoration of diplomatic relations between Israel 
and the Soviet Union, Mr. Peres yesterday said that in order to 
qualify the Soviet Union to participate in the peace process, 
they have to have full diplomatic relations. Do you see 
eye-to-eye with the Israelis about full diplomatic relations, 
and what's your assessment of the whole thing? 


i) I gave you all the assessment yesterday that I'm 
prepared to give you on that particular subject. I don't have 
anything new today. 


Q In Stockholm -- the Soviets said they were 
prepared to consider one or two foreign watches, delegations, 
for military maneuvers. Is that a breakthrough? 


A Could I refer you to yesterday's briefing? We 
* had several long exchanges on that question. 
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Q Do you know who's going to head the Soviet 
delegation on these regional talks? 


A I can't give you that name right now. I'll try 
to do that as soon as we can confirm it. 

Ann? 

Q Will they cover the same regions that have been 


covered in the previous regional talks, or is it unlimited? 


A In the sense that the previous regional talks 
covered the entire world, in one way or another, I wouldn't 
want to sort of put geographic boundaries on these talks. I 
can't give you an exact agenda of every item that's going to be 
discussed, but given the level of participants, all regions are 
fair game for discussion. 


~-MORE-~ 
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Q Not to quibble over it, but I don't believe there 
was any discussion, for example, on Southeast Asia in the 
previous regional talks. 


i) Yes, there were. 
Q There were? 
a There was a round on East Asia and the Facific. 


Paul Wolfowitz, I believe, conducted that round. 
Q All right. 


Was there any discussion on Nicaragua in previous 
talks? 


a Central America was covered in previous talks. 


Q Was there any discussion of Nicaragua in previous 
talks? 


is As I say, I'm not going to go into every item 
that's on the agenda -- 


Q Right. 


a -- but Central and South America were covered by 
Elliott Abrams when he went to Moscow. 


Q Chuck, it seems like the -- 


A You'll get a chance. [ can't get to you -- 
you're colleague's here. 


Q Chuck, it seems -- at least, it seemed to me -- 
that the reason for having regional talks was to get experts on 
specific geographic areas. What's the reason for having 
regional talks on a global basis? I[t seems almost a 
contradiction in terms? 


2) I don't think so, really. As with all of these 
subjects, we have discussions at many levels. The Secretary 
and Mr. Shevardnadze discussed many of these issues. Because 
you discuss regional issues at a somewhat higher level, I don't 


" think there is any contradiction in terms. 
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Q Have we raised the elevation of the delegations 
on the subjects within the context of Shevardnadze/Shultz, the 
summit? 


i) Again, as I tried to do a minute ago, all of this 
should be seen in the context of the work program that's been 
established leading up to the meeting of Ministers; and all of 
that to be seen in the context of preparations for a summit. 


Q Yesterday, President Reagan said that it may be 
necessary to overthrow the Sandinistas for the Contras to take 
over. Does this either represent a change in policy or a 
— that negotiations have failed, and will continue to 

0 $0? 


a It doesn't represent any change in policy. Our 
policy toward Nicaragua has not changed. If you want, I'll go 
through that for you. 


Q Yes, please. 


i) The United States has four objectives with 
respect to Nicaragua: first, an end to Nicaragua's military 
and security relationship with the Soviet Union and Cuba, and 
its role as a Soviet-Cuban surrogate; second, a reduction of 
Nicaragua's armed forces to a level commensurate with its 
legitimate security needs, and comparable to those of its 
neighbors; third, an end to Nicaragua's support for subversion 
and terrorism in the region; and fourth, the fulfillment of the 
gremgces — Bneranse pluralism made by the Sandinistas to the 

AS. in ' 


Through support for the democratic resistance, we seek 
to deny the Sandinista government the alternative of defeating 
the resistance militarily, consolidating a pro-Soviet, 
communist regime, and dedicating itself to the task of 
subverting Nicaragua's democratic neighbors. 


Concerning whether or not this was new, as an example, 
I draw your attention to something that Secretary Shultz said 
on February 22, 1985, in the context of a speech to the 
_ Commonwealth Club, in which there were other interesting 
remarks as well, but in which he said, “We will welcome a 
change in Nicaraguan behavior, no matter how it is obtained, 
whether it is achieved through the multilateral Contadora 
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negotiations, through unilateral actions taken by the 
Sandinistas alone or in concert with their domestic opponents, 
or to the collapse of the Sandinista regime, is immaterial to 
us. 


Q May we have a copy of the statement, not the 
Shultz quote, but the earlier statement of the four objectives. 


Q Of it all actually, including the statement. 


Q But you've got the Shultz quote. That's 
available in the Press Office. 


(Laughter) 


6 Then, you can read the whole speech, and so in 
its total concept. 


Q See all the other interesting comments that he 
made, too. 


(Laughter) 
a That's right. 


Q Are we getting a copy, then, of the first part? 
Will that be made available? 


a Yes. 
Q Censorship. (Laughter) 


Q Is the United States annoyed or bothered by 
Israel allegedly dealing with drug trafficking in the United 
States, or attempting to smuggle U.S. high technology to Israel? 


Is the U.S. Government bothered by the whole trend 
in the last few months or weeks, you could say? 


a In the first place, I'm not sure, with that broad 
characterization, what stories you are referring to; but in any 
case, I don't have any comment. 


Q While we're on that region, Chuck, The New York 
Times and The Washington Post, our favorite newspapers, seem to 
‘ have a different analysis -- different analyses -- of what is 
going on in Lebanon. One says that the militias are becoming 
armies, and this looks like dooming any prospects for peace; 
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The Washington Post has a much more up-beat interpretation of 
events that look as though, it says as though they, looks as 
though they're signalling some kind of breakthrough. 


What's the State Department's analysis? 
a You mean to arbitrate between these two? 


(Laughter) 





a I could perhaps introduce you to the 
representatives of those -- 


Q No, no, no. I merely -- 
A And they could fight it out right here. 


Q I merely put these forward as a background for 
your wisdom. , 


a Well, in the very generous context of your 
question, I'll give you a couple of answers to each of those 
stories: 


First, concerning the meetings which have been going 
on between the Lebanese Prime Minister Karami and some other 
members of the Lebanese Cabinet, which is one of the stories 
you referred to, we are encouraged by these indications of 
serious dialogue between leaders of different Lebanese 
communities. 


We hope the Council of Ministers will convene without 
delay, and will begin a process of reconciliation that will end 
the war in Lebanon, open the way to political reform, and allow 
the Lebanese to live in peace and prosperity once again under 
their legally-constituted government. 


That's how we feel about that story. 


The other story concerns reports that Lebanese 
militias are making efforts to organize themselves into 
something resembling reqular armies. These reports are not 
new, nor is the fact that Lebanese militias receive assistance 
from foreign governments, nor is that a recent development. 


Militia behavior in Beirut has been an abomination. 
Criminal and irregular forces should be disarmed, and militias 
should be dissolved. The effective authority of the central 
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government and its security organs should be restored. The 
people of Lebanon have suffered far too long from the 
depredations of groups who have usurped the authority of the 
central government and its legitimate security organs, the army 
and the police. 


Q Do you condemn Syria's supplying these militias 
with tanks and heavy machine guns? 


a Our position, in a more general sense on the 
question of militias, is as you've just heard. From our point 
of view, it cannot be in the interest of Syria, Israel, or 
Lebanon itself to see this anarchy continue. 


Q This is a very interesting thing that you 


condemn these militias and ask them to dissolve themselves and 
disband. 


I want to go back to my question that I asked last 
week about the dispensing of funds to Lebanon, whether it's 
military aid or economic aid. 

Q Can we stay on this subject for just one minute? 


Q This is that subject. 


a Okay. Go ahead. It seems pretty close to the 
same subject. 


Go ahead. 


Q I would like to know how the United States is 
spending the money into Lebanon these days. 


rs) We'll take a look at that. 

Q Okay. 

Q But specifically on the militias, you say that 
these reports are not new, but it's a question of degree. Do 
you think that they are more organized, stronger, better armed 
than they have been? I mean, is there a progression going on? 


a I'm not in a position to characterize any 
progression, as you term it. I'd leave my comments with what 


* I've said, I think. 
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Q Another situation: do you have any situation 
report on the Iran/Iraq war? 


a Nothing. 


Q Chuck, on these apparent efforts to expedite the 
release of political prisoners in Havana. 


a Your question is? 


Q There are some reports that there are U.S. 
officials in Havana now negotiating with the goal toward 
expediting the release of those prisoners. I just wondered if 
you could confirm that. Are there any State Department people 
there? 


a All right. Let me give you a status report. 


An INS inspector, supported by a Department of State 
expert on refugee affairs, will begin interviewing long-term 
political prisoners and immediate relatives in coming days, in 
order to determine their eligibility to be admitted into the 
United States. The inspector will attempt to interview, 
roughly, 14 to 16 applicants per day. The INS representative 
is expected to arrive today, and the adviser from the 
Department shortly thereafter -- I would think by the end of 
the week. 


The political prisoners to be interviewed come from 
the three groups of long-term political prisoners who have been 
pre-screened by our Interests Section in Havana. They are 


those persons included in a list of 75 provided by the Castro 
regime to the U.S. Catholic bishops who have expressed a desire 


to come to the U.S. And just to clarify, there are 19 among 
those 75 who said they don't wish to come to the U.S. 


Then, there's a group of 1°. ‘erm political prisoners 
whose release was arranged by Jacq . @au <= there are about 
26 persons in this category -- and tii .y some 22 relatives 


from the group of 26 ex-political prisoners who were released 
by the Cuban Government into the custody of Rev. Jesse Jackson 
during his ‘84 visit to Cuba. 


It should be noted that the arrival of this team does 
* not mean that all persons interviewed will be admitted into the 
United States on refugee status. Each case must be scrutinized 
individually. For example, the majority of the list given the 
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Catholic bishops by Castro, are former officials of the Batista 
government convicted by the Castro regime of crimes allegedly 
committed prior to 1959. Their applications require careful 
review due to the prohibition under U.S. law of admitting 
individuals who have committed violent crimes or who have 
participated in the persecution of others. The decision on 
these cases -- [I take this as an example -- has been delayed 
and made more difficult by the Cuban Government's refusal to 
provide adequate judicial documentation concerning the charges. 


-- MORE -- 
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Q Can we have a copy of that, please? 
a We'll try to put it together for you. 
Q Okay. The 75, are they still in prison? 


é, Exactly where they are in Cuba, I can't tell 
you. All I can tell you is that they have been pre-screened -- 


Q Well, just let me finish my question -- 
A --to some extent by the Interests Section. 


Q Are some of these still in prison, implying 
therefore that the Cuban authorities are now cooperating with 
these interviews? 


A These people are all long-term political 
prisoners -- first point. Second point, the Interests Section 
has been pre-screening them, and these are people whose names 
came to the attention of Catholic bishops, Jacques Cousteau, 
Jesse Jackson, through the Cuban Government. Thirdly, we are 
sending a person there to conduct interviews, so I think all of 
that leads you to the conclusion that, yes, we have access to 
them sufficient to do the interviewing process. 


Q Chuck, do you have some numbers here? For 
instance, in the group of 75, are also their families in 
addition to them being considered for entry to the United 
States, or are the only family members the group that was 
connected to Jesse Jackson? 


A All right. As I said, 56 of those 75 have 
indicated that they wish to be considered for entry into the 
U.S. Many of these individuals have close family members who 
will also be interviewed by the INS. Then we have the 22 
relatives I already mentioned, associated with the Jesse 
Jackson group, and then we have the 26 Jacques Coustea:: group 
and their close family members, and they'll all be interviewed. 


Q Do you have any suggestion of how many people in 
total might be involved in all of this? 


A No, I don't. 


Q Is there a timeframe for completion of this 
interview process? 
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é I can't give you any timetable, other than what I 
attempted to do at the start, which is to indicate that the INS 
officer hopes to do something on the order of 14 to 16 a day, 
and that's going to take some time. We're simply trying to 
offer whatever assistance we can. We're trying to -- we've 
really agreed to process these people on an exceptional basis 
because of humanitarian concern. Most of them have served 
extremely long and arduous sentences in Cuban jails. Many have 
serious health problems. 


Q Excuse me if I missed a step, but when was the 
decision made to interview these people and a decision made to 
allow them entry to the U.S., I gather, if they pass -- 


a Well, a number of these decisions have been made 
along the road. For example, going back to September of ‘85 -- 


Q But wasn't there a holdup on -- these people were 
in Cuba for some time and waiting to be interviewed. There 
seems to have been some -- 


A You don't want to confuse these long-term 
prisoners with the other political prisoners that are referred 
to under the Mariel Agreement, and in that case nothing has 
changed. 


What we're talking about here are these specific 
groups of long-term political prisoners. For example, back in 
September of ‘85 we agreed to process the 75, the Catholic 
Church group, for example, so we've been working on that. But 
what we're trying to do now is to, if you will, expedite that 
process and see if we can't help process these people because 
of these humanitarian concerns I mentioned. 


Q With the delay, though, and that -- and what 
point -- I mean, Jeanne's question -- I mean, what prompted the 
decision to expedite it, or what conditions changed that 
allowed you to expedite? 


A What prompted it is our humanitarian concern, to 
see if we can move these cases forward. 


Q But their concerns -- 


A What we're doing -- 


Q -~ one assumes have been there all along. 
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a What we're doing now -- let me try to answer the 
question first. In the case of the 75, as I said earlier, the 
processing had been delayed because the Cuban Government 
refused to provide the judicial records. These would have 
helped to clarify their eligibility. At this point, because of 
the humanitarian concern, we have decided to interview the 
applicants without the benefit of the judicial records. 


Q So you're in a position of having to take their 
word for it as to whether they were criminals before 1959? 


A I really can't help you to any great extent as to 
what criteria the INS officer will establish, but he's a 
professional. He knows what he's supposed to do. 


Q Just to follow up on the line of questioning, the 
-- this decision, you're saying, was made independent somehow 
of the Mariel Agreement, and its abandonment and the holdup on 
other prisoners. For some reason, the humanitarian concern in 
these cases is different from the humanitarian concern in other 
cases. Could you explain what the distinction is? 


a No. I can't help you any further on that, 
Ralph. There is a difference between this category of people. 
These are long-term prisoners. They've been there for a long 
time. Many of them have health problems. We have had -- as 
you know, I mentioned this a couple of weeks ago, our policy 
has been to accept long-term political prisoners on an ad hoc 
basis. The remainder of the political prisoners covered under 
the Mariel Agreement are a different category, and there, once 
again, the situation hasn't changed. 


Q Well, Chuck, correct me if ['m wrong, but I had 
the impression that the case of the 75 and others were frozen 
because of other events, including the disagreements between 
the two governments over radio stations and other things. Is 
this -- 


A I think -- let me just stop you right there. I 
think your impression is wrong. We have had a policy, as I 
just said, to accept them on an ad hoc basis. In the case of 
the 75, we have been working on that one since September of 
last year. 


Q Well, then, what has changed? Just the physical 
‘ presence of the INS guy and his -- and the State Department 
aide in Cuba doing the actual interviews? 
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A The only thing new in this story is that in order 
to expedite these particular long-term cases out of 
humanitarian concern, we're sending a fellow down there to see 
if we can expedite the screening. We've done what we can with 
the Interests Section, but in order to bring it to conclusion 
in a more timely manner, we've taken the step of sending this 
INS fellow to Havana to work on the problem. 


Q Do you have an identity on the INS official and 
the State Department official? 


f°) The INS official is named Perry Steele. 
Q Is that Terry or Perry? 


A Perry. Perry Steele. S-t-e-e-l-e. And the 
State Department official is Ms. Katherine Brown, an attorney 
who works with refugee matters here at the State Department. 


Q Chuck, do you have any comment on the massive 
expulsion of the Black Hebrews from Israel? 


A Massive expulsion? 


Q Yeah. The whole group has been expelled. They 
were being settling in Israel for about five, six years, or 


even more. 


i Yes. You may have seen a story that I haven't 
seen. As far as I'm aware, there were only two that have been 
deported thus far. 


Q Two is massive? That sounds massive. 


A Is that what you're referring to? Maybe there's 
been something that I'm not aware of, and I just want to make 
sure we're on the same story. 


Q Yeah. There is a decision -- I read there is a 
decision to expel the rest of the group, you know, to get rid 
of them and send them back to the United States. This is why I 


said massive expulsion. 


a Whether there's been a decision or not, I can't 
comment on. The number [I've seen is something on the order of 
‘ 46 who are subject to deportation. We're aware that 11 of 
those are not U.S. citizens. Just to tell you what our 
position is, obviously, the U.S. will accept U.S. citizens. 
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That was the case, I believe, with the two who were deported 
yesterday. For the 11, who were formerly U.S. citizens but 
lost their citizenship because they voluntarily renounced it, 
the situation is different. 


A renunciant, as any other alien, would have to 
qualify for entry under the Immigration and Nationality Act of 
1952. We would consider requests from such individuals for 
admission on a case-by-case basis. In fact, these 11 
individuals have informed our Embassy that they don't wish to 
return to the U.S. We would not accept them against their will. 


Q Sir, are you ready for a different subject? 
a I'm always ready. 
Q Today as I entered the State Department, I saw a 


large number of young people, apparently university students, 
coming from the Loy Henderson room. The police said they had 
attended a seminar. My question is, do you know the subject, 
and was it in reference to interesting these students in 
possibly attempting a career in Foreign Service? 


6 I don't know the subject, but the Press Office 
can look into that and find out what the subject was. 


Q They did not know. They did not know about it 
this morning. 


A There are lots of meetings that go on in the 
building that are -- 


Q I realize that -- 


a ~- arranged with visiting groups and -- 

Q -- but this appeared to be two or three hundred 
persons. 

fo We can take a look and find out what that was 
about. 


Q Okay. Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:56 p.m.) 
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LEBANON: U.S. AID 





Q.: What is the status of U.S. aid to Lebanon? 

A.: --AS OF JANUARY 1, 1986, THRERF WAS $29.5 MILLION AVAILABLE 
IN ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE FOP LEBANON. WE ARE CHANNELLING 
MUCH OF THESE FUNDS THKPCUCK PRIVATE VOLUNTARY OPGANIZATIONrS 
TO BENEFIT LEBANESE OF ALL CONFESSIONS. WF APE ASSISTING 
WITH BASIC NECESSITIES, SUCFP AS SKELTER AND MFDICAL 


EQUIPMENT AND SERVICES. 


--WE BELIEVF LFBANON'S UPCENT MFEFFD FCR BELP WILL CONTI" UF, 
AND WE ANTICIPATE CONTINUING TO FOND A MODEST ASSISTANCE 


PROGRAM IN TRE YEAPS TO COME, 


--REGARDING MILITAPY ASSISTANC®, TYE LFRBANESF ARMED FORCES 
CONTINUE TO PEPPFSFNT Cl OF TEE FFu ACTIVE MATICIAT. 
INSTITUTIONS IN LEBANON, TEFPE IS "OW AD UNCOMYITTED 
BALANCE CF $10.7 “ILLICHN Ih TEP LEBANESE acces T FOP 
FOREIGN- MILITARY SALFS (FMS). THERE IS 2LSC & SMALL 
INTERNATIONAL MILITARY TEAINING AFD FXCKANCE (IMET) PPOCPAM 


WITH LEBANON, 


BeST AVACLABLE DOCUMENT 
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TAKEN QUESTION 





Question taken at the August 20, 1986 daily press briefing: 


USSR PARTICIPATION IN THE GATT 





Would the U.S. Government favor Soviet accession to the GATT? 


AS FAR AS WE KNOW, THE USSR HAS NOT ASKED TO ACCEDE TO THE GATT. 
THEY HAVE EXPRESSED AN INTEREST IN PARTICIPATING IN THE NEW TRADE 
ROUND. WE ARE STUDYING THE PROPOSAL. HOWEVER, IN THE PAST THE U.S 
AND OTHER CONTRACTING PARTIES TO THE GATT HAVE HAD SERIOUS 
RESERVATIONS REGARDING SOVIET PARTICIPATION IN THE GATT AND HAVE 
NOTED THAT THE SOVIET UNION'S APPROACH TO INTERNATIONAL TRADE IS 


NOT COMPATIBLE WITH THE PRINCIPLES AND PRACTICES OF THE GATT. 
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THURSDAY, AUGUST 21, 1986, 12:38 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
One statement, to begin with. Eighteen years ago today, an 
invasion by the Soviet Union and most other Warsaw Pact nations 
brought a swift, brutal halt to the efforts of Czechoslovak 
citizens and leadership to determine their country's future for 
themselves. Although a generation which was too young to have 
first-hand memories of 1968 has since grown to adulthood in 
Czechoslovakia, neither they nor we can afford to dismiss those 
days as remote history. The events of that tragic August 
remain gravely relevant to anyone who enjoys freedom or hopes 
to gain it. 


That's all 1 have. 
Jim? 


Q On Central America, there's a report that the 
United States is considering sending training units to Honduras 
to train the contras. Is there anything in the spirit or the 
letter of any of the legislation which would prevent that? 


a I can't speak to that exact question. In a more 
general sense, Congress, as you know, has yet to take final 
action on the President's request, so it's really inappropriate 
at this point to speculate on how the aid to the Nicaraguan 
Democratic Resistance will be implemented. 


The best [I could do is to reiterate something we said 
before, which is that training will be an essential part of any 
assistance given to the Resistance forces who face an army 
supplied and trained by the Soviets, Cubans, and other members 
of the Soviet Bloc. 


Q Have there ever been any other cases where 
regular army MTTs were sent to train insurgents anywhere in the 
world? 
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i I can't help you on that one. 


Q Anything on the Honduran officials saying that 
they don't want the aid money passing through their country? 


a No. 


Q What do you have for us on Georgyi Gindra, deputy 
general director of Belarus Machinery in Milwaukee, Wisconsin, 
who apparently defected on Sunday? 


os What I can give you is that Georgyi Gindra, the 
deputy director general of Belarus Machinery, a Soviet 
commercial enterprise, has asked for and been granted 
permission to remain in the United States. 


Q Was he a KGB agent? 
a I have nothing else on him. 


Q Do you know if there are any other Soviet 
citizens who work for that company who will be defecting also, 
who have asked for asylum? 


(Laughter) 


a I don't have anything else on this case except 
what [I just gave you. 


Q In this case, would he be -- did the Soviet 
officials ask to interview him? And have we responded? 


7) At this point, I don't know the status of that 
question. 


Q Will you tell us where he is now and why he 
defected? 


i) I can't tell you why he defected nor can I tell 
you where he is. 


Q And what about his family? I understand there is 
_ @ wife and two children in New York. 


a What I have is that his wife is currently in New 
York. She has not indicated that she wishes to stay in the 
United States. Should she decide to leave the United States, 
U.S. Government officials will insure that she is leaving of 
her own free will. Wo other members of Gindra's family are in 
the U.S. 
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Q Would you spell his name? 


‘ The last name is G-i-n-d-r-a. Do you want the 
first name? 


Q ‘ght as well. 


me It's Georgyi, however you want to do that with 
your -- 


Q You didn't use the term asylum before you said 
he'd been granted permission to stay in the United States. Has 
he formally applied for asylum? 


i) No comment on the asylum question. 


Q Well, the wording from what you said would 
indicate that he has not been offered, or been granted, asylum 
yet. Is that right? 


a I'm not indicating anything on this case beyond 
the sentence [I've just given you. 


Q Well, the granting of permission to remain in the 
United States is not synonymous with asylum, is that right? 


a I'm telling you he's been granted permission to 
remain in the United States. You've quoted me accurately. 


Q Chuck, Soviets in Geneva today again called on 
the U.S. to join in a nuclear test ban and pledged to permit 
on-site inspection to insure compliance Do you have any 
response? 


a No. I don't want to go over the same ground 
we've been over a number of times on this score already. In 
thinking about it, it came to my attention that the Department 
has recently published a publication this month called “U.S. 
Policy Regarding Limitations on Nuclear Testing,” and I commend 
that to all of youfor a very good expose’ of the rationale for 
our policy as well as its details. 


On the question of nuclear testing, all [ can add to 
_ that is, you're aware, of course, that we have been actively 
engaged with the Soviet Union on a broad range of nuclear 
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testing issues. We are energetically pursuing those 
negotiations as well as discussions on a number of other 
subjects, which as you know, form part of our rationale for the 
continuation of testing -- such things as reducing offensive 
forces, balancing conventional forces, those kinds of things. 
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Q Do you think that by the Soviets’ almost 
obsessively concentrating on this nuclear test ban, that 
they're in some way detracting from methods to achieve 
negotiations on other perhaps more important aspects of arms 
control? 


ue That's a hard one to answer. I can't speak for 
them. You know that we're engaged in discussions on a wide 
variety of areas. We have the CDE negotiations ongoing in 
Geneva -- excuse me, in Stockholm -- in their last phases, and 
there was at least a hopeful sign that we were going to start 
to address one of the outstanding issues which was that of 
on-site inspection verification. We've had nuclear testing 
experts who have met once. They're going to meet again at the 
end of this month. We've had talks, of course, at Geneva, and 
those start up again. We've had the mission of Ambassador 
Nitze to Moscow. Those talks will be continued September Sth 
and 6th in Washington. So there are a number of things going 
on which I think indicates that the arms control agenda is 
still broadly based and hopefully moving ahead. 


Q Chuck, how would you characterize those talks? 
i) Which talks are we talking about? 

Q The talks you just talked about. (Laughter) 

Aa All of those talks. 

Q %O you have any reaction to reports from -- 

Q Wait a minute. 

“ Can I answer the question? 

Q Okay. 


a Thanks. Each one of those talks, of course, 
would have to be addressed on its own merits. We've given you 
some readout on the Nitze mission to Moscow. Overall I'd 
simply say that these are serious discussions. At least for 
our part we know we're putting forward some serious proposals, 
and we're hopeful that progress can be made. 


Q Do you have anything on The Wall Street Journal 
story concerning a U.S. proposal to the Soviets to ban al 
ballistic missiles? 
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o That question concerns -- or rather, I should say 
that article concerns the President's letter to General 
Secretary Gorbachev. I believe you know what we've said with 
some regularity on that subject, which is that we don't plan to 
talk about that in public. 


We believe that the surest path to progress at this 
time is through confidential exchanges. The correspondence 
between the President and the General Secretary remains 
confidential. That by way of a general response. If you have 
any specific questions, it's conceivable I might be able to 
help you. 


Q Last week President Reagan made what the -- a lot 
of commentators in West Germany called the strongest statement 
by any U S. President about the Berlin wall, when he said in 
his press conference in Chicago that it should have been torn 
-— never been allowed to have been put up, and torn down when 
it was started to be put up. 


Since that time, the U.S. Mission Chief in Berlin has 
gone on television there, John C. Kornbloom, to basically 
rescind the President's statement by saying that it was merely 
understandable rage, and facts point to the fact that calm 
political dialogue would have been required in that situation. 


Has there been any move to reprimand or remove Mr. 
Kornbloom from his post for making these statements in the face 
of what President Reagan said? 


) Il have seen absolutely nothing concerning those 
statements, and as a consequence I have no comment. 

Q They were said on the German National Television 
Channel 2. 


a Aas I said, I have seen absolutely no reporting on 
those comments. 


Q Another thing on the -- it's now all over the 
European press about the Soviet ship in the Amsterdam harbor 
carrying 210 kilograms of cocaine from Afghanistan, and 
Welt newspaper commented that this is proof that the Soviets 
are directly involved in drug trafficking on top of all the 
other kinds of low intensity warfare operations they're engaged 
in. 





-7- Thursday, 8/21/86 


Do we have any evaluation of the extent to which the 
Soviets are engaged in -- directly in drug trafficking? 


A I don't have anything for you. 


Q Turning to your earlier -- to the previous 
subject, without regard to the Reagan letter to Gorbachev, is 
the total elimination of ballistic missiles an aim of this 
Administration? 


a Is that a serious question, Jim? 
Q Yeah. 
“ I think the President has spoken to that issue 


any number of times, and his stance is very well recorded. 


Q Right. But is it on the table now as a 
negotiating proposal? 


A Well, then that goes back to what I said earlier, 
that we're not going to speculate on the contents of the 
letter. It was designed to facilitate the negotiations. Its 
idea is built upon the concepts discussed in the negotiations 
up to this point and are designed to address key Soviet 
concerns while protecting U.S. and allied security interests. 


Our delegation to the nuclear and space talks will 
return to Geneva for the next round in September fully prepared 
to make progress in those talks. 


Q Chuck, do you have any reaction to reports from 
Amman, Jordan -- 


fs Just a second. Other questions in this area 
first. 


Q Chuck, could I ask you on that, is it the view 
within the State Department that an effort to reach an 
agreement now on a ban on ballistic missiles is a sound 
strategy going into the summit, as opposed to trying to get 
incremental agreements leading in which have shown progress in 
the past? 


A No. I'm not going to comment on those kind of 
questions. 
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Q Do you have reaction to a report from Amman, 
Jordan, that King Hussein refused to participate in a 
Washington summit next month, and he insists that only through 
an international conference to be attended by the Security 
Council members that the peace process will be able to enhance 
the Middle East? 


ms I don't have anything on that story. I'd refer 
you to the record on this whole question of whether such a 
summit was ever proposed. We've answered that question at 
least two times. 


Q Chuck, government officials in Mexico are raising 
questions about the authority of the DEA to operate in that 
country. Do you have anything on the basis of their operations 
there? 


i The United States has had agreements with the 
Mexican Government since the 1930s providing for cooperation on 
all aspects of illicit drug trafficking. Beginning in 1961, 
DEA agents have been accredited to Mexico in diplomatic status. 


Q What is -- is there anything new on the Cortez 
investigation? 


A 1 don't have anything new. 
Q Do you feel that relations with Mexico are 


souring over the drug issue, as a result of the Cortez incident 
in particular? 


A I would not have any reason to make that 
analysis. We have said before that we are in the process -- 
continue to be in the process of sharing information with 
Mexican officials. Mexican officials have said that they're 
seeking the same kind of objectives we are, and we believe that 
the highest authorities in Mexico are indeed committed to those 
objectives. 
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Q Is there any consideration being given at this 
time to withdrawing DEA agents from Mexico entirely? 


f°) You'll have to speak to DEA. 


Q Chuck, do you have anything on the report that 
the United States allowed Egypt to pay some debts out of the -- 
your aid, the $500 million, something like that -- U.S. aid? 


A This is your favorite question. That arose, as I 
understand it, in conjunction with an article on Alexandria's 
sewers -- Alexandria, Egypt -- sorry. (Laughter) Without 
commenting on the sewer projects, Egypt is going through a 
difficult period economically and is committed to fudamental 
reforms to deal with its economic problems. 


In this context, we are reviewing the composition of 
our economic assistance program in consultation with the 
Egyptian Government. No decisions have been made. 


Q But in principle, do you allow any -- receive any 
recipient of your aid -- cash aid -- to pay debts out of this 
aid? I mean, in principle, we are talking. 


A I can't address that, in principle. 


Q Moving on to another subject, the Philippines. 
Can you tell us anything about the events in the Philippines 
today, the blackouts? Do you have any reason to believe that 
there are anything suspicious about them? 


A I don't have anything. 


Q Chuck, Israeli officials are saying they expect 
Shultz to be in the area in early September at the time of the 
anticipated I[sraeli-Egyptian summit. 


i) Those reports are incorrect. As I've said 
before, the Secretary has no plans to go. 


Q On South Africa, there are statements that are 
being made openly by bankers there that they are looking to the 
so-called Peruvian model with interest and envy, implying that 
_ they might retaliate to economic sanctions by some kind of a 

deb‘. moratorium or schedule for non-repayment of debts 
reschedule. And this, in combination with the fact that the 
Israelis have been down to South Africa to talk about setting 
up their own independent trading arrangements in the 
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face of economic sanctions against South Africa, is there any 
comment on that, on what our relations will be with both South 
Africa and Israel if economic sanctions go through, and what 
the economic impact would be on the West if South Africa were 
to declare a debt moratorium, for example? 


“ No, can't help you with any of those. 


Q Chuck, any comment on Libya-Ugandan ties; 
meetings between Qadhafi and Museveni? 


A No. 


Q Chuck, your answer about the possible Shultz 
trip, is that a little different today? Usually, it's 
emphasized that Shultz would be open to a trip if something 
substantial could be accomplished. Today, it sounded more like 
a flat,"he's not going." 


rs) No, it's still the same position. He's always 
willing to go if there's something to accomplish. 


Q Is there a scheduling problem there in early 
September, or is it he just felt that there was no useful 
purpose served by him going? 


A There are no plans to go. 
Q Why? 
& And 1l'm not -- we've said that that's something 


that's been under continuing review now for how many months? 


So that question is applicable, I suppose, everyday of the 
week? why not? Or why or why not? And [I'm not going to 


address that question. 

Q He also said he would go if there were the 
teeniest increment of progress in the region. I suggest that 
an Israeli-Egyptian summit is more than teeny progress, and I'm 
just wondering why he's not going? 

6 I've never seen that quote you refer to. 

Q Does anybody else remember that one? 


Q Yeah, it was on the plane. 
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a Pardon? 


Q Even hit batsmen get on base, he said. Hit 
batters get on base. 


Q The reports by UNICEF of the locusts plague in 
Africa, grasshopper/rat plagues, are now saying that this will 
create famine conditions in Africa worse than 1985 in 
Ethiopia. Is anything being done to address this problem now? 


i) There's a lot being done. I'd refer you to the 
briefing that Peter McPherson did here some weeks ago 
specifically on that subject. And beyond that, I'd refer you 
to AID to find out what may have been done in the aftermath. 


Q Chuck, the Washington Post has a story about the 
growing concern in the U.S. Government circles about the tanker 


war in the Gulf War. Can you address this subject? 


A We have frequently deplored the terrible 
suffering which this conflict has brought to the region, and we 
have expressed deep concern at the possibility of an expansion 
of the war, recent developments, including the growing number 
of attacks on shipping and [Iran's threats to launch a massive 
new offensive re-enforce our concerns. 


As we pointed out last week, this conflict need not 
continue. Unfortunately, Iran has chosen to ignore the many 
international calls for a negotiated resolution to the 
fighting. Once again, we call on the Iranians to join the 
Iraqis in working toward a negotiated settlement of the war. 


Q Do you have any comment on a report in the FBIS, 
[ believe today, that Syria's Foreign Minister just came back 
from a trip to Iran and handed Khomeini or his agents or 
assistance a letter from Hafiz Assad saying that we will 
continue support to Iran in its efforts in the area? Does this 
address the current opinion to Syria? 


a I don't have anything on that. 

Q I wasn't clear whether you had anything specific 
on the report that Iran is about to launch the final assault on 
Basra. Do you have anything specific on that? 


ie) No. 


Q Can we get a copy of that statement? 
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“ Sure. 


Q Chuck, could I get back to Mexico on one more? 
You said we were getting cooperation from the highest 
authorities. That seems to imply that at some other level 
perhaps Mexican officials are not cooperating with us? 


i) No. I don't want to imply anything. I just want 
to say the fact that a government is committed at its highest 
levels is, of course, a very relevant factor. 


Q Will you look into Mr. Kornbloom's remarks and 
take that as a question to respond to? 


a If I find anything on such remarks, yes. 


Q Okay, thank you 


(Press briefing concluded at 12:55 p.m.) 
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MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
One announcement. President Reagan has approved a series of 
measures to improve the effectiveness of the current U.S. 
embargo of Cuba. These measures will make it more difficult 
for the Government of Cuba to obtain U.S. dollars and American 
goods by unlawful means. The objective is to tighten 
enforcement of the embargo denying to the Castro regime 
economic benefits from the United States while Castro continues 
to ignore international obligations and to pursue policies 
inimical to U.S. interests. 


Among the measures approved by the Presidert are 
crackdowns on trading with Cuban front companies located in 
Panama and elsewhere which attempt to evade the U.S. trade 
embargo. The measures also foresee closer controls on 
organizations which organize or promote travel to Cuba, as well 
as the transmission of money or goods to Cuba. The Castro 
regime controls all convertible currency sent to Cuba and 
provides Cuban recipients only a small share of the value of 
the money or goods sent. 


At the same time, the President is issuing a 
proclamation to prevent the Cuban Government from trafficking 
in human beings by charging citizens and residents of the 
United States thousands of dollars to finance the indirect 
travel of their Cuban relatives to the United States through 
third states. One objective of this measure is to deny the 
Castro regime the benefits of the Mariel Agreement on Migration 
of December 1984, which the Cubans suspended in May of 1985. 
Under the Mariel Agreement, Cuban immigrants could receive 
visas in the U.S. Interests Section in Havana, and Cuba was 
obliged in turn to accept the excludables from the 1980 Mariel 
Boatlift. 


The proclamation prevents the issuance of preference 
immigrant visas to persons who leave Cuba and go to third 
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countries. Preference visa processing stopped in the U.S. 
Interests Section in Havana after Cuba suspended the migration 
agreement, but the Cuban Government has exploited the loophole 
that allows Cubans to obtain visas in third countries. This 
often involves payment of bribes to Cuban and other foreign 
officials in an effort to circumvent U.S. policy. The 
proclamation will close this loophole. 


These measures will not affect the existing policy of 
the U.S. Government to assist long-term political prisoners who 
are permitted by the Castro regime to leave Cuba. The United 
States will continue to facilitate their departure from Cuba 
and entry into the United States on humanitarian grounds. 


That concludes the announcement. You can get a copy 
afterwards . But, secondly, let me say that there will be a 
BACKGROUND briefing on this subject at 2:00 p.m. today here in 
the Press Briefing Room. That's all I have. George? 


Q You're not taking any questions on this? 


a If there are some general questions, I might 
attempt to answer them, but if they're very detailed I'll, of 
course, refer to the BACKGROUND briefing. So, yes, if you've 
got a question, let's try it, but I won't guarantee anything. 


Q I just wonder how you're going to crack down on 
these front companies in third countries? What leverage do you 
have over companies incorporated in foreign countries? 


a In general, we will be taking additional action 
to tighten enforcement of the embargo and to facilitate the 
attainment of its underlying objective which is, as I said, is 
to deny Cuba financial resources and U.S. goods and services as 
long as Cuba's conduct destabilizes the region and undermines 
our own national security. 


Specifically, we will be identifying more quickly and 
publicizing our findings on businesses which are fronts for 
Cuba and with which American firms and nationals may not deal 
Other actions will govern the amounts of money and goods which 
may be remitted to Cuba. 


We intend to look closely into firms which promote, 
arrange or perform travel to Cuba to ensure that laws relating 
. to our embargo are respected For example, we will ensure that 
such firms do not discriminate in their rates against certain 
travelers or force them to pay for lodging or accommodations 
for which they have no need. 
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Intermingled in that, George, was the answer to your 
question. 


Q Can you identify any of the firms? Have you 
identified any of the firms yet? 


a That, I don't have. You can ask at the 
BACKGROUND briefing. 


Q Why should the Cuban Government care if you say 
we're not going to issue visas to people from this third 
country basis? 


a Why they should care, John, I can't answer that 
directly. You can ask them, [I suppose, if they care or not. 
But what we're trying to do is to discourage the unlawful 
payment of extortionary fees to Cuban intermediaries who 
arrange for Cubans to leave Cuba for third countries from which 
many often attempt to enter the United States illegally. 


Q I understand, but supposing the Cuban 
Government's response to this is to tell people, “Look, this is 
the way we do it, the United States isn't going to allow this; 
sorry, go take up with the U.S. Government why you can't get a 
visa." So, basically, the question becomes, who is the victim 
of this in the long run if they should pursue that kind of 
course? 


a Can't help you any farther on that. 

Q If the people go to third countries with the 
intention of entering the United States illegally, what 
difference does it make whether you're going to give them visas? 

a I'm saying, as you read the words closely, that 
this often results in illegal entries. B6ut what we're doing is 
stopping the processing of visas in certain countries where 
this has been particularly flagrant. 

Q Isn't that going to increase the number of -- 

a There are many people -- pardon? 


Q Isn't that just going to lead more people to try 
. to enter illegally? 


a I don't believe so, but you can, again, address 
that question at the BACKGROUND briefing. 
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Q Which countries are you not going to be issuing 
visas out of for Cubans? 


6 Most of this traffic in human beings has gone 
through Panama. 


Q Could you give us any -- 

Q Is Mexico covered, too? 

a That's the only example I have specifically. 
Q 


Could you give us an example of what you mean by 
“extortionary fees?” 


a Since June of 1985, we have found that Cuban 
instrumentalities, working through organizations such as 
Inter-Consult, were charging U.S. residents exorbitant fees -- 
exorbitant sums of money -- to finance the travel of Cubans 
through third countries to the U.S. 


In some cases, the charges were in excess of $30,000 
per head. At a minimum, Cuba charged several thousand dollars 
above actual travel expenses. Payment of such sums of money 
violates U.S. embargo regulations and enriches persons dealing 
with the illegitimate trade in human beings. It also 
encourages visa fraud and illegal immigration when the persons 
who leave Cuba enter the United States with false documentation 
arranged by parties in those states. 


You're all invited at 2:00 for more details. 


Q Was there any particular event, other than it 
being a slow August, that triggered this particular action? Is 
there any reason why we're doing it now? 


a I can't give you any specific reason for why 
today was chosen. These are questions that have been with us 
for some time obviously, and in order to close these loopholes 
some steps are being taken. Today is the day. 


Q Is there any quid pro quo, or what guid pro quo 
ere we seeking from the Cubans? Is there anything we're 


particularly trying to get the Cubans to do now? Would these 
_ restrictions be relaxed if the Cubans did something, and would 
that be releasing political prisoners? 
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ms Obviously, we continue to favor reinstitution of 
the Mariel Agreement at the earliest possible time. But until 
this occurs, there can be no normal migration between Cuba and 
the United States. The measures directed by the proclamation 
concerning immigrant visa processing would be unnecessary if 
the agreement were restored. 


Similarly, the refugee program could be subsumed in 
the much larger program contemplated by the Mariel Agreement. 
You may not have been here earlier this week but we talked 
about what we're doing for a certain number of long-term 
political prisoners. And, as I said in the opening statement, 
that particular program will go on, of course. 


Q Just to follow up on that, would these measures 
be in any way related to the breakdown of the Mariel talks a 
month or so ago? 


“ Those talks addressed, in many ways, some of 
these same issues. But, as I just said, we're taking these 
steps for a variety of reasons: to close loopholes; enforcing 
the embargo; to stop this human trafficking; extortionary fees 
being charged to people trying to get their relatives out of 


Cuba. 

Q There's a report out of Pakistan this morning 
that the American Ambassador was called into the Foreign Office 
along with the -- or separate, I don't know if together -- with 


the Libyan Ambassador because of statements from here urging 
the Pakistani Government to release the opposition leaders. 
What was our response? 


i) I don't have anything on that. 
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Do you stick to the same statement that you made 
earlier? 


cs Oh yes, of course. If you're interested in 
Pakistan, this is sort of a general commentary on what's been 
happening there in Pakistan. What w:'ve seen in Pakistan 
during the last week demonstrates thai the road to democracy is 
neither smooth nor easy. But the vioience has now subsided, 
and many of those detained are now being released. We support 
these steps as we have supported and applauded the steps the 
Pakistan Government has taken during the last year in bringing 
an end, peacefully, to martial law and restoring constitutional 
government based on representative institutions. 


We have important interests in the part of the world 
where Pakistan is located. It's an area where Soviet 
expansionism has been particularly blatant, as witness the 
continuing Soviet occupation of Afghanistan and the threat 
posed to South and Southwest Asia by Soviet presence. We 
believe that a strong Pakistan is an essential ingredient in 
stability in the region, and we believe that the continued 
evolution of democratic institutions in Pakistan will 
contribute materially to that strength. 


As we made clear during the recent visit to the United 
States by Prime Minister Junejo and as has been made clear 
repeatedly from this podium, we support that evolution as 
indeed we support Pakistan's independence, sovereignty and 
territorial integrity. 


Q I'm a little unclear which steps you're 
supporting there, Chuck. Are you talking about the release 
from jail of political prisoners? Are you talking about the 
crackdown in general? 


a These are the continued -- I'm speaking there of 
the continued evolution of democratic institutions. 


Q Go back to the beginning. You said that people 
were being released, the road to democracy is neither smooth 
nor easy, and we support these steps -- 


a Oh. Those steps were the release of those now 
detained. 


Q Do you have any comment on the Soviet report on 
the Chernobyl disaster? 
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o No, I don't. 


Q Specifically -— if you have absolutely nothing, I 
won't ask any follow-up questions, but I would like to know if 
you have anything to say about what the report suggests about 
the criticism that was leveled at the Soviets regarding their 
candor, and so forth, about that incident? 


a No. I don't have anything. 


Q Chuck, what is the United States Government 
position on the future of Gaza regarding its attachment to 
Egypt or Jordan or to have its own way of -- like the rest of 
the West Bank? 


a I'll refer you to the Press Office. The U.S. 
position on that is on the record, it's been oft repeated, and 
you're certainly free to have it read to you again. 


Q Chuck, do you have anything on the suspected 
terrorists in Germany being arrested? They're trying to 
sabotage some American installations. 


a Only to say that we're aware of the report. Our 
mission in West Berlin is in touch with the local authorities 
who are investigating the matter, and we're naturally 
interested in the progress of the investigation. But beyond 
that, no specific comment. 


Q What is the U.S. doing about preventing or trying 
to prevent the Soviets making fishing deals in the Western 


Pacific like the story on the front page of The Washington 
Times today? 
a There are a variety of questions, I suppose. 


Concerning what we're trying to do, I[ won't answer that 
question directly. You know for our part we've been engaged in 
negotiations there for nearly two years. A great deal of 
progress has been made, and we're cautiously optimisti: that an 
agreement will be concluded by the end of the year. The next 
round of talks is scheduled for mid-October in Tonga. 


Concerning the Soviet Union and its activities in the 
region, the Soviet Union has been increasingly active in 
courting the island countries of the Pacific. A year ago the 
. U.S.S.R. and Kiribati signed an agreement to license Soviet 
fishing boats in Kiribati waters for about 1.7 million U.S. 
dollars. This was substantially in excess of the market value 
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of the license. Renewal negotiations are underway, but to the 
best of our knowledge a second agreement has not been concluded. 


Vanuatu is also negotiating with the Soviets for a 
fishing agreement. The U.S.S.R. has made offers to several 
other island nations and been flatly refused. Our own fishing 
negotiations with the islands are motivated by a desire to 
settle a longstanding problem that has caused difficulties in 
our relationship with the Pacific Island countries. 


Naturally we're concerned about any expansion of the 
Soviet presence in the region, but we don't link the fishing 
“egotiations to the Soviet licensing offers. 


Q How would you characterize the Soviet expansion 
in that area? Do you see -- does the Administration see it 
from a political viewpoint or from a fish viewpoint? (Laughter) 


ts I don't have any characterization other than what 
I've just given you. 


Q In the same area? 

is) On the same subject? 

Q Same area -~- New Zealand. The Lange Government 
had a -— commissioned a report which condemned Lange's own 


stance on the ANZUS Treaty and it's not doing enough about it. 


Has the State Department seen that report which said 
that the New Zealand people actually want to continue to be 
members of ANZUS and don't follow the Lange stance, and have 
you an assessment of it? 


A Whether or not we've seen it, I really can't 
answer that. I'm sure there must be someone whose seen it, 
but, no, I don't have any assessment to offer. 


Q Chuck, I've got a couple of -- the Iranians 
protested at the United Nations today that the United States is 
holding up visas for two of its officials due to attend the Law 
of the Sea Conference. Have you anything on that? 


A I haven't seen that story. 


Jim? 
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4 Q Do you know what -- does the State Department 
know what the current state of play is at the Stockholm 
Conference on whether the Soviets will permit on-site 
verifications of troop reduction agreements? 


A Let me give you what I have on that subject which 
gets to your question in the midst of a somewhat rather longer 
answer. 


Earlier this week, as you know, we encouraged the 
Soviets to intensify drafting on the details and modalities of 
inspection which we believe can result in agreement to protect 
all participating nations' legitimate concerns. 


Despite the highly publicized Soviet agreement in 
principle for on-site inspection, however, the Soviets are now 
apparently maintaining that such inspections could not include 
broadly defined closed areas, thus effectively obstructing 
progress on this issue. Nor have we seen any serious Soviet 
cooperation in drafting the vital details and modalities which 
would give practical effect to on-site inspections. 


For our part, we cannot accept inspection modalities 
that would restrict access to training areas, nor one that 
would restrict access to areas normally open to indigenous 
publics. The United States and its allies have recognized from 
the beginning in the Western proposals the need to exclude from 
inspection legitimate, sensitive installations such as ships, 
aircraft and garrisons. 


Q Can we have a copy of that, what you've just read? 
A Okay. 
Q Well, in other words, then interpolating what 


you've just said, do you think that the Stockholm Conference is 
back where it was a couple of weeks ago? In effect, no 
progress on a -- no realistic progress on any kind of a troop 
reduction agreement? 


ve No. I'm not prepared to make that judgment. 
What [I'm saying is that negotiations continue; that at least to 
date we haven't seen the cooperation in drafting the kind of 
modalities that we said would be called for, which are going to 
be needed if we're going to reach agreement by September 19. 
And, in addition, ['ve pointed out some of the apparent 
discrepancies from the agreement in principle and from what 
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other Soviet officials have made then in attempting to clarify 
what they meant by that. 


Q And -- 


a So at this point we continue to work on it. Let 
me leave that as the bottom line. 


Q And the reference to September 19 is to the 
Washington meeting, or is that some deadline -- 


a No. That's when this final round of the CDE 
Conference ends. 


Q And the Soviets have also said -- I assume you 
meant when you said “discrepancies,” you meant that -- I think 
Zamyatin in London said that one or two -- only one or two 
places would be -- a year would be allowed for inspection. Is 
that a problem for the West? 


A Those are the kind of discrepancies, without 
going into other specifics than the ones I mentioned, which had 
to do with closed areas. 


Q Can you say what kinds of things these 
inspections are supposed to find? I[ thought they were supposed 
to count troops involved in various kinds of activities, and if 
garrisons are off limits for the inspectors, how are you going 
to count the troops? 


a There are other ways to do these kind of things. 
You again need to talk to the real experts on this, because it 
is a quite technical issue. 


Q Can you tell us any more today about Georgiy 
Gindra? Where he is, whether the Russians have asked to talk 
to him? And a related question: How many Soviets have asked 
for asylum in the United States in the last year? 


a I have no comment on either question. 


Q Can you comment on the conference, September 15 
through 20, that's going to be in the Baltic Sea involving the 
Chautauqua and Einsenhower Institutes in the U.S. and the 
U.S.A./U.S.S.R. Society in the Soviet Union? Is this -- what 
clearance has the State Department had to provide, or what is 
‘ the procedure by which such an extraordinary conference has 
been set up? 
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A First, I'd refer you to the answer that was 
posted on June 10 of this year which dealt with all of those 
questions and some others that were posted at that time. So, 
unless there's broader interest in that question, I'd simply 
refer you to that which is available in the Press Office. 


Q Can you give any evaluation of the Erice 
Conference that's going on, of U.S./Soviet scientists? 


a No, I can't. 


Q Chuck, do you have any date set for a 
Mubarak/Peres summit in light of United States' mediated 
agreement on Taba? 


A The standard answer is, you ought to talk to the 
Egyptians and the Israelis. 


Q You have a role in this summit, I think. 


A As [I understand it, it's a summit between Mr. 
Mubarak and Mr. Peres that's being talked about. 


Q Can the State Department also give me information 
if Gaza Strip receives any foreign aid or assistance as you 
have the budget for the occupied territories like the West 
Bank? Is this available, or could you look into this? 


A I'd refer you to what we said a couple of weeks 
ago concerning the role that some voluntary organizations play 
in getting aid to Palestinians, and in the context of that 
answer there was a reference to at least one effort that's 
ongoing in Gaza. 


Q Okay. Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:37 p.m.) 
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MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
One announcement. Immediately following the requliar briefine 
AID Administrator M. Peter McPherson will have an update on the 
toxic gas escape in Cameroon and provide information on the 
nature of the U.S. response to that disaster. So as a 
consequence, on that particular set of questions I defer to 
Peter after this briefing is over. 


Jim? 


Q Last week you said that DEA agents are in Mexico 
under a longstanding agreement, and they have diplomatic status 
and recognized as such by the Mexican Government. In the past 
couple of days since you made your statement, there have been 
some signs from the Mexicans -- from various Mexican officials, 
casting doubt on that acceptance. One of them saying, for 
example, that there's no written agreement Have you seen 
these statements, and do you have any reaction to them? 


A I don't have any specific reaction. I'd just 
like to set the record straight and refer you back to the 
briefing to which you make reference, at which you have 
inaccurately stated the position that [ put forward. 


I said that there have been many agreements with the 
Mexican Government since the 1930's. In the case of DEA 
agents, we've had them there since i961, and that basically 
their presence has been on the basis of having diplomatic 
credentials, accepted year after year by the Mexican 
Government. I did not refer to any written agreement 


Then I'd also refer you to DEA, which has spoken to 
this question as well. 
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Q Excuse me. I[ think you inaccurately paraphrased 
what I said. I1 didn't say there was a written agreement I 
didn't suggest -- 


a Let the record show that Mr. Anderson contests 
that. We'll check it afterwards 


Q But getting back to the main point: one, 15 there 
awritten agreement? 


a Look, Jim, you can talk to DEA on this l‘ve 
told you basically what I have to say, which is that on this 
perticular question of DEA agents, it's my understanding that 
year after year our DEA attaches have been accredited by the 
Mexican Government for the purpose of going there to do what 
you all know they do, and that's the basis on which they've 
been iccepted over 25 years. 


Q Well, has the -- Fave you had any sense or any 
signal from the Mexican Governm nt apart from these public 
statements by these officials whom I've described -- have you 
had any signals or sense that these -- this arrangement is in 
question, that the operation is no longer accepted in the way 
it used to be by the Mexican Government? 


a I don't have any such sense, and I'd refer you to 
the DEA, however, for definitive answers. 


Q Chuck, the Mexican President in reference to the 
Cortez incident has called it unfortunate, but says it's been 
blown out of proportion. Do you have a reaction to those 
statements? 


“ I have nothing new 


There are resorts that the United States believes 
that Libya may be behind some recent incidents of attempted 
terrorism in various parts of the world, specifically reports 
in today's Wall Street Journal. Can you tell us what the 
current U.S. view is of Libya's recent activities with regard 
to terroristic plans ur activities? 





A I don't have anything that would advance that 
story beyond the comments that I've made in response to 
specific incidents that have arisen in various parts of the 
world over 
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the past couple of weeks. We haven't changed our evaluation 
beyond what I said at the time those incidents became known, so 
I would limit my answer to saying that we're following 
developments carefully, but that we have no further comment 
about the degree of Libyan -- or of official Libyan culpability. 


Q What were the incidents to which you refer over 
the last couple of weeks? I don't seem to recall any since 
that you've talked about. 


“ You can check with the Press Office In one case 
at least it had to do with Togo, I believe. I was asked a 
question last week concerning ihe arrest of some people in 
Berlin. 


Q Are you connecting them to Libya now? 


fa I‘m not. I'm just saying what kind of questions 
I have answered concerning terrorism. 


Q Chuck, are you planning a retaliation against 
Libya or not? 


a I have no specific answer, as always, to that 
kind of question. Our policy toward Libyan-backed terrorism is 
well known, unequivocal, and unchanged We will employ a)) 
appropriate measures to cause Libya to cease its terrorist 
policies. 


Q Chuck, I wish I could remember if it was 
Secretary Shultz, but after the United States attacked Libya in 
mid-April, officials were saying that it seemed to have an 
effect on curbing Libyan terrorism. Can you give us an 
up-to-date assessment whether the State Department still feels, 
if I have represented what they said at the time correctly -- I 
think I have -- if the State Department still feels that the 
bombardment of two Libyan cities in mid-April has inhibited 
Libyan terrorism? 


7 I don't know of anything that would change that 
assessment that you heard from senior officials 


Q Chuck, on the same subject, on the same area, 
there are now ongoing U.S.-Egyptian maneuvers. How do you 
describe the length of time and the scope of the maneuvers and 
the nearness to Libya? 
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iy These are exercises that were planned many, many 
months ago. They're bilateral exercises They're not related 
to any other recent developments. 


Q Because the media has expressed that it's going 
to be closer by the line of death, or whatever it is, was there 
any special purpose for this expression or. 


I can't take responsibility for what the media is 


ra) 
popersens - I'm just telling you that these are long-planned 
bilateral exercises with Egypt. 


Q Chuck, The Wall Street Journal quotes a senior 
Administration official, saying that Libya has not learned, or 


did not learn from the lesson. Do you agree with this 


assessment? 
if No comment. 
Q Can you tell us specifically when these maneuvers 
were planned? 
.7 


a No, I can't. 


Q Are they held periodically? 


a Are maneuvers with Egypt held periodically? 

Q Yes. 

a I think the answer to that is yes 

Q Any particular types of exercises’ 

A That I can't answer. I'd refer you to the 
Pentagon. 

Q Were these the same exercises that were supposed 
to be planned a few months back, and they were postponed due to 
the Egyptian Government displeasure of some -. they were not 


Given financial economic assistance, or something like that, a 
few months ago. 
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“ I think the premise of your question is wrung 
that there were any such exercises postponed 


Q Another question: A report on Reuters about 
U.S.-Israeli-Jordanian committee which seeks autonomy for the = 
West Bank and Gaza by 1990. Do you have anything -- | 


i That story is without foundation. 
. Excuse me? 

“ Nothing to it 
Q 


In previous exercises with the Egyptians, they 
didn't go as far as the Libyan coast, did they? 


a You can talk to the Pentagon 


Q Is there any response from here to the leak in 
The Washington Post on Friday of the Stealth technology? Any 
commen~ on that, or any plans that you may be aware of that the 
Administration is going to seek action against those kinds of 
sensitive security leaks? 


a I don't see anything I could say on that subject 
Q Chuck, can I go back to Libya a second? 


6 Yes 


Q Because there's a possible contradiction here 
Maybe you can help straighten it out. On the one hand, yes, 
it's still the U.S. assessment that the US. raid on Libya in 
mid-April had an inhibiting effect, but then again you don't 
want to comment as to whether Libya, whatever that quote was, 
has learned its lesson. 


Can you tell us if Libya is the same state-sponsor of 
terrorism, you know, with many, many incidents catalogued, if 
there's been any basic change in Libya's character over the 
last few months regarding terrorism? Because if there have 
been -- if they've calmed down since, or been restrained, 
constrained by your attack, then there is a change, it would 
strike me But maybe it's only a minor change 


a I'm not in the position, Barry, to help you on 
that particular assessment 
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Q Chuck, how -- 


4 I think a number of people may have addressed 
that in other fora, but I really can't help you in this context 


Q Chuck, how the Libyan -- 


Q Can you take the question, though. [t may be an 
important question. I mean, in April the United States went in 
and bombed Libya. What have been the effects? 


‘ I think there's been a lot said, a lot written, 
on that particular question, and [I'm not going - 


Q The podium -- 


oe And I'm not going, from this podium, to give you 
some sort of an official pronouncement on what has to be a very 
difficult, analytical question to answer. 


Q Chuck, did you notify -- 


Q Do they get reassessed at the end of the calendar 
year? Is that the way you add them up, or how does it work? 
You know, like do you have a list? 


A These are the kind of questions that are 
obviously of such importance that people continue to work on 
them all the time. But it's not something for which there's a 
very simple black and white answer 


Q Well, we were told, I believe it was June 30th, 
at the time the last of the American companies in Libya pulled 
out that the raid, plus the expulsions of Libyan diplomats from 
many European capitals -- 1 believe it was over a hundred 
Libyan diplomats were affected by this -- that all this had 
damaged the infrastructure that Libya had set up in Europe for 
carrying out terrorist activities. And [ just wonder whether 
that is -- whether they have recovered in the interim period? 


a I am not in a position to help you on that kind 
of current update 


Q Do you have anything on Ayatollah Khomeini's 
speech yesterday? I've only seen wire reports of that in which 
he ruled out any compromises in the war; that they have to step 
it up. 


i) N92 i seven't seen that speech, but I would 
refer you to a number °f things we've said in the past couple 
of weeks during your absence concerning continued Iranian 
instransigence. 
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Q Chuck, back to Libya. Did you notify the Libyans 
that you will have these maneuvers, because the Pentagon did 
not announce it until the Libyans talked about it? So what's 
the procedure? Did you announce to the Libyans -- 


a I can't help you on that. You'll have to go to 
the Pentagon. 


Q Chuck, how do you describe the United States’ 
relations with Libya now? Are you in a state of war with Libya 
after the attack of April 15, or what -- 


a Can't help you on that one. 
Q Excuse me? 
o Can't help you on that one. 


Q Chuck, do you have any comment on the proposal by 
some of the Front Line States in Africa for a meeting with 
President Reagan or far them to come to Washington? 


a We have taken note sof reports indicating that the 
Front Line States have propored * *igh-level meeting with the 
U.S. But we have not yet reveived any details. 


Southern Africa's manifecld orcblems cannot be resolved 
without the commitment of all regicnal leaders to restraint and 
negotiated settlements. We've aleuye made it clear that we're 
prepared to do our part in promoting such settlements. We 
share with the Front Line States common objectives: an end to 
apartheid; a democratic future for South and southern Africa, 
and peace, prosperity, and security region-wide 


Q Chuck, does that mean that apartheid would have 
to be on the agenda for the United States to participate, 
because you recall there was a South African proposal for a 
meeting which, without going through the wrole detail -- you 
know what [ mean. The U.S. backed away from its endorsement of 
it because it found out it would just be a regional meeting and 
not one dealing with an end to segregation 


Would you apply the same yardstick to this suggestion? 


a At this point, [I'm not in @ position to apply any 
yardstick because, as I said in the beginning, that we've taken 
note of these reports but we don't have any details as to 
what's being proposed 
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Q Nor has anybody come to you and said, “let's get 
together?" You're just reading about it in the newspapers? 


a That's right. We don't have any details. 

Q Would the United States be interested in having a 
meeting with leaders of the Front Line States at a hich level 
or not? 


Aa At this point, I'm leaving it exactly where I've 
left it. 


. New subject? 
a We don't have any details. I have made a couple 
of statements of general principle in which consideration of 


such a question would be considered, but beyond that nothing 
further. 


Q Have you said anything -- 

Q Different subject? 

Q -~ while I was away last week to the --— I saw a 
story that's quoting the President of Angola, also asking for 


new, better relations with the Reagan Administration Did you 
reply to that? 


a Yes, we did. 


Q Chuck, on another subject? 
a Yes. 
Q Can you, if you have it there, tell us what will 


be discussed by U.S.-Soviet officals tomorrow? You have new 
meetings beginning tomorrow, do you? Like Bernie, | was away 
last week so I figure I might as well ask you to catch me up, 


too. 

Do you have a U §.-Soviet meeting -- a 
Tuesday/Wednesday meeting -- coming up, and what is on the 
agenda? 

a The meeting that you're referring to, which we 


have talked about during your absence -- 
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Q Read a wire report. It was a pretty good one. 
(Laughter) But what is it? It didn't -- you know, there's 
been several days since the story appeared. 


A Right; right. 


Q What are the topics? What are your hopes? 

A This is another meeting on regional issues at a 
higher level. In this case, on the U.S. side, Michael Armacost 
will be the United States -- the head of the United Staivs 


side. I can't go into the agenda in detail other than to say 
that at this level, at the political level, that all regions 
are fair game for discussion. 


Q All right, but Afghanistan is a separate meeting, 
isn't it, at a separate time? 


A Afghanistan is taking place in early September -- 
Q Right. 
Qa -- at what we've called the expert level, but at 


the level at which we have had these regional talks in the past. 


Q All right, let's -- well, there were several 
regions. 

A That's right. 

Q That's putting aside whether Afghanistan is a 
region or not -- Middle East, etc.; right? But then there are 
the U.S.-designated regional conflicts that they think --— that 


the U.S. thinks any summit should be absorbed with. Are you 

talking about Middle East as a region? Are you talking about. 
Southeast Asia? Are you talking about the particular Soviet 

actions that the U.S. would like to reverse? 


I I'm not going to define the agenca any Further 
than I have other than to say that when we talk to the Soviets 
about any of these regional issues, the Floor is open on our 
side as well as theirs. 


Q My last question. Africa is a fit topic for 
discussion. Is that including southern Africa? 


a I'm not ruling in or ruling out any geographical 


region. 
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Q On the same subject, Afghanistan. Apparently, 
the Soviets are appearing more ready to talk about this issue 
than ever before. Can you confirm that, or is that the sense 
that the State Department is getting? 


“ No, I can't give ycu a reading on that. 


Q On the same subject. Since -- the D*puty Foreign 
Minister of the Soviet Union was in Egypt and he called for an 
international conference for peace in the Middle East and 
commented on Iran's refusal to accept Lraq's President to end 
the proposal, to end the war favorably. Do you have any such 
comment or comments on such statements? 


= No. 
Q Do you know -- on the same subject -- 
Q Is there a meeting today in Geneva concerning the 


risk reduction centers? That meeting should have been over by 
now. 


4 That's right. Only that the meeting occurred and 
it has concluded, but I don't have any readout. 


Q Chuck, what about the Soviet interlocutor for Mr. 
Armacost, do you have him? 


4 I don't have that yet. 


Q Did the State Department say anything on the 
Turkish bombing raid on Kurdish positions recently? Is there a 
position on that; our reaction? 


a You'll have to check with the Press Office That 
happened while I was on vacation, too. 


Q Do you have any observations about the protest in 
Japan about the visit of the New Jersey and the claims by some 
Japanese that the visit is insensitive considering Japan's 
non-nuclear policy and its nearness to Nagasaki? 





2) No. The only relevant comments would be that our 
consistent world-wide policy on ship visits is to neither 
confirm nor deny the presence or absence of nuclear weapons 
aboard U.S. war ships. We've not made any exceptions to that 
policy. 
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The U.S. is aware of the special sentiments of the 
Japanese people with regard to nuclear weapons. We have 
faithfully honored our commitments to Japan under the Mutual 
Security Treaty and its related arrangements and will continue 
to do so. 


Q On a similar topic. Last Friday you hadn't had a 
chance to study that New Zealand defense report. Have you had 
a chance to study it now? Do you have any comment on it? 


A I'm not sure whether [ said I'd take the occasion 
to study it. 

Q Have you? Do you have any comment on it? 

R I don't have any comment. 

Q Would you care to take it? 


A No, I wouldn't. 


Q Anything further on the American citizen arrested 
and accused of spying in the People's Republic of China beyond 
what was put out over the week? Do you have any attitude about 
it? 


a No, I don't have anything to add to that--I 
suppose just in terms of what the State Department has done to 
hela him--that Embassy officials have monitored Mr. Loo's case 
throughout his incarceration and trial. Embassy officers 
visited him regularly, maintained contact with his family in 
the U.S., and provided all consular services available to 
Americans arrested and incarcerated abroad. And to close, by 
saying that Americans arrested abroad are subject to the laws 
and judicial system of the host country. 


Q The reports from Beijing suggested that there was 
some organization that had been formed during World War I1 that 
he was believed to be involved in involving the United States. 
Is this organization still active, and do you know anything 
about it? 


a I didn't see any reference to that, Don. I can't 
help you there. 


Q On the arrest of the Soviet U.N. employee, do you 
have any observation about the use by Soviets of the United 
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Nations facilities, their presence there? There have been some 
efforts to reduce the number of Soviets at the United Nations. 
Do you have any -- 


4 What you're referring to are reducing the number 
of Soviets in the Soviet Mission to the United Nations. In 
this case, it involves a member of the U.N. Secretariat. But, 
no, I don't really have any further observations to offer. 


Q Is there any thought of cutting back on those 
Soviets working at the Secretariat as they have? 


5 I don't know of any further measures along those 
lines. 


Q Would the U.S. support it? It would have to be a 
decision by more than a few members. Would the U.S. support it? 


a Hypothetical questions I'm not going to get into. 


Q President Assad arrived in Libya just when these 
Maneuvers were beginning and he had some rather sharp 
comments. Do you have anything to reply to him? 


“ No. 


Q In recent weeks -- I mean, there was -- has been 
an effort here and at the White House to try and get some sort 
of dialogue going with him involving partly the hostages. I'm 
wondering about the timing of these exercises. Were you aware 
that he was going to be making this visit at this time to Libya? 


“ I think you should phrase the question the other 
way. Was he aware that we were conducting these exercises 
which had been planned for many, many months before he decided 
to go to Libya -- 


Q Well, the Egyptians -- 


A -- so I have to refer you to the Syrians in this 
case. 


Q Yeah, but the Egyptians said they wanted them 
secret. Who knew about them? How the hell was he supposed to 
know about them if they were sent -- 


A I'm not sure what relevance it has whether or not 
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he knew about them. These are bilateral exercises, as lL 
explained, with the Egyptians. It had been planned for many 
months. 


Q Chuck, do you have anything on a report that the 
United States is ready to grant Most Favored Nation status to 
the Soviet Union in exchange for the immigration of a large 
amount of Soviet Jews? 

“ Haven't seen that report. 

Q Could you look into that, please? 


Where did you see this report? 


Q Israeli Radio had it, [ think, last week. 

A No, I don't think so. 

Q Thank you, Chuck. 

A Now, at that point, I'll turn it over to Peter 


McPherson. This is ON-THE-RECORD. 


(Press briefing concluded at 12:53 p.m.) 
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TUESDAY, AUGUST 26, 1986, 12:15 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. I 
have no announcements. Your shot, Jim. 


Q On the Persian Gulf War, do you have any recent 
figures on arms sales? Particularly, is China now becoming a 
major arms supplier to Iran? 


a I don't have any figures on arms sales. By way 
of a prereee comment, I would simply note that the Chinese have 
a publicly-stated policy of remaining neutral in the conflict 
and supporting early cessation of the war. We think that's a 
policy they ought to adhere to. 


Q Would a policy, if they were selling arms to both 
sides, be inconsistent in your view with that policy of 
neutrality? 


a You know what our policy is concerning the war. 
We have our own policy with regard to both belligerents. We 
have systematically urged third countries not to sell arms to 
Iran as the only effective way to bring Iran quickly to accept 
mediation or negotiation. And in that context, we believe all 
countries should work for the earliest end to the conflict with 
the sovereignty and territory of both sides intact. 


Q Are you in contact with the Chinese about that? 


i) The Chinese are well aware of our views. As I 
just said, we systematically urged third countries. 


Q Do you have any comment on Iran selling 
international gas to the Soviet Union to bolster their war 
economy? 
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a No. 


Q I will ask you if the U.S. thinks it's wrong for 
countries to sell arms to Iraq, since you're allegedly neutral? 


A I've just gone through our policy, and you check 
that out in the Press Office in all of its details. But, 
basically, it stands as I've just reiterated it. 


Q Well, I think it stands that you want a 
negotiated settlement -- 


A That's right. 


Q -- and I think it stood that you feel Iran hasn't 
been receptive enough to Iraq, the overtures for negotiations. 


A That's right. 


Q But I'm not so sure, since some of your best 
friends are arming Iraq, if your neutrality extends to 
disapproving of their fueling the war as much as you disapprove 
of other people fueling the war. 


°) I'd rely on what I've just said. 


Q Do you have any assessment of the tanker war in 
the Gulf? It seems to be expanding and extending down 
farther? More incidents this year than -- as many incidents so 


far this year than all of last year, or something like that? 


A I don't have anything with me today. You might 
check the Press Office. When that story was current last week, 
I think something was developed. 


Q Do you have anything to say about these talks 
this afternoon with the Soviets on regional issues -- who is 
heading the Soviet delegation? 


Q The U.S., as I've said, will be represented by 
Under Secretary for Political Affairs, Michael Armacost. fhe 
Soviets will be represented by Deputy Foreign Minister Anatoliy 
Adamishin. 


Q Could you spell -- could you give us the latest 
version of his name, if you think -- 
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A First and last? 

Q I think I can -- 

a Anatoliy, you can handle? 

Q There ar: two ways to do that. 

a That's right. 

Q We'll do it the English way. But how about 
Adamishin. 


A My version: A-D-A-M-I-S-—H-I-N. 
Q Well -- 

“ I might -- let me just -- 

Q Go ahead, sure. 


6 --fill in what little bit more I have, which is 
simply that Adamishin arrives today for what are expected to be 
several days of discussions. I think he will meet briefly with 
Mr. Armacost in the late afternoon today, but the formal talks 
will begin tomorrow morning. They will certainly last 
tomorrow. Whether or not they go beyond that will be up to the 
two sides to determine. 


Q Do you have anything on substance? 


vs Nothing beyond what I said yesterday, which is 
that at this level the whole world is a possibility. The 
meetings allow for discussion of regional issues and their role 
in U.S.-Soviet relations. 


Q We tried you yesterday on the business of Soviet 
espionage at the United Nations, and you had nothing to add to 
the position. But, you know, there's still -- there's new 


suggestions that there's quite a bit of spying going on. Does 
the U.S. have any new idea what to do about the Secretariat, 
the Soviet personnel at the Secretariat? 


a I don't have anything to offer you beyond 
yesterday. 


Q Who besides Mr. Armacost will be involved in this 
from the United States side? 
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iy There will be a couple of other people. 
Q Could you enlighten us as to who they might be? 


a Let me take a look at that and see if we can get 
something for you. 


Q Can I just ask some broader questions -- 


Aa I think I know but I just don't want to commit 
myself in case that's changed since my last check on that. 


Q On the subject matter, the two sides, of course, 
have had regional discussions on various parts of the world for 
a couple of years. Is this just a summing-up of where they -- 
I'm trying to understand the rationale for this. Every one of 
the regional issues that you've discussed with us in the past 
never seems to have been more than each side stating its 
position on known differences. 


What is to be gained by this? 


i) Once again, this is part of a whole series of 
meetings which have been taking place and will continue to take 
place leading up to the meeting between Secretary Shultz and 
Foreign Minister Shevardnadze. 


In that context, the fact that these take place at a 
higher level, I would not give any special significance other 
than to say that it's another one of the building blocks in 
that process. In this case, you have two men whose expertise 
allows them to talk across a wide range of subjects, to follow 
up on issues of interest in all of the geographic areas that 
had been covered in the other regional experts talks. 


To the extent that you characterize these experts 
talks as having produced nothing or very little, I would refer 
you to what the Secretary said recently -- we can find that for 
you in the Press Office -- in which he pointed out at least one 
example where there had been some movement or some convergence 
of ideas; and that, for example, those are the kind of things 
one could continue to follow up on whenever these people get 
together. 


Q That was on the way. He was talking, I thought 
then, about non-proliferation. Wasn't that the -- 
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a No, I think he spoke of Iran-Iraq. 


Q Can I pursue it with you a little bit? Is this 
sort of trying to set the agenda so far as the agenda will deal 
with regional issues, or is this an attempt to solve the 
problem or problems in various regions? 


4 As all of these meetings have been characterized, 
they're not so much problem-solving as they are exchange of 
information, exchange of ideas, dialogue, and this meeting fits 
that same description. 


Q Could you -- this is such delicate diplomacy 
we're dealing with here -- can you put the Afghanistan meeting 
in Moscow on some level in this process? Is that comparable, 
or -- 

a The Afghanistan meeting is at the level of the 
other regional meetings that you've heard about in the past, 
which means it focuses on a very specific area of interest and 
will be conducted by people at a somewhat inferior level to Mr. 
armacost. 


Q Do you expect, since this fellow from Moscow is 
an expert on Africa and U.S. policy on Africa somewhat runs 
against the international tide, do you expect this to be a 
difficult discussion with the U.S. trying to defend what 
internationally seems to be a highly unpopular position? 


a I wouldn't want to try to predict exactly how 
these discussions will unfold. That's up to the participants. 


Africa is one of the geographical areas. It certainly 
could be covered. We're certainly willing to explain our 
position, answer questions; and, likewise, I'm sure we'll have 
questions of our own to pose. 


Q Do you have a scorecard there of how many 
bilateral talks we've had on these regional issues? 


Aa In very general terms, in ‘86, I think it would 
be fair to say we've had the second round in four of the five 
areas, with Afghanistan being the fifth area yet to come. Most 
of these regional talks -- and I have to check that if you want 
the exact scorecard -- but I think most of them had a first 
round in 1985, a second round in 1986. 


Q Was that southern Africa? 
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a The Near East, East Asia-Pacific - 


And Central America? 


. 2) 


And Central America. 


Q Do you expect that these talks, which will be 

held -- 
Q Could I just ask a follow-up? Could you actually 

get the complete breakdown of the talks? 


a Okay. 
. Do you expect -- 


ta You have that in your clippings, don't you, back 
in your office? You can look that up. 


Q Do you expect these talks, which will be held 
next month, to be conducive to have the subcommittees -- 
possibly, that the respective Assistant Secretaries for each 
region, that will be also parallel to the meetings between the 
two Secretaries? 


a No, this will follow the format of previous 
meetings between the Secretary and Mr. Shevardnadze. 


Q Did you say -- I'm sorry. 
Q New subject. 


Q Oh, I wanted to ask you how much weight do you 
think regional problems will be given at the summit meeting -- 
if it will be equivalent, for instance, to arms control? 


a I couldn't place any particular weight on the 
areas of discussion either for the Secretaries’ meeting or for 
asummit. I would only reiterate the four areas, of course, 
| mee we always set forth when we talk about our talks with the 

oviets. 


Q Assad, visiting Libya, has said that -- 


Q Can we stay on this for just one more question or 
two? Is there a set agenda that we will have when we meet this 
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Russian delegation either today or tomorrow or whenever? The 
reason I'm asking is whether or not the human rights issues 
will be brought up or isn't that classified as “regional?” 


7 In general, that's not classified as “regional.” 
Q But will it come up as a topic? 


A Beyond that, when people at this level talk, I 
think it's hard to predict what will come up. 


Q How many in the Russian delegation? 
i) I don't know. You can check with the Soviets. 


Q You'll have chairs for all of them, though, I 
think? 


a Certainly. 


Q Can I try again? Assad, in visiting Libya, has 
said that if the U.S. attacks Libya, Syria will come to Libya's 
defense. Have we got any comment on that specifically or on 
the general strengthening of ties between Syria and Libya? 


a No, I don't. 


Q Do you have anything on the terrorist connection 
between Syria and Libya, both of whom have been involved in 
terrorism, according to the U.S.? 


fe Nothing that you haven't heard so many times 
before. 


Q Do you have anything on Walters trip? What can 
you tell us about what he's intending to do? 


a At the President's direction, Ambassador Walters 
will be leaving this weekend on a trip to West European 
capitals as part of our on-going consultations on Libya. 


These talks are the highest level of series of 
consultations on Libya since the Whitehead mission in January. 
They follow the declaration by the European community Foreign 
Ministers in April, the Tokyo Summit Statement in May, and the 
total departure of U.S. companies from Libya as of June 30. 


Q I'm sorry, when did you say he was leaving? 
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ra I said this weekend. 


Q We hac a pretty good idea what Whitehead's 
mission was. It was an economic mission, to put an economic 
squeeze on Libya. What's the focus of Walters’ trip? 


o The talks will include an exchange of information 
concerning Libya and will cover the full range of political, 
economic and diplomatic measures we and our Allies have been 
taking jointly and individually. 


Q How about terrorism? 


a Beyond that characterization, I really can't help 
you any further. 
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Q Well, Walters has a kind of a spooky background. 
I mean, he's not a businessman from Wall Street trying to tell 
the Europeans how economic sanctions or pulling out of Libya 
would hurt Libya's economy. Walters has a more mysterious 
background. You know, yesterday you were asked a lot about 
Libya. Does the United States have any new concerns about 
Libyan terrorism that Walters will communicate? 


A I don't have any specifics to offer you as to 
what he's going to communicate other than to say it's an 
exchange of information concerning Libya. That's a fairly 
broad characterization. And concerning General Walters' 
Sackground, I would simply note that he is now our Ambassador 
to the United Nations. He's undertaken any number of 
diplomatic missions overtly on behalf of this Administration 
and others. 


Q Are you satisfied with the cooperation that the 
European governments have been extending in trying to prevent 
terrorism by Libya, and so forth, since last winter? 


A We've been over that ground before. That's a 
very broad question, and at this point I'm not going to engage 
in some sort of summing up. 


Q Do you have to jack them up a little bit, or 
perhaps stimulate them in some way to do better, or 
congratulate them? 

A As you know, we've had continuing consultations. 
There's been progress in some areas. There are other areas in 
which more progress can be made. We're just going to continue 
to work at it. 


Q Does this affect new proposals for further 
sanctions against them? 


A I don't have anything on that. 


Q So the joint military action -- be undertaken or 
be discussed? 


A Nothing on that. 
Q Is there any -- 


6 Was that your question? 
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Q I don't know. I'm sorry. I tuned out there for 
a minute. 
A You were sleeping. (Laughter) 


Q No. Where is he going? 


a I can't give you any specifics on dates or 
itineraries. 
Q Is there any time limit for the exercises off 


Libya? I mean, how long is the fleet going to stay off the 
coast? 


a I don't know that I have any information 
concerning the time limit, but I can tell you that the 
Government of Egypt released a statement which said that these 
joint training exercises in international waters and Egyptian 
airspace would run from August 24 to 28. 


Q Chuck, is the objective of his mission, 
Ambassador Walters, different from the April mission last year 
-- or the same year, before the attack on Libya? Is it 
different basically or not? 


a I'm not going to compare the two missions. I've 
just given you a little rundown as to what this one would 
entail. 

Q Has there been any overt moves by Mr. Qadhafi in 


recent weeks that would alert us to consider him coming out of 
the shell he seemed to have escaped to after the April bombings? 


i) I responded to similar questions yesterday in a 
number of ways, and as a consequence I really can't add 
anything to that aspect of the story. Obviously, we continue 
to watch very closely what he's doing. 


Q Update on Cameroon situation there, and U.S. aid 
requested, and planning on being delivered? 

A I don't have very much new for you. You've all 
seen the Cameroonian Government -- which is now saying that 


there are at least 1200 dead. Concerning American casualties, 
it doesn't appear that any American citizens were affected by 
the disaster. We estimate that there are currently about 500 
Americans in Cameroon. That's including U.S. Government 
personnel, private businessmen, missionaries, and tourists. 
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Our Embassy in Yaounde does not believe any private 
U.S. citizens were in the affected area. 


Concerning our aid, a team of three doctors will be 
arriving in Cameroon tomorrow, the 27th. A second team of 
scientists, including a geologist, a geochemist, a lemnologist, 
and volcanologists who will be arriving Thursday, the 28th. 


Q Has there been any additional aid requested by 
the Cameroonians? 


q I don't have any information on further aid 
requests, only to say that we're coordinating through our 
Embassy there with other donors to assess further needs. Peter 
McPherson made reference to the $25,000 that was made available 
to the Ambassador for immediate relief efforts. 


Q Just as a point of detail, Chuck, has anybody 
from the Embassy seen this site yet, either by air or on the 
ground? 


A I don't have any information to indicate that 
that's been done. 


Q Do you have any comment about the restoration of 
diplomatic relations between Cameroon and Israel? 


A I think I do. Very briefly. We regard this as a 
positive step. We have consistently said we favor diplomatic 
relations between Israel and other members of the international 
community. 


Q Does the State Department have any ham radio or 
two-way communication with the area? 


A Beyond that -- beyond what I gave you, I don't 
have any details as to what's happening on the ground, and I'd 
encourage you to get in touch with AID. 


Q New subject. Any reaction to the Hawke statement 
in Australia about the worsening situation and the limitations 
of strategic alliance between the U.S. over the wheat deals? 


A There are many aspects to his statement, of 
course, and there are a number in which clearly we wouldn't 
share his assessment of the situation. We have explained the 
rationale behind our actions; that the decision on the wheat 
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sales to the Soviet Union, for example, was a limited one-time 
decision. But I think it's also important that we don't lose 
sight of the fact that Australian wheat sales to the Soviet 
Union are substantially up while those of the United States are 
substantially down. 


Q Chuck, there are reports that -—- 


Q Wait a minute. Can we follow on that? Despite 
what you have said, that's not going to assuage the Australians 
in any way. They state that they are being hurt economically. 
Is the U.S. doing anything to help the Australians out on this 
sugar and the wheat situation? 


A Whether or not you believe it will have a certain 
impact, I'm not going to comment on. I'm telling you that 
we've explained our decision. We've explained the rationale 
behind it, and I tried to point out some of the economic facts 
of life which have been overlooked in this story to some extent. 


Q Does the U.S. plan to continue these type of 
sales in any other products? 


A No comment on future decisions. 


Q Are you maintaining that the Australian wheat 
sales to the Soviet Union are in some way or another subsidized? 


A I'm not maintaining anything at all, other than 
‘what I said. 


Q So what does the magnitude of their sales have to 
do with their objections to our subsidizing wheat sales? 


A As we talked about the rationale for this 
particular wheat sale, it was a decision to encourage the 
Soviets to buy the four million tons which they had agreed to 
buy and to bring our prices in line with world market prices. 
That was our objective in this sale. Our sales are way down. 
The objective was simply to sell that portion of the market 


which the Soviets had agreed to buy from us. 
Q Why are the Australians selling more? What -- 


A You'll have to talk to them. I don't know. 


Q Is there a growing concern about the tendency to 
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Q (Inaudible) 
a Pardon? 


Have you got the figures to back up the 


contention? 

A Oh, I'm sure those statistics are readily 
available. 

Q From -- 


A USDA, for example. I saw -- I think those 
statistics were published, in fact, at the time the initial 
announcement was made at USDA. 


Q Is there growing concern about their tendency, at 


least in public statements, to carry on with this linkage 
between bases and wheat? 


A I think the -- even in the Prime Minister's 
statement, he made it clear that there was no linkage. 


Q Is there any concern that there might be 
insensitivity on the part of the United States, especially the 
sugar sale was announced right after or right during the talks 
in California? 


a I can't help you on that one. 


Q Chuck, do you have any information on a gentleman 


named John Pattis, presently being held on espionage charges in 
Iran? 


A I'd refer you to the briefing of maybe two weeks 
ago. I'll try to get an update on that. But we have been 
trying, I believe, through the Swiss who represent us there to 
get contact with Mr. Pattis, and at last report we had not yet 
been able to achieve through the Swiss any contact with him. 
But we'll look into that. 


Q Chuck, do you have any comment on the new 
regulation, economic regulation, in Egypt of customs -- 


a The new customs measures announced by Prime 
Minister Ali Lotfy appear to be an important step towards 
rationalizing trade and simplifying the exchange rate system. 
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We are also encouraged by the announcement of measures 
to simplify export procedures for the private sector. The U.S. 
strongly supports the Egyptian Government's efforts to reform 
its economy. 


Q Does the Secretary -- on this notion does the 
Secretary entertain the idea of having a special council, like 
the council that was appointed a couple of years ago to assist 
him in salvaging the economy of Israel, to salvage the economy 
of Egypt on the same level? 


A I don't have anything on that. 
Q Chuck -- 
A Let's go to this side first. 


Q Spokesmen for the Governments of Panama, Honduras 
and El Salvador have said that they will not allow their 
territory to be used for the training of contras once the 
contra aid money is disbursed. Do you have any comment on 
that? And could I follow by asking if these interdictions 
hold, where does the United States intend to train the contras? 


A The answer to your question is basically as I 
have answered questions concerning those other countries in 
previous days, which is to say I really don't have anything on 
it. It's premature at this point to discuss how the aid might 
be implemented. Congress has yet to take final action on the 
President's request, and many details are still being worked 
out within the Executive Branch. 


Q Details of -- 
2) Of implementation. 


Q Do you have any comment on the charges of 
harassment of the eyewitnesses to the Rojas killing? 


a Yes, I do. Chilean Government authorities have 
said that the three were detained because of the admission by 
one that he had intended to set fire to a street barricade on 
the day that Rodrigo Rojas and Carmen Quintana were burned. 
The Church human rights organization, the Vicariate of 
Solidarity, has asked that the Chilean courts show cause as to 
why those arrested should be held. 
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We share the understandable concerns of many Chileans 
and the friends and family of Rodrigo Rojas in this country 
tnat the arrest of three eyewitnesses could negatively affect 
the willingness of these and other eyewitnesses to testify 
fully before the military tribunal presently considering the 
case. The temporary kidnapping and threats against a fourth 
eyewitness on August 23 are another disturbing development 


As we've stated before, we consider it very important 
that all the facts surrounding this terrible crime be 
ascertained, and that all those responsible promptly be brought 
to justice. In this regard, it's important to the credibility 
of Chilean court proceedings that effective measures be taken 
to prevent any harassment of witnesses before or after their 
testimony is given. 


Q Can we have a copy? 
a Yes 
Q Secondly, on that are you going to be making any 


representations to the Pinochet Government at a level higher 
than the Ambassador regarding this case? 


a On further diplomatic exchanges, I can't help you. 


Q On Africa, anything on the proposal of the Front 
Line States? Anything new on that? 


a Nothing new. 


Q Okay. What about Ambassador Nickel? Now, is he 
going back? Don Regan said there will be a new Ambassador. 


A We've said previously that he would be going back 
during the last week of August. I have no reason to change 
that. 


Q On that invitation or the idea of a summit, 
yesterday there were both no details and no invitation to the 
United States, and everything you knew, you knew from the 
newspapers. Still true? 

A That's right. 


Q Any update on the Cortez case -- investigation? 


A No. 
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Q Do you have anything on the Israeli arrested in 
New York the other day, the break-in? It's another high tech 
thing. 


A No, I don't. I'd have to refer you in that case 
-- I'll have to see to whom I'm going to refer you here. 
(Laughter) I believe it's the Nassau County enforcement 
authorities of some sort. 


Q Any update on any of those other cases while 
we're at it? 

a No. 

Q He does not have any diplomatic immunity, since 


he's an Israeli Government employee? 


a No claim of diplomatic immunity has been 
asserted, and there does not appear to be any basis for it. 


Q Thanks, Chuck. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:40 p.m.) 





Posted: August 27, 1986 





TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the August 26, 1986 daily press briefing: 


IRAN: UPDATE ON ARREST OF JON PATTIS 





Q: Do you have an update on Jon Pattis, the American citizen charged 
with espionage in Iran? 


Az <-- IN VIOLATION OF ITS OBLIGATIONS UNDER THE VIENNA CONVENTION 
FOR CONSULAR RELATIONS, THE GOVERNMENT OF IRAN HAS REFUSED 79 
ALLOW CONSULAR ACCESS TO MR. PATTIS UNTIL IT “HAS COMPLETED 
THE INVESTIGATION.” THE [TRANIANS HAVE SAID THAT “R. PATTIS 
IS IN “GOOD HEALTH.” THE SWISS EMBASSY IN TEHRAN, WHICH 
PROTECTS U.S. INTERESTS THERE, CONTINUES TO SEEK CONSULAR 


ACCESS. 


BEST AYA:LALLC COCUBERT 








POSTED: 8/26/86 
QUESTION TAKEN AT AUGUST 2b. 1946 DAILY PRESS BRIEFING: 





US/Soviet Regional Experts Talks - 1985, 1986 





Y. Which of the regional experts talks were completed in 1985 
and in 1966? 


a.--ALL FIVE OF THE REGIONAL EXPERTS TALKS WERE COMPLETED IN 
1985. 
--FOUR OF THE FIVE TALKS HAVE BEEN COMPLETED IN 1986 
(Southern Africa, Middle £ast, Central America and the 
Caribbean, East Asia and the Pacific). 


--REGIONAL EXPERTS TALKS ON AFGHANISTAN ARE SCHEDULED 


FOR SEPTEMBER 2-3 IN MOSCOW. 








Posted: August 26, 1986 


TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the August 26, 1986 daily press briefing: 


U.S./SOVIET REGIONAL TALKS 





Who besides Armacost will be involved (on the U.S. side) 
in these regional talks? 


PARTICIPATING WITH MR. ARMACOST IN THE REGIONAL TALKS WILL 


BE PETER RODMAN, DEPUTY ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT FOR 


NATIONAL SECURITY AFFAIRS (FOREIGN POLICY); RICHARD ARMITAGE, 


ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR INTERNATIONAL SECURITY 
AFFAIRS; THOMAS SIMONS, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF STATE 


FOR EUROPEAN AND CANADIAN AFFAIRS; AND RICHARD H. SOLOMON, 


DIRECTOR, POLICY PLANNING STAFF, DEPARTMENT OF STATE. 








Posted: September 4, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the September 2, 1986 daily press conference: 


VIETNAM: AMERASIAN CHILDREN 





Q: Do you have anything on the talks with Vietnam about the 
Amerasian children? 


A: These were technical level talks that took place in 

Hanoi September 1, following two days of talks (August 26-29) 
under UNHCR auspices cn the Orderly Departure Program in general. 

Discussions primarily concerned persons who have been interviewed 
but have not yet departed Vietnam, and the resumption of interviews 
for new cases, following Vietnam's suspension of interviewing 
January 1, 1986. We hope Vietnam will agree to the coowetién of 
this humanitarian program, but no agreement was reached at these 
meetings. The U.S. is firmly committed to this program and is 


ready to resume interviewing as soon as possible. 


Flights are continuing for persons interviewed before 
the January 1 suspension, but virtually all cases of Amerasian 
children who have been interviewed have departed, so this par’ of 
the program has virtually stopped. Vietnam has provided further, 
lists of Amerasian children and others, and the U.S. has provided 
lists of persons eligible for immediate immigrant visa processing 


for the U.S., but there has been no agreement on resumption of 


interviewing. 
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MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. I 
have no announcements. Jim? 


Q Do you know anything about a report on the 
involvement of the contras with drug sales and trafficking? 


oo The report to which you're making reference I 
believe can be made available in the Press Office after the 
briefing. It was sent to Representatives and Senators on July 
24th. It's about five pages long and represents sort of a 
compilation of what we know about that question in response to 
questions that had been raised apparently on the Hill. 


It's a review of federal law enforcement and 
intelligence agencies’ findings on a number of allegations of 
Nicaraguan Democratic Resistance groups’ involvement in drug 
trafficking activities. It's unclassified, as I said, prepared 
in July to respond to Congressional concerns on the issue. 


As the report notes, there are some 20,000 members in 
the several active armed groups in the Nicaraguan Democratic 
Resistance. It's inevitable in such a large cross section that 
there might be some individuals who have had drug connections 
or have associated with others who have been involved in drug 
activities. However, there was no evidence found in this 
review to support allegations that organizations associated 
with the major resistance umbrella group, the United Nicaraguan 
Opposition, have participated in or benefited from drug 
trafficking. 


To reiterate what we said before, for the record as a 
matter of policy the United States would not support any 
organization which violated our laws, including those 
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concerning drug trafficking. Secretary Shultz made this clear 
in his March 7 meeting with resistance leaders, and a bill 
approved by the Senate on March 27 to provide aid to the 
resistance requires that no organization which retains within 
its ranks any members guilty of such activity or human rights 
abuses will receive assistance. 


To cover one other subject, perhaps to pre-empt your 
question. there was in the report also mention of some 
information concerning one of Eden Pastora's lieutenants. As 
the report states, there is nothing to indicate who might have 
received any payment associated with this incident or that Eden 
Pastora knew of the arrangement. Pastora himself has 
specifically denied any involvement in narcotics trafficking. 
And, finally, Pastora's group was not a part of the United 
Nicaraguan Opposition receiving U.S. assistance -- excuse me. 
He was not a part of UNO and was not receiving U.S. assistance 
at the time this incident refers to. 


So that by way of, I think, what I can tell you about 
that report, and then you're, of course, welcome to read it. 


Q As a follow-up to the report, does the State 
Department intend to do anything about these individuals that 
you mentioned who might have been involved? 


A Well, in general terms, I've told you what the 
Secretary has had to say to the leaders of the resistance. We, 
ourselves, as the Department of State cannot independently 
conduct investigations of alleged criminal activity. We depend 
on the investigative agencies of the United States Government 
for such information, and, again I've said this before, 
encourage any agency that's responsible for investigating 
allegations of criminal wrongdoing to investigate these 
charges. And the information that's come to our attention, for 
example, we have routinely forwarded to the investigative 
agencies. 


That's likewise noted in this five-page report which 
you can read. 


Q Can I ask you on another subject -- 

A Yes. 

Q -~- if we're through with this subject. What can 
you tell us about the U.S.-Soviet talks here at State? 
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A I can't tell you much beyond what you already 
know. The talks began this morning. There will be a 
luncheon. They'll continue this afternoon. And, beyond that, 
I don't have anything further. 


Q What are they talking about? 


a We went over yesterday the nature of these 
discussions -- 


Q Well, that was -- 


A -- and at this point I can't give you any further 
details. 


Q That was the prediction. Now they're actually 
talking. So I wondered what they're talking about. 


A I can't help you any further than I tried to do 
yesterday, but, as always, at the end of the day or if the 
talks continue tomorrow, at the end of the talks. We'll see 
what we can do to give you some idea of what they talked about. 


Q On a follow-up to that, Chuck, didn't the U.S. 
today make a concession of sorts, or a new offer of sorts, at 
the Stockholm talks in terms of informing the Soviets and the 
Warsaw Pact nations about U.S. troop transfers? 


A Tuesday at the Stockholm Conference, the 
conference reached general agreement on several types of 
Miiitary activities that would be subject to notification. 
This was made possible by a major Western concession. 


The West agreed to drop its demand for notification of 
all military activities that take place outside of garrisons. 
In this context, the conference agreed to notify (of) 
concentrations of troops, transfers of troops within Europe, 
and the arrival date of transfers of troops to Europe. 


We believe that that this listing of activities 
subject to notification is a significant step toward a 
comprehensive substitute for the out-of-garrison concept. It's 
especially important that the Warsaw Pact agreed to notify (of) 
concentrations of troops in Europe, a formulation that removed 
a potential loophole. 


While we're pleased that we have overcome a potential 
obstacle to a successful conclusion to the negotiations, much 
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work remains to be done before the CDE adjourns on September 

19. We must come to agreement on a structural and numerical 
threshold for notification and observation, and we must reach 
agreement on effective modalities for air and ground inspection. 


We call on the Soviet Union and its allies to match 


our demonstration of flexibility by meeting Western concerns in 
these areas. 


Q Can we have a copy of that? 
A Yes. 
Q Could you tell us -- there are reports on the 


wires that the United States and other countries also agreed to 
notify, presumably the Russians or the Warsaw Pact, when U.S. 


maneuvers -- or Canadians -- cross the Atlantic. Is that 
correct? 

A The nature of what was agreed to is what I gave 
you. It involves -- the closest it would come to your question 


would be the arrival date of transfers of troops to Europe. 
The zone in these talks, as it's referred to, is the whole of 
Europe, which is basically Atlantic to the Urals, which is the 
European part of the Soviet Union. 


Max? 
Q Chuck, late last week you raised the point that 


they hac sought to exempt from inspection large areas. What 
has become of that issue? 


A I don't have any update on that particular aspect 
of these talks. No. 

Ann? 

Q Do you have any comment on Arbatovu's press 


conference in Moscow in which he said this evening that 
relations between the U.S. and the Soviet Union were worse now 
than they were at the time of the summit in November? 


A No. I don't have any way to comment on that 
particular statement. I think the fact that we've had any 
number of talks, conversations, discussions, with the Soviet 
Union over the past months and that more are scheduled is 
indicative in a positive way of the current state of the 
relationship. 
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Q He says those talks have achieved nothing. 


a I described again yesterday what the nature of 
those talks has been. Both sides have always seen it, I think, 
in the same light. 


Q Yes. But you've described them as an exchange of 
dialogue and exchange of information and not a problem-solving 
operation. Have all these talks produced either movement 
toward a summit meeting or a dent in the nuclear arms race? 


A There are many of these talks -- Barry, we were 
talking about regional talks yesterday. 


Q Yeah. We were. 


A There are many of these talks, such as at Geneva, 
nuclear and space talks, MBFR, CDE, which are looking at 
solutions to problems, and those are talks that we've been 
working on as well. You're aware of the various extra 
additional meetings that have been held concerning those issues. 


Q But you think relations between the two countries 
have improved in concrete ways as a result of all these talks? 

A Those are your words, Barry. I stick with what 
I've said. 

Q Well, then -- well, you were asked about what 


Arbatov said, that the relations are worse, and your response 
to that is to say the two sides are talking. The question 
before the house is, is Arbatov right? Have relations 
worsened, have they remained about the same, or are they 
improving? 


Aa I'll stick with what I've said. 
-- MORE -.- 
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Q On the question of the Stockholm agreement on 
troop notifications, troop transfer notifications, is there a 
threshold number involved there? 


A There are -- there will, of course, have to be a 
threshold. That was one of the things I pointed to in the very 
last of my statement, saying that structural and numerical 
threshold is something that still has to be worked out. 


Q Chuck, can you give us at some point today a list 
of the participants in the meetings that are taking place 
here-- 

A The U.S. side was posted last evening? 

Q Yes. 

Aa In addition, for specific areas of those 


discussions, as they develop, additional experts could be 
called in to participate in a particular regional discussion. 


As for the Soviet side, I'd refer you to the Soviets. 


Q Well, apparently, there's some problem about 
getting the Soviets that are here meeting. The pictures have 
been taken and all that. It seems like you ought to get the 
names of the guys? 


A My impression of late is that they've been fairly 
forthcoming with the press. Maybe you should go see them again. 


Q We'll try. 


Q Chuck, a Soviet scientist is saying that the 
Soviets plan to deploy space mines to counter the strategic 
defense initiative, and I'd like to know if you have a response 
to that? 


A First of all, I'm not exactly sure what this 
report makes reference to. I've seen another report that says, 
in fact, that they weren't speaking of space mines but of space 
means. 


But, in any case -- I guess our wire services can't 
help us out on this since they're the source of the story, 
but-- 


Q I bet you can clarify the whole situation. 
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A ~but whether it's “means” or “mines,” I think the 
answer remains the same, which is that SDI is a research 
program whose purpose is to find the means to destroy attacking 
ballistic missiles before they could reach any of their 
potential targets. This program is actively exploring existing 
and future technologies in the search for effective defenses 
against not only Soviet offensive ballistic missiles, but also 
against possible Soviet counter-measures to undermine the 
effectiveness of our defensive system. 


Q Is the U.S. -- 


A As you know, the President's policy has long been 
that within the SOI program we will judge defenses to be 
desirable only if they are militarily effective, survivable, 
and cost-effective at the margin. 


Our research certainly takes into account possible 
Soviet counter-measures which will affect a systems 
survivability. 


Q Does your research take into account the 
possibilities of American space explosives which, I suppose, is 
a form of a space mine? 


A For those kind of details you can talk to SDIO. 


Q Their program is being represented as possibly 
involving explosives, and you won't say whether the U.S. 
program even anticipates using explosions in space? This would 
all be a sort of benign defense? 


A The nature of the U.S. program has been stated 
and restated. It addresses that specific question, Barry, and 
I'd invite you to check the records. 


Q Can you tell us about Nicaragua and Cuba 
occupying a predominent place in the agenda today? 


a I can't comment on the agenda today. 


Q What is the state of affairs with Qadhafi? There 
are conflicting reports that you are -- some of the 
Administration favors ousting Qadhafi and some doesn't. What's 
the policy now? 


i) I don't have anything new again today beyond what 
I've had to say from this podium. 
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Q Do you have any specific -- anything specific to 
say about a report that the Secretary of State was one of those 


who advocated a policy of provoking Qadhafi into some new act 
which the United States would then be able to retaliate to? 


a No, I don't have any comment. 
Q Are we engaged in a war of nerves with Qadhafi? 


A I really don't have anything for you on this 
story beyond what I've said before. 


Q In Mexico -- 


Q Do you have any fresh information about what's 
happening in Cameroon? 


a First, concerning the U.S. assistance teams, the 
team of doctors will arrive in Yaounde this evening at 7:30 
p.m., Cameroon time. The team of scientists will arrive there 
tomorrow evening. 


The U.S. Defense Attache is visiting the affected area 
today. I believe he would then be the first American official 
to actually have been on the scene. 


Concerning aid request from the Cameroonian 
Government, they've requested technical -- this is from the 
United States -- they've requested technical experts, tents, 
acid-proof suits, gas detectors, and food supplies. We are 
responding to this request. The U.S. has initially invested 
about a quarter of a million dollars, and we expect the amount 
to rise as we learn more about the disaster. 


Q Does the U.S. consider the situation relatively 
safe there now, or is there some fear that there might be 
another recurrence? 


a I don't know that anyone here is in a position to 
speculate further right now on that question. 


Q Can you break that quarter of a million down for 
us, Chuck? 


io) No, I can't. 


Q When Peter McPherson was here, he suggested one 
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of the reasons that two years ago it was difficult to determine 
the cause of the earlier accident was that they had buried all 
the bodies and that there was no opportunity for autopsies. 
From the reports out there, they're burying all the bodies and 
yet we still don't have a team on the scene and won't have for 
a bit. 


Are we still in a position where we're going to be 
able to get the kind of evidence, both scientific and medical, 
needed to find out what happened? 


A It's my understanding that we are. I saw an 
interview with Peter McPherson last night in which he said that 
there were a certain number of bodies which would be made 
available to pathologists to determine what the cause of death 
was. 


Q Chuck, on Mexico, they've decided to charge 11] 
policemen. Have you got a reaction to that? 


oe We view the initiation of legal proceedings 
against the 11 Jalisco police officers as a positive 
development toward the resolution of the Victor Cortez case. 


It would be inappropriate to comment further on an 
on-going Mexican legal proceeding. We stand ready to assist 
Mexican authorities in moving expeditiously to bring to justice 
those responsible for the brutal torture of Special Agent 
Cortez. 


Q Are we disappointed that they weren't clarged 
under the Anti-Terrorist -- Anti-Torture Statute in Mexico? 


a I've given you our reaction. I don't have 
anything further. 


Q There's reports of violence in South Africa today 
at -- 


Q Excuse me, could I just follow up on that Mexican 
thing? You say, “We stand ready to bring to justice those 
responsible." Are you saying that -- 


a We stand ready to assist. 
Q Yeah, to assist. Are you saying, then, that you 


think that there are others in addition to the 11 charged who 
bear a responsibility? 
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a I stick by my words, Jim -- “Stand ready to 
assist in moving expeditiously to bring to justice those 
responsible." I'm not passing judgment from here as to who's 
responsible and who's not. There is a Mexican legal proceeding 
on-going. 


Q (Inaudible) Cortez would go back to testify in 
any court case? 


4 I can't help you on that. 
Q You used the words “brutal torture." The Mexican 


report doesn't. Does that not indicate some disagreement with 
that report? 


a I don't see any disagreement. 

Q Thank you. 

a South Africa. 

Q Sorry. 

2) Based on the limited information available to us, 
it appears that the authorities employed excessive force in 
restoring order. We do not have sufficiently reliable 
information on what precipitated this specific incident to 


comment further. However, it underscores the need for dialogue 
to avoid a dissent into further violence. 


Q Anymore details on the kind of “excessive force?" 

A No, I don't. As I said, I don't have anymore 
details. 

Q Anything on U.S. Naval maneuvers towards the 


northern Pacific that's been reported? 
3) You might check with the Pentagon. 
Ann? 


Q Do you have anything on the Libyans arrested on 
the Libyan-Egyptian border -- eight Libyans going across -- 


a Those -- 
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Q Any indication what they might have been doing in 
the explosives that they were carrying according to some 
reports. 


a The story is without foundation. 
Q A story without foundation? 
Without foundation. 


Did U.S. officials think that they were going for 
the American Embassy? 


a The whole story is without foundation. 

Q In other words, no Libyans were -- 

‘ Full stop. 

Q -- arrested on the border? 

Q Chuck, do you know if -— there were a series of 
explosions over five hours at an Afghan army division 
headquarters; have you got anything on that? 

i) No. 

Q Is that it? 


a Barry must have a hot lunch today. 


(Press briefing concluded at 12:36 p.m.) 
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MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
Jim? 


Q Are you clear on what the status of the DEA 
agents in Mexico now is? 


4 No, I don't have any further assessment to offer 
you on that story at this point. 


Q Well, then the confusion reigns because according 
to stories from there the Mexican Government is saying that the 
DEA agents have no official status and have no right, 
therefore, to operate in their profession in Mexico. Is that 
wrong? 


a I didn't see that story at all, Jim.’ 
Q Well, that's the implication of it. 


a It may be an implication. I did not see that 
story reported. 


Q Well, what, as far as the State Department is 
concerned, is the status of the DEA agents? 


a I can't help you beyond what I've done on at 
least two occasions in the past. 


Q To back up one step, was there an answer from the 
Mexican Government to the U.S. note of ten days ago or so 
protesting the Cortez treatment? 


A I think you've seen reports and, in fact, as I 
understand it, the note -- the Mexican note was made public 
So that's certainly available to all of you. That was 
delivered to our Embassy in Mexico last night 
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It was. You have it here? 
We have it. 


Do you have a response to that? 


> 5 Fs 


I don't have the response to that. 


Q Do you know whether, on the basis of that note, 
the ground rules under which DEA Functions in Mexico have now 
been changed? 


a I don't have any information on that. 
Q Are you going to come up with any -- 
4 No further assessment. 


Q Are you going to come up with anything on this 
later today? 


a Later today? I would not think so. 


Q Do you know if they are allow to operate as 
agents as they do in the United States or if they're merely 
performing a courier service? 


a I don't know. You can talk to DEA about those 
kind of technical details. 


Q Does the U.S. believe that DEA agents have the 
authority to investigate drug smuggling in Mexico? 


I) Talk to DEA. 


Q Can you clarify to us under what kind of an 
agreement is it that they operate in Mexico? 


a I've been through that two different times You 
can check the record. 


Q Do you have anything on these talks going on on 
regional issues? 


a I can be almost as forthcoming on that one 
They're having lunch. They had another session this morning 
following yesterday's sessions We'll try to get some sort of 
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a readout for you. I believe that the talks are probably going 
to end after the luncheon session. I don't know of any plans 
now for an afternoon session. That being the case, we'll see 
what we can do by way of a roundup. 


Q Do you have anything on the government shake-up 
in South Korea; any evaluation of the shuffling of the Cabinet 
there? 


a No, I don't. 


Q Or if the North Koreans allowing the Soviets to 
harbor now on the west coast of North Korea? 


Q Chuck, could you give us anything on Ambassador 
Walters’ mission starting Saturday? 


“ We covered that on Monday, I think, and I gave 
you a relatively fullsome description of what he's going to do. 


Q You didn't tell us where he was going. Can you 
tell us that? 


) We'll try to handle that in the normal routine, 
which is to give you his itinerary as it develops. 


Q On that, Chuck, the Wall Street Journal this 
morning and the masnington Pest in an editorial, allude to the 
upset of our Allies over at's been emanating from here about 
Libya. And, in particular, the Post says that what the Colonel 
is up to would have to rise to an unprecedently monstrous level 


to justify this country's breaking up Alliance common policy. 
Do you have anything to reply to that? 


a I don't have any direct reply. I would note, as 
I've said before, that we've had on-going consultations with 
the Allies for quite some time now. That's been a very 
cooperative effort. The results have occurred -- there have 
been results; and the fact that Ambassador Walters is going off 
again is once again a sign of our willingness to continue these 
consultations. 


Q Chuck, did we ever link Libya directly with the 
attack in Cyprus on British installations? {id the United 
States ever say that that was Libya? 
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A We did not. At least, I did not from this podium. 


Q Chuck, can you tell us about the A-300s that 
British Caledonian sold to Libya via second and third parties? 


A I think you've seen most of the details now. 
That story has been running for at least three weeks. I would 
limit myself to what little bit I have with me today which 
would be to say that, yes, the Libyans did obtain two Airbus 
aircraft, and that these aircraft originally belonged to the 
British Caledonian Airlines. They were apparently transferred 
to the Libya's in violation of sales contracts. 


The United States as well as the governments of other 
European countries whose firms produce the airbus supported the 
unsuccessful efforts of the British Government to prevent this 
diversion. The reason that we would be interested in that, as 
the United States Government, is because the airbus contains 
significant U.S.-origin components which are subject to U.S. 
export controls. 


Export licenses are not granted for exports or 
_re-exports of aircraft to Libya. 


Q Who is responsible for the violation of the sales? 


A On that question, I don't really know yet. We're 
in close touch with the other governments. We're determined to 
take strict enforcement action for any violation of U.S. export 
controls. 


I might note that, at least in one case, one of these 
aircraft went through Amman. That it's actual ownership was 
unclear when it arrived there. Once Libya's involvement became 
clear, the Government of Jordan cooperated fully in the efforts 
of the aircraft's original owner to recover possession through 
the Jordanian legal process. 


Unfortunately, the original owner was unable to 
satisfactorily prove its claim for recovery to the Jordanian 
court which therefore ordered the aircraft released to Libya. 


That's a bit of the history of one of the aircraft. 
The other one, I do not have an equivalent amount of 
information. 


Q There was a story out of -- a wire story out of 
Moscow today saying that the Soviet Union has pledged its 
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support for Libya in the face of increasing threats from the 
U.S. and accused Washington of preparing another military 
strike against Tripoli, and apparently there's a high-level 
Soviet delegation going to Tripoli on Saturday. Do you have 
any reaction to any of this? 


a I'm not sure what that statement would be in 
response to. I previously talked about the exercise, the 
bilateral exercise, that we've had with the Egyptians for the 
past couple of days. The Egyptian Government has now announced 
that that exercise is over. And as we said, it was a 
long-planned bilateral exercise. 


Q What about the implications of Assad making a 
joint statement with Qadhafi? Does this -- do you draw any 
implications from that? 


A I don't draw implications. 


Q (Inaudible) the Libyan are responsible for most 
of the recent terrorist attacks in Europe against the reports 
that Syria is also involved. Can you clear that? 


a I can't help you on that. 


Q Chuck, could you explain a couple of points about 
Mr. Walters mission, that he will be carrying extra sanctions 
that will be imposed by the United States and the European 
community on Libya? 


A I don't have any further characterization beyond 
what I gave you on Monday. 


Q You mentioned exercises --— maneuvers -- between 
the United States and Egypt. Now, there are reports that there 


will be unilateral U.S. maneuvers in the Mediterranean closely 
to the Libyan waters. Can you explain why now you'll go solo 
in these new maneuvers after the time is out now? (sic) 


A As always, we never comment on operational 
movements of the fleet, so I don't confirm or deny those kind 
of reports. 


Q New subject? 


A Same subject? 


Q No, new subject; go ahead. 
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Q Same subject. 
A Same subject? 


Q In April, the Soviets were considered by some to 
have taken a kind of passive role when we had an air strike 
against Libya. Do you see any signs, based on this statement 
this morning, that the Soviets are taking a somewhat tougher 
position with respect to Libya? 


A I couldn't make that evaluation. I'd simply note 
that, in the first place, I don't see any reason for such 
statements. 


You had a question earlier? 


Q I just wanted to know when the Egyptian -- if you 
could state when those exercises ended? 


A The 28th. 
Q The Wall Street Journal says that Walters will be 


asking the West Germans and Italians to stop all purchases of 
Libyan oil. Do you have any -- 


A That's essentially the same question that was 
asked over here, and I don't have anything further. 


Your question? This gentlemen had -- 


Q The same subject. 


A You'll get your chance. 


Q There seems to be kind of a general agreement in 
the reports that Walters is going to ask European Allies to put 
some sort of controls on the subsidiaries of American oil 
companies. The Allies have always resisted this in the past. 
Do you think that it's possible that they will accept it now? 


. A Once again, that's another form of the same 
question I've now been asked two times concerning specific 
details of what he may be talking about, and I'm not going to 
speculate or comment. 


Q Any comment on the 18 F-111 Air Force fighter 
bombers that have returned to Britain; the same bombers that 
were used in the raids against Libya? 
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A I don't have any comment. I think the Pentagon 
could address that. 


Q If I'm not mistaken, there has been a report that 
President Mubarak and King Hussein will be meeting next week. 
Do you have anything about -- 


A Today, I believe. 


Q I'm sorry. Do you feel that there is progress to 
be made in the context of that meeting and the upcoming meeting 
between Prime Minister Peres and President Mubarak in the way 
of imparting momentum to the peace process in the Middle East? 
Are there specific things you would like to see come out of 
those meetings? 


A Those meetings don't involve the U.S. directly, 
as you, yourself, said. They're between -- one case -- the 
Egyptians and Jordanians; in the other case, proposed 
apparently between the Egyptians and the Israelis. I would 
leave it to the countries involved as to what they hope to get 
out of those meetings. 


Our position, our concern with what's going on in the 
region has been continuing, consistent. We continue to be 
interested in what goes on there. But it's not for me, I 
think, to prescribe what these specific meetings should turn up. 


Q Are you aware -- 

Q Mugabe yesterday said -- sorry. 

Q Are you aware that King Hussein will visit 
Europe, and there are reports because he was disappointed of 
the American initiative or the Bush visit to the Middle East? 

a I'm not aware of that report. 

Q Chuck, the Bolivian Government today declared a 
nation-wide state of siege, and I'd like to know if you have a 
reaction? 


a I saw that report mid-morning, but at this point 
I don't have any reaction. 


Q Will we keep our U.S. troops there? 
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A As I understand it, the troops went there for 
what was about a 60-day operation. We're just beyond mid-point 
of those 60 days, so I don't know that this question of staying 
or not staying has really come up yet. 
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Q Chuck, Mugabe yesterday said that Zimbabwe was 
willing to accept U.S. aid to help out from the cuts in income 
they were expecting from sanctions. I'd like your comment on 
that, and it also brings to mind whatever happened to the 
review of aid to Zimbabwe that started a couple months ago? 


A As far as I know, there's been no further action 
concerning that review or any decisions that might flow from 
it, and on your first question I don't have any comment. 


Q Do you have anything on the -- 


Q Just to follow, has the United States received 
any kind of invitation from the Front Line States concerning 
the summit with Reagan they were asking for? 


A No new developments. 


Q Same area -- Soweto. Anything today on the 
violence? Any further comment beyond yesterday? 


A Nothing. 


Q The Islamic Jihad has issued another threat to 
kill the American hostages if any attempt is made to -- a 
military attempt is made to try to rescue them. Is there any 
reaction to that? 


a I don't have any comment on the specific report, 
but we continue to hold the captors fully responsible for the 
safety of all hostages and call upon them again to release the 
American and other hostages in Lebanon forthwith. 


Q And if I can follow up, after the April air 
strike against Libya, Peter Kilburn was executed. I haven't 
heard that they specifically linked it to a possible attack on 
Libya, but does the State Department see some connection in 
this -- the future -- fate of the American hostages and any 
future U.S. actions against Libya? 


a I didn't, first of all, see any linkage as you, 
yourself, pointed out. And, secondly, as I said in response to 
another question earlier, if these American and Egyptian 
exercises, for example, are trying to be drawn into that 
particular story, then once again I'd reiterate that these are 
long-planned bilateral exercises without any relationship to 
other events outside of that purpose. 
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Q Do you have any update on the war on the locusts 
infestations in Africa and our role in aiding that situation? ° 


A I don't have anything with me, but please contact 
AID. I think they're always willing to give you an update. 


Q What about the Sudan? Is the U.S. Government 
doing anything to try to stop the fighting? 


A Our position, of course, as I reiterated [ think 
last week, is that we've urged both parties to the conflict to 
reconcile their differences through negotiation. In our 
contacts with the government and the SPLA -- people close to 
the SPLA-- we've stated our view that humanitarian concerns 
should remain paramount, and that measures should be taken 
which give relief agencies the necessary security guarantees to 
be able to operate in southern Sudan. 


That in reference to what are the current stories 
concerning food shortages in various parts of southern Sudan, 
just to give you what we believe is the status report -- and 
it's hard to get a very accurate status report, because much of 
it is war zone, and it's difficult to get accurate 
information. But from reports we've seen, there are some major 
urban population centers without food, such as Wau, and other 
urban areas such Juba and Malakal which are cut off and 
dangerously low. 


Both sides of the conflict are concerned that food 
brought into the region by donors will be diverted to feed the 
army of the other side. However, it should be noted that the 
SPLA shot down a civilian aircraft. The SPLA has mined the 
roads leading into the towns, and the SPLA says it controls the 
southern Sudan countryside. 


Thus, the SPLA must accept a major responsibility for 
the hunger-induced suffering of the people in the region. We 
believe, however, that both sides must immediately come to an 
agreement for a food truce and permit monitoring of its 
distribution to assure it reaches only those in most desperate 
need. 


Q Chuck, then this is the first time you 
acknowledge ‘hat you have contact with SPLA? 


A ne words I used were “with people close to the 


SPLA." 
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Q But the first time that you said -- “contact with 
the SPLA," and then people -- 


’ | a That was the correction, to say “people close to." 
Q Who are they? Can you tell us? 


a I'm not in a position to give you any of the 
details. 


Q Can we have a copy of that, please? 


A They can read it to you, but it takes a lot of 
crafting to get that back together. 


Q I have one question on Sudan: Your humanitarian 
concern you just expressed, doesn't it also mean that the State 
Department should do something towards the IMF, that Sudan is 
taken off the list of countries which are declared ineligible 
for credit -- Sudan is declared ineligible, together with Peru 
and some other countries, to get credits? 


i) I can't answer that question directly. I just 
point out that what I'm talking about here is the availability 
of the food and the supplies to help resolve this problem. 
It's there. It's not a question of additional credits or 
additional food. It's a question of getting it to the people 
who need it, and that's a different subject. 


Q Chuck, there was a report recently that Argentina 
is trying to make a deal with Saudi Arabia to purchase an AWACS 


plane. Is Saudi Arabia free to sell those planes to another 
country? Do you have a position on that? 


2) I don't have anything on that. 
Q Can you look into that? 


A I haven't really seen any reports that are 
credible enough to make that worth our while I think. 


Q On the situation in Bolivia again, the Bolivian 
representatives who came here a couple of weeks ago sought to 
work out some kind of agreement with the United States to be 
able to continue their war on drug efforts once the U.S. troops 
and equipment leave. Has there been any agreement reached on 
how to sustain this effort, and also is there any comment on 
the fact that the Bolivian Government has just closed five 
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mines in Bolivia which has contributed to the social unrest 
there which threatens to undermine the entire effort -- the war 
on drugs effort, and so forth. 

a I don't have anything on that. 


Q Chuck, what's the Operation Alliance doing? 


A I don't have any new information for you on that 
one, Marvin. 

Q Same level of optimism as two weeks ago” 

a As I said earlier, I don't have any reason to 


give you new assessments at this point. 


Q Two on South Pacific, naturally: Senator Lugar 
is saying the U.S. will sign the Nuclear-Free Zone Treaty 
perhaps by Christmas. Do you have any comment on that? 


A Our position on the South Pacific Nuclear-Free 
Zone has not changed. We're still studying the situation, and 
no decision has been made. 


Q Can you give any predictions when this study will 
be complete? 


a I can't. 

Q Okay. Also, the 14 nations concluded an 
agricultural agreement yesterday in response to America's 
subsidized sales. Does the U.S. have any comment on that? 


A Don't have anything. 


Q Could you look into that? Could you take that 
one, please? 


A (Indicates in negative. ) 


Q I was told you might have some guidance based on 
a news conference this morning about Chinese/Indian nuclear 
cooperation, heavy water project undertaken by India? I take 
it by the questionable -- 


a In response to such vague and leading questions, 
no, I don't have any response. 
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Q On the non-aligned meeting in Harare, there has 
been a number of draft proposals attacking the International 
Monetary Fund in particular and the conditions of the world 
monetary system. Has there been any evaluation in response to 
these? 


a No. 


Q Chuck, do you have anything on that so-called 
Filipino hit-man link to Marcos who was arrested in New Jersey, 
I think? 


A Let me see what I have here. The Department 
learned yesterday from the local police in Lawrence, New 
Jersey, of the arrest of Mr. Orlando Dulay. We understand that 
Mr. Oulay was charged with trespassing on property that had 
been sealed under court order as a result of a lawsuit brought 
by the Filipino Government to recover the alleged hidden wealth 
belonging to former President Marcos. We further understand 
that Mr. Dulay was released from custody after being booked by 
the police. 


The Department has not been contacted by the 
Philippine Embassy in connection with this incident. We would 
note that the U.S. does not have an extradition treaty with the 
Philippines. However, if the Department is contacted by the 
Embassy, we'll consider courses of action open under U.S. law. 


Q I thought there was a big fuss made about it, 
about a year ago, that there was an extradition treaty with the 
Philippines, greatly -— two years ago -- greatly expanded. You 
say there is none? 

a There is none. 


Q But wasn't there a draft treaty? Was it that it 
was never ratified by the Senate? Is that the case? 


A That could well be the situation. 
Q That's what happened. 


a I recall something along those lines 


There is a report in a weekly newspaper published 
in Cairo, Egypt, saying that the United States put two 
conditions for economic aid to Egypt, which are the solution of 
the Taba question and the participation of Egypt in the “Bright 
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Star" exercises of the Rapid Deployment Forces, and that will 
bring about a conference or a summit between President Reagan 


and President Mubarak to solve the outstanding problems now 
between the two countries. Do you have any comment on this? 


a I wouldn't encourage you to follow that line of 
thinking. 


Q Chuck, how do you plan to give a readout on the 
U.S.-Soviet talks? What's the procedure going to be? 


A I can't tell you exactly. We might post 
something. On the other hand, we might just wait ‘til this 
occasion tomorrow to give you an oral readout. 


Q Oh, no. (Chorus of no's) (Laughter) 
Q How about another one of these occasions today? 


A No. There certainly is no reason to have a 
briefing today as in following up on other of these kinds of 
meetings of similar nature. The readout you're going to get is 
going to be, I can assure you, general in character. We're not 
going to go into excessive amount of details concerning the 
nature of the diplomatic conversations. 


Q Do you have the readout ready now? 
a Pardon? 
Q Do you have the readout ready now? (Laughter) 


Q You earlier intimated you might have something on 
the Walters' trip. When would we get that? 


a That depends on his itinerary. If you can check 
with the Duty Officer, to the extent that we can keep the Duty 
Officer abreast of where he might be at a given moment, and, if 
that's releasable, we'll do so. 


Q Could you spell this fellow Orlando's name, 


please? 
rs) O-r-l-a-n-d-o. (Laughter) 
Q Dulay? 
A D-u-l-a-y. 
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Q Chuck, do you have any comment on an American 


citizen from California named Sam Bamieh who claims that he was 
detained by Saudi authorities and held for 133 days this year? 


a We have no record of any contact by Mr. Bamieh 
with our Embassy or Consulate in Saudi Arabia either during or 
after his alleged captivity. His attorneys recently provided 


the Department with a copy of their complain in the suit 
against various Saudi nationals, but we have no independent 


information regarding Mr. Bamieh's allegations. 


This appears to be a private legal matter. The 
Department is willing to meet with Mr. Bamieh at any time to 
discuss his experiences in Saudi Arabia. 


Q Do we have any better sense now whether Mr. 
Gordievsky meant “mines” or “means"? 


a I didn't see any further clarification, but I 
think my answer covered both. (Laughter) 


Q Okay. Thank you. 
(The briefing concluded at 12:57 p.m.) 
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MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
One announcement. This is Friday before a long weekend, so we 
thought we would arrange a BACKGROUNDER this afternoon for you 
at 2:00. The subject will be “forgeries of U.S. Documents." 


Q Chuck, just a favor to some of us who have made 
other arrangements at 2:00, could you give us the document 
after the briefing? 

6 It's my understanding that (the briefer) plans to 
make the documents available. Yes, we'll try to do that for 
you. 


Q Will it be made before the briefing -- for those 
of us who will miss the briefing? 


‘ Well, let's look into that. 
Q Are they authentic documents? 


They're authentic forgeries. (Laughter) 


2 


What are these forgeries of? 


That's why you're coming to the 2:00 briefing 
Q That's it? 
is) 


That's it 


—~ 


What can you tell us about Ambassador Walters’ 
itinerary? 


a I've told you before that he's leaving this 
weekend. I can't give you his specific itinerary But the 
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Ambassador will visit the following countries, not necessarily 
in this order: Belgium, Canada, France, Italy, Spain, The 
Netherlands, the U.K., and West Germany. We expect him to 
return next week -- in a week, approximately. 

Q And the purpose of the trip again? 

A Again? 


Q Well, now that you seem to be coming out of the 
closet on this one. (Laughter) 


A The purpose of the trip is still as I described 
it earlier in the week, when I said that at the President's 
direction -- you want me to read this again? 

Q No, if it's the same -- 

A It's the same thing. 

Q No, don't bother. 

Q Can you tell us the first stop? 

fs 


No, I can't. 


Q The Italians -- there's something on FBIS saying 
that he'll be in Italy Tuesday. Can you confirm that? 

Q Spain on Monday? The Italians have announced 
that. 

fa I'm sure you may be getting bits and pieces. 


Q What was that? Spain on Monday? (Laughter) 
Italy Tuesday.... 


Q New subject? 
fo New subject. 


Q Can you now -- do you now have, Chuck, a more 
fulsome, detailed readout on the U.S.-Soviet bilaterals? 


fs Definitely. I won't be able to read the Memcons, 
but let me start with some background on the talks. They were 
organized at Soviet request as part of the series of 
preparatory sessions for the September 19-20 Ministerial 
meeting between Secretary Shultz and Foreign Minister 
Shevardnadze. 
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Their purpose was to conduct a review of the major 
regional issues relevant to U.S.-Soviet relations in the light 
of previous bilateral discussions of discrete regional 
problems. They were not intended as negotiating sessions, but 
as a review. As such, their purpose was achieved. 


The meetings produced no surprises, but they were 
useful as an occasion for each of us to make our positions 
clear, dispel misconceptions, and reduce misunderstandings in a 
sober and businesslike atmosphere. 


As I've said, the subjects discussed covered the whole 
spectrum of regional issues. These are, by their nature, 
complex and often involve important interests. Differences of 
opinion are a matter of record. Where some common ground was 
evident, this may be taken up further when the Ministers meet. 


Q Chuck, will there be more talks -- U.S.-Soviet 
talks -- before the Ministers meet? 


A I don't have the whole catalogue before me, but 
you're aware of a number of them already, that the Nitze-Karpov 
nuclear space talk experts will get together the Sth and 6th, I 
believe. John Hawes from the PM Bureau will be leading a 
delegation to Bern to talk about chemical weapon 
proliferation. That's at about the same time, early in 
September. 


We have the Afghanistan talks -- and there a U.S. 
delegation headed by Arnold Raphel, Senior Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of State for Near East and South Asian Affairs will 
be traveling to Moscow for experts' meetings on Afghanistan 
September 2 and 3. 


We have a second round yet to come on MBFR, following 
up on Ambassador Blackwell's talks in Moscow early in 
September. I think those talks are scheduled for about the 
second week in September. That may not be exhaustive, but if 
your question is simply are there more talks, the answer is yes. 


Q And the Geneva talks also start before the -- 


A And they reconvene slightly before the Ministers' 
meeting. 


Q What were the regional issues you discussed 
yesterday (inaudible); can you specify them again? 
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A Not beyond what I've done before, no. 


Q Chuck, can I raise a technical point? It would 
have been very helpful if what you said about these talks 
yesterday had been available yesterday instead of today. As it 
was, many of us had to rely chiefly on the Soviets for any 
information coming out of it. 


a Noted. 
Q Copy of that readout on the Soviets? 


a I prefer not but it can be read to you if you 
want the exact details. 


Q You suggested that there was some common ground. 
Could you elaborate? 


6 I can't elaborate on what that might be. 


Q Chuck, the Soviets are now saying that they would 
like to see an agreement to halt nuclear testing as a result of 
a summit. What can you tell us about that? Do we share that 
expectation? Are we looking for a summit with a concrete 
result this time as opposed to a purely informational summit? 


A Our position on a summit -- let me reiterate that 
once again —-- that we're operating on the assumption that the 
summit will be held, as agreed in Geneva last year. The ball, 
of course, is in the Soviet court to decide whether or not that 
summit will go ahead. 


We've told the Soviets that we want to make as much 
progress as possible on the full range of issues in U.S.-Soviet 
relations -- arms control, regional issues, human rights and 
bilateral issues. And as we've just gone over, we are 
implementing a very active work program with the Soviets to 
bring about this progress, this meeting here in the building 
over the last couple of days being the most recent example of 
that program. 


Q But we have refused in the past to join the 
Soviets in their unilateral moratorium. Is there any reason 
that would lead us to believe that we will now join them, that 
things have changed, that things are different? 


A Our position on a moratorium has been stated and 
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restated. That position hasn't changed. We have engaged the 
Soviets on the nuclear testing issue. For example, you're 
aware of the experts who met in Geneva and, again, that's 
another one of the meetings that's coming up for a second round 
that I didn't mention again. The talks -- the second round of 
those talks -- I think our side is headed by DOr. Barker. For 
example, we did, in Geneva, in the first round of those, we 
provided the Soviets with the details of our verification 
concerns regarding the Threshold Test Ban and Peaceful Nuclear 
Explosions Treaties, and advised them that resolution of these 
concerns would enable us to move forward on their ratification, 
so that we were hopeful at that time -- and we'll see when 
these talks reconvene -- but in any case, we were hopeful that 
the agreement to continue the talks represented a positive step 
in the establishment of a constructive dialogue in order to 
resolve these verification issues. That by way of showing you 
that there are questions that are being worked on. 


But concerning a moratorium -- and I could refer you 
to the Press Office for the detailed guidance on that -- there, 
we have very specific reasons for not entering into a 
moratorium. 


Q And for a last question on this subject, by 
stating that they expect an agreement, aren't they raising the 
stakes for a summit? And aren't they by raising the stakes 
making it more difficult for a summit to actually take place? 


fs Il really can't address that question. I1 would 
simply reiterate that what we've said -- which I just repeated 
-~ is we hope there will be progress across the full range of 
U.S.-Soviet issues. 


Q Chuck, (inaudible) this morning, the Russians 
claim there is no longer a problem with verification. 


i) I haven't heard anymore than a few exerpts from 
that news conference. What little I heard would indicate to me 
that verification problems really can't be dismissed with the 
kind of arguments that the Soviets were putting forward; that 
this is a much more complex situation, and that's the reason 
we've had our experts engaged once already and they're coming 
back again. And when these testing experts get together, I 
think those talks last a couple of weeks. 
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Q Chuck, the Soviet Foreign Ministry spokesman, 
noting the raising of the Libya issue here, states that the 
Americans “haven't produced any hard proof of their words." 

The Post this morning, in a piece by Lou Cannon and Don 
Oberdorfer, report that nobody has claimed that the evidence on 
Libya is of a “direct, precise, irrefutable sort." This tends 
to corroborate the allegations of the Soviets. Do you have any 
response? 


a That question was addressed in some detail on 
Wednesday at the Western White House Briefing. I can't do any 
better than that. 


Q But did the Russians raise the subject of Libya 
in the regional talks yesterday? 


A Once again, I'm not going to go into any of the 
specific areas of discussion. 


Q At the Soviet Embassy briefing, Mr. Sokolov was 
saying, in an overall comment, I think, about arms control 
negotiations, that we're not at a point where a lot of progress 
has been achieved. Does the U.S. agree with that 
characterization that there has not been a lot of progress 
achieved in arms control? 


is I think you're all aware of the negotiations that 
are ongoing in many fora on a wide variety of arms control 
subjects, and I think each one of those is well known to you 
and those evaluations -- 


Q Well, President Reagan -- 
-- are there for everyone to make. 


Q President Reagan has charatterized these talks in 
some pretty optimistic and hopeful terms at press conferences 
and elsewhere. Since then, we have the Soviets with a somewhat 
more pessimistic comment. What is our kind of overview right 
now? 


a I don't necessarily see any distinction. I would 
think that both sides still approach these talks with the idea 
that we're there to make progress. That it's obviously a long 
and difficult process. There are important interests involved 
on both sides, and so, as a consequence, they're not going to 
be easy talks. But we continue to work at them, and that's 
what, at least for our part, we plan to continue to do -- 
certainly, with a spirit of optimism. 


~~MORE - 
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Q Do you have anything on a new Soviet concession 
at the Stockholm talks? 


« Your question is relatively general. 

Q It's about -- 

Q Do you want me to make it more specific? 
Q It's about Akromeyev's press conference. 


A It's still relatively general, but let me just 
pick out one item for you. 


There was mention by General Akromeyev that the 
Soviets were prepared to accept aerial inspection to verify an 
agreement so long as the aircraft and crew were provided by the 
state being inspected. 


We consider Soviet acceptance of the principle of 
aerial inspection a significant step toward effective 
verification. From our perspective, the purpose of inspection 
is to allow a state with doubts about another state's 
compliance to relieve those doubts. 


In response to the Soviet proposal, the FRG Ambassador 
to the CDE talks proposed meeting the Soviets halfway. 
Specifically, he proposed use of neutral aircraft with a 
neutral crew to facilitate aerial inspection. The inspectors 
themselves, of course, would be from the inspecting state. 


The neutral and nonaligned nations meeting in 
Stockholm have reacted positively to this idea. 


The U.S. objective throughout these talks has been to 
achieve an effective verification regime. We're continuing to 
work toward that end. 


There's much work remaining to be done in Stockholm 
before the conference adjourns on September 19th. Effective 
modalities for ground and air inspection remain unresolved, and 
there is no agreement on a numerical and structural threshold 
for notification and observation. 


We look forward to intense negotiations aimed at 
resolving these issues, and we urge the Soviet Union to match 
the flexibility that's been demonstrated by the West on the 
issues remaining before the conference 
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Q Chuck -- 
A Yes. 
Q -- you didn't react directly to their -- as I 


read it here -- to their suggestion that it be Soviet aircraft 
with Soviet pilots that do the -- 


a I -- 
Q -- or in the case, inspecting Soviet troops -- 
és I did react directly -- 


Q -- you said there was a counterproposal. But did 
you tell us if that --? 


6 I said, first of all, we consider Soviet 
acceptance of the principle of aerial inspection a significant 
step toward effective verification. 


Q But what about the fact that -- 


6 It's not just as simple as that. And then I went 
on to tell you that even after General Akromeyev had spoken, 
there's been yet another proposal put on the table, and et 
cetera. 


Q Are we to assume that the counterproposal is the 
acceptable compromise for the United States as well? 


A That has just been put on the table, so 1 can't 
Give you a definitive assessment on that question. 


Q Chuck, Clovis Maksoud, the Arab League Ambassador 
here, said the Arab delegations at the UN General Assembly next 
month will push hard for the convening of a UN-sponsored 
conference on the Middle East. I wonder if you have a comment. 


A I don't have any comment. Our position on that 
question, again, has been stated and restated many times, and I 
don't believe there's been any change in that policy. 


Q Could you restate it again? 


A I'd refer you to the Press Office. I1 don't want 
to draw it out of thin air again. 
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Q Chuck, do you have anything new on Bolivia? 
6 Did I have something old? (Laughter) 
Your question concerns exactly what? 


Q The presence of U.S. troops over there, and the 
general strike. 


a Concerning the general strike and the state of 
siege, in keeping with provisions of the Bolivian Constitution, 
President Paz Estenssoro declared a state of siege yesterday. 
Bolivians face serious economic difficulties brought about by 
low world prices for tin, Bolivia's most important export. 

Many thousands of jobs are threatened by the closing of 
Bolivian mines, and miners responded this week with a march on 
the capital. 


The Government, fearing the miners would disrupt the 
life of La Paz, as occurred in April and November, 1985, has 
taken these legal] measures to prevent the march from entering 
the city. 


Now, the protest march by Bolivian miners and the 
Bolivian Government decision to declare a state of siege have 
no relation to the anti-narcotics campaign in the eastern 


Bolivian jungles or the assistance the U.S. has given to the 
Bolivian operation. 


Q Further on the anti-narcotics line, do we now 
have a response to the Mexican note? 


is) Our response to the Mexican note? 


No, I don't have any response on our part. I could 
offer you a very brief assessment of the note: that it 
responds to the essential issue raised in our diplomatic note 
in this case, the beating and torture of Victor Cortez. It 
states the actions taken against the 11 police officials 
accused in this incident. Specifically, it points out that 
those suspected of mistreating Mr. Cortez have been remanded to 
a judge who will try them. It discusses the Mexican 
Government's understanding of the nature of Victor Cortez' 
diplomatic status and activities in Mexico. 


Finally, it reaffirms at some length Mexico's 
determination to continue the fight against narcotics 
trafficking 
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Q They say the Mexican note states that the Mexican 
State is the only authorized agent to conduct police and 
investigative operations in Mexico. Doesn't this cast into 
doubt the placement of our DEA agents over there? 


a If you take a look at the note, if you haven't 
done so, I think you'll find that what I, in very summary 
fashion, described as its contents are in fact its contents. 

It deals specifically with the circumstances surrounding the 
Victor Cortez incident. It doesn't change the ground rules for 
DEA in Mexico. 


Q Well, are the DEA agents then exceeding the 
ground rules? I think that's the issue. 


6 Once again, this note addresses only the case of 
one incident: Mr. Cortez. 


Q It makes a very vast generalization towards the 
end when it says that Mexico is the only authorized agent to 
conduct police investigative operations, et cetera, in Mexico, 
so what is left for a DEA agent over there? 


According to the note, it's only for exchange of 
information. Is that our point of view, too -- that we're 
stationing 29 special agents in Mexico solely for exchange of 
information? 


A I'd limit my remarks to what I just said. It 
doesn't limit the ground rules for the DEA in Mexico. 


Q Chuck, can we switch to South Africa for a 
moment? The South Africans have announced they're going to 
hold a public inquiry into the deaths in Soweto over the last 
few days. Does the United States see that as an adequate step, 
having said that the South African police used excessive force? 


a We also said at the time that we had 
less-than-full information. That remains the case. 


We have seen the reports about the police inquiry. 
Given the large number of conflicting reports of what happened 
in Soweto this week, we hope that any inquiry will have as much 
independence as possible. 


Q While we're on the subject, have you got the 
invitation for a southern African summit yet? 
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ia No. 


Q Chuck, going back to the Mexico thing for a 
minute, you said it doesn't change the ground rules under which 
the DEA functions in Mexico. Does that mean that the DEA 


agents in Mexico will continue to operate in the future as 
Cortez operated in the past? 


id I'm not addressing that question. I don't have 
any way to help you on that one. 


Q Well, in what way can you take it beyond the 
vagueness of yesterday -- and even today -- and tell us 
whether, in fact, as a result of this current episode, DEA will 
continue to function in Mexico as it has in the past? 


id For those kind of questions, I'd invite you to 
address DEA. 


Q Dr. Carlton Turner said that the DEA is only in 
countries where it is invited to be. So I would presume, by 
your saying that the ground rules haven't changed, that we are 
-~— the DEA is still invited to be in Mexico. Is that correct? 


id I don't know of anything that would contradict 
that. 


~ -MORE- 
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Q Can I just follow on the Bolivian situation, the 
Bolivian Ministers did make specific requests when they came to 
visit Secretary Shultz for aid to continue the war on drugs 
there, and did include in that a warning concerning their 
economic situation. Is there a time deadline for the United 
States to respond? Is there some specific group at the State 
Department that is preparing a proposal for the United States 
to aid that situation? 


& There has already been a response, in away. The 
United States is working closely with the Bolivian Government 
in many areas. We're providing significant levels of 
development assistance to Bolivia through various programs, as 
well as helping the Government of Bolivia in the narcotics 
control activities. 


In response to this recent Bolivian request for 
financial assistance, the Department of Treasury announced that 
it is actively considering a bridge loan. 

Q Anything on the amount of that loan? 

is I'd refer you to Treasury. 


Q Have you suspended the visa for the SPLA 
representative recently or not? 


A I don't have anything on that. 
Q Thank you. 


Q Did Shultz turn down an offer from NBC to debate 
Shevardnadze on TV? 


oa Every one want to hear this? 
Q Yes. 
Q What was the question? 


a This concerned the remarks by Mr. Arbatov that 
the U.S. had turned down an offer to participate in an NBC 
televised U.S.-Soviet debate. 


We can understand Mr. Arbatov's disappointment as a 
professional propagandist (laughter), but his remarks are an 
unfortunate distortion of the facts. It's the U.S. which has 
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consistently promoted greater debate and exchange of 
information between the countries, and the Soviet Union which 
has tried over the years to limit such debate and exchange and 
make sure that only government-approved information entered the 
Soviet Union. 


We'd like to make progress on this problem. The 
Bilateral Cultural Exchanges Agreement, signed at the Summit in 
Geneva, contains provisions which should help us do so. The 
NBC proposal, as we understand it, provided for reciprocal 
treatment, and we welcome that as we welcome any progress in 
that direction. 


The problem with the proposal was one of timing. We 
are engaged with the Soviets in a thorough, confidential review 
of every issue in our relationship in preparation for the 
Secretary's meeting with Foreign Minister Shevardnadze next 
month. We are serious about this effort, and would like to 
believe the Soviet side is too. 


While we are engaged in this work program, we believe 
it would be inappropriate for Cabinet officers to engage in 
one-on-one ON THE RECORD debates about the issues before us. 

Negotiations, to succeed, must be confidential. 

Q Could I have a copy of that, please, Chuck? 

A We'll paste it together. 

Q Okay. Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:56 P.M.) 
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TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 2, 1986, 12:27 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. I 
have two announcements: First, AID Administrator Peter 
McPherson will hold a press briefing on the disaster in 
Cameroon at 2:30 today in the Administrator's reception area -- 
that's Room $939 here in this building. The briefing will 
provide new information received regarding the disaster and its 
aftermath. That's 2:30, Room $939. 


Secondly, Secretary of Transportation Dole informed 
the Acting Secretary of State over the weekend that the 
security deficiencies at Manila International Airport which 
brought about our travel advisory have been remedied. 
Accordingly, the Department of State lifted the travel advisory 
on security conditions at Manila Airport on August 30. This 
determination by Secretary Dole was based on a follow-up 
assessment conducted by an FAA team August 25-26, which showed 
security improvements meeting, and in some areas exceeding, the 
[ICAO standards. We welcome the cooperation of the Philippine 
authorities which has made this determination possible. 


That's all I have. 
Jim? 


Q What can you tell us about the Daniloff case? 


What has been the most recent communication between this 
government and the Soviet Government? 


a I think you're aware of the communications which 
have occurred, and I won't go back over those; I think those 
have all been amply reported. As you know, we have protested 
vigorously, both in Washington and in Moscow, rejecting the 
Soviet charges as contrived. We've called for Daniloff's 
immediate release. 


Just to give you the few facts that I have -- again, I 
don't think much of this will be news to you: He is still 
under detention at Lefortovo Prison A consular official has 
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met with him. As far as we know, Daniloff has not been 
charged, but we're aware of reports to the effect that there 
will be an investigation for ten days, at which time there will 
be a decision on whether or not to press charges. 


Q What's the name of the prison, Charles? 
a Lefortovo, |-e-f-o-r-t-o-v-o. 
Q Unnamed officials on the West Coast have raised 


the possibility that the United States might be prepared, or at 
least has not ruled out the possibility of some kind of 
exchange for the Soviet employee of the U.N. Secretariat who 
was arrested in New York ten days ago. Would you comment on 
that? 


A Concerning what we might do, my general answer is 
that I won't speculate on the possible means of responding to 
the arrest of Mr. Daniloff other than to say, as I have, that 
the U.S. Government will do all that it can to ensure his 
release. 


Concerning this possible linkage with Zakharov, we 
can't rule out that the Soviets are trying to influence the 
Zakharov case by arresting Daniloff. The two cases, however, 
are completely different in nature. [The Zakharov case will be 
prosecuted on its merits in strict conformity with U.S. law. 


With regard to Daniloff, his detention on trumped up 
charges is unwarranted, and as I've said, we call for his 
immediate release. But to an back to where [ started, I'm 
really not going to speculate cn what might or might not be 
done. 


Q Could I ask why is it that neither the Soviet 
desk here or your own Press Office had any idea this morning 
how many Soviet news correspondents are in the United States, 
and why is it that none of these 40 people, according to the 
F.B.I., why are none of them in detention until Nick Daniloff 
is released? 


a Concerning the number of Soviet correspondents, 
you evidently have obtained that number from the appropriate 
authorities. 


Q Got it from the F.B8.1. and -- 


A I think that is - 
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Q -- I was surprised tmat I couldn't get it from 
the State Department. I was -- 


a We can tell you how many are accredited to this 
agency. But if you want to know how many are in the building, 
we can take a look at that. 


Q Now, the second question, why is it that among 
all of these people, from Tass, Izvestia, and Pravda, who work 
for the government responsible for this outrage, why is it that 
we don't detain two or three of them, at least, until Daniloff 
is released? 





A Lester, that's simply not our way of doing 
business. 

Q That's not your way of doing business? O.K. 

Q You mention a consular official had visited 
Nick. That was over the weekend -- just one visit? 

A I don't know how many visits. I think the answer 


to that would be there have been several visits by now. 
Q That's daily and several visits -- 


A I don't have the details as to whether it's daily 
or not. We can look into that, Barry. 


Q Please. 


Q Chuck, according to a report that I read, there 
is a-- Nick's cellmate is a sophisticate who is watching Nick 
psychologically. At the time of the Consul's visit to Nick, 
was this man present? Do we know? 


a I don't have that kind of detail. 


Q Chuck, can you tell us about the purpose of 
Murphy's visit to the Middle East? 


A Anything else on Mr. Daniloff. 


Q Yes. How about the State Department's policy in 
the past of retaliating when they exclude one of our people? 
That's the way we do business. We've done it; I've heard it 
announced from here. 
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Could we, say, take 10 of those people and throw them 
out of the country, and just throw one out of the country each 
day until he is released? I mean, he's in, as I understand it, 
an eight-by-ten foot cell, and you know this is an outrage. 

Why would you rule that out, Charles? 


a Lester, I said at the start, I'm not going to 
speculate on what possible courses of action may be pursued 
other than to tell you (as I just did) that we're pursuing 
every means to secure his release. 


Q Except expelling. You haven't done that? 
i] I'm not speculating on what we may or may not do. 
Q You might do it. 


Q Are the meetings scheduled this week going to 
take please -- the arms control talks? I take it the Afghan 
talks began as scheduled today in Moscow. In other words, is 
it “business as usual," despite Daniloff's imprisonment? 


A Whether or not one terms it “business as usual," 
I hesitate because, obviously, we are very concerned about the 
Daniloff case, and we're deeply involved in trying to resolve 
that. But these other meetings, it's my understanding, yes, 
will go forward. 


Q Wouldn't this put in jeopardy any kind of a 
summit? 


i) Once again, I'm not going to speculate on the 
possible consequence of his arrest. 


Q The Times story yesterday suggested that, quoting 
from unnamed officials, suggested that a swap was probably out 
of the question as a sort of matter of principle, that we can't 
get into the business of swapping a spy for an innocent 
person. What is the Government's position with respect to that? 


Is that a matter of principle that we won't compromise? 


a I don't have anything further on that question 
beyond what I[ gave in response to Jim's question a few minutes 
ago -- which was almost exactly the same question. 

Q Has there been any discussion of asking U.S. 


newspapers to remove their correspondents from Russia? 
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a I don't know of any such discussions. 


Q Could you bring us up-to-date on Mr. Murphy's 


mission, and tell us if Mr. Shultz might go to the Middle East? 


o Does that take care of your question as well? 


Q (Nodded_. ) 


Okay. 
SI (Inaudible) 
Q [ have one last one on Daniloff. 
Q Go ahead. 
Thank you. lt pertains to my colleague over 


here, his question about the summit, and [I ask this question: 
What can be the scope of legitimate mutual discourse with a 
state whose values permit such atrocities? And if you're 
tempted to brush that off, Charles, that came from the 
President of the United States, who you work for. 


Could you dignify the President's question? 


i That question has been answered any number of 
times over the course of months and years, Lester. 


Q The President's question on this? 
ia) Your question, the question -- 
Q [I'm quoting the President of the United States, 


and I just wondered this is an atrocity, and he asked it in 
connection with KAL 007, about which nothing has been done. 
What can be the scope of legitimate mutual discourse with a 
state whose values permit such atrocities, as Nick Daniloff in 
a cell with a KGB stooge -- 8 X 10'. 


a I'm sorry, Lester. { tried to answer your 
question. If you want to go on, please go ahead, but I'm 
prepared to stand here until whenever you're finished. 


Q You're very kind 
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- Moving on to Mr. Murphy, Assistant Secretary 
Murphy departed over the weekend for the Middle East to consult 
on regional developments and the peace process. He is in 
Jordan today after visiting Israel on Monday. His onward 
travel remains open. 


Concerning the Secretary, no decision has been taken 
on a possible Secretarial trip. The Secretary has consistently 
expressed his willingness to travel to the area whenever his 
presence would assist the parties. But I emphasize no decision 
has been taken on any travel at this time. 


Q Chuck, can you clear -- is the purpose of his 
visit to brief Arab governments on the meeting with the Soviets 
on regional issues, or is it relating to Star Wars? 


a I'm not going to pin it down to either one of 
those or limit it to either one of those; simply to say, it 
concerns regional developments and the peace process. 


Q Chuck, do you see, over the last few months or 
weeks, any indications that there is a quickening of an 
interest between the Arabs and [srael to have peace talks? Do 
you see any hopeful developments? Or do you see any negative 
developments? 


“ I can't address that any further than we have 
already in the context of the Taba negotiations, which we've 
addressed on occasion, and their potential impact on 
developments in the region. We've talked about developments on 
the West Bank and Gaza; we've talked about our continuing 
interest in the region; and we have also said that it is, first 
and foremost, up to the parties involved to decide where they 
want to go, but we stand ready to assist. 


Il think all of those things remain true, and it is 
still within that context that Assistant Secretary Murphy is 
out there today. 


Q Can you comment, Chuck, on the upcoming summit 
between Mubarak and Peres scheduled next week for the 10th and 
llth, in Alexandria? 


a I can't comment. 


Q Well, on this point, can we have anybody from the 
Near East Bureau brief us ON BACKGROUND, or whatever it is, 
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here in this room, or outside this room, on what's going on in 
the context of peace? Because there are some movements which 
are over and beyond what it was a few months ago -- a meeting 
between Peres and King Hassan, and now the visit of Mr. Murphy 
to try to align something, and then this Mr. Mubarak and Peres’ 
meeting. 


Can we think about someone who will bring us up to 
date on this issue? 


“ We can think about it. 
(Laughter) 
i) I think my initial response would be, since 


Assistant Secretary Murphy is out there and is going to be out 
there for, at least, a few days, that we shouldn't think about 
it seriously until after that point. 


Q Could we have him here possibly he will come 
back? (sic) 


ts I'm willing to think about anything. 
Q All right. 
Q Is Peres coming here on the 15th? 


A I don't have anything to offer you specifically. 
Since the President was not in Washington during Prime Minister 
Peres’ last visit, in April, both of our governments have been 


looking at the possibility of finding a new date for the two 
leaders to meet in Washington. 


The Prime Minister as an old friend, of course, is 
always welcome. But again, I don't have anything by way of 
specifics now 


Q Since the General Assembly will be meeting in New 
York in the next few days, will the meeting be taking place 
between Secretary Shultz and the Gulf Corporation Council 
Foreign Ministers like last year? 


fs) I don't have the full scope of the Secretary's 
meetings in New York, but as the time approaches, as always, 
we'll give you a little readout on who he is going to be seeing 


Q Do you have anything on the progress of Vernon 
Walters who is traveling about in Europe? Have a number of 
countries decided to line up and tighten sanctions against 
Libya? 
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oe No, I don't have any commentary on his mission, 
just as I didn't have before he left. I don't think I'll have 
much to say until he's come back. 


Q Anything on Qadhafi's speech? 


o Let me pick out -- or don't let me pick out any 
specific area. (Laughter) 


Q Go ahead. 


“ Let me say in a general sense, I'm not going to 
dignify it with any formal response, but reiterate that our 
longstanding policy remains that we reserve the right to 
respond to any act of state-sponsored terrorism against the 
U.S. in @ manner we deew most appropriate. That in response to 
some of the threats that were contained in that speech. 


Q Chuck, when the United States bombed Libya in 
mid-April, Secretary Shultz said one of the purposes was to 
demonstrate to the people -- or I think he used the phrase 
"Praetorian Guard" -- to demonstrate to the Libyan people and 
the people around Qadhafi that as long as Qadhafi's there, the 
country's going to be isolated, and, you know, obviously not 
iooked at with great favor by other countries in the world. 


Can you give us an up-to-date appraisal of whether you 
think, or the State Department really, thinks that Qadhafi is 
securely in power? Th r rnal, for one thing, 
says the U.S. Government thinks Qadhafi's slipping, except the 
other Wall Street Journal story isn't so sure -- (laughter) -- 


so I'd rather hear the State Department's appraisal 


a Well, concerning those stories in a more general 
sense, I'm not going to discuss anything concerning alleged 
intelligence activities, which was interwoven in a number of 
those stories. 


Q I tried to avoid that in my question. 


a I'm not in a position to offer you an up-to-date 
assessment as to whether he's slipping, not slipping, or 
otherwise on a slope of some sort. Simply to say that the 
Libyan leadership is a matter for the Libyan people to decide 
That said, it's abundantly clear that the Libyan economy has 
been mismanaged, and Libyan actions, as you noted, have 
increasingly isolated the Libyan people From the international 
community. 


Q Chuck, now let me pursue just one more step, if I 
may. It was clear from the Secretary's remarks that U.S 
policy is to separate Qadhafi from the people around him and, 
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indeed, from the Libyan people, and to demonstrate that indeed 
he's running at a course that's -- on a course that's not good 
for Libya. 


Is that still U.S. policy? In other words, this 
Government always refers to the “Libyan people,“ never refers 
to the Libyan Government. Does it remain the U.S. policy to 
create a cleavage or to further a cleavage between Qadhafi and 
his immediate lieutenants and the Libyan people? 


7) Our objectives at the time of the raid on 
Tripoli, on Libya, were clearly specified. That was gone over 
any number of times. The end result of that, [ think, if you 
look at what was said at that time, is the same as what I just 
said, that, of course, it's up to the Libyan people to decide. 
And I'm doing nothing more than pointing out some of the 
reasons on which they might make their decision. 


Q Chuck, have you met with any Libyan opposition in 
July? fhe leader of the Libyan opposition was here. Have you 
met him or not? 


o Don't have anything on that. 


Q Are you aware that the Soviet Union is rebuilding 
its infrastructure or that they gave to Libya by their presence 
also the Vice Premier sitting there at the podium on that 
parade yesterday, and that the relations are growing warmer 
than before between the Soviet Union and Libya? 


a 1 don't have any update to offer you 


Q On Libya, does the Secretary feel that Louis 
Farrakhan should not be arrested for violating the President's 
travel ban to Libya? And in a related intercontinental item, 
is the Secretary grateful for the Reverend Jesse Jackson's 
volunteer diplomacy in southern Africa, or will you respond to 
this with an icy “no comment"? 


a Once again, Lester, when you've cast your 
questions in such a way in which my answer is predetermined and 
judged in advance -- 


Q No You -- 


a -~- I'd prefer not to respond. 
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Q You surprise me. Sometimes -- well, would you 
like to answer that? 


a I might. I might when the questions are posed in 
a non-provocative way. 


Q All right. Eliminate the last part and just tell 
us, does he feel that Farrakhan should be prosecuted, Charles? 


“ I'm sorry, Lester. 


Q You don't -- no comment on either one, right? No 
comment on Jesse Jackson's voluntary -- 


a I've told you the reason I'm not responding to 
your questions, Lester. 


Q Oh, I see. In other words, they're not 
government-—approved. Okay. 


Q A report in The New York Times, I guess on 
Saturday or Sunday, said that the -- Iran is interfering in 
Lebanon to remove the U.N. force from south Lebanon and to 
undermine the moves by the government to achieve national 
reconciliation. Can you comment on this? 





a That particular story? No. I have no comment. 


Q Back to Qadhafi for a moment, over the weekend he 
threatened to form an international army to fight the United 
States if it persists in threatening new attacks against Libya 


How serious do we take those threats? 


a That's the answer 1 gave in response to an 
earlier question which said I'm not going to dignify them with 
any formal response, and that we reserve the right to act 
against any state-sponsored terrorism against the U.S. ina 
manner we deem most appropriate 


Q How about another question on Walters. What 
would you consider a successful trip? 

a I've told you ['m not going to speculate on his 
trip. 

Q Chuck, one of the things taken in Harare was an 


attack on the strategic cooperation between the United States 
and Israel Do you have something on that? 
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o No, I don't. 


Q Do you have any more general comments about the 
criticism of the U.S. coming out of the non-aligned meeting in 
Harare? 


a Simply to say that the litany of arbitrary and 
unfounded charges is both highly offensive and 
counter-productive. It also raises a basic question as to the 
objectivity or poiitical bias of the organization. 


Q Chuck, since Qadhafi's a participant, does the 
United States draw any conclusion from the fact that Qadhafi is 
welcome in that forum? How does that square with your feeling 
that he is being gradually isolated? Maybe isolated from the 
West, but is he really isolated? 


A I don't have any specific comments. My earlier 
comment was in reference to the Libyan people being isolated 
from the international community. I think it's clear to anyone 
who has followed this, that the Libyan regime has become more 
and more isolated in the international community. 


Q Can I ask you about -- I'd like to ask you about 
Jesse Jackson's trip. What do you think about these various 
invitations he's made to leaders to come here and the various 
communiques he's signed, in which he appears to be representing 
these major -- I mean, he's acting as a statesman rather than 
just a political figure. 


a I wouldn't say any more than he was there on a 
private visit. We did have consultations with him before he 
left, but he wasn't carrying any messages 


Q Will he be invited after he comes back to brief 
for the people who sat with him before he left? 


i) I don't have any information on that. 


Q Chuck, does the non-aligned conference affect the 
aid to Zimbabwe, or is there any update on the aid situation? 


a The situation hasn't changed The United States 
Government has decided that there will be no new agreements 
committing additional funds for bilateral programs in 
Zimbabwe. We deeply regret the continuing Zimbabwean 
insensitivity that forced us to take this position This I 
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would hasten to add now is not something new as of today, but 
decisions which were taken back in the middle of July. 


The U.S. continues to regard Zimbabwe as a very 
important part of a region, and whose development and progress 
we're very -- we're deeply interested. We're not withdrawing 
from our basic commitment to support the goal of an 
economically well functioning, politically stable region, 
including Zimbabwe. 


Previously initiated bilateral assistance projects in 
Zimbabwe will continue, but with no new funding for them in 
sight, they will be brought to orderly conclusions as currently 
obligated funds are exhausted. Significant regional projects 
that may benefit Zimbabwe in addition to other countries in 
southern Africa will also continue in the future. 


Q What was the amount of U.S. aid -- 


Q Will part of the U.S. Embassy staff be reduced, 
or the AID staff? 


a Concerning the size of the AID staff, I just 
don't know. The remaining ALD program is significant. 
Agreements for two projects worth $7 million in FY-86 have been 
signed, and these projects will be undertaken. There are also 
numerous multi-million dollar projects in the pipeline in both 
U.S. dollars and locally generated currency that will run for 
several years. None of these is affected by the current 
decision. 


Q Well, what was the number that had been penciled 
in in the ‘87 budget? 


i) For ‘87, no final figure had been arrived at 
For FY-86, the figure was $20.5 million, of which $7 million 
has been signed up for those two projects I made reference to, 
so that about $13.5 (million) will not be committed. 


Q Chuck, Secretary Shultz mentioned the Beira 
Corridor project as one example of what President Reagan 
referred to in his speech on South Africa Doesn't that go 
into Zimbabwe, and wouldn't that require new funds if it was 
imp lemented? 


a Again, you're getting into a hypothetical area 
about projects if they are implemented, so [I can't comment 
specifically on that project I did say that regional projects 
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would continue in the future, but that would -- that as a 
general answer. 


Q But, Chuck, tell me specifically, is this because 
of the July 4th remarks that we never got an apology for that 
future aid has now been ruled out, or is this because the 
overall policy toward the U.S., or what? 


a The problem is not our political differences, but 
Zimbabwe's unwillingness to conduct its relations with us 
according to accepted norms of diplomatic civility and 
practice. The July 4th incident, Prime Minister Mugabe's 
statement that no apology is due the U.S. Government, are 
merely the latest in a long string of similar episodes. 


Under current circumstances, the residual aid issue 
has become an irritant in an already difficult political 
relationship. 


Q Chuck, one of the stories about the Jackson trip 
said that he had invited Mugabe and Mugabe accepted to come 
later this month, and that he was going to try to have him meet 
with State Department officials and people on the Hill. What 
do you have on that? I mean, would he be welcome at this time? 


“a I don't have anything on that. 
Q Could I go back to Mr. Murphy? 


Q One more on this, on Zimbabwe. There was a 
report this morning that, I quess it was the Zimbabwe 


Government in hosting this conference, suggested that next 
year's conference be held in Nicaragua Do you have any 


comment on that? 


i) That's a decision for the non-aligned movement to 
make. 

Q Can I go back to Murphy? 

Q One question -- come back to the meeting in 
Zimbabwe This statement that you made about the litany of 
discussion, and so on -- first of all, can we have a copy of 


that? And, secondly, does that apply also to the action on the 
U.S.-Israel strategic cooperation? 


i) What I gave you was a general response, saying 
that any time someone makes unfounded, untrue allegations, it's 
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offensive. That's what I said, and that is in fact the case 
with these charges that are being made in the conference you're 
referring to. Whether your specific one, [I'd have to look at 
all the facts. 


Q Chuck, I'll try to rephrase this in a -- 
o Please do. 


Q -- proper fashion. There's a printed report in 

Human Events which the President is a regular reader of that I 
Gelieve quotes the Baltimore Sun that says -- reports that you 
are being paid more than the Secretary of State. How shall I 
phrase this? (Laughter) Does this embarrass you, Chuck, or 
do you feel you're worth more, or have you sacrificed -- sent 
part of it back, or what? This is a place that is in your area 
of expertise. 


a I'd encourage you to read the totality of the 
Baltimore Sun article -- 

Q The totality? 

a -- which explained -- 

Q There's a -- 

a ~~ why various people -- 

Q Oh. 

a ~~ on that list for one fiscal year - 

Q In other words, you -- 


a -~- happened to be receiving amounts of money that 
were superior -- 


Q Okay. 
a -- to salary of the Department of State 
Q Right. [hank you. 


a ~- of the Secretary of State 


Q Thank you 
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W Can I go back to Mr. Murphy's visit? Mr. Murphy 
was with the Vice President last month in the area. What 
generated or motivated this, you know, sudden visit to the 
region? Can you specify if you can about why -- 


You're aware that Assistant Secretary Murphy is 
responsible for that part of the world. He's frequently in the 
region, and I've given you an explanation for why he's out 
there right now 


Q Will he be meeting with Palestinians while he is 
in Israel or in Jordan? 


o I don't have anything on that. 


Q Chuck, to Moscow again. You appeared in an 
earlier remark to be uncertain about whether or not Daniloff 
had been charged by the Soviets. Is it that we don't know, or 
that you just -- 


a As far as we know, he has not been charged. The 
answer to that question, to the best of our knowledge, is no. 
He has not been formally charged 


Q Chuck, do you have anything on the talks with 
Vietnam about the Amerasian children? 


a Recent talks? 
Q Yes Yesterday talks 


a That's a longstanding issue. We'll take a look 
at that, if there's something new to be said 


Q [I mean, since you had talks with them yesterday, 
do you have anything on how those came out? 


a No. 


Q A new topic, if 1 may As far as the U.S 
Administration is concerned, what is the state of dispute with 
Iceland in respect to shipping for Keflavik Bay, the so-called 
Rainbow Navigation affair? 


a It's under discussion 


Q And you may know there was a statement issued by 
the Icelandic Government this weekend that it 16 preparing a 
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bill to counter the U.S. monopoly on shipping. What is your 
reaction to that? 


A You'll have to talk to the Icelandic Government. 
Q No. What's your reaction to that announcement? 
A It's their action, their parliament, and as far 


as I know, it's a hypothetical question at this point. I don't 
have any comment. 


Q Okay. NPR ran a story Friday, stating, I think 
almost quoting George Shultz, that Iceland had threatened to 
close vital radar stations to put pressure on the U.S. in this 
dispute. Is that correct? 


A I don't have anything on that. We've had ongoing 
discussions with the Icelandic Government. We're both members 
of this same alliance. Those discussions have been in the best 
diplomatic sense a dialogue between partners. 


Q So where is it leading to” 

A [I can't predict that. 

Q No solution in sight? 

4 [ don't have any comment on where this is going. 


I said the situation is under discussion as it has been for 
some time. 


Q Okay. Thank you 


Q Chuck, do you have anything on Jonas Savimbi's -- 
A sorry. 
Q -~- unveiling of his peace proposal over the 


weekend? 


A Nothing. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:55 p.m.) 











Posted: September 4, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the September 2, 1986 daily press conference: 


VIETNAM: AMERASIAN CHILDREN 





Do you have anything on the talks with Vietnam about the 
Amerasian children? 


These were technical level talks that took place in 
Hanoi September 1, following two days of talks (August 28-29) 
under UNHCR auspices on the Orderly Departure Program in general. 
Discussions primarily concerned persons who have heen interviewed 
but have not yet departed Vietnam, and the resumption of interviews 
for new cases, following Vietnam's suspension of interviewing 
January 1, 1986. We hope Vietnam will agree to the resumption of 
this humanitarian program, but no agreement was reached at these 
meetings. The U.S. is firmly committed to this program and is 


ready to resume interviewing as soon as possible. 


Flights are continuing for persons interviewed before 
the January 1 suspension, but virtually all cases of Amerasian 
children who have been interviewed have departed, so this part of 
the program has virtually stopped. Vietnam has provided further. 
lists of Amerasian children and others, and the U.S. has provided 
lists of persons eligible for immediate immigrant visa processing 
for the U.S., but there has been no agreement on resumption of 


interviewing. 





Posted: September 2, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the September 2, 1986 daily press briefing: 
DEPARTMENT: SOVIET PRESS CORRESPONDENTS 





Q: How many Soviet press correspondents are accredited to the 
State Department? 


A: AT THE TIME OF THE MOST RECENT PRESS PASS RENEWAL, IN 


OCTOBER, 1985, SIXTEEN SOVIET NEWS CORRESPONDENTS WERE 


ISSUED BUILDING PASSES. 





Posted: September 3, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the September 2, 1986 noon press briefing: 


USSR: DETENTION OF DANILOFF 





Q: When have the consular visits to Daniloff occurred? Have they been on a daily 
basis? 

A: There has been one visit by a consular officer to Mr. Daniloff at Lefortovo prison. 
This visit took place on August 31. The consul general also accomanied Mrs. 
Daniloff and her son, Caleb, to the prison on September 1, but did not particioate 


in that visit. (Mrs. Daniloff accompanied the consular officer for the visit on 
August 31). 
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(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 


One announcement: to remind you that the Secretary 
will participate in Harvard University's 350th anniversary 
celebration by addressing a September 5 convocation. The 
ceremony will begin at 10:00 a.m. and be held in the 
Tercentennary Theatre. That's an outdoor yard area between 
Memorial Church and Widener Library, for those of you familiar 
with the scene. 


The topic of the Secretary's speech will be “Progress, 
Freedom and Responsibility." All media must obtain University 
press credentials from the University media center located 
on-campus in the Science Center, Room 111-A. TV coverage is on 
a pool basis. Barring technical difficulties, the speech will 
be piped “live” back to the Department's press br efing room. 


If you wish to cover this event or have questions, 
please contact P.ter Costa of Harvard, Area (617) 495-7006. 


Prior to the co’:vocation the Secretary will meet with 
Prime Minister Edward Seaga of Jamaica. Darlene Kirk of the 
Bureau of Public Affairs will be at the University media center 
-~- that's again the Science Center, Room 111-A -- beginning at 
8:00 a.m. Friday, September 5, to organize a 9:15 a.m. photo op 


Q Is there going to be an advance text for that? 


i) We hope and expect to have an advance text, but I 
can't promise you yet exactly when that will be available. 


Jim? 


Q On the Daniloff case, one, has the State 
Department been informed of any new charges against him? 


a) We have not been informed of any new charges. § If 
you're referring to what ['ve just seen on the wires concerning 
what appears to be a potential smuggling charge, we don't have 
any details on that. I see that Mrs. Daniloff has said, "It's 
all just so stupid,” and we couldn't agree more. 
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Q You said yesterday that the verious regional and 
arms control preparatory talks are going to continue as usual. 
In the Soviet Union, I think it's beginning the 10th, there was 
a second annual U.S.-Soviet Chautauqua meeting in which some 
U.S. officials were scheduled to take part. 


Are they still planning to go forward with their 
participation? 


ia I don't know at this point of any changes in that 
participation. Barry? 


Q Would you help clarify the possibility or the 
non-possibility of an exchange? Two morning newspapers seemed 
to be pointing in opposite directions, which I guess reflects 
the confusion -- whether the possibility of an exchange is open 
in the sense that everything is open, or is the State 
Department especially against any kind of a swap involving 
Nick, without, of course, admitting any guilt or anything of 
the sort, as a practical solution? 


i) All I could do for you is to reiterate what I 
said yesterday, which is that we consider the Daniloff and 
Zakharov cases to be completely different in nature. The 
Zakharov case will be prosecuted on its merits in strict 
conformity to U.S. law, and I reiterate that we view the 
Daniloff detention on trumped-up charges as unwarranted and 
again call for his immediate release. 


Q But that doesn't -- 


Q They might still -- excuse me, just one more 
second. That might very well be your position, but it doesn't 
preclude a swap, I don't believe. Here's one paper: “The U.S. 


is preparing a proposal for the Soviet Union intended to gain 
the freedom of an American correspondent. The proposal would 
involve the pre-trial release of Zakharov who has been charged 
with spying. He'd be turned over to the Soviet Ambassador who 
would guarantee his appearance for trial in a Federal court. 
In the meantime, the U.S. would expect the Soviets to release 
Nick Daniloff." 


Is that far-fetched, or is it within the realm of 
possibility? 


a The answer to that question is, once again, what 
I said yesterday a number of times, which is that I'm not going 
to speculate on possible means at our disposal to effect his 
release, and [I would leave my response to any questions 
involving what we are doing with that answer. 





-3- Wednesday, 9/03/86 


Q Chuck, did the Embassy, the Soviet Embassy, ask 
that Zakharov be released to their custody after he was 
arrested in New York and were turned down? 


a It is my understanding that Ambassador Dubinin 
did write to the U.S. District Court in New York, asking that 
Zakharov be released in his custody. Also I understand that 
the presiding magistrate denied the request. 


Q Was that ever brought to the State Department's 
attention, that request? 


“a Beyond that, I don't have anything on the details 
of that request. 


Q Chuck, on that case, the Post this morning 
reports that the White House had no -- didn't direct this move, 
and that there were people out there who tend to regret it. 
What I'm wondering is, at a time when the government and you 
people here are super-organized to get the work done in 
preparation for the Ministerial meeting and a po- ble summit, 
was there an effort to coordinate with other departments of the 
U.S. Government, lest something like this sort of make 
everything become unstuck? 


a In line with standard practice, I'm not going to 
comment on internal procedures that ar* followed in various 
decision-making processes -- this along with any other that you 


might ask about. It would seem to me if there's anything to 
regret, it's obviously the detention of Mr. Daniloff on 
trumped-up charges. That clearly is an outrage. 


Q Chuck, can you tell us what the U.S. is doing to 
effect his release? 


a I just answered that by saying I'm not going to 
speculate on possible means at our disposal. 


Q I don't want you to speculate. I'd appreciate it 
if you'd just tell us. (Laughter) 


a The answer is the same 
Q Is it your view -- 


Q (Inaudible) 


Q Just a second Is it your view that there should 
be in East-West relations at this point “business as usual" 
while this journalist is being detained? 
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“ I answered that question yesterday by saying this 
is not “business as usual.” this is an outrage. It certainly 
could affect our relationship. There are some meetings going 
ahead as scheduled; yes, that's true But I'd come back by 
saying the bottom line is that we are going to do all we can to 
insure his release, but I'm not going to speculate on the 
possible consequences of his continued detention, nor as to 
what options we miaht have 


Q Two a: k fact questions: Did the Ambassador 
make this request, or do you know when he made the request? 


a I don't know 
Q Was it before Nick was arrested? 


a This was during the pre-trial or some judicial 
proceeding that occurred in New York -- yes, before that. 


Q All right And you just referred to “some 
meetings are going forward.” Aren't all meetings going forward? 


a As far as I know, the meetings that are scheduled 
for this week are going forward. That's right. 


Q There's no inference here that some meetings 
aren't going forward? 


a That's right 


Q Chuck, the Afghanistan meeting, I understand, 
broke up early. Is that your understanding as well? 


a That's not my understanding I don't have any 
information to that effect 


Q But wasn't it a two-day meeting, and it's now 
ended? 


i) I really can't speculate on that. These meetings 
are always a bit open-ended. You're familiar with the meetings 
we've had here in the State Department lately. They followed 
that same format. [t's up to the participants to decide when 
the appropriate point to stop occurs 


Q Chuck, you did say a moment ago that it's not 
business as usual and it's an outrage, which in this context is 
@ little bit like being in favor of motherhood. What is it 
that you are doing to effect his release If all of the 
meetings are going forward, then it is business as usual, is it 
not? 
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ra No, it is not. 
. Well, could you explain -- 


fe I've told you we're naking every effort to effect 
his release -- 


Q In what way? 


‘ -~- and I think you will understand that for those 
things to be effective, that it's not something we're going to 
talk about in public. Ii think that just stands to reason. 


Q Are you then dealing with more than just rhetoric? 


a I'm telling you, we're doing everything we can to 
insure his release. 


Q I can imagine meetings going forward, but not 
going forward the same way. What can you tell us about the 
possibility, for instance in the meetings coming up this week, 
that the United States delegation will find time while 
discussing the subtleties of nuclear weapons reductions to also 
bring up the Daniloff situation? 


is I can't speak to each one of those meetings 
Q Try the first one 


) We are taking all appropriate occasions to voice 
our protest, to voice our demand, for Daniloff's release. That 
includes meetings of high-level officials, but it would really 
be speculating on my part at this point to say that will occur 
in each and every meeting 


Let me just leave that as a general answer, that in 
our current contacts we are taking every occasion to repeat our 
protest and our demand for his release. 


Q Let me try again without trying to put words in 
your mouth. Will this event affect the meetings already 
scheduled and proceeding? If you don't want to call it 
business as usual, fine; but will it affect the climate or what 
is said? 


A It's impossible for me to judge how that affects 
the climate in a particular meeting I'd limit my remarks to 
what I've said previously, which is that this could affect our 
relationship but ['m not going to comment on possible 


consequences. 
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Q Is Ambassador Hartman expected to return to 
Moscow in the next day or two? 


o Not within the next day or two That's not been 
his plan. There's been no change in that. 


Q I would like to ask you a question which -- I'm, 
in a sense, stealing a line from the Washington Post editorial 
-~ but when you say it could affect relationships, why can't 
you just say flatly it has affected relationships? 





a That's a nuance that I wouldn't hesitate to 
make. Of course when something like this happens, it affects a 
relationship. But you're asking me to draw further 
consequences and that I'm not going to do. 


Q Chuck, on this hearing where the Soviet 
Ambassador had some intervention in New York, did you have any 
input into that? Did the judiciary ask for your views on the 
Zakharov case? 


a I don't have any other details on that aspect 


Q On the Chautauqua Conference, which is scheduled , 
to begin in twelve days, I believe, has a definitive decision 
been made to send the American Government participants, 
irrespective of the disposition of the Daniloff case, by the 
time the conference starts? 


a Il just don't have any new information on that 
conference and our participation 


Q Could you take the question? 


A ['ll continue to look into that like any other 
question relevant to this case 


Q Do you have any comment on the Society of Editors 
cancelling or postponing a visit of Soviet editors? 


a No 


Q You said you were taking every opportunity to 
present this to them. Are you trying to afford other 
opportunities than just the ones that are already scheduled at 
all? 


oe You are aware that we have asked for a number of 
meetings in which to make our points 


Q But do you anticipate that you'll have other 
opportunities than the ones that are just on the table right 
now, today? 
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“ I can't really anticipate that for you. I'd 
leave it with what I said earlier, that we'll do everything 
necessary. 

Q You say you've asked for a number of meetings 


This is in addition to the arms control and Afghanistan? 

“ I was referring in that case to the contacts that 
we had with the Soviets in the immediate aftermath of his 
detention, which were specifically for the purpose of raising 
this issue. 


Q Have there been anymore contacts since then, 
including today? 


a We continue to be in diplomatic contact, but I'm 
not going to have any details. 


Q Did you ever find out how many times -- I forgot 
his name -~ the Embassy official in Moscow has visited Nick? 


a That was posted last night 


Q Has the Secretary of State spoken to this issue 
as yet? 


i) Spoken to it? 


Q Yes Do you have public statements that he's 
made on the issue of Daniloff's arrest? 


a I don't have any public statements The 
Secretary is obviously closely involved in what we are doing 


Q Has the Secretary been in touch with the Soviet 
Ambassador and talked about this? 


A Beyond that, I'm not going to go into the details 
of diplomatic exchanges 


Q Chuck, can you tell us about how the trip of Mr 
Murphy is develop:ng? 


a He returned to lterusalem from Amman last evening, 
local time 


Q Is he going to be going to Syria? 
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a At this point, I don't have any details on his 
future itinerary. 


Q Any evaluation so far of his trip? 
a Nothing new. 


Q Peres said he's trying to work out a Mideast 
declaration on future peace efforts which could be announced if 
there is a summit between the Egyptians and Israelis. Can you 
confirm that? 


a I don't have anything on the purpose of Assistant 
Secretary Murphy's mission beyond what I gave you earlier, 
which was that he's going to consult on regional developments 
and the peace process. 


Q Any announcement on a Shultz trip yet? 


a Can't take you beyond where we left things 
yesterday, which was at this point the Secretary has no plans 
to go to the Middle East. 


Q Chuck, on the Middle East, do you have anything 
on the Iranian Marines boarding those two Soviet ships? 


a We've seen the press reports We can't confirm 
the details of the incident. That's about all I have. 


Q Do you have a situation report on the Iran-Iraq 
war, due to the fact that there are other things, not just the 
ships in the sea? 


a No, I don't have any sit-rep 


Q Is there any concern here about this incident 
involving the Soviet ships as to what it could lead to? 


a On that question, our policy again has been 
expressed previously. While there is a basis in international 
law for searches for contraband by parties to an armed conflict 
in certain circumstances, we have observed on numerous 
occasions that the Iranian practice of stopping and searching 
neutral shipping in the Gulf area is inherently dangerous and 
carries risk of misunderstanding and violence. 


Q Can we go back to Mr. Murphy and Mr. Shultz? The 
stories in the Post and the Times this morning almost indicate 
that Secretary Shultz is awaiting the result of Mr. Murphy's 
current visit for the signal to go, come back to Washington, 
and then possibly the Secretary will go there to the Middle 
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East for a short visit for the Taba thing. How could you 
explain these reports? Is there truth on them, or what? 


A I've addressed both questions, first the question 
of Assistant Secretary Murphy and what he's doing, and secondly 
the status of the Secretary's trip. 


Q Regarding the Secretary's speech at Harvard and 
some of Marvin's questions, Nick Daniloff is a distinguished 
alumrus of that institution. I'm wondering if it wouldn't 
possibly be an appropriate occasion for the Secretary, since he 
hasn't said anything thus far, to make some allusion to it? 


A I guess there we have the classic response, which 
is, stay tuned. (Laughter) 


Q Is there any consideration being given to his 
discussion of the case? 


fA We've arranged to have the speech piped into the 
briefing room. If you want to go to Harvard and get 
credentials, you're welcome to do that. So I'd invite you to 
be there or listen in. 


Q Have you got any comment on Castro's new idea 
about linking the pulling out of his troops in Angola to ending 
apartheid in South Africa? 


a In conjunction with that story, we note that 
Castro once again threatened to have his troops remain in 
southern Africa until his conditions are met for their 
withdrawal. 


We reject his assertion that Cuban troops belong in 
Africa. We do note that Castro reportedly felt constrained to 
express willingness to withdraw his troops from Angola if that 
government requests him to do so. That's all I have. 


Q Do you have any information on visas for the 
Americans that have been invited to attend Bishop Tutu's 
inauguration on Sunday? Jesse Jackson said this morning he had 
been in touch with the State Department about the matter and 
had been told by the State Department what the terms of such a 
visa would be. there are a number of others -- 


fa I'm not sure I understand your question -- why 
someone would need a visa from us to go to south Africa. 


No, the visa wouldn't be from you, but he said he 
had gotten information from the State Department regarding the 
processing of his visa application. 
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a To the South African Government? 


Q Yes. 
A No, I don't have anything on that. 


Q Chuck, on the Persian Gulf question, is there a 
concern that the Soviets might use this boarding of their 
merchant ships as a pretext to get more involved in that 
conflict? 


A I don't have anything to help you on that. 


Q Is there any comcern about the danger to our own 
ships in that area? 


A That we've expressed before, and that is why I 
reiterated once again what we've said about this practice. We 
have said it in the past with regard to our own shipping. 


Q Have you had any reactions from the Government of 
Zimbabwe of yesterday's announcement? 


A I don't know of anything. 


Q Recent reports have suggested that Iran might 
have a slight, beginning to have a slight edge, or at least to 
have made some recent successes. What's the U.S. assessment of 


how Iran is doing? 


A I don't have anything current. I refer you to 
the testimony of Assistant Secretary Murphy, [ believe, in 
July, or perhaps even early August, in which he addressed that 
issue. 


In the back? 

Q Do you have anything on reports on the Iranian 
interferences in Lebanon to remove the U.N. force from South 
Lebanon? 


A Nothing. 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:43 P.M.) 
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THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 4, 1986, 12:29 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


Mr. Redman: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
Several announcements, to begin with: 


Yesterday, the Acting Secretary, along with Elliott 
Abrams and Peter McPherson, met with Prime Minister Edward 
Seaga of Jamaica, a close and valued friend of the United 
States. As always, we were delighted to see him. 


As is frequently the case when the Prime Minister is 
in Washington, a number of bilateral and multilateral issues 
were discussed, including the economic plan he has developed 
for Jamaica. The Prime Minister has made some difficult 
decisions during the past five years. We were encouraged to 
hear about the progress being made, particularly that inflation 
and interest rates have decreased. 


The Acting Secretary congratulated the Prime Minister 
on his tax reform program, on Jamaica's increased tourism, and 
Jamaica's speed in taking advantage of the Caribbean Basin 
Initiative to increase textile exports to the United States. 


As I said yesterday, the Prime Minister will see 
Secretary Shultz tomorrow at Harvard. 


Secondly, the Secretary will meet on September 9 with 
Sir Geoffrey Howe, United Kingdom Secretary of State for 
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs, in Howe's capacity as 
President of the Council of Foreign Ministers of the European 
Communities. Sir Geoffrey's visit is part of the established 
political dialogue between the United States and the country 
holding the rotating EC presidency. 


And thirdly, four OC-7 aircraft are scheduled to begin 
spraying operations today in the West African country of 
Senegal, as part of the United States effort to help control 
the grasshopper outbreak of historic proportions. There is a 
press release available in the Press Office, which you can pick 
up afterwards, which gives you details on what is being done. 


That's all I have. 


Jim? 
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Q On your announcement, one thing before I go on to 
the other. Did the Acting Secretary discuss with the Jamaican 
Prime Minister the new U.S. proposed aid levels for the coming 
year? 


a I don't know whether that subject came up. 


Q Because in his speech recently, the Acting 
Secretary said that the economic assistance to Jamaica may have 
to be cut by two-thirds. Was that bad news imparted? 


A Whether or not the Acting Secretary addressed 
that specific issue, I don't know. The difficulty that we 
project for foreign aid, not only for Jamaica but for many 
other regions of the world, is well known, as you've pointed 
out; and it wouldn't surprise me that the Acting Secretary 
informed the Prime Minister of those concerns, at least ina 
general way. 


Q O.K. 


Q Jim, can I go on regarding Jamaica? Did they 
discuss the timing of new elections in Jamaica? 


a I don't have that. 


Q Can you bring us up to speed on the Daniloff 
episode --~ what's going on? Who's -- just bring us up-to-date 
on the state of play, please. 


a The information I have concerning consular access 
to Mr. Daniloff is that a U.S. Consular Officer has met with 
him on two separate occasions, and there are no indications 
that he is being mistreated. 


Concerning whether or not he has been formally 
charged, the answer is the same. As far as we know, Mr. 
Daniloff still has not been formally charged. As I said 
yesterday, we are aware of the reports that Soviet officials 
told Mrs. Daniloff that they may charge her husband with 
smuggling. As with the accusations of espionage, we reject any 
possible charge of smuggling as baseless. 


Beyond that, I don't have anything beyond what ['ve 
had in the past, which is that we're taking every appropriate 
measure, using every appropriate diplomatic contact and 
channel, to try to get Mr. Daniloff released; and that while 1 
can't comment on possible specific consequences of his 
continued detention, it is quite clear, as I said yesterday, 
that failure to resolve this case satisfactorily cannot help 
but have a negative effect on U.S.-Soviet relations. 
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Q On Daniloff, in the 48 hours that have elapsed, 
Mr. Redman, since you said it is not our style to retaliate for 
Nick Daniloff by jailing one or more of the 40 Soviet newsmen 
in the United States, he still languishes in an 
eight-by-ten-foot cell -- with reports that your style is 
instead to trade a real Soviet spy for what you recognize as 
this innocent American newsman. And my question: could you 
explain how this will not help the KGB by setting up a 
tradition that whenever we catch one of their spies in the act, 
all they have to do is grab an innocent American and trade him 
for the spy? 


A Several answers: First, when I said it is not 
our style, I think everyone here agrees that the United States 
Government does not trump up charges against some newspaperman, 
businessman, anyone that it finds on the street, be they 
Soviets or any other nationality. 


Secondly, I've said, for at least 2 or 3 days now, we 
consider the Daniloff and Zakharov cases to be completely 
different in nature. The Zakharov case will be prosecuted on 
its merits in strict conformity with U.S. law. Daniloff should 
be released immediately 


Q Chuck, Mortimer Tuckerman said in London today 
that -- he quoted Daniloff as saying that he regarded himself 
as a hostage and did not wish to be part of a spy swap. How 
much of a part do Daniloff's own feelings and desires play in 
the U.S. maneuvers to get him out? 


2) There's no way [ can give you a reading as to 
what part his feelings might play. Let me reiterate again that 
we have rejected the fact totally that Mr. Daniloff is a spy. 
We have said from the beginning that these were contrived, 
trumped up charges and that he ought to be released. I think 
that answers that question. 


Q There's no proposal of a swap, Chuck*® Is that 
what you're saying, that the reports that we are thinking of 
swapping him for this spy are unfounded? 


a I'm not commenting, as I have not in the past, on 
what may or may not be done, or what may or not have been 
discussed with the Soviets. What [I'm telling you again is that 
we consider these cases to be totally, completely different. 
One man is going to be prosecuted; the other man should be 
liberated. 


Q I'm interested in your reaction to the use of the 
word “hostage.” Do you think that Nick is a hostage? 
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a We've said before that we can only speculate as 
to what Soviet motivations may be. Whether or not the Soviets 
view him as a hostage, you'll have to address that question to 
them. 


Q What is your feeling as to whether he is or being 
treated as one? 


a Our feeling is that he is there on trumped-up, 
contrived charges and that he ought to be released. 


Q Can I ask you something on --— Are you in contact 
with the Justice Department on the course of action being taken? 


a I won't comment on specific inter-agency 
exchanges or actions. I would only say that the United States 
Government is acting as one in pursuit of Mr. Daniloff's 
freedom. 


Q Well, I would like to just get some 
clarification. Unlike the State Department which won't discuss 
anything, the Justice Department has said through its spokesmen 
that under no circumstances will it discuss the release of 
Zakharov to the Ambassador until Mr. Daniloff is safely in the 
United States. That would seem to be at odds with the leaked 
versions of the arrangement being discussed with the Soviets. 


l recognize you are not about to confirm what has been 
in every newspaper, but on the other hand one does see two 
different agencies’ approach -- at least, it seems that one 
part of the Administration is pulling in different directions 
than the other. 


A I wouldn't want you to believe that there are 
people pulling in different directions, regardless of what you 
may detect in such statements. 


Q Well, in other words, only the Justice Department 
has been explicit on the record about this particular item. I 
mean, are you disputing their version? 


a I'm not disputing anyone's version. I'm not 
commenting on any of these reports, as you predicted I 
wouldn't. I'll limit my remarks to what ['ve just said. 


Q Are you willing to endorse or even to repeat the 
statement that the Justice Department made? 


a I'm not sure why I'm in the position of repeating 
or endorsing what anyone else says. I've given you a position 
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Q Well, let me put the question more precisely: Is 
the position of the State Department on that issue the Justice 
Department spoke about yesterday the same as the position of 
the Justice Department? 


i) That is not a question which I'm addressing at 
all. 


Q I'm asking you to address it. 
A And I'm not going to. 


Q Chuck, the AP is now carrying the story that the 
State Department would have favored release of Zakharov in the 
custody of the Soviet Ambassador, but that the Justice 
Department insisted that he be held without bail. Do you want 
to deny it or confirm it? 


4 Are you asking if I want to comment? 

Q Yes, I'd like you to -- 

fe No, I don't. I'm not going to comment on any of 
these stories concerning what may or may not have happened, be 
happening, or could happen. 

Q How about -- the Washington Post says that the 


President knew how the Zakharov case was going to be handled, 
and that he approved of it. 





A I'd refer you to the White House. 


Q Chuck, so far, if the situation is the way it was 
yesterday, no meetings have been postponed; the United States 
has not retaliated. Is that likely to be the U.S. posture for 
the foreseeable future? 


A I wouldn't want to predict what our posture would 
be for some point in the future. What we've said consistently 
is that we are calling for Mr. Daniloff's immediate release. 
Secondly, I have not commented on specific possible 
consequences other than to say -- and I'll repeat it for you -- 
that it's quite clear that failure to resolve this case 
satisfactorily cannot help but have a negative effect on 
U.S.-Soviet relations. 


Q And they don't really give a “hoot in hell." He 
could be there for a year, and if he's there for a year, will 
you start trumping up some charges so we may get the guy out? 

I mean, it's lovely to have this pristine style, Chuck; but the 
guy, he's in the jail. You're not. 
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5 [I'll go back to what I've said any number of 
times, which you seem not to want to hear, which is that -- 


Q ['d love to hear. 

é -- everything is being done to get him released -- 
Q Except -- 

a -— immediately. 


Q Except what could. 


Could I follow your -- You are saying that the 
failure to resolve this incident promptly can only have adverse 
consequences on our relations. How about the situation 
already, the fact that actual injury has been done not only to 
an American, but also to the climate in which American newsmen 
have to work and which, theoretically, was guaranteed by the 
Helsinki Treaty. 


If Nick were to be released this afternoon, do you 
think in such case that there would already be adverse 
consequences? 


Aa I think it's obvious, Jim, that it's regrettable 
that these things happen. The kind of consequences that you 
point out are probably inevitable, if those are the kinds of 
consequences you're talking about. 


Q But I'm talking about consequences on relations 
between these two governments. 


a At this point I'm not in a position to speculate 
as to what the consequences might be. First we've got to 
resolve the issue at hand before one can make those judgments. 


Q Yesterday you indicated that the meetings that 
had been scheduled for later this week -- tomorrow and 
Saturday, for example -- are going to go ahead as scheduled. 
Are those still on track and, as far as the meetings are 
concerned, “business as usual?" 


a That's still the case, that the meetings are 
going ahead; but [I emphasize, as I did yesterday, that that 
doesn't mean it's business as usual because in that other 
aspect of the relationship about which we've been talking, the 
detention of Mr. Daniloff, it is certainly far from “business 
as usual." 
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Chuck, while we're on it, could we get, by the 
end of the day, the roster of the Americans for those talks 
beginning tomorrow? I understand that at least one of the 
seven won't be there. I wanted to see if the other six will. 
But maybe [I'm wrong. You know, but just -- could you give us 
the table-setting? 


5 I'd be happy to do that right now, if you want. 
Q Okay, if you have it. 


o You're not optimistic enough, Barry, when you ask 
these questions. (Laughter) 


The U.S. team will be the same as in Moscow. 
Ambassador Nitze will head the delegation. The other members 
are Ambassadors Kampelman, Rowny, Glitman, and Lehman, 
Assistant Secretary of Defense Perle and Colonel Linhard of the 
NSC Staff. 


We understand the Soviet team will also be the same: 
Ambassadors Karpov and Obukhov and Generals Chervov and Detinov. 


Q I'm sorry. Say again. I was looking at -- 

A Karpov, Obukhov, Chervov, Detinov. 

Q Are the Americans going to be the same ? 

Aa It's the same seven: Nitze, Kampelman, Rowny, 


Glitman, Lehman, Perle, Linhard. 


Q Chuck, maybe this falls under the heading of 
“feature material,” but to help flesh out the Daniloff story, 
can you tell us how the Secretary of State is involved in this 
process? He's on vacation, rounding out, I think, his third 
week; and I know decisions have to be taken, even if you can't 
discuss them now. 


Could you give us some sense of the traffic between 
here and Massachusetts on tnis issue? 


a You know that it is common for the Secretary to 
be kept in constant contact with the Department, to be 
informed, to be updated, and to be consulted Certainly on 
issues of this importance he always is, and that's the case in 
this particular incident as well. 


Q Does he get a daily accounting of the state of 
play or several times a day? Or does Mr. Whitehead basically 
make the decisions and fill him in? it would help -- 
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a Let me leave it -- 
Q He's the man in charge of the building. 
A -- that the Department -- various people in the 


Department are in daily contact with the Secretary on this and 
other issues, but that contact with the Secretary is daily. 


And I wouldn't want to limit that to simply one 
contact a day, Barry. I'm just not going to go beyond that. 


Q You have said that -- and the Spokesman at the 
White House has said since Saturday -- that if Daniloff is not 
released immediately and promptly, there would be consequences, 
and I'm wondering how much elasticity you're going to put into 
the words “promptly” and “immediately?” There have been five 
or six days that have passed. When do consequences begin to 
happen after your call for immediate action? 


is That's something [I can't predict. 
Q So the word itself has no meaning, does it? 
The word has meaning -- 
Q What does it mean? 
A -- and I encourage you attend this briefing 
tomorrow, Monday, Tuesday. I mean, these things develop, as 
you know. 


Q Sunday, Monday, or always. Some day. 


Q Will the Daniloff matter be brought up in the 
talks Friday and Saturday by the American side? 


i) I'll say what I said yesterday, which is that the 
issue is being raised at all appropriate diplomatic contacts. 


New subject. First new subject is over here. 


Q Is this an appropriate contact? 

a Pardon? 

Q Is this an appropriate diplomatic contact? 
i) I also said yesterday [ was not going to go 


through every single diplomatic contact and check off yes or no. 
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Q I'm only asking you about one; I'm not asking you 
about everything. 


i) Well, because I don't want to gc through them 
all, I'm not going to answer about any of them. 


Q This one is on arms control. Does that preclude 
other things from coming up? 


Q This goes back, Chuck, to the question of what it 
means, “it's mot business as usual." Are they going to talk 
purely arms control and nothing else, or can we expect an 
opening statement or something of the kind will be made by one 
of the Americans on the Daniloff case? 


i) I can't help you beyond what [I've said. New 
subject? 


Q On the Murphy trip, do you agree with Peres 
saying that the summit between Mubarak and Peres is now hanging 
in the air? 


a That is between the Israeli and the Egyptian 
Governments. I'd encourage you to talk to them concerning that 
question. 


Q You mean Murphy is not having any efforts to do 
with the summit? 


6 I have told you what Assistant Secretary Murphy 
is out there to do. That's what he's been doing. the question 
of a summit is between the two governments involved 


Q So you're not involved in it? 


i I'm not saying that we're not involved in it. 
I'm saying for any comment on that question, you'll have to go 
to those two people concerned 


Q So you put the rumors about Mr. Shultz going to 
the Middle East to rest now after the mission of Mr. Murphy 
fizzled out? 


A I would only repeat what I said yesterday, which 
is that the Secretary has no plans to go to the Middle East at 
this time. 


Q Chuck, when Harvard University sent out 
applications to media covering its anniversary, which the 
Secretary, as you know, is attending, the application listed 
race which two Brazilian TV people from Globo listed as 
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“human,” for which Harvard threatened them with no 
accreditation. But when Globo began distributing copies of 
this Harvard threat, the University capitulated and blamed the 
Secret Service which this morning said, “In order to protect 
the President who might have attended, we need all the 
identifiers possible.“ Since this is no longer the case, and 
since the Secretary is at Harvard and surely needs protection, 
does the State Department feel that the Secret Service was 
over-zealous or that Harvard is now under-zealous? 


“ I have no comment 
Q No comment? 
Q How about the Secretary's speech? Is the text 


going to be available here in the morning? 
fs) It should be available tomorrow morning. 
Q What time? 
“ What time? 


Yeah. 


> #& 


Fairly early. 
Q Here in the building? 
i) Here in the building. 


Q Is it possible to get an embargoed text this 
afternoon for those of us who are going up there? 


Aa We'll look into that. 


Q Chuck, there's a story yesterday sayiha the 
Administration was blocking shipments of farm tools: to 
Nicaragua by Oxfam. I don't think there is any comment 
explaining exactly why that was being done, under what 
provisions, and such. Do you have anything on that? 


a The Department recommended that the Treasury deny 
Oxfam's application because the goods were destined for 
Sandinista organizations and because many of the items did not 
fall into any of the exemptions to the trade sanctions. This 
position was required if the trade sanctions were to be 
implemented consistently with our policy toward Nicaragua. 


The intended beneficiaries were a government-run 
agricultural school and an entity of the so-called Popular 
Church, a pro-Sandinistse group used to undermine the Catholic 








-1ll- Thursday, 9/4/86 


Church. They were incorrectly described in Oxfam's application 
as a private, non-governmental school and a Catholic social 
service agency. The Catholic Church's social service agency 
was closed by the Sandinistas in late 1985. 


The trade sanctions allow donations of food, clothing, 
medical supplies, humanitarian items, and educational and 
religious goods. Many of the items in Oxfam's application, 
such as chainsaws, did not meet these conditions. 


Q Can we have a copy of that, please? 
“ No 
i Connie's got the floor. 


Q Thank you. Apparently the U.S. is having trouble 
selling its subsidized wheat to Russia and has made another 
offer. Does the State Department have any thoughts on that 
situation? 


a No, I don't. I think you'll have to go talk to 
USDA for the details on that kind of a story. 


Q Is the State Department doing anything to try to 
appease the Australians and the Canadians who are so upset by 
this situation? 


a I notice in your questions you continually use 
the word “appease,” to which [ have consistently said that we 
have explained the rationale behind those sales, and I'd stick 
with that rationale. 


Q Can I ask about South Africa? Do you have 
anything on the violence in Soweto? 


a According to reports from our officials in 
Johannesburg, approximately 800 people gathered at Jabavu 
Stadium for the mass funeral but the police disbursed them with 
tear gas. Crowds are reportedly reassembling in the area and 
are still being disbursed with tear gas. First-hand observers, 
at least at the time of our last report, have told our 
officials that no one has been killed or seriously injured. 


Q Another subject. Is there anymore on Africa? 


Q Before we go off South Africa, a comment on two 
aspects, please: one, the banning of such funeral assemblies, 
and two, the renewal of restrictions on reporting which 
apparently keep reporters out of sight of any problem. 
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a On the ban on the mass funeral, we reject it as a 
violation of freedom of assembly. It will only exacerbate the 
legitimate grievances of South African blacks. 


On the press restrictions, we deplore these new 
restrictions as a further violation of freedom of the press in 
South Africa. We simply don't think that blindfolding the 
public is the best way to deal with political problems. 


Q Has any formal protest be made to the South 
African Government? 

aA I don't have anything on diplomatic contacts. 

Q What about sanctions, U.S. economic sanctions? A 
decision is due -- is it today or tomorrow? -- on whether 


extend them. 


A I believe the sanctions expire on the 9th. But 
for that particular question, since that's a Presidential 
determination, I'd refer you to the White House. 


Q Is the Secretary going to see Mr. Tambo? Do you 
have a when and where? 


A No, I don't have a when and where. No meeting 
has been set, and as of now we don't know when a meeting might 
take place. 


Q Are there any efforts underway to set a meeting? 


A Concerning efforts, I can't go beyond what the 
Secretary said, which is that he's willing to meet with Mr. 
Tambo. But for the moment, I don't have any specifics to offer. 


Q How about Prime Minister Mugabe, if he still 
comes? Will the Secretary meet with him? There is talk, 
according to Jesse Jackson, that the Prime Minister of Zimbabwe 
is coming. 


A No, I don't have anything on that. 1 *adn't seen 
that story. 


I might take the occasion of that question to 
reiterate something I said a couple of days ago concerning aid 
to Zimbabwe, which is that, as I explained on Tuesday, the 
Zimbabwean aid decision was made in mid-July. It was 
communicated to the Government of Zimbabwe at that time. It 
has nothing to do with the Non-Aligned Movement which is now 
meeting in Harare. 
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I raise that because some of you in reporting that 
story did not seize the point which I added mid-stream, that 
this was a decision made in July and of which the Government of 
Zimbabwe has been aware of since that time. 


Q Chuck, a clarification of that. As I recall, 
Department officials and AID officials said in mid-July that 
aid was being -- disbursement of the outstanding aid was being 
held up pending review and further decisions. They didn't say 
at that point -- 


a The statement which I -- 


Q I specifically asked Mr. McPherson, in August, 
who said it was still being reviewed and the decision hadn't 
been made. 


A The statement which I gave you was available to 
anyone who would have asked as of July 18, [I believe. And I 
believe there may have been one or two who did ask, but it 
never surfaced anywhere until you asked again earlier in the 
week. 


Q But if you had the answer the other day, and we 
kept asking and never got an answer like that. 


A And because of your continuing interest, I looked 
back into it and I had it ready the next time around. 


Q But you weren't squared with AID, which was 
insisting in August that a decision still hadn't been made on 
it yet, thet it was still being reviewed. 


A I don't know what they were insisting, so I 
really can't comment on that. 


Q Chuck, do you have any assessment to Mr. Walters' 
tour of Western Europe, and where is he going to be visiting 
soon? 


A And what? 


Q Vernon Walters mission in Europe. 

But what was the last part of your question? 
Q And where will he be visiting next on his agenda? 
A Where will he be visiting? 


Yes. 


y 2) 
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a I can't do anything better than what I've done 
before, which was to give you the eight countries that he would 
be visiting. And I can't go into the specifics of his 
consultations. They represent, as I said before, continuation 
of our efforts to bring home to the Libyan regime the fact that 
its support for international terrorism is not cost-free. 


There is a broad consensus among our friends on the 
need for such a program, and considerable success has been 
achieved in implementing this. 


Ambassador Walters is now discussing with our friends 
the most effective ways to proceed. This will vary from 
country to country, depending on the specific circumstances; 
and it will be up to each country to decide what it might do. 


But the important point is that there is no 
disagreement on the need to take concrete measures to 
underscore our joint opposition to state-supported terrorism. 


Q You have unanimity? You have an agreement with 
these countries now? I see that Germany, West Germany, is 
lukewarm to the whole idea and say that they have enough 
sanctions with Libya, they will not go along with what Mr. 
Walters is proposing to them. 


A The answer to that question is embodied in what I 
just gave you. 


Q Chuck, on Chile. The Chilean Government has said 
it has discovered, a couple of weeks ago, that it discovered a 
large cache of arms and it has since repeatedly told American 


reporters that those arms came from the Soviets via the Cubans, 
that they were American M-16s from Vietnam. 


Do you know of this? Do you concur with their 
evaluation of where those arms came from? 


A Again, that almost falls in the Zimbabwe 
category. That's an old story now which I've been prepared to 
answer some weeks ago; but if you can check with the Press 
Office, they might be able to help you. 


Q Chuck, King Hussein has a statement saying that 
he would like very much to bridge the gap between the position 
of the United States and the Soviet Union about an 
international conference on the Middle East. This came out 
today. Do you have any comment on such a statement by the King? 


a No. 
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Q Chuck, do you have any reaction to the execution 
of a 60-year leader of a political party in Tunisia? 


A No, I don't. I haven't seen that story. 
Q Can you look at that? 


Q A Romanian family touring Washington today 
apparently has turned themselves in or approached Capitol Hill 
police requesting temporary asylum, and the Senate up there is 
Saying that this case has been referred to the State 
Department. Will asylum be granted to this family? Do you 
know -- 


A You know the answer on asylum cases, which is 
that we don't comment. 


Q Is the answer the same for the Czech defector? 
A Yes. 
Q Can you confirm he's in the country? 


A I can't confirm anything about it. 


Q Chuck, do you have any comment on a plan to move 
300,000 Afghanis from the border with Pakistan by the Afghani 
Government now? 


A We have seen the reports that such a scheme is 
under consideration in Kabul, but we don't have specifics. As 
most of you know, the brutal actions of the Soviet aggressors 
and their Afghan surrogates have already forced nearly half the 
Afghan population to flee their homes, either to take up 
residence and many to take up arms elsewhere in Afghanistan, or 
to seek refuge abroad, as is the case of the more than four 
million Afghan refugees now outside the country. 


This massive dislocation has neither broken the will 
of the Afghan people to resist their oppressors nor diminished 


the support the Mujahidin enjoy among the people. In our 
judgment, the reported new plan would be no more effective. 


Q Do you have any comment on the cancellation of 
the Loret Rupee garden party? 


A No. 


Q You have no comment? 


a Somebody here has the floor. 
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Q Do you have anything a defection of a Chinese 
intelligence officer to the West? Is he in the United States 
or in American authorities' hands? 


a Defectors fall in the same case as asylum 
seekers. No comment. 


Q Do you have anything on the Cuban human rights 
activist who has taken up refuge in the French Embassy in 
Havana? 


A No. 


Q Do you have anything on the Polish Catholic 
Church cancelling its plan for private farmers which the White 
House was going to contribute $10 million to? 


ia We regret that the Church, due to the 
intransigence of the Government of Poland, has been forced to 
drop this humanitarian effort. 


I might add that the Church announced that its five 
years of talks with the Polish Government on the foundation had 
reached a total impasse. A key issue for the Church was the 
foundation's independence of government control, but the Church 
found all progress to an agreement blocked. 


Q Is there a new U.S. initiative to try to convince 
America's friends to stop shipping arms to Iran, or is it just 
a continuation of -- 


A I would, of course, put that in the category of a 
"continuing effort." As you know, we have been working at that 
for a number of years now. So whether or not it assumes a 
greater or lesser intensity at any given moment, I couldn't 
quantify for you. 


Q Do you have any further comment on what's 
happening in the Straits of Hormuz as a result of [ran 
intercepting Soviet ships? 


A No. 
Q Thank you. 


(Press briefing concluded at 1:00 p.m.) 
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' FRIDAY, SEPTEMBER 5, 1986, 12:25 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. MARTINEZ: Good afternoon. I should like to begin 
with commentary on the Karachi affair. In that connection, of 
course, I think most of you have seen the statement that we 
issued earlier today. If there is interest among some of you 
to repeat part of that statement, I shall do so now; and I will 
add some additional information which we did not have earlier 


this wrnring. = - 
Q Go ahead and read it. 





A All right, here we go. Pan Am Flight 073 was 
seized while on the ground at Karachi, Pakistan, enroute from 
Bombay to New York via Frankfort at approximately 9:00 p.m. 
Eastern Standard Time last night. 


We believe there may have been as many as 380 
passengers but it is unclear precisely how many remain on 
board. It is equally unclear what nationalities may be 
represented. We are urgently attempting to reconcile the 
passenger lists we have received and are checking these against 
our citizenship files. There undoubtedly are a number of 
Americans citizens on board. Going on past experience, it 
could be some time, however, before we have any accurate 
figures. 


In this connection, I am now in the position to 
confirm the death of an American citizen in the Karachi 
hijacking. He has been preliminarily identified by a consular 
official based on his passport photograph as Rajesh Kumar, age 
29, a resident of California who was born Kenya. We deeply 
regret and condemn the brutal killing of this innocent American 
in this callous act of terrorism. 


Going on with -- 

Q Can you spell his name? 

A Yes. That's R-J-E-S-H, K-U-M-A-R. 
Q R-J or R-A-J? 


a R-A-J -- I'm sorry. It's R-A-J-E-S-H, K-U-M-A-R. 
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Q While you're on that subject, do you know how he 
died and what the circumstances were? 


A No, I don't have any of the details on what the ' 
circumstances were. 


Q Do you know what city he's from in California? 
A No, I only have California. 


Continuing: Our paramount concern at this time is the 
safety of the passengers. We do not want to be in the position 
of possibly providing the terrorists -- the hijackers -- with 


———<thitormation they do not already possess. 


For that reason, the amount of information we are 
going to be able to release will be limited. Similarly, we 
will not comment on the hijackers' demands. 





Our general policy in situations such as this is clear 
and remains unchanged. We are always willing to talk with 
anyone or with any group concerning the safety of American 
citizens and other innocent victims of terrorist incidents. 
However, we will not give in to terrorist demands nor will we 
urge third parties to do so. 


We are in close consultation with the Government of 
Pakistan which has primary responsibility for the situation on 
the ground, and we have every confidence in the Pakistan 
Government's willingness and ability to carry out this 
responsibility. 


And that is pretty much what I have, but I'll be happy 
to entertain your questions. Jim? 


At some point the hijackers gave a name which 
seemed to indicate some connection with Libya. Do you know, in 
fact, if there is, or do you believe that there is any 
connection between this hijacking and the Libyan Government? 


A Jim, in that regard there have been conflicting 
claims, as I think most of you have seen, claiming 
responsibility for this terrorist act, but at this point we're 
not in the position to make any judgments as to who is 
responsible, who the identity of the terrorist may be. 


Q You've seen, I gather, from what you just said, 


that there is the denial of the Libyan news agency that, in 
fact, there is any connection? 
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4 I've seen a variety, in fact, a great number of 
wire service reports. As I say, we are not in the position to 
make any judgments at this time. 


Q Can you confirm that an aircraft carrier is 
moving towards the Cyprus area? That has been reported. 


a It's our standard policy not to comment on 
questions such as yours, and so I shall not. 


Q Any comment on reports that a flight crew is on 
its way to the Pan Am jet? 


A I've got nothing on that. 
Q Can you tell us when the American died? 


2) No, I don't have the specific time of when he 
died. 


Q Pete, there are reports about some of the 
hijackers speaking in Urdu. Do you have anything on that? 


A No, I do not. 


Q Do you know whether there is, in fact, deadline 
that has been set by the hijackers? Was there a deadline set 
originally? Is there one in place now? 


a Well, as I said in the statement that I went over 
for you earlier, we are not going to be in a position to 
provide very much information on what may or may not be going 
on or what may or may not be under discussion. So in response 
to your question and others like them, I am not going to be in 
a position to respond. 


Q When you read this statement, you left out the 
paragraph, of course -- it was outdated -- about the man being 
shot. He was shot, I assume? 


a That omission was replaced by the additional 
information that we were now in a position to confirm that -- 


Q It just didn't say that he was shot, and I just 
wanted to -- 


2) I wouldn't read anything into that. He was 
obviously -- I think the inference that the man who died died 
of a gunshot is probably correct. But in any event, I wouldn't 
read anything into having omitted that paragraph. 
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Q Was he shot by the terrorists on hoard the plane? 


A I don't know the details of who and how and where 
precisely the man was shot. 


Have you been in contact with some of the 
families of some of the possible passengers on board? Have 
they called you or have you called any people you may think may 
be there? 


A I don't have anything on that. But clearly, in 
the past, as you well know, the Department, in its internal 
organization in dealing with crises such as this one, does take 
whatever steps it can to keep relatives of Americans in trouble 
abroad informed. To the degree that we are aware of Americans 
being involved and who they are and whether we are at this 
point, I can't say. 


Q So would you say you have some type of ballpark 
list of -- 


A No, I'm not saying that. All I'm saying is that 
as a general practice we do what we can as we learn of the 
identity of Americans who may be involved in an international 
event. We do what we can to keep relatives informed. I'm not 
saying whether we're doing that, whether we are at that point. 

Q Do you know how many Americans are on that plane? 

A I don't have anything on specific figures, no. 


Q Can you give any kind of a list of the groups 
which have made statements claiming responsibility for this? 


A I think those are available to you through the 
wire service reports. 


Q Is there an americah in the control tower who is 
advising or- monitoring what the Pakistanis are doing? 


a I don't have anything on that. 


Q Could you tell us exactly how you learned of the 
shooting of this man? 


a No, I cannot at this point; no. Yes? 


Q It said that the plane was taken over when it was 
boarding. But looking at the pictures that they have now, has 
the plane been moved, or what is the situation? 
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A I don't have anything concerning the situation on 
the ground. 


Q Pete, besides the demand for a flight crew, what 


other demands are the hijackers making? What seems to be their 
objective? 


a As I said in my statement, I'm not going to be 
able to comment on the hijackers’ demands. 


Q Do you know if the Karachi Airport is one of the 
airports whose security has been reviewed by the U.S. at some 
recent time to see if it was up to U.S. standards? 


4 I don't know. I don't know if that's, in fact, 
the case, whether the Karachi Airport was among those airports. 


Q Can you take that and find out? 
AQ I'll look into it. 


Q Pete, have you all notified the next of kin of 
the person who was shot? 


a In that connection, yes, we have notified the 
next of kin, but I don't have any other information in that 
connection. 


Q And are they in California, too? 
a Pardon me? 


Q Is the next of kin in California, too? Do they 
live in California, too? 


a All I can say -- no, I don't know where the next 
of kin live. All I can confirm ig that they have been notified. 


Yes, ma'am? 


Q Sir, has the State Department any plans to advise 
that armed guards be carried in international flights? 


a No, I'm not in a position to say whether the 
Department is prepared to make such a recommendation. I think, 
in any event, there are other Federal agencies who have a lead 
role, if you will, in that kind of consideration. 


Q Do we know how many terrorists there are or how 
many hijackers are on board the plane? 
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A I've got nothing specific on that, no. 


Q Do you know about the identity or the nationality 
of the hijackers so far? 


a I've got nothing on that. 


Q Is there any concern here that the Pakistanis 
might act in haste to end this incident? 


a Well, I'm not going to address that kind of 
question, but I would reiterate that we have every confidence 
in the willingness and the ability of the Pakistan Government 
to meet its responsibilities. 


Q Beneath President Reagan himself, what is more or 
less the chain of command of responsibility for our response to 
this? 


a Well, clearly, and as I think people out on the 
coast have said, the President is being kept informed. And 
back here, of course, the Secretary has been very much involved 
and in charge of what we do as an agency in a situation like 
this. 


Q Do you have a copy of the Pan Am passenger list? 
a I do not, no. 


Q Are U.S. officials of any kind on board this 
plane as passengers? 


a I don't have anything on the identities or 
nationalities of people on board the aircraft. 


Q There are reports that the hijackers want the 
release of their comrades who are in jail, either in Cyprus or 
somewhere else. Can you confirm at least, that much? 

a No, I cannot. 


Q Pete, can we take a break, because I think you've 
probably run out of anything you are prepared to say? 


a That's quite true. I gather this is -- what's 
the technical term? Filing break? Filing break granted, and 
the rest of you who wish to continue are welcomed to. 


Q Can I turn to another subject? 
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Q The Secretary of State this morning likened 
Daniloff's arrest to hostage-taking. He also said that 
Daniloff and he, the Secretary, have ruled out any talk of a 
trade. Can you tell us if this means that the Secretary of 
State has now vetoed the possibility of any parallel moves by 
the two governments to resolve this dispute? 


5 First of all, the Secretary's words speak for 
themselves. Secondly, I would recall what Chuck has said here 
over the past couple of days to the effect that these two cases 
are completely different, that one man should be liberated and 
the other treated in conformity with U.S. laws. In other 
words, we have made the point that these cases are different. 


The Secretary has now made the statement you are aware 
of, and it may useful perhaps to read portions of that to you 
in case some of you have not had the benefit of of his words: 


“The cynical arrest of an innocent American jourralist 
reminds us of what we already know: our tradition of 
free inquiry and openness are spurned by the Soviets 
showing the dark side of a society prepared to resort 
to hostage-taking as an instrument of policy. Let 
there be no talk of a “trade” for Oaniloff. We and 
Nick himself have ruled that out. The Soviet 
leadership must find the wisdom to settle this case 
quickly in accordance with the dictates of simple 
human decency and of civilized national behavior." 


And as I said earlier, I think the Secretary's words 
speak clearly for themselves. 


Q Pete, for the last couple of days the U.S. has 
been involved in negotiations with the Russians to try to work 
out an exchange. Are the Secretary's words now to be 
interpreted as meaning that the U.S. has stopped that effort? 


o I am not going to interpret what the Secretary's 
words may or may not mean in the context of your specific 
question. In a more general way, we continue through 
diplomatic channels to do everything we can to free Daniloff. 


Q Pete, was Daniloff brought up at the Nitze-Karpov 
meeting today? 


A I don't have anything specific on that other than 
to, again, recall Chuck's words, that we were raising the 
matter in all appropriate context. 


In that connection, you've seen reports, of course, 
that Mr. Simons is in Moscow, the Deputy Assistant Secretary, 
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and that while his trip to Moscow had been planned well before 
either the Daniloff or the Zakharov arrests, you can be certain 
that the Daniloff case is now very much on his agenda there in 
Mos cow. 


Q Are all scheduled meetings with the Soviets going 
ahead as planned? 


Q Can you take the question of whether or not this 
came up? 


.) I'll look into it. In the context of the 
Nitze-Karpov meeting? 


Q Yes. 
a I'll take a look at that. 


Q That should be fairly easy to do -- get a yes or 


a I'll look into it. 


Q Are all scheduled U.S.-Soviet meetings continuing 
to go ahead as planned? 


A There's no change in what we've said this week 
insofar as the meetings that we had announced going ahead as 
scheduled. 

Q Where is Ambassador Hartman? 

“ I saw the Ambassador here a couple of days ago, 


and I think -- I may be wrong, but I think his plans were to 
have been here for a number of days before recent events. But 
I don't know specifically where he is today. 


Q Can you find out, because I've heard that -- he 
may have been going back to the area. 


Q He is a Harvard graduate. 
o That's right. 


Q But so is Marvin and he's here, so you never can 
tell. (Laughter) 


A He didn't go? (Laughter) 


Q Listen, Pete, I hate to tell you this, but the 
Secretary's words don't speak for themselves. They are almost 
meaningless because the U.S. and the Soviet Union have been 
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discussing for some days now what officials say isn't a trade. 
It's never been described as a trade; it's even not been 
described as an exchange. But it follows a precedent set in 
1978; and it has as its main focus, without any conditions 
attached, without any promises by the U.S. -- its main focus is 
to liberate Nick Daniloff, which I assume is still the main 
objective of the U.S. Government. 


So the Secretary is probably talking past the 
situation. But then again, there is always the possibility 
that by “trade” he means something than what, you know, I would 
understand a trade to be, which means, you know, "You do this, 
and in exchange for that we promise you we'll do that." 


Is there any possibility that later in the day maybe 
you can tell us what these words are intended to mean, or that 
someone can find out for us what these words were intended to 
mean -- 


A No, Barry -- 

-- because I can't put his words up against what 
all of us know has been going on, unless Marvin is correct that 
we've stopped doing it and we're thinking of retaliation 
instead of diplomacy. 

A No, Barry, I don't agree that the Secretary's 


words are meaningless. I don't agree that he has spoken past 
the issue -— quite the contrary. But, no, I will not seek to 


elaborate what the Secretary's words may or may not mean in 
response to your question. 


Q Did the Secretary, when he was finished making 
his speech, make plans to come to the State Department, get 
himself directly involved in the ongoing events, or has he gone 
back to Massachusetts? 

Aa The Secretary is coming back to Washington today. 

Q Do you know when? 

A Mid-afternoon. 

Q Have you got a time? 


A Pardon me? 


Q Have you got a time. 


A No, I don't have a specific time; I think it 
would be mid-afternoon or so. 








=. 





-10- Friday, 9/5/86 


Q Pete, do you think that he might entertain 
directly questions from reporters, assuming that Harvard 
graduates don't have the same, you know, aggressive interest in . 
the situation that we do -- and I don't believe that there was 
a question-and-answer -- 


A I don't know. I'm not a Harvard graduate. 
Q Nor am [. 
A From all I heard about Harvard, I would assume 


that the the profundity and the vigor of the questions there 
would equal those of any anywhere. — 


Q Universities also have a certain tone of 
vagueness. We'd like to get into a more concrete area. And 
he's been out of town for 19 days. It would be nice to see him 
again, if nothing else. 


A I'll pass the message along. 
Q Thank you. 


Q Has he got any specific meetings scheduled this 
afternoon when he gets back? 


A I've got nothing on his schedule. 


Q Is there any response to the analysis that the 
whole Daniloff affair reflects a decision on the part of the 
Soviet Union to not go ahead with the summit meeting later in 


the year, based on a negative response to President Reagan's 
July letter? 


A No, I'm not going to speculate on what the Soviet 
motivation may or may not be. . 


Q Pete, do you have ahything in your guidance there 
about the position in the U.S.-Soviet negotiation over all of 
arms control, whether that, regardless of anything else that. 
happens, is going to be separate and continuing? 


Aa I don't have anything on that general subject, no. 


Q Do you have anything to offer on the talks with 
the people in New York at the U.S. Court and what had been 
allegedly offered to the Soviets in that regard about Zakharov? 


a A littie bit in that connection, only to say 
that, in response to a number of questions which several of you 
put to us over the preceding days and in the context, a more 
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general context in which you've raised your question, that the 
Soviets did not consult with the State Department before making 
their request for Zakharov's release, in lieu of bail, in 
custody of the Soviet Ambassador. 


It is my understanding that the attorney for the 
defendant read the text of a letter from Ambassador Dubinin to 
the presiding magistrate into the record of the court handling 
the case. So that by way of, as I say, response to questions 
that have come up over the past several days in the more 
general context of what you put to me. 


Q Pete, can you tell me if at the moment the talks 
of September 19-20 between the Secretary and the Soviet Foreign 
Minister are still scheduled? 


A As far as I know, they're still scheduled. 


Q And can you tell us if there have been any 
meetings here in the State Department or any consideration 
given here to retaliation, ways of making a point? 


A No. I'm not going to comment on what may or may 
not be under consideration in this regard. I would simply 
repeat again that we're doing everything in diplomatic channels 
to get Nick home. I would add that in this regard yesterday 
afternoon Under Secretary Armacost called in Ambassador Dubinin 
to discuss-the issue. So we keep working at it; and, as I say, 
we are making every effort to get Nick home. 


Q Ambassador Dubinin was here this morning with Mr. 
Karpov. Are there separate discussions between the Ambassador 
and Mr. Armacost today? 


a Well, that's a variation of the question that I 
got earlier, if I understand your thrust, and that is whether 
this matter has come up there, and I've agreed to look into it. 


Q Pete, can I ask you’ if, also, the two-day meeting 
is scheduled to run its course, the two-day meeting that began 
this morning? 


A I don't know. I don't know, but I think what we 
said earlier was something along the lines that these meetings 
have their own dynamic; and whether or not it runs one or two 
hours more or less, I don't know at this stage. 


Q But the dynamics -— if we're both speaking on the 
same channel, and I think we are -- the length of the meeting 
will be controlled by arms control issues alone? 
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A Normally each of these meetings, as I say, have 
their own dynamic. How the dynamic of this particular meeting 
will play out remains to be seen, I suppose. But I don't have 
anything about when to expect these talks to end. ‘ 


Q In this meeting yesterday between Armacost and 
Dubinin, did Armacost repeat the U.S. protest, or what? 


a I don't have anything on the specifics of that 
discussion, but as I say, we are making it very clear to the 


Soviets that we want Daniloff released immediately. 


Q Back to those court proceedings in New York. If 
the Soviets had contacted the State Department at that time, is 
there an existing policy or precedent on this sort of case? 
Would the Department have been disposed to talk about releasing 
Zakharov into their custody at that time? 


a I don't have anything on that. 


Q There were reports yesterday from the Middle East 
on U.S. having new ideas about the Palestinian participation. 
Can you confirm that? 


A I'm sorry. About whose participation? 


Q Palestinian participation in the peace process, 
in the joint delegation. Can you confirm that? 


A No, I don't have anything on that. 


Q Where is Ambassador Murphy today? Do you have 
anything on this? 


A Yes, Ambassador Murphy is back in Jerusalem. He 
arrived there this morning from Alexandria where he spent the 
night. . 

Q On that, David Kimcbe was quoted yesterday saying 
that the Egyptians have begun to unravel the agreement over 
Taba. Is it the U.S. analysis that the Egyptians are backing 
off the -- it wasn't a full agreement, but the outline of an 
agreement that seemed to be in place? 


A No, Barry, I can't confirm what I understand you 
to say that Kimche had said, or have anything on it. 


Q Do you have anything on the PLO Chairman's 
statement that he accepts 242? 


a This sounds vaguely familiar. (Laughter) 
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Q In Harare. 
A No, I don't have anything. 


Q Pete, is there any fresh U.S. reaction to the 
rhetoric coming out of the Non-Aligned summit in Zimbabwe? 


A To the what coming out? 
Q The anti-U.S. rhetoric? 


a No. I think we had something on that earlier in 
the week, and we'd be pleased to share it with you in the Press 
Office. 


Q Pete, was that statement on the hijacking -- I 
mean on the Daniloff case -- by Mr. Shultz cleared with the 
White House, where he said there'll be no more talk of trade? 


A I don't know; and in any event, as you know, we 
don't comment on our internal procedures. Suffice it to say, 
the Secretary of State has spoken. 


| Q Do you have anything on the Japanese talks with 
Mr. Whitehead? 


fe) No, I do not. 


Q Back on the hijacking, what kinds of consultation 
or assistance is the U.S. Government providing the Pakistani 
Government in this case? 


a I don't have anything beyond the point that we 
are working, that we are in close consultations with the 
Pakistani Government. 


Q On the scene, in clase consultation? 

4 I don't have the specifics of when, where, and 
how. 

Q Has the meeting in Moscow to talk about 


Afghanistan ended, or is that the one that the one that Simons 
is involved in? 


Q Yes. No, that was the meeting which Arnie 
Raphel, senior Deputy Assistant Secretary in Near East and 
(South) Asian Affairs Bureau attended, and that is over. But I 
don't have any readout on the substance of those discussions. 


Q When did it end? 
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A I think it ended on the 3rd. 


Q Pete -- L 


Hold on, Barry. I've got a question here. 


Q On non-alignment, do you have any comment on the 
Libyan speech? Does it show that the Non-Aligned have got 
balance now? 


aq No, I don't have anything on that event. 

Q Pete, you said Tom Simons is making a trip to 
Moscow that was arranged beforehand. Can you tell us the 
highest level official he will see in Moscow? 


a I don't have who he will be seeing. I trust you 
caught the last point there, and that was that -- 


‘ Q It was previously arranged, yes. 
A -~- it was previously arranged, but that you can 
be certain that the Daniloff case was now very much on his 


agenda. 
Q Yes, but it might matter who he raises it with. 


A I understand. But, no, I don't have the level of 
the officials he has seen. 


Q Is his visit a continuation of the bilateral 
issues, discussions, that were held here some weeks earlier? 
Is that the agenda he is, they are to pursue? 


A I don't have a specific answer, and I'm not 
certain that that meeting which had been previously arranged 
for Mr. Simons in Moscow was of a.piece with these experts 
meetings and other meetings we've’ been having in the past few 
weeks. 


Q Can we get © readout later today on the meeting 
between Shultz and Seaga up in Boston? 


mn I'll certainly put that up, certainly. 


Q Could we have anything anything on the arms 
talks -- 


A Pardon me. 
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Q Will we have anything on the Nitze arms talks at 
some later point today? 


Qa I don't have any indication now that we will. 


Q What about the hijacking? Will there be a 
follow-up on that? 


a On the hijacking, we'll try to keep you 
informed. As I said, for self-evident reasons the amount of 
information we will be in a position to share will be very 
limited. But to the extent that we can be helpful, we'll try, 
and we'll stay in touch during the course of the day. 


Q Back to that for a minute. The Pan Am flight 
took off from Bombay; and inasmuch as you say that utrdoubtedly 
there are a number of American citizens on board, would you say 
that there were a number of Indians on board, too? 


A Well, simple logic would lead one to make that 
inference; but as a matter of fact, I really couldn't say. 


Q On the Non-Aligned meeting again, what is the 
response of the State Department to the Non-Aligned decision to 
have a consultative meeting in Peru in November on economic 
matters for the developing sector, debt reorganization, and so 
forth initiated by President Garcia? 


A I don't have anything on that. 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:55 p.m.) 





Posted: September 5, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the September 5, 1986 daily press briefing: 


DANILOPP ARREST 





Q. Was the Daniloff case raised during today's Nitze-Karpov 
meeting? 


A. == YES . 
Q. Where is Ambassador Hartman? Has he returned to Moscow? 


A. <-- AMBASSADOR HARTMAN HAS NOT RETURNED TO MOSCOW. HE IS 


STILL IN THE UNITED STATES. 
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Posted: September 5, 1986 


TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the September 5, 1986 daily press briefing: 


JAMAICA: SHULTZ-SEAGA MEETING 





Any readout on the meeting today between Secretary Shultz 
and Jamaican Prime Minister Seaga? 

SECRETARY SHULTZ AND PRIME MINISTER SEAGA ARE BOTH HARVARD 
GRADUATES AND WERE IN CAMBRIDGE TO ATTEND HARVARD 
UNIVERSITY'S 350TH ANNIVERSARY CELEBRATION. THEY TOOK 
ADVANTAGE OF THEIR PRESENCE IN CAMBRIDGE TO HAVE A SHORT 
AND CORDIAL MEETING, DURING WHICH THEY DISCUSSED NARCOTICS 
ISSUES AND ECONOMICS. THE SECRETARY RECOGNIZED THE 
DIFFICULT DECISIONS ON ECONOMIC ADJUSTMENT THAT PRIME 


MINISTER SEAGA HAS HAD TO MAKE AND REAFFIRMED U.S. SUPPORT 


FOR JAMAICA. 
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MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 8, 1986, 12:38 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. KALB: Good afternoon, everybody. I have got a 
couple of brief announcements here: for one thing, an alert 
that there will be a BACKGROUNDER tomorrow at 10 o'clock at the 
White House in connection with the state visit of the Brazilian 
President, Jose Sarney. 


Secondly, Secretary Shultz will unveil a portrait of 
former Secretary of State Alexander Haig in a brief ceremony 
this afternoon on the seventh floor of the State Department . 
That is scheduled to go at 1:15. The Secretary will make some 
areer remarks. Secretary Haig will make some brief remarks as 
well. 


The unveiling of the former Secretary's portrait is 
the first event to be held in the new Treaty Room suite, which 
has been architecturally redesigned as part of the ongoing 
privately funded Americana project for furnishing the 
diplomatic reception rooms at the Department of State. 
Additional information, etc., all available in a couple of 
handouts that you can pick up in the Press Room here at the 
State Department. 





Q Will the Secretary's remarks just be ceremonial, 
or will he deal with some of these substantive issues? 


A I think his remarks will deal primarily with the 
portrait of Secretary Haig. I had not myself seen any of the - 
remarks or talked to him about what he's going to say, so I'm 
going to leave that wide open. But it's my understanding that 
there is a very, very tight pool that has been organized to go 
up so in fact, you will get a report. 


Q That's it? 


A Yes. That's all I have by way of any 
announcements. 


Q You've probably seen that the Soviets have 
formally charged Nick Daniloff, and the government newspaper 
now adds some new allegations about his activities. One, does 
the State Department still hope to have some sort of an 
exchange arrangement? And two, do these new developments in 
any way complicate your hopes to have Nick released soon? 
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A Jim, insofar as your first question is concerned, 
the idea of a trade was -- 


Q I didn't use the word “trade.” I said “some sort 
of an exchange." 


a Some sort of an exchange. The idea of 
counter-ambiguity is extremely interesting at this point. The 
Secretary ruled that out at Harvard when he talked about “there 
would be no trade," and “some sort of an exchange" would seem 
' to me would fall absolutely under that direct heading. 





Insofar as the second part of your question is 
concerned, I think that Under Secretary Armacost, on “Meet the 
Press" yesterday, dealt with the fact that, in his view, it 
would indeed complicate the process. 


Now, insofar as these charges are concerned, just let 
me say that at this point, up to now, so far as I am aware -- 
and I did check within the past 45 minutes or so -- the United 
States has received no formal notification about any specific 
charges that have been set up for Nick Daniloff. But we have 
heard what you and all of us indeed have heard, from Mrs. 
Daniloff among others, that the Soviets have brought charges 
against Nick under Article 65 dealing with espionage of the 
Russian Republic Criminal Code. That's about the extent of 
what I have on the specific question in the second part of your 
questioning. 


Q Well, does the State Department intend to do 
anything different as a result of these developments? - 


A Well, Chuck and Pete have dealt with this 
question for the past few days. What I will say is that I am 
not in a position to speculate in any way as to what precise 
actions the Administration may take in response to these latest 
Soviet moves. Any final decisions that the Administration may 
decide upon will, in fact, be made by the President. 


Now, having said that, almost by way of a preface, it 
is up to the Soviet Union to determine in what direction they 
will force the United States in taking any action -- that is to 
say, the charges against Nick Daniloff are trumped up. Nick 
Daniloff is an innocent American correspondent, and Nick 
Daniloff should be released. There is a frameup going on 
here. These are “trumped up" charges, and he should be 
liberated as quickly as possible and allowed to come home. 
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As to what action the United States may take, as I 
say, whether the United States is forced to take any action, to 
move in the direction of action, is really up to the Soviet 
Union at this point. 


Q Bernie, to follow that up, in connection with 
tomorrow's hearing in New York in the Zakharov case -- 


a Right. 


Q -- does the State Department intend to make an 
appearance or has it filed an amicus brief or in any way become 
involved in those proceedings regarding Mr. Zakharov? 


a I don't have anything for you on that, Ralph, but 
let me take a look at that. That's the Tuesday hearing on the 
question of remanding Zakharov to the Soviet Ambassador? 


Q Exactly. 
a Right. 


Q Has the State Department asked the Justice 
Department to make that request of the judge? 


a I don't have anything on that. 


Q Do you have anything on a rather specific matter 
-- that is the plans of some 300 Americans, including some 
people from the Administration, including, I think, Mr. Palmer 
from the European Bureau, to go this Chautauqua Town Meeting in 
Riga? I mean, they're supposed to leave on Thursday. Have you 
got any guidance on that? 


a No. Armacost yesterday said, as best as I 
recall, that no decision has been made on that question yet as 
to government officials participating in the Chautauqua 
operation, and that is the position as of now, that there is no 
final call yet made. 


It's kind of a “keep tuned” and we'll let you know 
when that -- 


Q You and the spokesman yesterday at the White 
House both made some point about not being officially notified 
by the Soviet Union. Is there some reason you have to believe 
you would be officially notified by the Soviet Union? I mean, 
he is not a government official, and presumably under their law 
they just charge him. They don't have to tell you. I mean 
they've told you publicly. 
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Q Well, one might expect within the context of 
diplomacy that if a government were to take such action against 
an innocent American, in fact the Embassy would be notified. 
But as I say, up to this point, according to my understanding, 
there has been no formal notification. 


Q Has anyone from our Embassy in Moscow or the 
State Department here inquired on an official level as to the 
charges? 


a I don't have anything on that, but I think you 
know that the matter was raised in the course, for example, of 
the Nitze-Karpov talks. 


Q He hadn't been charged yet, though. 


A That's right. The charge was not made, but the 
urgency with which the United States views the question and the 
insistence that Daniloff be released and released immediately 
-- Nitze raised it, I think, on Friday. It's my understanding 
that John Whitehead raised it in a lunch on Friday as well, 
with Dubinin, and that Secretary Shultz entered the room on 
Saturday or saw the Soviet negotiators on Saturday very briefly 
during the course of the ongoing negotiations on arms control 
and made the same point about the necessity for Nick Daniloff 
to be released. 





Q Well, can I just ask a question? Since everyone 
has made the point and we're told the President send a private 
letter to Gorbachev, that it reached there on Friday, what do 
you think of the Soviets disregarding all these statements and ° 
just sticking it to Mr. Daniloff? 


a I'll have to stick with what I have said, Bernie, 
in telling you that any actions that may be taken will, in 
fact, be decisions made by the President. There is no question 
that the Soviets have heard the United States loud and clear on 
its demand that Nick Daniloff be freed and freed quickly, that 
Nick Daniloff is being held in prison on trumped up charges, 
that he is an innocent person and that the Soviets know this, 
and that he should be freed. 


Q Can you characterize the tone and tenor of Nitze, 
Whitehead and Shultz warnings? What was -- was there an 
acrimonious exchange or simply a warning with no response? 


i I think that you'd have to characterize this as 
very, very serious. 


Q Have any of the organizations, private 
organizations, that have sent protests to Gorbachev personally 
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and to others that Daniloff be freed, have any responses come 
from the Soviet Government or Soviet officials on this? 


a I don't have anything on that, Joe. I simply 
don't know. 


Q Is there any association or agency of the media, 
print or electronic, that have protested and have decided to 
take or have planned to take some action other than just 
sending a letter of protest? 


a I don't have anything on that. It might be 
something that could be checked with various news organizations 
and journalists organizations. 


Q Would the State Department favor a withdrawal of 
of some of the bureaus or reporters or media in Moscow as a 
protest sign? 


A It's not a call for me to make at this point. 


Q Just on the Riga Conference, an initial decision 
had been made for the participants to -- for the U.S. 
Government officials to participate. So what you're saying, 
then, is that that's being reassessed? 


A No. The question has come up that since Nick 
Daniloff's arrest, will the United States withdraw the U.S. 
official participants from the Chautauqua delegation bound for 
Riga later this week, I understand. And on that specific 
question, the answer, as Mike Armacost gave it yesterday, was 
that no decision has been reached. I checked again this 
morning and that, in fact, is where that situation stands. But 
one could come fairly shortly, in the next day or so. 


Q Bernie, how badly does this case reflect on 
Mikhail Gorbachev and his new style of leadership? 


A I'm not going to speculate about the impact on 
Gorbachev. Obviously Gorbachev is very well aware of the 
United States' position on the Nick Daniloff case and that he 
has it certainly within his power to take action that could 
bring this to a very quick end by releasing Nick Daniloff. 


Q How, then, would you characterize the general 
level of U.S.-Soviet relations? 


A I can't give you a thermometer reading on this 
particular thing. Obviously, there is a complicated 
relationship at this time further aggravated by the fact that 
Nick Daniloff has been arrested. 
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But if you're asking me to give you a high and low on 
that, I'll just bypass, if I may. 


Q Bernie, does the State Department -- is the State 
Department clear on why the Soviets did this and on how far 
they are prepared to go to stay with it? Or is there some 
confusion within the Department or within the Administration on 
that score? 


A It's very clear. It's very clear. Nick Daniloff 
is innocent. Nick Daniloff should not be arrested. Nick 
Daniloff should not be in jail. Nick Daniloff should be free, 
so there is no doubt about that; that's very, very clear. 


As to the question of Soviet motivations in taking 
this action, that is one I won't speculate on. I've read an 
awful lot of speculation, as we all have in this room, but for 
me to isolate one or two areas of speculation and crown them 
with some sort of credulity is something I'll avoid doing. 


Ralph? 


Q Bernie, you tantalized us a bit by commenting on 
Shultz and Whitehead's raising of the issue on Friday and 
Saturday. Can you tell us whether, in the context of their 
raising the issue of Daniloff, whether they discussed at all 
the upcoming meeting involving Shultz and Shevardnadze? 


A I don't have anything on that specific. I know 
that in the NST talks Friday and Saturday, they dealt primarily 
with that. But as you learned the other day, Nitze had offered 
an interjection in connection with Daniloff. 


In going through the building this morning, I learned 
about John Whitehead at the lunch with the Soviet Ambassador on 
Friday. I learned about Secretary Shultz on Saturday, and so 
I've just added that to the various responses that the State 
Department has sought to convey to the Soviet Union about the 
seriousness with which this case is taken. 


Q Is the meeting between Shultz and Shevardnadze 
still on? 


{ , 7. 


A I have nothing at all that makes it off. 


Q On that same subject, Senator Durenberger on 
television this morning said that it was his understanding -- 
he seemed to be acting as if he'd spoken with Secretary Shultz 
-- that when Shultz met with Shevardnadze, the Daniloff case 
would be the item on the agenda. 
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A Start me again on that. 
Q Senator Durenberger —- 
A Was told by -- 


Q No. He said it was his understanding -- he spoke 

as if he had it from someone like Shultz himself -- that when 

Shultz met with Shevardnadze, the Daniloff case would be the 
' chief item on the agenda. And he said that in all talks, the 
Daniloff case would be, he implied, the only item on the 
agenda. He was making, I think, an allusion to the time when 
Shultz met with Gromyko in Madrid after the KAL matter when 
that was the only thing talked about. 


Q That came up in the yesterday broadcast as well. 
I don't know what the Senator has said or what that is based 
on. But I have no doubt that, number one, the hope would be 
that Daniloff would be released prior to the scheduled meeting. 


And, secondly, assuming that meeting takes place on 
schedule, there's no doubt in my mind that the Daniloff item 
will be one of the centerpieces of discussion. George? 


Q Bernie, the Soviets are now linking Nick to a 
U.S. Government employee by the name of Paul Stambaugh who was 
based in Moscow until June of 1985 and was expelled. This is 
part of an apparent escalation by the Soviets or escalation of 
the peereee by the Soviets against Nick. Do you have anything 
on that - 


A Yes, that the United States rejects categorically 
that Nick Daniloff was engaged in espionage. And the fact that 
there is a new charge, just let me say that new charges do not 
alter, do not change this basic fact. 


Q Where is Paul Stambaugh now, Bernie? 
A Can't help you on that. 

Q Bernie? 

A Yes. 


Q Assuming that the Soviet request for the release 
of Zakharov to the custody of Ambassador Dubinin is still on 
the table when Zakharov is arraigned tomorrow, would the State 
Department support the Soviet petition or would it oppose it? 


A Can't help you on that. 
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Q Excuse me, may I follow that up, please? 
a Sure. 


Q You say that with the possibility that you're 
leaving us with the impression that this is still alive? 


a No. I say it in the sense that I don't have any 
information on that, and as a result I cannot help you on that. 


Q Would you take that question, please? 


A No, I think if that question has an answer, it 
may turn up at the court. But by saying that, I don't mean in 
any way to pick up what you thought was a suggestion on my part 
that I'm steering you in any direction. I simply have no 
information on that, and I want to leave it that way. 


I don't want to leave an ambiguity, as you'd like 
to phrase it, because Mr. Armacost yesterday I thought was 
pretty clear that you wouldn't even consider doing anything 
about that petition unless Daniloff was freed first. 


A Yes. What Mike said yesterday was that we had 
been pursuing this proposal provided there were no charges 
leveled against Daniloff. So if you're suggesting that that 
“whole proposal" no longer has any vitality, that may very well 
be the case. 


Q It would be nice to know if that is the case. Is 
it? 


A I don't know if there is still a little blip left 
open. I would have to explore that. I simply don't have that 
information. Let me see if that's so. But on the face of it, 
the Soviets having preferred charges against Nick Daniloff 
would seem to put an end to that proposal. 


But I say there may be a blip that I'm unfamiliar 
with, and we'll check it. 


Q Bernie, the President has sent a letter to 
Gorbachev apparently. Do you know whether or not Gorbachev has 
responded? 


a I don't have anything for you on either a letter 
or on a correspondence. 


Q Can you tell us, when the issue was raised about 
Daniloff with the Soviets at these various meetings, 
specifically by Mr. Shultz, whether the Soviets responded 
immediately by raising the issue of Mr. Zakharov? 
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a No. I don't have the Soviet response. I just 
sought to anthologize, as it were, three intercessions by Paul 
Nitze, by John Whitehead, and by George Shultz, raising the 
case and the urgency and the need to release Daniloff at one 
point or another during the Friday/Saturday talks on arms 
control; and I have nothing by way of any Soviet response. But 
it is obvious that when these points were raised on Friday and 
_ on Saturday, it was on Sunday that we heard this newest 

development, so you have a Soviet response to what the U.S. was 
saying. 


Q Did the Secretary drop in for the expressed 
purpose of raising the Daniloff issue, or did he go for other 
reasons as well? 


A Can't answer that exactly, George. I was under 
the impression he stopped in -- it may have been under the 
heading of “hello” -- but I do know that it was raised, and I 
gee * naoe ue extent of anything else that was raised, in 

act. x 


Q Bernie, there's an aspect of this that I don't 
think has been addressed from your platform, and that is that 
the Soviets, including their spokesman, who I've seen -- their 
whole approach to this is different from ours. What they 
regard as -- 


a That's not exactly a news bulletin. 


Q No, I know. But I'm wondering what, you know, 
the Administration is going to do in terms of standing up, so 
to speak, for our profession. 


When I was there recently, I had dinner with Nick 
three evenings in one week, and this subject came up, that they 
tend to think of anything we do as suspicious. 


A So what's your question, Max? 
Q The question is, what is -- 


RB Before you ask it, Max, I can't resist taking the 
liberty of whacking away at one of the assumptions. When you 
say, “What is the United States’ feeling, or going to do about 
Nick Daniloff," we've been standing here day in and day out for 
more than a week. You've heard the Secretary address the 
question. That's what the Administration is doing: all it can 
to see that Nick Daniloff is freed. The Soviets are holding 
Nick Daniloff, not the Americans. And what we can do is press 
the case as strongly and as urgently as we possibly can. 

That's what we're going to do. 
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Insofar as the implication of another part of your 
question as to what the United States can do if there was, for 
example, a search for specifics, I think I made it clear at the 
very outset that this is not my call. These will all be 
Presidential decisions. 


Q Bernie, could we go on to a new subject? 
a Any time you feel like it. 


Q In the wake of information that Pakistani 
commandoes had arrived a few minutes late in the hijacking 
incident, does the U.S. feel that it got ahead of itself in its 
praise for Pakistan? And what's the Administration's reaction 
to India's criticism? 


A I don't have anything on the reaction on India. 
Insofar as the question of the final moments, so to speak, of 
the tragedy at the airplane, the officials of the Government of 
Pakistan have addressed this question, and the United States 
has nothing to add to those statements. It may take a bit of 
time before all the details are sorted out. 


And I might just want to add to that -- and I think 
Mike Armacost used the same verb yesterday -- that the United 
States did not want to become involved in ee -- 
that is to say, reconstructing those final moments, the final 
hours, or whatever it was, in connection with the hijacking. 
It is the U.S. view that Pakistan handled this crisis 
decisively and resolutely in a very difficult situation. 


Q Bernie, does the U.S. have any hold on who the 
terrorists -- 


A Any what? 


Q Any identification on the terrorists in this 
synagogue massacre or Pan Am? 


A Wait a minute. I'll come to that in a second. 
The answer is no on that. 


Q Bernie, I got a follow-up. 


a Please. 


Q Has the President called in his condolences to 
the American killed, or does he intend to do so? And also in 
the wake of information that this Kumar had intervened on 
behalf of the flight attendants, is there going to be any 
honoring of him posthumously? 





ts 
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A I don't have anything specifically on either of 
those questions. 


Q Do you have the names of the people who were 
killed? I gather not all have been put out. 


A No. As a matter of fact, Bernie, what they have 
sought to do here is to take a -- to go through the list of 
passengers and to somehow break the numbers down in a very 
confusing, difficult, obviously terrible time when people were 
on the plane, and there were people on the ground who had been 
checked through but, obviously, seeing what had happened, did 
not proceed to the plane. 


The latest that they have put together here is that of 
the total of 17 passengers and crew killed, two were American 
citizens. Of the 125 total wounded, 20 were American citizens, 
and six of those 20 were medevaced to a U.S. Armed Forces 
hospital facility in West Germany. 


In addition, 78 American citizens on board the plane 
escaped any kind of major injury, and so the tally as it stands 
now is 100 Americans. 


Q On the plane? 


A Yeah. ‘100 Americans. Some of the passengers 
remained in Karachi; some returned to Bombay. Both Americans 
and other nationalities, 112, continued their journey to New 
York on another Pan American flight on Saturday, and some of 
those returning to the U.S. were U.S. residents but not U.S. 


citizens. 
Q Do you have breakdowns of the other nationalities? 
A No, I do not. 
Q Bernie, your description of “decisively and 
resolutely” in terms of the Pakistani doesn't take into account 


the question of competence which was addressed in the briefing 
on Friday night when the congratulations were going out. 


Is there a new assessment of competence? 


A No. I have addressed that question the way I 
have, and I have nothing to add. 


Connie, let me just follow up on your question about 
Turkey. 


Q Thank you. 
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a You've heard the Department over the weekend 
condemn the attack on the synagogue and express its regret, its 
shock, at the terrible loss of life in that attack on the 
synagogue in Istanbul. There can be no justification for this 
brutal and indiscriminate attack. Attacks such as this one 
deserve the condemnation of all civilized countries. 


President Reagan has sent a message of condolence to 
the President of Turkey, expressing the sympathy of the 
' American people at this time of mourning. The President has 
also ms a similar letter of condolence to the President of 
Israel. 


Q May I follow? There appear to be indications 
that the terrorists came from Lebanon and were Palestinians. 
Is there anything the U.S. can do in this case? 


a I don't have anything by way of any help for you 
on that. 


Q Bernie, following that —— coming back to the -- 
in both cases now, in the Pakistan case_on Friday the 
Administration was saying it was unable to -- it had no 
evidence linking the terrorists to any known group or country. 
Is that still the case in the Pakistan situation? 


A Well, the officials of the Government of Pakistan 
have the hijackers in custody. These officials are continuing 
to investigate the matter. U.S. is keeping in close touch with 
the Pakistani Government. There have been, as we all know, 
various claims of responsibility, but at this stage we have no 
confirmation that the hijackers are linked to any specific 
group or government. 


Q Now, could I ask the same question with regard to 
the Turkish incident? 


a Well, that is about where it comes out on the 
Turkish incident as well: no hard, exact information that would 
link those who carried out the attack on the synagogue to any 
particular terrorist group or country, at this stage. 


Q The U.S. in the past has' been eager to put out 
numerous pamphlets and booklets and so on, about the Abu Nidal 
group. Is there any indication at this point that either of 
the two episodes were linked to the Abu Nidal group? 


a Well, I find myself repeatedly going back to what 
Mike said yesterday, but Mike talked about speculation that 
pointed to Abu Nidal and I think Force 17 as well, but he added 
at that point that there was no hard confirmatory evidence. 
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Q Bernie -- 


a It fell under the heading, Ralph, best as I 
remember it, of speculation, etc. 


Q On the Turkey massacre, the Government of Israel 
has talked of possible retaliation. Has the President in his 
message or has the State Department addressed that possibility? 


a Don't have anything for you, and I am not 
familiar with the contents of the Presidential message to 
President Herzog. 


Q Apparently there were Palestinians involved in 
both the Pakistani and the Turkey incidents. Is there a 
possibility of any link between the two of them? 


a I have nothing for you on that. 


Q Were the U.S. residents also removed to Wiesbaden 
for medical treatment, or was it only the American citizens? 


a Say that again? 


Q Were the U.S. residents on the plane -- not the 
American citizens -- removed to Wiesbaden for medical treatment 
too? 


a I don't have anything with that sort of exactness 


about who was taken to the American medical facilities. I had 
the numbers for you, and six of the 20 -- just going back to my 
notes here -- six of the 20 American citizens who were wounded, 
a total of 125 being wounded, six of those were medevaced to 
U.S. medical facilities in West Germany. 


Your question was whether non-Americans were medevaced 
as well, is that right? 


Q Yeah. 
a I don't know that. 


Q Pakistan's President made a point this morning of 
suggesting that the -- I lost my train of thought. Excuse me. 


i That what? 
Q I lost my train of thought. (Laughter) 


a Well, why don't I finish the question. 
(Laughter) 
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Q Yeah. Give him a shot at it. 


a That having to do with the question of the fact 
that the -- 


Q Oh, about Palestinians, I'm sorry. He made a 
point of saying that the Palestinians were -- that Pakistan 
supports the Palestinian cause. In view of that, do you think 
the kind of interrogation they're going to make of the 
hijackers will be resolute in trying to determine any 
' connection to state sponsorship, or would they tend to cover up 
any links to Palestinians? 





A The Administration has already made the point of 
expressing its confidence in the Government of Pakistan in 
carrying out the prosecution of the hijackers. 


Q The FBI agents who were sent to Karachi in the 
aftermath of the hijacking and its denovement, are they 
assisting, are they attending, are they observing the Pakistani 
interrogation of these terrorist suspects? 


a I am not in a position to help you on confirming 
whether the FBI is involved and so forth. I am in a position 
where I can say it more broadly, that the U.S. Government is 
keeping very close liaison with the Government of Pakistan in 
carrying out this investigation. 


Q Bernie, in the case of previous terrorist -- some 
previous terrorist episodes, the U.S. has requested 
extradition. Will the U.S. request extradition in the case of = 
the Pakistan episode? 


“A Well, there is an element of that that has been 
underway, and let me define it since you raise the question. 


In forwarding a formal request that the hijackers -—- 
what the United States had done -- be detained for purposes of 
extradition, the United States was taking a routine legal step. 


Now, it's a little bit legally complicated, and maybe 
I'll just take a few seconds here to sort that out. The United 
States, to begin with, has an extradition treaty with Pakistan, 
and the U.S. request in accordance with this treaty was 
submitted on Friday -- sorry, Saturday. 


In handing over this request on Saturday, the U.S. 
asked that it be held in abeyance pending the hijackers’ 
prosecution in Pakistan. The U.S. request was forwarded as a 
routine measure so that if the hijackers were to become 
eligible for release by Pakistan at some future date, it would 
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serve as the basis for Pakistan's detaining the hijackers 
pending receipt and consideration of a formal U.S. extradition 
request. 


The U.S. request -- the one I referred to -- having 
been submitted on Saturday, this U.S. request is a normal one 
to preserve all legal options should there still be at the end 
of the Pakistan process offenses for which the U.S. may be in a 
position to exercise jurisdiction. 


Do you have any advisories for Karachi Airport or 
for Turkey? Travel advisories? 


A I don't have anything. Let me take a look at 
that. 


Q Bernie, you could say that the Soviets have 
handled the Daniloff case decisively and resolutely. I'm just 
wondering whether you are retreating today on your praise of 
} oe way as Pakistani authorities handled this episode three 

ays ago 


A No. What I've said about Pakistan is about 
Pakistan, and what I've said about the Soviet actions against 
Nick Daniloff has to do precisely with that. 


Q I mean -- 


4 I didn't say anything about the Soviets handling 
that case resolutely. 


Q No, no, no. I'm just saying that when you say an 
action is handled in a decisive and resolute manner, that 
doesn't say whether it's good or bad. And you were quick to 
praise -- the Administration was quick to praise the Pakistani 
action on Friday, and I notice you are being restrained today, 
as was Mr. Armacost yesterday, and I just wondered what 
happened in the interim period. 


6 I have nothing to add to what either Mike has 
said or I have said. 


Anne? Can I just go to Anne for a minute? 


Q Unless it's on the same subject, I'll go to Chile. 


No. I was going to Chile. 


7 
Q Oh. 
i) 


Chile. 
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Q Yes. Do you have any response to the events in 
Chile, the attack on Pinochet? And a second part to that 
question as well following it. 


a Okay. This is on the attempted assassination of 
General Pinochet. The United States strongly condemns the 
attack yesterday against Pinochet, extends our condolences and 
sympathy to the families of those members of Chile's armed 
forces who died or were injured. 


The Manuel Rodriguez Patriotic Front, the FPMR, which 
has claimed responsibility, is a Marxist-Leninist terrorist 
organization linked to the Chilean Communist Party. As 
evidenced by the discovery last month of large quantities of 
arms almost certainly destined for the FPMR, both the FPMR and 
oon Communist Party have rejected peaceful democratic 
change. 


The Communists are committed to a campaign of 
terrorist violence with which they hope to shoot their way to 


power. 


The United States supports the desire of the Chilean 
Government to swiftly identify those responsible and hope that 
the terrorists who carried out yesterday's attack will be found 
and will be prosecuted in accordance with Chilean law. 


The United States is concerned, however, over the 
reimposition of a state of siege which provides the government 
sweeping powers of censorship, detention and forced 
resettlement without any recourse to judicial review. Such 
extreme measures hinder the development of the process of 
dialogue and consensus building that is necessary for Chile's 
peaceful transition to democracy. 


We hope that these extraordinary measures will be 
removed quickly so that there can be prompt movement toward 
implementing a peaceful and orderly democratic transition. 


Clearly the goal of the F' ‘rorists is to obstruct 
the development of a peaceful trans ‘ to democracy in 
Chile. While the violent acts of the Cnilean Communists make 
this process more difficult, progress is possible. Progress is 
necessary. 


Q Copy, please? 


a Yes. 


Q Bernie, may I go back to the synagogue statement 
that you made? First of all -- 
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Joe, can you hold on? He has a follow on that. 


Aa Couple on -- 


a 
Q 
a Wait a minute. Anne, you had -- 
Q That's okay. I'11 wait. 

a 


Okay. 


Q On Chile, prior to the assassination there was a 
report that the United States had decided to use its influence 
in the IMF to prevent the issuing of a new loan agreement to 
oo wes of Chile for political reasons. Can you confirm 
this 


a I don't have anything for you on that. Let me 
take a look at that, Jim, and see what's possible. Joe? 


Q I was going to ask whether, first of all, we 
coul¢ have a copy of the statement you made, but more so, you 
made @ statement -—- 


a Which copy? On Chile? 
Q No. On the synagogue massacre. 


a Let me see if I can help you on that. It may be 
a little diffic.lt putting the sentences together. 


Q Well, all right. But you said that the act, the 
tragedy deserved the condemnation of all civilized countries. 
I was wondering whether or not the State Department would make 
this in effect a challenge to all countries to condemn this 
atrocity. 


The question is, and I'm asking is, whether the State 
Department will make a checklist as to what countries really 
are condemning and which are not. 


a I think a checklist, in a way, is something that 
you might want to consider undertaking yourself. I have seen 
over the last couple of days that various countries have, in 
fact, issued such condemnation, and I don't think that it's my 
responsibility to compile a list. 


Q I have another question on Chile. Does the State 
Department have, or how did they view, officials here, view the 
ad campaign by Pinochet? And what did they think this -- what 
situation does this bring to the future? 
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a Ad campaign? 


Q That's right. It was in the papers today 
reporting among other things -- 


a Let me take a look and see what is possible. 


, Q -- suggesting that he's going to be in for a long 
time. 


a Okay. Ralph. 


There were numerous reports over the weekend that 
the weapons found in the Turkish synagogue were of Soviet 
origin. Do you have any comment on that? 


a Don't have anything on that. 


Q Anything on Archbishop Tutu's enthronement or in 
some of the statements he made during the - 


a Don't, don't, other than Herman Nickel, the U.S. 
Ambassador, attended and a couple of other Americans, official 
Americans, attended the ceremony of investiture. But I have 
nothing on the substance of his comments. 


Q Under Secretary of State Murphy recently visited 
Syria. That seems to depart from his pattern of 
Cairo-Jerusalem-to Amman. What prompted him to go to Syria? 
And what was discussed? 


A He, as you know, was in the Middle East 
discussing various regional developments in the peace process. 
Damascus turned out to be on his itinerary, and in that spirit 
he went there and met with President Assad. 


Q Okay. i 
a I didn't hear a “Thank you." 
Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 1:14 p.m.) 
{ 
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Posted: September 8, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the September 8, 1986 daily press briefing: 


PAKISTAN/TURKEY: TRAVEL ADVISORIES 





Are there any travel advisories in effect for Karachi airport or 
"urkey? 


THERE TS "1D “RAVE! ANVISORY If EPFECT FOR KAPACHI ATSPNRT., AS WE 





MENTIONED ON FRIDAY, FAA AUTHORITIES HAVE BEEN CHECKING THT 


' AIRPORT REGULARLY, WITH THEIR MOST PECENT INSPRCTION HAVING TAKEN 





PLACE THREF WEFKS AGO. 


-- HERE ARF LONG-STANDING TRAVEL ADVISORIES IN FFFFCT FOR ROTH 
PAKISTAN AND TURKFY. 
-- THE ONE FOR PAKISTAN WARNS TRAVELERS OF KIDNAPPINGS IN THE 
PROVINCE OF BALUCHISTAN, HIGHWAY ROBBERS IN RURAL SIND PROVINCE, 
| SPECIAL PFRMITS REQUIRED FOR TRAVEL TO TRIBAL AREAS, KIDNAPPINTS 
AND BANDITRY IN CERTAIN PORTIONS OF THE NOPTH WEST FRONTIER 
| PROVINCE, ARMED CLASHES IN THR KARAKORAM MOUNTAIN RANGR AND THE 


SIACHEN GLACIER. 


| -- THE ONE FOR TURKFY WARNS TRAVELERS THAT MARTIAL LAW IS IN EPPRECT 





IN CERTAIN PROVINCES IN SOUTHEASTERN TURKEY; THA™ MOUNTAIN 
CLIMBERS ON MT. ARARAT HAVE BERN THE SUBJECT OF SPORADIC ATTACKS 


AND THAT THF PENALTI®SS FOR UNAUTHORIZEN REMOVAL FROM TURVEY OF 


Se te ee 


CULTURAL ARTIFAC™S OR ANTIQUITIFS AR® SEVERF. 


-- COPIFS OF THF PULL TFXT OF THFSR ANVISOPIES APR AVAILAPLT IN Tur 


PRESS OFFICE. 


—— 


| BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
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Posted: September 8, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTIONS 


Questions taken at the September 8, 1986 daily press briefing: 


CHILE: MDB LOANS 





Q. Prior to the Pinochet assassination attempt there was a 
report that the U.S. had decided to use its influence in 
the IMP co prevent the issuing of a new loan agreement to 
the government of Chile for politic.i reasons. Can you 
confirm that? 

A. — WO DECISION HAS BEEN REACHED ON HOW THE U.S. WILL VOTE IN 
THE INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS WHEN LOANS FOR 
CHILE ARE UP FOR CONSIDERATION. ‘THOGE OSCISIONS WILL BE 

MADE WHEN THE VOTE DATES ON THE NEXT LOANS TO CHILE 

APPROACH. NO LOANS ARE EXPECTED TO BE REVIEWED BY THE 
MULTILATERAL DEVELOPMENT BANKS BEFORE OCTOBER. IN DECIDING 
ITS VOTE IN INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS, THE 

UNITED STATES WILL FOLLOW ITS POLICY OF CONSIDERING ALL 
RELEVANT FACTORS--INCLUDING HUMAN RIGHTS AND BCONOPMIC 


POLICY CONSIDERATIONS--AS WELL AS STATUTORY CRITERIA. 


CHILE: PINOCHET AD CAMPAIGN 





Q. What does the U.S. government think of Pinochet's ad 
campaign? 


A. =~ WE HAVE NO COMEDT. 
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(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. KALB: Good afternoon, everybody. I've got one 
brief announcement. Today, the Department welcomes the Prime 
Minister of Portugal, Mr. Anibal Cavaco Silva, who will be 
hosted by Secretary Shultz later today at a lunch in his 
honor. The Prime Minister is accompanied by Foreign Minister 
Pires de Miranda. 


The Prime Minister has come to the United States at 
the personal invitation of Vice President George Bush. The 
Prime Minister, the Foreign Minister, and their wives, spent 
last weekend as the guests of Vice President and Mrs. Bush in 
Kennebunkport, Maine. Last week, the Prime Minister visited 
Portuguese-American communities in Massachusetts and Rhode 
Island. In Washington, the Prime Minister met with the 
President this morning. 


Yesterday, he received full military honors at the 
Pentagon; was hosted for lunch by Secretary Weinberger. The 
Prime Minister has also met with Secretary of Commerce, 
poo toa a Secretary of Treasury, Baker; and Congressional 

eaders. 


The United States welcomes the visit or Prime Minister 
Cavaco Silva to this country. Portugal is a good friend and 
ally of the United States and a founding member of NATO. It is 
an active alliance member and has played a key role in alliance 
strategy over the years. The United States supports Portugal's 
commitment to freedom, a free-market economy and Western 
democratic values. 


That is what I have by way of an announcement, and 
it's all yours. 


Q Bernie, on the Daniloff case, I'm told that the 
Secretary of State saw the President this morning. Were any 
decisions made about any further actions that the U.S. 
Government is going to take in that -- 
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a There's nothing -- I'm sorry, Jim. 
Q -— in that episode. 


4 There's nothing I have that adds up to any sort 
of reply to your question. The President yesterday addressed 
the matter, and in that sense I really have nothing to add by 
way of the invitation to be specific, for example. 


Q Specifically -- perhaps it wasn't in that meeting 
-- has the State Department or the Administration made a 
decision about permitting the participation of U.S. officials 
in this Chautauqua U.S.-Soviet meeting in Riga later this week? 


4 So far as I know, no call has yet been made on 
that. 

Q Do you have anything on the timing of an 
announcement? 


a I really don't. I expect some decision, 
obviously, but I really can't tell you with any exactness about 
when it might come. It was my understanding -- 


Q Have you been formally informed yet by the way? 


Me Just one second. It was my understanding that 
that plane was departing on Thursday, and where are we? -- 
Tuesday, mid-day. I have nothing on a decision, and, as I say, 
I would imagine it would come fairly shortly, but I can't be 
exact about the time. 


Q Bernie -- 

fe Wait a minute, let me go back. 

Q -- you seemed to think that it was important 
yesterday that you had not been formally informed of the 
charges against Daniloff. Have you now been formally informed? 


i) I still don't have anything by way of formal 
notification. 


Q Bernie, can you clear something up? Last week, 
the Secretary said that both U.S. Government and Daniloff had 
ruled out a swap. But this morning on a morning news show, the 
Vice President said that it was normal in cases such as these 
for a guilty person to be expelled as a spy and then an 
innocent person would be expelled. Is this a new way of 
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putting an offer out to the Soviets? 


ro] I have nothing that I could add to what the Vice 
President said, 8i11. 


Q Bernie, do you think that the cancellation of the 
summit between Egypt and Israel is a major setback to the 
Murphy mission? 


a Well, the way I understood it in the past hour or 
so, cancellation is a rather premature assessment. I have not 
seen myself a formal announcement by both sides that there's 
been a cancellation. I've seen reports from one side that 
indicated that a summit was very, very much in doubt. So I 
cannot help you by way of responding to something I'm not 
certain has, in fact, taken place; that is to say, an absolute 
cancellation of a summit, although I read the reports of doubt 
about it taking place. 


Q Murphy? 

“ Murphy? Murphy? Murphy, where are you, Murphy? 
Murphy went to Cairo this morning. Spent the night in Jidda; 
did seen King Fahd. And insofar as on-going destinations, the 
usual security precautions prevail, and I can't help you on 
that. 

Q Returning to Daniloff? 

a Yes. 


Q You say the United States has received no formal 
notification of the charges placed against him? 


a I haven't heard about formal notification. I 
could check that to be positive. 


Q Okay. May I ask you this? Has any request been 
made by the United States representatives? If not, why not? 


a I have nothing that could help you on that. 


Q Could you bring us up to speed on what's going on 
with Mr. Reed, the latest hostage? 


ce) Well, we have reports that an American citizen, 
Frank Herbert Reed, has disappeared in West Beirut. We've also 
seen media reports that the [slamic Jihad has claimed 
responsibility for kidnapping Mr. Reed. We have no reason to 
doubt the substance of these reports. The U.S. Embassy in 
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Beirut is in touch with all who could be helpful in verifying 
Mr. Reed's whereabouts; and if, in fact, he has been kidnapped. 
obtaining his safe release. 


Once again, I'll do what you've heard me do before, 
and others have done before, that we call on those who may be 
holding Mr. Reed as well as the other foreign hostages in 
Lebanon to release their captives immediately. We remind them 
further that we hold them responsible for the well being of 
their captives. 


Q Does he have any affiliation with the U.S. 
Government? 


a I don't have anything on that. I will take that 
and take a look at that. 


Q Bernie, do you have anything on who he is and 
where he's from? 


i) I was told that there is -- that although there 
have been quite a few details reported on the wires, there is 
for reasons that were articulated to me, Privacy Act elements, 
and so I'm in a position not to be able to provide additional 
biographic details. 


Q Do you have any idea how many Americans are still 
left in Lebanon? 


rs) Well, my understanding is that, with Reed, 
assuming that that, in fact, is what happened, there would be 
five. There are four up to this point. 


Q They're not hostages? 

Q No, the Americans, living (there in Beirut)? 

a Oh, I beg your pardon. No, I don't have that 
number. And I think that there has been reluctance to put out 
that number for security reasons as well. 


Q Well, if the Privacy Act governs, that means that 
he is related to the government; right? It doesn't apply to -- 


a No, no, no, I'd say that's not the case. I think 
lawyers may make a better case than [ would, but [ understand 
there is a Privacy Act element. 


Q Bernie, is there any particular reason why you're 
so muted today on Mr. Daniloff? 
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a No, I -- 


Q Let me just finish the question. We've been told 
that if he wasn't released, the U.S. would take some actions, 
and no business as usual, and all that. But, actually, at 
least as of today, it looks like nothing is happening and sort 
of forgetting about it? 


a No, I would not in any way -- I would not in any 
way dilute the seriousness with which the Administration takes 
the Daniloff case; not at all. But I don't think you should 
misinterpret what you may regard as a lack of thunder from the 
lectern. 


What I said yesterday still stands. Insofar as the 
possibility of action, I think you've heard that these are 
decisions that the President makes, and I'll have to leave it 
at that point. 


Barry? 


Q Bernie, in a morning newspaper this morning, it 
says that -- it said that if Mr. Shultz follows through with 
his meeting with Mr. Shevardnadze, that meeting is likely to be 
dominated by the Daniloff case. What about that, please? 


a What about what part of it? 


Q Well, there you go. If the meeting is held, 
obviously, you're not going to announce what -- anything about 
the meeting -- 


A I was asked yesterday -- 
Q -- but should their meeting be held -- 


a Well, no, no. Let's not say, “Should the meeting 
be held." Yesterday I was asked at one point about, “Is the 
meeting still on?" and I said something to the effect, "I know 
nothing that says it is off." For some reason there was some 
-- not wholesale I'm happy to say -- some interpretation that I 
had raised a question of the meeting being jeopardy. That was 
not my intention, because I clearly said I knew nothing that 
put it off. Twenty-four hours later, that response still 
stands. 


Q Right. 


a And the second part of your question, that at 
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such a meeting, etc., etc., yes. And if Daniloff has not yet 
been freed, yes, it would be a centerpiece. 


Q It would be a centerpiece. 
a Of discussion. 
A centerpiece. 


~ 

4 Yes. 
Q Because the arms talks that were just held -- 
4 


An urgent item, however you want to phrase it. 


Q A centerpiece, an urgent item. But there would 
be other business conducted as well. I mean, the summit -- 


a I don't want to -- 


Q The summit itself would be a centerpiece too, 
wouldn't it? 


a Barry, I don't want to be specific about an 
agenda that would be on the table. 


Q No. I didn't ask you that. Is the purpose of 
the meeting -- the purpose, the clear purpose of the meeting -- 
we can't drift away from the fact that the purpose of the 
meeting is to try to arrange an agenda for the summit. Now, 
when you say the Daniloff case would be a centerpiece, I'm 
asking you if the summit preparations would also be a 
centerpiece of such a meeting. 


a I cannot predict what they will be discussing at 
the meeting. 


Q Okay. 
i) Rick? 
Let me just make sure I caught this right. You 


~ 
said that the Shultz-Shevardnadze meeting is not in jeopardy at 
this time? 


i) No. I said that there were some reports based on 
something that I said that was interpreted, I thought, off. 
But at one point during yesterday's briefing I was asked, "Is 
the meeting still on?", and I said something to the effect that 
I did not know anything that put it off, and therefore I'd 
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still stand with that. 


Q Any question about a postponement of the 
resumption of the Geneva talks on September 18th? 


o I have -- nothing has crossed my way that 
suggests anything like that. 


Q Rernie -- 

s I just don't have anything on that as well. 
Q As a follow-up -- 

a Where are we? 8111? 


Over here. While we're on the summit subject, do 
you have any reaction to Gorbachev's statements yesterday about 
the summit and arms control and lack of progress? 


a No. But I think you've heard that -- I think he 
said something to the effect that one shouldn't have a summit 
for nothing -- I forget the exact language -- and I think you 
have heard it said from here on more than one occasion that the 
United States' view as well is that a summit should have 
substance. 


Q Bernie, each day this drags on, do you think 
Mikhail Gorbachev is being reckless with U.S.-Soviet relations? 


a You're free to draw your own analyses. 

8111? 

Q Any word from Karachi on the origins of the 
hijackers? 

“ No. Nothing -- I think we went into that at some 


-- to some extent yesterday, and it still stands in that open 
way. That is to say, that no confirmation the hijackers are 
linked to any specific group or government. So, in other 
words, I think I said that yesterday and 24 hours have produced 
no identities and what-not 


In the back, please 


Q I understand that Assistant Secretary of State 
Chester Crocker met with Reverend Jackson -- Jesse Jackson 
today. Could you -- do you have any information on the purpose 
of that meeting and -- 
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A I don't, and let me try to take a look at that, 
please. 


Q Does the State Department see any connection 
between all the various acts of violence, starting with 
Karachi, Paris, Istanbul, Cairo, today, and a new hostage? 


cs Well, we had three as well yesterday in varying 
forms in the past 24 hours: Paris, the Netherlands, Germany, 
and so forth. Dealing with those three, just let me say that 
these attacks are still being investigated by officials of the 
countries in which they took place. 


At this point the United States is unable to confirm 
the various reported claims of responsibility. It is too early 
to tell whether this really represents a new long-term trend or 
a temporary active cycle, similar to those we have seen in the 
past in Europe. 


Regardless of who is responsible, we condemn in the 
strongest possible terms these attacks which have resulted in 
at least one death and dozens of casualties. That's to say, 
dozens of persons wounded. These terrorist attacks, including 
those that took place last week, are an affront to humanity. 


It is not clear whether these attacks are linked, 
other than some general similarity, in targets -- government 
buildings or contractors. Terrorist groups in Europe, 
especially indigenous ones, tend to act independently. 
However, these attacks are another illustration of the danger 
that terrorism can erupt at any time and on a number of fronts 
simultaneously. 


As French President Mitterrand said yesterday, 
“Terrorism threatens so many lives and our liberties." Prime 
Minister Chirac also said, “Terrorism has become a scourge, and 
that it is important for the nations of the world to improve 
their cooperation in countering international terrorism." 


The United States fully agrees with the two French 
leaders and expresses its condolences to the French people as 
well as to the people of West Germany and of the Netherlands. 


Q Bernie, often the United States asks Syria to 
expel Abu Nidal. There are reports that they expelled him. Do 
you have any comment on that? , 


a No. I haven't seen that, and what we've said in 
the past about Abu Nidal still stands 
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Q That Syria should expel him. 
i) You can check it all in the guidances. 
Matt? 


Q The hearing on Mr. Zakharov is scheduled for 2:00 
o'clock this afternoon. Does the Department have a position on 
that, what should happen to him? Should he be released to the 
-—- to the Ambassador, should he be indicted, or what? 


a No comment on ongoing criminal prosecutions. The 
responsibility, these are, of the Department of Justice. In 
general, Justice makes appearances or files amicus briefs on 
behalf of the United States, when necessary. State Department 
consults with Justice on these matters. Ongoing prosecution, 
and I'm just essentially limited to this. 


Q On that ongoing prosecution, both public and 
private, so permit me, if I may to follow up Matt's question. 
It was clear -- or at least it was said, and I assume it's 
correct -- that the State Department was not consulted the last 
time about pre-trial release, and in fact that the Soviets had 
not even notified the State Department it would make such a 
request. So taking it from the top, can you tell us if the 
Soviet Government has notified the State Department this time 
of any request it might make of the presiding court? 


a A fair question, but at this time, [I can't help 
you, Barry. 


Q Bernie, can I follow that? 
a No. Barry, Barry. 


Q Secondly is it still the State Department 
position that it is customary and proper for someone facing 
criminal charges to be released in the custody of his 
Ambassador on the good faith promise that he would appear at 
trial? 


a I have nothing for you on that, as well. 


Q I'd like to ask you following that as well: If 
the Soviet Ambassador -- 


a A little louder, Jim. 


Q If the Soviet Ambassador has been asked into 
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the building in the last two days, including this morning. 


a I don't know. I just have no information about 
that. 


Q Given the fact that the President yesterday spoke 
out on the Daniloff case and the fact that his spokesman called 
this a very serious matter and the fact that yesterday he went 
into some great length to describe this as an outrage and he 
should be released, that he has been framed, and the fact that 
today, as Bernie pointed out, you seemed to be muting your 
reaction, I was wondering if you could just bring us up to date 


fo) I think -- 


Q -- let me finish, please -- bring us up to date 
on what has been done by the United States yesterday and today, 
because it's the close of business already in Moscow, to obtain 
Daniloff's release. 


a I think that it would be a mistake to 
misinterpret the range of comment on the Daniloff case here 
today, equating it to yesterday and thereby arriving at some 
sort of interpretive subtraction, that because I have not 
matched word for word, there has been a diminution of the 
seriousness with which the Administration regards the Daniloff 
seizure. 


I'd encourage you, please, not to make that error. § If 
I have not gone at great length, it's because [ don't have any 


real new information to share with you. But again I caution 
you about misinterpreting the fact that [I don't have that much 


extra information as any dilution of the urgency of the matter 
and the need for Nick Daniloff to be freed -- for Nick Daniloff 
to be able to come home. 


Q I think you indicated yesterday that the idea of 
the release of Zakharov to the Soviet Ambassador and freedom 
for Daniloff, that that idea was now a dead letter. Is that 
still .ne case? Do you still -- 


i) Well, there was a reference that Mike Aarmacost 
made in the Sunday interview, in which one element of the 
proposal that he set forth had to do with freeing Daniloff 
without charges being set against him. 


Since the Soviet have set charges against Daniloff, it 
would appear that the Soviets had closed off that approach that 
Mike talked about. 
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Q But then yesterday a Soviet spokesman said, 
seemed to be floating the idea of a release of both men to 
Ambassadors in the two capitals. Do you have any comment -- 


+ No, I do not. 
Barry. 


Q Bernie, the interview, the television network 
interview, you speak of obviously -- 


a armacost? 


Q -- demonstrates the point that U.S. officials, at 
least confronted with a television camera, will speak on the 
record about ongoing criminal proceedings. 


Could I request that Mr. Armacost share with us here, 
who cover the State Department daily, a little news conference 
-- assuming we can't get the Secretary of State -- to at least 
establish what the government is doing, the prospects for 
Daniloff's release, etc. Sunday is a long time from now to 
wait for another television interview. 


a Well, let me just put it this way, and taking the 
suggestion in the spirit of generosity that you offered it, it 
will be conveyed. You can be assured of that. 


Q Well, I've never known Mr. Armacost to respond to 
a telephone inquiry, but he does respond, apparently, to the 
television camera. And we have at least as much interest as 
the television networks, those of us who work for the print 
media and for radio, etc., in knowing what is going on. 


And you, obviously, aren't free to say much, so -- 
rs) Well, I was just going to make the -- 


Q -- Armacost ranks pretty high. Let's see Mr. 
Armacost one of these days. 


“ I was going to make a point -- I was going to 
make the point that it is not in the nature of 
self-aggrandizement to say that if Mike Armacost were here, the 
yield would be about comparable. 


Q But you see on Sunday, things seem to blossom 
with great openness, and then they close on Monday. (laughter) 
and I don't think it's your timidity -- I mean, I don't think 
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it's your shyness; I think you need somebody like at the 
Armacost level to take on these questions 


A Well, how about having talk shows every day? 


Q That would be good, if you could get Mr. Shultz 
on one. 


Q Bernie, do I understand you correctly, now that 
Daniloff has been charged, if the Soviets were to acquiesce in 
this former deal, it would be foreclosed? 


A No. What I am saying is that there were these 
two elements that Mike talked about in the course of that 
interview, and the Soviets having preferred charges against 
Daniloff, which seemed to have closed off the approach that 
Armacost set forth; and I'm going to have to just leave it at 
that particular point. In other words, I'm not going to become 
involved in diagnosing variations of possible proposals. 


Q Bernie, about Mr. Reed in Beirut, with this news 
of his kidnapping, is there any new news of the other 
hostages? And will his kidnapping change the Administration's 
quiet diplomacy? 


A I don't have anything additionally on the four 
you alluded to other than to say that there is a constant 
process, constant diplomatic process, to see what can be done 
to bring about the release of the American hostages. 


Insofar as a new strategy or a new course of action 
because of this reported new abduction, I have nothing for you 
on a strategy. 


Barry? 


Q I meant to ask you before: What is the current 
situation so far as what the State Department thinks of 
Americans remaining in Beirut? I can't recall if they've been 
advised to come home or -- 


°) I'm in the same area of doubt as you are, so let 
me check that. 


Q Could you tell us is Terry Waite still an active 
participant, or has he pulled himself out of the negotiations? 


a I don't know what Terry Waite's immediate role is 
at the present time, but the general approach of the 
Administration is to welcome any efforts that could lead to the 
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release of the hostages. 


Q I think along the lines of Barry's question, 
would you say that the United States had -- 


o Which? Barry had many. 
Q The one concerning the advisory of pulling out. 
4 Oh, right. 


Q Would you say that the State Department has 
formulated anything for Americans in Beirut, some type of 
policy or directive concerning these types of events? 


A Put it under the same heading. 


Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:40.) 





Posted: September 9, 1986 


TANEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the September 9, 1986 daily oress briefina: 


THE REV. JESSE JACKSON: MEETING WITH MR. CROCKER 





Q: Do you have any information on the purpose of the meeting 
between Assistant Secretary Crocker and the Rev. Jesse Jackson? 
A: THE REV. JESSE JACKSON MET THIS MORNING WITH UNDER 
SECRETARY MICHAEL ARMACOST AND ASSISTANT SECRETARY CHESTER 
CROCKER AND GAVE THEM A READ OUT OF HIS JUST COMPLETED TRIP TO 
AFRICA. REV. JACKSON TALKED ABOUT HIS IMPRESSIONS OF THE 
SITUATION IN SOUTHERN AFRICA AND WHAT THE US ROLE SHOULD BE. 

HE ALSO DESCRIBED HIS MEETINGS WITH THOSE AFRICAN LEADERS HE 


MET ON THIS TRIP. 





Posted: September 93, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the September 9, 1986 daily cress briefinc: 


Soviet Notification of Daniloff Charges 





Q: Did the Soviets notify the U.S. Government that they were 
bringing charges against Daniloff? 
A: -- THE SOVIETS HAVE NOT NOTIFIED US OF THE BRINGING OF 
CHARGES AGAINST DANILOFF, NOR ARE THEY REQUIRED TO 
UNDER TERMS OF THE 1964 U.S.-SOVIET CONSULAR 


CONVENTION. 











Posted: September 3, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the September 9, 1986 daily press briefing: 
LEBANON: TRAVEL ADVISORIES 





Q: Does Reed have any affiliation with the u.S. Government? 


A: WO. 


Q: What does the USG advise American citizens regarding coina *9 2%: 
living in Beirut? Noes the USG have any policy on this? 


A: WE HAVE BEEN ADVISING U.S. CITIZENS TO AVOID LEBANON SINCF 1975. 
WE HAVE A STANDING TRAVEL ADVISORY WHICH HAS BEEN IN EFFECT SINCF 


THAT TIME WHICH RFADS AS FOLLOWS: 


--THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE CONTINUES TO ADVISE U.S. CITIZENS 70 
AVOID ANY TRAVEL TO LEBANON. THE SITUATION IS EXTREMELY 
HAZARDOUS. DUE TO HIJACKINGS AT BEIRUT INTERNATIONAL AIRPOP 
AND INSTANCES OF KIDNAPPING IN THE VICINITY OF THE AIRPC®™, USE 
OF THIS AIRPORT IS NOT CONSIDERED SAFE FOR AMERICANS. 

TERRORIST ACTS AGAINST INDIVIDUAL AMERICANS CONTINUE IN OT WFR 
PARTS OF BEIRUT. OTHER AREAS OF LEBANON ARE ALSO UNSAFF. 

THOSE AMERICANS WHO, DESPITE THIS ADVISORY, FEEL COMPELLED TO 
TRAVEL TO LEBANON ARE URGED TO REGISTER WITH THE U.S. E“RASSY 
UPON THEIR ARRIVAL AND TO KFEP THF EMBASSY INFORMED OF ANY 
CHANGE OF ADDRESS. THEY ARE ALSO URGED TO INFORM FAMILY, 
PRIENDS OR BUSINESS COLLEAGUES IN LEBANON TO NOTIFY THR E™RAS*Y 


IMMEDIATELY IN THE EVENT OF THEIR INJURY OR UNEXPLAINED A®S* WTC. 


IN 1981, 1982 AND 1984 WE STRONGLY ENCOURAGED ALL AMERICANS 
RESIDING IN LEBANON TO LEAVE, AND ASSISTED THEM IN DOING SO. 


SOME PRIVATE AMERICAN CITIZENS CHOSE TO REMAIN, WHICH THEY ARF OF 


COURSE FREE TO DO. 


BEST COPY avai Note (OVER) 








IN APRIL OF THIS YEAR THE FMRASSY AGAIN STPONGLY ADVIS") AMER] 
CITIZENS IN WEST °FIRUT TO LEAV™, AND “ADE SPRCTAL ARPANGSENTS 
FOR THEIR TRANSIT TO FAST RBEITQT AND OMWARD “PAVEL. SOT ATAI™ 
CNOSE TO REMAIN, DESPITE OU STRONG WARNINGS ASOUT THEIR PERSO™A!, 
SAFETY. FOR SECURITY REASONS WE WILL NOT CONFIR™ HOW MANY. AS 


OUR TRAVEL ADVISORY CLEARLY STATES, WE CONSIDER ALL OF LEBANON TO 


BE UNSAFE FOR AMERICANS IN THIS DIFFICULT TIME. 
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WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 10, 1986, 12:25 P. M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. KALB: Good afternoon, everybody. I don't have 
anything by way of announcements, so we can -- 


Q Will there be U.S. Government participation in 
the Chautauqua Conference that's scheduled for Riga? 


a There is still no decision; no decision as yet on 
that story. 
Q That decision has to be made by tomorrow 


morning? Is that still the case, as you said yesterday? The 
plane is leaving Thursday? 


n It was my understanding of the schedule that the 
plane would be leaving Thursday evening. That's about my 
understanding as of now. To your specific question, is there a 
decision about U.S. Government participation in the Chautauqua 
operation, the answer is there is no decision as yet. 


Q Bernie, on that, the people up there at 
Chautauqua -- of course, they're all -- they don't know what's 
happening. Why can't you give them some word? 


i) The decision has been that there is no decision 
as yet; and I made an allusion to when the plane would take off 
according to my understanding; and I cannot fill in, I am not 
in the position to fill in any of the blank spaces at this time. 


Q Would there be any objection to those that are 
not in the U.S. Government proceeding with this, if the U.S. -- 


a That, Matt, is not my call to make. The area 
that I'm instructed to talk about would have to do with U.S. 
Government officials, and on that particular point, to repeat, 
no decision as yet. 


Q Bernie -- 


a Yes? 
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Q Mrs. Daniloff is quoted today as saying that her 
husband now, in an effort to take the heat out of the 
Soviet—American relations, would be in favor of an arrangement 
by which he and Mr. Zakharov would both be remanded to the 
custody of their Ambassadors pending trial. Is this acceptable 
in principle to the U.S. Government? 


a I'm not going to address that specific question. 
My preface would be that the United States is doing everything 
possible, both here and in Moscow, to bring about the swift 
release of Nick Daniloff. Having said that, I have to go back 
to part of my answer to Max's question, that I am not in a 
position to discuss whatever options or whatever discussions, 
etc., may be taking place in connection with the objective of 
winning the release of Nick Daniloff. 


I think you know very clearly what our feeling is: 
that Nick is innocent, that Nick should be freed. 


But, to repeat, the objective here is to obtain, to 
win, the release of Nick Daniloff rather than engage in 
retaliatory actions. 


Q Well, Bernie, without discussing the options, 
would you comment on the Soviet Foreign Ministry Spokesman's 
statement of yesterday that, “I can only say that 
Soviet-American relations should not be held a hostage of this 
case of Daniloff which is not important." 


a Well, we certainly don't share the view that the 
case of Nick Daniloff is not important. We view his detention, 
his incarceration by the Soviets, with the utmost seriousness, 
and the continued detention only compounds that seriousness. 


Having said that, it is impossible for me to accept 
the proposition that there will be no negative fallout by the 
continued detention of Nick Daniloff. 


Q Bernie, you're continuing to put the stress on 
the continued detention. 


& Let me clarify that, if you leap on that as an 
interpretation versus freeing him. I don't mean to put any 
particular emphasis. The objective is to win the release, to 
get Nick Daniloff free, to see him enroute back to the United 
States. Ralph? 


Q You said a moment ago that the U.S. objective at 
this point is to secure Daniloff's freedom, not to engage in 
retaliatory actions. Can we apply that statement of philosophy 
to the Chautauqua episode as well? 
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A You know, feel free to interpret it how you 
want. As I told you on Chautauqua, there is no decision as 
yet, and what I have tried to do is to italicize the priority 
from the U.S. point of view, the release of Nick Daniloff. 


Q Can you tell «s whether Ambassador Dubinin was in 
-- saw Secretary Shultz yesterday, and whether he will see him 
today? 


a Let me take it one at a time, Ralph. I don't 
know that he did. [ will check that. Why don't I just let it 
go there. I don't know. I will check. It doesn't cross my 
mind that there was any such meeting. 


Q Will there be any further meeting today? 


Q Do you mind if [I ask you if he had been in the 
day before? 


a All right. Let me check that as well. 
Q Right. 


“ The day before -- that is to say. yesterday, 
Monday. Let me check that as well. 


Q But today, Bernie. Is there a me-ting scheduled 
today? 


a I have not seen one, but since I am running 
through the calendar I'll make it a wholesale affair. 


Q Geoffrey Howe, the British Foreign Secretary, 
said this morning that this case -- the U.S. should strive not 
to allow it to derail efforts to improve U.S.-Soviet relations 
in the long term. Does the Administration share that? Does 
the Secretary of State agree with that? 


a Sharing his view on? 


Q That there should be -- a real effort should be 
made to -- that this case not be allowed to derail efforts to 
win his release. 


a Well, 1 have addressed that question for the past 
three days in different forms. The United States wants to see 
Nick Daniloff freed. The continued detention will undoubtedly 
-- cannot help but have a negative impact on U.S.-Soviet 
relations, and there's a very easy way to end this matter: 
free Nick Daniloff. Nick Daniloff is innocent. He should not 
be in a Soviet jail He should be free to do what he wants to 
do. 
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Connie? 

Q There have been calls in some quarters, even 
Senator Dole has hinted he might withdraw his support for the 
subsidized wheat sales to Russia. In any case, Russia is not 
buying anyway. Is there any movement on those sales? 

“ I don't have anything for you on that, Connie. 

Q Could you look into that? Does he -- 

o No. Can't. 


Q The White House said yesterday something about an 
MBFR meeting of experts taking place here today. Do you have 
anything on that? 


i MBFR. My understanding is that there will be an 
MBFR meeting this week here in Washington. Beyond that, I 
really don't have any other specific details. 


Is the U.S. still staying with its position on no 


trade? 

‘ The President said it this week, and it still 
stands. 

Q What does a trade mean? 

a I'm not going to get involved in a precise 
definition. 

Q No. The reason I asked is -- it's not just to 


avoid saying that the U.S. backed down or what have you? In 
other words, does a trade simply mean the release of one to the 
other? 


6 I will have to leave it to whatever definition 
the President offered on Monday as the definition I will stand 
with. Ralph? 


Q Bernie, there has been another communication from 
Daniloff today to his wife in which he said -- in which it is 
reported that he told his wife that his KGB investigators spoke 
with him again and that they suggested a time for easing 
tensions and they mentioned the possibility of him moving to 
the U.S. Embassy in Moscow. Is the U. S. Government aware of 
any Soviet proposal to move Daniloff to the U.S. Embassy in 
Moscow. 


a I don't know I simply don't know 
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Q Will you take that question? 


i You're saying that Ruth Daniloff -- 


Q The question is whether the U.S. Government is 
aware of any Soviet proposal to move Daniloff to the U.S. 
Embassy. 

“ I'm not going to take the question because I know 


right up front that at this particular time there is no 
inclination to get involved in discussing whatever 
communications are underway. whatever discussions are underway; 
and I think these are understandable reasons 


Q Can you tell us whether at this point the meeting 
between Shultz and Shevardnadze is still on? 


ve As I'd been saying Monday, I know of nothing that 
says it is off. 


Q Shevardnadze? 

i) You're talking Shultz-Shevardnadze, right? 
Q Shultz-Shevardnadze. 

“ Right. 


Q Can you tell us whether Gorbachev has responded 
to President Reagan's letter? 


2) You had better check with the White House on that 


Q Bernie, you say the objective is to win Nick's 
release rather than engage in retaliatory actions Does that 
mean that retaliation is out now as an option? 


“ No, no. I'm going to let that sentence stand, 
and you can parse it in any known way you want to. The 
objective is to win the release rather than engage in 
retaliatory action. That is correct. 


Q Is the Administration considering a wide range of 
possible retaliatory steps? 

“ I don't have anything for you on that, Jeff 

Q Just to tie up a loose end, are the other 


meetings that are scheduled with the Soviets, are they all 
still on-track? 
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a I don't know of anything that has crossed my path 
about any sort of abrupt cancellation. 


Q Bernie -- 
Yes. 


Q -- what's the status on the Soviet request to 
have Zakharov released to the custody of the Soviet Ambassador. 


oe Il have nothing for you on that. 


Q Has it been repeated, renewed, revived, or 
restated? 


6 As I answered Ralph a moment ago, or someone, I'm 
not in a position to get involved in discussing any sort of 
exchanges that may be underway. I think that would fall under 
the heading. 


Q Not really; not if he submitted a letter to the 
Justice Department or the U.S. attorney. 


i) Well, then you'd better check with Justice. I 
don't have anything to offer you here. 


Q Has Justice informed you of any such letter? 


A [I would imagine they would. And then [I would not 
be able to inform \ou. 


Q Bernie new subject? the Israelis today hit what 
they described as Palestinian terrorists targets inside 
Lebanon. What's the Administration's response to that? And 
does the Administration think that's the kind of action that's 
going to be needed to blunt the so-called “fall offensive?” 


“ The United States deplores the continuing cycle 
of violence in southern Lebanon. The United States has long 
supported agreed-on security arrangements between Lebanon and 
Israel that could ensure stability for southern Lebanon and 
security for northern Israel. 


Q The question, though, Bernie, that I asked was, 
does the United States think that that kind of military action 
is the way to go to prevent or blunt the so-called ‘fall 
offensive’ by terrorists? 


6 I don't know what you're talking about insofar as 
the fall offensive by terrorists So far as I'm concerned, I 
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responded to your question in the second paragraph of my reply: 
you need agreed on security arrangements worked out between the 
two countries. 


Q On the Karachi hijacking, do you have any 
information today to the effect of who was responsible or who 
are the responsible people for that incident? 


“ No, I do not. It's my understanding that the 
assessment that has been offered you from here for the past two 
days still stands, insofar as hard evidence that would 
establish a direct link between a specific group or a specific 
government. 


Q You saw what Secretary Weinberger said -- 


a And that has been addressed by -- Larry took that 
up at the White House, and the response came to that if there 
were a full reading of the transcript, and so forth -- part of 
a pattern of violence, because there are some similarities to 
the way he operates -- that is to say, Abu Nidal -- but that 
Weinberger later emphasized that there is no clear proof, and 
that is the fact. That is about the way it comes out. 


Q In the past, the U.S. urged the Syrians to expel 
the members of the Abu Nidal group. Is it your information 
that they have been expelled from Damascus? 


a I don't have anything for you on that. 
Q Can you look into it? 
a No 


In the back, please. 


Q Anything new on Mr. Reed in Lebanon? 

a Mr. Reed in Lebanon. Well, we have seen -- 

Q There is another hostage. 

a We have seen -- yes, on this other hostage that 


you're talking about, a Christian-Lebanese -- 


Q He's American, actually 
Q He's supposed to be Lebanese 
a Then, 1 don't know what you're talking about I 


had seen one report about a Lebanese Christian, and on that 
apparently there is no independent confirmation here at the 
State Department 
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Q His name is Canno, an American who was - 

o who? 

Q -- with the name Canno. 

A All right. In any case, insofar as Reed is -- 


Q Also, if you have anything -- 


a) Well, let me just take up your Reed question, if 
I may. We've seen the press reports that the kidnappers will 
issue a written statement and a photograph of Frank Reed. The 


United States Government is working through a variety of 
channels to determine Reed's whereabouts and obtain his safe 
release. 


Q A follow-up, if I may. 
” Yes. 


Q Tomorrow some of the families of the Western 
hostages being held -- 


A Some of the -- 


Q -- the family members of the hostages being held 
in Lebanon -- 


iz) Hostages. 


Q -- are coming here to make a videotape pleading 
for the release of their family members that they'll apparently 
send to the captors in Lebanon. 


What is the Administration's opinion or how does the 
Administration feel about these family efforts on behalf of the 
release of the hostages? 


A I think that there are people here in the State 
Department who have been working closely with the families, and 
I think those would be the officials here in the building who 
would best respond to that. 


Obviously whatever can be done to bring about the 
release of the hostages should be done, in keeping, however, 
with the established principles that have beer reiterated on 
more than one occasion from here. 
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Q Bernie, Chirac and Kohl are calling for an urgent 
meeting of the EC to step up the fight against terrorism. They 
are going to press for tighter border controls between the 
12-member EC and the rest of the world. 


The question is, those are things that the EC leaders 
are talking about. What is this Administration talking about? 
What new steps, what new measures, are being considered or 
taken to blunt the terrorists offensive that appears to be 
underway? 

fi I don't have anything for you on that, Jeff, 
beyond what has been said on the whole question of combatting 
terrorism and the need for international cooperation to combat 
terrorism. That, it is no secret, has been an urgent item on 
the agenda. It has been pressed in a variety of ways, and it 
continues to be an urgent item on the agenda. 


Q What's going to happen if U.S. intelligence 
confirms an identity of those who were responsible for 
launching either the attack on the Pan Am plane, those who were 
killed in Turkey? You've got a whole range of things that have 
happened in the last week. I don't have to give you the list. 
What are we going to do? 


i) Are you inviting me to offer you a list of U.S. 
responses? I cannot do that. 


Q Do you have any comment on the events in Chile? 
Two news agencies have now been closed down. 


i) Two news agencies closed down? 


Q The Italian News Agency and Reuters have been 
told not to send anything out of the country, but, generally - 


A I missed that story. But [ think you know the 
United States’ commitment to freedom of the press everywhere. 


Q But generally speaking -- 
A I had missed that story. 


Q The state of siege is still in force, there is 
still oppression -- 


Q ihe assassination of the editor? 


a The assassination of Jose Carrasco? Just as the 
United States condemned the assassination attempt against 
President Pinochet, the United States abhors the murder of Jose 
Carrasco and all acts of political violence. 
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The U.S. looks to the Chilean Government to conduct a 
thorough investigation into the murders of Jose Carrasco and 
two other Chileans who were kidnapped this week and to bring to 
justice those responsible for these crimes. 


Strong efforts are now needed in Chile to bring an end 
to political violence and restore a climate that is conducive 
to discussion to a peaceful transition to democracy. 


Q Bernie? 
4 Yes. 
Q You told Bernie Gwertzman that there would be an 


MBFR meeting this week? 
“ Yes. 


Q We had a Nitze-Karpov; you say that 
Shultz-Shevardnadze is on. Now, you've had some very tough 
rhetoric about the Daniloff case, but isn't it true that it's 
business as usual? 


Ms No, it is not. 
Q Well, nothing has been cancelled. 
fe The Soviets have gotten the message. Their 


response falls short of what is necessary, but the Soviets have 
gotten the message in a variety of ways about the U.S. view 
about their incarceration of Nick Daniloff and the U.S. 
insistence that Nick Daniloff be freed. 


I think that if you leap to doing some sort of 
assessment cn the basis of what you're setting forth as a 
tick-off of meetings, suggesting busiress as usual, I think 
that is a misassessment because on each occasion, where the 
meetings have taken place up ‘til now, there has been a very 
emphatic presentation of the impact of Nick Daniloff on 
U.S.-Soviet relations and on the necessity to free Nick 
Daniloff. 


Q How has that affected the -- how has that 
emphatic presentation on each occasion affected the conduct of 
the business for which those meetings were established? 


A My understanding is the meetings then, at 
whatever point that part of the discussion ended, then went 
about in a serious way to the business on hand. 


Q Business as usual? 
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6 No, I'm making the case, and [I think I['ve made 
it. You're free to do your own interpretation, but I have made 
the case as best [ can. 


Q Well, Bernie, you've made the case but -- and you 
say you've gotten that message over to them -- but everyday the 
guy is subjected to about four hours of intense questioning; 
he's not in the best of health. What affect are all these 
messages having? None on them over there. 


6 Clearly, that underlines a problem. But the 
message has reached the Soviet Union, as all of us know. And 
insofar as any on-going communications or discussions, ['m not 
in a position to talk about that at this point. 


Q Do you have anything on some of the various 
events in South Africa -- Mrs. King's cancellation of her visit 
or the hanging of some ANC prisoners? 


ms I don't, at this point, have any reactions. 


Q Going back to the Reed case for just a second. 
Does the U.S. believe that Reed is being held or was captured 
by any of the same people who may be holding the other three or 
four American hostages? 


fs) I don't have anything on that, Ralph. I think I 
said something yesterday about -- who? -- the Islamic Jihad 
making a claim. 


Q Responsibility; right. 


A And adding that there was no reason to doubt that 
claim at that point, at least on the basis of the first 
assessment. [ have nothing that takes it beyond that. 


Q And still in the Middle East, do you have any 
comment on the apparent inability of Egypt and Israel to go 
anead with the summit that had been tentatively scheduled to 
take place today in Alexandria? 


i] No. It is my understanding that the Taba talks 
are continuing, that Egypt and Israel, with assistance on the 
part of the United States, are making intensive efforts to 
reach an agreement and the U.S. continues to hope for success 
soon. 


Q Can I just come back to something that's been 
bothering me about the Daniloff case? You've made the 
statement tui-© today that the goal is to secure the release of 


Daniloff anc oot to talk about sanctions. 
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The assumption has been that the sanctions -- at least 
some officials have felt that some kind of measures were 
necessary to bring about the release of Daniloff. Is it the 
feeling that the words alone, or the threat of possible 
sanctions, can do it? I mean, I don't understand. Shultz has 
talked in diplomacy about -- he's ridiculed those who talk 
about diplomacy without pressure. 


6 I think somewhere along the line since Nick was 
arrested some -- what? ten days or so ago -- the point has been 
made that the Soviets reconsider and take a look at their 
actions and recognize that what they should do is to free Nick 
Daniloff. 


What I have said is the objective is to free Nick 
rather than engage in retaliatory actions. And as to what may 
be underway at the present time is something I cannot get 
engaged in. 


In other words, I want to be sure that we don't leave 
this room thinking that there is sort of inactive, blank area 
at work. That absolutely is not the case. The effort is being 
made and there are diplomatic maneuvers, actions underway, 
discussions --~ whatever the proper noun is -- to bring about 
that release both here and in Moscow. The fact that that has 
not happened is something you've all pointed out to me. The 
fact that the U.S. has not stopped trying is something [I want 
to point out to you. 


Q Do you have anything on the reported plans to 
bring 54 Cubans into Florida by the U.S. Catholic Bishops? 


A I don't. Let me take a look at that, Matt. 


Q Do you have anything on Mr. Howe's talks here? 
a No, do not. No readout on that. 
Q Bernie, following up for just a second again. 


You spoke many times of the message that the Soviets have 
gotten. Is one part of the message the Soviets have received 
from the United States, through the diplomatic efforts you just 
referred to, the message that the U.S. does not want to engage 
in retaliation? 


re Just take it for granted that the Soviets have 
received a whole broad screen of responses in one way or 
another that I have been enunciating here. 


Q Thank you. 


(Press briefing concluded at 12:43 p.m.) 
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2. Do you have anything on the plans to bring 54 Cuban 
political prisoners to the U.S.? 
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THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 11, 1986, 12:45 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. KALB: Okay, I've gct a couple of announcements 
to begin with, about a Philippine BACKGROUNDER: September 15 at 
10 o'clock, BACKGROUND briefing at the White House on the 
official visit of the President of the Philippines, Corazon 
Aquino. That's 10 A.M. September 15 at the White House. 


Again, another BACKGROUND briefing in connection with 
the upcoming working visit of the Israeli Prime Minister Shimon 
Perez. This BACKGROUNDER will take place Friday, that is to 
say tomorrow, September 12, 10 A.M., in the White House press 
briefing room. 


Having said that, it's yours. 


Q Bernie, on the Daniloff case, where does the U.S 
policy on an exchange involving Nick Daniloff now stand. Would 
the United States except an arrangement in which both Daniloff 
and Mr ‘“akharov, in this country, would be turned over to the 
custoc, of their respective ambassadors? 


6. l'm in a@ situation essentially today where I'm 
going to have to find myself paraphrasing what I said 
yesterday, that is to say, that there are vigorous diplomatic 
efforts underway in connection with the Daniloff case. Insofar 
as invitations to offer U.S. official reactions to one formula, 
or one plan, or one package, or one deal that you may have read 
about or reported in any form whatsoever, under that heading I 
have absolutely nothing to say. I had nothing to say 
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yesterday in which I could offer any speculative yes's or no's 
or maybe's with respect to any particular formula and I just 
put you on notice, if I may, that however the question will 
come at me, because of these vigorous diplomatic efforts that 
are underway, on a sensitive subject obviously, I'mina 
position where I can not be very helpful 


Q On these diplomatic efforts, there seems to be 
some confusion about whether the Soviet Ambassador was in this 
morning. NBC claims that they filmed him. Your office doesn't 
seem to know of the visit. 


Can you find out who exactly he did see, in fact, if 
he was here? 


AQ Well, one of the problems about that is + at 
although by and large I do confirm if a Soviet Ambassador were 
to arrive, in response to a specific question, in this 
particular case, as I indicated yesterday, I'm not going to get 
involved in identifications and so forth. If you have film, 
obviously I'm not in a position to refute. But I would only 
caution you about making a positive identification. 


Q Bernie, can I try something else? Would you say 
that -- 

Q Can I stay on the same subject? 

Q Yes, same subject -- something else on the same 


subject Okay? 


Would you say that Nick Daniloff remains a hostage as 
long as he's in the Soviet Union? 


i?) I think that has been said before and that stands 


Q So that means simply being at Spasso House is not 
enough? 

6 There you start introducing me in a different -- 

Q Spasso House is in the Soviet Union. 

a There you start talking to me ina different 


context, and I have resisted the idea of responding to any 
amplifications of any sort of formula, so, good try, but sorry 


Q Bernie, does the United States consider the 
arrest of Daniloff to be an unacceptable act? 
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A That has been made clear, as wel). 

Q Will the United States ever become reconciled to 
that act? 

. I think that -- I'm quite aware of what is taking 


place here, obviously; and I think I'm going to have to refer 
you back to what has been said on the record here and elsewhere 
officially with respect to the Daniloff case, and I'm going to 
decline the invitation to walk through an anthology of 
sentences. 


Q Does the United States think it changes 
Daniloff's status, wherever he might be in the Soviet Union, do 
they still consider him, does your government still consider 
him a hostage if he remains in the Soviet Union? 


6 Il encourage you to read my last reply. 

Q Bernie, just -- 

‘ Just a minute Barry has a few more. 

Q No, I think that's -- Bernie Gwertzman now 


Q May I ask you about the status of the Chautauqua 
group? We know a high official spoke OFF-THE-RECORD to the 
group today It's unclear whether the State Department is 
still encouraging the group to go, whether Mr. Daniloff is out 
or not or what? 1 mean, can you be at least more clear on this? 


A Yes, I'll do my best on that, Bern. It goes 
something along these lines: as you've heard me say for the 
past few days, in connection with U.S. official participation 
in the Chautauqua operation in the Soviet Union, no decision as 
yet. 


Today's briefing that you're all familiar with, in 
fact, was scheduled for quite some time, and it proceeded. It 
is part of a series of briefings that are being sponsored by 
the Chautauqua organizers. 


The State Department is providing the conference 
facilities, and is providing, as you know, several speakers fur 
today's briefing Among the speakers, Secretary Shultz, 
Ambassador Jack Matlock, Ambassador Steven Rhinesmith, 
Ambassador-designate Mark Palmer, and Deputy Assistant 
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Secretary Tom Simons And they will] be discussing a variety of 
topics that fall under the general heading of U.S.-Soviet 
relations, etc., such as in fact, U.S.-Soviet relations and 
exchanges, human rights, Jewish immigration, U.S. policy 
vis-a-vis the Baltic states, and Soviet history and culture 


Again, to repeat: No decision as yet on official U.S 
participation in Chautauqua 


Q Bernie, can I go -- 
Q Can I just follow that up? 
“ Yes 


Q At a certain point in the proceedings, no 
decision is a decision The point is approaching rapidly 


Are the officials involved being told that they wil) 
be going? At this stage, are they under the impression that 
they are going’ 


“ l have to come back to “no decision as yet,” but 
I may make a philosophical difference with you in connection 
with your preference to your question, Jim, and that would be 
that you're suggesting that no decision is a decision. That 
may be the fact, for example, afte ithe means of getting to the 
Soviet Union has departed. [¢ uwsvid seem to me that until that 
plane takes off, no decision as yet is precisely that, and 
should be regarded literally. 


Q The plane was scheduled «+o take off tonight 
There was talk yesterday of postponing its departure until 
tomorrow, at least. Will the plane take off tonight with u 5 
officials on it? 


& I don't have anything for you on that. My 
suggestion would be to get in touch with the organizers in 
Chautauqua to find out about an ETA, as they foresee it, if 
they foresee it, etc., in connection with the aircraft 


Q 1 think Larry Speakes said the plane's departure 
had been postponed until Saturday night 


Q Bernie - 


a Barry 
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Q Is it the U.S. Government's position that talking 
to a Soviet citizen, that an American if he talks to a Soviet 
citizen in the Soviet Union runs the risk of being taken 
hostage’ 


& l refer you back to a previous reply 


Q No; this has a point -- this has two points in 
asking this question, so bear with me. What about collecting 
their mail, do Americans who look for their mail in their 
mailbox run the risk of being arrested’ 


i} I refer you back to what I said before. 


Q Then, the point -- the third question, which was 
the point of the first two questions: is it U.S. policy now to 
discourage official Americans in the Soviet Union to avoid 
contact with Soviet citizens or Soviet officials on the theory 
they would run the risk of falling into the same situation that 
Daniloff has? 


id I don't have anything on that. Barry 

Q Can you tell us if contact between the U.S 
Government and the Soviet government in the Soviet Union has 
been changed in any way by the arrest of Nick Daniloff? 

i) I don't have anything on that, as wel] 

Wait a minute. Let's go to Barry again. 

Q No That's all You're just demonstrating how 
much you're willing to tell the public, and it's interesting to 
hear your “No comments.” 

a I think this will -- just a minute I'd like -- 

Q I'm asking you about policy; I'm not asking about 
Nick Daniloff. I'm asking you if, as the result of the 
Daniloff arrest, there has been any change in the frequency of 
official] U.S Soviet contacts, and you can't comment on that 


i I don't have anything for you on that. 


Q Point of clarification, Bernie: the ground rules 
pertaining to the meeting downstairs in the Loy Henderson, are 
those the ground rules of the Chautauqua group or of the State 
Department? 








-6- Thursday. 9/11/86 


“ I can't answer that question I don't know the 
exact answer to that But it 1s my understanding that the 
roster of speakers was to be OF F-THE-RECORD 
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Q By whose agreement? 

6 I just told you, I don't have the exact answer to 
that. 

Q Wasn't one speaker on the record this morning? 

fs My understanding was that Charles Wick, when I 


arrived there I was told that he was on the record. I was 
Given to understand that there were a couple of cameras in 
there because these two groups, as I was told, were planning to 
do a documentary on this and somehow, as I say, I came in late 
on this loop, he was on the record. That was what I was given 
to understand. 


Then I wes given to understand, in fact, everything 
was supposed to be off the record. As to whose ground rule 
that was, I frankly do not know. 


Q Why is one speaker on the record -- 

A I can't help you on that. 

Q Can I follow that up, please, Bernie, your 
reference to the documentary crew? The documentary crew was 
recording during Secretary of State Shultz' remarks. Is it the 
State Department's position that Shultz' remarks to that 
conference today are off the record today -- 


i Off the record 


Q -- and therefore will be off the record -- 

f. They are off the record. 

Q -- for any purpose whatsoever? 

A They are off the record. 

Q For all purposes? 

They are off the record, and I don't see any 


reason to introduce any additional caveats. 


Q Well, there is a good reason. 
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Q Well], there's a good reason. 
A Everybody in this room understands that “off the 
record" means “off the record." It does not expire fifteen 


minutes from now. 


Q Okay. There's a good reason for asking because 
-- excuse me, just let me finish my question, please. 


The question is, why were some cameras excluded from 
the room under the provision that the remarks were off the 
record while other cameras were permitted to roll] tape during 
Secretary Shultz' remarks? 


é I'm in a situation, as I told you, where I came 
in late on this loop. I don't have any specific answer that 
may satisfy you on this. I'm telling you exactly what I know 
about the situation. I might have done it myself slightly 
differently. 


Be that as it may, there was no doubt that when I was 
in there with the Secretary, it was off the record; and I was 
told that everybody, after some arrangement that was worked out 
with Mr. Wick, would be off the record. That is what I know 
about it. And I understand your frustration and I can be 
really of no help because I simply do not know. 


Q Bernie, would you go back and ask the Secretary 
to put it on the record? 


6 It is off the record I have looked into that 
and the latest reading I got was that it was off the record. 


Q Bernie, the Secretary has made a point many times 
on the record that he doesn't like officials talking off the 
record, and he feels if somebody has something to say, he ought 
to come up and simply say it. 


Now, you have said that the Secretary of State spoke 
today. 


a That 1s correct. 


Q And a number of people have witnessed him 
speaking. 


a There's no doubt about that 
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Q What, then, is the point of his comments 
remaining off the record when he himseif is the first one to 
say it ought to be on the record. 


A Can't help you, Marvin, on that. It's off the 
record and that's where it stands. 


Q You're aware that this will inevitably this 
afternoon become part of the public record? There were 300 
people there. 


i Abundantly aware. 
Q Okay. (Laughter) 


Q Bernie, in that connection, the Secretary was 
asked a question at the end of his comments, and he came back 
to the microphone to say that he was not prepared to answer 
that question but he did want to say -- and then he went on to 
repeat some remarks he made earlier in his comments. That 
seems to suggest that the Secretary of State not only did not 
want his remarks to be off the record but was eager to have 
that position, that particular point that he repeated at least 
three times in the course of his appearance, to be part of the 
public record and to be conveyed perhaps publicly to the Soviet 
Union? 


if It may come as a shock to you, Ralph, but your 
psychic insights on this particular matter do not lead me to 
the point where what was off the record wil] be put by me on 
the record. 


l hear every vibration in this room on that particular 
question, believe me, and I know the frustration as well. But 
by the same token, as I made it clear a moment ago to a 
colleague's question, I am only abundantly aware of how off the 
record this is. 


Q Bernie, you also are aware of the fact that 
photographers were invited to a photo opportunity outside the 
auditorium, and naturally enough were accompanied by reporters 
who naturally enough -- their only interest in this, of course, 
is a chance to ask Mr. Shultz a question or two. And that Mr. 
Shultz did not come that way; went into the auditorium the 
other way 


To follow up Marvin's question, is that an intentional] 
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action by the Secretary of State to avoid public discourse or 
was it that there are just so many ways into the room and he 
chose one that we don't happen to be at? 


nm The answer to that is very simple, Barry. When I 
found out this morning that the Secretary was going to be among 
a roster of speakers, I asked the Press Office to make sure 
they went out of the Press Room to pass that word around -- 


Q And they did. 


) -- and they did. Then it was your cal] to be 
where you wanted to be. 


Q No, it was not our call. We were told by the 
Press Office at which entrance to be because they were assured. 


‘ They were assured what? 


Q He was going through that entrance. They had 
checked it, they said, and they were told he would go to that 
entrance. 


ts Obviously -- 


Q Some organizations that wanted to move elsewhere 
were not permitted to move elsewhere. 


A The rest of my sentence, before I was assaulted, 


has to do with the fact that Security draws the map of the 
Secretary's movements. I1 have absolutely nothing to do with 


that. 


Q Could you put the Press Office in touch with 
Security then, futurally, at least? But you wouldn't think he 
was trying to avoid us, would you? He's not afraid of the 
press, is he? He can handle a question from reporters, can't 
he? 


a Yes, he can. 


Q He's been in public life a few generations, 
hasn't he? 


bs Yes, he can, Barry. 





Q Bernie, can I ask you specifically on the 
Israeli-tgyptian summit, because this is going to go on all 
this afternoon? 
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Q No, no. We're not done with this yet. 
Q We have procedural questions -- 
Q Yeah, but the President is speaking in half an 


hour, and some of us would like to hear what he has to say. He 
might say something important. 


Q Well, Connie, you have your President's speech 
and we'll have our central committee meeting, and that's the 
way life is. 

a What did you say? What did you say? 

Q It's the Daniel Schorr episode. Go ahead. 


A Oh, 1 see. Yes? 


Q Ambassador Hartman, is he stil] in the United 
States? 

A Yes. 

Q Does he plan to return soon to Moscow? 

A I don't have anything on his departure plans. He 


is here. I spoke with him today. 
Q Bernie? 
a) I did not speak to Murphy today. 


Q You said at the outset that you would be reduced 
to paraphrasing what you had said yesterday on the Daniloff 
case, and what you said yesterday was that diplomatic maneuvers 
and discussions were underway. Today, you're saying that 
vigorous diplomatic efforts are -- I'll admit this is slicing 
it pretty thin. 


i) 1 had a large breakfast of adjectives. 


Q I mean, are you suggesting that it's more 
intense? There's a whole implication here that something is 
being -- 


t Just a minute, Max. I'd like to take my pulse 
I'm telling you that “vigorous” was “vigorous" yesterday. It 
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is vigorous today. “Efforts” is probably the most generic of 
nouns to use in this particular context And if you really 
want to match your phrase-for-phrase yesterday by today, please 
do it and send me a copy of you~ report. 


Q Well, let me approach it in another way. Larry 
Speakes said that the plane for the Chautauqua Group is put off 
until Saturday. There's the whole thrust here that something 
is going to be resolved on this thing within the next 24 to 48 
hours. Is that an erroneous assumption on my part? 


‘ 1 don't like to answer questions personally. 


Q Can I have an answer to my question, please?’ 
Does the Administration have any expectation that anything 
concrete can develop from the Israeli-Egyptian summit on, 
perhaps, an international] conference or the Palestinians or any 
other issue? 


6 You got the statement that was issued last 
night. The first reaction -- you did not? Well, it was 
available not long after the word came in about the agreement 
that was reached between Egypt and Israel, and I'll just have 
to refer you to that 


Insofar as the summit let me just pick up, if 1 may, 
which I presume is what we're going to be talking about. 


The U.S. used this summit, of course, as an extremely 
positive development. The Egyptian-Israeli relationship is 
crucial to the search for a broader peace in the Middle East. 


With that said, this is their summit. The U.S. is not 
participating; and I suppose for anything in the way of 
amplification, the proper address is both Israel and Egypt. 


Q Bernie? 

A Yes. 

Q May I follow up on this, please? Mr. Meir 
Rosenne, the Israeli Ambassador here in Washington, said that 


this summit didn't come about without your full participation 
and assistance. What do you comment on this? 


i) Well, 1 think you have to keep in mind that the 
U.S. was a participant. But having said that, the decisions, 
which brought about the compromis between Eqypt and Israel and 
the decision to hold a summit obviously are decisions taken 
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by Egypt and by Israel. And the leaders of both countries 
deserve full credit for the politica] will to remove this issue 
from their agenda. 


As our statement pointed out last night, negotiations 
work. We call on all other parties to the Middle East conflict 
to follow this successful example and bring their differences 
to the negotiating table. 
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Q I have another question. May I follow? Did -- 
Mr. Murphy visited Syria, and King Hussein wanted Syria to be 
brought into the picture of the peace process. Can you brief 
us or give us something about the visit of Murphy to Syria, and 
what's he accomplished in that -- 


é I don't have anything for you on that. 
Q Bernie -- 

Q Can you Jook into this? 

A No. 


The U.S. Administration was holding back before 
injecting itself more prominently and forcefully into the 
Middle E~East situation until there was some positive 
developments which you have called this at least. Does this 
mean that the United States is about to step up its role in 
trying to facilitate an Arab-Israeli settlement? 


A The United States has had a role, and I think 
you've all seen the role that Dick Murphy -- and Dick Murphy's 
travels in recent weeks. So that there is a constant process 
of engagement on the part of the United States. 


Insofar as your verb of, or adjective of a 
"stepped-up" involvement, I think there is always a very, very 
strong involvement on the part of the United States in that 
process. 


Q Is a Secretary Shultz visit now out of the 
question? 


A I've heard nothing at all that changes what you 
heard a couple of weeks ago while I was not here, that there is 
no visit on the immediate horizon. 


Q Do your answers to our questions mean that you 
would need more positive developments before the United States 
is prepared to step up its - 

i?) No -- 


Q -- involvement? 


ts No. As I say, Barry, I say the United States is 
involved, and it was involved before the Taba agreement was 
reached, and it wil] remain involved as it always has. 
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Q Bernie -- 

Q Would -- 

A Let me -- Barry. 

Q Well, 1 mean, you could -- we could quantify 


involvement. If you think this Administration has been as 
involved, for instance, as the three preceding Administrations, 
I would say it hasn't been very strongly involved, but you've 
left open the possibility of, for instance, Shultz going. You 
know, @ more active participation -- 


a Wel] -- 


Q -~ and you don't want to address that, that's 
your business, but that's what I'm asking you -- 


a That's -- well -- 


Q -- if -- I know you're involved. You haven't 
retreated from any part of the world, as far as 1 can tell. 
The U.S. is a major power. That's not the question. The 
question is, does the United States now see an opportunity to 
prod the two sides or help them reach the peace table.? 


A The United States, as you know, will do what it 
can to expand the entire peace process in the Middle East. 
Murphy was involved in the efforts to reach a Taba finale 
successfully, although ultimately it was a call by both Egypt 
and Israel. 


The United States, I think the Secretary has made 
clear on more than one occasion, stands ready to help the peace 
process in any possible way that it can. 


Insofar as a Secretarial visit is concerned, a couple 
of weeks ago, as I say, while I was not here, that was sort of 
put aside, and I know nothing that puts it on. 


Q But, Bernie, at what leve] might Secretary Shultz 
become involved if you have all these encouraging signs? 


A You're asking me to make forecasts, and I really 
cannot 


Q Bernie, before we leave -- 
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Q Could I follow on that? What role did the U.S. 
-- if any, did the U.S. help set the agenda for the summit 
beyond helping resolve Taba? Did we suggest items for the 
Egyptian-Israeli summit? 


. I don't have anything on that, but I would 
presume that the two countries who are holding their summit set 
their own summit agenda. 


Q Bernie, does that mean that -- 


‘ And you know that Murphy left Cairo before the 
summit began. He's on his way back to the U.S. I have nothing 
on his specific arrival time. 


Q Does that mean that the Murphy trip, all of it, 
was for the summit only, not for the peace process? 


A No. No. I would not say that at all. I think 
that whole trip embraced the peace process and everything that 
goes along with it. 


Q Are the six points -- 
is} On the what? 


Q Are the six points, declaration of Vice President 
Bush, to be considered now as the vehicle that the United 
States is working with in the Middle East or -- 


A I don't have anything on that to help you. 

Q I'm asking this because -- 

i Oh, I understand your asking it, but I am telling 
you, if you take a moment to hear me, that I don't have 
anything for you on this. 


Q Can you have a comment on a story in FBIS today 
from Egypt saying that President Mubarak and King Hussein 
refused to sign the Murphy document which includes the six 
points -- 


a I don't -- 


Q -~- of George Bush? 
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“ I don't have anything on that. 


Q Bernie, also on the Middle East, has the United 
States asked France not to go ahead with an arrangement which 
might culminate in the release of a French hostage in Lebanon? 


A On that one, that's the case of the Abdallah case 


Q Yeah 


i) On that, U.S. interest in the Abdallah case is 
well known to the Government of France. As a matter of public 
knowledge, the U.S. is a party civile in the case of Abdallah 
since the United States believes he may be implicated in the 
assassination of Colonel] Charles Ray and in terrorist attacks 
against other U.S. officials. 


The United States continues to cooperate closely with 
the French and our other allies in the ongoing fight against 
terrorism. As French Prime Minister Chirac said after the 
terrorist bombing of the Paris Post Office the other day last 
week, "The need for cooperation among the Western democracies 
in fighting the modern scourge of terrorism is greater than 
ever." 


In that connection, we also note the recent statements 
by the Secretary General of the Council of Europe and by the 
Italian Foreign Ministry, calling for an increase in 
anti-terrorism cooperation. 


Improving cooperation is the key ingredient in 
countering international terrorism. We and the Government of 
France are both committed to that effort. 


Q So what you're saying is that although they're 
committed in principle, they're not acting in accord with that 
principle? 


2 I'm going to have to resist the invitation to 
make interpretations of what I said. 


Q Are you seeking to extradite him? 
i) Don't have anything to help you on that. 
Q Do you have anything on a story about a man with 


@ Libyan passport who was picked up in Karachi and is being 
held in connection with the hijacking effort of last Friday? 
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‘ Very little on that, Marvin. We have seen the 
report. We're in touch with the Government of Pakistan on this 
development, and it is premature to speculate about what it 
could mean. Beyond that, I really don't have anything. 


Q Bernie, while you're still in that area, do you 
have anything on stepped-up military activity by the afghan 
rebels? 


i That the recent assaults are seen as part of an 
apparent step-up of resistance pressure on cities, especially 
Kabul, and undercut the regime's claim to contro] the country. 


Q Bernie, I didn't understand your answer to 
Marvin's question when you said you were in touch. Have you 
got confirmation from the Pakistanis? 


@ I don't have anything additionally beyond this 
very sparse statement that I share with you. 


Q Well -- 
‘ 1 can anticipate the questions. 
Q I mean, “in touch!" Have you asked them? Have 


they told you? 
A You could take it for -- 
S Are you waiting to hear? 


a All those things All those things are part of 
the answer. 


Max? 


Q Bernie, you said that we should check with the 
Chautauqua people, and one of the prime organizers, a Mr. John 
Wallach, stated that the trip wouldn't go ahead as long as Nick 
Daniloff was incarcerated. Is there something we can discern 
from that? Does this suggest that if he were in -- out of that 
prison but still in the Soviet Union, that the thing could go 
ahead’? 


A We tackled that question or a variation thereof 
about 25 minutes ago, and | don't have anything on that, Max. 
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Q Bernie -- 

is I'm resisting opportunities -- 

Q Bernie, do you have anything today - 

6 -- to speculate about any kind of formula, shape, 


design, etc 


Q Do you have anything today, Bernie, on the -- you 
didn't yesterday, but the question still stands, on crackdown 
on foreign wire agencies in Chile or just a basic press 
crackdown in Chile? 


‘ I do not, other than what I said about the US 
favoring freedom of the press everywhere. 


Q Bernie -- 
ia Yes. 
Q Like no off-the-record briefings probably 


Q Any updates on whether Abu Nidal and/or his group 
were -- 


‘ 1 think I may put this briefing OFF THE RECORD. 


Q Well, if you're talking about freedom of the 
press, you're talking about a press that can report activities 
that are going on, and you would like to apply it to Chile, and 
we politely are asking you to apply it to the United States at 
the same time. 


iJ I've heard you 


Q Thank you Any updates on whether the Abu Nidal 
imprimatur was on the Karachi and/or Istanbul -- 


6 No Nothing that goes beyond -- no evidence 
linking it to any particular group or government 

Q Bernie, Rabbie Meir Kahane is on @ visit to the 
United States, and he has been here for -- in the last few 


days How did he enter the United States, and how did he 
obtain the entry visa? Do you want to take the question? 











% 
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fa I assume he applied. I have no information on 
that. 

Q Can you look into this? 

‘ I think that's not for me to look into, frankly. 

Q Because he was stripped from his citizenship, as 
you probably know, according to the United States law 

Q Other way around 

‘ So 

Q Do you have any comment on the videotape being 


made Benjamin Weir and Father Jenco for the release of the 
hostages? 


‘ No. I don't 
Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 1:12 p.m.) 
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’ FRIDAY, SEPTEMBER 12, 1986 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REDMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
Several announcements: first, the Department of State is 
releasing today Foreign Relations of the United States 
1955-1957, Volume 4, “Western European Security and 
Integration." The press release and a summary prepared by the 
Office of the Historian are available in the Press Office. The 
volume itself, however, is available only through ordering. 
Ordering information is also included in the press release. 
Reading copies of the Volume are available in the Office of the 
Historian. 














Secondly, the U.S. scientific and medical teams sent 
to Cameroon by the Agency for International Development to 
investigate of the cause of the toxic gas explosion at Lake 
Nios have completed their preliminary reports. Summaries of 
these reports are available in AID's Office of External 
Affairs, Room 4898. Let me stress that these reports are 
preliminary in nature. Final reports from both teams will be 
available after all scientific tests of samples have been 
completed in one to two months. 


Thirdly, Deputy Secretary Whitehead met with 
approximately 16 members of the Divided Spouses Coalition today 
at 10:30. There are approximately 20 U.S. citizens who are 
married to Soviet nationals who have applied to come to the 
U.S. to join their American spouses but who have been unable to 
leave the Soviet Union. Periodically, the State Department 
presents a representation list of these cases and asks the 
Soviets to honor their commitments under the Helsinki Final Act 
and other agreements by permitting the couples to be reunited. 


The spouses have formed a coalition and they have 
previously met with several American officials including Mr. 
Armacost and Ambassador Hartman. Today Deputy Secretary 
Whitehead reaffirmed the U.S. Government's determination to 
continue to press the Soviets to permit the spouses to 
emigrate; and he indicated that this issue would be on the 
agenda for the meeting between Secretary Shultz and Foreign 
Minister Shevardnadze. 
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And finally, we are pleased to announce that over 100 
current and former political prisoners and family members are 
being allowed to leave Cuba, and are expected to travel from 
Havana to Miami on a charter flight Monday, September 15. Many 
of these persons are political prisoners who are on a list 
which the Cuban Government communicated to the U.S. Catholic 
Conference. Before this, in January of 1985, U.S. Catholic 
bishops had asked the Cuban Government to release a large 
number of long-term political prisoners. Some of these were on 
the Cuban list, but many, which the U.S. Catholic Conference 
had asked be released, remain in prison or have not been 
granted permission to leave. Some persons on the Cuban list 
did not wish to leave Cuba, or have died, or are too ill to 
travel. 


In addition, the group expected on Monday contains 
persons whose release was requested by Jacques Costeau, and who 
were found ready to travel. And the remaining people are 
family members. 


The Inter-—Governmental Committee for Migration has 
arranged transportation from Havana to Miami, while the U.S. 
Catholic Conference is taking primary responsibility for 
meeting and sponsoring the group in the United States. We owe 
both of these organizations a special word of appreciation for 
their efforts. 


a Assistant Secretary of State for Inter-American 
Affairs Elliott Abrams and Deputy Commissioner of Immigration 
Thomas Ferguson will be on hand to welcome them to the U.S. 
They will be joined by federal, state, and local officials, 
representatives of the Cuban-American community, and the 
Catholic Church. 


Officials from the Immigration and Naturalization 
Service and the Department of State recently interviewed these 
persons in Havana. None of the political prisoners whom they 
were able to interview was denied. We expect that additional 
political prisoners and family members who either have not yet 
been interviewed or are not yet ready to travel will be 
admitted in the near future. We share the joy of relatives and 
friends who will be welcoming these valiant individuals who 
have suffered so many years in Cuban prisons. 


The U.S. will continue, as has been our longstanding 
policy, to encourage the release of long-term political 
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prisoners in Cuba. Those who are permitted by the Castro 
regime to leave Cuba, and who wish to come to the United States 
will be considered for admission as quickly as circumstances 
permit. 


Q Question on that, please? 
A Yes. 
Q Justice last week made the same announcement you 


made this announcement, except the Justice figure was 68. I[s 
that 100, 100 political prisoners plus family members? 


A That's right. 
Q So -- 
A My estimate right now -- and the final figure 


cannot yet really be confirmed because there are some people 
that we are not sure whether they will be able to travel or not 
-- but there will be something on the order of 66 prisoners, 
plus or minus a few. The remainder will be family members. 


The family members may also come from a third group 
that we had made reference to in the past, which were those 
released into the custody of Jesse Jackson during his ‘84 
visit. There are still some family members from that group who 
may be involved. 


Q So, give or take one or two prisoners, this is 
the same body of prisoners that Justice was referring to last 
week? The reason I ask, of course, is because the U.S. wanted 
more people out -- and so did the Catholic Conference, the 
National Council on Churches, etc., etc. In the ensuing week, 
the government wasn't able to increase the list past the number 
that was announced a week ago. Correct? 


A That's right. Although, as [I look at the 
statistics, this is a large proportion of the number that we 
believed were ready to come to the United States. 

Q Can we have a copy of that statement you made? 

A Yes. 


Any other questions on this issue? 


Jim? 
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Q We saw the Secretary over at the White House, but 
a couple of loose ends -- 


a I have no loose ends to tie up, Jim. I might . 
just tell you before starting. 


Q Well, some of them, you may. 


Ambassador Hartman, what are his plans? Is he going 
back to -- 


i) I don't know his exact plans. He's still here in 
the U.S. 


Q How and where will these future negotiations that 
the Secretary referred to take place? 


A I can't help you on that. 


Q The Secretary mentioned that Nick is going to be 
in an apartment. I was wondering if that is part of the deal? 


Can he go to the apartment, or is he literally going to have to 
be at Spasso House? 


a I don't have any details on that. 

Q I'm not clear, but the Secretary seemed to imply 
that as far as he was concerned, it was okay for those members 
of the official Chautauqua delegation who want to to go on this 
trip. Is that correct? 

iz I can't help you beyond what the Secretary said. 

Q Can you take a question and see if you can get a 
clarification on that, because it was very unclear the way he 
phrased it in the -- 


a I'd refer you to the remarks. I heard those 
remarks; I didn't think it was all that unclear. 


Q What's the answer, then? 


Q What are the consequences of this arrangement for 
U.S.-Soviet relations? 


a Excuse me. 
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Q What are the consequences of this ~~ -angement for 
U.S.-Soviet relations? 


a The Secretary was asked that and s:...iar 
questions. 


Q Another topic? 
i) Yes, sir. 


Q Can you comment on the communique of the summit 
between Mubarak and Peres?? 


A First, we note with gratification the 
communique's reference to a new era in relations between the 
two countries. As we noted yesterday, the Egyptian-Israeli 
relationship is crucial to the search for peace in the Middle 
East. Improvement in that bilateral relationship will 
contribute significantly to the overall peace process. 


Secondly, we are heartened by the pledge of the two 
leaders to make 1987 the year of negotiations for peace. fhe 
example their two countries set in bringing the Taba issue to 
an agreed upon solution should be seized upon by all parties to 
the Middle East conflict. Negotiations do work. 


Finally, no one should be surprised that the two 
leaders did not arrive at a definitive solution to the 
Palestinian question. We are heartened by their pledge to 
continue to work together to seek a comprehensive solution, 
including all aspects of the Palestinian issue, and we renew 
our pledge to work with the parties, including, of course, the 
Government of Jordan, to achieve a just and lasting peace. 


Q Chuck, do you have any information on the 
continuing kidnapping of people in Lebanon? There is another 
American involved? 

Q Can we stay one minute on the summit? 


f Let's stay one minute on the summit. 


Q Is Murphy still there and is he planning to go 
between Amman and [Israel or something like that? 


A Bernie answered that question in yesterday's 
briefing, saying that he had departed before the summit began, 
is enroute back to the United States, and I believe by today, 
he ought to be here. 
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Q Do you have any comment on the proposal for an 
international conference? Does the U.S. support that? 

A We understand the importance -- particularly, to 
King Hussein -- of an international context for direct 


negotiations. We would support any arrangement acceptable to 
all the parties which furthers the goal of direct negotiations. 


I might add, in response to other things that I've 
seen on that question, that I can't get into a detailed 
analysis of the possible mechanisms by which the parties might 
enter a negotiation. The important thing is that they're 
determined to get this process under way and that they agree on 
a way to move to direct negotiations. 


Clearly, any mechanism will have to be carefully 
Planned and agreeable to all concerned and we would have to 
study closely any such proposal. 


Q Chuck, two hours ago, or maybe three by now, the 
White House was holding a briefing on the imminent visit of 
Prime Minister Peres. A U.S. official was asked the same 
question, said he didn't have any details yet. When asked 
about the Soviets, he said, “We do not see a helpful Soviet 
role in a peace process, or peace conference, unless their 
policies and activities change." And that, of course, has been 
U.S. policy. Is there -- you don't refer it all to the Soviet 
Union? 
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A In response to that question, I'd say something 
very similar -- which is that we have strong reservations about 
a Soviet role until the Soviet Union has shown a willingness to 
contribute positively to the achievement of peace in the region. 


Q Chuck, apparently there's a follow-up committee 
for preparing mor agreement -- or something like that -- under 
an international conference. Is America part of that? 


a You're talking about the preparatory committee? 
Q Yes. 
o Again, tnat in essence was the question I was 


answering when I went on in more detail a minute ago saying I 
can't get into a detailed analysis of possible mechanisms; and 
then ['d refer you to the rest of what I said. 


Q Can we go to the Lebanon story, please? 
Q Can I have one more? 
os One quick one. We'll get to it, Marvin. 


Q What is your position today on PLO participation 
in a peace conference? 


A There's no change. 


Q Chuck, on the outcome of the summit, is Mr.. 
Shultz planning to go to the Mideast? 


i) Still, no change in that story either. 


Q Chuck, you know the summit -- if Israel agrees to 
the Soviets being present. We then, too, would agree too? 


3) Again, I'm not going to speculate on the various 
scenarios you may come up with. I've given you a general 
statement on what's happened -- the summit, the results as we 
know it; and our view of the Soviet Union and its role in the 
Middle East. And I leave my answer there. 


Q But, Chuck, in principle, if the two parties 
agree on USSR participation, you will not veto that decision? 


a I -— you know, in essence the same -- 


Q I know. In principle. 
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me -— question I was just asked; and I'm not going 
to speculate on the various scenarios you can come up with. 

Q It's not the scenario, of course. 

A I've given you a position of principle on this 


particular issue, and that's where we stand as of tocay. 
Q Did you get the hostage story? 


“ Moving on to the kidnapping story, Joseph 
Cicippio, an American citizen who is the Deputy Comptroller at 
the American University in Beirut, was abducted by four gunmen 
as he walked to work early this morning. We've heard no claim 
of responsibility for this kidnapping nor do we yet have any 
idea who's responsible for it. We hold the kidnappers, whoever 
they are, responsible for the safety of their hostages -- 
American, other foreigners, and Lebanese alike -- and once 
again call for their immediate and unconditional release. By 
now it should be clear to all that these kidnappings serve 
absolutely no purpose. 


We've always said that we're ready to talk about the 
safety and release of the hostages but we will not compromise 
with terrorists. To do so would encourage future terrorists 
and place even more Americans at risk. 


Q The Secretary called Daniloff a “hostage." Why 
would the Administration negotiate for his release and not the 
hostages? 

A I can't help you beyond what the Secretary said. 

Q Chuck, does that mean that the Syrian security 
forces in Beirut are failing to keep the peace in Beirut -- I 
mean, since they are now in the last two weeks two American 
being kidnapped? 

a I don't have any way to help you on that. 


Q Can you look into it? Because you welcome their 
presence there. 


a No, thanks. 


Q Chuck, you used to say, and your predecessors 
used to say, that we will not negotiate with terrorists. Today 
you say you won't compromise with terrorists. 
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fe That's the same thing. 
Q That's the same thing? 


Chuck, do you have anything on the amnesty in 
Poland? 


a Yes. 


We welcome this announcement that all political 
prisoners will be released by September 15th. We hope this is 
a sign of the Polish Government's decision to enter a genuine 
political dialogue in Poland. We sincerely hope that the 
amnesty will be full and that the beneficiaries and others will 
not be subject to rearrest for so-called political crimes. 


We've also noted with concern that the announcement of 
the upcoming prisoner release has been accompanied by reports 
of new police actions directed against persons suspected of 
supporting the opposition. 


While the significance of these action is difficult to 
assess, we will continue to monitor all aspects of the human 
rights situation in Poland; and we reiterate our hope that the 
authorities have now adopted a policy designed to seek genuine 
national reconciliation in Poland. 


Q What about the possibility of lifting trade 
sanctions or measures that we've taken? 


Aa We'll obviously have to make an assessment of the 
situation when the amnesty is complete. Our policy has 
consistently set clear terms for an improvement in U.S.-Polish 
relations. To reiterate again what the President said in 
December of 1982, "If the Polish Government takes meaningful 
liberalizing measures, we are prepared to take equally 
significant and concrete steps of our own" -- but that prefaced 
by the fact that we'll have to assess the situation. 


Q Chuck, can [ go back to the release of the Cuban 
political prisoners? What about the other side of that 
equation? Has there been any progress in the negotiations for 
the Cubans to take back the remaining “undesirables”? 


a The short answer to that question is no. In 
answering it, however, I might reiterate what we've said before 
~- which is, I guess in short, that the United States stands 
ready to reinstate the Mariel Agreement at any time; that such 
an agreement would allow the normal processing not only of an 
increased number of refugees but also for up to 20,000 
preference immigrant visas per year. 
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But while we still remain committed to that, Jim, the ’, 
short answer to your question is I don't see any link right now . 
between these two events. 


Q Do you see the Cuban willingness to release the 
political prisoners as any signal and message that they might 
be willing to talk about these other things? 


a I have no reason to read any message into it. 


Q On the same subject, do you have any information 
on how long these prisoners have been in jail? How many date 
back to 1959? I understand some of them worked for Batista and 
have been there for 27 years. Do you have any figures on how 
long they have served? 


i) No, I don't have those kind of statistics. It is 
true that some do date to the Batista era. You recall before 
that I pointed out one of the difficulties was in obtaining 
access to the judicial records so that we could really have a 
good idea of what these cases were all about, and that's what 
did hold up the processing of some of them. 


Q Thank you. 


a All right. 


(The briefing concluded at 1:33 p.m.) 
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MR. KALB: Good afternoon, everybody. I have several 
announcements here, so why don't we do those things first, and 
then we could go to the usual Q&A. 


To begin with, the United States is extremely happy to 
welcome to the United States the former Cuban political 
prisoners and family members who arrived in Miami this 
morning. Many of these courageous individuals suffered for 
more than 20 years in Cuban prisons. Some of them were still 
in prison as recently as last week. 


We share the joy of the former prisoners and their 
families and friends who have waited so long for their 
freedom. We extend best wishes to them all as they begin their 
new lives in the United States. 


Assistant Secretary of State for Inter-American 
Affairs Elliot Abrams and Deputy Commissioner of Immigration 
Thomas Ferguson welcomed the group on behalf of the United 
States Government. They were joined by other federal, state 
and local officials as well as representatives of the 
Cuban-American community and the Catholic Church at the early 
morning arrival at the international airport in Miami. 


We reiterate that the United States will continue, as 
has been longstanding policy of the United States, to encourage 
the release of long-term political prisoners in Cuba. Those 
who are permitted by the Castro regime to leave Cuba and who 
wish to come to the United States will be considered for 
admission as quickly as circumstances permit. 


We also call on the Cuban Government to terminate its 
suspension of the Mariel immigration agreement which would 
allow the resumption of normal migration of Cubans to the 
United States. 

Now, let's let me continue, if I may. 


Q Could we have a copy of that? 


a You want a copy of that? Yes. We could make 
those available very quickly, [ would suspect 
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Philippine backgrounder: I think, as you all know, 
there was a backgrounder scheduled to go this morning at 10:00 
a.m. at the White House. It was postponed. The new time is 
noon tomorrow. The venue is the same, and of course the date 
is the 16th. 


Tomorrow: Secretary Shultz scheduled to appear before 
the Subcommittee on Immigration and Refugee Policy of the 
Senate Judiciary Committee. It's in open session. Tomorrow, 
as I say. [t goes at 9:30 a.m. Refugee admissions. Because 
it is in open session, open to coverage and so forth, we will, 
in keeping with usual practice, skip the briefing tomorrow. 


Another announcement: that the Secretary will 
participate in the Department of State's National Foreign 
Policy Conference for Senior Business Executives, tomorrow, as 
I say, Tuesday. Loy Henderson Conference Room. 5:15 to 6:00. 
The Secretary will deliver ON THE RECORD remarks and take 
questions from the conference participants. 


Finally -- 
Q ON THE RECORD remarks on what? . 


a Foreign policy -- senior business executives. 
Don't have anything specific beyond that on what the Secretary 
will choose to say at that particular time. 


Q He'll be up there for 45 minutes? 
a He has ON THE RECORD remarks, will take 
questions. As it is set forth here, there's a 45-minute spot. 
Whether it turns out to be an abbreviated period of time is 

something I can't predict at the present time. 


And, finally, the Secretary will participate in 
Congressman Regula's greater Canton -- that is to say, Ohio -- 
Chamber of Commerce Day in Washington. The program there goes 
tomorrow from 2:00 to 2:30 in the Capito), Room EF-100. 
Anybody wishing to cover, anybody having any questions in 
connection with this event, contact person is Barbara Wainman 
in Congressman Regula's office: 225-3876. Do not expect 
anything by way of any advance text. It is ON THE RECORD -- 
that is my understanding here -- and short of that, [ really 
don't have anything in the way cf additional details 


Q What is the Immigration Subcommittee business? 
Refugees in general? 


a Yes. 
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Q Specific? 


4 The subject is “refugee admissions." Beyond 
that, I have nothing that amplifies it. 


Q No country or region or anything? 


A Refugee admissions. It may be across the board. 
I don't know if any specific countries will be dealt with, 
etc. That having been said, let's go to your questions. 


Q Car you fill us in on what's being done to get 
Nick Daniloff out of the Soviet Union? And would the 
Administration like to accomplish that by the time that Shultz 
sees the Foreign Minister of the Soviet Union on Friday? 


A Well, in answer to your second question, without 
question the United States would like to see Nick Daniloff 
free. You've heard me say on more than one occasion that Nick 
Daniloff faces trumped-up charges, that he is innocent, and he 
should be freed immediately. So the answer to the question, 
would the United States like to see Nick Daniloff freed before 
the Friday meeting between the Secretary and Mr. Shevardnadze?, 
the answer is very much a yes. 


Insofar as your first question is concerned, I'm not 
in the position to get involved in discussing anything that 
would fall under the heading of diplomatic contacts that we 
hope would lead to that achievement, that attainment, that goal 
-—- that is to say, the release of Nick Daniloff. 


Q If he's not out by Friday, would you expect the 
Secretary to make that the main item on the agenda for 
Shevardnadze, or what? 


A If Nick Daniloff is not freed by Friday, the 
Secretary will put that issue at the top of the agenda when he 
meets with the Soviet Foreign Minister. And, as you have heard 
more than one spokesman say, that in any contacts with the 
Soviet Union the issue of Nick Daniloff will be very high at 
the top in the American pursuit of Nick's freedom. 


Q Does that imperil the summit? 


A [ am not going to make a call about whether the 
summit would be in jeopardy. That question has been dealt 
with. It is a question that strikes me at this particular time 
as being premature, and I think that John Whitehead dealt with 
that on yesterday in a broadcast, and [ think the Secretary 
dealt with that as well on Friday. 
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Q Bernie, have the Soviets communicated to the 
State Department precisely when Shevardnadze will be arriving 
in Washington? 


A I don't know exactly when. My understanding -- 
given the fact that the meetings are scheduled to begin on 
Friday, my understanding is that he would be expected Thursday, 
but I don't have anything as far as specifics for you. That's 
an expectation. 


Q You have no reason to think that he's not coming 
at this point? 


So far as I know, that meeting is on, and it is 
on in the context as I suggested it to you a moment or two 
ago. Matt? 


Q Is the Secretary going to see him again in New 
York, do you think? 


us Don't have anything on a New York meeting. After 
the currently scheduled Thursday-Friday sessions, I know 
nothing about it. 


Q Friday-Saturday. 


fe I beg your pardon -- Friday-Saturday. Messed up 
my calendar. George? Ralph? 


Q Do the Soviets -- in the context you spoke of a 
moment ago, in any contacts that the U.S. has with the Soviets 
the U.S. brings this up at the top of the agenda, do the 
Soviets bring up the Zakharov case at the top of the agenda in 
those contacts? 


A I cannot call what the Soviets regard as a 
priority. 


Q No, no. I wasn't asking for you to do that. I 
was asking whether they bring it up the same way that you do. 


3) We bring it up. I can't speak for the Soviets. 
We know, recognize, and have made a conscious effort to make 
sure that Nick stays out there very, very prominently with an 
extreme degree of high visibility. The message from here -- 
and it has been for the past two weeks -- is that Nick is 
innocent and that Nick should be freed. 


Q Two Senators yesterday -- Moynihan and Lugar -- 
said that the summit shouldn't go forward unless Daniloff is 
out. Do you have any response to that? 
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A No, I do not have any response. To whatever 
degree I could respond, I responded a couple of minutes ago. 


Q Do you have any report on the bombing incident at 
the Kimpo Airport yesterday? 


3) Yes, I do. The bombing at Kimpo yesterday, I 
think we have seen some of the distressing statistics of 
casualties -- five innocent persons killed, over 30 injured, 
many of them seriously -- the blast being yet another tragedy 
on the ever-increasing list created by terrorist actions around 
the world. 


The United States would like to take this opportunity 
to express our deepest condolences to the families of those 
killed, to the families of those who suffered family members 
being wounded. And we would like also to offer our sympathy to 
the injured, as I say, and wish them a speedy recovery. 


Q Bernie? 
a Yes. - 
Q The Israeli radio, in a report yesterday, said 


that a written agreement was reached between Mr. Murphy and Mr. 
Peres about the need to convene an international conference. 
Can you elaborate on this agreement? 


A I do not have anything on that for you, and as a 
matter of fact, in that narrow band of questions dealing with 
that general subject, I have nothing that would take it beyond 
what the Secretary said in the hallway about an hour or two ago. 


Q What was the crux of what they said, the 
agreement between both, because some of us were not here at the 
time? 


a) I think that rather than be tempted into 
paraphrasing, I think they are working on a verbatim and you 
ought to be able to get that shortly. Bernie? 


Q Do you have anything on -- this group, this 
private group, that had arranged the mutual observation of 
nuclear test sites and had sent a delegation to the Soviet 
Union, apparently has been unable to get visas for the Soviet 
group which was supposed to arrive here yesterday. Do you know 
anything about this? 


A Let me try to get that for you as quickly as I 
can, Bern. Something somehow passes my mind, but I have 
nothing specific at this point. Let me look into that quickly. 
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Q Do you have anything on the decision by the 
French Government to impose visas? 


A Yes, I do. At this point, we do not know all the 
details of the French actions which were announced yesterday. 
In principle, however, the United States supports all effective 
actions to counter terrorism, and we welcome this French action. 


The Government of France recognizes, along with the 
other Summit nations in the strong declaration on terrorism 
that was issued at the Tokyo Summit, that democratic nations 
must be vigilant and tough-minded and willing to take strong 
action in fighting international terrorism. 


U.S. citizens have also frequently been the target of 
terrorist attacks, and thus the people of the United States 
feel a strong sense of solidarity with the people of France in 
this fight. As we have said many times, close cooperation is a 
key ingredient in countering the terrorist threat. The U.S. 
will continue to work closely with the Government of France and 
with all civilized nations in this fight. 


Q Copy? 
2) Copy of that? Yes. 
Q Does the United States feel it is in the interest 


of what you just said to require United States visitors to 
France to have visas? 


A Well, insofar as the U.S. on visas and so forth, 
if you are not familiar with the precise regulations -- I guess 
that is the word -- for entry into the United States, we could 


make that available to you after the briefing. 
Q I'm in the United States. I'm talking about -- 


A If you're engaged in a soliloquy, make your 
question very clear to me, because I -- 


Q I'm not engaging in a soliloquy; ['m trying to 
find out if the United States Government has any reaction to 
the apparent intention of the French Government to require 
United States visitors to France to have visas in advance. 


A I welcomed that action. 


Q Back to the Kimpo Airport, do you have any more 
information on the Eastern flight that it was caused by North 
Korea to detrack the Asian Games? 
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A The understanding here is that the Korean 
national police are still investigating; and that they have, at 
least as far as I understand it, not yet determined exactly who 
was responsible for this atrocity. We hope that a 
determination of who is guilty can be made quickly and that the 
perpetrators be brought to justice. 


Q The meeting set Friday between Duarte and the 
guerrillas in Salvador apparently is off. Do you have anything 
on that in way of comment, and how do you see that? 


a) On that cancellation of the meeting, the United 
States supports President Duarte's commitment to the dialogue 
process and regrets that guerrilla leaders have chosen to 
violate the commitment made in Mexico City to meet in Sesori. 
We note that President Duarte has assured safe conduct for the 
guerrilla site in Sesori and has pledged to be there on the 
19th in-any event. 


Let me go back there, if I could, please. 


Q Is Secretary Shultz going to discuss with 
Shevardnadze the possibility of the convening of an 
international conference on the Middle East? And do you have 
conditions different from the Israeli conditions on the 
convening of this conference? 


A On the second point, I cannot do better than the 
Secretary did in the lobby a short while ago in addressing this 
specific question of an international forum, context, 
conference, or whatever the proper noun is. 


Insofar as the first question is concerned, it would 
be inappropriate for me, obviously, to define the subjects on 
the agenda, so I rule nothing in and rule nothing out -- which 
is a great position for a spokesman. Matt? (Laughter) 


Q Have you any comment there on the reported 
Chinese aid for Nicaragua? 


A I have seen that story. What I have on that is 
simply that the U.S. has been following the visit of President 
Ortega to China very closely. We have no confirmation, as yet, 
from the Chinese Government on what levels of aid were agreed 
to during the visit by President Ortega. 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:55 P.M.) 





Posted: September 15, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the September 15, 1986 noon press briefina: 


USSR: REQUESTS FOR U.S. VISAS BY SOVIET SCIENTISTS 





Q: The private group that had arranged the mutual observation 
of nuclear test sites and had sent a delegation to the Soviet 
Union, apparently has been unable to get visas for the Soviet 
group which was supposed to arrive here yesterday. Do you 
know anything about this? 

Az -- THIS PAST WEEK WE HAVE RECEIVED IN MOSCOW THE VISA 
APPLICATIONS FOR SEVERAL SCIENTISTS FROM THE SOVIET ACADEMY 
OF SCIENCES TO COME TO THE UNITED STATES. THESE REQUESTS 


FOR VISAS ARE CURRENTLY UNDER REVIEW BY THE APPROPRIATE 


GOVERNMENT AGENCIES. 








Posted: Sept. 17, 1986 


TAKEN QUESTION 


Questions taken at the Sept. 17, 1986 special press briefing 


on Soviet UN Mission reductions: 
Did the Daniloff matter come up during General Walters’ 
meeting with Soviet UN Mission officials today? 


WE'RE NOT GOING TO GET INTO THE CONTENT OF THE DISCUSSIONS. 


Could we have the list of names (or at least their 
positions or assignments)? 


WE DON'T THINK IT WOULD BE APPROPRIATE TO RELEASE THIS 
INFORMATION. 


Has General Walters or any "JS Government official met with 
Foreign Minister Sheverdnadze since his arrival in the US? 


NO. 
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MR. KALB: Thank you everybody. Good afternoon. ['ve 
got a few announcements here. 


To begin with, this afternoon at 2:00, On-the-Record, 
Assistant Secretary of State for [nternational Organization 
Affairs, that is to say, Alan Keyes, will hold an On-the-Record 


briefing, 2:00, in this Briefing Room on the 4lst United 
Nations General Assembly. Number 1. 


Number 2 -- 


Q May I ask a question about that before you go on 
to Number 2? 


a Yes. 

Q A lot of people are interested in knowing whether 
Mr. Keyes will take questions on the expulsion problem or if he 
will just address the General Assembly issues? 


A I will not dictate to any reporter what he wants 
to put to any official here on an on-the-record basis. 


Q Well, I know. But [ mean -- if he'll answer the 
question is the point. 


a What? 


Q Is it likely Mr. Keyes will respond to questions 
on that subject? 


is) Barry, you ask -- 


Q I'll be there anyhow. I'm asking in behalf of 
other people? 
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A I cannot speak for what Keyes will say in 
response to questions. I think that's a fair enough assessment. 


Q That's alright. I appreciate it. 


i) 4:00 o'clock this afternoon: Backgrounder, here, 
to discuss the upcoming scheduled meeting between the Secretary 
and the Soviet Foreign Minister. 


Number 3: -- 


Q Hold it. While we're on that subject, do you 
know what time the meeting will be tomorrow? 


a I don't have any exact time. I think it's mid 
morning or so. At this particular point, might I encourage you 
to deal with that meeting on the BACKGROUNDER this afternoon. 


Q Bernie, I'm sorry. Again, some of us have to 
write before 4:00. Are you saying -- if you can't give us the 
time, are you saying the meeting isn't definitely scheduled yet? . 


rs) Oh, yes, it is, but I don't have the clock on 
that. 


Q Okay. There's no question that -- . 


a The Soviet Foreign Minister has arrived here, et 
cetera. The Secretary is here. He plans to meet the Soviet 
Foreign Minister. 


Q Sometime in the morning tomorrow. 


A And it's Thursday. I think it's 9:00, but ['m 
not precisely sure of the time. 


A reminder: Apparently this was issued several weeks 
ago. I have been asked to remind that the U.S. Department of 
State and the Baltimore Council on Foreign Affairs are 
co-sponsoring a regional foreign policy conference at the 
Sheraton Inner Harbour Hotel, 300 South Charles Street, 
Baltimore, September 19. I[t is On-the-Record, open to the 
media. The keynote address by Ambassador Edward L. Rowny. I 
have names and telephone numbers for anybody wanting additional 
information. You could pick this up later here at the Press 
Office. 


And, finally, my pleasure to introduce a new 
Information Assistant, a new recruit to the State Department 
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Press Office, who may not have been initiated into the trials 
and tribulations that stand there ahead of him. Name: Andrew 
Laine. He's been been with the State Department since the 
middle of last year. Born in Fort Lauderdale, for those of you 
who plan to do a biographical sketch this afternoon. Last 
fifteen years, here in Washington. High school years in Vienna 
where he was with his family. His father is at USIA. Returned 
to the United States. Went to George Mason U., University of 
Virginia. Graduated in 1985. And while at the University of 
Virginia, he worked as a reporter on the school newspaper. 
Let's make sure that we properly exploit all his talents. 


That being said, by way of taking care of what I had, 
we go to the usual. 


Q Bernie, the Soviet Foreign Minister, as he got 
off his plane this morning at Andrews Air Force Base, described 
the U.S. expulsion order announced by you yesterday as an 
illegal decision. 


One: Do you have any new information to give us 
supporting the legality of it, as seen by the State Department. 


Two -- 
A Do you want to take these one at a time, Jim? 


Q Yeah, just let me add, is that issue going to be 
part of the talks tomorrow with the Secretary of State? 


A Insofar as One is concerned, no. I[ gave you an 
abbreviated distillate of the underpinnings of the legal 
position on the part of the United States. I have nothing to 
add to that. 


In a general way, let me say that I have not yet had 
an opportunity to read through the arrival statements and some 
of the Q and A by the Soviet Foreign Minister, and so I am not 
in a position, in any case, to respond in any specific way to 
any statements he may have made. 


Three: -- 

Q Will it be part of the talks tomorrow? 

A Will it be part? Not from me at this particular 
point to make any predictions about what will or will not be 


included on the agenda. ['1ll just have to leave that in that 
mode. 
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Q Bernie, still hanging in the air are those 
numbers. And the reason they're important is not only because 
we like to have facts but the possibility that the Soviets may 
have been reducing their staff all along and don't need to be 
muscled at this point to comply; that they have at least 
partially complied all along and there is some political motive 
in making a strong statement at this point. 


Can you clarify what you couldn't yesterday as to 
whether they had reduced, since March, and where they stand now 
and if that affects the numbers you want to get them to now? 


a Let me make an effort, Barry, to handle that 
specific question. The ceilings that the U.S. established on 
Soviet-U.N. Missions includes both Soviet personnel actually in 
the United States and personnel assigned to their U.N. Missions 
who possess valid U.S. entry visas. So you have essentially 
two categories there. 


Based on this criteria, the Soviets were over the 
level of 218 that they are required to meet by October 1. The 
United States took the step it did yesterday, and we went 
through that at some length yesterday, because the Soviets had 
rebuffed U.S. offers to cooperate by naming the individuals who 
would depart and the U.S. had no way of knowing whether or not 
they intended to comply with the reductions. 


Q All right, now, again -- thank you, that 
amplifies what you had last --~ their sin was not to provide the 
names so you had no way of knowing where their numbers stood? 

i) No, but I added also the element of -- 

Q And they were above 218? 

a Yes. 


Q Well, were they one above 218 or 25 above or some 
place in between? 


A Can't help you on numbers. 


Q So for all I know you're leaving it in the air, I 
understand -- yesterday, we thought you left it in the air 
because, you know, it's hard to get the stuff together in a 
hurry. 














-5- Thursday, 9/18/86 


fe Fair enough. 


Q But now it's 24 hours later, so it begins to 
sound like the State Department doesn't really want to say 
whether the Russians were partially complying quietly with your 
order by reducing numbers, if not giving you names? 

a I say today that that they were over -- over the 
218 level. [| also say that the U.S. took the action because 
the Soviets had rebuffed the plan of action that the U.S. had 
set forth to meet the October 1 deadline. 


Q Rebuffed by not giving the names? 


a Rebuffed by not cooperating to name the 
individuals who would depart, et cetera, et cetera. And so for 
this combination of reasons the action that was discussed 
yesterday -- 


Q They could have left in an anonymous huff. is the 
point? 


a In an anonymous huff? 


Q Yeah, a blue huff, an anonymous huff, or a silver 
and blue airplane huff. But they could be gone and we wouldn't 
know that because you folks aren't telling us. 


A To the degree that I could respond to your 
question, and [I think I have both statistically and from the 
point of view of the underpinning of the entire action, I think 
I've handed that, Barry, best as [ can. 


Q Are you able to say -- 
Q Does the U.S. know how many Soviets -- members of 
the Soviet Mission to the U.N. -- are in the United States 


today? 


a I don't have anything on specifics, on 
statistical specifics. I say over 218, and that's about where 
I have to leave it at this point 


Q Over 218 physically? 
Q But I'm just asking whether you know if there are 


more than 218 -- I'm not asking for the number; ['m just asking 
if you know how many are in? 
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a Just a minute, let me pick up Ann's question. I 
introduced that statistic by saying it was based on this double 
criteria. 


Q It's obvious you don't want to tell us the 
number. But does the U.S know how many are in the United 
States or are you saying you don't know? 


i) If I say that they were over the level of 218, 
based on the double criteria -- 


Q You didn't say that they were in the United 
States. You said more than 218 were either in the United 
States or had valid visas. 


i That's right. Therefore, I'm saying that 
arriving at that number, it has to be based on some sort of 
analysis of the numbers, both here and with visas for entry 
into the United States. 


Now, be specific, if you would, unless I'm missing 
you're point, Ralph. - 
Q 1 think the answer is now clear. You're saying 
that the U.S. -- all the U.S. knows is that there are more than 
218 Soviets who are either here in the U.S. or who are 
elsewhere but fave valid visas. You do not know how many 
members of the Soviet Mission are actually in the United States? 


a I'm saying that [I have nothing to offer you on 
that specific request for an exact number within the U.S. I 
don't have that figure. I have nothing further to offer you. 


Q Similarly, you are not unable but are unwilling 
to say how many outstanding visas there are for Soviet 
Giplomats to be at the U.N. Mission? 


a What does “outstanding” mean? That they have 
actually -- 


Q How many valid visas there are currently in force 
is) I don't have that number either. 
Q Isn't this all sort of critical? Those numbers 


are easy to get hold of. It's somewhat strange that you're 
unable to present them. 
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A No. I think if you take the well-over 218 -- 


over 218, I beg your pardon -- the Soviets were over the level 
of 218. 

Q By how many? 

A Well, I don't have that specific number for you. 


But if you take the request by the United States last March 7 
to move from 243 to 218 -- 


Q Is the problem that they didn't hand in their 
visas? I mean, is that what you were asking, that it's not 
just who's physically here but the total body of people who 
have valid entry visas to the U.S. and you wanted 25 to give in 
visas, so you knew -- 


A I think I've answered that both today and 
yesterday. [ talked about the double criteria now and I talked 
about a Soviet rebuff of U.S. efforts to cooperate in 
identifying those who would leave, et cetera. That is the 
combination of reasons that serve, among other things -- 





Q Why can't you just say it that way? I mean, it's 
so confusing the way you're doing it by not giving numbers, and 
more than 218 and whatever. It seems like you're muddying the 
waters? 


A I don't have the numbers. I have nothing to 
offer you on specific numbers. [I hear your question loud and 
clear, and you have to make an effort to hear my reply. 
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Q What happened between yesterday and last Friday, 
because last Friday, after the Soviet Ambassador had his press 
conference in which he has now said he rebuffed the American 
proposal, the U.N. spokesman, Mr. Hottelet, the U.S. Mission, 
Mr. Hottelet was rather relaxed about the whole thing saying 
the U.S. was confident the Soviets would carry it out even if 
they didn't agree with the legality. 


My understanding is that in fact was the same guidance 
that was in possession of officials here up until yesterday? 
Was there some new reading of the rebuff or -- 

a I have nothing -- 


-- was it Mr. Saffire's column that said you 
should expel the Soviets? 


A I can't help you in any way on the itinerary of 
what you're talking. 

Q But you don't deny that in fact was the guidance ° 
through -- - 

a No. I'm not answering your question. I can't 


help you on it. It's not a question of denying it or affirming 
it. I have nothing to offer you on that. 

Q Bernie, when this number of visas is pulled or a 
group of people do leave the United States, will the Soviet 
mission be left with 218? 


a Which number is pulled? 


Q When the number you're asking to leave the United 
States or the visas to be pulled back, will (inaudible) -- 


A I don't have -- I cannot answer that question 
specifically. What I said was, if the 25, if you follow 
through on the 25, which the U.S. has asked depart from the 
country by the October 1 deadline, and if that number brings 
them under the 218, they, the Soviets can then bring their 
number up to 218. But a reattainment, so to speak, of the 218 
figure still falls within the context of what the U.S. asks in 
the next six months, that there be a collective reduction of 
the three Soviet missions by about 25. 
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Barry. 


Q Would the United States, the State Department, 
like progress made beginning tomorrow on those talks on fixing 
an agenda for a summit meeting? And is it possible, if the 
Daniloff case is not resolved by then? 


A I think that the Secretary, in this building a 
couple of days ago, dealt with that question. I think you're 
all familiar with what he said, and I have really nothing to 
add to it. 


Q I'm sorry. I don't remember. 


A He addressed a group of business executives, and 
the question about the summit and the Daniloff case came up -- 


Q when he said it couldn't help but affect the 
tone and all that? 


A And that's where I'm going to have to leave it, 
Barry. ss 
Q But you might want to --— you might just want to 
reiterate his words. The point is, the meeting is about to 
take place, and some things have happened, or haven't happened 
since his remarks. 


So as you went to the talks, what are the U.S. 
expectations for a successful meeting? 


A I’m not going to make any forecasts or 
predictions. You have an opportunity to raise these questions 
at 4 o'clock. Insofar as I'm going to deal with that question 
at this particular time, my response is to call your attention 
to the assessments made by the Secretary a couple of days ago 
here in the State Department. 


John. 


Q Soviet leader Gorbachev has said «today for the 
first time, in words that sound remarkably similar to what 
Ronald Reagan has said -- anyway, Gorbachev is describing 
Daniloff as “a spy who was caught red-handed doing it, and the 
U.S. is only raising such a ruckus because it wants to 
interfere with the superpower relationship." 


Do you have a response? 
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A I said a little earlier, in an invitation to 
start analyzing what Mr. Shevardnadze said, that I was going -- 


Q Gorbachev. 
A -- Gorbachev. Sorry. 
Q He's the boss. (Laughter) 


a I had not seen that. Has that just come in on 
the wires? 


Q It's been coming for a while. 


A I had not seen that report, and [I'm not going to 
get involved in the specific response to that. What I will say 
is that I will call your attention to what the United States 
has said regularly about the Daniloff case and the way the 
Soviets have acted in connection with Daniloff -- contrived 
charges, frame-up, set-up, etc. There is no retreat from that. 


Q I have another question on Shevardnadze: 
Although you can't comment on what he said, he raised the 
question, though, of the agenda, when he was asked if Daniloff 
would be -— when he was told that Shultz had said that Daniloff 
would be at the top of the agenda, he seemed to suggest that 
the agenda had not been worked out, and would be worked out by 
the two of them. 


Is that how it works, or who sets up the agenda? How 
is it determined what they're going to talk about? 


A I cannot help you on who sets up the agenda, but 
insofar as the Secretary's priority at the start of the 
meeting, it will indeed be the Daniloff case, but how the 
agenda, in fact is put together and the specifics, [I cannot be 


of help. I have sought to -- Just a moment. 

Q Are there some officials here working on the 
agenda? 

A I have sought to encourage you to put these 


specific questions to the backgrounder at 4 this afternoon, and 
I'm sure that that will be a lot more helpful on specifics. 


Q Barry, let me go to another side. 
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A All right. 
Q Is Shevardnadze to meet the President? 


A Can't help you on that. You've got to check at 
the White House. 


Q But he says he is. 


A You'll have to check with the White House. [ 
cannot help you on that. 


Q "On an agenda” meaning a superpower agenda, not 
tomorrow's agenda? Shevardnadze said it was 50 percent 
complete. Is he correct? 


A I don't -- I offer you no interpretation of what 
he said in his arrival remarks. 


Q I'm not asking -- 
3) Barry -- - 
Q -- for a comment on -~- Let me just put the 


question - 
A All right. 


Q -~ $0 it's perhaps clearer. I'm not asking you 
to comment on whether Shevardnadze can count to 50 percent; I['m 
asking you, is the U.S. assessment that a superpower summit 
agenda now is about half finished? 


A I have no statistical prophecies to offer you at 
all. I refer you to what the Secretary said. You can ask 
those questions, but that is where it stands at this point. 


Q (Inaudible) -- address the issue of how much work 
has been done -- I'm not talking about Daniloff; I'm talking 
about the superpower agenda, the summit agenda. He says it's 
50 percent done. The U.S. says they can't prophesy if it's 50 
percent done. I[s that what you're saying? 


A No, I am not getting involved in speculations 
about statistics or percentages. [I have made this clear eleven 
different ways. You're welcome to put the questions, but I'm 
making it clear that you're not going to get much on that score. 
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Q Bernie, on a related subject, have you seen the 
reports that the Latvian-American members of that Chautauqua 
delegation in Riga have been indirectly warned about their 
activities? 


A Yes, I have, and let me just say in response to 
that that we are concerned about these reports, and we are 
seeking confirmation. We also understand that these delegation 
members who are of Latvian descent have been harassed by Soviet 
security police. 


We cannot tolerate any mistreatment or implied threats 
to the safety of American citizens traveling abroad. It is the 
clear obligation of the Soviet authorities who have de facto 
control over the conference site in Latvia, to ensure the 
safety of all members of the U.S. delegation. 


Q Do you know how they were harassed? 


Don't have any specifics on that. 


2) 


Has a protest been filed, Bernie? 


D 


I have nothing for you on that. 

Well, what about the reports that say that Palmer 
and Matlock filed a formal protest with the Soviet Union over 
that subject? 


Aa I don't have that. If it's so, I have not seen 
the report, and there is no reason -- 


Q It was yesterday. 
A Whenever it was, I[ don't have anything on it. 
Q Another topic? 


Q Let's stay on East-West, Bernie? Have you got 
anything about the move to a compromise agreement in Stockholm? 


a No. I don't have anything on that right now. 


Q Another topic? 


a Yes. 
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Q East-West still: In Geneva, a Soviet negotiator 
said the U.S. was dramatizing the Daniloff case with the aim of 
enhancina the difficulties in these relations and to create 
additional sources of tension. Any reaction to that? 


A You mean the Soviets arrest Daniloff on contrived 
charges, and the United States is seeking to create additional 
sources of tension? I think in a variety of ways that whole 
presentation and thrust of that argument has been dismissed. 


Q Another subject? 
a Yes. 


Q The reports on Lebanon -- the Abdallah group is 
threatening to take terrorism to the United States. What do 
you know about the group? What do you know about the 
potentiality of the threat? What are you doing to prevent it, 
etc.? 


a Just give me a minute on that, Barry, if you 
would, please. . 


You're talking about the bombings in France? 


The United States condemns these brutal attacks and 
offers its deep sympathy to the families of victims of the 
bombing and to the family of Colonel Gouttierre. The United 
States supports the Government of France in its efforts to deal 
with these outrages. 


Insofar as linking the attacks --—~ that is to say the 
one in Paris and the one in Beirut -- [I guess that any specific 
information in that context would have to come from France. 


Q I thought you might have some handle on this 
group, and, you know, whether it poses a threat to the U.S., 
without judging whether the group actually conducted the 
bombings in Paris. 


a On the question of the threat, the threat that 
you're referring to, that is the report by this group about 
threats to the United States, U.S. security officials, 
obviously, are aware of such threats, and I think one would add 
that these threats do nothing to gain sympathy for whatever 
cause the terrorists may be seeking to promote. 
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Q But Bernie, are you expecting any terrorist 
attack against Americans in Egypt? 


a I have answered that question, and I have nothing 
to add to it. 


Oh, on Egypt? 


Q There is a report that the United States is 
expecting -- 


i On that, the U.S. Embassy in Cairo has received 
non-specific information of a threat against American officials 
in Egypt. The Embassy periodically becomes aware of such 
threats, and these threats are always taken seriously. 


Q Do you have any comments on reports that there 
are explosions, or there were explosions inside Damascus, and 
there were attempts to coup d'etat against the regime there? 





a No, don't. 


Q Bernie, still on terrorism: Do you have anything 
on several recent reports that either General Secretary 
Gorbachev or his wife were the subject of terrorist attacks? 


i) Saw the story; don't have anything on it, Ralph. 


Q Do you have any comment on the reports of 
impending agreement in Stockholm between the U.S., well, 
between East and West on the subject of verification? 


A No. That came up. I don't at this moment. 


Q Do you have any comment or reports in the United 
States newspapers that the United States Government convinced 
Shimon Peres to tone down his readiness about an international 
peace conference in the Middle East? 


a No. I think you heard the Israeli Prime Minister 
make his views known here in the lobby of the State Department 
early this week, and I have nothing to add to it. 


Q Do you have anything on the ruling in Palau which 
puts the Compact of Free Association into doubt? 


A No, I have nothing on the ruling in Palau. 
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Q I've got two more, on South Africa. But could 
you look into that question, please? 


A Well, go ahead. What else do you have? 
Q O.K. Anything on the U.S. meetings with Angola? 


i) I thought that might have been taken yesterday, 
that the U.S. has not received the request that has been 
reported, and that the U.S. has long said it would welcome 
resumption of negotiations that were suspended by the Angolans, 
and that we would give the Foreign Minister's suggestion most 
careful consideration. But as of now, not yet received the 
request. 


Q Anything on Coca Cola's decision? 


A Coca Cola? The Administration is obviously 
disappointed, although the U.S. recognizes that it is Coca 
Cola's private decision to make. As the U.S. has consistently 
maintained, American businesses such as Coca Cola have been 
effective proponents of positive change in South Africa.~ The 
U.S. continues to believe that this is the case. . 


Coca Cola has long championed improved opportunities 
for black South Africans. We would particularly note its 
longstanding adherence to the Sullivan principles, and its 
support of foundations to improve black living conditions 
outside the work place. 


Q Why is it disappointed if it's selling to a 
multi-racial company? 


i I think you have heard the Administration's 
position that American business and those supporting the 
Sullivan principles should remain engaged. 

Q- Bernie, will the Secretary meet with Oliver Tambo? 

A I have nothing for you on the trip, or anybody he 
might or might not meet, or specific areas beyond what I said 
the other day. 

Q Thank you. 

a Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 1:13 P.M.) 
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MR. KALB: Good afternoon everybody. I have nothing 
in the way of housekeeping, reminders or press announcements, 
so we could get right down to it. 


Q Okay. Can you give us a readout on the meeting 
this morning? 


rs) No. 
Q Okay. Thank you very much. (Laughter) 


A Let me tell you what I[ can, and I'm sure that 
everybody in this room has adequate background of diplomatic 
experience to appreciate the situation as it evolves at the -- 
what's that. 


Q Undoubtedly -- 


a Okay. I thought if there was going to be editing 
on the way, [ would like to hear it. 


The meeting, as you know, began at 9:00 this morning 
The Secretary and the Soviet Foreign Minister, Mr. 
Shevardnadze, were there with their interpreters in the 
Secretary's office; and it was a@ one-on-one, as the saying 
goes, until about a quarter to twelve when the Secretary and 
the Soviet Foreign Minister went over to the White House, as 
you are all familiar. 


Now, picking up Jim's natural curiosity on the 
question of a readout, it was, as [ say, a one-on-one. I[ don't 
think there really is going to be any inclination to emerge on 
an hourly or tri-hourly basis with any thermometer readings and 
so forth. In other words, at this point I have no way of 
offering you any sort of characterization of the talks. 


I think you've heard what Larry said as to the 
evolution of the decision to proceed to the White House. 


Q No. What did he say? 
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A Larry saying that the President wanted to discuss 
the continued Soviet detention of Nick Daniloff on spy charges 
and express his view directly to the Minister on that subject; 
and Larry telling reporters, at a briefing he held a little 
while ago, that the President met with the Soviet Foreign 
Minister in the Oval Office after the Secretary phoned the 
President from the State Department and offered him the option 
of seeing the visitor. And then they proceeded over there. 


As I say, at about a quarter to twelve I, myself, was 
on the Seventh Floor going through some final steps, and I 
noted, as [ went by, the door was closed. A couple minutes 
later, when I went by, the door was open to the Secretary's 
office so I clocked it at about a quarter to twelve. And that 
is about what I have. 


The afternoon meeting, at this point, is set to go at 
about 3:00. I'm sorry this morning that the projected, 
anticipated scheduled photo op did not take place because, in 
fact, a plenary session never did take place. 


Those who were expected to be part of the respective 
delegations spent their time upstairs in the Monroe Room, the 
James Monroe Room, on the Eight Floor waiting for the 
principals, and the rest of the morning I[ have given you by 
telling you when in fact the two princivsals left. Jim? 


Q Do you know, at least, if the Secretary adhered 
to his plan to take up the Daniloff case first? 


A [ know that at the very top of the Secretary's 
agenda was indeed the Daniloff case. But, as I say, I don't 
have any specific readout; and to that [, of course, add what 
Larry had said insofar as the President’ ~~ res in connection 
with the meeting with Mr. Shevardnadze. 


Q Can you explain to us why the sort of 
cops-and-robbers of sneaking out the back door without flags on 
the cars and all of that stuff? 


a I don't have -- this is the first I've had of it, 
even putting aside your characterization, and [ have nothing to 
offer you by way of any help 


Q Bernie, can you tell us who were -- 
A Just a minute 
Q Bernie, can you tell us who was upstairs in the 


Monroe Room for the U.S and for the Soviets? 
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a I'd rather hold off on that, Johanna, because [ 
think the official delegation will be those who will indeed sit 
down at the table, and [ cannot make a call on that. I[ think 
you know the people who are on our side there, and I really 
think that you know them so well that it will be superfluous to 
run through a list. 


Let me go to Ralph. 


Q Can I try and ask you if there was any policy 
reason why the Secretary of State was not photographed this 
morning with the Soviet Foreign Minister, indeed, as customary, 
shaking his hand? 


a The only thing I know about that, Barry, is that, 
as I mentioned a moment or two ago -- 


Q I heard you. 
A Well, that's the answer then. 


Q You said the plenary didn't meet. I'm not. asking 
if the plenary has meet. Usually, when the Secretary -- in 
fact, I don't remember an exception even in the worst of times 
-- when the Soviet Foreign Minister and the Secretary of State 
meet, they usually meet with a handshake and with the 
photographers and reporters able to record that, number one, 
the talks have begun, but, number two, to describe their 
greetings to each other. 


Now, I'm asking you why the Secretary, on this 
occasion, chose not to have that usual procedure? 


a Let me cast aside the implication that there was 
a Secretarial decision as to choosing not to, etc. My 
understanding of the entire morning schedule was such that 
after there would be, at the conclusion of the one-on-one, 
there would be an opportunity for the press to go in to see the 
start of the plenary session. “Plenary” was the accented word, 
so I have nothing to offer you under the heading of your 
suggesting it is a policy decision I don't know of any policy 
decision. Il only know of the times that the press would be 
invited at the start of the plenary which, in fact, never took 
place. 


Q Where is he supposed to be, Bernie? 

Q There's always the one-on-one photo, too; you 
know that. 

rs) Can't help you I can only help you to the 


extent [| can just now 
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Q We understand. I hope you understand, and [ 
think you do, because I think I have cast my question 
carefully. I certainly, and I don't think others are asking 
you why we may have been mislead. I'm asking you about policy. 


o [ heard you. 


I don't care, you know, how long we were kept out 
there foolishly expecting a picture. I['m asking you why the 
Secretary of State chose not to be depicted with the Soviet 
Foreign Minister today. And, of course, somebody else asked 
you quite properly why the cops-and-robbers routine. You may 
not like the characterization -- 


Q And it was followed up at the White House because 
there was no picture there. 


Q This is a bizarre treatment. Unless you just are 
bizarre by nature, it might have some policy implication. 


a Barry, no one has ever needed to encourage you tc 
do your own analysis and interpretation. So all [I can suggest. 
in the most generous of ways, is to help yourself. 


[ am disputing the idea that there was a Secretarial 
choosing not to be photographed I can only share with you 
what I know, and that was the photo and the press get-together 
with the plenary session. I have nothing to help you insofar 
as there being no photograph. 


To pick up -- just @ moment, please -- to pick up the 
question that you echoed, that John had suggested at the 
outset, I don't simply have anything for you on that. Marvin? 


Q Could you try, in that case, to get a photo op at 
3:00 when they all reconvene? 


a We expect that that, in fact, will take place 
Q Will that be entirely a plenary session? 


“ But I must add very quickly that in the event the 
principals decide to continue one-on-one, [| don't know that 
l've spoken to neither of them 


Q But we wouldn't have a photo op at the one-on-one’ 


a I don't know. No, I[ can't answer that because it 
is my understanding at this particular point that the photo op 
that did not place, because of the way the morning turned out 
to be structured, was one that we will seek to write into the 
scenario later, and that is for the plenary session. 
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Q Bernie, is it fair to say, or do you know, 
whether the discussion of Daniloff is now over, that Shultz and 
Reagan talked about it and then when you go to the plenary 
session that that would go under the other things? 


A I have nothing to help you with on that. 

Q Bernie, please -- 

Q Bernie, can I just follow up, please? 

Q Bernie -- 

Qa Just a second. Let me -- hold on, Ralph, please. 
Q You said before that, to the extent there was not 


a photo this morning, it was not the Secretary's choosing. Did 
you mean to imply that it was perhaps the Soviet side that made 
that decision? 


ms No. What I meant to imply was that there seemed 
to be a suggestion, if not a definitive statement, that it was 
a Secretarial call. I had not heard there has been sucha 
Secretarial call, if in fact that was the case. And [I was just 
adding a bit of air around that. 


. Q So you have not also heard that the Soviets 
decided they did not want this? 


vs No, I have not. What I did hear was the setting 
aside of time for the photo op at the start of the plenary. 


Q Can I please ask whether the subject of the 
Presidential meeting is exclusively that which you mentioned, 
or whether there are other subjects, or were other subjects, 
that were either to be discussed or were discussed? 


a Ralph, what I shared with you was my 
understanding of what Larry had said, and that [ have nothing 
more than that. And I quess the best advice is the obvious 
one, to tune into Larry for any readout he may do on that. 


Q Will the plenary be held in the big room? 


i) In the “big room," meaning? 
Q The auditorium 
4 No, no, no, no The plenary is being held on the 


eighth floor. 


Q Will we be allowed to go up there then? 





-6- Friday, 9/19/86 


A Well, there is a phito pool that has been 
designated, and that is about where it will stand. 


Q Just a photo pool? 
i) [t's a photo pool; there is a writer -- [I don't 


have the exact list, but people who are in the pool and the 
press generally does know the composition of it. 


Q Knowing that the Secretary really doesn't owe us 
any courtesy at all -- we follow him -- 

a I can't hear you, Jim. 

Q Knowing that the Secretary doesn't really owe us 


the courtesy, but it would be nice, I wonder if we could know 
about at least the movement to the White House in the future. 
This caught a lot of us unawares and made it very difficult. 


I just wonder if there is some explanation why that 
didn't occur. 


a I did the best I could by way of replying to 
you. You heard John's characterization of it. I[t was 
something, best as I understand it, that happened very, very 
quickly, and on it went. 


Q Bernie, but to add to that, do you realize -- I 
don't know that you do -- that -- 


A Gamble on it. 
Q -— but it wasn't until you walked in here -- 
3) Right. 


Q -- that any of us, unless they were hiding under 
the table, knew that the Secretary of State and the Soviet 
Foreign Minister had actually begun their talks; that for hours 
I tried through the Press Office -- [I'm sure others tried, 
since we don't like to make assumptions -- to get confirmation 
that these two gentlemen were conversing. There was nothing to 
go on. 


Since there was no photo opportunity and there was no 
announcement, how would we know that they were meeting? I[ 
think the State Department could have at least advised 
everybody that the talks had begun. With no photo op, you 
don't know it. 


A I share that I would think that having 
witnessed -- 
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Q Shevardnadze could have gone out the back door, 
as he slipped out a quarter to twelve anyhow, with your “cops 
and robbers“ modus operandi. 





a I don't think that imagination is going to turn 
up in copy. 


Q Are they still meeting now? And what are they 
doing about lunch? 


a I've tried to help you as best as I can from the 
start of Shevardnadze's arrival here to the last that I know of 
their being at the White House. That is where I left it when I 
came into this room, and beyond that [ can't make any 
projections other than to tell you that it's my understanding 
that at 3:00 their plenary is supposed to resume. And the 
minute I said that earlier I introduced the caveat, I don't 
know precisely what shape will take place. 


If you want me to sit here and to paraphrase myself 
over and over, that's really the extent -- 


Q Bernie, were they planning a working lunch? 
Were they planning a working lunch or a working dinner? 


“ Dinner tonight I think was addressed on a 
BACKGROUNDER last night or yesterday afternoon. 


Q It wasn't addressed yesterday. 

Q Yes, it was. 

Q Is there also a working lunch? 

a [ think that you're asking, Anne, was very 


clearly addressed yesterday. 
Q Was there also a working lunch, Bernie? 


a No, I don't think there is a working lunch. I 
think there are independent lunches. 


Q Bernie, when you left it was, the rest of the 
group, the plenary group, as of your schedule, is still sitting 
up there in the James Monroe room 


A Don't know [I left it about a quarter to twelve 


Q Bernie, if my memory serves me, I don't think the 
question of the schedule was addressed at all in the briefing 
yesterday beyond the fact that they would meet at 9:00. 
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a Well, your memory is quite different from mine, 
Bob Check the transcript, and we'll see who is right. 


Q Will you tell us what they plan to do? Are they 
going to have dinner tonight? 


4 What was that question? 


Q What do they plan to do tonight? Is there going 
to be a dinner tonight? 


A [s that a serious question? 


Q Yes, it is. (Laughter) 


A Haven't [I answered that question? 
Q No, we don't know. 
a I didn't say there's going to be a dinner tonight? 


Q No. 


A You did not hear ON BACKGROUND yesterday that 
there would be a dinner tonight? 


Q Yes, we heard that there might be, but not where. 
Is there going to be a dinner tonight? 


Q 

Q Did you say where? 

Q All we heard was that Shultz is -- 
4 


Let me just -- just let me -- 
Q -- having dinner for Shevardnadze. The photo 
people, TV people want to know where. 
Q Is it a big dinner, a little dinner? (Laughter) 
Q God, we're not going to ask what they're going to 


eat for dinner! 
a Why not? Why stop? (Laughter) 
Q What they're gonna have? 


a But why stop and not ask about the menu? 


Q I don't know. Because how much information can 
we suck up in one briefing? You know, we're doing the best we 
can. (Laughter) 
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Q Our questions got cut off after 25 minutes. 


Q The when and where was done after the briefing. 
It was done as on the way out. 


A I think it was addressed as well. Perhaps I'm 
wrong, but I think it was clearly addressed during the course 
of the session. 


Q Can you tell us? 


Q Please tell us. 


a Haven't I not answered that yet? 

Q No. 

a I did not say there would be a dinner tonight? 

Q Where? 

A Here. 

Q Is there any coverage? 

A The delegation -- No, there is no coverage that I 


know of. The delegation and spcuses. 


Q Sir, today when I arrived at the State 
Department, about five minutes after twelve, the Soviet 
Ambassador and several other gentlemen -- one of the gentlemen 
appeared to be a State Department person -- but he led them to 
the three limousines, three different Soviet people. The 
Ambassador was in the second of the three Limousines. Did they 
go to the White House? 


i) I can't help you on that. I was not at the White 
House. 


Q Where were they during the one-on-one session? 
Did they meet -- the Ambassador, Dubinin, did he meet with 
Secretary Shultz at some time today? Why was he here? 


Aa Well, why Ambassador Dubinin was here is 
something I guess you want to address to the Soviet Embassy. I 
thought that I made clear that this was a one-on-one, that this 
was a one-on-one with interpreters; that while the one-on-one 
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took place, members of the American and Soviet Delegations, and 
some others, were in the James Monroe Room on the eighth 

floor. They stayed there and chatted, had some coffee, walked 
out on the terrace, etc., until a quarter to twelve when [ left. 


At about that time, the Secretary and the Soviet 
Foreign Minister went to the White House. I[ thought [ had said 
all of this. 


I'm reminded, by the way, insofar as to what the 
Secretary is doing, that [ think if a moment is taken out to 
read the Secretary's public schedule today, it says at 7:00 
P.M. he will host a dinner in honor of Foreign Minister and 
Mrs. Edward Shevardnadze. 


Q It doesn't say where. That was the point. 


Q That's all that we tried to find out -- where is 
the dinner? We now know. 


Bernie -- ah, well. Other people have questions. I'm 
sorry, Steve. 


Q That's okay. I'm getting confused, I must admit 
now. Could you give us a sense of how much of the two hours 
and 45 minutes of one-on-one was devoted to the Daniloff case? 


A [ told you at the very outset -- 


Q I'm sorry. IL'm sort of confused l admit that 
in advance. 


A No, no. But I am not confused Il said at the 
very outset that [ could not offer a readout. I[ said at the 
outset that at the very top of the Secretary's agenda has 
always been the ODaniloff case; since that case emerged, that 
has been made clear. 


But I was not there. I have no way of offering a 
readout, and I have no way of characterizing the session and so 
forth. And that's about where it stands 


Q Okay. Thank you. 


Q Bernie, are you or someone else planning to give 
us some idea later today what has happened in these meetings? 


A I'm not sure to what degree there will be a 
readout that you may find adequate { will raise it, but I 
think there is not an inclination td provide a sort of a 
mid-day assessment on talks that were scheduled to go two days 


Q What about tomorrow? 
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a Tomorrow, I think, if I can revive the usual 
practice; the Secretary in the past has had a brief session 
with the press, and that's about the best I can do on that. 


Let me go over to Jim, Barry. 


Q In terms of what you had expected to happen this 
morning, do you have any idea how long the Secretary had 
expected to meet with Mr. Shevardnadze, and how long the 
plenary session, in a general sense, had been expected to last? 


A Can't help you on that, Jim. There was no 
absolute fix on time on the one-on-one. 

Q Well -- 

‘ Remember -- Could I -- let me give it a -- 


Q Okay, [ understand. Is it generally -- I'm 
trying to save you time here, too -- but generally the idea 
that the Secretary had expected to talk to Mr. Shevardnadze 
about the Daniloff case as his top priority, and then, no 
determined time established, a plenary session involving a 
number of other people would begin. Isn't that essentially 
what was expected to happen? Or don't you know that? 


a No, I cannot tell you essentially what was 
expected to happen. 


Q Well, can you identify the members of the 
American delegation, please? 


a Earlier on, I had thought that everybody here 
pretty much knows -- 


Q Well, I'm here, and I don't know, and I'd like to 


know. 

a All right. I will do that at the appropriate 
time, Jim. But I want to answer your question earlier. 

Q Okay. 

a The Secretary and Mr. Shevardnadze have not had a 


session since the Geneva Summit last November, as you know. 
They got together and they talked, and as it turned out, they 
talked through to that point of about a quarter to twelve when 
that little scenario I read before, based on what Larry had 
said, in fact materialized And then the meeting, so to speak, 
moved to the White House And that's about where I have it at 
this particular point 
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Insofar as the U.S. delegation is concerned, among 
those on the delegation, without giving it to you in the order 
of priority or any attempt to alphabetize the list, I think you 
know that the American delegation includes, among others: 
Ambassador Hartman, the U.S. Ambassador to the Soviet Union; 
Roz Ridqway, Assistant Secretary for European and Canadian 
Affairs: Jack Matlock, who is a Special Adviser on Soviet 
Affairs at the National Security Council. You have Richard 
Perle from the Department of Defense; you have Tom Simons, a 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for European and Canadian Affairs. 


Did I mention Paul Nitze, Ambassador Paul Nitze, who 
was there, who is the adviser to the Secretary on arms 
control. There may be one or two others. Mark Parris is 
there, of the Soviet desk; Bob Linhard of the NSC staff. And 
that's about the list. I do hope [ haven't unintentionally -- 

Q It's very helpful, and I thank you. 

A All right. 


Q But I have a question out of that -- 


A Could [ ask you a question, Jim? 

Q Yeah. 

a As an old journalistic colleague. 

Q Yeah. 

A Do you find a surprise on that list? 

Q No. But [ like to know, you know, who was there 
i) Okay. Max? 

Q Bernie -- 

i) Just a minute, Barry. 

Q Were all those at the plenary, or were some of 


them to sit in an anteroom? 


rs No These ~~ you're raising an interesting 
question. 


Q I know 


A I try to hold off on the specifics of -- 


Q Was Dick Perle at the table or not? 
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4 I try to hold off on the specifics as who 
actually would sit down -- 

Q Ahh! 

a -- until the plenary takes place. 

Q Right. 

o It is my understanding that the roster I have 


given you essentially composes the American delegation. But 
until the sit-down takes place -- for example, Chuck and I were 
up there, clearly not on the delegation. I could have added 
our names as comparing notes with the Soviet delegation, etc., 
but that would -- 


Q That would have been excessive. 


4 But that would have been excessive, as Barry 
says. Okay. So we'll let that go. (Laughter) 


Q In other words, you can't say that Perle was at 
the table. 

a Barry, I'm concerned that -- 

Q I'm concerned that it sounds like this is the 
group for the table, and you know it isn't. 

“ No, no. That's not -- 

Q Or it isn't necessarily 

A Until they sit down at the plenary -- 

Q Right. 

a I cannot etch that for you in granite. Right 


['m also concerned about your capabilities for sucking, because 
I'm afraid you might die of asphyxiation (Laughter) 


Q Too many facts, Bernie. Too many facts. 
(Laughter) 

A Go ahead (Laughter) 

Q Bernie, you came in here and complimented us for 


our experience in diplomacy 


va Uh-huh Let's go, Max Let's hear it. 
(Laughter) 
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Q Usually when you do that, you follow it up with 


some -- if the sessions were very acrimonious, you'll say they 
were frank and -*"did. I[ mean, you've offered no adjective. 
Can't you give one adjective? 


Aa McWethy would like to do a guest shot as a 
spokesman. 


They were lofty. 

I'm for it. (Laughter) 

He's just answered it 

What was his adjective? 

He said because he doesn't know. 


Oh. 


> © PF 


I thought I'd made that quite clear. 
Q [ have another question. 
a Barry, go ahead. 


Q Is it clear from what you said that the decision 
not to hold the plenary was taken upstairs? Right? 


a Well -- 
Q I mean, it flowed, the one-on-one kept going. 
A [t flowed, but [I wouldn't make it a “decision not 


to hold.” The fact is that the one-on-one took up the time -.- 


Q Fine. 


-- and so no plenary was held 
Q But it didn't come from outside the room. Okay? 
a What didn't come from outside? 


Q The way the thing flowed was made up in the room 
as they went along I'm getting someplace 


a On the one-on-one 


Q Right 


a Keeping in mind -- 
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Q Now, Mr. Reagan then had Shevardnadze come over 
to the White House. So my question is, was Mr. Reagan's call 
to have Shevardnadze come visit based on something that 
happened upstairs or was it taken irrespective of today's 
discussion upstairs? 


a What I -- 
Q And that is quite clear. 


s What I have on that, Barry, is what Larry said in 
talking to the press when the -- 


Q I don't believe you covered that point. 


a Well, I thought [ said that Larry told reporters 
that the President met with Shevardnadze in the Oval Office 
after the Secretary phoned the President from the State 
Department and offered him the option of seeing the visitor. I 
have no amplification beyond that. 


Q All right. But the implication would be that 
something happened to generate that offer by the Secretary of 
State. 


A I have nothing to help you on. 


Q Bernie, on that point could you go over what the 
expectation was with regard to a White House visit by 
Shevardnadze, because on arriving yesterday Shevardnadze said 
he was looking forward to a meeting with the President, whereas 
the briefer here last night said that no such meeting had been 
arranged 


a And added -- 
Q Did he know something that one didn't know? 


a And added that there were certain things in the 
process of being sorted out, best as I remember the language. 
No, I can't help you on that 


Q But what was the expectation? 
A Can't help you on that. 


Can you tell us anything more about the phone 
call, Bernie? 


a No 


Q When was that? When was it made? This morning? 
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“ I came down here -- I'm working off notes of what 
Larry said. I came down here to try to get ready for our own 
little number when this suddenly happened, and I'm trying to 
get some additional information. I'm working in a very 
circumscribed context, and I'm doing my best, but at a certain 
point it will be an invitation to engage in poetry, and I'm 
going to resist that. 


Q You said there was a one-on-one in Shultz's 
office. 

a Right. | 

Q As you know, he has -- 

“ With interpreters. 


-- he has several offices. A small side private 
office, and he has a larger ceremonial office in which he does 
a lot of business. 


“ Right. ° 
Q Which one were they in? 


a Let me check that. My understanding is that it 
was in the small office, but [ don't have that absolutely. 
I'll check that for you. 


Q Do they have a one-on-one lunch? 
a For lunch? 


Q Will Shultz be there? Is this what you're 
talking about? 


i) No. The lunch -- if we keep on going this way, 
we are all going to die of malnutrition. 


No. But where was it being held, because that 
determines who would be there, the size of the room --- 


A No. The lunches are private today 
Q Which place was it held in? 


a But the lunches are private, and the Secretary 
will have lunch in the building 


Q Bernie, in order for us to disgorge this, can we 
have a filing break, please?’ 
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oe Yes. If you want a filing break, of course. 

Q We'll be back quickly. 

Q Can I have a new subject, please? 

Q You mentioned some of the American delegation -- 
uo Deep breathing. 


Could I get on to this subject? 


v 
a Wait a minute. You don't want to stampede our 
colleagues 


Q Bernie -- 


sy Wait a minute. 


Q You mentioned some names who are waiting in the 
Monroe Room on the American side. Can you mention some names 
on -- ° 


i) No. I think I can only talk about the American 
delegation at this point in the way that [ did, and [ can 
assure you that when the plenary session takes place, whenever 
it does, and the photo op happens, as we expect it to, we will 
make every effort to identify everybody on both sides of the 
table with a precision that will leave you aghast. 


Q At the end of today -- I know you ruled out a 
mid-day briefing, but what about at the end of the day? 


a I thought I had addressed that in the same way, 
but if there was a misunderstanding, either in my expressions 
or your understanding, let that misunderstanding be conveyed to 
the end of the day as well -- that is to say, [ do not see any 
great readiness to run out and produce readings on an hourly or 
tri-hourly basis. 


Q There are a lot of questions right now that -- 


a [ know there are a lot of questions. I 
understand that And, as I forewarned you, there may be a 
state of frustration on your part, but [I do not see an 
inclination to rush out midway and give you a temperature 
reading on how things are going, or any characterizations 


If there are going to be some things said, I will keep 
you informed, take it for granted. Steve? 
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Q Maybe the senior official that briefed us 
yesterday could do it. 


A I doubt that. Absolutely. 

Q New topic The FAO -- 

“ Wait a minute. He had the first new topic. 
Q I'm sorry. Go ahead. 


Q Bernie, last week during a visit to India by 
Daniel Ortega, both the Indian President and the Prime 
Minister, in remarks apparently directed toward the United 
States, strongly criticized foreign interference in Nicaragua. 


India also gave Ortega $10 million in aid. What's the 
U.S. Administration reaction to both these things? 


i) I don't have anything on that. If we have 
anything, let me look through there. I don't remember anything 
particularly on India. There might have been something on 
China. Let me take a look through. 


Q What does the U.S. Administration think about the 
visit there? 


i) That's what I'm saying. Let me take a look. 
There may have been some guidance. I[ don't have anything on 
that today. 


Q Will there be a readout -- 


Q Could [I ask one more question, please? 

Q -- 18 increasing the sanctions -- 

a Just a minute 

Q Will there be a readout by a senior official of 
the State Department ON BACKGROUND at the White House this 
afternoon? 

a I don't know that That you'd have to check with 


the White House. I don't know 


. Do you have anything on the increase of Japanese 
sanctions against South Africa? 


a Il thought I did I don't have anything Did we 
have something on that? I see 
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On the Japanese on South Africa and the dimension of 
sanctions that they've taken, the U.S. response is essentially 
the same as the response to the actions taken by the European 
Community -- that is to say, that the United States will take 
into consideration the package announced by the Japanese as the 
U.S. approaches its own decisions on South Africa. 


Q Bernie, do you have any comment on the French 
measures against terrorism or call by the European Parliament 
for - 


a Yeah. What I have on that, Henry, is that the 
United States would like to express its support for the 
Government and people of France in dealing with the latest 
round of terrorist attacks and Prime Minister Chirac's firm 
resolve to halt this violence. The U.S. agrees with the Prime 
Minister that the struggle against terrorism is a fight that 
can last a long time, that it is important not to give in to 
blackmail. 


The U.S. also fully supports the principle of the 
Council of Europe's resolution yesterday calling for greater 
international cooperation, including diplomatic and economic 
sanctions to deal with terrorism. We have long felt this is a 
key to effectively countering the terrorism menace. 


And I guess, Henry, part of the follow-up on U.S. 
reaction is: With respect to whether the U.S. would be willing 
to participate in any Council of Europe's proposed 
Anti-terrorism Coordination Panel, we don't know the details of 
the proposal at the present time, but in principle the U.S. 
certainly would be favorably disposed In the past it's been 
U.S. practice to support similar ideas if the other countries 
were willing to take part in formal counter-terrorism 
arrangements. 


Q Bernie -- 
is) Yes. 
Q Yesterday it was too soon at the briefing time 


for you to have had a chance to fully digest General Secretary 
Gorbachev's public comments on the Daniloff case. Have you 
been able to digest them yet? And, if so, do you have any 
comment specifically en the General Secretary's statement that 
President Reagan was wrong about Daniloff and that Daniloff is 
a spy? 


a I don't have anything that specifically addresses 
what the General Secretary had said. You know what the United 
States has said since Daniloff was seized 
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Q The FAO has said it's not spraying grasslands or 
pastures dealing with the locust plague. There's apparently a 
number of African governments saying their urgent appeals of 
help are being ignored. Does the United States have any plans 
for assistance outside of the FAO, direct response to 
assistance? 


o I don't have anything on that. Let me take a 
look at that and see what we can get for you, please. 


Q Bernie, at this time do you know whether there 
will be another meeting between Secretary Shultz and Foreign 
Minister Shevardnadze in New York during the U.N. session? 

a I have nothing that takes it in any way. I[ think 
the word ON BACKGROUND yesterday was that that was not in the 
schedule, and I know of nothing that has changed it at this 
point. 


Q What about Oliver Tambo and the Secretary? Is 
that -- 


os Same answer I gave you yesterday. 
Q Thank you 
“ Thank you 


“(The briefing concluded at 1:02 p.m.) 





Posted: Senoterber 22, 


Daily Briefing of Sentember 19, 1926 


Taken Question 





Q: The FAO has said it is not spraying grasslands or pasture in 
dealing with the Locust plague. There is apparently a number of 
African governments saying their urgent appeals for help are 
being ignored. Does the United States have any plans for 
assistance outside of the FAO? 


A: Spraying is occurring in areas where the infestation levels 
pose an adverse impact on food crops. The USG strategy is crop 
yey not total eradication of all locusts and grasshoppers 
n Africa. 


The USG is not aware thet any African governments have said 
their urgent appeals have been ignored. So far 9 countries have 
formally declared a state of disaster for locusts and have 
immediately received assistance not only from USG contributions 
thru the FAO but also from USG bilateral funds. Other donors 
have also contributed bilaterally and ru FAO as well. 
Additionally, 6 African countries have informally declared 
state of disaster, ie. informally asked for in-ernational 
assistance, but they are receiving assistance based on inforzei 
requests. 


The African countries currently receiving assistance are: 


Declared Disasters: Senegal, Mali, Burkina Faso, Chad, Sudan, 
Ethiopia, Tanzania, Zambia, Botswana 





Undeclared Disasters Receiving USG Assistance: Mauritania, 
Cameroon, ulnea-Bissau 











The total U Osefetance to date in the fight againse locusts 
in Africa is $6.5 aillion. 
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MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
One brief announcement: Pleased to welcome a quest, Mr. 
Humberto Rubin, who is a Paraguayan broadcast journalist, the 
owner-operator of Radio Nanduti. 


That's all I have. Questions? 


Q There was a report that the Secretary has more or 
less lined up a meeting with Oliver Tambo of the ANC. What do 
you have? 

o To review the bidding, as you know, the Secretary 


said in his testimony to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee 
in July he is prepared to meet with Oliver Tambo. Assistant 
Secretary Crocker's meeting with Mr. Tambo in London this 
Saturday was in part devoted to discussion of a possible time 
and place for such a meeting, which Mr. Tambo has made clear he 
also believes would be useful. But beyond that, I am not yet 
in a position to be able to help you with any specifics.- 


Q When are you going to announce the Secretary's 
trip to Africa? 


a The answer to that question remains the same: 
the details of the Secretary's itinerary have not yet been 
finalized 

Q Chuck, on the same issue, do you have anything on 
an ALD program, auU.S. proposal for an ALD program to southern 
Africa that would be announced during his trip? 

a No, I don't. 


Q While we're on the subject, there were reports 
over the weekend that President Reagan had turned down 
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Kaunda's -- and the Front Line States’ -- request for a meeting 
to discuss southern Africa. Do you have anything on that? 


“ I think there were more than reports. The White 
House Press Office responded to that question, saying that the 
President was unable to accept the invitation due to his busy 
schedule over the next several months. 


We believe that a continuing high-level dialogue with 
the Front Line States is essential, and we do remain in close 
contact with the leaders of the Front Line States on next steps 
in this dialogue 


-~- MORE -- 





— 
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Q Can you confirm the departure of those 25 
Soviets, or 21 of the 25, from New York last night -- yesterday 
afternoon, I guess it was? 


a You are talking about the Soviets departing. I 
suppose your question really concerns how many of those Soviets 
were on our list of 25. 


Q Yes. 


“ Because concerning the question of how many are 
departing, I really don't know those answers, but of that group 
that departed on Sunday's Aeroflot flight, we can cunfirm that 
there were two in that group whom we had asked to leave, and we 
continue to assume that the Soviets will comply with our 
request that all 25 depart by October lst. 


Q So far as we know, have only two of those 25 left 
-- total? 


a I don't have any other details concerning the 
specifics and the numbers except to tell you that among that 
group departing Sunday, there were two. But beyond that: I 
can't give you an updated status report. 


Do you have any additional guidance today on 
Daniloff? The Soviets who were interviewed on television 
yesterday seemed optimistic that something could be worked out. 


i) I don't have anything further. The relevant 
questions were answered by the Secretary either Saturday or 
Sunday, and [I don't have anything that takes it beyond that. 


Q Any reaction to the agreement in Stockholm, the 
Security Conference finishing up, security measures? 


is) Our reaction has been given, of course, by 
Ambassador Barry on the scene. there may be some other formal 
reaction, if tha@ is what you are looking for. I1 don't have 
any sort of general reaction, no. 


Q Anything about an Israeli troop build-up elong 
the Lebanese border? 


a I don't have any details or specifics on that 
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Q Thank you. 


a You're welcome 


(The briefing concluded at 12:15 p.m.) 
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MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
Let me begin with one announcement: 


The United States, Canada, and the 33 other European 
states which participate in the Conference on Security and 
Cooperation in Europe, the CSCE, begin a two-week meeting today 
in Vienna. This meeting will prepare the agenda and working 
program of the third CSCE follow-up meeting which opens there 
November 4. 


The U.S. Delegation, headed by Ambassador Warren 
Zimmerman, will seek to assure that the practical arrangements 
adopted at this organizational meeting will facilitate 
achievement of our substantive goals for the follow-up meeting 
itself. 


As at previous follow-up meetings in Belgrade in 
'77-'78 and Madrid ‘80-'83, this one will address the full 
range of issues covered by the Helsinki Final Act which 
represents a framework for seeking to resolve the humanitarian, 
economic, and security issues that divide Europe. The Vienna 
meeting will review the results of various subsidiary CSCE 
meetings held since Madrid These include meetings on human 
rights, human contacts and culture, as well as the outcome of 
the Stockholm CDE conference 


The Stockholm Conference, which reached an accord on 
confidence-building measures Monday, is an integral part of 
this broader CSCE process which recognizes the 
inter-relationship between peace and freedom in Europe. 


The follow-up meeting in November will take stock of 
the promises made and the promises kept, and weigh the balance 
among the various dimensions of the CSCE process The U.S. and 
its allies will seek improved compliance by the East with all 
the principles and provisions of Helsinki and Madrid we wil) 
also seek to promote balanced progress among the different 
Gimensions of the CSCE process In particular, concrete steps 
by the East to resolve problems in the areas of human rights 
and humanitarian cooperation are needed The quection of the 
future of the CDE will be addressed at Vienna in this broader 


context 


That's a1] 1 have by way of announcements 
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qQ Copy? 
os Yes, copy. 


Q am I right in assuming that any word on the 
meeting between the Secretary and Mr. Shevardnadze will be 
coming out of New York rather than here? Or do you have 
something on it? 


“ All I can give you is that the two did meet this 


morning, beginning at about 10:30, in a meeting that lasted 
about 40 minutes. Those are the only details I have available 


now . 
Q You don't know if the Daniloff -- 
A I don't have any other details at this point. 
Q Do you have any comment on Shevardnadze saying 


that he called on the U.N. to have a preparetory committee for 
preparing for an international conference on the Middle Last? 


a No 


Q Who will have a comment? In New York, they wovid 
have the comment, or here you will not? 


n As 1 understand it, he just finished speaking 
() Ye «: 
A All right So 1 assume we get some time to 


analyze io look over the slalement , te ihank about at 


W Do you have any current accurale reading on what 
is geing on in Lebanon, southern Lebanon? there was a report 
this morning that there uw a fairly heavy bombing by Isree li 


piane- Do you know abou’ that? 

A Wi have See ihose reports, as you have we 
don't yet have sufficient details to comment on this specific 
‘Tt i' a { with} ty weoen’ pe r {or oa 

in & more general sense we have been concerned about 

: 
deplored the cycle of violence and have urged all parties to 
‘ ie ti nw Le. |. ep teen wt ony @tt jut tha Eb 
at geeth tet y i’ f mitt mapping time Sul lw ti oe |. 
’ Vy 
; vi uit Liners j Wy Maribel y ul 1 


anon's or  blems 
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Q Do you have any comment on Israeli refusal to 
abide by the U.N. decision that they shoud abandon creating 
this strip in south Lebanon? 


a No, I don't. 


Q I suppose your answer applies both to Jim's 
question, which relates to southern Lebanon, as well as to the 
reports of Israeli raids on the outskirts of Beirut. 


i) My answer was in response to a more general 
question concerning Lebanon. 


Q Where does the United States stand on the 
proposal that UNIFIL should be deployed south? 


is I don't have anything on that specific question. 
As you know, we continue to strongly support UNIFIL, as do the 
Government of Lebanon and the vast majority of the Lebanese, 
particularly the people of south Lebanon. We note that 
Lebanese political and religious leaders have expressed strong 
support for UNIFIL's continued presence in the south. 


We continue to favor the withdrawal of all foreign 
forces from Lebanon. We have long believed that agreed-on 
security arrangements are the best means to assure stability in 
south Lebanon and security for northern Israel. 


Q Is the Israeli withdrawal considered complete by 
the U.S. Government from South Lebanon? 


ia 1 can tel) you what we have said in response to 
that question before. The Israelis withdrew the bulk of their 
forces from south Lebanon in 19865 But I'd have to refer you 
to the Israeli Government for details concerning the current 
status of their forces And in that context, we have always 
said that we continue to support Lebanon's unity, sovereignty, 
and incependence and to favor the withdrawal of all foreign 
forces from Lebanon. 


Q In other words, it has not withdrawn fully or 
entirely, if you want, like some senior officials said 


A I'd be happy to have the Press Office repeat that 


to you 

) Do you have any confirmation that in fact there 
has been @ recent increase in Lhe size of the Israeli military 
forces on both sides of the international border? 

i) [ can't help you with the current status of Lh 


Israeli forces 
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Q Syrian President Hafiz Assad has been quoted 
earlier as threatening a stunning retaliation if Israel invades 
Lebanon. Do you have any comment on that? 


i) No, I don't. 


Q Nakasone was quoted in several Japanese 
newspapers this morning as saying the level of education in the 
United States was lower than that in Japan because of the 
numbers of blacks, Puerto Ricans, and Mexicans in the United 
States. How does the United States feel about a comment like 
that from what, after all, is the leader of a major ally? 


if In the first place, I've only seen the secondary 
reports to which you make reference Secondly, I've also seen 
reports in which the Japanese officials seem to be clarifying 
exactly what it is that the Prime Minister had said. So I 
would nol have any further comment until those other factors 
have been examined 


Q Chuck, 1] don't know if you can help us on this, 
but there's a small missing link in this Shevardnadze-Shultz 
thing The last thing that was said about another meeting |] 
think was by the Soviet toreign Minister, that they might get 


together in New Yor« And then 1 thank that our Secretary 
said, “Well, IL hope so." Can't you tell us about when they 
were - they must have Leen if communication yesterday about 


this meeting this morning from when the Secretary was here 


p Riaht now I don't have any other detaile to offer 
you 


4 Heve you been following the rather sherpic«! 
exchanacs between Secretary of Defense Weinberger and the 
Aratish Labour Party? 


a J've seen the report in the pres« 

Q Do you have any comment on it? 

f\ Nu I don't 

W Or do you Have a@fy gqeneric comment on tive 


oropriety of an American Secretary of Defense commenting on 
} fs ; 


. ik, ' ! ‘ 


( "— * ouesi: 70onr6 on the hite. bine be wou Vrs at 


this stage whether those are Paiestiniaans or Lebanese, or du 
sysee 8 » , 


‘om ’ ‘ fer '' ’ j ’ a samnet 
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Newsweek that the United States sent some people to 
interrogate, to monitor the interrogation of the prisoners, but 
they were told that they could not be present at the 
interrogation. Do you have anything on that? 


“ What I can give you concerning both the case of 
the Karachi hijacking and the attack on the Nev Shalom 
Synagogue in Istanbul would be the following: 


The Governments of Pakistan and Turkey are continuing 
their investigations into these terrorist incidents. We are in 
close touch with the appropriate authorities in those 
countries. There have been some preliminary unofficial reports 
about possible involvement by the Abu Nidal group and of a 
possible Libyan connection, but at present neither the U.S. 
Government nor to our knowledge the Government of Pakistan or 
Turkey has reached any conclusions about the sponsorship of the 
Karachi hijacking or the attack on the synagogue. 


And in response to your other questions concerning 
involvement of U.S. officials, I can't help you on that 


Q There are press reports of a South African raid 
into southern Angola. Do you have anything on that? 


“ No, 1 don't. 
Q Do you have an assessment of the 


Israeli-Shevardnadze -- Peres-Shevardnadze -- meeting 
yesterday, where it puts the relationships? 


A No I'd refer you to the two countries involved 

Q Do you have anything about a “live sighting” of 
Americans in Cambodia? 

A The report -- just to recap for those of you who 
didn't see it ~- concerns Cambodian guerrillas who are alleged 


to have sighted two Americans living in Cambodia We don't 
have any confirmation that Americans are living in northeast 
Cambodia Representatives of the Joint Casualty Resolution 
Center Unit in Bangkok are seeking further information on the 
matter There was also - 


Q Did you say east Cambodia’ 


a The story referred apparently to northeast 
Cambodia 


There wat alen the ctorv concernina the remains of tun 


other individuals We are unable to comment on that until we 
have had ari Wppot Listiat W Lo asst % t tye ini ormat 7oOn and t Ty 
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remains. In this connection, our records show that neither 
Bernard Hendricks nor John Ogelsey is listed as missing in 
action in Southeast Asia. 


We note that from time to time dog tags are found and 
dog tag information is turned over which is not related to any 
POW-MIA case. Nonetheless, we intend to conduct a thorough 
investigation in accordance with normal procedures. 


Q Chuck, they may not be on the list of MIAs-POWs, 
but are they on any government list of people who exist? 


6 The best I can say now is that we don't have any 
records thaec show that those people -- those names -- as being 
among the missing in that part of the world. But as always, 
without speculating, obviously the full resources of the 
gove opment will be committed to investigating these kinds of 
reports as we do in all cases of reported live sightings and 
others. 


Q Could they be freelancers, Rambo-types, who went 
into Cambodia? 


A As I say, beyond that I really couldn't speculate 
- Son Sann was here this morning, talking about Lh 
need of his group for additional American assistlanc: bow you 


Nave any guidance on that? 


f, No, 1 don't 

Q Do you have any update on the Iranian buildup in 
Lhe Gull war? 

f\ Nu 

Q Any update on the number of the 25 Soviet 
employees at the UN who may have departed? 

f\ No update 

Q Chuck, one more last shot here 

fust checking, the Secretary said on ANC on Sunday 


chel he hoped to approach settlement of the Daviloff case early 

, and Soviet Foreign Vin toe Seliused 
‘hevardnadze may meet in New York. I take it you still stand 
us! T .o of the tube Sunday? You'te tm Qui t ) 


i tt 


q l'm not editing anything that's been said on 
“ odey or @t any other tim 
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Q Uh-huh. 


4 But, as I said, I have nothing further to address 
today's meeting. 

Q Chuck, on the Soviets in the UN Mission, you say 
"no update." Does that mean that only two have left, or you're 
not saying how many have left? 


i I didn't say yesterday either anything concerning 
total numbers. The only thing I did do was to confirm that 
among that group of Soviets that left on an Aeroflot flight on 
Sunday, among that group there were two that were on the list 
of 25. But beyond that I did not give any details or 
statistics, and I'm not prepared to do that today. 


Q Your comment today means that the situation is 
the same as it was 24 hours ago, as far as you're concerned? 


ia As 1 said, I didn't give you a status report 
yesterday -- as I just tried to reiterate -- and I'm not giving 
a status report today So there's really nothing to compare 
there 


.) Wel] -- 
A A subtle point, perhaps, but -- 


Q Yes. I can see it's subtle I can't see why 
you're going into it Are, as far as you know, the Soviets 
complying with the U.S. order? 


A I'd again stick with what 1 said yesterday, that 
we expect them to comply by October 1 


Q Assuming they do comply and those 25 people leave 
and they don't bring in any other people, that would leave them 
well, wel] below the number that the United States Government 
specified for October lst, correct? 


A Those are your statistics 


Q Well, let's just assume that's true. Is it all 
right with the United States Government for them to send people 


up Lo that -- up to the number Lhal has been specificd Lo 
bring them -- if they do fall below it, by complying with the 
24? 

f) We made that perfectly clear in our origina! 


announcement. 
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Q Okay 


Q You said that you needed time to assess 
Shevardnadze's speech Does that mean there may be a comment 


to come out of here, or will it come out of New York when you 
have had your time? 


6 I really can't predict It's always possible 
there could be a comment here or elsewhere. 


Q thank you 


(The briefing concluded at 12:43 pm.) 
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MR. REDMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
One announcement: We are pleased to announce that at mid-day 
today in New York City Secretary Shultz and Icelandic Foreign 
Minister Mr. Matthis A. Mathiesen are signing a treaty and 
related Memorandum of Understanding concerning the carriage of 
military cargo to and from the military base at Keflavik. We 
intend to submit the text to the Senate for its advice and 
consent in the near future. 


When the Treaty enters into force, it will provide for 


the participation of U.S. flag vessels and Icelandic shipping 
lines on this route. 


Jim? 


Q Can you say anything here about the meetings that 
the Secretary has been having with the Soviet Foreign Minister? 


fs) No, I can't add anything to the voluminous 
comments you've been getting out of New York 


Q Well, and some of the stuff has been coming from 
here, saying the Soviets have put forward a new proposal Do 
you know if in fact there has been? 


fs I can't help you on eny aspect of that. 


Q Chuck, what about yesterday -- have you analyzed 
now the Soviet acceptance of preparatory committee for 
international conference on Middle tast? 


ts) After hearing your question, I did, of course, 
consider that, and what we've said extensively on that subject 
remains what we have to say on that subject 


Q Do you welcome their acceptance -- 
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I have no other commentary on that 


This is @ new move trom the Soviets This is not 


Right? 


You're always free to draw your own conclusions 
tions 


Will you take the question? This is a new -- 


No. 


Soviet position 


No 


toward the Middle tast 


Vo you have arn update on the Rojas case in Chile 

isions on leans to Chile? 

don't have anything new. 

repetition of what we've 
in which we approach that 


On On 


the Rojas case, | 
it would be an exact 


y concerning the manner 


Chuc ' any reaction to ‘Se announcements from 
icippio's abdu: rs arn he situation - an 
J] have verv little other than to say that we've 
report that @ terrocist qrouo calling itself 
ary Justice Orqganizalion has claimed 
fur th kidnapping of Joseph Cicippilo AS 
1] } tcp yt t‘s) phar 1 ai t iat ifety 7) 
American, other foreianers, and Lebanese alike 
1 we cali for { immediace and 
rely eP andito reit ale again. that by now il 
' y all that these wae Happinae: erve absolute ly 
Does tha invect a note of more danger perhaps 
fact that thev say that he 16 (ome kind of a epy? 
i have no way to judge these various statements 
| 4 ty i Wiebe 4 ' ‘ 4 Gis se 
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Daniloff case, declare that he is not a spy. They are asking 
both the U.S. and the French Government to do so. They think 
this might facilitate the freedom of their brother. 


Do you have any comment on this? 


i I had not heard that before. At this point, no, 
I don't have any comment. I'd have to look at the record. I 
believe we said at that point he was not a U.S. Government 
employee. 


Q Chuck, what was the rationale of the United 
States for the abstention in voting about the Israeli 
withdrawal from Lebanon at the Security Council yesterday? 


A First of all, I'm sure you've read the remarks by 
Ambassador Walters explaining our vote. 


) Uh-huh. 


6. That is, of course, the exact answer to your 
question 


Q Can you -- 


A If you want a brief summary -- 
Q Yes, please. 
fs) -- we strongly support UNIFIL, and believe it 


plays a very important role in maintaining a fragile stability 
in south Lebanon We pay special tribute to the courage and 
dedication of the soldiers who man the force. UNIFIL also has 
the potential to contribute significantly to two major goals 
which the U.S. strongly supports the return of the effective 
authority of the Lebanese Government to southern Lebanon, and 
the withdrawal of all foreign forces from Lebanon 


UNIFIL alone cannot implement these goals, however, 
nor can any resolution passed by the Security Council. As 
we've said repeatedly, and as Ambassador Walters emphasized 
yesterday, we believe that stability for south Lebanon and 
security for Israel's northern border can only come through 
measures agreed on by all the parties concerned To call for 
the immediate deployment of UNIFIL to the border in the absence 
of such measures is not realistic, and would solve none of the 
underlying problems of instability and lack of central 
authority that plague south Lebanon. Without a comprehensive 
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important that all 
south Lebanon It's 


especially vital that the criminal attacks on UNIFIL itself 


cease. 
Q May we have a copy of that please? 
A No : 
Q Okay Let me follow this, please? 
In light of the lack of. or the absence of a 
central authority, with whom ago you went to reach an agreement 
for peace or for some kind of security for Israel's border with 
Lebanon’? 
i We ve gone through thai before It's going to 


take arrangements among all the concerned parties 


Q Well, you have admitted yourself there is no 
central authority or government With whom do you want to 
deal, then? Can you name them? 

“ i can't help you b+ yond what we've said We've 
gone through this question any numter of times, and L'm not 
going to take it beyond where we've taken it before 

W Chuck, you've urged restraint by all parties 
iowever the 1l6raelis cid not perchap: xercise restraiat when 
‘ney bombed certain Largets Loar thal apely to them as weil? 

f\ The exercise of restrea arplies to all partier, 
and always has 

Q Ma \ fulluw up ¢« Vo “sun 

y Copy” 

Y Whet role do vou fo thy Syguthern tebanese 
my SLA, which it looks Lit i fear iaunched aimost this 
stlacry 1S A FeOrisal ay 7) vii if. member Lan vou 
haa ire your poustlion ateoul try is a” 4 i) > ihe SLA “’% a 
Lutter zone or the “oroxe” to Gefend t#s northern border with 
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Q Can you give us your position, the State 
Department position, about the SLA role in southern Lebanon? 


fe I don't have anything to offer you on that. 
Q Can you take the question? 


a No, I can't. 


-- MORE -- 
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WW Shevaranadze said in a speech yesterday that a 
summit is still a -- is a realistic possibility How does the 
State Department see it at the moment? 


io) We noted his comments Our position on the 
summit has been well recorded 


Q Do you nave any reaction to comments of Mr. 
Shevardnadze in his speech yesterday on a number of issues -- 
SDI, test ban et cetera? 


a Only n the most general sense, to say that the 
speech was largely 1 reiteration of well-known Soviet 
positions We didi t detect any major changes. Obviously, we 
don't agree with ‘ie characterization of the President's speech 


Yy Yesterday, the President said that the Daniloff 
case jeopardizes all areas of the U.S reletionship Does that 
mean now that piruogress tn arms control would not go ahead 
unless the Danilolf case is resolved? 


6 {t don't have anything on that 
y ifwo Ques. tons First, do you have any 


information concorning any defectors from Cuba in Miami 
vesterday’ 


i) When you have been coming to these brielfines for 
A iong t .ite you wiil recognize Lihat Lhe answer 15 thoel we 
dor conf iacwm « Ni \ defector cee ae 

Q An’ the second question. have vou had time yet to 


formulate an Pinion on what We Nakasone said roncerning 
education in America? 


A ihe Goverament of Japan has indicat: d that the 
"rime Minister -: emanr were quoted omleteiy out of 
onmtont ite q romeal spetesman hes clarified that 
jute ~ ife er) Minister didn intend hy remarks to be 
ake as discrimivatory or as critical f the United States 
inquote 
Prime Miocisler Nakasorve la repeatediy expressed to 
| President and to others ti ar al admiration for the 


jfatity and accomolisnmenrts, of American society without 
duelcl icat ton 


Give teat eecero, wt take Lhe Goverrvuent of Japan's 
ler litcationm ae i jel te cyhatet ari seid @tdiew Lh, 
" wur fats " rays Caiverstty te Oe @& SuUrLe oO 
vwitt 1. pytetity nm our mye 
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Q A trial date was not set for Mr. Zakharov 
yesterday in New York. Does the State Department still expect 
that Mr. Zakharov will stand trial? 


‘ You will have to talk to Justice. I have nothing 
new on that story. 


Q Do you have anything today on the suggestion that 
the southern African nations might get a large aid package? 


‘ I don't have anything new. The question was 
addressed at the White House briefing yesterday, to which I'd 
refer you. 


I might just clarify a few points that were 
erroneously, I think, reported in some of the commentary I saw 
this morning 


This applies to what I have said previously -- the set 
of options that are currently being considered that were 
developed as a result particularly of AID Administrator 
McPherson's trip to southern Africa. kut in conjunction with 
those stories which I saw this mernirsg, uw couple of points: 
first, that there was at no time, talking about these options, 
was any assistance for Angola considered or proposed This 
includes consideration of assistance for transportation through 
Angola 


Further, the options do not focus solely on 
transportation problems, but encompass economic reforms and 
activities in the private sector and, finally, there is no 
consideration that any aid, if ultimately proposed, would be 
requested of the Congress as part of the Continuing Resolution 
now being developed 


Q Chuck, since the Secretary of State is in New 
York City for the UN General Assembly, is it going to be like 
last year a meeting or a lunch between the Secretary and the 
Gulf Cooperation Council Foreign Ministers? 


(3) For any of those specific questions concerning 
his agenda in New York, I'd refer you to the people who are up 
there There is @ press office established to help out with 


exactly those kinds of questions. 


We provide more detailed information of that kind only 
slightly in advance of the meetings that are taking place. 


Q While you are talking about the Gulf Cooperation 
Council, Abdullah Bishara, the Secretary-General of the Gulf 





-6- Wednesday. 9/24/86 


Cooperation Council, was here in Washington in the last couple 
of days, and he spoke at the National Press Club and he called 
on the United States to give the military aic or sell the arms 
that the Gulf Cooperation Council. the six countries, would 
like to have to protect themselves against any threats to the 
area. How is the United States looxing at the request of the 
GCC to be armed with seophisticated or up-to-date weapons? 


i) Il can't help you on that one 


Q Chuck, de you have any response to Libya getting 
$3 billion out of Fiat and cutting out of Fiat in Libya? 


a No 

Q Whai abou. the emerging Libyan opposition leader, 
jouni, that he met with some goveroment officials’? Oo you have 
information on that? 


A an emeraing opposition jieader? 


Q We | uniess if you consider him -~- he has been 
around for a long time that's something else the 


R) No {| dow t have anything on that 
y fou say that vou only announce Shuliv's schedule 
sealuhtiy 10 advanci noverthe less the Embassy if tarare today 
rote to ite - tT! me freatoe saving thet Sthhuit? wou meet 
ihe tron | }rme tates ore ,an Ministers wat weet ls tral 
trae 
a Nent werk 
. ui baal 
rs You ore talking about in New York they? 
y 
‘\ 1hos aris he «1G of mm etines wt have been 
ow) Lo happen if Lie past . ,° not itt « sition at Uli 
' te font i erwm @etarl or hy ote cdule 
7 Weve: theles« ihe tmoassy publi: relations man 
iid wl ie | 1 hye Ms aoor | a ' t this would happen 
‘ we | iOuw are ertaifiy ree ft call him up and 
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Q Does that mean he knows more than you do? 
i Could be. 


Q On another subject in the same area, do you have 
anything on the American missionary apparently accused of 
spying or something who died in Nairobi in a police station 
today? 


A I saw that story, but at this point I don't have 
any further information. 


Q What can you tell us about the interrogation, the 
Pakistani interrogation, of the hijackers? 


A I can't tell you anything. I made a statement 
yesterday, I believe, in response to both Karachi and the 
bombing of the synagogue in Istanbul. 


Q Are we confident that Pakistan is doing all it 
can to establish links between the hijackers and possible 
state-sponsored terrorism? 


A Again, I addressed that question yesterday. 
Q There was a story today about Pakistan in one of 
the papers -- said something about that the Pakistani 


Government is dealing with a cover-up on this issue. 


Do you have any comment on that? They want to cover 
up their traces, or whatever it is? I don't know exactly what 
they mean by "cover-up." 


6 No. I didn't even see that story. 
Q Do you suspect a Pakistani hand in the affair? 
A A what? 


Q bo vou suspect a Pakistani hand in the whole 
issue? 


A There was certainly a Pakistani hand in ending 
the hijacking. 


Q Plotting, I am saying, in Karachi. 


a) (Spokesman indicates no.) 
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Q Do you happen to have anything on the arrest of a 
seventeen-year-old boy in Cuba whose body was returned to his 
parents three hours later? 

c No 


Q Okay, thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:30 p.m.) 
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MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
One announcement: 


I'm pleased to announce that there will be a signing 
ceremony at 4 P.M. tomorrow in the office of AID Administrator 
McPherson for the $50 million United States contribution to the 
International Fund for Ireland. This fund was officially 
established by the U.K. and Irish Governments on September 18 
to promote economic and social revitalization in Northern 
Ireland and the border areas of the Republic of Ireland 
affected by instability and violence in recent years. 
Approximately 75 percent of the fund will be used in Northern 
Ireland, and the remainder in the Republic. 


Administrator Peter McPherson will sign for the U.S. 
The Ambassador of Ireland, Mr. Padraic Mac Kernan, and the 
Ambassador of the United Kingdom, Sir Antony Acland, will sign 
on behalf of their respective governments. The U.S. 
contribution will be primarily used in support of private 
sector growth and investment. No specific projects have yet 
been approved by the fund. 


Q Signing of the agreement, does that mean the 
check gets handed over at the same time? 

A I don't know that that necessarily follows. 

Q Can we have a copy? 

Q Sometimes it does. 

Aa It may be in the mail. 


(Laughter) 


Q Copy, please? 
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“ Yes. 


Q How does it stand with the list of 25 Soviet 
employees of the U.N. Mission? Are they -- do you know if any 
of them in fact have left? 


a My standard respond to that question is that I'm 
not going to engage i.. giving you a day-by-day account of 
statistics. 


Q Have you anything to commeni on the reports that 
‘ne Soviets have tried to link the case of those employees with 
the Daniloff case? 


A No, lt don't have any comment. 


Q While you're throwing your “no comments" around , 
dy you have any “no comment" on the stories in The New York 
Times and The Washington Post this morning on the Gorbachev 
letter that Shevardnadze delivered? 








a In fact, lt have no comment on those specific 
stories. On the letter, as such --— we have it under study, but 
no comment on the substance. 


Q Chuck, do you have anything about the expulsion 
or two Western correspondents from Cuba and the arrest of a 
human rights activist by the name of Sanchez by the Cuban 
Government? 


f We understand from independent reports from 
families, friends, and neighbors that Cuban police last night 
arrested and took away in handcuffs the three members of the 
Cuban Human Rights Committee who were still at liberty. They 
are tlizardo Sanchez Santa Cruz, Adolfo Rivero Caro, and 
Enrique Hernandez 


Q I'm sorry Could you spell those? 


A Why don't you check with the Press Office later? 


We are also informed that the house of £1]izardo 
Senchez was ransacked. the same sources have stated that the 
representatives of Reuters and Naence France Presse were 
expelled from Cuba. We don't yet have any confirmation of that 
report from the agencies concerned 
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Concerning why these people may have been arrested, we 
don't really -- 


Q (Reuters correspondent) You have confirmation 
from Reuters that it did happen. 

A You do? 

Q Yes. 

i Good. 


Why the people may have been arrested, we don't really 
know. We note from press reports from Havana that two other 
persons who had been associated with Dr. Ricardo Bofill's Cuban 
Committee on Human Rights and who were arrested last month were 
termed “terrorists” by the police. 


Q Copy? 


6 Of the first part, yes. 


Q On terrorism, do you have any comments on 
Chirac's address to the United Nations yesterday on terrorism? 

Q Could we hear the question, please? 

Q Chirac's commenis to the United Nations. 

A We welcome Prime Minister Chirac's unequivocal 


denunciation of terrorism in his address to the United Nations 
General Assembly. We applaud his call for increased 
international cooperation to combat terrorism and strongly 
support the Government of France's firm resolve to halt 
terrorist violence. 


As Secretary Shultz told the Prime Minister yesterday, 
France is not alone in this struggle. 


Q But do you have any comment on what he said on 
"Nightline" even? He repeated that it's easy to say that this 
country or that country involved, but there is no evidence of 
any countries involved like, you know -- they mention Libya, or 
Syria, or Iran. 


Do you have any comment on that? 
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5 He was speaking, I assume, from knowledge at his 
disposal concerning events that have occurred in France 
eecently. 


Q No, he was -- 

6 [ have no reason to go beyond what he saic, of 
‘ourse. 

Q Does the U.S. share Mr. Shamir's view that Syria, 


if it is not involved in the terrorist attacks against the 
UNTFLL in south Lebanon, it is helping Lhem? 


f\ fhe most I can say is that Damascus and Teheran 
have criticized the Israeli presence in south Lebanon. Both 
have expressed support for attacks on Israeli forces and on the 
South Lebanon army. Syria has also expressed its support for 
UNTFIL. Iran, by contrast, recently declared its opposition to 
UNTFIL. 


Our position is clear: Support for acts of violence 
ave harmful to efforts to achieve stability in south Lebanon. 
The cycle of violence there must end if there is to be a 
settlement in Lebanon 


Q Chuck, do you have anything on the report that 
8 OOO PLO Fighters are in Lebanon now? 


A There have been reports over the past several 
years that Palestinian fighters of various factions, taking 
advantage of continued civil strife, have been drifting back to 
Lebanon We can't confirm how many may be in Lebanon. 


Obviously, the return to Lebanon of armed personne] of 
whatever faction can only damage the prospects for ending the 
cycle of violence It cannot help efforts to restore Lebanese 
uPity, sovereignty, and independence, and to bring about 
national reconciliation among the Lebanese. 


-- MORE - 
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Q Do you have any additional guidance there about 
the propriety of the Cuban action concerning both the human 
rights activists and the correspondents? 


) Well, as a more general commentary, the Cuban 
Government persecution of human rights activists is not new, 
but it appears to be increasing. 


In late August, the Secretary of the Cuban Committee 
for Human Rights, Dr. Domingo Jorge Delgado, and a member of 
the Committee, Jose Luiz Alvarado, were reportedly jailed and 
tortured. According to some reports, Dr. Delgado was arrested 
after he tried to register the Cuban Committee for Human Rights 
under the Cuban Law of Associations. 


We've also received reports that a young photographer 
working with the Committee has also been killed. Although we 
don't know for certain, this may be Antonio Frias Sosa, a 
17-year-old high school student, who is reported to have been 
arrested at about the same time. He was alleged by the police 
to have committed suicide after several hours in custody. 


On August 27th, Or. Ricardo Bofill, the President of 
the Cuban Committee for Human Rights, entered the French 
Embassy in Havana seeking asylum -- apparently as a result of 
these events. 


And then, finally, Assistant Secretary Abrams 
testified, as you know, September 24th before the House 
Subcommittee on Human Rights and International Organizations of 
the House Foreign Affairs Committee, and that testimony is 
available. It addresses some of the same questions. 


Q Chuck, on the Soviet scientists who have been 
invited to -- 

Q Excuse me. Couid I just ask one more on -- 

Q Oh. 

Q Are the Cuban Human Rights Committee members on 


any list of people who are either political prisoners or 
political persecutees who have asked to come to this country? 


A I'd have to look into that, but I don't believe 
that those people are on the lists which are in our hands; but 
I'll take a look at that, Jim. 


Q I'm sorry. 
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os Your question? 


Q On the Soviet scientists who have been invited to 
come by a private scientist group here and do some test 
monitoring, have there been new visa restrictions on those 
scientists or have any visa restrictions been placed on them? 
Sad. if so, how do you respond to the American scientists’ 


assertion that it is an attempt by the U.S. to railroad the 
“visit? 


- (To staff ) Could I have that package? 
No the old package. I have that one 


let me start with the last part of your question 
oncerning the implication that somehow there had been a 
reversal of some U.S assurances. 


Our position on this matter has been consistent. 
We ve said repeatediy that issues with such strong national 
security implications as nuclear testing can only be resolved 
 @ government. to-government context. If the Soviets are 
teuly serious about making progress in the area of nuclear 
esting, they should accept the President's invitation to visit 
the Nevada test site and monitor a nuciear test -- in 
conjunction with which they would either receive a Corrtex 
Jemonstration or, if they preferred, measure the yield of the 
‘est with instruments of their own choice 


And regarding the issuance of visas, visa requests 
“bhoaitted by Soviet officials routinely require waivers, and 
Suc) waivers may involve certein conditions or restrictions. 
And as svuon @s |! get the details, [f'1)] tell you exactiy what 
coe mature of that question is 


Yes 


) lhe State Department adviser for Saudi Arabia 
umd. cares thal U.S. businessmen in Saudi Arabia can have their 
pacsport. withheld if they engage in court action against Saudi 
wit .7ens Congressmen Lantos, Wilson, anu Torricelli have 
econtly written to Secretary Shultz to ask him to bring this 
‘audi policy to the attention of the Saudi Foreign Minister 
ve? they mect next Wednesday Do you know if the Secretary 
wili being Saudi treatment of U.S. bucinessmen to the attention 
) h fereian Minister? 


f\ At this pornat, 1 don't knew, and in keeping with 
i «6©6Standard practice, LI don't normelliy give out the agenda of 
th. Secretary's meetinas in advance So I']1 leave it there at 
“his poin: 
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Going back to the question of what kind of visas were 
approved, we have offered official status for their visit. If 
they come to the U.S. in an official capacity, we've agreed to 
issue visas for their entire requested 15-day itinerary on the 
conditions that I mentioned a minute ago: that they agree to 
visit the Nevada test site, monitor a nuclear test. 


If the scientists decide to come to the U.S. ina 
private capacity, we would limit the visas to seven days and 
restrict the areas where they could travel. 


Q Chuck, do you welcome -- 
Q Has there been any response from the Soviets? 
“ No. We don't yet have a Soviet response. 


When was this revealed to them that these were 
the conditions? 


A I believe it happened the first of the week. 

Q Chuck, do you welcome the rejection of the 
Israeli Ambassador to UN of the proposals made by Foreign 
Minister of the Soviet Union for the preparatory committee for 
Middle East? Do you welcome that? 

a No, I don't have any comment on that. 

Q Okay, thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:22 p.m.) 
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CUBA: ARREST OF HUMAN RIGHTS COMMITTEE MEMBERS 





Q. Are any of the three members of the Cuban Human Rights 
Committee who were arrested September 24 on any of the 
lists of former political prisoners wanting to come to - 
the United States? 
A. -- NO. THE LISTSOF CUBAN POLITICAL PRISONERS MAINTAINED 
BY VARIOUS ORGANIZATIONS ARE OF LONG-TERM PRISONERS 
CURRENTLY UNDER DETENTION. THERE ARE MANY OTHER 
PERSONS IN CUBA WHO HAVE BEEN IN PRISON OR WHO ARE NOW 
IN PRISON FOR SHORTER PERIODS OF TIME ON POLITICAL 
GROUNDS, BUT WHO ARE NOT ON SUCH LISTS OF LONG-TERM 


POLITICAL PRISONERS. 


oo THE THREE PERSONS WHO WERE ARRESTED SEPTEMBER 24, 
ELIZARDO SANCHEZ, ADOLFO RIVERO AND ENRIQUE HERNANDEZ, 
WERE IMPRISONED IN 1980 WHEN TECUSANDS OF CUBANS WENT 
INTO THE PERUVIAN EMBASSY IN HAVANA. 3Y LATE 1985 ALL 
THREE HAD BEEN RELEASED FROM JAIL. THEIR RECENT 
ARRESTS APPARENTLY ARE A RESPONSE SY CUBAN AUTHORITIES 
TO THEIR HUMAN RIGHTS ACTIVITIES. 


BEST COPY AVAILA2LE 
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MR. REDMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 

I have no announcements. 

Jim? 

Q Since the Secretary's encounter with the press, 
do you have any progress, lack of progress, or incidents to 


report on the Daniloff negotiations? 


oa" Your lead-in was “since the Secretary's last 
contact 


Q Yes. Last night. 
a No, I don't have anything to add. 


Q Have there been any contacts between the United 
States and the Soviets? 


i I don't have anything to offer you on that score. 


Q CNN grabbed Shevardnadze for just a brief comment 
today in New York, and he said the United States is creating an 
artificial obstacle. And when asked whether he meant our 
expulsion order for the U.N. people, he said, “Exactly.” 


Is that the one hitch now in the whole deal, how to 
resolve that? 


a I just replied, in response to Jim's question, 
that I had nothing beyond what the Secretary said last night. 


Q Chuck, do you have any comment on the Iraqi call 
for the end of war, a recent call? 


) The United States vigorously supports the efforts 
of various parties, such as the Secretary-General of the United 
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Nations and the Organization of the Islamic Conference, to 
bring this senseless conflict to the earliest possible end, 
with the sovereignty and territorial integrity of both parties 
intact. 


This conflict need not continue. Unfortunately, Iran 
has chosen to ignore the many international calls for a 
ceasefire and a negotiated, or mediated, resolution. 


Once again, we call on the Iranians to join the Iraqis 
in working toward a peaceful settlement of the war which has 
cost both countries dearly in human and economic terms. 


Q What do you comment on his call to the United 
Nations to be more effective in dealing with this? 


6 As you well know, there have been a lot of 
people, a lot of organizations that have tried to work on this 
solution for quite some time. To the extent that any of them 
can do more, be more effective, is something we would welcome. 
But I'm not in a position to judge, or to pass judgment, on 
various efforts that have been made. 


Q Chuck, you probably saw that front-page 
Washington Times story on the Abu Nidal alert in Western 
Europe. Does the U.S. have information that 60-odd or more 
terrorists are planning operations in Western Evrope? 


a I don't have any statistics to offer you along 
the lines that were cited in that particular article. I'd 
leave my remarks at the fact that there is no doubt that the 
Abu Nidal group is responsible for numerous acts of terrorism 
and poses a major terrorist threat. 


Q But do you have anything to bring us up to date 
on a current, on a new, on a heightened urgency? 


one 


a No, I don't really. 


Q Has an FAA alert gone out to international and 
American carriers, for example? 


A You'll have to speak to FAA. I don't have 
anything on that. 


Q Have the embassies moved into a higher status of 
alert? 


is} Nor do I have anything on that. 
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I didn't read that article, by the way, in the same 
sense that you apparently read it. 


Q There were other reports; there was UPI and AP 
reports on the briefing given by Stanger, or someone like that, 
the West German who claimed to have been here and been given 
this information. 


A Can't help you any. 


There was a report by an Abu Nidal operative 
saying that they had nothing to do with the hijacking in 
Karachi. Have you got a fix on that or anything on that? 


A What I have on that is essentially the same as 
what I gave you maybe Tuesday or Wednesday, which is that while 
there have been some indications of one group or another, that 
neither we nor the governments involved have been able to fix 
any responsibility as of now. 


Q Has the U.S. team assisting the Pakistani 
Government returned? 


A I don't have any information on their status. 
Q Today, four Congressmen as well as 
representatives of the Polish-—American Congress called on the 


Administration to lift the last sanctions against Poland in 
response to the freeing of political prisoners there. 


What is the Administration's position on this? 


A I'd refer you to the guidance that was developed 
at the time that some of these most recent prisoners were 
amnestied -- prisoners were amnestied. For the exact words, 


I'd like to refer you to the Press Office; but, in general, 
we've welcomed these amnesties, and said that we would, 
obviously, have to take a close look at what actually happens, 
and whether or not, as has happened in the past, some of those 
amnestied are then rearrested at a later date. But beyond 
that, let's take a look at what we have in the Press Office. 


Q I think that you really had no conclusions on 
that specific question. I mean, have people had a chance to 
look at it yet? 


A Again, the guidance which we've used in the past 
indicates that we're always willing to look at this 
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question, and, in fact, in the light of developing events, we 
do do so. But I can't use that to lead you toward whether 
something is more imminent today than it has been at some other 
point in the past that you might pick out. 


Q Chuck, has the Administration got anything by way 
of a response on last week's nuclear agreement between China 
and Pakistan? 


A No. 
Q A good thing, bad thing? 
A No. 


Q Chuck, is there an investigation underway 
concerning the expenditure of funds at the U.S. Embassy in 
Switzerland? 


A All I can say is that the Department is looking 
at the questions that have been raised in that context. 


Q A follow-up on that, what are the State 
Department regulations about using representational funds? Can 
it be used solely for entertainment of U.S. officials? Is 
there any regulation banning that? 


A I don't have all those kind of details. The 
Representational Fund is a regularly-appropriated account which 
is used for representational functions abroad. The money is 
allocated to the geographic bureaus, and then the bureaus allot 
the money to posts abroad. 


The funds can be used for activities that include 
entertainment of a protocol nature involving members of the 
U.S. Government and foreign government officials. 


-~ MORE - 
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Q Can they be used for entertainment involving only 
members of the U.S. Government without any foreigners there? 


A As a consequence -- I just don't have that kind 
of detailed information available. Sorry. 


Q And I gather, in response to the other question, 
you are looking into possible misuse of funds by Ambassador 
Whittlesey; is that right? 


a What I said in respond to that question is the 
Department is looking into questions that have arisen in that 
context of his question. That's all. 


Q Question arisen about a $5,000 contribution to 
the Representational Fund by Frank Reilly, the father of a man 
working for her in Bern -- is that one of the questions you're 
looking into? 


A Beyond that, I have no other details to offer. 


Q Well, is it customary -- is it legal -- for an 
Ambassador to solicit funds for such a representational account? 


A I can tell you just a bit about what's involved 
in receiving, in a generic sense, money from private donors for 
representational expenditures: that the Department receives 
such funds unconditionally and that a portion of those funds 
are then allocated to posts for representational purposes. 


Certainly not all of those funds are received through 
that means. 


Q Well, do I understand what you're saying is that 
public-spirited citizens give money to the State Department, 
which is then sent out to the embassies for representational 
purposes? 


A Basically what happens is that these gifts can be 
accepted by the Department for the benefit of the Department of 
State or for the carrying out of its functions. The gifts are 
reviewed. It's determined whetner they give rise to an 
appearance of a conflict of interest, for example. Once the 
contributions are accepted by the Department, the money is 
deposited in the Department's financial system and then 
allocated to the respective geographic bureaus, as I noted a 
minute ago. 


Q So, in other words, the short answer to what I 
asked originally would be that it would not be regular for an 
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Ambassador to specifically solicit funds for that Embassy's 
representational account. 


A That's not a question to which I've attempted to 
reply. As I've said, I've given you a generic sense of what's 
involved in donations given to the Department of State, but I 
can't address that specific question that you're asking now. 


Q O.K. Can you address a question as to whether 
it's common practice for the representational funds to be used 
to pay plane tickets for Americans going from the U.S. to 
overseas? Is that a way that the money can be used? 


A No. I'm not going to enter into a whole series 
of hypothetical questions that you may choose to pose in order 
to elicit responses which you will see in the light of some 
other question. Sorry. 


Q The specific question: Is it proper for Miss 
Whittlesey to pay Christopher Manion's plane fare to Bern out 
of the representational funds? 


A And, as I said, I don't have any comment on that 
-- any other aspect of that particular story. 


Q How much money was received last year as 
donations for this type of thing? Or representational funds. 


A Donations I really can't help you with. 


Representational funds: The current appropriation is 
something on the order of four-and-a-half million dollars. 


But that is not meant in any way to imply that those 
come from private donors. In fact, my understanding is that's 
the appropriation. 


Q You don't know how much came from private donors? 


A No. 


Q All right, let me get this straight: You're 
looking into the question of the use of funds by an Embassy. 
How about the hiring of this person to whom --— to which 
reference was made before? 


fa Don't have anything on that at all. 


Q What does somebody involved in public diplomacy 
in Bern do? What would be the general job description there? 
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a Well, you can certainly talk to the Embassy or to 
USIA. That's basically a PAO position. 


Q Is the Justice Department also involved in the 
investigation? 


a Don't have anything else on that. 


Q Has she been placed on administrative leave or is 
she still acting in her regular capacity? 


a I have nothing to indicate that she's doing 
anything other than acting in her regular capacity. 


Q But right now she's here in Washington, isn't she? 


A I don't know where she is. There are many 
Ambassadors who travel all the time. That list is pages long. 


Q You don't know? 

a I don't keep track of every Ambassador every 
day. I'm sorry. 

Q Yeah. 

Q Do you have any comment on the agreement by EEC 


country police agencies to cooperate to fight terrorism? 


A We welcome these agreements and believe they will 
be effective in countering terrorism. Although the struggle 
against international terrorism will be long and difficult, the 
EC Ministers have demonstrated the resolve that's required and 
we applaud them. 


Q There's a wire story that a Soviet diplomat was 
denied permission to travel to Pennsylvania. What was the 
reason for that? 


A The denial was routine, was based on our policy 
of maintaining travel reciprocity with the USSR. The Soviets 
often prohibit our diplomats from traveling in so-called open 
areas, leading us to deny trips of a similar nature here in the 
U.S. 


Q Was there a specific case that touched this off? 


A As I say, this was a reciprocal move. 
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Well, what were we responding to? 
I can't give you that detail. I don't know. 


But there was something that had happened t/:.:: 


As I say, this is very routine. 


Well, what's the -- I don't see the problem in 
names and so forth about these two cases. 


Because it happens all the time. 

Any comment on the second Israeli raid? 

No. 

Are you familiar with the report by a West German 
possible release being worked on by Ambassador 

d involved Daniloff and a number of other people, 

ral held in East Germany? 

Don't have anything on that. 

Thank you. 


briefing concluded at 12:47 p.m.) 
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MR. REDMAN: adies and gentlemen, good afternoon. I 
have no announcements. 


Who wants to lead off, in Jim's absence? 
Q Is there -- Can you -- (laughter) 


Do you know if Zakharov is going to be released today 
in New York? 


A Sorry. Don't have anything on that one. 


Q Well, can you confirm that Mr. Daniloff has 
indeed left the Soviet Union? 


A No, I can't help you on that one either. 


Q What is the State Department going to say about 
him? He's been seen leaving. What's -- 


fe All I know is that I'm not going to say anything 
about it. 


(Laughter) 


Q Where will the official U.S. reaction come from 
and when? 


a That I can't predict at this very moment. 
Q Kansas City? 


fa You're all free to speculate and make your own 
anticipations. 


Q Is the President going to do it at 1:10? 


Aa I'm not in a position to give you any readout 
right now. Sorry. 


Moving right along -- 
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Q Yes, moving right along, on the 25 Soviets, the 
list of 25, is there any change in that list? And can you give 
us a status report as to how many are still in this country? 

4 No. Can't help you on either one. 

I thought we were moving right along here. 

(Laughter) 


Q Will State have anything to say later in the day 
on this? 


“ At this point, I don't know. 
Q Filing break? (Laughter) 
i) Filing break. (Laughter) 


Q Will the Secretary have anything to say up in New 
York? 


A Can't predict either. 


Q Chuck, can I take the Middle East? 


is Sure. 
(Laughter) 
Q Do you have any comment on the appointment by 


Israeli occupying authorities of three mayors on the West 
Bank? And what is your policy regarding the appointment of 
mayors, in light of the fact that you always favor democratic 


elections all over the world? 


A Concerning the appointments, we welcome the 
restoration of Arab authority in the East-West Bank 
municipalities. We're hopeful that means can be found to 
restore Arab control in other towns in the occupied territory. 
And concerning our general policy, we support increased control 
over their own affairs by the Arab inhabitants throughout the 
O.cupied territories through developments which have the 
support of the local population. 


Q When you're talking about the local population, 
the support of the local population, don't you believe that 
there is a process of free elections that we all believe in, in 
this country and overseas, that could be applied to have the 
free elections in order to have the representatives of the 
people who live under occupation? 
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m We've been through this question and answer 
several times. What I gave you is the normal response to that 
question, and I'm not going to be able to go beyond it today. 


Q Chuck, do you have any comment on the Syrian- 
supported attack from East Beirut? 


a As to what kind of support is behind the attack, 
if I can just address that first, information on this point is 
unclear. I'm not going to speculate. But concerning the 
events in Beirut, as I've said many times from this podium, 
peace and stability in Lebanon will be restored when the 
central government is able to exert its authority throughout 
Lebanon, and the various militias must get off the streets and 
disband. 


To repeat, the Lebanese armed forces and the police 
are the only legitimate armed forces in Lebanon. Resort to 
violence by militias can only weaken the central authority and 
diminish prospects for an end to civil strife. 


The Lebanese people long for stability and legality. 
The United States strongly supports their hopes as well as 
concrete steps to obtain these goals, such as the efforts by 
the Dialogue Committee to achieve political and security reform. 


Q Does that imply, when you said the Lebanese armed 
forces are the only legitimate forces in Lebanon -- does that 
suggest that the Syrian forces are illegitimate? 


2) I'm not suggesting anything about other forces 
other than what I've said. Our position on the presence of all 
foreign forces in Lebanon has been often restated. 


Q Are still supportive of President Gemayel's 
leadership over the country? 


i We've said that over and over again. 

Q Mr. Redman? 

a Yes. 

Q Congressman Solarz said on Friday that there 


would be a crucial move on the part of the Administration as 
far as the lifting of the sanctions against Poland is concerned. 
Would you have anything on that? 


6 We have acknowledged to the Polish Government the 
significance we attach to its decision to carry out a full 
amnesty. We hope the amnesty is based on a Polish Government 
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decision not to rearrest the amnesty's beneficiaries for 
political crimes. We encourage the Polish Government to use 
the amnesty as a basis for improving political dialogue with 
important segments of Polish society. 


For our part, we will continue to consider possible 
ae —- in light of the amnesty and future developments 
n Poland. 


Q Did the Secretary take part in a review on 
Saturday on this? 


“ I don't have any details concerning specific 
scheduling for Saturday. 


Q The House is planning to vote this afternoon on a 
South African bill, on the veto override. Do you have anything 
on that? 


6 No. 


Q Any compromises in the works? Any concessions to 
try to persuade people to change their vote? 


a I don't have anything from this end. 


Q Can you confirm the reports that what was 
involved in the military actions in Lebanon over the weekend 
was actually an attempted coup against Gemayel, led by Talas, 
the Defense Minister of Syria? 


a No, don't have anything on that. 


Q Do you have any comment on the formation of an 
opposition party in Taiwan over the weekend? 


a No. 


Q Do you have anything on that airport in Costa 
Rica on the Nicaraguan border apparently being built with the 
help of some Americans? 


A What I can give you very concisely without going 
into all the details is that concerning this facility that 
you're referring to that no U.S. Government funds or personnel 
have been involved with this facility. 


Q How about the U.S. response to the Interior 
Ministers meetings on terrorism of the EC countries over the 
woekend? Do you have any readout or reaction to that? 


A I had a reaction which I gave at that meeting, at 
the end of last week 
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Q Are Shultz-Shevardnadze set to meet later today? 
Can you confirm that? 


A I have nothing further on those kind of meetings. 
Q No? 
Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:45 p.m.) 
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MR. REOMAN: Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen. 
One announcement: The Government of the Republic of Vanuatu 
and the Government of the United States of America, wishing to 
strengthen the existing friendly relations and cooperation 
between their respective countries, have decided by agreement, 
following consultations, to establish diplomatic relations at 


the ambassadorial level and to exchange ambassadors as early as 
will be convenient. 


Q May we have a filing break? 
(Laughter) 


Q Chuck, where is that. country? In what part of 
the world is that country? 


i) That's in the Pacific. 

Q Thank you. 

a Otherwise you were going to ask me a follow-on? 
That's all I have. 


Q We're wiped out, Chuck. What can you say? 
Gottlieb was sitting in the UPI chair. No, there is a UPI here. 


Q On this Vanuatu, something like that, was this 
involved in, I think it was, a dispute on fishing rights and 
also on reports of Soviet bases there? Can you give us some 
more background beyond this announcement? 
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A Well, let me tell you what I have, and on the 
status of the fishing agreement -- Oh, I have a lot of details 
here. 


Q Can you give us the status of that? 


A It's in the Southwestern Pacific in the center of 
a rough square bounded by Solomon Islands, New Caledonia, Fiji, 
and Tuvalu. 


But meanwhile, after Vanuatu became independent on 
July 30, 1980, President Carter sent a message to the 
Government of Vanuatu, recognizing the new government and 
expressing the hope that we would establish formal diplomatic 
relations. 


Only recently did Vanuatu decide to expand its 
diplomatic contacts, inviting some 30-40 countries including 
the U.S., to establish diplomatic relations. After appropriate 
consideration, the Secretary of State recommended that we 
respond favorably, and the President concurred in the 
recommendation. 


The Soviet Union, in reference to your question, did 
establish relations with Vanuatu in July. That had no bearing 
on our decision. We understand that Vanuatu, in keeping with 
its non-aligned posture, approached countries across a broad 
political spectrum to establish diplomatic relations. 


But for an update on the fishing situation, on which 
we've had commentary in the past, I'll have to look into that. 


Q May I follow up? 
Yes. 


Q On the same thing, may we have a copy of that for 
everybody concerned? 


(Laughter) 


A Okay. 


Q To follow up, how does it affect the other 
relations we have with the other nations in the new 


Micronesia/Polynesian Group and everything else who are all 
negotiating with the United States and with the Soviet Union 


for fishing rights and landing rights and everything else? 
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(Laughter) 


A You may have exhausted -- You've plumbed the 
depths of my knowledge concerning this particular issue. I'm 
not sure -- really, I'm not sure quite what the relevance of 
that question is to the announcement I've made today. 
Obviously, by establishing diplomatic relations with one 
country, it's going to change, to some degree, the nature of 
our relationship with that country. But why that should have 
some important spillover effect regionally, I can't help you on 
that. 


Q Can we get the Secretary down here to discuss 
this with us? 


(Laughter) 

Q: I think there's a cover-up. 
Q One follow-up. 

A He's got another follow-up. 


Q This is the only prime topic we have on our 
agenda here. 


Q I was going to try U.S. - Soviet relations, but 
that's all right. 


(Laughter) 


Q As a follow-up, the tendency of New Zealand and 
Australia, particularly New Zealand, in forming a nuclear-free 
zone in that whole area including this new nation, do we have 
any background on that? What are we doing to combat this 
feeling of a nuclear-free zone of all Micronesia, all the South 
Pacific, New Zealand, and a feeling also on Australia? 


A For our position on the South Pacific 
nuclear-free zone, a proposition that's been before us for some 
time, I'd refer you to the Press Office where we've had 
outstanding guidance on that for a number of months now, and 
that hasn't changed. 


Q Right. 


fa Concerning the position of Vanuatu, I'd have to 
refer you to that government. 
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Barry? 


Q Oh, about the people that apparently can still 
stay at the UN for at least a couple of weeks more, the Los 
Angeles Times -- and I wish I hadn't just heard about it, but 
had read the story -- I understand it suggested that a couple 
of these people are really pretty high-ranked intelligence 
operatives. 


Can you offer any assurances -— because you were so 
alarmed about the 25, in the first place -- that the handful 
that remain are not indeed spies, or people that you consider 
spies? 


A I can't get into a person-—by-person account of 
what these people do, what we believe they may be doing or what 
they may not be doing, so really, I can't answer that question, 
if that's your only question. 


Q Well, yes, but it sort of leaves open the 
possibility that the State Department is kind of relaxed about 
people that at one point they had called spies. 


A I think the fact to keep in mind here is that 
when the President announced this decision in March, he had a 
number of reasons for doing that, which we gave you at the 
time. That included, of course, what we considered to be the 
excessive number of Soviet diplomats attributed to their U.N. 
Mission, a number which was more than the next two largest 
missions combined; that we were concerned with the activities 
of a number of those people, activities which we didn't feel 
was really compatible with their U.N. duties -- and that 
included such things as espionage -- so that this whole program 
of ordering something on the order of 105 reductions over the 
space of two years is aimed at those particular problems which 
had come to our attention. 


I think that we have explained our expulsion order; we 
explained the nature of the cutbacks over the two years in that 
context, and I can't take you beyond that, then, to go into the 
specific cases of individuals. 


Q Chuck, to follow that up, one of the reports 
about this is that one of the persons who is supposed to be 
able to stay behind in this grace period is the KGB station 
chief at the U.N. Can you confirm that? 
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A No. Once again, it falls into the same 
category. I can't give you any additional material concerning 
individual personnel. 


Q But, Chuck, apart from specifics, can you give us 
what Barry originally asked for which is an overall assurance 
that those who left are not involved in intelligence-gathering 
against the United States? 


A You're talking about those who are left on the 
list of 25? 

Q Yes. 

A Once again, that would lead me, then, to start 


characterizing various individuals on that list. I'd have to 
fall back again to our general characterization of why we made 
this decision in the first place, why we're asking these people 
to leave. Of course, the reason that we named 25 was because 
the Soviets had not been cooperative so that we could not 
determine, in fact, what their intentions were. 


It is true that since September 17, as the Secretary 
said yesterday, in contrast to the actions prior to that date, 
the Soviets have provided evidence that their U.N. Mission 
staff is below the required level of 218, which we had required 
by today. We have independently confirmed that that is the 
case, and it was in view of that more cooperative attitude 
reflected in these actions that we agreed to allow a small 
number of these employees this grace period of 14 days. 


Q Chuck, is there any possibility that the names of 
the 25 can be made public perhaps with the indication of which 
ones have left and which ones have not? 

A I don't believe there is any possibility of that. 

Steve, have you got a question? 


Q You took care of it in the main. 


A Anything else? 
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Q In the same area, can you tell us anything about 
the agenda of the Iceland summit? Will it be almost 
exclusively arms control, any characterization at all? 


a) No, I can't give you any specific 
characterization other than what has already been said, that 
the purpose of this meeting, really, is to make concrete 
preparations for the General Secretary's visit to the United 
States. That means reviewing all the issues on the agenda, 
and, of course, from our side, human rights is right at the top 
of that. The fact that a dissident here and there is released 
is something that we welcome, of course, but it doesn't cause 
us to lose sight of the fact that there are many, many more who 
have not yet been released and who continue to suffer. So, 
human rights is certainly on our agenda, as are questions of 
arms control, bilateral relations and regional problems. 


Q We have been told in the past how involved it is 
to prepare for a summit meeting. It's now only nine days 
away. Does the Administration feel -- Does the State 
Department feel it will be adequately ready by a week from 
Saturday? 


A We've had a lot of preparatory work that has been 
going on. The most recent, of course, the Secretary meeting 
with Mr. Shevardnadze, but before that a whole series of 
meetings that took place in the course of the summer on the 
whole range of the agenda, all four areas that I just mentioned. 
So that there is a lot of work in place, and it's on the basis 
of that, as the Secretary indicated yesterday, the two leaders 
will attempt to push the ball along a little further. 


Q On the subject of dissidents, what about the fact 
that in this particular deal that has been worked out, only one 
dissident is being released, whereas in the Crawford case, 
which is parallel in some ways, five dissidents were released? 
Didn't we come out short on this one? 


A I'm not in a position to make comparisons for you 
on a case-by-case basis. All of these situations are 
different. Obviously in the case of Mr. Orlov, we felt that 
that was an appropriate trade. 


Q But did we try to get more dissidents out and we 
only succeeded in getting one? 


A On that score, I really can't help you. The 
Secretary was asked that question yesterday and he responded to 
it, so I can't do any better than that. 


Q Chuck, in light of the meetings between the 
Secretary of State and Mr. Shevardnadze, prior to the release 
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of Mr. Daniloff, do you have an idea that the Middle East and 
the regional issues will have some priority in the placement of 
discussion between the President and Mr. Gorbachev at the 
upcoming meeting? 


a As I said in response to a prior question, I 
really can't give you any further breakdown of the agenda, its 
order or its priorities, so, no, I can't help you on that other 
than to say that regional questions are certainly part of our 
agenda. 


Q Well, let me ask it in a different way. Did Mr. 
Shultz and Mr. Shevardnadze discuss the Middle East during this 
about ten days of talks which, you know, were interrupted with 
a few meetings? 


A I don't have any details to offer you on that. 


Q Chuck, excuse me, can you give us any reasons why 
Iceland was chosen as a venue for this meeting there? 


aq Not really. You might try the White House, but 
to the best of my knowledge, the Soviets suggested a couple of 
possibilities. Iceland was one of those. And both sides 
agreed that that would be an appropriate meeting place. 


Q Wasn't Britain the other one? 
bs Yes. 


Q It didn't affect the decision that there is a 
U.S. base in Iceland? It didn't be in the way of -- ? (sic) 


A I don't know why that should have affected the 
decision. It's a convenient location. That's one 
consideration that obviously comes to mind. 


Q Chuck, are there any areas within those four 
groups, and specifically on arms control, are there any areas 
within that that look particularly sromising for the two 
leaders to discuss? 


A Well, people have gone over that before. I don't 
think it is possible to pick out any single areas. There is 
reason to believe that there's a potential for progress ina 
number of areas. Very briefly, if you will look at what is 
happening in Geneva, for example, on START, on strategic arms, 
the U.S. has just tabled a new proposal. That reflects the 
President's willingness to work on an interim agreement, 
despite his preference for 5O percent cuts, as agreed on at the 
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last summit. INF -- both sides see that as promising. We have 
tabled again new ideas for an interim agreement toward our 
preferred solution of eliminating longer range INF missiles 
Globally, but elsewhere, there are some issues to be solved, 
such as cutting large Soviet forces of SS-20's in Asia, 
constraining the threat from shorter-range INF missiles, just 
to pick out a couple. Defense in space -- You are aware of the 
new offer that the President outlined at the UN. 


So, I just pick those out to say that there is a broad 
agenda, and all of those issues are before us. 


Q Do you expect that in Reykjavik that there will 
be any kind of communique like in Geneva where specific areas 
will be identified and instructions will be given to accelerate 


progress in these areas? I mean, what do you see as the sort 
of concrete result of Reykjavik in. terms of a product? 


A That's impossible for me to predict right now. 

Q Chuck, have you put together a working group of 
people who will be doing the staff work for the mini-summit? 
I'm taking -- 

fa Definitely. 

Q Who? Could you name the people? 


A Oh, there are a lot of people involved in it, 
involving a lot of agencies. 


Q You wouldn't want to say Roz Ridqway is one? 


a Oh, I might be prepared to say she is one, but, 
as I say, there are many people. 


Q Beyond her? 

Q On the Western Sahara, can you say whether the 
U.S. is still maintaining contacts with the Polisario, and if 
yes, why the officials declined to see a Polisario member who 
is in town? 

A Officials where declined? 

y In the Administration. 


Declined to see a Polisario member? 


Q Yes. 
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a I don't have anything on that. 


Q But the contacts are still going on between the 
United States and the Polisario front? 


a As I understand it, there have been contacts from 
time to time with the Polisario. Whether or not they have 
taken place in Washington, I don't know. 


Q Chuck, this is the first briefing we've had since 
the House overrode the sanctions against the veto in South 
Africa. Does the State Department have any comment on that 
override? 


fs No. The Senate is yet to come. 

Q What about the House's? 

a As you said, that's already done. 

Q And you don't have any comment about it? 


Q Chuck, Israel is reportedly offering Amal Shiite 
forces control of some parts of southern Lebanon if Amal will 
gQuarantee calm and quietness in the area. Do you have any 
comment on Israel's offer, and had Israel consulted with you 
about this new offer? 


a Don't have anything on that. 
Q Will you look into it? 


Q The Soviet Foreign Minister, in his news 
conference yesterday, suggested that [celand was chosen because 
it could be a quiet place and restricted to the press. 


Do we -- this probably should come from the White 
House -- but do we anticipate any restriction on the number of 
correspondents, American correspondents, to go to Iceland? 
It's a very small place. 


rs) I can't answer that question definitively. I 
don't know of any restrictions, but people in Iceland and here 
and the Soviet Union have just started to work on this 
question, so I really can't answer that. 


Q Chuck, Shevardnadze also said that there was an 
American scientist named Lakshin who wanted to return to the 
Soviet Union, among a large number of others that he said 
wanted to go back to the Soviet Union. 
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Do you have any word on who this fellow is? 


Qa I don't have any word on who he is. I can't even 
find what it is I[ have, but we have looked into that, but we 
can't identify anybody who meets that description. 


Q Chuck, I assume the Secretary is going to Iceland 
also -- how will this affect his planning for the Africa trip? 
Is that being delayed? 


A Well, of course, there is no -- there has never 
been an African trip announced, but -- 


Q I know, but -- 
a As you are aware -- 
Q There were rumors it might start on the 10th. 


a No. The Secretary -- there has been planning, as 
we've said, preliminary planning for an African trip, and that 
planning will continue. Obviously, the fact that the Secretary 
will be going with the President to Iceland rules out any trip 
to Africa in that particular time-frame. So, I'd leave it by 
saying that the Secretary is still anxious to go to Africa at 
an early time. 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:36 p.m.) 
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TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the October 1, 1986 Daily Press Brieting 


STATUS OF U.S. - SOUTH PACIFIC REGIONAL PISHERIES AGREEMENT 


Q: What is the status of fisheries negotiations betwee, 
Vanuatu and the United States? 


A. VANUATU, ALONG WITH 15 OTHER PACIFIC ISLAND CUUNTRIES, HAS 
BEEN A PARTICIPANT IN ON-GOING NEGOTIATIONS WITH THE UNITED 
STATES TO REACH A REGIONAL PISHERIES AGREEMENT. IT NOW 
APPEARS LIKELY THAT WE CAN REACH AN AGREEMENT IN THE NEAR 
PUTURE ON ALL SUBSTANTIVE ASPECTS OF THE TREATY, IPF THE 
PINANCIAL ISSUE CAN BE RESOLVED. THE NEXT ROUND OP 


NEGOTIATIONS IS SCHEDULED FOR OCTOBER 14-20 IN TONGA. 
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THURSDAY, OCTOBER 2, 1986, 12:47 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
Two announcements: 


First, the Department today released American Foreign 
P cy: rren nt 984. This is the most recent 
volume in the on-going Department of State series. There is a 
press release available in the Press Office which gives further 
details about this volume and information on ordering the 
volume through the Government Printing Office. 


Secondly, we condemn the attack on Prime Minister 
Gandhi, which has its aim of depriving India and the world of a 
distinguished leader. The world, the Indian nation, and the 
Prime Minister's family suffered the tragic loss by 
assassination of Prime Minister Indira Gandhi less than two 
years ago. We cannot afford another such loss. We share with 
India heartfelt relief that Prime Minister Gandhi was 
unharmed. 


Q Do you have any comment on the Washington Post 
report today regarding a disinformation campaign on Libya? 


Aa No, I don't really have anything to offer you. MI 
think that was gone over in considerable detail at an earlier 
briefing at the White House this morning 


Q No details at the White House 


A Pardon? 
Q There were no details offered 
2) They spent something like 80 or 90 minutes on it 


Q Well, repeating the same line 


A As I understand it, there was a lot of 
information available there 


Q Did Secretary Shultz say what is attributed to 
him at the very end of the article? 
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A As you know, we don't ever comment on what the 
Secretary says in deliberations that are internal and private. 


Q You know what I'm talking about? 


a Whatever it is you are talking about, the answer 
is always the same -- that we never comment on his private 
remarks. 


Q I didn't read that part of the article, but I'd 
like to ask you, if Secretary of State Shultz could find the 
leaker if he'd fire him -- the leaker of disinformation. Does 
his -— what is it called? -- admonition that if people leak 
information they'll be fired, does that apply to 
disinformation, too? (Laughter) 


It's a serious question, particularly since apparently 
he approved the whole plan, according to the Post. 


a I can't help you on that one, Barry. 


Q But let me stick to the original questior. If 
the Secretary finds whoever was responsible for passing bogus 
information on to the press, would he be subject to Shultz's 
order that he be fired -- found and fired? 


a You start with the premise that there was an 
intent that bogus information was passed to the press, and in 
that context I refer you to the White House briefing this 
morning where that question was answered in categorical terms. 
So I really don't accept the premise of the question. 


Q Putting all this aside, what is the current 
assessment of Qadhafi and whether he is quiescent or is 
actively engaged in terrorism? I mean, is he a terrorist 
threat right now? What's the current assessment? 


a I don't have any new assessment to offer you. 


Q Can you say whether disinformation was provided 
to the foreign press? 


a We are talking about the State Department here? 
At the State Department, as you know -- [ hope you all know 
here -- our job is to state the facts, to explain U.S. 
Government policy. That's what we do. 


Q On the “quiescent” question, I do recall getting 
an answer from the podium when we asked, in the middle of all 
those exciting pieces, many of them in the mall Street _Journal 
whether the attack on Libya had had the effect that the State 
Department claimed at the time it did -- that it quieted 


Qadhafi's appetite for terrorism. and [ think from the podium 
was said yes, he'd calmed down. 
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What is an up-to-date appraisal of Libya? Could you 
give us a short up to date, or long if you'd like, appraisal of 
Libya's terrorist activities? Is it still your judgment that 
the bombardment of the two principal cities in Libya have 
inhibited Qadhafi? 


a I'm not in a positive to give you any updated 
status report of the kind you are asking for. My answer would 
have to limit itself to saying that, as we have always said, 
the Qadhafi regime has had and continues to have the capability 
for conducting these kinds of operations and as a consequence 
we haven't lessened our vigilance nor has our concern for the 
potential in any way been lessened. 


But I am not going to enter into some sort of updating 
as to whether the threat is at some higher, lower, or 
intermediate level today than it was yesterday or the day 


before. 
Q Ambassador Oakley did just that a few months ago 
“ That's his job. 
. Q Could we ask for one? Could you try to get us 
one? 


) We will keep that in mind. 


Q Chuck, what effect do you think that might have 
on Libyan dissidents and those whom you thought might be 
prompted to take some sort of action against Qadhafi within 
Libya? 


) That's pure speculation. I can't help you 


Q Well, [I mean, they are obviously being referred 
to, and the hope was that this disinformation campaign might 
prompt them into some sort of action. Might that not 
jeopardize them now? 


i) Once again, your question has a number of 
premises built into it, and I'd refer you to the White House 
briefing. 


Q You said he continues to have the capability to 
conduct terrorist attacks. Aare you referring to his own, 
separate from Abu Nidal, or just having Abu Nidal is the 
capability? 


a I think in the past we have gone over that. 
That's a very broad question. Obviously it's not limited to 
one group, so I would not want to confine it to either one or 
the cther. 
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Q Is there any indication that anybody sponsored by 
him or people who work for him directly are now in the field 
working toward creating more terrorist acts? 


A I'll have to rely on the answer I just gave to 
the previous question. 


Q The British today, I think, terminated landing 
rights for Libyan Airlines because of alleged terrorist links. 
Do you have any comment on that? 


Aa The suspension is effective, as I understand it, 
at the end of October. 


We are aware that the British Government is taking 
this action because of concern for security. We think this 
will be a useful step in the counter-terrorism effort. We have 
long believed that the Government of Libya has used Libyan Arab 
Airlines and its ground facilities to support terrorist 
operations. 


Q Is that a product of General Walters' trip, that 
decision? 


A I have no way of knowing that. You'll have to 
talk to the British. It's their decision. 


Q Were you asked, or let me try if you haven't 
been, a judgment, really, whether Qadhafi is still in control 
in Libya? Again, the Secretary has stated for the record that 
the U.S. hope was that the people around Qadhafi see the state 
of the economy and other problems and get rid of him. 


This suggests that there is a judgment in the 
Administration that Qadhafi is still firmly in control. Is he? 


A I have nothing on that. 


Q You referred us to the White House. There are 
things that are attributed directly to the State Department in 
this article. Can you direct yourself, address yourself, to 
those? 


A No. Everything that I saw that was directed to 
any particular agency was in the nature of private, classified, 
internal communications, and I don't ever comment on those. 


Q But the White House did address itself. If the 
White House considered it not private and classified, why do 
you? 


3) They didn't address themselves. You wouldn't be 
asking me that question, [ suppose, if they addressed your 
questions. 
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g That's right, but what I am saying -- 


A So I would assume that they didn't address them 
any more than I am going to. 


Q Okay, but the article -- 
I wasn't at the White House briefing. I wonder 


if you could just give us a brief, perhaps overall response to 
the article? 


A No need to repeat it. 
Question? 
Q I don't have one on that. I have another subject. 


Q How does this leak or the possibility of this 
leak affect governmental decision-making and State Department 
decision-making? 


A That's really a generic question concerning the 
nature of leaks and their impact. I'm mot going to change any 
judgments or analyses that have been made in the past 
concerning leaks by the Secretary and others. 


Q New subject? How does the State Department view 
Pik Botha's approach, direct approach, to Congressmen? I[s it 
concerned about this direct attempt to influence American 
attitudes, etc.? 


a That's basically something between Mr. Botha and 
the Congressmen. involved, and I'd refer you to them for their 
reactions. 


Q But isn't the State Department concerned that a 
Foreign Minister would be taking this direct route? 


a In terms of direct contacts, there is ample 
precedent in diplomatic usage for that. That's certainly done 
all the time. 


Q Well, putting that aside, what is the State 
Department's reaction to the idea of cutting off the grain to 
surrounding countries by South Africa? 

“ What is our reaction to the idea? 


Q He said apparently that that's what they would do 
if Reagan's veto was overridden. Is there any -- ? 


“4 That is future tense and hypothetical. I'm not 
going to go into that. 
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Q Chuck, there is a report from Israel on IDF that 
the Israeli authorities or government shut down a newspaper on 
the West Bank in East Jerusalem for seven days. Do you have 
any comment on that? Are you aware of the report? 


a I don't have anything on that at all. 


Q Would you look at it, tell us what you think of 
closing a newspaper? 


A If it comes to my attention, I'll certainly be 
willing to look at it. I haven't seen anything -- 


Q Well, I'm bringing it to your attention. 


A But that's all I've heard. Unless I see 
something with a bit more detail -- 


Q Well, that's what I am asking, Chuck. Would you 
look at it, I mean. That's it. 


A I'm looking at you. That's all I can do. 

Q But I am not -- I mean, joking or -- 

Q This may have been addressed at the White House, 
and if it was, excuse the question. Has a list of the U.S. 
official delegation to Reykjavik been released yet? 

A No. 

Q When do you expect to have that list? 

A I really don't know, and that's a question again 


that has to be addressed at the White House because it is the 
President's mission. 


Q But in terms of State Department participation, 
do you have anything on that yet? 


A No. 


Q Chuck, upon his return to the U.S., Mr. Daniloff 
said that Genaddi Zakharov was a KGB line officer, a lieutenant 
colonel. I was wondering if you can confirm that, tell us 
anything more about Zakharov, and if not, why not? 


A As I understand it, the FBI a week or so ago 
published quite a lengthy piece of paper which included a lot 
of information, and I certainly couldn't come close to touching 
that kind of detail, so I[*d refer you to that. 
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Q Chuck, we have been told by another agency eleven 
Slavic names which purport to be the people on the list of 25 
Soviet UN employees whe are still in the United States. All of 
them are identified as KGB or GRU officers. 


I would be glad to read through -- I mean, I would not 
be glad to read through the names, but I will read through the 
names if there is any chance that you can confirm them. But is 
it going to be possible to confirm people on the list, people 
still in the country? And, as a kind of another question, why 
are KGB and GRU agents being allowed to stay? 


A First, I don't think it is worth your time to 
read through the list. Secondly, on the more general question 
of our concern over espionage activities, I went through that 
yesterday. It was gone through in the context of the 
announcement of the President's decision last March 7. I[t has 
been addressed by the Secretary and by others on numerous 
occasions. 


Our position on that question has been stated and 
restated. I[t was part of the reason, the rationale, behind the 
March decision, and so I don't really know that it would serve 
any purpose for me to reiterate all that for you once again. 


Q Well, is there any thought that it would ever be 
possible to get all of the intelligence people out of that 
mission, or is it just you'd like to reduce the numbers to make 
their job more difficult? 


fy I really can't help you as to the question of 
whether it would ever be possible to do that. 


Q Chuck, could you shed a little more light on the 
meeting between Secretary Shultz and the Syrian Foreign 
Minister, Farouk Shara, and whether there is a feeling that the 
Syrians can really deliver in terms of securing the release of 
the American hostages in Lebanon, at this point, anyway? 


A I can't shed any more details on the nature of 
the meeting. There was a background briefing in New York last 
night at the end of the day in which somebody who was there and 
intimately involved gave a much better read-out than anything 
I'd be able to provide on the podium. 


Concerning Syria and the hostages, Syria has publicly 
stated that it would do whatever it could to obtain the safe 
release of the hostages. Syria has more influence on this 
issue than most others. Unfortunately, as we have said before, 
to date there has been no positive movement. That by way of a 
general wrap-up of Syria dnd the hostage question. 
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Q But in light of that meeting, is there any more 
sense they can push for it, or they are really stumped at this 
point? 


a I'd have to fall back on the backgrounder last 
night because that was based on someone who was really there. 


Q What can you say about what was the exchange 
pertaining to strengthening the Lebanese Government to combat 
the various war groupings in Lebanon? 


A In what context are we talking now? 


Q The talks between Shara and Shultz, it was said 
that they have agreed to strengthen the Lebanese Government. 


A Once again, I'll help you to the extent I can, 
but again I'd refer you to the background briefing last night. 
But the resolution of the Lebanese crisis is, first of all, up 
to the Lebanese, and there is no military solution to Lebanon's 
problems. Any disruption of this process by Lebanese or 
non-Lebanese parties shows disregard for the suffering of the 
Lebanese people, and for their aspirations for legality and 
peace. 


Syrian President Assad has publicly declared support 
for the efforts of the Committee of Dialogue -- which groups 
all the Ministers in the Lebanese Cabinet -- to seek national 
reconciliation and political reform. 


Q That's it. Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 1:03 p.m.) 
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MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. I 
have no announcements. 


Matt? 


Q Two of the American hostages in Lebanon appeared 
on a videotape today, which I'm sure you're aware of and 
complained about the attention given to the Daniloff case and 
inattention given to their case by the Administration. Do you 
have any response to that? 


A Let me start by the obvious, which is to refer 
you to the remarks that the President made several days ago 
when he was asked that question. That, of course, is still 
very applicable to the questions you've posed today. 


We continue to follow every lead through all possible 
intermediaries in our efforts to bring all of the Americans 
held hostage in Lebanon safely home. We've always been willing 
to establish contact, either through direct talks with the 
kidnappers or their representatives or through third parties. 
Although the kidnappers have demonstrated that they can 
communicate with news agencies by letter, telephone, and 
videotape, they've shown no inclination to talk directly to 
us. We have consistently stated that we are willing to talk 
about the safety and return of the Americans held hostage, and 
our door remains open for such talks. 


Q But you're not willing to negotiate? Is there 
still that distinction? 


A That's what we have always said, and that has not 
changed in any way. 


Q But you did negotiate on Daniloff, did you not? 
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A The President went through that once again. Mr. 
Daniloff was released unconditionally. 


Q Following negotiations. Is that not true? 


A I said we're willing to talk about the return of 
Americans, and that's what we did in the case of Mr. Daniloff. 
We're willing to do that in the case of hostages anywhere, 
including those in Lebanon. 


Q But not under the label of negotiations? 


Aa Whether you call it negotiations or not, I'm not 
yoing to try to get into that nuance. What I'm going to say is 
what we've always said, that we're always willing to talk with 
anyone or any group concerning the return and the safety of the 
hustages, but we're not going to give in to terrorist demands, 
nor will we encourage third parties to do so. That's standard 
policy, and that policy hasn't changed. 


Q Why do you think they keep saying that you're not 
wi.ling to negotiate when they won't establish a communication 
Link with you? Or have there been credible channels that 
you ve negotiated with them, or talked to them about the 
nostages? 


A Let me say first of all, 1 can't answer why they 
won't talk to us about the safety and the welfare of the 
nostages. I just said that while they've shown a tendency to 
servd videotapes or messages to news agencies, they've not been 
inclined to talk directly to us ihe safety and health of the 
hostages is something that's of primary concern to us, a!ways 
has been. It was one of the questions tiat ferry Waite made 
inquiries about, for example, and we would certainly welcome an 
ppectunity to verify the health of the iimstages 


Q Chuck, when we spoke to Peggy Seay about a week 
vo’ $0 ago, she said that her sense of things was that the 
captors had given up, really, on their often-restated demand 
for the release of the 17 -- they are not exseciing to gain 
chat through any interaction with the U.S Government -- but 
that Peggy believes that something less, something symbolic 
might be enough tu open the door 


What is the Adwinistration's analysis? 
f) On that score, I'd fall back again on what the 


President said. the Secretary made some remarks along the same 
lines at his meeting witt. reporters last night in New York 
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These captors are a shadowy group, a faceless group. The only 
one clear demand has been the release of the 17 terrorists 

pe and convicted by Kuwait for terrorist attacks in December 
° 963. 


Q I think -- 


aA I appreciate that you're saying that there is 
some other speculation, but these people have not come forward 
with anything else that we're aware of. 


Q The boilerplate about not giving in to terrorists 
and not encouraging third parties, a third party wouldn't enter 
into it -- 


A Excuse me, that's not “boilerplate”; that's 
policy. I make a distinction there. 


Q The policy statement, which includes the 
third-party reference, clearly the Government of Kuwait, might 
not be necessary, might not even be applicable if they really 
are, if Peggy's right, and they'd be interested in an act of 
symbolism, as opposed to an act of substance in releasing 
the 17. 


Has the Administration explored, through channels or 
through third parties, whether or not some symbolic act of 
gesture might be enough? 


A ‘I don't have any comment on that type of question 
for the simple reason that it comes close to getting into the 
area of operational details. And as you know, in order to go 
about this effectively, we've always said it needs to be done 
quietly. Let me just go back to what I said, however, ina 
more general sense, that we continue to follow every lead 
through all possible intermediaries in our efforts to bring 
them home. 


Q Has the Administration sent signals that might 
have appealed to a desire for a symbolic response, and gotten 
no response? 


i) That, I can't answer that. It would certainly go 
into the operational area. 


Q You went publicly on the Daniloff case, and as a 
result you got him back. And you've been going quietly on the 
hostages on Lebanon, and you have lost some of them. Why don't 
you go publicly about it as well, like the steps you'd be 
pursuing and how you're going to negotiate or talk with them? 
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a In both of these cases, as I said, we've pursued 
every lead possible. I just went over Lebanon. In the case of 
Daniloff, as the President said, as outrageous as that was, it 
was the act of an identifiable party, a state responsible for 
its actions and for which we hold it accountable and with whom 
we can hold effective discussions. 


Q Chuck, what about the role of the Syrians? 
Apparently, the Americans are thanking them. So how can you 
qualify the role of the Syrians in that cihrough a long time? 
{ thought they were involved to their ears. 


a I'm not sure what your reference is when you said 
“fhe Americans are thanking them " 


Q Yes. [wo days ago, a senior Administration 
official said that when Shultz met with the Syrian Foreign 
Minister, they thanked them for what they are doing. 


Q That's not true. 
fs I don't believe you have an accurate quote. 
Q So what did he say? 


rs) The Secretary, more recently -- last night, 
speaking about the Syrian role -- said some things which [ 
think you'll find very familiar the same kind of things we've 
sa'd befure -- if I[ could find it. | 


He said, “I never miss an opportunity to talk to the 
Syrians about the subject; we work on it constantly, but there 
is no progress worth reporting except when they are free. And 
they are either free or they aren't Free " fhat -- the point 
we heve oflen made. that we welcome the ciforts of any 
responsible party -- Syria is obviously one of the parties that 
nas influence that could possibly help. ut the proof of the 
pudding i¢ Freeing the hostages and that has not occurred. 


Q Chuck, how can you characterize the role of the 
Syrians’ Can you give us -- 


A I just did 


Chuck, these people have oern in captivity now 
fue well over a year. What is the State Department's 
asiessment of the kind of trust we can pul i” this 
commu: ication as to whether it's of their own volition, or 
whether rt is the result of intimidelion and cvercion? 
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a I really can't answer that. 

Q Is an assessment being done of the videotape? 

A These videotapes, as well as other 
communications, are always looked at very carefully. 

Q Is there any early analysis from your people 
overseas? 


A No, I don't have anything to offer you. 


Q You said it's an act of an unidentifiable 
organization or group. Do you mean to say that after so long, 
you still don't know who is holding them? 


A Again, to quote the President, “This is a 
shadowy, faceless, terrorist organization." 


Q Has the Kuwait Government shown any increased 
flexibility since they're holding people that the Jihad would 
like released? 


A You'll have to talk to the Kuwait Government; 
I don't know of any change in their position. But obviously, 
I'm not in the best position to speak to that. Our position 
concerning third parties, I just reiterated. 


Q ‘We were able to work something out in the 
situation involving Israeli-held hostages -- that was a 
third-party government -- but somehow or another, the hostages 


were released. 


f°) I think if you'll check the record, it does not 
fit the criteria. It was not ever described in the terms 
you're describing. 





-6- Friday, 10/3/86 


Q Chuck, I think it's Jacobsen who, on the tape, 
strongly condemns Administration policy as being hostile to 
people of the Middle East. Can you respond to that? 


a No, I'm not going to respond to particular 
cemarks made in that tape. Going back to your own question, we 
don't know what conditions those tapes were made under. 


Q Mr. Anderson and Mr. Jacobsen both referred to 
M- Buckley's death. Is the Administration in a position now 
to confirm that Mr. Buckley has been killed? 


a No. In the absence of any confirmed information 
to the contrary, we continue to work on the assumption that Mr. 
Riuckley is alive. 


Q Chuck, you talk about the kidnappers being a very 
shadowy group and everything, many people have felt there might 
be some relation between the kidnappers and the group known as 
Hezbollah, which has become a much larger and more visible 
force in southern Lebanon, and now apparently has sort of a 
militia of two to three thousand people. 


It would seem that a group that large would be 
something that you could find the leaders of and talk to. Has 
there been any contact with Hezbollah? 


i You are asking a question in a separate area. 
] ve answered.the question as best 1 can by saying that the 
kidnappers, whoever they may be, have shown no inclination to 
talk 


Q So you don't think the kidnappers have anything 
Lo do with Hezbollah 


A i'm not going to qualify the nature of the 
ki-tneppers. 

Q Chuck, do you have any quic rf on what the 
Se- retary said last night about disinformati: He seemed to 


be saying that disinformation is good, but lying is bad 
And it seemed to me there was some inconsistency there in what 
hs was saying 


A I've read it all. Maybe some of you were there. 
J uon't find any inconsistencies 


Q Carn you make the text of that available? 
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a As always, I believe these are available for you 
to read. 


Q But I mean today. 


A Check with the Press Office. I suppose if I have 
a copy, somebody else has. 


Q Chuck, on that same point, the Secretary spoke 
about secret U.S. military movements. Can you explain that a 
little fuller, and perhaps how a United States carrier task 
force in peace time, when it goes from one point to another 
point, could be a secret? I mean, what could he mean by a 
secret move? 


a I'd refer you to the Pentagon. If you ask them 
what their policy is regarding movements of the fleet, they 
will tell you exsctly that, that they never confirm movements 
of the fleet. tt's as simple as that. 


Q And the Secretary's position is the Pentagon's 
position? 


) No. I am saying it's simply a logical position 
and it's well known. I don't see why you should take that -- 
find that as an unusual statement. 


Q He remonstrated about the press's penchant or 
curiosity about secret military moves, and I'm just wondering 
what a secret move is for a military force that large. 


f°) Well, I still don't see the thrust of your 
question. I mean, if you're maintaining that because the 
fleet is large you know of its every movement, I'd refer you to 
the Pentagon. I'm not sure that's the case. 


It certainly isn't the case as reflected by 
questioning I've gotten in this briefing room occasionally when 
the fleet is alleged to have been moving. 


Q Chuck, if you chose to be, or could be more 
candid, you know the game that gets played out is a rather 
melodramatic one where you officially can't tell us but other 
people in different parts of the government do leak to us the 
information that is pleasing to them as they choose to guide 
policy on whether the fleet is moving, whether it is not 
moving, or where it is moving. The whole notion which I think 
is embraced in the Secretary's remarks is that this information 
is not being orchestrated in the way it is offered to the news 
media, and I find that a little difficult to swallow 
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Aa I'd invite you to read the full text of the 
Secretary's remarks That's the best I can do 


In the back? 


Q Will the issue of Soviet Jewry be raised in Mr. 
Reagan's meeting with Mr. Gorbachev in Iceland? And I have 
another question that touches on that. The Washington Times 
,eems to indicate that Iceland was selected as a site to 
forestall any kind of protest. Would you respond to these 
cuestions, please? 


6 To start with the last one first, we've described 
the manner in wh.ch the site was selected on the basis of a 
couple of proposals by ‘he Soviet Unicon. So beyond that, I 
ant offer you any vetter explanation of why that site was 
*vlected, and I think the explanation that has been given seems 
+> me perfectly plausible. 


Secondiy, whether or not specific issues will be 
raised, I have to again say that ['m not in a position to go 
over the exuct agenda Human rights has always been at the 
sery top of our agenda, for example. that is the classic 
senda which will be discussed at Iceland 


So. Leyond that, I guess [ have to leave it at that. 
ir a wore general sense, you know thet we have referred on 
numerous occasions to the fact that we have been deeply 
trouvled by Seviet performance in other areas, and in areas of 
huwan cights, and that certainly includes the record of low 
jeveis of Jewich emiqration 


Q vu you huve any comment there on a sedition trial 
in Yugosiavi. for a fugoslav-American whe apparently because 
he demonstrated at the Yugoslav Embassy here -- his name is 
[uezaj? 

a Very %rceptive Peter ilvezaj -- the last name 


is [| yv-@-2?-a@-} Peter [vezaj), an Americen citizen born in 
fucuclavia, was arrecteu in fitograd, Yugoslavia, on August 
Loth He has been « aryed with violation of Article 156 of the 
vu go, lav Criminal Cede which concerns, “mombership in a hostile 
organization and horlile acts against the state." 


fuGusiavia -eqards Mr fveza) as a Yugoslav citizen 
tues LS laws and ts trying him as such. Wis trial began 
/oday in Muonteneuyro itn southwest Yugos!avia, and was adjourned 
mt.i Morday after a five hour session 
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Aa Consular Officer from the American Embassy in 
Belgrade attended the trial and was granted consular access to 
Mr. Ivezaj, who said he was in good health. The Embassy 
Officer will attend the trial until its conclusion, and we will 


insist upon our right under the Vienna Convention for continued 
consular access to him. 


The U.S. Government condemns the arrest of any 
American citizen for the peaceful exercise of his 
constitutional rights, which include membership in political 


organizations and participation in political demonstrations on 
the United States. 


We are making this point plain to the Yugoslav 
Government in meetings both in Belgrade and Washington. 


Q Does that include a meeting with the Ambassador, 
their Ambassador here? 

A The specifics of those contacts I can't help you 
on. 

Q Do you have what organization he is accused of 


belonging to? 


ns I'm not so sure it's an organization. As I 
understand it, he participated in some political demonstrations 
here in the United States which protested some events in 
Yugoslavia in 1981 and 1982. 





Q Demonstrations at the Yugoslav Embassy, is that 
right? 


A Where those demonstrations took place, I don't 
have that. But obviously what he did was not a crime in the 
United States. 








Q Chuck, have you got any guidance on what happened 
to the Canadian translator in Moscow? 

A Excuse me? 

Q Have you got any guidance on the incident in 


Moscow with the CBC translator? 
bs No. 


Q Did Secretary Armacost meet with an Angolan 
official last week? 
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a Yes, he did. He met September 24th in New York 
with Angolan Foreign Minister Mbinda by mutual agreement The 
Jiscussion covered a number of topics of mutual interest, 
including the state of the Namibia/Angolar negotiations, but I 
fon't have any other details to offer you. 


Q Thanks again. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:30 p.m.) 
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MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. A 
couple of housekeeping announcements, as we get started: 


First, Secretary Shultz will appear on a WORLONET 
tomorrow beginning at 10:30, lasting until about 11:00. The 
subject will be the [Iceland pre-summit meeting. 


Secondly, at about 11:15 the Secretary will appear at 
the White House for another briefing, this time to the 
assembled press, on the same subject. I am told, again, that 
that briefing will be on the record but not for cameras. But 
for those kind of details, I'd refer you to the White House as 
to the exact location where that is going to occur. 


Q Chuck, on the WORLONET, where is that being 
broadcast to? 


A The interactive posts, as they're called, are 
London, Paris, Bonn and Reykjavik. . 


Then, finally, Secretary Shultz will meet on the 
record with members of the National Conference on Soviet Jewry 
on October 8 -- that's Wednesday -- in the Loy Henderson 
Conference Room between 11:00 and 11:45 a.m. There will be 
questions and answers with the organization members following 
his remarks. Once again, that's on the record, 11:00, October 
8. 


That's all I have. 


Q Chuck, do you have any new information on the 
Soviet sub and its implications? 


a No. As I understand it, the Pentagon has 
provided, I think, all of the information as of now. 


Do you know if the Soviets communicated directly 
with the United States via the Hot Line, or anything else, 
during the course of this? 





a The communications channel that was used was a 
diplomatic channel. We said on Saturday, for those of you who 
called in, that the message came through our Embassy. People 
were called to the Foreign Ministry, received the message, and 
then sent it back through diplomatic channels. 


Q That is it, right? There is no new communication 
or new use of that channel since the sub sank? 


2) Whether or not our people have had any further 
discussions at the Ministry, [ can't say. I would assume there 
may well have been some of those. But in terms of the messages 
that we were talking about in that initial exchange between the 
President and the General Secretary, no. 


Q Just that one? 
A Just that one series of exchange. 


Q I guess what we're getting at is whether the 
Soviets have kept the U.S. abreast of developments or whether 
this was a case of informing the U.S. of the accident basically 
on a one-shot basis? 


) Without being able to go into all of the details, 
[I would put it more in the latter category. 


Q Are there questions you have that you would like 
the General Secretary to address? I mean, Chernobyl, you felt 
that the Soviets were tardy in letting you know about the 
problems. On Friday you were pleased with the message, and [ 
wondered if you thought there ought to be some more word from 
the top command in Moscow today. 


A No, I don't have any further reading on that. As 
you're aware, given the location of the incident, we've had 
resources of our own which have been able to monitor the 
situation. 


Q Any concern about radioactivity now that the ship 
has sunk, or that the missiles explode underneath? 


A What I have on radioactivity is that the 
information we have so far, that we've gathered up to this 
point, seems to confirm what the Soviets said also, that there 
has been no radioactive release in the water or the air. We 
are, of course, continuing to analyze air and sea samples. 


I might add to that, concerning your question of 
whether something else might happen now that the ship has sunk, 
the best we could say right now is that if a release of 
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radioactivity occurs, our experts would think that it would be 


extensively diluted by the surrounding sea water and should 
pose no danger outside the immediate vicinity of the submarine. 


Q Chuck, since that class of submarine was modified 
in 1983 from missile to attack submarine -- some of them at 
least -- do you have any clear picture of exactly what the 


submarine's activities were? 


a I don't have anything on that other than what was 
available to us at the beginning of the incident, which was an 
indication that, as far as we knew, this was a ballistic 
missile sub on routine patrol. 


Q Chuck, as a matter of legal status, or whatever 
-- I'm not familiar with the way these things work -- is there 
any dispute at this point over who gets to retrieve the sub, or 
is there an effort made to retrieve the sub? Is the U.S. 
offering any assistance? Has it been asked to provide any 
assistance to the Soviet Union? 


a On the question of assistance, we did offer, as 
you know, in the President's message back to the General 
Secretary, but the Soviets have not requested any assistance. 


Concerning salvaging the sunken sub, under general Law 
of the Sea principles, the flag state of a sunken warship 
retains jurisdiction over the vessel unless the flag state 
abandons it. Thus, as a general proposition, the right of 
salvage of a sunken warship is the flag state's. 


Q "Has there been any indication of the Soviets 
wanting to abandon one of their nuclear submarines, has there? 

) I don't know of any such indication. 

Q Well, how does one -- or how does a nation 


signify abandonment? 


i) We can look into that later on for you, Jim. 
Right now, I got a quick reading on the legal implications, but 
we are not yet at that point. I can ask the lawyers to look at 
that. 


Q Chuck, can you find out the depth of the water at 
the location? 


a The Pentagon gave a figure of 18,000 feet, so I'm 
only repeating what they said. 


Q Chuck, one more on this. There are suggestions 
that the Soviets had deliberately taken it to a deep point to 
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scuttle it out of U.S. reach. Has the U.S. made any indication 
to the Soviet Union expressing any concern about the location 
of it? What communications has gone from this side to them? 


a I don't know of any communications at all on that 
subject. This is a sub that was in international waters 
throughout this incident. 


Q Chuck, do you have any comment on the Sunday 
Times report about Israel nuclear capability? 


A Israel has stated that it will not be the first 
state to introduce nuclear weapons into the region. Prime 
Minister Peres reiterated that policy today. We believe that 
regional security would be enhanced if all states in the region 
would adhere to the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. 


We are concerned by the existence of unsafeguarded 
nuclear facilities in Israel and have made our concerns known 
to the Government of Israel. We have urged Israel to accept 
comprehensive safeguards. 


Q What about the number? They mention about 100 to 
200 nuclear bombs. Oo you have anything on the number? 


a No, I don't. 


Q Chuck, this is the only thing that you have from 
Israelis about abiding by the Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
Treaty? You requested that several times before from them, and 
-- what's the answer, the clear answer that they gave so far? 


4 Are you asking me if there has been an answer? 
Q Yes. 
a The nature of the answer, of the exchanges, I'm 


not going to get into. I['d leave it with the fact that we have 
had this concern. Those concerns have been made known to the 
Government of Israel, and that's where the matter stands. 


Q New subject? Chuck, what do you have on the -- 
on the summit, what do you have on the Secretary going from 
Reykjavik to Brussels on Sunday night or Monday morning to 
brief the Allies, and then maybe, or maybe not, going somewhere 
else? 


a I've heard that that's a proposition under 
discussion, but ['ll leave it at that for the moment until we 
can confirm something further. But we'll try to do that as 


soon as we can. 








Q Chuck, will there be a State Department briefing 
tomorrow? 


a Once again, I'll have to make a definitive 
determination during the afternoon, but given the fact that the 
Secretary is appearing on the record at 11:15, I think the 
likely answer is no. 


Q Well, then, wouldn't what he's doing tomorrow 
morning be more properly called a “news conference," or is 
there some reason he doesn't want to call what he does at the 
White House a news conference? 


a We're starting to get into the technicalities of 
all of this, but normally -- 


) (Inaudible) 
a I'm not -- it is a briefing -- 
Q Yeah. No. What I'm driving at is, obviously -- 


a -- on the meeting coming up in Reykjavik. When 
the Secretary is on the record, you all are there. I suppose, 
as always, you'll ask whatever questions cross your mind, but 
the thrust of this particular briefing is Reykjavik, and I'd 
certainly be happy to hold this briefing if there is sufficient 
demand. 


Q There always is for you, but, Chuck, what I'm 
driving at is the opportunity for the press to have, you know, 
a regular-size news conference with him now that he's done 
television, he's done Europe, he's doing a briefing for 
Iceland, he's doing a White House briefing. 


I think there's some interest here in having maybe a 
half hour of what used to be called a “news conference," and, 
you know, to be avle to go at him with some of these questions 


a It's my recollection the Secretary did do a news 
conference just a couple of weeks ago. You recall that? 

Q You mean the Daniloff -- 

a Shevardnadze was in town, the Secretary came down 


here and stayed for a half hour, 35 minutes. 


Q Well, he also did one in New York. 


a and he did one in New York, two times, in fact -- 








Q Yeah, but that was Daniloff. In other words, on 
the summit, I think we'd like a half hour with him if we could 
have it, or we can catch him on the tube Sunday, I suppose. 
(Laughter) 


Q Is there any question of reconsidering the 
on-the-record/no-cameras scenario tomorrow? It seems a little 
bizarre. 


‘a I'll be happy to address it again, but, once 
again, this is being done at the White House in preparation for 
a Presidential trip, so the ultimate point of reference is over 
there. 


Chuck, do you have anything on a new office being 
established in the State Department on the subject of 
disinformation, if you will excuse the expression? (Laughter) 


a I think I do have something for you on that one. 
Q For or against? 


a This story is just not as exciting as you all 
believe. 


Q Is this for or against? (Laughter) 


a What's happening here is that in July of 1985, 
Congress passed an amendment requiring within one year a report 
by the Secretary of State on Soviet active measures and a 
recommendation by the President as to whether an office should 
be established within the State Department to handle these 
Soviet active measures. 


The report, which was entitled “Active Measures: A 
Report on the Substance and Process of Anti-U.S. Disinformation 
and Propaganda Campaigns,” was transmitted to the Congress by 
the Acting Secretary on August 29. 


What is involved in this particular office, which the 
Secretary did decide to recommend and which the President has 
accepted -- although it will be some months before this office 
actually comes into being -- is an office that will analyze and 
respond to foreign active measures. for example, they will 
keep a data base on Soviet active measures; they'll work on 
talking points, guidance, briefings; they'll prepare written 
analyses on current active measures. 


Q Well, how will that differ from what already 
exists over at the USIA? 


a I can't help you on that one 








Q Can a copy of that report be made available, the 
one that was sent to Congress? 


a It is not our intention to publish it. It may be 
published by the Congress. That's the best I can do. 


Q Do you recall if they have in the Soviet Union 
such counter-measures taken against the United States 
information, too? 


a You'll have to talk to them. 
Q Chuck, just to be clear, you emphasized the word 
“foreign.” I presume this office would have no role in 


analyzing or investigating reported incidents of domestic 
active measures by the United States. Is tha* correct? 


a I gave you what this office is supposed to do. 

Q Uh-huh. Is there a similar -- 

a The answer to the implication of your question 
has been handled previously by the President, by the Secretary, 
and by everyone else concerned. 

Q Well, the answer to the question of whether there 
was an incident in this particular case has been dealt with. I 
don't think the question of whether there would be any kind of 
office that would investigate allegations of that has been 
addressed. But, in any case, you're clearly not prepared to 
address it today. 


i I'm not sure what we're investigating, and 
therefore why we need an office. 


Q Is Kathleen Baily going to head this office, as 
reported in the paper today? 


a I believe that's correct. 
Q That is correct? 

Q New subject? 
a 


New subject. 


Q On the hostage -- latest hostage thing, any 
comment on the French, or the French statement, and/or the 
direct offer made by the hostage-takers for -- you know, asking 
for a swap? 





A In the case of the French hostages? 


Q Yes. And what implications it may have for the 
American hostages. 


re) I'm not in a position to draw any implications 
for the American hostages, and I'd have to refer you to the 
French Government for their reaction to this videotape which 
deals with, of course, three French hostages. 


Q Anything else? 


a Well, let me volunteer this simply because I did 
see in some of the reporting still some -- I sensed some 
confusion about exactly what we will and will not do with 
kidnappers. 


So in order to make sure that the record is absolutely 
clear, let me reiterate basically what I said on Friday, which 
is that we have always stated that we are willing to talk about 
the safety aud return of the Americans held hostage in Lebanon, 
either through cirect talks with the kidnappers or their 
representatives or through third parties. We've worked through 
a variety of intermediaries who have attempted to make direct 
contact with those holding the Americans, and we have welcomed 
responsible private efforts that might prove effective. Our 
intensive efforts will continue. ) 


What we have consistently refused to do is to give in 
to terrorist demands. In this case, the terrorists holding our 
citizens hostage have demanded the release from prison of those 
convicted of attacking U.S., French and Kuwaiti installations 
in Kuwait. As the President noted, there is, “no way Kuwait is 
going to do that.” 


It's the firm policy of this Administration neither to 
give in to terrorist demands nor to pressure third parties to 
do so. To make such concessions would only encourage more 
terrorism. 


Q Chuck, does that mean that before these 
conversations were held, the United States would try to 
establish that the only subject that would be discussable would 
be the well being or the plight of the hostages? 


a Why one has to determine that in advance, Barry, 
I'm not sure. Our position is that that is what is up for 
discussion. 


Q Well, the reason I raise the question -- I don't 
mean to get into a whole logical discussion here with you, but 





ain 


there's something between willing to talk to them about the 
well being of the hostages and, at the other end of the 
spectrum, is not yielding to their demands -- because it 
strikes me if you talk to somebody, you're apt to hear from 
them what they want, and then you can say no. And you can call 
that not negotiating, but others might say that is a U.S. 
rejection of, you know, a demand, which is what negotiations 
sometimes involve. 


So, I mean, I really do see the policy shifting. I 
think you would say it hasn't, and others have reported that 
there's an apparent shift because you're now willing to talk to 
terrorists and there was a time you wouldn't. So I wondered if 
you would talk to them by saying, “We'll talk to them only 
about the well being of these people." 


a Does anybody want a filing break on Barry's 
briefing there? 


Q No. No. I'm asking you -- 
a I'm sorry. 


Q -- if you would try to set the agenda with 
terrorists. I don't understand how you do that. 


a Barry, our position has been as I've stated it. 
To the extent that you imply that there's been some change, as 
you properly --edicted, I would reject that, and I think I've 
been at this for somewhat over a year now. I certainly haven't 
detected any change in nuance. But whenever one talks to 
anyone, there is no way that [I could put words in his mouth or 
keep him from saying words, I suppose, if that's your point. 


But our policy, and where we're coming from, is 
clearly explained here, and that is the operative policy under 
which any sort of contacts would be handled. 


Q Chuck, is the group holding the French the same, 
you think, as the group holding the Americans? The demand 
apparently is the same. 


a The demand seems to be the same. One of the 
difficulties that we've encountered since the first American 
was taken hostage has been the unwillingness of the captors to 
identify themselves clearly or enter into any meaningful 
dialogue, so that we again call on whomever is responsible for 
these kidnappings to step forward, to identify themselves, to 
talk about the release of the innocent people they're holding, 
whether they are American, European, or Lebanese. 
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Q The French people seem to be trying to open a 
channel of communications. One, are you in touch, or in 
greater touch than usual, with the French on this? And have 
you taken note of the French implication of Syria in terrorism, 
even though that's not a related subject? 


a I can't help you beyond what you implied in your 
own question, which is that we are in touch with the French as 
well as with other governments that are involved. but I'm not 
going to qualify it in any other way right now. 


Q Have you had a chance to examine the Terry 
Anderson and Jacobsen tape with a view toward analysis as to 
whether they were speaking under duress, their physical 
condition, and that sort of thing? 


4 I don't have any such analysis to offer you. 


Q Chuck, Peggy Say, the sister of one of the 
hostages, said this morning on NBC that the State Department 
told her that you know who are the abductors of her brother. 
you know their identity. 


a I just answered that question in a way, in 
response to Bill's question, when I said that from the start 
one of the difficulties has been their failure to identify 
themselves clearly or to enter into meaningful negotiations. 
That's, in essence, the answer to your question. 


Q You just used the word, “negotiations.” DOid you 
mean to? You said -- 


) Talks. The basis -- 
Q "Meaningful negotiations 


a The basis for these talks are the policy that [ 
set forward. 


Q Sure. I understand that. It's just that you did 
use the word, “negotiations,” which could give it a different 
spin. 


a It means the same thing as long as you're talking 
about that policy. 


Q Why should they enter into negotiations when you 
don't want to enter -- 


a We are talking about safety and release. 
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Q I understand why they should come and talk to you 
about safety end release. What I'm asking is, why should you 
call on them to come and enter into negotiations when you have 
just clearly stated the U.S. position is not to negotiate? I'm 
asking you whether that was the deliberate use of the word, 
“negotiations,” or whether that was just a slip of the tongue? 


. Look, we've been through this any number of 
times. I reiterated the policy on Friday and again today. 
It's very clear, and I just don't see any reason to parse it 
further. 


Q Chuck, in your statement, restatement of the 
policy, you made mention of efforts to achieve direct contact, 
either direct contact or contact through intermediaries who, 
themselves, would achieve direct contact. 


Has there ever been any direct contact, either between 
the U.S. and the captors, any of the captors, or between any 
intermediaries the U.S. has dealt with and any of the captors? 


) I can't provide any more details on that other 
than what I've done. There was at least a partial answer to 
your question in what I had to say on Friday, but beyond that I 
can't help you. 


Q Chuck, there has been one restated demand again 


and again -- [ mean, restated in the press; I don't know if 
it's been stated by the people holding the hostages -- the 17 
in Kuwait. 


Is there any lack of clarity as far as the United 
States is concerned? You don't seem to know who is holding 
these people, but you know what they want So the question is 


“ I think that's an overstatement right there -- 
Q Well, all right. 
“ -- that we know what they want 


Q I was trying to get to the point whether it's 
deliverable. 


a We have heard this demand reputed to be that of 
the kidnappers. 


Q Okay. So we don't know that this is -- we don't 
know who they are, and we also don't know what they want 
precisely. 
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a I'll stick with what I've said in resecnse toa 
number of questions now. 


Q Chuck, you made a point of stressing restatement 
of policy. As I understand it, the policy of this 
Administration is not to foster assassination. However, we've 
had circulating in this building a working paper that advocated 
this. Is there any intent here to restate your policy 
internally and externally on that? 


a First, I'm not going to comment on internal 
papers. Secondly -- 


Q The White House -- 


a Secondly, however, in reading the reports of 
those papers, I would maintain that they don't say in fact what 
you have just implied that they say, and [I think that's very 
clear. But thirdly, for the record, the Department of State is 
fully in accord with the President's 1981 Executive Order which 
states that, “No person employed by or acting on behalf of the 
United States Government shall engage in or conspire to engage 
in assassination." 


Q Well, what if -- the people who authored this, 
are they going to be held accountable for that? Is there any 
disciplinary -- : 


4 You are asking me to operate on a presumption 
that there was something of that nature that occurred, and [I'm 
not accepting that presumption. 


Q You just said that it didn't exist, but that you 
read it and it didn't say what [ said. 


a That's right. 
Q So, you are in effect saying it does exist. 


A It didn't say what you said, and no one has done 
what you've implied they did. 


Q Uh-huh. 
) You may have thought you understood what I meant 
to say, but -- (Laughter) 


Q Well, you've denounced what they didn't do. 
(Laughter) 
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When Father Jenco returned in July, did he 
debrief any State Department officials on who his possible 
captors were? 


a We never go into those kind of operational 
details. Sorry, I can't help you out on that. 


Q It seems to me that he would have been able to 
provide some kind of help in terms of identifying his captors. 


a We have said before that we follow every lead. 
There's a lot of effort expended on this. It's of the highest 
priority. And within that framework you can be assured that 
whatever is out there and available, we are trying our best to 
get it, to work on it. 


Q Chuck, do you know anything about an American 
citizen who is on trial in Yugoslavia, [ think an American of 
Armenian descent, by the name of -- 


a Check with Matt Quinn. (Laughter) 
Q Okay. 


Q Chuck, you said the Faith Whittlesey case was 
under investigation, and now it's said there are new reports 
suggesting that she has been absolved. Do you have an update? 


a [ don't know that those reports actually said 
that, but be that as it may, the investigation is proceeding. 


I might add in that context, simply because we never 
had a chance to say it before, that in addition the Acting 
Secretary has asked that the Inspector General conduct audits 
of all embassies that have received this form of private 
donations. 


Q Do you have any comment on the Israeli attack on 
Tripoli? 


a Once again, that we deplore this continuing cycle 
of violence in Lebanon. 


Q Another question: There are bilateral talks 
between Tunisia and Libya and Algeria -- or trilateral talks -- 
as the story in Washington Times says this morning. Does the 





State Department have any comment on improving the atmosphere 
between the three North African countries, Algeria, Tunisia, 
and Libya? 
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a No, I don't. 


Q Chuck, is Assistant Secretary Crocker planning a 
meeting with Prime Minister Botha in the near future? 


a Don't have anything on that. 


Q You were asked before about a possible Shultz 
stop in Brussels. It's customary, of course, for several 
people to go out from a summit and brief various leaders in 
various parts of the world. Can you tell us about any other 
regions, any preparations for sending someone to Asia, to 
Africa, or to the Middle East? 


a I don't yet have those kind of details, out we'll 
try to get those. 


Q By the way, do you have -- because we've been 
asking regularly -- some notion of who is on the U.S. 
delegation? 


4 I don't yet. 


Q Can I go back to your answer to the question 
about Israeli nuclear capability? I[f a country doesn't abide 
by rules and regulations like the Non-proliferation Treaty that 
you have requested from [srael several times to sign or to 
enter, to give the nuclear facilities for inspection, would it 
be entitled to advanced high technology from the United States 
arsenal too? 


2) For those kind of answers, you'll have to talk to 
the Department of Energy. They are the experts on that kind of 
thing. 


Q Chuck, can I go back and ask my question, and ask 
if we can find out, even if you don't have the names, and let 
me amend it by asking about East Europe too, if there are any 
intentions to send emissaries to Eastern Europe, to Asia, the 
Middle East, and wherever else? 


A And wherever else? 
Q Yes. I don't know which areas you feel are 


entitled to briefings. Apparently, you're very selective, but 
perhaps Africa qualifies now. I don't know. (Laughter) 


Q On several occasions, Soviet officials have made 
known their concern about their political problem with Lyndon 
LaRouche, and they are concerned that this problem be 
eliminated. 





a Who has made known their concern? 


Q Well, it's been made known at least on two 
occasions that I know of between Soviet officials and American 
officials directly, but the public piece is Soviet New Times, a 
six-page article on September 15, where they discuss LaRouche 
danger. Gorbachev referred to it again on Friday, this past 
Friday, in Moscow in a Moscow speech. 


My question is, are the raids that took place at 
LaRouche's headquarters, his offices in Virginia, today could 
be construed, at least in part, as a conciliatory pre-summit 
gesture? (Laughter) 


) I'd have to refer you to the local law 
enforcement officials. 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:55 p.m.) 
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WEONESDAY, OCTOBER 8, 1986, 12:22 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
Some announcements, to begin with: First, Bernard Kalb is 
resigning today as Assistant Secretary of State for Public 
affairs and Department Spokesmar He will be here in the 
Briefing Room about thirty minutes after the conclusion of this 
briefing to discuss his resignation with you. 


The Secretary has asked me to issue the following 
statement on his behalf: 


“I am sorry to see Bernie Kalb go. I admire him as a 
fine journalist, respect him as a colleague and adviser, and 
value him as a friend Bernie has my thanks for the job he has 
done, and I wish him well.” 


Q Is there a copy of that? 

a Of the Secretary's remarks? 

Q Yes. 

a Yes. 

Q Secondly, I want to remind you that we've posted 


yesterday an announcement on the Secretary's meeting in 
Brussels with the North Atlantic Council on October 13 and to 
provide an early report on the results of the President's 
meeting with Soviet General Secretary Gorbachev in Iceland 
The Secretary will travel directly to Brussels from Reykjavik 
the evening of October 12, meet with the Council during the 
morning of October 13, and return directly to Washington 


A sign-up sheet is posted in the main Press Office for 
those of you wishing to apply for a seat on the Secretary's 
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plane from Iceland to Brussels, and of course, on back to 
Washington. Note that the list will come down and applications 


close at 5 P.M. today. 


Q On that, do you have a projected time for the 
meeting in Brussels with the NATO Council and the projected ETO? 


a ETO from -- 


Q -- from Brussels to Washington, or ETA in 
Washington. 
a I can't give you an exact time right now. We can 


give you that a bit closer to the meeting, but it will be early 
morning, with departure from Brussels midday or not long after 
midday. That's the general time frame. 


Q That's it? 
a Yes. 


Q What can you tell us about the airplane that went 
down in Nicaragua and the American who was shown by the 


Nicaraguans? 


o To reiterate what was said yesterday, here and 
elsewhere, the United States Government had no connection with 
the flight, the plane, the crew, or the cargo. The Americans 
on board were not employees or contractors of the U.S. 
Government. 


Concerning who may have been operating the plane, we 
don't know other than what we know concerning the names of the 
individuals which have been announced by the Sandinista regime 


Concerning our access to those people, we delivered a 
diplomatic note to the Government of Nicaragua -- yesterday 
morning -- requesting consular access to Mr. Hasenfus, and 
requesting the remains and personal effects of the two deceesed 
who are reported to be Americans. Our representative was not 
received by the Nicaraguan Government, and we view this with 
the utmost seriousness. 


The rendering of consular services is an essential 
part of the function of an embassy. The Sandinista Government 
has once again taken action to make that function difficult, 
and has raised the question of whether indeed a U.S. Embassy 
can function normally in Nicaragua 
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We, frankly, cannot accept the delay in granting 
consular access since the Sandinista Government has apparently 
gone to some length to parade Mr. Hasenfus before the press and 
considering the fact that a government spokesman stated clearly 
last night on American television that access would be granted. 


That by way of some introductory 
there are any specific questions -- 


Q Yes. Before you go on with 


stuff, you say you can't accept the delay. 


you have? 


fe) We'll continue to press for 
in fact required by treaty obligations. 


Chuck, your statement seems 
implicit warning of a break in diplomatic 


a You have had my words. The 
always, are yours. 


information -- If 


the rest of the 
What alternative do 


the access which is 
to contain the 


relations. 


interpretations, as 


Q Well, no, it's not a question of my 
interpretation, Chuck, when you say it raises the question -- 


a That's what I've said: it raises the question. 


Q | So what's the answer to the 


a I've said it's been raised 
here to answer it. 


question? 


I'm not saying I'm 


Q Chuck, does the Neutrality Act or any other law 
come into play here involving American citizens involved in 
apparent military action in a country with whom we are not at 


war? 


“ I just don't have the answer to that one, Jim 


Q Chuck, @ newspaper in Milwaukee is saying that 
the State Department called the wife of this man, and told her 
not to talk with the press. Do you know anything about that? 


a No, I'm sorry, I don't have anything on that 


Q Has the State Department been in contact with the 
wife of Hasenfus? 
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i) Whether or not there have been people in the 
Department that have had contact, I don't know. It's @ 
consular affair -- an American citizen abroad; and as 4 
consequence, I would believe it would be normal for the 
Department to have contact. 


Q But, has there been the contact, do you know? 
a I assume there has been. 


Q Speaking of the State Department, Chuck, Hasenfus 
was carrying on his possession apparently. the business card of 
a State Department employee named Philip Buechler. Have you 
got anything on Buechler and what was his involvement with 
Hasenfus? He apparently works for the Office of Humanitarian 
Aid to the Contras. 


a That's right. Mr. Buechler is an employee of the 
Nicaraguan Humanitarian Assistance Office. While that office 
was in operation, the United Nicaraguan Opposition contracted 
for goods and services, including transport services, and the 
NHAO paid the bills and regularly witnessed loading-up 
operations in the U.S. to verify that the program was carried 
out in accordance with the law. 


Any number of commercial firms could have acquired the 
business card of an NHAO employee in this context, and neither 
the air transport companies nor the pilots had contracts with 
NHAO, and they were free to operate cargo flights for any 
commercial customer. 


Q Well, doesn't it seem odd to you that this 
relatively low-level parachute rigger, Hasenfus, would have on 
his possession the business card of an FSO. And could Mr. 
Buechler make himself available to say. in person, whether or 
not he has an involvement with Hasenfus or with the outfit that 
Hasenfus works for. 


a I've already told you that there was no United 
States involvement of any sort, and I think that covers Mr. 
Buechler as well as anyone else. What I'm telling you is that 
this particular office was involved at that time under that 
program with monitoring these goods and services that were 
being contracted for by the United Nicaraguan Opposition. And 
in thet context they were there, verifying loading cperations, 
had contact with many air carriers, with people associated with 
those activities. Our people were there on the ground in order 
to make sure this was being done in accordance with the law. 
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and so the fact that his card would be circulated in 
those circles is what I'm trying to say is not really 
surprising. 


Q Can you tell us, though, if Buechler recalls 
having any dealings with Hasenfus? 


a I can't tell you that. I don't know. 


Q Could you find that out for us, or make him 
available so we can ask him? 


a If you have questions, you can address them to 
me. I'd be happy to see if he recalls any contact, but I've 
given you the answer as I understand it now. 


Q Does the Government know who the carrier was paid 
by, or is the Government just unwilling to talk about it? 


a The President answered that question on the way 
to wherever he was going today, and he said, “I don't know.” 


Q Well -- 
a That's the United States Government speaking. 


Q . Do you know anything about the use of Llopango 
Air Field as a launching pad for Contra re-supply operations? 


a No, [ really don't have anything on that 
question. I noted that there were some [| 0. cards that were 
allegedly shown in conjunction with this incident, which 
purported to be, apparently in one case, members of the United 
States Military Group in £1 Salvador And there [ can say that 
these men were not members of the United States Military Group 
in €1 Salvador and were not contractors or employees of the 
U.S. Military Group or any other U.S. Government entity. No 
such 1.0. cards were issued to the men by the U.S. Government. 
I think that's all I could help you with 


Max? 


-- MORE -- 
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Q Chuck, that statement you just made and the 
earlier one that there was no United States involvement -- you 
must be aware that the credibility of you people is rather low 
because of recent events. I mean how do you expect us to 
believe those statements? I think you have to back them up. 


4 The answer to that goes without saying, Max. 
Q That you'll back them up? 


a I told you before that what's done from this 
podium are the facts, explanations of U.S. policy. Whether or 
not you believe it is your affair. 


Q Can we move on to summit stuff? 


I don't know if it was the President who said it or it 
had been reported that he would spend a considerable amount of 
time with Mr. Gorbachev talking about human rights. By any 
chance, do you have any notion how much of the summit will be 
given over to that issue, and whether it is the U.S. view that 
the focus isn't really on arms control but on these other 
issues? 


A I can't help you on that beyond what's been said 
by the President and by the Secretary and by some other 
Administration officials. 


The Secretary addressed that most recently at 11:00 
o'clock in the Loy Henderson. He described the classic four 
parts of the agenda, of which human rights is a very important 
one, but one of the four. So [I would not really be able to 
Give you anything that he hasn't already done 


Q Alright let me try something else and maybe the 
answer will be about the same, but we've heard many times that 
Jewish emigration is at a low -- an all-time low or something. 


But do you have an appraisal there, because there are 
some different views on the Soviet record on human rights. I 
mean there's a view that Shcharansky, Orlov were freed, 
families were reunited, et cetera -- that under Gorbachev there 
has been some headway. 


There's a contrary view that it's the same old stuff, 
that the Soviets haven't really changed 
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Does the State Department have an appraisal of 
Gorbachev's human rights record as you enter the summit? 


4 Once again, I think that appraisal was best 
offered by the Secretary just a few minutes sg0 when he talked 
about certain high-profile activities, the ‘act that there had 
been no basic turnaround in the nature of the problem. He 
addressed that in a variety of ways. 


Q O.K. 


Q Chuck, to what extent are the four elements of 
the agenda linked? Specifically, will it be possible to make 
progress on arms control without progress on human rights or 
regional issues? 


a The Secretary again addressed that question of 
linkage head on. 


Q when? 
Q This morning. 
‘ This morning. 


Q I didn't hear him say that there wouldn't be arms 
control progress unless there was human rights progress. 


a He did. 


Q I heard him say the Soviets would have to be made 
to pay a heavy price for their human rights record. I heard 
him say that the -- 


a He addressed it -- 
Vv -- agenda was head on -- 
a -- in explicit terms. 


Q Well, he said relations could not be improved 
unless the Soviets treat their people better. But I think what 
we're driving at is whether -- and, if you'll pardon the 
expression -- an arms control agreement will be held hostage to 
a -- what would be a monumental change in the Soviet internal 
policies? Is that what the Secretary -- 


a The Secretary answered it to the effect that we 
pursue all elements of this agenda. I think he referred once 
again to the fact that even at the time of the KAL 007 
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shootdown that the President had decided to go ahead and send 
the negotiators to continue their work -- the idea being that 
we're trying to achieve progress in all of these areas. 


Q Independently. or -- 


a And let me say the Secretary spoke twice today. 
And having heard them both, I'm not sure which was in which 
context, but -- 


Q I may have only heard one of them. 
A Right. 


On another human rights issue, this man who we've 
been following whose name I can't pronounce was convicted in 
his trial in Yugoslavia today -- was sentenced to seven years. 
Do you have any comment? 


6 I don't right now. We've seen those reports in 
the Press Office. We should be able to get something for you 
this afternoon. 


Q One hanging matter: You were going to look into 
what the Soviets would have to do or what would be signified as 
abandonment of the Soviet sub by the Soviet Union in terms of 
international law -- Law of the Sea. Did you get an answer to 
that? 


2) I recall asking the question. I don't recall 
seeing the answer. 


Q Yeah, I don't either 


a -- other than something to the effect that we no 
longer see them in the vicinity. 8ut let me take a look at 
that again, Jim. 


Q Chuck, are you now the Acting Spokesman? 
a Yes. 
Q Let me go back to the hostage's case one more 


time. Other than his record of having been with the Marine 
Corps for five years, does the US. Government know whether he 
was employed by the U.S. Government after he left the Marine 
Corps in any other capacity? 


a I don't have any information available to me in 
any case concerning his employment. 
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Q Does the U.S. have any position about whether 
Hasenfus should or should not be put on trial in Nicaragua? 


a As I say, we haven't even had consular access to 
the man to talk to him and to find out what happened. So at 
this point it's really impossible for me to speculate on those 
kinds of questions. 


Is it the State Department's position that it's 
all right for Americans to run guns down to that part of the 
world even if (inaudible) -- 


6 I'll repeat this again, perhaps at the risk of 
some repetition. But we've always made clear our support for 
the democratic resistance. We do not discourage private 
support, as long as that support does not violate U.S. law. 


This support has been particularly important while 
restrictions on official U.S. Government support for the 
resistance are in effect. We've encouraged all groups and 
individuals contemplating providing support to the resistance 
to seek legal counsel to make certain that their activities are 
consistent with U.S. law. 


Q Chuck, on a question of consular access, is there 
a special consular agreement -- a separate consular agreement 
-~ with the Nicaraguans as there is, say, with the Soviets? 


a In this case I believe we're referring to the 
Vienna Convention, but I'll look into that if it's otherwise. 


Q Chuck, previously you said that as long as their 
actions are in accordance with U.S. law -- but you just told us 
you don't know what the law is, or at least -- 


a There are people who know what the law is, Jim 
I'm the spokesman and not the lawyer for the Department of 
State. But there are many people who obviously know what the 
law is, and that law is enforced. When there are violations of 
it, appropriate agencies take action. I think that goes 
without saying. That's why I just reiterated that throughout 
all of this period -- these activities by private donors -- we 
have counseled them to make sure that what they're doing is 
consistent with U.S. law. 


Q Could you take John's question as to whether he 
was employed by the U.S. Government since leaving the Marines 
in 1965? 
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a I'll take a look at it. 


Q Would the shipment of weapons to the Contras 
violate the law? 


A As I say, I'm not the lawyer to give you those 
answers. 

Q Can we have a clarification on that? Wouldn't 
that be possible from the State Department lawyer? 

“ I think those questions really have been gone 
over many times before as to what constitutes violations of 
U.S. law -- the Export Control Act, munitions export controls, 


and things like that. 


That is a long and complicated answer. It is not just 
as simplu as saying in one or two sentences -- 


Q All the more reason for the need for 
clarification, I think. 


a Are you talking -- but you're engaged ina 
process here of trying to judge this man, this operation, 
without knowing any of the facts. And so rather than respond 
to sort of a hypothetical situation -- because there are many, 
many laws on the books, as you can well imagine -- let's wait 
and see what the facts are. Then we'll give you a legal 
reading on it. 


Q Does the problem have to do with how or where the 
guns were obtained, rather than the actual transporting of 
them? Is that part of the problem here’ 


m I know part of the issue; but once again, just to 
reiterate, I'm not a lawyer and I just prefer not to get into 
that because I don't think I'm fully qualified to do it 
competently. 


Q Well, do you know if the delivery of guns -- 
let's say that they were legally obtained somewhere -- 


4 The answer is going to be the same to any of your 
questions. I'm not going to take that particular aspect any 
further. 


Q O.K., thank you. 


Q Chuck, may I get into a different area, please? 
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How does the United States feel about the Reverend 
Jesse Jackson's proposal to give $500 million to the Front-Line 


States in Africa? 


a We've addressed the question of aid to southern 
Africa before, and I don't have anything more on that. 





Q Do you have any comment on The Washington Times 
story -- lengthy story -- today about Syria's role in acts of 


terrorism in France, and do you have any comment on the 
exchange of Libyan prisoners with [talian citizens who are held 
in Libya? 

4 No. 

Q So Bernie's going to be here at -- what -- 1:05? 

A Shortly aft. * 1:00 o'clock -- 1:10. 


Q We appreciate it. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:40 p.m.) 








TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the October 8, 1986 daily press briefing: 
Posted: October 8, 1986 


YUGOSLAVIA: SENTENCING OF AMERICAN CITIZEN 





Q: Peter Ivezaj was convicted at his trial in Yugoslavia today 
and sentenced to seven years. Do you have any comment? 


A: PJETER IVEZAJ, A THIRTY-YEAR OLD AMERICAN CITIZEN OF 
STERLING HEIGHTS, MICHIGAN, WHO IS ALSO A CITIZEN OF 
YUGOSLAVIA, WAS FOUND GUILTY TODAY ON TWO COUNTS: 
MEMBERSHIP IN AN “ALBANIAN-AMERICAN STUDENT ORGANI ZATION” 
AND PARTICIPATION IN AN “ANTI-YUGOSLAV DEMONSTRATION” IN 
APRIL, 1981 IN FRONT OF THE YUGOSLAV EMBASSY IN WASHINGTON 
PROTESTING THE SITUATION OF ETHNIC ALBANIANS IN 
YUGOSLAVIA'S AUTONOMOUS PROVINCE OF KOSOVO. HE WAS 


SENTENCED TO SEVEN YEARS IN PRISON. 


oo UNDER YUGOSLAV LAW, THIS SENTENCE DOES NOT TAKE EFFECT 
AUTOMATICALLY AND IS SUBJECT TO APPEAL. WE UNDERSTAND THAT 
HIS LAWYER HAS ALREADY BEGUN THE APPEAL PROCESS. A 
CONSULAR OFFICER FROM THE AMERICAN EMBASSY IN BELGRADE 
ATTENDED MR. IVEZAJ'S TRIAL IN TITOGRAD WHICH BEGAN ON 
OCTOBER 3 AND WAS PERMITTED TO SPEAK WITH HIM. THIS WAS 
THE FIRST TIME CONSULAR ACCESS HAD BEEN GRANTED SINCE MR. 
IVEZAJ'S ARREST ON AUGUST 19. A CONSULAR OFFICER WILL 
REMAIN IN TITOGRAD TO MONITOR HIS CASE AND TO ASCERTAIN 
THAT HE IS BEING HUMANELY TREATED. WE WILL OF COURSE 


CONTINUE TO INSIST UPON CONSULAR ACCESS. 


Con) 








o2< 


THE U.S. GOVERNMENT WILL CONTINUE TO PRESS VIGOROUSLY FOR 
MR. IVEZAJ‘S IMMEDIATE RELEASE. WE HAVE INFORMED THE 
YUGOSLAV GOVERNMENT AT A SENIOR LEVEL OF OUR OUTRAGE OVER 
THE ARREST AND TRIAL OF AN AMERICAN CITIZEN FOR ACTIVITIES 
WHICH AMOUNT TO EXERCISING HIS CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS IN THE 
UNITED STATES. WE ALSO HAVE INFORMED THE YUGOSLAV 


GOVERNMENT THAT ACTS SUCH AS THESE CAN ONLY HARM OUR 


BILATERAL RELATIONS. 

















TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the October 8, 1986 noon press briefing; 
Posted: October 8, 1986 


NICARAGUA: DOWNED PLANE 





Q: Is there a separate consular agreement with the Nicaraguans as 
there is, say, with the Soviets? 


iF A: NO. HOWEVER, NICARAGUA AND THE UNITED STATES ARE BOTH 
. PARTIES TO THE VIENNA CONVENTION ON CONSULAR RELATIONS 
WHICH STATES: "”...IF THE RELEVANT INFORMATION IS AVAILABLE 


TO THE COMPETENT AUTHORITIES OF THE RECEIVING STATE, (1!.E. 





NICARAGUA) SUCH AUTHORITIES SHALL HAVE THE DUTY: (A) IN 
THE CASE OF THE DEATH OF A NATIONAL OF THE SENDING STATE, 
TO INFORM WITHOUT DELAY THE CONS@LAR POST IN WHOSE DISTRICT 
THE DEATH OCCURRED:..." (ARTICLE 37 (A) 
| AND THAT: | 
“...THE COMPETENT AUTHORITIES ...SYALL, WITHOUT DELAY, 
INFORM THE CONSULAR POST OF THE SENDING STATE (I.E. THE 
U.S.) IP...A NATIONAL OF THAT STATE IS ARRESTED...OR IS 
DETAINED IN ANY OTHER MANNER” AND REQUESTS THAT THE 
CONSULAR POST BE INFORMED. (ARTICLE 36(A) 
-- ARTICLE 36(C) ALSO PROVIDES THAT CONSULAR OFFICERS SHALL 
HAVE THE RIGHT TO VISIT A NATIONAL OF THE SENDING STATE WHO 
IS IN PRISON, CUSTODY OR DETENTION, TO CONVERSE AND 


CORRESPOND WITH HIM AND TO ARRANGE FOR HIS LEGAL 


REPRESENTATION....” 
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(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. MARTINEZ: Good afternoon. [ have a couple of 
announcements. 


The United States Advisory Commission on Public 
Diplomacy yesterday released a special report to the President 
and the Congress entitled, "Soviet Advocacy and the U.S. 
Media." 


The Commission is a bipartisan body of seven citizens 
appointed by the President and confirmed by the Senate. Its 
task is to oversee the public diplomacy programs of the United 
States Government, including those carried out by the U.S. 
Information Agency and the National Endowment for Democracy. 


Copies of the report and the accompanying press 
release are available in the Press Office. 


Secondly, concerning a an event in Senegal, I have the 
following. At approximately 7:15 a.m today, Senegal time, an 
American OC-7 aircraft operating out of Dakar, Senegal, made a 
forced landing in the area shortly after takeoff. [he aircraft 
had a crew of four, all American. 


At this point all we know for certain is that one of 
the four survived. We hope to have further details as to the 
other three later today. 


The aircraft was engaged in an insect-spraying 
operation in Senegal with support from the Agency for 
International Development In this connection, you should know 
that Mr. Peter McPherson, the Auministrator of AID, will be 
happy to provide a complete briefing on the event as well as an 
overview of grasshopper and locust control efforts, in his 
reception area at 2:00 pm. today That's Room 5939 
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Thirdly, I have an announcement concerning the Baha'i 
in Iran. We have a recent report of the continuing persecution 
of members of the Baha'i religious group in Iran. 


According to this report, Bijan Taiebi, 16, was stoned 
to death in the village of Vardavard, near Tehran, in early 
October by a group of fanatics who have previously harassed the 
Baha'is in Iran. The body had been hanged to suggest suicide, 
but local police certified that death was caused by injuries 
sustained in the stoning. After Bijan's brother brought the 
murder to the attention of the authorities, she, a son, and a 
cousin were arrested and are now being held in solitary 
confinement. 


We wish to take this occasion to reiterate once again 
what President Reagan said on Human Rights Day in December 
1985, when he noted that, “Rampant religious persecution" of 
the Baha'is in iran is not acceptable. At that time, he 
asserted that, “only the continued world outcry can help bring 
an end to their suffering.” 


We cv. upon the authorities in Iran to abide by the 
declaration on the elimination of all forms of intolerance and 
of discrimination based on religion and belief. In November 
1981, Iran, under the present regime, joined in a consensus of 
the U. N. General Assembly in the adoption of this declaration. 
affirming the principle of respect for the right of religious 
freedom. 


Q Copy of that? 
a Yes. 


Q Can you bring us up to date on what you know 
about the American in Nicaragua and the airplane possession -- 
or, who owns it and who chartered it? 


a No. I don't have anything new, Jim, in regard to 
who owns it, and so forth. You may be interested in where 
other aspects of the case are, particularly concerning such 
issues as consular access to Mr. Hasenfus 


In that connection, our Embassy 1s continuing to press 
the Nicaraguan Government for access and for confirmation of 
the death and return of the remains of the American citizens 
presumed to be involved in this incident 





ata Thursday, 10/9/86 


We continue to deplore the inexcusable delay on the 
part of the Nicaraguan Government in meeting these requests. 
For three days, we have been making these requests repeatedly 
on the telephone and in writing. The Nicaraguan Foreign 
Ministry did not respond until 11:00 a.m. yesterday, and then 
only to tell us that consular access would be granted at some 
undefined time in the future, and that the remains of American 
casualties would be turned over as early as today. 


As of this hour, these promises remain vague, and the 
Nicaraguans have failed to fulfill their obligations under the 
Vienna Convention. 


Also, as we stated yesterday -- if I can continue on 
this same aspect of the issue -- we cannot accept the 
continued delays in the granting of consular access. The 
Vienna Convention on Consular Relations provides, under article 
36(c), that consular officials have the right to visit a 
national who is in prison, custody or detention to converse and 
correspond with him and to arrange for his legal representation 


Should this lack of consular access continue, the 
issue of whether our Embassy will be permitted by the host 
government to carry out its appointed tasks will certainly be 
reviewed. 


So that by way of a response to at least that aspect 
of the events in Nicaragua. 


Q What does that last mean, then? That you're 
considering closing the Embassy without actually breaking 
diplomatic relations? 


“ It means, as Chuck said yesterday, that the 
consular function of an Embassy is important, very important, 
and particularly for the United States, a country whose 
citizens travel frequently abroad to many countries. The 
ability of our diplomatic missions abroad to do the kinds of 
things governments have agreed consular officers can do in 
looking after the welfare and whereabouts of American citizens. 
certainly the ability to carry out that function is important 
-- very important. And, as we said yesterday, if we can't do 
that in Managua, why then one has to pose the question whether 
we can maintain an Embassy effectively there 


Q Pete, could you refine that? Would that mean a 
formal break in diplomatic relations if we did close the 
Embassy? 
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a No, I can't speculate on what form a particular 
response could evolve into if the situation remains as it is, 
concerning consular access. 


Q Can I switch to Yugoslavia? 
w Not yet. 
Q Okay. 


What have we got in terms of what the legal 
machinery is in terms of Hasenfus? What rights does he have as 
far as we're concerned? What rights does the Nicaraguan 
Government have to try him? What is the State Department legal 
opinion on his case at this juncture? 


A I'm not so sure it's a question of legal 
opinion What we do, and what we believe under the Vienna 
Convention, governments are allowed to do on behalf of their 
own citizens abroad is, first, to have prompt access to him. 


Secondly and perhaps more to your question, to ensure 
that the citizen is treated fairly in accordance with local 
law; that he is given any and all of the legal due process in 
that country that the citizens of that country are afforded 
under that system. 


Q Does the State Department's law office believe 
that the Government of Nicaragua has the right to put this man 
on trial? 


a I don't have anything specific in response to 
that question, but clearly in a more generic sense, governments 
are sovereign, and they have certain rights that come with that 
sovereignty. 


But the issue here is not as you pose it. The issue 
for us right now is to have access to the American, and then to 
ensure that he is treated fairly under local law. 


Q If a foreign national were shot down over 
American airspace and seized by American military officers on 
U.S. territory, there would be no doubt that the United States 
has the right to try this person. 


What I'm asking you is, is there an equivalency here? 
Does the U.S. Government acknowledge that this American may be 
tried by the Government of Nicaragua’ 
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a I can't give you a definitive answer on that, 
whether we acknowledge the specific right of a specific 
government in a specific case to try an American citizen 
abroad. I think the only answer I can give is what I've 
already said, that what we look to is that Americans abroad are 
treated fairly and in accordance with the due process in the 
laws of the local state. 


Q Is investigation underway here in the United 
States to determine whether any U.S. laws have been broken? 

4 I'd have to refer you to Justice and the FBI on 
that. 

Q Isn't the State Department, however, involved in 


the Neutrality Act? ODon't you have a function in terms of 
information-gathering as to whether or not Americans are in 
violation of the Neutrality Act? It's not a new law. 


i) No. It's not a new law, and certainly the 
Department of State is involved in foreign affairs. But with 
respect to the question of whether there's an investigation and 
how the law applies, [I'd have to refe, you tc Justice. 


Q Has the State Department received a protest from 
Nicaragua? 
I Yes, we have Yesterday in Menagua we did 


receive a note from the Nicaraguan Goveriwmert. A protest note 
was presented to our Charge in Managua, Cctober 8 Our Charge’ 
rejected and rebutted in strong terms Nicaraguan allegations 
concerning US. Government connection with the plane which 
reportedly crashed in Nicaragua on October 5 


He stated that Mr. Hasenfus has no connecticn with the 
U.S. Government, and that no one involved in the flight was 
connected with the U.S. Government The Charge once again 
demanded consular access to Mr. Hasenfus; pointed out that the 
Sandinistas had given the media access to Hasenfus but had 
refused to allow Embassy officers to see him 


In fact, the GON had not answered our Embassy's calls 
or responded to our notes until late morning of October 8 or 
even informed the Embassy that it was holding a U.S. citizen 


Q May [I ask you about -- 
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Q Excuse me. Who did you say had access to him? I 
didn't hear you. 


“ The media. 

Q Oh, the media. 

Q On Yugoslavia, you posted something last night. 
a Right. 


Q And, beyond that, I wondered if there had been 
more arrests, and [I have some other questions. 


a More arrests, in what connection? 


Q In Yugoslavia. Is that it? They're just holding 
that Michigan man? 


a We posted something on the -- 


. Yeah. How outraged -- 

“ -- on the trial of -- 

+ -- the State Department is -- 
a Yes. 

Q -- etc. 

“ Yes 


Q Well, the last sentence of that posting threatens 
-- it says that the arrest could damage relations. People on 
the Hill are asking the United States to stop Most Favored 
Nation treaty rights for Yugoslavia. I[s that what you mean, or 
are you just speaking of a general atmosphere? Or what are you 
talking about? 


a I can't specif «. t the practical conseouences 
may be, and to which our stat. ent of yesterday alludes, when 
we said that we have informed the Yugoslav Government that acts 
such as these can only harm our bilateral relations. I think 
it's clear. As to what specific consequences that could lead 
to, I'm not prepared to speculate on. 
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Q Since that was put together, has the American 
consular officer been able to see the prisoner again? 


a I don't have anything in addition to what we had 
yesterday in that regard, Barry. 


Q A Congressman, however, last night, who has been 
particularly interested in this particular case, said that two 
other Yugoslav Americans were in detention in Yugoslavia. Do 
you have any knowledge of those two people? 


a [I don't have anything on that. 
Q Could you look? 
i) Yes. Two additional American citizens? 


Q Yes. I can give you the names. We have them on 
file. 


Q What do you understand the status of the Michigan 
man to be now? And what progress are you able to make as far 
as getting him out? 


a Why don't you look at what we posted yesterday. 
It's a rather lengthy answer that we posted in response to a 
question we had at the noon briefing I think it'll answer 
your questions 


Q Pete, these freebooters down in Nicaragua is 
certainly an embarrassment to the Administration Is there any 
effort on this Department's part to find out who they are; who 
they represent, because it's been something of an embarrassment’ 


Do you have an investigation underway’ 


is) With respect to who they are, for the reasons 
that I mentioned a while ago, namely, a desire to know the 
welfare and whereabouts of American citizens who have 
difficulties abroad, we're making, as I said, repeated efforts 
with the Sandinistas to have access to the surviving American 
and the remains of the others so we can confirm ic tity and do 
the kinds of things we always do for Americans in trouble 
abroad. 


But in terms of other aspects of your question, I 
haven't anything. 
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Q The Senate Foreign Relations Committee is 
conducting their own investigation as well with the 
Intelligence Committee on the Hill. Is the State Department 
working in cooperation with any of those efforts? Are you 
having an exchange of information? Have you expressed some 
kind of concern? 


A The legislature has its own ways of looking into 
things, and certainly if we were asked for our views or 
opinions we'd be happy to give them. But as I understand it, 
the Congress is acting independently. 


Q Can we turn to the disinformation issue. 
4 Barry, can we answer a question back here? 
Q Do you have anything on Secretary Weinberger's 


announcement that the U.S. will send warships to China? 


a Yes, I do. The question being the announcement 
earlier today in Beijing about plans for the Navy to visit 
China. And in that regard what I have is as follows: that 
three United States ships -- a Spruance-class destroyer, a 
Leahy class guided missile cruiser, an Oliver Hazard Perry 
class missile missile frigate -- will make a friendly, courtesy 
port call from November 5 to November 11 to the city of Qingdao. 


Q Spelling? 


a) Q-I-N-G-D-A-O. The senior officer embarked will 
be Admiral James A. Lyons, Commander-in-Chief, U.S. Pacific 
Fleet. 


Q Can I ask, to follow up? Is the U.S. doing 
anything in return for China? 


io) Pardon me? 


Q Is the U.S. granting China any favurs in return 
for the visits? 


Q When can we expect a Chinese ship visit? 


Q Thank you. 


A No, I don't have anything in terms of whether the 
Chinese will reciprocate and visit a U.S. port. 
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Q Pete, while we're tipping our hats to the 
Chinese, can you tell us if any of these ships are 
nuclear-equipped? That's a serious question. 


4 I know it is. 


Q And the follow up is, did the Chinese ask whether 
they were? 


Q Bravo! 


Q Apparently, you're rough on New Zealand. They 
want to see how you're treating China these days. 


a It is the consistent policy of the United States 
neither to confirm nor deny the presence of nuclear weapons 
aboard its vessels. 


Q And did the Chinese ask? They're awfully polite, 
but they might be interested in knowing. 


a I don't have anything apart from a reiteration of 
our standard policy. 


Q I have a follow up, and this you might have to 
look into, please. Apparently, the captaim of the USS Blue 
Ridge floating around some place in Australia did confirm, did 


deny, that the US has nuclear weapons on board the ship -- he 
was asked by the Lord Mayor of Melbourne, and said, "No, there 
are none." Is he likely to be disciplined for violating that 
poiicy? 

A I have nothing on that, literally. And, in any 
event, I would suggest you check with DoD to see what -- 

Q But could you check into it? 

A -- truth there may be to that story; but ['ve got 


nothing on it. 


Q Pete, the South Africans are battening down the 
hatches. They are not hiring any Mozambique workers; they're 
sending Mozambique workers back to their country when their 
contracts expire; they're acting against the UDF. They've 
suspended the publication of a list of ships visiting Durban, I 
believe. All of this looks very much like battening down the 
hatches. Do you have any comment on any or all of these things? 
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7 I think you referred to the UDF, Michael? 


Q Yes. 


s In that regard, we've seen the declaration by the 
government that the UDF is an “affected organization," thus 
prohibiting it from receiving funds from abroad. Our response 
to that is that we regret the decision as a further 
infringement on the political rights of peaceful opponents of 
apartheid in South Africa. 


In regard to your earlier questions concerning 
Mozambique, and workers from that country, I would say the 
following, and that is, we're deeply concerned by the 
deterioration of relations between South Africa and Mozambique 
which this important step reflects. 


We urge the South African Government to reconsider a 
decision that will prove costly for both countries. It is 
critically important at this time that the two governments 
avoid escalating confrontation and resume the dialogue to which 
they committed themselves in the Nkomati Accord. 


Q Now you mention the Nkomati Accord. The South 
African justification for its move against Mozambique was that 
anti-South African guerrillas were operating out of Mozambique 
in contradiction to the agreement at Nkomati. 


If I understand the American position correctly, they 
have, in the past, blamed South Africa for still supporting 
RENAMO. Is that still the position? 


A Both governments have accused each other of 
assisting their opponents of violation of the agreement over 
the past, and these charges, in our view, only illustrate the 
need for continuing negotiations and discussions to end 
cross-border violence. As we have frequently said, we deplore 
violence and acts of confrontation which lead to it. 


Q What was Sadiq Mahdi, the Prime Minister of 
Sudan, doing in the building today? 


A I'm sorry, [ didn't understand -- 


Q Sadiq Mahdi -- Mr. Mahdi -- from Sudan was here 
this morning. I[s he on a mission of goodwill -- 
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a I don't have anything on it. 


Q -- between the United States and Libya? Can you 
look into this please and give us some readout, possibly? 


a Sure. 


Q He was seeing Crocker; if you cculd get us a 
readout on that -- he was seeing Crocker. 


Q And also on Crocker's trip, if that's ever 
coming, the trip to the Cape Verde [sland to hold negotiations 


= I don't have anything on that. 
Barry? 
Q About the so-called disinformation campaign, 


Bernie Kalb was on television this morning and said the first 
he had heard of the so-called NSC disinformation document was 
when he read a report about it in the Washington Post last 
Thursday. I don't believe he was asked what happened after 
last Thursday. 


Can you tell us if that piece of paper, if there was 
such a piece of paper, ever surfaced here in the State 
Department after last Thursday? And what is the State 
Department's assessment of what that paper amounts to? 


a No, Barry, I cannot I have nothing to add to 
what Bernie has said, and [ have nothing, in any case, 
concerning the piece of paper to which you and others have 
referred. 


Q Well, you understand, he's speaking of his 
function as a U.S. Government employee. He's gone. We can't 
ask him now as a private citizen to amplify what he said on 
television today. But we can ask the Press Office or the 


Spokesman's Office or the State Department itself -- determined 
after the Post article -- apparently, the Post knew more about 
it -- well, maybe the Post knew more about it than the Press 


Office did. But what happened after the Post illuminated the 
way for the State Department? 


is) [I don't have anything on that, Barry. 
Q You're still saying there was no disinformation 


campaign? There was no attempt to mislead the press? Is that 
still the government's position? 
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= I can do no better than what the President said 
yesterday. He said that -- I think his exact words were, 
“Nobody on our side has lied to anyone," and that's as good an 
answer as I can give you. 


Q Can I take Iceland? Will there be separate 
meetings in Iceland on regional issues between U.S. officials 
and the Russian counterpart, especially as I understand that 
Mr. Murphy will be going, or (has) already left? Will he be 
meeting with Polykov on the Middle East there? 


A [I don't have anything specific about who senior 

U.S. officials may be seeing on the Soviet side, or what issues 
they may discuss. But, as you have heard us say before, there 
is that one major category which we always discuss with the 
Soviets which we call the “regional issues." So I should think 
that officials from both sides are there, responsible for some 
of these regions. They may well talk about it, but I don't 
have anything specific about it. 


Q I have another question on regional issues. 
Shevardnadze said right from the beginning, at his U.N. press 
conference, that regional issues were open for discussion; they 
had no problem with that. Do you see that as a change in the 
Soviet attitude? 


a I don't believe that is the first time-the 
Soviets have said they would be prepared to discuss regional 
issues. I don't quite read into it the suggestive aspects you 
apparently do. 


Q Didn't we have to wait several days before our 
embassy officials in Moscow were allowed to see Nick, and there 
was no threat to close the embassy in Moscow? 


a I don't recall the exact -- 

Q But there wasn't immediate -- you didn't get 
immediate access, as I recall. 

a -- timing between the arrest of Nick and when we 
were -- 

Q I wonder if there might be some evidence of a 


double standard here in terms of threats to close embassies? 


A No, I don't think it's a question of double 
standards. I[ think it's a question of effective diplomacy. 








_13- Thursday, 10/9/86 


Q Is the U.S. sending someone to Australia to brief 
them after the Iceland -- 

4 I'm sorry, Connie, I didn't hear the entire 
question. 

Q Is the U.S. sending somebody to Australia to 


brief them after the summit? 


a I don't have anything on envoys going out to 
brief other governments in any particular region. 


Q Will you be able to give us something on that? 

a We'll see. 

Q Okay. Also, just a reminder, when a decision is 
made on the South Pacific nuclear free zone, could you put out 
an announcement on that? It sounds like we're not going to 
sign it, but could you please put out some announcement? 

a Sure. 

Q Thank you. 


a Yes? 


Q Have any embassy officials in Moscow contacted 
the Lokshin family? And what is significant at all, if 
anything, about the defection there? 


ie) We've got some press guidance in the office that 
we'll be happy to share with you on the Lokshin business 


Q You have only those two sentences? 


i) Yes, that's right 


(Press briefing concluded at 12:50 p.m.) 











QUESTION TAKEN AT SRIEFING OCTOBER 9, 1986 
SUDAN: VISIT OF PRIME MINISTER 


Q: What is Prime Minister Sadiq Mahdi doing in che building? 
A: PRIME MINISTER SADIQ EL-MAHDI MET WITH ASSISTANT SECRETARY 


CROCKER. LAST FRIDAY HE MET WITH VICE PRESIDENT SUSH, SECRETARY 


SHULTZ AND SECRETARY WEINBERGER. 


Was he on a mission of goodwill between the U.S. and Libya? 


1 


Q: Can you give us a ceadout on their neeting? 


A: ALTHOUGH THERE WAS NO SET AGENDA, ISSUES SUCH AS THE RESU“+TION 
OF DEMOCRACY, THE NECESSITY TO FACILITATE FOOD MOVEMENTS TO HUNCRY 
PEOPLE IN THE SOUTH, PROSPECTS FOR PEACEFUL RESOLUTION OF Civil 
STRIFE, BILATERAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS, CONCERNS ABOUT LIBYAN 


ACTIVITIES AND SECURITY OF AMERICAN PERSONNEL WERE DISCUSSED. 


BiST COPY AVAILASLE 
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TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the October 9, 1986 daily press breifing: 


YUGOSLAVIA: DETENTION OF TWO AMERICAN CITIZENS 





Representative William Broomfield of Michigan said last 
night that two Yugoslav-Americans were in detention in 
Yugoslavia. Do you have any knowledge of those two people? 
WE CAN CONFIRM THAT TWO OTHER U.S. CITIZENS WHO ARE ALSO 
NATIONALS OF YUGOSLAVIA WERE DETAINED IN BELGRADE IN LATE 
SEPTEMBER. THE TWO WERE DETAINED IN VIOLATION OF ARTICLE 
131 OF THE YUGOSLAV CRIMINAL CODE (HOSTILE ACTIVITY AND 


DISTRIBUTION OF HOSTILE PROPAGANDA). 


ALTHOUGH OUR EMBASSY HAS REPEATEDLY REQUESTED PERMISSION 
FOR ACCESS TO THE TWO YUGOSLAV-AMERICANS, CONSULAR ACCESS 
HAS NOT BEEN GRANTED. THUS, WE HAVE NO PRIVACY ACT WAIVERS 


TO RELEASE ANY FURTHER DETAILS. 
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MR. MARTINEZ: One brief announcement. Under 
Secretary of State for Political Affairs Michael Armacost will 
give the keynote luncheon address at the Regional Foreign 
Policy Conference, Salt Lake City, Utah, Saturday, October 18, 
at the University of Utah. The conference is co-sponsored by 
the Department of State, the University of Utah and Brigham 
Young University. The title of the Under Secretary's remarks 
is “Foreign Policy Accomplishments and Challenges.“ The 
luncheon begins at approximately 12:00 local time, Q's and A's 
afterwards. A press release on the conference is available in 
the Press Office. 


Go. 


Q A Congressman says that that U.S. citizen in 
Yugoslavia, Ivezaj -- is that how it's pronounced? -- has been 
notified that he will be expelled. released, from Yugoslav 
custody and will be sent to the United States. Do you know if 
this is true? 


4 I picked up a little blip on that just a moment 
ago, and I don't have anything with me. But if you check with 
us after the briefing, we may have something on that. 


Q And the two others? 


a On the two others, we posted something yesterday 
afternoon. 


Q Any advance on that because yesterday -- 
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a No. 


Q -- afternoon you said you hadn't had consular 
access to them. Is that still the case? 


a Nothing in advance of that. B8ut on this other 
question Jim put to me, if you check later on this afternoon, I 
hope to have something. 


Q Still on Eastern Europe, there have been some 
indications that the United States is preparing to ease some of 
the sanctions against Poland Is this, in fact, the case? 


a On Poland, we had some generalized reaction to 
recent developments there over the past couple of weeks. I 
don't have that language with me today, Jim. But, in any case, 
I don't have anything specific in response to your question 
concerning any lifting of sanctions on Poland. 


Q Any update on Nicaragua consular access or return 
of the bodies? 


a Yes, I have little bit on certain aspects of the 
recent events in Nicaragua. 


First, the remains of Mr. William J]. Cooper and Mr 
Wallace 8. Sawyer, identified on the basis of Nicaraguan death 
certificates, left Nicaragua by air this morning bound for 
Miami. The remains were delivered in sealed caskets. They 
were delivered ina staged, theatrical maneuver timed for 
maximum media coverage. The remains were unceremoniously 
dumped at the Embassy gate last night in Managua 


We regret the fact that the government of Nicaragua 
chose a circus-like propaganda maneuver instead of the respect 
for the dead that one would normally expect from a civilized 
nation 


On the question of consular access, we continue to 
press for it. But, unfortunately, there has been no change in 
the situation. 


Q To follow on the bodies, just for logistics, what 
is the procedure, since these peoples’ families are elsewhere 
in the country, when the bodies get to Miami, what's going to 
happen? Is the State Department facilitating anything? 


a In deference to the wishes of relatives, we're 
not going to be giving any information as to the ultimate 
destination of the remains 
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Q What's going to happen in Miami? Are they being 
met by State Department officials? 


a I don't have anything on who's going to be tnere 
to meet. Certainly, we will do whatever we can to facilitate. 


Q Okay. The other thing is that yesterday Mr. 
Abrams told one reporter that the caskets had been thrown off 
the truck. Is that literally what happened? 


a My understanding is that something like that did 
occur. 


Q And that was at the U.S. Embassy? 


4 That was outside the Embassy gate. 


~-MORE-- 
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Q Pete, Nicaraguan Foreign Minister D'Escoto says that 
Hasenfus will be tried. Any reaction to that? 


7 No, I don't have anything by way of a specific 
reaction to what I understand is being said just now or was 
said within the last hour up in New York. I would only 
reiterate that we continue to insist on having consular access, 
and that we expect and insist that he be treated fairiy, in 
accordance with law and with due process. 


Q I know this question has been asked earlier, but 
I wondered if the Department has an opinion abrout the legality 
of this flight by private American citizens? 


a I said yesterday that I would have to refer all 
such questions to Justice, and my response is the same tccay. 


Q Yesterday you were asked about the presence of 
Sudanese Prime Minister Mahdi here in the State Department. 


Two days ago at a press conference he mentioned that 
he had concluded a new Sudanese/American agreement. Do you 
have any details on what that agreement might include? 


4 No. I don't have anything specific for that 
Question. We did post an answer yesterday concerning his 
meetings in the building. 

Q Whom did he see?’ 

a Mr. Crocker, I believe. 

Q Pete, in Latin America -- there have been some 
signs of apparent moderation on the part of the Chilean 
military government in dealing with its political opponents 


Do you see any change in their way of dealing with 
their political opposition? 


a You are referring, I take it, to an announcement 
concerning the possibility of a draft law to legalize political 
parties -- 


Uh-huam. 


a -- in Chile? Well, we understand that President 
Pinochet yesterday announced that he had in fact instructed his 
Interior Minister to undertake discussions on the draft of a 
law to legalize political parties, with political parties 
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meeting certain conditions of respect for the existing 
institutional order. with respect to opposition to violence and 
terrorism, and rejection of Marxism. 


Previously, in a speech on September Lith, President 
Pinochet announced that a draft political parties law would be 
published soon and the law would be promulgated in early ‘87. 
The steps we found very positive. 


We welcome every step that encourages greater 
discussion between the government and the democratic opposition 


on issues pertaining to Chile's democratic transition. The 
decision to open discussions on a draft political party law 
could have a positive effect on the atmosphere in Chile, 
particularly should these discussions involve a broad spectrum 
of the democratic opposition -- non-communist opposition -- and 
lead to the prompt legalization of political parties ina 
manner acceptable to the broad majority of Chileans. 


And, finally, I would say that dialogue is the most 
effective means of overcoming the deep divisions in Chile. [In 
this regard, we welcome the recent statements by members of the 
government junta, supporting the initiation of dialogue without 
preconditions with the leaders of the democratic opposition. 


Q On Eastern Europe, has the Department in place an 
advisory to former nationals of East European communist or 
socialist countries about returning to their former homelands. 
a travel advisory? 


a I'm not sure I follow your question. 


Q What is the advise of the Department to former 
nationals of East European -- of communist countries returning 
to their homelands? 


a I see. No, I'm not aware that a travel advisory 
has been issued on that subject to cover those kinds of 
eventualities. 


Q Do you have a reaction to the re-election of the 
Secretary General at the UN? 


a Yes, we welcome it 


Q That's it? 
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A The U.S., as well as the other permanent members 
of the UN Security Council, supports the re-election of Perez 
de Cuellar as the Secretary General of the UN. 


Q Another thing about the UN, apparently the Arab 
group at the UN is objecting to the credentials of Israel. 
Have you got something on that? 


Aa No, I've got nothing on that. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:35 p.m.) 
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TAKEN QUESTION : 
Question taken at the October 10, 1986 dailw ~ress 5riefing: 
YUGOSLAVIA: RELEASE OF AMERICAN CITIZEN PETER IVEZAJ 





Q: Can you confirm reports that Peter Ivezaj, a naturalized 
American citizen who was arrested and sentenced on October 8 to 
seven years-in prison by a Yugoslav court, has been released? 
A: THE U.S. EMBASSY IN BELGRADE, YUGOSLAVIA WAS INFORMED THIS 
AFTERNOON THAT PETER IVEZAJ HAD BEEN RELEASED FROM A PRISON 
IN TITOGRAD, YUGOSLAVIA EARLY THIS EVENING LOCAL TIME. MR. 
' IVEZAJ WENT DIRECTLY TO THE HOME OF FAMILY MEMBERS IN 
TITOGRAD, AND WILL PROBABLY DEPART YUGOSLAVIA ON SATURDAY, 
OCTOBER 11. AN AMERICAN CONSULAR OFFICER FROM THE EMBASSY 
IS IN TITOGRAD, AND HAS SPOKEN DIRECTLY WITH MR. IVEZAJ 


SINCE HIS RELEASE. . 


Q: Do you have any information about the release of two other 
naturalized Americans, Veroljub Radivojevic and Gradimir 
Hadzic, who are being held in prison in Belgrade? 

A: WE HAVE NO INDEPENDENT CONFIRMATION OF THE RELEASE OF 
EITHER VEROLJUB RADIVOJEVIC OR GRADIMIR HADZIC, BUT THE 
FAMILY OF MR. RADIVOJEVIC HAS INFORMED THE DEPARTMENT OF 
STATE THAT HE WAS RELEASED TODAY AND [S STAYING WITH 
RELATIVES IN BELGRADE. THE U.S. EMBASSY IN BELGRADE IS 
SEEKING CONFIRMATION OF THE RELEASE OF MR. RADIVOJEVIC, AND 


IS CONTINUING ITS EFFORTS TO OBTAIN THE EARLY RELEASE OF 


MR. HADZIC. 
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TAKER QUESTION 


Question taken at the October 10, 1986 daily press briefing: 


YUGOSLAVIA: TRAVEL ADVISORY 





= 


Is there a travel advisory for Yugoslavia? What advice do 
you give to Americans desiring to travel to Yugoslavia? 


THERE IS NO TRAVEL ADVISORY FOR YUGOSLAVIA. HOWFVER, THE 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE GIVES INQUIRERS A BROCHURE ENTITLED 
“TIPS FOR TRAVELERS TO EASTERN EUROPE AND YUGOSLAVIA” WHICH 
CONTAINS SPECIFIC WARNINGS FOR DUAL NATIONALS. THE 
BROCHURE READS IN PART: 

“...YUGOSLAV LAW DOES NOT RECOGNIZE DUAL NATIONALITY. “nts 
MEANS THAT ALL NATURALIZED U.S. CITIZENS OF YUGOSLAV ORIGI' 
WHO HAVE NOT RENOUNCED THEIR YUGOSLAV CITIZENSHIP WILL A8F 
CONSIDERED BY YUGOSLAV AUTHORITIES AS CITI 2ENS OF 
YUGOSLAVIA WHEN RETURNING AS TEMPORARY VISITORS OR AS 
PERMANENT RESIDENTS. SHOULD SUCH PERSONS BE TAKEN INTO 
CUSTODY BY YUGOSLAV AUTHORITIES, THEY MAY BE DENIED THE 
OPPORTUNITY TO COMMUNICATE WITH REPRESENTATIVES OF THE 
AMERICAN EMBASSY IN BELGRADE OR THE CONSULATE GENERAL IN 
ZAGREB..." (PAGE 13) 

AND THAT: 

"...OUAL “ATIONALS WITH A BACKGPC'IND OF POLITICAL ACTIVITY 
IN AN EASTERN FUROPFAN COUNTRY “AY WISH “0 SFEK THE 
NEPARTMENT OF STATF.'S ANDVICF IF CONTE“PLATING TRAVEL TO ANY 


OF THTSF COUNTRI®S, FSPECTIALLY IF THEIR CETITIONS 70 


(OVER ---) 
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RENOUNCE CITIZENSHIP HAVE BEEN TURNED DOWN...” (PAGF 4) 


~-FOR FURTHER INFORMATION, SEE PAGES 4, 


5. 13 AND 14 OP THe 
ATTACHED BROCHURE. 
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TUESDAY, OCTOBER 14, 1986, 12:20 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. MARTINEZ: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
A couple of announcements: the Secretary will hold an 
on-the-record briefing on the meeting in Reykjavik in this 
briefing room today at approximately 4:30. 


Q You've got the President and about ten other 
guys; he's on TV this morning. And you have it at a time you 
can't write about it anyway. 


MR. MARTINEZ: Secondly, on the -- 
Q Some people think it's a good idea. 
MR. MARTINEZ: Thank you. 


Secondly, concerning the question of the departure of 
Soviet U.N. Mission personnel, we have informed the Soviets 
that our order -- that 25 Soviet U.N. personnel must leave the 
U.S. -- stands. The Soviets have said they will comply with 
our request, but asked for an extension to October 19 so that 
those five remaining could deoart on the next scheduled 
Aeroflot flight from New York on Sunday. As a gesture of 
goodwill, we have granted their request. Accordingly, we 
expect that by the end of the week, all of the 25 we requested 
to depart on September 17 will have left the U.S. 


These 25 were part of our larger plan of reductions, 
announced March 7, to decrease the staff of the Soviet U.N. 
Missions to 170 by October 1, 1988. [ want to emphasize that 
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these reductions were taken out of a genuine desire to protect 
our national security. We have structured the reductions in a 
way intended to minimize dislocations for the Soviet Missiovs 
and to permit them to effectively maintain legitimate U.N. 
activities. 


We do not believe this action should impede our 
broader relations with the Soviet Union. 


Q Copy. please, Pete? 

A All right. 

Q On that -- Or are you finished? 

o [I've got one more announcement, but go ahead. 


Q On this subject, the 25 who will be out by the 
19th, are those the precise 25 that were named by the State 


Department last month? 
a Yes. 


Q There were no alterations in response to Mr. 
Shevardnadze's request? 


A No. 


Q Was the issue discussed between the Secretary and 
Mr. Shevardnadze in Reykjavik? 


A I don't believe so, no. 


Q [Is the Administration expecting retaliation, and 
if so what might be done about it? 


A No, Matt, [ think that question was addressed 
early on concerning this particular story. In any case, I 
don't have any speculation on that point. 


Q Pete, if I recall right, the initial deadline for 
bringing it down to 170 was April 1, 1988, and [ think you said 
October 1, 1988. Has that been a change? 


A I don't recall that we said April 1988. In any 
event, what I have here is October 1, 1988. I'll be glad to 
look into whether that represents a change, or whether there 
was an error in typing up the notes 








~ 7 Tuesday, 10/14/86 


9 Can you identify the five remaining? 
a No. 
Okay? 


Moving on to £l Salvador, an update on the situation 
there concerning the earthquake: efforts continue in £1 
Salvador to locate survivors and the remains of those killed in 
the wreckage left by the earthquake. Though unconfirmed, the 
death toll may current.y stand at about 900. President Duarte 
has stated that Friday's quake has done more damage to the 
economy than seven years of guerrilla warfare. 


We now have two confirmed deaths of U.S. citizens. A 
third U.S. citizen is considered missing. The families of all 
three have been notified. All official U.S. citizens are 
unharmed. 


Rescue efforts are centered on the downtown San 
Salvador area where approximately 20 square blocks sustained 
heavy damage. At least 40 multi-story buildings have been 
destroyed. Many other buildings have sustained serious damage, 
and at least three hospitals probably will have to be rebuilt. 
President Duarte has estimated the damage at $2 billion. The 
Embassy reports that cities other than San Salvador apparently 
are not damaged. 


Embassy operations are still located at the residence 
of the Ambassador who will remain there until a suitable 
temporary location can be found -- that is, the Embassy will 
continue to function at the Ambassador's residence until a 
suitable temporary location can be found. It appears that 
damage sustained by the Embassy is such that a new Eindassy 
building will have to be constructed. 


On U.S. assistance so far, it has totalled about $1.5 
million, and consists mainly of blankets, water tanks, plastic, 
sheeting for roofing, tents and litters, dust masks and other 
supplies. Two additional flights with a cargo consisting of 
the same items are expected to arrive on the L5th and the 
16th. The U.S. Government has also provided three 
search-and-rescue team and one medical team consisting of 15 
member's. 


The Government of £1 Salvador has requested that 
persons wishing to make a donation do so through the American 
or Salvadoran Red Cross. Donors should stipulate that the 
contribution is for the —l1 Salvador earthquake relief. 
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and finally, the Secretary will be asking the Congress 
for a special appropriation under the Continuing Resolution to 
assist the people of £1 Salvador. 

And that takes care of the announcements I have. 

Jim? 


Q Yes. Before we go on, can we have a filing 
break, please? 


a Sure. 

Q Back on the U.N. -- the Soviets at the U.N. 
Mission, ['m sorry, you said you don't know if it came up at 
Reykjavik? 


Aa I said I did not think it had. It did not. 


Q Had the Soviets here in Washington made any kind 


of representation -- ? 
Aa [I don't have anything -- 
Q -- other than that five-man delay, which was 


until Sunday? 
A I'm not following you on that, Jim. 


Well, other than asking for that extension until 


the 19th? 
oa The earlier extension? 
Q Yes. 
The one now, until Sunday? 
Q Yes. 
a No. 
Q Could I just ask a question on that? I mean, the 


State Department first had told the Soviets they had to all 
leave by October 1. Then, with some fanfare at the 
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time of Daniloff being released, the Secretary said they had 
two weeks additionally for the remainder to leave. Now you're 
Giving them another week. 


Why couldn't they have all left by today? 


a I wouldn't read a whole lot into the fact that 
they didn't leave precisely when they were first asked to 
leave, but the bottom line is that they will now all have left 


Q -- but at their own chosing. 

a -—- by the end of the week. 

y -- at the time of their own choosing? 

i I think a matter of days hardly constitutes a 


Massive change in the issue. 
Q Pete, why wasn't it discussed at Reykjavik? 
i) [ don't have anything -- 


Q -- because it had already been settled, because 
there wasn't time? And where and when did the request come 
from for the additional extension? 


A First of all, [ don't have anything on why it did 
not come up in Iceland Secondly, the fact of our informing 
the Soviets that Sunday was it, was done by our Mission in New 
York. 


Q In -- ? 


a In New York. 





-6 - Tuesday. 10/14/86 


Q Did they ask for the five-day extension or did 
they ask for a ten-day extension? What -- 


a Well, whatever the amount of time between when 
they are now leaving and the date that they were previously 
expected to leave, which was -- what, the 15th? 


Q So that's all they asked for was -- 

a Just -- yes, just a few days extersion so that 
they could get on board the next Aeroflot flight, which, as I 
said, leaves on the 19th. 

Q Pete, one thing I'm not clear on. When did you 
say we informed the Soviets that that list stands and that they 
have to comply with it? 


os) As I said, this was done by our Mission in New 
York; and it was done in the past few days. 


Q But was it done as the Summit was going on or 
just at the conclusion of the Summit? 


i) It was done over the past few days, and I 
wouldn't read anything into any possible coincidences in timing 


Q Since the Summit? 
a Well, what's today -- Tuesday? 
Yes. 


Sunday? 


> © 


Probably, yes. 


On another subject, on the American being held in 
Nicaragua, people in El Salvador are saying that given the 
rules of that air base in £1 Salvador it is not possible for 
people to get on that base without some form of government 
permission, or even @ pass or identification, and that 
therefore the absence of any government connection with that 
flight seems to be incredible to them. Do you have any comment 
on that? 
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a No, nothing specific on that, Jim. I would 
reiterate again that the U.S. is not -- and has not -- been 


organizing, directing, supervising or financing in ary way any 
program to provide arms to the Nicaraguan Democratic Resistance 


since our involvement in such activities was prohibited by 
Congress. 


If I may go back to an earlier question concerning the 
date for drawing down the Soviet Missions in New York, I said 
October lst. You were quite right; it should have been April 


lst, 1988. 


Q Well, how do you explain then that these private 
people were able to get on this military base? 


a I don't have anything, Jim, on what private 
groups may or may not be doing, can or cannot do, are able or 
not able to sustain in Central America. So I don't have a 
specific answer to your question. 

Yes. 


Q Do you have anything on an American citizen 
accused of spying in [ran? 


A Very little. Only that the Swiss Government, 
which represents our interests in Iran, continues to pursue 
vigorously efforts to gain consular access to Mr. Pattis, 
consistent with the terms of the Vienna Convention on Consular 


Relations. 


Q So till now you are not allowed access? 


a Apparently not. The Swiss Government continues 
its efforts, as I said 


Q What about his appearance on TV? 
.) What? 


Q Do you have any comment on his appearance on TV, 
Iran TV? 


a I haven't seen the text of what he said, although 
[ understand some of the more general points attributed to 
him. I would only reiterate that Mr. Pattis is not a US. 
Government employee but that due to Privacy Act considerations 
we can provide no further information on him. 








-§ - Tuesday. 10/14/86 


Q Pete. does the U.S. recognize the Polisario 
movement in the Western Sahara or meet with its representatives? 


a I recall some language we have used on that issue 
in the past. I don't have it with me. And rather than winging 
it, why don't you come by the Press Office and we can -- 


Q O.K. 
i) -- look it for you 
Q And have we ever issued an opinion on whether we 


recognize Moroccan claims to the Western Sahara? What's the 
status of that territory as far as we're concerned? 


a Come by the Press Office and we'll see what we 
can do for you. 

Q Pete, can we go back to Pattis for just a 
moment ?-- 

os Yes. 


Q By way of background, this quy has been held 
since June apparently. Has the United States, during all of 
that time, be trying to gain access to him? Have we lodged any 
protests? 


A $$ Well, obviously, it's a disadvantage when dealing 
with a situation such as this one where we do not have direct 
representation But those are the facts of the situation; 
those are the facts of life. 


But through the Swiss we have been making every effort 
we can to do for Mr. Pattis what we do for all Americans when 
they get into trouble overseas. 


Q But at no stage has there been consular access? 
a Based on what [ have, no, there has not. I[f I'm 


wrong, I'll let you know later. But the Swiss Government 
continues to try to have access to him. 


Q Pete, back to Hasenfus for a minute 
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a Yes. 


Q Do you have any reaction to the apparent decision 
by the Sandinista Government he will be tried in one of the 
Popular Tribunals; and, two, is the U.S. Government going to 
provide Mr. Hasenfus with legal representation of some sort? 


a I have something on your first question 
concerning the manner in which Mr. Hasenfus may come to trial 


But, first, on your second question, I don't have 
anything in that respect other than to repeat that one of the 
things we seek to do for American citizens abroad is to ensure 


that they are treated fairly in accordance with local law and 
that they have legal counsel And so ensuring that he has 


adequate legal counsel is certainly one of the objectives we 
have. 


Regarding the manner of his trial, I would say the 
following: 


It is doubtful that Mr. Hasenfus will receive a fair 
trial in Nicaragua, regardless of where his case is heard. 
Clearly, the Sandinista regime is using his case for. maximum 
internal and external propaganda advantage 


Considering the pervasive control that the Sandinista 
front maintains over virtually all aspects of Nicaraguan 
society and its demonstrated ability to manipulate the judicial 
system to its own political ends, the decision regarding 
whether and where Mr. Hasenfus will be tried will most likely 
rest on whether the Sandinistas wish to preserve any veneer of 
legitimacy. 


President Ortega has already pronounced Mr. Hasenfus 
guilty and predicted a sentence of as long as 30 years. 


The Popular Anti-Somacista Tribunals are vehicles for 
show trials. They were created for the very purpose of 
circumventing due process in order to persecute political 
opponents. They are really little more than courts of 
inquisition. For example, two men recently were tried, 
convicted and sentenced to prison for the “crime” of organizing 
a@ demonstration to welcome Cardinal Obando Y Bravo back in Rome 


We insist that the Sandinista regime respect Mr. 
Hasenfus's rights under the Vienna Convention, the UN 
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Declaration on Human Rights, and Nicaragua's own constitution. 
Q Copy? 
a O.K. 


Q South Africa? Did you have anything, first of 
all, on the Crocker meeting with Prime Minister Botha and so 
forth? 


4 No, nothing on that question, Connie. 


Q I believe there is some statement made by the 
Front-Line States that he believes South Africa is preparing to 
go to war. Do you have anything on that? 


: a I'm sorry -- that South Africa is prepared for 
what? 
Q The Front-Line States saying that they believe 
South Africa is about to attack -- did you have anything on 
that? 


a Only to say that both the Mozambique and South 
African Governments have traded accusations of violations of 
the Nkomati Accord. 


There's a pattern of the kinds of things you're 
referring to. -- people making allegations and so forth. As we 
have said, the deterioration of relations reflected by these 
charges underlines the critical need for discussions between 
the two governments to reduce tensions and the threat of 
violence. So we would call on both governments and all the 
governments in the region to avoid acts which could lead to 
violence and to resume dialogue. 


Q But does the U.S. expect an escalation? 


a I don't have anything to speculate on what may or 
may not happen in the region. 


O.K.? 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:38 p.m.) 








Posted: October 15, 1986 





TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the Daily Press Briefing October 14 1986 


WESTERN SAHARA: U.S. CONTACTS WITH POLISARIO 





Q: Does the U.S. recognize the Polisario movement in the Western 
Sahara? Do we meet with its representatives? 


A: THE U.S. GOVERNMENT DOES NOT RECOGNIZE THE POLISARIO. THE U.S. 
GOVERNMENT NEITHER SEEKS NOR REFUSES CONTACT WITH POLISARIO/SDAR 
REPRESENTATIVES. OCCASIONAL CONVERSATIONS HAVE TAKEN PLACE AT A LOW 


LEVEL. WHEN CONVERSATIONS DO TAKE PLACE, THE U.S. GOVERNMENT 





INTERLOCUTOR MAKES IT.CLEAR THAT THE ENCOUNTER DOES NOT IMPLY 


RECOGNITION OF THE SDAR. 


WESTERN SAHARA: U.S. POLICY 





Q: Have we ever issued an opinion on whether we recognize 
Moroccan claims to the Western Sahara and what is the 
status of that as far as we are concerned? 


A: THE U.S. RECOGNIZES MOROCCAN ADMINISTRATION OF THE 
WESTERN SAHARAN TERRITORY UNDER ITS CONTROL, BUT DCES 
NOT RECOGNIZE MOROCCAN SOVEREIGNTY. OUR POLICY ON THE 
WESTERN SAHARA ISSUE HAS BEEN CLEAR AND CONSISTENT: 
THE SOLUTION SHOULD BE ON THE BASIS OF A NEGOTIATED 
SETTLEMENT WHICH TAKES IN7O ACCOUNT THE PREFERENCE OP 
THE PEOPLE DIRECTLY AFFECTED. ACCOP)INGLY, WE SUPPORT 
PROXIMITY TALKS UNDER THE AEGIS OF THE UNITED NATIONS 
SECRETARY GENERAL AND CONTINUE TO ENCOURAGE A HIGH 
LEVEL ALGERIAN-MOROCCAN DIALOGUE ON THIS ISSUE. 
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WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 15, 1986, 12:24 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. MARTINEZ: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
A few announcements to begin with. 


Today, Under Secretary for Political affairs Michael 
Armacost will address approximately 350 leaders of the National 
Nongovernmental Organizations from 5:30 to 6:00 p.m. in the Loy 
Henderson Conference Room. Mr. Armacost's address will be ON 
THE RECORD, and then there will be Q&A with the participants 
following his remarks. There will be no advance text. 


Secondly, Secretary Shultz will travel to El Salvador 
tomorrow, October 16th, to make a first-hand assessment of the 
damage caused by the recent earthquake and consult with the 
leaders of the Salvadoran Government and with U.S. Embassy 
personnel. The Secretary and his party will attempt to 
identify El Salvador's reconstruction needs and will review the 
steps to be taken to rebuild U.S. diplomatic facilities. 


As you know, a sign-up sheet has been posted in the 
Press Office, which will be taken down at 2:00 p.m. today. 


And while on the subject of E1 Salvador, perhaps you'd 
be interested in an update. : 


Efforts still continue to locate survivors and the 
remains of those killed by Friday's earthquake. There are 
still no reliable figures for the number of casualties. 

Figures for the number of dead range between 800 and 1,000, 
injured from between 8,000 to 10,000, and homeless 28 to 30,000 


We still only have two confirmed deaths of American 
citizens, and the third remains missing. 


According to insurance company projections, earthquake 
damage to the industrial and commercial sectors is $1.5 
billion. The same group projected the damage to the uninsured 
small businesses to be around $80 million. 


Our Embassy continues to operate from the Ambassador's 
residence. Services to American citizens -- passport services, 
for example -- have resumed, and visa services as well will 
resume once a location can be found to conduct interviews. 


Commercial telephone service is improving. 


BS} COPY AVAILABLE 
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Matthew? 


Q The Soviets were withdrawing 8,000 troops from 
Afghanistan today. What is the reaction here? 


A You know Tass announced the withdrawal of 6,000 
regiments from Afghanistan, to begin October 15th. 


Construction of reviewing stands and recent approval and 
issuance of entry visas to journalists to visit Afghanistan 


during the October 13-20 period seem to confirm that some 
movement of troops is imminent. Numerous journalists have 
already arrived in Kabul. 


Our preliminary assessment of the regiments to be 
withdrawn leads us to question whether there will be a net 
reduction in Soviet military capabilities in Afghanistan. Four 
of the six regiments -- three air defense, one tank -- have not 
been active in combat.. The Afghan resistance clearly has no 
air force. The Soviet's sole remaining tank regiment has long 
been under strength and its tanks dispersed and largely 
employed in static defense roles where mortars and mines would 
be more appropriate. 


I would also note that the Soviets have recently 
introduced significant additional amounts of new equipment. 


The reported withdrawal of the six Soviet regiments 
identified by Mr. Gorbachev may be an integral part of the 
continuing Soviet effort to reshape its army in Afghanistan 
into a more effective anti-gquerrilla force. 


I would note that, even if all six regiments are fully 
withdrawn, Soviet troop strength in Afghanistan would still be 
over 110,000. 

Q Would you repeat that last, please? 


A That even if all six regiments are fully 
withdrawn, Soviet troop strength in Afghanistan would still be 
over 110,000. 


Q Can we have a copy of that? 


A Yes 


Q Would you rather that the regiment stay there? 
(Laughter. ) 


a We would rather that the Soviets -- 
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Q You're ridiculing the withdrawal, so the question 
is: would you prefer that the Soviet's didn't withdraw the six 
regiments? 


A We would prefer that they withdraw all their 
forces from Afghanistan. 


Q Yes, but how about a step at a time? You don't 
expect Utopia all at once, even in arms control. So isn't a 
withdrawal -- a token withdrawal -- a positive gain, despite 


all your reservations? 


a I think it is important here to keep one's eye on 
the ball on what is actually happening, so that we can 
understand what is happening in perspective; and that is why we 
thought it was important to point out the nature of some of 
these regiments and the overall force structure in Afghanistan 
at this time. . . 


Q The Pakistani officials briefing reporters 
traveling with Secretary Weinberger say that the Soviets have 
moved in some 15,000 troops in recent weeks. Do you have 
anything to confirm that? 


A I don't have anything on that -- on that specific 
point, no. 


Q Pete, is Secretary Shultz going to land at 
Ilopango Air Base there in -- 


a I don't know, as a matter of fact, where the 
Secretary is going to land there. 


Q Is he going to take a look around there and see 
what's going on? 


A The Secretary's purpose in visiting Salvador is, 
as I said, that he's going to make a first-hand study of the 
consequences of the earthquake as an additional step in our 
efforts to determine what the reconstruction needs of Salvador 
will be. 


Q Could you amplify what “first-hand” means? It's 
kind of a quick trip and there was a lot of damage and you have 
people there. 


I mean, you know, I know you want to show your 
interest in rehabilitation, but isn't this a symbolic trip? 
What does "first-hand" mean? You mean he's actually going to 
measure buildings and see how much concrete has to be replaced? 
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What is involved? Couldn't you get this simply from 
your Embassy? Isn't it sort of @ symbolic trip? 


A Well, certainly part of the intent is to show our 
interest and our concern for our friends there. But as any of 
you know who have ever been involved in any major catastrophe, 
there's nothing like on-site review. There's nothing like 
being there to get a sense for the dimensions of such an event 


And so what I said about the Secretary's purpose is I 
think clear. 


Q But why Shultz and not McPherson? 


A [ don't know, in fact, that Mr. McPherson will 
not be going, and I don't know that he won't be on the aircraft 


Q Has a meeting between the Secretary and the 
Soviet Ambassador been held or requested by either side since 
the Secretary's return from Brussels? 


A Yes. 

Q When -- or which and when? . 

A Yesterday. Yesterday, Ambassador DOubinin called 
on the Secretary. 

Q He came here to see him? 

a He came here to see him. 


Q And what did they discuss? 


A [ have nothing on the contents of the meeting. 

Q Has there been a firm-up of the meeting between 
the Secretary and the Foreign Minister and -- 

A I'm sorry. Repeat the question, please? 

Q Has there been a firm-up of a meeting between the 


Secretary and the Foreign Minister and a date and time? 


a [ have nothing to take you beyond what the 
Secretary said was his assumption a couple of days ago. 


Q Does the UN matter stand as it did yesterday? 
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A No. In fact, it's moved in the following way -- 
that is to say that those Soviets remaining from our September 
17 list departed yesterday. Therefore, all the 25 we requested 
to depart the United States have now left. 


Q Why? What was the point of that extension? 


a Well, presumably they thought -- I think you saw 
where Ambassador Walters had said that for reasons of -- for 
family reasons, if you will -- some of them had asked if they 
could leave as late as Sunday when there was a scheduled 
Aeroflot flight. As it turned out, they were able to move 
quicker. 


Q Was there an Aeroflot flight? 
a I don't know the flight they took yesterday, but 


they left. 
Q Have the Soviets informed us in any way of any 


steps they might be taking against American personnel? 

A Don't have anything on it. 

Q Pete, could [ just ask you a quick follow-up -- 
back when you were talking about Dubinin being in, I didn't 
understand very well, at whose request was that meeting. 


a I don't have anything on who requested it. I can 
take a look at that. [ just don't have it. 


Q Could we infer that this knowledge that you have 
about the departures may have come then From that meeting? 


a I don't know that for a fact, tat that 
information, that decision was conveyed at the time. [ would 
stir you away from that 


Q Wouldn't that be a natural item? 


a It may be, but my instinct is to stir you away 
from that conclusion. 


Q Did all the remaining Soviets go out through 
Canada? 


a I don't know what route they took out. 


Q Do you know what plans, if any, for any further 
expulsions? 
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A Well, you know we set a deadline to reduce to 170 
by April of 1986, but I don't have any specifics, and certainly 
in the context of the way you framed the question. 


Q Do you have anything on a Columbian journalist 
who was detained trying to get into this country to some sort 
of a conference sponsored by Columbia University? 


A Yes, [ do. [ believe you are referring to the 
case of Patricia Lara Salive. Under our immigration laws, it 
is the responsibility of the [mmigration and Naturalization 
Service to determine whether or not to admit an alien to the 
U.S. upon application for admission at a border or port of 
entry. Therefore, for specific details on the denial of Miss 
Lara, I would refer you to the INS. 


Q My understanding is that the section that she was 
kept out under applied to communists or terrorists? Do you 
have any more details than that at all? 


a We revoked her visa because of ineligibility 
under Section 212A(29) of the INS Act, and that covers a 
variety of activities that make one ineligible, but as a result 
of this being a matter of internal security, I can't get into 
what the specifics were. 


Q Where was she issued a visa? 
a I don't know where she was issued a visa. 


Q You don't know what she did, specifically, to 
arouse suspicions here about her affiliations. 


a I don't have anything on what specifically she 
did. 


Q Why was she issued a visa when she was clearly on 
a black list? 


a It was issued in error. 


Q To get back to the other topic, [ think -- or I 
know that a Soviet official was quoted in The New York Times 
this morning as saying that there will now be retaliation, that 
is, after this expulsion. Now that the expulsion has occurred, 
what does the Department expect? 


ry I'm not going to speculate on that, Matt. 
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Q Pete, do you have anything on reported movements 


of the Abu Nidal gang in Western Europe causing a heightened 
security alert, especially in Vienna, at the U.S. Embassy? 


a Not quite in the sense you have referred to it. 
What I have simply about the situation in Vienna is that 
embassies receive threats periodically and we treat all such 
threats seriously and take appropriate security precautions, 
but [ don't have anything linking it to the Abu Nidal group in 
the sense you framed it 


Q Since yesterday when we neglected to ask that 
question, [ guess the Viennese police have had all their leave 
cancelled and there seems to be a larger mustering of people 
over there. Is there -- so it seems to be more than just a 
routine threat that embassies get all the time. 


a No, there is nothing routine about it. It is 
just that it happens periodically and we take them seriously. 


Q [s it just limited to Vienna? 
) All I have is on Vienna. 


Q Karpov has been briefing the British and the 
Germans on the Soviet version of what went on in Iceland. are 
there any plans for the United States to brief anybody in the 
Eastern Bloc, and so on? 


a I don't have anything on that, whether we will be 
sending people to Eastern Europe. 


You had a question, I believe 


Yes. Back to El Salvador, you mentioned the 
figure of $1.5 billion as being an estimate by the insurers. 


A Yes. 


Q Given the interest of the United States as to 
what happens in Salvador or doesn't happen, is the Secretary 
expected to announce some kind of a special relief program, an 
aid program? That's a lot of money for a small country. 


4 I don't have anything on whether the Secretary 
will make an announcement. I[ presume you meant to ask in the 
context of his trip. 


Q While he is there. 
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-) I don't have anything on it. I would note that 
we understand the Congress moved today to provide El Salvador 
with an additional $50 million, and -- 


Q Five zero or one five? 
A Five zero. Yes. 
Q The ruling party in Taiwan has formally announced 


yesterday its decision to lift martial law and to allow 
establishaent of an opposition party. Do you have anything on 
that? 


) Yes. We welcome it. We welcome the report that 
the KMT has endorsed the decision to lift martial law and a ban 


on new political parties in Taiwan. 


This is a heartening sign of the Taiwan authorities’ 
commitment to political development and an improved human 
rights situation in Taiwan. 


Q Regarding the Administration's blanket denial of 
involvement in this Hasenfus air drop, does the Administration 
also deny that it ever directly or indirectly provided funds 
for this operation to Max Gomez who is supposed to have been 
with the CIA? 


4 No, I'm not going to get into the specifics of 
the various stories you have read. [ would only reiterate what 
I said a couple of days ago, and that is that there are 
Congressional restrictions on such activities and that the law 
is being obeyed. 


Q Pete -- 
) Hold on, Connie had a question. 


Q In South Africa, the Black Sash has a report 
about young detainees being abused Does the U.S. have 
anything on that report? 


a We have seen the reports and we are alarmed by 
the allegations. The U.S. has repeatedly raised the issue of 
the mistreatment of detainees with the South African 
Government. These recurrent allegations are so serious that we 
believe an immediate, complete, and independent investigation 
is needed. 


Q Anything else you would like to volunteer? 
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a Not on that, no. 


Q While we are in the area, the South African 
military was saying yesterday that Mozambique is on the point 
of collapse Do you share that assessment? 


A We make our own assessments. In any case, I 
don't have anything concerning the situation in Mozambique to 
share with you. 

Q Pete, do you have an opinion on the reports of 
the transfer of U.S. hostages from the southern suburb of 


Beirut to the (inaudible) in the Bekaa, close to the Syrian 
border, or anything on their whereabouts? 


a I have nothing on that. 


Q Pete, back to Africa. Do you have anything on 
the U.S. getting together with Angola in Cape Verde? 


a No. 


Q Nothing at all? 


a I don't have anything on it. 
Q Having studied the American citizen's statement 
on the Iranian TV, is he -- [| mean, do you have any comment on 


that? Maybe he made the statement under duress, or something 
like that. 


a That's certainly a possibility, that whatever it 
is he is alleged to have said may have been said under duress 


We have seen reports that Mr. Pattis appeared on television 
We vio not know what he said and cannot comment on his specific 
statements or his condition. 


Q You said before that he is not a US. Government 
employee, is that not correct? 


a Right. 
Q Pete, Gorbachev yesterday gave the exact wording 


of the proposed final text for the Reykjavik summit. Can you 
confirm that this was the exact wording of the proposed text? 


a No, I cannot. 
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Q Is there a question about the negotiations 
between Spain and the USA about the presence of the troops 
under the present agreement in Spain? Is the American side 
going to present a counterproposal to them at their meeting 


here? 


a No, I don't have anything specific about the 
meeting with our Spanish allies 


Q Given what you said about adhering to 
Congressional restrictions on aid to the contras, do you have 
any. reading of how the earthquake, has it had any effect in 
terms of retarding the support for the contras? 


a No. I have nothing in that regard However, I 
recall that Elliot, Saturday afternoon, said that the 
situation, from a political and a security point of view in 
Salvador, was calm and that the government was very much in 
charge; so that certainly the situation there, from the 
political and security point of view, has not been adversely 
affected by th earthquake 


Q Do you have anything to add to what the Secretary 
said yesterday about Gorbachev's speech? 


a No. As some of you may know, Larry had -- Larry 
dealt at length with it at the White House. [ would only 
reiterate a couple of points. and that is that both the 
President and the General Secretary have noted the potential 
for progress which emerged from the meeting at Reykjavik, and 
that it is important now to move beyond political rhetoric and 
to focus on the positive elements produced through the 
negotiations in Reykjavik. 


We are working to keep those elements alive and hope 
the Soviets will join us in our efforts 


Q On that, Pete, there are some reports just in 


that the Politburo is leaving the door open to a possible 
future, another meeting of Gorbachev and Reagan. Have you seen 


those? 
A I've seen generalized references to those reports 
Q Do you have any reaction’ 
4 Well, if they prove accurate, obviously we would 


welcome them; it is clear from what the President and the 
Secretary of State have been saying, and others, in the past 
several days. 


Q Thank you 


(The briefing concluded at 12:45 p.m.) 
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MR. MARTINEZ: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
A few announcements: 


Secretary Shultz will speak ON THE RECORD at the 
National Press Club on the Iceland meeting at lunch on Friday, 
October 17, 12:30 to 2:00 p.m.. The speech begins at 1:00 
p.m. A Q&A will follow. If you wish to cover the event, 
please contact Randy Allen of the National Press Club at 
783-5030. If you plan to attend the luncheon, call 662-7501 
for a reservation. 


As a result, we will not have a State Department press 
briefing tomorrow. We will try to have his remarks and Q&A 
piped into the briefing room. 


Q What about an advance text? 
a No advance text. 


Secondly, the Department of State is releasing today 
Foreign Relations of the United States, 1955-57, Volume III, on 
China. A press release and a summary prepared by the Office of 
the Historian are available in the Press Office. Ordering 
information is included in the press release. Copies of the 
volume are available for reading and consultation in both the 
Office of Press Relations and the Office of the Historian. 








Third, a brief update on the situation in €&1 
Salvador. Not much new to report. Efforts to locate survivors 
and the remains of those killed continue; the unconfirmed death 
toll stands at approximately 976. The Emhassy continues to 
operate out of the residence of Ambassador Corr. Non-immigrant 
visa services and U.S. citizen services resumed yesterday. 


You may be interested to know who accompanied the 
Secretary: Mrs. Shultz, Congressman Bobbi Fielder, Congressman 
John Murtha, the British and Japanese Ambassadors to the United 
States, Assistant Secretary Abrams, U.S. AID Administrator 
McPherson, Office of Disaster Relief Director Julia Taft and 
other staff members. 
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On relief efforts, let me volunteer that two planes 
carrying medicines, tents, plastic sheeting, and body bags 
arrived yesterday. Another flight with more of the same types 
of supplies is scheduled to arrive today. Two planes are 
scheduled for tomorrow with similar cargoes. To date, our 
emergency relief efforts total around $2 million. 


Matthew? 


Q David Goldfarb, the Soviet dissident, is on his 
way out of the Soviet Union. 


a Right. 
Q Do you have any comment on that? 
A Yes. I've got something on that -- to confirm 


that Dr. David Goldfarb and his wife, Cecelia, will be arriving 
today with Armand Hammer on Mr. Hammer's private plane. The 
U.S. Government has followed Dr. Goldfarb's situation closely 
for a number of years, and we welcome the resolution of his 
case. Unfortunately, I cannot go into detail as to place and 
time of arrival. 


Q Was Dr. Hammer's mission worked out with the 
State Department? Did you know he was going there to -- 


a All I've got on that, Bernie, is that, as I say, 
we've been following his situation closely for a number of 


years. 


Q This was one of the cases, no doubt, that was 
discussed in Reykjavik. Is there any thought that the release 
is some kind of a result of those discussions? 


A Or. Goldfarb was about to leave the Soviet Union 
in 1984 when his exit visa was rescinded. His son has stated 
that the Soviet authorities’ action was connected with 
trumped-up charges of espionage against Daniloff, in which the 
Soviets unsuccessfully tried to get Or. Goldfarb to cooperate. 


Q Were you able to substantiate those allegations, 
the State Department? 


A Substantiate the Soviet allegations? 


No, no. Substantiate the son's allegations that 
his father was to be used to set up Daniloff, refused, and lost 
permission to emigrate. 


a I don't have anything by way of substantiation. 
Obviously in a situation like this, one would have to consider 
carefully statements made by the man's son. 
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Q Pete, let me pursue that. Obviously you were 
quite prepared to reject totally accusations against Nick 
Daniloff. The State Department said the charges were absurd, 
and, you know, the man is innocent. What about the Goldfarb 
Situation? Can you deal with the facts on it now that he's 
free? 


A Well, I said, Barry, that we have chosen to 
recall here that his son had stated that the Soviet 
authorities’ action was connected with trumped up charges. 


Q So with the son, then. 
A I'll leave it at that. 


Q Secretary Shultz and Foreign Minister 
Shevardnadze, I think, also discussed this case leading -- you 
know, in the negotiations that led up to the Daniloff release. 
Is that right? And was there some kind of understanding that 
he would be coming out at this time, later on, what? 


A I don't have anything on either point. 
Q Can I go back and -- 
A Sure. 
"For years" may have been a loose description. 
Didn't the State Department get interested in Goldfarb in 1984, 


only two years ago, or is there something that precedes that? 


A I said we had followed his situation closely for 
a number of years. He is -- 


Q What I'm driving at, you know, for years now, for 
many years, the U.S. has presented lists of dissidents and 
refuseniks. Was he on a list going back years, or is he a 
recent, since 1984 -- 


2) I don't have anything in here to help me in 
answering your question. 


Q Do you have any comment on the interview on ABC 
by Qadhafi? 


A As usual, the accusations of Colonel Qadhafi are 
preposterous. Why don't we leave it at that 


Q Do you place any credence at all to his claim 
that he can rally enough support or get enough of some kind of 
an army or whip up some kind of a force to cause damage to U.S. 
installations, personnel -- you know, harm Americans, etc.? 
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A In that connection, I would say that no one is 
more aware of Qadhafi's support for terrorism than are his Arab 
neighbors. They have been among the most frequent victims of 
his attacks. The Arabs also know that Qadhafi does not speak 
for them. He has not brought them any help, and his terrorist 
activities are not for the Arab or the Palestinian cause. 


Q Is he in a position, do you think, to be able to 
get enough military support, some kind of a force to -- I 
mean, he seemed to scoff at the charges that he presumably was 
going to be sending death squads back when President Reagan 
made the big issue of it, and he said, “Well, you know, we 
haven't seen that," so -- 


A I wouldn't attribute any credence to his 
assertions in this regard. 


Q He challenged the U.S. for introducing any 
evidence linking Libya to any of those terroristic attacks that 
you have been accusing him of committing. Is there such a 


proof at hand or in evidence, beyond the -- 


A I'm sorry, Semman, I didn't hear the first part 
of your question. 


Q He challenged the U.S. for having any evidence 
linking Libya to any of those charges. 


a] We've gone over that, as you well know, many, 
many times, and I'm not going to engage in going over that 
ground again today. 


Q But he believes that you are still -- any minute 
will attack him, so do you think that your campaign against him 
has succeeded? 


aq I think our diplomacy and our steps have been 
effective. 


Q Do you have anything on the Geneva talks? 
Specifically, is there an effort to reconvene on both sides 
special groups to discuss INF tomorrow? 

A No. I do have something, and the answer is no. 


Q Give us the question and the answer. (Laughter) 


i) The answer is that the meeting of the INF 
negotiating group today was the one that had been regularly 
scheduled to take place today. 
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Q Now can we ask the question? 
A And let me -- here, I've got the approved words 
before me now. 
Q Go ahead. 
A And the question that you asked was whether we 


were asking for a special session of the Geneva talks to 
discuss the INF cuts proposed in Iceland. 


Q My very words! 


A Exactly. The answer to the question is no. The 
INF negotiating group held its regularly scheduled weekly 
meeting today. The proposals made in Iceland were considered 
during the course of this meeting, as they will be during 
subsequent meetings of the individual negotiating groups. 


Q Just to follow that, could you tell us whether 
the Department's understanding is that INF is now tied to a 
resolution of every other issue on arms control, or does it 
stand independent, as Mr. Karpov seemed to be saying? 


A Marvin, let me just say that both sides have said 
they want to move forward at Geneva. Our view has long been 
that progress in one area should not be held hostage to 
progress in another. The Soviet negotiators in Geneva have 
stated for a long time, as Chief Soviet negotiator Karpov 
repeated this week in London, that a separate agreement on INF 
is possible. 


Q Yes, but do you know whether the words coming 
from Moscow, including words ascribed to Mr. Gorbachev 
suggesting that there is a relinking of everything, did that 
come up in the course of today's negotiating in Geneva? Do you 
have a read-out on that? 


A All I can say is that we hope to clarify this 
point in our discussions in Geneva. 


Q It isn't clarified as yet? 


A Well, I don't have a read-out on the meeting 
which probably ended just a few hours ago. Suffice it to say 
that we hope to clarify this point as these discussions 
continue. Ralph? 


Q Could I follow that, Pete? Has there been any 
discussion of a change of schedule of the Geneva talks in any 
one of the three baskets, or are they going to continue 
basically on their pre-arranged weekly schedule? 
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A Right now I don't have any indications of a 
change in the schedules. Yes? 
Q Can we change subjects? 


A All right. 


Q Do you have anything on the State Department 
reaction to the foreign aid figure and how it is going to 
affect either foreign aid around the world or what's going to 
be cut? 


A No, I do not. 


Q What is the State Department reaction to the 
terrorist bombing in Jerusalem and the Israeli retaliation 
today? 


A We issued a statement yesterday condemning the 
bombing in Jerusalem. The United States condemns in the 
strongest possible terms this reprehensible act of terrorism 
directed against a group of Israelis who had just attended a 
religious ceremony at the Western Wall in Jerusalem. 


We further condemn all those elements in and out of 
the PLO who have asserted responsibility for this appalling act 
which claimed among its victims both Israelis and Arabs. These 
elements do a terrible disservice to the cause of peace between 
Arabs and Israelis and to the Palestinian people. 


We extend our deepest sympathies to the victims of 
this crime. 


As to the latter part of your question, we would 
simply say that we deplore this continuing cycle of violence in 


the region. 


Q But, Pete, in that same vein, would you also urge 
restraint on the part of the Israelis or is their retaliation 
acceptable? 

A As I said, we deplore the continuing cycle of 
violence in the region. Yes? 

Q Do you have anything on the situation in 
Mozambique? 

fa In what respect? 

Q Well, there are reports that the government is 


about to be overthrown and the rebels have occupied two thirds 
of thescountry. 
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A I have nothing in particular about those reports, 
only to note that our Embassy reports that the situation in 
Maputo is calm and that business is being conducted normally. 


Q Has this expected meeting between Shultz and 
Shevardnadze been firmed up or scheduled? 


Aa I don't have anything specific on it. You saw 
what the Secretary said the other day, what his assumptions 
were. 


Q But you don't have anything specific. 
A I don't have anything specific to advance that. 


Q Any further top-level contacts? The Ambassador 
was in here the other day. Has that happened in Moscow? 


A I have nothing on that. 


Q What about Polish sanctions situation in light of 
Lech Walesa's comments? 


a We are reviewing appropriate measures to respond 
to the Polish Government's completion of a general political 
prisoner amnesty in September. 


The two major remaining sanctions against Poland are 
the suspension of Most-Favored-—Nation status and the ban on all 
official credits and credit guarantees. 


As we said when the President imposed the MFN sanction 
in 1982, the sanctions are designed to be reversible. We will 
respond in a timely and deliberate fashion to steps taken by 
the Polish Government. 


Q Pete, forgive me if you dealt with this 
thoroughly and adequately yesterday, but let me just ask again 
to see if you have any further comment. Anything further to 
say about reports of the U.S. Ambassador's in El Salvador 
contact with alleged gun runners to Nicaragua? 


ig) No, I don't have anything on that question. 
Q The New York Times, I think, reported 


specifically on an alleged meeting today. Did that meeting 
occur? 





is) I have nothing on meetings between -- you are 
refe:® ©, to our Ambassador in El Salvador? 
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Q Yes. A meeting with Mr. Gomez. 
A I have nothing on meetings with Mr. Gomez. 


Q You can't say whether he met with Mr. Gomez or 


not? 

A I have nothing on it. 

Q Can you check into it? 

Q You're not denying that any meetings took place, 
though. I mean, you declining comment at all on the reports. 


A I just don't have anything on meetings between 
the Ambassador and a Mr. Gomez. 


Q How about contacts? How about indirect contacts? 
A Or contacts. 

Q Can you check into that for us? 

a Sure, I can look into it. 

Q Are you familiar with that story? 

3) I'm aware of the story, and there are several 


facets -- 


Q “Did we phrase it the wrong way, or what? I mean, 
it sounds like maybe you have something to say about it, but 
we're not asking it the right way. 


A Well, I would only say that in this context, that 
-- in the context of the story which has various facets, some 
of which you've referred to, but insofar as allegations or 
assertions that Ambassador Corr had denied ever having known 
Gomez, I understand that the Ambassador states emphatically 
that he never said that he did not know Max Gomez. 


Q Okay. What we have is that we know that the 
Ambassador denies that he never met Gomez, but we have you 
saying that you have nothing to say about whether he met 
Gomez. Is that correct? 


a No, I have nothing on contacts or meetings 
between the Ambassador and, as you put it, people involved in 
activities in the area. All 1 have is in response to an 
assertion made today or yesterday that Corr had denied knowing 
Mr. Gomez, and that response was that the Ambassador denies 
emphatically ever having said that he did not know Max Gomez. 
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So then he knew Max Gomez? 
So the question is whether Gomez is -- 
Did he know Max Gomez? 


oD © 


a he may well. The point is that he is not going 
around denying he knows a particular individual. 


Q Can you tell us whether or not he knew him? 
A I don't know, as a matter of fact. 
Q Can you at least check that, since you are 


getting into him denying that he never met him? 
) Sure, be glad to look into it. 


Q Can you tell us if you know whether Mr. Gomez was 
involved in supplying the contras in Nicaragua? 


fa No. I have nothing on what private individuals 
or private groups are doing. 


Q Can you tell us whether the U.S. Ambassador to £1 
Salvador knew about the alleged activities of the private 
individuals that he knew in connection with supplies for the 
contras? 


A ‘It is common knowledge that private citizens in 
this country and elsewhere are assisting the Nicaraguan 
Democratic Opposition. As we have stated many times before, we 
do not keep track of the activities of U.S. citizens overseas 
in the absence of a clear indication that U.S. laws are being 
violated. 


This applies to U.S. citizens who assist the 
Salvadoran guerrillas and the Sandinista Government, as well as 


those who support the Nicaraguan Democratic Resistance. 


Q All right. That leaves still open the final 
connection, which is that although you don't keep track of 
them, as you put it, you are in effect saying that the 
Ambassador knew about the activities but wasn't keeping track 
of them, is that it? 


a No. Those are your words. I am not saying in 
effect any such thing. I'm simply saying that it is common 
knowledge that private citizens in this country and elsewhere 
are assisting the Nicaraguan Democratic Opposition. 
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Q Is Mr. Gomez one of those? 


A I don't know. I don't have anything on Mr. 


Gomez's role. 
Q Pete. 
a Yes, ma'am. 


Q Do you have any comment on the recent political 
development in South Korea, particularly the incident that 


occurred at the National Assembly this morning, yesterday 
time? Do you have anything? 

a On which specific action in South Korea? 

Q At the National Assembly. 

A Yes. 

Q The Government tried to issue the warrant for the 
arrest of the opposition party congressman. It's an incident 
that occurred just two hours ago. 

a Mr. Kim? 

Q Not the Kim. The Yoo, or something like -- 

a No, I don't have anything on that. 


You don't have any report from Korea? 


. 
i) I don't have anything on it. 
Q Nothing? 


Q Do you have anything on a Colombian journalist 
that was held in New York? Does the State Department have any 


statement on that? 


i) We covered that yesterday. Check with the Press 
Office. 


Q Before Congressman Barnes’ Subcommittee 
yesterday, Elliott Abrams said while he did not know Robert 
Owen, he knew of him. Do you have anything on whether or not 
he knew of him because of his work for or with the United 
States Government, or for or with people trying to give aid to 
the contras? 


a No, I do not. 


In reference to your question -- 
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Q On Korea? 


A Yes, in regard to Korea: very simply, while we 
understand the very real threat to Korea from the North, we 
believe that all individuals should have the right to express 
their opinions freely. 


Q Do you have anything on the State Department 
reaction or State Department concern about the permission given 
yesterday by a U.S. Magistrate in Los Angeles that would enable 
the attorney for Rafael Gregorian to begin seizing assets of 
the Soviet Union in this country. His attorney has announced 
he'll begin doing it in the next two weeks. 


A No. 
Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:57 p.m.) 
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MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
This is the Daily Briefing. I don't have any briefings from 
high-level Administration officials to offer you today. 
(Laughter) 


Jim? 
Q We'll have to find out what you have to say. 


Q What is the State Department's intention about 
the expulsion of the five Americans from Moscow? 


a I can't add anything ics what you've already seen 
coming out of the White House this sorning. Let me just start 
by saying that we can confirm that the Soviet authorities have 
declared five U.S. diplomats Persona Non Grata and have ordered 
them to leave the country. 





We did protest that action In doing so, we made the 
point that this action is totally without justification and 
cannot help but have a detrimental effect on oir relations 


Concerning what may be done in response to that, we 
are currently considering our response; and at this point I'm 
not in a position to speculate on what actions we might take 

Q Where was the protest? 

a That was done by our OCM, Richard Combs, at the 
Foreign Ministry at the time that he was informed that these 
people were being asked to leave 

Q And how long were they given to get out? 


a They have until the end of the month. 


Q Are any or all of the ones being expelled from 
the United States -- were any of them associated with the CIA? 
I'm sorry -- from the Soviet Union 


a Thank you for the clarification. (Laughter) 
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Q We'll take the other question, too. (Laughter) 


a The standard response to that is we don't get 
into the nature of the functions of individuals. S8ut let me 
reiterate what I said a minute ago, that this was totally 
without justification and can't help but have a detrimental 
effect. 


Q Chuck, over the weekend a number of 
Administration officials, including the Secretary, used words 
like “take action” and, I believe in one case, “retaliate.” 
Can you address yourself to that specific word? Is there an 
intention to retaliate? Would it be normal practice to 


retaliate? 


a I'm not going to back of f From any of those words 
in any way, whether you call it “taking action,” “retaliation” 
or, as I did, “considering our response.“ As I said, that 
remains to be determined, and as a consequence [I just can't 
take it any further right now. 


Q Is there any kind of diplomatic equivalence 
between members of the Soviet Mission to the U.N. and members 
of our Embassy staff in Moscow? 


a Other than the fact that they are diplomats in a 
larger sense, let me just say in 4 more general way -- because 
it has been speculated, for example, that this action was taken 
in response to our actions concerning their U.N. Mission -- you 
are all well aware of why we've taken those actions concerning 
the Soviet Mission to the United Nations and why there is an 
ongoing program in that respect But for our part, we totally 
reject any linkage between Soviet diplomatic personnel at the 
Soviet Mission to the UN. and U.S. diplomatic personnel 
assigned to the USSR. 


Did the Soviets give a specific reason for the 


expulsions? 

a You've seen the reason which appeared in Tass, I 
believe. 

Q That's the same that you've been given 

a That's the same we were given 

Q Would you explain what you mean by “rejecting any 
linkage?" I mean, does it go to Doyle's question that they're 
not on the same plateau, or do you reject -- well, I don't know 


what you're rejecting. 
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a What I'm saying is that if there is some sense 
that one is being done in response to the other, I would just 
recall for you the reasons which have been outlined for taking 
the steps we've taken at the United Nations, and secondly -- 


Q But that goes to justification. 
a Pardon? 


Q In other words, your comment goes to 
justification. You don't think the Soviets are justified in 
equating or linking these people to their people. Is that what 
you mean? 


A I'm rejecting any concept of linkage between what 
was done with the Soviet Mission and this particular action. 


Q But they are linked in people's minds. How can 
you reject a linkage? 


A I'm not going to reject the fact that they may or 
may not be linked in people's minds. I'm telling you that what 
we did in New York had a very specific rationale which we've 
gone over many times here and with which you're well familiar. 
That's one particular case with which we've had to deal. 

What's been done in Moscow is something that we find’ 
unacceptable and with which there is no linkage to our actions 
taken here. 


Q You'll pardon the linkage implicit in my 
question. Were any of these five especially important to the 
Ambassador? You remember, of course, that Mr. Shevardnadze had 
told Mr. Shultz how some of the people we had ordered expelled 
-~- I don't know if he used the word “special importance" -- but 
Shevardnadze considered them essential, and there was some sort 
of a grace period. 


Can you characterize these five people as being just 
bodies the Russians came down on, or did they sort out people 
that are particularly important to the function of the Embassy? 


A No. I have no way to help you in characterizing 
them in that sense. 


Connie, you had a question? 
Q Does the US. have any assessment of what you 


expect to happen in Mozambique now with the death of the 
President, and what sort of statement we make on his death? 


A To start with, no, [I don't have any assessment of 
what might happen. 
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We did hear of the death of President Machel with 
profound regret. Secretary Shultz had met President Machel and 
had great respect for him. We extend to the Government and 
people of Mozambique the deepest condolences of the American 
people in the loss they have suffered of President Machel and 
his colleagues. 


At this point, I might just tack onto that that what 
we have heard is apparently the same as the Mozambiquen 
Government has heard, which are the reports from South Africa, 
so that I don't have any independent confirmation beyond those 
reports. 


Q Does the United States expect to send anyoody 
from here to his funeral? 


A I don't have any details on that kind of question 
yet. 


Q Also in the region, do you have any comment on 
the announced pullout of General Motors from South Africa? 


a No. 
Q Do you expect to? 
a I'm not sure we will. 


Q I'm sure there will be a point soon when we'll be 
doing this by hand signal, but until we reach that point, 
there's a chill in the air. Some people can even detect winter 
coming. 


What is the going State Department view now on when 
there might be a summit meeting between the U.S. and the Soviet 
Union? Are you still hopeful before the end of the year? Have 
you begun to think more of February and March? We'll ask you 
every week or so. 


a And for the moment, I'd fall back on Secretary 
Shultz's answer to that question, which is basically he is not 
going to speculate. 


Q He's not going to speculate? Gee, what happened 
to hope? 


A Well, that hope has been expressed before 


Reykjavik and after Reykjavik. But you're asking me a question 
of when do you expect it to happen; and on that score, no 


predictions to offer. 
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Q Chuck, anything on the formation of the new 
Israeli Government? And second, whether you have anything on 
the statement by Mr. Shamir to increase the number of the 
settlements in the occupied territories? 


A On the formation of the new government, we 
congratulate the new Prime Minister and look forward to 
continuing our close relationship with the [Israeli Government 
under Prime Minister Shamir's leadership. 


On your other question, the Secretary addressed that 
question when he was asked it on “Meet the Press" over the 
weekend, in terms of whether or not there had been any 
correspondence, the answer to which, in essence, was no. But 
he said that the United States opposes expansion of Israeli 
settlements in the occupied territories. 


Q Do you have any comment on Mr. Hasenfus' comment 
in the "60 Minutes" interview yesterday with respect to his 
views about CIA involvement in the contra supply effort? 


:) Elliott Abrams addressed that question directly 
this morning on one of your networks -- [I'm not sure which one 
at this point -- so I'd refer you to that, in the first place 
because he addressed those questions head-on. 


I think he noted, in that context, that Mr. Hasenfus 
has, in fact, said he had no knowledge of any CIA involvement. 


Q What about the trial that is to begin today? Any 
comment on that, and also in terms of whether it will have any 
negative impact on the U.S.? 


a Let me make a few remarks with regard to the 
trial: first, to reiterate once again that the only visit that 
has been permitted by a consular official took place on October 
10. As we pointed out, we don't consider that visit to have 
been a proper one. We have demanded that the Nicaraguan 
Government accede to our repeated request for a consular visit 
consistent with its treaty obligations. 


We understand his trial will begin today. This would 
begin without the benefit of access either to legal counsel or 
to consular representatives, one of whose responsibilities is 
to assist citizens of their country to obtain proper legal 
counsel. 


In addition, Nicaraguan authorities have informed our 
Embassy in Managua that Hasenfus agreed to this rapid trial. 
We formally protested his being forced to make such a decision 
while being held in a coercive environment without access to 
either consular or legal counsel. 
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Q Do you think he will not get a fair trial? 


a There are a number of Administration people on 
record to that effect: he won't receive a fair trial. These 
popular tribunals are vehicles for show trials, and they were 
created for the very purpose of circumventing due process in 
order to persecute political opponents. 


Q Chuck, on that, last night, though, on the "60 
Minutes” interview with Daniel Ortega, he indicated that 
Hasenfus could be released by Christmas. Do you see any 
conciliatory statements in what he said? 


A I have no reason to read anything special into 
that. Our reading of the situation is as I have given it to 
you now. 


Q Since the passage of the Continuing Resolution, 
it is now legal for the U.S. to send military and other aid to 
the contras. Can you tell us whether that aid has begun 
flowing? 


A The best I can say is that we will be moving as 
soon as possible to implement the congressionally approved 
assistance to the Nicaraguan Democratic Resistance forces, but 
I really won't be able to help you as to when that might begin 
or how it will be delivered. 


Q Will there be a difference in terms of how we 
would treat people working in this government-approved effort 
should they become hostages down there? 


A That's a speculative question. I'm not going to 
address that now. 


Q Can we go back to the Soviet thing? In the days 
ahead, does the Secretary have any speeches, TV appearances, 
news conferences, etc., lined up, or have we seen pretty much 
the end of this campaign for a while? 


a As always, he will continue to appear here and 
there. I don't think he has anything else scheduled right now 
before the very end of the month, so maybe in the next ten days 
there may not ve anything else. 


Q What can you tell us about the message from Mr. 
Shultz to Mr. Shamir, or was there a message? 


A I thought I answered that question a minute ago 
in response to your question. 


Q Well, it was something else. 
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A I think the Secretary said no, had there been 
such a message. 


Q There was an overture from the Soviets wanting to 
discuss further the definition of what is meant by “laboratory” 
in the context of SDI. Is this a hopeful sign? And is it a 
hopeful sign that is somewhat dashed by this expulsion of the 
Americans? 


4 I wouldn't want to take that any further in the 
context of what has happened today. We'll have to see how that 
develops and how that plays out; but to the extent that there 
have been suggestions that the Soviets are interested in 
continuing to talk about this question, as well as others, we 
have said a number of times now that that's exactly why we have 
negotiators in Geneva, and we are certainly willing to oursue 
those questions there. 


Q Do you have any information or observations about 
the meeting between the Soviet officials this morning and two 
Soviet emigres concerning refuseniks? 


A I don't have anything on that, sorry. 


Q I think you've gotten protests from the five 
hemispheric oil-producing states about the tax on imported 
oil. President Lusinchi of Venezuela has called that an 
unacceptable step; Mexico has denounced it as a violation of 
GATT. What response will you anticipate from the U.S. 
Government? 


a At this point, I don't have any response. I'll 
keep that in mind, if we can come up with something. 


Q Will the State Department take any action on 
Prime Minister Shamir's request that the U.S. close the 
Palestine Information Office in Washington following the PLO's 
claim of responsibility for last week's bombing? 


A First of all, your question makes the assumption 
that there have been certain communications and certain 
requests; and on that score, as I said earlier, I'm not 
confirming that in any way. 


Let me just say, on the PLO office that you referred 
to, that the office is an information office, staffed entirely 
by U.S. citizens and legal permanent residents. And on that 
basis, I would refer you to the Department of Justice, which 
has responsibility for enforcing the relevant statues, for 
details. 
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Q What about the complicity aspect of the question? 
Have you had anything to say about who might have -- Sorry. I 
wasn't here Friday. 


7 No, I don't think we've had anything to say on 
that. 


Q Do you have any reaction to the stated 
reconciliation objectives of the Afghan Government? 


a No. No reaction. 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:46 P.M.) 
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TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the October 20, 1986 daily press briefinc: 


NEW U.S. OIL IMPORT TAX LAW 





I think you have gotten protests from the five hemispheric 
oil-producing states about the tax on imported oil and 


.President Lusinchi of Venezuela has called that an 


unacceptable step: Mexico has denounced it as a violation 
of GATT: what reponse do you anticipate from the U-S.- 
Government? 

-- The Superfund Reauthorization and Amendments Act is 
vital to the continued funding of the Cozprehensive 
Environmental Response. Compensation and Liability Act of 


1960, which is a major comperent of the U-S- Government's 


environmental protectio’ progran. 


-- The Administration has long argued that the 
polluter should pay the costs of environmental cleanup 
programs. Congress+ however, has chosen funding which the 
President objects to on equity: trade and energy grounds. 
Nevertheless: since a veto would have meant the expiration 
of this vital program and since the President's paramount 


concern is the health and safety of American citizens, 


President Reagan signea the vill. 


-- The President's siygnerture on cne leyislation does 
not signal any change in the free trade principles guiding 


the Administration's tax+s energy or trade policies. 
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TUESDAY, OCTOBER 21, 1986, 12:30 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Although Chancellor Kohl will 
arrive out in front any minute now, I've stopped by here 
because I have an important announcement. 


The news is that people who do a terrific job still 
can get recognized and still can get rewarded for it. So I'm 
announcing that Chuck Redman is going to be my Spokesman, the 
Department Spokesman, the Spokesman for American Foreign 
policy. When you hear it from Chuck, you'll hear it for real 
And the President intends to nominate Chuck Redman as Assistant 
Secretary of State for Public Affairs in which position, with 
the advice and consent of the Senate, he will serve 
concurrently with his job as Spokesman. 


Foreign Service Officers are supposed to know 
something about everything. They're supposed to be able to 
jump into any kind of job and do it right and do it fast. 
Chuck Redman is that kind of a guy. After all, he's a graduate 
of both the Air Force Academy and Harvard. He served in 
Vietnam in wartime as a military officer, and in Paris in 
peacetime as a diplomat. He's the father of three daughters, 
all under the age of seven, so give him a break. (Laughter) 


Even more amazing, he's logged a lot of hours on this 
podium and he still has a sense of humor Chuck Redman is one 
of the very brightest and most capable young people we have. 
He has my total trust and confidence, and he has complete 
access to me and all of the principals in the Department 
everyday, anytime. He is a professional with broad experience 
in foreign affairs and a man of highest integrity 


I'm proud that he's agreed to serve in these two 
extremely important positions of trust and authority and 
responsibility. So, here he is. Treat him right 
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Q Mr. Secretary, could we just ask you -- First, 
could we tell Chuck congratulations. I think all of us here 
agree with everything you said about Chuck. We have grown to 
respect him and we all look forward to working with him again. 


However, before he takes over as foreign policy 
Spokesman, can we ask you about another matter? There's a 
report that the United States has decided to expell a number of 
the Soviets stationed here. Can you tell us -- 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: I said on Sunday, in response to a 
question, that we would take action in response *> the Soviet 
action. One of Chuck's first responsibilities  . Spokesman 
will be to tell you about that action, ard I wouldn't want to 
scoop him. (Laughter) 


(Mr. Redman assumed the podium) 


Q If all these things are true, you're going to be 
a little more forthcoming; right? 


CHARLES REDMAN: You're off to a good start today. 
Let me begin then in response to Jim's question. 


The United States has advised the Soviet Union this 
morning of a number of steps designed to respond to the Soviet 
expulsion of five U.S. diplomats and to ensure that from this 
point forward the Soviet diplomatic representation in 
Washington and San Francisco will be based on the principle of 
strict equality in numbers with our counterpart representations 
in Moscow and Leningrad 


Specifically, Soviet representatives were informed, 
first, that the number of personnel in the Soviet Embassy in 
Washington and the Soviet Consulate General in San Francisco 


must be reduced by November 1 to levels equal to those, 
respectively, of the U.S. Embassy in Moscow and Consulate 


General in Leningrad. New equal ceilings for the two 
countries’ combined bilateral missions would thus be 
established, as follows: 


For embassies, 225 positions For consulates general, 
26 positions. 50 Soviet Embassy and Consulate employees, who 
will be obliged to depart the United States pursuant to this 
measure, have been identified by name 


Second: that, as a result of the Soviet action to 


expel five U.S. diplomats, an additional four members of the 
Soviet Embassy in Washington and one member of the Soviet 
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Consulate in San Francisco are declared persona non grata and 
must depart the United States by November 1. 

We have repeatedly informed the Soviets, most recently 
when we expelled 25 named officials from the Soviet U.N. 
Mission in September, that we would not tolerate the abuse of 
their U.N. Mission as a safe haven for espionage activities. 
Moreover, when we expelled the 25, in response to their abuse 
of the U.N. Mission, we indicated that we would not tolerate 
actions against our diplomatic missions. There is no 
counterpart U.S. presence in the USSR to the Soviet U.N. 
Mission. 


The United States recrets that the Soviets have 
insisted on taking action that have made these steps necessary 


In taking the actions described above, the United 
States has corrected a long-standing imbalance in our 
relationship. 


That concludes the statement. 


Q Is there any suggestion that these 55, any of 
them, are being expelled because of involvement in espionage? 


a Those being expelled -- let me sort through this 
for just a minute here -- these are persons that we have reason 
to believe have engaged in activities inconsistent with their 
diplomatic status. 


Q . All 55, or just the five? 
a The 55. 


Q Chuck, you only said five are being PNG'd Aare 
the other $50 in a different legal status, or is there any 
distinction here because you've specified who the other 50 are, 
too? 


“ That's right. There are two measures being taken 
here. One, to reduce our diplomatic missions to parity; and, 
in that sense, we are asking a number of Soviets to leave so 
that we end up with the same number of diplomatic personnel at 
our embassies and consulates on both sides 


Q So the choice is not up to the Soviets which 50 
would leave? 


A We have identified, in effect, 69 positions, 19 
of which are not filled now; 50 are filled, and we've 
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identified those by name. The other five are being PNG'd. 
That, obviously, in response to the unjustified action of the 
Soviets in expelling five U.S. diplomats from Moscow. 


Q You had an agreement with the Soviets, as I 
understand it, that they could have a total of 320 personnel in 
this country. Now, is this a unilaterally abrogation of an 
agreement with the Soviets? 


a Let me say, first of all, that the Soviets, in 
the first place, have ignored our long-standing concerns. 
Second, recent events -- the Zakharov case, the 25 members of 
the U.N. Mission -- all reflect that the U.S. will not be a 
haven for espionage agents Our action today, in that sense, 
is the most recent expression of our determination to deal more 
definitively with this problem 


But in dealing with the U.N. question, and as 
reflected in the statement -- you may not have focused on all 
of the words -- the Soviets were aware at the time of that 
action at the U.N., that if they took action in retaliation, 
that we would then be moving to establish parity at the levels 
I've described. 


Q You told them that you would kick out as many as 
this if they retaliated for the 25? 


Q They knew that this would be the result, 
specifically? 


A . The Soviets were aware of what was going to 
happen if they retaliated in Moscow. 


Q And this would not have happened had they not 
thrown out the five Americans out of Moscow? 


a I can't answer that question any other way than 
['ve answered it already 


Mr. Gerasimov today said that if the US 
retaliated, they would also retaliate. You're saying you want 
to keep it at a certain level, but how can you control a 
two-way situation here? 


a You're right in the sense that we control one 
part of that. I[ can't speculate on what the Soviets may or may 
not do. But to reiterate that what we've done is to bring the 
sizes of our respective missions into balance and that no 
retaliation would be justified 
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~ Chuck, you warned the Soviets that if they 
retaliated you would, in turn. go for parity. What was the 
prior arrangement. as Bernie suggested? Was it an agreement of 
320 for the Soviets? Was there a formal agreement? 


fr) The ceiling that had been previously established 
was 320. That's right. 


Q That was an agreed -- in other words, this is a 
~~ alright, okay. 


a Those were the ceilings -- let me just rehearse 
the numbers, if you will, because that's of interest to 
people. wWe had been operating under an authorized total of 
320. The Soviets had something on the order of 301 positions 
filled -- 263 at the Embassy, 38 at the Consulate in San 
Francisco. 


We had 251 in Moscow; 225 at the Embassy. 26 at the 
Consulate. So the new levels that we are now projecting -- the 
new ceilings -- will be 251, i.e., 225 for the embassies, 26 
for consulates, which are our current figures in Moscow. The 
Soviets will be reduced to equivalent numbers here in the 
United States. 


Q So this is, Chuck, a unilateral abrogation of an 
agreement, if I understand correctly? 


a In the sense that the Soviets were well aware of 
what our position was concerning unjustified retaliation 
against U.S. diplomats in Moscow, I would not say that it's an 
abrogation of anything. 


Q Can I ask some more on the numbers? How many of 
these numbers are diplomats and how many are support personnel? 

a All of these people are diplomatic and consular 
personnel. 


Q They all have diplomatic immunity? 
a I won't go into -- 


Q That's not the proper question Like in the Blue 
Book, the diplomatic list here, [I counted it yesterday; there 
only are about 140 Soviets in the Blue Book Now, that doesn't 
include -- obviously, they have lot -- [ mean, it's been stated 
that the Soviets have all the drivers, receptionists -- 


Q Secretaries 
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Q -- repairman, are all Soviet nationals, whereas 
in Moscow, we have, I think until recently, at least, 200 
Soviet nationals doing the work. Are we now -- are most -- can 


you say whether the SO that we're asking to leave are diplomats 
or are they support personnel, and can you make public the 
list? I don't see any reason not to. 


a The only names I[ could give you are the five who 
are being PNG'd. The other 50, I can't give you. And I can't 
break down what the specific functions of these individuals are 
other than to say that they're diplomatic and consular 
personnel. They are the people who have been among those 
figuring on the authorized list which could go up to as high as 
320. 


Q But can you get a breakdown, because I think it's 
important. The U.S. had been taking the position in Congress, 
as L-understood, that rather than kick out a whole lot of 
Russians, as the Congress had been demanding, that we were 
going to add American nationals to the Embassy as support 
personnel and gradually reduce the Soviet nationals. Now, this 
has been, I think, a change in policy. 


a We have a change, if you will, in approach 
because of what I have described to you as what went before and 
what led to this particular decision. [t is true that we do 
have a program of replacing Soviet employees at our mission in 
Moscow wherever it will contribute to the security of our 
mission, and that we intend to continue with. 


Our objective in that program was not to eliminate all 
Soviet employees. but as I said, those whose replacement would 
enhance security. This program, of course, could be affected 
by the new ceilings but we're prepared to live with that. 


Q Could you give us the names of the five who are 
being PNG'd? 


a The five being PNG'd -- and if I could refer you 
to the Press Office afterwards for the spelling, since I'm sure 
that will be a follow-on question -- I'll go first name/last 
name: Vasiliy Fedotov, Counselor, Soviet Embassy; Nikolay 
Kokovin, Attache, Soviet Embassy; Oleg Likhachev, Counselor, 
Soviet Embassy; Aleksandr Metelkin, Counselor, at the Soviet 
Embassy; and Lev Zaytsev, Consul, at the Soviet Consulate 
General in San Francisco 


Q What was the last one?’ 





-7- Tuesday, 10/21/86 


a Lev Zaytsev. 


Q Does the 251 U.S. include the five that are being 
booted out from over there? Is that the old number? 


4 The 251 would be now reduced temporarily by 
five. But in the case of people who are PNG'd, we will have 
the right to replace them. 


Q Can you break down the 50 at all between how many 
out of Washington and how many out of San Francisco, and 
whether or not these who are -- they're all PNG'd or all -- I 
realize they'll not all PNG'd -- but all leaving as a result of 
activities, you put it, incompatible with their status? 


a The answer to your last question was addressed in 
my opening statement. 


Q All $5. 

a That applies to the bulk. 

Q Okay. Now, they -- 

A And concerning how many are in each location, as 
I have it now, of the 69 positions that are being cut, 54 would 
be at the Embassy and 15 at the Consulate. And then of the 50 


who are actually here and leaving, 38 at the Embassy and 12 at 
the Consulate. 


Other subjects? 


Q So actually you are cutting 69 plus five -- 74 
altogether? 


That's right. But the five, as in the case of 
the U.S. diplomats expelled, the five who are PNG'd could be 
replaced by other diplomats. They are part of the 251 ceiling 


Q Chuck, what does it do to the plans for the 
Consulate in Kiev and New York City? 


a That remains to be seen. We're prepared to 
proceed ahead with those plans. 


Q How do you think this will impact on our 
Soviet-American relations? 


A I guess a couple of answers to that. First, we 
remain committed to pursuing the dialogue stemming from the 
Reykjavik meeting in all areas of our relationship. 
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This problem of espionage is a big problem, an 
important one, but it is a separate problem. As [ said, our 
plan is to go on with the dialogue, but at the same time, as 
you can see by this action, we'll certainly do everything we 
can to permit this country from being used as a haven for 


espionage. 


Q Chuck, who told Sokolov of this decision? He was 
in the building earlier today. 


A He was informed at about 11:15 by Deputy 
Secretary Tom Simon. 


Q Is there a danger that we'll have a tit-for-tat 
situation and eventually find ourselves with no diplomatic 
representation in either capital? 


a I answered that question earlier, ina sense. [ 
said that I really couldn't predict what the Soviets might do. 
But to reiterate that what we've done now is to reduce our 
respective diplomatic missions to parity, and that, therefore, 
no retaliation would be justified. 


Q Let me just ask one more question. I think to 
the average person this looks like a lot of overkill here, 
particularly at a time when relations are clearly at.a rather 
delicate phase in the aftermath of the summit. 


Does this order have the complete backing or was this 
the idea of the State Department, or was this -- it seems -- it 
just seems -- the timing seems bizarre, given the fact you had 
this possibility for a couple of years. Congress has been 
pressing you to do just this, and the State Department time and 
again has refused. 


i) I think you've got all the elements to that 
answer in response to previous questions. fhe timing is 
explained for a number of reasons, as I went through before. 


The Soviets have continued to ignore longstanding concerns. 
We've had some recent events which have highlighted the 


situation. This is our most recent expression of our 
determination. 


And, finally, as I indicated, the Soviets were aware 


that we would make this move to parity if they made an 
unjustified retaliation in expelling U.S. diplomats from Moscow. 


Q When were they made aware of this, Chuck? 
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A I really can't go into the details of how that 
was done. 


Q Was it as far back as the original order back in 
March or -- 


a No. This was in the context of the discussions 
concerning the expulsion by name of the 25 diplomats from the 
UN. 


Q Shultz-Shevardnadze in New York, during that 
period? 


A I'm not going to go into details as to when and 
where it was done exactly. 


Q But do we -- can I just ask you for this, because 
I think there's a question of credibility here. At the time 
your predecessor announced the expulsion order of the 25 on 
September 17, my memory is that he was asked what would happen 
if there would be retaliation, or something, and he said 
something like, “We would take an appropriate response." 


The Secretary, when he's asked these questions, always 
says, “Well, the President keeps his powder dry.“ But we never 
were told anything so explicit as this, and if we could get the 
language of what -- [ guess it must have been General Walters 
who's the one who informed the Soviets of the expulsion order, 
because it looks almost like a post facto declaration here. 





A . I think it's safe to say the President's powder 
was dry, but I'm not going to be able to help you with the 
kinds of details that you're looking for. 


Q So you're saying for the record that the Soviet 
Mission in New York was told explicitly that -- 


i) You're putting, again, caveats in your question, 
Bernie. You're putting places, people -- 


Q Okay. The Soviet Government was told explicitly 
that if they kicked out any Americans in response to the 25 
leaving, the United States would bring down the Soviet Mission 
to parity? 


Mm I don't want to quarrel excessively with your 
words, but I answered that by saying the Soviets were aware 
that we would make a move to parity 
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Q Can you tell us whether this -- whether they were 
made aware of this before or after they specifically announced 


at the United Nations that if we went ahead with the 25 
expulsion order, that they would take a retaliatory measure? 


Aa I really can't run a calendar for you on all of 
those actions. 


Q Chuck, I mean, doesn't this look like you're sort 
of playing a “who's going to blink first" kind of game here? 


a I don't know why you read it that way, but I 
think I've explained the rationale and how we got to this 
positicn. 


Q On a parallel subject, do you -- have you seen 
the Senate report on the building of the new U.S. Embassy 
building in Moscow and allegations that it's been badly 
mishandled, and -- well, ['ll stop there. 


4 Yes. I've seen the report. 
Q And what do you have to say about it? 


rs) Let me start into this by saying that on August 
17, 1985, U.S. supervisors stopped Soviet construction work due 
to non-compliance with the contract This is concerning the 
Embassy building in Moscow. 


The. building was left by the Soviet contractor ina 
partially finished condition. U.S. supervisors determined that 
the building was structurally sound but required some 
corrective finishing work on the interior of the building and 
completion of the roof. A major renovation will not be 
required to bring the work into contract compliance. 


Now, I might just address a couple of the other issues 
I'm sure that you were getting at, without making you go 
through a litany of asking questions 


There was a reference to concealed work, as I saw it 
in one of the reports. Concealed work is work that does not 
comply with the contract. I[t is work that is hidden by 
additional work. It does not refer to electronic eavesdropping 
-- because [ saw that was quoted to somebody here at the State 
Department -- and otherwise we don't comment on intelligence 
matters. 
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Then on the question of cost overruns, the overrun of 
construction costs of the office building that's mentioned in 
the Senate Committee report amounts to approximately $1 
million. The overrun is due to Soviet-caused delay. In the 
Embassy complex, five buildings have been completed. Two 
additional buildings will be completed by the end of the year. 
Currently the cost overrun for these buildings is approximately 
$10 million. This amount has been claimed against the Soviet 
contractor by the U.S. Government. 


Q And is the situation still that the Soviets will 
not be allowed to move into their chancery building here -- 
their new chancery building here until the U.S. Embassy in 
Moscow is ready? 


i As I understand it, that is still the 
understanding. Let me just answer that. Yes. The 1972 
agreement requires simultaneous occupancy. 


Q Chuck, when must the move to parity of embassy 
and consular personnel be consummated? What's the date on that 
-—- effective? 


“ By November 1. 


Q Chuck, the death of President Machel of 
Mozambique is clearly going to have fairly wide repercussions 
in the region, and does the U.S. have any thoughts on the 
subject? Does it plan to do anything in order to mitigate the 
effects of his death? 


a At this stage, I don't have any analysis of that 
kind to offer you. 


Q Chuck, do you have any expression of concern 
about the possibility that the guerrillas might become more 
active in the wake of his death? 


a No. I think at this stage, it's just premature 
for me to comment or to provide some sort of analytical 
judgment on this situation there. 


Q Chuck, on the mishap itself, there have been 
charges made in southern Africa that the South Africans may be 
behind this. Do you have anything to indicate it was not an 
accident or -- 


o We've seen those reports -- the same ones as you 
have, I suppose -- but we don't have anything further on what 
may have caused the crash 
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Q The South Africans, Chuck, on that subject -- 
just two questions -- suggested an international inquiry into 
the crash. Has the United States been informed of that, and 
would the United States take part in an international inquiry? 
And in a related question, has a delegation yet been designated 
for the funeral? 


a On the latter question, we're in the process of 
putting together a delegation. I should hope to have something 
for you on that fairly soon I don't know that the date for 
the funeral has yet been announced. 


Secondly. on the inquiry, I don't have any details 
concerning U.S. participation, but, if there is something 
there, I'll try to get that for you 


Q What is the situation with the Embassy in 
Zimbabwe? Do you have a damage report, or have any precautions 
been taken for the personnel there? 


a Let me review what happened Our Embassy in 
Harare has reported that demonstrations took place at the 
Embassy during the early morning of October 21, Zimbabwe time. 
Although the Zimbabwean authorities deployed adequate security 
forces at the Embassy prior to the arrival of the 
demonstrators, the security forces did not prevent the mob From 
stoning the Embassy building A number of windows were 
broken. There was no other damage, nor were there any injuries 


After approximately 10 to 15 minutes of rock throwing, 
the Zimbabwean security forces on hand dispersed the mob by 
employing tear gas 


Our Charge d'Affaire in Harare has already protested 
the failure of Zimbabwean security forces to prevent this 
outrageous attack on the Embassy The State Department will 
lodge a similar protest with the Zimbabwean Embassy here 


Under international law, it is the responsibility of 
the host government to provide adequate security for diplomatic 
missions. The Government of Zimbabwe did not fulfill its 
responsibilities in this incident, and we are protesting its 
failure to do so in the strongest terms We call upon the 
Government of Zimbabwe to provide adequate security for the 
American Embassy in the future 


Q Chuck, do you have any concerns or any thoughts 
on the departure of, first, GM and now [8M From South Africa, 
and whether this may trigger an exodus of American companies 
from there? 
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Aa Corporate decisions of this sort are, obviously, 
private in nature, and thus we have no specific comment. while 
we understand the reasons for their action, we regret any 
decision to reduce U.S. private sector involvement in South 
africa. Such reductions could have harmful effects on black 
workers, injure the South African economy which has on the 
whole weakened the premises of apartheid and provided a means 
of improving the living standards and skills of many people 
otherwise disadvantaged by apartheid, and it might limit the 
extent of U.S. influence in South Africa. 


We have long maintained that U.S. corporate 
involvement in South Africa has served as a progressive force 
in the overall anti-apartheid movement. 


Q Did they, like GM, tell you or advise you 
beforehand what they were doing, and did you try to talk them 
out of it? “You” being the government. 


“ I don't have anything on that. 


Q Chuck, do you have anything on the report that 
the Secretary has asked Shamir not to expand the settlements in 
the West Bank? 


a I think that question was addressed yesterday 
[< was addressed Sunday on “Meet the Press," and the Press 
Office can provide the transcript in response to that exact 
question. 


Q U.S.-Soviet relations seem to be highlighted by 
either SOI or spying these days. Do you see any relation 
between the two? In other words, is this crackdown about 
spying and potential spying related to our concerns that the 
Soviets may get access to this SOI technology we're developing’ 


i) [I don't want to make specific connections of the 
kind that you're trying to make Our concern with espionage 15 
broad and ongoing and it is in response to those general 
concerns that we have taken action 


Q Chuck, in the Press Office the answer was that 
there was no such thing that Secretary Shultz has asked Shamir 
on this issue. But, [ mean, they explained your position on 
the settlements. So can you clarify this, that -- 


“ The Secretary said he didn't know where that 
story had come from. He reiterated the same position on US 
settlements in a generic sense, but, beyond that, the 
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Secretary's communication with Mr. Shamir has been in the sense 
of congratulating him on his arrival in power. 


Q Thank you. 


a You're welcome. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:40 p.m.) 
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WEONESDAY, OCTOBER 22, 1986, 12:11 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 
MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 


Two announcements, neither as dramatic as yesterday, so don't 
get too excited. 


I am pleased to welcome two new press officers today. 
the first of whom you know very well already, Nancy Beck, who 
has been a press assistant for seven years at the Department 
Her promotion is another example of the fact that, as the 
Secretary said, good work is still rewarded (Applause) Prior 
to ge State, Nancy worked at the White House and in public 
affairs offices in the private sector. She is a graduate of 
the University of Maryland School of Journalism and a native of 
Annapolis. 


Secondly, our newest press officer, Laura Jehl, who 
will be with us for the next year. She is a 1986 Phi Beta 
Kappa graduate of Berkley where she majored in international 
relations and a recipient of the John Garnder Fellowship which 
provides support for outstanding graduates 
to perform one year of public service in a Field of their 
choice. She spent her junior year in Paris, studying at the 
Sorbonne, and speaks French and Spanish, and tells us a couple 
of other languages if she's hungry enough (Laughter) Her 

previous work experience includes one summer working for Time 
Magazine. She spends her spare time training as a triathlete 
and cooking. Welcome to both of those people 


(Applause) 


Jim? 


Q Chuck, the Soviets announced today the execution 
of a man they call a spy for the United States. Have you seen 
the report? Do you have any comment on it? 
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a I have seen the report, but I don't have any 
other information or comment. 


Q Did you see any possible link between the timing, 
at least of this announcement of the execution, and your 
announcement yesterday?’ 


“ I don't have any reason to draw any conclusions 
one way or another at this time 


Q You don't know if any of our spies have been 
executed by them, or do you just not comment? 


os I'm just not in @ position to offer you any 
commentary, comment, or otherwise 


: Q On another matter, just in housekeeping now, with 
the Gerasimov briefing at 12°30 and Gorbachev speaking at 2:00 
p.m., both we all assume, on the current slate of U.S.-Soviet 

relations and future diplomatic whatever, is the Department’ -- 


you or someone -- going to be able to brief us again later 
today, give us a reaction, be available, on the record, for 
cameras, et cetera -- like before 6 pm? (Laughter) 


a Well, let's take a look at what they have to say 
and then, of course, if there is some reaction available, I 
will be happy to do that, so [I will keep that under 
advisement. But at this point, until I know what's happening, 
[I'm not in a position to promise anything, obviously. 


Q Is our Embassy in Moscow in the discussions with 
the Soviet Foreign Ministry today on this question? 


“ No. 
Q But are they about to?’ (Laughter) 


a In maybe two minutes, yes Our charge will be 
going to the Foreign Ministry at about 12:15 Eastern. 


-MORE - 
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a I can't do any better than what we said 
yesterday, what some of our other Department Officials have 
Said this morning or last Night on Various Shows. I think. 
Perhaps to Sum it up, I'g just reiterate the fact that this is 
the kind of relationship in which we're 9°1Mg to have Problems. 
Problems which we're 9°ing to have to address forthrightly. as 
we've done in the case of CSPlonage. human rights, and some 
Other areas. 


At the same time, it's Our intent to continue the 
dialogue as well -- where there are areas where our Views 
converge and where hopefully Progress can be made That is the 
nature of the relationship. [t's not a black ang white 
Situation, but, as I Say. there are going to be Challenges to 

” 


relationship. 


Q Along those lines. Chuck, dig Ambassador 
Kampelman today submit new arms control Proposals to the Soviet 


Standard Practice, we don't comment on the nature of the 
Negotiations. 


Q Except at Reykjavik 


There are certainly OCCasSions when we -- as the 
Secretary and others have explained. there was a Specific 
reason for commenting on that, but f think you all recognize. 
nonetheless. the importance for a certain confidential approach 
to Negotiations. 


Q Chuck, Bani-Sadr. who I think WaS ~~ is a former 
President of Iran, Says the United States is arming Iran, and 
that Iran has redeposited $10 billion in the Uniteg States 


a I haven't seen that Story I can address at 
least a Part of whether or not we're arming [ran, and, of 
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question. That hasn't changed Let me see if I can pick it 
out for you here. 


The United States. as you know, in the Iran-Iraq war, 
reflecting our neutrality, does not supply weapons to either 
party. nor does it authorize the transfer by third parties to 
either side of U.S.-manufactured or licensed weapons. And, 
further, we have specifically opposed transfers to Iran of arms 
from any source, because it's clear that Iranian intransigence 
is responsible for prolonging the conflict 


Q Back to U.S. -Soviet things, has the U.S. told the 
Soviets that if they retaliate for our retaliation, we will 
retaliate again? Oo we have a public position on what we are 
prepared to do? 


a No, I don't have a public position to offer you 
I said yesterday [ wasn't going to speculate as to what the 
Soviets might do. When the Soviets have made their decision, 
whatever that may be, then we'll be in a position to react to 


it. 


~~ MORE -- 
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Q Can you characterize for us of the SO that were 


kicked out, Senator Moynihan says that they are primarily 
technicians involved in listening into phone calls around the 
country. Can you be specific as to what these fclks did for a 


living? 
a No, I can't be anymore specific than I was 
yesterday when I indicated that these people that we have named 


are people whom we have reason to believe were engaged in 
activities incompatible with their diplomatic status? 


Q All 55? 


a That's right. 


Q On another subject. Do you have any reaction to 
press reports linking Cuba to the weapons arsenal found in 
Chile? 

a Based on the report of a team of U.S. experts 


who, at the request of the Chilean Government, last month 
examined the communist arms caches, we have concluded that 
Cuba, in fact, played a key role in providing the massive 
quantities of terrorist weapons discovered in Chile this August 


The arms caches consisted of U.S. ordnance apparently 
left in Vietnam, including 3,351 M-16 rifles, nearly two 
million rounds of M-16 ammunition, and 167 U.S. light anti-tank 
weapons as well as newer weapons of Soviet-bloc manufacture 
The evidence we have gathered all points to Cuba as the 
regional supplier 


We've provided the US. Government Experts Report to 
the Chilean Government. Given the serious implications of the 
Cuban role in providing large quantities of arms to communist 
terrorists, we've also shared this information with other 
governments. 


We consider the very disturbing efforts by Cuba to 
internationalize political conflict within Chile and to turn 
that country into a sight for East-West struggle We condemn 
political violence. At the same time, we continue to urge 
pragmatic approaches for bridging differences among the 
extensive democratic elements in Chile 


In this regard, we hope recent positive statements by 
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the Chilean Government and junta representatives on dialogue 
are followed up with concrete steps in improving the political 
atmosphere for constructive discussions between the government 
and the democratic opposition. 


Those, like the Cubans, who foment violence should not 
be allowed to thwart the desire of the great majority of 
Chileans for a peaceful democratic transition. 


Q Can we have a copy of that, please? 

rs) All right. 

Q Chuck, you said that Cuba is the regional 
supplier. Do you think that Cuba is acting independently or 
they getting help from somebody outside? 

a [ can't give you a definitive judgment on that. 
Obviously, one can conclude from the nature of Cuba's own 
relationship with other countries in the world that outside 
influence is certainly not to be ruled out. 

Q You're speaking of the Soviet Union? 


a That would be obviously one of the likely 
candidates. 


Q Are you also linking V.etnam as part of the 
pipeline? 

A Beyond that, I can't give you any other details. 
Let me see if we can't, in fact -- if there's interest in this 


-- try to arrange some sort of briefing by some experts in the 
near future. 


Q I would be interested to know what you think the 
pipeline is, because you say the majority of the weapons are 
stuff left behind in Vietnam. I think in Nicaragua you alleged 
the same -- the American Government -- alleged the same kind of 
thing. Is it the same pipeline? 


a Let me take a look and see what we can get on the 
nature of the pipeline. 


Q Chuck, this business of having rougher quality 
and size of parity -- the size of embassies and consulates -- 
was mandated by Congress I don't know that Congress addressed 
any other countries' representation. 
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Do you know, generally or specifically speaking, if 
there is parity with the Chinese, for instance, who I 
understand now have more diplomats in San Francisco than the 
Soviet Union does? 


A I can't answer that question specifically. We 
can take a look at that. ['m sure it's a matter of public 
record as to the numbers involved 


But [ might add that we have lived with the situation 
which was not parity for a number of years. The reason we've 
taken this step with regard to the Soviet Union is for a 
specific reason, which is because of the nature of the 
activities being engaged in by those personnel. 


Q On that same issue, was there a desire in this 
building to increase the number of American diplomats at our 
Embassy in Moscow? And is that now out of the question because 
of this retaliation and this ceiling of 251? 


a I answered that, to some extent, yesterday when I 
said that we have had a program of replacing Soviet employees 
-- for example, at our embassy in Moscow and our mission in 
Leningrad -- replacing those employees where it would make 
sense from a security point of view. We intend to continue 
that program. 


I said yesterday that this restriction that we have 


placed now on numbers could have an impact but that we're 
prepared to live with that. 


Q Chuck, let me just follow that up Was there a 
significant amount of opposition from within this building to 
the White House decision on this issue based on, among other 
things, the desire of people in this building to increase the 
number of American diplomats in the Soviet Union? 


A I can't help you on that specific question. As 
always, this was an Administration decision which was taken by 
the Administration which was announced here from this podium 
yesterday. 


Q The ceiling includes all Americas in Moscow, not 
only diplomats but anybody else who's brought in to replace 
support staff? That's all within the ceiling, is that right? 


A I'm not sure if you're getting into a 
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technicality that goes beyond my capacity to answer or not. 
But my inclination is to say yes. I'm not sure I understand 
the question totally. 


Q The one thing we never got a breakdown on 
yesterday was the number of Soviet diplomats as against Soviet 


support staff that was being asked to leave. Do you have that 
breakdown? 


“ I've looked into that. I really can't come up 
with that breakdown. 


Q Why diplomatic or -- 
A They're all diplomatic or consular personnel. 


Q Personnel doesn't mean -- I mean, they could be a 
janitor and have diplomatic immunity? 


A But what's the thrust of your question? 
Q In other words, how many diplomats as such? 
A They're all diplomatic and consular personnel. 


They're all among those people who count toward the ceiling 
which we established back in 1980 after the invasion of 
Afghanistan. 


Q If I understand your ceiling, that includes their 
support staff that we use Soviet nationals for? 


A I really can't help you beyond what I've done 


Q When you say over 55 of these people are engaged 
in activities incompatible with their diplomatic status, is 
that a way of saying they were all engaged in espionage? 


A I'll leave it with what I said. 


Q Well, because if that's the implication, there's 
another inference here, and the inference is that the 25 and 
the 55, making a total of 80 spies, were hanging around the 
United States all these months and years without the 
Administration doing anything about it. Did you just discover 
all at once that there were 80 Soviet spies in this country? 


A I've said a number of times in conjunction with 
the U.N. question, in conjunction with the decision yesterday, 
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that this is something of long-standing concern. We've 
expressed these concerns over a long period of time. We've 
taken a number of steps over time to restrict travel, other 
measures along those lines. This time now, to reduce numbers. 
So that it's not a new problem. It's a problem that we've 
continued to work at, and this time we've taken a step which 
will perhaps even more definitively bring us toward the goal 
we're seeking. 


Q Which 1s what -- a parity of spies? 
Q Why now rather than some other time? 
4 I went through that again yesterday. I said this 


has been an on-going problem. [t's something we've been 
engaged in for quite some time. We've had some recent cases -- 
the Zakharov case, the 25 people that we named at the United 
Nations -- but most importantly perhaps, as I indicated 
yesterday, the Soviets were aware that if they retaliated 
against our bilateral mission in Moscow in response to our 
asking their diplomats at the United Nations -- for which there 
is no equivalent in the Soviet Union -- to leave, that we would 
respond with this kind of action. 


Q Has the United States made the Soviets aware 
again of what would happen if they retaliate to your 
retaliation? 


A Beyond that, I answered that question a bit 
earlier, and [I don't have anything else to add. 


Q Could I please amend my question of some minutes 
ago to ask if the Soviet-bloc countries also have general 
parity in this country? In other words, if there are more 
Romanians and Poles and East Germans and Hungarians hanging 
around than there are Americans in those countries, and whether 
you're concerned that some of this nefarious activity will be 
taken on by friends of the Soviet Union in their stead? 


A [ think there's no doubt that our concern would 
be broader than simply the Soviet Union. Whether or not 
there's parity, we'll take a look at that. But, as [ indicated 
earlier, in this case, we have specific reasons for taking this 
action at this time in moving to parity. 


Q Can I ask one more question? 


A Sure. 
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Q Is there any indication yet cf a Soviet -- a 
response may be too grand -- but a Soviet acknowledgment, at 
least, or reaction to the second half of your message yesterday 
which was that you hoped this wouldn't interfere with the 
relationship and with arms control? 


“ I don't have anything by way of a response, at 
least, that [ could share with you. And, in any case, we're 
expecting a number of Soviet spokesmen to be visible within the 
next hour and a half. 


Q Chuck, on another subject. Yesterday, we had 
other fish to fry. When your appointment was announced, I 
think we neglected to ask you one obvious question, which is 
that, as you know, your predecessor resigned because of the 
reported disinformation activities reported in the press. 


Do you have any feelings about policy of 
disinformation, in general? 


A The President, the Secretary, the National 
Security Advisor, the highest officials of this Administration, 
have expressed their views and their positions on that issue, 
and those are certainly views with which [ could associate 
myself entirely. 


Q Can you be more specific? What is it in those 
views that -- because the Secretary has been all around the lot 
on this. 

Q Yes, he said he thinks it's fine 

a The Secretary, on a number of occasions, has made 


it clear that there is no intent to mislead the American media 
and that he would not be a party of any effort to do so. 


Q But as a general concept, he said he favored such 
-- he favors that idea. He said that at the U.N. two weeks ago 


4 The Secretary -- and, again, I refer you to the 
record -- the Secretary was referring to what is commonly 
referred to as strategic deception which is another matter and 
which is carried out in different ways 


Q So like the Secretary you associate yourself with 
Churchill, I take it? He quoted Churchill with, you know, a 
great quote about how when you got to lie, you've got to lie, 
except it's more eloquent than that -- he, being British? 
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4 You can continue this ad infinitum but I'll stick 
with the explanations I've given 


Q Have you got specific assurances that you will 
not be required to mislead the press? 


a That has always been the case with Secretary 
Shultz. I don't think there's been any question about that 
That's been the case, at least, from the time [ started the job 
as Deputy Spokesman a year and a half ago, and that continues 
to be one hundred percent the case 


Q China The Chinese have expressed indignation 
over the listing of Tibet as a separate country in the 
Export-Import Bill; it's an update of a 1945 bill? 


4 Yes. 
Q Do you have a response? 


a My response begins by saying the United States 
Government position on the status of Tibet is clear. Does 
anyone want to fill in the blank? 


I'd refer you to the President's statement upon 
signing the Ex-Im Bank legislation on October 15. In that 
statement, the President nected that the United States 
recognizes Tibet as part of the People's tepublic of China. He 
also noted that he interpreted Tibet's inclusion as a separate 
country to be a technical oversight, and you can read that in 
an October 15 press release from the White House 


Q Has it been decided yet who's going to Maputo for 
the Machel funeral on Tuesday? 


i) It has not The best I could offer you now is to 
say that we will have a distinguished delegation, but it's 
final composition has not been set, but I do expect an 
announcement shortiy. 


Q Do you have any follow up to the incident in 
Harare yesterday? Any apology from the Zimbaweans or anything 
like that? 

4 I don't have anything. 


Q I bet you have something on the hostage situation 
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in Lebanon, do you? Any new information? I saw the NEA people 
running through the corridors with pieces of paper 


a There have been two events. One, the release of 
a hostage this morning. We, of course welcome that release 
and take the occasion to call again for the immediate, 
unconditional and safe release of all hostages in Lebanon -- 
Americans, other foreigners and Lebanese alike. 


Now, concerning Mr. Tracy, who was taken hostage 
yesterday, we've had no contact with the group that has claimed 
responsibility for kidnapping Mr. Tracy. But we do hold the 
kidnappers fully accountable for Mr. Tracy's safety and we call 
for his immediate release 


I might take this occasion to reiterate that, as our 
travel advisory clearly states, we consider all of Lebanon to 
be unsafe for Americans Since 1975, we've urged Americans to 
avoid all travel to Lebanon. We've repeatedly and strongly 
encouraged those remaining there to leave, and we have assisted 
them in doing so. 


In April of this year, the Embassy again strongly 
advised American citizens to leave. And following the 
kidnappings of Mr. Reed and Cicippio last month, we reiterated 
our call. 


So to close that off, I'd just like to bring that to 
everyone's attention, that we do consider all of Lebanon to be 
unsafe for Americans 


Q Do you know how many happen to be there? 

Aa [ don't have a figure for you 

Q A filing break for Gerasimov? 

me A quick question? 

Q Yeah, a quick question Do you have any reaction 


to D'Escoto's statements yesterday at the U.N. that the 
Sandinistas will be merciful with Hasenfus? 


a No, I don't have any reaction. The trial is 
underway, and I quess that's the so-called trial, and that will 
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be proof of the pudding 
Q Thank you 


(Press briefing concluded at 12:30 p.m.) 
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MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
Let me begin with some announcements 


First, the White House today is announcing that the 
United States and 16 Pacific Island nations have reached an 
agreement to allow American tuna vessels access to some ten 
million square miles of fishing grounds in the South Pacific 
A press statement on this significant achievement is available 
in the Press Office 


I'd be happy to come back to some questions if there 
are those who don't know the difference between purse seiners 
and long liners, there is no one who knows that. (Lauchter) 


Secondly, October 23 marks the 30th anniversary of the 
1956 Hungarian revolution This tragic event deeply affected 
many Americans. We witnessed the Hungarian nation fighting for 
the very ideals that are at the center of the American 
conscience. Hungarian patriots were struggling for Freedom and 
the right to determine their own national destiny We could 
not help but react with horror and grief as their heroic 
struggle was crushed 


Thirty years later we honor those who sacrificed so 
much for the welfare of the Hungarian people. We believe that 
their sacrifice was not in vain but rather motivated the 
Hungarian Government to seek new ways to satisfy the political 
and economic demands of the people Progress has been 
meaningful but incomplete We encourage the Hungarian 
leadership to come to terms with its past, frankly acknowledge 
the genuine needs of the nation and press forward with efforts 
to make Hungary a free, generous and prosperous home for all of 
its citizens. 


Q Copy of that, Chuck? 


a Yes. 


And, finally, the United States regards the steps 
announced yesterday by the Soviet Union as a wholly unwarranted 


Ap pene to our actions to establish parity in the numbers of 
dip 


omatic and consular personnel in the two countries 
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Parity is an eminently equitable principle and a 
long-stated goal of both the Administration and the Congress 
We therefore welcome the Soviet Union's acknowledgment that the 
principles of equality and reciprocity should serve as the 
basis for the diplomatic missions of the two countries. 


With regard to the restrictions imposed by the Soviet 
Government on our Embassy and Consulate General in the areas of 
eoeee ore assignment of US. personnel, total numbers of US 
personnel, guests of the Ambassador and U.S. employees, and 
employment of local and third-country nationals, equal and 
reciprocal restrictions will apply to the activities of the 
Soviet Embassy and Consulate General in the United States 


We are currently reviewing all aspects of our 
bilateral diplomatic relationship to ensure that the principle 
of reciprocity governs all facets of that relationship 


Q Do you have any figures now for the US. group 
there and the Soviet group here -- that category of temporary 
workers? Do you know how many people -- 


Q Guests of Ambassadors, anything? 


Q Well, guests of Ambassadors, I guess, come aod gc 
in motorcades. [ mean people that dig ditches and build 
embassies and work 


a You're talking about temporary personnel there? 


Q Yeah. where you're threatening to reciprocate for 
the restrictions in place 


a We are not threatening to reciprocate we are 
announcing that from now on that will be dealt with on a 
totally reciprocal basis 


Q Fine. Fine Of course it's not an empty threat 


a That is a number that varies, of course -- the 
number of people who are there by definition on “temporary 
duty.“ I don't have any figures 


Q All right But in a general sense, obviously 
until you struck their embassy down to a lower number, there 
were more Soviets here as diplomats. or whatever, than there 
were Americans in Moscow [Is there a similar imbalance with 
temporary workers? 


a I don't know what that balance might be all | 
could say is from henceforth on, it will be equal 
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Q Can we have a copy of your statement? 
o Yes, you may have a copy of the statement. 
Q You mentioned -- [ don't recall your statement 


responding specifically to the Soviet action in declaring an 
additional five American diplomats persona non grata. Oo you 
have any comment or response tu that? 


a Only to say. as we said in the case of those who 
were expelled on October 19 I believe it was, that we consider 
that to be an unjustified act But what ['ve given you here 
today in that statement is our response to the latest Soviet 
move. We hope that this set of issues can now be put behind us. 


There seems to be common ground in the mutual 
acknowledgment of parity and reciprocity as the foundation of 
our diplomatic relationship We need now to get on with 
resolution of the lerger issues affecting U.S.-Soviet relations 
and build on the progress made in the discussions at Reykjavik 


Q In other words, you are not then responding 
directly in kind to the PNGing of the five? 


a As [ said, what [ have given you now is our 
response to the latest Soviet move I said, of course, in 
concluding that we are currently reviewing all aspects of our 
bilateral diplomatic relationship to ensure reciprocity and 
equality. 


Q Is it not standing U S. policy in such cases to 
respond in kind and in number to sume such expulsions of 
American personnel elsewhere?’ 


A First of all, let me reiterate that what I've 
just said is our response 


Secondly, I think you're aware of what has happened 
over the past months We have named 25 Soviets at the U.N 
Mission. Their U.N. Mission will be reduced by over 100 by 
spring of 1968. We have reduced the number of slots here in 
the United States by some 69, and we have PNG'd five in 
response to those five PNG'd on October 19. 


Q So it's over, right? 


a As [| said, this is our response We hope that 
this set of issues can now be put behind us 


Q Can we have a filing break? 
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a Sure. 


Q Can you please -- if you can't do it for the 
Soviet side, can you do it for our side, or for any side, any 
numbers on any of the things that you're talking about? 


a You know the important numbers. The important 
numbers concerns diplomatic personnel Concerning third 
country nationals or Soviet employees at the Embassy. you know 
what the ancwer to that is 


Q That's right 

o It's basically zero That leaves temporary 
personnel who come and go, and that's a number that fluctuates. 
as does the number of quests 


Q Do we know how many Americans work for the Soviet 
Embassy -- a handful? 


“ About ten 


Q Ten Boy. that'll be a terrific blow to them, 
won't it? 


Q Ten Americans work for the Soviets here and how 
many third-country nationals? 


4 Work for the Soviets here? 

Q Uh-huh 

a I don't know 

Q Have you come up yet with a plan for the 


long-term management of the American Embassy in Moscow and the 
Consulate? I mean, are you going to leave it at the same 
number of FSOs, or is there a plan to reduce and build up with 
support personnel on diplomatic visas? 


a We are currently taking a comprehensive look at 
the entire structure of our diplomatic missions in light of the 
Soviet action. We exrect that there will have to be some 
fairly substantial changes in our staffing patterns, as we need 
personnel to take up the tasks previously performed by others 
But I am confident that the dedicated U S personnel at our 
missions in the Soviet Union will continue to perform 
effectively. 


There will, undoubtedly, be some short-term adjustment 
problems, and over the long term we will have a different look 
in Moscow 
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Q I don't mean to be obtuse, but that means to be 
basically fewer diplomats, per se? 


A Those are the kinds of things we have to take a 
look at. To the extent I said we will have to have people take 
up the tasks of those who are no longer available to us, that's 
certainly one of the considerations to be looked at very 


carefully. 


Q Will this not damage our ability to monitor 
developments in the Soviet Union? 


A I think again, without question, there is going 
to be some charge in our ability to monitor what happens in the 
Soviet Union; but as I said, we've got a lot of competent, 
dedicated people there; they're highly qualified. And I think 
those of you who served in Moscow would support me when I said 
those people are going to continue to do their best. 


This is something that we foresaw as we went into 
this. As a consequence, we're prepared to cope with it. 


Q To use a term which is back in vogue now, did you 
"blink" on this -- the U.S.? 


a I think in response to a previous question where 
I gave you a bit of recent hiscory, the answer to that question 
is clear. 


Q How can the United States Government tell ten 
Americans that they can't work for the Soviet Government? 
Isn't this a free market? What if they say, “To heck with 
you"? How can we order them not to work for them? 


A That's a legal technicality that I really can't 
address for you right now. ['ll continue to take a look at 
those kinds of questions, but I don't know, for example, the 


technical or legai basis to that question. 


Q But you think there is the power within -- the 
U.S. Government has the power to order its citizens not to work 
for -- 


A As I said, I prefer not to address myself to 
those kinds of specifics, rather than to the generai principle 
that what is effect from now on is parity, reciprocity, 
equality. 


Q In terms of the announcement that you made just 
now, other than the ten Americans who work at the Soviet 
Embassy, do you have any idea of what kind of numbers are going 
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to change as a result of this morning's announcement in terms 
of personnel at the Soviet Embassy and Consulate in the US.? 


A Those numbers were announced after the October 19 
PNGing of five of our people. We went over those numbers, and 
those numbers have been established -- the overall ceiling of 
251. 

Q This announcement this morning, your answer to 


yesterday's action by the Soviets, doesn't result in any change 
of numbers, per se? 


4 It does not result in any change in numbers. 


Q Do you have knowledge or definition from the 
Soviets as to what their term “restriction” of these 
shorter-term visas represents, or are you waiting to see what 
they do and then you reply in kind? Do you know what they're 
really talking about when they say. "restrictions"? 


a That is one of the areas where all implications 
are not totally clear, and so we'll have to be working on that. 


Q There are 114 Soviets listed on the white list 
here (indicating booklet) who perform the same sort of 
functions that we are not going to be allowed to use Soviet 
citizens for. Are these people going to be affected in some 
way? Are they going to be asked to leave, to deprive the 
Russians of their own drivers, cooks, and whatever else they 


use them for? 


Aa | Those kinds of people would have to be subsumed, 
if they want to keep those people, in the 251 total, just as we 
will do the same in the Soviet Union. 


Q Do you know if they are now included in the 251 
total? 


a I believe they are. 


Q So if they are within the total already, they 
wouldn't have to leave? 


A If they are within the new total. The previous 
total for the Soviet Union here was 320. 


Q Right. 
A That will now be 251. 


Q Right. But if these 114 are within the 251, they 
are okay -- they don't have to go? 
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a It's up to the Soviet Union to decide how they're 
going to man those 251 -- 


Q Also on the problem of reciprocity, in his speech 
yesterday General Secretary Gorbachev made a couple of charges 
about the United States in terms of how Soviet information is 
being treated. Specifically, he said that transcripts of his 
press conference in Reykjavik have been impounded by the U.S. 
+9 +P aa and been not allowed into this country. Is 
that so? 


a No, that is not so. Let me see if I can tell you 
why that is not so. His allegation does not match the facts. 
The material to which he apparently was referring was not “held 
up" by Customs, and it was in the Soviet Embassy's possession 
before he spoke. 


On Tuesday afternoon, October 21, Aeroflot brought in 
eight boxes addressed to “Novosti” at the Soviet Embassy. 
Contrary to international convention and Customs regulations, 
the boxes were not listed on the flight's cargo manifest. Pan 
Am, as fAeroflot's representative, took the boxes to post-enter 
them on the manifest. 


Yesterday morning, Soviet Embassy officials said they 
needed the material in the boxes right away. They said they 
did not want to obtain a free-entry permit exempting the boxes 
from inspection, and explicitly asked Customs to open and 
inspect the boxes. Customs did so, and the Soviet Embassy 
officials picked up the boxes at 1:00 P.M. 


Q Okay. Another thing that he mentioned was that 
at Iceland he suggested a new arrangement which would in effect 
end Soviet jamming of Voice of America broadcasts, but the 
President in effect did not accept that arrangement. Do you 
know anything about that? 


is Mr. Gorbachev raised this matter with President 
Reagan in Reykjavik. Naturally we are pleased that the Soviets 
are considering cessation of some of their jamming. Jamming 15 
illegal under International Telecommunications Union 
regulations, and our position has always been that all jamming, 
including that of Radio Free Europe and Radio Liberty, should 
immediately cease. 


We have made clear to the Soviets in many forums, 
including the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe, 
our desire for an unimpeded, world-wide, free flow of 
information. 
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Ours is an open society. We have never been afraid to 
hear others' opinions of us. If the Soviets are truly moving 
in the direction of greater openness, they will find us 
responsive. We are considering the specifics of Mr. 
Gorbachev's proposal, but we are interested in the whole range 
of communications and freedom of information issues, not only 
jamming. 


Q Let's see I think he made one other, which you 
may know about. He said that the Soviets have not had any 
success in having some films of theirs shown in the United 
States. Do you know anything about that? 


4 No, I don't have anything on that. 


Q What is the net result of all of this month-long 
series of expulsions and counter-expulsions in terms of how the 
U.S. sees its security situation in terms of espionage? 


a I think that has been amply addressed in the 
briefings we've had over the last couple of days. These have 
been long-standing concerns. We've taken some steps now which 
more definitively address some of those concerns, and at the 
same time we've moved to a basis of strict reciprocity and 
equality in terms of our diplomatic representations. 


Q There are some sourced stories talking about the 
reduction of the Soviet espionage threat having been very 
considerable. Can you talk on the record here about the degree 
to which you think you have hurt the Soviet spying ability? 


Aa No, I don't really have anything to offer on that 
score. 

Q Can we go to another subject? Meir Kahane -- 

Q Stay on the same subject. What do those ten 


Americans do at the Embassy, do you know? 


a I don't know exactly. [{ believe a number are 
translators perhaps. 


Q Do you know whether the refusal to allow Soviet 
nationals to work for the Embassy also applies to personal 
servants that work in the homes of American diplomats there? 


is) [ believe it applies to all of those. 


Q So will an attempt be made to send maids to 
Moscow to work for American diplomats in Moscow and supplant 
that sort of service? I'm not asking this on the grounds that 
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they need servants, but in Soviet society even to buy some 
cucumbers you have to have somebody who knows the system and 


how to go out and do that. 


a I can't do any better than what I've said earlier 
in that we are starting now to take a look at our staffing 
pattern, what it might look like, which kinds of people have to 
be replaced, which can be done without or done within lesser 
numbers, those kinds of questions. So I'm not yet ina 
position to answer those questions. 


I think you've seen stories already coming out of 
Moscow indicating the kinds of things that people are doing to 
keep the Embassy functioning, and we're confident that the 
dedication and professionalism of our Foreign Service corps 
there, as well as the rest of the government agencies that are 
represented there, will get these people through. 


Q Is there any international law problem in the 
sense that every other foreign embassy in Moscow is going to 
allowed to have Soviet nationals apparently working for them 
except the United States. Does your having a special status 
there of not being able to employ Soviet nationals raise any 
problems in international law or under the international 
diplomatic conventions? 


a Not that I'm aware of. 


Q Could you give a general response to Gorbachev's 
speech yesterday? [t has been characterized, on the one hand, 
as promising; on the other hand, as a significant cooling of 
the post—Reykjavik atmosphere by referring to President Reagan 
as “crazy," to the right-wingers in tne White House, and 
reasserting that the Soviet offer is a package deal -- in other 
words, nothing can be agreed upon unless the SDI policy is 
changed. 


How would you characterize Gorbachev's speech? 


A First of all, there was a statement issued at the 
White House in response to the Gorbachev speech, so I'd refer 
you to that statement. Some of the things that you point out, 
if you go into the specifics, there are obviously some charges 
that are ill-founded and untrue in there. 


On the question of linkage, I'd of course have to 
refer you to the Soviets, to Mr. Gorbachev, for what he exactly 
meant to say. 


We might very briefly review this issue. At last 
November's Geneva summit the two sides agreed to seek a 
separate interim agreement on INF and 50 percent reductions in 
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strategic offensive forces. However, at Reykjavik the Soviets 
took the position that all their proposals were part of a 
package and that agreement cannot be made in one area without 


agreement in all. We thought this issue was behind us. 


Soviet insistence that progress in all these areas be 
linked is a step back from where they were before the Reykjavik 
meeting. 


Q Chuck, on the arms talks, do you have any 
reaction to the Washington Post story today on the new but 
scaled-back proposal submitted by the U.S. to the Soviets? 





a The President and other authoritative spokesmen 
have made it clear that the President stands by the proposals 
he made in Reykjavik. Translating those proposals into 
specific negotiating instructions is a complex process. 


In addition, the decision on how best to table such 
sweeping proposals is a tactical negotiating one. Thus, while 
I don't have any intention of commenting on the content of any 
instructions that may have gone out, it wouldn't be surprising 
if some details of the President's proposals have not yet been 
tabled formally. 


The President, however, has no intention of backing 
away from any of the proposals he made at Reykjavik. 


Q Chuck, another subject. On the visa issue, can 
you tell us how Meir Kahane is visiting the United States on 
the 15th of November, especially, you know, you have denied 
many people visas on alleged involvement in terrorism? 


a I don't have the details on that specific case 
Each one of those cases, as you know, is judged on its merits, 
but I don't know what specifically happened in that judgment 


Q Can you take my question? This is the second 
time he comes to the United States after you strip him of his 
nationality. Can you take the question? 


A I'll take a look at it. 


Q I understand that you have some quibbling with 
the New York Times report on the drug report. Would you care 
to comment on that? 





a You understand that I do? 


Q Well, not you personally. 


a You have inside sources 
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Q There's some variance between the report and the 

New York Times story. 
a The report that you're referring to talked about 


the amount of drugs available from Mexico having soared and 
increased dramatically in the past year. There is no such 
statement in the mid-year report sent to Congress on October 22 
by the Bureau of International Narcotics Matters. 


The report contains no estimate for production of 
heroin and marijuana in Mexico during 1986. Estimates on 1986 
will be published March 1. Nor does the report say that the 
eradication program was laggard in the first half of 1986. The 
report does repeat the acknowledgement made last February that 
production of illicit narcotics in Mexico increased from 1984 
to 1985, estimates which were well reported at the time and are 
old news. 


The story also fails to report that the U.S. 
Government, having reported that opium and marijuana production 
increased in 1985, has worked closely with Mexico to reduce 
those levels. The current sweep operation against opium and 
marijuana in Mexico, made possible through the loan of spray 
aircraft by the Department, is yielding promising results. The 
verification program, another cooperative effort between our 
governments, is confirming a 99 percent effectiveness rate on 
aerial eradication 


The Department's report indicates that progress is 
being made on several fronts in the anti-narcotics effort, and 
you can get a summary of this report in the Press Office. 


Q One more question: Do you have any comment on 
the discrimination suit filed by some six Foreign Service 
Officers? 


a Because of the nature of that process, I can't 
comment specifically on that suit. But let me say in a more 
general way that issues of minorities are a matter of serious 
concern to the Secretary and to the Deputy Secretary as well as 
to the Department as a whole. 


Major changes in Department procedures, designed to 
improve the career opportunities of minorities, are in the 
process of being implemented -- this in cooperation with 
minority officers themselves who have identified some areas of 
concern. 


Q The Polish Government refused to give Lech Walesa 
@ passport to come to the United States to accept an award. Do 
you have any comment on that? 
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A We, of course, know that he received an 
invitation to receive this award at a dinner this week in the 
United States. We have seen these unconfirmed reports that the 
Polish authorities in Gdansk have declined to issue him a 
passport. 


While we regret that he apparently will not be coming 
to the United States on this occasion, we hope that we will 
have the opportunity to welcome Mr. Walesa at some future 
time. In principal, we believe that all countries should 
respect the right of every individual to leave from and return 
to his country. Connie? 


Q Apparently Senator Kassebaum has announced that 


Maureen Reagan will lead the delegation to the funeral of 
President Machel. Do you have any other announcements? 


a I don't have any other announcements. I expect 
that to come from the White House because of the nature of the 


delegation. 
Q Confirm what she said? 
a I'd prefer that the White House do that, since -- 


Q Also, there have been some interesting legal 
rulings in South Africa. They were on Reuters. I don't know 
if you saw them, but do you have any comment on this? 


A No, I don't. 


Q John Rochet, the former head of counter-espionage 
in France, has published an interview in which he says the 
official report of the French Senate investigation of terrorism 
directly implicates the Soviet Union in international terrorism 


He also cites the Italian service of counter-espionage 
which details the destabilization efforts of secret services in 
the Warsaw Pact in the Western world and in Europe through 
terrorism. 


Do do you have any comment on that? 

A I've commented on similar stories to that in the 
past. As a consequence, I'd refer you to the Press Office 
where you can find that, [ believe. 


Q Abrams is going to South America. Do you know 
where, and what is he going to do there? 


a You're referring to Mr. Abrams? 




















Honduras 


think. 
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A 
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(The briefing concluded at 1:09 pm.) 
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Yes. 
You're not referring to the trip he just took? 
I don't know. 


You don't know? (Laughter) 


Let me very briefly tell you, he visited Costa Rica, 


No, no. It's a@ visit starting this weekend, I 


To South America? 
Yes. 
I'll have to take a look at that. 


Thank you 
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TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at-the October 23, 1986 daily press briefing: 


ISRAEL: MEIR KAHANE 





What kind of travel documentation is “eir Kahane using for his 
visit to the United States in November? 


MEIR KAHANE RECENTLY APPLIED FOR AND RECEIVED A CERTIFICATE 
OF IDENTITY FOR A VISIT TO THE UNITED STATES IN NOVEMPER. 
A CERTIFICATE OF IDENTITY MAY BE USED BY AN ALIEN IN LIFU 
OF A VISA TO APPLY FOR ADMISSION AT A .S. PORT OF ENTRY. 


ISSUANCE OF THE CERTIFICATE IS PROVIDED FOR IN SECTION 


' 360(b) OF THE IMMIGRATION AND NATIONALITY ACT (INA). 


KAHANE HAS PREVIOUSLY BEEN ISSUED CERTIFICATES OF IDENTITY” 
FOR VISITS TO THE UNITED STATES IN ORDER TO PURSUE HIS 
APPEAL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE'S DECISION THAT HE 
EXPATRIATED HIMSELF UNDER SECTION 349(a) (4) OF THE 
IMMIGRATION AND NATIONALITY ACT BECAUSE HE ACCEPTED A SEA™ 
IN THE KNESSET: ISRAEL'S PARLIAMENT. 


THAT APPEAL IS PENDING IN THE FEDERAL DISTRICT COURT IN 


BROOKLYN, NEW YORK. 





Posted: October 24, 1986 





TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the October 23, 19€6 caily ress briefin-: 


SCUTE: AMERICA: TI.Vol PY SLLICT AEN? I'S 





Q What can you tell me about Elliott adcams’ trip this 
weekend to South America? 


a Assistant Secretary Elliott Abrams leaves Sunday on 3 
trip to Brazil and Uruguay. He will ceturn to Washington nex: 
weekend. 

He will address a meeting of the Associated Chambers of 
Commerce of Latin America in Rio on October 30. He will also 
visit Brasilia and Sao Paulo and meet with government officisals 
and representatives of the private sector while he is in Brazil. 

Late next week Se goes to Montevideo for a conference >‘ 


the US Chiefs of Mission in the Southern Tone. 
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
DAILY PRESS BRIEFING 


DPC #191 


FRIDAY, OCTOBER 24, 1966, 12:52 P. M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
Two announcements to begin with. 


First, Secretary Shultz will deliver ON THE RECORD 
speeches in Los Angeles and San Francisco next Friday, October 
31. In Los Angeles the sponsor will be tne Les Angeles World 
affairs Council at the Century Plaza Hotel at 12:25 p.m. 
Pacific Standard. The contact is Camilla Evans of the World 


affairs Council at area (213) 628-2333 


And in San Francisco the speech will be sponsored by 
the Commonwealth Club at the Westin-St. Francis Hotel at 7:15 
p.m. Pacific Standard. The contact is Jim Coplin of the 
Commonwealth Club at area (415) 362-4903 


We do expect there to be Q&A following both speeches 
The Los Angeles luncheon speech will be piped here live into 


the Press Briefing Room. 


Q Secondly, the United States will send an of ficial 
U.S. delegation to the state funeral of President Samora 
Machel. the. funeral will take place on Tuesday, October 28, in 
Maputo, Mozambique. The delegation consists of Ms. Maureen E 
Reagan, head of delegation, United States Representative to the 
United Nations Commission on the Status of Women; Ambassador 
Peter Jon de Vos, American Ambassador to Mozambique, Mr. 
Johnathan S. Miller, Deputy Assistant to the President for 
Administration, and Mr Charles W. Freeman, Jr... Principal 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for African Affairs 


That's all I have Jim? 
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Q In London the British Government announced that 
it's breaking diplomatic relations with Syria because of the 
evidence that Syria was involved in the attempted sabotage of 
the £1 Al plane. Does the United States plan to do anything in 
that direction? 


a Of course, we've seen those stories. I don't 
have anything at this time, but [ do understand that the White 
House will be making 4 statement shortly. 


Q Could you say that the position which Mr. Murphy. 
Roscoe Suddarth, and David Long have stated sublicly on 
numerous occasions -- that the United States considers Syria to 
te a useful component of the Middle East mix, and so forth -- 
would be revised as a result of the action by the British today’ 


i) I'd invite you to wait until the White House 
makes. its statement. That's all ['ll have to say on the 
subject today. 


Q It will be a statement out of the White House, or 
where the President is? 


a It will be coming, as I understand it, from the 
traveling party, probably aboard Air Force One. 


Q And do you know when? 
Aa We're not really sure. 


Q Chuck, is Secretary Shultz going to accept the 
offer of the President of the union representing culinary and 
housekeeping workers to provide a hand-picked team of such 
service employees to replace the 200 Russians withdrawn from 
our Moscow Embassy and Leningrad facility?’ 


a At this point [I'm not in a position to tell you 
exactly what kind of measures are going to be taken we'll 
certainly be bringing in support personnel to do the jobs 
formerly done by Soviet employees at the Embassy We had been 
planning to substitute American citizens for many of the Soviet 
workers in Moscow prior to this recent Soviet action, so we're 
not starting from scratch. 


We'll have to recruit competent US. personnel for 
those positions we've lost with the removal of our local 
hires. But for the short term, we've not yet finalized our 
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plans. We intend to provide our Embassy in Moscow and 
Consulate in Leningrad with whatever assistance possible, and 
we greatly appreciate the professionalism and dedication of all 
of the families there in the Soviet Union. We'll do our best 
to help them at this time. 


Q Chuck, back on the Syrian thing, has Britain been 
in touch with the U.S. Government about the case involving the 
Syrians in London? 


fe) We have been in contact with the British 
Government, yes. 


Q So, in other words, you have the evidence that 
the Brits have been talking about against Syria? 

A We've been following this trial very closely. 

Q But you don't have the evidence. 

A Beyond that, I'd invite you to wait for the White 
House statement. 

Q Is this why you were late today, while you were 
sorting out who was going to say what on this issue? 

a I've been working on a lot of current events 
today. 

Q Chuck, do you mean that you have been informed in 


advance about the British decision? 


a I'm not commenting on whether or not we've been 
informed in advance. That was made by British courts, of 
course, in the first instance. The question was have we been 
in consultation with the British Government, and the answer is. 
yes, we have. 


Q New subject? 

A New subject. 

Q Chuck, are you aware of the news conference that 
the Soviets held this morning of the four American residents 
returning to the Soviet Union? 


a No. 


-~- MORE -- 
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Q Do you have anything further on the arrangements 
to make sure that the reciprocal arrangement on U.S. and Soviet 
staffing of embassies, and so forth? Specifically, the ten 
American employees of the Soviet Embassy: are they still 
working or have left? 


a First, let me update that figure. Our 
information indicates now the number is probably closer to six 
than to ten. We're working that process through. In response 
to questions yesterday as to whether or not there was a legal 


basis, the answer is yes, there is -- and it is basically the 
Foreign Missions Act. 


Q Again, have you been in consultation with U.S. 


allies during the whole period of expulsion and 
counter-expulsions with the Soviets? 


a There are, of course, ongoing consultations with 
our allies all the time. What subjects come up in all of 
those, I really couldn't attempt to enumerate for you. We've 
just had the Nuclear Planning Group Ministers Meeting, for 
example, at Gleneagles. Secretary Shultz went to Brussels 
right after the Reykjavik meeting. All of this is in the 
context of the story you're referring to. 


Q Right. But dealing with this specific subject -- 
I mean, the decisions of expulsion of Soviet diplomats and the 
counter-expulsion of American diplomats in Moscow -- was that a 
subject of consultation with the U.S. allies? 


a That's basically a matter between the United 
States and the Soviet Union. But, once again, [ don't want to 
mislead you to the extent that that never comes up in meetings 
with other allied officials. 


I'm not quite sure what you're getting at in your 
question. It's the best [ can do. 


Chuck, why didn't you send anybody to brief the 
Middle East countries on the result of the summit? Especially, 
the last time you did, but the Soviets this time, they sent 
more than one envoy to explain what happened in the summit to 
the Middle Eastern countries. Why this time you did not follow 
suit like the first time? 


i) Our briefing pattern post-summit has been a bit 
different in each of the cases, so that there's no specific 
reason. Those people in the region were briefed, but through 
our Embassies through our Ambassadors. 
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Q Chuck, have the Russians won this skirmish of 
bouncing diplomats? after all, we have the wife of the 


American Ambassador waiting on tables; we have American 
officials today saying it has paralyzed the operational 
infrastructure of the Embassy; we won't be able to wade through 


the Byzantine Soviet bureaucracy and get business done. 


Have the Russians won, and can you really talk about 
us dealing with them on a basis of parity, if that's the 
situation? 


A I went through those questions yesterday, to a 
large extent. I[ went through the calendar of the things that 
have happened since this all began. we're talking about, by 
1988, 105 Soviets less at the United Nations. We're talking 
about 69 fewer Soviets here. We're talking about five Soviets 
that have been PNG‘'d. [ guess [ don't have to invite you to 
add those numbers up. 


But, nonetheless, the fact of the matter is that we've 
had serious concerns over time. We've addressed those concerns 
more definitively. There are going to be some short-term 
inconveniences in Moscow, but we're working to address those as 
well. 


Q Chuck, along those lines, has there been any 
thought of asking friendly embassies in Moscow to help out with 
various things such as, you know, getting in food, and that 


sort of thing? 


A For the moment, I don't have the kind of details 
to answer that. 


Q If I might return to the six Americans, where 
does that stand now? You say you have legal basis for 
terminating their employment. Do you intend to do that? 


A As I said, we're working that process through. 
We said yesterday that there will be strict parity, equality, 
reciprocity. 

Q Chuck, you're working what process through? 


A The legal processes involved in this. 


Q Of ending their employment by the Soviet Embassy? 
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A That's the nature of what the Foreign Missions 
Act allows us to do. 


Q I thought yesterday that we ended this thing with 
we hoped all this was behind us, and we would move on to the 
larger issues. What you're saying is there is another shoe to 
drop and that's going to be six Americans who will be forbidden 
to work for the Soviet Embassy? 


a No, I refer you to the statement yesterday. 
You've not put it in the way I put it yesterday at all. 


~-MORE-- 
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Q Will you or any other official in this Department 
be commenting or explaining whatever statement would be issued 
by the White House? 


a I don't have any indication that would be the 
case now. 


Q Do you have any comment on The Washington Post 
story regarding the reported transfer of a National Security 
Council staff member to the State Department who, I believe, 
was said to have declined to take a polygraph test in 
connection with the disinformation story? 





a First, ['d refer you to the White House where [ 
think there has been some other information made available on 
this case; but the individual concerned is a Civil Service 
employee who has been with the Department since 1974 and was on 
loan to the National Security Council. 


Obviously, we will be reviewing the case. Employees 
have a right to due process, and until our review is completed, 
no action can or will be taken to jeopardize the individual's 
employment status. 


Q So, vou're going under the Secretary's general 
statement of firin3 -- finding and firing people who leak 


information? 


A I think what I said was very clearly addressed to 
your question. 


Q What's his name? 
Q So you are investigating to see whether or not -- 
A I said we're reviewing the case. 


Q What is his name? 
A I'm not in a position to provide the name. 


(Laughter) 


Q Chuck, do you have any comment on the statement 
made by Mr. Sharon, the Israeli Minister, calling for the 
assassination of -- 


Q Can we stay on the lie detector thing for a 
moment? 
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a No comment. (Answer to previous question.) 


Q What is the Department's policy on polygraph 
examination? There seems to be a different one here than th 


is in other places, like the Defense Department. 


a I've explained that position at some point in the 
past, and I -- 


Q Well, do it again, just -- 


a Please go check the record. 
Q Did you have a comment this week earlier after 
the close of the OPEC meeting that -- the decision to continue 


the temporary production cuts? 


a No. 
Q Do you have one? 
a No reaction. 


To follow up on this Embassy question, why does 
the Department continue to insist that it would be so difficult 
to put Americans in the Embassy in Moscow when today, you have 
the president of an international union who says he will 
hand-pick you the best Americans that can be found for the job 
-- cooks, cleaning people, and so forth, will pay for their 
transportation to the Soviet Union Why is it so difficult? 
Why should it take such a long time? Why not just accept that 
offer? 


a I don't want to imply that that question is 
terribly naive, but this all happened yesterday. We're taking 
a look at these things. It's being handled very 
professionally. Offers that come in, ['m sure, will be given 
full review, taken into full consideration. But I'm not quite 
sure why you expect me to stand up here 24 hours later and tell 
you that all these decisions have been made 


Q Well, a lot of Americans find it very strange 
we've had 200 Soviets working in the Embassy for a long time 
anyway. 


a I think you've seen, as this incident has 
unfolded, exactly the kinds of positions those people have been 
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working in. We've already taken steps -- and there are 
Americans there now -- who have replaced Soviets who were 
working in positions where we thought there were security 
concerns. Those steps have been taken. The kind of people 
that are still working there and that are being replaced are 
ones who were in less sensitive positions. 


Q Chuck, did the Secretary have any official 
business in Boston yesterday? 


A He went to see the World Series. 

Q Did he go on public transport or did he go on 
taxpayer-supported transport? 

7 I'll have to look into that. 

Q You said that we had been following the case in 


Great- Britain very closely and in consultation with the British 
Government in the events which have led now to the breaking off 
of diplomatic ties between Great Britain and Syria. Have we 
also been in consultation and following the situation in 
France, where leading French Government officials have also 
pinpointed the Syrians for responsibility in the wave of 
terrorism that has been going on there? 


a I'll just answer that in the most general way, 
which is that we're in continuing consultation with all of our 
allies. 


Q - Also, would it be unfair to say, or would you 
deny the fact, that the net effect of all these expulsions has 
been that we've not only gotten rid of a lot of Soviet spies at 
Soviet Embassies in the U.S., but a lot of Soviet spies at U.S 
Embassies in the Soviet Union? 


a I don't have any way to make that judgment for 
you. 


Q Thank you 


(The briefing concluded at 1:05 P.M.) 








. DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
DAILY PRESS BRIEFING 


° INDEX 


Monday, October 27, 1986 





BRIEFER: Charles Redman 


Subject Page 
ANP OUNCEMENTS 

ecretary's Locust Club Speech 11/3 ........... l 
USSR 


Iceland Pre-Summit: What the President Said to 

Gorbachev re Elimination of All Nuclear 

Weapons (Secretarial Post-Reykjavik Statements) 2, 8-11 
Restrictions on US eueuted How the US/Embassy 


Staff are Coping od t tana tha eb nee bh ohecces 2 
US Arms Control Proposals at Geneva Torre e TS 11 
Shultz-Shevardnadze Meeting in Vienna, Austria Ll, 17 


SYRIA -—- EL AL TERRORIST [TRIAL IN THE UK 
US Withdrawal of Ambassador, Consideration of 


other Measures ..... -eeeusdseaneeenpesensseas 2-4, 6, 7, 
15-16 
Bremer Mission to Consult with UK/Allies ...... 3, 5 
Evidence of Syrian Government Complicity ...... 3, 4, 6, 7-8 
14-15 
Syria and the Hostages in Lebanon ............. 4, 5, 15 
Syrian Support for Terrorism ._.. _ 4-5, 7 
Syrian Role in the Middle East Peace Process .. 4-5 
UK Request to EC Countries to Take Action ..... 6-7, 14 
NICARAGUA 
Training: of Contras in the US ll-12, 16 
Reported Miskito Diversion of Funds for ‘Lethal 
Weapons .................. -eeneae 12 
[RAN-LRAQ 
Kuwait Shooting Down a “Flying Object” 12 
[SRAEL 
Kidnapping of Nuclear Expert in UK venaa 12 
SOUTH AFRICA 
Expulsion from ICRC, Expulsion of ICRC -eeaes 12-13 
LEBANON 
Safety of Palestinian Refugees peaeeeusese 13 
Fighting Around Sidon ......... pecscccceses 16-17 
PHILIPPINES 
US Support for Aquino Government ere 16, 17 
AFGHANISTAN 
Withdrawal of USSR Troops | | ee 17 


WEST BANK/GAZA 
Jordanian-Israeli Agreement to Divide Work ..._. 17 
Appointment of New Mayor .... 0... une 17 














DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
DAILY PRESS BRIEFING 


DPC #192 


MONDAY, OCTOBER 27, 1986, 12:22 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHER NOTED) 


MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
One brief announcement 


Secretary Shultz will address the Locust Club of 
Philadelphia on Monday, November 3, on the occasion of 
receiving the Club's achievement award The dinner will take 
place at the Club, 1614 Locust Street, with the Secretary 
speaking at about 8:00 p.m If you plan to cover, or wish 
information, please contact Jim Trichon of the Club at (215) 
545-2706. 


Q Just on speeches, are you anticipating we'll have 
a text of his Friday speeches in Washington before he gives 
them? 


a We'll try to do that, but at this point I really 
can't anticipate that with any great sense of optimism. [n any 
case, the luncheon speech in Los Angeles is going to be piped 


in here to the briefing room. [ think the evening speech is 
not going to be, as I recall that 


Q Are they similar speeches’ 


2) The speeches will be different Similar, maybe. 
but different, yes. 


Q How about a topic for Monday’ 
Aa For the Locust Club? 


Q Yeah, for his speech. Is it remarks upon 
receiving the award or will there be a topic for the speech? 


a They are remarks on receiving the award, but 
there will be a topic as well. But all of that is still being 
worked out in the context of these three different speeches 
over the course of that weekend 
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~ During the weekend the Deputy Soviet Foreign 
Minister quoted from what was apparently a transcript or notes, 
or something, of what the President was said to have said at 
Reykjavik. Now another Soviet official is talking about maybe 
making the transcript available. 


Does the Administration feel that some kind of 
etiquette or ground rules were broken by what's been done so 
far? And what would the thought be about releasing further 
information? 


a There was really a rather lengthy exchange on 
that at the White House briefing this morning. I've just been 
reading part of the transcript, and I think all of your 
questions are answered in that context. 


Q Chuck, may I ask you something about the Soviet 
situation in a different respect? Can you give us some ideas 
or some facts on what has been done to make up for the loss of 
Soviet support personnel in Moscow? 


a I'll try to keep tabs on that for you as this 
moves along. At the present time, we are still in the process 
of evaluating exactly how the resources which will be available 
to us in Moscow ought to be allocated. As [ said before, there 
will be some changes in the staffing pattern. That's clear 
But exactly what steps will be taken or what those changes 
might be, I can't yet detail for you 


Q | But have a complement of the mechanics and other 
American workers been sent to Moscow, or have been marked for -- 


is) That's one of the things that's being looked 
into. I don't have any indication that there's actually been 
any change in that sense, with people already dispatched. 8ut. 
once again, I'll try to keep a running tab on that 


Q Chuck, the Syrian Foreign Minister over the 
weekend depicted the American recall of Ambassador Eagleton as 
a relatively normal, routine thing. [Is it? And are there any 
other steps that this government is considering taking in view 
of the British decisions? 


6 First of all, to define what we did, withdrawing 
one's Ambassador is, in diplomatic terms, an extremely serious 
measure, a sign of great displeasure with a country's 
policies. So, first of all, that's how our move that we have 
already taken ought to be seen 


Concerning what happens now, the statement released by 
the White House on Friday was fairly explicit in outlining the 
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kinds of things that we will be talking about, the kinds of 
ideas that we would be reviewing with the British and with 
European allies. You are aware, [ think, of the trip which has 
already begun by Ambassador Ll. Paul Bremer, who will be 
consulting with the British as well as some other allies -- all 
of that in the context of these consultations which the White 
House statement made reference to. 


And then at the end of that process, when there is 
something to announce, we'll do so. 


Was was the degree of cooperation prior to the 
British having then made these decisions? [ understand there 
were some trips by senior State Department officials to Britain 
in 7 week prior to the British taking the actions that they 
took. 


a I can't help you in that timeframe that you are 
talking about. On the general subject of terrorism with the 
British and with others, there are ongoing consultations. 
That's routine. 


The British, of course, had a judicial process ongoing 
and made their decision on the basis of evidence that was 
presented during that trial. For our part, we were notified 
just before the decision was announced, but we will continue, 
of course, to consult with the British now on the particular 
Hindawi case, as well as other cases of interest. 


Were you aware of the detail of the evidence 
prior to the British making it public? 


a We obviously had followed the trial closely, and 
a lot of the information which became known after the trial was 
also even in the public domain during the trial But beyond 
that, I wouldn't want to characterize any further the nature of 
our exchanges. 


Q What do you think of the 19 Senators asking to 
break relations? Do you think this is a way to deal with Syria 
-- to break relations? 


a Once again, I'd refer you to the White House 
statement. We've expressed a certain position concerning what 
has been done in this case, the President noting that had it 
not been for the vigilance of those responsible for security at 
Heathrow Airport, over 400 persons, including 230 Americans 
would have perished. And in that context, we are now 
consulting with our allies And, as I said, when there's 
something to announce, it will be announced. 


Matt? 
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Q The intent is to impose economic sanctions or 
further measures -- is that not correct? And you're just 
figuring out how to do it or how to do it in conjunction with 
others, or what? 


a I have to give you the standard answer, that it's 
really premature now to speculate on what's going to come about 
as a result of these consultations. They are ongoing. The 
White House statement outlined a number of areas. Those are 
the kinds of areas in which we'll b exchanging ideas, but 
beyond that it's simply premature nm w to go any further. 


Q How important is or u s Syria in your efforts to 
get the release of the hostages in ebanon, and what happens to 
that now? I understand that Ambas: dor Eagleton was one of the 
people dealing with it, or at least he welcomed some of the 
hostages in the past. What happens to that now? 


a There are other Embassy officials in Damascus who 
continue to be there and will continue to do necessary 
business. Syrian officials, from President Assad on down, have 
said that their country is exerting efforts to free the 
hostages as a humanitarian matter, independent of our bilateral 
relations. We would expect the Syrians to continue their 
efforts. As far as we're concerned, everyone should work to 
free these innocent victims. 


Q In the past, your government said -- or actually 
when they had the conclusive evidence -- they attacked Libya. 
Do we gather now from your somewhat mild reaction from the 
attack on Libya that the evidence in the hands of Britain is 
not conclusive or hard enough against Syria? 


a [ think you'll have to talk to the British 
Government concerning the nature of their evidence They 
seemed to have made that perfectly clear We have often said 
in the past that we're not on some sort of automatic pilot in 
the case of any of these questions. And, finally, we're in the 
process of consulting with the British and our allies on what 
other steps may now be appropriate. 


Q Do you consider it conclusive as well, yourself, 
the government? 


rs) That's why we're consulting right now. You saw 
that we made the step of withdrawing our Ambassador. [ think 
that gives you some indication of how we view this. 


Q In light of your earlier statements in the last 
few months about Syria, that Syria has been very supportive of 
the peace process or supportive of your efforts in the area 
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trying to get the hostages and others, are you surprised about 
the evidence that has been accumulating and what the 8ritish 
have done in severing diplomatic relations? And you still 
stick with these positions that you have -- 


a You have been coming to this briefing long enough 
to realize that our concerns about Syria and its support for 
terrorism are long-standing, have been expressed from this 
podium many, many times. I, myself, have talked to you about 
our urgings, for example. to the Syrian Government to cease its 
support for Abu Nidal, the offices of that organization that 
continue to exist in Damascus 


So I think there's no question that we've been long 
concerned about Syrian support That's why they're on the 
terrorist list, and have been for a number of years. 


Q But doesn't this smack into some of the positions 
and the statements which were undertaken by U.S. officials here 
in this building? Some would say, like Mr. Oakley, the former 
counter-terrorism Ambassador, that Syria is involved; and Mr 
Murphy would say that Syria has been helpful; and you have that 
conflicting point of view about Syria? 


a [ don't see that there's anything conflictual 
about that. Terrorism is an issue of very great importance 
We've talked about that. I've just talked about the hostages, 
for example. That's something which any civilized nation ought 
to be interested in as a humanitarian matter, and we suppose 
the Syrian Government will continue to be interested in that 
[ take that as an example to show you that these things are not 
conflictual . 


Q When you say you are talking to other 
governments, you mean exclusively Europeans, or other countries 
that you are talking to about Syria, particularly in the arab 
world? 


a I can't draw a line around a certain group of 
countries and say that that's all inclusive. Ambassador Bremer 
is focusing on European countries, but I think it's fair that 
through our embassies there are always consultations about 
subjects like terrorism 


Are you approaching the Soviets as well, as the 
British did, because of their influence with Syria? 


a I've really taken you about as far as I can at 
this point about the nature of the consultations on the issue 
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Q Can I ask one more on the nature of the 
consultations? What does the U.S. think about the 8ritish 
request to the EC today, specifically to take actions such as 
restricting the movement of Syrian diplomats in Europe and 
prevent further arms sales to the Syrian Government? 


“ That's something for the moment between Britain 
and its EC partners. I'm not oe to plunge into an analysis 
of one or the other measure ‘d leave it with what I said, 


which is that they're consulting; that's part of the 
consultative process that's ongoing. We're going to be 
involved in that as well. We'll be reviewing ideas, but ['m 
not at this point prepared to speculate as to what that range 


might be. 


Q Chuck, can I just ask you whether the White House 
statement on Friday and the withdrawal of the Ambassador should 
be taken to mean that this government holds the Syrian 
Government -- President Assad himself -- responsible as the 
British do, as apart from these undefined Syrian intelligence 
agencies or services? 


Are we now holding the Syrian Government, per se, 
responsible as the British are for the act of terrorism that 
was in the process? 


a To my mind, the statement pretty much speaks for 
itself. f really don't have any way of elaborating greatly on 
it. Clearly we are concerned about the role of Syria as a 
state in terrorism. That's clear in the statement, and that's 
the kind of thing that we're now consulting about. 


Q Chuck, do you -- 
a Just a second I think Anne had a question. 


Q We asked the Europeans to be supportive when we 
went to them after Libya. Are we not sort of giving Britain 
rather short shrift by you not coming out and saying we support 
what Britain is doing at the EEC in Luxembourg today? I mean, 


if I were a European and [ heard what you're saying -- Oh, 
well, the U.S. isn't really supporting what Britain is doing 


particularly. 


a Once age@in, look at the White House statement. 
We supported what they've done fully -- 


Q But I'm talking about today, from the State 
Department, as the meetings are going on 
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A But the fact of the matter is that this is 
between Britain's EC partners in the context of those 
consultations. We have people there on the scene; we're going 
to be consulting with all these people. And the idea in all of 
this, as always, is to find actions which, taken in concert, 
can be effective. It's a process; and because it's a process, 
today at the start of it [ can't give you an answer as to what 
may ultimately come out of the other end of the process. 


Q But you can't be specific about if you support 
Britain, what Britain is asking for? 


aq [I'm not going to say whether we support it or not 
support it. I'm going to say -- I'm not going to talk about 
from the podium the kinds of things that we are reviewing with 
the British and the other allies -- that's all. It's not a 
question of not supporting or supporting; it's a question of 
maintaining for the moment the confidentiality of those 


exchanges. 


Q Is decreasing the number of diplomats one of the 
options in Damascus? 


a That goes exactly to the same question. 


Q Chuck, is the U.S. State Department prepared to 
say who finances Syria in its support of terrorism? 


A No, [I'm not prepared to provide any more details 

Q Will there come a point where you will actually 
speak of the country that bankrolls these efforts -- or the 
countries? 

4 I can't make any predictions 

Q Syria doesn't have the resources to do the things 


that Britain and the United States, and maybe the EC now, will 
accuse Syria of doing. 


A You're prejudging things there, Barry, since -- 
you know you're taking things somewhere down the road. There 
are a certain number of things that Syria has done in the past 
which have been sufficient to get it on our terrorist list now 
for a number of years. 


Q John's question, you said -- is the 
Administration satisfied that a Syrian link to this Fl Al case 
has been proven? Do you consider that it has been proven? 


a We've withdrawn our Ambassador. 
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Q Yeah, but you're not answering that question. I 
mean, you say, in answer to John's question, we've always been 
concerned about terrorism, Syrian support for terrorism Does 
that also -- on this particular case, has the Syrian Government 
link to this event been proven as far as you're concerned? 


a Let me say again, we've withdrawn our 
Ambassador. That's a sign of very great displeasure with a 
country's policies. Beyond that, I don't know what more I 
could do to make that clear. 


Q For whatever it's worth, Chuck, the impression 
that a lot of people got on Friday was that the U.S. withdrew 
its Ambassador not so much in connection with Syria's actions, 
but in connection with supporting the British action. [t's one 
thing to support Britain; it's another thing to take an action 
specifically to condemn Syria for a specific action. 


4 I'd refer you to the White House statement which 
made it clear that there were two things involved in this. 


Q Chuck, I want to come back to the Soviet 
statements on the Reykjavik summit. Allowing that Mr. Speakes 
addressed this, I'm not sure if he was asked these questions: 
Does the Secretary have any second thoughts about some of the 
statements he made after the Reykjavik conference? I'm 
thinking specifically of his press conference in Reykjavik the 
day of the ending of the conference, where he talked about how 
the two sides were -- when he listed all the things that could 
have happened. He listed the abolition of all nuclear forces, 
not just ballistic missiles. Was that a mistake or what? ['m 
just trying -- 


a The Secretary has appeared many times in the 
aftermath of the Reykjavik meeting. In particular, for 
example, he appeared at the National Press Club at which he not 
only answered that question, but he also made available for the 
record the two texts of the proposals which we had had on the 
table, and explained how that text evolved in Lhe context of 
the discussions. So I think there is really no ambiguity as to 
what we were proposing and what we were talking about there, 
and I think the Secretary is on record in a number of fora. 


Q In view of what the U.S. proposed -- and the 
Soviets don't dispute that -- I think the Soviets have taken 
the position that they had their own counter-proposal and that 
in the dialogue the President gave his consent to the idea that 
as part of this package, there could be a ban on all nuclear 
forces after this ten-year period 


No one has ever denied that, as far as [ can tell, in 
the Administration. 
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A The Secretary has addressed that question a 
number of times in a general sense, in any case. The White 
House addressed it in responding to questions, to the extent 
that the President's position has always been that the 
long-term goal is the elimination of all nuclear weapons. 
We've said that over and over again. 


But concerning what happened at Reykjavik, the 
Secretary has laid out what happened, what the proposals were. 
And finally, the question you are asking is exactly identical 
with those which were asked at the White House this morning, 
and therefore it has been answered. 


Q No, no, but I’m talking about the Secretary, 
because he's the only eye witness other than the President who 
was there on the American side, other than the notetaker and 
the interpreter. fhe Secretary is usually fairly precise, and 
the only reading I get of the Secretary's remarks after 
studying the record this morning is that he is in agreement 
with Mr. Gorbachev. 


A I'd refer you to remarks the Secretary has made a 
number of times since then; I['d refer you to any number of 
clarifications, to the times that the White House has addressed 
this issue --. 


Q They don't address the discussion afterwards. 
A == and that's what there is. 
Q Has he been asked ‘bout what he said, as you were 


just asked? [ don't recall that, that he's been asked to 
explain what he said at the time. 


A [he Secretary has given in detailed example in 
private meetings with lots of your organizations represented 
here; other Administration officials have seen those of you 
that the Secretary has not seen; the Secretary has addressed 
the National Press Club. [ think you have an absolute wealth 
of information concerning what happened there, and I think 
that's about where it stands. 


Q It's only become an issue really because Sam Nunn 
took the offensive and was accusatory or was critical of the 
Administration for going so far, and quoted the President as 
acknowledging that he had agreed as part of this package. 
Because I think prior to Sam Nunn's speech, nobody really was 
Focusing on that aspect. 
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The Secretary, in his lengthy effort to clarify 
matters at the Press Club, never really denied that single fact 
which the Russians have now elaborated on. He gave out what 
the American proposals were, and then said in passing that of 
course both the President and Gorbachev have had the 
longstanding view of trying to get rid of all offensive nuclear 
forces, and they both exchanged views on that in the meeting. 
And it doesn't take much imagination, to see what the Soviets 
put out Saturday, to see that that Fit in with that expression. 


I'm really just seeking clarification. I don't -- 


3) Well, once again, Bernie, the White House has 
addressed that question over and over. They've described the 
nature of those meetings, the nature of the notes that were 
taken or weren't taken; the nature of the understandings; the 
nature of what was being talked about there. We published the 
text of the positions we actually had on the table. 


Q Could [ have just a question on the way the talks 
worked. Is there a rule in those meetings that there can be no 
recording by either side, in the summit? 


a My understanding is that this is agreed to each 
time by the parties. For example, at Geneva there were not 
notetakers present; there were interpreters present. This time 
the two sides agreed that they would have interpreters and they 
would have notetakers. 


Q Chuck, could you take the question as to which 
one was the authoritative statement, what the Secretary said in 
Reykjavik about what would happen over the next ten years, or 
the statement the following Friday at the Press Club over what 


would happen over the next ten years? ITIhey are not mutually 
compatible. 


Q No, but they are apples and oranges, George. 
A Exactly. Thank you. 


Q Could you elaborate on what the apples and 
vranges are? 


Q I would like to get -- before I write any story, 
or anybody, [ would just like to make sure the Secretary has no 
sense that he misspoke at Reykjavik 


A I don't know how many tens of thousands of wurds 
and sentences the Secretary must have uttered between Reykjavik 
and today, and ['m not in a position to go back through and 
look at all of those to see if every single one is consistent 
with every other one. 
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Q This is pretty important. 


A I think you're all aware of the thrust of what 
happened, of the positions the United States was seeking, of 
the positions we now continue to seek in Geneva. And there, in 
order to clarify some of those things, the Secretary has gone 
to great lengths, particularly at the National Press Club, to 
lay that out for you. Ralph? 


Q Would you expect that this question that we've 
just been talking about would be a focus of the discussion when 
Shultz meets Shevardnadze next week in Vienna? Would there be 
an attempt in some kind of formal way between the Soviets and 
the United States to set the record straight as to what was 
agreed? 


a I think it is very unlikely that the Secretary 
and Mr. Shevardnadze would engage in the kind of conversation 
that you all seem to want to engage in, because I think for 
both of them, it is clear what the positions were at Reykjavik, 
and it is clear where we intend to go now at Geneva; and that's 
what we're going to pursue. 


Q Has the U.S. now in Geneva put on the table the 
specific proposals or near-agreements, or whatever that were on 
the table in Iceland, or is that still a process that's being 
worked on here and not yet in a state to be presented in at 
Geneva? 


fe) I can't answer that directly, in the sense that 
we're not in the habit of telling you on a day-to-day hasis 
what has been tabled, what has been put on the table. I[ just 
refer you to what [ said at the end of last week, where [ said 
it was our intention to put all of those proposals forward 
The timing and the manner is a question of negotiating lactic 
and other questions. 


Q Chuck, did you mean to say a minute ago that you 
would think that Shultz and Shevardnadze would be in Full 
agreement on what the US. and Soviet Union said at the 
Reykjavik summit? 


a I always refrain a bit from hazarding on what 
Foreign Ministers think or don't think, or may or may not say 
to one another; but there is no question in our mind what our 
positions were at Reykjavik. And [ think we can be confident 
that at that level, in those kind of discussions, the two 
Ministers won't have any difficulties. 


Q Chuck, a different subject -- contras. There's a 
story in the Post today to the effect that we would be 
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considering training the contras here in the United States, and 
there's another story in New York mentioned in the text that 
they could be trained in Puerto Rico. Could you elaborate on 
those two? 


a No, I couldn't. 

Q In light of Kuwait shooting down a flying object 
over its territory, do you have any situation report on the 
Iran-Iraq war and confirmation of this thing that happened 
overnight? 


A Who shot down a flying object? 
Q Kitwait. 
Q Shot down a “flying object?" 


Q Something. Possibly an attacking airplane or 
something. They weren't sure about -- 


A I don't have anything on that one. 


Q Chuck, do you have anything on the kidnapping of 
an Israeli nuclear expert by I[srael and his being put to 
trial? Do you have anything? Are you concerned about this act? 


A [ just don't have anything on that story. 


No? Will you take it? You don't consider it act 
of terrorism? 


A It doesn't seem to involve us for the moment 


Q No? You don't consider it act of terrorism - 
kidnapping people? 


A As I say, I have nothing on the story. I notice 
that other people have denied this st ‘y. Some people have 
spread the story. 


Q Can you comment on the report by AP over the 
weekend that a Miskito [ndian group, Kisan, had diverted 
non-lethal funds to ammunition? 


a No. I don't have anything on that one. 


Q Does the U.S. have a view of the Red Cross 
banning of South Africa and vice versa? 
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a This whole affair -- and by that I mean the 
expulsion of the South african delegation as well as the 
retaliatory South African expulsion of [CRC personnel - this 
whole affair has ill served many who suffer today in South 
Africa. The [CRC has been doing important humanitarian work in 
that country. It's too bad that neither the International 
Conference nor the Government of South Africa can bring itself 
to recognize this. 


The U.S. Government regrets very much that the 
[International Conference of the Red Cross decided to exclude a 
state such as South Africa which is a state party to the Geneva 
Conventions of 1949 


This action has no legal basis under Red Cross 
statutes. I[t contradicts Red Cross principles of universality 
and has made it more difficult to carry out the Red Cross 
mission in South Africa. 


We are equally disappointed, however, that South 
Africa decided to expel [nternational Committee of the Red 
Cross personnel from its territory as a result of the 
Conference action. 


The ICRC is providing valuable humanitarian assistance 
and services to South Africans in need. We hope South Africa 
will reconsider its decision to expel ICRC represencatives, 
just as we hope those states which voted to expel the South 
African Government delegation at the Red Cross Conference will 
take into consideration the implications and effects of that 
action. 


Q Do you have any concern for the safety of 
Palestinian refugees under fire in the camps in Lebanon? 


fs) We always have concern for refugees of any sort, 
including Palestinian refugees, of course. [ think that goes 
without saying. In this particular case, I don't have any 
particular information to share with you concerning the 
Situation there. 


Q Well, this is quite -- a very emotional thing 
because of the fact that the United States in 1982 guaranteed 
the safety of the refugee camps when the PLO withdrew from 
Lebanon, and there was an agreement that was worked out between 
Philip Habib and the PLO and the Lebanese authorities. So do 
you still hold that agreement to protect the safety of these 
homeless Palestinian refugees? 


4 No, I don't have any comment. You've given me a 
long negotiating history there which ['m not sure is totally 
accurate, but I'll stick with what I had to say on refugees. 
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Q On the EEC conference of today, do you suspect 
the French reluctance would undermine the efforts to combat 
successfully international terrorism? 


a I think it's premature to pose those kind of 
questions now. 


Chuck, on the same subject, on the Syria issue, 
I'm still a little bit confused. You seem to have some 
reticence to say that the Syrian Government was responsible for 


this attempted terrorist act Are you making any kind of a 
distinction between our approach to this whole issue and the 


British approach in terms of responsibility, culpability? 


“ No. I'm not trying to make any distinction at 
all. 


Q The British have acted in a way that holds the 
Syrian Government responsible 


A And the British have conducted a long and very 
detailed trial which has involved a lot of information, a lot 
of evidence that's been gathered, has been sorted through in 
the British judicial process. 


Q Based on what we know about that evidence, both 
publicly and privately from the British, do we hold the Syrian 
Government responsible? 


A Let me say that on the day itself of that 
announced decision, we withdrew our Ambassador. fhe White 
House put out a statement which said, “A state which encourages 
and takes part in terrorism isolates itself From Lhe civilized 
world” -- that state being clearly identified -- “Ihe United 
States will consult and cvoperate with others to bring 
practical meaning to that isolation " 


Q So the answer is “yes” basically. 
i) I think it's been there since Friday. 
Q All right One other. One other -- 


Q That answer isn't yes. That answer is “the state 
that supports terrorism." fhe US. has said that Syria 
supports terrorism for a long time That statement you just 
read makes no reference to the specific action over which 
Britain took its action 


a This whole context starts out by saying the 
British Government has broken diplomatic relations with Syria. 
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It ends by saying “We support the British decision. Our 
Ambassador is being withdrawn from Syria.“ This is not some 
sort of statement thrown out into the blue. 

Q But it doesn't answer the question. 

is} Sorry. DOon't agree. 


Q Why don't you read the statement, if you like? 


f°) You've all got it. 
Q Chuck, during that court procedure you refused to 
characterize your position -- Syria position. I[ mean, is it 


involved or not now? Now the thing is over. Can you 
characterize it, away from the British court? 


a I don't see what more you need than what I've 
given you already. 


Q Chuck, the issue is fairly simple. The British 
have -- Hindawi mentioned Syrian intelligence services. The 
British in the wake of that acted to break relations with the 
Syrian Government, thus holding the government responsible. 
All we've done is withdraw our Ambassador for consultations. 
[I'm just asking you whether our government holds the Syrian 
Government responsible. 


a We have people out now who are consulting on what 
further steps should be taken against Syria to isolate that 
country, as countries which support terrorism should be 
isolated. So I'm not sure what you're trying to seek, but I 
don't think one can be much clearer 


Q One final question: fhe answer is not whether 
those steps will be taken, but when? Is that correct? 


i [ refer you again to the White House statement. 


Q Are you more cautious now since you are afraid 
that the hostages will not be released and possibly Syria will 
not cooperate with you like they promised to do before? 


°) I hardly believe you could argue that one is more 
cautious now. We have withdrawn our Ambassador as of Friday 
We are actively engaged in consultations on further steps, 
reviewing ideas of further steps, to be taken in the case of 
this state, which happens to be Syria, which has supported 
terrorism. 


Q The Syrian Foreign Minister said that this is a 
normal thing that you could - 
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Aa I answered that in response to the very first 
question. I said that, first of all, that's not a normal 
thing. It's a sign of very serious displeasure with a state's 
policies; and secondly, as the White House statement said, 
there are consultations ongoing now as to what further measures 
will be taken. 


Chuck, what other measures is there between the 
United States and Syria, because AID apparently had some 
projects going on until recently? 


i) [In terms of what specific things can or would or 
could be done, I'm not going to speculate 


Q Trade, building highways? 


Q Do you have any comment on the statements in the 
Philippines by the Defense Minister? 


a No. 


Q Chuck, let me try again on the contras. Are we 
looking for a place where to train contras? Are we still 
training -- 


a Concerning any operational details of the way the 
money is going to be used -- how, when, where -- ['m not guing 
to have any comment on those kinds of questions. 


Q Chuck, if [ could try one more on Syria, you svem 
to be emphasizing that what is happening now is consultation 
with the allies, the idea that it's some sort of inlernational 
Situation that needs to be brought against Syria Yet if the 
act of terrorism had been successful, over half of the victims 
would have been Americans Is not there a possibility of some 
sort of unilateral American action beyond withdrawal of the 
Ambassador? 


a Whether the actions taken are unilateral, 
multilateral, identical in the case of all nations, ['m not 
going to prejudge that The fact that we are consulting does 
not necessarily mean that everything has to be identical when 
we reach the end of that decision-making process 


Q Chuck - 


rs) Let's let your colleague in the back have a 
chance. 


Q I want to ask about something Syria's involved in 
today heavily, which is the fighting going on in Sidon in the 
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south of Lebanon, in the area which is a little bit important. 
Do you have anything on that? 


a Don't have anything on that. 


Q Do you not have a statement of support for Mrs. 
Aquino to make in the light of what's going on there, as our 
U.S. Ambassador there is said to have done last week? 


ever been any doubt about our support for Mrs. Aquino and her 
government, and I don't see any need to reiterate that every 
day. 


A I don't think, at least in this room, there's 


Q Chuck, two quick ones: Do you have any comment 
on the reported withdrawal of the last -- and ['m putting all 
of this in quotation marks -- “the last of the eight regiments 
by the Soviets from Afghanistan.” And, two, on an unrelated 
subject, are you not in a position to announce the Secretary's 
trip to Vienna? 


a On the latter question, the announcement is 
imminent, but it's not today in any case. 


Secondly, on the withdrawal, I don't have anything 
that would take that beyond what we've said in the past. 


Q There are reports on the West Bank, Chuck, that 
indicate that there is an agreement or understanding between 
Israel and Jordan to divide the work in the West Bank and Gaza 
between the two countries. Are you aware of this? And do you 
have a comment on the appointment of a fourth mayor in the West 
Bank? 


a No comment on the latter The previous question 
came up almost a week ago, [ believe. 


Q It just made a report. I saw it in FBIS. 


a Well, it must have been circulating elsewhere, 
and it's just popped up in your FBIS now, but right now I don't 
have anything with me. 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12°58 p.m) 
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MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
Two announcements: 


Secretary Shultz will travel to Vienna, Austria, on 
November 4, 1986, to deliver the opening address for the Urited 
States at the third Follow-up Meeting of the Conference on 
Security and Cooperation in Europe, the CSCE. 


Previous CSCE follow-up meetings were held in 
Belgrade, 1977-78, and Madrid, 1980 to ‘63. At Vienna, the 35 
states of Europe and North America which participate in CSCE 
will review all aspects of the Helsinki Final Act which their 
heads of government signed in 1975 


The Final Act established a code of conduct for the 
participating states, and the conference provides a forum for 
discussion of East-West issues concerning human rights, 
economic relations and military security. 


As at previous CSCE meetings, the U.S. will press for 
significantly improved compliance by the Soviet Union and the 
countries of Eastern Europe with their CSCE commitments, 
particularly those concerning human rights, human contacts and 
humanitarian cooperation. 


The Secretary will return to Washington on November 
7. While in Vienna, he plans to meet with NATO Foreign 
Ministers and Austrian Foreign Minister Jankowitsch -- that 
among what will obviously be some other meetings there as well 


A sign-up sheet has been posted in the main Press 
Office for those of you wishing to apply for a seat on the 
Secretary's plane. Note that the sheet will be taken down and 
applications closed at 12:00 noon on [fhursday, © !uber 30 





-2- Tuesday, 10/28/86 


Q Is there no meeting set with Shevardnadze? 


“ As the Secretary said before, he does expect to 
meet with Shevardnadze. [t's just that we don't have the Final 
details pinned down, so I'm not in a position to give you an 
official announcement. 


Q On the speech, Chuck, do you have a time and day 
for the speech? 


a The day. I believe, will be on the first day that 
we're there, which will be on the Sth, sometime in the 
afternoon. 


Secondly. the United States and the Soviet Union have 


initiated discussions here in Washington today aimed at 
reviewing possible bilateral cooperation in the peaceful uses 


of outer space. 


The U.S. invited the Soviet Union to send a delegation 
for this purpose following the September Space Experts’ Talks 
in Moscow. 


In accordance with President Reagan's desires to 
improve and develop balanced and mutually beneficial 
cooperation in space, we are prepared to discuss practical 
cooperation in space science 


The U.S. delegation is being led by Assistant 
Secretary of State John Negroponte. the Soviet delegation is 
led by Ambassador Alexandr Piradov We expect the talks to 
conclude by the end of the week 

Q So they begin today’ 

They begin today 
where? 


Spell Piradovw. 


> © © °® 


P-~i1-r-a-d-o-v and in answer to the question 
where, at the National Academy of Sciences. 


Q How does that impact on SOI, these talks? 


a I don't know that there's any relation in that 
context, Jim, to SOI You're probably aware that until 
somewhere around 1980, the early Eighties, in any case, we did 
have a bilateral agreement on space cooperation with the Soviet 
Union wiich lapsed 
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In the context of these talks, one of the things that 
we'd be looking at would be whether or not a similar agreement 
might again be possible. 


Q A follow-up on the same question. Will the U.S 
delegation be ready to discuss matters of SOI during these 
negotiations? 


a Once again, the subject of these negotiations is 
not SOI. SOI is a subject which is on the table at Geneva. 
There are delegations from both sides charged with discussing 
exactly that question there, and as a consequence that's really 
the appropriate place for those kind of questions to be taken 


up. 


Q So the answer will be “no,” in case the Soviet 
Union tries to raise this issue? 


-) The talks have just started. I'm not ina 
position to tell you what may or may not come up. All [ can 
tell you is that that's not the purpose of these talks. 


Q You wouldn't dispute that SOI is one of the 
peaceful uses of space, would you? (Laughter) Chuck, do you 
know if these talks will discuss a possible joint mission to 
explore Mars? That's a serious question, as opposed to my 
previous one which was frivolous. (Laughter) 


A I'd appreciate it if all of you would tell me 
when questions are serious or not. (Laughter) And ['1ll do the 
same with my answers. 


Q Okay. 


2) As I say, we're still in the phase of starting 
these discussions or following up on some previous experts' 
level discussion. So that what might come of this right now, | 
really can't predict. By the end of the week when these talks 
conclude, hopefully we'll have a better idea. 


The kind of joint mission you referred to was part of 
the program, for example, under the lapsed agreement. Whether 
or not that necessarily follows that there have to be similar 
programs as part of this one, I can't yet say. 


Q Is this a Geneva spinoff, or where is this coming 
from -- the initiative? 
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a This is one of the areas in which we've been 
talking for some .‘me. I made reference to the talks we had in 
September at the expert level. This is something which did 
come up at least in some fashion at Reykjavik, and which is 
then being followed up this week. 


Q On that -- 


Q Excuse me. Just on this one, please. I'm still 
unclear why this isn't being done in Geneva. [ thought as a 
general rule that's where the United States is prepared to seek 
substantive negotiations on such things as this. 


A This is on bilateral cooperation in peaceful uses 
of outer space. That's ina different context. [t falls in 
the category of these many kinds of experts' groups that we 
have had meeting on any number of subjects where we hope to 
push forward the horizons of bilateral cooperation. 


Q Chuck, are you having other experts’ talks, like 
nuclear testing on the schedule, or chemical weapons, things 
like that? 

4 There are a number of U S -Soviet contacts which 


continue as planned. 
Q Do you have dates for them? 


A ['m not sure whether all of you picked this up at 
the White House yesterday I don't want to repeat things that 
were said there. But there are a number of things that have 
been in progress since mid-September, and we're now seeking to 
build on the work of the [celand meeting So some of these 
planned or ongoing meetings would include nuclear testing talks 
in Geneva, starting November 13. [hose would last about two 
weeks. 


We have negotiations on maritime boundaries which are 
due to continue at the next round yet to be scheduled. We have 
consular review talks beginning October 29 in Washington. We 
have the maritime search and rescue and radio navigation 
talks. There the Coast Guard will be meeting with the Soviets 
in London in early November. We expect to have talks on the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty review that takes place some time in 
December. Of course, we have the CSCE meeting starting 
November 4 in Vienna. 


Well, that gives you a flavor of the kind of things 
that are ongoing. 
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Q Chuck, I'm sorry, on this November 13 talks on 
nuclear testing that will go for two weeks, where are they? 


a Those are in Geneva. There we've had, [ think, 
two rounds already with the U.S. side headed by Dr. Barker. 


Q Chuck, nothing on regional issues between you and 
the Soviet Union? 


Re In this particular timeframe that I'm talking 
about, I don't have anything to add on the regional front. 
There are, of course, as you know, regular regional meetings, 
but we've been basically through that cycle for this calendar 
year. 


Q Could I come back to the Vienna announcement for 
just a second? You mentioned that the Secretary would meet the 
Austrian Foreign Minister. Will the Secretary meet the 
Austrian President during the course of this visit? 


rs) The nature of the Secretary's schedule, as I 
understand it now, is what [I've given to you. I don't have 
anything beyond that. 


Q Can you tell us if there was a decision not to 
meet the Austrian President? And, if so, why? 


fs) No. Generally, I simply tell you the Secretary's 
schedule, and that's all [I'm doing at this time. 


Q On another subject? If we're finished with 
this. Does the State Department have any comment on the EEC 
Ministers failing to take any action to support Britain's 
reaction to Syrian terrorism? 


i) We are disappointed in the limited initial 
response indicated by yesterday's statement. We believe it 
important that a clear and unequivocal message be sent to the 
Syrian Government on the necessity of abandoning is support for 
terrorism. 


We note that the EC Foreign Ministers will meet again 
on November 10 at which time they will consider this issue 
again, and we hope for additional action at that time. 


Q On that, Chuck, is the United States sending a 
clear and -- or has the United States sent a clear and 
unequivocal message yet? 
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A I think our message was pretty clear. You read 
the White House statement on Friday. We withdrew our 
Ambassador. We're now in the process of consultations 
concerning additional measures in a variety of fields that are 
under review. And, of course, you're aware that, for our part, 
we have Ambassador Bremer who's out there in Europe. He's in 
Madrid today, arriving there from London. 


Q Will U.S. additional measures be announced before 
the EC meets again on December 12, or is there some sort of a 
tie between the two events? 


a I wouldn't care to speculate right now exactly 
what calendar may be followed. For the time being, the best [ 
can do is set forth our own consultation program which extends 
through the balance of this week, and then beyond that we'll 
just have to see what develops. 


Q Chuck, could I ask you, in the statement that was 
issued Friday, the United States stressed that the action it 
was looking to take in cooperation with Allied governments; is 
the United States prepared to take action independent of 
whatever the European Community may ultimately decide even 
after the November 10 meeting? 


A I said yesterday that the kind of actions that 
ultimately result from this may be unilateral, bilateral, 
multilateral; that it's not our intent to have one blueprint 
off of which absolutely everyone operates. But right now [ 
think it's still, as I said a minute ago, premature to 
speculate as to where we're going to come out on this. 


Q Specifically, Greece refused even to bar the 
posting of Syrian diplomats who have been expelled from London, 
a step that the other ten EC countries did take. Do you have 
any specific comment on that? 


A No, we're not going to comment on any specific 
country's initial reaction. Just to repeat what [ said, that 
we believe it's important that a clear and unequivocal message 
be sent to the Syrian Government of the necessity of abandoning 
its support for terrorism. 


Q Have you anything, Chuck, on an upcoming French 
Government-sponsored arms sale |. “Syria? 

a No. 

Q Aside from what you have said about the recalling 


of the Ambassador from Damascus for consultation -- 
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A I'm sorry, but we did not recall him for 
consultations. 


Q Or withdrawn. 
a He was withdrawn. 


Q You withdrew your Ambassador indefinitely. Are 
there any other steps that are under study by the United States 
Government at the present time? 


A We went through this yesterday. I'd refer you to 
the White House statement which gave you a general sense of the 
kind of measures that were under review, and that's where I'd 
leave it right now. 


Q Because your statement, that the reaction to the 
EC countries, (inaudible) like you have almost completed the 
circle of total break of diplomatic relations with Syria, 
because this is what England has done and you wish that the 
rest of the European Community will follow suit by regretting 
their decision for not taking an active role? 


3) I don't see where you're reading all of that into 
what [ said. 


Q Any comment on the story this morning that the 
President is sending new instructions to Geneva to eliminate 
all ballistic missiles and all medium-range missiles in Europe? 


A [ don't think that should come as any surprise to 
any of you. The President has said that we would be doing 
that, the Secretary has said that we would be doing that. 

We've said a number of times that the President stands by the 
proposals he made to the General Secretary in Reykjavik. And, 
accordingly, as one might expect, our negotiators are being 
instructed to put those proposals on the table. 


Q Chuck, to stay with the Syrian problem, you have 
just said that consultations are still going on. 
"Consultations" between the United States and the U.S. allies 
in Europe and different countries, or within the U.S. 
Administration? 


i) Certainly, the former. L've just talked about 
the nature of those consultations. 


Q So are you feeling that consultations are 
prolonged by the same attitude taken by the Europeans with the 
British Government? 
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a I'm sorry, [ don't understand that question. 


Q What I feel is that these consultations are being 
prolonged somehow. After the decision of withdrawing the 
Ambassador, it seems that nothing new came out of consultations 
all these days. [s it because of the European inhibition up to 
now to take any action? 


a No, not at all. I described earlier the process 
that we've gone through. This happened on Friday. For 
example, we dispatched Ambassador Bremer over the weekend He 
started his consultations on Monday with the British. He'. yot 
a number of other European capitals that he's going to visit, 
so that [I'm not sure quite why you're trying to draw a bottom 
line under this already. 


Q Chuck, what do you consider a “clear message" to 
the Syrians? Any measures you can tell us the Europeans should 
take so you will not be disappointed? Can you tell us any 
measures that you consider a clear message? 


a I think I said in response to earlier questions 
that [I'm not going to speculate at this point as to the kind of 
things we might do. There are still some other EC meetings to 
come down the road, and so [ wouldn't really care to speculate 
as to what other countries might do. 


I think the nature of the message we want to send is 
as I have described it: They've got to abandon support for 
terrorism. 


Q But what measures are you demanding from the 
Europeans? 
Aa The measures are what we're talking about now and 


when there is something to announce, it'll be announced. 


Q Chuck, has Syria responded to your invitation 
yesterday to repeat its pledge to assist the U.S. in securing 
the release of the American hostages in Lebanon? 


a I don't have anything by way of a response. 


Q C ick, the Department posted last Friday an 
answer to a question about Meir Kahane and said that the 
Immigration and Naturalization issued the document for him -- 
identification card, or something like that -- to enter the 
country for the purpose of the hearing about his expatriating 
himself and, you know, the whole story 
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I'm asking about, does the document which was issued 
to Meir Kahane allow him or permit him to engage in 
fund-raising activities or public appearances such as his 
November 12 breakfast at the National Press Club? 


a That's really a little bit outside of our domain 
here. I'd invite you to talk to INS, the agency who actually 
controls that process. 


Q But was this document also issued by the 
recommendation or the consultation of the State Department, 
since he was stripped of his citizenship by the State 
Department decision? 


a I'm sure there's a Department of State role, but 
I can't help you on the technicalities of who does what to whom. 


Q In a story from Moscow today, Gennadi Gerasimov 
was reported as saying that Mr. Shultz and Mr. Shevardnadze 
should try to revive discussions begun at the Iceland Summit 
when they meet in Vienna next week. [s that specifically the 
U.S. position, that we will, in this meeting with Mr. 
Shevardnadze, that we will revive those talks and begin 
discussing the arms control matters? 


a I don't want to set down an agenda for you as to 
exactly what would be discussed and what wouldn't be discussed 


The Secretary has said any number of times since 
Reykjavik that we're prepared to push ahead now to try to 
consolidate the kinds of things that were talked about at 
Reykjavik. That's why, for example, we're putting on the table 
in Geneva the proposals in the arms control area. So [ think 
if, in fact, Mr. Gerasimov's words are another way of saying 
the same thing, then [ suppose we're in agreement. 


Q Do you know of a divided family which is being 
reunited today? Oo you see any trend in the Soviets beginning 
to allow more of those to happen? 


a To call it a trend, [I think, would be more than I 
am prepared to do at this point. We've seen a sprinkling of 
cases here and there in which there has been action. But [I'll 
continue to keep an eye on that if there is anything more 
substantive to report. 


Q But you are aware of the thing that's happening 
today, the guy getting out today? 
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a Only indirectly. 


Q Do you have anything on the Hasenfus trial, with 
specific reference to Griffin Bell and his list of 19 
Nicaraguans imprisoned in the U.S. and his talk of a swap for 
Hasenfus? 


a The idea of a prisoner exchange is a proposal of 
Judge Bell. The U.S. Government is not involved in this idea. 
In fact, we know only what we've seen reported in the press 
concerning that idea. 


Q Do you have anything on -- 


Q ['m sorry, [ didn't hear. Did you say you're not 
in favor of this idea? 


2) I didn't say that. I said we're not involved in 
this idea. 


Q Do you have anything on new reported arms 
shipments by the Soviets into Nicaragua? 


) We know that the Sandinistas recently received 
six new MI-25 Hind helicopter gunships. This doubles the fleet 
of MI-25s in Nicaragua. The Sandinistas have a larger fleet of 
MI-8, MI-17 HIP helicopters which also have strong fire power 
and can be used effectively as gunships. 


We urge the Sandinista government to respond 
positively to the call of the United Nicaraguan Opposition for 
a dialogue based on the principles enunciated last January by 
the six opposition political parties 


As you may know, yesterday the forces of the United 
Nicaraguan Opposition observed a unilateral ceasefire in 
response to the Pope's call for a day of peace and prayer. 


Q Are these shipments seen as upping the ante, as 
one person put it, for the $100 million that's going down there?’ 


A Over the past several years, we've seen a 
continuing flow of arms, supplies of all kinds going into 
Nicaragua, even when there was no support for the Democratic 
Resistance, so that the fact we see more of it now really isn't 
anything new. It simply highlights the fact that the 
Sandinistas continue to accumulate really massive amounts of 
firepower, which seems to indicate, as we've said all along, 
that their goal in all this is to crush the opposition in the 
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end, rather than to address through dialogue the problems that 
have led so many of these Nicaraguans to take up arms against 
the regime. 


Q Chuck, can I just try to tidy something up on the 
Hasenfus thing? You said the U.S. Government was not involved 
in that idea. 


Does the U.S. Government favor the idea. or would it 
look favorably upon a government-to-government discussion of 
such a swap, as opposed to a private discussion? 


a No, [ don't have anything beyond that. That idea 
is Judge Bell's idea, and we haven't been involved in it. 
That's where it stands. 


Q And in that connection, do you have anything to 
say about Judge Bell's appearing to engage in negotiations, or 
to attempt to engage in negotiations on a foreign policy 
matter? Or do you not consider it a foreign policy matter? As 
a private individual. 


rs) No, I don't have any comment on that. 


Q [t is not your idea, but are you willing -- is 
there any possibility of discussing this with Judge Bell? if 
he were to come back, would you be willing to talk to him about 
it? 


A . I'll leave it where I left it. 


Q Could [ just ask you a quick follow-up on this? 
Now that Congress has actually okayed the moneys, and it's 
about time that they become allocated for the contras, there 
have been several officials who have said that, you know, 
training actually could begin here in the United States. Does 
this have any impact on the Neutrality Act? Are we able to 
train fellows who are trying to overthrow a government with 
which we still have regular diplomatic relations? 


I know it's a persistent question that comes up. 


a I'd simply invite you to read the law, which was 
passed by the Congress, and that everything that is done in 
implementing that law will be done legally 


Q Chuck, going back to the Judge Bell thing, do you 
accept the premise of the original question which is that there 
are 19 Nicaraguan prisoners in US. jails? 
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a I don't accept any premises. I said that all 1 
knew about it was from press reports. 


Q Do you know what the difference is between MI-24s 
and MI-25s? They were getting MI-24s, and now all of a sudden 
you're calling them 25s. 


A There are several kinds of helicopters in play, 
but if you want to know which ones do what, we'll have to look 
into that. 


Q Any reaction to the bombings in Puerto Rico, and 
any comment on whether or not we do indeed intend to train 
contras in Puerto Rico? 


a Nothing on that. 


Q Do you have anything there on this Natural 
Resources Defense Council exchange with the Soviets on 
monitoring nuclear tests -- what may be the current state of 
play as to who is going to monitor what and where? The story, 
they're going to come here, they aren't going to come. I'm not 
clear on it myself. That's why [I'm asking. 


a You know that the original proposition as we 
described it was that we agreed to provide visas to the Soviet 
scientists for their entire requested itinerary if they came to 
the U.S. in an official capacity and agreed to accept the 
President's invitation to visit the Nevada test site and 
monitor a nuclear test. I[f they decided to visit in a private 
capacity, their visas would be restricted to four locations, 
which are part of their requested itinerary, specifically New 
York City, Washington, 0. C., Dallas, and San Diego. 


Apparently, the Soviets have decided to come in the 
private capacity, so I would express our disappointment that 
the Soviet scientists have deciined our invitation to visit the 
U.S. in an official capacity. We said before that such issues 
with such strong national security implications as nuclear 
testing can only be resolved in a government-to-government 
context. 


Q Speaking of that, is one of your goals at the 
Geneva negotiations, in which the negotiators are going back 
under new instructions, to go ahead and follow through on the 
nuclear testing agreement that was almost reached in Reykjavik? 


a That's clearly one of the questions we're going 
to be following up. Exactly when and where that's done -- I 
really can't answer that question as I'd like to. Obviously, 
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one of the places that's going to be taken up is when the 
nuclear testing experts meet again, which [ described as 
starting November 13 in Geneva. I think that's the more 
appropriate forum for that particular question. 


Q How about the question of laboratory testing of 
SOI? Is that something you're going to specifically follow up 
on in Geneva? 


a That's the kind of question that falls within the 
purview of the negotiations at Geneva. 


Q Your statement earlier said that the American 
negotiators would be putting back on the table the proposals 
the President had made in Reykjavik. Will they be also either 
clarifying or in some way responding to Soviet questions on 
proposals the President may have agreed to in Reykjavik, as 
opposed to those he made? 


i) In the end, there was nothing agreed to, Ralph, 
so I'm not sure if you're trying to imply that there were 
things agreed to that you don't know about. So I don't see 
where that question is coming from. 


We have described the kinds of proposals we had on the 
table at Reykjavik. Those are the kind of proposals we're 
going back to in Geneva. 


Q What are the issues likely to be raised in the 
Vienna talks: between Mr. Shultz and Mr. Shevardnadze? Is it 
again going to be a sort of mini-summit? 


a The standard answer to that is that we cover all 
four areas of the agenda. 


Q But will there be a discussion on the next 
U.S.-Soviet summit between the two Foreign Minislers? 


a Beyond that, I'm not going to predict what may 
come up. 


Q Chuck, the Israeli Prime Minister, Mr. Shamir, 
this morning on ABC, when he was asked about the peace process 
and agreement reached between Mr. Mubarak and his predecessor, 
Mr. Peres, about an international conference, or whatever you 
want to call it, for peace -- he did not reject the idea, and 
he said it will not be a point of contention between him and 
his predecessor. 


Do you have any comment on that readiness on the part 
of Mr. Shamir to consider that thittg possibly in the future? 








-14- Tuesday, 
10/28/86 


a No. 


Q Because the Soviets have a different view of what 


President Reagan agreed to at Reykjavik, does that now create 
an additional and more difficult obstacle to making progress? 


a [ answered that same question yesterday. [I go 
back to what I said in response to Ralph's question, that as 
you all know, at the end of the Reykjavik meeting, there were 
in fact no agreements. We had some positions on the table. I 
think those positions are understood by the Soviets, and as a 
consequence, when we say we'd like to consolidate the gains 
that were made at Reykjavik, those are gains that were made in 
any number of areas which have been outlined by Secretary 
Shultz and by others who have spoken. 


Q Kenneth Adelman is quoted as saying that the 
Soviets so far have not been discussing seriously the results 
of Reykjavik with us at Geneva. Can you elaborate on that at 
all? 


a No, I can't. 
One question in the back. Liz? 


Q This morning in Washington, the Mozambique 
resistance launched a campaign to get American support that 
would be similar to the support we give to UNITA. Is there any 
reaction to this? And what will be the policy towards the new 
government in Mozambique?’ 


a No, I don't have anything on that particular 
question. And concerning policy toward the new government in 
Mozambique, you know what our policy is concerning Mozambique 
My presumption is that that policy continues to apply. 


Q Thank you 
(The briefing concluded at 12°53 PM.) 
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“uestion taken at the October 2F, 13&6 cailv ~ress briefirr: 


“s POPY AY! 


NICARAGUA: SOVIET ECLICOP TESS 


Do you know what the difference is between MI-24s and 
MI-25s? They were getting MI-24s, and now all of a sudden 
you're calling them MI-25s. 





The MI-25 is generically the same aircraft as the MI-24, 
but is classified differently because it is an export 
version that was put into production after the initial 
production of the MI-24. The terms are often used 


interchangeably. 


the helicopters that accived in Nicaragua recently are 
MI-25s. These will be added to the six confirmed “I-25s in 


Nicacagua now. 
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MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
One announcement: Assistant Secretary Chester Crocker departed 
the United States for Europe and East Africa on Tuesday, 
October 28. After brief consultations in Paris and London, he 
will visit Sudan, Kenya, and Somalia, and will return to the 
U.S. in about ten days. 


Now, in Paris today, he met with Jonas Savimbi. This 
was part of a series of ongoing U.S.-UNITA contacts. They 
discussed the full range of issues in southern Africa, 
including the situation in Angola. With regard to Angola, they 
agreed on the importance of a withdrawal of all foreign forces 
from Angola and the beginning of a process of reconciliation 
among all Angolans. 


They agreed that the tragic death of President Machel 
of Mozambique -- that in that, Africa had lost a great ieader. 
On South Africa, they agreed on the need for an early peaceful 
end to apartheid and the revival of reform and begiiming of 
serious negotiations involving all South Africans. And 
finally, Savimbi and Crocker discussed President Reagan's 
efforts to press Moscow to play a positive role in the 
resolution of regional problems, including in Angola. 


Q What about the purpose of his visit to Sudan and 
Somalia? You haven't mentioned anything 


a Concerning the Sudan, he'll travel there to 
Follow up on discussions held during Prime Minister Sadiq al 
Mahdi's trip to this country last month Naturally, the food 
crisis and the war in southern Sudan, as well as economic 
questions, will figure prominently in those discussions. Mr. 
Crocker will stress, as we have for months, the urgent need to 
find a solution to the fighting in Sudan, and to insure that 
food-scarce areas receive adequate food and emergency supplies. 


I don't have anything specifically concerning Kenya 
and Somalia. 
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Q The Secretary said -- [ don't know, two months 
ago now or more -- that he intended or is willing to meet with 
Mr. Tambo. That meeting seems -- Whatever happened to that? 


Is Mr. Crocker going to do that? Does Mr. tihultz still intend 
to do that? 


a No, the Secretary said that; he certainly intends 
to do that. [t has not yet been arranged. We do continue to 
have contacts with the ANC. Our Ambassador in Lusaka has had 


contacts. 


Q You mean the one that you announced, I quess? 


a Yes, but he has had further contact since then. 
And we've had contacts with ANC people in other capitals as 


well through Embassy personnel. 


Q What about Mr. Crocker, is he going to have any 
contact on his trip? 

A I don't believe that's on his agenda. 

Q [t's not on the agenda. 

Q There was an article -- I think it was in 
yesterday's Washington Times -- suggesting that these alarmist 





reports of two million lives at risk in southern Sudan, which I 
believe Mr. McPherson was talking about not too long ago, that 
these reports are exaggerated and that the reporter who visited 
southern Sudan said, in effect, that everything is fine. 


a I don't have an up-to-date report on that, but we 
can ask for one. 


Q Chuck, can we go back to your statement yesterday 
pertaining to Syria? 

Q Can we stay on this for just a second, Semaan? 

Q Surely. 


Q What is the status of U.S. aid to UNITA? 


3) There's been no change there. We've always said 
that our aid -- I believe the words are “effective and 
appropriate"; “whatever may be effective and appropriate." 


Q You won't be any more specific than that? 
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4 No. 
Q Did Crocker discuss that with Savimbi, any 
specifics? 
4 The readout I have is what we got from Paris 


today, and that's all [ have right now. 


Q I don't have the exact wording of your statement 
yesterday calling on unified stand or positions to send a clear 
signal or strong signal to Syria to end its support of 
international terrorism. Can you clarify that? Does it mean 
that the United States does not believe Syria is involved in 
terrorism? 


Aa That the United States does not believe that 
Syria is involved in terrorism? 


Q That's my question. 


a First, they've been on our terrorist list for [ 
don't know how many years now. 


Q But do you - 


Secondly, as Sir Geoffrey Howe said when he was 
presenting the case, [ believe before the British Parliament -- 


Q . Yes. 

is) -- that there was conclusive evidence of Syrian 
involvement, or official Syrian involvement -- ['d have to 
check the words for you -- in the Hindawi affair. We certainly 


agree with that. 


Q But your statement spoke of support of 
international terrorism. [That's different From being involved 
in terrorism, isn't it? 


a I'm not going to try to parse those kind of 
nuances for you. [ think the thrust of our statement and our 
concern has been very clear. 


Q Chuck, is this the first time that Syria has been 
caught with the “smoked gun"? 


a L'm not in a position to answer that question in 
that sense. ['d refer you to what [ just said, in away -- 
Syria has been on our list for any number of years for some 
very good reasons. 
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Q This is why ['m asking, because you said that 
Syria has been on the terrorist, states supporting terrorism, 
for many years. When you are saying that this is -- now you 


have definite evidence that Syria was behind the London 
affair. So it was on the list for many years without having a 
"smoked gun"? 


2) No, that's not necessarily the case. There is an 
analysis done in the case of countries which ultimately appear 
on that list. The information has been such that Syria has 
appeared on that list. [n connection with the Hindawi affair, 
we're talking about yet another case, and I have made some 
statements in reference to that specific case as well. 


Q Chuck, two days ago you declined to say that 
Syria was -- that the U.S. believed Syria was directly -- the 
Syrian Government was directly involved in the Hindawi case. 
Today you say that you agree with Sir Geoffrey Howe's 
conclusion that there was official Syrian involvement in that 
case. Is that correct? 


a I could get the words for you -- I don't have 
them with me today -- as to what Sir Geoffrey said, but we 
certainly agree with that. 


Q In other words, you've looked at all the evidence 
again, and you've come up with the same conclusion as the 
British, that there was no question that the Syrian Government 
was directly involved in that activun? 


a Excuse me? 
Q On the Hindawi affair, have you -- 
a I don't believe -- you're now, in phrasing your 


question, putting in other conclusions and that L'm not 
prepared to accept, no. 


Q Well, -- 
“1 I'm prepared to stick with what I said 


[If somebody (to staff) wants to get that piece of 
paper from yesterday, I'll read it to you 
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Q In light of your agreement with the conclusive 


evidence against Syria, are you going to be taking any 
additional steps against Syria, or that's -- 


A I've gone through that for the last two days, and 
that's where it stands now. 

Q Before there was no agreement on conclusive 
evidence. 

A I would have said that on Friday, Saturday, 


Sunday, Monday, or Tuesday, so there's nothing new. 


Q Is the U.S. calling on private organizations to 
stop aiding Contras now that U.S. Government aid is resuming? 
Apparently, there is a story to that effect on the wire. 


A We said something concerning that question from 
the podium a week or two ago, with the prospect of official 
Contra aid becoming available again, and [ don't have anything 
that would take it beyond that. 


Q Chuck, is it possible to know when exactly Syria 
was put on the terrorist list? 


a Sure. 
Q What was the occasion? 
a You can check with the Press Office 


- MORE- 
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Q Do you have any further information about the 
extent of the military buildup in Nicaragua and whether that 
will -- is likely to lead to a more intensive conflict in the 
future and perhaps require us to provide a more lethal kind of 
military aid than we have up to this point? 


A The briefing that was given at the Pentagon 
yesterday was as definitive as anything [ could do. [I spoke 
yesterday as well to some of the implications of that buildup, 
and [ don't have anything beyond that. 


(Staff hands paper to Mr. Redman) 


What Sir Geoffrey Howe said before the British 
Parliament on Friday: “There is conclusive evidence of Syrian 
official involvement with Hindawi." [ said we agreed with 
that, and that was the premise, in fact, of the White House 
statement that was issued last Friday. 


Q Do you know anything -- according to -- about 
reports in France from Le Monde that the French Government has 
reached some kind of truce, with the help of Syria and Algeria, 
with the terrorists who are committing the bombings, and it has 
something to do with a favorable outcome to the trial of 
Abdallah? Do you know anything about this? 


a No. Can't help you on that one 


Q Do you have any comment on the Pakistanis saying 
maybe it's Lebanese that are involved, not Libya? 


a With which case? 


Q On the attack on the American airline 
a In Karachi? 

Q Yes. 

i) Pakistani officials are continuing the 


investigation into the hijacking. We continue to keep in close 
touch with them. Neither the United States nor to our 
knowledge the Government of Pakistan has reached any definitive 
conclusions about the responsible group or possible involvement 
by @ government. And, as a consequence, ['ll leave it with 
that. 
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Q Any decisions, Chuck, on staffing of the U.S. 
Embassy and Consulate in Moscow and Leningrad? 


“ Let me give you what [ have. We're currently 
exploring several options to change our operations in the 
U.S.S.R. to take account of the Soviet decision to withdraw all 
local employees. 


Plans are being developed to reduce the number of 
substantive officers and staff we employ in Moscow and 
Leningrad to free positions for new American support personnel 


We've not yet determined the number of support staff 
that we will need or precisely how these new workers will be 
recruited. [t will, however, be less than a one-for-one 
replacement. 


We're formulating our plans carefully, so that we may 
streamline our operations and maintain the maximum number of 
substantive officers and staff possible in the U.S.S.R. 


And I might just add that our Embassy in Moscow is 
coping effectively and with good morale to the challenge of 
operating without Soviet employees. 


Q What about on cutting off the six or so American 
workers at the Soviet Embassy? What is the legal -- have you 
established that there is a way to do that? They have 
contracts, I've read. 


a I mentioned that -- I guess, earlier in the week 
-~- we have clear statutory authority to prohibit the Soviets 
from locally engaging employees That authority is found in 
the Foreign Missions Act which authorizes the Secretary to 
require a foreign mission to forego the acceptance or use of 
any benefit. There is some more legal terminology that would 
be applicable, but there's no legal question 


As to the status of it then, again, as [ said, we're 
working that process through. 


Q Would the Soviet* be open to a lawsuit for 
terminating employment of people with whom they have work 
contracts, do you know, or do you - 


A That one, I can't help you 
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Q Chuck, take you back one notch: how many 
substantive officer at the Embassy in Moscow will be affected? 


a At this point [ said we're still trying !v «ake 
that determination. We're trying to maintain the maximum 
number - 


Q No. I heard that. 
-- but until -- 
Q But you don't have a number? 
A 4 decision hasn't been made yet, Marvin. 


Q Chuck, do you have anything on the piece by Jack 
Anderson that the recent bombings in France or in Paris were 
carried out by the Armenian Liberation Front? 


a No, I don't. 


Q Chuck, coming back to the Moscow thing for a 
second, and perhaps [ missed this last week, did you ever give 
a number for the number of non-substantive Soviet citizens -- 
not the number that -- well, not a number of reductions, but 
the number who will no longer be permitted to work for the 
Embassy? Was that number ever given? 


A You're talking about in Moscow? 
Q In Moscow. ['m sorry. Moscow and Leningrad. 
a I don't think we had any reason to quarrel with 


the numbers that were provided at that time by the Soviets, 
which was in the vicinity of 260 


Q Has there ever been any information developed on 
the temporary visa thing? Do you have a better idea of how 
many Americans came and went involved in construction, for 
example, and has the noose now tightened so that our 
construction workers are not able to go back and forth? And 
how have we responded to them on this? 


a Let me take a look as to how that's playing out 
in terms of the construction project 


Q Do you have anything on the circumstances of 
Griffin Bell's departure or planned departure from Nicaragua’ 


BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
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a What do you mean in terms of “circumstances”? 


Q Well, apparently he was pretty angry that he 
couldn't get to see his client. I thought you might have some 
observations about the case. 


i) What I know about Judge Bell is that he was 
allowed some two minutes with Mr. Hasenfus in the presence of 
cameras. Apparently this was a photo op. (Laughter) He has 
described Sandinista refusal to allow him access to his client 
as a moral outrage. 


The issue, as far as we're concerned, is that Hasenfus 
receive fair and equitable treatment. He's a private American 
citizen on trial before a Communist tribunal. He's entitled to 
due process. 


Clearly, the Sandinistas are not interested in 
justice. They're interested in mounting a show trial. They're 
denying Mr. Hasenfus due process, just as they have denied 
reasonable consular access, and as they've denied him the 
opportunity to consult adequately with his attorneys, as the 
case of Judge Bell demonstrates 


-- MORE -- 
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Do you know who these 19 Nicaraguans are that he was 
talking about who are in jail in this country? 


a I said yesterday that that proposal was one in 
which we're not involved We've received no proposal. It's an 
initiative of Judge Bell. ‘ don't have any information on who 
those Nicaraguan prisoner: .r*. 


Q Is he being denied due process under their law, 
or our understanding of due process in our country? 


As I understand it, they're operating within the 
confines of their law and they're doing it the way that they do 
it, which is perfectly legal 


a The answer may well be both This particular 
tribunal that's being used is one that was created for 
political offenses. These are not legal justices who sit in 
judgment but rather political ‘yspes 


Q But it's part of their legal system; right? 


a You may argue that it's part of their legal 
system. I think a few would argue with the fact that these are 
basically show trials - 


Q Oh, absolutely 


a -- for political purposes, and that there are 
other aspects of their legal system which are far more serious, 
one would hope 


Q How about the international law? What does 
international law say about such a case’? [ think this is the 
point It's not yours or theirs 


i) I'm not sure that that is the case What we 
insist upon is fair and equitable treatment for American 
citizens who are imprisoned abroad. That is the case here; 
that's the case wherever Americans are arrested and imprisoned 
around the world. 


Q The U.S. wouldn't consider going to the World 
Court, or anything with regard to Nicaragua, would it, over 
this issue? (Laughter) 


i) Is that a@ serious question, Ralph? I know you're 


Q That's a serious question 


a Sorry 
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Q Is there any review being Given to the idea of 
retaining Siplomatic relations with Nicaragua in view of a} 
that? 


= I don't have anything beyong what you've been 
given in the Past on that 


Q Back to Syria, if | May Have you received any 
Presentation or any idea from the Arab 9overnments which you 
have relations with about your Decision to Withdraw your 
Ambassador From Damascus? 


into the mature of those exchanges 


Q On the Philippines — have you been in touch with 
anybody in the Cabinet there and Suggested that they show more 
loyalty to the Aquino government? 


i) [ don't have anything in response to that 
specific guestion. But Since you're talking about the 
Philippines. I did indicate several days 490 that us. Support 
for President Aquino's government is Complete and unequivocal 


mandate from the: Filipino People. Secondly, she has used that 
mandate to embark on a well-defined Program to restore 
democratic institutions. economic Prosperity, and National 

ty. 


We are Strongly of the view that the Aquino government 
Offers the best hope for Carrying out « retorm Strategy which 
Will result ina Stable. Gemocratic. and prosperous Philippines 


Also, we believe that the Aquino government and the 
Filipino People h | 
effective Program for Gealing with the threat of the Communist 


Q Chuck, the Defense Minister has apparently issued 
@ statement there warning Foreign governments not 1,, inlerfere 
in interna] Filipino affairs Do you regard this Statement you 
just made @$ avoiding that Stricture, or . 
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4 Certainly not. 


Q On the Soviet-American -- do you have anything 
further you can tell us now about Secretary Shultz's schedule 
in Vienna and a meeting with Soviet Foreign Minister 


Shevardnadze -- beyond where you went yesterday? 
o You know where I was yesterday? 
Q Right. 
Oo l'm in one of my stay-tuned modes, and you might 


want to stay in touch with the White House traveling party 
during the course of the afternoon. 


Q They have to announce a Shultz-Shevardnadze 
meeting? 

Q They're going to announce it? (Laughter) 

Q You lost a big one there. 

Q New subject Do you have any comment on -- 


Q The New York Times said this morning you're a 
“high profile spokesman “ (Laughter) 





Q Do you have any comment on -- 
Aa . There are still people that outrank me, George 
Q Do you have any comment on General Secretary 


Gorbachev's remark reported yesterday from Bulgaria which 
repeated the statement that the Reykjavik arms control package 
is @ package, an inseparable package’ Any comment on the 
status of that? 


a No, I don't. Those are the kinds of things that 
ought to be discussed at Geneva; that ought to be discussed 
when Foreign Ministers get together 


Q If. (Laughter) 


Q Any new proposals going to be offered at the CSCE 
talks on better compliance or better monitoring of the 
agreement, or anything like that? 


a [ gave you 4 rundown yesterday on what we expect 
in the CSCE follow-up meeting when I announced the Secretary's 
trip yesterday. Don't have anything beyond that 


Q Thank you 
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Q Sorry. 
4 One more Suestion 
Q Back to SOuthern Africa. The Zambian President. 


Kaunda. Said today that he had direct evidence linking South 
Africa to the death of Samora Machel o6 you have anything on 
that. and can you just reiterate the Administration's POSition 


“ We don't have any evidence On that 
Q Will you be sending a team to analyze the 
recorder tape that the South Africans were calling for — the 


The South African Government. @S you saw, I think 
From their own announcement. had requested us to consider ihat 
POSSibility, and we're looking into it, but I don't have an 


(Press briefing concluded at 19> IS pm) 














Posted: October 29, 1986 
TAKEN CUESTION 


Question taken at the October 29, 1986 daily oress briefinc: 


SUDAN: FOOD CRISIS 





Q: There was an article I believe in yesterday's Washington 
Times suggesting that these alarmist reports 2 million 
lives at risk in southern Sudan, which I believe Mr. 
McPherson was talking about not too long ago, that these 
reports have exaggerated and there was the report of a 
visitor to southern Sudan who said everything is fine. 


A. NEEDS PROJECTIONS POR THOSE AT RISK IN THE SOUTHERN SUDAN 


USE THE BEST AVAILABLE INFORMATION AND A WORSE CASE SCENARIO. 
WHILE SATELLITE AND OTHER DATA SUGGEST THAT RECENT RAINPALL HAS 
BEEN ADEQUATE THROUGHOUT MUCH OF THE AREA, POOD SHORTAGES ARé 
ATTRIBUTED AS MUCH TO DISLOCATION ON ACCOUNT OF WAR AS TO 
WEATHER. DEFINITIVE INFORMATION INCLUDING SYSTEMATIC ON SITE 
SURVEYS HAVE PROVEN IMPOSSIBLE OVE TO THE PIGHTING. EVEN 
THOUGH WE ARE ENCOURAGED BY REPORTS THAT THE CRISIS HAS NOT 
REACHED WORSE CASE DIMENSIONS, WE CONTINUE TO BE CONCERNED 7[HA> 


POOD IS NOT REACHING THOSE IN NEED AND WE ARE RE-DOUBLING 


EPPORTS TO SEE THAT FOOD MOVE UNIMPEDED. 
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(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
Several announcements First the Department of State is 
releasing today “Foreign Relations of the United States, 
1952-1954, Volume 7, Germany and Austria “ The press release 
and a summary prepared by the Office of the Historian are 
available in the Press Office Ordering information is 
included in the press release Copies of the volume are 
available for reading and consultation in both the Office of 
Press Relations and the Office of the Historian. 


Today at 2:00 P M the Defense Department will hold a 
press briefing on the withdrawal of Soviet troops From 
Afghanistan. The briefing will be ON THE RECORD and will be 
conducted by Lt. General Leonard Perroots, head of the Defense 
Intelligence Agency. That will be done in Room 2€781 at the 
Pentagon. 


Under Secretary of State for Economic affairs Allen 
Wallis and Japanese Deputy Foreign Minister Reishi Teshima 
will hold a press conference at 430 pm Friday, October 31 
here in this briefing room Briefing will cover the results of 
the semi-annual U S -Japan economic sub-Cabinet consultations 
which are being held at the Department October 30-31. These 
consultations are the most senior level, reqularly-scheduled 
discussions: on trade and economic issues between the U.S. and 
Japan. The consultations are attended by Under Secretary-level 
officials From the Departments of State, [freasury, Commerce, 
Agriculture, Energy, Labor, Office of the US Trade 
Representative, and their Japanese counterparts That's 
tomorrow, 4.30, here 


And finallly, just to let you know that Under 
Secretary Armacost has been, this week -- and still is -- on an 
orientation visit to Central America in connection with the 
State Department's Congressionally-mandated role in managing 
assistance provided to the Nicaraguan democratic resistance 
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Under Secretary Armacost has visited Panama where he met with 
President Delvalle, and Costa Rica where he met with President 
Arias. Today he's in Honduras. where he has met with President 
Azcona. He'll also be visiting tl Salvador and Guatemala 
before returning to the U S 


That's all [ have 
Q He won't visit Nicaragua? 
a No. 


On that, there's a report that the United States 
has decided to set up training camps on two islands off the 
Honduran Coast -- El Tigre is one Do you know anything about 
that? 


a No As a general rule, as I said earlier this 
week, on operational aspects such as that, [ don't think [ will 
often have much to say. so the answer is “no comment." 


Q Will the government have much to say on that as 
we go along, or will the government, by and large, not be 
telling us operational details of how we're spending the money’ 


a It depends exactly what you define as operational 
details; but as [ said earlier, there are arrangements set up 
so that the Congress will be kept fully ainformea of all of 
those kind of details - 


Q Congress 


a -- because of the nature of the program and to be 
effective, there will be certain details that we obviously 
won't be talking about publicly 


Q Is one of the objectives of Mr Armacost's trip 
to find a place where to train the contras’ 


a [ billed this as an orientation trip. [t's his 
first trip to the region He 1s, of course, one of the key 
figures in this building, and he'll be one of the people 
involved in this Congressionally-mandated program 


Q Just out of curiosity, how 1s it possible to have 
him oversee the program of how the money 158 spent on contra 
operations if he doesn't actually visit the place where the 
contra operations take place? And it's not a facetious 
question. [ mean (inaudible) - 
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a First of all, let me just say two things First, 
you say “for him to oversee “ 


Q [ thought that .-- 


- I'm not saying that he 1s the overseer; I'm 
saying he is one of the people who will be involved in that 
obviously because of his position in this building -- first 


point. Second point, ['d limit my remarks simply to what the 
Department of State 15 responsible for, which 1s providing 
policy guidance, coordination of supervision for all activities 
relating to this Congressionally-approved assistance 


Q O.«K But basically, you don't want to answer the 
question. 

a It will be done effectively and professionally. 
Ralph. 

Q But not in Nicaragua 


fe) And to the where, the how, and all of that. [ 
just can't take you any further 


Q Well, then, the supervision of it, the 
supervision of it 


a I gave you the State Department role That's the 
best [ can do 


Q Are we going to have people in place wherever the 
contras are located to supervise the final stages of Lhe 
distribution’? 

“ I can't give you any of those kind of details 

Q [s that it for the announcements, Chuck? 

4 That's it 

Q How about -- do you Nave anything on the 
Falklands, the British decision to set up an exclusionary zone. 
and the Argentine reaction? 

“ We have just received a text of the British 


Declaration, and we are studying it Theretore, we are unable 
to comment on the substance at this time But from our quick 
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reading, we would note that while a 200-mile fishing 
conservation zone is declared. the 8ritish have made clear 
their intention to actively enforce a 150-mile zone which is 
co-terminous with the previously-declared exclusion zone. 


The British have also made it clear that this is an 
interim arrangement and that they are open to making other 
bilateral or multilateral arrangements before or after 
vot of the fishing conservation zone begins on February 


We would hope that Argentina and the U K could work 
out arrangements, either on a bilateral or a multilateral basis 
to resolve this dispute 


In response, | guess, to another element in your 
question about tensions in the area, my brief answer to that 
would be that we have no reason to believe that hostilities are 
imminent or Likely. 


Q Generally speaking, though, do we have any, does 
the U.S. have any position on this type of exclusionary zone, 
on the establishment thereof? 


a Only to say that it is legitimate for a state to 
claim a fishing zone of up to 200 miles off the coast of its 
territory. Our position has Been that we du not take a 
position on the sovereignty dispute between the U K. and 
Argentina, and that we urge that it be resolved by peaceful 


means. 
Matt? 


Q Mexican officials say tat General Secretary 
Gorbachev is going to visit Mexico and @ few other latin 
American countries The President of Mexico himself, IL think 
said this two months ago Do you have any comment on it? 


a No, I don't 


Q No. 


Q What have you got for us on Kurt Waldheim's new 
memory? 


a Nothing 


Q The State Department is not reconsidering how 
it's going to have to deal with Mr. Waldheim if he decides to 
visit the United States’ 


ry ’ ‘Pel pms 
, TMA E 
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a You're aware that there have been investigations 
based on those statutory requirements underway at State and 
Justice. That continues to be the case [ saw some commentary 
by the Attorney Genera] this morning which went to that 
question. 


Q Did the State Department have in its archives 
anything that remotely related to the new disclosures? 


a I simply can't answer that question Obviously. 
all the information that's relative to the case would be 
factored into the investigatiun 


Q When do you expect that the State Department will 
have a judgment as to the statutes and their application to 
Waldheim's case? 


a As I've said before, I can't predict 

Q Chuck, can you tell us again please what the 
Secretary's plans are with regard to meeting Waldheim in Vienna’ 

a [ answered that question two days ago, [ 
believe His schedule has not changed significantly. as I know 
it now. 

Q Has he been invited to such a meting? 

a [ don't know of anything concerning any meetings 
He's going to be seeing his counterpart. the Austrian Foreign 
Minister 

Q The Secretary did meet with the Austrian 
President on his last two visits to Vienna ls there any 


reason why he wouldn't do so this time’ 


a [I've simply given you the itinerary for this 
particular trip. and I can't take it beyond that 


Q Chuck, when the US Secretary of State travels 
and he visits a foreign country, if the sovereign, if the head 
of state invites him to 4 visit, he normally goes, doesn't he’ 


“ You're asking the sort of questions very broadly 
based [I'm addressing the question of this trip, and I['ve 
Given that answer, and that's all I have 


BrSi COPY AVAILADL 
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Q Let me refine the question for you 


“ You can refine the question, but you're not going 
to get any refined answer 


(Laughter) 
Q If Waldheim, the President of Austria, invites 


Shultz, Secretary of State, to meet with him, how will the 
Secretary respond? 


a Hypothetical question 
Ann. 
Q New subject. unless anybody wants to -- 


Following up on my question yesterday, reports 
continue out of France that a deal has been arranged between 
the French and the Syrians on dealing with the terrorist 
attacks and Abdallah -- I'm sure you're familiar with them 
Do you have any comment on this kind of deal? 


i) No, I don't And I'd refer you, obviously, to 
the French Government 


On the broader issue regarding Syria, I would like to 
add that we welcome the French statements on halting arms sales 
to Syria. We also welcome the recent steps taken by the 
Federal Republic of Germany, including the announcement that 
the FRG would delay replacing its Ambassador to Syria pending 
the outcome of the trial of those accused in the bombing of |''e 
Arab-German Friendship Society in west Berlin last March 


We similarly welcome and support the call by the 
Airline Pilots Association for a boycott of Syrian and Libyan 
airports. We share the concern for Syrian support for 
terrorist acts against civil aviation that prompted this move 
We believe it's important to send a clear message to Syria to 
abandon its support for terrorism These steps are part of 
that process. 


v Is the US going to support (inaudible) -- 


Q -- take any action similar to those? 


Q -- (inaudible) France? 
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A [ said that we welcome and support the call by 
the Airline Pilots Association -- 

Q -- for boycott of Syrian air -- 

a For boycott of Syrian, Libyan airports. 

Q For one day 

Q Does the U S Government intend to take any steps 


similar to the ones it's welcoming by the French and German 
Governments today? 


a Concerning future US actions, I'll have to 
leave that where it's been for the last couple of days. 
Ambassador Bremer is in Bonn, I believe, today continuing his 
consultations. That's where we'll leave it He should be back 
the beginning of next week 


Q When will we be getting the Secretary's speeches 
tomorrow? 


os We're working on it, hope to have them But 
again, [ don't want to be too optimistic or pessimistic at this 
point. 


Q (Inaudible) 


Q When will that mean? 
) The speeches’? Tomorrow before he gives them 
Q You've often said that the United States has sent 


a clear and definite message to Syria on how we regard their 
alleged support for terrorism, but today AP reports that the 
Syrian Foreign Minister said. "lf the United States was 
convinced that Syria is responsible for the Hindawi attempt to 
bomb the El Al plane, the US. would have also broken off 
diplomatic relations with Syria The same applies for the 
European Community countries 


Do you have any response to that? 


a He's obviously free to make his judgments l 
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have spoken to that question and to the nature of our very 
serious concern, and that we snare the conclusions reached by 
the British in this case. as expressed by Sir Geoffrey Howe as 


{ quoted him yesterday 


John? 


- MORE - 
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Q To what extent will this subject of terrorism, 
and in particular the Syrian role in it. figure in the Shultz 
meeting with Shevardnadze next week? 


= As always. I don't want to construct a set of 
issues on an agenda that's going to be followed. We have the 
normal wide-ranging agenda that Foreign Ministers normally talk 
about. These are the kind of questions that can come up, but 
at this point, [I'm not in a position to say yes, no, and in 
what detail. [ just can't answer that now. 


Q Are the Space Cooperation talks over? 


“ [ believe thet they could still be continuing 
today We'll have to look into that 


Q Chuck, you've isolated one thing that the French 
have done You've welcomed the fact of the reported halting of 
arms shipments to Syria [Is that right? 


a The French announced that 


Q Okay The French have also said, one minister, 
that they are working in close cooperation with Syrian 
authorities to try to stop terrorism in France Do you know 
what could be the basis of that kind of close cooperation?’ 


a That's the kind of question obviously that has to 
go to the French Government 


Q Well. it seems valid for you as well, since 
you're making a point in support of the British, and the 
Bratish are saying that the Syria*s are involved in 
state-supported terrorism. Obviously. if you support it, you 
have the basis for the support, right’ What could be the basis 
for the supporting, or for the idea of close cooperation with 
the French and the Syrians’ 


Qa You'll have to talk to the French Government, 
Marvin 


Q Are you looking at reducing the number of the 
Syrian personnel here in the embassy?’ 


a I've said before that I'm not going to speculate 
on the kind of options that may be under consideration or acts 
that will finally be taken When there is something to 
announce, you'll know about it 
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Q Chuck, the French clearly do seem to be taking a 
different policy line in dealing with Syria As I understand. 
the Administration is trying to isolate Syria, have called for 
that, and the French are taking a totally different line, and 
seeking cooperation 


a But that's your interpretation of the line 
they're taking. ['m not in a position to confirm or deny 
that. French officials have, in fact, addressed themselves to 


that question, so ['m mot sure that it's all that clear-cut as 
you would have us believe by the way you phrased your question 


What [ have done is to inoicate what our concerns have 
been. The fact that we are consulting with the European allies 
-- [— welcomed in particular one move that the French have 
taken. I don't think there is anything inconsistent in all 
that. 


ann. 


Q The Syrians have also addressed the question, and 
they say they are working in close cooperation with the 
French. It seems rather coy of you not to have any comment at 
all on this - 


A Well, then, you ought to talk to the French 
Q -- potential for that kind of (inaudible) 
a You ought to talk to the French and the Syrians 


To the extent that there's anything to that story, you're going 
to have to address themselves to those two governments and | 
would say that those governments have spoken to it, and [ 
simply can't add anything to it 


Q Do you have a reactiun’ 
i) No, I don't 
Q You don't have anything 


Q You have a reaction for one thing the French did. 
but not for the other thing that the French did that we are 
choosing to ask about ls that -- 


a The other thing the French did, Ralph, has been 
widely reported, and in some cases denied by French Government 
spokesmen 
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What ['m talking about 1s something the French 
Government has announced as @ step that they have taken That 
kind of a question [ am prepared to address. ut ['m not 
prepared to address the kind of speculation the: goes on in the 
press or in other circles about what may or may not be fact 


Q You're setting up a straw man here. It is not 
speculation. the French, [ believe Interior Minister, was 
quoted in the papers today as saying that he's working on the 
basis of close cooperation with Syria. 


“ Have you seen other statements addressing the 
same issue by Denis Baudouin, spokesman for Prime Minister 
Chirac? 

Q Uh-huh 

a I'd refer you to those, as well. That's what I'm 


saying. [ can deal with certain Facts that have been 
announced, but I can't deal with the other kinds of stories 
that you're talking about, which are much more in the range of 
the uncertain. 


Q But you say uncertain and speculative. but these 
are direct quotes From a Minister of the French Government 


Aa And I'm telling you there are other spokesmen who 
have said different things [t's not For me to determine frum 
this podium. .what the French Government 16 doing or not doing, 
what it should do or should not do 


Q I'm not asking you for that ['m only asking - 


a Please go talk to the French if you think there 
1s some discrepancy 


Q You're setting up straw men now That's sally 
All we're asking is a reaction to a quote attributed to a 
French Government Minister 

a And my answer is very simple I have no reaction 


Q All right 


Q Do you have any reaction to the report that 
France and [ran have settled a long-outstanding dispute over 
a debt? 
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“ No reaction 


Q Chuck, the President said in his speech yesterday 
that the Soviets should not come to the table and sign 
agreements reached in Iceland What agreements was he talking 
about? 


a I noticed other White House people addressing 
that very question already in reports on that. 


+ ON BACKGROUND 


a and I can't do anything better than that We're 
talking about the kinds of things you know that were discussed 
at Iceland, the kinds of progress that was made on a number of 
very important issues, the kinds of things that we're now 
putting on the table in Geneva that Secretary Shultz is being 
asked to undertake at the request of the President. That's 
what we're talking about 


Q Chuck, [I'd like to remind you that several days 
ago, from this same podium, you said, and [ quote, “In the end, 
there were no agreements “ 


a And in that sense, “agreements” being agreements. 
something that somebody signed, agreed to 


What we're talking about here are things that were 
discussed, broad outlines -- the kinds of things that we're 
putting back on the table in Geneva 


Q So when is an agreement not an agreement? I 
mean, if it's agreed to, as the President said - 

a [ think you'll all agree that the English 
language is relatively flexible in that sense 

Matt? 

Q It's reported today that some sort of a warning 


to Defense Minister Enrile has been conveyed through diplomatic 
or other channels from the Reagan Administration Is that the 
case? 


a I don't have any comments specifically on that 
story. You know yesterday [ expressed our position of full 
support for the government of President Aquino That's been 
clearly stated then and before Our position has long been a 
part of the public record, both here and in the Philippines 
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. Do you have any comment on Ahmad Zaki Yamani 
joining the unemployment line? 

(Laughter) 

“ No, that's an internal matter of the Saudi 
Government. 


Q Going back to the Syria thing, how would you 
characterize the level of cooperation that the U.S. has with 
Syria on dealing with the hostages. for instance? 


How would you characterize that level of cooperation? 


4 I've been over that any number of times, and I 
just don't have anything that would help you beyond what I['ve 
said before 


Q You mean it hasn't changed? 


i We've said before that Syria is one of the 
countries that has influence in the region, ought to be able to 
do something, but to date hasn't produced anything. We think 
all countries ought to be concerned about this issue of 
hostages because it is @ humanitarian issue, these are innocent 
victims 


Q Chuck, 18 there any comment on the Mexican 
protest over the new drug legislation which they feel is 
targeting Mexico unfairly?’ 


a The protest centers around several sections of 
this bill which the Administration did mot endorse and which 
singles out Mexico for special criticism These portions of 
the legislation obviously reflect an impression by the Congress 
that Mexico has made inadequate progress in the battle against 
narcotics. Perhaps what is needed is 4 greater exchange of 
information between the Government of Mexico and the Congress 
on what has been achieved 


During President De la Madrid's August visit to the 
U.S., he met with various Members of Congress to discuss 
Mexican efforts and achievements in the battle against 
narcotics trafficking. We would welcome a continuation of this 
dialogue between the Congress and the Government of Mexico, as 
such an effort may lead to a better understanding by both 
countries of what has been accomplished and what remains to be 
done. 
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Ralph? 


Q Back on Central America for a second, it's 
reported out of Miami today that Adolpho Calero has proposed 
swapping 50 contra prisoners for 50 Sandinista prisoners 
Included in that swap, according to Calero, would be Mr 
Hasenfus. Oo you have any comment on that kind of proposal? 


“ To the extent that there is any reference to Mr 
Hasenfus, that's something about which we are not aware and 
what [I said yesterday concerning the idea advanced by Judge 
Bell applies to that idea as well That something in the end. 
the other part of the swap which you described, is something 
between the Sandinistas and the contras 


- MORE - 
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Q Would the United States Government urge the 
contras to try to act like a sovereign state? A prisoner swap 
is done between sovereign states usually, unless it's between 
bands of -- 


a You're setting up some sort of standards there, 
Jeff, and you're free to do that 


Q Are there standards? 

“ You're setting them up. 

Q There are none, otherwise? 

2) Jeff, [I'm not in a position to go into 


international law, what constitutes a state and what doesn't 
constitute a state, and what a state can do and what a 
resistance group can do and all of those kind of questions. 


John? 


Q The Miami Herald reported yesterday that -- you 
may have taken this question already, [ don't know -- that the 
Saudis had provided as much as $50 million to the contras over 
the course of the last two years and that cited as a source for 
that was a senior Administration official 





Can you say anything at all, either way? 


” | No, I can't say anything That's one of the 
Questions you have to talk to the Saudis about. They're the 
ones that are being talked about 


Q Chuck, as a matter of historical bookkeeping, [ 
wonder if you would take a question on whatever happened to the 
disposition of the Pollard affair? [t disappeared of f the 
horizon after having been a big deal for a while 


f°) [I'll take a look at it You might want to talk 
to Justice. 
Q There's a report that the Soviets have revised 


their emigration policy in preparation for the Helsinki 
follow-up meetings to “make it more in keeping with the norms 
of the West." Does the State Department have any reaction to 
that? 
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A Don't have anything, no. 


Q Do you have any information on the Japanese 
delegation, the political delegation which met at the State 
Department today with State Department officials? 


a You're not talking about the group [ was 
previously talking about? 


Q Oh, I'm sorry I must have missed it. 


PS) [I think that's probably it. Go back to my 
opening statements. 


Q Speaking of that sort of thing, can you tell us 
anything further about Shultz’ itinerary with regards to 
meetings with other officials, other than the ones you named 
yesterday when he goes to Vienna? For example, will he have a 
conference with the NATO Allies following his meetings with 
Shevardnadze? 


A I think I did say he will be meeting with NATO 
Ministers while he's in Vienna. [ said that in the opening 
announcement the day I announced the trip 


Q To follow that up, has there been any discussion 
that you're aware of of a possible Shultz trip to Moscow early 


next year? 
i) Don't have anything on that at all. 


Q Do you have specific dates and times for the 
Shultz-Shevardnadze meeting? 


a Only to say at this point, there'll be one 
meeting the afternoon of the Sth and another meeting the 
morning of the 6th. 


Q Chuck, are you planning a BACKGROUNDER for that 
before we go? 


a Before we go? I don't believe so. 
Q Of the CSCE? 


a ON the CSCE? 
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Q Yes. 


4 If there's interest in the CSCE meeting, I can 
certainly ask the experts if they're willing to come down and 
do something. 


Q How about the schedule for Shultz’ speech in 
Vienna? 


=) Let me take a look at the time. It's fluctuating 
as they try to fit it in because there are a lot of Ministers 
speaking, and we have to find an appropriate time. 


Q Okay. 

Q Isn't there another speech? The Philadelphia 
speech, is that going to be a substantive speech? 

A Yes, it will be 

Q And will the text be made available here, or what? 

a We always try to make it available beforehand. 
We'll try to do it in this case 

Q He speaks at 8 o'clock, doesn't he? [t's at 
night? 

a It's at night 

Q Which day is this? 

i) Monday 

Q Thank you 


(The briefing concluded at 12 27 P M ) 
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MR. MARTINEZ: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
I've got several announcements. First, concerning a new State 
Department publication called "A Safe Trip Abroad.” The 
Department of State's Bureau of Consular affairs has issued a 
new publication entitled, "A Safe Trip Abroad,” which is 
designed primarily for American tourists, and offers safety 
tips to travelers including protection against possible 
terrorist incidents. Copies are available in tne Press Office 
as well as at all domestic passport agencies. 


Secondly, in response to popular demand, Mr. Charles 
H. Thomas, Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Bureau of European 
and Canadian Affairs will hold an ON-THE-RECORD briefing, as a 
curtain-raiser if you will, for the upcoming Vienna follow-up 
meeting of the Conference of Security and Cooperation in 
Europe. This will 4e at 3 p.m. Monday, November 3, here in the 
briefing room. That's ON THE RECORD 


Next, Edward J. Perkins will be sworn in Monday, 
November 3, at 11:30 am, as American Ambassador to South 
Africa in the Benjamin Franklin Room. Journalists interested 
in covering the event should check with Debbie Herman in the 
Press Office. Photo coverage will be pooled 


On November 11, Secretary Shultz will address the 
Sixteenth General Assembly of the Organization of Yerican 
States meeting this year in Guatemala City, Guatemala This 
marks the fifth time that Secretary Shultz has addressed the 
annual meeting of the OAs The Secretary will also engage in 
an informal dialogue with other foreign ministers present at 
the OAS meeting 


This OAS General Assembly will be attended by senior 
officials representing 31 member nations from the Caribbean 
Latin America. The OAS will launch an important new program 
against narcotics abuse and trafficking at this General 
Assembly session. 
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There is the usual sign-up sheet that has been posted 
in the main press office for those of you wishing to apply for 
a seat on the aircraft, and the sheet will be taken down at 
noon, Tuesday, November 4 


Q Pete, how long will he be there? 


“ I think it's up and down on the same day. Maybe 
somebody can check it, if that's not the - 


Q No, it's 10th and llth 


) Tenth and eleventh? 
Q Yes 
a Finally, two reminders This afternoon the 


Secretary's speech at L.A. will be piped in at or about 3:20, 
and at 4:30 Under Secretary Wallis will brief you, along with 
Japanese Deputy Foreign Minister Teshima on the results of 
their semi-annual U S -Japan Economic Sub-Cabinet 
Consultations And that does it 


Jim? 


Q Pete, there's a story in The Washington Post 
this morning about the man who has been sought in a Los Angeles 
trial involving the sale of Krytrons, Richard Smyth In the 
story it said that he has been seen in [srael 





Has the United States asked Israel if in fact he is 
there? 


Aa First, it's a matter that 156 obviously involved 
in a variety of criminal proceedings, so [ wouldn't have 
anything on it And on your specific question, I also don't 
have anything on it. 


Q Well, the criminal proceedings are one thing 
But if there are any contacts between the US. and the I[sraeli 
Government, presumably that would go through the State 
Department. 


a Presumably But I don't have anything on the 
story, Jim. 


Q Can you take the question and give us -- 
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a I'll look into it. 


Q Sort of as a follow up, Pete, even though you're 
hesitating there, is the U.S. Government interested in pursuing 
it, not just from the criminal standpoint, you know, the 
Department of Justice, but do you see any other potential 
implications there? 


iy I just don't have any comment on the story today. 


Q [s your guidance any more forthcoming today on 
the French-Syrian terrorism connection? 


a No. I don't have anything to add to what Chuck 
said yesterday in response to a variety of questions I would 
perhaps only reiterate what we said before so many times, that 
it's important that all countries do what is necessary to 
combat terrorism. 


Q What is the role that the US is now playing in 
the Philippine upheaval, politically? Do you have anything 
there? The degree of concern -- 1s it the same as you 
expressed the other day’ 


a { think our policy with respect to the 
Philippines is exactly as Chuck put it to you in that statement 
that he read a couple of days ago 


Q [Is the United States planning to sell Honduras 
F-S5 fighters? And if that 18 so, does this represent a policy 
reversal, as was reported in the newspaper today? 


a We have been discussing the issue of replacement 
aircraft with the Government of Honduras for some time, but no 
decision has been made on the actual sale of one or another 
aircraft. 


To your question concerning whether this could evolve 
into a reversal of policy, [ would say that the consideration 
of replacement of aircraft for Honduras is in keeping with our 
longstanding policy of helping the Hondurans preserve their 
defensive capability 





-4- Friday. 10/31/86 


The regional balance of power would not be affected. 
The various aircraft under consideration are not new to the 
hemisphere. F-Ss currently are flown by the Air Forces of 
Brazil, Mexico, and Chile. Comparable or more advanced 
aircraft are flown in other countries in the hemisphere, such 
as Ecuador, Peru, Colombia, Venezuela, and argentina. 


Q So it would represent no particular change in the 
balance of power if Honduras introduces jet fighters? And I 
assume the same would be true if Nicaragua introduced jet 


fighters of the same -- 
“ No, that would not be true. 
Pete, -- 
Hold on. 


Q 
Q 
.) Wait a minute Answer the question 
Q Why not? 


a Well, first of all, the defense of Honduras, 
historically, has rested on its air force, and that air force, 
and particularly their aging Super Mystere aircraft, is in need 
of replacement. These are 1950 vintage aircraft As [ say, 
historically, Honduras has relied on its air force for its 
defense, and the replacement of its ancient aircraft is 
necessary to enable it to preserve its defensive capability in 
the face of the excessive military build-up pursued by the 
Sandinista regime And I think af you take a look at the 
balance of ground forces as between the two countries, you can 
see where not only does Nicaragua have far mure - and clearly 
more than it needs -- that the Honduran Air Force plays a 
balancing role 


~~ MORE - 
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Q The MIG-2ls that Nicaragua has sometimes 
expressed an interest in, and the United States has said that 
if they got them we would crater all of their runways for them, 
are also a 1950s aircraft. and [ believe the -- although the 
design of the planes that Honduras has is a 1950s -- there a 
1977 plane, so can you try again to explain why they can't have 
MIG-21s? 


6 As I said, the overall configuration of the armed 
forces of the two countries are such that the Honduran air 
force has played historically a deterrent role. 


Secondly -- [ think this is very clear -- the policies 
of the two countries are also quite different. Honduras does 
not have an aggressive policy in the region, while the 
Nicaraguans have And so that if you combine the size of the 
Nicaraguan armed forces with what have been clear Nicaraguan 
policies, then I think it is clear how replacing the aging 
aircraft in the Honduran air force not only does not undo the 
balance, but rather it helps maintain it 


Yes. 

Q Is there anything new today on the US. -Soviet 
space talks? 

Q Can we stay with the same subject? 

a Yes 

Q Does the United States, as a matter of policy. 


oppose the introduction of new weapons or of a more modern 
version of a weapon into an area?’ 


a Barry, [ think ['ve covered this 

Q It was Carter policy, I don't know if it's Reagan 
policy. 

a I think I've covered it. Barry, in saying that 


any sale of aircraft to Honduras, first of all, would be to 
replace aging aircraft And we're not talking about 
state-of-the-art aircraft We're talking about, in this case, 
potentially F-5Ss. 


Q Could we take it in steps then? Is this a better 
aircraft than the aircraft that it's replacing? 


a Certainly the conmuiiiors of the aircraft that are 
being replaced would lead me to say es 
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Q All right. and what does Brazil and Chile have 


to do with Central America? You're talking about a region, 
aren't you? The fact that there are such modern airplanes 
thousands of miles away -- I don't see what that has to do with 


it at all. 


a Only to show that this is not something totally 


novel in the area -- in a broad urea 

Q And who is the potential aggressor that Honduras 
has to be defended against by the United States? 

o Barry, | answered that a moment ago 

Q Well, no, no You're talking about a balance of 


power You've got to talk about who Honduras is being balanced 
against. Is Nicaragua threatening Honduras’ security? 


a I answered that 
Q I don't think you have, Pete 
Q In the soccer war, my recollection ic that the 


Honduran air force did a pretty good job on £1 Saivador. I 
don't know of any cases of the Nicaraguan air force gcing out 
and hitting anybody too well 


a Well, they haven't had an air force to do that 
with 


Q Pete, Nicaraguan officials called this a slap in 
the face to the Contadora process How do you respond to that? 


i) I wouldn't I think you would expect Nicaraqua 
to react that way, but [ wouldn't engage in an exchange of 
shots with them 
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Yes. 


Q You've confused me. You began by saying that 
there has been no decision made on one or another aircraft. 


a On the actual sale of a particular aircraft. 


Q And then you go on to talk about F-5s, as if that 
has been -- 


a Because that is one of the kinds of aircrafts 
that the Honduran Government has approached us on. They made 
inquiries about several types of aircraft, and F-5s are the 
aircrafts under consideration as far as the U.S. Government is 
concerned. 


Q And they've also approached the Israelis, or vice 
versa, for the possible purchase of Kfirs -- which would 
require U.S. approval Is that still on the table? 


rs) first of all, simply for the purpose of 
discussions with Honduras, the Israelis do not need U.S 
approval. But insofar as an actual transfer to Honduras of an 
Israeli aircraft which has US. components then, such as the 
Kfir, then in Fact that would require US. approval 


Q Are you talking about f-5As, -8s, -Es -- all of 
them? 

“ I don't have it broken down into specifics Just 
F-~5s. 

Q Pete? 

ro) Yes 

Q Pete, there was @ key point about what kind of 


F-5 they wanted and whether we were willing, because Lhere's a 
big difference between an -E— and -- 


a I understand that there's a difference between an 
-E on the one side and -&As and -8s on the other 


I think the most [ can do 1s to say that the question 
as to what particular kind of aircraft uitimately will be 
involved is open 


Q In any case, none of them would affect the 
balance of power? 
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o In our judgment, no. 

Q Anything in the situation in the American 
Embassy, and -- 

o Pardon me? 

Q In the American Embassy Has it been evacuated 
in Beirut, Lebanon? 

a I have nothing on that 

Q Did you set a time for Secretary Shultz’ speech 
in the CSCE follow-up meeting’ 

“ No, [ don't have any specific time on it. 

Q There's a report that you will meet with the 
French -- to discuss terrorism Can you comment on it? 


a The Secretary will be stopping in Paris after 
Vienna -- make a brief stop in Paris, I believe, on the 7th on 
his return from Vienna, and he's stopping at the invitation of 
Foreign Minister Raimond 


Q On the Embassy again, can you say whether the 
number of diplomats is being cut down or being drawn back? 


“ I don't have anything on the kinds of questions 
you're raising ['ll be glad to look into them, but [ don't 
have anything on them at this moment 


Excuse me Somebody had 4 question?’ 


Q Is the U S Government in touch with Terry Waite, 
now that he's back in Beirut? He seems to be expressing some 
optimism about the possibility of getting maybe the hostages 
out. 


a I saw the wire service reports when I came in, 
but I don't have anything on it 


Q But can you tell us one way or the other whether 
he is in touch with anyone in this building’ 
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A I don't have anything on it. 
Q Can you look into it? 
a I'll look into it. 


Q Pete, there's a report by AFP from London saying 
that the six members of the Gulf Corporation Council will be 
requesting that Washington would allow the overflight of the 
AWACS to cover their territory and that there is a request 
pending by these countries from Washington to allow such 
things. I mean has the U.S. Government decided already on them 
using the AWACS to cover the whole territory or is the matter 
pending? 


A Don't have anything on that. 
Q Can't you look into this? 
A Sure. 


Several Indian Government officials were 
convicted for selling classified information to U.S. Embassy 
officials. Do you have any comment on that? 


A I think we had some guidance on that earlier this 
week. Check with the Press Office and see if we have something 
there. 


Q Has the U.S. denied those charges? 


A [ don't have anything with me. Check with the 
Press Otfice and see what we have. 


Q Back on Central America, you used to talk about 
Soviet Bloc training of Nicaraguan pilots. Do you have any 
information on numbers and types of aircraft they are being 
trained for? 


A No, George, not with me. 


Q While you are looking into the Israelis and the 
Smyth -- the whole thing that Jim asked you -- can you also 
inform us something about the other guy, Dick Vanunu, who was 
reportedly kidnapped by Israel at high sea? 


A No. 











-10- Friday, 10/31/86 
Q There was a story, I believe. in the Times of 
London? 
A No, I don't think that's something I will look 
into. 
Q You can't look into it? 
No. 


Is there anything new today on the U.S.-Soviet 
space talks? 


2) Yes, but not a whole lot. They were held here in 
Washington most of this week. The two sides achieved 
substantial agreement on cooperation between Soviet and U.S. 
space science programs. There work will be subject to review 
by the two governments. 


In answer to a question which we have gotten over the 
last couple of days in the Press Office, [ would add that this 
cooperation does not include any major new missions. We've had 
the question, for example, whether it's true we agreed to have 
a joint mission to Mars. In response to those questions, the 
answer is that there is nothing in the agreement or what we're 
discussing about any joint missions. 


Q Well, what does it include? 


a ' U.S. Space science programs. I don't have a 
breakout on what that is. Hopefully, later on in the day, 
we'll have more of a readout on what was discussed. I think 
those meetings ended either late today or this morning. And I 
think you have it that Negroponte led the U.S. side -- he's the 
Assistant Secretary for OES -- and the Soviet side by 
Ambassador Piradov. 


Q Pete, Pete - 

A Yes. 

Q -- yes -- in the proposed U.S. package, the 
military package to Pakistan, is it to include AWACS too since 
Mr. Weinberger has said that such aircraft may be necessary 

i) I think Mr. Armitage of DOD had a press 


conference ON THE RECORD on that yesterday, and I wouldn't have 
anything to add to what he said. 
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Q Do you have anything on the police-student 
clashes in South Korea? 


A Only that we are told that the issue has been 
resolved and that we regret injuries occurred on both sides. 


Q O.K., thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:31 p.m.) 
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MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 


Several announcements: first, to introduce the newest 
member of the Press Office, Michael O'Connor, who has just come 
into the Foreign Service and is going to be spending about a 
month with us before he starts preparation for his first 
overseas assignment. 


Michael, do you want to stand up so they know who you 
are? So you'll see him around for a few week learning what 
this operation is all about. 


Secondly -- 


Q If he finds out, would you have him brief? 
(Laughter) 


i) Definitely. 


Secondly, Secretary Shultz will address the Locust 
Club on the occasion of accepting its Achievement Award at an 
ON THE RECORD dinner in Philadelphia tonight at 7:30 P.M. An 
advance text of the Secretary's remarks will be available in 
the Press Office later this afternoon. 


Q What is the topic? 


A There will be no Q&As. The general subject is 
the foreign affairs budget. 


Another reminder: there will be an ON THE RECORD 
briefing on the CSCE follow-up meeting in Vienna by Deputy 


Assistant Secretary for European and Canadian Affairs Charles 
H. Thomas here in the press briefing room at 3:00 o'clock today. 


And finally, let me just say a couple of words on a 
story that seems to be circulating, particularly in the Soviet 
press, concerning what is alleged to be U.S. responsibility for 
producing the AIOS virus as part of its biological warfare 
program. 
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Q Hartman has addressed that already. 





A Ambassador Hartman has addressed that. These 
allegations are patently absurd. There is no foundation. 


These stories first started in the Soviet press in 
October of 1985 when the Soviet Journal Literaturnaya Gazeta 
published an article which made this allegation. That article 
at the time was said to be based on something that had appeared 
in the Indian Patriot. The Patriot senbront ti didn't get the 
word because, in fact, no such article ever appeared at that 
time alleging this particular story. 


Ambassador Hartman did write a letter of correction 
then -- this was back in 1985 -- and a letter of protest to the 
editor, which was not published. Then in April of ‘86, the 
Soviet press again began to repeat the story that AIDS was 


produced by U.S. warfare research. Ambassador Hartman again 
wrote letters, this time to both journals. When neither 


published his letters, he made them public on July 15. 


Despite our protest, the story does continue to 
play. Most recently, another version of it surfaced in Harare 
at the time of the Non-Aligned meeting. This story, which was 
again picked up by Radio Prague after that, referred to some 
French researchers who allegedly made some sort of inquiry. 
These researchers, in fact named Segal, turned out to live in 
East Berlin. 


So I just point that out for your edification. If 
there is more interest in that, we could produce some details 
of the somewhat long and lurid history of this story. 


I might also add, by the way, that a number of eminent 
Soviet scientists disagree with the thesis of the various 
Soviet propaganda organs, because they have so written on a 
number of occasions to the contrary concerning the origin. 


Jim? 


Q Chuck, on hostages, can you tell us if, in fact, 
there are negotiations going on for the remaining hostages? 


A On this question of hostages, I'm really going to 
have nothing to add to what was said at the briefing by the 
White House yesterday. 


Q Well, the White House, or various White House 
officials, seem to have used for the first time that word 
"negotiate." Is that an accurate description of what went on? 
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@&  _That question was also addressed at the White 
House briefing. Our longstanding policy on dealing with 
hostage-takers remains that we are willing to talk to anyone 
about the safety and release of hostages, but we will not make 
concessions to terrorists. There is an important distinction 
between making concessions to terrorist demands and conducting 
a dialogue with those who hold our citizens. 


Q Is Syria playing a role in these discussions? 


4 Don't have anything beyond what was said 
yesterday on that kin’ of question. 


Q Is Iran involved in any role? 


a Same answer: nothing beyond the White House 
briefing yesterday. 


Q When the question was asked yesterday of Speakes 
about Syria, he said, “I have to be vague, and purposely so." 
What did he mean by that? 


a I have nothing beyond that briefing, so I'm not 
going to be in a position to expand or elaborate on anything 
that was said there. 


Q If the Secretary had to make his Friday speech 
and answer the questions that he answered Friday all over 
again, would he be as harsh on Syria now that Jacobsen is out? 


A The Secretary had what he had to say. [ don't 
see any reason for him to change that 


Q And when the Europeans imeet November 10, what 
would the United States like them to do about Syria? 


A [I'm not going to make predictions or 


pronouncements about what they could or should do. Our 
position has been expressed. We've been in consultation with a 


lot of European allies. Those consultations are continuing, 
and as a consequence the bottom line is, Finally, that when we 
have something to announce, we'll do so; but to emphasize that 
this is a process we're dealing with -- there are no really 
magic dates to circle on a calendar. 


Q Have there been consultations since Jacobsen's 
release, with the Europeans? 


A I can't pin it down with that kind of 
specificity. You know Jerry Bremer was out there last week, 
came back over the weekend. He'll be going out again with the 
Secretary when we go to Vienna. 
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Q___He's on the plane? 
A He'll be on the plane. 


Q And while we're at it, if the Times is correct, 
the whole arms control team is on the plane, too? 


A I think a large portion of the arms control team. 


Q I understand why there are only 12 seats. I'm 
surprised you have that much room for the press. I[ mean it 
seems to have Perle, Rowny, Nitze, Adelman -- all the 


heavy-hitters. 


a As far as I know, all the heavy-hitters are there. 


Q So, in other words, terrorism will be one of the 
topics between Mr. Shultz and Shevardnadze? 


A That is an issue that's been on the U.S.-Soviet 
agenda. It‘s of current interest, and that's a subject that we 
would expect to come up. 


Q Do we have an agreement from the Soviets, on 
Barry's question, that their whole team will be there also? In 
other words, is there a plan for sort of experts meetings as 
there were in Iceland? Or is this just a contingency that he's 
bringing such a large group? 


a I can't speak as to the composition of their 
team. [n setting up this meeting, we discussed the nature of 
the discussions that would take place It was agreed by the 
Secretary and Mr. Shevardnadze that they would meet for the 
first time on Wednesday afternoon. That's relatively 
open-ended in that the meeting starts toward the end of the 
afternoon, so that clearly there would be time for experts to 
work after that, if it were so desired. And then they did 
schedule another meeting for the next morning -- that is, 
Thursday morning. So it's in that context that we're taking 
along our arms control specialists. 


Q What can you tell us about the prospects that 
some of the other hostages might be released? 


A Again, [ can't do any better than the White House 
briefing yesterday. 


Q Chuck, can you confirm a meeting today at the 
State Department with Jean Sutherland, the wife of one of the 
hostages? 
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f@— -- I'll have to look into that. I know she was 


expected to come here and meet with some people. Whether today 
was the day, I'm not sure. B6ut at least [ knew of that meeting 
a week or so ago and -—- 


Q Do you know who she'd be meeting with? What 
State Department officials? 

a Right now I don't know who she met with. 

Q Could you look into that and let me know? 

A Sure. You know we often have contacts with the 


hostage families here in the Department. 


Q Can I follow up on that, please? In that 
connection, will there be meetings today between State 
Department officials and members of the Jacobsen family before 
they leave for Weisbaden? And, if so, who will meet with them 
and where will they meet? 


A I don't have any details on the itinerary of the 
Jacobsen family and how they are getting from their respective 
locations to Weisbaden. 


Q But we weren't asking about the itinerary of the 
Jacobsen family. I[ was asking about whether any State 
Department officials will meet with the Jacobsen family while 
they're enroute to Weisbaden. 


a Whether they're coming through, you're saying, 
whether we can go to see -- 

Q Well, whether someone might meet them somewhere 

A I just don't know what the plans are for that. 

Q Could you take that question, please? They are 


coming into Oulles Airport this afternoon for a 4:00 flight to 
Weisbaden. It's a legitimate question as to whether anyone 
from the State Department will meet them or greet them, or -- 


Aa Well, I'm sure the State Department is going to 
provide all the appropriate courtesies and assistance we 
possibly can, if that's your question But you seem to be 
talking about some other sort of consultations or some sort of 
substantive connotation. 


Q Right, right. 


a Their purpose is, they're on their way to 
Weisbaden to reunite with David Jacobsen. 
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QQ. So you're not aware of any such substantive -- 
Bremer won't go out there to talk with them or anything of that 
sort? 


a I just don't have anything. 


Q Chuck, do you have any contact with any Iranian 
recently or in the future, or anything? 

Q Have you had contact in the future? (Laughter) 

a Have we ever had in the past? (Laughter) 


Yes. In the last weeks, [ mean. Or are you 
planning any? 


a No, I don't have anything on that. 

Q What about reports about contacts with Kuwait -- 
U.S. discussions with Kuwait? You aren't willing to discuss 
negotiations, but have there been recent contacts with Kuwait 
about the hostages? 


i) Once again, I don't have anything in diplomatic 
contacts. 


John had a question a minute ago 

Q I just wondered, earlier you said that there was 
an important distinction between negotiating in a manner that 
might involve concessions and conducting a dialogue with those 
who are holding our citizens. Has such a dialogue been 
conducted? 


is) Once again, I think that was addressed in some 
detail during the White House briefing 


Q What is your understanding of where that -- 

a Exactly what was said at that briefing. 

Bill had a question back there. 

Q Chuck, going to something you might be able to 
talk about. On the Vienna schedule, when is the Secretary 
speaking now? Do you know? 


a At the CSCE meeting’ 


a Just about noon on the first day on Wednesday. 
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Having nothing on Syria and having nothing on 
Iran, it's somewhat different there. Iran, you don't have 
relations with. You say you have nothing on [ran, whether 
we're talking to Iran? You're not ready to flatly say we don't 
talk to them? 


a He asked me apparently if chere were any secret 
contacts, non-secret contacts, I'm not quite sure what he was 
getting at. I'm simply saying, I just don't have anything on 
anything concerning contacts with I[ran. 


You know, we do deal with them, for example, in The 
Hague: 


Q Well, you have to on assets. 
a Because we have the question of assets there. 


Q I did not say “secret.” You qualified it as 
"secret." 


a And I said secret, non-secret, or any other kind 
of contacts. 


Q Well, let's roll back. There were two countries 
named most frequentl, as possibly havin: some great hold on the 
hostages, and they were Iran and Syria 


Now, Syria was addressed by the White House. I don't 
know if Iran was, and I don't know that we talk to Iran, even 
in a dialogue way. I[f there is a distinction between 
dialoguing and negotiating, I'm sure I don't know it But I'd 
like to know if you're doing it with Iran as well as with Syria 


a On the general question of the hostage question, 
contacts with any party, [ just don't have anything at ali to 
offer. 


Q In dealing with those various parties on the 
hostages, has the U.S. made any promises to those parties 
concerning the fate of the hostages?’ 


a I'd refer you to the White House briefing. I am 
not going to take it anywhere beyond that 


Q Can you tell us where Mr. Murphy is at the 
moment? Is he in the area, or is he in this country? 


a Did anybody see him today’ 


Q He's here? 
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a _I think he‘s here. 


Q Chuck, a theoretical question. In your view, is 
it possible for the United States to engage in negotiations 
without involving itself in concessions? 


a To engage in negotiations without involving 
itself in concessions? 


Q Yes. Because -- yes. 


a Our position concerning hostage-taking -- 
kidnappers -- is as I have spelled it owt. That is what guides 
our policy decisions, and therefore the question of concessions 
is fully answered in that context, regardless of what 
terminology you may choose to put on the word “dialogue,” as 
Barry did -- 


Q It wasn't my choice; it was the choice of the 
White House Chief of Staff, Mr. Regan. 


a and I think I answered that. Our policy, 
regardless of whatever definition you, put on the word 
“dialogue.” is as I have stated it, and that is what the 
applicable policy is 


Q Did you have any chance to study the Arabic text 
of the letter of the [slamic Jihad and analyze it? 


“ I don't have anything to offer you on that 


Q Because it implies that they are waiting for 
something from you so that they will continue the release of 


the hostages. 


“ That question was addressed by Larry Speakes 
yesterday as well. 


Q Chuck, on Central America, do you have any 
comment on a Miami Herald report about a new Sandinista 
offensive along the Honduran border in an attempt to, in 
effect, cut off the contra efforts before the substantial aid 
gets to them? Any readout? 


a Nothing beyond the fact that there have reports 
from our Embassy in Tegucigalpa of fighting in that region, but 
I don't have anything that would characterize it as that story, 
as you report it, seems to characterize it 


Q Chuck, do you have anything on whether the United 
States will abstain or vote against, [ think it's a World Bank 
loan to Chile coming up -- I think $25 million? 


ah 
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a ~te>- 


Q Any comment on the election of Chissano, the 
Mozambique President? 


“ We congratulate Mr. Chissano on his appointment. 
The U.S. will continue to work for positive and constructive 
relations with Mozambique in furtherance of common goals -- 
that is, Mozambique's non-alignment, use of private-sector 
initiatives to develop its economy, and active support for 
regional peace efforts. 


Q Has there ever been a clarification of the 
temporary visa business with the Soviets? How much of that 
activity really goes on as far as we're concerned, how many 
temporary visas we request in sending people in ard out to do 
construction work? 


“ I have not been able to get a good fix on the 
numbers involved, but I was informed that the construction work 
continues. 


Q It does continue. 


Q A Follow on that. Chuck Have you got any 
breakdown on what substantive Embassy, employees will be 
replaced precisely? 


“ No, I don't We are currently moving forward on 
a number of alternatives that will provide support staff to our 
Embassy over the next few weeks, but I don't yet have any 
details in terms of numbers or positions to offer you. 


I know you've seen reports by Ambassador Hartman that 
our Embassy is functioning properly and that morale remains 
high. 


Q What would some of the alternatives be? Like, 
what kind of alternatives? 


a I'd just as soon not speculate right now on the 
kinds of alternatives. You'll know them soon enough, [ hope. 





Q Weil, when you say “moving forward,” though, you 
mean they aren't being implemented; you're moving forward in 
your choices among them, is that it? 


a That's right. 


Q Has the US. received any warnings from the 
Islamic Jihad, or anyone else over there, about the need to 
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seize the opportunity created by Jacobsen's release? There 
were some-nmews accounts this morning that seemed to suggest 
that if the U.S. didn't seize this opportunity, there might be 
problems ahead. 


a That's not based on the same statement that was 
referred ts earlier here? Whatever -- I don't have any comment. 


There have been warnings that if you don't cut 
some kind of deal that harm could befall the remaining American 


hostages. 


S No, I don't have any comment. 
Q Thanks a lot 


(Press briefing concluded at 12:45 p.m.) 
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TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the November 3, 1986 daily press briefing: 


LEBANON: JEAN SUTHERLAND 





Q: Did Jean Sutherland, the wife of Thomas Sutherland, a U.S. 


hostage in Lebanon, meet with State Department Officials today? 


A: MRS. SUTHERLAND MET WITH JOHN ADAMS, WHO IS IN CHARGE OF THE 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE'S CITIZENS EMERGENCY CENTER. MR. ADAMS IS THE 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE CONTACT PERSON FOR THE HOSTAGE FAMILIES AND 


MEETS OR TALKS REGULARLY WITH THEM. 
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TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 4&, 1986, 12:06 P. M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 


One announcement: The Deputy Secretary will travel to 
Europe on Thursday, November 6, to attend the annual meeting of 
the Atlantic Conference in Nice, France. This is a private 
international conference. He will proceed from there to 
Hungary, Yugoslavia and Romania, returning to Washington on 
November 16. Following upon the Secretary's trip to Eastern 
Europe in December of last year, the Deputy Secretary will 
discuss U.S. positions on international issues and review major 
bilateral questions with senior officials of those countries. 


That's all [I have. Who's the leader here? 


Q Do you have anything to say about the [Iranian 
report that Bud McFarlane was in Tehran and was arrested? 


A No, I don't. 


Q Has there been any U.S. official in Iran lately, 
as of September? 

a Don't have any way to help you on those kind of 
stories. 

Q You can't reiterate your policy toward the 


Iran-Iraq war, or anything like that? 


a No. I really can't help you on all of these. As 
I said yesterday, this whole situation is being handled in 
another locale. It was handled by Larry on Sunday, and that's 
where it will continue to be handled. 


Q But you're saying you can't discuss American 
policy toward arms shipments to the belligerents in the 
Iran-Iraq war? 





-2- Tuesday, 11/4/86 


A That's where I'm leaving it right now. 


e Do you mean there's a change? You can't 
reiterate even the policy? 


a I'm simply saying everything surrounding this 
particular story, as I said yesterday, or tried to say 
yesterday, is being handled elsewhere, and as a consequence 
from this podium [I'm not in a position to go into it. 


Q Would a transfer or shipment of spare parts be 
considered like shipping new weapons? Because the embargo does 
not apply to spare parts, does it? 


a I'm not going to go into the kind of hypothetical 
questions that you're posing. 


Q It is not hypothetical. Spare parts are not the 
same like weapons, are they? 


A In any case, whether you choose to call it 
hypothetical or not, [ do, and ['m not going to go into it. 


Q Chuck, do you know if there's anything that is 
going to come out of the other locale-today, and when and how 
can we know, since we have to follow this story? 

A No. [ can't promise. 

Q Nothing. 

Q On something that might be far enough removed, do 
you have any new assessment of the political situation in 
Iran? Any readout on the tendencies toward moderation? 

A No. 


Q Did the State Department receive any information 
about any Americans detained in [ran over the last two months? 


A When you say “any Americans," we've talked about 
at least one case I know of several times -- a fellow by the 
name of Mr. Pattis, I believe; so that's on the record, but, 
beyond that, I[ don't have anything else. 


Q You don't have any information as to whether a 
report was received here about Americans? 


Aa Just don't have anything -- 
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Q Detained. 


a Don't have anything on that story. 


Q Or can you state that no Americans have been 
detained other than this one case? 

A No. I'm not in a position to state one way or 
the other. 

Q Have there been any messages sent to the Iranian 
officials? 

A You can keep asking the questions. I simply 


don't have any comment on any of these questions. 
Q Chuck, you've said repeatedly in the past that 
you don't want our allies or anybody else selling arms to 
Iran. Does that still stand, or doesn't it? 
) I think ['ve answered that question once already. 
Q Well, no, you haven't. 


A I was asked the question, [ answered it, and 
that's the way I'd answer it a second time. You're free -- 


Q What is your answer? 
A Please check the record I answered the question 


Q No, but -- 


A Somebody asked me that question exactly. You 
did, right? 


Q You did not answer - 
A The question was asked right here. 
Q (Inaudible) 


i) However else you phrase it, my answer is the same 
as [ gave to him. 


Q Well, what 1s US. policy towards shipping arms 
to [ran? 


A Excuse me? 
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What is the U.S. policy towards arms shipments to 
Iran? o 


A That question has been asked, and I'll answer it 
the same way. I have nothing new. 


What's the U.S. policy towards importing oil from 


Iran? 

I) Toward importing oil from Iran? 

Q Yes. 

A I think we have had something on that in the 
past, as [ recall. You can check with the Press Office. 


Q Let me go back to the -- 
Q It stands up til now. 
A What? 


Q It stands up til now. What I'm going to get from 
the Press Office -- 


A That's right. 


Q -- is standing. 

a Sure. 

Q Let me go back to the policy line you were saying 
-~- you stated before that you opposed shipment of arms to 
others of the belligerents -- of arms - but you did not make 


yourself clear on shipping spare parts Does the embargo apply 
to spare parts as well? 


A I think you asked that question about two minutes 
ago? 
Q Exactly. (Laughter) 
Q What is the answer? 
— Anything about the whereabouts of Mr. McFarlane 
w? 


A No. I understand some of your colleagues have 
talked to his office. I don't have anything on it. 
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Q Can we change subjects? 
a Sure. 
Q Anything on this report about Pakistan being near 


to production of a nuclear weapon despite assurances that it 
has given the United States? 


a First, the Presidential certification was signed 
October 27. That certified that Pakistan does not possess a 
nuclear explosive device. It also stated that U.S. assistance 
to Pakistan will “reduce significantly the risk that Pakistan 
will possess a nuclear explosive device." 


We do have very serious concerns about Pakistan's 
unsafeguarded nuclear program which we have raised repeatedly 
with the Government of Pakistan. We've made very clear to the 
highest levels of the Pakistani Government the serious 
consequences for our relationship should Pakistan fail to 
exercise restraint in the nuclear area. 


The Pakistanis understand that under U.S. law, 
possession of a nuclear explosive device would preclude further 
U.S. assistance. Pakistan has strongly asserted that its 
nuclear program is for peaceful purposes only. 


Q Do you have any knowledge of an explosion as 
reported in the Post this morning between the 21st and the 23rd 


of September? 


A On those kind of specific details, which EY 
generally fall into the realm of alleged intelligence reports, 
I won't have any comment. I would only say that the 
President's certification was made after careful review of the 
information available, and to add, however, that certification 
should not interpreted as implying any U.S. approval for 
Pakistan's nuclear program. 


Q With this limitation on their production of a 
nuclear weapon, does it go to the actual construction of a 
weapon or would it preclude them from stopping just short of 
having an actual weapon -- doing all the testing? 


2) I can't help you with those kind of details other 
than to refer you to the nature of the certification which is 
fairly clear-cut. 


In the back? 
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Q Reverend Lowery of Atlanta is on his way to 
Nicaragua on some kind of prisoner exchange with Mr. Hasenfus. 
Does he have any kind of official U.S. endorsement? What does 
the U.S. think about his trip and his efforts? 


A Once again, please check with the Press Office 
for something more detailed. but only to say that he's going 
there as a private individual -- first point; and to the extent 
that he can help Mr. Hasenfus, without specifying any specific 
way since it is a private effort, that's obviously welcomed. 


Q Does he have any kind of U.S. imprimatur? 
A I said he was going as a private individual. 


Q Has he received any guidance at all? Does anyone 
ever receive guidance in a situation like that? 


A I can't help you any more than I just did. 


Q On Pakistan -- there is a report that Pakistan is 
only two screw-driver turns away from a bomb. 


a That was essentially the question that was just 
asked somewhere here, to which I responded. 


Q Basically, what is your assessment going to be on 
the progress that Pakistan has made? And does the 
certification simply mean that they haven't actually made it, 
or that they're not close to it? 


a [I answered the last question two times, and in 
terms of an assessment, I really don't have anything to offer 
beyond what ['ve given you. 


Q What is the status of Pakistan's desire for, or 
request for AWACs -- that Secretary Weinberger (inaudible) -- 


A I was going to say I thought that was addressed 
at the Pentagon on the record, and [ can't do any better than 
that. 


Q Chuck, could you take a question on how many arms 
or (inaudible) left behind from the days of the Shah, or 
embargoed, or withheld from Iran as far as arms like Phoenix or 
Harpoons or something like that? 


a I don't think I nave any way to get that kind of 
information. Maybe the Pentagon or people who deal with those 
things can help you. 
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Q Will the Secretary and his team be taking any new 
U.S. positions on arms talks to the meeting with Shevardnadze, 
or will the U.S. position be exactly where it was when you left 


Reykjavik? 


a I'm not in a position to advance that beyond what 
you already know. We have stated that the positions that were 
on the table at Reykjavik are the positions that we have put 
now on the table in Geneva. That you know as a fact. How 


things develop in Vienna -- I can't take you any further. 
Q Any further word if Akhromeyev is coming? 
A I don't have any word for you. 


Q Can you tell us anything about President Regan's 
phone call to President Alfonsin last night? 


A It was the President -- [ think the White House 
is prepared to address that. I think they would confirm, yes, 
he made a phone call; but [ don't know that they're talking 
about the substance of it. 


Q One more try on the Iranian thing: for six years 
and literally hundreds of times from that podium, you have 
repeated this policy that “We do not sell arms to Iran. We do 
not want anyone else to sell arms to i-an." 


When you just let that drop off the screen, you're 
leaving a clear implication that something has changed about 
that. Why can't you -- 


a The question's been asked four times now. 
Q Okay. 
A Five? 


Q Do you deny the story that was reported? 
a 


Anything else? 


(The briefing concluded at 12:16 P.M.) 
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WEONESDAY, NOVEMBER S, 1986, 12:18 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. MARTINEZ: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
I don't have any announcements so we can get down to -- 


Q Do you have a policy statement to make on 
American relations with Iran, arms sales to Iran? What is the 
current policy on that? 


a I'm in the same mode Chuck was in yesterday. 
Commentary on the subjects you've raised will come elsewhere, 
at the White House, and I'll have nothing further to add. 


Q You can't state that foreign policy position of 
the United States Government? 


rs You're welcome to have at me, but as I said, I'm 
in exactly the same mode Chuck was in yesterday. 


Q Are you saying that the White House is prepared 
to disclose everything about this incident? 


(Laughter) 
a No. No, ['m not. 


Q Pete, can you just widen the lens, so to speak, a 
little bit, and not address the issue of the relation of [ran 
to the hostage release, but address the broader question that 
Matt was asking, which is, “What is U.S. policy now towards 
Iran?" 


) That was meant to be included under the rubric of 
things concerning which [ will have nothing to say. 


Q You mean you -- How does one read that, that you 
have no policy that you can articulate, or no policy? 


a How it is read, I leave to you; but that's where 
I've got to leave it. 
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Q You're not willing to say there's no change 
involved? 


a I'm only willing to say what I have said. and 
that is that I'm in the same mode that Chuck was in yesterday. 


Q Thank you. 
(Laughter .) 
a Wait aminute. This gentleman had a question. 


Q Raising -- putting these things aside, the story 
says and talks about exchange of arms or even weapons, or 
whatever it is, in modifying the position of the Iranians to 
us, terrorism and hostages, and other things, wouldn't this 
violate the announced policy of the United States about 
neutrality in the Iran-Iraq War, if there was such a thing from 
the story? 


4 My response is the same. 
Chris? 
Q Just to refresh our memory historically, why was 


the arms embargo imposed, because Larry Speakes said yesterday 
that it would stay on until Iran halted terrorism, and 1 don't 


think that was why it was imposed in the first place? Can you 
refresh our memory on that? 


a No I cannot and I have nothing to add to what 
Larry said. 


Q Can we go back -- 
Q Does [ran advocate terrorism? 
a I've got nothing to add to what Larry said 


Q How about Prime Minister Nakasone's bearing a 
letter to Iran, or did you discuss that yesterday? 


a I don't recall if the question came up, but if it 
had, I would respond to it now the same way I have responded to 
every question before. 


Q Iran is on the terrorist list, 1s it not? Isn't 
that right? Are they still on the terrorist list? 
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a Yes. 
Q So they are thought to aid and abet terrorism? 


a No, I've just simply answered your question as a 
factual one, in the affirmative, but I've got no elaboration to 
offer you. 

Q Can you give us a reason why you can't say 


anything about [ran -- why any question with the word “Iran” in 
it can't be answered? 


ra Chuck said yesterday -- and I can repeat what he 
said yesterday, and the Secretary said it on the way to Vienna 
-- and that is that we're simply not going to comment on any of 
the aspects of the story or the equation that has been before 
you in the past several days, and that whatever commentary 
there is will come from the White House, and that's where I've 
got to leave it. 


Q The Secretary is quoted as having said more than 
that. 


a Well -- 


Q He did talk about spare part deliveries and arms 
deliveries as being something that he opposes. So it's been 


the policy -- 

a That's what the Secretary said 

Q So he's not Limiting himself just to that one 
phrase? 

a No, the Secretary of State is the Secretary of 
State. 

Q Yes. What is Iran? 

(Laughter) 


rs) Okay. Any other subjects?’ 


Q Yes. On the same subject, Pete, Ariel Sharon, 
the Former Defense Minister of Israel, writing in one of the 
daily newspapers in Hebrew, in Tel Aviv, said that the United 
States gave the green light to Israel to provide spare parts to 
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the Iranian forces, and that this created a lot of furor 
between (inaudible) and the Israelis. Do you have any comment 
on that? 


a I don't have anything on that. 


-- MORE -- 
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Q Anything on the whereabouts of Colonel Oliver 
North? 


A I have nothing on that. 


Q (Inaudible) -- aside from Iran, do you consider 
that holding hostages equals terrorism, or terrorism is 
something far more than holding hostages? 


A I'm not sure what you're getting at, but in 
regard to our policy on hostage-taking, with regard to our 
policy of dealing with hostage-takers, that stands in the ways 
we have very often stated here at the podium. 


Q Does that policy state that the United States 
will not talk to terrorists and kidnappers, or does it also 
include the United States will not talk -- negotiate with 
governments as a means to get to -- 


A That policy is that we do not negotiate with 
terrorists. We do not make concessions to terrorists. We do 
not encourage others to make concessions to terrorists. Larry 
said that yesterday, we've said that before, and ['m saying it 
now in response to your questions concerning the subject of 
hostage-taking. 


Q Pete, how can you say that if the United States 
is sending high envoys to [ran to talk to the [ranian 


Government? 
A How can I say it? 
Q Yeah. I mean, what meaning do you give to the 


word "negotiate" then? 


A I think it is clear from the context in which all 
of these formulations have been used or not used over the past 
many months what we mean by not negotiating: we're not making 
concessions, something which could be described in different 
ways using different words. We've had a hang-up sometimes on 
using one word vice another. The main point is, word it as you 
will, that our policy remains not to make concessions to 
terrorists, or to encourage others to make concessions to 
terrorists. 


Q Is the providing of spare parts to a government 
engaging in terrorism by the State Department's definition 
making a concession? 
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A I'm going to have to leave it where [ left it. 
Q How about a cake? (Laughter) 
A Do you have a sweet tooth? 


Q Going back to -- did Mr. Regan misspoke Sunday 
when he said about negotiation (inaudible)? 


A I don't have anything on what Mr. Regan said, 
but, as I said a while ago, [ think it is an intellectual error 
to get hung up on whether you use the word “negotiate” or 
"discuss." What's important is the substance, and what's 
important is the concrete of the actions that might or might 
not result from exchanges. Sol -- 


Q Can you say -- 


Aa Chuck tried to steer you away from reading a 
definition into the word. 


Q But after he did that, Regan used the word again 


-- negotiate. 
4 Again -- 
Q I mean, you know, this is a diplomatic town where 


diplomatic nuances are looked at all the time, and it's hard 
for us to believe that he was not aware of the nuance implied 
in the use of that word. 


a I have nothing to add to the -- 
Q Can you say that there are at the present time -- 
A -- the variety in the usages of the word 


Pete, can you say that at the present time there 
are all kind of descriptions that you want to try, nuances -- 
negotiate, contact, or feelings about releasing the rest of the 
hostages through Iran, Syria and Mr. Waite? 


a I have nothing to say about those kinds of 
subjects. 


Chris? 
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Q Is the reason you don't want to talk about this 
whole subject that you think it might jeopardize the hostages, 
or what is the reason? 


A Well, I think that it's clear that one of the 
reasons that we're being reticent is because of the delicacy of 
the situation. 


Q Is this a self-imposed position you are taking, 
or is it imposed by sort of agreement with some other part, or 


whatever? 


a No. I think it's our own sense of what is 
appropriate, and I'll just leave it at that. 


Any other subjects? 


Q Would we have any objection to other countries 
providing any military-related supplies to [ran? 


A That falls under the same rubric I have stated 
two or three times today concerning which [ will have nothing 
to say. 


Q Is there a distinction in your mind between 
defensive sorts of military equipment and offensive war 
materiel in general? 


A In general, I don't think that making those 
distinctions have any particular meaning. [In particular, I 
wouldn't be able to comment. 


~- MORE -- 
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Q Pete, do you have any comment on Jack Anderson's 
column this morning about Israeli harassment of Arab-Americans 
uho visit the West Bank and visit their relatives there? 


A Yes. While the United States recognizes the 
right of a sovereign nation to control entry, we strongly 
object to the singling out of any individual or group solely on 
the basis of race, religion or ethnic origin. 


The United States is proud of its diverse character 
and expects that all American citizens will be accorded equal 
treatment by foreign governments. The Israeli Government is 
well aware of our feelings on this subject. 


Q Besides that, they are well aware of your 
feeling. You didn't make any -- because this is not the single 
case -- you know -- there were other cases before, a few weeks 


or a few months ago, that were reported to the U.S. Consulate 
in East Jerusalem and you filed sort of a protest and you 
requested to ask for more information about people who visit 
through Lod Airport, not necessarily through the Allenby Bridge 
who have been -- their passports were taken and money was taken 
from them in lieu of them leaving. What is the condition now 
asout this? What did you get the answer from the Israelis about 
it? ’ 


A As I say, the Israelis are well aware of how 
strongly we feel about this. 


Q Do you have anything on the five people 
apparently trying to get exit visas from the Soviet Union, who 
have written letters to the Secretary of State and the 
President and aren't able to get exit visas from the Soviet 
Union? 


a No, I do not. 


Q Do you have anything on the changes in the South 
African Cabinet? 


a No, I do not. 
Q Back to Arab-Americans, are you saying that you 


realize that Israel is practicing a sort of discrimination 
against Arab-Americans? 


a I'm saying that in this particular case we took 
exception and the Israelis are aware of our views, and [ have 
given you our reasoning. That's what I'm saying. 
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Q Can I get a copy of that? 
a Okay. 


Q Does that policy apply to individuals with ties 
to terrorists organizations such as the PLO? 


Aa I don't see the relevance of your point to what 
has been discussed before. 


Q Anything on reaction to Oliver Tambo's meeting 
with Gorbachev? 


A No. 


Q Do you have anything to tell us about the meeting 
between Mr. Reedy, the Ambassador of Egypt, and Mr. McPherson? 


A I don't have anything on it. I'll be glad to 
look into, but I just don't have information on it. 


Q Nothing about the subject? 
Q Do you have any reaction to Jesse Jackson's 


statements that sabotage might have been involved in the crash 
that killed the Mozambican President? 


R Jesse who? 

Q Jesse Jackson. 

A No. 

Q How about comments on this story on the U.S. 


position of going to a Geneva conference on the freeze-on 
chemicals that could deplete the ozone layer? 


A That is a serious question? 
Q Yes. 
A And I think we have some detailed technical 


guidance in the Press Office we'd be happy to provide you. 


Q I'm sorry, you said earlier that you didn't see 
the relevance of my question to the pointed hand. However, 
there are Arab-Americans with ties to the Palestine Liberation 
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Organization. Are you telling the Israelis they should deal 
with them the same as they should deal with other 
Arab-Americans who are entering the country? 


a What I said was that we expect foreign 
governments to treat equally all American citizens. Period. 


Q Forgive me if you've answered this before, but is 
the United States contemplating giving the Soviet Union 
medium-—wave access to U.S. listeners without demanding that 
they drop jamming of Radio Free Europe and Radio Liberty, and 
the BBC, Deutsche Welle, or is it just a demand that they drop 
jamming of the VOA? 


A I don't have anything with me, but I think there 
may, in fact, be some guidance on the questions you're raising. 
If you could check with us later, we'll try and help you. 


Q Thanks. 


Q On the report -- and I think the quote is 
attributed to Elliott Abrams -- regarding a new contra radio 
station, do you have any comment on that? 


A What's your specific question? 


Q Are there plans for the U.S. Government to help 
in any way in the establishment of a radio station that the 


Nicaraguan Opposition will have control of? . 


A Only that it's our understanding that the 
Nicaraguan Democratic Resistance intends to establish a radio 
station in order to state its political objectives to the 
Nicaraguan people. 


Q With American aid, assistance, financial, any 
kind of aid? 


a As you know, we're not going to comment on the 
operational aspects of assistance to the Resistance. Suffice 
it to say that the appropriate Congressional committees are 


aware of how these funds are being used. 


Q Realizing that you are not goi to comment on 
specific operational aspects like where the airports and 
planes, and things, but has the $100 million begun to flow now? 


a I don't have anything on that specific question 
-- whether they have begun to flow. 
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Where would that radio station be located? 


ao 


Don't have anything on that. 
Q Would it be in the United States? 
) I don't have anything on its location. 


Q Are the consultations between the United States 
and its allies in Europe and Japan and Canada still going on 
regarding imposing sanctions against Syria? 


A You will recall what we said about Ambassador 


Bremer's travels last week and, of course, the Secretary, in 
Vienna, will be seeing a number of Allied Ministers. So, yes, 
our consultations with Allies continue. 


Q So they are not by any means affected by this 
situation with [ran or -- 


A I'm not going to comment on cause-and-effect 
between the two things you've referred to. 


Q Have you got anything more definite on the people 
who will be taken out of the Embassy in Moscow and the people 
who will be substituted? 


A No. 


Q Chuck said the other day he might shortly have 
something. 


A I know he did and I'm keeping tabs on that, but I 
don't have anything new today. 


(Press briefing concluded at 12:35 p.m.) 
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MR. MARTINEZ: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
I have a couple of announcements for you. First, concerning a 
conference with American Ambassadors here on narcotics. Chiefs 
of Mission from the following countries have been invited -- 
that is to say, American Chiefs of Mission -- have been invited 
to attend the Presidential meeting on narcotics in Washington 
on November 12-13. These countries are Colombia, Bolivia, 
Peru, Mexico, Ecuador, Venezuela, 8razil, Bahamas, Panama, 
Jamaica, Burma, Thailand, Laos, Pakistan, Afghanistan, Nigeria, 
Bulgaria, Italy and the Federal Republic of Germany, as well as 
our Ambassadors to the U.N. and the U.S. Mission in Vienna. 


The meeting will provide the President with an 
opportunity to update U.S. Ambassadors about our domestic 
efforts to combat narcotics and will give our Ambassadors an 
opportunity to tell the President about progress and problems 
in international narcotics control 


Ambassadors will also take back to the host 
governments a strong message from the President that narcotics 
is a critical world-wide problem. 


The Secretary of State will also meet with the 
Ambassadors during the conference to discuss the high foreign 
policy priority he attaches to the narcotics issue 


Secondly, concerning the question of staff support at 
Embassy Moscow and the Consulate at Leningrad, the following 
announcement: The Oepartment awarded a contract November 5S, 
1986, to Pacific Architects and Engineers, Inc. for support 
services at the American Embassy in Moscow and the American 
Consulate General in Leningrad. 
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The contract has an estimated dollar value of $10 
million to be paid over the five years life of the contract. 
The contract will be the primary vehicle through which we will 
provide cleared American support personnel to our missions in 
the USSR to replace the Soviet employees withdrawn by the 
Soviet Government. 


Q A copy of this? 
a Yes, you can have a copy of both statements. 


Q Do you know what kind of support staff we're 
talking about, please? 


A Well, we will rely on the Embassy and the 
Consulate to identify their respective needs, but we anticipate 
that the first group of employees will include drivers, general 
laborers and tradespeople. 


Q And you don't know how many -- 


A On numbers, not known exactly and will not be 
known for some time. And, here again, we will rely on our 
missions in the Soviet Union to determine the numbers they 
require. We have provided flexibility within the terms of the 
contract. However, we understand that the final number of 
American support personnel hired under this contract may range 
between 60 and 90. 


Q Can you tell us where that company is located? 

a { believe its headquarters is in L.A., but it has 
an office here in Washington, DC 

Q Can you give us the name of the company again? 

f°) The name of the company 1s the Pacific Architects 


and Engineers, Inc. 


Q When do you expect the first of them to get to 
Moscow? 


f°) We are hopeful that some initial personnel 
actually may arrive in early December. However, [ should also 
point out that all employees must be cleared by the Bureau of 
Diplomatic Security and the Department's medical division 
before they may travel to post 
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Additionally, we will have to take into account the 
overall ceiling that the Soviets have established for American 
personnel assigned to the Embassy. 


In any case, we are hopeful that, as I said. some 
initial personnel actually may arrive in early December. 


Q How long does it usually take for a State 
Department security check if you run its course? 


) I don't know. That will vary -- 


Q I mean, in the past, with State UVepartment 
personnel? 


A It'll vary depending on whether an individual has 
worked for the U.S. Government in the past and, if so, how 
recently. Because if you have, and you have worked recently 
for the government and had security clearances, the security 
people don't have to start from scratch. But, as I say, this 
will vary greatly with the experiences and background of the 
individuals involved 


Q Don't such checks usually take much longer than a 
month? 

a Pardon me? 

Q Don't such checks usually take longer than a 
month? 

a As I say, it varies from case to case how long 
they take. 

Q Has this -- provide some more services in the 
past? 

Aa To us? 

Q Yes. 


I don't know 


Do you have any idea of the number of diplomatic 
posts that will lapse in order to make room for these people? 
I mean, you're saying 60 to 90 -- 








-4- Thursday. 11/6/86 


a You mean diplomatic personnel? 
Q Right. 
a No, I don't have -- 


Q Does that 60 to 90 figure match the umber of 
diplomatic personnel who will no longer be working at the 
Embassy? 


A On the question of whether all of these support 
staff will -- this plays on a one-to-one basis, [ guess is what 
your question is -- with staff that is there now, what I would 
say is that we are studying recommendations from the Embassy on 
staffing in this particular context you've raised. At the 
present time, no decisions have been made concerning specific 
numbers to be withdrawn from Moscow and Leningrad. 


As we have said before, however, a certain number of 
personnel currently in Moscow will need to be withdrawn to make 
room under the ceiling for the support personnel under this new 
contract. 


Q And the ceiling is 251? 
4 For, [ believe -- somebody might want to check 


the figures. It's 251 for both the Embassy and the Consulate 
in Leningrad. 


.-MORE-- 
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Q Whatever happened to the American translators 
working at the Soviet Embassy here? 


a I don't have anything on that with me, Matt. 6e 
glad to look into it, if you'd like 


Q Okay. Would you find if they are still working 
there, or if they're not working there? 


Q Do you know how much it costs, how much we paid 
the Soviet Government annually for the services that were 
provided by these personnel? 

a No, I do not have that figure. 

Q Their dependents will be going over, [ take it? 


a Of the support staff? 


Q Yes. 

a I don't know that that's the case. 

Q You don't know? 

“ I don't know 

Q What about housing -- 1s that a problem, or does 


that have to be negotiated with the Soviet Government? 


a I don't have anything on housing 
Q Another topic? 
A Are we through with - 


Q Can you tell us the policy, the United States 
policy towards arms to Iran? Can you reiterate it again, 
please? 


a No. I have nothing on that I think the White 
House spoke to that subject or to related subjects this 
morning, and I've got nothing to add to what the White House 
said. 


Q No. What they said was that the State Department 
would have the answers 
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a No. That's not my understanding. 


Q You mean you have no policy now toward the 
Iraq-Iran war any more? You suspended all your policy 
statements or what? 


a I have nothing with respect to your question. 

Q Are you going to open up on the McFarlane-[ran 
affair? 

a I have nothing on those questions. 


Q Well, did you see the statement of the Danish 
sailors’ union official today who said that the United States 
had been using Danish ships to carry arms from [srael to Iran -- 


a I have nothing on that 

Q -- (inaudible) freedom for American hostages? 
a I have nothing on that. 

Q Is the policy on the war under review? 

“ I have nothing on that 


Q Have you received anything from [raq about the 
reported secret negotiations with Iran, their point of view of 
that? 


“ I have nothing on that either 

Q You don't have any comment on the story in The 
Washington Post of today’ 

a No. 

Q To secure the release of the hostages in Beirut, 


the third parties you are dealing with, do you know whether 
they have a state connection with the [Iranian Government, or 
they are officials or what? 


a Look, you're welcome to ask all the questions you 
asked yesterday. 


Q I was not here yesterday 
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a I'm going to be coming back to what I said a 
moment ago, that the White House spoke to these subjects this 
morning, and in part yesterday and preceding days, and I will 
have nothing to add to that. 


Q Pete, on a related subject -- 
a Yes. 


-- Faik Wareh's wife -- Is that Faik Wareh a 
seventh American missing in Beirut? His wife is agitating for 
some kind of American help to get him freed. Do you have an 


update on his status for us? 


A I thought I might. No, we have not forgotten Mr. 
Wareh whose disappearance we learned of July 29, when his 
family contacted the Department to report him missing. And 
some of you may recall, we have previously discussed the case 
from this podium, I believe in August. Our embassies in the 
region have made inquiries about the gentleman involved, and to 
date, we remain unaware of his whereabouts. 


Unlike the cases of David Jacobsen and the other 
American hostages in Lebanon, no group has claimed to have 
kidnapped him, and no substantiated demands have been made for 
his safe return. 


Let me take the occasion to again advise that 
Americans should avoid travel to Lebanon. Because of our 
concern for the safety of Americans, the Department of State 
has issued several travel advisories counseling against any 
travel by American citizens to Lebanon. In a phrase, the 
situation there for Americans remains extremely dangerous. 


Q But this guy, he's of Syrian origin, right? 


Aa I'm not sure what his ultimate origin may be, but 
that's what I have on the case. 


Q Pete, excuse me, on the 22nd of October, the 
State Department spokesman said, “The United States, in the 
Iran-Iraq war, reflecting on neutrality, does not supply 
weapons to either party, nor does it authorize the transfer by 
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third parties to either side, of U.S.-manufactured or -licensed 


weapons. And further, we have specifically opposed transfers 
to Iran of arms from any source, because it's clear that 
Iranian intransigence is responsible for prolonging the 
conflict.” 


Is that still U.S. policy? 


A I've got nothing to add to what the White House 
said on the subject this morning. 


The White House said the State Department people 
would be able to flesh out the little bit of information that 


they did give ‘em. 


a Woe be unto me to take issue with the White House 
on anything; but my understanding was that there were some 
questions about some technical aspects of what is called the 
arms embargo. 


Q The embargo -- and what is it that can go and 
what couldn't? 


A What the law is and what the language of the law 
is -- 


Q Exactly Now, could we -- 
a That [ don't have, and -- 


Q Well, could you get somebody who does, since the 
White House said you would be providing at least that? 


4 We'll see what we can provide in the way of 
technical information. 


Q Well, if you could find out what, in fact, can be 
sent, according to the stated embargo and what cannot, that 
would, at least, be a beginning. 


A What [I will agree to undertake is to see what 
technical information, what factual information, if you will, 
can be provided you. 


Q If I can still add a request to that -- at a 
minimum, if you could see if the current text of the relevant 
portions of the Export Administration Act, those portions that 
deal with countries on the so-called “Terrorist List," and any 
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exceptions that may be provided -- something I can't imagine 
has been classified in the last 48 hours -- if it would be 
possible to obtain that for us. That would be -- 


a I think it's in the public domain. If you're 
asking about copies of federal statutes and regulations, [ 
think you can find it on your own. 


Somebody had a question over here? 


Q Yes, I do. If the White House, in its 


statements, to which you will add nothing, was silent on the 
question which I posed to you, would I be right to infer what 


Chuck said on October 22nd still stands? 


A Inferences and conclusions I leave to you. I've 
said what [ have to say on the question you posed to me. 


Q Why you are shy? 
Q Normally -- 


Q Why you are shy from repeating your neutrality on 
the war? You are not any more neutral? 


Q Pete, what do you have to say to third countries 
who are hearing all these allegations over the last few days? 
What are they supposed to do in the meantime? Do you want 
“Operation Staunch" to become “Operation Hemorrhage"? 
(Laughter) 


A Again, if you look at all of what was raised and 
answered at the White House, you will find that those questions 
have been posed, and those questions have been answered 

Q No, they haven't been at all 


A Well, we read different transcripts 


Q Pete, normally, when a statement of policy, such 
as the one that was made on the 22nd of October, is made from 
that podium, it goes into the File you have back there, and 
there is the standing response guidance to any questions about 
U.S. policy on that particular question 
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If I were, following the briefing, to go to the Press 
Office and ask the status of the current guidance on that, 
could I get that 22nd of October statement? 


a It's unclassified information, and what has been 
said, you all know and will remember as Steve has. 


Q But I mean, would that be given to me as a 
statement of our policy? 


a That's a very good try, John. (Laughter) 


Q [ mean, what ['m asking -- (Laughter) -- no, no, 
what I'm asking is, is this still a valid guidance or not? 


a That's like a very tight curve ball right over 
the inside corner of the plate, but I can't help you. (Laughter) 


Q But under your rules of operation -- 
a I can't help you any further. 


Well, Pete, aren't you concerned about your 
silence could be encouraged by some factions in Lebanon that 
support (inaudible) 


a I said the inferences and conclusions I leave to 
you. I really can't help you any further on these questions. 


Q Pete, is it the State Department's view that the 
American public is entitled to know about Fundamental changes 
in American foreign policy. bearing in mind that ultimately the 
government's success depends on public support? 


a Of course, we believe that the American public 
should be informed and that public support of our policies is 
important. But as I have said several times today, these 
questions, as far as [I am aware, were posed at the White House 
and have been dealt with in one way or another; and I just 
don't have anything to add. [ don't have any contribution to 
make at this point to the questions you're putting to me, in 
whatever form they come. 


Q Do you have any comment on the threatening, Iran 
threatening, that to occupy the Kuwaiti and Saudi Embassies? 
They are your moderate Arab friends, and they deplore that. 
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Do you have any comment on these threatening [Iranian 
statements? 


A I'm sorry. I didn't understand the middle part 
of your question, if you'd like to repeat it. 


-- MORE -- 
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Q Do you have any comment on the statement on 
Iranian Radio that they are demanding that people in Iran, to 
go occupy the Saudi and Kuwaiti Embassies, and the Saudis 
deplored that recently. Oo you deplore that as the Saudis, 
because they are your moderate friends in the area? 


A That, it seems to me, is a question that's apart 


from -- 

Q Of course, it's apart. 

A -- other things that have been raised here, but 
have not seen that report, and I don't have any guidance with 
me . 


Q Well, would you took a look on that? 


°) I'll look into that. 


Q Pete, whatever happened to your personnel that 


you pulled out of Beirut? Are they still in Cyprus, are they 
back in Beirut, and whatever happened to your ambassador to 


Damascus? Where is his whereabouts? . 


A On your last question, [I think our Ambassador 
Damascus is here in the country, inthe U.S. [ don't know 
whether he's in Washington or elsewhere On our staff the as 
withdrawn from Beirut Saturday, a week last Saturday, [I be ve 
-- in any event, almost two weeks ago -- I don't know wher 
they are. 


Q Are they back? 


A Some of them may be I just don't know where 
they are. 


Q Are you asking the Syrian Government to reduce 
the staff here? 


A I have nothing on that 
Q The staff at the Embassy -- 
a I have nothing on that 


Q Do you have anything further on measures perhaps 
that are going to be taken against Syria’ 


BeST COPY AVAILABLE 
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a No. I have nothing on measures that -- on 
measures against Syria. As I said yesterday, Ambassador 
Sremmer returned just a few days ago and, of course, is with 

the Secretary in Vienna, and in Vienna and in Paris we will 
| have discussions with our allies. And so when we have 
something to announce, we will. 


Q What about the hostage situation itself? Is 
there any indication of movement of any kind there? 


a [I don't have anything on the hostage situation. 


Q Pete, to go back, is Ambassador Eagleton 
scheduled to go -- to take another post, or is he still on hold? 


Q To get back to John's question for a moment, 
yesterday I called a Press Officer in NEA to ask the question 
when Iran had been put on the so-called terrorist list and 
whether Iran was still on the list, and I was told that the NEA 
Press Office could not touch that question. 


So I have two questions that come from that. Number 
one, is it correct that instructions have gone to the various 
Press Offices not to touch questions on the public -- of 
matters on the public record relating to this issue? And, 
number two, is Iran still on the terrorist list? 


a I have nothing on that. 


a First, [ think that question was asked a couple 
of days ago, and I said yes. And, secondly -- 


Q Well, my question is, is it on the terrorist list 
this morning? 


a Yes. That question was asked, and I said yes. 
And as to questions of our internal, shall [ say, chain of 
command and internal discipline, I have no comment. 


Q Can you give us a statement on the U.S. policy of 
dealing with countries that engage in terrorism? 


A I don't have the language at hand or in mind to 
say. Perhaps on another occassion I'll be prepared and can 
answer your question. 


Q I mean, well, usually it's right in the book 
there, because it gets asked very frequently. 











if b 


-14- Thursday, 11/6/86 


a Well -- 
Q (Inaudible) 
A -- I thinned the book out over the week. 


Q I want to follow up on your question about 
advising people not to go to Lebanon. What advice do you give 
people who call up and say they might want to go to Iran? 


A I think we have travel advisories in place 
concerning Iran, and I would think one doesn't have to be an 
expert in American Express advertisements to come to the 
obvious conclusions about what one should advise others about 
travel to Iran. 

What is the advice? 
Use common sense. 
They can travel on American passport, or what? 


Irish passport. 


> © > 


Take your American Express card (Laughter) 
Any other subjects before -- 


Q No, no. Same subject Some months ago the 
United States issued a maritime warning for shipping in the 
mouth of the Gulf after, preceding, during incidents of Iranian 
warships stopping commercial traffic. [s that warning - 
maritime warning still in effect? 


a I don't know for a fact ['ll be glad to look 
into it, whether that's still in effect 


Q Pete, you have read what Prime Minister Chirac 
said yesterday regarding Syria, and he's one of the allies that 
the Secretary's going to meet in Paris today, [ guess, or he 
already met him. Do you have anything to say on that? 


A No. [I have nothing in particular about what the 
Prime Minister said, but as one of my favorite French diplomats 
said, "Some things go without saying, but they go better said." 
So I will say that, with France, we have had and we'll continue 
to have a close cooperation in doing the kinds of things that 
we need to do in combatting international terrorism. 
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Q Like what? 


Q Pete, yesterday the Soviet Ambassador in Amman 
said that the Soviet Union issued a strong warning to the 
United States following threats to launch a military operation 
against Syria? O00 you have any comment on that? 


A That who issued that warning? 
Q The Soviet Ambassador in Amman. 


a I don't have anything on that. 


Do you know if the subject of Syria was discussed 
during the meeting between the two Secretaries of State of the 
Soviet Union and the United States? 


a I don't have any readout on the specifics of the 
Secretary's discussions with the Soviet Foreign Minister. The 
Secretary had a lengthy press conference earlier today, and I 
don't know if that particular question came up. I would only 
say that last week that Ambassador Ridgway had a couple of 
discussions with Ambassador Dubinin on the question of Syria's 
support for terrorism, so it's a subject that we think we 
should discuss with the Soviets, and we do. 


Q Do you have any characterization of the Soviet 
position -- 


a No, I do not. 


Q What kind of cooperation are you having with the 
French as far as combatting terrorism when Syria itself, as it 
stands, is accused of terrorism? 


A I think we've discussed before the kinds of 
things we think are important in the cooperation among -- 


Q They are advocating to maintain contacts and 
links with Syria. 


a -- the allies, intelligence-sharing and taking 
steps that are supportive of 





-16- Thursday, 11/6/86 


our mutual diplomacy and our mutual efforts against terrorism, 
but I'm not in a position to go into specifics for you. 


Q Pete, just to be sure, you don't have anything on 
the Shultz-Shevardnadze meeting? 


) No. That will come from Vienna. 
Q At this point, can you characterize at all the 


State Department's feelings or prospects for releasing the 
hostages in Lebanon? Cautiously optimistic, optimistic, 


pessimistic? 


A I can't give you a temperature reading on that. 


Q Perhaps one last question on this [ranian 
business here, and the American -- 


A The last question? 
Q Perhaps. 
a Is that a promise? 


Q -- American policy thereto. If the State 
Department won't tell the American public what U.S. policy is 
toward Iran, is the State Department telling America's allies 
and friends in the region what American policy is toward [ran? 


a At this point on that question, I cannot comment 
on diplomatic exchanges. 


Q Thank you 

Q I just want to make sure we have this right Is 
it a fair statement to say that the State Department refuses to 
make any comment or statement about what the policy of the U S 
Government toward Iran is as of this date? 


A You write the stories. It's up to you to choose 
how to write them. 


Q No, no. I'm asking you -- 


a [ can't -- 
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Q -- would you quarrel with that statement? 
a I'm not going to give you any steerage, John, on 
I'm not asking for a steer; I'm asking for a 
“yes" or "no" -- I've asked the question. 
A I would just -- you expressed -- 
Q I'm asking a “yes" or “no" answer. 
You expressed yourself in that way. I have 
chosen to express myself yesterday and today by saying that I 
have nothing to add to what has been said elsewhere. 


Q You're not expressing it. He's asking a question. 


Q I've asked a question. I said, does the United 
States have a policy of -- let me put it another way: Is there 
a U.S. policy toward Iran that the United States Government can 
state publicly? 


A I would give you the same answer I gave to that 
question others have asked in different Forms today. 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:51 p.m.) 
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TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the November 6, 1986 daily press briefing: 
USSR: SUPPORT STAFF CONTRACT 





Q: Will the support staff that the Pacific Northwest 
Architects and Engineers Inc. is providing be taking thpic 
dependents with them? Will housing be @ problem? Does that’: 
have to be negotiated with the USSR? 

A. AT THE PRESENT TIME THE CONTRACT STATES THAT ALL CONTRACT 
EMPLOYEES WILL BE UNACCOMPANIED. 

-- HOUSING FOR THE CONTRACT EMPLOYEES DOES NOT APPEAR TO 
PRESENT A PROBLEM. WE HAVE ENOUGH APARTMENTS WHICH WE OWN OR 


WHICH ARE UNDER LEASE TO ACCOMMODATE OUR PERSONNEL. 
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TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the November 6, 1986 daily press briefing: 


PERSIAN GULF: MARITIME WARNING 


Some months ago the United States issued 4 maritime warning 
for shipping in the mouth of the Gulf after, preceeding, 
during incidents of Iranian warships stopping commercial 
traffic. Is that warning - maritime warning - still in 
effect? 
-- YES. THE BROAD WARNING ISSUED IN SEPTEMBER 1985 
REGARDING CONDITIONS IN THE PERSIAN GULF, THE STRAIT 
OF HORMUZ, AND THE GULP OF OMAN (SPECIAL WARNING 
TO MARINERS NO. 67) CONTINUES TO BE IN EFFECT. 
A BROADCAST WARNING ISSUED IN JANUARY 1986 TO NOTIFY 
MAR’ 'YERS THAT THE IRANIAN NAVY HAD REPORTEDLY EXPANDED 


ITS PATROL ZONE IN THE GULF OF OMAN ALSO REMAINS IN 


EFFECT. 
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MR. MARTINEZ: tLadies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
I don't have any announcements for you so, Matthew, take it 
away . 


It's reported today that the Secretary of State 
protested a plan that's now been reported to free the hostages 
iri Lebanon by providing Iran with spare military parts. Is 
that the case? How did the Secretary feel about that policy? 


a I don't have anything on that story. 
Q What is American policy? 
A Let me try once again and say that I'm in the 


same mode I was in yesterday and the day before yesterday. 
These questions were posed at the White House yesterday, again 
this morning; they were answered, and ['ve got nothing to add. 


Q Does the Secretary of State support whatever the 
policy is, even though you're not willing to say what it is? 


a Of course, the Secretary of State supports the 
policies of the President. 


Q Pete, in that regard, did you hear any concern or 
expressing of displeasure from any of the Gulf Cooperation 
Council states or from the [Iraqis or the Saudis or anybody? 


aA I don't have anything on that 

Q Could you take us back, if you have any guidance 
on this, to 1979 when there was a hold put on $600 million 
worth of U.S. arms that were supposed to be sent to Iran? Do 
you have any guidance on that -- 


is) No, I don't, Marvin 


Q Do you know, from the depths of your knowledge of 
how this building works, whether that is in fact still on hold, 
or whether some of those arms, as the New York Times reports 
today, have begun to go to Iran? 
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a I don't have anything on that specific question. 


Q Pete, a follow-up to Marvin's question? Every 
year since 1980, about this time, the President has reaffirmed 
the state of national emergency which President Carter invoked 
during the Iranian hostage crisis, and that has taken with it 
an Executive Order which put all that armament away somewhere. 
That hasn't happened yet this year. Should we expect that that 
will be happening soon? 


A I don't have anything on that question, Chris. I 
wouldn't, in any case, predict; and under any circumstances, 
those kinds of questions would have been referred to the White 


House. 


Q Well, let me ask a slightly different question. 
That material which Iran had already paid for, bought and paid 
for, but the delivery was held up by President Carter -- would 
anything in the terrorist list or the Export Administration Act 
prevent the delivery of things that Iran had already paid for, 
as opposed to new sales of armaments to [ran? 


a Can't help you with those questions today. 


Q You had mentioned yesterday that you would try 
and get us some te-hnical information about all this 
(inaudible). Is that going to be forthcoming? 

A Yes, we looked into that and found that most of 


this information is out there in the public domain, in 
government-issued publications of existing legislation, and so 
forth and so on. I[f it would be useful to some of you, we 
could try and make excerpts from, for example, the Arms Export 
Control Act so you can look at what the law is. But beyond 
that, as I say, most of this is out there in the public domain 


Q Yes, but none of that addresses what is in the 
public domain, whether the actual practice of the U.S. 
Government now is in violation of what is in the public domain 
That's the issue. 


a All I undertook, Marvin, yesterday was to see 
what, if any, technical information we could provide; and as I 
say, came to the conclusion after looking at it that all of 
this is out there in the public domain. But we're prepared to 
make the appropriate excerpts for you, if it's useful to you. 
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Q Has any effort been made or have any meetings 
been held to explain what U.S. policy is to some Arabic 
representatives, maybe Iraq? 


a I don't have -- 


Q Have any meetings been held with the Iraqi 
Ambassador, for example? 


Qa I don't have anything on diplomatic exchanges. 


Q Pete, was the issue of frozen assets of Iran in 
the United States, was it solved properly, or does Iran still 
have some claims against the United States? [hey say that they 
have billions of dollars still in the U.S. Treasury or U.S. 
banks which were not delivered to I[ran. 


Aa Don't have anything on it. 


Q You can't confirm that the [raqi Ambassador was 
in to see Murphy yesterday? 


a I can confirm that the Iraqi Ambassador came in 
to see Murphy, [ think the day before yesterday. 


Q That's what Matt was looking for. 


a [I didn't understand the question quite that way 
Q What about the Saudi Ambassador? 

) I don't have anything on the Saudi Ambassador. 
Q Do you have any comment on the front-page story 


in the Wash ton Times this morning, the interview that 
supposedly Arnaud de Borchgrave has with Chirac in Paris about 
Syria was framed into this whole things of the plane? You 
might have seen it. 


a Yes, | saw the story. I don't have anything on 
that particular story, but [ would note that officials of the 
governments involved have denied that report 


Q Did you have any indication prior to that report 
that there was some division inside the Syrian Secret Services, 
and that some parts of it could be working against Assad? 
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a I don't have anything on that. 


Q Did you have any discussion with the Israeli 
authorities since this morning that could lead you to confirm 
or deny that the Mossad could have had anything to do with 
that (inaudible). 


a I don't have anything on that. 
Q Which governments have denied it? 


A The French and German Governments. The spokesmen 
for the appropriate parts of those governments have denied, on 
the record, the story to which you were referring a moment ago. 


Q Can you explain why if the policy on arms has not 
changed, why the Justice Department is now reviewing 
case-by-case all of the either upcoming cases or cases which 
have already been settled in court having to do with people 
selling arms to Iran? 


A No, I cannot, other than the obvious to suggest 
you ask Justice. 


Q But you're saying that the US. position on 
selling arms has not changed; is that what you're saying? 


a No, I don't follow you. Backtrack. 


Q I guess maybe ['m trying to get you to restate 
what -- 

a That's what 1 thought you were trying to do. 

Q Other people have been trying to get you to 
restate -- 

A I can't help you. 

Q You said Secretary Shuitz -- 

I can't help you any further on -- 

Q You said Secretary Shultz -- “Of course, 

Secretary Shultz agrees with the policy." Can you just state 


for us what the policy is? 


a Those questions have been posed at the White 


House. They have been answered to the extent the 
Administration is prepared to answer them, and I have nothing 


to add. 
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Q I don't mean to take you through this 
unnecessarily. B6ut the phrase you used before was, “Of course, 
the Secretary supports the policy of the President,” and I just 
want to be clear. Is that a phrase that you tossed off pro 
forma, which is the proper thing to say, or is that @ phrase 
that is a result actually of a check on your part that the 
Secretary, in this case, does support this policy? 


a No, Marvin; in any case, one never gets into a 
self-analysis of one's state of mind. I said what I said, 
that, of course, the Secretary supports the policies of the 
President, and [ don't think [ could be any clearer than that. 


Q Because what he said on some flight today from 


somewhere to somewhere was that he thought the right policy, 
with regard to Iran, was not to negotiate or deal with them? 


A I have not seen the text, the actual text of what 
the Secretary said. in any event, I have answered the question 


as I have. 


Q What forbids you from repeating what the White 
House said? You always, from this podium, repeat what the 
White House said. Why you are now, for the last couple of 
days, refusing to repeat what the White House says about this 
matter? 


a I said earlier this week that commentary on all 
aspects of this story would be coming from the White House, 
that they have been responding to questions at the White House. 
and that [ would not have anything to add 


Q You mean the State Department does not have 
anything to do with formulation of foreign policy of the United 
States? 

“a I can't help you any further on that particular 
question. 

Q Let me ask you in a different way, possibly. 


Does the State Department and the White House see eye-to-eye or 
possidly they speak the same language when it comes to the 
implementation of policy towards [ran? 


a I've answered that question already 


Q Sir? 
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a Yes. 


Q It seems obvious to many Americans that, if the 
United States is sending spare parts and arms to Iran, that it 
is in an effort to halt the growing rapprochement between Iran 
and the USSR which would give the USSR warm water ports which 
they've searched for or hoped for for centuries, and therefore 
it seems hard to understand why there is no answer to this when 
it would help the President's policy, or U.S. policy. for every 
American to be apprised of this? 


a Well, as I said, those questions have been posed 
at the White House. They have answered those questions, and [ 
don't have anything to add to how they've answered it. 


Q Pete, when is the Secretary due back? What will 
he do? Is he going to the White House? Will he meet the press? 


a The Secretary is expected back late this 
afternoon. I don't have anything on his schedule. . Don't have 
any indications that he will be having any media activities at 
this point. 


Q Will he be coming back here, do you know? 
a He will be coming back to Washington. 
Q No, to the State Department? 


a { assume he would be coming back to the 
Department, but I don't know that for a fact 


Q What do you have on the movement of any new 
Soviet troops into Afghanistan? 


a We have seen reports of movement of Soviet troops 
into Afghanistan but have no evidence of new divisions. Wwe 
believe that Soviet troop strength in Afghanistan remains 
approximately 116 to 118 thousand despite the symbolic 
withdrawal of six regiments which occurred last month but which 
clearly involved the deceptive withdrawal of two motorized 
rifle regiments and several dozen tanks. 


I'd add that the Soviet Union also maintains 30,000 to 
50,000 troops based across the border in the Soviet Union with 
participate in operations inside Afghanistan. [t is thus 
impossible to know how many Soviet troops are in Afghanistan at 
any given moment. 


Q What is a “deceptive withdrawal?” 
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A A deceptive withdrawal of two motorized rifle 
regiments and several dozen tanks. 


Q No, but they either withdrew or they didn't. 


2) If you will recall, when the question came up a 
couple of weeks ago, we described how the regiments in question 
were, as I recall, regiments that were either not of particular 
combat utility or not at full strength or were not employed in 
some fashion compatible with the Soviet attempts to restructure 
its armed forces in Afghanistan in order to enable them to 
fight the war more effectively. 


Q Do you have any situation report on the war in 
the refugee camps in Lebanon which has been going on for a long 
time? 


A No, I don't have anything on that. 
Matt? 


Q Does the United States intend to maintain 
diplomatic relations with Nicaragua? Do you have anything to 
say about that? 


a I don't have anything, Matt, to indicate to you 
that anything is in the offing at this point along the lines of 
your question. 


Q Pete, you were asked early this week, I believe, 
or last week about the whereabouts of Smyth after the story 
appeared in the Washington Post by the kryton and Israel. 





a Yes 

Q And you said that you would take the question and 
post an answer, or something like that. There was no answer so 
far. 


a No, I said I would look into it. 


Q You would look into it. There's no answer? 
Still looking into it. 

Q You're still looking at it? 

a Yes. 
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Q Do you have any comment on the indictment of Abu 
Nidal in connection with the Istanbul synagogue bombing and 
with the murder of a Jordanian diplomat? 


A I don't have anything on either point, no. Sorry. 


Q Thank you. 


(Press briefing concluded 12:45 p.m.) 





DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
DAILY PRESS BRIEFING 


INDEX 


Monday, November 10, 1986 
BRIEFER: Charles Redman 





Subject Page 
ANNOUNCEMENTS 
Death of James Roberts of the Press Office ..... 1~2 
Backgrounder on Ambassadors’ Conference on 
Narcotics at the White House ..............45.. 2 
Press Office Closed Veterans Day ............... 2 
SYRIA 
EC Statement on Sanctions against Syria for 
Support of Terrorism .... 0... cee eee 2, 3 
i 2 Me. «pane gearseandencevesnecnanseers 2-3 
French Prime Minister's Alleged Critical Remarks 
regarding the US .. 6... eee 7-8 
[RAN 
Secretary's Knowledge of Alleged US Shipment 
a ie: Cn, baoagcnhansebeatepesenerenceees 3-4, 6, 7-8 
Secretary's Remarks on Plane from Europe re 
DD, cb emabrabdeSesneenseneaecdsageecceceece 3-4, 5-6 
Secretarial Meeting with the President ......... 11 
US Comment on Various Reports on [Issue ......... 11-12 
DEPARTMENT 
Reports Secretary Considering Resignation ...... 4, 5 
Secretary's Meeting with the President ......... 11 
TERRORISM 
Countries on Terrorism List, How/When List 
Compiled ©. eee ee ee 4-5 
LEBANON 
Reports of Imminent Release of French Hostages . 7 
Reported Beating of Hostage Jacobsen .......... 9-10 
Reported Dispatch of High-Level US Emissary .... 12 
SAUDI ARABIA 
Reports AWACS about to be Withdrawn oo, pcos OF 
ARMS CONTROL 
US Compliance: Equipping Bombers with Cruise ... 86-9 


CENTRAL AMERICA 
Viability of Contadora Process in Light of 
Nicaraguan [CJ Case against Honduras/Costa 
BOM cocceccese + 7 , 10 


7 [MBABWE 
Secretary Meeting with Foreign Minister? 10-11 








DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
DAILY PRESS BRIEFING 


DPC #202 


MONDAY, NOVEMBER 10, 1986, 12:14 P. M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 


First, you will be saddened to learn that last 
Saturday James Roberts passed away of a heart attack. He has 
been an indispensable member of the Press Office staff for 
nearly 27 years. He was a4 valvu:* friend to all of us in the 
Press Office and I'm sure to mu:y of you. He will be sorely 


missed. We extend our heartfelt sympathies to his wife, 
Martha, and his family. 


Memorial services will be held Wednesday, November 12, 
from 6:00 to 9:00 p.m., and the funeral on Thursday, November 
13, at 11:00 a.m. at the Turner Memorial A.M.E. Church, 600 I 
Street, N.W. 


Jim? 


MR. ANDERSON: Chuck, let me just say that we join you 
in your thoughts about Jim Roberts, and our sympathy also goes 
out to his family. All of us, I think, are going to recall Jim 
as one of the quiet professionals who make this system work as 
well as it does. 


We all recall he was the one who answered the 
telephone at 7:00 o'clock in the morning when we needed to get 
a message through and no one else was around, and he was the 
one who was frequently here answering telephones during crisis 
periods on the weekends as well. 


He was also the one who kept the institutional memory 
of the Press Office, who could find last month's White House 
press release or yesterday's State Department briefing or last 
year's policy statement. He watched over the FBIS wire and the 
news agency teletypes, and he kept them available during dull 
times and during crisis alike. 


We're going to miss Jim and his work, and we'll miss 
his friendship, but most of all we're going to miss another 
cool, quiet professional who was always ready to help us. 


OTHERS: Hear, hear 


MR. REOMAN: Thank you, Jim 
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You had a question, John? 
MR. WALLACH: Just where the memorial service was. 


MR. REOMAN: The Turner Memorial A.M.E. Church, 600 I 
Street. That's both the Memorial Service and the funeral. 


Two brief announcements: There will be a BACKGROUND 
briefing in the White House briefing room today at 2:00 p.m. 
The subject will be the Ambassador's Conference on Narcotics, 
scheduled to be held at the White House November 12-13. That's 
at 2:00 o'clock today in the White House Briefing Room. 


And, finally, just a reminder that tomorrow's a 
federal holiday, so there will be no briefing here. The Press 
Office will operate on i Sunday schedule. 


That's all [ have. Jim? 


Q Chuck, 11 of the 12 members of the European 
Community voted in London this morning for some sanctions 
against Syria. Have you seen what they've done, and do you 
have any comment? 


A We have seen the reports. We welcome the fact 
that the EC has decided to deal with this issue. We feel that 
steps by members of the EC, whether collective or individual, 
are important in making clear that Syrian support for 
international terrorism is unacceptable. 


The fact that 11 of the 12 member states endorsed the 
statement and that all will take action is another sign of the 
growing concern about Syrian state support for terrorism which 
was exposed in the recent Hindawi case in London. 


We also welcome the declaration issued by the Council 
of Europe last week, following its conference on combatting 
terrorism, which called for increased international cooperation 
against terrorism, including state-sponsored terrorism. 


What is important to note here is that a number of 


governments have identified Syria as a state which supports 
terrorism. We hope European actions will persuade President 
Assad to change Syria's policies. 


For our part, the U.S. Government will take a closer 
look at the European measures, and at an appropriate time in 


the near future we will make our own announcement of what steps 
we will take to follow up the withdrawal of our Ambassador two 


weeks ago. 
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Q But further steps will be taken, American steps? 
a As I said, further steps will be taken. 


Q During the trip, several times the Secretary said 
something like you've just said in the last paragraph there. 
Does that mean that the United States is thinking along lines 
of sanctions rather than anything stronger than that? 


o I'd prefer not to prejudice the outcome of our 
deliberations at this point. We will be making an announcement 
of further steps at the appropriate time -- as [I say, in the 
near future -- and I leave it at that at this point. 


Q Chuck, one of the specific items that the EC 
approved in that vote that you mentioned a moment ago was to 
ban arms sales to Syria. Does the U.S. support that specific 
action taken by the EC? 


& I've given you my general reaction; concerning 
specific U.S. actions, that will be forthcoming in the near 
future. 

Q I wasn't asking about U.S. actions, but does the 


U.S. endorse or support the EC action, specifically that one? 


i And I've given you my reaction to the EC 
measures. John? 


On another issue, there have been conflicting 
reports about whether the Secretary was fully aware of the 
shipment of American spare parts, presumably through third 
countries, to Iran over the course of the last year and a half 


Can you respond to that specific question as to 
whether the Secretary was fully aware that the initial decision 
was taken, that apparently during that period there was a 
hiatus and then the shipments again were resumed? 


a My position on questions concerning that subject 
or that general range of questions has not changed since last 


week, has not changed from that expressed by the Secretary as 
we were going to and from Vienna, so I really don't have any 
way to help you on those kinds of questions 


Q Does the Secretary remain annoyed that he 
apparently is being muzzled on this topic by the White House? 


a In both of your questions, you continue to put in 
preconditions, facts, which you take as given which at least 





-4- Monday, 11/10/86 


I've never been in a position to address nor has the 
Secretary. I would only point out that for those of you who 
were there on the aircraft with us on Friday night, the word 
“muzzled” was never used. 


Q No. But the Secretary himself didn't sound very 
happy that he was not able to comment publicly on the .- 


i and I think for those of you who were there, I 


would not even necessarily describe it as “not sounding very 
happy.” You may have interpreted that in the readout you got 


from some places, but I listened to it; and [I certainly did not 
get the sense that the word “mUzzled”" was in any way the 


appropriate word to have used. 
Q Can you make it available, the transcript? 


i) As always, [ think you can have access to these -- 


Q Was he instructed to maintain silence by the 
White House? 


“a I've gone over last week any number of times the 
way we're handling this, and [I don't have anything new. 

Q Chuck, was he or is he considering resigning? 

a The Secretary has no plans to resign. The story 


on the weekend was pure speculation. 
Q I think it was last June the so-called State 
Department terrorist list was revised, and there are five 


countries on the list. Is that still the list: Iran, Syria, 
Cuba, North Korea and Nicaragua’* 


a That's the list. 
Q Apart from a finding that -- 


a That list is reviewed and updated on a regular 
process. 


Q By the way, do you know when it was reviewed last? 
I think they can help you out in the Press Office. 


Q Chuck -- 





* CORRECTION: The five countries on the terrorist list are 
Syria, Libya, Iran, Cuba and South Yemen. 
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Q Wait a minute, John, please. Apart from a 
finding that these states sponsor terrorism, what does the list 
suggest about U.S. dealings with those countries? Are they 
countries that we boycott? 


“ The list has a defined role and purpose in law, 
and that's what the list does. 


Q Well, I mean, if a country's on that list, is it 
eligible for U.S. military equipment? 


A You can read the law itself to see what that list 
implies, why that determination is made. 


Q I just want to come back -- 


Q Wait. I[ know why the determination is made. 
Congress asked that it be made. But, I mean, what does it do? 
How does it affect -- how does being named on the list affect 


U.S. relations with a particular country? 


i) As I say, that's a matter of record. That's why 
the determination is made. It has certain consequences which 
flow from the determination. 


Q Can you be more responsive to the specific 
question as to whether the Secretary has or is considering 
resigning? You say he has no plans, the story is pure 
speculation. [t's not really directly responsive to the 
question of whether he's considering -- 


A { think it is more than directly responsive. 


Q Well, in this town somebody could have no plans 
on one day and leave the next day, as you well know. Has he 
considered resigning? 


a That would always be the case, John. You could 
have no plans one day and have plans the next day. I mean, 
what can I say to those kinds of questions? What I'm telling 
you is that the stories that appeared on the weekend were pure 
speculation. 


Q Well, has he considered resigning? 
A And [I've given you the answer to the question. 
Q Chuck, let me just come back, since you brought 


up the Secretary's comments on the plane, you're not denying 
that the Secretary used the words, “I'm not particularly 
happy," quote, unquote, when discussing what he said was a 
White House directive for him to refer all comments to -- 
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a That's right, Ralph -- 
Q Okay. 


a —-- and that was in the context of a request put 
at the very end of the briefing as we were breaking up by some 
people who said, “You know, Mr. Secretary, keep us in mind, 
your State Department regulars. When there comes a time when 
you can talk to us, please do." And the Secretary, being the 
man that he is, said, “Sure. You know [I never like to be ina 
position where I can't talk to.you." 


Q He said, “I'm not particularly happy." Those 
were the words -- 

A I'll teave it at that. 

Q Those are the words he used, weren't they? 

Q There is a second circle of some of the State 


Department regulars who were not on the airplane and who do not 
know what you said in answer to the question of whether or not 
the Secretary was aware of these proceedings that have been 
described amply in the press. 


So for those of us who were not on the airplane, I 
wonder if you could tell us whether the Secretary was aware of 
what was going on. 


i) The Secretary did not address that question on 
the plane. 


Q Chuck, since you support the EC sanctions against 
Syria, can you tell us if Syria received any military eg-ipment 
from the United States or police equipment, or whatever it is? 


A Don't have anything on that. 

Q Can you look at it because, you know, a couple of 
months, you -- there was that you supplied Syria with chemical 
components or something like that? 

Aa Can't help you on that one. 

Q Do you have any reaction to some of the critical 


statements made by Chirac about the United States in the 
Washington Times? 





a No, I don't. 
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Q Do you have anything on the possible release of 
the French hostages in Lebanon? 


A No. 
Do you have anything on the B-52 SALT II limit 
situation? 
Q Wait. Can we stay on the same subject a while? 
Q Sure. . 
= We'll come back to that one. 
Q Yes. 


Q FBIS carries an AFP despatch saying that a French 
industry magazine called Petro Strategies reports that AWACS 
planes based in Saudi Arabia which have been used in air 
defense support for Iraq have been withdrawn as part of the 
ongoing negotiations with Iran over the hostages. Do you have 
anything on that? 





a No, I don't. 


Q Okay. Can I go back and ask, since you say the 
Secretary didn't address, as you say, the question of whether 
or not he was aware, could you answer the question, was the 


Secretary aware of what was going or in these transactions? 


a That was John's question, asked at the start of 
the briefing. 


Q And you said that you'd addressed it somewhere 
else. 

o 1 said that I was not addressing those kind of 
questions in any way other than which they had been addressed 
previously. 

Q Can't you take that question, Chuck, because 


there's a lot of confusion in the press about, on the one hand, 
people writing that he was aware, that he opposed it; other 
people saying that he had ample opportunity to stop it and 
didn't seem to want to exercise that; and other people saying 
that he didn't know anything about it at all, and that it was 
done to a large extent behind his back. 


Can't the spokesman here be somewhat more respunsive 
and clear that up a little bit? 
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“ No. 
Ralph, now going to your question -- 
Q Yes. 


“ Actually, I'd refer you to the Department of 
Defense, and there they can give you more detailed information 
than I can give you. But the bottom line, as I understand it, 
will be that the reports you saw over the weekend which talked 
about some dates are premature. That decision will be made, as 
the President put it, near the end of the year, or before the 
end of the year, and that that's where things stand -— that is 
to say that no definite decision had been set concerning dates, 
but rather that the President, when announcing this, referred 
to deployment at, or for, or near the end of the year. But 
once again, the Pentagon can help you in more detail. 


Q You used the word “decision” twice. Isn't it a 
matter of production and not a matter of a political decision 
that when that 13lst bomber is ready to roll, it will roll, but 
it isn't ready to roll right now? 


[ mean, there's no tinkering with the assembly line, 
is there, in the sense of a decision, a political decision? 


A That specific question [ can't answer, only to 
say that the President's policy on SALT was made clear at the 
time when he said that in the future we have to base our 
decisions regarding strategic force structure on the nature and 
the magnitude of the threat posed. 


Q Did you have any clarification on at what point 
deployment is considered to have taken place? There is some 
suggestion that the fact that it is outfitted and ready to go 
is exceeding the SALT Limit already. 


A Once again, the Pentagon can help you in more 
detail on those kinds of questions. [t is in fact a bit of a 
moot point since the President has made his position on SALT 
clear, and I've just given you again a reiteration of what our 
decision will be based on in the future. 


Q Chuck, are you saying that essentially the 
decision to go ahead with the l3lst still stands? It's just 
what's wrong about the report over the weekend is the timing? 


ig That's right. 


Q So why is it a moot point. I don't understand 


that. 
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o Well, his point concerned whether or not you go 
over SALT limits or not. 


Q Right. And since the U.S. isn't abiding by the 
SALT limits, its irrelevant. 


« Our decisions are made on another basis now, 
which is the one I just reiterated to you. 


Q Okay. But suppose we asked the question -- 
regardless of the SALT limits, suppose we just ask whether the 
13lst bomber will be outfitted with the requisite technology 
this week. Does that change your answers in any way? 


“ No. The answer is the reports about this week 
that appeared over the weekend are premature and that basically 
no definitive date has been set, as I understand it. But let 
me again go back to where I[ started from, which is to send you 
to the Pentagon where the real experts on this question are to 
be found. 


Q Chuck, listening to your answer, it struck me -- 
and [ may be wrong -- that you were suggesting that 4 decision 
has yet to be made about whether to outfit that 1l3lst. 

a No. 

Q Okay. 

a I reiterated the President's point that our 


intention to deploy a bomber without compensating 
dismantlements, that remains unchanged The timing of that is, 
in a general sense, as the President stated at the time when he 


referred to deployment, near the end of the year. 


Q Back on the reported U.S. arms to [ran, are you 
aware of any other Arab ambassadors expressing concern other 
than the [Iraqi and the Saudi to the State Department? 


A Can't help you with that one. 

Q Can we go to another subject? 

Q Can we just stay on that for one second? Do you 
know anything about reports that David Jacobsen was, on several 


occasions, beaten when there were press reports that were not 
to the liking of his [Islamic Jihad captors? 


a Don't have anything on that 
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Q On the Secretary's Guatemala mission, there were 
reports that the Contadora process, as feeble as it may have 
been at this point, is falling apart still further, with more 
fracturing, more fragmentation. 


Does the United States support the Contadora process, 
or does the United States think the problem of Nicaragua ought 
to be handed over to the OAS itself? 


“ Our position on the Contadora process hasn't 
changed, no. 


Q So you'd like the Contadora countries to address 
the Nicaraguan problem, rather than the OAS en masse, right? 


is I'm not sure why you're phrasing the question 
exactly that way, but let me just go back to say -- 


Q Because Honduras, Salvador, and Costa Rica all 
lately have suggested that it doesn't work and that the problem 
ought to be thrown into the lap of the OAS, which is a larger 
body and maybe less adept at handling the problem. Of course, 
they've been suggesting the United States never really 
supported the process in the first place. But putting that 
aside, the trend seems to be against Contadora, and I wondered 
where the U.S. stood. 


a I can't answer that any more definitively than 
what ['ve just done. But I might add, in the context of a 
couple of stories that have recently appeared, in particular 
the World Court suits that Nicaragua has taken against Costa 
Rica and Honduras, that is a major obstacle to further talks. 


We understand that the Contadora and support group 
nations held consultations among themselves October 30 to 


November 1 in Mexico, and that they plan to do so again this 
week in Guatemala, and in Brazil in December. But there have 


been no negotiating sessions of all the parties since the June 
6 presentation of the third draft agreement, which all the 
Central American democracies have stated requires further 


discussion. 


Q Chuck, has the Secretary seen the Zimbabwean 
Foreign Minister today, or will he see him today? 


a I'll have to take a look at that I did not see 
it on his schedule. 


Q The Zimbabweans seem to be under the impression 
that he would be seeing the Secretary today. 
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a I don't think that's the case, but if it's 
otherwise, we'll get back to you. 


Q Is the Secretary seeing the President before he 
leaves? 


a The Secretary was participating at a meeting with 
other officials at 11:30 this morning with the President. 


Does he plan to have a one-on-one meeting with 
the President? Has the President invited him for such a 
to meeting since his return to Washington on Friday 
night! 


o Right now I “on't have anything concerning a 
one-on-one meeting. 


Q Could you take that question? 


i The Secretary often has meetings with the 
President and other conversations, and I don't want to get into 
a mode of confirming absolutely one of them. [I've told you 
what I've got on his contacts today as I know them now. 


Q Let me try a little harder, though. Over the 
weekend, he did put in some work. He had that meeting on 
Syria. Did he also talk to the President, by phone or 
otherwise, about all these reports and the situation generally? 


A As [| say, as a general rule, [ don't want to get 
into a position of confirming or denying every single contact 
along the way, so [I'm just going to stay with that answer. 


Q But how about if we ask generally, has the 
Secretary spoken to the President on this subject since the 
reports on this subject became public last Tuesday? 


a You've complicated your task even further, Ralph, 
because now you've refined contacts to particular subjects; and 
certainly, in that vein, [ won't confirm or deny or have any 
comment. 


Q Is it still -- let me just for my own 
clarification - is it still State Department practice as of 
today to refer questions on U.S. policy towards the Iran-Iraq 
war and supplying munitions thereto to the belligerents, is it 
still the practice to refer these questions to the White House 
and to decline comment on them? 


A My practice is to do what I've been doing, which 
is to tell you that [ can't help you any further; and if you 
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want, to reiterate the fact that previous statements have in 
fact come from the White House; but I'm not promising you 
anything there any more than here. 


Q Chuck, do you expect more hostages to be released 
soon? 


a I can't help you on that. 

Q Does the United States Government have -- aside 
from the Ambassador to Lebanon, does the United States 
Government have a high-level emissary in Lebanon today? 


Can't help you on that one. 


Q I was going to ask you where Richard Murphy is. 
I guess that does it. 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:35 p.m.) 
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MR. REDMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
One announcement: Secretary Shultz will participate in the 
second Juarez Lecture on Thursday, November 13 in the Loy 
Henderson Conference Room. He will be introducing the lecturer 
at 7 o'clock, and that should take approximately 7 to 7:15 
during that time period. This Juarez Lecture, to answer your 
question, Bernie, is part of the Lincoln-Juarez Lecture Series 
initiated by Secretary of State Shultz and Mexican Secretary of 
Foreign Relations Sepulveda in April of '83. The lecturer this 
year is Dr. Victor Urquidi, one of Mexico's best-known 
intellectuals recently retired as the director of the College 
of Mexico, the most prestigious academic institution in that 
country. The topic will be “International Technical 
Cooperation” with a special focus on relations between Mexico 
and the United States. The lecture is on the record and is 
open to the media. That's all] 1 have. 


Jim? 


Q There were reports that Admira]) Poindexter has 
been explaining to Congress what exactly the U.S. policy 
towards hostages and toward Iran is. Is the Secretary planning 
to make any such excursions? 


A I don't have any knowledge at this point he will 
make such excursions. 


Q Has the Secretary been in contact with Congress 
at all about these U.S. policies? 


A I don't believe that he has been in contact. But 
just let me reiterate here that I'm not trying to go through 
every single telephone call and individual contact he's had. I 
know he saw Senator Lugar, for example, last weekend, so if 
you're talking about what he may have said in individual 
contacts, I can't go into all those. 
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Q Can you tell us if the meeting that he had this 
morning with Moshe Arens had anything to do with those subjects? 


o I can't tell you what that meeting concerned 
other than that Moshe Arens is in the U.S. on a private visit, 
and that the exchange of views concerned bilateral and regional 
matters. 


Q Do you have something that you could offer us on 
U.S. attitudes toward Iran in a more general sense, something 
along the lines of what Mr. Murphy has been quoted as saying? 
In other words, looking ahead past this period, does the United 
pot have any ambitions or any hopes for good relations with 
ran? 


a Nu, I don't have anything to offer you on that. 
Q Is Mr. Murphy being quoted correctly, do you know? 
6 I can't help you on that one either. 


Q Chuck, along the same lines, a long statement was 
issued yesterday by Robert Mctarlane that deals with what U.S 
policy ought to be toward Iran, in @ general sense, in the same 
way that Barry was talking about it and McFarlane talks about 
the need to look toward a day when the United States and Iran 
can co-exist in the Middle tast in their policies and that 
Iran's policy should not exclude Lhe United States from a role 
in the Middle tast Does the U.S. Government endorse the 
formal statement issued by Mr. McFarlane on Iran, or does it 
have any comment on his comments? 


i?) It has no comments 
Q It has no comments on it? 


Q Can I follow thet, please? In light of the fact 
that according to the story that this statement, four-page 
statement, was cleared by, or read or possibly approved by 
either the State Department, the White House, the Pentagon, or 
I don't know who -- the U.S. Government -- do you see 
significance that this was shown to the White House or the 
National Security Council before it was made public? 


id 1 don't have any way to confirm or deny your 
story, in fact, so I don't have any comment beyond that 
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Do you know what the situation is on taking some 
action against Syria? 


o Basically, I would reiterate what I said when 
last asked, I guess on Monday. The President has yet to take a 
decision on any additional steps with regard to Syria, so that 


I really don't have anything to add at this point. But as I 
promised then, when there is something to announce, it will be 


announced. 


Q It's going to be announced here or the White 
House? 


6 That will also be determined. 
Q Chuck, Senator Lugar saic that Poindexter briefed 


Arab countries concerned about the dealings with Iran. Can you 
confirm that or not? 


ia I can't help you on that one. 

Q Chuck, what is required from Iran in order for 
the United States to lift its embargo against it? 

i) I can't help you on that one. 

Q Chuck, on the protocol] of withdrawing an 


ambassador as you did from Syria, do I take that to mean in the 
usual sense of when you withdraw an ambassador, period, you 
withdraw an ambassador; he doesn't go back, as opposed to 
bringing him home for consultations, which can be a temporary 
or permanent measure 


i) This I answer in a general] sense without 
reference to this specific case -- 


Q I'm asking it in a sort of general sense. 


a -- but as to withdrawal, recall, both have the 
possibility of sending Ambassadors back 


Q Chuck, does the U.S. have any senior-level 
emissaries in Beirut at this time, aside from the ambassador? 


a Can't help you on that one, Ralph. 


Q Does the US. have any senior-level emissaries in 
Iran at this time? 




















-4- Wedneday, 11/12/86 


‘ No comment. Can't help you. 

Q Do you share a hopeful attitude that there will 
be more hostages released, which the White House expressed 
today? 

6 The White House has spoken to that. 

Q So, do you share that hopefulness? 


‘ I don't think it's my question to share or not 
share everything that's said at the White House. 


Q Chuck, on the war between Iran and Iraq, does the 
U.S. position of neutrality exist today? 


“ Can't help you on that. 


Q You can't say whether the U.S. is neutral between 


these two -- 

a The White House has addressed that Larry has at 
a number of briefings, I think as recently as Monday - 

Q Uh-huh. 

ia -- and I'd simply leave it at that 


Q Chuck, last week I asked the question if there 
was any de marche or complaint, or whatever you cal] it - 
diplomatic explanation ---- de marche from Arab countries or 
the Gulf Corporation Council states about these contacts 
between, reportedly contacts between Israel -- between United 
States, Israel, and Iran, and the spokesman said he cannot 
comment on that. Do you have anything to offer -- if you have 
anything from the GCC countries or from the people in the Gulf? 





i. Nothing beyond what you quoted the spokesman as 
saying. 


Q from last week? 


b No comment 
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’ 


Q The White House said we should ask you about what 
Prince Bandar did here? I mean he met some people here, so you 
have to explain that. That's what the White House said. 


(Laughter) 
o 1 can answer this one, I think, without checking 


too much further. They discussed probably areas of mutual 
concern, bilateral and regional issues. 


(Laughter) 
Q Bandar was here? 
is If you want to confirm whether or not there was a 


meeting or not, we'll have to look into that. 


Q Let's try something tougher. Do you have 
anything there on Sri Lanka requesting the use of mongoose 
or mongeese (laughter) that was in The Post yesterday? Can you 
confirm that earth-shattering story for us? 


c 1 saw that story 

Q Well, we have our sources. We can pursue it. 
But if you have it there in your file -- 

i) [ thought someone might take advantage of the 
Secretary on the aircraft to ask that question 

Q I guess they didn't want to ferret it out there 
(Laughter) 1t would break his “no comment" string 

A So your question is whether or not mongoose or 
mongeese -- 

Q Yes, because the people are all at a drug 


conference today at the White House, and the story really can't 
sit much longer (Laughter) You might have guidance on Sri 
Lanka and mongooses or mongoosene. 


A I'll see what I can sniff out. (Laughter) 


Q Can I change the subject? 


id 1] thought someone just did change the subject 
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Q Will there be a Cabinet meeting on that? 
. Chris? 


Q How long will you not be responding to any 
questions about Iran? (Laughter) When will that stop? 
No, I'm serious, I'm serious -- 


i Once again -- 


Q ~~ because you have put a stone wall around the 
entire Middle East. You won't answer any questions about it, 
and it's got to stop sometime. 


oe There was a statement issued at the White House 
on Monday night which explained the President's point of view, 
why he had asked his advisers to insure that their departments 
refrained from making comments or speculating about these 
matters. 


Larry Speakes this morning at the White House -- I 
don't have the exact text -- said something to the effect that 
eventually, but not now, that there would be further 
information when the President decides it's in the best 
interest of the hostages and the country. So I'd refer you to 
what he said this morning. That's the best guidance I have. 


Q It's just that this matter, as you called it, 
seems to have expanded to questions that have nothing to do 
with the hostages at all, have nothing to do with the specific 
contact with Iran, have nothing to do with anything. It's kind 
of unprecedented ] mean, is it going to be until all the 
hostages come back are we going to be in this mode? 


i 1 just gave you the answer 
Q “Eventually” is a long, long time. 


Q Well, wait a minute, Chuck. You didn't give the 
answer to the question of what the matter, this matter is. I 
mean if you're -. Are you saying that you're not going to 
comment on U.S. policy toward Iran or toward the Persian Gulf 
war until such time as the President decides that the State 
Department shall make that kind of comment? 


a Ralph, I can't help you beyond what I've given 


you 
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Q Do you have anything on the French expressions of 
gratitude for the release of hostages, gratitude to states that 
support terrorism? 


6 No, I don't have anything on that particular 
statement. On the release of the two French hostages, we 
welcome that, and again call for the release of all hostages of 
all nationalities. 


Q Well, do you share, then, France's appreciation 
for countries being apparently instrumental in releasing the 
hostages? 


A Those kind of questions would have to be referred 
to the countries involved. 


I might say that Syrian officials at the highest 
levels of g ve7nment have stated that their efforts to secure 
the release of the hostages are independent of their bilateral] 
relations, and are conducted for purely humanitarian reasons. 


Connie? 


Q Chuck, I understand the list of South African 
parastatal organizations has been released. There's a copy 
floating around. Is it possible to get the list in the Press 
Office for us? And do you have any details you can give to us? 


(\ The list is of South African firms which have 
been classified as parastatal organizations. This was because 
there is a requirement in the Comprehensive Anti-Apartheid Act 
of 1986 that calls for this list to be developed. You can get 
a copy of that list from the South African Working Group. They 
can be reached at 647-6545. There are currently 166 South 
African firms on that list. 


Q Are you sure they have it, because when I 
checked, they didn't have it yet. But they did have them 
upstairs in the South African press office. 

A Call that number. 


Q Chuck, can I go back to -- 


Q Can I go back one question? You stated what 
Syria says its policy is. Does the US. Government believe 
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Syria will pursue such a policy of dealing with the hostages in 
a humanitarian way, apart from bilateral relations, or are you 
just saying what Svria stated? 


A First cf all, I'm stated what Syria stated. 
Q Yes. 


a We've also stated our belief that this is, in 
effect, a humanitarian issue, that all states ought to be 
pursuing it on exactly those grounds, and the expression of our 
hope that all states who are in a position to do so would 


continue to do so. 





Q Do you happen to know if Iran has such a policy? 
A I have no idea. 


Q After killing more than 20,000 people of its own 
nationals in (inaudible), do you still believe in its 
humanitarian concern? Do you really mean it? What kind of 
joke is that? 


f. I'm not up here to pass judgments on whether or 
not they're sincere. 


Q You're Jeading us to believe that they really 
mean it. 

A l'm expressing our hope that when they say that, 
that they're going to follow up on it. You can talk to them 
about whether or not it's sincere or not -- not me. 

Q ['m asking you do you believe what they say? 

A I didn't say I believed or not believed. I 


expressed our hope that they would act. 


-- MORE -- 
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Q The Syrian Government, as I understand it, made a 
statement praising France for its actions, and said that its 
help in getting the hostages out was related, I think, to 
France's behavior, which has been, I guess, rather conciliatory 
toward Syria. 


Are you concerned at all that by imposing any new 
sanctions on Syria, you may not please the Syrian Government? 


ia Our position on Syria, on additional measures 
that are under consideration, has been stated. It hasn't 
changed. To which I would add that the question of the 
hostages, the innocent victims, is something that all 
governments, of whatever kind, should be concerned about on a 
humanitarian basis, and I'd leave it at that. 


Q Chuck, but you do -- you would say today -- or 
let's ask you: Is Syria a state that sponsors terrorism? 


A You're aware of the list, which has existed since 
1979. Syria is a charter member -- (Laughter) -- 


Q I've begun a story that way. 
A -- and still continues to be on that list. 


Q What about Iran? 


m What about Iran? 
Q Is Iran on the list? 
The list -- the countries on the list -- 
Q Right. 
t -- can be verified. It hasn't changed. 


Q Why is it so hard to say that Iran supports 
terrorism? (Laughter) 


is) Because -- 


Q Why does the U.S. Government have -- 


fa Let me just answer that. 
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Q -- such a problem? 


A Let me answer that. First of all, the reason I'm 
hesitating is because at the briefing on Monday, someone asked 
the question -- 


Q I did. 

A You gave me a list of five countries. Only three 
were right. (Laughter) 

Q No, no. Then it wasn't me. I didn't give you 
the list. 


A So that's why I'm saying please check -- 
Q No. I'm going to the -- I didn't give you a list. 


f The transcript shows that the questioner gave me 
five countries -- 


Q All right. Let me explain the fact -- 


3) -- only of which three were right. Now, the 
transcript, if you would review it in the Press Office then, 
has a footnote which gives you the five correct countries. 


Q All right. 


So it is a matter of record, and I'm not trying 
to hide anything. 


Q No, no. 


2] I'm just saying check with the list to make sure 
you got it right. 


Q What I'm trying to say is the list doesn't really 
take care of such questions entirely. The President of the 
United States last June said there were five countries that are 
a new version of Murder, Inc., and he ticked off the names of 


the five countries. All were on the list. 


He didn't mention Syria, which was on the list, and 
the reason apparently was because at that point we were really 


appreciative of Syria's alleged help in rescuing TWA or 
facilitating the release of TWA hostages. So the 
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Administration's policy, you may have noticed, on terrorism is 
somewhat flexible. So while we're all playing on the fringes 
of whether you're palsy-walsy with Iran today, we're trying to 
at least determine if today the U.S. Government considers Iran 
a terrorist-supporting nation or not? 


A And I guess the answer is that I can't help you 
beyond what I've said already. 

Q Chuck, which one of the four countries -- 

A The countries on that list are on that list, and 


it hasn't changed. 


Q But they're not verbalized. 


Q Which one of the four countries -- Libya, Syria, 
Iran, Soviet Union -- is not sponsoring international terrorism? 
A Is this a multiple choice? 


Q No, no. Which one, that you don't put it in the 
list now, it's not in the list? 


A Where did you get your list? (Laughter) 

Q Can you honestly post again, like you did last 
year possibly and the year before, a list of countries around 
the globe, all of the map behind you, which sponsor 
international] terrorism? loday, tomorrow, or possibly in the 
next few days? 


f If you can check the transcript from Monday's 
briefing, you will see a footnote which lists the five 
countries which are currently on the list. 


Q Chuck -- 

Q Can we change the subject? 
Q What's the membership? 
Q 


No. I'd like to stay on the subject for a minute. 


A You know that list is done in conjunction with a 
specific requirement, and so countries get on that list for 
specific reasons. If you want to make a broader definition, I 


can't help you on that one. 
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Q Chuck, you have twice today said that all states 
should deal with the issue of the hostages, the question of the 
hostages, on a humanitarian basis, and you've also referred to 
discussions with Moshe Arens on bilateral relations, and you've 
said that -- in one of your answers you said that Syria is -- 
has dealt with the hostage matter as -- not -- as independent 
of bilateral relations. 





Can we then assume that your discussions -- the State 
Department's discussions with intermediaries with Iran on the 
hostage matter are being done on a humanitarian basis, and not 
as part of bilateral relations either with Iran or the 
countries involved, such as Israel in the Moshe Arens meeting? 


is I also talked about Mongooses. (Laughter) 
Q Mongeese. 
i) No, Ralph. 1 don't know quite what links you're 


trying to make between all sorts of answers to very individual 
questions. 


Q Well. in two separate places -- 

A I told you what I was going to tell you about a 
particular meeting that the Secretary had today. I did that. 

Q Right. 

is In response to other questions, I gave other 
answers -- 

Q But you weren't asked about -- 

fa -- and that's all I'm saying. 

Q You were asked about the Secretary's meeting with 


an Israeli official, and you were asked whether that meeting 
had anything to do with the subject of U.S. contacts with Iran 
and hostage releases. 


You said that the meeting had to do with bilateral -- 
I don't have the text in front of me here, so I can't repeat it 
to you -- you do, and you know what the right words are -- 
regional and bilateral matters. 
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You then went on to say that the hostage matter in 
your view is being dealt with as a humanitarian, not as a 
bilateral, matter. Can we conclude that any discussion -- 


i) Wait, wait, wait. 
Q Sorry. 
6 I said it should be dealt with as a humanitarian 


issue by all governments. 


Q Right. Including, presumably, the U.S. 
Government, so can we therefore assume that the United States -- 


fe Don't assume anything, Ralph. I'm just saying 
what I have to say. The assumptions are your own. 


Q But why did you choose -- let me just ask, why 
did you choose today to say that the hostage matter is not a 
bilateral] matter, it's a humanitarian matter? 

A I was quoting Syrian officials. 

Q Yeah. But you didn't quote it the second time. 


A I was quoting Syrian officials. 


Q Both times? 


A Bernie? 
Q I'm changing the subject. The U.S. -- 
Q Let's stay on this for just a second. 


6 Sure. 

Q What can you tell us about the -- 

Q Chuck, you said, "All states." You didn't say -- 
you said -- one time you quoted Syria. Then you said, "All 
states should deal with it." 


A Should treat it as a humanitarian issue. 


Q Right. 
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A I don't know that the bilateral question came up 
beyond the time that I quoted the Syrian officials. 


Q What can you tell us about the scheduled meeting 
between Mr. Shultz and the Lebanese adviser, Elie Salem? Is it 
on the same -- 





6 About the same as what I told you about the other 
meetings. 


Q Bilateral and -- 


a) It deals with bilateral/regional issues of mutual 
concern, obviously, including the situation in Lebanon. 


Q Not to combat terrorism? 
a Beyond that, no characterization. 
Q Bul. away from Iran question, what steps are you 


taking to calm the «cencern of the Arabian Gulf countries? I 
mean, about your nm... policy? What are you -- 


A You said this was away from Iran. 

Q Yeah. Away from it (Laughter) I1 mean, there 
is a change -- there is change of policy in the United States 
Government. 1 mean, what steps are you taking to -- 

fa [I can't help you on that. 

David? 


Q I gather -- 


Q Chuck -- 
6 Wait a minute. David hasn't had a question here. 
Q On Syria, do we have any recent indication that 


the Syrians are willing to help arrange or to facilitate the 
release of U.S. hostages in Lebanon? 


A On anything dealing with hostages in any specific 
way, I don't have any comment. 


Q Chuck, new subject: Do you have anything -- a 
new status report on the Mariel ILmmigration Agreement in light 











-15- Wedneday. 11/12/66 


of the INS's statement that the excludables will be released 
shortly? 


a No. 


Q Can you look into that and give us some sort of 
policy statement on this, because I've tried to get that 
information, and they've said at the Cuban Desk that I had to 
follow this route. 


There's the issue of the excludables being released, 
and also the amendment -- the Richardson Amendment to the 
Immigration Bill which was passed, that will allow any Cuban 
who can claim that he is being persecuted into the United 
States, which kind of throws the entire agreement into -- 
immigration agreement -- down the drain. 


A I'l] take a look. 


Q Chuck, NBC reported last night that two Miami 
Pilots who flew what they thought were medical supplies and 
food into Iran now say that they think they were transporting 
U.S. arms to Iran. Do you have any comment about that report? 


6 No. 


Q Chuck, do you have anything on Secretary 
Ridgway's meeting with the Polish Deputy Foreign Minister last 
week that the Poles have reported on? 


A Ambassador Ridgway met on November 6 with Polish 
Deputy Foreign Minister Jan Kinast. The meeting took place in 
the context of expanding dialogue between the two governments 
in the wake of the Polish Government's September 11 decision to 
release all political prisoners. 


Our policy is, as I believe I've said before, under 
active and constant review. We've acknowledged to the Polish 
Government the significance we attach to its decision to carry 
out a full amnesty. We hope the amnesty is based on a Polish 
Government decision not to re-arrest the amnesty's 
beneficiaries for political reasons. 


We encourage the Polish Government to use the amnesty 
as the basis for improving political dialogue with important 
segments of Polish society. We will continue to gauge further 
improvement in U.S.-Polish relations in light of the amnesty 
and future developments in Poland 
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Q Do you have any comment on the Lawyers Committee 
on Human Rights Report on Liberia? 


‘ No. 





Q Which is critical of U.S. policy, U.S. statements 
and actions over the last few months, particularly since the 
attempted coup? 


“ I haven't seen the report. 


Q Chuck, yesterday a group of Korean war veterans 
said that they have reason to hope that the North Koreans wil) 
let them in to resolve the MIA missing remains cases there. 


Does the State Department have any view about U.S 
citizens going to North Korea? 


‘ At this point, I don't have anything to offer you 
by way of a policy judgment. There's no legal impediment, of 
course, to U.S. citizens traveling to North Korea, and the only 
thing I could dig up was that in fact there is a longstanding 
travel advisory, because we don't have diplomatic relations 
with North Korea -- simply saying that we can't provide normal 
consular protective services. 


Q And this State Department has nothing against a 
group of citizens going to deal with the North Korean 
Government on that subject? 


is} As I say, Jim, the best I've got now is that 
individuals are free to travel to North Korea. 


Q Chuck, in light of your concern and your efforts 
that you have spent on behalf of freedom of the press and 
correspondents and newspapers, do you have any concern about 
the Israeli “decision” to expel the editor of a daily 
newspaper, Mr. Akram Hamieh from East Jerusalem, editor of 
Al-Sha'ab newspaper? You might want to look at it. 


f I just don't have any details on that, but -- 


Q Can you look, please, into this? 


& 


Q Chuck, an easy Middle East question 


I'll take a look at it. 
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Q A hard one. 


a A hard Middle East question. We'll take the hard 
one first. 


Q But a procedural one, and that is in his 
statement following the meeting on Monday, White House 
Spokesman Larry Speakes said that the President had directed 
his advisers to make no further comment on these matters. 
Well, when you read this statement, it's unclear how much and 
exactly what is encompassed by this prohibition. I was 
wondering if you could clarify that for us. What do these 
matters contain? 


‘ I'd have to refer you to the agency that issued 
the statement for those kind of clarifications. 


Q Have you been given specific instructions about 
whet you can and cannot discuss? 

& To my mind, the statement was clear enough. 

Q So you've not been given specific instructions. 

is That's what 1] have What I have is the 


statement That's enough for me 


Q Yesterday or the day before the iGist s&irborne 
was supposed to go over to Egypt to do their peacekeeping 
thing, and there was some holdup on their departure. In fact, 
they're still sitting in Fort Campbell, Kentucky, or wherever 
they are, and the Pentagon -- somebody at the Pentagon has said 
that there was some dispute as to who would pay for their 
travel over there In other words, whether it was a State 
Department function to pay for it, or whether it was a Pentagon 
function to pay for it What's the story? 


i) I haven't the slightest idea. 
Q Never heard of that? Have you ever heard of that? 


A No Never heard of that story. 


Chuck, will President Alfonsin be visiting 
Washington on his trip to the United States next week? 
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fe I think the White House addressed that this 
morning, saying they expected Alfonsin to be in Washington. 


Q Will the Secretary be meeting with him? 


o Concerning his schedule right now, I don't have 
any other details. 


Q Thank you. 


Q Wait a minute, wait minute. Chuck, have there 
been any contacts between the U.S. Government and Arab 
countries in the United States or elsewhere -- contacts in the 


United States or elsewhere to explain the matters about which 
you have no comment? (Laughter) 


i No comment. 


Q You can't say if there have been any meetings 
with Arab countries? 


A I'm not going to go into the range of diplomatic 
contacts on this or any other question. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:30 p.m.) 
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TAXIN SUESTION 


Question taken at the lovember 12, 1985 caily >ress briefinc: 


CUBA: MIGRATION AGREEMENT 





a Q. Do you have a status report on the Mariel immigration 
agreement in light of the INS statement that the 
excludables will be released shortly? 

A. -- There is no change. The United States expects Cuba to 
take back, as it agreed to do in the bilateral 
migration agreement signed December 14, 1984, Cuban 


nationals from the 1980 Mariel Boatlift whom the U.S. 


Government has identified as excludable from the 


ake. 


United States because they committed serious crimes in 


Cuba or the United States or because they were 


suffering from serious mental disorders. 


Q. There's also the Richardson Amendment to the 
immigration bill which was passed that will allow any 
Cuban who can claim he is being persecuted entry into 
the U.S., which kind of throws the entice immigration 
i, agreement down the drain. 
- A. -=- ‘The Richardson Anendment, which is a sense of Congress 
resolution, has no effect on the migration agreement. 
In view of Cuba's refusal to accept the return of its 
nationals who are legally excludable from the United 
States, the United States was obliged to suspend the 
issuance of preference visas for Cubans except those 
4 who can denonstrate that t*ev were residing in teird 
countries and left Cuba prior to August 22, 1986. We 
continue, however, on humanitarian grounds to process 


as refugees (not as immigrants) former long-term Cuban 


political prisoners and theic families. 
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TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the November 12, 1986 daily press briefing 


WEST BANK: DEPORTATION OF AKRAM HANIYES 





Q: Do you have any comment on the Israeli deportation order 
against Ash-sha‘ab newspaper editor Akram Haniyeh? 


A: AS WE HAVE CONSISTENTLY STATED IN THE PAST, WE CONSIDER 
MEASURES SUCH AS DEPORTATION TO BE COUNTERPRODUCTIVE 
AND LIKELY TO FOSTER RATHER THAN REDUCE TENSIONS. THE 
GOVERNMENT OF ISRAEL IS AWARE OP OUR POSITION ON 


DEPORTATION. 
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TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the November 12, 1986 daily press briefing 


® SAUDI ARABIA: VISIT OF PRINCE BANDAR 





Q: Did Prince Bandar have a meeting with State Department 
officials recently? 


A: 


PRINCE BANDAR AND SECRETARY SHULTZ DINED TOGETHER 
INFORMALLY ON SATURDAY, NOVEMBER 8, 1986 AT THE 
INVITATION OF THE SECRETARY. THE DINNER HAD BEEN 
ARRANGED SOME WEEKS EARLIER. A WIDE, INFORMAL 
DISCUSSION OF EVENTS TOOK PLACE. PRINCE BANDAR IS IN 
TOUCH ON A REGULAR BASIS WITH OFFICIALS OF THE NEAR , 


EAST BUREAU ON ALL ASPECTS OF OUR BILATERAL RELATIONS. 
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THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 13, 1986, 12:21 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
Three announcements: 


First, Secretary Shultz will address a conference on 
U.S.-Soviet relations, co-sponsored by the [nternational House 
of Chicago and The Chicago Sun Times Forum on November 17th -- 
that's next Monday -- at the University of Chicago. The 
Secretary's speech is scheduled for 5:30 PM. Central: that's 
6:30 Eastern. 


If you plan to cover or wish additional information on 
this one-day conference, please contact Michael Soll -- S-o-1l-l 
-- or Jack McGinn of The Chicago Sun Times at Area 312-321-2031 
or 321-2041. 





Q Can you repeat those, please? 
A The numbers? 
Q Yes. 


A Area 312-321-2vu31l or 321-2041. 


There is a Q&A session Following the Secretary's 
speech, and barring any technical difficulties, the program 
will be piped live here into the Press Briefing Room. 


A reminder of what I said yesterday, that there is the 
second Juarez Lecture tonight in the Loy Henderson. That is 
open to the media; it 1s ON THE RECORD So you're all invited 
to attend that. The lecturer, again, is Or. Victor Urquidi. 


And finally, Barry, following up on your question 
yesterday -- 


Q Go slow now. (Laughter ) 
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fi -- the Sri Lankan Zoological Garden (laughter) 
has proposed the use of mongooses -- and I've checked that; 
it's “mongooses" -- (laughter) in a drug-detection program in 
their country. - Using dogs to detect drugs, as is done in 
other countries, is difficult in Sri Lanka because of climate 


and other conditions. (Laughter .) 


The Department of State was asked to fund the proposed 
one-year experimental program. The Department's International 
Narcotics Bureau is considering the matter and has requested 
further information from Sri Lanka. 


Q Thank you. Was Secretary of State Shultz 
informed at every stage of this? (Laughter) 


) ['ll have to check that out. [f he hasn't, I'll 

take care of that. 
Q There will be a Presidential announcement anyway. 

Jim? 


Q Can you tell us what the situation is with the 
Iranian funds which were being settled in the Tribunal in The 
Hague? How much money 1s left in US control and what is its 
disposition? 


A Let me answer that in several part., and see if 
it covers what you need to know. US. and [ranian 
representatives have been involved in technical discussions 
concerning the implementation of a decision of the U.S.-I[ran 
Claims Tribunal in The Hague ordering the return of certain 
[ranian Funds held by the New York Fed since 1981 These Funds 
were attributable to Iranian over-payments to bank syndicates 
and the Fed has been holding them pending a [ribunal decision 
on their disposition The Tribunal directed the two 
governments to negotiate in good faith toward a resolution of 
various technical issues 


To expand a little bit, the [ribunal did not order 
that this $485 million, which is the amount in question, be 
returned to Iran; rather, it determined that Iran was entitled 
to the return of whatever amount was no longer needed for the 
payment of claims against the fund So the order made any 
transfer dependent on a negotiated agreement by the two 
governments on (1) the amount of any remaining unpaid claims 
against the account; (2) the amount not needed for such payment 
and thus available for transfer, and (3) a release by Iran of 
all claims against the U.S. for administration of the fund. 
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If the two governments cannot reach agreement within 
four months after the award. which was done on August 20, 
either government can apply to the Tribunal for further 
action. So what we're talking about in the end is $485 million 
out of a fund that originally was $3.667 billior. 


Q And the four-month period that you're talking 
about would expire when? Oo you know? 


Qa The award was August 20, so it's four months from 
that date. 


Q So, December 20th. 
Q What happens at that expiration? 


a As I said, if we haven't been able to reach 
agreement, then either government can apply to the Tribunal for 
further action. 


Q The Iranian Ambassador to the United Nations 
yesterday suggested that the disposition of these funds would 
have some influence over the future of the hostages. Is that 
what you have been given to understand in the past? 


a These discussions that I'm talking about here 
have no connection whatsoever to what you're referring to. 


On the question, perhaps incorrectly put by some 
people in talking about this as to whether these are frozen 
funds or not, this money is the residual of this $3 667 
billion. The United States never froze this residue. fhe 
funds were held pending agreement of the two governments as to 
the disposition or a Tribunal decision ordering a disposition. 
And that's why then in August, the [Tribunal detervined that the 
two governments should enter into negotiations for the transfer 
of this residue. 


Q And when the disposition of this $485 million, or 
whatever it turns out to be, does that then wipe, close the 
books on the U.S.-Iranian negotiations which were set up in The 


Hague? 


a As to whether or not that closes out the Tribunal 
totally, I really can't answer that, Jim. ['ll have to look 
into that. 


Q Can we have a copy of that, if possible? 


a Maybe the First part of it 
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< Chuck, have these talks been going on since ‘81? 
Is that what you were saying? 


A Yes. Yes. 


Q Can you be specific by what y~u mean by 
“technical discussions?" When you say “technical,” are you 
referring to banking type of technicalities, or what kind of 
technicalities are you speaking of? 


a Well, these are largely legal discussions. On 
our side, it's been our lawyers, for example who have been 
heavily engaged in this. 


Q Were the arms which Iran purchased from the 
United States included in this $3.67 billion, or not -- the 
original number, I mean? 


a I don't have any comment on your question. 
Q Why not? They are also technical problems. 


Q Is this Administration encouraged by the 
statements made by the [ranian Ambassador in the United Nations 
saying that Iran will be ready to use its good offices with the 
Lebanese? 


a No reaction 


Q The $485 million, you agree that that is not 
needed for the claims? Is that correct? 


a No, I gave you the three conditions under which 
that is being judged. 


Q So you have not agreed that that $485 million is 
not needed to pay for the claims 


a That's right That's what we're trying to 
determine now. I gave you the three conditicc: on which this 
agreement would be dependent, that the amo. 1s 79t needed 
for such payments, and thus available for ~~. .---, as well as 
the fact that a release by Iran of all claims against the U.S 
for administration of the fund. 


Q What are “claims for administration of the fund"? 


A Well. again, that's a legal question. I can only 
presume that that means someone might try to give us some 
service charges. 


REST OAPY Avay 
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Q Is the U.S. seeking now to restore normal 
diplomatic relations with Iran? 


a Don't have anything on it. 

Anybody else? 

Q Chuck, do I understand that you don't have any 
comment on any of the statements made by the [ranian Ambassador 
to the United Nations? 

a I said [ have no reaction. 

Q Has the Oepartment -- has your office ever 
assembled what the legality is of arms sales to Iran? I think 
last week, it was suggested that you might 


a We were ready at that point to make available to 
you copies of the legislation if you wanted to read that. 


Q You're ready to do that? You can do that? 
a Check with the Press Office. 


Q Are you in a position to confirm any of the 
details passed on by the President to f ur members of the 
Congress yesterday? 


a No. Anybody else? 


Q Chuck, going back to this question of money, are 
you suggesting that all three conditions have yet to be 
resolved, or that -- have any of them been resolved? 


a I quess what I would say 1s that representatives 
of the Central Banks for both countries have begun the 
technical discussions so that there are. in essence, ongoing 
discussions. 


Q Chuck, on a parallel subject, has the 
Administration made up its mind on what it is going to do about 
sanctions against Syria? 


a There is, as yet, no decision to announce. so I'd 
have to leave it where [ have in the past, that -- near future 


Q That's Syria? 


a Syria. 


‘Ss. PV AUP pry 
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Q Can you offer us any kind of time frame as to 
when to look for that decision? I mean, is it shortly or next 
week or ‘*-+- 


) I think shortly is an applicable word. 
Q Are you going to do it or the White House? 


a Again, that remains to be determined -- perhaps 
both of us, in one way or another, each in our own ways. 


Q Announcement at the White House, BACKGROUND 
briefing here to answer questions, right? 


a (No r-osly ) 

Anything else? 

Q Chuck, another area, do you have any comment on 
the report that was released by Heritage Foundation expecting 
that Mubarak's regime in Egypt be done within a few months? 

A No. 

Q Do you have anything about the Defense Minister 


of Egypt arriving on Saturday? Can you tell us why he is 
arriving abruptly by that? 


“ Why he is arriving? 

Q why he 1s coming here 

a We'll post something as to the nature of his 
visit. 

Q Chuck, did the Rev SBoesak meet with Secretary 


Shultz this morning? And do you have anything on it? 


“ Yes, he did The Secretary met with Or. Boesak 
this morning. They discussed the current situation in South 
Africa and the prospects for a peaceful solution there. They 
also discussed ways in which the United States can help the 
various parties in South Africa come together for negotiations 


4 Slso, are you today releasing some further 
regulations ° o2uth Africa to supplement what was released 
yesterday? 
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Aa I don't have anything on that, but please feel 
free to call that telephone number I gave out. 


" Q Okay. 


Q Chuck, would the United States like to obtain a 
copy of the transcript of Robert McFarlane's conversation 
between the White House and his location in Tehran? 


a Don't have any comment. 


Q Chuck, just to understand the pattern that you're 
following now with [ran, the President says things to four 
members of Congress, but you're, could it be, in a position of 
not being able to comment on anything, so that whatever the 
public learns will be learned from either leaks out of the 
Congress or whatever is put out by the White House? 


a That's your extrapolation of the current state of 
affairs, Marvin. ['m not saying that. 


Q No, I'm trying to understand what your policy 
line is. 


a I'm not saying that I'm simply answering 
questions that are posed to me today 


Q I'm trying to understand what your attitude is 
towards information on this question of [ran. 


a I've been asked a number of questions, and L['ve 
Given you the answers that [ can give you on those questions 
today. 


Q Okay. Now, could you say whether, when the 
President speaks tonight, that will liberate you to talk about 
a number of the issues that he has already addressed’ 


a At that point, we'll see 


Q Chuck, what is the US rule, though? Is it no 
discussion of the [ranian situation because it might hurt the 
hostages’ situation? 


a I'd refer you to the White House statement of 
Monday night. 


Q Well, I want to know if it's changed because I 


wonder if it applies to the President of the United States, or 
is he the only one excluded? 
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It was the President's statement Monday night. 


Yeah. 


and when the President makes a determination -- 


Yeah. 


> © s> & ® 


-- then that's his decision to make, and properly 
so. 


But then he goes out and he talks to four 
selected members of Congress, and [ suppose they can't tell 
their wives what he said or other officials can't speak, or 
what? Is the President the only one exempt from his own 
directive, do you know? Is the Secretary of State exempt? 


a I really can't help you beyond that. 


Q Chuck, one more Angola -- there are charges the 
U.S. is increasing its aid to the rebels in Angola? 


a The answer to that cuestion is in essence what 
we've said many times before, which is that we view with 
sympathy UNITA's struggle against Soviet-Cuban adventurism in 
Angola. In this regard, we're providing UNITA with what we 
believe to be appropriate and effective assistance 


We also strongly feel that UNITA is an authentic 
nationalist movement with legitimate aspirations of being part 
of the process of national reconciliation, which must take 
place if there is to be real peace in Angola But we don't 
comment or speculate on the nature of our support to UNITA 


I might add that trough recent direct contacts with 
the Angolan Government, w ‘e made clear that we continue to 
seek peaceful solutions to the region's conflicts, and that 
we're ready to continue our efforts to achieve a negotiated 
settlement between Pretoria and Luanda on the implementation of 
UNSCR 435, and the next step is Luanda'’s 


The withdrawal of foreign troops that we seek -- 
Cubans from Angola, South Africans from Namibia -- is in the 
interest of all those directly concerned The Angolans could 
then settle their differences without outside interference, and 
nt people of Namibia could tate full charge of their own 
affairs. 


Q Thank you 


(The briefing concluded at 12 35 PM ) 
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Posted: November 13, 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the November 13, 1986 daily press briefing 


EGYPT: VISIT OF DEFENSE MINISTER ABU GHAZALA 





Q: What can you tell us about the visit to the United States of 
the Egyptian Defense Minister? 


A: --DEPENSE MINISTER ABU GHAZALA IS COMING HERE AS A 


GUEST OF MR. WEINBERGER, THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE. 


QUESTIONS SHOULD BE DIRECTED TO THE PENTAGON. 


1986 
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TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the November 13, 1986 daily oress briefinc: 


IRAN: IRAN-U.S. CLAIMS TPIBUNAL 





Q. When the remaining $485 million in the Iran/U.S. Claims 
Tribunal fund ace finally distributed, will this close out the 
Tribunal totally? 


A. The question presumably relates to Dollar Account No. 1, 
which presently contains more than $500 million attributable to 
Iranian overpayments of syndicated bank loans. This fund 
relates only to the payment of bank claims, and its 
distribution would in no way resolve the Tribunal's other cases 
or “close the Tribunal out*. The Tribunal has a Security 
Account, which Iran is required to replenish from time to time 
when its balance drops below §500 million, and this Security 
Account provides the source of payment for Tribunal awards to 
other U.S. claimants. 
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FRIDAY, NOVEMBER 14, 1986, 12:22 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 

_ One technical announcement, to begin with. Secretary Shultz 

will visit Ottawa, Canada, on Friday, November 21 at the 
invitation of the Secretary of State for External Affairs, Mr. 
Joe Clark. This will mark the fourth meeting this year between 
the Secretary and Foreign Minister Clark. This is part of 
their commitment to meet quarterly to review global, regional, 
and bilateral issues. A sign-up sheet is being posted in the 
Press Office for those of you wishing to apply for a seat on 
the Secretary's aircraft. It will be taken down and 
applications closed at 12 noon on Wednesday, November 19. 


Q Is he coming back that day -- up and back? 
a Yes. Up and back on the same day. 
Secondly -- and I'll ask for your opinion on this -- 


the White House has just released a statement concerning the 
actions that we are taking concerning’ Syria. Do you all desire 
that [ read that here so that you're aware of it, or do you 
want to go straight to questions? 

Q The details are coming from here? 


a The details I can try to handle for sure, but to 
the extent that not all of you know what the decision is - 


Q Do the whole thing. 
Q Do you have copies of it? 
A And then you can have copies of it. 


This is the statement by the Principal Deputy Press 
Secretary that's just been released a few minutes ago: 


The President decided today to take specific steps in 
response to Syria's continued support for international 
terrorism. The conviction of Nizar Hindawi in a British court 
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directly implicated the Syrian government in the attempted 
bombing of the £1 Al airplane. More than 230 Americans and 
almost 200 passengers of other nationalities were on board the 
flight and would have died had the terrorist operation been 
successful. 


Syvia has been on the State Department's list of state 
sponsors of terrorism since the list's inception in 1979. As 
such, contrsis aimed at restricting the export of goods and 
technology that would make a significant contribution to the 
military potential or would enhance the terrorist support 
capabilities of Syria are in effect. Other measures, such as a 
cut-off of foreign assistance to Syria, have also been 
imposed. 


We believe further steps must be taken to discourage 
such Syrian behavior and to express our outrage, and that of 
the American people, at Syrian sponcorship of this attack and 
its long pattern of support for terrorism. We have been in 
consultation with our allies on this matter, including members 
of the European Economic Community who announced their own 
measures on November 10. 


We Welcome these decisions. These measures and our 
own actions will send a clear and uneQuivocal message to 
Syria: its support of terrorism is unacceptable to the 
international community of nations. As a result, the President 
is ordering the following actions: 


The Secretary of Commerce, in consultation with the 
Secretary of State, will expand current controls on exports of 
any items controlled for national security purposes including 
related technical data, along with all aircraft, helicopters, 
and related parts and components. 


The Secretary of State will terminate the availability 
of Export-Import Bank programs for Syria. 


The Secretary of State will advise Syria of our 
decision to terminate the Air Transport Agreement between the 


United States of America and Syria. 


The Secretary of Transportation will prohibit the sale 
of tickets in the United States for transportation by air on 
Syrian Arab Airlines. 


In addition to these actions, we have informed U.S. 
oil companies that we consider their continued involvement in 
Syrian oil operations inappropriate under these circumstances. 





if & 


Tt : 


-3- Friday, 11/14/86 


More rigorous procedures will be applied to Syrian 
visa applications. We also have revised an advisory statement 
on American travel in Syria to alert citizens to the potential 
for terrorist activity originating there. 


Finally, we are reducing the staff of our Embassy in 
Damascus, and no high-level visits between the U.S. and Syria 
will take place. 


These measures are intended to convince the Syrian 
government that state support of terrorism will not be 
tolerated by the civilized world. We will continue to closely 
monitor the situation and take additional steps as necessary. 
As long as Syria does not stop terrorism launched from its own 
territory, or areas of Lebanon under its effective control, the 
security of all states in the region is jeopardized. 


Syrian-supported terrorism has introduced an 
unpredictable element of instability in the region and risks 
the danger of open violence there. Syria can play an important 
role in a key region of the world, but it cannot expect to be 
accepted as a responsible power, or treated as one, as long as 
it continues to use terrorism as an instrument of its foreign 
policy. 


That's the statement released at the White House. In 
addition to that, available in the Press Office Following this 
briefing are copies of two Department publications -- a fact 
paper on Syrian support for terrorism and a chronology of 
selected terrorist incidents by Syrian-supported groups. 


Q Chuck, in the matter of commerce and the export 
of technology, do you have any idea of what the current state 
is? What is the current level of trade between the two 
countries? What kind of things 1s Syria getting now that it 
will not be able to get in the future? 


A There are a number of ways to answer that 
question. Let me start on the question of trade with Syria. 
Some statistics: U.S. two-way trade with Syria amounted to 
$108 million in 1985. Our exports totaled $105 million; our 
imports $3 million. Based on trade data for the first eight 
months of 1986, our trade with Syria this year will be even 
below the 1985 level. Finally, our exports to Syria are almost 
evenly split between manufactured and agricultural products. 
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Now, on the question of this bilateral trade, the new 
prohibitions affect exports of items controlled for national 
security purposes, for example, computers, advance 
communication equipment as well as aircraft and aircraft parts 
and components. Through these new prohibitions, then, we will 
ensure that no sensitive items are exported from the United 
States to Syria. 


Q Aren't those items already -- 


Qa Jim, what else is implied in your question? I[ 
have so much information here -- 


Q Weren't those already -- 


A No, they were not. Under the Export 
Administration Act, there had been a number of things which had 
already been prohibited. That's the so-called terrorist list, 
of which you are all aware. fhere had been a number of things 
that were already prohibited, but not all of these kind of 
things. So what we have now is a step which takes it even 
further. 


Q Can you tell us how much of the $105 million was 
in computers and information products: and aircraft spare parts 


and this sort of -- the things you just mentioned? 
Q Or were there any of those things? 
A No, I can't -- certainly, those things are 


included; those are not simply sort of made-up items. No, but 
I can't tell you what percentage that amounts to. What you 
should keep in mind in all of this, [ think, is that these are 
steps that are being taken now in response to rationale with 
which you are all familiar. The White House statement noted 
that there is always the possibility of further steps, but 
nonetheless, what we would like to see most of all is the 
change in Syrian behavior. So to the extent that what we've 
done now, for example, in the economic realm represents less 
than the totality, it nonetheless represents a step, and in 
that sense is a signal, and should be taken as symbolic. 


Q Chuck, do I take it from what you say that this 
new step covers all items which are on the National Security 
List, or just some of the items which are on the National 
Security List? 
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A My reading now is that it is the whole list. 


Q Okay. Now, are there draft regulations in 
place? I mean have they been sent down to the Federal Register? 


e I have just found some other information here 
that would be relevant to Jim's question, and answer your 
question at the same time: concerning the export controls that 
were already imposed on Syria, prior to the President's action 


Q Right. 


A -- that covered -- and I'll tick off a few things 
-- aircraft valued at $3 million or more and helicopters of any 
value, except for use by regularly-scheduled airlines, for 
which assurances have been given against military use, exports 
of other national security-controlled items valued at $7 
million or more, and destined to a military end-user, and eight 
chemical weapons precursors. 


The new foreign policy controls will prohibit the 
export of all national security-controlled goods and technical 
data to Syria. It will also prohibit the export of aircraft 
and aircraft parts and components to Syria. These controls 
will apply regardless of value or end-use. 


You saw from what I[ said previously that there were 
some exceptions made in terms of value or end-use. Now, those 
exceptions have been eliminated. The controls are being 
imposed under Section 6 of the Export Administration Act of 
1979. They will become effective upon the issuance of 
implementing regulations by the Department of Commerce. 


Q That was my question. 


A And there, I can't give you a date other than to 
say that the Commerce Department will be expediting these. 


Q Okay, but you don't know if the regs have 
actually been filed? 


A They will be. The regulations will be 
implemented by Commerce -- future tense. 
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Q Okay. Have you consulted with Congress, as 
you're required to under the Act? 


a Concerning all those kind of details, I don't 
know where that stands, but obviously all the things that are 
required by Congress, or by law, will be done. 


Q By how many will you be reducing the staff at the 
American Embassy, and how many will be left behind? 


A Is there anything else -- it's going to require a 
lot of skipping back and forth here if we're going to go from 
one area to the other. Could we stick with trade and those 
areas to start with, and then we'll go to some of the other 
questions? 


Q What kind of controls do you have over third 
countries sending to Syria non-military equipment like spare 
parts for their Boeings and so on? 


a Once again, these are unilateral measures on our 
part. To be truly effective, it will require a certain 
international cooperation -- that goes without saying; but 
these are unilateral, United States measures. 


So you don't have the same kind of controls over 
airliner parts that you have over weapons, say, where the 
country that buys the weapon from the United States has to get 
U.S. permission to re-export it. 


A On aircraft parts, we have the same kind of 
controls, yes we do. 

Q You do on civilian airliner parts? 

A Yes. 

Q Do you happen to know if on the national security 


list that you just mentioned are computers and computer 
technology? 


A That was one of the things I just listed, yes. 


Q Okay. 


Q Chuck, could you finish Bob's question, chen? 
Are there controls on export of civilian airline parts by third 
countries to Syria -- American origin, civilian airways? 
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A We're talking about the kinds of normal controls 
that apply to third-country transfers. 


Q Keer: a 707 flying. But is that also banned? 
That's what we'r. sing. 


A That's a technical question I'll have to look 
into. 


Q Does that include also items that are 
manufactured overseas under license from the United States? 


4 My understanding is the answer to that is no. 

Q Chuck, there's a large agricultural -- 

a You will see that in many ways that this bears a 
resemblance to the Libyan case, and in some of the answers to 


these questions the same considerations and legal principles 
involved will also be applicable in this case. 


Q But the answer is no? 
a Yes. 
Q Chuck, there is a large agricultural component in 


the exports to Syria. Are you cutting off the Export 
Enhancement Program for agricultural goods as well? 


a The answer, very briefly, is yes. But let me see 
if I can give you anything more on that I guess that's the 
answer to your question. Anything else on that? 


Q What was the question? 


a Now that you have the answer? (Laughter) The 
question is, are we also cutting off the Export Enhancement 
Program, an offer which had been outstanding for some time, but 
which the Syrians had never picked up on That is no longer 
applicable 


Q That's the USDA program, right? 
a Yes. 


Q Chuck, you mentioned that oil companies would be 
told that further dealings there would be inappropriate. Does 
that carry any kind of force of law? And do you have any 
statistics on oil business there -- what that might amount to? 
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& Yes and yes. I mean I have something on both of 
those, but let me quickly sort through here. Concerning the 
raw data ~-- we can start there -- as a global total, which 
might interest you, total U.S. investment in Syria is well 
under $200 millicn. The major U.S. investment in Syria is that 
of Pecten Syria Petroleum Company, a wholly-owned subsidiary of 
Shell U.S., in turn owned by Royal Dutch Sheil. 


Pecten has a substantial investment in oil exploration 
and development, together with Shell Syria and Demenex, which 
is a West German firm. I've got some other data which we could 
make available later, if you're interested. 


Marathon Oil has also explored for oil in Syria, but 
to date has not developed any production. Several U.S. oil 
service contractors have a presence. And then other U.S. firms 
with activities in Syria are National Cash Register and 
Sheraton, the latter which manages the hotel, as you might 


expect. 


Q But that's not a factor -- 


a Concerning -- what's involved here are U.S. oil 
companies. We believe that the continued involvement of U.S. 
oil companies in Syria is inappropriate. Curtailing their 
participation in the Syrian economy is both a political and 
economic statement. The petroleum sector is one in which there 
is a significant U.S. involvement We expect this will no 
longer be the case. 


As I said earlier, it wil] take a concerted 
international effort if we are to have an effect on terrorism. 
While we don't expect all states to take identical measures, we 
do believe that everyone has an obligation to support our 
common goal. 


You expect it not to be the case, but what -- is 
there a prohibition on it? Ooes this have the force of law? 
Must they pull out by a certain date, or what? 


a At the present time, I'd leave it by saying we 
want the oil companies to leave. We'll discuss with the oil 
companies how this decision will be implemented. As a 
consequence, I don't want to go into how we're going to deal 
privately with the oil companies at this point. 


Q This is like Libya when you had to end up -- you 
know, it took months and months, and then gave the orders to -- 


a What [I've given you 18 the current status. 
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Q You are saying it's inappropriate; you're not 
saying it would be illegal, in other words? 


a I said, for the time being, we want the companies 
to leave. We're going to discuss with them how best to 
implement that. We're determined that they're going to leave. 


Q Chuck, back to trade for just one second, back to 
our national security controls, you said this will not affect 
companies producing under license for U.S. firms, right? 

a Abroad. 

Q Abroad, yes That's what I mean. 


a Correct? (toward staff) Let's look into -- 
that's a technical question which I promised an answer to in a 
different context. 


Q Let me ask you another technical question, too: 
will this affect contracts already in force? Are you expecting 
companies to break contracts? 

5 My understanding is the answer to that is, no. I 
have some data. I[ think there's something like $16.4 million 
in licenses already outstanding this year. Because of 
considerations such as sanctity of contracts and the like -- 

Q That's exactly why I'm asking. 


A -- those would go ahead. But from now on, 
controls are in place 


Q Has Syria bought any aircraft from the US. 
recently -- civilian aircraft? 


a Recently -- 


Q Or does it have an order? 


a I don't know that there are any orders pending. 
They have five Boeings in their fleet now. 
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They have three 727 -— 200s and two 747 SPs. They have not 
bought western aircraft since 1981. Syria's Precarious 
financial position makes it an unlikely customer for new 
aircraft. 


Q Chuck, does the ending of the Air Transport 
Agreement mean that Syrian airlines will no longer be able to 
fly to the United States, and that U.S. carriers will not fly 
to Damascus? Do they fly now? 


a A@ little background on that question: we will 
suspend with immediate effect the operation of the Air 
Transport Agreement and give formal, one-year notice to 
terminate that agreement. The Department of Transportation 
will commence proceedings to prohibit the sale in the U.S. by 
U.S. and foreign air carriers and their agents of air 
transportation provided anywhere in the world by Syrian Arab 
airliners. 


This Air Transport Agreement was signed in 1947. It 
grants U.S. airlines the right to operate air services to 
Syria. No U.S. airline currently exercises this right. The 
Agreement does not, in its current form, grant Syrian Arab 
Airlines the right to operate to the US. 


It also grants the airlines of both countries the 
rights to overfly the other country's territory. In recent 
months, Pan Am and Flying Tigers have exercised the right to 
overfly Syria. Syrian Arab Airlines has not overflown the U S 


Q Chuck, don't you think that the timing of this 
sanction will affect Syrian efforts to release or help release 
any hostages? 


ns Any more economic questions? 


, Q Yes. Have you spoken to the British or the Dutch 
or the Germans about their involvement in the oil production 
arrangement over there? And do you have any notion of whether 
they will do the same to their people in Syria as you're doing 
to Pecten? 


a I can't yet answer that one Just don't have 
those details yet. 


Q Chuck, cam you tell us how high high-level visits 
are to be banned? Would that include someone at Murphy's 
level, or are you talking about higher-level visits than that? 
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a The level, if you want to define it to some sort 
of rank, I can't help you with. I'd have to leave it at 
high-level. My assumption would be that someone in the 
Assistant Secretary level qualifies as high. 


Q How about McFarlane? 


Q That's the usual tab we put on Murphy, and every 
time he goes to the region, he goes to Damascus. Are we now in 
a position of being able to say that he will not go to Damascus 
again? 


a I'm not going to answer any kind of questions 
that sort of pin it down to specific people, but simply to 
leave it with the fact that -- no high-level visits. 


Q Chuck, how about at the Embassy level -- staffing? 


a Once again, anything else -- that's a question we 
had before, but [ postponed that until we get out of the 
economic area. 


Q One last trade question: Has the under-$7 
million loophole that was closed for Iran, for example, this 
summer, nas that been closed now for Syria, for under-$7 
million military sales? 


a That's what I said All those loopholes have 
been closed. That was a previous exception. That no longer 
exists. 

Q I'm not clear on the $200 million Is that total 


U.S. oil investment or total overall investment? 
a That's overall 


Q Overall. Thank you 


Q Do you know what the o11 investment is, Shell, 
particularly? 
a I don't think [I've the Breakdown on a 


company-by-company basis. What further [ have on Shell is that 
they have, basically, a joint venture which has undertaken 
exploration and dovaheonsak of the new Al Thayyem field in 
eastern Syria, which went into commercial production September 
l, currently producing about 45,000 barrels a day of light 
crude for Syrian domestic consumption 
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Pecten and its foreign partners are reccvering their 
investment and earning a return by receiving heavy crude 
produced by the Syrian Petroleum Company. 

Q Which field is that? 


a The Al Thayyem, in the transliteration from 
Arabic. 


Q Could you make copies of all that available to us? 

Aa In some cases, [ think the fact sheets that I've 
quoted from can be made available. so lots of the information 
I've given we can try to provide. 


Q Chuck, do you have numbers of American oil 
personnel in Syria? 


a No, I don't. 
The size of the Embassy? 


Also the effect on the hostages in Lebanon? 


> © 


I'm not in a position to give you any exact 
numbers. Our Embassy in Damascus already is extremely small, 
reflecting the limited nature of the relationship between our 
two countries. As the statement says, we're reducing the staff 
of our Embassy even further, but [ can't go into the specifics 


Q But by how much? By half or a third? It would be 
a small number? 


4 I can't go into specifics 
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Q Are you asking them to reduce their staff here? 
& Yes, we are asking the Syrians to reduce the size 


of the small Syrian diplomatic mission in Washington. 
Q By what? 
a Once again, I can't provide the details. 
Q Has the Syrian Charge been in today? 
A I don't know whether the Charge has been in. 


9 What about the effect on the hostages of these 
sanctions’? 


a Well, the answer I'm going to give you is very 
similar to one [ gave you earlier on this week. We would 
certainly hope that this has no effect on the hostages, and in 
this regard, to repeat what I said, I[ would note that Syrian 
officials at the highest levels of government repeatedly have 
stated that their efforts to secure the release of the hostages 
are independent of their bilateral relations and are conducted 
for purely humanitarian reasons 


We would expect them to live up to their words and 
continue these efforts Fully in order to obtain tangible 
results. 


Q But, Chuck, these sanctions of course can be 
waived by the President to give Syria incentives at any time, 
right? You know, to abandon terrorism or whatever, right? 


a Let me get to that question in a different way 


Very briefly, the measures that we have taken we took 
only after careful consideration We chose the ones most 
likely to bring home to the Syrian leadership the fact that its 
support for international terrorism is unacceptable. I[t is 
Syrian actions which are isolating it from the international 
community. Syria has been specifically identified by the 
European Community as a terrorist state All of its neighbors 
have felt the scourge of Syrian-backed terrorism. 


Syria today, because of these acts, is simply . vable 
to play its historic Arab role in the region. I[t is unable to 
do so precisely because of the policies of its leaders 
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International terrorism is unacceptable, and it's 
particularly unacceptable when it comes from a state which 
should be playing @ leading role in regional affairs. History 
demands more of Syria than of states such as Libya or South 
Yemen. 


The steps announced by the EC on November 10 are a 


good 4 re but they're only a beginning. More will be 
required of all us if we wish to limit the effects of terrorism. 


We don't expect the measures that we have announced to 
have an immediate and dramatic effect within Syria; they're not 
designed for that purpose. They are intended to signal to 
Syria that its unacceptable behavior is having the effect of 
isolating Syria further from the community of nations. The 
steps are measured and they are focussed They do not exhaust 
the tools available to us. 


What we seek, however, is not a confrontation but a 
modification of Syrian behavior. [t's not in Syria's own 
interest for it to be so isolated and so exposed. This 
isolation is reversible. All that is required is for Syria to 
bring its behavior into line with international norms. If 
Syria is really serious about cooperating against terrorism -- 
as its leaders have frequently stated -- it must end all forms 
of support for terrorist groups, including those who maintain 
facilities in Syria and with areas of Lebanon under Syrian 
control. 


The Syrian Government is well aware of our feelings on 
the subject. [t is Syrian behavior and not rhetoric which must 
change. 


The U.S. remains prepared to work together with Syria 
on regional issues, but a return to normal discourse will 
require a Syrian Government prepared to abide by international 


norms. 


Q May I have one follow-up’? Does that mean the 
sanctions will be reversible if Syria changed its direction -- 
can we understand from all of this long -- 


a [ think the answer to that is r-ally implied -- 
really very explicit in what I said. We haven't ruled out 
further actions. That would depend on Syria. 


To repeat, what we want to see is a change in Syrian 
behavior; so we're going to continue to monitor Syrian behavior 
closely, and we would hope to revert to a more normal 
relationship. But that's up to Damascus 
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Q Chuck, what is the difference between what Syria 
is doing on behalf of international terrorism and what Iran has 
been doing toward the same end? 


A What is particular -- the reason these steps, in 
the case of Syria, have been taken are explained in some detail 
in the fact sheet that's available in the Press Office. There 
have been indicaticns over time of Syrian involvement in 
terrorism. Syria has been on the terrorist list since 1979, as 
you all know. We've raised these concerns with Damascus 
publicly and privately. But the Hindawi trial, however, 
provided us with the clearest and most unequivocal evidence of 
direct Syrian governmental responsibility. 


To repeat just the essence of what's in this fact 
sheet, the earlier instances of suspected Syrian involvement 
related to activities of surrogate groups or those operating 
with Syrian acquiescence or Syrian-controlled areas of 
Lebanon. There was what people call “plausible deniability. “ 
Now something's changed, and that's what's disturbing. Either 
the Syrian Government has taken a conscious decision to 
escalate its involvement in these reprehensible activities or 
there are elements of the Syrian Government which are engaging 
in free-lance operations. 


In any case, it's the Syrian leadership's 
responsibility to put an end to support for terrorism; and it's 
a new and it's a dangerous situation, and it's to underscore 
this that we've taken the actions we've taken today. 


Q Okay. Now, is that -- my question was to ask you 
for the comparison of what Syria is doing and what [ran is 
doing. Now you've told us a lot about what Syria is doing. Is 


that to say that [ran is not doing any of that? 


A Marvin, we've always said that we treat each of 
these cases on their own merits, in their own context. So the 
kind of comparisons you're asking me to draw I haven't drawn in 
the past and I'm not prepared to do that today. I['ve told you 
why we're acting in the case of Syria. 
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In the case of Iran, the President last night in his 


speech confirmed our continuing concerns with Iranian 
sponsorship of international terrorism. He said the dialogue 
with Iran has had an effect but i* has not resolved the 


problem; and as the President said, one of our goals remains 
bringing a halt to state-sponsored terrorism in the Middle East. 


Q Right. Now, what is the effect; can you tell 
us? Can you give us some specifics behind the broad categories 
here? What effect have you been able to detect that the U.S. 
contacts with Iran have had upon Iran's sponsorship of 
international terrorism? 


A That one [I'm not in a position to help you with. 


Q Chuck, on the staff between the two -- in 
Damascus and here -- you said you asked the Syrians to reduce 
their numbers. Well, is it going to be the same number the 
Americans are going to be reducing in Damascus? 


A In neither case am I in a position to give you 
any indication of the numbers involved. 


Q The President in his --, 
Q Well, there's more to go with the same question. 
Q Well, maybe. (Laughter. ) 


The President also yesterday talked about the small 
amount of arms that the U.S. has sent, but he didn't address 
what the Israelis have sent -- or perhaps other countries 
working with the United States' permission and approval. Could 
you help us with that? Could you tell us the Israeli 
connection and if there are any others? 


A No, I really can't help you with details. As the 
President said, it was a tightly controlled operation. 
Information on the operational details is limited. I really 
can't go beyond the President's remarks of last night and the 
information that's been provided on background by those best 
informed. 


Q Could you tell us at all whether the shipments of 
the small amounts of arms that the President talked about -- 
could you give us dates when they went in? 
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A No. As I say, I can't go beyond what's been 
provided by the President in his speech and on background to 
any number of your organizations by those best informed. I'm 
just not in a position to talk about that kind of question. 


Q Well, I thought you speak for the Secretary of 
State. He would certainly have been informed on all of this, 
wouldn't he? 


A Concerning the Secretary, I'll briefly give you 
one characterization of his involvement. He was consulted on 
the general policy. As always, he doesn't comment, nor will I, 
on whatever advice he gives to the President on any subject. 

He was not directly involved, although he was sporadically 
informed of some details. 


Q Can I follow that question up? 


When he spoke to the Gulf Coordinating Council in New 
York on October lst and included a rather strong statement of 
opposition to arms shipments to Iran by anybody, was he aware 
at that time that the U.S. Government: had in fact sent arms 
shipments to Iran? 


a I can't answer that question directly -- only in 
a more general sense -- the President addressed the question of 
those shipments and their relation to the goals and objectives 
in [ran. 


Q No, but that's not my -- 1f you don't -- 

fs) I said [ couldn't answer the specific question. 

Q But, Chuck, you said that the Secretary was 
consulted. Can you tell us whether the Secretary supported the 
decision that he was consulted about? 


A First, specific advice that the Secretary gives 
to the President I said I wouldn't -- 


Q Understood. ['m just asking for the general. 
is) The Secretary supports the President. The 


President outlined our goals in the region in the speech, and 
those are goals which the Secretary has always supported. 


Q Chuck, the -- 
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It's not the answer to the question, though. I 
asked you if he supported what he had been consulted about, 
which were the specifics of this operation. 


a But then if you go into specific details and what 
position he may have taken on one aspect or the other, then I 
fall back on that I have no comment on that advice. 


Q Well, do you have even a general statement that 
he supported the idea of providing arms to Iran -- small 
amounts, as the President said? 


a When you go into specifics, I don't enter irto 
what advice he gives. 


Q Did he know about that? Did he know that small 
arms -- 


A I've given you what I have to give you on the 
nature of the Secretary's knowledge and involvement. 


Q Let's not talk about the limited American 
shipments, but let's just talk about the current state of 
policy on U.S.-made arms from Israel going to Iran. Do we 
approve of that or do we not approve of that? 


A On that general question, I understand that it 
was addressed at length in a long White House briefing this 
morning; and so I haven't had a chance to see that or read 
that, so I'll defer till [I've taken a look at that. 


Q Well, the perception is that we've given them a 
green light to -- and that we have told them that we will 
continue to -- supply arms to Iran and Israel can do with what 
they want. I[s the green light now a red light or is it still 
the same? 

A No, I can't just help you with that one. 

Q Chuck, you say the President was not -- 

Q (Inaudible) 

a No details on any -- 

Q Because Mr. McFarlane said on television 
yesterday that the only people -- or the only ones he mentioned 
with him -- was Colonel North and an interpreter -- which 


seemed to be, for diplomatic talks, interesting there was no 
State Department representative along. Was the State 
Department at least informed about this dialogue? 
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A I can't help you on that one. 


Q Chuck, you say that the Secretary was not 
directly involved in the operation. Why wasn't he directly 
involved in the subsequent decision-making? As steward of U.S. 
foreign policy, should he not have been -- would he not have 
been normally involved? 


A I've given you what I have on his involvement, 
and to go further with it than that gets into the internal 
workings and mechanisms and I'm not going to go into it. 


Q I mean, Chuck, will the State Department now get 
involved in contacts with Iran? 


R I don't have anything on that either. 
Q Will you say at what point he was consulted? 


Q Has the State Department briefed the Ambassador 
from Iraq about all of this? 


a Whether or not the State Department has briefed 
him, I don't know. But friends, allies, around the world are 
being given briefings. 


Q Have you heard from Iraq on the weapon shipments 
story? 

A No comment on diplomatic exchanges. 

Q Chuck, no country in the Middle East was in 


advance notified of your dealing with Iran. Have you -- 


A No, I don't have anything on that. 


Q Is there any reason why no State Department 


official has participated in any of these information seminars 
we've had in the last 12 hours? 


is) I said earlier that the information that was 
available came from those who were best informed. 


Q Can you answer a question about the law as it 
pertains to countries on the terrorism list and shipments of 
arms and military equipment to them? As [ understand it, the 
law is that you can't ship military equipment to countries on 
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that list without notifying Congress within 30 days. Is that 
the way the law is written? Is my reading correct? 


A I'm not a lawyer and you're certainly free to 
refer to any lawyer you want. I think that question has been 
addressed at the White House any number of times. 


Q Chuck, on that, are you -- directly to what the 


last question was -- the new controls you're putting on -- are 
you putting the new controls on under that provision -- in 
other words, the anti-terrorism provision -- or are you putting 
controls on -- in other words, he's right. Under that 


provision you cannot ship -- 


a Wait a minute. I don't know what he's right 
about. So let the record show that [ don't know what he's 
right about. 


Q All right, OK. 


a Probably no one in this room does, either. 


Q What he -- under that provision of the law you 
cannot ship without notification. But what you've indicated to 
us is that we are putting a prohibition on shipment, is that 
right? 


ts) You're talking about Syria now? 
Q Yes. 


A Switched track. I quoted the section of the 
Export Administration Act that was applicable -- Section 6. 


Q Section 6 is an entire title; it includes both 


A If you're really interested, we can look into 
that for you. 


Q O.K. Can you know after all this -- can you 
reiterate your policy toward the [raq-Iran war now? 


Aa That was I think done in a rather fulsome fashion 
by the President last night. 


Q Chuck, this question was asked before. One of 


the key rationales in the President's speech last night for 
continuing the arms shipments to Iran was to encourage an 
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improvement in behavior. Yet more hostages were taken while 
those arms shipments were going, although a couple were also 
released. Can you mot be more Specific about what, indeed, the 


A No, I can't. 


Q And one Other 9uestion. Is it 
the fact that you won't comment On any of these things, that 
Policy Vis-a-vis Iran is now no longer being conducted at all 
Out of this building; it's being done completely out Of the 
White House —_ 


a No ~- 
Q ~~ Since you are unable to answer any 9UesStions? 
a ~~ not at all: not at all. But the President 
gave a very Clear ~~ 
But -. yOu say that the Secretary was not 
involved. 
4 Could I answer the Question? 


The President Gave a very full, UP~to-the-minute 
explanation last Night; and $O that's why I'm referring to that 
Statement as the most Current definition by our MOSt senior 


4a No, you're —- [ said he was not directly 
involved: I said he WAS consulted 


Michael? 
Q Well, I think it's clear ~~ 
Q George is SPoradically informed. 
Q Yes, sporadically informed 
Q 


Would you S@y that that Puts the Secretary of 
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State at the center of our direction of our policy towards Iran? 


a For those of you who have been going around the 
world with us, I think there's no question that the Secretary 
is at the center of our foreign policy. 


Q Towaras Iran? The question was at the center of 
our policy towards Iran. 


i) I've defined as best I can that particular answer 


Q Chuck, I think it's the sentiment here that a 
press conference by the Secretary is in order. after having 


developed and preached *ne gospel of anti-terrorism for so many 
months and years, it seems that his authority and his interest 


in this subject has fallen apart, or he has been shunted 
aside. Could you -- 


a That's your assumption. It's not one that I 
necessarily agree with -- 

Q It may be -- it's an assumption. 

A -- and ['ll note your request. 


Q Well, yes, I think that's an -- 
Q Will he be on the tube Sunday? 
A Yes, he will be. 


Q Do you think the October 22nd statement on policy 
toward [ran was consistent with what was actually going on? 


rs) The President addressed the issue last night in 
his speech. People at the White House, backgrounding, have 
addressed it. I can't do any better than that 


Q Chuck, nobody addressed that the [ranian 
objective was, and still, to destabilize the Iraqi regime. 
Nobody said anything about the change of the [ranian objective 
of the war. Did they change their objective or what? 


a I've said before [I'm not in a position to go any 
further than what L['ve given you already 


Q In your policy you were against this intransigent 
position which they took. Did they abandon their intransigent 
position to stabilize other countries in the area? 
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A The President addressed those kinds of issues -- 
Q but he did not address -- 


A -- in his speech last night. I'm sorry if he 
didn't do it to your satisfaction, but I can't do it better 
than he did. 


Q Do you expect that the Secretary will get more 
than sporadic informing as this goes forward from now on -- on 
policy toward Iran, on maybe further contacts with Iran? Do 
you expect him to be fully informed from this point on? 


A As I said -- 
Q Does he want to be fully informed? 


a -- I am not commenting on questions concerning 
further contacts, further policy. 


Q Are you commenting on what's the reaction of the 
Iranians? The President said there was no contact with the 
Americans, and their Ambassador said about the President's 
speech, “It's constructive." [ mean do you have any comment on 
the Iranian? 


a No, I don't 


Q Chuck, is Operation Staunch still going on, and 
do you have any knowledge of any other countries besides [srael 
which have been permitted to ship American weapons to Iran? 


a The answer to the first question -- it's one 
which I got somewhat earlier, and so I can't do any better than 
I did at that point. And on the second question, [ think 
that's a repeat of a previous one as well 


Q Back on Syria sanctions, how do our sanctions 
against Syria differ from those of the European Community, or 


are they identical? 


a In essence, they pick up the measures which the 
Community has adopted; and then they go further. 

Q How do they go further? In what areas? 

A Well, [I've given you all the measures, and you 


know what the Europeans did, so you can compare them. 
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One more question? 


Q Yes. Back on Syria, you said that we would hope 
that the Syrians would end their forms of support for 
terrorists in Syrian territory and in territory that Syria 
controls in Lebanon. Could you flesh that out a bit? Does 
that mean that they should be evicted from those areas -- or -- 
I don't quite know what that means. 


A What it means, for example, in Syrian territory 
itself is what I've said before from this podium -- which is 
that they ought to close down the Abu Nidal operation in 


Damascus. That's the best example of that. 


Outside of Syrian territory, they ought to end 
terrorist use of the Syrian-controlled portions of Lebanon, for 
example. 


Q What about Lebanon? Do you consider still their 
role there helpful or not? 


a I don't know quite what you're getting at, but 
I've said many times before that Syria is a country -- should 
have influence in the region -- should use that influence in 
positive ways. That's what we've said before -- 


Q Well, you can't evaluate -- 
A -- and one would hope that that's the case. 
Q Well, you can't characterize their new role now 


in Lebanon? 
“ Nothing new 
Q Chuck, has the -- 
Q It's on a totally different subject 
Has the Abu Nidal office in Damascus become more 
active since it was a few months ago when Mr. Whitehead 
described it as a branch office of the one in Libya? 


a I don't have any new characterization of that 
office. 


Q Would the closing down of Abu Nidal's offices be 
sufficient to reverse those sanctions? 
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A I'm not going to lay out what specific measures 


have to be taken. I've given you @ general position -- which 
basically comes down to deeds, not rhetoric -- 


Q Chuck -- 
) -- and beyond that, I'll leave it at that. 
Q Chuck, could the President selectively relax some 


of these, as he did with Iran? I mean does it all have to -- 
what has to be done? 


a I'm not going to speculate on how this may 
unfold. We're at a stage today of having announced some 
measures and having, if you will, explained why they're being 
taken and what we hope they'll accomplish; and that's where it 
is today. Where it moves beyond this, as I said, is up to 
Damascus. 


Q —_ comments on a@ report earlier this week that 
North Korea is planning to build a dam which South Korea 


believes could serious affect it -- that it could be used to 
either flood or block off water suoplies to South Korea? 


“ No. Didn't have anything on that. 


Q I've got one more. Do you have any confirmation 
of these reports that that Sudanese rebel leader got killed 
-~-died in some hospital in East Europe -- Garang? 

i Died in a hospital in Eastern Europe? 

Q Yes. 

o No. 

Q There's a story in The New York Times this 





morning, Chuck, saying that the foreign aid cuts by the 
Congress will result in lower military aid to key friends and 
allies. Have you got anything on that you can share with us? 


i) What I have is @ general response Deep 
Congressional reductions in foreign aid appropriations will 
necessitate painful choices in allocating scarce resources 
among deserving Friends and allies. We will transmit our final 
decisions to Congress shortly 
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FY 1987 appropriations for programs in the 
international affairs function were cut 20 percent from the 
President's request and, I might add, seven percent below the 
FY '86 level after the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings sequester. 


Congressional earmarking of certain country-programs 
in the security assistance accounts exacerbates the effect of 
the cuts on the remaining non-earmarked countries. 


Secretary Shultz has stated on numerous occasions his 
dismay at the potential impact of these reductions on our 
foreign and national security policy interests. 


Obviously, we are not satisfied with the ou'come in 
the Continuing Resolution, and we are exploring alternative 
ways of dealing with the situation. 


The bottom line is we have not yet transmitted our 
decisions to Congress, so it would be premature to speculate on 
which countries might take which kind of cuts. 


Q O.K., thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 1:07 p.m.) 
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(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 


Simply one reminder: The Secretary is giving a speech 
on U.S.-Soviet relations which will be piped here into the 
briefing room at about 6:30 Eastern time. There should be 
copies available in the Press Office immediately after the 


briefing so that you can pick it up and read it. It will be 
embargoed until delivery. 


Q Are there Q&A's? 
) There are Q&A's scheduled. Jim? 


Q Chuck, perhaps you can explain today something 
that the Secretary was talking about yesterday in which he was 
saying that he is not responsible for U.S. policy toward Iran 
and that whole complex. 


How can that Se that the steward of U.S. foreign 
policy is excluded from one specific part, which is apparen*ly 
interlocking with other parts of U.S. foreign policy? 


a I might start by saying I don't want to do what 
Larry did at the White House this morning, which was to re-read 
the entire transcript of yesterday's presentation, because thie 
Secretary did not say what you just quoted him as saying In 
fact, he didn't even come close to saying that. 


Now that may be your assumption and your reading into 
it, but let me just start there by saying that was never said 
The Secretary made the remarks that he had to make on that 
subject. Beyond that, this building, the State Department, is 
the focal point of foreign policy That includes Iran as wel] 
as all other areas of the world. 


As if it needed reiterating, which 1 don't think 
anyone here would see the need for, but nonetheless at the 
White House this morning it was said that the Secretary is the 
chief spokesman for Administration foreign policy. 


Q Are you saying, then, in effect you would not 
continue the dialogue with the Iranians? 
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A I'm sorry, I don't see where that comes from what 
I just said. 


Q Because he is opposed. You said the State 
Department is the focal point of foreign policy, and -- 


a The Secretary did not say he was opposed to the 
dialogue with the Iranians. In fact, once again, I don't want 
to read the whole transcript, but he said just the opposite. 

He said that there had been value; that he agreed with that, 
with that effort to establish a dialogue with the Iranians; and 
that he supported the President in those goals. 


Q Chuck, can I follow up my question? Maybe you 
can clear up some of this misunderstarding that you've talked 
about by paraphrasing exactly what part the Secretary does 
play, then, in the specific areas of Iran and the arms embargo 
towards Iran. 


A Concerning the arms embargo, the Secretary was 
é \2d a question yesterday. He expressed his view. The White 
t v2 this morning has stated its policy. The two are 
ide,tical. That's the best I can do on that question. 


Concerning how foreign policy is made, the Secretary 
and the Department of State are the chief architects of foreign 
policy in the broadest sense. It has always been the case, and 
that continues to be the case. There are obviously other 
agencies involved in the foreign policy process -- that's 
always been the case, so [ don't think I need to give a lecture 
here on how foreign policy is made. 


Q This may seem a strange question for a reporter 
to ask, but it's a serious question. I mean it seriously 
anyhow. Could you tell us what prompted the Secretary to go on 
"Face the Nation" yesterday? It's a serious question, because 
inevitably, you see, you would have at least what you have, 
what you're confrontina today. 


Reporters are glad to get information. In fact, I 
wish he'd hold a news conference -- I mean here on the ground. 
But what impelled him, since he did have -- well, let me not 
say he had some differences; I think they're obvious. But what 
motivated him to go on public television, to go on television 
yesterday? 


A The same motivation as always. He is one of the 
chief participants in the foreign policy process. Many of you 
in this room had asked me for about a week, 1 think, concerning 
his views, and you heard them yesterday. 


Q We weren't really asking that he give them to | 
CBS; we were asking him to give them to all of us. (Laughter) } 


* 
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But can I ask you if he -- and again a serous 
question, hoping for an answer: is it possible that he hoped 
to adjust the U.S. stand toward Iran by making a public 
statement of his views? 


a I wouldn't want to enter into any other 
speculation. 
Q Chuck, you seem to be contradicting to some 


extent what you both said on Friday and what the Secretary said 
yesterday. One seemed to make a point of saying that the 


Secretary was only sporadically informed of some details. That 
does not -- 


f That concerns, once again, if you take a look at 
yesterday's transcript and what I said, that concerns the 
specific question -- 


Q On Iran. 


A -- of this probing operation. That's the answer 
to that question. / 


Q Chuck, would you concede -- if I may ask you a 
couple of questions, would you concede, as various White House 
and other officials have said on the record, that the probing 
operation was considered to be a very important, high-priority 
departure in U.S. foreign policy? 


fa I haven't seen that said by anyone. Maybe you've 
seen it somewhere. 


Q Well, you saw Admiral Poindexter. 

A All I would refer you -- 

Q I think he called it a "creative" -- 

fi I would refer you to what the Secretary said 
yesterday, and I'm going to now have to start engaging in what 
I didn't want to do, which is to read you the answers to all 
those questions because he answered that question directly. 


Q Does the State Department think that this was an 
important initiative? 


is The Secretary answered that. In the very first 
answer on “Face the Nation" yesterday he answered that question 


Q All right Then, if at the same time he says he 
was only sporadically informed and aware of what was going on 


BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
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about it, how can you say that the State Department is the 
focal point of foreign policy as regards Iran? I mean, please 


give us that lecture that you were talking about earlier on how 
foreign policy is made. 


a I think, once again, in answer to the second 
question -- I'm sorry, maybe it's a continuation to the answer 
to the first question -- as to why this particular aspect was 
handled in a particular way: because the President decided 
that it would be, because he said that the National Security 
Adviser would be his “designated hitter" in this particular 
aspect of it. That's why that aspect was handled in that way. 


What I'm talking about is the State Department as the 
focal point fer foreign policy in its broadest content. 


Q You're saying there is no disagreement, “hat 
everybody in the Administration was agreed throughout, on 
beginning, and remains agreed on this particular aspect of our 
policy with Iran? 


6 In answer to that question, the Secretary said he 
does not discuss the advice he gives to the President. 


Q Well, you just stated the White House said this 
morning that there is no disagreement, or that the two are 
identical? 


6 On this specific question, now you're mixing 
apples and oranges again, John. The specific question was -- 


Q I hope you can straighten me out. I'm confused 


rs) The Secretary was asked for his views on would 
there or should there be further arms shipments. The White 
House stated its position this morning on that question. 


Q Let me ask you this: if the Secretary was asked 
that question, the two questions today -- one, "Do you think 
there should be further arms shipments to Iran?" and "Do you 
speak for the Administration" -- would he now say yes at the 
end? 


i Well, you'd have to ask him. 

Q Well, I mean, your geometric logic here would 
suggest that the answer should be yes, but you still can't say 
that. 


A The Administration has spoken The White House 
has stated -- 


Q I heard the beginning of Speakes -- 
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A -- a policy position this morning. 


Q Speakes had a very painful effort to bring the 
two together by quoting something that Poindexter had said on 


peseaeer 4, which did not really match what Shultz's policy has 
een. 


A No, I don't believe that's true, Bernie, because 
I've just read the transcript myself, and he did not rely on 
that statement at all to bring them together. He relied on a 
statement this morning -- 


Q Can you read the statement that you're referring 
to? 

A Well, it came up several times. Let me take it 
at one point: "The President's policy is no further shipments; 


the Secretary's policy is no further shipments. So what's the 
difterence?" Question mark. It came up a number of times 
along the same lines. 


Q But the White House says there is no change in 
policy and ignores the fact that there have been shipments to 
Iran. 1 mean, Larry just sort of says that's always been our 
policy not to supply [ran with arms, ignoring what has in fact 
gone on for the last 18 months. 


A The President himself said that there had been 
shipments of arms. 


Q Larry sort of scooted over all of that, so you're 
going to change the policy now? 


A Larry doesn't scoot over all that. But now 
you're changing the content or the framework of the debate 
again. Now you're moving into a different question. 


Q No, it's the same question. 


A There's got to be some continuity in the 
questioning or there won't be in the answers. 


Q Now wait, now wait. The Secretary obviously had 
spoken to the President in the days preceding his television 
appearance yesterday. Did what Speakes say today come as 
welcome news to him? I mean, if he was aware -- if the two 
were in such close unanimity -- and the Secretary has never 
been shy in saying that he indeed speaks for the President of 
the United States. And what was unusual] and what caught our 
attention yesterday was his saying he, in fact, could not speak 
for the President of the United States on this particular point 
of arms shipments to Iran 
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Now Speakes is acting like. “well, it's well known 
that the two agree on this." We're just trying to get to the 
truth. 


A That, again, is your reading of the situation, 
and if you have questions about what Larry Speakes thought or 
didn't think, you'll have to address them to him. 


Chuck, it has probably come to your attention and 
that of the State Department and other foreign policy elements 
of this administration, that a lot of people in the United 
States and around the world are reading this in the way that 
leaves them somewhat confused about whether or not there is 
unity or disarray in American policy on Iran. And l honestly 
don't think I've heard anything here this morning that really 
clarifies it. But as I say, you said before, do we want a 
lecture on how foreign policy is made? I think that probably 
in my opinion, yes. 1 would like to have a lecture on how it's 


handled about Iran. 


fi I have given the shorthand answer at least two 
times in the course of this briefing. 


You're quoting Larry Speakes as saying that Mr. 
Shultz is the chief foreign policy spokesman. What's your 
explanation to his saying "no" yesterday’ 


A He was asked @ specific question; he gave his 
view to that. 


But that specific question deals with the foreign 
policy, it's part of the foreign policy. 


i I'd again refer you to the White House transcript 
this morning. The question was gone over and over again. 
You'll find the answer at least three times. 


The Post said Shultz felt it was 4 mistake to 
have appeared on "Face the Nation" because it highlighted his 
differences with the President too vividly. Is that true? 

6 I don't have anything on that. 


Chuck, is Secretary Shultz aware of the Executive 
Order on the 17th of January which lifted the embargo? 


A Excuse me? 


Is Secretary Shultz aware of the 17th of January 
Executive Order which lifted the embargo on arms to Iran? 
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A I can't help you on that. 


Q Well, let's follow up, then. I mean, Larry 
Speakes does not know when, if that lifting that embargo is 
indefinite or -- he does not know. Do you have any idea when 
you say there are no arms to Iran, I mean, do you have any idea 
that's still the -- 


A The White House went over its policy this morning 
many times, and I can't do any better than that. Barry? 


tent Is the Secretary following his schedule so far 
today: 


A Yes. 


Q Chuck, yesterday the Secretary said that he did 
not speak for the Administration on this issue. In light of 
what was said in the White House today, does he speak for the 
Administration today? 

a Once again, the quote you gave me is not exactly 
the way the question was phrased. The.Secretary expressed his 
view yesterday in response to a question. The White House has 
stated its position this morning, and that's all I'm going to 
have on that. 


Q But the question yesterday was: “Do you have the 
authority" 


Q He said he didn't have the authority yesterday 


Q Can I follow up? The question yesterday was: 
"Do you have the authority to speak for the entire 
Administration?" Answer: "No." 


A And the White House answered that this morning by 
saying the President makes the decision, the President is 
responsible for foreign policy, and on and on. But I'd refer 
you to that transcript because the question has been answered. 


Q But beyond that, what's the U.S. policy today 
toward Iran? 


e We've gone over what I have. 


Sir, sir, the Constitution states that the 
Secretary of State is the principal adviser to the President on 
foreign policy. If Secretary Shultz is only sporadically 
informed on certain matters, is this -- 
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A On one particular matter -- in particular, a 
probing operation -- I've answered that one. 


Q Is this Constitutional? This is what concerns 
many Americans. 


A The question of legality has been addressed at 
the White House. The Attorney General has expressed himself on 
that position. I certainly can't do better than that. 


Q Has the Secretary offered his resignation or is 
he considering it? 


6 You heard what he had to say yesterday. That's 
all I've got. 


Q Chuck, do you have any comment on the Iranian 
official saying this morning that there will be no more freed 
hostages unless you deliver more arms to Iran? 


a No. 
Q Do you have any reaction -- 
Q I want to follow up -- excuse me, excuse me. 


Did the State Department hear from the families of the 
hostages about the tilt towards [ran and the supply of aris? 
And why the United States Government now -- which high 
officials who appeared over in another part of this town, they 
are injecting the issue of Iran's importance to the Soviet 
Union, so Iran has to be important to the United States. Is 
this whole matter considered a contest over who is going to be 
controlling Iran or having more influence after the death of 
Khomeini? 


2) The position of the government on that question 
was expressed in the President's speech. I think that's as 
good as I can do. Steve? 


Q Do you have any comment -- 
Q Excuse me. I'd just .t*ke to know if this was 
inadvertence or if it was intentic Ww You said a moment ago 


that this morning the White House "eit over its policy on 
Iran." 


2) That's the United States Government policy. 


Q Okay. 
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f It's normally treated that way, as far as I know, 
Steve. 


Q Chuck, just to the question of whether the 
Secretary speaks for the Administration on this subject, you're 
not answering that question. What does this -- 


i) I've been asked the question about three times. 
Q You've referred us -- 
What I've answered is the way I'm going to answer 
it. 
Q So you're not answering it. 
Q Chuck, do you have any comment on the Iraqi 


statement about what happened? 
a No, [I don't. 
Q Chuck, you're getting into -- 


Q Listen, let me explain to everybody that there's 
a problem here, that we're going to lose Chuck in about five 
minutes. I'd like to cover a couple of other subjects quickly 
before we go back to this boxing match. 


One, does the State Department have any confirmation 
of whether Kim 1]-Sung is alive or dead? 


a No, we don't 


Q Do you give any credence to the reports that he 
may be dead? 


a We've heard the rumors. We have no confirmation 
of that information; and, as a consequence, we're really not 
going to speculate or comment on anything until the situation 
becomes clearer. 


Q And one other quick one before we lose you. Did 
the President of Argentina complain to the United States about 
its policy on the Falklands this morning? 


4 I don't have any readout on that meeting. That 
was a meeting between the Secretary, but I think there are 
other meetings yet to come today. So I assume there will be a 
readout either from the White House or from here as to the 
content to the best we can help you on that. 


Q Okay 
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Chuck -- 
But, but, but -- 


Wait a second. 


> © © 


Ralph hasn't had a question here. 


Q Just one more item on Korea, if I may. Can you 
tell us whether the U.S. Government has taken any steps in 
terms of its forces or diplomats in South Korea as a result of 
the rumors that you've heard? 


) There's been no change in the formal alert status 
of U.S. forces in Korea. We are of course monitoring the 
situation closely. 


Q Chuck, can I follow up? 

a A Korean question? 

Q Don't you have any information on that report? 
Aa No. 

Q Can I go back to my question on Iran? Is the 


probing operation continuing, and who are the officials in 
support of that probing operation? 


a Don't have anything on that. 


Q Chuck, can I come back to my question that 1 
asked about the families of the hostages? Do you hear from 
them that they are favoring this thing that has been going on 
in the last couple of weeks? 


a I myself don't have any readout on the position 
of the hostages families. 


Q Because it was mentioned somewhere in the news 
reports over the weekend that the families were informed and 
they were put at ease that the President was concerned about 
the hostages being set free. This is why he undertook these 
steps -- the U.S. Government. The President undertook these 
steps. 


es No, I just don't have anything on that one. 
Chris? 


Q Chuck, what is the Administration policy on third 
countries shipping American-origin arms to Iran now? 
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a Again, the question was addressed to the White 
et this morning. I'd have to find it, but to the effect 
that -- 


Q But the State Department is the focal point of 
foreign policy. 


a That we discourage -- 

Q That's what was said here. 

Q Let him say it. 

i) We discourage third-country arms shipments -- 


something to that effect. I'd have to find it. They can help 
you in the Press Office to look up the exact quote. 


Q If you can put this question to the Secretary and 
if he gets an answer to you, if you have it read to us here 
before his Q&A, where it might not come up even: is the 
Secretary satisfied by these statements made at the White House 
today on arms sales to Iran? 


is I think your chances of getting an answer to that 
question, Bernie, are extremely thin. 


Q Why? In the light of what he said yesterday’ 
The Secretary has expressed his views -- 


Q But it may have changed 


A -- the White House has stated a position. They 
happen to be the same. 

Q But the world moves on. 

i) What else do you want us to say? 


Q Chuck, can I take it back a little step? The 
opening to Iran, the decision to go ahead with talks with 
Iranian officials, represents a major change in U.S. foreign 
policy on that region. Was the Secretary a part of that 
decision? 


i) As I said from the start sometime last week, the 
Secretary was consulted on general policy. 


Q Did he approve of it? 


6 The Secretary doesn't discuss his advice to the 
President. Next question? 
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Q Going back to Kim I1-Sung, the Korean Defense 
Minister said that he has been advised by the U.S. CIA. 


A I'm sorry. That's just not accurate. 


Q In answer to a question, you said the U.S. 
discourages third-country delivery. 


A I said I'd like to find the exact quote in the 
White House transcript. When you have that you're free to 
question that, but I can't find it right now. 


Q Can you confirm whether or not that it's against 
American law without U.S. approval to deliver American-made 
weapons for a third country? Isn't that what the law is? 


A You know what the law is. 


Q I'm asking you. I mean, I know it, but I want 
confirmation from you. 


a The law hasn't changed The Attorney General has 
also commented, as has the President, on the legality of 
anything that has been done in conjunction with this particular 
operation. ' 


Q Chuck, how can you say this? 


Q Can I take you to Nicaragua for a minute? Could 
you give us the official reaction the Hasenfus verdict? 


A Very briefly. Given the notorious record of 
these Anti-Somosista Peoples Tribunal in convicting without any 
semblance of due process virtually every individual called 
before it, Mr. Hasenfus' conviction comes as little surprise 
The Nicaraguan Government's treatment of Mr. Hasenfus violated 
many of his basic due-process rights under both international 
and Nicaraguan law. 


For our part, we'll do what every embassy attempts to 
do, which is to regularly visit our American citizens 
incarcerated abroad; and one of the primary reasons, of course, 
for doing that will be to assure that he's not mistreated. 


Q Is there any idea of, or any thought about, an 
exchange? 

is) No. 

Q Chuck, yesterday, when the Secretary was asked if 


he had considered resigning over this whole matter, he answered 
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that he talked to the President. Does one take it from that 
that he talked to the President about resigninc? 


A I can't help you beyond what he said. 

Q Chuck, there's an major contradiction when you 
say there's no change in the law of a third party supplying 
arms to Iran, but there's an Executive Order to lift the 
embargo and Mr. Speakes does not know if it's still effective 
or not. I mean, can you explain that? 

a I can't help you beyond what Larry did. 

So how can you say there's no change in the law? 


There's no change in the law. 


mo ye» © 


What about the Executive Order then? 


A Everything that was done was done legally. 
That's still under the law. 

Q Do you consider this, the whole thing -- 
delivering the arms and the whole connection in the last two 
weeks -- as infringement or a little bit out of the law or 
within the scope of the law? 


i I answered that question. The President said 
that everything that was done was done legally, and the 
Attorney General has likewise said so. And I certainly can't 
contradict either one of them. 


Q Chuck, are any U.S. envoys being dispatched to 
explain the Secretary's position and the White House position 
stated this morning to American allies, Arab friends -- anyone 
else who wants to listen -- about the U.S. policy toward Iran 
or toward the Middle East in general? 


a In terms of envoys being dispatched, I don't have 
anything that would indicate that that's the case as of now 
Our Embassies and Diplomatic Missions have been given 
information with which to brief allies. 


Q Have they been given basically the same 
information that you're giving us here in the sense that 
they've been given the Shultz transcript from yesterday and the 
Speakes transcript from this morning and told to reconcile it 
and -- (Laughter) 


A I think the Speakes transcript from this morning 
very clearly reconciles everything 
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Q How about envoys to Congress? Mr. Casey is going 
to testify for the CIA. Will Secretary Shultz be called to 
testify before the House Intelligence Committee? 


a At this point I don't have anything on the 
Secretary's plans for testifying. Normally he is one of the 
people that testifies, but in this specific case I can't give 
you a definitive answer yet. 


, Q Chuck, is the arms embargo still in place against 
Iran 


a I've answered that question. 


Q Earlier on the plane, when we were coming back 
from Guatemala, the Secretary said, “I have no plans to 
resign.” Yesterday he simply said, "I talked to the 
President." Does he still have no plans to resign? 


a I'm not going to get into the situation of an 
hourly report as to what plans he has or he doesn't have on 
that or any other subject. He answered the question yesterday 
as he chose to answer it. It is his decision, and 1']ll leave 
it at what he had to say on it. I'm gorry. That's just the 
best I can do on those kinds of questions 


Q Now you're raising questions that he may in fact 
be planning to resign. 

a I'm not raising any questions at all, anne. 

Q Can you not confirm -- 

is To the extent you have questions, fine You can 


have questions. 
Q We have to ask you. 


a I'm saying the Secretary, in a very 
straightforward way, addressed the question yesterday the way 
he wanted to; and I'm simply telling you, without prejudice one 
way or the other, that I'll leave it with what he said 


Q But wait a minute. He addressed the question -- 
he answered the question very straightforwardly yesterday. But 
what from you have said this morning, the world has moved on 
since then and the situation has changed It's perfectly 
legitimate for us to ask 


) I'm not denying it's a legitimate question I'm 
just saying that he answered it yesterday -- 
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Q You are the Spokesman, and you can't evade this 
question. 


a And I'm not going to give you sort of an 
hour-by-hour status report of everything that crosses or 
doesn't cross his mind. 


Q But why should it be that it's okay only on 
Sunday but never on Monday? 


J I think there is some choice in this. 
Q There were reports out of Miami over the weekend 


that the Secretary is supposed to make a speech at the CBI 
Conference. I gather he's not going. Is there any change of 





plans? 

& I don't know where you got those reports. 

y Well, UPI reported it out of Miami 

a Well, sometimes even UPI gets things slightly 
wrong. ' 

Q Had he intended to go at any point? 

& No. 

Q Is there a change in the schedules, in the 
appointments, for the rest of the week by the Secretary? 
A From what we gave you on Friday?’ 

Q Yes 


Not that I know of. 


Q Chuck, do Karpov and Kampelman plan to meet in 
Geneva the first part of December? 


“ As you know, we made that offer. We're ready to 
continue these inter-round discussions in order to make 
progress wherever we can. We do expect those kinds of experts 
meetings to go forward. but as of now I can't provide the final 
confirmation or details But we'll keep a watch on that one 
for you, Matt 


Q The last we left it, the Soviets had left that 


offer up in the air Does it mean they have now responded to 
that offer? 
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A I'll just leave it where it was. We expect those 
meetings to go forward, but I'm not yet in a position to offer 
you tne details. 


Q Chuck, does the end of arms shipments to Iran 
mean, for all practical purposes, the end of the diplomatic 
contacts with Iran as well? 

A Just can't address that question. 

Q Do you have any comment on the -- 


A I've got to call it quits. Otherwise I'll miss 
my plane. 


If there are any other questions in any other areas, 
the Press Office will be glad to help you. 


Q Violence on the West Bank -- do you have any 
comment on that? 

A The Press Office can help you on that one. 

Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:30 p.m.) 
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MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. [ 
have at least one momentous announcement for you all today. 


['d like to introduce the new Deputy Spokesman of the 
Department of State, Phyllis E. Oakley. Phyllis is sitting 
closest to me here off the podium. Phyllis is a career Foreign 
Service officer. She was born in Omaha, Nebraska; grew up in 
St. Louis. She's a Phi Beta Kappa graduate of Northwestern 
University; holds a master's degree from the Fletcher School of 
International Law and Diplomacy of Tufts University. 


She joined the Diplomatic Service in 1957 and resigned 
after that to marry a fellow officer -- and of course, in those 
days it was not possible to stay on if you were in that 
particular situation. She was able to reioin the Foreian 
Service in 1974. She has worked primarily on Middie cast 
questions in the Bureau of International Organization Affairs, 
for example, as Special Assistant on Middle East questions to 
Phillip Habib when he was Under Secretary for Political 
Affairs. She's been the country officer for Afghanistan. Most 
recently, she spent the last year as a Pearson Exchange Fellow 
in the office of Senator Charles Mathias, and now she's been in 
the Bureau of Legislative Affairs before taking on this job. 


So I personally am extremely pleased that Phyllis has 
agreed to take on this job. I know the Secretary is equally 
pleased that she's agreed to do this, and I'm sure that you'll 
all be pleased in the very near term. So, Phyllis, welcome. 


That's all I have by way of announcements. 
Jim. 


Q I'd like to second that welcome. Those of us who 
know Phyllis know that she will be doing a good job for you, 
and I'm hoping for us, as well. 


Chuck, going to the speech yesterday given by the 
Secretary in Chicago, some of the confusion I think is 
linguistic. In the speech the Secretary says, “Even after the 
elimination of all ballistic missiles, we will need insurance 
policies." And ther he goes on to say that there will be a 
retention of some ballistic missiles -- small. I don't 
understand how you can have the elimination of all generic 
ballistic missiles and still then retain some small nuclears. 


Car Ar ; ‘ret f 
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4 What the Secretary was trying to do last night 
was to sort of set the framework for our thinking as we move 
toward what would be an essentially new environment. As he set 
forth in that speech, this is an environment that obviously 
includes this consideration of substantial reductions in 
nuclear weapons; and in that context, he was pointing out that 
we would need insurance policies to hedge against cheating or 
other contingencies. 

Recognizing that we don't know what form this 
insurance would take, the Secretary suggested possibilities 
including the idea that an agreed upon retention of a small 
ballistic missile force could be part of that insurance. He 
also added that a vigorous research program in strategic 
defenses can be a key part of our insurance. So I guess where 
I would end up is saying he was suggesting possibilities that 
one needs to consider in looking at that period of time which 
is some time down the road. 


Q Well, even with the various versions of what was 
agreed or not agreed tentatively at Reykjavik, [ think there 
was a common agreement that the U.S. position was that at the 
end of the ten-year period, there would be zero ballistic 
nuclear missiles, is that right? 


A That's still the position. 


Q So then, this would be a modification of that 
final position, as put out by the, put forward by the President 
at Reykjavik? 


) The final position hasn't changed. What the 
Secretary was suggesting was a way of thinking about how one 
gets there, the kind of considerations that one needs to have 
in mind, as we move toward that objective 


Q Well, now you're confusing me again. Zero is 
zero, and we all presumed that that is what the President was 
talking about after the ten-year period, at Reykjavik. Now 
you're saying that zero is not zero; it would be something -- 


A I'm saying that zero is zero. I'm saying, as we 
work toward that goal and as we think about insurance policies, 
the Secretary was suggesting another possibility that could be 
thought about. We don't know what that world is going to look 
like in 1996, or wherever the ten-year period might come to; 
and the Secretary was simply trying to say that in a broader 
sense, we've got to keep our mind open about what that world is 
going to look like. The position is as you described it 
earlier. 


Q One more question on -- there has been a 
procession of European Prime Ministers and Defense Ministers 
and Foreign Ministers through Washington lately. Is this 
modification in response to worries expressed by the Europeans? 
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A I think the direct answer to that is no. 
Obviously, we're aware of the kinds of concerns that have been 
expressed by Europeans and by others, but this particular idea 
is something that the Secretary has expressed publicly some 
weeks ago -- in the speech in San Francisco, for example. 


Q He has also had some communications with the 
Europeans before the San Francisco appearance. Was that -- 


A And we've had consultations with Europeans, [I 
would say, prior to Reykjavik and prior to all of our meetings 
with the Soviets. I only say that in the context that these 
are the kinds of concerns of which we've long been aware, which 
have been taken into account in our arms control positions over 
the years. But if you're trying to pin this down as a specific 
change in response to a specific concern in the sense you seem 
to be doing, then I'd say the answer is no. 


Q Will the British Trident be part of that 
insurance policy, for example? 


A We're only talking about possibilities now. 
You're already trying to move and say, “Now what force would be 
-- would there be a force?" And then, "What would that force 
look like?" That's not the intent. What we're trying to say 
is, in a more conceptual way, “How does one approach that new 
environment?" 


Q But how does one approach the environment from 
the point of view of the Brits who are about to spend a great 
deal of money on Tridents, and don't want to do it if there's 
going to be no ballistic missiles in ten years. Where do they 
fit in? 


2) Well, I don't think it's my position here to be 
talking about what the British should or should not do. 


Q But certainly, their build-up is something that's 
coordinated with this Administration, is supported by it, is 
advocated by it, so the question is, “Does it fit in?” 


is) Those are really grand, strategic questions, 
which, on an ad hoc basis, I'm not prepared to address at this 
point from the podium. Some of those questions were addressed 
in the briefing after the meeting between the President and 
Mrs. Thatcher, for example, in the readout of that meeting. 


Q Chuck, I can give you numerous references since 
Reykjavik where the President and the Secretary referred to 
elimination of “all nuclear ballistic missiles" between the 
U.S. and Soviets. 


A That's right. 
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Q Yet, you're saying now “all” does not mean all. 


a I'm saying that “all” means all. I'm saying that 
is the position -- 


Q In ten years. 


a -- that we're moving toward. But because that is 
an environment which has uncertainties in it, the Secretary, as 
I said, was throwing out possibilities that still need to be 
considered when we look at insurance policies, for example. 


Q In light of the way the Secretary answered a 
similar question on Sunday, does the Secretary speak for the 
Administration -- 


4 He certainly does. 
Q -- on this particular point? 
Q Yes. 


Q Was this mentioned in Iceland, or is this 
something that's just being advanced now, this idea of 
retaining a small number of missiles? 


a First of all, it's not just being advanced now 
because I pointed out that it was also advanced at least two 
weeks ago, if not before that, in some other (inaudible) 


Q But was it mentioned at Reykjavik? 
Was that discussed at -- 


a To my knowledge -- 
Q Did Reagan discuss that? 


a To my knowledge, this is not the kind of thing, 
either SOI's insurance policy or this particular possibility, 
that was discussed in those discussions. 


Q When we asked basing, is it envisioned that this 
would be USSR- and US-based force, or would it be short-range 


a Once again, you're taking this into a concrete 
form, an operational form that I'm not prepared to do, nor was 
the Secretary last night. 


Q Was the question of the elimination of all 
ballistic missiles discussed when Mrs. Thatcher came over, 
because in the final communique the only reference to counts 
was that it was 50 percent of strategic arms. 


a I don't have a detailed readout of every single 
thing that was discussed. There was a debriefing done at the 
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White House after that meeting, which is the most definitive 
readout as to exactly what was covered. 


Q It's a curious situation when you've got a date, 
which was mentioned in Reykjavik, of 1996 which is the date 
which was thought to be a possible date fo: the elimination of 
all ballistic missiles, which is precisely the same year which 
the British are supposed to put up a vast size of money to buy 
Trident missiles from the United States. 


“ You called it a coincidence. 
Q On another area -- 
Q Let's stay on the same area. 


Does the State Department have any idea if the 
Presidential directive to deliver arms to Iran will be 
scrapped, shelved, or aborted in light of the President's 
statement that there will be no more arms to Iran? 


“ i can't nelp you beyond what you saw the 
President saying yesterday and what Larry addressed at his 
briefing. 

David, on the other question -- 

Q Back to the other question, could you -explain to 


us why the Secretary feels that it may be necessary to retain a 
small ballistic missile force? 


a That was the purpose of the speech last night. 
There are copies of that available. 


Q I read the speech. I wrote about it, Chuck. The 
question is -- 


a And I think that's explained in there. 


Q -- why does he feel that it is necessary? Is 
this to -- 


A David, first of all, he didn't say, “It is 
necessary." 


Q Well, he suggested it. 
i) He suggested a possibility. 
Q Yes. 

ia And that's the way I just tried to define it in 


answer to the first question; and that should be the sense in 
which it is taken. 








Tuesday, November 18, 1986 
af 


Q Chuck, do you have any kind of a readout on the 
Secretary's meeting with the Greek Foreign Minister? 


a At this point, no, I don't have. That meeting is 
still ongoing, in fact, but we'll -- [t started a little bit 
later than was originally scheduled. 


Q Can we request a readout on that, please? 
a Sure. 


Q Do you have anything at all there about 
Greek-American relations? 


a I'd like to wait until after the meetings are 
over. 


Q Can I go back to the missile thing? 
Q Go ahead, Barry. 


Q To go back to the missile thing -- and if you've 
covered this, please, don't spend any time with me: but would 
the distinction of which kind of missiles might be retained go 
to the range of the missiles? 


a You're talking about -- 


-~- ballistic missiles. [t says a small force, so 
presumably there would be some that would be, could be retained 
and others that wouldn't be. 


A The answer to that would have to be what I 
answered in response to Jim's question, that you're pushing 
that into an operational aspect that is just premature now. 


Q Well, the reason that the Secretary gave was that 
this would be an insurance policy to hedge against cheating or 
other contingencies. I thought that was the rationale for 
keeping the manned bombers and the cruise missiles. 


A That's part of the consideration, as well. 


Q So why aren't they a sufficient insurance policy, 
is what I'm asking. 


A The Secretary was raising simply the possibility 
that one has to look at what the world at that time is going to 
look like. It's an uncertain environment. Here are the kinds 
of things that are possibilities that are worthy of 
consideration. The thing you pointed out about air-breathers 
is certainly a consideration. The Secretary talked about that 
in his speech. So is SOI. So is this possibility of a 
residual nuclear force. 
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Q Well, the reason that I'm asking -- I don't know 
about my colleagues -- but it begins to sound as if the U.S. 
policy is rolling back from Reykjavik. 


5 Well, I can't help you more. I think in the 
speech, as well, the Secretary addresses what our ultimate 
goals continue to be, so in that same document you have an 
expression of those facts as well, if that eases your mind. 


Q Chuck, when the Secretary came back from 
Reykjavik and he briefed people on the meeting and so forth, he 
was very insistent that it would not be dangerous to the 
security of the United States to go ahead with the proposal 
that the President had made, that we had more than enough 
economic resources to match the conventional forces of the 
Warsaw Pact, and he never raised the possibility of, in some 
fashion, keeping some missiles as an insurance policy after 
you've gone to zero missiles. 


a I beg to differ. He did raise it in what were 
his major speeches, in Fact, post-Reykjavik, not in the various 
backgrounders perhaps, although [I'm not sure. I think in at 
least several of those backgrounders, that was raised, although 
probably not reported by anyone. But at least in his speeches 
which he delivered in Los Angeles and San Francisco, that idea, 
that possibility, was suggested in there already. 


Q On same subject, the arms talks? 


a Yes. 


Q The New York Times’ account of the Secretary's 
speech implies in several places that there's confusion on this 
business of ballistic missiles within the Administration, 
almost a spillover from the Iran disarray, suggesting that 
hereto the Secretary and the rest of the Administration may not 


be on the same track. In fact, there is an implication the 
Secretary isn't sure exactly what he means. 


Can you address the question whether the entire 
Administration favors considering retention of a small 
ballistic missile force? 


A Let me say that that presentation which you saw 
last night in Chicago is one in which the Administration, in 
its broadest aspects, is well familiar and had a hand in, and 
as a consequence, there was nothing in there that was a 
surprise. 


Q In Moscow, Mr. Karpov claimed the U.S. hasn't 
agreed to set the date for a special meeting in Geneva, which 
will be next month among the negotiators Is there a date for 
that? Is the U.S. holding off on setting a date (inaudible)? 


a You said they had agreed or hadn't? 
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Q Had not agreed. He complained about the U.S. -- 
the chief Soviet arms negotiator accusing the United States of 
reluctance to even meet -- said today he hoped Washington will 
accept Moscow's proposals at a special arms control session 
next month, but he said that the U.S. had not yet agreed to a 
date. 


= The report [I saw seemed to say the opposite of 
that. But, in any case, as [ said yesterday, we do expect 
those meetings to go forward. We do expect them to occur very 
early in December. 


I hesitate only to say because when you talk about a 
special session as opposed to experts, there are various ideas 
on the table and perhaps that's where the confusion arises. 

But we do expect sort of the key people from our delegations to 
get together in Geneva early on in December. 


Q Nonsense. 


“ Who said that? 


Q In that regard, there's a report that there's a 
tentative agreement to meet December 2-5 in Geneva? 

a Those ere the dates I think that are in the air. 

Q (Inaudible) that others had a hand in the speech, 


are you saying that it was cleared Administration-wide and 
approved Administration-wide? 


a That's normal practice for major policy speeches 
by our Secretary, by Secretary of Defense, by all principals. 


Q Do you have anything on the charges by the Syrian 
President that America is the master of terrorism and the 
United States refused to answer on forming a committe to 
define the term of “terrorist”? 


a The first proposition you put for me simply isn't 
worthy of comment. 


The second one concerning an international conference 
of some sort -- 


Q Yes. 

i) -- on defining terrorism -- 

Q An international committee. 

a -~ we don't see the utility of engaging in that 


kind of a discussion with the Government of Syria, a government 
which has been linked as a government with an attempt to blow 
up 230 people in midair®. 
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Q Chuck, the Secretary in his speech last night 
referred to Iran having an “association,” [ think was the word 
he used, with groups holding Americans hostage. He wasn't 
specific about how many groups and how many hostages. What ['m 
asking you is -- badly so far -- is whether it's the State 
Department's judgment that [ran has influence over or is linked 
to in some way the groups that are holding all the Americans 
hostage -- because, you know, they've deen spoken of as two and 
three regarding the hostages, that Sutherland and Terry 
Anderson are held by one clearly pro-[ranian group and the 
others Libya and Syria, and perhaps -- what? 


Is it Mr. Shultz’ position that [ran has influence 
with the groups holding the others as well? 


a On that kind of specific detail, ['m afraid [ 
can't help you any further. But the Secretary, as you say, 
did address it last night in Chicago, as well as on “Face the 
Nation” on Sunday; and I'd have to basically leave it with his 
remarks 


Q Chuck, what about the two Americans who were 
killed in Teheran when on December 4th a Kuwaiti jet was 
kidnapped and the kidnappers were arrested by the Iranians and 
never, you know, faced any kind of justice. Have you followed 
that with the Iranians or not? 


" [I just don't know whether there's been any 
contact on that. 


Q Can you take this question -- because two U.S. 
officials from AID were killed at that time in -- 


A I'll take a look at it 
Q -- in 1984. Will you take this question? 


Q Charles, I have two questions in Central America, 
if you'll excuse me. 


Q Oh, can we stay on that area first? 

Does the State Department have any position on the 80M 
Corporation's plan to help Iraq win its war with Iran, or at 
least fight better? 


a No, I don't have anything on that. 


Q Chuck, do you have any conclusion yet on whether 
the bombing in Paris is a terrorist act related to any state 
-- or any conclusions drawn at all about that? 
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A Certainly I don't have any conclusions along 
those lines to draw. All [I have to offer in fact -- [I'll check 
the book just in case -- is that we condemn this brutal act. 
It's being investigated by French authorities. But, beyond 
that, no further comment. 


Q Chuck, on Sunday the Secretary said that in 
regard to the groups holding Americans in Beirut that they seem 
to be associated with Iran. The President said last week, 
nowever, that since the U.S. Government contact began with [ran 
there has been no evidence of Iranian Government complicity in 
acts of terrorism against the United States. 


I wonder how just one squares those two. 


A First of all, I'm not going to try to square them 
for you. Each of those remarks was made in different 
contexts. But [I think if you read the exact context of each of 
those remarks, they're not necessarily “unsquareable.” 


Central America? 


Q Yes. There are 300 million for the four Central 
American countries, excluding Nicaragua. Is it true that 
they're not going to be disbursed, and why? 


“ Just to review where we were coming from on this 
particular question, as part of the hundred million dollars 
that was provided to Nicaraguan freedom fighters, the Congress 
considered providing $300 million in economic assistance for 
the Central American democracies. 


Unfortunately, this amount was not provided as 
additional assistance in this year's continuing resolution. 
All appropriation bills for this fiscal year are contained in 
the continuing resolution, which provides a global ceiling for 
economic support funds of $3.55 billion -- which is 200 million 
less than last year. 


From this total must come the amount of ESF that we 
can provide to the so-called “ore poor" countries in El 
Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras and Costa Rica. 


While the final allocations for this fiscal year have 
not yet been determined, the Central American democracies will 
receive a high priority, consistent with the Administration's 
policy, with Congressional interest and support, with the 
National Bipartisan Commission's recommendations and subject to 
the overall constraint on global funding limits set by the 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings legislation. 


Q You say that the final allocations have not yet 
been determined. The possibility is still there that the $300 
Million will be disbursed? 
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a That's right. The final allocations from this 
global total that's now available to us under the continuing 
resolution have not been decided yet. 


Q The possibility is there. What about about the 
probability? 


s Other than that I can only say that we do give a 
high priority to the region, that we share the disappointment 
of the countries in the region that the Congress was unable to 
provide the additional amount. 8ut, beyond that, we're just 
not in @ position on that question or on any other particular 
aid levels to be more specific right now. 


Q In Guatemala -- while the Secretary was there -- 
I met with a group called the Nicaraguan Association for Human 
Rights. They told me that they have received the $3 million 
intended for monitoring human rights compliance by the 
Contras. How was that group selected to receive the $3 million? 


a I don't have anything on that at all 


Q And they also told me -- the President of that 
group, Or. Marta Baltodano, told me that they would use the 
money to monitor human rights compliance in Nicaragua. Isn't 
that contrary to the spirit of the law? 


) I really don't know that that's the case. but we 
can take a look at that. 


Q Could you take it? 


“ Sure. 

Q Chuck, back on the question of the final 
allocations -- 

Q Yes. 

“ Right. 

v -- I thought that those decisions were to have 


been made by yesterday. 
Q Exactly. (Laughter. ) 


a Is your question answered then? DOoes that answer 
your question? 


No. She's just agreeing that it was a good 
question. (Laughter. ) 


a Well, I mean, if your colleagues are ready to 
answer your questions for you -- 
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. No, no. 


“ The drastic budget cuts that Congress mandated 
for FY ‘87 are forcing some very difficult decisions; and we've 
not yet finished the decision-making process, as I just 
indicated. 


The procedures contained in the Act contemplate a 
report within 30 days of enactment. This provision did not 
contemplate the extraordinary circumstances now facing us nor 
does it pose any hard and fast reporting requirement. 


For example, the 30-day target has been missed in the 
past. 


Given the deep cuts to the assistance programs and the 
critical policy choices that such cuts imply, it's reasonable 
to take the time necessary to make these difficult decisions 
We don't believe this will create problems with the Congress, 
because it's in recess at this time 


Q So there's no timetable at all? Do you have that? 


a Right now I'm not in a position to give you a 
timetable. , 


Q What do you have on the health of Kim I1-Sung’? 


a He apparently appeared personally in Pyongyang at 
a ceremony yesterday welcoming a delegation from Mongolia we 
have no reason to doubt that he's alive and well. 


Q Have you any explanation for this flurry of 
reports? 


a I don't have any explanation As I said 
yesterday, even at that time our position was that we weren't 
in a position to confirm any of those reports, so that I really 
can't speculate now as to where they came from or why they 
circulated. 


Q You said yesterday you didn't want to give an 
hourly temperature-taking about the Secretary's intentions, but 
could you renew your position on this? Is he planning to 
resign; is he considering resigning? 


a No. My remarks from yesterday stand 


Q So, in other words, as to what he does from hour 
to hour, that's up to him; it's his decision 


“ And he spoke to the question on Sunday 
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Q I was just going to ask a similar question, just 
phrase it a little differently to see whether the answer is any 
different. The New York Times reports that the Secretary has 
made the fundamental decision to leave the Administration. Has 
he done so? 





>) Following an old Spokesman's practice, I'll leave 
my answer exactly where it was and -- 


Q He said eight days ago that he had no plan to 
resign. Does that statement still stand, at least? 


a The Secretary said that eight days ago. He spoke 
on Sunday on a show you're all familiar wits. 


I'm just going to leave it at that, for the reasons I 
explained yesterday. 


Q Is he going to help the President prepare for the 
President's news conference? 


Oh, i'm sure he'll be engaged with the President. 


Q But saying “I talk to the President" doesn't mean 
anything. 


Q Do you talk to the President? 


Q No. Shultz said, “I talk to the President, “ 
which doesn't mean anything. 


Q Do you have any comments on the Bangalore 
Declaration by the SAARC countries, which were attended by all 
the seven nations of South asia? 


a This concerns the just-concluded summit meeting 
of the South Asian Association for Regional Cooperatiun. 


The U.S. welcomes efforts under the auspices of the 
SAARC to increase regional cooperation to promote economic 
development and to combat common problems, such as terrorism 
and drug-trafficking. 


We are prepared to assist the organization's 
cooperative efforts. 


Q Is it true as Prime Minister Gandhi says that the 
United States has denied Pakistan the use of the AWACS? 


a I'll give you the status of the AWACS. 


We remain committed to helping Pakistan improve its 
ability to detect intruding aircraft from across the 
Afghanistan border, but no decisions have been made about 
specific systems which might be sold to Pakistan. 
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Q So, in other words, AWACS is still a live 
possibility. 


) In terms of what possibilities are under 
consideration and what the status of various possibilities are, 
I'm just not conversant enough to say live, semi-live, dead or 
otherwise. I just leave it that no decisions have been made. 


Q How long will it take now? 

A I don't have a timeframe. 

Q Chuck, while you're talking about the AWACS, can 
you specify or answer an earlier question I posed a few weeks 
ago about the Gulf Corporation Council requested from the 
United States to have permission that the AWACS in Saudi Arabia 


will be flying over the rest of the Guif countries to monitor 
the skies against any possible attack from [ran? 


4a No. Still can't help you on that one. 

Q Can [I go for some more time at the resignation 
issue? Did the Secretary tender or submit his resignation, and 
was he rebuffed by the President? 

Q Sorry. For the reasons I described yesterday, 
and which [I will continue to describe every day, ['m just not 
going to go into those kind of questions. 


Q Chuck, is the State Department handling now [ran 
policy? 


i) We addressed that yesterday. 
Gs vou know if Reverend Jerry Falwell was with 
the group -- with the McFarlane mission to Iran -- if Jerry 
Falwell was among the four people? (Laughter. ) 


Mary McGrory has a story this morning. She thinks 
that he was there. 


A I can't help you on that one. 
Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:42 p.m.) 








TAKEN QUESTION 
POSTED: November 18, 1986 


Question taken at November 18 briefing 


1984 HIJACKING TO IRAN 





Q: What about the two Americans -- U.S. AID employees -- who were 
killed in Tehran in December 1984 when a Kuwaiti jet was 


hijacked? The hijackers were arrested by the Iranians and never 
faced any kind of justice. Have you followed this with the 
Iranians or not? 
A: SENIOR IRANIAN OPPICIALS RECENTLY INFORMED THE SWISS 
AMBASSADOR IN TEHRAN THAT THE TRIAL HAD TAKEN PLACE "A LONG 
TIME AGO.” THE SWISS ARE ATTEMPTING TO CONFIRM THIS ON OUR 
BEHALF. AT THIS POINT WE HAVE NO FURTHER DETAILS. 
AS TWO AMERICAN CITIZENS WERE MURDERED IN THE HIJACKING, WE 


REMAIN PARTICULARLY INTERESTED IN IRAN'S EFFECTIVE 


PROSECUTION AND PUNISHMENT OF THE TERRORISTS. 
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TAKEN QUESTION 


TAKEN QUESTION FOR NOVEMBER 18, 1986 


NICARAGUA 





Q In Guatemala, the Nicaraguan Association for Human 
Rights has said they have received the three million 
dollars for monitoring human rights compliance by the 
Contras. How was that group selected to recieve the 
three million dollars? 


A -- THE U.S. GOVERNMENT DESIGNATED THIS GROUP TO RECEIVE 
FUNDS APPROVED BY CONGRESS FOR HUMAN RIGHTS. THIS 
GROUP WAS SELECTED BECAUSE OF THE MEMBERS’ STRONG 
RECORD OF COMMITMENT TO HUMAN RIGHTS AND GIVEN THE 
CREDENTIALS OF THE [TS MEMBERS, PARTICULARLY THOSE OP 
MARTA PATRICIA BALTODANO. SOME FUNDS HAVE BEEN 


DISBURSED TO THE ASSOCIATION SO IT CAN BEGIN ITS WORK. 


oo MARTA PATRICIA BALTODANO, THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
“HAO WORKEO CLOSELY WITH THE CATHOLIC CHURCH IN 
NICARAGUA AND AS THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF THE 
PERMANENT COMMISSION ON HUMAN RIGHTS(CPDH). SHE [IS 
WELL -RESPECTED IN THE INTERNATIONAL HUMAN RIGHTS 


COMMUNITY. 


ee THE ASSOCIATION IS INDEPENDENT OF ANY POLITICAL OR 
MILITARY ELEMENT OF THE NICARAGUAN DEMOCRATSIC 


RESISTANCE. 


sense ates (Continued on reverse) 
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Q The president of that group, Marta Baltodano said 
they would use the money to monitor human rights 
compliance in Nicaragua. Isn't that contrary to the 
Spirit of the law? 

-- ANY ASSISTANCE WHICH THE UNITED STATES MIGHT PROVIDE 

TO THE ASSOCIATION WOULD BE FOR THE PURPOSE SPECIFIED 
IN THE LAW, THAT IS FOR “STRENGTHENING PROGRAMS AND 
ACTIVITIES OF THE NICARAGUAN DEMOCRATIC RESISTANCE FOR 
THE OBSERVANCE AND ADVANCEMENT OF 4YUMAN RIGHTS." ° 
APPROPRIATE STANDARDS, PROCEDURES AND CONTROLS WILL SE 


IN PLACE TO ASSURE THAT U.S. ASSISTANCE WILL BE USED 


ONLY FOR THAT AUTHORIZED PURPOSE. 
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DPC #208 


WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 19, 1986, 12:05 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, I don't have any 
announcements. 


Jin? 


Q Chuck, just to finish up what we were talking 
about yesterday on the insurance policy of nuclear missiles. 
First of all, do you now see any difference between the 
positions stated by the Secretary in his San Francisco speech 
on the type of insurance policy and the position stated in 
Chicago? 


a Having done. as I’m sure you have, read the exact 
texts of those two speeches, in San Francisco the Secretary was 
referring to a general concept of nuclear deterrence. In 
Chicago, he was referring, in the same way, to nuclear 
deterrence; in this case, talking about a possibility that was 
more precise in the sense that he talked about ballistic 
missiles, if that's the point you're getting at. 


Q Is that an evolution in language or an evolution 
in the concept that he was talking about? 


a I think it would be fair to say it's really 
neither an evolution in one or the other. It's simply a 
different and perhaps a more detailed way of expressing the 
same consideration of a possibility, which is that nuclear 
deterrence is something that has to be considered as we go down 
the road, as one of the possible hedges that we might be 
required to consider. 


Q The position -- just to firm it up a bit more -- 
the position that he laid out in Chicago is now the agreed 
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Administration position, as it is -- there is no disagreement 
within the Administration about the option that he proposed? 


a There was not, as I said yesterday, and there is 
not. 


Q Chuck, has the Secretary communicated to you his 
feelings about reports circulating in the press and on the 
radio and all that that he's tendered his conditional 
resignation to the President? 


7 That report, which refers to the past tense, is 
false 


Lei's be straight about the report -- 


L 


The report -- you know which one it is -- 


Excuse me -- 


> © ® 


-- without foundation, and I'll leave it at that. 


Q Alright, but let me try to be a little more 
particular in the question. The report we're ‘talking about 
here is not a report that he's resigned, but a report that he's 
suggested he would resign or offered to resign, been asked to 
stay on for a while, and -- 


‘ That is the report I'm referring to. 
Q And that is false? 


i In it's original form. In any case, I've seen it 
repeated by any number of people afterwards in which it's taken 
on totally different shape and form. 


Q Does he -- excuse me, does he have any -- 


a So I'm not responsible for what any of the rest 
of you may have spun off of that particular report. 


Q I began by asking you, and I have your direct 
response, but what are his impressions about that report and 
also the daily suggestion of a very, very prominent newspaper 
that he's pretty close to bailing out. Does he feel he's being 
targeted by people who don't like him? 


a Beyond that, Barry, I'm not going to enter into 
this question any further than I have in the past. 


BEST COPY AVAILADL E 
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Q Can you say that the Secretary has no plan to 
resign? 


a Beyond that, I'm going to stick exactly where 
I've been since Monday. I explained the reasons why I was 
adopting that position. 


Q It's been ten days now since he said that. 
a And those reasons still stand. 


Q It's been ten days since he said I have no plan 
to resign, and you have yet to say that that still stands. 


6 I explained to you why I was not going to do this 
on a daily basis, an hourly basis, or on a quarterly hour basis. 


Q What can you give us about the talks between Mr. 
Shultz and Abu Ghazala of Egypt? 


a I don't have any readout on the talks vet simply 
because the meeting started not too long, or I shoulo say 
finished not too long before this briefing. 


What I have is simply to say that while I have no 
readout, one of the things of which other people have 
questioned me about in the past has been this question of the 
foreign military sales program, for example. 


Q How about rescheduling of debts? 

& About what? 

Q Rescheduling of debts. 

@ The rescheduling of debts? Okay. On both those 
issues, in a general sense, I've said before we're looking at 
this issue, that of the foreign military sales program, which 


has to be handled in a global context. We are very sympathetic 
to Egypt's FMS debt problems. 


In order to help Egypt deal with its debt servicing, 
all assistance during the last few years has been in the form 
of grants. That's really all I have by way of commentary, at 
least prior to the meeting. 
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Q It's not up to date because just now an 
Administration official said that you took it out of the global 


context. 
a It is in the global context. 


Q Just now, five minutes ago, he said we took it 
out of the global context. 


a Which Administration officials are we talking 
about? 


Q Who attended one of the -- attending the meeting. 


& Well, I have no readout. I'm telling you what I 
have, which is this is the problem which is being addressed in 
a global context. 


~-MORE-- 
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Q Can we get a subsequent readout on that since 
there is this discrepancy? 


a At this point I don't consider that there be any 
discrepancy. I speak from the podium ON THE RECORD. If you've 
got other unnamed official, I'm not going to get involved in an 
invisible debate. 


Q A point just as a spinoff to that, can you give 
us any idea of when you'll basically have an idea of how the 
reduced foreign aid pie, both military sales and non-military, 
is going to be redistributed? 


a No, I don't have a date to circle on the 
calendar. In terms of general time frame should not be too far 
in the future, but I just don't have a date to circle. 


Q On the discrepancy, can I have a readout on their 
talks? 


4 I'll take a look at it. 


Chuck, on yesterday's talk with the Greek Foreign 
Minister, he said that he expected an initiative from the U.S. 
on the question of the bases in Greece. Can you clarify what 
that was or what response you got from him on the future of the 
bases in Greece? 


a What I have on the bases in that discussion was 
that the Foreign Minister and the Secretary did touch on the 
future of U.S. military facilities in Greece. They reaffirmed 
the agreement which Prime Minister Papandreou and the Secretary 
reached in Athens that @ serious discussion of this question 
would take place in time to permit the orderly resolution of 
the question well prior to December 1968. 


Q They didn't advance that? I mean 19886 is coming. 
It's only a year away. 


a I said they reaffirmed the agreement. 


Q Did the Secretary discuss with the Greek Foreign 
Minister anything about Syrian involved in terrorism or 
anything -- because Greece has its own ideas about that? 


a On the question of terrorism, it was an issue 
that was discussed. The Secretary expressed our disappointment 
that Greece has found itself unable to fully support the 
European Community measures against state-sponsored terrorism 
He urged the Greek Government to cooperate with us and other 
members of the international community on this issue 








-6- Wednesday, 11/19/86 


Q Did the Greek Foreign Minister carry any message 
from Syria or anything like that? 


a I don't have anything on that. 


Q Do you have anything on that Soviet naval 
squadron visiting Greece? 


a Only to say that we've noted the Soviet ship 
visit. 


Q The Egyptian -- is he seeing anybody else in the 
Administration? 


6 Abu Ghazala? 
Q Yes, like the President? 


a He's the guest of Secretary Weinberger. Beyond 
that, I don't have anything on his other itinerary. 


Q I heard that he'll be seeing the President. Can 
you look into that, please? 


a Well, check with the white House. 


Q Chuck, on the Greek Foreign Minister's visit, in 
the context of your discussion about what they talked about on 
terrorism, did they discuss the subject of terrorism beyond the 
Secretary's expression of U.S. disappointment over the 
specifics that you talk about? Was there any other discussion 
of the subject of terrorism beyond that specific expression 
that you mentioned? 


a Well, what I have to offer you on the discussions 
is what I've given you. 


Q Do you have any further clues on what exactly 
happened or didn't happen in North Korea? 


6 No. 
Q Do you have any theories? 


7 No theories. 


Q There have been more murders and bombs in the 


Philippines. Do you have anything to offer us on the U.S. view 
of this? :, 
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a Nothing by way of a U.S. view. I mean I would 
limit myself to what we would naturally say in these cases -- 
that we deplore violence, surders, wherever they occur. 


Q Do you have any comment on the Aquino 
Government's move again to try and get a cease-fire? 


a No, I don't. 


Q Chuck, where are the Secretary's views on arms 
shipments to countries that sponsor terrorisa? Ooes he have an 
opinion and/or did he communicate it to the visiting Greek 
official about the fact that the European countries -- even the 
countries that supported sanctions -- reserve the right to 
complete current military contracts with Syria? 


Aa I just don't have anything on that. 
Q Does he think that's 0O.K.? 
o You're talking about whom now? 


Q Does the Secretary think it's wise that arms be 
shipped to Syria, even apart from the fact that they're going 
to not enter new contracts? Ooes he think it's helpful for the 
Europeans to complete arms sales to the Syrians? 


“ I'd refer you to the rather lengthy briefing that 
we gave the day that our own measures concerning Syria were 
announced. In the midst of all that, you'll find I think 
expressed on a number of occasions our position on that issue. 


Q Yes, because the Europeans reacted after that -- 
well, when you reacted to the European action, the State 
Department didn't address that part of the European decision, I 
don't believe. 


a I don't think we addressed any elements of it in 
that kind of detail. 


Q All right. 


Q Chuck, are you able to say anything more concrete 
at this point about further arms talks between the U.S. and 
Soviet Union or any other meetings between experts on arms or 
anything else? 


i. Following up on what was said yesterday, we will 
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have meetings between our negotiators and their negotiators 
December 2nd to Sth in Geneva. 


Q Do you have anything further on the subject of 
other expert exchanges or discussions? 


Q Chuck, Gerasimov referred to the meeting eas 
something like Round § plus a half or something -- or 6 plus a 
half. Do you consider that almost tantamount, or tantamount to 
@ new round, or is it just an informal meeting or what? 


a I don't see what good it does to characterize it 
as 6 and a half or three-quarters -- but it is what I've said 
it is, which is a meeting between our chief negotiators and 
their chief negotiators. It will take place in Geneva from 
December 2nd to Sth. That's what it is. 


Q Any description of its purpose or its goal -- or 
what the U.S. would hope or expect to achieve at that 
particular meeting? 7 


a The purpose is of course the obvious one, which 
is to continue to advance progress in those talks. 


Q Thank you 
(The briefing concluded at 12:17 p.m.) 
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MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
Two announcements: Following up on your questions yesterday 
concerning the visit of the Greek Foreign Minister, we have a 
brief readout on that visit which finally concluded last night. 


During the two days of talks in Washington, the Greek 
Foreign Minister Karolos Papoulias met with the Secretary, 
Secretary Weinberger, Secretary Baldrige and others. The 
working delegations also met yesterday in the Department 
reflecting the very friendly and warm personal relations 
between the Secretary and Minister Papoulias. 


On Tuesday, Secretary Shultz hosted a luncheon in the 
Department and a private dinner aboard the Sequoia, and he and 
Mrs. Shultz enjoyed the hospitality of the Greek Ambassador at 
his residence last evening. 


The meetings here were very constructive and cordial 
They covered the full agenda of Greex-American relations and, 
in doing so, identified many areas of agreement as well as 
those areas on which further discussions are called for. The 
meetings, here again, confirmed the value of the step-by-step 
process of improving Greek-American relations. [t has already 
bettered the climate and substance of these relations and holds 
the promise of future progress 


We look forward to working with the Greek Government 
in fulfilling that promise. 


Q Copy? 


a Someone shouted for questions. 
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Q I was just stunned by the warmth of the statement 
since the Greeks seemed to be people just a day ago you didn't 
favor very much, particularly because of their reluctance to 
get in line on terrorism. 


When you speak of areas -- 


A First, Barry, I didn't say anything to the effect 
of what you said about people we didn't favor a day ago. 


Q Well, yeah, I think you were disappointed. 
A Those are your comments; not mine. 


Q Well, [ was speaking -- [ think [I was well 
summarizing the State Department's view of the Greek Government 
on the issue of terrorism. 


The State Department has blasted the Greeks for their 
security measures at Athens and more recently -- or lack of 
security measures -- more recently criticized the Greek 
Government for not joining with all the Europeans, the other 
Europeans, in some measure of support for the U.S. position and 
the British position on Syria. 


So to put a question mark at the end of this long 
statement, all those areas of agreement, are you telling us now 
that the Greek Government and the U.S. Government see 
eye-to-eye on dealing with terrorism? 


A Of course not, Barry 
Q Ah, Well, what are they in agreement on? 
” If you just take my statement for what I said and 


rather than trying to put your interpretation on it, I[ said we 
identified many areas of agreement I said there are areas on 
which further discussions are called for 


I talked yesterday to one of those issues, the one you 
mentioned, which was the question of terrorism. [ said the 
Secretary expressed our disappointment with certain Greek 
actions. The Secretary also complimented the Greek Government 
on steps it has taken to improve security at Athens Airport and 
to protect American personnel and facilities in Greece 


So there's a question right there in that very 
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category of two different issues. There are a lot of other 
issues on the U.S.-Greek agenda -- the future of U.S. bases in 
Greece, a new hiring mechanism for workers at those bases, a 
status of forces agreement, and Voice of America facilities. 


Those are a wide range of topics and you seem to be 
narrowing it just one and saying everything stands or falls on 
the one. 


Q It's the most important. But does that -- 


a What ['m trying to do is give you a flavor -- and 
having participated in a number of these functions, I can 
attest personally that that was, in fact, the flavor of these 
matters. 


Q Alright, you clarified one thing, that your 
statement today, which is much more approving of the Greek 
Government than what was said yesterday, does not supersede -- 


A Let me say -- 
Q ~- does not supersede what was said yesterday. 
A Let me say, first of all, yesterday, I had no 


statement on the overall visit. That's what I'm giving you 
today. Yesterday, [ responded to a couple of questions on 
specific areas That's the big difference. 


Q The statement, or the remarks of yesterday about 
the Greek view of terrorism remains operative? 


rs) Certainly 


Q All right All those things listing -- all those 
things you just ticked off, like Voice of America and other 
issues, under what column do they fall? 


Aa I think -- 


Q Things where we get along with the Greek 
Government or things where we don't get along. I[ mean, you 
want us to take a general statement where you say some things 
are nice and some aren't so hot. But, you know, we'd like a 
little more specificity? 


a You've gotten some specificity in one area. I've 
given you something yesterday on our approach to the bases 
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problem, for example. Those are a couple of issues on which 
you have specificity. 


Q What about the bases? You're kind of vague on 
the bases? 


4 I answered that yesterday, though. 


Q The overall visit, then, did not change the U.S. 
view of the situation with regard to the bases -- your 
statement on the overall view of the visit which you could not 
make -- 


a What I said yesterday concerning the bases -- 
Q Still stands? 

A Still stands; that's right. 

Q Okay. 


) Secondly, the United States Government is very 
disappointed to learn that the Government of Paraguay intends 
to continue the extended imprisonment of opposition political 
activist Or. Tito Saguier -- S-A-G-U-[-E-R. We have made known 
to the Paraguayan Government on several occasions that our hope 
that Or. Saguier, who has been imprisoned since September 13, 
without immediate prospect for release or for trial, would be 
released quickly on bond 


Besides Or. Saguier, the Paraguayan Government is also 
holding another opposition political leader, Alejandro Stumpf, 
two young labor organizers, Benjamin Livieres and Mina 
Feliciangelli, as well as several role worker activists. We 
urge the Government of Paraguay to consider the release of 
these individuals as a demonstration of its respect for 
internationally accepted norms regarding freedom of assembly 
and speech. 


Q Can we have copies of both those statements, 
Chuck? 

a Yes. Jim? 

Q I understand that the White House spokesman 


cleared up some of the confusion left by the President 
yesterday on the arms control situation as it stands. But some 
points still remain fuzzy in there There still appears to be 
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some contradiction in the public statements by the President 
last night, and what the Secretary said in Vienna at his 
closing news conference, particularly on two things. 


The President last night talked about the total 
elimination of nuclear missiles which seems to be in 
contradiction to several things that the Secretary has talked 
about. First, the retention of 100 INF missiles by the Soviets 
in Soviet Asia and the United States in the United States. 


Is that still part of the U.S. negotiating 
understanding? 


“ Yes, it is That was as stated in the 
Secretary's readout at Vienna. If you want me to read the 
critical aspects, I would 


Q No. 


a It was also stated in the President's speech of 
the night before last, [ believe, at the Capitol Hilton. 


Q Okay. Another thing that seems to have been 
fuzzed up last night -- 


is) The Washington Hilton -- excuse me. 


Q -- again, by the President talking about the 
total elimination Is the Administration's position still that 
it would like to explore the retention of a small ballistic 
nuclear missile force as “sort of an insurance policy?” 


a Once again, you've chosen to characterize it in 
your own way What I said. the way I explained that the day 
before yesterday, still stands All the proposals that the 
Presiden. made at Reykjavik remain on the table 


The President has consistently stated his belief that 
priority in the Geneva negotiations should be given to the 
near-term goals formalizing the 50 percent reduction in 
strategic offensive forces and the virtual elimination of 
land-based intermediate-range forces which were discussed at 
Reykjavik. These reductions are an essential first step to the 
elimination of all ballistic missiles which remains the 
President's goal 


And concerning, then, what we talked about as possible 
considerations for insurance policies, those were things which 
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I described -- ideas -- elements that could under certain 
circumstances be part of that insurance. 


Q Well, what you've just said seems to me to be 
slightly different than what was said publicly at either Vienna 
or Reykjavik. As I understood the situation at Reykjavik, we 
were talking about a ten-year time proposal as a package, the 
first five years of which would lead to certain levels. 


You seem now to be saying that the U.S. negotiating 
priority is to go for a five year package and then later talk 
about a ten year package; is that right? 


a There is a proposal on the table, Jim, which 
includes all of that. That is the package that's on the 
table. Our priority, of course, is focused on the nearer term, 
the things that can be done, as you say, in the first five 
years. That in no way negates the fact that the rest of the 
package is there to be negotiated I don't see that there's 
any contradiction there. 
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Q Well, I'm not -- As I say, I'm trying to -- 
I'm not saying there is a contradiction; I'm trying to find out 
if there is, and I'm trying to increase my understanding of it 


Is the U.S. negotiating posture now that the first 
thing to be negotiated at Geneva is a five-year package, and 
then after that five-year package is agreed, then to go on to 
the next phase, whatever it is? 


a There Jim, it's hard to specify how that's going 
to come about. We have a negotiating package on the table 
How the negotiations unfold, and exactly what time frame ends 
up associated with each of those particular elements in those 
negotiations remains to be seen 


We do have some positions, for example, on INF, some 
aspects of START where we do seem to have more common ground 
than in other areas; and if it's possible to go ahead with 
those kinds of negotiations at a faster pace, that's what we 
want to do. 


What I'm saying in the end is that you can't -- 
because you don't know how the negotiations are in fact going 
to unfold -- pin it down as to when all these things are 
actually going to happen we can only say, this is our 
negotiating proposal 


Q Let me just pin it down and then I'll leave it 
@lone. As far as this Department is concerned, the 
Administration's negotiating position is as it was before the 
President's press conference, and whatever impression he may 
have left that would have changed our understanding of it is 
not meant to stand in the way of our previous understanding 
Is that right? 


“ Yes, that's right 
Q Thank you 


Q Chuck, may I try it in a somewhat different way. 
because [ think there is a vast difference between something 
being on the table -- everything 15 on the table at some place, 
in some table, in some city -- and a priority item would 
suggest an urgency or a desire to get something done as quickly 
as possible. 


You know what I think you're saying -- and I would 
appreciate your correcting me -- that you're laying off 
ballistic missiles: it's on the table, but there are other 
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things we want to do right now. So I guess the way to ask you 
possibly is, does the United States want to negotiate right now 
a ban on ballistic missiles. or does it want to let it just sit 
there on the table? 


o It's on the table. Barry. It's there to be 
negotiated, or otherwise it wouldn't be there. if you go back 
to what we've said throughout this period, the elimination of 
offensive ballistic missiles, which is the most destabilizing 
element in the strategic equation, remains among our arms 
control objectives. That's why it's on the table. 


We do have, in Geneva, on the table a proposal to that 
effect, to eliminate these ~issiles remains on the table. We 
believe that in these negotiations -- and this, then. °s an 
attempt to give you an idea of how we actually have to try to 
approach them on the ground -- to give the highest priority to 
the necessary first step in a process leading to the 
elimination of offensive ballistic missiles, that is the 
reduction of offensive forces that were agreed to at 
Reykjavik: the 50 percent reductions in strategic, the global 
limit of 100 LRINF. 


Q Chuck, I understand what priority means -- that 
part is clear to me, you know, where you want to put the 
emphasis 


a It means priority 


Q But you speak “to be negotiated,” as if the 
United States 18 some spectator There are two parties to 
these negotiations, the United States and the Soviet Union, so 
I don't know enough about the language to characterize what “to 
be negotiated” -- it sounds kind of reflexive, as if it's 
something we have no control over 


Does the United STates intend to negotiate a ban on 
ballistic missiles, or does the United States intend to put 
that aside for a while and address these higher-priority items’ 


a I've addressed that very clearly, Barry The 
position is on the table at Geneva in all of its aspects. 


Q So is the ban on chemical weapons 


a Barry, we've been negotiating, as well as on 
chemical weapons 


Q And so i$ -- 
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a We've been negotiating on all of those aspects. 
Q You notice we're not asking about test ban 


treaties, chemical weapons, motherhocd, and apple pie, because 
after Reykjavik the three main things the President came out 
with were SO percent, INF and banning ballistic missiles, fell 
into a dispute with the Soviets as to whether he meant 
ballistic or all -- you insist he meant ballistic. Then, Mr 
Shultz says he doesn't mean really all ballistic. and now 
you're saying it's on the table to be negotiated 


You know, there is an impression that you're backing 
away and retreating from even your interpretation -- I mean the 
U.S. Government's interpretation of what the President 
committed himself to at Reykjavik 


a Barry. in your extensive hyperbole in explaining 
the various positions that -- 

Q I'm trying to save some time here (Laughter) 

a -- you refer to, you know it becomes almost 


impossible to address them because of that When you miscast 
them, as you did, for example, half-way through in describing 
what the Secretary said in Chicago and which I've described in 
some detail now as to the nature of that proposal, then [ can't 
get to your questions 


Q Chuck, as I understood it from the briefings that 
were held after Reykjavik, the proposal that the President 
submitted on Sunday afternoon said specifically that the United 
States proposed eliminating ballistic missiles within ten 
years, by 1996 Now, you're saying that it's @ goal, but the 
time frame remains to be seen 


Is it the proposal now - 


” Excuse me [I'm not saying the time frame remains 
to be seen. 


Q Well, L think you're saying exactly what time 
Frame remains associated with each element remains to be seen 


A AS you go into these negotiations, we have a 
position, which is the elimination in ten years 


Q Of all ballistic missiles 
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a That's right. Sut as Barry pointed out, this is 
a negotiation. You don't know what the other side is going to 
accept; you don't know what they're going to propose; you don't 
know what other factors may come into the equation. That's all 
I'm trying to point out. 


Q You mean Barry was right. 

(Laughter) 

“ We have a negotiating position That's on the 
table. 

Ralph ? 

Q Is the Secretary going to propose -- in light of 


the Secretary's statements on the residual nuclear force, will 
the U.S. propose either 4 separate negotiation or a separate 
negotiator, or a forum, or something to deal with what I['11 
call RNF, for the lack of anything else -- residual nuclear 
forces? 


Ll mean, is that going to be a separate package? 


bo No, Ralph , that's not a negotiating proposal 
I've described it before as a consideration for the future, the 
kind or things that we have to talk about ['d refer you back 
to the Secretary's press conference in Vienna, which I've read 
agats I'd commend it to you On page 6, for example, he 
addresses these kinds of questions, and he describes at Vienna 
the kinds of uncertainties that are involved in a negotiating 
process And when we talk about “hedges.” for example, that is 
done in the sense that there are uncertainties in the future 
that mey have to be addressed That's why I call them 
possitbilities that could exist 


Q New subject’ 
a New subject 
Last night the President said. in reference to 


the supply of weapons to Iran, [ ‘hink his exact words were, 
"The State Department and the Secretary of State were involved 


This seems to be, at least partially, at variance with 
the remarks made by the Secretary of State, both on television 
Sunday and in Chicago Monday night, about his being only 
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sporadically informed of various elements of this, and sort of 
giving a general impression of a remoteness from this, 
certainly not an operational part. And while he didn't 
characterize the role of the State Department per se, he said 
the same thing when he identified the National Security Adviser 
and the National Security Council as the President's 
“designated hitter” for this operation. So, therefore, can you 
tell us if you agree, that is you and the Secretary of State -- 
you as his spokesman -- agree that the Secretary and the 
Department were involved? and if so, can you give us some 
indication of the degree, and type, and nature of the 
involvement? 


a I have to say I disagree with your fundamental 
premise that there is something drastically different between 
the various things you've said. I've said that the Secretary 
was involved in general policy considerations on this issue. 

He has said that he had some evidence, and beyond that I really 
don't see that there's any need to sort of parse these various 
interpretations that you then put on those statements to try to 
make them match a specific piece of evidence, or a specific 
fact. 


Q I think it's very clear, 


Q (inaudible) the question, what the Secretary 
~~ what role he played in the decision-making process which 
the President -- forgive me, but it's down there in black and 
white -- left a completely different impression from tne one 
that both you and the Secretary have given us 


a I invite you to read again the full text of what 
the President said -- 


Q Indeed I anvite you to read it, too 


“ -- concerning the nature of the process, how this 
was arrived at, who participated in it The Secretary has said 
what he has to say. 


Q How about the role of the Department? You 
haven't addressed that topic at all Did it have an 
operational role in this? Oid it have a planning role? were 
officials of the Department at various levels informed and 
consulted about it? 


a The Secretary of State is the Department of 
State, as you well know. When he speaks, that's for the 
Department 
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Q You mean, he is the whole body? 
a When he speaks that represents the Department. 
Q But what was -- well -- 


Chuck, last Friday you said, to a question 
involving Shultz' involvement, “He was consulted on the general 
policy. He was not directly involved, although he was 
sporadically informed of some details." 


So he was not directly involved? 
A That's right. 


Q Was he involved or not involved? Was he 
indirectly involved? 


A He was consulted on the general policy. He was 
not directly involved. 


Q All right. Then, was he consulted, because we 
surely know what his opinion was at the outset. Was he 
consulted after the decision was initially taken? 


A Beyond that, ['ve never attempted to give you a 
calendar, a checklist of when and what he was consulted on -- 


Q No. Just to be clear -- 
A -- and I'm not in a position to do it today. 


Q Fine. I can understand it. But [ just want to 
make sure that you understand my question: There is no doubt 
in anybody's mind that the Secretary of State was consulted, 
and indeed opposed the operation at the start 


A Those are your words, Barry. 


Q Well, all right. There's no doubt in my mind. 
The question is, if he even knew what went on after that. So 
when you say he was consulted, was he consulted throughout or 
only at the outset.? 


a I can't help you any further. 
Q Could you tell us whether the Secretary is 


satisfied with the way in which foreign policy decision-making 
is reached? 
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What are we talking about now, Marvin? 


On the issue of Iran. 


The Secretary appeared on “Face the Nation." He 


was asked a variety of questions; he expressed his views. 


I'm asking you a specific -- 


I'm not going to put myself here in his place in 


You're his spokesman. 


That's right. I'm answering questions, Marvin. 
And my judgment as spokesman is that I'm not going to place 
myself in the position of interpreting whether or not he is 
pleased or not pleased about the -- 


I would like to ask you a series of questions on 


Sure. 


Okay. Does the Secretary of State have specific 
recommendations on how to improve che fore:gn policy 
decision-making process? 


The Secretary of State is the President's chief 


adviser in the foreign policy arena, and he fulfills that role 


I know. That's not an answer to my question. 


[I'm asking you if he has specific recommendations. 


The Secretary of State is the President's chief 


adviser, and that's the role he plays. 


You're playing a game now, and I'm not (inaudible) 
I'm not playing a game -- 

Yes, you are. 

-- any more than you're playing a game. 


I'm asking -- [ am not asking -- No, no, no. 


Sorry. That's unfair. 
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q@ Unresponsive. 


Q I think it's your responsibility to answer 
questions and ours to ask. 


Did the Secretary of State, to pursue this, last 
Friday and again on Saturday make specific recommendations to 
the President on how to improve the decision-making process? 


A Can't help you on that one. 
Q Chuck, is Iran's story now -- 


Q What is the reaction to last night, I think, a 
statement by the President in which he said he has directed 
that no more arms sales be sent to [ran? 


A I don't have anything by way of reaction. You 
know the Secretary's position on that particular issue. 


Q Chuck, is the Iran story now at the White House -- 


Q Chuck, now, very quickly, the President said last 
night there need not be any change in’ the process. You know, 
someone invited him to revamp to NSC or something, and he said, 
"I don't see any need to adopt your suggestion." 


Does the Secretary agree that there is no need to 
change the decision-making process? 


A Just don't have anything on that one. 


Q Chuck, is the Iran story still a White House 
story? And when you will have any influence or anything to say 
about this? When? 


A Don't have any predictions for you. 


Q Can we come back for a second to the Secretary, 
you said a moment ago that the Secretary was not directly 
involved. Do you contend that that statement, that the 
Secretary was not directly involved is the same as the 
President's statement that the Secretary was involved? 


A I don't see any direct contradiction. It's a 
question of interpretation, Ralph 
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You all are asking questions which are all very -- 


Q Specific. 


A -- administrative. No, no, I'm sorry. 
Administrative and bureaucratic as to who did what to whom. 
And those are the questions that in this case, as well as in 
previous cases, that we have never gotten into on this or any 
other question. 


Q Chuck -- 


A Now, wait a minute. And as a consequence, when 
you ask those kind of questions, I'm not going to be ina 
position to help you because you know the Secretary's policy. 
He is not the only Cabinet officer that has that policy. He 
does not comment on the advice he gives to the President. We 
don't comment on the internal workings of the process. 
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Q That's not -- 


a Excuse me, Marvin; excuse me, Marvin. But that's 
the reason -- 


Q All right. There are many times when you do. 
That's simply untrue. 

A That's the reason that in this particular case 
I'm not in a position to help you on those kind of questions. 

Q But given the concerns in this country and abroad 
about you -- I mean Sam Nunn said it last night: “They ought 
to bring in a group of wise men, think through the process 
again, review the thing" -- because something's going wrong. 


You have parallel policies in different areas. 


The Secretary is the man who's in charge of being the 
spokesman for the policy. He surely must have some position on 
the process. 


A One is not arguing that the Secretary does not 
have positions. I['m simply telling you that on these kind of 
questions I'm not going to stand up here and explain what those 
positions are, which are positions he‘will take inside the 
Government in his conversations with the President and other 
people. And, you know, [ don't necessarily see that -- 


Q I know, but you were citing a moment ago what he 
said on television on Sunday, all of which related precisely to 
those kind of issues. So on occasion you do choose to talk 
about it, and today you may not -- which is certainly your 
right. But don't impugn to us that we are asking improper 
questions or going beyond our ken, because it isn't true -- 


a Marvin -- 
Q -- and you know it. 
a -- did I say any of your questions were 
improper? 
Q You were implying before that they were, and what 


I'm trying to ask you -- 


a I'm sorry, Sut I don't enter into -- 


Q There are a series of questions that [ think you 
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have a perfect responsibility. in fact, to answer. 


Q We haven't -- you know, Monday night, when he 
asked about Iran in the Q&A, he didn't really speak of the 
process. He said, “The more secrecy you have, the fewer checks 
and balances, the less expertise." 


This really went to the heart of the kind of things 
we're asking about. The Secretary clearly has well-defined 
views about how decisions should be taken; and, in fact, it 
isn't a giant leap to suggest that he had some questions about 
the way this decision was taken. 


So we're simply asking -- and maybe it's only because 
you can't speak right after the President -- whether -- we're 
not asking you what he told -- at least, ['m not asking what he 
told the President. I'm asking you if he has a position that 
the process needs some reform, some modification. 


A Those are the kind of questions which I am 
putting in the category of private, privileged discussions 
between the Secretary and the rest of the members of the 
Administration. 


Q Are you saying that he's had them but you can't 
talk to us about it? 


a I'm saying that I can't talk to you about them. 
[I'm not saying whether or not they've been had or not. 


Q Chuck, in line with that -- 


Q Chuck, then [ have to get you ON THE RECORD on 
something, for what it's worth. 


The President also said last night that there had 
never been any -- in his talks with Secretary Shultz, there had 
never been any suggestion or question of the idea of the 
Secretary resigning. Could you say -- tell us -- if the 
Secretary regards that as a fair and accurate characterization?’ 


a He certainly has nothing to add to that. 
(Laughter. ) 


Q Does he plan to stay on now, Chuck? (Laughter) 


Q The President said that in conversations or 
discussions with the President that the question of resignation 
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did not come up. That leaves apart written communications. 
Can you say that that includes written communications? 
(Laughter. ) 


a It's not my impression that the President was 
trying to sort of steer you in that direction t. say it's 
written, oral or otherwise. I think that covers all categories. 


Q Chuck, have you any comment today on the 
Ayatollah Khomeini's statements about President Reagan's news 
conference last night or his statement that the United States 
has now come whining and begging to Iran to improve relations 
and that Iran's Government refuses those advances? 


a No, I don't. 


Q Chuck, in the clarification put out by the White 
House last night after the President's news conference, the 
phrase was used “a third country." 


As far as the State Department is involved, is there 
one third country or several? 


ry On that kind of question, that's the definitive 
word -- what you got from the White House. 


Q Chuck, the Hill is going to be looking for 
information on the [ranian project from many sources, and some 
White House sources are likely to be exciuded. Is the 
Secretary ready and willing to attend Hill hearings on this 
subject, if invited? 


4 Whether or not the Secretary 1s going to 
participate -- [ don't know of any plans for that at this 
point. But there will be Department people participating in 
the various hearings. 


Q Chuck, the President said last night that 
contacts with [ranian individuals within the Government would 
continue. Who is going to pursue those contacts? 


a The Secretary has spoken to that in a general 
sense, saying: “I'm sure we'll work out some way to do this." 


Q On the Hill testimony -- 


A No, no; I'm not going to go into the operational 
aspects. 
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Q Chuck, on the Hill testimony, if he's asked to 
testify he will testify; is that right? 


a I'm not going to comment on a hypothetical 
question. That's the only reason I'm not going to answer that. 


Q Has he not been asked to testify on the Hill? 


a There has been no decision, for example, that he 
would not testify. 


Which level? 


~ 
Q Has he been asked -- has he been asked to testify? 
Q Which level? 

a 


There have been some requests for testimony. As 
always, we work those out with the appropriate committees. As 
I understand it, for the time being there are some other 
Department people who are participating in some testimony, but 
I don't think the Secretary is directly engaged in it 


Q Does he prefer not to testify on this issue? 


A It's not a question yet of preferring or not 
preferring; it's just a question of what's been arranged. 


Q Can you tell us who they are -- who, which State 
Department officials will participate in Congressional 
testimony? 


A Simply because that could be subject to change, 
[I'd prefer to wait until it's totally Firm. 


Q Some of it is tomorrow. 
A That's right. 


Q Another subject: Do you have anything on how the 
U.S. is going to vote on the Chilean loan in the World Bank? 


a Yes, I do. 


After carefully weighing all of the relevant factors, 
including economic, human rights and U.S. statutory criteria, 
we have decided to abstain today on the World Bank structural 
adjustment loan to Chile. And abstaining on this loan, the 
U.S. Executive Director to the World Bank 1s making a 
statement, the text of which will be available in the Press 





-20- Thursday, 11/20/86 


Office. 


While we appreciate the merits of this particular 
loan, as well as Chile's free market economic policies, we also 
recognize that the absence of a correspondingly free and 
responsible political environment, together with serious 
persistent human rights problems, are matters for great 
concern. We are aware that other nations voting on the loan 
share similar concerns. 


Our abstention on this loan reflects the serious 
concern of the United States over human rights violations in 
Chile. 


As greatly as we value and commend the considerable 
economic freedom that has been established in Chile, we must 
also voice our firm conviction that political freedom and 
respect for individual rights are indispensable to the 
establishment and maintenance of free societies. 


Q I thought Mr. Abrams said a few months ago we'd 
be voting no now. 


a My recollection is he was asked for a personal 
opinion at that point in time. ' 


Q Yeah. What if -- 


) And he has always said, as we have always said, 
that our decision would be taken at the time of the vote. 

Q Well, why has the Administration decided, since 
it's so unhappy with the human rights -- why isn't it voting no’ 

rs) I've given you an explanation for the vote, and 


you can refer to the statement made by our representative. 
Q But what has changed since July? 
A What has changed? 


Q Well, Elliott Abrams said on July 30th he would 
vote No if it came to a vote that day. [his is November -- 
what, 20th? -- and the decision has been made to abstain 
instead of voting no. What happened between July 30th and 
November 20th? 


A All I can say 1s that Elliott Abrams was asked 
how he would vote. He gave his opinion at that time. 
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Q Chuck, coming back to what the U.S. was -- 


Q Do we have a new system in the Government where 
the people who are in charge of the policy usually get ignored 
(laughter) and they do something that is the opposite of what 
they recommend? 


Q Chuck, what effect will the U.S. abstention have 
on the loan itself? 


a I can't predict. It obviously depends on how the 
vote comes out. 

Q What effect would the U.S. -- in its decision to 
abstain, what effect does the U.S. hope the abstention will 
have on the loan itself or expect -- hope or expect, however 
you -- 

a I don't want to put any further expectations as 


to -- in the context that you're putting it. We've explained 
our vote: that's what I'm here to explain. Other nations, I'm 
sure, will explain their vote. And the result, of course, will 
be known, depending on the sum total of the votes. 


Q Was the United States consulted in advance on 
votes, on the voting of a No? 


a I believe that it's taken on -- well, I'd have to 
look as to how the vote is actually organized. [I don't know 
the technical answer to that question, John. 


Q Does abstention keep it alive instead of an 
outright NO vote? 

a I believe it takes a majority of Yes votes, but -- 

Q Can I come back to that stuff? ['m not trying to 


be mischievous here, but at the time Mr. Abrams made that 
statement, he got widely praised -- and so did the 
Administration -- by human rights groups for having now seen 
the light, and nobody came forth at that time from the 
Administration and suggest that Mr. Abrams was speaking for 
himself or out of court. Now the vote comes and you go back to 
the position that you've had for most of this Administration 
And it seems like you got a free ride for about four months on 
the Chile issue and now it comes down to the first tangible 
thing; the Administration goes back to where it was before. 
And I think you owe some explanation on why it was felt, you 
know, 
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that Mr. Abrams was speaking just for himself. 


a The explanation, Bernie, is found in the many 
statements that were made at the very time of that statement -- 
which always began with the fact that a decision on our vote 
will be taken at the time of the vote. That has always been 
the lead sentence of our position. 


Q But I think it was another -- 
a There was never any promise, any commitment -- 
Q Move this on to why the President --— 


a -- one way or the other. We simply stated that 
we would take that decision at the time of the vote. 


Q But wasn't it coupled also with remarks about how 
he would study whether or not there were improvements in the 
political and human rights system? About all you've said here 
in that respect is how much you admire the free market economy. 


a I don't believe that's at all the case, John. 


Q I mean -- 
a If you look at my statement, it mentioned any 
number of areas -- both positive and negative -- and I'd refer 


you to the statement by Mr. Keating -- 
Q Well, it's a far move from -- 


a -- who is our representative to the World Bank 
Court. 


Q You really haven't found any political 
improvements. And you have, as Bernie says, stepped backwards 
from where you were in July. 


a John, I'd refer you to the guidance that we've 
used consistently from July. I[f you insist on putting it in 
that context, I just can't help you any further. 


Q Can you take the question as to whether the 
discovery of a huge arms cache in Chile intended for leftist 
guerrillas, the discovery having been made a few days after 
Elliott Abrams spoke, had anything to do with the switch? 


a Well, once again -- and [ don't want to go back 
over this again, but you call it a “switch.” I would refer you 
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to the record, where we have said time and again that no 
decision would be made until the vote. 


The vote has occurred. I've given you the decision. 


Q Something happened between July and November. 
The three of us have been asking: what is it that happened 
between July and November? 


Q I mean, we've followed this thing here -- talked 
with Abrams. 


a I've given you the explanation of the vote. To 
the extent that we can dig out anything further, I'd be happy 
to look at it. 


Q Also, Chuck, for whatever it's worth, you said 
that, you know, “This is how the U.S. has decided to vote." 


Well, the fact is the U.S. isn't going to vote. It's 
not going to make its view known in a concrete and specific way 
on this specific loan, beyond simply making a statement -- 
which, presumably, will amplify on the one you just made. So 
you've decided, in effect, not to vote. 


a No, that is not the case, Ralph. 


Abstention is a recognized practice in international 
institutions. In making our statement that goes along with 
that abstention, we make the kird of points that I've made in 
this separate statement -- which clearly explains what our 
position is and what our intentions are 


Q Are there 70 Contras training in the U.S.? 


i) As we've said said before, we can't comment on 
operational questions such as where, by whom, training is 
conducted -- how aid shipments will be delivered the most I 
could say is that those U.S. Government agencies charged by the 
President with implementing the Congressionally approved 
assistance to the Nicaraguan Democratic Resistance have begun 
to exercise that authority. 


Q But you can't -- 


Q That wasn't the question though. 


a I. said that's the most [| can say. But the 
operational aspects -- of the where, the whens, the hows -- I 
think I said at the beginning of all this that those were the 
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kind of questions we weren't going to be helpful on because 
they could also be helpful to others. 


Q Is there a hold-up in delivery of arms or other 
equipment -- non-lethal equipment -- to the FON, as the leaders 
of the FON are now alleging? 


a I haven't seen that story, but I just don't have 
anything on it. 


Q I wasn’t here earlier in the week, but I was 
wondering if you have a comment on the recent Sandinista 
incursion into Honduras? 


a No. I had a very limited remark to the effect 
that there had been some buildup of Sandinista troops in the 
northern part of Nicaragua But on specific questions I didn't 
have anything. 


S) Chuck, do you have a comment on the story of The 
New York Times today about Berlin, that the U.S. has initiated 


a new policy of informing the Soviets and East Germans? 


a I'm not particularly sure why you call it a new 
policy, because we've talked in the past about our contacts in 
Berlin concerning terrorism. 


When we see opportunities to work with governments in 
deterring terrorism, we pursue them In Berlin, where the USSR 
has four-power responsibilities, we have communicated with them 
about individuals suspected of terrorist activities; and we've 
also raised our concerns about terrorism with the GOR 


Q Chuck, does the US. see any significance in 
Babrak Karmal in Afghanistan losing his party and political 
positions? 

A What we have for the moment concerning the story 


is based on press reports, but if true this would have no 
effect. The Soviets continue to call the shots in Afghanistan 
and, undoubtedly, including this one. 

Q O.K., thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 1:11 p.m.) 




















. DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
DAILY PRESS BRIEFING 


INOERX 





Friday, November 21, 1986 
BRIEFER: Pete Martinez 


Subject Page 
ANNOUNCEMENTS 

BACKGROUND briefing on visit of President Namphy. 1 

Arrival of Montagnard/Dega refugees in U.S....... 1 
DEPARTMENT 

Allegations that Secretary suggested firing of 

Pe ee ee ee oo yee 1-2 

Secretary's views on foreign policy formulation... 4 
IRAN 

McFarlane's comments regarding Secretary's 





knowledge of secret contacts.............655656. 2-3 
Allegations concerning Israeli shipment of arms.. 4 


MIOOLE EAST 

U.S. policy on the Middle East..............5465. 5 
ISRAEL/WEST BANK 

Withdrawal of work permit of U.S. professor...... 5 
CHAD/LIBYA 

Renewed fighting in northern Chad................ 6 











. DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
DAILY PRESS BRIEFING 


DPC #210 


FRIDAY, NOVEMBER 21, 1986, 12:20 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. MARTINEZ: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
I have two announcements. First, there will be a BACKGROUND 
briefing today in this room at 3:30 on the visit of Henri 
Namphy, President of the National Council of the Government of 
Haiti. 


Secondly, I want to announce the arrival next week of 
a group of two hundred Montagnard Vietnamese refugees, the 
first large group of Montagnards to be resettled in the U.S. 
The Montagnards are of special interest to many Americans 
* because of their close association with U.S. Forces and 
American private groups during the Vietnam war. 


The group will arrive in Los Angeles on November 24 
and proceed by charter plane to Greensboro, North Carolina. 
They will arrive there in North Carolina November 25. An 
arrival ceremony is scheduled for 5 PM at the Greensboro 
airport. 


Information about contact points in L.A. and North 
Carolina is available in the Press Office. 


George, I guess it's you. 


Q Is Secretary Shultz seeking the resignation of 
Admiral Poindexter? 


A I take it, George, you're referring to an article 
in the L.A. Times? 








Q No. I just dreamed it up myself. 
(Laughter) 
A That's imaginative. 


Q It's obvious. 
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A Well, as Chuck has said in other words, it's 
fruitless to deny or confirm, to comment on, every story or 
aspects of storie as they come out. However, the allegation 
in the L.A. Times that the Secretary told the President he 
wanted Admiral Poindexter fired is not true. 





Q Has he made his views known in another forum or 
context? 


A That's all I have on that. 

Q What do you have to say on what former National 
Security Adviser McFarlane said the other day, that he kept Mr. 
Shultz fully informed about everything he did as far as Iran is 
concerned? 

A Chuck has answered that question. 


Q No, no. 


Q No, no. That was said yesterday. Chuck spoke 
about that last week. 

Q Yesterday evening at 8 o'clock. 

Q There is a stark contrast between the State 


Department's version that the Secretary was only sporadically 
informed of some details and the statement from McFarlane that 
he kept the Secretary abreast of every development. 


A All [I can say is what Chuck has said, and that 
was that the Secretary was sporadically informed of some of the 
details. He was not directly involved. 

Q So who is lying? Is McFarlane lying? 

A That's all ['ve got. 


Q Well, maybe Mr. Shultz didn't know what McFarlane 
said the other night. Can you look into it? 


A No. Chuck has answered these kinds of questions, 
and I've just reiterated -- 


Q Not after McFarlane said what he said last 
night. Perhaps that would refresh Mr. Shultz's memory. 
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a The answer is the same. 


Q Pete, just as a matter of record, you have just 
talked about what Mr. Shultz told the President or didn't tell 
the President, in a private conversation about Mr. Poindexter, 
so that's something that you do answer questions about for the 
future. Okay? 


A Our call. 


Other questions? 


-- MORE -- 
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Q Is there an attempt by the United States 
Administration, especially the White House, to obscure or to 
possibly wash out completely the role of Israel, directly or 
indirectly, in this whole episode -- since the President was 
asked four times in news conference and he did not mention the 
third party's name, which is Israel? 


a I don't have anything on that. 


Q Can you look into this because of the fact that 
Israel's name has been mentioned now as selling more arms, or 
the first shipment was not even authorized by some authorities 
here in this country? 


a I don't want to mislead you in your expectations 
by saying [I'll check it out, because there will be no response 
to your question. So the answer is no, I can't take it or 
can't look into it. : 


Marvin? 


Q On that L.A. Times story, you're knocking down 
one part of it. Can you address the more general question, 
which I raised here yesterday, whether the Secretary has talked 
to the President about a reorganization of the foreign policy 
machinery? 





a No, Marvin, I cannot, and for the same reasons 
Chuck went over yesterday. 


Q I didn't notice that he offered any reasons 
yesterday. 


A Well, we thought he did. 
Q You thought so? 
Yes? 

Q At the White House this morning, Senator Byrd 
suggested that an investigation into the formulation of foreign 
policy in general, and in this specific instance, was needed. 
He suggested that Shultz head up such an investigation. 


Would the Secretary favor an investigation headed by 
him looking into how the policy in this area was formulated? 


A I don't have anything on that. 
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Q If you take a broader look at all of the 
developments of the last few weeks, when Margaret Thatcher cut 
off diplomatic relations with Syria, this precipitated, if 
people recall, almost immediately rumors that hostages were 
about to be released from the Middle East. In other words, 
they -- one followed almost immediately upon the other, which 
led many people at the time to believe that there was actually 
a relationship between those two events. 


The way it has been covered subsequent to that, 
especially with the leak originating in the Syrian-backed 
Lebanese newspaper, has been to associate the hostage release 
solely with events going on internal to Iran. But if you take 
the Margaret Thatcher action against Syria into account, 
wouldn't it be viable to propose that, in fact, we're looking 
at a coherent, comprehensive shift in U.S. policy vis-a-vis the 
Middle East as a whole with the British backing it? 


A The President and the Secretary have addressed 
that question, which has been put before in somewhat more 
succinct terms, and I've got nothing to add. 


Q Would you characterize the Administration's 
policy toward the Middle East as being either coherent or 
consistent? 


A I think our policies in the Middle East are 
coherent and consistent. 

Q Pete, does the U.S. condone Israeli practices 
against professors of -- Americans of Palestinian descent, like 


the recent one right now dealing with Mohammed Hadid, a 
professor -- Shadid? 


A As we have said in similar cases in the past, the 
United States supports strongly academic freedom, and the 
Israelis are well aware of how strongly we feel about these 
issues. 


Q But they're still continuing to do it. You said 
that about two weeks ago and last year. 


A I'm saying that right now. 


Q In other words, they don't give a damn what you 
stand for? 
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Q Pete, does the State Department have any view on 
the convoluted fighting going on in northern Chad between the 
Libyans and their former allies and their former enemies? 


a Not in great detail. About Chad, about the 
renewed fighting in Chad, I would say, briefly, that some of 
the Chadian forces which rallied to the government of Habre in 
recent weeks have come under attack from Libyan forces 
occupying northern Chad. Serious fighting has occurred in some 
localities and substantial numbers of casualties have occurred 


on both sides. 


Q Thank you. 


(Press Briefing concluded at 12:29) 
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MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
Two announcements: 


First, Secretary Shultz and AID Administrator M. Peter 
McPherson will hold a brief ceremony commemorating the 25th 
Anniversary of the Agency for International Development on 
Tuesday, November 25, at 4:00 in the Benjamin Franklin Room. 
Secretary Shultz and Administrator McPherson will each make 
remarks concerning the U.S. Foreign economic assistance 
program. I understand that that is open to press coverage, and 
it's being arranged by the AID press relations officer. You 
should get a hold of Bill Anthony, 647-4274. 


Secondly, the Department of State, after review of the 
recent Council of Europe Resolution on preventing the abuse by 
terrorists of diplomatic and consular immunities, today 
announces its support and intent to adhere to the principles 
contained in this resolution. 


Its principal provisions concern a closer scrutiny of 
diplomats who are suspected of having connections to terrorism, 
exchanging such information among the states subscribing to the 
resolution, considering refusing to accept diplomats with whom 
another member state “as concrete information of their 
involvement in terrorism, and considering restricting the size 
the diplomatic or consular posts when there is evidence of 
involvement in terrorism by that state 


We are pleased to support these important measures to 
prevent the abuse of diplomatic and consular immunities by 
those supporting terrorism 


The Council of Europe passed this resolution at its 
Ministerial meeting in Strasbourg on November 4 and 5. I[t was 
confirmed by the Committee of Foreign Ministers November 20. 

We believe the Council is doing excellent work in establishing 
a legal framework to combat terrorism, and the United States is 
seeking to work closely with the Council. 


Q Copy? 


a Yes. 
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Q On that issue, Chuck, hasn't the United States 
Government been doing that anyway? 


a Those are the kinds of things that we have doing 
on our own initiative. What's important here is that we have a 
number of states agreeing now to do this on a common basis, to 
share information, to consider, for example, that diplomats who 
have been expelled from one country for support of terrorism 
not be sort of accepted without question into another country 
where the sponsoring state must choose to name them. 


Q But, I mean, the U.S. adherence to this 
resolution doesn't really make any difference, then? 


a What it means is that there's yet another state 
outside of those in the Council of Europe -- ourselves -- that 
has now offered to abide by these considerations. 


Q Yeah, but you've been doing it anyway? 


a I don't think that's totally accurate, Jim. What 
I'm saying is: here you have a set of measures, it's been 
passed in a resolution, they've been defined and we're 
announcing that we, as well as those members of the Council of 
Europe, will adhere to those principles. If you're making the 
point that in some cases we have been doing certain aspects of 
that, yes. But what we have here is a set of principles to 
which we are also subscribing. 


That's all LI have Jim? 


Q On another subject, you inmay have seen some of the 
reporting over the weekend and today about the future of the 
Secretary of State. das anything changed since we talked to 
you about this subject last? 


a No, I just don't have anything new at all on that 
kind of story. 


Q Will the Secretary attend the meeting at 2:00 at 
the White House? 


a He is one of the participants. 
Q Do you have any comment at all on the 


suggestions, especially in this morning's paper, that the 
Secretary has not been supportive enough of the President? 


a No, I don't I'd refer you to the record. fhe 
Secretary has said on more than one occasion he supports the 
President. 
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Q What about his statement on Friday saying that he 
participated in two full-scale meetings at the White House and 
yet before he was telling us that his information was sporadic 
and fragmentary? 


4 I think the answer to that is very clear. If you 
just look back at the briefing of November 14 when [ first 
addressed the question, I made it very clear at the very 
beginning that the Secretary had been consulted on the general 
policy. I said that as my opening remark. 


Q Nevertheless, McFarlane says that he briefed the 
Secretary regularly on all the details as the operation evolved 


a The Secretary was asked that question on Friday 
by a number of people on the way to Canada. He responded to it 


Q No, he cidn't. 


i) He responded to it as he chose to respond to it, 
and I can't help you more than that. 


Q He talked about earlier meetings. He just 
referred back to those earlier two majo~ meetings, and he 
didn't really address what McFarlane sa.d, which was that he, 
Bud McFarlane, has personally advised him along the way of 
every detail of this enterprise 


a The Secretary said that there was testimony 
underway, that the record would become clear and that he didn't 
care to add to it in the current context, and that's where I 
have to leave it 


Q Is there a State Department witness this 
afternoon before the Hamilton Committee? 


a I believe that it's Fascell, the House Foreign 
Affairs Committee, which is meeting at 1:30, and the Department 
testimony will be offered by John Whitehead 


Well, participating in two meetings, would you 
still call it “sporadic,” his information? 


a Semaan, you're confusing two things. We're 
talking about consultations on general policy, then we're 
talking about the details of the operation, which is what the 
Secretary has referred to 


The Committee says it's Aarmacost who's 
testifying. Are there two witnesses who are going up? 
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a Whether Mr. Armacost will be there to support the 
Deputy Secretary, I don't at this point, but the testimony will 
be offered by the Deputy Secretary. 


Q Who is the Secretary's “designated hitter" to 
respond to questions under oath on Capitol Hill on this subject? 


a Deputy Secretary Whitehead is going up today. 
Q Armacost went up on Friday. 


Q Is McFarlane lying? Is he not telling the 
truth? [Is he not telling all the truth? 


a As the Secretary said, I'm just not going to have 
any comment on those kinds of stories 


Q Have yuu received a message from President 
Mubarak, and what is your comment on the remarks made by 
President Mubarak and King Hussein in Cairo? 


rs) Don't have any reaction: and on diplomatic 
exchanges, never any commentary. 


Q And the statements made by both the President and 
King? 


a Don't have any comment 


Does the Secretary intend and want to remain in 
his job? 


a Matt, that's a very broad and sweeping question 
The Secretary was asked similar questions on the way up Friday, 
and he answered them. I'll leave it in his own words. 


Q Some of us, again, were not on the plane and were 
not privy to what the Secretary said I think it's a fair 
question in these circumstances. 


a You're certainly free to stop by the Press Office 
and take a look at the transcript. 


Q But that was before all these stories about 
California advisors and whatnot? 


a Any other questions 


Q What will be discussed with the President today 
at 2:00 p.m.? 
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a The White House gave a relatively detailed 
readout of what that meeting is supposed to be, and I stick 
with that. 


Q They said “peace process." What peace process 
are they talking about? 


a As I said, this is a meeting being hosted by the 
President. The White House has announced it. They have given 
the nature of the agenda, as they care to characterize it, and 
I'm not going to go beyond that. 


Q Does the State Department believe that still 
there is a peace process in the Middle Fast? 


a You know we've always been engaged in the Middle 
East. If it's not what meets your definition of a peace 
process, then I can't help you further on that. But you know 
we have continued to work with all the countries in the 
region. We've been continuing to work for some way to bring 
the parties to direct negotiations, for example, so there has 
been an active and continuing US engagement in the area. 


Q Chuck, to Follow up on an earlier question about 
a response to the Mubarak and Hussein public statements, has 
the United States engaged in any kind of diplomacy? Regardless 
of whether you'll discuss the specifics of diplomatic 
exchanges, has the U.S. attempted to explain to Mubarak, 
Hussein, and others in the Middle tast through diplomatic 
channels, the policy that the President was following on this 
Iran matter? 


Have there been meetings or dispatches, or envoys, or 
anything of that sort? 


a On at least two occasions last week I answered 
that question by saying that, yes, we were undertaking to 
inform friends and allies -- that includes in the Middle East 
-- of the nature of our policy. 


Q Chuck, perhaps the White House meant to say peace 
process between [raq and [ran, not the Middle East peace 
process? 


a Larry responded to questions concerning the issue 
of this meeting, and ['ll leave it at that. 


Q Chuck, on Sunday the N York Times mentioned a 
State Department official, or Administration official, about 
the deal between Saudi Arabia and Iran through American traders 
on fuel. Oo you have any comment on that? 











-6- Monday. 11/24/86 


A No, I don't. John, you had a question? 


Q Yes. I was just curious whether the State 
Department is aware or knows of the dialcjue with Iran either 
having continued or continuing? 


a ['m not sure what the foundation for your 
question is, but the best I could answer under any 
circumstances is to say the President, in his remarks the other 
night, has addressed the nature of our intentions with regerd 
to pursuing that dialogue. fhat is U.S. policy. 


Do you have anything on King Hussein's visit to 
the United States? There are reports he is coming. Do you 
have anything on this visit? 


a No, [ don't have anything. 


Q Chuck, you said earlier, when asked whether the 
Secretary intends to resign, that that is a broad and sweeping 
question. I don't understand your response It seems to me 
it's a very specific question. 


a The Secretary has been asked that and similar 
questions any number of times. ['ve told you [I don't know how 
many days running now why I'm not prepared to get into those 
kinds of questions, and that's exactly where ['1ll leave it. 


Q I was just wondering why you responded that that 
was a broad and sweeping question 


a It is a very broad and sweeping question 


Q The second thing, you said that the US. has 
informed the various countries in the Middle East about its 
policy. It seems to me the policy changed last week. Up until 
Thursday or Wednesday, the President didn't rule out the 
possibility of further arms shipments to [ran. At the press 
conference, though, he did So did we inform the friends of 
the United States before that, and also after that? I mean -- 


a I'm not going to go into a “tick-tock" as to what 
we informed them of at what time. I['1ll leave it with what I 
said earlier concerning the nature of our efforts to keep our 
allies informed. 


Q Something else There is a report ‘hat a Czech 
tennis player has defected to the United States in Vienna. Do 
you have anything on this? 


a No, I don't. 
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Q Chuck, dees the United States have any 
information that former President Marcos might have been 
involved in the alleged coup attempt in the Philippines? 


a As you know, we don't go into our intelligence 
sources, and as a consequence I wouldn't want to delve into 
that in detail. I just don't know any of anything that would 
lead you in that direction 


Q Without going into intelligence information, 
since there are public statements about it, does the State 
Department have any information if he has been in constant 
touch with Mr. Enrile and others? 


a I just don't have anything to offer you on that 
Q Well, is the State Department looking into it? 


“ I don't want to really get into what we do or we 
don't do. Our position concerning the Aquino Government, our 
support for her and her government, is on the record now. 
We've reiterated it time and again, and ['ll just leave it at 
that. 


Q Well, does the State Department believe in fact 
that there had been a4 serous coup attempt? 


a I think those questions are best directed toward 
the Government of the Philippines. [hey know much more about 
this than we do. We have simply said that we support Mrs 
Aquino and her government. We support the steps she has taken 
to preserve the democratic nature of her government and give 
new impetus to efforts to promote national progress 


Q Well, those questions have been directed at the 
Government of the Philippines. The Government says in fact 
there had been. What I'm asking is whether the State 
Department agrees with that conclusion 


a I don't know why it's for me to agree or not 
agree with that conclusion. [t's for the Philippine Government 
to speak. They are the authoritative sources 


Q Do you have any thoughts on her announcement that 
the ceasefire talks would be given a dew line of a week? 


a No, i don't 


Q In the past I think, after some statements or 
actions by Marcos, you've said that he had been undertaking 
activities inconsistent with his status as @ guest of the 
United States Government. Has he crossed that line again? 
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A I don't have any updated information on that to 
offer you. 


Q President Reagan said last week that the amount 
of weaponry supplied to [ran was a miniscule amount. Newsweek 
Magazine reports today that the amount totaled between between 
$50 and $100 million. Do you have any comment on that scaling, 
whether “miniscule” describes that larger amount? 


A I just have no way to help you on that kind of 
question. 


Q Do you have any comment on whether that included 
Sparrow missiles as shoulder-launched operations? 


a No, I don't have anything on those kind of 
details. 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:20 p.m.) 
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MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
Sorry, I'm late. The reason is obvious, I suppose. I don't 
have any announcements. 


Jim. 


Q As far as you know, was the State Department 
unaware of the fact that somewhere between $10 and $30 million 
was being supplied to the contras last year? 


A I can't help you beyond what the Attorney General 
has said in his rather lengthy briefing. The Attorney General 
is the one that is conducting this investigation. The 
Secretary himself has been interviewed by the Attorney 
General. He's made all the information available to him; 
available to the Attorney General. 


Q When was the Secretary interviewed by the 
Attorney General? 


Aa I believe this happened over the weekend. 


Q That wasn't quite my question, though. My 
question was, was the State Department unaware that money of 
that magnitude was arriving for the supply of arms and other 
equipment for the contras? 


A I can't answer that question, Jim. The Attorney 
General outlined what is being done to look into this in all of 
its aspects. He made it very clear that what he is looking 
into is something that has just been turned up in the last few 
days; and, as a consequence, I'm just 1n no position to take it 
beyond what the Attorney General himself has said, and he is 
the person who has done the interviews, who is the best placed 
at this point to be able to answer those kind of questions, so 
I just have to leave it with what he said. 
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Q Apart from the Secretary, was anybody else in the 
Department interviewed by the Justice Department? 

A I believe the answer to that is yes, but I can't 
give you the details at this point. 

Q You don't know how many? 

A I don't know how many, no. I['1ll continue to look 


into those things. 


Q Are you yet in a position to be able to tell us 
what it was that McFarlane was briefing the Secretary on? 


A No, I'm not. 


Q Yesterday, in his testimony on the Hill, the 
Deputy Secretary differed with the President's assessment of 
whether Iran had ceased its support for international terrorism 
in recent months. Do you have any evidence to back up what the 
Deputy Secretary said? 


A Let me answer that the best I can, which may seem 
to you a bit general, but what the President was talking about, 
as I understand it, was a trend line to the effect that there 
had been some evidence of declining [ranian participating in 
terrorism. 


The Deputy Secretary was pointing out that there is 
some participation in terrorism also continuing. The 
Secretary, in his speech in Chicago, gave at least one example 
which is on the record, which was [ranian effurts to insert 
terrorists into the pilgrimage to Mecca this past summer. 


[s one of the things at issue, Chuck, that some 
of this terrorism that the President was talking about -- he 
was talking about, not directed against Americans versus just 
terrorism, support for terrorism, in general; is that one of 
the distinctions? 


A That could, again, be another of the 
distinctions. I[ just attempted to pull this out as best I can 
piece it together. The President, in his speech, talked about 
lessening involvement. He talked about some progress being 
made. The Deputy Secretary was pointing out, at the same time, 
that there continues to be some involvement in that one area, 
as one I can specify. 
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Q (Inaudible) -- that the State Department will be 
brought in now to the whole issue of relations with Iran and 
the contras and -- 


Q When? 


A Immediately. Let me start by saying, I guess, to 
reiterate, that, as [ said from this podium a week or two ago 
in the early going, the Secretary fully supports the 
President's policy. [t's the correct policy. [t's a policy 
that he has supported throughout. Those were the goals that 
the President outlined in his speech. ['ll read those to you 
if you want, but I think you're all aware of those. 


The President now intends that Lhe management and 
implementation of that policy be handled in normal channels. 
In short, that means under the direction of the Secretary and 
the Department of State. And, in that regard, Under Secretary 
for Policy Affairs Armacost will be the official responsible 
for that policy. 


Q And do you think you will be briefed fully of 
every aspect of the whole operation, or have you been? 


A Obviously, as the man in charge of that policy, 
he'll be fully involved in it. [he Attorney General made clear 
that there's going to be a special review committee, or 
commission, established to investigate further, and ['m sure 
that the Under Secretary as well as the Secretary and all of us 
will likewise be fully informed. 


Q But will you make public any more of the details 
of the initiative between the United States and I[ran? 


A At this point, I'm not in a position to promise 
what's going to be done beyond the fact that the Attorney 
General has said that there will be this special review 
commission. 


Q Can I go back to the thing you said about the 
[Iranian involvement in the Mecca incident? [sn't it a fact as 
well that the man in charge of that, or responsible for it, 
was jailed by the Speaker of Parliament in [ran? 


A I don't have any other details on that. 
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Q Does what you just said mean that the State 
Department will now take over whatever contacts had been made 
with moderate, so-called, elements in Iran? 


A The details of that policy and its 
implementation, I'm still not going to go into publicly from 
this podium. But the President and others have addressed 
themselves, in general, to that question. 


Q Chuck, until this morning, [ don't think very 
many people were aware that there was a concrete link between 
the Administration's policy on the opening toward [ran and the 
Administration's policy on aid to the Nicaraguan contras. 


Will there be an internal investigation of some sort 
in the State Department to determine where those two policies 
intersect, or has a decision been made not to have them 
intersect in the future? 


A I can't answer the question, Ralph, simply 
because at this stage [I don't know enough about the question 
which the Attorney General has just addressed in the last few 
minutes. So, once again, ['d have to fall back on the fact 
that there is going to be this special commission which is 
going to look at this question to see what the facts are. 


Q Will Armacost, in his role as the head of the 
Iranian policy department, if you will, will he be tasked also 
with contributing to that investigation insofar as that 
connection between the two policies is involved, or is that 
strictly going to be in Justice Department, or -- 


A [t's Justice Department or this commission, and [ 
don't know the content of that commission that will be charged 
with that. The Department -- all of its officials -- will 
cooperate fully as requested to do so. 


Q Does the State Department expect to be 
represented on that panel? 


A I just don't know what the composition is going 
to be. 





Q Yesterday. Mr. Whitehead said on the Hill that 
Israel had not been approached for any information about this 
deal. Is that still the case, and can you explain why that's 
the case? 
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a I just can't help you any further on that. 


Q Chuck, can you clarify -- you implied that there 
will be an investigation of botn affairs -- I mean, Iran and 
the United States and -- 


A I'm not adding anything to what the Attorney 
General said concerning this inquiry. That's what I know. So 
whatever he says is the definitive word I can't expand on 
that. 


Q But from the State Department's point of view, 
there should be an investigation of the [ran-United States 
relationship, right? 


A Really, at this point, I'm not commenting on any 
other inquiries, investigations, other than the one we've 
referred to. 


8i11? 


Q Chuck, the Attorney General indicated that this 
entire policy began as a result of a conversation between the 
National Security Advisor, who I presume was McFarlane at the 
time, and a representative of the [sraeli Government, who [ 
presume was David Kimche, as he would have had the 
corresponding role at that time. 


My question is -- and can you take it if you don't 
have the answer -- did the idea then come from [srael? Was 
this extraordinary change in American foreign policy an Israeli 
idea? 


a I can't answer tha' question Those are the kind 
of questions that will come out in testimony as the record is 
developed. 


There are many questions, I suppose, of that nature, 
of a more technical or detailed nature, and [ don't think ['m 
yet in a position to get into the process of taking all those 
and trying to answer them for you. 


Q You indicated before, or did I hear you 
correctly, that Mr. Whitehead had not disagreed with the 
President? 

a I was explaining to you why he said what he said 


and why the President said what he said 
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Q Did he misspeak, then, when he said, “I hate to 
disagree with the President, but .... " 


A You'll have to ask him whether or not he 
misspoke. I'm just trying to explain to you where the two men 
were coming from. 


Chris, did you have -- 


Q Can you reconcile those viewpoints? You don't 
see disagreement in them? 

A [I can reconcile them. 

Q When did the Secretary become aware of the 


situation, Chuck? Can you pinpoint that? Was it yesterday or 
the day before? Some of the Deputy Secretary's comments to the 
Committee yesterday seemed almost prophetic in terms of review 
of the NSC, and so forth. When was that information known in 
the State Department? 


a As I understand it, the‘kind of information 
you're talking about that the President announced this morning 
was made known to the assembled group this morning at the White 
House. Now, obviously, to the extent that people had been 
talked to over the weekend about these other questions, that 
issue was known at that time. 


Q Chuck, going back to the original question, the 
magnitude that the Attorney General was talking about, $10 to 
$30 million worth of weapons in the course of about a year is 
not peanuts; it -- in a relatively small force -- would be 
noticed. 


Are you, in effect, here saying that the State 
Department, people who were in charge of liaison with the 
contras, did not notice that they were unusually well armed’ 


A What ['m saying, Jim, is at this stage ['m not 
prepared to comment on those kind of questions. The nature of 
the commission that has been established, is to look into what 
happened, I suppose. I don't know what its charter will be 
exactly. 


I'm not sure that any of us are operating in full 
knowledge of all the facts as to how much money eventually went 
where, for what purposes. I just don't know that. As a 
consequence, I just can't comment on your question at this 
point. 
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Chris? 


Q Chuck, what is the Department's role in these 
hearings on the Hill going to be? And let me explain what I 
mean. Yesterday, Mr. Whitehead went up there with about an 
hour and a half or two hours of notice that he was going to be 
going there and clearly knew nothing and kept saying that. and 
he was not even the point-man on this subject, who is Armacost, 
I guess you announced last week, and then you've said it again 
now. So as far as you're concerned, what is the role going to 
be? 


A Just to answer your question in two phases: The 
Deputy Secretary was as fully informed as was possible to be 
yesterday. 


Q With two hours notice; sure. 


A The fact that it was a different person does not 
mean that he knew less than any other person that went up 
there. That's simply the nature of the state of affairs. 


The Secretary has said that the Department, as always. 
is willing to cooperate to testify, and that's our standing 
position. We'll do that. 


Q ‘So he will go up there on December 8, or whenever 
it is -- the Secretary, that is? 


a As far as I know, there's been no testimony 
scheduled. What you refer to is a meeting with some members of 
Congress. 

Q Chuck, coming back to Jim's question for a 


minute, earlier. When Whitehead testified yesterday, he was 
asked a lot of questions about what the State Department and 
what he knew about this operation with [ran. He repeatedly 
said, as Secretary Shultz has said, that the State Department 
was uninformed or very scantily informed. 


At the time he testified, had Whitehead been spoken to 
by Attorney General Meese or by anyone in the Justice 
Department on the subject of the diversion of funds, the 
apparent overcharging for the Americun weapons that were 
shipped, the number of shipments, the knowledge that the 
President had of the [sraeli shipments that the Attorney 
General mentioned, and all of those questions? Had he been 
spoken to? Was he aware of? Had that information been passed 
on to him by the Secretary or anyone else since the weekend? 
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a The Deputy Secretary spoke to the information 
that has been available to us. Concerning what we knew about 
any aspect of this case, we have simply been responsive to the 
questions posed by the Attorney General; and fully cooperative, 


the Secretary included. 


~-MORE-- 
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Q So that means when the Attorney General and his 
staff, over the weekend, interviewed the Secretary and others 
in the Department, it was a question of merely asking 
questions, not of informing the State Department of the nature 
of the investigation or the conclusions that the Attorney 
General was reaching at that time? 


A Beyond the fact that the interviews were 
conductec, Ralph, I don't know their contents so I can't answer 
that. 


Q Could you clarify something? You just seemed to 
say that the Secretary was not aware of any of these transfers 
of funds from Iran to the contras until this morning? Is that 
what you said? 


a The Attorney General briefed people this morning 
on his findings. What the Secretary -- what may have come out 
in his conversations over the weekirrd, for example, I just 
don't know whether the Attorney General gave him any indication 
of what he was pursuing. I could speculate, but I don't know. 


What ['m saying is that the Attorney General's 
findings were presented this morning at this meeting with the 
President. 


Q Until this weekend did Secretary Shultz have any 
idea whether some of this money was going to Central America? 


a The Attorney General addressed that question very 
clearly. 

Q Has Secretary Shultz offered his resignation? 

is) The Attorney General addressed that question, 


too, very clearly. 
Q Did he threaten to resign? 


a Beyond that, ['m just not going to get involved 
in that question. 


Q Have you talked to the Secretary since the 
meeting this morning? 

a Yes, I have 

Q Is he satisfied with the way things have evolved 


over the past 24 hours? 
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A The Secretary, as you know, has been a 
participant in meetings of the last couple of days. Beyond 
that, it's his practice not to comment on these sort of 
internal deliberations; and following that rule, I'm not going 
to engage in that either. 


Q When Poindexter was appointed, the Secretary came 
to this room to commend the appointment, to say what a good 
appointment it was. Does he have any regrets that Poindexter 
is leaving? 


a The Secretary believes that Admiral Poindexter 
has been an able, patriotic, dedicated colleague. He has 
appreciated the opportunity to work with him, and he wishes him 
well in his new duties. 


Q What about Colonel North? 
a [ just don't have anything on Colonel North. 
Steve? 


Q Regarding another comment by the Attorney General 
-- the Attorney General, in the context of discussing dissent 
within the highest reaches of the Administration over the Iran 
policy, was asked if he thought the Secretary should resign, 
and I believe -he said something to the effect that it was his 
belief that you “either Line up behind the policy,” or you get 
out. 


Do you have any observation to make on that? 


a [ noticed he also said he was speaking only for 
himself and not for any other Cabinet members Only to 
reiterate what I said earlier, that the Secretary 
wholeheartedly supports the President. the President has acted 
decisively, based on the information presented to him, and that 
the Secretary fully supports the Fresident's policy. 


Q One further question which is not exactly a 
follow-up, if you don't mind. On this committee, commission, 
or board, or whatever it is that is supposed to look into the 
conduct of American foreign policy and national security 
policy, do you have anything, do you know anything about the 
composition of that group’ 


a That was asked before you came in The answer 
is, no, [ don't. 
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Q Chuck, this decision that the Iran policy would 
revert to the normal channels, how is that being implemented in 
the government? Is there a Presidential order now that says 
that, or is this -- how is this being made to the rest of the 
world? 


a To my knowledge, it doesn't take that formal 
shape. There will be a meeting tomorrow, or in the very near 
future in any case, at which those people responsible on an 
inter-agency basis for dealing with that policy will get 
together and begin to chart the course. 


Q At that point, other elements of the U.S. 
Government will be told that the State Department is once more 
in charge, and the man in charge of this specific policy will 
be Armacost? 


a It doesn't take that formalistic style, Jim. 
Meetings are convened, they're chaired, and they're run in a 
very normal basis. 


Q Do you expect to continue your contacts with the 
[ranian regime? 

a I -=- that question was asked earlier. 

Q I realize [ sound repetitious asking this every 


day, but circumstances keep changing Are there any special 
plans now, in light of the announcement today, for briefing or 
informing America's Middle East friends, Persian Gulf allies, 
and so on, any kind of explanation papers or documents or 
emissaries or anything? 


a At this point, I don't know of anything that 
would take it further than what we've said in the past. 


Q Does the Secretary intend to give 4 press 
conference on the subject? 


a Aas of now, I don't know of any plans for a press 
conference, but ['ll keep you informed 


Q Has the President rescinded his finding on Iran? 


is) I don't know. 
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Q Could I try [Israel one more time? Did the 
Israelis come forward at any point in volunteering information 
about this transfer of funds to a Swiss bank account? 


a I just don't have any information on that. 


Q miami _News reports say that Southern Air 
Transport was hauling undisclosed cargo to Havana under the 
direction of the State Department. Do you have any comment on 


that report? 


o Sure. We do contract among several U.S.-flag 
commercial air carriers, including Southern Air, through the 
Miami dispatch agent, to move our diplomatic pouch to and from 
our U.S. Interests Section in Havana. [here are routine weekly 
runs to carry official and personal correspondence to our 
mission and United States Government personnel stationed 
there. Periodically, larger shipments are necessary to move 
household effects, furnishings for residences, office supplies, 
= — construction materials not readily available 

n Cuba. 


Again, these shipments are contracted through the 
Department's Miami dispatch agent on the basis of price and 
availability of U S.-flag commercial air service. That's the 
kind of materi. that's been shipped, and nothing else. 


Q Just supplies for offices? 
a Exactly as [ described them. 
Q In light of the Southern Air's past association 


with the CIA, and even its reputation for Links with the CIA, 
why was it chosen among all the other airlines?’ 


a [ just gave you the answer, that these decisions 
are made by the Miami dispatch agent, a professionally run 
contracting agent, on the basis of price, availability, 
U.S.-flag commercial air service 


Q That dispatch agent is working for the State 
Department? 


a Il don't know what its relationship is to the 
State Department 
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Q Those flights were on almost a monthly basis and 
included something like 50 to 90,000 pounds per flight. 
Doesn't that seem to be a lot of cargo to be taking to the 
Interests Section? 


a I've given you details which included a lot of 
material, including construction materials. 


Q Does the Secretary count on having a voice in the 
selection of Admiral Poindexter's successor? 


a Those are decisions made by the President. 
That's all [I can say. How the President goes about making that 
decision is not for me to comment on. 


Q I'm sorry to go over this again, you said, 
though, that the Secretary fully supports -- in the present 
tense -- the President's policy as a correct policy, the goals 
of the President “as outlined" -- as outlined in his speech? 


A That's right, the four goals that were set forth 
in his speech. ‘ 


Q Which includes the authorization -- 


i) And [ said, by the way, Ann, in past tense, he 
has fully supported, wholeheartedly supported those goals. 


Q How can you say, though, that he has supported 
those goals when Whitehead himself says. "I hate to disagree 
with the President?" 


A I just refer you to the goals, Ann, and if you 
look at those goals -- 


Q So the Secretary is -- 


A -- those are goals which the Secretary has always 
supported. 


Q Okay, so the Secretary is able to make a 
distinction between the goals and the intent of what the 
President wanted to do and the way in which that policy was 
conducted? 
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A I've talked about the goals. 
Q Can you explain that? Is that correct? 


A No. [ can't. I'm not going to take it any 
further than what I've given you. I've given you a clear 
explanation of how the Secretary feels. 


Q Does he agree with the tactics? 


(inaudible) that he's made known that it 
wasn't a mistake to do this? 





a The Secretary has not commented on that. 


Q Does he say that he did disagree with the arms 
sales policy? 


a Deputy Secretary Whitehead said that yesterday. 


Q Does he agree, then, with the continuation of 
those efforts with the Iranians, as the President said? 


A He agrees with what the President has said, and 
we had that question up two times, and that's where it stands 


Q Well, the President did say in his speech that he 
authorized a shipment of weapons to Iran. Has the Secretary, 
in the past tense, the way you phrased it, does he support that 
part of the President's speech? 


A [I just answered George's question, which was 
exactly that line, to say the Deputy Secretary addressed that 
yesterday and answered it. 


Q No, no, no. 
a He said the Secretary had opposed arms shipments 


Q All right. So you're saying that the Secretary 
supports the goals that the President listed in his speech -- 


A Exactly. 


Q -- but that the Secretary does not necessarily 
support everything else the President said in that speech? 








‘is 


-15- Tuesday, 11/25/86 


A I'm not going to go through every line of that 
speech to say what he supported and what he didn't support. 


Q No, you don't need to. 


A What I'm saying is the President's policy is the 
correct one, and it's the one that's supported by the Secretary. 


Q Does Meese -- Sorry. Does the Secretary agree 
with what Mr. Meese said today, that if you don't -- 


A I've answered the question, Bernie. You came in 
late. 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 1:37 P.M.) 
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MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
Two announcements: First, I am pleased to announce that the 
United States has signed the Convention for the Protection of 
the Natural Resources and Environment of the South Pacific 
Region and associated Protocols, which were adopted and opened 
for signature at a conference in Noumea, New Caledonia, on 
November 25. This Convention obliges parties not to pollute 
the marine environment; to cooperate in environmental 
protection, including combatting oil spills; to prepare 
environmental impact assessments for major projects; and, to 
share information. There is a prohibition on sea disposal of 
radioactive wastes in the Convention area, and a provision on 
prevention of pollution from nuclear testing. 


All countries of the region participated in the 
negotiations, and 16 voted for adoption. Besides the United 
States, those signing were France, New Zealand, Marshall 
Islands, Palau, Western Samoa, and the Cook [slands. Most or 
all other participants are expected to sign. 


There is an information sheet available in the Press 
Office for those who want more detailed information. 


Secondly, once again, the actions of an independent 
court have shown Syrian involvement in international 
terrorism. A Berlin court today convicted Ahmed Nawar Hasi and 
Farouk Salameh of bombing the German-Arab Friendship Society 
last March 29. Because evidence presented during the trial 
directly implicated Lieutenant Colunel] Haitham Saed, a deputy 
chief of Syrian Air Force Intelligence, Berlin authorities have 
issued an order for his arrest 


In issuing his verdict, the principal judge was direct 
and emphatic in stating that he found multiple points of 
evidence which convinced him of Syrian complicity. 


We believe the judicial verdict, the judge's statement 
and order for Lieutenant Colonel Saed's arrest, all based on 
detailed, sworn confessions whose veracity the court explicitly 
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accepted, make clear that the Hindawi case in London was not an 
isolated incident, but rather part of a larger pattern of 
direct involvement by senior Syrian Government officials in 
terrorism directed against a variety of targets in a number of 
places. 


We consider Syria's support for terrorism to be a 
matter of the utmost seriousness, and as part of our effort to 
seek concerted action, we will be consulting with our allies as 
to what steps should be taken in response to this latest 
evidence of Syrian support for international terrorism. 


Q Chuck, the Arab League has -- 


Q Copy of that? 


a Yes. 
Q The Arab Leaque has advised West Germany that 
their relations -- Germany's relations -- with the Arab world 


could be damaged if they followed Britain's example and cut 
relations. 


Does the United States have a position? If the case 
is so similar to what happened in Britain, does the U. S. 
believe Germany should end diplomatic relations with Syria? 


A That's a decision for the German Government to 
make, Barry. 


Q Chuck, in light of the evidence in this trial, 
has the United States reexamined the possibility that Syria 
might have been involved in the disco explosion? 


A The first point to make is that the nature of 
Libyan involvement was clear at the time, and remains very 
clear. There has been no change in our assessment of that 
particular aspect of the story. 


Regarding Syrian involvement in that affair, at this 
point I don't have anything new to offer on that. 


Q Are you examining the evidence in that light, 
though? 


A Without any detailed information, Jim, all of 
these cases are always investigated to the fullest of our 
possibilities, so I can only answer you in that very general 
sense. 


acct COPY AVAILABLE 
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Q You mentioned consulting with the allies. [In the 
meantime, is the U.S. going to take any sort of unilateral 
action against Syria? 


A Concerning further steps, it's, at this point, 
premature for me to get into that. The next step is 
consultations with our allies. That will be done through 
diplomatic channels. Beyond that, [ could only refer you back 
to the various things I said at the time of our announcement on 
November 14 of the initial measures that were taken. We said 
we'd continue to closely monitor the situation; we'd take 
additional steps as necessary, but beyond that, at this point, 
I'd leave it where I have. 


Q You are implying, or this statement implies, that 
Colonel Saed was not acting alone, but was basically acting as 
an agent of the Syrian Government? 


A I'm not sure what you're trying to imply to the 
statement. What the statement says is that this particular 
Colonel Saed is a deputy chief of Syrian Air Force 
Intelligence. He is a Syrian Government official. 


Q The Syrian Government claimed that any 
involvement that he might have had, though, would have been on 
his own, and would not have been with the knowl: ‘ge of 
President Assad. You're implying otherwise by tiis -- 


Q Colonel Saed North. (laughter) 


A I've offered to give you copies of the statement, 
and you'll see what we have there. [he information, by the 
way, that the court pointed to -- in case there are those of 
you who haven't looked at it in detail -- the court pointed out 
specific points of evidence of the involvement of senior Syrian 
Government officials. They pointed out Salameh's Flight to 
Damascus, the absence of any Syrian entry stamps in Salameh's 
passport, Salameh's meeting with Lieutenant Colonel Saed in 
Damascus, Salameh's treatment in a Syrian military hospital, 
and the fact that Hasi picked up the bomb from Lieutenant 
Colonel Saed at the Syrian Embassy in East Berlin 


And so, given the involvement of a Syrian Government 
official and the repeated reliance on the facilities and the 
services of the Government of Syria, we can draw no conclusion 
but that the Government of “yria was involved in this act of 
terrorism. 
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Q Chuck -- 
A Marvin has -- 


Q Chuck, you obviously decided that the U.S. 
Government is not going to break diplomatic relations with 
Syria now. Could you share with us your thinking on that 
decision -- why not? What are the reasons that go into that 
kind of a decision? 


A We explained our decision in the first instance, 
on November 14, when we announced the measures that we were 
taking. I cannot give you any explanations now that I didn't 
give you then. And in response to future actions, I tried to 
respond to that question a bit earlier. 


Q But the 14th, as [ remember, were a specific set 
of actions. You explained why you were taking those actions. 
The question of a break in relations did come up, but you 
didn't answer the question, as I remember. 


At this particular time, with this further evidence of 
what you call Syrian involvement, could you explain to us why 
you are not breaking relations? What-is the thinking that goes 
into it? 


A But now you're asking me to speculate on what 
steps might be taken beyond this, and ['ve said ['m not going 
to get into that. 


Q I don't want you to speculate; ['m just asking 
you if you could share with us your thinking about why the 
decision was made at this time not to break relations? 


a There's only a generic answer to that, Marvin 
The answer is that in each instance, where there is evidence of 
state support for terrorism, we're going to devise the specific 
response we believe likely to prove most effective for that 
situation. 


We said we haven't ruled out further actions, that 
that will depend on Syria [ went through a relatively lengthy 
explanation of what it was we were trying to achieve which was, 
in the first instance, a change in Syrian behavior. [ went 
into that in considerable detail at that time. 


Q Chuck, also you were saying that you will reduce 
the number of Americans in Damascus and the Syrians here in 
Washington. Have you done that? 
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a Concerning the steps that have been taken, the 
Syrian Government has been notified that we plan to draw down 
our Embassy, that no high-level visits between the U.S. and 
Syria will take place. And likewise, on the other part of your 
question, that has likewise been followed up on. 


Q Have you reduced the number here and in Damascus? 

A Let me just leave it that those actions are being 
implemented. 

Q Chuck, can I ask a footnote to that question? 

Q How many people you are talking about? 

4 I said at the time these were announced that I 


wouldn't go into the details, and [ can't do that today either. 


Q I was wondering -- because a lot of people think 
Syria is a necessary element in any overall settlement in the 
Middle East -- should Richard Murphy find himself in the Middle 
East, which he frequently does, do these sanctions mean that 
Murphy would not talk to the Syrian Government about the 
Arab-Israeli situation? 


Is Damascus o: f-limits now? 


a Concerning specific scenarios that you create -- 
Q Yes. 

is) -- [I mean, you've created that -- 

Q Yes. 

a I can't respond to that in the abstract. You 


know our general principle, which is that there will be no 
high-level visits. How that might apply to specific cases for 
specific reasons, I couldn't speculate. ®8ut the principle of 
no high-level visits is what is operative 


Q Would you consider Richard Murphy a high-level -- 
Is Richard Murphy a high-level official? 


3) [ would consider Richard Murphy a high-level 
official. 
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Q Didn't you at the time say that you would roughly 
define “high-level” as the rank of Assistant Secretary? 


A That's a rough definition. But as I say, you 
have to consider this -- 


Q Did Armacost meet with other people to discuss 
Iran today? 


A Yes, he did This is part of the interagency 
process that I referred to yesterday, the normal channels, if 
you will, that are being used in pursuing Iranian policy. Mr. 
Armacost was a participant in one of those meetings today. 


Q Did he chair the meeting? 


a This meeting took place at the NSC, as is 
frequently the case in interagency meetings; and under those 
circumstances, [ believe that there is usually a person from 
the hosting agency in the chair. 


Q Chuck, can [ check on something? Obviously, a 
lot went on yesterday, and a lot wasn't spelled out. The 
Secretary upstairs spoke of making Files available, a complete 
-~- whatever file, I think he said, of what he might have, this 
building might have; and of course, that Armacost would be the 
key man or something. 


Does Armacost's duties, or the scope of his duties, 
reach to finding out, trying to Find out, if anybody in the 
State Department was aware of what so far we've been told only 
McFarlane, Poindexter, and North were aware of -- the siphoning 
off of funds to the Contras? 


A I think the Attorney General has made it clear 
that that's the kind of thing that his organization is charged 
with looking into. 


Q Let me try to explain what I'm saying. There's a 
mushrooming of inquiries already: there's a Justice Department 
inquiry, there's a Scowcroft-lower-Muskie inquiry. Armacost 
has some still, to me, undefined role, but Mr. Shultz made 
clear that there's going to be some search for information. 


a What --— 

Q And I wondered if Armacost will search to find 
out if anybody in the State Department, at any level -- an 
Assistant Secretary perhaps -- might have known about this aid 


going to the Contras. 
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A That's not the role of Mr. Armacost. The 
Secretary made clear that any cooperation that's required, 
requested, needed, by the Attorney General or by the Special 
Review Board, if I've got the right terminology, will be 
provided. And secondly, what Mr. Armacost is involved with is 
Iranian policy. the ongoing future policy with regard to Iran. 


Q Last question -- just one more quick one. Did 
Elliott Abrams know about aid going to the Contras? 


a No, he did not. Let me give you a more detailed 
answer. First, I have to preface all these by saying there is 
an investigation that will attempt to answer the question of 
what the facts are, which individuals might have been aware of 
any of these various kinds of details. But [I can tell you that 
State Department officials were unaware of any funds from the 
sale of arms to Iran being transferred to the Nicaraguan 
Resistance forces. 


Q A follow up? 


Q Was there any investigation done last July when a 
Peruvian newspaper, Caretas, implicated Colonel North at the 
time in the Pia Vesta ship that was stopped in Panama that was 
carrying guns from the DOR that were destined for El Salvador? 
At that time, speculation was raised by this newspaper that the 
CIA -- Colonel North, in particular, was named as being behind 
this armed shipment of actually tast-bloc arms that came to, 
allegedly, the Contras. Was that looked into at that time? 
And can you comment as to whether that would be part of the 
revelations that came out yesterday? 
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a My answer is going to be much shorter than your 
question -- which is that you'll have to talk to the Department 
of Justice about those kinds of things, because that's really 
their business and not mine. 


Q Chuck, you said a moment ago that no State 
Department official was aware of any of the transfer of money. 
It's sort of an obvious question, but how do you know that? 
Did you check? 

a That's right. 


Q And you've checked specifically with Abrams? 


That's right. 


Q Let me ask more directly, has the Secretary 
begun, or does he plan to begin, any internal investigation of 
his own to assure himself that no one in the State Department 
was aware of the money's being exchanged? 


) The answer to that is, basically, what I said in 
answer to Barry's question: that there is an inquiry; it's 
being done by the people who are expert in this kind of 
business and whose job it is to do that; and this Departmet 
will cooperate fully and in every respect with that. 


Q Yesterday, you indicated that you thought r 
State Department officials besides the Secretary had bee 
talked to by Attorney General Meese and his people over «ve 
weekend. Can you tell us now who those people were? 


2) [I can't tell you who they were, but it was less 
than a handful 


Q On Elliott Abrams, the Contras claim that they 
didn't receive any of this money. Now, Elliott's office is in 
charge of monitoring them and of knowing what 1s going on. Is 
he now going to pursue that investigation to try and find out 
if they're telling the truth, and if so, did the money go 
anywhere else in Central America, or perhaps even to a private 
group, as has been alleged? 


i) First of all, concerning what the Resistance 
spokesmen have said themselves, obviously, you'll have to talk 
to them about what the extent of their knowledge was. We don't 
have any independent information on the funding received by the 
resistance, funding that was outside of the appropriated funds 
that were delivered by and through official US. Government 
channels. 
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I might add that our independent observations during 
this period of time in question gave us no reason to think that 
the resistance was receiving substantial funding during this 
period when U.S. Government funding was not available. 


For example, just to give you the kind of evidence 
that people were working on the basis of, we noted that 
supplies of medicines, food, and clothing were consistently 
low, that suppliers were not being paid, and that the 
resistance was attempting to acquire needed supplies on credit. 


Q What do you mean -- 


Q Doesn't this conflict with Attorney General 
Meese's statement of yesterday? 


a I don't see how it does What are you referring 
to? 


Q He said the $12 million went to the Contras. 
Your statement indicates that, in fact, they weren't gettirg 
any money, or if they were they were getting -- 


a No, Bill. What ['m saying is we don't have any 
independent information of how much money they were getting, or 
from where they were getting it. What we have to try to do is, 
from our vantage point as independent observers, ascertain as 
best we can what the status of their needs and requirements 
are. That's what we make some of our judgments on, and I'm 
trying to give you the nature of our evaluation during this 
period in question. 


Q But to cooperate with Meese, then, Chuck, is the 
office of Elliott Abrams then going to go ahead on its own now, 
and investigate, follow this up with the Contras, and try to 
determine if that, if it in fact is true that they did not 
receive the money, as they claim? 


a The kind of technical details concerning how this 
investigation is going to be pursued and who will do what to 
whom, I just can't answer at this point 


Q Chuck, can you try to define a little better, or 
define “independent observations"? Oo you mean the foreign -- 
the embassies? 
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Aa It means what we can see from our vantage point. 
It means -- the resistance was running its own business, had 
its own finances, contracting for its own supplies. What I'm 
saying is that we had no inside information on Contra financial 
situations. 


Q I don't want to get into spooks, and all -- are 
you talking about the State Department, because there's another 
branch of government which conducts, or has conducted -- and 
probably still will conduct -- a vast amount of American 
foreign policy, maybe without the knowledge of the State 
Department. When you say “independent,” you mean formal, State 
Department diplomats? Embassies have no -- 


a I actually mean that more broadly, in terms of 
the U.S. Government 


Q Chuck, about six months ago when allegations came 
up that the Contras were involved in illegal currency 
transactions and other things, you came forward with quite a 
detailed audit of the various bank accounts. 


a That's right 


Q In the course of those audits, there was no trace 
or clue that another source of income was available to the 
Contras? 


a Those were GAO audits, first of all, not State 
Department audits. So as @ consequence, [ have never made a 
detailed review, but that information was made available to the 
Congress, to anyone else who asked for it [ simply don't know 
of any indication that anything else turned up in those 
audits. B8ut as [ say. [ haven't had a chance to go through 
those audits in detail L'm sure that the people doing the 
inquiry will be free to look there 


Q You say in this that your independent assessment 
shows that they have no substantial extra amounts of money -- 
that food and supplies were in short supply However, we know 
as a result of Hasenfus that when the plane went down, it was 
full of supplies, that there had been several shipments of arms 
coming out of £1 Salvador, that there was a mini-Air Force 
working out of there That 1s now on the public record: it's 
clear what was going on Somebody was paying for that, and 
that was not done with the $27 million, we understand So -- 
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a Ann, what I'm saying -- I'm not saying, Ann -- 

Q There was clearly access, independent access to 
money . 

A Look, Ann, I'm not saying that the Contras had no 


access to money. Look around the room: did I say that? What 
I'm saying is that I can't independently confirm how much money 
they had, where they got it. Obviously, the Contras were 
getting money. That's implicit in my answer. 


Q If you could independently confirm it -- 

a No. People knew the Contras were on the ground -- 
Q Wait a minute. You said earlier -- 

A -- and that they were waging a war. 

Q You said there was no reason to think that the 


resistance was getting funds, and you said it was your 
independent observation that their supplies were low, and all 
of that -- 


Q That's right. 
Q -- unless you didn't mean to say that. 


a) I can read you exactly what I said if you want to 
go back to that. 


Q Saudi Arabia was giving money to the Contras, 
Taiwan, South Korea, [srael. Are you telling us that no 
independent State Department information can confirm that, that 
the State Department had no knowledge of any of that? 


a We've gone over the same questions before; I've 
given you the -- 


Q Didn't the State Department, didn't it even look 
at those press reports to find out if they were true, or not? 


a I've said what we've said on this, which is, from 
our vantage point as an outside observer, to determine the 
nature, the scope, of those independent funds, that from what 
we could see -- we look at the objective evidence, and that was 
shortage of supplies, shortage of equipment, supplies not being 
paid for. 
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Q Let him finish. 


a You asked me the question initially whether, 
"Didn't you know that they were," if you will, “swimming in 
money," for example? That was the kind of evidence that was 
available to us. I'm just giving that to you to show you what 
the people who were involved with this had to work with in that 
period of time. 


But in any case, going back to where I started out 
all of this, there is an inquiry under way. We don't even know 
what the facts are. We don't know how much money is involved; 
we don't know when, where; so as a consequence, we're all sort 
of speculating “in the blue “ But because I knew this question 
was going to be of interest to you, [ just simply tried to give 
you a setting which gives you a flavor for what we had to try 
to do from our vantage point as not being the ones directly 
supplying any money to them, in determining what kind of 
supplies they might be having, what kind of support they might 
be having. 


Q But aren't you up against the problem you had 
that Whitehead described during the hearings -- that the State 
Department was locked out of certain things, the NSC had taken 
over operational activities, which at times they didn't let the 
State Department know about 


Isn't it now the State Department's business to find 
out what the Contras may or may not have been getting --? 


a But I answered that 
Q How much money they really did have?’ 
) I answered that question, Ann There is an 


inquiry going on to determine, for example, the nature of the 
funds that may have come from this other operation And in the 
course of that, [I'm sure these other questions could well be of 
interest. But I'm not rejecting the premise that it's 
something that people may be interested in. ['m only saying 
that it's not necessarily, in the first instance, the State 
Department's job, given the Fact that there's an inquiry going 
on for other reasons, being done by judicial people 


-- MORE - 
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Q But the State Department is in charge now of the 
Contras? 


a But we're not in charge of inquiries. What we do 
is monitor the money that is appropriated by the U.S. 
Government. That, we certainly do. The GAO report, for 
example, in talking about the $27 million found that that was 
basically well accounted for and there was no diversion. 


The new money that's been appropriated now by the 
Congress, we're likewise responsible for the management for the 
direction of that program. That, we're doing. But you're 
talking about areas now in which we are not responsible and 
have not been responsible for the management. 


Q But wait a@ minute, you have to decide where this 
money should go, if it's well used, make decisions. 


4 That's right. 


Q But how can you do that if you don't know that 
the Contras may have been getting millions of dollars so that 
they have, in fact, got weapons? How do you make decisions on 
what they need when you don't know what they've got? 


i) If that kind of information comes out in the 
inquiry, that will be more facts available. But what ['m 
saying is to make the decisions in the past, we certainly 
didn't have that kind of information. We didn't have the 
results of this inquiry. 


The kind of objective facts on which we had to make 
our judgments were the kinds that [ described to you. 


Q Chuck, an influential Republican on the Hill, who 
is knowledgeable on all of this, is Senator Ourenberger and he 
said that what North may have succeeded in doing 1s killing off 
support up there for this program. I[s it still the policy of 
this Administration to go ahead with the public funding of the 
Contras? 


a Let me lead by saying once again, as I have to in 
response to almost all these questions, that while the 
investigation is being conducted it's really inappropriate to 
speculate about its outcome or the effects of any facts it may 
bring to light 


But the President campaigned for US. support for the 
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democratic resistance on sound foreign policy grounds. Our 
foreign policy objectives in supporting the Contras are 
legitimate, they're well known, and those haven't changed. 


So I think what you have to try to do is to separate 
the foreign policy objectives from the issue of whether and how 
an individual may have acted to obtain additional funding for 
the Contras. 


Q A couple of questions. From your knowledge that 
so far, were the Israelis, who worked with Colonel North, 
officials of the Israeli Government or free trade and arms 
dealers? 


a I just don't have any information on those kind 
of questions. 


Q Okay, a follow up The Board of Review that the 
President announced that will investigate the whole story to 
try to come to the bottom of it, will they investigate at the 
Board of Review foreign nationals, especially the Israelis, to 
see their role into this whole $30 million which was 
transferred to the Contras? 


a I'm not in a position tb comment on that Board of 
Review beyond what the White House said in announcing its 
composition. And, in that statement, there was set forth a 
certain degree of information as to what its charter and its 
mandate would be, but I just don't have anything beyond that 


Q Has the Department seen the statement by the 
Israeli Government yesterday, in effect, saying that the 
Israeli Government, per se, had not been involved? And if -- 
well, have you seen the statement? 


a I've seen the statement. 
Q And do you have any comment on it? 
Aa I don't have any comment. 


A U.S. official 1s quoted on the wires as saying 
that the U.S. tried to hide [sraeli involvement to protect an 
ally. Can you comment on that? 

A I don't have anything on that. 


Q And the Contra funding -- one other question, 








-15- Wednesday, 11/26/86 

Please. Do you know -- what is your position on whether the 
Contras got the money as a result of drug trafficking? 

a I don't have anything beyond what we've found in 
the past when we've looked into those kind of questions. 

Q You have said that you have no information that 
that was the case; is that right? 

A As far as I know, that remains the evaluation. 

Q That remains the policy to your knowledge? 

a Marvin, I can't say that a new updated study has 


been done since the last time we said that. As a consequence, 
the last time it's been looked at, that was the finding. 


Q You can't? 
A I know nothing that changes that. 
Q Can you give it a check only because it is being 


raised again up on the Hill? 


A Okay. If there's anything that's changed, we']] 
let you know. 


Q Chuck, has Iran withdrawn 15 of its 
government-to-government claims against the United States 
lately, and the United States also withdrawn three of its 
claims against [ran? 


A I don't have anything on that now. 

Q Well, President Reagan said that to the Congress 
on Friday. Can you confirm it? 

3) You're talking about, I assume, the things that 
are going on in the Claims Tribunal actions? 

Q Yes. More recently -- 

A I just don't have anything on that. 

Q Can you look at it? 

A There are obviously those kind of decisions being 
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made all the time, but I just don't have anything on that 
specific. 


Q Can you look at it? 
Chuck, could we go back to the question of 
Elliott Abrams and his knowledge of this? It wasn't clear to 


me in the exchange here whether it was you who asked Abrams or 
whether it was somebody else who asked Abrams who -- 


a I've talked to him. 


Q You've talked to him. Has the Secretary talked 
to him about this? 


a I don't know whether the Secretary has or not. 
Q Well, it fairly germane. You said that no State 


Department official was aware of this. I'm wondering how 
you're in a position to know this? 


a That's because it has been checked across a wide 
range. 
Q By whom? 
By the appropriate peuple. 
Q Who are? It's not a silly question. 
i) [I'm answering the question. fhat's what ['ve got 
for you. 


Q More specifically, has the Secretary polled his 
assistant secretaries to ask if they or anyone in their 
departments has been aware of wha’''s going on? Has there been 
this kind of inquiry? 


) That answer applies to the Department That was 
the answer [ gave. 


Q Yes. 


a Beyond that. I[ said, in response to any aspect of 
this inquiry, that the Justice Department was to follow up, 
needs more information on it, etc., we're going to be fully 
cooperative. 
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Q Do I understand you to have said that the 
Secretary has, in fact, polled his assistant secretaries to see 
if any of them knew or -- 


a I'm not going to get into who polls whom. I've 
given you an answer. That's the answer from the podium here. 


Q Since Mr. Abrams makes policy in Central America 
and Latin America, he has a great interest into the matter of 
the Nicaragua Sandinista and the support for the Contra, will 
he be able to possibly have a special briefing after the 
holiday with the reporters here to ask questions, or to answer 
questions? 


a I think the answer to that is subsumed in what 
I've said earlier. There's an inquiry going on. And, as a 
consequence, to go into the kinds of facts at this point, is 
just not appropriate. 


Ralph? 


Q Can I come back to the funding question again for 
a minute and whether they needed the money and whether you saw 
any evidence of whether they needed the money, and so on? It 
just seems to me that we're entitled to a fair amount of 
skepticism of your ansuer that to your knowledge the Contras 
were not receiving any infusions of outside funds, and you've 
cited several examples of that. 


You'd be between a rock and a hard place if you now 
said that the Contras -- that you had evidence that they were 
receiving this money and they didn't have to buy medicine on 
credit. That would undermine the Administration's argument to 
provide the $100 million which you made on the Hill. 


It seems to me that there could be a motivation in 
your statement today to be consistent with the Administration's 
arguments that the Contras needed the money, a motivation which 
could prevent some officials from seeing evidence that the 
Contras were getting all the money? 


f°) Ralph, all I can do for you is operate on the 
basis of the facts. I've gone over with people who dealt with 
this program, how they made their evaluations, what their 
impressions were, and that is accurately reflected in what I've 
tried to give you. Beyond that, we simply just don't have the 
rest of the facts to operate with as to how much additional 
money we may be talking about. 
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and so, as 4 consequence, I've tried to help you 4s 
far as I can at this moment; but until there are more details 
in hand, I just can't do any better than that. 


On the subject of who knew what, do you have any 
indication of who in the State Department knew anything about 
the Iran deal and what they knew from January 17 to November 4? 


A That's not something that I'm ina position to 
lay out for you on 4 day-by-day basis; no. 


Chuck, on this Contra Funding thing, I assume 
there's an element of trust in any of these relationships. So 
when Abrams and the other people were talking with Calero and 
the other leaders of the Contras and the public funding was 
coming uP. wasn't it incumbent upon Calero to say. look, don't 
worry, we've got $12 million under the table and we're going to 
be okay, just sweat it out? 


a I just can't help you on those kinds of questions 
because I just don't know what the facts were. Neither do you. 
I suppose. 

Q It seems like 4 logical -- 

a { just am not going to get into 4 position of 


speculating on those kind of questions I just have no way of 
making those judgments. 


In light of -- two points In light of Israel's 
statement last night, is the State Department reviewing 
Israel's past denials of any involvement 1” their knowledge of 
arms shipments to [ran? 


ne Concerning any aspects of this inquiry, and that 
all has to fall for me under this guise of inquiry, i'm just 
not in 4 position to go into any aspect of that 


The spokesman stood up there repeatedly in the 
past to say that we have assured by Israel that they have no 
knowledge of this, they're not involved 1 this. 


a There 18 @4 review underway There 1s an inquiry. 
and [I just can't go beyond that. 


Q Do you have any information of a Saudi role in 
this? There are reports in my newspaper and the washington 
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Times today suggesting that the Saudis paid for, at least, a 
large chunk of the Iranian arms? 


Aa No, I don't have anything on that. 


Q Can I ask you again about the Israeli statement? 
The Israeli Government -- the Prime Minister and the Defense 
Minister and the Deputy Prime Minister -- issued a formal 
statement yesterday saying that they were under instructions 
from a United State representative to have money for these 
weapons deposited in a Swiss bank. 


Can you tell us who the United States representative 
was? 


a For the same reasons I can't answer some of these 
other questions, I[ can't answer that one. 


Q But wait a minute That's not a question arising 
out of some inquiry; that's a question arising out of a public 
official Israeli Government statement about a US. 
representative. 


A There's an inquiry undecway and the Department of 
Justice is conducting it. And, as a consequence, [I'm just not 
authorized to go into any of those kind of questions. 


Q But do you mean that the Israeli Government's 
statement does not refer to any US. State Department or 
diplomatic representative? 


rs) Ralph, I'm not commenting on what it refers to or 
doesn't refer to. [I'm just saying [ can't address those kind 
of questions. That's the simple answer 


Q Chuck, Edwin Meese said that the [sraeli were 
involved. You always said the Israeli were not involved I, 
myself, asked you more than ten times this question and always 
you said the Israelis told us they are not involved in any 
weapons to Iran. Have they been deceiving the State Department 
or not? 


a The Attorney General spoke to the facts that he 
chose to make public and there is an inquiry, and -- 

Q He said -- 

a -- there will be more facts, I assume, as has 


been promised. 
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Q I know, but he said the [Israelis were involved. 
a It will come out as a result of that inquiry. 


Q I know, but he said the [Israeli were involved, 
without any, he said that -- 


a You can go ahead and ask your questions but 
unfortunately you're getting into areas in which ['m not able 
to comment on. 


Q Does the State Department agree with Mr. Meese's 
revelations yesterday in the White House about the role of 
Israel? 


a It's not a question of me to agree or disagree. 
The Attorney General was there speaking on behalf of the 
Administration. 


Q Are you, on this podium, under instructions from 
Mr. Shultz, who is a good friend and supporter of the strategic 
cooperation between Israel and the United States more than any 
other Administration officials, not to talk about the I[sraeli 
role as Mr. Meese talked about it yesterday? 


a First, [ have to say [ reject totally the premise 
of your question, and I'r sorry you raise that kind of a 
question here in the context of this Briefing Room. 


The answer is that I'm here responding to your 
questions as best [ can. Tfhere are some [ cannot respond to for 
the sole reason that there's an inquiry underway 


Q Chuck, the New York Times twice, because they 
apparently were impressed with the quote from an anonymous 
prominent official, in two front-page stories today as saying 
“we look like liars around the world “" I wonder if you could 
share with us, if it's possible, how the Secretary or the State 
Department feel about the impact of these disclosures on the 
U.S. image around the world? Has it been hurt? 





a First of all, I can't comment directly on that 
particular question as to what the impact on our image around 
the world may have been 


Let me put it in the future tense, as the Secretary 
did last night, for example, at the ALD birthday party. He 
said -- let me not quote him; let me just go on my own, I 
suppose. 
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The goals of our foreign policy, as stated by the 
President in his speech earlier this month, remain in effect. 
That's what we're telling our allies. We're going to pursue 
these goals vigorously. We're going to use what influence we 
have to bring the Iran-Iraq war to an honorable end with the 
sovereignty and territorial integrity of both sides intact. 


Our embargo on arms to Iran is fully in place. 
Operation “Staunch" continues to be pursued vigorously. We 
will see what we can do to establish a more constructive 
relationship with Iran. 


Finally, we're determined to secure an end to 
state-sponsored terrorism and the safe return of all the 
hostages. So as we talk to our allies, those are the kind of 
things that we're explaining to them. 


As the Secretary said last night -- I might quote that 
to you -- these are the objectives that the President has set 
out. The Secretary, of course, said he fully subscribes to 
them and supports them and intends to be very much a part of 
the effort to bring them to fruition. 


Q He even said he's enthusiastic about it. But -- 
“ He said a lot more than that, if you want more -- 
Q Sure. And he was very clear on what he said. 


But it was also clear that he was speaking specifically of 
three objectives. He was speaking of looking for a better 
relationship with lran, ending the lran-Iraq war, and defeating 
terrorism -- the scourge of terrorism, he called it 


I appreciate your response, but I was sort of reaching 
broader than our policy toward the Persian Gulf and on 
terrorism. I was asking -- I would imagine European 
governments, for instance, may have some opinions about these 
disclosures and I wondered if the United States feels some loss 
of face? Do we look like liars to -- I don't suppose it 
matters much how we look to the Iranian Government -- but I 
mean to allied governments? 


a Concerning what their perceptions are, you'll 
have to talk to them. What ['ve tried to describe to you is 
what we're doing, what we're going forward with with our allies 
in Europe, in the Middle East and elsewhere, to explain what 
our policies are, and I might say that you referred to what the 
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Secretary said last night, which were sort of off-the-cuff 
remarks. I've given you an even fuller explanation of our 
goals and policies are in what I've just said. 


Michael? 


Q While we're on the subject of policies, C8S Radio 
this morning raised the possibility -- it said the probability 
that the Secretary will not be around to implement this policy 
much longer. I believe it said that the Secretary had placed 
his resignation on the President's table on Saturday where it 
lingers yet and that given a couple, three months, he will 
resign. Do you have any comment on that? 


a [ do. That report is absolutely false. [t's 
dead wrong. The Attorney General said yesterday at the White 
House that the question of Secretary Shultz's remaining in his 
position has not been a matter of conjecture or discussion or 
inquiry. 


I'll add to that today, from the podium, that this 
issue has never been raised. [fo take it beyond that, the 
Secretary is with the President all the way. He serves, of 
course, at the President's pleasure. [the President wants him 
to continue, and the Secretary has every intention of staying 
the course. 


Q The Attorney General yesterday said -- 
Q To the end of the Administration? 
a Yes 


-- said that in the NSC discussion, at the 
beginning of year when the decision was actually finally made 
by the President to go ahead with this Iran operation, that 
there was a difference, it was a split decision within the 
NSC. He started to say two people were opposed to the policy 
The President ultimately decided to go with it 


Can you say whether Secretary Shultz was one of -- on 
which side he was in that discussion’ 


a First of all, the President himself addressed 
that, [I think, at the start of his press conference about the 
nature of those discussions The Secretary has made clear that 
in concerning the goals of that policy. he's wholeheartedly 
behind him and has been behind him 
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The one aspect concerning arms shipments, the Deputy 
Secretary said the day before yesterday and I said yesterday 
that that was not something the Secretary favored. 


Q Chuck, “to stay the course to the end.” I'm 
sorry, I didn't understand it. The end of what? To the end of 
the Administration? 


a Yes. 
Q Is that what you mean? 
4 Yes. 


The New York Times today. which has been on this 
track before, and this course before, talks in less -- you 
know, in softer terms than the C8S report but speaks of come 
February, perhaps, the Chair at Stanford will look more 
attractive. Actually, [ have a factual question, among other 
things. 





Is that a permanent job? Is that -- I don't know too 
much about how university professorships work. At any point, 
can Mr. Shultz claim his Chair and go back to Stanford and 
teach? Or does it expire at a certain point as Henry 
Kissinger's did? 


a Although the question, of course, has no direct 
relevance, and [I'm trying to be as nice as [I can on this -- 


Q No, to 1989? 


i) -- but a lot of the questions that have 
circulated over the previous weeks -- but. no, to go to the 
details, I understand he's on leave technically from Stanford 
It's not like the Kissinger Chair [ dun't want to comment on 
the relative policies of the two universities 


I don't know how you could comment on whether he 
would find that Chair attractive, or something That goes to 
what people are feeling. [t's a pretty straight statement you 
gave. 


a From what I've said, Barry. I couldn't be 
clearer. The Secretary, at this moment and for the foreseeable 
future to the end of this Administration, does not see that 
Chair as his preferred option 
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Q Did the Secretary tell this to his staff this 
morning or is this the first sort of public statement about 
that? Will people learn about it from the briefing? 


a I'm sort of not in the habit of sort of saying 
what he says at his staff meetings. I'm not sure that among 
his staff that there has been the great agitation that there 
may have been outside. 


Q Can you just say if he didn't this morning sort 
of say, let's move ahead. and say he was planning to stay? 
Isn't that -- 


G Without commenting on what the Secretary said 
this morning, the Secretary is always forward-looking. He is 
always working on our policy for the future, and that's what 
he's doing now. He's been doing that for the past four or five 
weeks. He's been doing that since he became Secretary of State 


Q Chuck, on that, you mentioned what he said last 
night, and the number one goal that you mentioned was ending 
the Iran-Iraq war. [he wires are reporting that there was a 
very heavy Iranian missile, or rocket attack on a densely 
populated area -- Baghdad -- with 53 dead -- 


a Do you have a question? 

Q Yeah. Is there any way you could figure out 
whether those rockets were from the U § ’ 

a [ have no way of figuring that out 

Q Can we move on to something different? 

Q Do you have any comment on the Philippine 
ceasefire? 

a I really don't have any comment on the Philippine 


ceasefire. We don't have any official confirmation, for 
example, of the various agreements you've seen talked about 
We don't have any details really. only to say that we would 
welcome any constructive accord that would help to reduce 
violence and promote stability in the Philippines 


Q Only one follow up on the embargo The President 
said there is technical steps he will, you know, cancel the 
17th of January -- would give authority to export arms Has 
this been cancelled or not, when you said the embargo is still 
on 








-25- Wednesday. 11/26/86 


a I just don't know that detail. What I said very 
clearly is that the embargo is still on and the President said 
very clearly -- 


Q What about the 17th of lanvary? 
Q What about the finding? Who authorized it? 


Q On that embargo question, how can you say that 
the embargo is fully in force if you don't know where the money 
ig and how it's being used? Couldn't the money still be used 
to provide American weapons to [ran by someone in the 
government perhaps? Maybe even in the White House. You don't 
know at this point. There's an inquiry going on, you've told 
us a thousand times. You can't say what the embargo is. 


i) All I can is that the President has said there 
will be no further shipments. And to my mind, that has to be 
taken as the definitivs word. 


Q Does that mean from any country? 

a I can only speak for the United States. 

Q Do you have anything on the French deal for the 
hostages? 

“ No 

Q There's been a report on that? 

A No, [ don't. Matt? ['ve only got a couple 
minutes. 

Q Do you have any comment on a report that Mr 
Buckley had been flown at some point to [ran -- the hostage? 

a No. 

Q Do you have any comment on the Washington Post 





report of yesterday, which [ don't think we asked you about, 
about Mr. Buckley? 


a All I would have said is that we don't have any 
confirmation that he's dead, and as a consequence we continue 
to hope very much that he's alive 
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AFP? 

Q I'm sorry. I understand that Mr. Duarte is in 
the uc. Is he going to meet with U.S. officials? 

A I don't have any information of his schedule, but 


we'll take a look and get you an answer on that. 


Q Thank you 


(Press briefing concluded at 1:24 p.m.) 
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MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
One announcement : 


Secretary Shultz will travel to London and Brussels 
December 8 through 12. [In the UK. December 9, he will hold 
discussions at Chevening with U K. Foreign Secretary Sir 
Geoffrey Howe. 


The Secretary will be in Brussels December 10 to 12. 
He will attend the fall Ministerial Meeting of the North 
Atlantic Council. That's on December 11 and 12 He will lead 
the U.S. delegation to the annual Ministerial-level 
consultations between the United States and the European 
Economic Community. That's on December 12. On the margins of 
the North Atlantic Council meeting, the Secretary will meet 
with a number of Foreign Ministers. 


A sign-up sheet has been posted in the main Press 
Office for those of you wishing to apply for a seat on the 
Secretary's plane The sheet will be taken down and 
applications closed at 12 00 noon on Wednesday, December 3. 


In preparation for that trip, we have arranged for a 
BACKGROUNDER here in the press briefing room at 10:00 a.m. on 
December 8 That will be basically a curtain-raiser on this 
meeting of the North Atlantic Council 


Q When does the plane leave on the Bth, for those 
of us -- 

a During the afternoon 

Q Are there any other possible stops, or is this 


pretty firm? 


Qa I think that's firm 


Q Were Justice Department investigators here over 
the weekend questioning or looking at State Department files?’ 
And do you have a revised, or do you have a statement on what 
the State Department -- if there are any files -- what the 
State Department may have known or didn't know about either, 
generally, the arms shipments to Iran, and, specifically, about 
the diversion of Funds to the contras?’ 
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A I don't have any revised appreciation on any of 
those questions that you posed at the end. The answer to the 
question as to whether there were people here over the weekend 
is no. 


The Attorney General formally requested on November 28 
that the Department of State, as well as other agencies, 
assemble for review by and transmission to the FBI all records 
relevant to the ongoing investigation. The Secretary 
immediately pledged full cooperation, and the process of 
locating documents was initiated at once. Appropriate 
Department officers have been in contact with FBI investigators 
over the weekend and are proceeding in full cooperation with 
the FBI. 


Q If the Department wasn't involved in all of this, 
how many documents might there be? 


i) I really can't estimate how many documents, if 
any, there might be, but this is part of the investigation. 
All the agencies that are involved in the national security 
process have been asked to go through their files to produce 
whatever documents are relevant to this investigation in line 
with the directives of the FBI, and so that's what we're doing 
and that's what other agencies are doing as well 


Q In searching for those documents, nothing has 
been found by you all or the leadership of the Department to 
revise your previous statements about what the Department knew 
or didn't know, or whether it was operationally involved or not? 


a That's right 


Q Have any of the documents actually been handed 
over to them at this point? 








ve The status at present is as | described it that 
we are in the process of locating documents at this point, and 
then the process calls for review by and transmission to the 
FBI. 


Q There were no FSI people here in the building, 
then, over the weekend? 

a That's right, there were not 

Q And the individuals who have been talked to by 


the FBI, has that process begun? Have they had formal 
interviews with FBI people, as you indicated’ 


a I don't believe, at this point in any case, that 
any people in this building have been interviewed by the FB6I. 


dee 
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Q Chuck, there was nothing before the 28th from the 
Justice Department or the FBI, huh? The reason I ask is that 
the Justice Department investigation began on November 21 and 
the FBI got into it on the 26th. 


a What [I said was, first of all, I specified 
November 28 being the date that the Attorney General formally 
requested that these various agencies assemble any documents 
they might have. 


Obviously there have been some legal steps that have 
been taken prior to that [ don't have a whole history for 
you. In response to another question that you raise -- 
something [ saw in the paper -- about whether instructions, for 
example, had been issued to people not to destroy any 
Iran-related documents, that again is standard legal 
procedure. The Legal Advisor in this building, for example. 
did provide such advice to all Department principals on 
November 26. He had earlier taken such action with respect to 
our key principal officers even before that. 


Q Can you say when that was earlier? 
A [ don't know how much earlier than that, no. 
Q Is it only relating to Iran or is it relating to 


anything having to do with the sale of arms, the transfer of 
arms -- say, Central America?’ 


a The exact scope of the definition of the 
investigation, IL'd have to rely on the f6l Whatever it is 
that they have defined as the scope is exactly what we're 
complying with 


Q No, what | meant 1$, you said, | believe, that 
your Legal Advisor told people, the responsible people, in the 
Department not to destroy documents relating to Iran were 
they also told not to destroy documents relating to aid to the 
contras from outside sources? 


a To the extent it relates to Iran, obviously 
that's included. 


Q It 16 included Okay 


Q Chuck, isn't it @ Fact that based on information 
provided by the Treasury. I think specifically Customs, the 
State Department has instituted a demarche to [srael to get 
Israel to stop a current arms shipment to Iran via Nigeria? 


a Don't have anything on it at all 
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Q If you could take it, because if it is the case 


it would indicate that Israel is still shipping arms to Iran; 
and the question then, of course, would be, what is the U.S. 


going to do about the continued armed shipments by an ally. 


a I'd encourage you to address those questions to 
Justice; as you indicate, if there is such a story they're 
involved init. My difficulty at the present time is that 
because of the investigation, I'm simply limited in my ability 
to talk about these kinds of questions. 


Q But Chuck, what's the current policy? Are we 
urging other countries not to send any arms? 


a That is the current policy 


Q Chuck, when you said the Legal Advisor asked the 
main people not to destroy any documents at some time previous, 
is that after the disclosure or does it go way back? Can you 
place it in time, roughly. when that advice was given? 


a That's after the disclosure, certainly. 
Q After disclosure 


Chuck, earlier you were asked whether anyone has 
been interviewed yet From the State Department You said you 
didn't think so 


a That was in response to @ question about the FBI 
conducting interviews, not going back to what [ said earlier 
about the Attorney General and his people who did talk to a few 
people during that first weekend when this was being First 
worked on. 


Q Okay. Can you tell us. first of all, aside from 
the Secretary, who has been interviewed by the Attorney 
General's people? And also can you tell us whether Elliott 
Abrams has been interviewed by anyone in the Justice Department 
in connection with this matter, whether it's the attorney 
General's people or the FBI? ['m not clear 


a I'm not in @ position to give you a name-by-name 
rundown of the number of people that have been interviewed or 
that will be interviewed I'd have to leave it with just a 
general answer -- that is, ['ve said several times now the 
Department is going to be fully cooperative so that the people 
that people want to talk to will certainly be available to talk 
to them. 








-5- Monday. 12/1/86 


Q Is the meeting between Shultz and the Senate 


Intelligence Committee that I think you referred to last week 
as occurring, I think planned for Monday, is that still on? 


a I didn't refer to any meeting between the 
Secretary and the Senate Intelligence Committee. 


Q I thought you were asked whether he would 
testify. and you said he would meet with them or something like 
that. 


a As I understand it, thus far it is a 
breakfast/closed meeting with Members of the House. 


Q Members of the House? 
a Next Monday 
Q On Monday? 


Do you know whether these documents include any 
facilitation of travel on any of these trips that McFarlane or 
anybody else took with American Embassy participation? 


a [ can't give you any details at all concerning 
documents or any other .spect of that case 


Q Has the investigation particularly zeroed in on 
the Nicaraguan humanitarian assistance office? 


4 Once again, ['m just not in @ position to confirm 
or deny any aspect of the investigation when you start getting 
into details like that 


Q Chuck, has the United States discussed this 
matter with the Soviet Union at all, particularly with regard 
to some comments made over the weekend’ What prompts my 
question is comments made over the weekend by Larry Eagleburger 


in the Washington Post suggesting that the Soviet Union might 
want to take advantage of this episode 


Has the US attempted to prevent that by discussing 
anything about this matter with the Soviets and perhaps 
expressing an interest in continuing discussions on regional 
conflicts or on arms control? 


“ I'm not sure I understand totally the thrust of 
your question. But, in any case, on the couple of areas you 
picked out at the end, we have indicated over some time our 
interest in pursuing these regional discussions, as have the 
Soviets; and I think it's understood on both sides that that 
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process will continue in the future as it has in the past. And 
on arms control, of course, Max Kampelman and some of his 
people are in Geneva today for talks starting tomorrow which 
are expected to run through the end of this week with their 
Soviet counterparts. 


Q Is there anything further you can say about those 
talks this week? 


a Not really. I saw, and I suppose you have as 
well, the kinds of things that Kampelman said on his arrival in 
Geneva, and I think that accurately captures the spirit of the 
talks as we see them. 


Q Chuck, do you have any assessment of the Iraqi 
reaction to the whole matter? Can you give us any reading on 
that? 


a No, I don't 
Q Can you take the question? 
i) No. 


Q Chuck, to get back to the question of collating 
all the interesting documents for the FBI. given the 
probability that these documents are probably cistributed among 
a number of bureaus, is there one single official? And, if so. 
who is it at the State Department who 1s responsible for 
compiling all these and turning them over to the FBI? Or is it 
done willy-nilly? 


a No, it's not done willy-nilly 
Q Thank you (Laughter) 
a There are established procedures, chain of 


custody, the kind of normal procedures that are followed in an 
investigation. The office that's in charge of this is Judge 
Sofaer's office. The exact individual -- [ assume there are a 
number of people dealing with it. but basically it falls under 
the purview of Judge Sofaer and his office 


Q Chuck, can you be more to specifics when you “say 
appropriate Department officers have been in touch?" What 
agency, or are you talking about the assistant Secretary 
level? Who are you talking about’ 


Q Those contacts are simply the contacts that have 
taken place between our legal people and the FBI in order to 
fulfill the requirements that the FBI has levied 
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Q In other words, we're not talking about people 
who might necessarily be involved in interviews with the F8I? 


a No. 


Q Can you be any more specific about what these 
documents are? Are they about arms sales to Iran, or what? 


a I can't be any more specific The FBI, as you 
know, is involved in an investigation. They have defined the 
kinds of documents in which they would be interested in the 
course of that investigation, and that's what we're doing. 


Q Another subject, when you have a chance? 


No, same subject, please. Can you say whether 
copies of all of this material will also be made available to 
the Tower Commission, in light of the fact the Tower Commission 
hasn't really gotten started yet -- they haven't had a chance 
to request it -- or would that be done through the FBI? In 
other words, would there be a separate. independent channel of 
investigation and cooperation with the Tower Commission? 


“ I just don't know the answer to that now 


One more question, Chuck, on this subject. You 
say that the FBI is defining the kinds of documents they want 
to see. Does that mean that the State Department will supply 
to the FBI and Justice Department only those documents, or the 
generic documents which are requested and that there will be no 
independent State Department investigation into what kinds of 
material may, in fact, be relevant? My point being that the 
FBI request for certain kinds of documents may, in fact, leave 
out others that may be relevant 


va My first answer would be that the FBI request is 
not likely to be couched so narrowly that it leaves out 
documents that are relevant But, beyond that. I just 
reiterate what ['ve said now at least two or three times 
today: that it's our intention in this Department, as well as 
that, I'm sure, of other agencies because the President has 
called for that, to be as fully cooperative as we can. 


Q Can you say when the Secretary will testify on 
this matter? Has he deen asked to testify’ 


a I know of no plans for testimony at this point 


Q Chuck, after the Secretary made his opposition to 
the policy known privately. did he avail himself of 
opportunities to be briefed on what was going on in 1986 on the 
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McFarlane trip to Iran and other issues? When afforded the 
opportunity, did he avail himself of it? 


a In response to that kind of question (or) others 
which deal again with the details. [I'm just not in a position 
to go into any of those kind of details. There is a Justice 
Department investigation going on. There's a special review 
board that the President has just launched this morning. Those 
people -- 


Q Well. that -- 


-- if I could just finish a second Those people 
have been charged with looking into a number of aspects of this 
affair. The Secretary and all the people in this Department 
are going to be fully cooperative, and that's where the record 
is going to be laid out And | prefer to keep it in that 
channel, where it's being done professionally, rather than 
getting into it here publicly from the podium. Chris? 


Q [ think, to follow up that question, let's not 
talk about sort of the past, but when Deputy Secretary 
Whitehead appeared on Monday, Representative Mica basically 
wanted to know, since this story has now been out for three 
weeks, is the Department attempting to get up to speed on it 


The Department continues to say “we were not 
informed,” etc., but after the fact now, what are you doing to 
become informed on the subject? 


a We're attempting to do exactly that to become 
informed 


Q And are you having any success’ 


a What you define as “success.” [I'm not ina 
position to characterize, but this policy 18 being handled now 
through normal channels The people that deal with that policy 
are being informed as to what has happened up until now so that 
we know where our policy should go From this point forward 


Q There was. I guess. an inter-agency meeting last 
week on it. Will there continue to be regular meetings? 


a There will continue to be a normal process 
Michael? 


Can you tell us yet how many times McFarlane, who 
said he briefed the Secretary frequently and often and in 
detail about what was going on with the Iran opening -- can you 
tell us how often Mr. McFarlane briefed the Secretary, and when 
was the last time? I'm not asking about the contents, I'm 
simply asking how many times and when was the last time 
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a Once again that goes into the question of laying 
out the record, and I fall back on @ previous answer I gave in 
response to John's question -- 


Q I'm not asking for the contents -- 


a -~- but I have seen -- and I have this only 
second-hand -- but I have seen it attributed by some of your 
colleagues to Mr. McFarlane himself, others to his staff, 
indicating that what you have said is not exactly a portrayal 
of what he says he now meant to imply by his contacts with the 
Secretary. 


Q Can I follow that up? 
a Sure. 


Q What McFarlane says is that he kept the Secretary 
abreast so long as he was the NSC Adviser at the White House, 
and that in 1986 he asked Poindexter whether the Secretary 
would be kept up to speed and Poindexter told him he would be. 
Do you know in fact whether he was then appraised of the May 
trip and other such events? - 


a My answer to all those kinds of questions will be 
the same as I gave you a little earlier, and [ won't go through 
all the reasons why I'm not going to go into laying out who did 
what to whom at any given point 


Q Another subject? Is it possible to go to another 
subject? 

Q Chuck, on this, you made reference -- totally, I 
think -- to documents in this Building Would this apply to 


posts abroad too? Would you be asking the relevant posts 
abroad to provide these documents’ 


“ When I speak of the State Department -- 
Q Totally. 
-- I speak of a total 
Q Chuck, do you have any comment on the Ambassador 
to Italy, the comments that are attributed to him and about him 


in the papers? 


a No, I don't have any 


Q And just one more Would the Secretary have kept 
a record of talks or briefings from McFarlane if they had 





occurred? Would he have dictated @ memo about such a 
conversation that might be in the building? 


a My answer is the one I've given several times now 
-- that the Secretary himself, as well as everyone else, is 
prepared to be fully cooperative. All the kinds of 
information, those kinds of questions as well as any others, 
are being provided to the people who are putting together the 
overall picture. And, as a consequence, I'll throw all answers 
to those kinds of questions into that category. 


Q Chuck, do you know whether the Secretary was 
aware of the report over the weekend that there was a 1961 
Israeli shipment and that his predecessor had given explicit 
permission for that shipment to go forward? 


4 Once again I have to throw that into the general 
hopper of not being able to go into any of these stories. 


Q Do you know if the Secretary is planning a press 
conference prior to going to Europe in order to first explain 
to the American people how he's going to explain to the 
European Allies what the US. has been doing? 


a As of now [I don't have any firm plans for a press 
conference The Secretary of course is going to Europe. He'll 
be meeting with NATO Allies. and he'll be explaining our policy 
to them. But, no, I don't at this point foresee. even if he 
did have a press conference, that he would call it for the 
wtih. of saying, “This is what I'm going to tell the NATO 
fs) es." 


Q You say you don't have any firm plans Does that 
mean that there is the possibility of one this week? 


A I never rule out the possibility 


Q Does Ambassador Murphy have any plans to travel 
to his region in the near future?’ 


a I don't have anything on Murphy's travels 


Q Chuck, can you characterize the whole Arab 
reaction? I mean last time when you had the raid against 
Libya, you characterized the reaction Can you characterize 
now the reaction of the arab countries toward this -- 


a No. Once again, if you're interested in their 
reaction, I think you should be talking to them 


Q I know, but how can you characterize it? They 
have communication with you? How can you characterize their 
reactions? 
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a I just have no way to characterize it. 

~ Another subject? 

Q No wait. One last question, Barry. 

~ Sure 

Q That is, the Secretary was on record recently as 


saying, in connection with [ran, that he was fully behind the 
President and supported him across the board The Presicent in 
the meantime has, in the interview with Time magazire, blamed 
the press for the consequences if not the whole birth of this 
program. I was wondering if the Secretary shared the 
President's view in blaming the press for this 


ry I just don’t have anything on that one. Matt? 


Q Can you give us any kind of a preview as to what 
the Secretary -- [I know there's a briefing, but the general 
statements that he might be making to the Allies about this 
topic? 


a No 
Q Another subject. please’ 
“ Sure 


Q Chile and the United States’ vote last Friday 
Unless ['m mistaken, the United States voted against the 
resolution condemning Chile for its human rights violations I 
wonder if you can tell us why the United States chose to be in 
that very small minority of five cuuntries 


a Along with 46 abstentions 


Q Well, abstentions, but it carried overwhelmingly 
-- something like 64 to $,. [ think 


a Let me say first that US policy toward Chile is 
to promote increased respect for human rights and a peaceful 
transition to democracy we've made clear our deep concern 
over the human rights situation in Chile both publicly and 
privately That policy has not changed since we successfully 
sponsored a human rights resolution on Chile at the United 
Nations Human Rights Commission last March 


We remain greatly concerned over the serious human 
rights violations in Chile. including the maintenance of 
restrictions on fundamental freedoms and the persistence of 
severe abuses, such as torture 
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The U.S. vote in the UN last Friday on the Chile 
resolution was determined fundamentally by the text of the 
resolution under consideration, just as was the case in the 
previous vote that I mentioned last March. We voted for the 
resolution on Chile at the UNHRC because it was balanced and 
constructive. We voted against the resolution in the UNGA 
Third Committee because in our judgment that resolution was not 
balanced or constructive. We made considerable efforts to 
revise the text of the Chile resolution so that we could have 
voted differently. 


And if people were really interested, I could give you 
some of the kinds of things that we were trying to get 
changed. But the most severe failing of the Third Committee 
resolution on Chile was that it did not make reference 
adequately to the disturbing environment of political violence 
and terrorism in Chile. In this regard especially, the 
resolution did not accurately reflect the work of the UN 
Special Rapporteur for Chile, who has won the respect of both 
Chilean Government officials and Chile's democratic opposition 
and human rights organizations. 


Q About almost a year ago there were stories about 
how the American Ambassador to Chile, to Santiago, was going 
out of his way to meet with opposition groups. And, as you 
well know, this was given great symbolic meaning that the 
United States was registering, in quiet way but in a not 
unusual way, its support for the evolution of democracy. Do 
you know if that Ambassador is still doing that? 


a Yes. He continues to do what he has always done 
there, which is to meet with a wide cross-section of the 
Chilean political spectrum. He meets with the government; he 
meets with people who are opposed to the government -- just as 
our Ambassadors do in almost every country around the world. 


Q Well, I assume -- certainly there's nobody 
opposed to government from the right. [ don't think it would 
go any further right. I'm talking about the democratic 
opposition. Are those among the people -- labor people, 
business people, the democrats, the social democrats, or 
political democrats? 


Aa The exact nature of the people he may have seen 
in the last week or two weeks or last month, [ just can't tell 
you. 


Q But he's still at it? 


i) Put his job there is to be our representative to 
Chile, to see and to meet with a wide cross-section of that 
society -- politically, as well as socially, and other aspects 
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Q Do you have any comment on the demonstration in 
South Korea and government action taken against it? 


A Very briefly, I would limit my remarks to simply 
reiterating our hope that all sides will pursue their goals 
through negotiations and compromise within the framework of 


democratic institutions. 


As we said last week, under the Korean constitution 
the government has an obligation to protect not only security 
and public order but also the freedom of association and speech. 


Q Was that protected? 


a I don't have any further comment than what I've 
given you. 


Q Chuck, back on Iran once again, have you any 
comment or can you confirm reports that some European Allies 
were shipping arms for the past four years to Iran, like France 
and Greece? 


A I don't have anything on, that. 


Q Do you know whether the Secretary has been 
consulted on the search for a new NSC Adviser? 


Aa I don't know what the nature of the President's 
consultations are. 


Q Chuck, in light of your assessment last week of 
the amount of materiel received by the contras, do you have any 
revision of that estimate or does that still stand -- the 


comments you made last week about whether the contras had 
received supplies at the time when they were not supposed to be 
receiving U.S. supplies?’ 


a No, I can't do any better than that As I 
indicated last week, it was a very uncertain estimate in any 
case; and that's, I guess, where I would leave it 


Q It's based on the best of your independent 
observations? 

=) That's right 

Q Do I remember you correctly as saying last week 


that Elliott Abrams had no knowledge of the source of funds 
that were paying for the supplies reaching the contras? 


a No, [ didn't say that 
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Q Could you remind me of what it was you did say? 


A You're free to check the record. I don't want to 
try to paraphrase it. 


Q Well, let me ask the question again, then. What 
did Elliott know, and when did he know it, about in the period 
when CIA and U.S. Government assistance to the contras was 
Congressionally barred? What did this building know about the 
source of funds that were paying for those supplies? 


A The answer [ gave you had to do with any source 
of funds that came from Iran, for example, and that I gave you 
a fairly -- not "fairly" -- I gave you a definitive answer to. 


Beyond that, we spent at least 35 or 40 minutes in 
that briefing trying to describe what the nature of our 
knowledge or absence of knowledge was during that period; and I 
just can't do any better than that. 


Q Chuck, in his Time magazine interview, the 
President claims that a third country -- i.e., [Israel -- 
deposited the money in the contras', or whoever's, bank account 
in Switzerland, but the [Israeli Government at the highest 
levels says, "No, no, the money was turned over to the CIA for 
deposit." So who's right? 


a There's an investigation under way. I just can't 
go into those questions at all. 


Q Are you concerned about the repercussions of all 
this on U.S.-Israeli relations? 


a At this point I don't have any reason to offer 
you any specific comment on that We have excellent relations 
between the two countries; they continue 


Q Is the U.S. Embassy in Switzerland making any 
effort to gain access to the records of these Swiss bank 
accounts as part of this investigation? 


A I just can't help you on aspects of the 
investigation. 


Q Thank you. 


A You're welcome. 


(The briefing concluded at 12 33 pm ) 
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MR. REDMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. By 
way cf introduction, just one very brief remark to say that the 
Secretary is delighted that the President has appointed Frank 
Carlucci to that position. He's delighted that he's appointed 
aman with such experience and stature with proven abilities 
across the full range of national security activities. The 
Secretary and the Department look forward to working closely 
with him. 


Q Do you happen to remember if the Secretary made a 
similar statement on the appointment of any of the last four 
National Security Advisors? 


A I think it's frequently been the case. 
Q He probably welcomed Poindexter, too? 
3) I think he did. 


Q I was just wondering if there's something special 
about his relationship with Carlucci who worked with Mr. 
Weinberger. So, if I can ask a follow up: do you think the 
Secretary will have a smooth working relationship with Mr. 
Carlucci as he seemed to have with McFarlane, for instance? 


A Without comparing him to other people, because I 
think that's very difficult to do, but, yes, I expect him to 
have a very smooth working relationship. 


Q Just a historic footnote, have they worked 
together? 

Ma I just don't know the answer to that question. 

Q Yesterday, there was a news conference by the 


anti-Khomeini Mujahedin in which they said they have a contract 
showing that there had been a systematic and vast amount of 
arms going from Israel, from an Israeli arms dealer, and that 
these arms were essentially American arms. 
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Has the State Department seen any evidence to either 
deny or confirm that? 


S I don't have anything on that report, in the 
first place. And, secondly, any stories dealing with arms to 
Iran in any context are questions I'm not going to be able to 
get into for the reasons that the Attorney General has 
explained in some detail. 


Q May I follow? And if this is a misinterpretation 
of what was said yesterday, please correct me. But when you 
were speaking of the collection of documents for the Attorney 
General, I think you said nothing had turned up so far to 
indicate that the State Department or anybody here was aware of 
the siphoning off of funds to the contra rebels. 


If I'm correct on that, can we expand the question now 
and ask you -- 


A First of all, just to make sure things are 
straight, I didn't comment at all on any documents -- how many 
documents, what was in them -- at all. Someone asked if I had 


any reason to change my appreciation on that particular 
question as expressed last week and I said, no, I did not. 


Q Okay. I didn't think it was a very exciting 
remark that you made, but I wonder if I could expand the 
question now and ask if anything had turned up, vDecause [ can't 
put it the way you did because you said nothing last week avout 
the Afghan rebels. But has anything showed up to suggest any 
of these funds went to the Savimbi people, to the Afghan 
rebels, or any of the other favorite insurgents of the Far 
right? 


A I can't help you on that kind of question. And 
even on the preceding question, it's the kind of thing for the 
same reason that the Attorney General said today -- things that 
he had said last week when they first launched into this, he 
was no longer in a position to simply keep repeating. Those 
remarks stand on their own merit. But now, because of the 
investigation, those are the kind of questions that I just 
can't comment on. 


Q Can you tell us whether the document search has 
been broaden to include those areas as well? 


A No, I can't give you any other details. 


Are we right -- there's always the investigation 
probably at the end of the century growing out of this. There 
are several going on; half a dozen that I know of, and one was 
just added today. At some point there has to be some room for 
questioning, and I thought it was established that the State 
Department, and certainly the Secretary of State, knew nothing 
about the provision -- the diversion of funds to the contras. 
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4 That's been stated. 


Q Okay. It has nothing to do with the 
investigation. It's been stated. So I can ask in the same 
way, did the Secretary or anybody at the State Department knew 
about funds being given to the Afghan rebels, to the Savimbi 
people, or to any other insurgent group? 


me Anything concerning arms shipments, diversions of 
funds, are simply off limits. I just can't answer them. I'm 
neither confirming or denying the stories. I just can't go 
into them. 


Q Mr. Perot today, or last night, said that he had 
been asked by Colonel North to provide $2 million for possible 
use in ransom for the hostages last May. Did the Secretary 
know about this or the State Department know about this? And 
could you repeat what our policy is on ransom payments? 


3) We don't have any knowledge of that story in this 
building. The White House addressed it from their perspective 
this morning. I think the answer was essentially the same. 


Our policy on that score, to reiterate it, is that 
U.S. Government policy is to make no concessions, not to pay 
ransom, to terrorists holding official or private U.S. citizens 
hostage. 


Q Does that mean that the U.S. Government will not 
pay ransom or does that mean that the U.S. Government does not 
condone the idea of paying ransom from whatever sources for 
American hostages? 


A What I could do for a more detailed explanation 
is to refer you to a document that we put out on a number of 
occasions. The one I found was on May 6, for example, in our 
Press Release No. 101. 


In there, you will find all of those questions 
addressed in some detail, but a key line, Ralph, would be that 
the United States strongly urges American companies and private 
citizens not to pay terrorist ransom demands. 


Q That would mean that -- putting aside whether 
Perot was or was not asked, but any private individual such as 
Perot would be urged strongly by the United States Government 
not to do what he has reported to have done; is that correct? 


A I've just read the policy which is, I think, 
fairly direct, and you can find in various ways explanations of 
that. It goes on for any number of paragraphs. 


Q What are the -- because ['m unclear on what he 
said -- the Secretary, in Chicago, made a reference to 
"do-re-mi" in 
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connection with paying ransom or not paying ransom. Do you 


remember what I'm talking about -- last week or the week before" 
a I remember faintly the remark. 
Q He said something about nobody is going to care 


about a little do-re-mi, or something to that effect? What was 
he referring to? 


a You'll have to check his remarks. I can't help 
you further on that, Matt. 


Q Is there a procedure, Chuck -- I'm sorry -- and I 
assume the State Department will be involved for a cooperative 
-— cooperation with the Swiss Government in actually looking 
into the contents of any accounts that may have been set up for 
this. Is there a formal procedure for doing that, and has the 
State Department begun such a procedure? 


oa Once again, you're in the area of arms shipments 
and that's under investigation. I can't comment. 


Q Chuck, can you deny or confirm here that you 
never asked the Kuwaitis to release the 17 prisoners in Kuwait? 


a) Our position on that particular question has been 
stated and restated. 


Q I know, but can you confirm that you never asked 
them, or -- 

A As I say, it's been stated and restated. Jeanne 

Q When we were asking about whether Iranian money 


got diverted to the contras, you were able to give us the 
impression of independent observers as to whether extra Funds 
had gone to the contras. 


If we're talking about Angola and Afghanistan now as 
possibly receiving funds -- rebels there -- can you tell us 
again if independent observers in those areas had any 
indication that rebel groups there were getting extra money 
from some source? 


A The reason I can't even volunteer to look into 
that question is the same one that I[ advanced earlier. There's 
an investigation. It all stems from this question of 
shipments, diversion of funds. As a consequence, ['m not at 
liberty to give you observations. 


Q Chuck, last week you were able to say -- 


4 At this point, there is now an investigation and 
[I'm no longer at liberty to give you those kind of 
observations. Just as the Attorney General said, he had had 
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some things to say at a certain point; he was no longer at 
liberty to address those questions which he had addressed some 
days earlier. 


Q Okay, because I was about to remind you that last 
week you said an independent observation -- 


os That's right. 


-~- indicates that the stuff didn't get to the 
contras; right? 


Q Also, Chuck -- 


‘ I don't know whethe, ~ said it didn't get to 
them; [ just simply said what our ~.- ctive evaluation showed 
at that point. 


Q Does that mean that you're broadening the blanket 
of no comment to cover any and all shipments of any and all 
weapons and any and all supply of funds to any and all areas of 
the world? You're not going to discuss the Afghan rebels ever 
again until this investigation is completed? 


2) The question I've had doesn't necessarily involve 
just the Afghan rebels, Ralph. You understood the question? 


Q The question had two specific -- 


A It had to do with diversion of funds for a 
particular cause, so it stems from the same question. [I think 
that's clear. 


Q It stems from the question. It doesn't stem from 
the question of diversion of funds to the contras, and it 
doesn't stem from the question of supply of weapons to Iran. 


i) What's under investigation, Ralph, are arms 
shipments to Iran and what happened to funds involved with 
those shipments. 


Q Right. 

A That's at the root of this question, and 
therefore [ can't comment on it. 

Barry? 

Q I was going to ask you if you're able to address 


the reports that the Saudis financed some or a lot of these 
arms shipments? 


a No, I can't address it. 
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Q I wonder if there's soing to be a way that -- or 
maybe this is the time to ask you. Since the Secretary 
publicly declared that the policy of discouraging friendly 
governments -- all governments -- from arming Iran -- was alive 
and well and being pursued vigorously, which is what he said 
upstairs during, I think, it was the AID anniversary 
celebration or something, then how is it not germane to ask you 
if one of your best friends in the Middle East, the Saudis. are 
helping arm [Iran or have helped arm Iran? 


o Whether or not it's germane to ask, I'm not 
addressing; ['m simply saying that's not a question [ can help 
you on. 


Q Well, Chuck, can you agree with the Saudi denial 
that these stories had no base at all? Can you agree with that? 


A You should talk to the Saudi Government. 


Q No, *he Saudi Government issued a statement that 
these stories are .«iseless. Can you agree with that or not? 


is) I'm not in a position of agreeing or disagreeing 
with every statement issued by every government around the 
world. It's just a matter of principle. [I'm not going to get 
into that. 


Q Let me try it this way. Presumably, we can talk 
about the future. The Secretary stands up and says, here is 
our policy, looking ahead. I don't want to talk about the 
past. I want to look ahead. He's looking ahead. A week ago 
he looked ahead and said, don't help the Iranians, don't help 
terrorist-supporting countries; the embargo that we're trying 
to put up against -- construct against Iran stands. 


What is the response? I[s he getting cooperation from 
the Saudis, for instance? 


A The answer to that question is simply a generic 
one. We're working with all of our friends and allies. The 
policy is as you have explained it. The Secretary addressed it 
at the AID function. [ had some words to say the day after 
that. That is the policy that we're pursuing, and we're 
pursuing it across the board. But ['m not going to, on a 
country-by-country or case-by-case basis, evaluate how it's 
succeeding. I can't do it. 


Q Time to ask, can you give any general evaluation 
yet? Are you getting a positive response? 


A I don't have any general evaluation 


Anything else? 
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Q Yes. Chuck, back in last December, December 6, 
the Secretary of State held a news conference in the State 
Department -- it could well have been his last one here, but 
I'm not sure of that -- at which he answered a question about 
tre downing of a Nicaraguan helicopter by use of ground-to-air 
missiles on the part of the contras, and his answer, the gist 
of his answer was, they found some missiles, they figured out 
how to use them, and I say I'm all for it, that's fine. 


That statement was made on the same day he got his 
first full-scale discussion at the White House of the Iran 
operation. Can you tell us whether he made that statement not 
knowing that those missiles may have been supplied as part of 
the operation about which he had been briefed on that day? 


“ Ralph, somebody is not making a connection here 
because the Secretary, as well as any number of Cabinet 
officials, were first informed about the connection that you 
are now referring to -- I believe it was Tuesday last when the 
Attorney General briefed the President and the members of the 
National Security Council at the White House. 


Q Well, all we know is that the Secretary said he 
had his first full-scalé discussion of the -- and I've 
forgotten how he phrased what it was that was discussed but -- 


A That was in reference to policy toward I[ran. 


Q To the policy toward Iran and -- the broad 
question that was asked was about the sales to [Iran and the 
missions to Iran, the weapons supplied to Iran and the missions 
that had been undertaken to deal with [ran. 


A Ralph, the bottom line is concerning any kind of 
diversion of funds toward Central America. 


Q Uh-huh. 
fs) It was not known to anyone until -— at least, 
speaking of the Secretary now -- until he was briefed on 


Tuesday last at the White House by the Attorney General. 

Q But we had no way of knowing that on the basis of 
what the Secretary told us about his full-scale discussions, so 
I'm glad to hear it. 


Q Did we -- in beginning this, did we interrupt a 
series of announcements that you were about to tell us about? 


is) No, nothing else. 


Q Well, what's with this speech that the Secretary 
is making on Africa? [Isn't it locked in now for 3:30 Thursday 
afternoon? 
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“ I don't have anything to offer you on that one 
now. 

Q Is there some problem? 

s I just don't have anything to offer you on that 
subject. 


Q Let me put it this way: there's a newspaper that 
says he's going to speak Thursday on Africa. Is the paper 
wrong? 

a Maybe you ought to talk to the newspaper. 

Q When the paper printed it, it was correct. 


I don't have anything to offer you, Barry, and 
you know, you can quote all the newspapers you want -- 


Q No, no. 
“ -- but I just don't have anything to offer you. 
Q I'm asking you about a printed report which 


apparently was accurate at the time, and I wondered how it 
suddenly lost its accuracy. 


a I'm not commenting on whether it's inaccurate or 
accurate. I'm simply -- I don't have anything to offer you on 
that. 

Q On the subject of Africa, Crocker made a speech 


in Detroit yesterday in which he volunteered U.S. help in 
mediation both within South Africa and with Angola and 
Mozambique. Has this been transmitted to the -- other than by 
the speech -- has this been transmitted to the Africans? 


a I just don't know, Jim. 


Q Well, what was he talking about? Is this an idea 
that came to him, and he's floating it there, or has it 
circulated among the parties who are involved? 


A We can look into that, Jim. [I don't have any 
idea. 


Back here. 


Q There was a story a few days ago in which a 
couple of members of Congress said there was what they 
described as a network of Soviet listening devices in the new 
embassy being built in Moscow. Do you have any comment on that? 


a Let me reiterate what some of you have heard 
before, I'm sure, that from the beginning we've carefully 
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monitored construction of the new embassy in Moscow from the 
point of view of security and construction quality. We've long 
been aware of the potential for problems. Teams of U.S. 
specialists have been and are in Moscow to monitor the 
Situation and to determine what steps the United States 
Government needs to take to ensure that the building is secure 
before it's occupied. 


Further construction of the chancery, which will be 
done only by American personnel, is being carefully coordinated 
with U.S. technical security specialists. We will not occupy 
the new embassy building until we are certain it's secure. 


Q Chuck, can lI -- 
a This fellow hasn't asked a question yet. 


Q There was a report in today's Post saying that a 
large number of U.S. Embassy officials have returned to Sudan. 
Does this indicate a change in U.S. policy towards the Sudan? 


a What it indicates is that -- you're right, first 
of all, in saying that over the past six months we've gradually 
increased the number of embassy personnel and dependents in 
Khartoum. We recently decided to rescind evacuation status, as 
it's called, for those still covered by it; and will henceforth 
monitor personnel numbers through regular administrative 
channels. 


We had maintained throughout this whole period full, 
uninterrupted diplomatic relations -- that hadn't changed; but 
it is true that mutual confidence has grown, and bilateral ties 
are now very good, in our view. I[ might just add, then, in 
terms of our programs there, most of which havz to do with AID, 
that after the draw-—down of most of our AID employees in April, 
our economic foreign aid program was put on hold. We continued 
with emergency Feeding operations, locust control, relief and 
rehabilitation activities, and the regular PL-480 food aid 
program. 


Now that AID employees are returning to post, we will 
resume a more normal AID program. We anticipate resuming an 
assistance program focusing on balance-of-payments support 
coupled with policy reform, rain-fed agriculture developments, 
energy, and health activities 


Q What about the level of the economic assistance 
that the Prime Minister of Sudan asked to be increased the last 
time? 


a I don't have anything on that 
Q Do you have any dollar figures for any of that? 
a No Those AID figures we've made available in 


the past. 
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Q But I thought it was declining in the last couple 
of years, and then the Prime Minister of Sudan met Shultz, it 
was reported that he had a pledge that you would increase your 
economic support to Sudan if they put some reforms in their 
economy. So what happened to these -- 


A I just don't have anything on that for you. 


Q Chuck, on the Secretary's pessible testimony or 
appearance in Congress -- 


Q Could we stay on Africa for a moment? 
A Oh, sure. 


Q On the subject of African countries or improving 
relations, I notice we sent an Ambassador to Zimbabwe. Does 
that indicate an improvement there where things were pretty bad 
last summer? 


A I'll have to look into that. As far as I 
understand, that's simply a replacement of an Ambassador. Our 
Ambassador in that particular post, the previous one, had 
resigned -- he was from the private sector -- but he's now been 
replaced. 


The steps we took, at least as I recall them, never 
included withdrawing our Ambassador, in any sense. 


Q There was a cutoff of aid, was it not? What 
steps were taken? 

A There were some steps regarding aid programs. 

Q They haven't been rescinded? 


A They haven't changed. 


Speaking of that problem, what's the status of 
our Ambassador to South Africa and our Ambassador to Syria? 
Either one of them going back? [I'm sorry -- Syria. 


A No, I don't have anything new on his plans. 


Q Could I ask you about the Secretary? Yesterday 
you were speaking about his -- he was prepared to have 
breakfast with members of some committees, but not to testify 
or something. Let me ask you today, because he's going ona 
trip. Will he be going to Congress, appearing before Congress, 
and is he prepared, if asked, to cooperate or to testify or 
answer questions of either the Special Prosecutor who is now 
about to be appointed or any of the other investigations going 
on. What is his situation regarding these various enquiries? 
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s First of all, there haven't been these specific 
requests, so what I'm saying is just in general. The President 
has said that the entire Administration will cooperate. You 
heard his words this morning. They will cooperate in various 
ways. 


The Secretary has said previously that he himself is 
prepared to cooperate. The Secretary's plan, schedule, now 
calls for him to have a session with the House Foreign Affairs 


Committee next Monday morning -- that's a closed session; it's 
not testimony --— and that's where things stand as of now. 
Q That's the breakfast session? 


A That's right. 


Q And now the Tower panel, which is looking into, 
not a criminal investigation, but into the role of the NSC. Is 
the Secretary going to participate in their enquiry, do you 
k nov)? 


A Whether or not he's been asked to participate by 
them -- and it's their call, of course, as to participation -- 
I don't know yet. They've just gotten underway, but once 
again, I'm sure that he and the Department are prepared to be 
fully cooperative. 


Q Can we ask, because I don't -- a standing 
request: when the papers are put together that you referred to 
yesterday, and are shipped off -- these would be the papers 
going to the Meese enquiry; now we have another enquiry -- 
would you let us know so we don't have to ask every day, 
whether the files nave been submitted, if you can? 


Aa If we can. 


Q Now that a National Security Adviser has been 
appointed, is there any change at all in the way that [ran 
policy is going to be handled from what you said last week? 


A No. 
Q Armacost remains the “point man" for it? 


A As I said last week, it will be handled through 
normal channels. That is an inter-agency process, in which 
there are a number of agencies that play a role. That includes 
the National Security Council. And when I refer to normal 
channels, that's exactly what I mean. I don't mean to imply 
that it's different than in the past. It's just that that 
policy is being handled in normal channels. 


Q So what's now Michael Armacost doing towards 
Iran? Is he contacting them or not? 
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2) The contents of the policy fall under the purview 
of diplomatic activity and we don't comment on that. 

Q So you have the diplomatic activity with [ran now? 

4 I say it falls under the general purview, and I 


won't comment. 


Q Chuck, you still opened up a door there for a 
minute. Wher you say, “It's no different than the past," I['m 
not quite -- 


a In terms of the inter-agency process -- 
Q Yes. 
a -- a normal channel, as you understand it, as we 


all understand it, concerning how foreign policy is developed, 
how the inter-agency process works. 


Q And how they are operationally conducted? 
a How they are conducted, how meetings are called, 
structured, et cetera; those are normal channels. 
Q But how the policy is operationally implemented. 
4 Normal channels. 
Normal channels -- but you said that “normal 


channels" was not to imply that there had been any change from 
the past. So you mean that Iran policy will be conducted in 
the same manner it was conducted under Poindexter and North, or 
in the same manner it was conducted in some past time before 
that, or -- 


a It has no reference to either one of those, Ralph. 
Q Well, what does it have reference to? 
A It means exactly what I said. It means it will be 


conducted in normal channels the way policies are conducted 
across-the-board. 


Q So what is Mr. Armacost's role? 


A That role has been explained; it hasn't changed. 
He is the person the Secretary has appointed to be particularly 
responsible for that policy. He's responsible for a lot of 
other policies, too. He is not devoting his full time to that 
particular effort; he has a lot of other responsibilities. 
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Q The Pentagon's legal counsel issued a very 
detailed memorandum to the Pentagon about exactly what kind of 
documents they were looking for -- it's a very detailed thing. 
Can you give us --— and he said that was in keeping with what 
Meese wanted in this memo. Can you give us any guidance or 
anything -- 


= No, other than to say what I said yesterday -- 


Q Any particular kinds of documents you're looking 
for concerning who, etc., etc., etc.? 


2) No, other than what I said yesterday that the 
Legal Adviser's Office is in charge of that. They've been in 
contact with the Attorney General and with the FBI, and they 
are implementing the same kind of instructions as they've been 
asked to implement by those agencies. 


Q A housekeeping question: On Monday, you 
scheduled a briefing for 10 o'clock, a background briefing on 
the trip. 


a Right. 
Q Unless the Secretary's schedule changes, it's 
possible, in fact probable, that people who are going on the 


trip may not be able to attend the briefing. Can you give us 
some assurance that one or the other will accommodate that? 


a We'll try our best. I don't know exactly what 
the departure times are. 


Q Could you try Friday, late afternoon? 

A We've tried that already. It didn't work. To 
get a qualified person to do the briefing, we can only get them 
on Monday morning. 

Q I just raised the issue so you're aware it exists. 

A We're aware of it, so that we would have 
preferred, ourselves, to do it at the end of the week, but it 
just couldn't be done. 

Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 1:00 P.M.) 
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(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 


One announcement. On behalf of the President, the 
Secretary of State today transmitted the 2ist Semiannual Report 
on the Implementation of the Helsinki Final Act to Senator 
Alfonse D'Amato, Chairman of the Commission on Security and 
Cooperation in Europe. This report, which covers April 1, ‘86, 
to October i, ‘86, concentrates on Soviet and East European 
compliance with commitments undertaken in Helsinki and Madrid. 


Although the record of compliance varied among the 
Eastern states during the six-month period covered by the 
report, overall performance remains seriously flawed in the 
area of human rights and human contacts. 


I've read you simply an extract from a longer press 
release, and ou can pick that up as well as copies of the 21st 
Semiannual Report in the Press Office after the briefing. 


Jim? 


Q That's it? Does the State Department have any 
knowledge of a reported Swiss bank account in which funds from 
the United States and Saudi Arabia were commingled and made 
available to various resistance movements around the world? 


a I guess we start off today where we've been on 
several occasions in the past few days, which is to say that 
there are a number of investigations, people looking into those 
kinds of questions, and as a consequence they're not ones that 
I can help you with. 


Q You -- the stricture that you've placed in the 
past, though, has been that you are unable to talk about the 
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Iran arms deal. The question I just asked you may in fact be 
independent of that, and independent of any profits or proceeds 
from the Iran arms deal. 


Does the State Department know anything about such a 
bank account? 


A Once again, Jim, under whatever rubrick you 
choose to put that, it's not something I can help you with. 


Q Among those investigations, is the State 
Department attempting to find out about these many subjects 
that important parts of American foreign policy that does not 
seem to have been privy to, such as funding for the rebels in 
Afghanistan? 


a Let me just say in a very general sense what I've 
just said again, that there are a number of groups, a number of 
investigations under way. Those are the appropriate forums for 
these particular questions -- they're being addressed there -- 
and beyond that I'm just not in a position to help you on those 
questions. 


Q But, Chuck, away from the whole issue, I mean, do 
you -- you don't encourag. some countries to support the Afghan 
resistance? I mean, the official policy of the United States. 

A On what question? 

Q Do you encourage some countries to support the 


Afghan resistance or not? 


a You can refer to the record, and you've deen 
coming to these briefings for any number of months, if not 
years -- 


Q But can you refresh our minds? 

A -- and as a consequence you know what our 
position has been on the question of Afghanistan, and that's 
there for you to see, and it's been there for quite some time. 


Q But my question, have you encouraged some Middle 
Eastern countries to support the Afghan resistance? 


A I can't help you on that. 
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Q Is the Secretary giving a speech tomorrow on 
Africa? 


A At this point I still don't have anything to 
offer you on that. 


Q Chuck, in this regard, do you have any plans or 
does the United States Government have any plans for sending a 
United States envoy to the Arabian Guif States to clear matters 
after this whole thing -- Iran arms sale? 


a I don't know anything concerning the potential 
envoys as of now. 


Q You've been in contact -- have they been in 
contact with you? 


A I've said any number of times that through 
diplomatic channels we've been talking to friends and allies 
around the world. That certainly includes in the Middle East 
as well as elsewhere. 


Q What is the status of the AIDS testing for State 
Department employees -- that proposal, whatever it is? Has it 
changed since whenever it was we talkec about it last week? 


A No. It hasn't changed at all. 


Q Do you have a current assessment of what's going 
on in Lebanon, and particularly there's a report out of Lebanon 
today that there is an Israeli armored force about to move into 
the southern part of the country? Do you know anything about 
that? 


‘ On that report, I don't have anything. 
Concerning -- more generally what we've seen concerning 
fighting that's been taking place in Sidon and Tyre and Beirut, 
the United States strongly condemns the continued violence in 
and around Sidon, Tyre and Beirut. This fighting must stop. 
We call on all parties to the conflict to work actively for a 
settlement which would return the rule of law to all parts of 
Lebanon. No short-term political objective can justify this 
violence and destruction which threatens to rob its victims, 
both Lebanese and Palestinian, of any hope for a peaceful 
future. 


Q Chuck, Evans and Novak, citing conservatives, are 
saying here with even greater unanimity that Secretary of State 
George Shultz should go. Any comment? 
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ra I've described the status of the Secretary last 
week -- 


Q Does that stand today? 
A -- and that certainly stands. 


Chuck, last week you told us that the U.S. would 
be consulting with its allies on Syria. Can you give us any 
update on those consultations? 


a I can't give you anything specific. Those 
consultations have taken place as I said they would. First of 
all, in diplomatic channels Ambassador Bremer, who's our person 
in charge of counter-terrorism, will continue those 
consultations, and we expect him to be consulting with European 
allies during the coming week. I should say not this week, but 
next week. 


-- MORE -- 
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Q We asked you last week about any unilateral 
actions the U.S. might take. Are any considered at this point? 


a I don't have anything further on future actions. 


Q Is Ambassador Bremer traveling with Secretary 
Shultz? Is that part of the consultation? 


a There will be parts of the trip, particularly 
when we're in Brussels, where Ambassador Bremer will be 
present, but he also has a separate itinerary before and after. 


Q Where will he be going before that? Can you tell 
us? 


ra I don't have the whole itinerary at this point -- 
Western Europe, at the start. 


Q Chuck, on a follow-up on Lebanon statement, can 
you characterize the Syrian role in this fighting? Do you have 
any characterization? 


2) No, I don't. 


Q Has the process of thinning the embassies of 
Syria and your embassy in Damascus been completed, the 
reduction of the diplomatic corps there? 


3) I don't have a status report that would indicate 
whether or not it's been completed. I'd leave it with what I 
said last week, that it's underway. 


Q When you call on the parties to reach some sort 
of a settlement there, are you calling the Palestinians to 
participate in such a settlement, or whose part? Can you be 
more specific on that? 


4 No, I can't be more specific. 
Ralph? 
Q Do you have any readout on the meeting this week 


between Secretary Shultz and Israeli Ambassador Rosenne? 
a No. 
Q Do you know whether Secretary Shultz received a 


letter from the Israeli Deputy Prime Minister, Foreign Minister 
Peres, or from Prime Minister Shamir? 
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a Are we still talking about that meeting? Are we 
talking in some other context? 


Q At that meeting. 


. I don't know of anything. I just don't know, 


Q Could you take that question, or look into it and 


A No, Ralph. We don't, as you know -- 
Q Don't discuss diplomatic -- 


4 -~ give you a full readout of every bilateral 
meeting that the Secretary of State has. 


Q Well, I wasn't asking for a full readout, 
although of course that would be very welcome, but any kind of 
readout such as whether a meeting was held and whether -- 


i Yes, a meeting was held. 

Q -- a letter was exchanged. 

Q Can you tell us when? 

“ You can check with the Press Office. 


Do you have any response to the Post piece saying 
that chances for an arms agreement are pretty nil? 


9 Once again, that's your characterization of the 
Post piece. I don't know if the Post wants to rebut that or 
not. 

Q Pessimistic. 

a Is there anyone here? John is here, but -- 


MR. GOSHKO: Let -- What it said speaks for itself. 


(Laughter) 


i) I'll just say that, following on the things I've 
said before here and other Administration officials have said 
elsewhere, the path to meaningful agreements is not an 
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easy one -- what we've always said. Reaching such agreements 
requires a lot of tough bargaining, patience, perseverance. 
That's the manner that we approach these negotiations. 


And I guess, in short then, if you ask are we 
pessimistic, the answer is no. 


Q In that light, Chuck, do you have anything to go 
with the increasing Soviet indications that as of after January 
1 they will drop their nuclear test moratorium? 


i) No, I don't really have anything that would lead 
me one way or the other in being able to evaluate those 
particular signals that you've seen. 


Q Back on Lebanon again, does the U.S. object to 
the return of the PLO to Lebanon? 


“ What's your question exactly? 


Q Does the U.S. object to the return of the PLO to 
Lebanon? 


a Concerning the question of the PLO reestablishing 
itself, as some reports have claimed, in Lebanon, we have seen 
these reports for several years, that Palestinian fighters have 
been taking advantage of continued civil strife in Lebanon to 
attempt to return there. We don't have any hard information on 
the numbers, and no increase in the number of armed elements of 
whatever group can contribute either to the increased security 
of civilians or to a peaceful solution in Lebanon. 


We continue to support Lebanese efforts to reestablish 
political dialogue leading to political reform and to the 
restoration of the effective authority .f the 
legally-constituted Lebanese Government throughout the country. 
Such efforts are the only acceptable means of achieving a 
settlement sought by the vast majority of the Lebanese people. 
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Q But what you say now does not really square with 
what you said earlier. You cited the fightings in Sidon, Tyre 
and Beirut and the fighting is concentrated between 
Palestinians and Lebanese. Now you're calling on the Lebanese 
to reach a settlement and earlier you called on the parties 
fighting to reach a settlement. Whom do you want? 


o We call on those fighting to stop fighting. We 
call on all Lebanese to participate in this effort to reach a 
peaceful solution. 


Q In other words, the Palestinians are recognized 
&4S @ main party in the Lebanese settlement? 


“ You can go over what I've said. You want to read 
a lot of implications into what I've said. I'm not going to 
participate in that. What I've said is where we stand on the 
question of Lebanon. 


Q But, Chuck, why you are ignoring the Syrian role 
in all this? You are only saying the Palestinians and 
Lebanese. What about the Syrian role in that? 


“ I don't have anything on the Syrian role. 


Q Chuck, there were reports this morning that ten 
children died because of the fact that American care and food 
was not being able to reach the refugee camps and other 
things. Do you have any expression of concern about the daily 
living of these people aside from the fighting that you call it? 


) I have to say, first of all, I haven't seen that 
report so I have no way to evaluate that report. In a general 
sense, you know we deplore the loss of life under whatever 
circumstances. 


9 Chuck, do you have anything on reports about 
chemical weapons supplies in Syria? 


i We've expressed in the past our concern that 
Syria may have a chemical weapons capability. For that reason, 
we announced on June 5 that we were extending to Syria controls 
on certain chemical exports useful in chemical weapons 
production. 


Q Can the U.S. do anything to help Israel to 
counteract the threat? 
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A To help Israel to counteract the threat? 
Q The threat from the chemical weapons from Syria? 
I just can't help you on that one. 


Q Do you have any idea about the chemical weapons 
in Israel since you have some information on Syria? 


A I don't have anything on that. 

Q Can you look at it? 

A I den‘t have anything on it. 

Q Can you look at it? 

Q Do you have any battle field estimate on the 


Iran-Iraq war? There are some more reports about the Iranians 
stepping up their forces at the border. 


A Don't have anything. 


Q Do you have anything there on the Costa Rican 
President's visit? 


a That visit has just started today. There's been 
a pre-brief done at the White House and there will be a readout 
after the meeting, likewise at the White House since it's a 


visit with the President. 
Mike? 


Q Mr. Hsu, the Taiwanese dissident, has been flying 
around Asia trying to get back to Taiwan where he's been 
refused entry, attendant, protest, etc. Does the United States 
consider the Taiwanese Government actions consistent with its 
self-proclaimed desire to move towards democracy? 


A In this particular context, I just don't have any 
judgment to offer you. 


Q Do you have any comment at all on Mr. Hsu's 
trials and tribulations in his travels? 


A No, I don't today. In the past, we've had some 
things to say, but today I have nothing to add. 
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Q Do you have anything about the situation in 
Suriname, and especially on reports that the government is 
being advised by 200 Libyan military advisors there? 


al No. 


Q What is the status of the proposal or the plan to 
sell Honduras American or Israeli fighter planes? Is there any? 


A I don't know of any change beyond what we've 
given in the past when that story has come up. 


Q The South African Government has been rourding up 
white opponents of the draft. Any comment on that? 


A No. 


Q Neil Kinnock has been warning the U.S. not to 
over-react against his Labor Party's nuclear policies. Does 
the U.S. have any response to what he's been saying? 


A No, I don't. 
Ralph. 


Q Is he expected to see any official -- U.S. 
Government officials during his visit here this week? 


a Concerning his visit here this week, I don't know 
that there are any U.S. officials on the agenda. 


Q Isn't it customary for there to be? 

A It depends on the nature of the visit. The first 
answer is, no, it's not totally customary. It depends on the 
nature of the visit, why he set it up, whether he's coming on a 
private visit or whether he had asked for appointments or not. 

Q He hasn't asked? 

4 He has not asked for any, I'm informed. 

Q Is the U.S. reassessing any of its policies 
towards other areas of the world in the wake of the Iranian 
chaos? 


A I can't help you on that kind of question. 


(Press briefing concluded at 12:32 p.m.) 
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MR. REDMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
Several announcements: First, a reminder that Secretary Shultz 
will deliver a speech on “Southern Africa; Hopes for the 
Future" before the International Management and Development 
Institute today in the Department's Loy Henderson Conference 
Room at 3:30 P.M. 


Q Will there be 


4 There should be advance texts available during 
the afternoon. I can't promise exactly what time yet. 


Secondly, effective immediately, the Department of 
State will no longer issue visas to holders of service 
passports issued by the Syrian Government. This action is in 
keeping with U.S. Government efforts to tighten restrictions on 
the movement of terrorists, in this case, those using 
third-—country passports. 


Our decision is the direct result of evidence that 
the Syrian Government has been issuing service passports to 
non-Syrians who have conducted terrorist attacks in Europe. 
There is convincing evidence that the bearer of a Syrian 
service passport, Nizar Hindawi, was working directly under the 
orders of Syrian officials in planning and carrying out 
terrorist attacks in both Berlin and London. 


The Federal Republic of Germany has taken similar 
steps with respect to holders of service passports issued by 
the Government of Syria. 


Q May we have a copy of that? 


A Yes. 
Q What's a service passport? 
A There are various categories of passports. In 


the Syrian case, I understand that there are four: diplomatic, 
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official, service, and regular. The service passport often 
implies government employment and official travel. Customs and 
immigration clearances at foreign borders are made easier for 
bearers of service passports. 


Q While we're on the subject of terrorism, can you 
say whether the State Department still believes that Libya was 


behind the attack, or Libya-related groups, or -financed groups 
were behind the attack on the disco in West Germany? 


i) Yes, we do. Absolutely. 


Q Is there a belief or evidence that the Syriars 
were involved? 

A Concerning other roles, I just don't have 
anything. 

Q So there's really no change in that, no change in 


the notion of a Libyan connection? 
fy There is not. 


Q Chuck, can you tell us how many, approximately 
how many visas were issued by the United States to Syrian 
holders of Syrian service passports, let's say in the last 
year or the last two years, or something like that? 


A I thought you might ask that question (laughter), 
so I looked into it and found out that we don't keep statistics 
by type of passport, so I can't give you that statistic. I 
might reiterate something which I[ said maybe three weeks ago 
when I announced some other measures that we had taken with 
regard to Syria, that is that all categories of non-immigrant 
visas for Syrians are restricted to single entries for short 
visits, except for Syrian officials traveling to the U.S. or to 
the U.N. on official business, and further that the processing 
of Syrian visa applications will require a minimum of 20 
working days. 


Now, those restrictions would apply to all categories 
of Syrian visas. That took effect, [I think, about three weeks 
ago. 


Q I was trying to get a feel for the extent to 
which this new measure will actually affect the travel of any 
Syrians in the United States. Can you, even without the 
statistic, give us an idea of whether there were any service 
passports, anyone carrying a service -- 
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A No. That's why I gave you the answer I just gave 
you, because regardless of whether or not people would use 
service passports, there are other additional restrictions that 
have been applied to Syrian visa-holders across-the-board. 


Q Can you clear one little part of that up, and 
tell us whether service passports were used by diplomats? [In 
other words, have the Syrians used this device to supplement or 
even fill the major posts in their embassy, or at the U.N., or 
in other government-type operations? 


Q As I said earlier, I just could not find any 
statistics on how many service passports or visas, in-service 
passports are outstanding. 


Q Chuck, will you -- 


Q I can see the tightening in two directions, but I 
wondered if Syrian diplomats at the U.N., or Syrians who say 
they're diplomats at the U.N., come in under diplomatic 
passports or some other way that's all Chuck. 


A I just can't help you. 


Q Chuck, the 20-working-day necessity for 
processing visa applications, does that imply extra rigorous 
security checks, background checks, or what does that imply? 
Or is that simply, “I'm sorry, guys, it's going to take you 20 
days to get this one." 


i) I think the kind of implications that you suggest 
are obviously inherent. 


Q How does that compare to the waiting time 
required, let's say, for a Soviet citizen to travel in the 
U.S., to get a visa to travel in the U.S.? 


A I'd have to have the consular experts look into 
that. That statistic varies from country to country. 


Q Right, but [I was just trying to get a feel for 
what category does it put Syria in -- with the most restricted, 
with the least restricted? 
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a Let's look into that. Based on my understanding, 
that is a fairly lengthy period of time for a visa. 


Q Chuck, would you cancel now the visa on these 
service passports? There are some people who are carrying it 
now in the embassy, as far as we know. 


4 What will happen from now on is that there will 
be no visas issued to service passports. As people who may 
happen to be here on service passports, as their visas expire, 
then obviously, they would not be given new visas in those 
passports. 


Q Will there be more steps tah ‘gainst Syria to 
bring your diplomatic rupture with Syria ts the level with 
England, that complete break of diplomatic relations? 


A I've addressed the question of possible future 
steps several times before. There has really been no change. 
For the moment, we are in the process of consultations which [I 
described yesterday. That's where it stands right now. 


Q But there are some people who think that you have 
been going step by step, sort of, with Syria. Are you leaving 
an opening so possibly Syria could back off from what its -- 
their posture, their position now regarding supporting 
terrorism and involving terrorism in Western Europe and other 
places? 


Aa I've addressed that issue directly the day I 
announced the initial measures taken against Syria. I 
reiterated some of those points last week when I addressed this 
issue. In essence, I said what we're really looking for in all 
of this is a change in Syrian behavior, and that our actions 
are going to be predicated, to some extent, on what the Syrians 
do. 


Q Since we are on the subject, Lebanese officials 
who are visiting here in town, in Washington, who met with some 
officials here in the Department, and other people say that 
what Syria is doing now in Lebanon with all of this fighting in 
the refugee camps, Amal and others, is an act of continuous 
support of acts of terrorism inside Lebanon itself. Do you 
have any comment on that? 


A No, I don't. 
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Q Can you tell us what the, whether the United 
States has categories of passports that might be affected 
similarly? Do we have something similar to a service 
passport? There was a time when we had an Official Passport. a 
Diplomatic Passport, and a Tourist Passport. What do we have 


now? 

= The United States has categories of passports, 
yes. 

Q Similar? 

s Whether or not we have all four categories, I 


don't know; but we have at least the three that you specified. 


Q Chuck, do you know whether Hasi and Salameh, the 
people accused of the bombing in Berlin were supplied with 
service passports by the Syrians, as well? 


i) I don't have the answer to that. 

Q But isn't it symbolic? 

A The one case that [ cited was the case of Nizar 
Hindawi. 

Q But can you look into that, too, to see if they 


supplied those two, as well? 


is) I can look to see if we know. The Germans are 
the ones who conducted that investigation and trial, so they 
are in possession of the fullest evidence. 
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Q This mischt be cleared up in your statement in 
seeing the written text, but are we saying that the Syrians 
were careless in distributing these service passports, or that 
they knowingly gave these service passports to people who were 
going to commit terrorist acts? 


a We're not accusing them of carelessness. 
(Laughter) 
Q Chuck, can you look if Firas Assad, who is the 


son of Assad, who is an attache here, had a service passport in 
Washington. He's an attache in the embassy. 


A I don't want to get into looking through every 
Syrian official or non-official who may be in this country to 
see what kind of a visa he has at this particular time. What I 
have given you today is our policy henceforth. 


Q But isn't it -- 


Q But, Chuck, can we clarify on that point, if a 
Syrian -- [ don't know the answer to this -- but if a Syrian 
diplomat is using a service passport and his visa expires, and 
you say you won't renew that, is it the intention of the U.S. 
Government not to allow that individual to return or remain in 
the U.S., or would he have to come under a different passport? 


a The best answer I could give you today is for him 
to be considered for a visa which would allow him to come to 
the United States, the Syrian Government would have to give him 
a differert «ind of passport. 


Q Isa’t this largely a symbolic action? Couldn't 
the Syrian Government simply issue either a diplomatic, 
officiel. or reeular passport to people who want to come here? 


& That's clearly a decision for the Syrian 
Governmert what uw '@ printing out here, that these service 
passports have bee” vse tor non-Syrians 


Q were «#1. ar restrictions imposed, do you know, 
by anv of the NATO weeretin countries? 


> I kem that they've been imposed by the Federal 
Republic of Uer@any 
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Q And may I ask you while we're at it and for those 
of us who are just so eager to know and can't wait till Monday, 
when the Secretary meets with the Europeans next week, will he 
use that occasion to ask them to tighten their sanctions 
against Syria, in light of the judgment reached by the West 
German court, which the State Department, you know, found very 
meaningful? 


a I don't want to go into, from the podium, the 
kinds of things that the Secretary will raise or won't raise. 
The question of terrorism has always been one high on the 
agenda, and I expect it to be high on the agenda next week. 


The fact remains that the current status of our 
relations on this particular question with our allies is that 
of consultation, and I'd leave it at that for the time being. 


Q Chuck, did anybody ask you for a copy of your 
original statement? 


“ Yes, they did. 
Q Good. Sorry. Encroaching senility. (Laughter) 


Q Chuck, do you have any comment, have anything 
about the attempted coup d'etat in Egypt? 


A What [ have is not very definitive. We've seen 
the comments of the Eqyptian Prosecutor General, as it's been 
quoted in wire service reports. We've also seen press reports 
that indicate that this relates to arrests which took place 
some months ago. The best I can say for our part is that we 
don't know of any new developments. 


Q Are we open now for questions on other subjects? 


Q Can I follow up on this? Are you still feeling 
that the Egyptian regime is still stable? You are confident in 
the stability of the Egyptian regime? 


a Yes, we do. As we've stated on numerous 
occasions, we have complete confidence in the stability of the 
Egyptian Government. 


Q Chuck, could we, once again, could you tell us 
what the Secretary of State's plans are regarding testimony, or 
appearances. or whatever, because as you know, the 
Investigations Committee of the Senate will be calling Cabinet 
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officers: and I think when we left the subject last, he was 
having a breakfast session or something. Could you tell us 
what he's going to -- Is he going to testify or is he just 
going to meet informally or what? 


a There have been continuin: discussions between 
the Secretary and Chairman Fascell, for example, concerning the 
nature of his appearance next Monday. As I understand it now, 
it is likely that the Secretary will provide testimony. What 
form that testimony will take ['m still not in a position to 
define for you. 


2 All right. Now, when you say “torm" -- 
w Closed door? 


4 That's why I sav I'm not in a position to tell 
you whether it's open, closed. Those kind of details I've yet 
to be able to give you. 


Q Perhaps you're in a position to tell us in more 
detail. Will he submit a written statement or do you know that 
he will appear? 


a Again, -- 
Q Will he be physically there? 


a Again, those are details for which [ can't give 
you a definitive answer I can only say that I think it is 
likely that he would have a statement to make. Whether or not 
the hearing is closed, open, and what form it takes, beyond 
that [ really can't predict yet, and [I have to put all of that 
under the caveat of --— that has still no final seal of approval 


Q All right, now while we're on that -- wait a 
minute, wait a minute. Can I follow my question? 


a I can't go into any other details. 


Q Can I follow my question? 
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Q Can I follow my question? You gave that as an 
example. Do you have other examples? 


= No, I don't. That's the only that I know of -- 

Q Well, then, the specific question is -- 

= -- concerning the Secretary of State. 

Q Alright, then, the specific questicn is, has the 
Secretary of State been approached by the Intelligence 
Committee to give them information in any form -- testimony or 
written statements -- and, if so, what is his response? 


a I don't have anything about any such approach, 
but -- 


Q Well, asked. invited? 

a -- his response, he's already given himself and 
I've given it a number of times, which is that he is prepared 
to be totally cooperative with Congressional investigations, 
with the investigations by the Special Review Board, by the 
Independent Counsel. Whatever those investigations, inquiries 
ask help of him, he's prepared to do that in line with his 
normal practice. 

Q Thank you 

Q Chuck, this question is going to -- 

Q (inaudible) testimony? 

a That's Monday. 


Before we take of f? 


> 4 


That's right. 


Chuck, this question is going to sound 
facetious. I can't think of another way to ask it. But in 
light of the answer you just gave about full cooperation, etc., 
and in light of events this week before the Senate Intelligence 
Committee, can you say whether the Secretary has been advised 
to decline to offer substantive testimony on the basis of the 
Fifth Amendment? 


a No, I can't help you on that one, Ralph. 
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Q Well, will he -- 


4 I've just gone through the fact that the 
Secretary is prepared to be cooperative. 


Q But, wait a minute -- 
a It's the best I can answer the question. 
Q But Poindexter and North also went to the 


Committee and cooperated with the Committee to the extent of 
appearing before them. There seems tc be some disagreement 
between the Committee and the witnesses over what the extent of 
cooperation means, and that's why I'm asking the question. 


Q What about other State Department officials 
testifying? 


rs I don't know of any request for other State 
Department officials at all. 


Q Any volunteers? 
a Nor volunteers. 
Q For example, does Elliott Abrams take the same 


position that the Secretary of State has taken that you've just 
enunciated? 


a The State Department takes that position. 


Q Since earlier -- since Colonel Oliver North 
linked to his actions in the National Security Council, the 
name of an Israeli official, Amiram Nir, do you see that the 
United States Government will request that Mr. Nir will appear 
in the ongoing testimony and investigation because of the fact 
that the President was asking Israeli officials to testify in 
the case of Pollard? 


i) It's just not for me or this Department to make 
that kind of judgment. [here's an Independent Counsel that's 
pursuing its investigation and it's up to them to decide who 
they need to talk to. 


Q Chuck, I know you will not comment on 
intelligence reports. 8ut do you have any comment on the 
Washington Post story about the involvement in South Yemen? 
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ro No, I don't comment on intelligence reports. 


Q Chuck, can we go through the -- we can predict 
your response but let me try. Is the U.S. Government aware of 
Saudi financing of arms sales to Iran and/or arms sales to 
rebels in Angola, Afghanistan, Nicaragua? 


“ There's only one part of that that I can address 
at all, Barry, and I'll do that if it helps you. 

Q Please. 

. Let me say. as I always do in preface to these 


questions, that there are investigations underway. As a 
consequence, you just have to take it in that light. 


Q Sure. 


“ But nothing in the evidence that we have would 
suggest the Saudi Government was involved in selling or 
financing arms to Iran. 


Q Selling or financing? Okay. Is the State 
Department aware of a Saudi arms dealer being involved in the 
selling or financing of arms to Iran? 


“ What ['ve given you is the extent of my ability 
to help you on that. 


Q Il appreciate that Is it the State Department's 
view that a Saudi arms dealer is a freelancer and doesn't 
operate with government license? 


“ [ just have no information on the scenario that 
you're putting forward As a consequence, I'm not ina 
position to comment on it. 


Q What about their support to the Mujahidin in 
Afghanistan? 


a Once again -- 
Q Can you tell us -- 


a -—- we went through that yesterday and I said I 
couldn't help you on that one. 
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Q Since you said now that you have no evidence of 
-- maybe you have other evidence about their support to -- 


A No. I explained, in answering Barry's questions, 
that was the extent of the various categories of questions he 
posed that I could answer. I've dane that. That's all I can 
do. 


Q Does the United States -- 


Q Who's “we” in this case, State Department? 

A U.S. Government. 

Q Does the United States Government -- 

A But, once again, let me say that there could be 


elements in the U.S.Government that have information I don't 
have, but -- 


Q Does the United States Government or others in 
the State Department have at the present time anything to say 
to our angry friends in the Arabian Gulf and other parts of the 
Middle East about the United States policy in the Iran-Iraq war? 


A I don't know what I have to say to angry friends 
since [I'm not sure exactly who those are. 


Q Well, they're your friends. 
A But we do have friends out there. 


Q At the present time they are angry, so i'm 
talking about friends. 


a When you define it in that way, I'm not sure 
which people I'm speaking to any longer. (Laughter) 


Q Well, let's cross the “angry." Cross that 
"angry" -- to friends in the Srabian Gulf about what the United 
States' position in the Iran-Iraq war at the present time? 

Aa On the Iran-Iraq war? 


Q Yeah. 


A Alright. As the President stated, U.S. policy 
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toward the Gulf war remains unchanged. We seek the earliest 
possible end to the war without victor or vanquished and with 
the sovereignty and territorial integrity of both Iran and Iraq 
intact. To that end, we welcome constructive diplomatic 
efforts for a negotiated or mediated settlement. 


We will not sell U.S. arms to either side nor will we 
approve transfers by others of U.S.-sourced arms to either 
side. “Operation Staunch" is being vigorously pushed. That 
is, we actively discourage shipments of arms from any source to 
Iran which remains the intransigent party in the war. 


Iraq, on the other hand, has indicated its willingness 
to cooperate with various efforts to bring the war to a 
negotiated or mediated end. 


Q Can we have a copy of that? 

A That concisely is U.S. policy. 
Q Copy of that? 

a That's toward the war. 


Chuck, in that statement I[ didn't hear the Carter 
Administration's refrain about neutrality. Is the Reagan 
Administration neutral between [ran and Iraq? I know you're 
neutral -- you say you're neut7al about not arming either 
side. That's a form of neutralism. Are you neutral between 
the two? 


a Our position concerning che two parties is 
expressed in several ways in that statement. 


Q Yes, it is. 


A And I think that's pretty clear. I'd just leave 
it at that. 


Q I don't want to beat it to death, but the point 
is that initially, after the Iraqis were accused by the U.S. 
Government of aggression, the Administration fell into a 
repeated refrain of neutralism between the two. Occasionally, 
it came out of the shell to accuse the Iraqis of using chemical 
weapons, for instance, but always said we're neutral; we want 
the war ended and we're neutral. 


A I think ['ve done even more than what you're 
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asking. I've given you the conditions under which we would 
like to see the war ended, which is at the earliest possible 
time, without victor or vanquished, and with the sovereignty 
and territorial integrity of both intact. So I think that 
pretty well puts us on the map. 


Q Does the State Department agree with Secretary 
Weinberger's statement this morning that there are no moderates 
in Iran that the U.S. could possibly talk to? 


A I just don't have any assessments of that to 
offer you. 

Q Can we get a copy of that statement? 

a Yes. 


Q How long has that policy statement that you've 
just read been in effect? 


A That has been a long-standing policy. 
Q So even during everything, that was the policy? 


A The President has explained in his various 
speeches what the policy continued to be during -- 


Q Let me follow on this. 


Q The President said in the same speech that he 
authorized a shipment of weapons. 


A He explained why he made a limited exception. I 
don't want to go through all that ground with you but he 
explained what he did and how it fitted into this overall 
policy. 


Q There were exceptions at one point in time. Aare 
there any exceptions to your statement now, limited exceptions 


A The President and the Secretary have both gone 
firmly on record -- 


Q What about policy toward Iran now? Have you 
agreed on words that you can use with regard to U.S. approaches 
to Iran, following up Michael's question about moderates and so 
on? 
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a I gave you our policy toward Iran last week, and 
that still stands. 


Q No change. 


Q Yesterday, a White House spokesman said that 
certain technical exceptions will be made based on the 
President's finding to “Operation Staunch." Do you happen to 
know what those exceptions are? 


a No, I don't. 


Q Chuck, if I might follow on this. Yesterday, the 
Vice President said it was a tactical mistake to send arms to 
Iran, I think the context of his speech at the American 
Enterprise Institute. The President did not say this. 


Based on this --and I asked you before -- do you see 
-- and following your statement that you just read -- that the 
Unitec States or the State Department, rather, either will 
invite frab Ambassadors to be briefed on this, the thrust of 
the statement or to send some emissaries to the Gulf to 
alleviate the idea -- [ don't want to say the anger -- 
alleviate the worry about what happened in that arms sale? If 
you might want to look into it and see? 


A No. First of all, Larry Speakes addressed it at 
the morning briefing the first question you raised about the 
Vice President's remarks, the President's appreciation of those 
remarks, so that's on record at the White House. 


Concerning the question of explaining to Arab 
diplomats, I've said a number of times that we have been or are 
in the process of continuing to explain to Arabs, to other 
friends around the world, our position, our policy and I don't 
know of any consideration at this time of envoys. 


Q Chuck, the Vice President made two statements. 
I'd like to ask you if the Secretary of State shares his view. 
First is that mistakes were made; and the second is that 
credibility was damaged. We haven't had a chance to ask him -- 
he's not taking Q and A this afternoon. So, again, not being 
able to wait for that exciting trip to London, I thought you 
could speak for him and tell us if mistakes were made or/and if 
U.S. credibility was damaged? 


A No, I don't have any assessment on it. 
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Q Does he line up with the Vice President or the 
President? 


A As I said, I don't have any assessment to offer -- 
Q No, I mean his assessment. 
A -- on the question of lining up with one or the 


other. The White House this morning has addressed that 
question. 


Q Well, the White House finds -- 


a It's not a question of lining up with one or the 
other. 


Q Well, the White House finds apparently that the 
Vice President and the President are saying the same thing. 
Most people who give words their common meaning don't find 
that. They find the Vice President pedalling as quickly as he 
can away from this scandal, and I wondered if the Secretary of 
State agrees that mistakes were made? People make mistakes. 


A First of all, my straight answer is that I just 
don't have any assessment to offer you. But more generally, 
I've said, the Secretary has said in the last week on a number 
of occasions now that he fully supports the President and I'd 
leave that as a generic answer. 
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Q Do you have any comment there on what a 
businessman -- a British businessman named -- known as Tiny 
Roland was told by the American Embassy in London when he asked 
about an Israeli proposal that arms be sold to Iran through 
Zaire? The Wall Street Journal today has a report on that. It 
says that the U.S. Embassy in London consulted with Mr. 
Armacost and Mr. Poindexter to try to get him an answer. 


a I can't offer you anything. In any case, that 
clearly falls under the larger heading of investigation into 
the whole question, so I couldn't in any case. 


Q Chuck, there have been a number of reports in 
recent weeks, most recently today in The New York Times, that 
the Department's Nicaraguan Humanitarian Assistance Office was 
contracting with some of the same air carriers that were 
delivering weapons to the Contras inside Nicaragua, and that in 
some cases most of this transportation of equipment was just 
done between the United States and Central America, so that on 
some occasions humanitarian shipments were actually flown by 
State Department contractors into Nicaragua and air drops were 
made of non-lethal assistance. 





I'm sorry about the length of that, but -- 


a I don't know which questions I'm answering out of 
all that at this point. 


Q Well, start wherever you want. . 


3) Well, the only answer I[ can give you is just to 
Give you, let's say, a general answer as to how those shipments 
of humanitarian assistance were handled. The Nicaraguan 
Humanitarian Assistance Office paid for the shipment to Central 
America of goods authorized under legislation approved by the 
Congress. What other transport services those planes may have 
delivered for the resistance while in Central America were 
arranged privately between them and the resistance. 


The United States Customs Service and the Nicaraguan 
Humanitarian Assistance Office inspected all shipments leaving 
the United States. No goods that were unauthorized under the 
laws governing the provision of humanitarian assistance to the 
Nicaraguan Democratic Resistance were delivered on flights paid 
for by the NHAO, nor did NHAO pay for any mixed loads of 
humanitarian and lethal goods. 


Q Yeah. But, Chuck -- 
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Q (Inaudible) 


Q Could I have a follow-up to my question? Okay. 
We've left out one part of my question which was that in 
addition to these sorts of routine shipments, that this 
Department -- Humanitarian Assistance Office also paid 
occasionally for deliveries of not mixed loads but strictly 
humanitarian assistance from Central America to air drops 
inside Nicaragua -- in Nicaraguan airspace. 


a On that question, I don't have any specific 
answer, only to say that all of the activities of this office 
were carried out consistent with the law and the Congressional 
authorization. 


Q You seem to be leaving open the possibility that 
the State Department paid for the Flight to Central America, 
and then you're saying, “Well, whatever happened in Central 
America may have been private. We didn't have anything to do 
with it." Doesn't that amount to assistance in that by paying 
for the round trip on the plane? 


a No, it doesn't. It's standard practice in the 
transport industry to attempt, whenever possible, to avoid 
traveling long distances carrying no cargo, Matt. 


Q What cargo did they bring back to the United 
States? , 
i) Any U.S.-based company that was transporting 
goods within Central America for the resistance or anyone else 
would naturally attempt to do so when it had a plane already in 
the region. 


For our part, the United States Government received 
fair value for its payment. 


Q Chuck, can you say whether the United States 
Government, the NH -- whatever that acronym was -- the 
Humanitarian Assistance Office requested or required or 
received reimbursement from the resistance for part or all of 
the round trip air fare in light of any other missions that may 
have been conducted by those planes while they were in Central 
America? 


a I've just answered the question, Ralph. 


Q No. 
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We received fair value for our payments. 
Right. 
Therefore -- 


So you did not -- 


> © > © ?@ 


-- there was no reason to receive repayments of 
any kind. What I'm saying is that we got fair payment for 
services rendered. 


Q And -- 


a What the companies did beyond that was their 
commercial decision. 


Q So the answer is you did not request 
reimbursement, because you feel you got fair value. 


A My answer is, as I've given it, we got fair value. 
Q Chuck, it was reported that Mr. Ouemling -- 
a I just can't -- I can't take it beyond that. 
Q -~- at one point -- 


Q Well, the question is, did you ask for 
reimbursement? You got fair value -- that's fine -- but, you 
know, somebody got fair value for Iran arms too, and they got a 
little extra besides the fair value. (Laughter) You could 
also ask for reimbursement. The answer is, you won't comment 


on whether you asked for reimbursement. 


4 The answer -- the first answer is that I don't 
have anything on that. The second answer is it very logically 
flows from what I said that the question of reimbursement 
doesn't enter the picture, because of the way this was carried 


out. 


We were contracting for a particular service 
rendered. We got that service. Whatever may have been done by 


those air transport companies beyond that was up to them to 
decide. There's no connection between what we contracted for 


and whatever else they may have been engaged in, with the 
resistance or with anybody else. 
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Q And you don't see any benefit to the resistance 
from the fact that the U.S. Government chartered and paid for 
the flights which they were in effect able to piggyback on at a 
less expensive rate by not having to charter and pay for the 
long distance flight. 


a We had a job to do, which was to get the 
Congressionally authorized assistance to the resistance. We 
had to do that. We did it. We did it under normal contracting 
arrangements. We made sure that the material being taken was 
what was required, authorized. We got fair value. That was 
our job. That's what we did. 


What those aircraft did after they got into the 
region, anyone else could have picked up those aircraft as 
well, Ralph, and therefore have gotten an economical deal, if 
that's the way you want to put it. It's just that that has 
nothing to do with the program that we were authorized to run, 


and which we did run. 


Q Chuck, why wasn't that done with your military 
transport flights back and forth to £1 Salvador and Central 
America all the time? Why wasn't it done that way? 


a This was done, as I[ say, in conjunction with the 
authorization in the law, Matt. That's the best I can say. 


Q Yeah, but why? Was that a competitive bidding, 
or what? How was that particular firm selected? Why wasn't 
government transportation used? 


) This was not to be done through government 
sources. 


) Oh, I'm sorry. 


i) This was done in the way it was supposed to be 
done. T,at's all I can tell you. 


Q So the law prohibited -- 


a I don't know whether the law prohibited it 
explicitly, implicitly. I just don't know what it says. But 
this was done under the arrangements that were provided for by 
the law. 
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Q I realize that you went to great pains to make 
sure that -- to segregate the humanitarian assistance 
activities with anything else they might have been doing. But 
was it ever considered that it might be unseemly for the same 
air carriers to be doing things that were specifically 
prohibited by Congress and then to be doing State Department 
business? 


a Once again, we contracted with commercial 
services. Services were rendered. We paid for them. That was 
our job, to ensure that we got fair value. We did that. 

Beyond that, these are commercial operations. It was their 
call. 


Q It's reported that Mr. Duemling, I believe, at 


one point saw some -~ went out to the plane and saw some 
military equipment in it and said, "Get it off, don't let it 
happen again,” or something to that effect. Is that -- can you 


deny that or confirm -- 
a I haven't heard that story. 


* Q Can you flatly state that there was no logistical 
cooperation between the Humanitarian Assistance Office or any 
agency in the resistance shipments? 


A [I've just described the arrangement to you. 


Q Chuck, the law that prevented or was intended to 
ban U.S. military assistance to the Contras at that -- during 
the time it was in effect was very carefully written and long 
debated on Capitol Hill. There were lots of consultations with 
the Administration over what the language of that law should be 
and exactly how it should be stated, and how it would be 
complied with. 


You have described this operation as normal business 
practice, normal commercial services, and so on. That law was 
not a case of normal business practice and normal commercial 
services. It was a case of trying to have a very specific 
restriction on the U.S. Government. 


Why did the U.S. Government feel that it was okay to 
go ahead with normal business practice -- to allow normal 
business practices under the circumstance where Congress had 
been very clear and specific on what it was trying -- on the 
spirit of what it was trying to prevent? 
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i) Allow me to say, Ralph, that the question is a 
bit of nonsense. When I refer to normal practices, it is all 
within the context of the law. I've made that plain any number 
of times now. It's the bottom line. That's the way it was 
handled. 


Q But if -- 


a These were commercial flights, contracted and 
paid for, services rendered in return for that payment. Our 
job, as authorized by the law, was to get a certain kind of 
assistance to the resistance with certain conditions attached. 
That's exactly what we did. 


Q That's true. But the conditions that were 
attached were to prevent the -- military assistance to the 
resistance, and -- 


a Without going into the details of the law, the 
law said $27 million of humanitarian assistance was to be 
delivered to the resistance. That's what we were trying to 
achieve, and that's what we did. 


Q All right. There's no point in carrying on the 
debate. 


Q Chuck, I'm wondering if you could just clear this 
up in my mind in conjunction with your statement on the 
Iran-Iraq war. It's now come out that we've supplied arms to 
Iran. As [I recall it, people standing where you are right now 
some time ago went to great lengths to explain why it was that 
we were sending -- approving the sending of General Electric 
engines that could be used by the Iraqis on their naval ships. 


Couldn't it be said that we were supplying both sides 
in that war? 


“ I don't have any way to make that analysis. 
You're drawing your conclusions from it. I assume that there 
were explanations given for the transaction that you're talking 
about which I'm not familiar with. 


Q Chuck, you don't think that this statement needs 
to be credible, that the findings of 17 of January should be 
cancelled, since it authorized the President to continue 
breaking the embargo of the weapons. 
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a The President is on the record, so is the 
Secretary. It's a credible statement. 


Q You mean you think this statement can still be 
enforced when there is a 17 of January statement? 


4 It is a credible, fully straightforward statement 
of U.S. policy. 


Q Can I go back to that practical mistake 
expression that was used by Mr. George -- Mr. Bush yesterday. 
Does the -- do you know if Secretary Shultz shares this thought 
that it was a practical mistake? 


A I said I didn't have any assessment to offer. 
Q Chuck, back on Nicaragua -- 


a There's one question that's been pending for a 
long time. 


Q I just want to -- I have a feeling that what I'd 
like to express in the form of a question is that the Arab 
press has been full of fury and anger at the United States 
about its credibility, and so on, on this affair on Iran. And 
I'm wondering whether or not the expressions are greatly 
exaggerated in order to extract more from the United States in 
form -- in some material form, whether it's arms or peace 
moves, or whatever, in order for them to say later on the 
United States has restored its credibility? 


i) No. I don't have any observation. 
George? 
Q Back on Nicaragua. I've been away for a week, so 


this question may have come up concerning the presence or 
alleged presence of American forces in Honduras near the 
Nicaraguan border. Have you addressed yourself to that one? 


a I haven't, but the Pentagon has on a number of 
occasions. They've given all the details. 


Q One last question on another area altogether. 
Back to South Africa again. I repeat the question I[ asked 
yesterday that you hadn't had -- didn't have anything on at the 
time, and that's the arrests of white South Africans opposed toa 
the conscription. 
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A We have consistently rejected the South African 
Government's practice of denying due process, both under the 
terms of the state of emergency and other security legislation 
in effect. 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 1:00 p.m.) 











Posted: December 5, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the December 4, 1986 daily oress briefing: 


WEST BERLIN: HASI TPIAL 





@: Were Hasi and Salameh. who were tried and convicted in West 
Berlin. carrying Syrian service passports’ 


Az NO. 














' Posted: December 5, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


fuestion taken at *"> Jecember 4, LIAL taily press hriefirg: 





SYRIAN VISA PPOCESTING TINE 
How does the twenty day protesting Sime for Syrian visa 
aosiiacations coapgare sith process..; on cther countries? 
visa applications (Is this different for the Soviet Union?)? 
THE PROCEDURE BEING USED TO CLEAR NON-IMMIGRANT VISA 
APPLICATIONS FROM SYRIAN NATIONALS IS NOT A COUNTRY SPECIFIC 
PROCEDURE. BUT ONE UHICH IS UTILIZED IN REVIEWING ALL VISA 
APPLICATIONS FROM WATIONALS OF COUNTRIES ABOUT WHICH THE 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE HAS SECURITY CONCERNS- HE TIME FRAME 
IS PREDICATED ON ROUTINE PROCESSING UHICH CAfM TAKE UP TO : 


TWEN” DAYSe 


BEST COPY AVAILABLE 








An 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
DAILY PRESS BRIEFING 


INDE X 


Friday, December 5, 1986 
BRIEFER: 





Subject 
ANNOUNCEMENTS 


Summary of verdict in murder trial in Grenada.... 
Appeal for restraint of violence in Lebanon; 
facilitation of humanitarian agencies’ work.... 
Testimony by the Secretary on Monday before 
the HFAC/cancellation of daily briefing........ 
Cancellation of BACKGROUND briefing on 
Secretary's trip next week..............5505508. 


NICARAGUA 

Aid to the Contras: 

-- Alleged shipment of arms from E11 Salvador..... 

-- State's role in monitoring aid................ 

-- Contacts by USG officials with private 
suppliers of military assistance............ 

-- Intent of Congress in providing assistance.... 

-- Role of Southern Air Transport................ 

-- Observance of US law by private donors........ 


-~ Investigations of Swiss bank accounts......... 


LEBANON 
Role of Syria in fighting............... 000005505. 
Shelling by Israeli gunboats................0055. 
PLO role in Lebanon... 1... ees 


DEPARTMENT 
Secretary's testimony on Ilran/Contra affair...... 


NICARAGUA 
Abrams’ testimony in October before Barnes 
Is 6 55a N ESET EHS TEE ESEESEES EERE EEE? 


IRAN-1RAQ WAR 
US policy on freedom of navigation............... 
US policy toward Gulf States..............0050585. 


USSR 
US-USSR Joint Commercial Commission/Secretary's 
meeting with Soviet Trade Minister............. 


IRAN: Shipment of arms by Israel........... 0.000 cee, 


AFRICA 
Armacost'sS trip... eee ee eee 
Future Secretarial trip....... 0.0.00... ccc ees 
Responsiblity for Africa policy..............4... 


WEST BANK: Death of Palestinian students............ 








Charles Redman 


Page 
1 


2 
2-3,4,6,16 


3,6-7,9-10,12 
4-5,8-10 
8 


10-12 
20-21 


12-13 
13 
13 


14-15,17 


15-16 


18 
21 


19 
19 
21-22 
22 
23 


23 

















DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
DAILY PRESS BRIEFING 


DPC #218 


FRIDAY, DECEMBER 5, 1986, 12:25 P. M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
Several announcements. 

First, in Grenada yesterday the jury returned guilty 
verdicts against 17 of the 18 defendants accused of the murders 
of former Prime Minister Maurice Bishop and others. A 
background paper and a separate summary of the trial is 
available in the press room. There are some packages of 
materials that look like this (displays package) that you can 
pick up after the briefing. 





Seconciy, the Department expresses its deep concern 
over the current escalation of violence in Lebanon which is 
affecting the civilian population in and among the Palestinian 
refugee camps. We appeal for restraint in order to end these 
acts of violence. We also appeal] to all concerned to 
facilitate the humanitarian missions of the various agencies 
working to alleviate the suffering, particularly the United 
Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the 
Near East and the Internationa] Committee of the Red Cross 


And, thirdly, the Secretary will testify before the 
House Foreign Affairs Committee in open session on Monday, 
December 8, at 8:30 a.m. Because of the Secretary's 
appearance, the daily press briefing will be cancelled for 
Monday. 


And, finally, we had scheduled a BACKGROUND briefing 
on the Secretary's trip to the U.K. and to Brussels for 10:00 
a.m. on Monday as well]. At this point I need to poll the room 
to see how many are interested in that briefing at 10:00 
o'clock. We could perhaps move it back to 11:00 o'clock if you 
want to do it here. We could provide somebody on the aircraft, 
of course, if it's of interest only to those of you who are 
actually going on the trip. 
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Let me first ask, is there an overwhelming demand, 
therefore, that we go through with this briefing at some time 
later in the morning on Monday? 


MR. BATTYE: Yes. 
Q That's not overwhelming. (Laughter) 
& This sounds like some of those TV shows. 


Q Very underwhelming. 


é I think, then. under the circumstances that it 
probably makes sense to go ahead and just cancel the BACKGROUND 
briefing for here in the Press Briefing Room, and those of you 
who are going on the trip will have the usual access to senior 
administration officials as we head across the Atlantic. 


That's all l have. Jim? 


Q Does the State Department know -- did the State 
Department have any way of knowing what kind of arms were being 
shipped from Fl] Salvador to Nicaragua? Did it have any 
continuing control over those shipments? 


A What -- we're talking about what time period, for 
example? 

Q arms to the Contras from £1 Salvador airfields -- 
Llopango. 

a tirst of all, I can't comment on what other 


countries may or may not have done in assisting the Nicaraguan 
Resistance. 


Secondly, I have to throw in the usual caveat that 
there are investigations concerning certain aspects of funding, 


of which you're all aware. 


Thirdly, I gave you wednesday last, I believe it was, 
a certain overview as to the nature of the knowledge we had of 
Resistance capabilities and Resistance supplies during this 
period in question, during which the U.S. was not providing 


military assistance. 


The question is 4 bit more difficult, Jim, because, a& 
you know, there was @ period in which we were providing 
military supplies, then we weren't providing anything, then we 
were providing humanitarian but not military. Now we're 
providing military again. 
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Beyond that, I could restate what we've said before, 
which was that we were aware of private efforts to supply the 
Resistance, and that we encouraged private citizens to support 
the Resistance, as long as that support was consistent with law. 


Q Could I follow that up by asking if you have 
anything, Chuck, on The Washington Post report that Edwin Corr, 
the U.S. Ambassador in San Salvador, instructed the senior 
military adviser in that country, Colonel James Steele, to keep 
track of the supply operation? 


é What I've given you is a general overview, which 
is what I can do. I can't get into what was done in or by 
third countries on this particular question. In a very general 
sense, I'd reiterate again something we've said, that we've 
acknowledged previously that State Department Embassy 
personnel, without any specific references, had contact with 
private citizens who may have engaged in Contra supply 
activities. There was nothing illegal or improper about such 
contacts. 


Q Let me put it another way: at least in order to 
protect the reputation of the Department, and the Secretary of 
State and his reputation, wouldn't it have been the duty of not 
only the Embassy, but the Assistant Secretary of State for 
Inter-American Affairs to know what was happening with those 
flights and to monitor them and to make sure that commingling 
did not occur? 


fi Concerning the question of commingling, I've 
described that in -~— we're talking about supplies here, if 
anybody has any other interpretation -- but concerning 


supplies, I addressed that yesterday in the context of the 
humanitarian assistance program run by the NHAO That's one 
area about which I can talk definitively, if you will, since 
that was run by the State Department. I've described how that 
worked. I've described the fact that there were not supplies 
commingled as they departed the United States. I've explained 
how it was that we enforced that. 


I think we need to keep in mind here, something that 
people seem to lose track of, that when the Congress voted to 
provide humanitarian assistance for this army, this Resistance 
army in the field, it did so with the full knowledge and 
understanding that the Resistance would receive military 
supplies from other sources to continue its fight. 


The legislative history of this issue makes it clear 
that it was the intent of Congress to allow the Resistance to 
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continue to fight. For example, the Congress defeated a 
proposed amendment which would have provided humanitarian 
assistance only on the condition that the Resistance forces lay 
down their arms. That was defeated. 


The spirit of the law is to support the Resistance in 
its efforts to bring democracy to Nicaragua. Congress at one 
point chose humanitarian assistance as its mechanism for 
providing material support. Earlier, before the Congress cut 
off assistance to the Nicaraguan Resistance, the Resistance had 
a supply line in existence. They continue to receive supplies, 
they continue to maintain an army, they continue to fight. 


The supply line continued to function during the 
period when we were providing only humanitarian assistance, and 
that supply line continues to function today. We were not 
asked to take actions to disrupt that supply line. Indeed, the 
intent of the Congress was to support the Resistance effort. 


What we were instructed to do during a particular 
period of time was to deliver $27 million worth of humanitaria’ 
assistance, which is exactly what we did. Nothing more than 
that. 


Q Could 1 follow up again, Chuck, and ask did it 
never occur to the Bureau of Inter-American Affairs to ask the 
question of where those supplies were coming from at that time, 
and whether or not there was any American official or 
non-officie] involvement in those supplies? 


3) You may have missed the briefing that day, Bill, 
but we hed a relatively long discussion. I tried to sketch out 
for you what we could determine from independent observation 
about the nature of Contra supplies. I1 sketched that out and 
gave you our best reading as we could see it at the time. 


I also said that there was no knowledge of this 
diversion, if indeed there was diversion, of funds from Iran 


toward the Contras. So those two things I put on the record 
last week, and I think that probably answers your question. 


Marvin? 

Q Are you saying in this statement that you just 
read that you were proceeding on the assumption that Congress 
knew al] along while you were only providing humanitarian 
assistance that military assistance was going to the Contras? 


ia) From other sources. 
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Q From other sources. 
6 Absolutely. 


Q And that it was the understanding on both sides, 
Congress's side and the Executive Branch, right? 


é That the Resistance would continue to fight. 
Q Would continue to get military supplies. 


6 The Congress authorized humanitarian supplies for 
a Resistance -- an army in the field that was fighting. 


Q But they specifically did not authorize military 
supplies. 


A No. They did not, nor did we provide those, as ] 
was talking here about -- 


Q Other sources. 

A -- other sources. 

Q Right. But I just wanted to be clear. You're 
saying that Congress understood at the time and knew -- had 
full knowledge and understanding -- that military supplies were 


going in from these other sources at that time? 


Q I won't -- 1 don't want to put words in their 
mouth as to what -- 


Q No, no. This was -- 


ts) -- what they knew, and how much they knew, but 
the fact that the Contras were fighting, that they were being 
supplied, was inherent in all of this. And, as I said, the 
Congress specifically defeated an amendment which would have 
provided aid on the condition that the Contras lay down their 
arms. 


Q I think my notes have you saying that, as far as 
the State Department knew, that these military supplies were 
not commingled. In other words, when the United States began 
supplying military arms -- I understand you to say that when 
the United States began supplying military assistance as 
opposed to humanitarian, that these were not commingled with 
the private supplies Is that what you meant to say? 
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* No. What I'm talking about is what I said 
yesterday. 1 said I could speak definitively on the operations 
of the NHAO, and when those humanitarian supplies left the 
United States, we made sure that those cargoes contained only 
humanitarian supplies, and that it was not being arranged one 
way or another to ship any kind of other supplies with the 
humanitarian supplies which we were authorized to ship. 


Q Chuck, can we focus for @ second -- can we just 
take that same train of thought and go to the next step and put 
a couple of other things together that you've said today? The 
next step after they've left the United States. obviously. is 
for them to arrive someplace else. You've said that the U.S. 
Government has had contact, I think was the phrase you used -- 
U.S. officials at the Embassy had contact with suppliers -~ 
with private individuals who were supplying the -- 


A Who may have been engaged. 


Who may have been engaged. right. So the 
question 15 did the U.S. play any role -- did any U.S. 
officials in their of ficial capacity -~ play any role in 
facilitating the commingling of the authorized and proper 
humanitarian supplies that were already on the planes, and 
supplies from the private individuals who may have been sending 
military assistance on the same planes for their onward route? 


a The answer -- 


Q Did that -- 


i) lhe answer to that is, first of all, no, to the 
extent that I always have to leave the caveat that there are 
investigations concerning certain aspects of which l obviously 
can't speak. and, secondly, you make the assumption that after 
arriving in the region, that things were commingled That 1 
just have no knowledge of. 


Q 1 don't want to make the assumption -- 


fa I'm talking about supplies leaving the united 
States -- 


Q Right. 


re -. and going to Central America. Once you're on 
the ground in Central america or in the region, you've 
introduced another element which 1 haven't addressed. I just 


don't -- 
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Q Right. I don't want to introduce the other 
element. All 1 want to do is take what you said about the J.-S. 
having contacts with those who may have been supplying. My 
question is did those contacts involve, for example, saying -- 
and I introduce an example just because we don't know the facts 
-— did they involve, for example, saying to those who may have 
wanted to supply, “There is a Southern Air plane that arrives 
at such and such a plane (sic) at such and such a time. If you 
want to have your supplies go onward, you might get in touch 
with them and arrange to meet that plane." Of course, not 
having the U.S. official at the planeside when the move 


occurred. 


But did the U.S. in any official capacity play a role 
in facilitating that transfer of military assistance after it 
left the U.S.-- after -- 


i) lhere are a number of answers to the question. 
First of all, you've created a scenario which is, as you admit, 
hypothetical, so I -- you know, there's no specific case that I 


really can address. I have the standard caveat that there are 
investigations on certain aspects, and I obviously don't know 
everything that's involved there. 


But the contacts I'm referring to are as I described 
them -- nothing illegal or improper in the nature of such 
contacts What was done by those officials was done in the 
course following the legislation and the law as it was set 
forth by the Congress. 


Let me just add there, by the way, there's one 
particular “fact" that has crept into a number of your stories 
whach isn't accurate, which is, first of all, that Southern Air 
Transport was never used by the Humanitarian Assistance Office. 

Q But Southern Air Transport planes were used. 

A By? 


Q By suppliers of the Resistance to supply military 


A That 1 can't address myself to. 
Q Right. 


id That was not our program. 


Q Right. 
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- Southern Air Transport was not used by the NHAO 
to ship supplies from the United States into the region. SO if 
you take that particular operation, and you're talking about 
what those planes were used for after shipments, it didn't 
involve our NHAO shipments; that's all. 


Okay. Since you raised the point. Southern Air 
Transport, the corporation, was not used by NH -- whatever that 
initial is -- NAHO. 


A Close. 


Q You are not addressing the question of whether 
other corporations leased planes from Southern air for use in 


that operation. 
a 1 have no way of knowing that. 


Chuck, can you tell us which officials met which 
private jndividuals? 


i) No, I can't. 

Q what were the purpose of the contacts? 

is I say, these are just routine contacts that occur 
in the course of being in the region. 

Q Chuck, your statement regarding Congress and what 
it intended, and so forth -- 4s I recall it, what Congress 


voted and what it seems to have intended, because that's what 
they voted, was that there should be no direct or indirect 
support for military actions in that area on the part of the 
United States Government. 


fs No. Don, I don't believe at all the Congress 
voted that. The Congress voted $27 million for humanitarian 
assistance. 


Q I said military. 


fe That's right. The Congress did not mandate 


anyone to interdict or to cut off military supplies. The 
Congress said, “We will not provide military supplies," which 


we didn't -- 


1t said to the United States Government that it 
could not furnish directly or indirectly -- 


is That's right. 
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Q -- any military support for those fighting in 
Central America. 


o That's fine. But it did not say the Resistance 
could not supply itself -- 


Q No. That's right. 





I) -- or that we should ensure that it did not 
supply itself; in fact, just the opposite. The Congress, in 
its debate -- and read the debate. Look at the Hamilton 
Amendment to which I've made reference. The Congress 
specifically recognized that there would be a Resistance army 
in the field to fight. 


Q Il understand. But what I'm getting at is this: 
the unspoken part of your statement, which was what Congress 
argued and debated about for months and finally resolved after 
@ lot of pulling and hauling, was that it decreed that there 
should be no direct or indirect United States Government 
assistance to the military activities of the Contras. 


A We all agree on that, Don. 


Q Right. Now, today's Washington Post quotes 
people who were involved in the supply lines as having been in 
touch with an officer who was a military attache of the United 
States Embassy in San Salvador and, through him or directly, 
with the Ambassador of the United States in that area. Those 
are officials of the United States Government. 





A And, Don, I've answered that question -- 
Q What was their connection -- 
ba -- in a variety of ways now as directly as I can 


answer it from this podium with one of the first caveats that I 
put out being that I can't talk about what was done by any in 
third countries. 


Q But -- 


a You'll just have to accept that, but I've tried 
to answer your question as directly as I can, and I think I 
have. 


Q These guys are not third countries. They're 
officials of the U.S. Government 
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fe) I can't help you beyond what I've said, Don. 
Q Another area? 
is Sure. 


Q Just a second -- on that same thing. I think you 
said earlier that you recognized then, and in fact encouraged 
private citizens as sources -- I've forgot the word -- to help 
so long as it was consistent with the law. Right? 


. That's right. 


Q Now, what was consistent with the law was that no 
military supplies would be sent. So I don't understand how you 





id By the United States Government. 


Q I understand. But I can't understand how you 
could encourage private citizens to send military supplies, so 
long as it's consistent with a law that forbids the U.S. 
Government to send military supplies. 


A The U.S. Government -- again, I can't talk about 
the investigations - I] don't know what went on there -- that 
are going un 

Q TI was just trying to get at -- 

fi -- but the United States Government -- 

Q . the logic of this. 

A it's perfectly -- the United States Government 


was not shipping military supplies. Congress said we would not 
do that. We did not do that. We limited ourselves to 
humanitarian assistance during that period. The Contras 
searched out their supplies wherever they could get them beyond 


that. 
Q Right But you're saying -- 


A If United States' citizens were able to assist 
the Contras, through whatever means, I suppose, consistent with 
the law, that's what I'm saying we encouraged. But the United 
States Government was not providing money or support. 


~= MORE -- 
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Q What would “consistent with the law" mean in this 
context other than not providing military assistance? 


o I'm not sure why you are being so obstinate in 
refusing to see the difference -- 


Q I guess I'm dumb. 





6 -- between the law saying that the United States 
Government would not do certain things; it did not say that 
U.S. citizens could or could not do other things. So what we 
were saying is there are other laws on the book which could 
affect American citizens in this or any other endeavor of a 
similar nature, and that whatever American citizens chose to 
do, which they were free to do under the law, that they should 
do it without breaking any of these laws which might involve 
export controls or the like. 


& Chuck, are you really saying -- are you basically 
saying that if U.S. officials made contact with private 
individuals or other governments in Central America regarding 
the supply of military aid to the Contras, that such activities 
by U.S. officials do not constitute support for the supply of 
military assistance to the Contras? 


a What I am saying is exactly what I said, that it 
is very possible for U.S. officials to come in contact with 
people who may be involved in supplying the Contras. That 
contact need not be improper or illegal. And I am saying that 
-- with the caveat of an investigation, again, about which I 
don't know anything -- that within the limits of my 
information, that was exactly the case. 


Q Let's forget the word “contact.” How about 
“advice"? Could Ambassador Corr or Colonel Steele give advice 
to these people on how to get the weaponry to the Contras? 


a Let me just give you a simple generic answer as I 
did yesterday. Our people were involved in what was 
legitimate, legal and authorized by the Congress -- with the 
caveat again, if I have to repeat it every time, but I'll throw 
that out every time if I have to. 


Q Chuck, can I follow up on your statement on 
Lebanon, since you asked for restraint. Can you tell us about 
the role of the Syrians? I mean, they instigated the whole 
fighting, recent fighting, in Lebanon. 


A To say what I have said before, Syria has 
relationships with variow ebanese and Palestinian groups 
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These connections could obviously be exploited in helping to 
bring an end to the fighting in and around the Palestinian 


camps in Lebanon. 


we don't believe that continued fighting enhances in 
any way the prospects for peace in Lebanon or for settlement of 


the Palestinian issue. 


as we have repeatedly emphasized, an end to strife in 
Lebanon requires an extension of the effective authority of the 
Lebanese Government throughout the country. 


Could I follow up on this? Following your 
statement, can I take you in 6 different direction’ Since you 
expressed your concern about the refugees and all of the 
violence -~ Palestinian refugees -~ do you think that there is 
a feasibility that the ynited States can offer, or could offer, 
its humanitarian services to assist these Palestinian refugees 
under seige who have been for quite some time in these matters, 
by utilizing possibly some of the humanitarian services that 
the Sixth Fleet has, for instance, in the Mediterranean nearby 


Beirut? 


‘ No, 1 really can't help you on that. What we 
have done today is appeal to the two organizations. UNRWA and 
ICRC, which are on the ground and do have capabilities. we have 
appealed to the people who are preventing them from doing the 
job that they could do if they were allowed to do that. We 
have appealed to people to let them get ahead with that, which 
could go a long way to alleviate the suffering 


Q Does your appeal also extend to the Israelis who 
shelled certain Palestinian positions yesterday with gunboats? 


a On those kinds of questions, Jim, as always, we 
deplore violence from whatever source. the cycle of violence 
in the middle East has been with us for far too long, and we 
have consistently deplored it. 


Chuck, on your call to parties yesterday to reach 
a settlement, did that dnclude the PLO, because that caused 


some confusion -- 


“ Obviously 41) the parties that are involved in 
the current fighting -- that includes the PLO -- are going to 
have to have @ part in ending it whether the PLO is to have 6 
role in the longer term settlement in Lebanon, that's for the 


Lebanese to decide 








=i§~ Friday, 12/5/86 


Q What about the roie of the Iranians? They were 
involved in tryine to have a cease-fire. Do you have any 
characterization? 


«6 No. 


Q Chuck, can I go back to just clean up something 
from one of your announcements? The Secretary, I think you 
said, was going to testify on Monday morning. 


Will the Secretary testify under oath? 


A The Secretary, as always, will testify as the 
Secretary of State. 


Q Will he testify under oath? 


a He testifies as he always does. You know what he 
testifaes, how he testifies. 


Q Was he asked to testify under oath? 


6 The arrangements for testimony were worked out 
between the Congress and the Department. That's always the 
case. We arrive at mutually accepted arrangements, and 1 never 
go into those details. 


Q Did the Secretary agree or offer first to provide 
awritten testimony, a statement of written testimony, rather 
than appearing himself for questions? 


fi No, I'm not going to go through exchanges that 
occur as we are working up testimony. As I said, the 
arrangements are what are important to you. You know what 
those are Those are arranged at on mutually agreed grounds by 
the two sides, and that's what happened in this case as in 
others. 


Q May I just follow up on that? Sorry. 

Q Go ahead. 

Q Why did this whole issue come up as to whether 
the Secretary was going to testify under oath or not? Why did 


it have to come from the Department that the Secretary was 
indeed -- would not testify under oath? Was he asked -- ? 


t. 1 didn't say he would not testify under oath. I 
never addressed that issue 
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He doesn't testify under oath normally. 


Yes. 


and so -- 


> © © ® 


all 1 have ever said is that he testifies as the 
Secretary of State -- 


Q Right, so what you said -- 
i] _- and that's his plan this time. 


What you've said today is that he will not 
testify under oath, because he routinely does not testify under 


oath. 


m He testifies @s he routinely does. 


Okay, so Anne was correct in saying that you said 
he would not testify under oath. 


Aa She implied that I said that previously. You 
asked @ question is why 1 said it 4 minute ago. 

Q Right. 

is I would not have said that necessarily if you -- 

Q The State Department has addressed the question 


in such @ way ~~ 


f .. hadn't asked ‘the question. You see, she's 
referring to previous reports —- 


Q Right 
be Go ahead. 
Q Which raises the question, was he specifically 


asked this time to do something he does not normally do, which 
is to testify under oath? 


is and I answered that question as Ralph asked it. 
Q You didn't answer it, right? 
‘ I answered ji as I chose to answer it Steve has 


another question. 
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Q Going back to the Hasenfus thing, on October 15th 
the Assistant Secretary for Inter-American Affairs, Elliott 
Abrams, testified before the Barnes Committee in the name of 
the State Department on this airplane accident, and he said, “I 
will state that no American Intelligence or Defense or any 
other kind of government official was engaged in facilitating 
this flight or paying for it or directing it or anything like 
that." 


Is that stili the State Department's position? 


A Obviously that statement was made before the 
current investigation got underway, which does, as you know, 
concern the alleged diversion of funds. Elliott Abrams did not 
know about that diversion, nor did anyone else in this 
Department, so as a consequence whether or not that stands 
would have to wait until the findings of the investigation come 


out. 





Q Chuck, do you have anything -- 

Q But that doesn't have anything to do with funds 

a Excuse me, Jim, but specifically in the testimony 
he cited it talked about funding. 


Q All right, but the State Department was watching 
over the physical shipment of the arms it was controlling. 


ia Of the arms? 


Q Well, of whatever was leaving llopango, for 
example; the State Department was aware of what was going, 
right? 

A I have said on that particular question that 1 


just can't get into what happened in or by third countries, so 
I haven't commented on that. No, I haven't. I have commented 
in a generic sense about our ability to do independent 


observation. 
Yes? 
Q Do you have any comment on -- 
Q Hold on just a second, before he goes to a new 


subject, you are confusing me when with this talk about third 
countries. What is it? What do you mean? I don't understand 
what you are talking about, “third countries." Do you mean 
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other than something that takes place in Nicaragua or takes 
place in the United States, you can't comment on it? 


is I'm not commenting on things that take place 
outside the United States. 


Q Outside the United States. So if it took place 
at an air base in El Salvador, as far as you are concerned, 
that's off your screen? 





6 I've addressed the question in many ways, Don, 
and I think if you check the record, you'll find there is 
plenty of material there for you. 


Q Bul wait a minute. Why are you bringing up this 
third couniry thing? What is the point of that? 


A Maybe you have been on a sabbatical for too long. 
Q ] have, yes 


4 Why don't you talk to me afterwards? I'll see if 
lL can help you out on that. Semaan? 


Q In light of the dealings between the United 
States and lran and your statement on the Iran/Iraq war, -- 


Q Can we stay on Central America for a while? 

Q I'm Lhunderstruck, Chuck, by something you said 
In respeorse to Relph's question -- I think it was Ralph -- that 
"these are the arrangements and it is the arrangements that are 
importer! for you " 


Well, believe it or not, Chuck, -- 


A I'm not sure what arrangements you are talking 
about. 


Q For Shultz to testify on the Hill. That's the 
arrangement and it's the arrangement that is important for you. 


Well, believe it or not, some of us will decide what 
is important for us, Chuck. That's number one. 


Number tuio, <-- 


A lhanks for that clarification, Bill]. I -- 


Q Yes Some Cabinet officials, Chuck, will be 
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testifying -- will be required to testify under oath. Now, 
if Shultz won't be, it means they trust him, as opposed to 
others, and that's why it is important. 


7 You have no question, then. 


Q The question is has Shultz been asked to testify 
under oath, and will he? 


A And I have answered the question. Semaan? 


Q As a result of American dealings with Iran -- and 
your statement on the Iran/Iraq War -- has the U.S. policy or 
commitments toward the Gulf States as a whole changed, or what 
is it? 


6 Concerning the Gulf States? 
Q Yes. 


Q Again a brief restatement. We have repeatedly 
stated the importance we attach to the principle of freedom of 
navigation and our determination to maintain open access 
through the Strait of Hormuz. 


Our commitment to this principle and its application 
to the Gulf remains unchanged. We continue to view with 
serious concern attacks on nonbelligerent shipping serving 
neutral ports in the Guif and economic installations, as well 
as the territory of the neutral states of the Gulf. 


As do we, the neutral Gulf states continue to seek a 
diplomatic solution to the war. We support the self-defense 


efforts of those states. Our friends in the region must have 
the means to protect themselves and their interests and to 


maintain the right to freedom of international navigation. 


Subject to the approval of Congress as may be needed, 
we will continue to supply the states of the Gulf Cooperation 
Council with military equipment which has been identified as 
necessary to sustain their self-defense capabilities. 

Q Can we have a copy of that? 

fe Yes. 

Q A follow up on that one -- 


A Is this a follow up on the same one, Marvin? 
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Q In that region. 


Q Can you tell us the reaction now after two 
weeks? You haven't commented on the reaction of the Gulf 
states about the whole affair? Can you give us now your 
reaction to their reaction? 


ia No. The answer is still the same. 


: This fellow in the back has had a question for a long 
time. 


Do you have anything on the meeting of the 
Secretary. Under Secretary Wallace, and Soviet Foreign Trade 


Minister Aristoyv today? 


. First of all, the Secretary has not yet met -- 
Q Right. Anything on the upcoming meeting? 


” No. I don't have anything on the upcoming 
meeting. As you know, the Soviet Foreign Trade Minister is 
here for the Joint Commercial Commission, and that basically 15 
under the auspices of the Commerce Department, and I understand 
that there 1s @ press event scheduled for 2:15 at Commerce, 
where there should be some readout of these sessions that have 


taken place here. 


Q Can we get 4 readout after the Secretary's 
meeting with aristov on that specific portion of the meeting? 


é we'll take 4 look at it, but, 4s usual with 
bilateral meetings, I don't promise anything. 


Marvin? 


Under the headline of iran and arms to Iran, 
could you tell us whether the Secretary knew that Israel was 
going to ship arms to Iran in September 1985? 


fe There I fall back on what I have said 
consistently -- that there are investigations, there is 
testimony scheduled, and that that is the proper forum for 
those questions to be addressed in. 


Q Chuck, can I 90 back to your statement -- 


Q I've been waiting for 4 long time 


2 He's been waiting for & long time. 
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Q Go ahead. Right. 


Q Do you have any comment on the Gorbachev visit 
to New Delhi, and also any comment on the Delhi declaration by 
the leader of the Soviet Union and the Prime Minister of India? 


a No and no. 
Q Doesn't mean that you didn't read it? (Laughter) 
fe No, I don't have any comment. 


Q You said something about that you will -- 
regarding the Gulf states and the Gulf Cooperation Council -- 
that you will provide the Prince with weapons to defend 
themselves. 


Have there been any requests in the last six months 
from the Gulf Cooperation Council individually or collectively, 
especially in the last Gulf Cooperation Council meeting in the 
Arab Emirate, I believe? Have they requested the United States 
to give them some facilities through the AWACS or some other 
things that are in Saudi Arabia? 


ia I can't help you on that 


Q Chuck, do we expect Shultz to speak on the issue 
of Iran without saying that that comes under investigation? I 
mean, are we expecting a major statement? 


A I told you what time it happens, even though 8i)) 
doesn't thank that's too important. You might want to be there 
and you can judge for yourself. 1 don't want to predict -- 


Q You are misquoting me, Chuck. I didn't say that, 
Chuck. 


A I'm sorry, you didn't say that exactly. 


Q Can I come back to a question that was asked 
yesterday, and 1 don't remember whether you said you'd look 
into it or not 


Has the United States requested through diplomatic 
channels of the Swiss Government any cooperation in connection 
with investigations of the Swiss bank accounts, and so on? Has 
there been an approach to the Swiss? 


Q 1 know what the answer's going to be. 
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i He knows the answer to that. You -- 
Q But I want to hear it from you. 


= anything that falls under the rubric of 
investigation, I just can't address right now. 


Q But this is @ question of mere cooperation 
between states. You would ask -- you would announce an 
initiative to ask for, let's say. cooperation on extradition, 
which also involves investigations. we're not asking for the 
details of what you are asking of the Swiss. 


+ Even in the case of extradition, I'm often very 
limited in what I can say, but your source of information for 
that kind of a question has to be the Department of Justice. 
If they are willing to address them, then I certainly have no 
problem, but I just don't have any guidelines that will allow 
me to address that. 


In the same connection, the same question for 
Israel: has the U.S. done -- is the answer the same? -- has 
the U.S. asked Israel to cooperate in any way -- for example, 
to provide 4 State Department-led delegation to Israel access 
to jndividuals or files or information otherwise in Israel? 


i) For the moment, I have to leave you with the same 
answer. 


Chuck, 1” the past the United States Government 
stated that if the Gulf states, the oil exporting companies, 
came -- were subjected to any threats from the outside, it will 
come to their defense. Now you are saying you will continue to 
support them by sending them arms to defend themselves. Does 
that negate the old commitment, oF is there a new policy now, 
or what? 


‘ Once again, without going back and reviewing all 
the words that have been stated and restated, I'm not trying to 
indicate any change in our commitment to the Gulf states. 


Chuck, yesterday Secretary Shultz said in his 
speech that Mr. armacost 15 going out to South Africa soon, 
Southern africa. Can you tell us about when, if you don't have 
a specific date, but 15 it in the next week or SO, the next 
month or so, when is it he is going, 4s best you can tell us, 
and what 15 the scope of his trip? 
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“ The planning for that trip is still in process 
and the plans will be announced as soon as they are final. 
Generally speaking, I can tell you that we expect him to leave 
about the end of next week, that the trip will be of about one 
week in duration. 


The trip is important because this will allow one of 
the Secretary's top assistants to take a first-hand reading of 
the situation in the area. In that sense, the trip is a 
central part of our diplomacy toward the region. 


The kinds of things he will be doing, without meaning 
to be all-encompassing by any stretch, obviously he will be 
looking at questions of regional security, the regional 
economic situation, the effect of sanctions and 
countersanctions, the possibilities for getting dialogue opened 
up inside of South Africa. I don't mean to be exhaustive, but 
that's exemplary of the kind of things. 


Q Will he go to other countries other than South 
Africa itself, or just to South Africa? 


‘ I'm not at this point specifying any countries, 
South Africa or others. The planning is still in process, and 
we hope to be able to announce that trip more definitively soon. 


Q Chuck, does the fact that Armacost is going there 
mean that the Secretary will not? His postponed trip from 
October is now sort of so far off the stove, it is not on the 
back burner any more, or what? 


A No, it does not mean that at all. This trip by 
Mr. Armacost is preliminary to a trip by the Secretary. The 
Secretary does plan to go to Africa, but as of yet, I don't 
have the kind of details that you would need. 


Q But it is still in the planning process, is it? 
2 That's right. 


Q The Secretary said yestday that Armacost would go 
to the Front-line States and, by implication, he was saying 
that Armacost would not visit South Africa. Is that correct? 


6 I have to leave it for the time being that the 
plans still are not finalized, and so until they are I would 
just prefer not to lead you one way or the other in a really 
definitive fashion. I agree that that is what the Secretary 
said 

















-22- Friday. 12/5/86 


Will Aarmacost meet on this trip with leaders of 
the -- with opposition leaders of South africa. oF other 
opposition leaders? 


a It depends, of course, what the itinerary of the 
trip turns out to be, but we have, of course, undertaken 
efforts, as you are aware, to broaden our contacts with the 
opposition both inside and outside of South africa. 


The Secretary indicated in July that we were expanding 
the range of our contacts. So that whatever Mr. armacost does 

on this trip would be consistent with those general guidelines. 
but it is unfortunately just premature to tell you with whom he 
will be meeting 


Does the planning, however, include sessions 
with the ANC jn Lusaka? 


‘ al) 1 can say is, because the itinerary hasn't 
been pinned down, that's not to be excluded. 

Q Chuck, is Mr. Crocker going on this trip? 

fi 1 don't believe he is. 


Has there been any shift in the responsibility 
within the Department for african policy? My recollection is 
that Mr crocker has been the one who has been conducting the 
diplomacy 2” that part of the world up until now. 


id lhis 358 standard Department practice. assistant 
Secretary crocker is the primary of ficial responsible for our 


african policy Ihe Under Secretary frequently visits many 
parts of the world, 4s does the Deputy Secretary, 4% does the 
Secretary That doesn't indicate in any way any lessening of 
the responsibility of the appropriate assistant Secretary. 


Could we get & copy of your statement on 
congressional intent towards the Contras during the period just 


past? 


‘ They can read that back to you in detail. I've 
sort of scribbled all over it. But they can read it to you if 
you want to get al) the words. 


Q Do you have any comment on the killing of two 
Palestinians students in Bir Zeit University in the West Bank 
yesterday by Israeli armed forces and the wounding of others? 
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Q The United States deeply regrets the loss of life 
and injuries in this tragic incident. While we don't have all 
the facts, we deplore this violent event. Violence of this 
kind undermines efforts to achieve peace and reconciliation 
which is so urgently needed in the Middle East. 





Q You ceplore, you don't condemn, do you? 
ra You've got my statement. 
Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 1:03 p.m.) 
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MRS. OAKLEY: I have two announcements to begin 
today. The first is that the Bureaus of Public Affairs and 
Human Rights and Humanitarian Affairs will host an 
ON-THE-RECORD briefing in conjunction with Human Rights Day on 
Wednesday, December 10, in the Loy Henderson Conference room 
from 2:30 to 5:30 p.m. The briefing will be a series of three 
panel discussions with former political prisoners and other 
human rights experts. Assistant Secretary for Human Rights 
Richard Schifter will moderate the panel. A copy of the agenda 
which lists the names of the speakers is available. 


A further announcement is that ACDA is issuing a press 
release today on Soviet violations of SALT II. The release 
notes that the recent announcement by the Soviet Union that it 
will continue to adhere to the SALT II treaty is disingenuous 
and represents a Soviet propaganda effort. It overlooks the 
fact that for several years the Soviets have violated and 
continue to violate some of the central provisions of SALT II. 
The U.S. decision of May 27, 1986, to end adherence to the 
unratified and expired SALT agreement was taken in direct 
response to these Soviet violations. 


The U.S. Government has repeatedly sought correction 
of Soviet non-compliance and gave the Soviets over a year and a 
half to correct that situation. They failed to take the 
necessary steps to do so. Copies of the press release are also 
available. 


And I'm prepared to take questions. 


Q Phyllis, can you tell us who Ambassador Kelly is 
seeing today in the Department? 


i) Ambassador Kelly is in the Department today 
conferring with Department officials. 
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Q Specifically who? 

6 I can't go into that. 

Q Is he seeing the FBI -- is he to be interviewed 
by the FBI? 

“ As the Secretary has directed, Ambassador Kelly 


will make himself available to all appropriate officials, 
including the F6I. 


Q As I understand it, Ambassador Kelly's role in 
this came out after the Department sent out a sort of 
all-points bulletin to posts overseas. Beyond Ambassador Kelly 
and the Sultan of Brunei, have there been any other bits of 
information that have come in from that process? 


oe I have nothing for you on that. 


Q Any idea how long Ambassador Kelly is going to be 
around? Is he indefinitely posted to Washington now? 


“ I just can't speculate on how long he will be 
around. It will be determined by the investigations. 


Q There's a report from Reuters out of London 
saying that Middle East -- U.S. Ambassadors to the Middle East 
are conferring. Is this a normal conference? Does this take 
place periodically, and what are they conferring on? 


& Assistant Secretary Murphy has gone to London 
where he is conferring with host-government officials on Middle 
East questions, and we sought to take advantage of Murphy's 
presence in Europe by asking leading U.S. diplomats in key 
Middle Eastern countries to come to London to review regional 
developments. Similar review meetings have been held in the 


past. 
Q Is Mr. Murphy meeting any Arab officials there? 


I don't believe so. 
Q (Many voices at once) 


Wait a minute. One at a time. 


Could I ask one more on the Kelly thing? 


> 


Yes. Certainly. 
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Q The Secretary yesterday said that Kelly had 
informed him that he had had consultations both here and then 
subsequently on a secure channel from Beirut with General 
Secord and Ollie North. Can you tell us where Secord and North 
were when he talked with them from Beirut? 


a I just don't have any information on that. 


Q Phyllis, you said on his return, that it will be 
determined by the investigatiun, the outcome of the 
investigation. Are you telling us right now that his return 
will be in doubt, or we don't know whether he will be returning 
or not, or is he -- 


é I just can't go any further from that. He was 
called back, and he'll be here available for the investigation, 
and I can't speculate on the outcome of any of it 


Q Is there any particular reason why the State 
Department won't just say the different kinds of officials with 
whom he is talking? Why not say he's talking to Judge Sofaer 
or he's talking to -- and he's being debriefed by NEA or -- 


A Well, I think you just have to assume that he's 
seeing the normal range of people, and I don't think our 
practice is ever to identify specifically the people that one 
sees in normal consultations. 


Q But the Secretary made clear this is not a normal 
consultation. 


i Well, that's right. But the same practice 
applies. We just don't go into the details of appointments. 


Q Is he seeing anyone from the FBI today or the 
Justice Department? 


a I just don't have anything for you on that. 
Q On that London meeting, how many U.S. Ambassadors? 
id I don't have the list in front of me. 


Can you find out how many? 


> fb 


I'm not sure. I'll see. 


(Inaudible) 


2) 
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a Wait. Let him finish. 


Q Do you know whether they saw the Secretary when 
he was in London? 


. As you know, certainly the Secretary went through 
London or is in London today, but I don't think he had any 
plans to meet with them. 


Q Could you check on whether he in fact did or 
didn't? 


ia Well, I just don't know of any plans that he had 
to meet them. 


Q If Mr. Murphy is not knowing if he will be 
meeting with Arab officials or Arab diplomats in Europe, are 
there plans so far by the Department to send Mr. Murphy or Mr. 
Armacost or any emissary to the Middle East, especially to the 
Arabian Gulf, to talk to the heads of the states who are 
directly involved in the Iran-Iraq war? 


a I don't think Mr. Murphy is planning on going 
ahead to the Middle East. This is a very short trip for him 
for Europe, and I know of no other plans. 


Q Was this a hastily arranged chiefs of mission 
meeting, or was this something long planned? 


A I think it's in a series of normal procedures. 
As I said, they've had these before. 


Q I know, but was this -- 
a I don't know. 


Q -- brought about over the last couple of days, or 
has this been in the works for weeks? 


is) I'll have to check into that. 


Q Could you check on whether one of the reasons 
that Murphy has called this meeting is to find out whether 
these other ambassadors, like Ambassador Kelly, were involved 
in back-channel communications or any other with the White 
House without the knowledge of the Secretary? 


A As I said, this meeting was called to review 
general developments in the area, and I think it was planned 
long before any of this came about, and I think it would be 
misleading to tie it to the remarks that Secretary Shultz made. 





-5- Tuesday, 12/9/86 


Q But at the same time it would not be unreasonable 
that this question would come up. 


A Yes, but I'm not going to get into any of the 
topics of discussion. 


Q Is Ambassador Kelly carrying any documents, 
especially as Shultz -- he said that most of them were 
destroyed. 


A But I think the Secretary addressed that 
yesterday when he said that he had asked Mr. Kelly to return 
with whatever he had. 


Q Yeah. But is he bringing some documents, because 
also they implied that he destroyed all the documents? 


a I just don't know on that question. 


Q Going back to Israeli Government readiness to 
cooperate with the investigators here in this city, has there 
been any contact so far or any delegation to come from Israel 
or to go there to continue the investigation or to begin the 
investigation in the Iran affair? 


6 As Chuck Redman explained many times, we're 
simply not going to get into any of the details of the 
investigation. 


Q Phyllis, in light of the Kelly response to the 
State Department's message last week, is the State Department 
asking its ambassadors in a more general sense whether any of 


them are communicating to anybody else within the government on 
private channels -- back channels? 
a I don't have anything on that. 


Q Phyllis, new subject? 


Yes. 
Q Could we have one more? 
A Wait a minute. One more. 


Q On that general subject, the Secretary said 
yesterday that the Ambassador was apparently using CIA 
communications, secure communications, to communicate with the 
White House. I wonder, in an embattled Embassy like Beirut, is 
that normal procedure? I mean, are all communications done 
that way, or are there less secure things that are normally 
used? 
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te I believe that the reference yesterday was to 
privacy channel or back channel communications. These are 
generic terms used to refer to the transmission of information 
outside of normal State Department channels. 


For example, it is possible to directly relay 
information between posts and the White House. This is what he 
was referring to. 


Now, in regard to what was standard operating practice 
in Beirut, I don't think I need to remind any of you what the 
security situation is there. And the standard practice is to 
destroy all classified material within a very short period of 
time. So this was just standard procedure out there. 


Q There is a report in a London newspaper -- I 
believe it is called The Independent -- saying that a covert 








plan to airlift 60 tons of military equipment, apparently to 
UNITA, through South Africa is underway. And it says 
specifically that the three phases of this involved 40 tons of 
machine guns to be sent from San Pedros Sula to Johannesburg; 
second, 20 tons of rocket launchers to be sent via Switzerland 
to Johannesburg; and that a third shipment went recently from 
Brussels to Johannesburg on board a U.S.-owned freight line. 


Can you tell us anything about that? 


A Since 1962, the United States has had an embargo 
on the sale or supply of arms to South Africa. We have no 
knowledge of this embargo being violated. 


Q What about the -- I think the point of John's 
question was not that the weapons were going to South Africa 
but that they were going through South Africa to the UNITA 
forces in Angola. 


A I understand, and I think certainly our support 
for UNITA and the forces of Jonas Savimbi in his struggle 
against Soviet and Cuban adventurism in Angola are well known, 
but the point I wanted to make is that the embargo exists and 
has existed since 1962. 


Q Well, could you tell us whether in fact, in 
relation to the support that you just expressed for UNITA, 
there were 60 tons of military supplies sent within the last 
week from those three locations? 


A I have nothing on those reports. 
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Q Can you check that? 
I'll see. I'm not sure. 
Yes. 


Q Has the State Department been looking into how 
this whole Iran/Contra affair has hurt the U.S.'s credibility 


with counterterrorism policy? 


“ I can just give you a very general answer. Of 
course we've been looking into it on general terms, but I think 
certainly the Secretary reiterated yesterday in his statement 
the continuation of our policies, and I'm not going to go 
beyond that. 


Yes. 


Q Is there any U.S. reaction to the South African 
Foreign Minister's remarks about the U.S. being responsible for 
prolonging the state of emergency there? 


A Secretary Shultz clearly stated U.S. policy on 
December 4, a policy that is aimed at fostering negotiations to 
resolve South Africa's and other regional conflicts. In this 
connection, we reject the Foreign Minister's criticism of our 
past and present approach to southern Africa. 


Q Do you know when Mr. Armacost is going to the 
region? 


fe Yes. Just a minute. The details of the Armacost 
trip to Africa are still being worked out and we expect to be 
able to announce them shortly. 


Q In his absence, Phyllis, because I think he said 
he was going to be gone for a week or so, is somebody else sort 
of minding the store on the Iran matter? He was the point 
person. 


A Yes. I'm sure you can feel confident that 
somecne will take on that. 


Q Anybody we know? 
A No. I don't have a name on that. 


Yes. 
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Q In his testimony, the Secretary of State defended 
the solicitation from a foreign government of money which he 
said was for humanitarian aid for the Contras, yet senior 
officials in the Administration, including some in this 
Department, say they have no assurances at all that this money 
went for Contra aid. for humanitarian aid, and didn't go for 
arms. 


Is the Department now trying to establish whether the 
money solicited from this unnamed country in fact went for 
humanitarian aid, or where in fact it went? 


a In general, as you know, this whole issue is the 
subject of an investigation and I am not going to address 
specific areas that might be a part of that investigation. 


Q Is it a subject of investigation by the State 
Department? 


6 I think the -- I can't really go beyond that. 
Whether you can separate these investigations into various 
parts, I'll simply stand by the fact that there is an 
investigation. 


Q You indicated that because of the situation in 
Lebanon, classified information is regularly destroyed very 
Quickly. Are you saying that -- has it turned out that any 
documents that had been asked for in this investigation in fact 
no longer exists? 


fs No. I don't think that that is -- you know, if 
you send something, there is the copy that is from the sender 
and then it is received, and I think that usually in a 
situation like that, that you can count on copies being 
available somewhere in the government. 


Q Didn't the Secretary say that yesterday? 
6 What? 


Q That Kelly had advised him that the copies on 
Iran had been destroyed. 


6 Yes. 


Q At his end. 


“ Yes 
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Q At his end, yes, but then they might -- they 
should have another. 


ra Yes. This is the point that I am making. 


Q So you are saying that there is nothing unusual 
about the fact that documents that he may be asked for in this 
investigation in fact no longer exist. 


i No. In the statement yesterday, they said that 
the copies at his end would have been destroyed, but that there 
would be copies on this end. So, it is not correct to say that 
they have been destroyed. There is a copy here. The copy in 
Beirut was destroyed. 


Q Do you have any comment on the resignation of 
Ambassador Tambs? 


Q Would you repeat the questions, please? 
Q Ambassador Tambs in Honduras. 

Q Costa Rica. 

Q Costa Rica, I'm sorry. 


‘ Ambassador Tambs wrote to President Reagan on 
December 1 submitting his resignation as U.S. Ambassador to 
Costa Rica. Mr. Tambs is a tenured professor at Arizona State 
University and wants to return there to teach While he has 
been on leave of absence from Arizona State fo. four and a half 
years, he has always made clear his intention to return there. 


Q And does it have any connection with his success 
or lack of success in the current dealings with the United 
States and the Contras down there? 


“ No. It is not related to policy questions at 
all. One of the reasons Ambassador Tambs gave for leaving 
government service is his desire to return to private life and 
actively support the President's policies in Central America in 
various public fora. 


Q Can you explain in that case, Phyllis, why two 
officials at the White House said yesterday that one of the 
reasons he left was his unsuccessful effort to solicit Costa 
Rican Government cooperation in supporting the Contras? 


A No, I can't explain that. 
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Yes. 


Q If I may take you to a different subject? Do you 
have any comment on the continued increase in the loss of life 
of the Palestinians in the West Bank and Gaza as a result of 
the actions of Israeli military occupation forces in occupied 
territories? 


4 I can only reiterate what we said last week, that 
the United States deeply regrets the loss of life and injuries 
in these tragic incidents. Violence of this kind undermines 


efforts to achieve peace and reconciliation which are so 
urgently needed in the Middle East. 


Q Do you condemn the killing of six Palestinians so 
far by Israeli occupation authorities there? 


“ I'm not going to go beyond the statement that I 
made . 


Yes. 


Q The head of the Gulf Cooperation Council is in 
Washington this week. Will he be meeting with anyone in the 
State Department? 


o I just have nothing on that. 


Q Can you possibly take the question, will he be 
seeing anyone? 


A Yes. I'll see what we can look into. 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:45 p.m.) 





Posted: nec. 9, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 
Question Taken at Noon Press Briefing of December 9, 1986 


GCC: BSBISHARA VISIT 





Q: The head of the Gulf Cooperation Council is in Washington 
this week. Will he be meeting with anyone in the State 
Department? 


A: --ABDULLAH BISHARA, SECRETARY GENERAL OF THE GULP 
COOPERATION COUNCIL, [S IN THE UNITED STATES ON A PRIVATE 


VISIT. HE WILL MEET WITH DEPARTMENT PERSONNEL; DETAILS 
WILL BE MADE PUBLIC LATER. 
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MRS. OAKLEY: Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen. I 


don't have any announcements today. 


Q Can you tell us anything about who Ambassador 
Kelly is seeing today? What's he doing? 


a I don't have any details on Ambassador Kelly's 
schedule. He has met with a variety of Department officials 
and will continue to do so. 


Q Has he met anybody outside of the Department -- 
the FBI, for example? 


“ Yes, he has met with the FBI. 


Q When was that? 


Yesterday 
Q And are there more meetings planned with him? 
a I don't have anything on that. 


And in addition to the FBI, has he met with 
anybody else outside of the Department? 


io) I don't know 
Q Is he cleared then to go back to his post? 
Excuse me, I didn't -- 


Q Is he clear to go back to Beirut? 
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“ Well, that just hasn't been decided yet. I don't 
want to imply that it's going to be decided. They're just not 
at that point yet. 


Q Are other Foreign Service officers or diplomats, 
have they been called back to the State Department for the same 
sorts of questions that have been put to Mr. Kelly? 


i) In the process of the Department's trying to 
assemble all the facts, we have been talking to a great many 
people, and there has been someone else that has been asked to 
come back for consultations 


Q Is that Bartholomew? 


a No 
Q Can you tell us who it is? 
a Yes. That's David Ransom, who has been the 


Charge in Damascus 


Q And is that because he also had been -- said that 
he had communications with the White House on this matter? 


) No. I explained that in the normal process of 
talking to a great many people about all the facts and 
ramifications of this that this was a normal consultation 


Q Could you give us that name again, Phyllis? I['m 


sorry. 
a It's Ransom, R-A-N-S-O-M 
Q [I'm sorry, I'm not clear why -- 
Q Is that his name or the process that he was 


involved in? (Laughter) 


“4 That's his name 

Q [ see 

a Excuse me, may I finish with her? 

Q [I'm not sure why he was chosen to come back out 


of all of them if he had not been said that he also was 
involved? 
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a I've tried to explain that this is a process of 
getting lots of facts from lots of people. and you get 
varieties of things and it's just in that normal consultation 
process. It does not imply anything. 


Q Is Ambassador Eagleton in London or is he back 
here? 

“ I simply don't know 

Q The Secretary made a point on Monday as to how 


the chain of command from the President to him, in this case. 
had been broken. This may have been asked, but is there some 
kind of process by which when Ambassadors, career or not, do 
this, do they get demoted? 


rs No, I can't speculate on anything like that 


Q What happer: to him? Obviously, he has done 
wrorg or seems to have done wrong in the Secretary's view. 


a I think you're implying too much in your 
question. I think the Secretary was very clear about the 
circumstances and that he had simply asked him to come home to 
discuss the matter. 


Q Well, he said he was shocked and he said he hoped 
this was unique, so what is the process here with these cases? 


a Well, 1 think we've explained that, that we're in 
a process of trying to get as many facts as we possibly can 
through consultations. And in that context, he was asked to 
come back. 


Q Can we return to David Ransom for a moment? You 
say the fact that he has been called back does not imply 
anything. Well, it does imply something 


a It implies that he's part of the consultation 
process to ascertain the facts 

Q Okay 

Q Could we clarify this a little bit? Is Mr 


Ransom being brought back in connection with the overall 
inquiry into this whole affair, or is he being brought back in 
connection with the possibility that a back-.lannel 
communication was set up between him and someone outside the 
State Department? 
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- I think I tried to answer that, that he's being 
brought back in the process of consultation on a wide variety 
of aspects touching on the entire investigation. 


Q It's not a follow-up in order to connect it with 
the things with which Ambassador Kelly was said to have been 
involved? 


” No, I've stated the reason that he's been brought 
back. It's the normal consultatior in our process of 
collecting all the facts that deal on this issue 


Q Are there any other Ambassadors involved in it 
like in Kuwa:t? Is he being called back? 


a Not that [ know of at the moment 


Q There's only two, Kelly and Ransom? 
a That's correct. 
Q Has it been vetermined so far whether the 


back-channel mechanism began with Ambassador Kelly's tenure or 
did it exist before he arrived in Beirut? 


a [I think, as we tried to explain yesterday, that 
the terms “back-channel” or “privacy channel” are genetic terms 
that refer to well-established modes of communication between 
posts and Washington 


Q But in the context of this case, of this episode 
of the Iran arms and the hostages and the rest, has it been 
determined if, in that context, this back-channel existed prior 
to Ambassador Kelly's tenure? 


a I thought perhaps 1 had answered this, that the 
modes, methods of communication are established procedures, and 
I'm simply not going to go beyond that 


Q No, I'm not making myself clear. the Secretary 
was indignant at learning from Ambassador Kelly that there had 
been these back-channeled communications in the context of this 
case. What I'm asking is, did this system of communications, 
in the context of this case, exist before Ambassador Kelly's 
arrival in Beirut? 
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o I don't have anything on the specifics of which 
channels of communications were used, and anything in regard to 
that will have to await the investigation. 


Q Does that mean that Ambassador Eagleton is 
involved in it since Ransom was involved? Are you 
investigating what he's doing? 


” I just don't have anything on - 


Q He's out of the investigation -- Ambassador 
Eagleton? 


fe I don't want to answer that because I am simply 
not sure, and [ don't want to mislead you. 


Q As I understand it, Ransom is in the building 
now; he's back in the United States? 


A Yes, that 1s correct. 
Q Do you have any reports on the death of Khomeini? 
| A We have heard a vague rumor, but we have nothing 
on it. 
Q What 1s the rumor’ 
Q On the matter of Ransom and Kelly, are inquiries 


being sent over to the White House about what this might have 
been about? 


A All of that is being covered under the terms of 
the investigation, and [ have nothing on that. 


Q I mean, as a matter of policy, each ambassador is 
a Presidential appointee Isn't that right? 


ms Yes. 

Q I mean, there would be nothing wrong, really, for 
the President of the United States, or his agent at the White 
House, to communicate with a quy like Kelly, right? 


A That's a question that's so speculative that [ 
simply can't comment on it 
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Q I don't know how speculative it is. He's the 
Commander-in-Chief. If he chooses to send a message to his 
envoy in Lebanon, it doesn't seem to be out of order. What 
seems to be questionable is why this guy would be made 
something of a scapegoat? 


“ I'm just not going to comment on that question. 


Q Is there an expectation that others will be 
brought back as well? 


a) I simply can't speculate on how the consultations 
will unfold. 


Q Do you know whether a committee has expressed 
interest in talking to Ambassador Kelly and Mr. Ransom? 


4 I think that there are a whole series of 
Congressional requests that are coming in, but [ don't know of 
any specifically about Mr. Kelly. 


Q The GCC Secretary General is meeting Armacost 
this afternoon. Can you tell us what is the official State 
Department justification you are telling the Arab diplomat or 
Arab Government what he will be told by Armacost? 


a Abdullah Bishara, the Secretary General of the 
Gulf Cooperation Council, is in Washington on a privately 
sponsored visit to promote understanding of the work of the 
Council and its positive contribution to peace and stability in 
an important area of the world. 


You are correct that Mr. Bishara is scheduled to meet 
with Under Secretary of State Michael Armacost at 2:30 this 
afternoon. 


The United States supports the efforts of the states 
in the Gulf region to achieve mutual self-defense and economic 
cooperation. We have been strongly supportive of the Gulf 
Cooperation Council since its inception Secretary General 
Bishara's visit represents a welcome opportunity to reaffirm 
our support for the GCC and to continue our dialogue with this 
important organization 


Q Can I follow up? He said in the morning that the 
only thing he asked from the United States is to go back to 
neutrality and stop arms flow, and also indignation of Iranian 
intransigence of continuing the wer. 
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Are you still thinking that [ran is intransigent in 
refusing to abide by U.N. resolutions or not? 


a You have raised several issues that [ think touch 
on something that we have termed “Operation Staunch" and our 
policy toward the Iran-Iraq war. I[ welcome the opportunity to 
restate the fact that the Administration is determined to 
continue to pursue “Operational Staunch" in all its aspects as 
it affects all countries. 


The Secretary is reaffirming the policy with our 
European Allies in his discussions this week. We have made our 
position clear both publicly and through diplomatic channels to 
all relevant governments. 


There should be no mistaking our determination to 
press “Operation Staunch" since we continue to believe that 
Iran is the recalcitrant party in that it refuses to consider 
negotiations or mediation of the war with Iraq. We pursue the 
effort to inhibit arms transfers to Iran because we favor and 
work for the earliest possible end to the war which is draining 
the resources of both countries. 


Q Can we have a copy of these two statements, if 
it's possible? 


a I'll have to see it that's possible. 


MORE ~~ 
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Q What effect do you think the furor in the last 
two or three weeks will have on Operation Staunch? 


A I'm just not going to speculate on that. 


Q Phyllis, on the information about American 
support to the GCC, Mr. Bishara spoke this morning that the 
area of friction is centered around United Arab Emirates and 
Qatar and the AWACS does not go or reach that far to monitor 
what's going on there. Does the U.S., in light of this 
reaffirmation of support, considering the expansion of the 
scope of the flights of the AWACS in the area? 


a) I have not seen any report of his remarks, and [ 
can't comment on them. 


Q But could you look into the -- 


A Well, [‘'ll - 


Q -- question on whether the U.S. will be prepared 
to expand the flight pattern of the AWACS? 

a I'm not going to get it I can't take that kind 
of question. 

Yec. 

Q On a -- I think ona lightly different subject, 


could you tell us whether the U.S. message to Honduras these 
days is that with a hundred million going to the Contras we 
hope that the Contras will get out of Honduras by April of '87 
and conduct their civil war in the country to which it's 
directed? 


A It is the view of the United States that the 
Nicaraguan Resistance belongs in Nicaragua. [fhe Government of 
Honduras has expressed similar views, and we are aware of 
them. Reports that there are any agreements about the Contras 
moving out of Honduras are simply untrue 


Q Will you try that last sentence again? 


A That reports -- 


Q Uh-huh. 
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4 -- about agreements, formal or informal, with any 
government in the region are untrue. 


Q You mean -- 

A -- reports -- 

Q -- reports that -- 

- -- of an agreement to get the Contras out of 
Honduras. 

Q But you're working to get them out. 

a But -- yes, as [ stated in the first statement 


that our view is that the Resistance belongs in Nicaragua. 


And how is that going to happen without 
agreements reached with the various parties down there? 


A Well, ['m simply not going to speculate on how 
this is going to play out. 


Q I don't want you to speculate either. Tell us 
what it is that the U.S. Government has done to facilitate this 
policy aim that the Contras leave Honduras? 

A I simply can't do that now. 

Q When you talk about the absence of agreements, 
you're saying the United States, [ assume, is not party to any 
agreement, but can you speak for both the Honduran Government 
and the Nicaraguan Resistance as well? 

is) Of course IL can't speak for the -- 

Q O.K., sorry. 

“ -- Honduran Government 

The U.S. has not signed any agreements, either 
formally or informally, but you cannot speak to the other two 
parties. 


i) That's correct. I'm speaking only for the United 
States. 
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Q Is your statement really in response to the 
report in the Wall Street Journal that there's a pact or -- 





a Yes. 

Q -- a plan -- 

“ Yes. 

Q —-- or a deal or an agreement? 
a Thet's right. 


Q But are you also saying that to the knowledge of 
the U.S. Government there is no agreement between the Hondurans 


and the Contras? 


“ I just don't have anything on that 
Yes. 
Q Do you have anything on the reports that 


McFarlane in his closed testimony said that he received from 
the Israeli Government a list of 800 moderate Iranians that the 
United States was trying to reach through these arms deals? 


a No I just -- as we've said many times from 
here, we have no comments while the investigation is going on 
on any of those questions. 


Q Can you comment on the cease-fire in the 
Philippines? 

a No, I don't today 

Q Can you clarify something for me regarding 


Ambassador Kelly? Aw I right in recalling that some official, 
either here or elsewhere in the U.S. Government said that 
Ambassador Kelly brought back with him whatever documents may 
have related to his unauthorized back-channel National Security 
Council or the White House staff? 
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a Well, I think there are several implications in 
your question about authorization, and [I think what [ said, 
repeating what the Secretary had said on Monday, is very clear 
-- that the Secretary has asked him to return and to bring with 
him whatever was available. And I think the Secretary tried to 
spell out the difficulties in Beirut, and [ think that stands. 


Q I understand, except that in the meantime -- I 
believe it‘s been disclosed that Ambassador Kelly did not 
return directly from Beirut but returned from London, where he 
was attending a meeting of regional Ambassadors. So if he had 
gone to London with the expectation of attending an 
uninterrupted meeting of other Ambassadors, he probably would 
not have brought with him any documents relating to the case at 
hand. So I'm wondering again if he did in fact bring any 
documents Can you just -- 


a Il simply can't comment on that, but I think we 
explained yesterday that that was not the crucial issue, that 
there would be copies in Washington. 


Q [ understand, but what ['m trying to determine is 
whether, as it seems, Ambassador Kelly was summoned not from 
Beirut but from London. 


6 I just don't have anything on the details or 
chronology of that. 


Q Do you have information on Syrian military 
support to the Sandinista Government? 


a No, I don't 


Q Can you look into that? 

a No 

Yes 

Q Can you comment on the cancelling of Senator 


Kennedy's visit to Poland? 


a We regret that the Polish Government has 
announced that Senator Kennedy's visit will not be possible at 
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the time he proposed. We have made clear to the Polish 
authorities that we regret this decision concerning a visit 
which would have contributed to better U.S.-Polish relations. 
We view visits to Poland by Members of Congress and other 
leaders in American society as helpful in expanding U.S.-Polish 
dialogue. 


We hope the Polish Government will seek to cooperate 
with the visit by Senator Kennedy at another date. 


Q Does the Polish action, in the view of the State 
Department, in any way impede efforts to normalize relations 
between the two governments? 


A I can't help you on that one. 
Yes. 
Q Then will you be able to tell us when was 


Operation Staunch put into action? When's the birthdate of 
Operation Stanch, sort of? 


S I don't know the answer to that, but I think we 
could certainly find out when the policy was announced. 


Q Do you think that it had been before -- 
2) [I don't know. 


Q For the record, Monday night, when Shultz was 
heading to Europe, he told reporters on his plane that he had 
asked Casey and Poindexter what was going on -- were there arms 
shipments to [ran -- and yesterday the Spokesman for the CIA 
said, “Not so. The Secretary must be mistaken " 


So now we bring it back to the Secretary's Spokesman 
trying to find out which one of the two gentlemen is recalling 
this particular event correctly. Can you provide any 
clarification for us on that? 


A I have nothing to add to what the Secretary said 
Yes. 
Q While Ambassador Kelly is here, I'm wondering if 


the people here are bringing up with him another issue that's 
come to the fore recently The Miami-Herald Sunday had it, and 





then a representative of the Royalist faction in [ran had it 
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Monday. And that is that the Khomeini regime provided the 
funds and direction for the bombings that resulted in the 
deaths of the Marines. Is there anything new on that? 


a No. I don't really have anything for you on that. 


Q Also on Kelly. can I just nail down one thing? 
According to my notes, I[ have you saying that it's not been 
decided if Ambassador Kelly is going back to his post. Is that 
right? 


a Well, the implication of your question is that 
the possibility that he would not return is there, and that 
simply has not -- anything like that on whether he will stay or 
return -- has simply not been addressed. [ have no comment 
whatsoever on that. 


Q Well, I mean if it hasn't been addressed, 
nevertheless would it be fair for us to extrapolate that it 
develops he did not have the permission of some higher 
established authority to communicate, cutting out the State 
Department on this -- in the context of this affair -- that he 
would not be going back? 


i) I am simply not going to speculate on anything 
like that. I[t may be fair for you but not for me 


Yes. 


Q But, still, af you say it's not been decided 
whether he will go back, it leaves open the possibility that an 
Ambassador who's been at his post for just a few months will 
have been relieved. 


a This is -- what we're trying to do is put this in 
the context of having brought him back for consultations on 
this issue and that we don't want to prejudge, one way or the 
other, anything about his future or to mislead anybody that 
decisions have been made or possibilities exist And I simply 
am trying to answer that as openly as possible -- simply to say 
that we aren't speculating and we really have nothing to say on 
that. 


Q Thank you 


(The briefing concluded at 12 38 p.m.) 
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Posted: 12/10/86 
TAKEN QUESTION 
Question Taken at Noon Press Briefing of December 10. 194t 


IRAN: OPERATION STAUNCH 





When was the beginning of Operation Staunch’ 

--THE UNITED STATES DECIDED AT THE BEGINNING OF THE GULF 
WAR. IN SEPTEMBER 1940. THAT IT WOULD DENY PERMISSION FOR 
U.S.-MADE OR -LICENSED ARMS TO BE TRANSFERRED TO EITHER 


IRAN OR IRAQ. 


--"OPERATION STAUNCH.” THE POLICY OF ACTIVELY DISCOURAGS 'i 
SHIPMENTS OF ARMS FROM ANY SOURCE TO IRAN. BEGAN IN 


nld-1983. 
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THURSDAY, DECEMBER 11, 1986, 12:19 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MRS. OAKLEY: Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen. 
To begin, I would like to read the text of the Secretary's 
statement of yesterday on Ambassador Stoessel's death which was 
released in Brussels 


"The United States has lost one of its most 
distinguished public servants. Retired Ambassador Walter J. 
Stoessel died today on the eve of his 67th birthday I join 
the Foreign Service in mourning one of the giants of the world 
of diplomacy. 


"Throughout his forty year career, Walter Stoessel was 
among the most effective of American representatives abroad 
As Ambassador to Poland, the Soviet Union and the Federal 
Republic of Germany, Ambassador Stoessel made important and 
lasting contributions to the development and implementation of 
American foreign policy in post-World War [[ Europe. During 
service in Washington as Assistant Secretary for Europe, as 
Under Secretary for Political Affairs, and as Deputy Secretary 
of State, Walter Stoessel provided outstanding professional 
support to Presidents and Secretaries of State in several 
administrations. The fact that he was one of those few 
outstanding individuals who attained the grade of Career 
Ambassador reflects the highest degree of achievement that 
marked his long period of service to his country [ will 
particularly remember him for his assistance during my first 
few months as Secretary of State and for several important 
missions that he was able to undertake after his retirement 


“As a mark of the high esteem in which we held 
Ambassador Stoessel, I have ordered flags at the Departmert of 
State and our missions abroad tlown at half-mast on Friday, 
December 12. The Department of State and ie Foreign Service 
join me in sending ccordolences to Mary Ann Stoessel and their 
entire family.” 








~~ 
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I'll be happy to answer questions now. 


Q Can you tell us about Ambassador Kelly and his 
activities -- who he is seeing, who's seeing him? 
“ Ambassador Kelly is continuing his consultations, 


but I have no further details for you 


Q How about Mr. Ransom? 

A He is continuing his consultations as well 

Q Is he being seen or interviewed by the FBI? 

fe I said I would have no further details on that. 
Q Are they the only two that have been called back 


for consultations? 


a As I said yesterday. they are the only two who 
have been called back 


Q New subject? 


a Yes 








~~ 
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Q Do you have anything on the supercomputer? There 
is a report that there is an agreement to sell to India a 
supercomputer. 


A Yes, I do. We have received informal word that 
at the conclusion of three days of meetings in New Delhi, U.S. 
negotiators, led by Robert Dean, senior representative for 
strategic technology policy, and Indian negotiators, led by 
Foreign Secretary A. B. Venkateswaran, have reached tentative 
agreement on the modalities for transfer of a supercomputer to 
India. 


The text of that agreement is classified and must 
still be considered by higher levels of both the U.S. and the 
Indian Governments. 


I am therefore not prepared to discuss any details of 
the agreement. As you know, the talks concluded yesterday and 
Ambassador Dean is still en route home. 


I would note that the sale would be to the Indian 
Department of Science and Technology to strengthen India's 
efforts in monsoon research, which is an area of cooperation 
under our joint science and technology initiative. 


As you know, our high technology relationship with 
India is expanding to include not only the sale of advanced 
computers but also technology to permit the manufacture of 
computers and computer software in India. Signature of our 
memorandum of understanding, as well as India's high level of 
scientific and technological development, makes such 
cooperation possible. 


Q Can we have a copy of that? 

R Yes. 

Q A follow up? Can I have a copy of that? 

A Yes. 

Q Number two if this is tentative, how long is 


the final agreement still? 


HM I don't have any information on that. 

Yes. 

Q If this hasn't been asked before -- I wasn't here 
the past couple days -- but can you tell me why the U.S. 


abstained in the Security Council vote on Monday regarding the 
West Bank violence? 
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a I'll have to take that question. 


Q Do you have any reaction to the Israeli raid on 
Palestinian positions near Tripoli in Lebanon? 


a No, I don't. 


Q Any reaction to the South African press 
clamp-—down? 


a Yes. On the South African Government's 
announcement of new curbs on the press, we reject the claim 
that these actions and any other curbs on the media are 
necessary. As an American columnist noted, “it is not the 
press reporting of the problems in South Africa, but the 
problems themselves that the South African Government must come 
to terms with." 


These additional measures to inhibit independent 
reporting of events in South Africa illustrate a point we have 
often made: Freedom in South Africa is an indivisible 
principle. The imposition of increasing repression on the 
majority will inevitably curb the rights of the minority, even 
in heretofore less restricted areas such as press freedom. 


Do you have any comment on the report that Egypt 
is involved in shipment of arms to Iran? 


a) No, I don't. 


Q I have a question on Ambassador Stoessel. He 
served in Moscow at a time when the Enibassy there was being 
microwaved by the Soviets I was wondering whether the State 
Department has any evidence or any reason to believe that the 
microwaving in any way was a contributing factor to the leukemia 
he suffered? 


rs) I'm sorry, L just can't help you on that. 

Q Can you take the question? 

A I'll look into it. 

Q Has Mr. Armacost left yet for Africa? 

A As we said yesterday, the plans for his trip are 


still being worked out, and the outlines of the trip will be 
announced shortly. 








~ 
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Q Phyllis, do you have anything on the visit of a 
Soviet delegation to Iran? 


A No, I don't. 


Q Okay, thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:26 p.m.) 











Posted: pecember ll, 1986 


Subject: Taken question - Ambassador Stoessel's exposure 
tO microwaves at Embassy Moscow. 


A. Does the Department have any evidence that the microwaving 
at the embassy in MosCcOW was a contributing factor to 
Ambassador Stoessel's leukemia and recent death? 

Q. THE PEOPLE WHO WERE ASSIGNED TO MOSCOW DURING THE TIME WHEN 
THE EMBASSY WAS SUBJECTED TO MICROWAVES WERE EVALUATED THROUGH 
AN EXTENSIVE EPIDEMIOLOGICAL STUDY CONDUCTED BY THE JOHNS 
HOPKINS GRADUATE SCHOOL OF PUBLIC HEALTH. IN COMPARISON WITH A 
CONTROL GROUP, THE EMPLOYEES IN THE STUDY SHOWED NO EVIDENCE OF 


INCREASED HEALTH PROBLEMS OR DISEASES ATTRIBUTABLE TO THE 


MICROWAVES. 








Posted: December 11,198 
TAKEN QUESTION 
Question Taken at Noon Press Briefing of December 11. 1986 


WEST BANK: U.N. VOTE 





@: Can you tell me why the U-S- abstained in the Security 
Council vote on MNondav regarding the West Bank violence?” 


A: WE COULD NOT SUPPORT THE RESOLUTION BECAUSE WE FOUND IT 


UNBALANCED. 
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FRIDAY, DECEMBER 12, 1986, 12:20 P. M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MRS. OAKLEY: Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen. I 
have one announcement to read. 


Under Secretary of State for Political affairs Michael 
H. Armacost will visit southern Africa December 14 to December 
20. As Secretary Shultz said in his speech on December 4, Mr. 
Armacost is going to southern Africa to reiterate our support 
for the security and development of the countries of the region 
and to discuss regional issues. Mr. Armacost will visit 
Botswana, Malawi, Mozambique, Zambia and Zimbabwe and meet with 
their leaders. 


I'll answer questions now. 
Q Will he meet with the ANC somewhere? 


a Yes. He will be holding a meeting with ANC 
officials in Lusaka. 


Q Why is he not going to South Africa? 


A [I just don't have anything for you on that. He 
is not going to South Africa. 


Do you know the identity of the person or persons 
he will meet with in Lusaka? 


Qa No, I don't. 


Q Did he attempt to arrange a visit to South Africa’ 


a No. I just can't help you with that. 
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Q Could you take that? Since that's a rather large 
country in the region, and if he's going to discuss the 
security and development of the region, it would seem a rather 
glaring omission. Could we get some answer on why he's not 
going to South Africa? 


ic} I'll see if I can. 
Q Or perhaps they turned him down? 


Q Is our policy still constructive engagement with 
South africa? 


a) I think the Secretary of State clearly spelled 
out what our policy is in his speech, and [I'd refer you to that. 


Q On Zimbabwe, does the fact that that's on the 
list mean that things are back to normal now between the United 
States and Zimbabwe? 


“ I don't have anything on that. 


Q On another subject, does the State Department now 
know if in fact any of the Iranian funds did arrive in some 
form or another in the hands of the Contras? 


A I'm sorry that I can't help you with that. 
While these investigations are going on, [ just can't answer 
any of those questions. 


Q And speaking of the investigations, is Ambassador 
Kelly still being interviewed by official, ‘wre? 

4 Ambassador Kelly is continuing his consultations 

Q And Mr. Ransom? 

3) Mr. Ransom is continuing his consultations as 
well. 

Q And have there been any new encounters with the 
FBI? 

i) I just don't have anything on that. 


Do you expect a change in assignment for Mr. 


Kelly? 
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A It's just premature to speculate on anything like 
that. I have nothing on that. 

Q Are there any plans for either one of these 
gentlemen to meet with the Secretary -- since the Secretary 
does arrive back tonight -- this weekend or early next week? 

a I'm certain that that will be considered. 

Q Have any others been recalled? 

a As I said yesterday, these are the only two who 


have been called back. 


Q Another subject? NATO Foreign Ministers today 
failed to endorse President Reagan's proposal to eliminate 
strategic nuclear weapons, and instead adopted what they 
described as a 50% reduction. They would take that. Does the 
State Department see that as a failure or a victory? 


a I'm sorry. [ just can't help you on those. The 
party will be returning, and I'm sure we'll have more to say on 
it later. 


Q Do you have any comment on the reports that there 
are three new radars erected in Russia, having to do with 
anti-missile matters? 


A Yes. These three radars are part of a network of 
new large phased-array radars that the Soviets are vow 
constructing. These radars will enhance Soviet capability to 
detect and track more ballistic missiles with greater accuracy 
than the existing radar network. It is expected that the three 
newly discovered radars will also enhance potential Soviet ABM 


capability. 


However, as early warning radars, they appear to be 
legally sited in compliance with the terms of the ABM Treaty. 
The further question of whether the three new radars constitute 
part of a prohibited ABM territorial defense is under review. 


It is important to keep in mind that the large 
phased-—array radar under construction at Krasnoyarsk is a clear 
violation of the ABM Treaty because of its siting, orientation, 
and capability. We have repeatedly called on the Soviets to 
cease construction and dismantle this radar. They have 
consistently ignored these requests. 


-- MORE -- 
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Q Has the United States taken up the case of these 
three with the Soviet Union or expressed any concern or 
discussed it with them? 


i I can't help you with that now. 


Q Where are these? 
a I'm sorry. I don't have those details. 
Yes? 


Q Phyllis, it's been reported that the Soviets have 
said, in response to the objections about Krasnoyarsk, that 
they would consider doing something to it if the United States 
would dismantle some radars that are being constructed in 
Britain and Greenland. Are you sure they've just -- all you 
have to say is that they've ignored those complaints? 


i) Yes. 
Q And that they never have made an offer to -- 
[ can't -- 
Q -~- do something about it? 
a I can't comment on those further offers. [ just 


have nothing on it. 


Yes? 

Q Do you have any clarification of the Saudi role 
in this whole operation of Iran? 

a No, I just have nothing on that. 

Q In general, are those radars located in border 
areas -- the exterior of the country? Without pinpointing. 

a I just don't know the answer to that. I'll have 
to look at that. 

Q Phyllis -- 

a Yes 

Q ~~ does the US. have any satellite photos of 
shiploads of arms reaching [ran -- like in the past, we were 


supplied of satellite photos on the Nicaraguan thing? 
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A I think you'd have to ask the Soviets that 
question. 


Q Why do you have to ask the Soviets? 


a I thought you said -- excuse me, I misunderstood 
you. 

Q No, no. On Iran. 

“ I thought you said -- 

Q Shiploads of arms to Iran. 

fs) No, but [ thought you asked if the Soviets had 
photos. 


Would you repeat your question? 


Q No, no. I said does the U.S. have any satellite 
pictures or photos of shiploads of arms reaching Iran? 


a I'm sorry, no; I have no comment on that. 

Q You cannot even look into that? 

a No. 

Q Can I ask you the question in a different part of 


the world? There's a report that the Soviet Union has now 
reached an agreement with the Pacific island country of Vanuatu 
regarding their fishing rights and rights to go there and 
stuff. similar to the one that was previously thought to be 
reached and then was abandoned with another country -- Kirabati 


Does the U.S. have anything to say about it’ Is there 
any U.S. attitude about it? Has the U.S. registered any kind 
of complaint or attitude with the Government there of Vanuatu 
about the Soviet agreement? 

is) Sorry, I just can't help you on that 

Q Would you look into it? 


i) I'll see -- if I can 


Do you have any comment today on the way the 
ceasefire is going in the Philippines? 


A We have said before, and [ repeat today, that we 
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welcome any constructive accord which will help reduce the 
violence in the Philippines. 


The ceasefire does not represent the end of the 
Communist insurgency or the Philippine Government's 
counter-insurgency effort. The ceasefire is only one element 
of the Philippine Government's counter-insurgency strategy 
which aims at seeking a political resolution to the insurgency 
while the government implements political, economic, and 
military reforms directed at attacking the insurgency's root 


causes. 

Q I'm actually looking for some comment on how you 
perceive the ceasefire as proceeding now rather than what you 

‘ Well, I don't have any comments on how it's 
proceeding. 

Q Do you have any information on the results of the 


election or plebiscite which was held about ten days ago or so 
in Palau? They never -- 


i) No, [ don't. 


Q Has the State Department ever gotten any count of 
this? 


a I'll have to look at that 
Yes? 


Q Do you have anything on tomorrow's fifth 
anniversary of martial law in Poland? 


a No, I don't. 


Q Do you have anything on the demonstrations 
outside the U.S. Interests Section in Havana? 


a Sorry, I can't help you with that. 

Q Do you have anything at all on the comments of 
the Saudi businessman and the Iranian intermediary who were 
interviewed by Barbara Walters last night? 


iy Sorry, no comments on those 


Q O.K., thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:30 p.m.) 
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TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the December 12, 1986 Daily Press Briefing 


POSSIBLE VANUATU/SOVIET PISHING AGREEMENT 


Q. Does the US have anything to say about the report that 
Vanuatu and the Soviet Union have reached a fishing agreement. 


A. WE HAVE HEARD BUT CANNOT CONFIRM REPORTS THAT VANUATU WILL 
SOON SIGN A PISHERIES AGREEMENT WITH THE SOVIET UNION. 


THE ADMINISTRATION ACKNOWLEDGES VANUATU'S WISH TO ESTABLISH 
COMMERCIAL ARRANGEMENTS WITH PISHING NATIONS AND ITS RIGHT AS A 
SOVEREIGN NATION TO DO SO. NEVERTHELESS, WE SHARE THE CONCERN . 
OF OTHER PACIFIC ISLAND STATES ABOUT AN INCREASED SOVIET 


PRESENCE IN THE REGION. 
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TAKEN ESTION 


Question taken at the December 12, 1986 Daily Press Briefing 


PALAU PL.BISCITE 





Q. Bas the Department of State gotten any account of the 
plebiscite in Palau? What i6 the Department's reaction to the 
vote? 


A. UNOFFICIAL REPORTS INDICATE THAT THE VOTE WAS 668% IN PAVOR 
OF THE COMPACT OF FREE ASSOCIATION. OPFPICIAL CERTIFICATION OF 
RESULTS BY THE GOVERNMENT OF PALAU IS EXPECTED NEXT WEEK. IN 
THE ABSENCE OF THE 75% PAVORASLE VOTE MANDATED BY THE PALAUAN 
SUPREME COURT, THE TRUSTEESHIP WILL REMAIN IN EPPECT FOR PALA\V 
UNTIL THE GOVERNMEMT OF PALAU IS ABLE TO SATISY ITS 

CONSTITUTIONAL REQUIREMENTS. THE ADMINISTRATION REMAINS PEADY 





TO WORK WITH THE GOVERNMENT OF PALAU ON THE QUESTION OF ITS 


PUTURE STATUS. 
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U.S.-EC Commission Ministerial : 





Secretary Shultz, joined by Secretaries Baker, Lyng, 
Ambassador Yeutter and Commerce Undersecretary Smart, met with 
EC Commission counterparts on December 12. At a press 
conference following the Ministerial meeting, Secretary Shultz 
stressed that both the U.S. and the EC are committed to open 
and free trade. He spoke about the importance of the U.S.-EC 
trade relationship, noting that annual two-way trade exceeds 
$125 billion and that investments generate addational trade of 


about $400 billion on each side of the Atlantic. 


The Secretary said that while there are problems in the 
U.S.-EC relationship -- principally in the areas of agriculture 
and subsidies -- both sides are committed to resolving the 
problems. He stated that a considerable amount of time at the 
Ministerial meeting had been devoted to agriculture, and that 
the other items discussed were the New Trade Round and the 
consequences of EC enlargement for U.S. agricultural exports. 
As regards the 24:6 negotiations on EC enlargement measures, he 
noted that the two sides are still far apart but will be 


meeting throughout the weekend in the hope of reaching 


agreement. 
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
DAILY PRESS BRIEFING 


DPC #223 


MONDAY, DECEMBER 15, 1986, 12:37 P. M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REDMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
Let me begin with several announcements. 


First, to introduce the Press Office's newest member, 

Ms. Gladys Boggs -- Gladys is over here -- who is joining us as 
an Information Assistant. Gladys is a native of the Eastern 
Shore of Virginia. She has attended Eastern Shore Community 
College. She has also worked in the Eastern Shore School Board 
Office and as a secretary in the local schools there. She's 
got quite a bit of government experience already. She's worked 
with the FBI, with the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, and then 
came to State in 1985 where she has been both in the Bureaus of 
OES and International Organizations Affairs. So please welcome 
Gladys, and you'll be seeing a lot of her in the future. 


Q Chuck, would you tell her we're going to take 
turns calling her at midnight for the next three months? 
(Laughter) 


A We announce this only a week after she started 
working here, because we were afraid she might change her 
mind. (Laughter) But she came in today, so we decided we'd 
make it official. 


Secondly, Deputy Secretary of State John Whitehead 
will make a statement on Afghanistan after seven years of 
Soviet occupation, tomorrow -- that's Tuesday, December 16 -- 
at 10:00 a.m. here in the Press Briefing Room. Following his 
statement, NEA Deputy Assistant Secretary Robert Peck will 
answer questions concerning this subject. 


The Seven-Year summary, which has been produced by the 
Bureau of Intelligence and Research, will be available in the 
Press Office after 3:00 o'clock today. But please note that 
it's embargoed for use until 10:00 a.m. tomorrow. 
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Q Chuck, will the Secretary's remarks be piped in 
here tomorrow? I think he's on Worldnet. Will that interfere? 


Q 9:30. 
Q That was at 9:30. Is that a half hour? 
A That's at 9:30. It's a half an hour program. 


Q So then it's immediately after that this thing 
will happen. 


A 10:00 o'clock. 
Q Will he be -- but we can hear the Secretary here? 


A I don't know what the normal procedure is on 
that, but I think -- 


Q They usually pipe it in -- 
A I'm informed that's the case. 


Q On that, Chuck, do you know to which countries 
the Secretary is speaking? 


a I don't know which countries. They're European 
countries, following up on his visit to NATO and the EC last 
week. But I think USIA will be putting out some information 
concerning that this afternoon later on. 

Q Will he be reassuring them of U.S. -- 

Q Rebuilding -- 


Q Question on Whitehead? Will Ambassador Whitehead 
take questions? 


Q Ambassador Whitehead? 

a No. He's making a statement, and then Bob Peck, 
who's the person really responsible for this subject in that 
region, will then take questions -—- 

Q But -- 


-) -- for as long as you want. 
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Q -- Ambassador Whitehead will not take questions -- 
No. He's not going to take questions. 

Q -- regardless of what the subject is. 

A No. 


Q Even if it's something on which he is competent. 
a It's all ON THE RECORD. 
Q 


Even if it is a subject on which the Deputy 
Secretary is knowledgeable. 


A No. The Deputy Secretary is appearing for that 
statement. 


The State Department will host the eighth round of the 
U.S. - U.S.S.R. consultations on non-proliferation issues on 
December 15 to 18. This is part of a series of ongoing 
consultations on non-proliferation which began in December, 
1982. 


The consultations will cover a wide range of issues, 
including support for the Non-Proliferation Treaty, 
strengthening of International Atomic Energy Agency nuclear 
safeguards, and measures to improve nuclear export controls. 
The consultations will include both plenary discussions and 
meetings of working groups on technical issues. 


The U.S. delegation will be headed by 
Ambassador-at-Large Richard T. Kennedy, and the Soviet 
delegation will be headed by Boris A. Semenov, Deputy Chairman, 
State Committee on the Utilization of Atomic Energy. 


Q Is that at the State Department and has it begun, 
this being the 15th? 


A It began at 10:00 o'clock this morning, the first 
round. There's going to be a break for lunch, and then they're 
going to continue with an afternoon session. 


Q And it's here in the building, I take it. 


A That's right. 
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and, finally, for those of you who have not passed by 
ACDA this morning, there is a press release put out by ACDA. 
Subject: Congressional Demands on SALT II Jeopardize U.S. 
Negotiating Effort. And that's available in our Press Office 
as well for those of you who want to read that. 


Matt? 


Q I believe that the Secretary saw Ambassador Kelly 
on Saturday. Was any decision reached on whether the 
Ambassador will be going back to his post, whether he'll be 
reprimanded, or was he reprimanded? What can you tell us about 
that? 


a I don't really have anything that will advance 
the subject beyond what you knew at the end of last week, other 
than to confirm, as you say, that Ambassador Kelly did meet 
with the Secretary on Saturday morning. But beyond that I just 
don't have any further information to offer. He's still here 
in Washington. 


Q How long was the meeting? 


a I'll have to look into that. I don't know the 
exact length. 


Q Did he meet with Ransom, the DCM in Damascus? 
A I don't know. 


Q The Secretary, Chuck, on the plane said he would 
have something to say about that and also about communications 
through back channels. Do you have any format for that? 


a I don't know when the Secretary plans to have 
that, “something to say." 


Q Chuck, can you tell us whether the Secretary has 
consulted with the President on the question of Ambassador 
Kelly's future? Just -- knowing that the Ambassador serves at 
the pleasure of the President, not the Secretary. 


A Further than the fact that the Secretary has 
consultations with the President frequently and routinely, I 
don't have any specific information to offer you on that 
subject as a topic of conversation between the two people. 
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Q Chuck, has any -- the Secretary said during his 
testimony how the information about Mr. Kelly's activities came 
to light. Have any other Ambassadors been -- volunteered any 
activities like that? Any other Ambassadors? 


a I don't have any information. 


Q Did they come in with -- telling the Secretary 
they did anything that they didn't tell him about related to 
Iran? 


‘ a I don't know of any other information along those 
nes. 


Q Chuck, as I understand it -—- 
Q The Ambassador to Switzerland -- what about her? 
AQ What's your question? 


Q Has she volunteered or said that she was involved 
in any way in any of these activities? 


fi I don't have anything on that one. 


I know very little about back channel, but the 
way I understand it, back channel communications are initiated 
in Washington, not at a post overseas; that the White House or 
the NSC gets in touch with an Embassy and asks over that secure 
line for some information to be sent back to the White House. 


Can you tell us if indeed that was the case with 
Ambassador Kelly, that he didn't initiate this back channel 
communication, but responded to an inquiry from Washington? 


A I don't have anything to offer by way of details 
concerning this particular case. There was information shared 
here last week on the nature of the back channel system in your 
absence, so you can check that out in the transcript. Whether 
or not your understanding of what back channel means is 
accurate -- I'm not prepared to confirm that. It doesn't 
necessarily match mine. 


Q Well, he's sort of hanging out on a line, or he's 
out on a limb right now. I mean, he -- the Secretary a week 
ago showed considerable irritation, publicly, with Ambassador 
Kelly. He's been brought back. He's had the pleasure, if 
that's the word, of a direct meeting with the Secretary of 
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State, and now a week later the State Department doesn‘t seem 
to be willing to say anything about his situation. 


a That's a very nice recap of the situation, Barry, 
which I think fairly accurately captures it. 


Well, if you were Ambassador Kelly, would you be 
comfortable with that situation where for a week now your name 
has been in -- been before the public as possibly doing 
something that the Secretary of State doesn't approve of? He's 
seen the Secretary of State. I don't think he's able to hold a 
news conference. Don't you chink the State Department's 
obliged to give some account of what Ambassador Kelly did, and 
whether there's something wrong with what he did? 


a You've asked questions concerning the status of 
that case. I've given you the information concerning the 
current status. That is where it stands today. Beyond that, 
you have the remarks of the Secretary that at the appropriate 
time there will be more to say. 


Q Well, we also have the advantage -- 
A But at this point there is no more to say. 


Q We also have the advantage of The New York Times, 
which apparently has some advantages that we don't have, which 
has an account at least or assurances -- that Kelly was assured 
that he wasn't doing anything improper -- assured by the White 
House people with whom he was working. Is that account correct? 





A I don't have any comment on that account. 

Q Do you have any comment on the Post story this 
morning that the U.S. was providing intelligence information to 
Iraq? 

A No, I don't. | 

Q On that same question, though -- 

Q 


Is that because you don't know? 


fe That's because of the general rule of not 
commenting ori intelligence matters. 


Q But given that, can you comment on the U.S. 
position in regards to the war, and its attitude towards 
neutrality? Has that been changed at all? 
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a It has not been changed. I reiterated that most 
recently on December 4, and I'd be happy to do that again 


koeey . but it will be exactly the same language that I used 
then. 


Q Would you please read it? 


A The President's stated U.S. policy toward the 
Gulf war remains unchanged. We seek the earliest possible end 
to the war, without victor or vanquished, and with the 
sovereignty and territorial integrity of both Iran and Iraq 
intact. 


To that end we welcome constructive diplomatic efforts 
for a settlement. We don't sell arms to either side, nor do we 
approve transfers by others of U.S.-sourced or licensed arms to 
either side. Operation Staunch is being vigorously pushed; 
that is, we edt ped discourage shipments of arms from any 
source to Iran which remains the intransigent party in the 
war. Iraq, on the other hand, has indicated its willingness to 
cooperate with various efforts to bring the war to a negotiated 
or mediated end. 


Q Copy? 

Q Chuck -- 

Q Copy? 

Q Chuck, who's the “we" in the statement, “We don't 


sell arms to either side." And I'm not being facetious. 
A The United States Government. 

Q Can we have a copy of that? 

A 


That's exactly what I've read many times before. 


Q Chuck, for the sake of this philosophic debate 
here, would you consider giving arms to either side to include 
highly classified intelligence information, or is that a 
separate out? In other words, those of us who have blithely 
assumed that that statement which you've been reading for the 
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last two years or so included any exchange of military 
information, as well as hardware, were somewhat surprised to 
read the story today. 


6 First of all, I don't have any comment on that 
story, for the reason I described. Secondly, our policy toward 
the war and toward the parties in that war have been guided by 
this particular policy statement that I just read. 


Q Yeah. But a policy statement is useless if you 
won't enlarge upon what it means. If we take it literally, 
then, obviously, we've all been suckered into not paying 
attention to this other. Either you're neutral or you're not 
neutral in awar. Are we neutral in the war? 


i) The short answer to that is yes. The terms of 
that policy are as I have described it here. 


Q Yeah, well, that doesn't rule out what you won't 
comment on. 


a I said I wasn't commenting on that story. 


Q Chuck, since you're not commenting on that story, 
can you -—- how can you dissuade us from believing that giving 
military assistance to Iraq of whatever kind would be a breach 
of the neutrality that you just stated? 


i] What I've described to you as a neutral position 
is in the context of the policy that I've just read out to you 
again -- 


Q Ah, the one -- 


a -- which means that actions that have been taken, 
whatever the context, are done to seek the earliest possible 
end to the war without victor or vanquished, with the 


sovereignty and territorial integrity of both Iran and Iraq 
intact. 

Q Chuck -- 

6 That's the policy I'm talking about. 

Q Just a -~ 


6 Now, as I described, for example, our position 
toward Operation Staunch, that's a particular aspect of the 
policy which is directed toward one party in a way that's not 
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directed toward another party, but that because of the reason 
that I described, that one party has been more intransigent 
than the other, and that this policy was aimed at an early end 
to the war without victor of vanquished. It all fits in that 
same general framework. 


Q Okay. But you're also saying that in the context 
of that specific statement which refers to the selling or the 
transferring of arms, you're not talking about military 
assistance. You're talking about arms, exclusively. I mean, 
you've made the point that the words that you used are very 
specific on the policy. 


‘ I've read the policy for you, Ralph, and I'll 
just leave it at that. 


Q Chuck, can I get my question in? 


a Well, other people have a right to ask a 
question, too, Barry. 


Q Okay. You've stated the policy, which is a 
statement of principles, values, and projected behavior. Would 
you assert also that the United States Government's actions 
have been totally in conformity with the stated policy? 


6 The best I can help you on that is to say -- is 
to refer you to the President's statements, his speeches, with 
regard, for example, to Iran, and that one of the objectives 
that he described was to bring an end to the war. 


Q But we have no confusion about the stated 
policy. What we'd like to have is an answer to the question, 
does the American Government's behavior conform a hundred 
percent to the declared policy? 


6 That is the policy which has guided American 
behavior. 


Q Okay. We know what the policy is. I'm asking 
you about the U.S. Government's behavior and performance. 


A I just can't help you beyond what I've said. 
Q In other words, you cannot affirm that the United 


States Government's behavior conforms totally to the United 
States' declared policy. Is that correct? 
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s American Government behavior, actions, are based 
on this policy. 
Q We know they're based -—- 
I can't say it any more clearly than that. 
We know that the -- 
You want me to use some other word, but -- 
No, no. 
-- I think I've answered it very clearly. 


You say that the government -- 


> © >» © 3? © ® 


Let's let some of your colleagues ask questions, 
too. 


Q Don't you think that to give credibility to this 
statement that President Reagan should cancel the finding of 
January 17? 


a I don't have anything on that one. 
Barry? 


Q Chuck, I was wondering if your desire to have 
neither victor nor vanquished and to spur negotiations would be 


better served by a stalemate. Isn't that part of your 
objective to engineer or to help arrange a situation where 
neither side has a military advantage over the other? 


(J Our objective is not to have a stalemate. Our 
objective is for this war to end. It's cost a lot of lives on 
both sides, and the objective is to have the war end on the 
basis that I've described just now. 


Q I know, and I know your ultimate objective, but I 
wondered if you thought -- if the State Department felt that 
that objective could be reached more readily if neither side is 
in a commanding position militarily? 


if We've stated in the past that we don't believe 
there's a military solution possible. 


-- MORE -- 
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Q I'm not sure the Iranians agree with you --— so 
maybe you help the Iraqis so the Iranians get the point? 
That's the point of my question. 


i) I'm not sure I see the point now, but -—- 
Q All right. Well, -- 
7 -—- what are we talking about? 


Q Since you won't tell us whether we're providing 
-- the U.S. is providing -- aid to Iraq, and since Iran has 
vastly superior manpower and since Iraq has accepted 
negotiations and the Iranians refused to, I'm asking you if the 
United States would like to see a stalemate between the two 
sides, with the hope that that would more readily bring them to 
the negotiating table? 


a I think we're back where we started -- to say 
that we'd certainly welcome a mediated or negotiated 
settlement. That's our objective, the sooner the better. What 
the intermediate steps might be, Barry -- I'm not sure what 
that question is getting at. 


Q Based on this neutrality position that the United 
States is undertaking in this Iran-Iraq war, is the United 
States supporting the “no-win" approach or the “no-win" policy 
on this war -- no winner, no conquerors? 


a I just said, “an end to the war without victor or 
vanquished." That means winner or loser. 


O.K. You said also you welcomed negotiated 
settlement or diplomatic negotiated settlement to Iranian 
effort. Do you know of any ongoing efforts by the United 
States or the Western world or some of the Islamic countries or 
the Gulf Cooperation countries, that there are some efforts to 
end the war, including negotiations that you can't talk about? 


6 No, I don't have anything on that. 


Q Chuck, we seem to be in a somewhat (inaudible) 
world in the sense that it's now been publicly stated by the 
President that arms were -- despite U.S. Government policy -- 
that arms went to Iran. Is there any concern from this 
building, who claims they did not know about the arms transfer, 
that Iraq is now in a difficult situation because of the arms 
sales to Iran? 
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ia No, I don't have anything that would indicate 
that. 


Q Can I follow up on something you stated earlier? 
"Operation Staunch is vigorously pushed.“ Can you shed more 
light on that or more information on that, like how? 


Aa How? 
Q Which countries you contacted? 


a No. Without going into specific countries, I 
can't, but in a broader context to say that, as always, we 
pursue it through diplomatic channels first and foremost. 


Q Chuck, can you say that the language of pout 
statement applies to all U.S. Government agencies, including 
the State Department, the CIA, and the NSC? 


7 This is U.S. Government policy; it's not State 
Department policy. 


Q It applies to all U.S. Government agencies? 


a And the White House read something very similar 
this morning. 


Q Given the sense of the policy of neutrality and 
given that there have been some exceptions in terms of 
providing assistance to one side or another, for whatever 
reason at whatever time, has there been a deliberate policy of 
trying to balance out any of those assistances to either side, 
in order to give neutrality a balance, too? 


) In terms of policy, what I've read you is 
representative of the guiding principles, and I think that's as 
clear as I can address the problem that you've raised. 


Q I would like to just make the statement that if, 
in fact, intelligence information was shared with Iraq, I think 
we have all been grossly deceived by the State Department and 
the Secretary of State, unless the Department declares it 
didn't know about this. It's not a question, but a statement. 


Q I have a question. 


a Anv- xe have a question? 
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Q Yes. I'd like to know whether the State 
Department is in favor of impeding oil deliveries from the 
Persian Gulf region by any source? 


A Oil deliveries to where? 


Q Well, I mean we both know the background of the 
question, so -- but I'll recite it if you'd like. The 
rationale that the Post has today for its story that the CIA 
provided intelligence information to Iraq was to help Iraq 
attack Iranian pumping stations and other oil facilities with 
the aim of, you know, getting a stalemate or something. 


Now, that puts the United States in the position, if 
the story is correct and if the rationale is correct, it puts 
the United States in the position of torpedoing, of helping to 
rupture oil deliveries from the Persian Gulf, which -- Bernie 
may be shocked by the lack of disclosure; I'm slightly shocked 
also by any notion that the United States would like to -- 
would help interfere with the flow of petroleum from the 
Persian Gulf, because we used to draw circles around it, and 
Brzezinski used to talk about how this is in our vital 
interest. This is why we don't want the dastardly Soviets to 
push into Afghanistan, because, God knows, they might keep 
going to the Persian Gulf." 


a We could probably arrange to have the room 
available this afternoon if you want to hold a seminar on this, 
but if you have a question -- 


Q No, I'll get to the question. This story puts 
the United States in the posture of assisting in the bombing of 
oil facilities in the Persian Gulf. If you can't address that, 
perhaps you can tell us whether the United States is in favor 
of continued flow of oil from the Gulf, or thinks there are 
times where it's good to choke it off a little bit? 


A Without being able to address your question, 
because I'm not sure I understand exactly what you're getting 
at, I've said first of all, “no comment," because it deals with 
intelligence matters on one question; and on the other aspect 
of the Persian Gulf and policy toward that region, that was 
again reiterated last week in very familiar terms, and that's 
all I really have on that. 


Q Which is, basically, what, that we don't want any 
interference with -- we're in favor of a steady and unimpeded 
flow of petroleum from the Persian Gulf? Is that our policy? 





-14- Monday, 12/15/86 


A I don't know that it says anything about a steady 
and unimpeded flow at all, but I could refer you to the record 
simply, and you're perfectly free to check that. 


Q The Secretary complained that he had only 
fragmentary information about the Iran policy. Is he confident 
that he's been kept fully informed vis-a-vis Iraq? 


Q Vis-a-vis which? 
Q The Iraq policy. 
a Vis-a-vis Iraq? 
Q Yes. 


A I, at this point, don't have any reason to think 


otherwise, but it's a question I haven't raised with him, so I 
really can't answer that definitively. 


Q Chuck, is Sam Hall an employee of the U.S. 
Government? 


A I can assure you he is not an employee of the 
U.S. State Department, and based on the checking around that 
I've done, I don't find any indication that he's an employee of 
any agency of the U.S. Government. 


Q What is the status of his detention at this 
point? And has the U.S. filed a protest? 


A After he was apparently picked up at about 9 
o'clock on Saturday night -- that's when the Nicaraguan 
Government announced such a fact -- that same evening our 
Consul General from our Embassy there in Managua made a formal 


request for consular access. No response to that request has 
been received. As a consequence, that's where the matter 


stands now, as far as we know. 


Q Chuck, to go back to the Iran-Iraq war, does the 
United States have any concern about the normal flow of oil 
from the Arabian Gulf as a result of the intensification of the 
Iranian front due to the shipment of arms to Iran? And what 
will you do in order to ensure the regular flow of oil from the 
battle zone area? 


a You've got a lot of cause and effect and a lot of 
assumptions in your question which makes it impossible for me 
to address it. 
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81117 


Q Chuck, funny things are happening to ambassadors 
these days, but what have you got on Wilson? Was he kidnapped 
and when was he first kidnapped? And when did you first know 
about it? (Laughter) 


a That's another one of those stories I don't have 
anything on. 


Q Chuck, on Sam Hall, do you regard the Nicaraguan 
Government's refusal to respond or reply to the request of the 
Consul General as extraordinary? 


A By diplomatic standards, it is extraordinary; but 
on the other hand, by Nicaraguan Government standards, it 
doesn't appear to be, since we ran into exactly the same 
problem when Mr. Hasenfus was taken into custody. 


Q Chuck, does the U.S. Government know what Sam 
Hall was doing in -- do you have any background information? 


A I -- we haven't talked to him. If indeed he is 
in their custody -- we presume that, but since we haven't been 
able to talk to him, we really have nothing to confirm at all 
concerning what he was doing there. 


Q He's not the only source of that information. 
Have you checked with the Nicaraguan Humanitarian Affairs 
Office and perhaps other offices that might have something to 
do with the supply and the monitoring of the supply of 
humanitarian aid to Nicaragua's Contras and -- 


A The first point is, we haven't had access to Mr. 
Hall; and as a consequence, we have no idea why he was there, 
why he says he was there, or anything else along those lines. 
And I've already spoken to the question about his involvement 
with any U.S. Government organization. 


Q Well, wait a minute -- 


A I said I can speak for the State Department -- 
that's this building. And to the best I can determine talking 
with all other agencies that might appear relevant, I don't 
find any evidence of any employment with any U.S. Government 
agency. 


Q But Chuck, it's not essential that he -- 
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A But let me say also that Larry Speakes offered to 
look into that question this morning, as well, so that from 
that level, they're also trying to address that question for 
you. 


Q But it was also with Mr. Hasenfus where you 
claimed no knowledge, and it turned out that the State 
Department walked around with “egg on its face" when it -—- 
because the Government did know perfectly well about Hasenfus, 
I mean other agencies -- 


A I'm sorry? 


Q -- of the Government knew who Hasenfus was, what 
he was doing, so I think we have good reason to question 
whether Sam Hall might not be known by certain agencies of the 
U.S. Government. 


A Well, once again, Anne, you're drawing 
conclusions that I haven't drawn, and I'm not sure anyone else 
has. 


Q Well, U.S. officials have said that. 


Q Back to the Post story, here's one in your realm, 
it seems, of diplomacy: it states there that the Iraqi Foreign 
Minister and the Ambassador to this country -- Casey asked to 
see them both, asked if they were satisfied with the 
intelligence data and encouraged them to step up their attacks 
on the Iranian oil installations. 


Would you have any comment on that or -- 


A That has to do with Mr. Casey and with 
intelligence matters, and as a consequence, I don't have any 
comment. 


Q Could I ask you if the State Department was aware 
of _~ meeting and the substance of what he conveyed to 
them 


A The answer is still the same. 


Q Let me come back to Sam Hall again for a second. 
Perhaps I didn't make my question clear earlier. I understand 
that you say that you haven't been able to talk with him, and 
therefore, you don't know what he says he was doing in 
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Nicaragua. You don't need to talk with him to determine 
whether the U.S. Government knows him, knows of him, or knows 
of the activities he was engaged in. 


a And I've answered that question the best I can. 


O.K. Well, I'd like to ask whether you would 
take the question of whether the U.S. Government knows of him 
or knows of his activities, aside from whether the U.S. 
Government has been able to speak directly with him. 


a But I answered the question in the previous 
context, Ralph. 


Q I don't think -- 


A I said he's not -- the question was, was he an 
employee? 


Q Right. I wasn't asking whether he worked for the 
U.S. Government or whether he was a U.S. Government employee. 
That question has been asked and answered. 


The question is does the U.S. Government know of his 
activities in Nicaragua, if any? 


A That's a very difficult one to get at, because at 
that point I suppose if there's any person who ever happened to 
talk to Sam Hall, who ever told him anything about anything he 
was ever going to do -- 


Q Uh-huh. 


A -- I'd have to answer in a particular way, and I 
can't do that. I mean, I just can't check all those kinds of 
stories. I can answer it on an official basis, which is what 
I've tried to do. 


Q For whatever it's worth, just because I don't 
think the question is not legitimate -- I think the question is 
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a legitimate question -- Robert McFarlane is not an employee of 
the U.S. Government, and yet there are U.S. Government agencies 
that know of his activities, certain diplomatic activities. I 
think it's silly to say it's impossible to find that out. 


I suspect that the answer is actually very easy to 
discover. 


A This is a story that is going to obviously 
develop as we find out more information; and as a consequence, 
to the extent we can answer these kind of questions, we'll do 
that. 


Q Chuck, do you plan to follow up with a protest of 
his detention? 


A Whether or not a protest is called for yet, I 
can't say. Obviously, we consider it, again, a serious 
disregard of normal diplomatic practice that we've not been 
given consular access to an American citizen that they claim 


has been detained. 


Q Have they acknowledged him and his identity in 
the request made by the Consul General for access? Have they 
said, “Sees have your man. We have his passport. Do you want 
to see it 


a No. We have no response to our request. What 
we're operating on the basis of is what the Nicaraguan 
Government made public. 


Q Well, what can you tell us about the so-called 
Phoenix Group? I mean to what extent has the State Department 
had to monitor this group, its involvement down there, what 
knowledge -- 


a Don't know anything about them. 


Nothing at all? 


2) 


I don't. 


Q Can you tell us if Ambassador Kelly will be going 
back to his post? 


A I've given you the status. He's still here in 
Washington. That's where it stands. 
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Q He's here? 
a That's right. 
Q O.K. But will he go back? 


a I don't have anything on future activities beyond 
the fact that he's here in Washington. 


Now, about the future activities of the Secretary 
of State, the Intelligence Committee's meeting today to 
consider Cabinet Officers being called to testify; the 
Secretary said he's prepared to make other statements, lay all 
the facts on the table, bla, bla, bla. 


Do you have any word on whether the Secretary will be 
appearing before the Intelligence Committee or any other 
committees before his trip to Africa, for instance? 


A As you indicate, the Committee has indicated it 
plans to continue hearings. We have no formal request for 
testimony by the Secretary, and no appearance has been 
scheduled. But to reiterate what you also said, the Secretary 
has said he's available whenever they want him. 


Q Will Elliott Abrams testify in conjunction with 
these hearings on the Hill? 


A As of now, we don't have any requests for other 
Department officials. 


Q Could we return to Central America for a moment? 


I was wondering if you had, if the State Department had any 
observations, assessments, or remarks on the hostilities on the 


border between Honduras and Nicaragua? 


A No, I don't have anything new on that. I'm not 
sure exactly what particular question you're trying to get at. 


Q To the best of my knowledge, the State Department 
has had practically nothing to say about the hostilities there 
that involved, according to President Azcona's assessment, some 
3,000 Sandinista troops who made an incursion into Honduras. 

In March when half that number of Sandinistas made an incursion 
into Honduras, there was a great deal more to say, and I was 
wondering if, with your return -- 


A Well, we did say something at the time it was 
announced that we were providing this emergency helicopter 
airlift assistance to take Honduran troops into the region. 
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There was some commentary made on the situation as to why we 
were doing that. But I don't have anything more recent than 
that. 


Q Chuck, on Sam Hall again, you said rather vaguely 
that you'd checked around about his possible employment with 
the United States Government agencies. Did you check CIA, the 
National Security Council staff? 


a I'll just leave it that I checked all the 
relevant agencies. 


Q All the relevant agencies. 


Q Chuck, do you have any readout on the Salvadoran 
Foreign Minister's meeting with the Secretary this morning, or 
his meeting with Elliott Abrams? 


A No, I don't. 


Can you tell us anything about the purpose of the 
visit? 


A “By the Foreign Minister? 
Q By the Foreign Minister, yes. 


) Well, let me try to get you a readout onit. As 
I understand it, it's one of the routine visits that Foreign 
Ministers often pay to Washington. 


Q Chuck, on Hall, will the fact that he's the 
brother of a Congressman complicate the issue? 


A I don't see why it should. He's an American 
citizen, and we'll do for him whatever we do for any American 
citizen. 


Q What do you consider to be a reasonable time for 
consular access? He was taken into custody only 36-38 hours 
ago, by my calculation. Are they being unreasonable already? 


i) On the question of access itself, what's 
unreasonable and what's not unreasonable can vary from case to 
case, depending on the circumstances, but the fact that we've 
not yet gotten confirmation from them that indeed they have 
this person, after having made it public on Saturday night, is 
what I'm expressing mostly concern about at this point. 
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Q Do you have any comment on a report in today's 
FBIS that Mr. Shamir, the Prime Minister of Israel, stated that 
more zousen settlements will be built on the occupied West Bank 
and Gaza 


6 No, I haven't seen that report -—- 
Q Can you take the question, please? 


a -— but our position on settlements is 
longstanding. You know what that is. It hasn't changed. 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 1:09 P.M.) 
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TUESDAY, DECEMBER 16, 1986, 12:26 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 


An announcement to begin with: the Secretary of State 
will travel to Senegal, Cameroon, Kenya, Nigeria, Ivory Coast, 
and Liberia during the period of January 7-14, 1987. 
Unfortunately, time does not permit visits to all of our good 
friends on the continent. This trip will give the Secretary an 
opportunity to renew his acquaintance with five heads of state 
on whom he will call, and to meet for the first time with 
President Babangida of Nigeria. It will afford him the 
opportunity to discuss many African political and economic 
issues and to consult with government officials on bilateral 
regional and global questions. 


A sign-up sheet has been posted in the main Press 
Office for those of you wishing to apply for a seat on the 
Secretary's aircraft. Note that the sheet comes down and 
applications close at 12 noon on Tuesday, December 23. 


That's all I have. 


Q Does the Secretary plan to meet with anybody from 
the African National Congress, as he said in July that he 
intended to do, on this trip? 


a To start on the general front, as the Secretary 
has said, he is prepared to meet with Mr. Tambo, in fact, of 
the African National Congress. As of now, I don't know of any 
plans for that to occur during this particular trip, but that 
doesn't in any way lessen the Secretary's intention to do 
that. Whether or not he meets with anyone else from the ANC, 
at this point I don't know. There are some details of the trip 
that have yet to be finalized. 


You said he will meet with five heads of state, 
and he's going to six countries. 
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A I said with five heads of state whom he had 
already met, and one that he had not, the President of Nigeria. 


a Other questions? A real lively bunch today. 


Q Chuck, the Secretary of State said this morning 
that the U.S. policy is to engage in an effort to deprive Iran 
of its war-making capability. Does the U.S. policy also 
encompass an effort to deprive Iraq of a war-making capability? 


A I went over our policy yesterday, Ralph, which is 
something that we've gone over any number of times in the 
course of the months. We have, as I said, had in effect 
Operation Staunch, which was directed against Iran because that 
country has been considered the intransigent party. We did not 
have a similar policy with respect to Iraq, again for the 
reason that Iraq has been willing to negotiate a solution to 
the war for a number of years now. So that aspect of our 
policy to which the Secretary referred this morning is one of 
which you've been aware for quite some time now. 


Uh-huh. And is it still the case, in answer to 
the question of whether the U.S. policy is neutrality in the 
Gulf war, that the answer would be yes, as it was yesterday? 


A It certainly is. I tried to explain a bit 
yesterday what that meant. It's in the context of a policy 
which seeks to bring that war to an end as soon as possible 
without victor, without vanquished, with the territorial 
integrity of both sides intact, their sovereignty intact. That 
is, in away, the essence of neutrality; that's what we're 
trying to achieve in seeing that conflict resolved. 


It's never meant to say that because one is neutral 
that we're uninterested in the outcome of the war -- as I've 
just described -- that we refuse to act in a way to help end 
the war, or that the U.S. was doing nothing to protect its 
interest. 


In that sense, neutrality did not mean neglect, and 
every step that we've tried to take has been consistent with 
and supportive of the primary objective which I just described, 
which is an early end to the war with neither victor nor 
vanquished. 


I'm sorry, Chuck. What did you say neutrality 


Q 
did not mean? 
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i) That we're uninterested in the outcome. 


Q Yes, but at that very end -- 


a -- or would refuse to act in a way to help end 
the war -- 

Q "Refuse to act." 

“ -- or that the U.S. was doing nothing to protect 


its interests. 


Q And so that you would see, then, no conflict 
between having a policy of depriving Iran of a war-making 
capability, but not having a policy of depriving Iraq of a 
war-making capability? 


os No, absolutely not. 


So what you're saying is neutrality does not mean 
even-handed? 


a Exactly. 


L4ey? Does the supply of arms to Iran violate this 
policy? 


a I don't want to go into all that again. The 
President has described his policy toward Iran, in its overall 
objective, as one in which one of the major objectives was to 
help bring the war to an early end. So in that context again, 
that was the objective of the policy. 


In terms of arms shipments therein, he described it -- 
the Secretary went over it again -— as a signal which was sent 
for a specific reason, and I don't need to go into all that for 
you. 


Q Chuck, the Secretary has said many times, 
including today, that he disapproves of that signal, and that 
no further signal should be sent of that sort. Does he 
disapprove of that, of sending weapons to Iran because it 
violates the stated policy of undermining Iran's war-making 
capability, or because it involves trading for hostages? Maybe 
I missed this earlier. 


a You're taking this onto different ground at this 
point, Ralph. First of all, the Secretary did not say he 
disapproved of that policy. The Secretary -- 
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Q Well, he said it would have been better if it had 
been done otherwise -- that was his word, “It would have been 
better," but I -- maybe that doesn't mean disapproved. 


a In any case, all that ground has been gone over, 
and I really don't have anything to add to what the Secretary 
said on the record on a number of occasions. 


Q Well, but there's a question of the reasons for 
his reluctance to support the sending of weapons to Iran, and 
with his new statement about undermining Iran's war-making 
capability, it strikes me that maybe the only reason he 
objected to it at the White House was that it was contrary to 
that policy and not contrary to other aspects of U.S. 
counter-terrorism policy or hostage-making policy and that sort 
of thing. 


A I'm just not prepared to go into some exposition 
of motivation. 


Q Have you anything on the military attache who was 
detained over the weekend in Kuwait? 


a) I have very little, only to say that the American 
Military Attache from Baghdad has been detained by Kuwaiti 
authorities. We're in touch with the Government of Kuwait, and 
we expect him to be released shortly. 


Q What is his name? 


A I don't have any other details concerning the man 
or anything else -- 


Q What was he doing in Kuwait? 
A -- or activities that he was engaged in. 


Q Do you have anything on Sam Hall? Have the 
consular people seen him as yet? 


A No, they haven't. It, in essence, stands just 
about where we left it yesterday. I guess one particular bit 
of information that we didn't have on the record then was that, 
according to a communique from the Nicaraguan Government, the 
arrest actually occurred at about 10:00 A.M. on December 12 -- 
that's Friday morning -- so that as a consequence, we are now 
sort of four days into this, and we still have no notification 
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from the Nicaraguan Government that they have in custody an 
American citizen. They have not responded to our request so 
that we don't know where this individual is being held or 
whether formal charges have been filed against him. 


Q Chuck, to go back to the question of Iran again, 
if U.S. policy is against the enhancement of Iran's war-making 
capability, and the January 17th Finding allows for such 
enhancement and the finding still stands, isn't there a 
contradiction? 


2) There are a number of answers to that, but I 
think you know them all. 


Q I don't know them, but I'd like to. 


A The President made his decision to send a signal 
for specific reasons. He sent a signal of a specific nature, 
limited in scope. That's the first part of the answer. 


The second part of the answer is that the President 
has said that there are no further shipments now. The 
Secretary has reiterated that again this morning. So that's 
where we stand today. 


Q But the Finding, as far as we know, is still in 


effect? 

” I just don't have any information on that 
Finding. That question is frequently asked -- 

Q Yes. 

I -— but I just don't have anything on it. 

Q Can we change the subject? 

Q Can we stay on this subject? 

A Sure. 


Q Sending the signals that the President sent, 
wouldn't this be contradictory to the statement and the 
position of neutrality, even with what you just said about 
not-even-handedness in the way of dealing with both countries? 


a The question of even-handedness is, in this case, 
one that has been applied to tactics. Even-handedness is 
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surely the objective when it comes to the solution of the war, 
which is as I've described it, without victor or vanquished and 
with the sovereignty and territorial integrity of both sides 
intact. That's the goal in all of this. 


And in response to your other question, I think it, in 
essence, is the same that Steve has just asked. 


Do you have anything on Egypt's military debt? 
It was reported that you have agreed on certain formulas. 


A What I have is a more general response on the 
question of FMS debt relief. For some time, the Administration 
has been concerned about the impact of high-interest rate FMS 
loans on our security relations with friendly and allied 
countries. The repayment terms on these loans, which were 
extended several years ago when interest rates were 50-100 
percent higher than they are today, impose a heavy economic 
burden on many countries and dilute the effectiveness of our 
foreign assistance programs. 


After a careful review of national security 
requirements and hLidgetary implications, the Administration has 
decided to restructure the FMS program in a way that would ease 
the burden of certain high-interest rate FMS loans, and give 
countries flexibility in —s loan repayments. The 
restructuring requires no new legislation or additional 
appropriations to implement it; nor does the restructuring 
involve debt forgiveness or the issuing of new loans. 


Beyond that, I could only add that we have consulted 
with the Congress so that they are now aware of how we intend 
to proceed, but the details then have to be worked out ona 


country-by-country basis, and I'm just not in a position to go 
into those. 


Q What about the numbers? Can you tell us about 
the new interest rate or -- 


A No. As I say, the details have to be worked out 
on a country-by-country basis. 


Q But you agree, in principle, of reducing the 
interest rate or -- 


A I've given you in essence the -- 
Q Can we have a copy of that? 


a Yes. 
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Q Did you say it will affect some countries that 
get FMS or all or what? 


Qa It will affect different countries in different 
ways. That's why I say the details have to be worked out with 
each specific country, depending on the nature of their debt, 
and it provides for a number of ways of doing that. 


Q Chuck, the Post has figures today on how the 
Administration will divide up the aid approved by the 
Congress. Do you have those figures? 


A I have a copy of some figures, but I'm not sure 
they're the ones that can be made available, so we'll look into 
that to see if we can make available after the briefing the 
kinds of figures which are referred to. In fact, the final 
FY-87 allocations were transmitted to the Congress yesterday, 
and they are a matter of public record. 


I would just add that for many months now Secretary 
Shultz and other Administration spokesmen have spoken clearly 
on the inadequacy of foreign aid appropriations. Clearly, the 
large reduction in foreign assistance will adversely affect our 
ability to support important economic and military programs. 


The Administration, as you know, supports reduction 
and elimination of the budget deficit, as emphasized by Jim 


Miller yesterday. Nevertheless, it's clear that the foreign 
affairs segment of the Federal budget has absorbed a 


disproportionate share of the total deficit reduction. 


In this context, we will seek to make additional 
resources available to supplement the current appropriation. 
It's, however, doubtful that the Administration can devise 
means to make up for more than a fraction of the shortfall. 


Q Chuck, you say the figures are in the public 
record, but you don't know whether you can make them available? 


Qq I'm sure we can make something available. It's 
just that the copy I have I'm not sure is exactly what's in the 
public record, so until I can verify that -- 


Q When will you do that? Right after the briefing? 


a Yes. 





-8- Tuesday, 12/16/86 


Q On the question of debt relief, it was reported 
that the effect of this will involve the sums of several 
billions of dollars coming to the Treasury now, but after the 
present time or after the next year or so, it will involve over 
a long period of years several billions of dollars of losses to 
the Treasury. 


In view of the very large magnitude of this, can you 
confirm that this kind of figures are involved, and who is it 
-— if you can't, don't have this at hand -- who is the person 
who could explain this legerdemain and what its effect is on 
the United States Government? 


A I don't have those figures at hand, and we'll 
take a look and see what we can do to explain this. 


Q Chuck, what other countries have -- may I follow 
up on that? What countries besides Egypt and Israel, the 
rescheduling or interest rates will affect? 


a Again, I don't have the whole list of countries 
that could be affected by this -- 


Q But there are more than two? 
A -- but we're talking here about -- yes, there are. 
Q Chuck, there was a question -- 


Q Chuck -- could I follow up, Chuck, on that one? 
Wasn't this the so-called “buy-down" operation that the State 
Department vehemently opposed last year, because it would -- 
not only because of its direct impact, but because of the 
spinoff involving countries like Turkey and Greece? And the 
cost, I think, was put at something like $5 billion to the U.S. 
Treasury. 


A I'm not sure that that's accurate, Jim. I just 
don't know. This is a program, at least in its final 
formulation, that's been worked out in close consultation 
between the Department of State and the Treasury Department, 
and others concerned. 


Q There was a report in yesterday's Post about 
Libyan personnel re-entering Sudan after supposedly they were 
kicked out, in keeping with U.S. requests. Do you have 
anything on that? 
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A I was prepared to talk about that yesterday. 
Today I'm less prepared. (Laughter) 


No. I think all I could say is that at one point 
there had been some Libyan presence in the Darfur Province 
portion of Sudan; that there were indications that those people 
had in fact left. There have been other reports about Libyans 
arriving, perhaps in regard to agricultural projects, as I 
recall. But we didn't have anything which would really confirm 
whether or not that was the true profession of these people who 
were arriving. 


Q So it's not affecting our current relations with 
Sudan in any way. 


A No. In conjunction with that story, I think it 
was stated that somehow there had been a commitment made or 
request made in connection with Libyan presence in Sudan. 
That's not true. That just was not a factor. 


Q Chuck, is there any further word on Ambassador 
Kelly today? 


a No. There's no further word. 


Q And, secondly, the Secretary on the Worldnet 
program talked about his concern for the situation in Suriname, 
that there have been murders, violations of human rights and 
other things happening. Do you have any further details on 
what is going on there? 


a I don't have a lot of details. For those of you 
who haven't followed this closely, perhaps, since July 21 of 
1986 there has been an active insurgency in Suriname which has 
been led by former Surinamese army Private Ronnie Brunswijk. 


This fighting initially started in and around 
Brunswijk's Bush Negro tribal area in Eastern Suriname, and the 
fighting has now shifted to the area of Moengo. We'll have to 
check for a map. I think that's in eastern Suriname, 
nonetheless. 


What the Secretary was specifically referring to were 
reports of brutalities that have been committed by the 
Surinamese army. We are seriously concerned about continuing 
reports of Surinamese army murders of this ethnic group known 
as Bush Negroes. We're aware of recent reports that a large 
number of civilian Bush Negroes, including women and children, 
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have been massacred by the army, and that several villages have 
been burned. 


We have information that has convinced us that these 
reports are credible. We hope that the international community 
will join in condemning these actions, and that the Government 
of Suriname will allow international observers to visit the 
region where the fighting between the insurgents and the army 
is going on. 


Q Are there any Americans living in Suriname? 

A The short answer to that is yes. 

Q Do you know how many, about? 

A How many? I don't know. The information I had, 
which is now several days old -- we could attempt to update 


that -- is that the security situation did not appear to 
threaten the safety of Americans in Suriname, but we have 
issued a travel advisory which warns Americans tc avoid 
traveling in eastern Suriname, to avoid sensitive areas such as 
military installations, to be alert, and to avoid traveling at 
night. 


Q When was the travel advisory issued? 

a I'll take a look at that. 

Q I mean in the last few days? 

fe) I'm not sure. 

Q The Secretary talked bout rumors about Libyan 
he? ee or involvement. What -- do you have anything more on 

a What he was referring to were reports that there 


are Libyan military advisers present in Suriname, but, as the 
Secretary said, he did not have enough information that he 
found credible to be able to make a definitive statement on 
that particular subject. 


Q Do you have casualty figures? 


fr No, I don't. 


Y In addition to your -- 
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a You mean in the fighting? 
Q Yes. 


No. 


In addition to your call for the Surinamese 
Government to allow international observers, is the United 
States Government doing anything diplomatically? Has it been 


at all active in this situation which has been going on now, I 
guess, for six months? 


Aa Nothing I would say beyond monitoring the 
situation closely, as we do in any incident of this kind, and 
in doing that, of course, we stay in touch with other 


governments that have an interest in the region or are 
concerned. 


Q Do we have an Ambassador? 

A We have a diplomatic mission. 
(To staff) Do we have an Ambassador? 
STAFF: Yes. 

MR. REDMAN: Yes. 


Q Chuck, do you have a situation report on the 


condition --— the camp war in Lebanon and the apparent agreement 
to a cease-fire? 


A No. I don't have a sitrep. 
Q Anything on Mr. Kelly? 
is) That was asked. 


Q When the Secretary testifies this afternoon, do 
you happen to know whether he will testify under oath? Or 
should I say will he testify under the same circumstances 
except privately that he testified in the House side, or will 
he testify as Secretary of State, or -- 


A I don't know the answer to that question. I 
haven't asked. 
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Q One last question. Just to refresh my memory, if 
you will, does the Administration intend to ask for more aid 
for the Contras once this $100 million is expended? 


a At this point, that's a question that's a bit 
premature for us to get into. A number of Administration 
people have expressed their hope that the current stories 
circulating about the contras and contra financing won't 
detract from the true issue, which is the nature of the cause, 
the reason that we have supported this movement from the start, 
which remain valid today as they were then. 


Q Could I go back to Hall just a moment. Is there 
any comment on reports this morning that Hall may be tried by a 
People's Tribunal as Hasenfus was? 


A No. I really don't have any comment. Once 
again, we're operating on the basis of the same information you 
see, which is what we get from the radio station or from 
communiques. So as a consequence we don't really know whether 
he's in custody or whether any charges have been filed against 
him. 


Q Chuck, could I go back? Has Mr. Ransom finished 
his consultations here? 


Q He's back in Damascus. 

Q He's back in Damascus. And as far as the State 
Department is concerned, that matter is closed, whatever it was 
he came back here on? 

a He did his consultations, and he's gone back. 


Q Why, if I might ask, is Mr. Kelly being kind of 
left dangling? 


a That question was asked yesterday in 
approximately the same terms -- 


Q Well, I should have -- 


i) -- and I'd leave the answer right where I did 
then. 


Q Can I just ask another one, just to hone the 
question on Kelly a little bit as well. Will he testify before 
going back? Has he been requested to testify before going back? 
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A As of now, concerning testimony, I don't know of 
anything on the books, and whether or not he'll do that in the 
near term, I just don't know. 


Q Is that basically what -- I mean, are we waiting 
to find -— I mean, is the State Department waiting to determine 
whether he will be asked to testify and then decide whether to 
send him back, or is there a more substantive decision being 
made on whether he will go back, or -- 


A No. I'm not prepared to go into rationale. I 
just leave it that he was here; consultations. The latest step 
in that process was that he saw the Secretary on Saturday, and 
that's where it stands. 


Q Are his consultations complete? 

A He's still here in Washington. 

Q Well, but the question is not whether he's still 
here in Washington. The question is whether he's still being 
debriefed by Department of State and FBI officials about what 
went on in Beirut at the end of October and the beginning of 
November . 

i) As of now -- 


Q The last meeting he had on that subject was with 
the Secretary? 


A That's my understanding. 
Q Is he still the Ambassador to Beirut? 
fs) He's still the Ambassador. 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:50 p.m.) 
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U.S. CITIZENS TRAVELING TO SURINAME SHOULD REGISTER WITH THE 
CONSULAR SECTION OP TRE EMBASSY IN PARAMARIBO UPON ARRIVAL. 
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WEONESDAY, DECEMBER 17, 1986, 12:26 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. I 
have a number of announcements to begin with. First, the 
Secretary of State George Shultz and British Secretary of State 
for Foreign and Commonwealth affairs, Sir Geoffrey Howe will 
meet in Bermuda on January 6 and 7, 1987, for bilateral talks. 
Secretary Shultz will also meet with Bermudian Premier John WwW. 
Swan and will, along with Foreign Secretary Howe, be guest of 
honor at a reception given by the Premier. So you can see by 
the dates that that gets tacked on to the beginning of the trip 
to Africa. 


Could he go to a week earlier? 
Will he take the press with him? 


Will he stay at a hotel on the beach this time? 


> © & 


Details to follow. (Laughter) 


Second, we had expected the arrival in Miami today of 
a group of former Cuban long-term political prisoners with 
their family members. All our arrangements for the arrival 
today in the U.S. of a group of 48 people, that is, the 
processing for their entry into the U.S. -- ticketing for their 
flight from Havana and sponsorship here in the States -- all of 
that had been completed with no indication from the Cuban 
Government that there would be any objection to their departure 
from Cuba. 


Yesterday afternoon, however, the Cuban Foreign 
Ministry informed our Interests Section in Havana that no exit 
permits would be available for former political prisoners until 
January. The flight to Miami today of the group of 4. 
therefore had to be cancelled 
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We regret this disappointment to people who have 
already endured severe hardship under the Castro regime. The 
denial of exit permits at this time means that these 
ex-prisoners and their families will not be able to enjoy 
Christmas in freedom. We hope the government of Cuba will 
permit these long-term political prisoners and their families 
to leave Cuba at the earliest opportunity. 


Q Copy? 
“ Yes. 


Q Third, the Foreign Ministry of the Republic of 
Korea has announced that the vessel OK Rita’ Ann owned by an 
American citizen, and with an American captain, has of f-loaded 
at Pusan, Republic of Korea, a quantity of munitions that were 
being diverted to Iran. We are encouraged by this announcement 
by the Republic of Korea and its effort to prevent these 
munitions from Iran. 





Q Do know where they came from? 


A The munitions in question were somett~ng like a 
hundred thousand M-181 mortar fuses. They had been 


manufactured by a Korean firm. 


The Korean firm denies any prior knowledge that the 
munitions were intended for Iran, and we don't have any 
evidence suggesting anything else. The ship's manifest stated 
inaccurately that Spain was the ultimate destination. 


Q Were any laws broken -- any U.S. laws broken? 


A Not that I know. But in any case, an 
investigation of this sort would be carried out by Customs. So 
you might talk to them. 


Let me add here, however, that the American owner of 
the vessel is not under investigation and, in fact, was the 
first person to bring this to the attention of Customs 
officials. 


Q Can you explain -- I'm afraid I don't understand 
this. A ship goes to Korea. Can you just lay out what you 
know happened and who told who when? 


m4 Basically, a ship -- Honduran registry but owned 
by an American -- leaves Korea, has on board a shipment in 





-3- Wednesday, 12/17/86 


part, at least, these mortar fuses manifested for Spain. The 
ship's at sea. The captain finds out that, in fact, he's 
supposed to take it to Iran. The captain informs his owner, an 
American, what he's been asked to do. The American goes to 
U.S. Customs Service. The U.S. Customs Service then initiates 
proceedings with the Government of Korea so that the ship, in 
fact, I think in Bangkok, is turned around, and via the 
Philippines comes back to Korea where it arrives December 13, I 
think according to a Korean statement, at which point the 
munitions have been offloaded from the ship. 


So the bottom line, and let me just repeat that, is 
that we've worked very closely with the Government of Korea and 
that we've enjoyed the full cooperation of that government 
throughout this incident. 


Q vihen did the process begin, Chuck? 
Q Where did he get his instructions? 
A Where the instructions came from, I don't know 


that that's been determined at this point. He was at sea 
apparently when these instructions came to him. 


Q Who was the owner of the ship? 

It's an American owner. I don't have a name. 

Q Do you know where he's located? Is he here in 
the United States or in Korea -- where? 

" The owner is located here in the U.S. 


Q Where? What city? 
A I don't know. 


Q (inaudible) involved, and I can't, whether Korea 
is one of those unique countries that arm both sides. 


What is the history you have on South Korea? Did they 
provide arms to both [ran and [Iraq like the Saudis did? 


fe) Korea's policy is, and this comes from a 
statement by the Foreign Ministry, it is our long-standing 
policy not to sell arms to warring parties. That's the Korean 
policy. And with Korea, like with other countries, we have 
been engaged in Operation Staunch in efforts to stop arms going 
to Iran. 
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Q Does the U.S. have any knowledge of its own 
whether South Korea armed either side until now? 

s No, I don't have any information on that. 

Q Chuck, do you know who sent the order to the ship 


captain? Who sent the order? 


a No, I don't. 


Q Do you know anything about the financing of the 
shipment? 

i) No, don't have any information on the financing 
of it. 

Q Is there any indication that any U.S. Government 


officials might have been involved in the financing or 
coordination of that shipment? 


“ No, there isn't. I can say that there's no 
evidence that this incident was in any way connected with 
anything that Ollie North or others may have been involved in. 


Q You can say or you can't say? 


i I can say that there's no evicence that it was in 
any way connected with the other cases that you're referring to. 


Q What about the timing? Between what -- I[ mean, 
can you give us some dates of the whole operation? 


A I can't give you all of the details at this 
point. The Korean authorities are the ones who have made most 
of this public. Let me see if they give you any dates. They 
don't. But I understand it that this is an incident that 
played out over a period of several months. By the time the 
ship had gotten to Bangkok, it had been stopped, it had been 
returned via the Philippines to Korea. 


Q Is there anything special about the fact that it 
was of Honduran registry? For example, do we know whether the 
ship is normally used for cargo missions in Latin America or is 
it normally used in Asia, or anything like that? 


ms No, I don't have any details of that kind. I 
don't see in the material that I've got available anything that 
indicates that there's anything exceptional. Apparently the 
ship often deals with European ports, in fact. 
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Q Can you spell the name of the ship again? 


fy The ship's name? OK -—-— that's spelled OK -- 
(Laughter) Rita Ann. 


Q A-N-N? 

5 R-I-T-A, A-N-N. Two words. 

Q Is it a cargo ship? 

a It's a cargo ship. 

Q Do you have anything to indicate when the captain 
first discovered this by way of bracketing the time period, 
Chuck? 

A Let's say late July, early August. 


Q It was discovered in late July, and it returned 
December 13? 


A That's rignt. 


I'm not an expert in maritime matters so perhaps 
this will seem like a stupid question. But how is it that the 
captain discovers, after he has left his port? How do you 
discover where you're going? 


mn I said he received a message saying that instead 
of going to Spain -- Barcelona -- with this shipment, that he 
should take it to Iran. 


Q So we know he received a message, but‘we don't 
know how the message was received, or who transmitted it or 
anything like that. Is that correct? 


A Yes. 


Q Are U.S. Customs officials involved in that 
aspect of the investigation, or is the investigation totally in 
the hands of the Koreans at this point? 


A My assumption is that that kind of investigation 
is in the hands of the Koreans, but, there, I just don't know 
what laws are involved to answer that definitively. 


Q Have we (inaudible) who tried to divert this 
shipment? 
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a And I say, talk to the Customs Department and 
perhaps they're going to have more information. 


Q Wouldn't Operation Staunch -- I mean, wouldn't 
that be -- as a policy matter, wouldn't that be of great 
interest to the State Department in Operation Staunch? 


-) In fact, that's why I raised it today, Ralph, 
because it is of interest to us. This is a case of the Korean 
Government cooperating fully in taking steps to prevent a 
diversion. And I guess this incident shows you how complicated 
that can sometimes be, since this is a case that's actually 
been worked for a number of months now until we finally got the 
ship back to Korea and the fuses have been offloaded. 


Q But, presumably, Operation Staunch is being 
pursued by the State Department and other U.S. Government 
agencies to the extent of determining who tried to divert this 
shipment to Iran, or who perhaps -- 


A I'm sure we're very interested in that. I just 
don't have that information available. 


Q And the State Department is not involved in the 
investigation? 


A As far as I know, no. 


Q How do you know this wasn't an Ollie North 
operation -- 


A Because of what we -- 
Q -— given the timeframe? 
a Because of what we know about the -- as I said, 


we have no evidence to indicate that there's any connection to 
that. 


Q You say you don't know who ordered it. How can 
you say that if you don't know who ordered it? 


a) John, I said we have no evidence. What more can 
I say. 


Q What have you got on Ambassador Kelly? 
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A Meanwhile --— someone is still interested in 
this. Go ahead. 


Q You praise the Korean Government for its 
cooperation, but according to my understanding of what you just 
said, it was the captain who refused to go to Iran. He told 
the ship's owners that he wouldn't go to Iran, and the ship's 
owners got in touch with Customs who told him to go back and 
offioad the stuff. So where does the Korean cooperation and 
Operation Staunch come in? 


a) Because, first of all, in the end it is the 
Korean Government which has now supervised the offloading of 
the material. But, secondly, it's a Korean firm that's 
involved in putting the material on board in the first place 
and to whom that material belonged. 


So there are a lot of legal implications, I suppose, 
to all of this, but that's why we had to work the ship all the 
way back to Pusan. 


Q There's a question here that the Korean firm was 
trying to sell it to Iran, right? 


a) I don't know that it's fair to make that 
supposition at all. 


Q Chuck, do you think the State Department will 
make available some of these operations, like Operation 
Staunch? Can it be available, and will you make it available? 


A I can't promise to make anything available. What 
I've done today is share with you one case which had become 
public. 


But, as we've said before, Operation Staunch has been 
largely successful in many cases. 


Q Can you tell us how many cases like that 
Operation Staunch foiled? 


a No, I can't. 


Q President Reagan has said that the amount of 
weapons that he authorized to be sent to [ran was “minuscule, “ 
I believe was the word he used and would not affect -- were 


defensive -- and would not affect the balance of power and so 
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on in the Gulf war. Would one hundred thousand M-18 mortar 
fuses be considered minuscule and would they affect -- had they 
reached [ran, does the U.S. feel that that would have been an 
amount large enough to affect the balance of the war or would 
that be a kind of okay shipment also if somebody else was maybe 
sending a signal? 


A They were M-181 -- 
Q M-181. 


5 --— and I have no way to make a military 
determination for you, Ralph. 


The point I'm trying to make is that Operation Staunch 
has been pursued around the globe and this is one of the cases 
where it's produced results, regardless of whether the 
quantities are deemed to be large or small. 


Q Don't you think that's a point worth checking 
out, though, if the U.S. -- I mean, there ought to be some way 
for the U.S. to determine whether this shipment would affect 
the military balance in the Gulf? 


i) There might be, Ralph, but the point is that this 
shipment is stopped. Secondly, that the [Iranians continue to 
receive supplies from various sources. That's what Operation 
Staunch has been all about, and it's not a question of being 
able to quantify it in one way or another, as you seem to be 
able to want to do, but, rather, a goal which one tries to 
reach to the maximum extent possible. 


Q You want to quantify them when they're the U.S. 
arms that are going, I mean, then we describe them -- 


A I think you'll agree that there was a specific 
reason to try to give you some quantification on that 
particular issue. 


Q Chuck, are you just as vigorous in policing the 
arms going to Iraq? 


A We've gone through our policy concerning arms to 
Iran and Iraq over the past several days, and that policy is 
very clear. Operation Staunch does not apply to Iraq, for 
example. 


Q Why are you making this revelation now about the 
Korean ship? 
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fe Because the ship has just arrived back at Pusan, 
Korea, finally, in the last few days and it's at that point 
that the fuses have been successfully offloaded, are no longer 
on board the ship. And it's at that point that the Korean 
Foreign Ministry has made the announcement of what it's done, 
and I raised it simply to say job well done. 


Q If arms were moving from South Korea to Iraq, 
would the United States object? 


A As I said, Operation Staunch has not been applied 
to Iraq. 


Q What is the operation that does apply to Iraq? 
a You know our policy concerning arms toward Iraq. 


Q I thought I knew the policy, and I thought the 
policy was to discourage the supply of weapons to both sides. 


a It is not. Operation Staunch is the discouraging 
of supplies of weapons, has applied specifically to [ran 
because it's the intransigent party in the war. I've said that 
any number of times. The U.S. does not supply arms to either 
side. 


Q Right. And doesn't the extension of that policy, 
apart from Operation Staunch, also say “discourage supplies to 
both sides?" 


a No, it does not. 


Q Let me follow this, what you just said. Is this 
an example from what Operation Staunch has been doing? You 
didn't want to reveal the list of Operation Staunch, all of the 
achievements in this. Have there been any similar, from your 
information? 


me There have been successes, yes. 
Q Before the ship -- let me start over. 
A I know this is hard for you, but go ahead. 


Q It is hard for me, Chuck; God knows it's hard. 
(Laughter) This shipment of mortar fuses was discovered, one 
supposes, by inadvertence. The skipper, the master, informed 
his boss who informed Customs These people would not have 
been in the loop - 
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A You say “inadvertence,” but I would say it's also 
Vigilance. That's the kind of way these things are often 
picked up. You just have to be alert to whatever information 
may come your way. 


Q Alright, so the information was handled through 
what had up to that time had been normal channels. Customs was 
alerted. 


To your knowledge, from that time up until the time 
that Oliver North left the NSC, was the NSC or its staff 
informed of this shipment and its diversion and its disposition 
of the case? 


a I'm not in a position to go into everybody who 
may or may not have known about this. 


Q Not everybody, just the NSC staff? 


A The problem was worked through diplomatic 
channels to the extent that we had to deal with embassies 
overseas. And, as a consequence, I'm sure that kind of 
information was known to a lot of people. 


Q The point here is that you said easier, I 
believe, that to the best of your knowledge this was not an 
Ollie North Operation. 


a Exactly. 


Q And if you can't say whether or nor the NSC had 
been apprised of this or was aware of it beforehand, then [ 
wonder how you can support that assertion? 


A We've been working on this for a long time. We 
have enough information to know the nature of the case, so that 
I can make the statement that [I did. I was aware that you 
would be interested in that question so I tried to answer it to 
the best of my ability, but that's all I can do for you right 
now. 


We do have other subjects if anybody is interested. I 
have even another announcement yet. 


Q One more on this. 


re) Max is still interested. 
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Q One more. What if the shippers, and the owners, 
and the manufacturers decided that this huge waste of money 
could be averted by sending this to Iraq. Would you object? 


“ That's a purely hypothetical question, Max. We've 
gone through the question of [ran and Iraq. 


Q New subject? 
A Yes, I do have another announcement. 


The Secretary met with Ambassador Kelly yesterday. 
The Secretary reviewed Ambassadorial responsibilities and the 
chain of command with the Ambassador. 


The Secretary conveyed his disappointment over the 
Ambassador's failure to inform the Department of State 
concerning the full extent of his knowledge and activities but 
also expressed his admiration for Ambassador Kelly's 
outstanding professional record and for his full and immediate 
response and cooperation with the current investigation. 


The Secretary was relieved to learn chat Ambassador 
Kelly had not participated in unauthorized negotiations for the 
release of the hostages and that his activities in this matter 
were limited to arranging the safe departure of David Jacobsen 
from captivity in Lebanon. The Secretary noted that Ambassador 
Kelly had carried out this activities in an outstanding manner 
but expressed his regret that the Ambassador had failed to 
inform the Secretary of them and of the instructions on which 
they were based. 


The Secretary advised Ambassador Kelly that he had 
discussed this situation with the President and that they had 
concluded that the Ambassador should be admonished and 
instructed to return to post to continue to serve as American 
Ambassador to Lebanon. 


Ambassador Kelly fully understands the position of the 
President and of the Secretary and his own responsibilities as 
Ambassador. Ambassador Kelly will be available to cooperate 
with appropriate inquiries from the Congress and other 
investigative bodies. 


He will return to post with the full confidence of the 
Secretary and the President. 


The Secretary today is reaffirming by cable to all 
Ambassadors the chain of command and reporting responsibilities 
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as based on the text of the President's letter to Ambassadors 
of September 23, 1981. 


And I know there will be interest, so I am able to 
make a text of that cable, which is going out to all 
Ambassadors, available to you after the briefing. 


Q Chuck, are we -- 
Q A text of that? 
A And the statement as well, yes. 


Are we correct in inferring therefore that the 
Ambassador was told by Admiral Poindexter, or whoever in the 
White House, that the Secretary either had them informed or 
that the Ambassador was not to inform him? In other words, was 
the Ambassador working on what he thought were good faith 
instructions from the White House? 


a I can't go into anymore detail on that particular 
question than what I've read to you in that statement. 


I might just re-emphasize tlhat the activities of 
Ambassador Kelly were limited to establishing logistical 
arrangements such as providing for security and transportation 
during the release from captivity of David Jacobsen; that the 
messages to which the Ambassador referred, in his telegram to 
the Secretary which the Secretary read out during his testimony 
on the Hill, that those messages were instructions from the NSC 
staff; and that Ambassador Kelly's responses to establish these 
logistical arrangements, the messages included information, for 
example, on when and where the release might take place, 
security and transportation support which might be required. 


Q Chuck, let me ask you right on that, if I may, 
it's going to be a hard point to make. You're saying either 
one or two things. You're either saying that Kelly only used 
back-channel communications for these Jacobsen purposes, or 
you're saying the use Kelly made of the back-channel 
communications that Shultz objects to were Jacobsen 
arrangements. 


In other words, are you saying Kelly never involved 
himself in the back-channel arrangement except to deal with the 
Jacobsen case? 


a No, no, not at all. 
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Q Then, what do you mean by “limited?" Didn't 
Kelly make use of back-channel communications like Ambassadors 
have done for at least 20 years? 


‘a No, I used the word “limited” in the context of 
this particular case, in the context of the hostages and what 
you had known about this particular case. 


“Limited” was not used in any way in response to the 
back-channel messages. What I'm saying is that the messages in 
this case, to which I referred, were defined in a particular 
way, and I just tried to give you an idea of what their content 
was. 


Q But I thought the issue is much larger than 
this. I thought the issue, at least in the Secretary's mind, 
is a system that permits the State Department to be cut out of 
communications between Washington and embassies abroad. in 
fact, I thought that back-channel in Kelly's case involved the 
arms shipments as well, but I may be wrong about that. 


So the question is, did Kelly -- 


is) You've asked a lot of questions but let me 
clarify a couple as you go along. 

Q So you can see the confusion -- 

a The back-channels did not involve the arms 
shipments. 


Q All right. 

Q But didn't Shultz say -- 

Q Let him finish the thought. I thought Shultz - 
there's been some murky accounts of the testimony Shultz gave. 
But, anyhow, answer the question. 


a When you get so many questions, we lose track of 
them. 


Q Alright. 


i) But the reason the Secretary has released this 





-14- Wednesday, 12/17/86 


telegram, which is quite lengthy and quite detailed, as to the 
nature of communications between Washington and posts abroad, 
you will see that there are various provisions for various 
people to communicate in various ways. 


Q Don't they include the kind of communications 
that Ambassador Kelly had? 


s There is provision for those kind of 
communications under very specific circumstances, yes. 


Q What use did Kelly make of back-channel 
communications that the State Department or the Secretary of 
State find objectionable? 


o The ones that I just described. The ones which, 
in essence, dealt with the logistical arrangements for the 
release of David Jacobsen. 


Q That is the only way -- that's the only use Kelly 
made of back-channel in his career in Beirut, his short career 
in Beirut that -- 

“ Not at all. 

Q -- that Shultz objects to? 

a That's right. As you'll see it's not the use of 
the channel, per se, that's being objected to. It's the use in 
this particular case without informing the Secretary. 


--MORE-- 
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Q So only by ordering transportation for Jacobsen, 
without telling the State Department, Kelly was hauled all the 
way back here, he's been admonished, and he's -- you know, he's 
hung out to dry for over a week, and now he's being sent back 
to Beirut. That's the only thing he did wrong? 


“ Let me recap by saying that for an Ambassador to 
act on instructions of which the Secretary is not aware is a 
matter of serious concern regardless of the content of those 
instructions. 


Now, at the time of the Secretary's testimony before 
the House Foreign Affairs Committee, the only information 
available to the Secretary was that which was contained in 
Ambassador Kelly's telegram which the Secretary made public in 
keeping with the President's intention that the full story be 
put out. The full details were available only after Ambassador 
Kelly had been interviewed here in Washington. 


Q Chuck, I have two questions. One, friends of 
Ambassador Kelly have said that when Mr. Kelly was informed by 
Admiral Poindexter to use the CIA back channel, he got in 
contact with Ambassador (sic) Poindexter to ask if the State 
Department or the Secretary was informed or was in concurrence 
with this procedure and was told that this had been taken care 
of. 


At least that's what was told to us. Is this 
accurate? Was this told to the Secretary? And, if this was 
the case, has the Secretary satisfied himself on whether 
Admiral Poindexter had misled the Secretary? 


‘ I've answered the question -- 
Q Or misled the Ambassador? 


i) I've answered the question two times. In the 
statement I talked about the Secretary conveying his 
disappointment over the Ambassador's failure to inform the 
Department. 


And, secondly, in the answer I just gave to someone 
else's question, I said for an Ambassador to act on 
instructions of which the Secretary is not aware is a matter of 
serious concern. 


Q In other words -- let me just come back to once 
again -- it certainly would seem within the instructions of the 
NSC National Security Adviser if he instructs an Ambassador 
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that this has been cleared in channels in Washington and to 
proceed on this course, that this would seem to me not the 
Ambassador's problem on who gets cleared in Washington. 


But you're saying the Ambassador, even upon receiving 
a message that the State Department concurs, would nevertheless 
have to check with the State Department? 


4 You'll see that in this guidance that's being put 
out today. So that there's no misunderstanding, on this 
particular question, just let me read the way the instruction 
is worded. 


You start with the fact that in the President's 
letter, which goes out to all Ambassadors, he says that, “You 
will receive policy guidance and instructions from the 
Secretary of State who is my principal foreign policy spokesman 
are adviser or from me directly." 


The statement which the Secretary is issuing as well 
today says that the only two exceptions to this rule -- first 
let me say the rule, “You will receive instructions only from 
ard through the Department -- “The only two exceptions to this 
r le are (1) if the President personally or the National 
Security Adviser instructs you to use a private channel. In 
such cases you should advise me personally or the Acting 
Secretary in my absence of this instruction unless you are 
explicitly directed not to by the President." 


"And (2) if I or in my absence the Acting Secretary or 
the Executive Secretary instruct you to use a non-State 
channel.” 


Q In other words, the NSC Adviser then is not 
enough of an authority to tell you not to tell the Secretary? 


ms That's right. 


Q Was that in effect before -- at the time that 
this happened, that rule was in effect? 


7 What has been in effect throughout are the words 
from the President that [ read you. The fact that we're 
issuing this statement today is an attempt to elaborate that 
and make it perfectly clear what's meant by that. 


Q But there were no such rules at the time? So, in 
other words, what was Ambassador Kelly's -- he had no explicit 
instructions on such a case then? 
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= The instructions were as I read them to you in 
the President's letter. 


Q But you're saying that Kelly got no explicit 
instruction from the President personally to not tell the 
Secretary of State; that's Ambassador Kelly's violation of the 
President's 1981 letter. Is that correct? 


a The President's 1981 letter, as I read it to you, 
says -- if I can find it again -- “You will receive policy 
Quidance instructions from the Secretary of State ... or from 
me directly.“ That was the outstanding letter. 


Q You have to forgive us, because we don't have 
those texts in front of us. 


A No. But you'll have them. I just haven't -- 
Q I understand, but we have this opportunity -- 


Beyond that, I can't go into the details of -- 
into the specific details of who said what to whom -- 


Q No. But -- 
A -- beyond what [I -- 


Q But we're just asking if his violation -- if the 
Ambassador's violation, for which he is being admonished, boils 
down to the fact that although he was told that Shultz had been 
informed, he wasn't told that by the President himself, and 
therefore it was for that reason that he shouldn't -- he should 
not have assumed on the basis of anyone else's authority, other 
than President Reagan's personal authority, is that correct? 


fe) You're extrapolating from a lot of information 
that I've given you I'll have to simply stick with what I've 
read out. 

Q Chuck, Shultz's exception is an additional 
development. That is not in the original ‘81 instructions. 
Correct? 


Aa Exception in what sense? 
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Q The two cases, the two exceptions the Secretary 
is outlining are an add-on. They elaborate, they extend, they 
interpret, perhaps, the President's ‘81 instructions. 


S They certainly elaborate it. 


Q well -- 

s But it had been elaborated in other ways as well 
before that. I read you the sentence out of the President's 
letter. The Secretary, for example -- you'll see further on in 
this cable -- the Secretary repeats what his instructions had 


always been, which is that, “I have sought to emphasize this 
chain of command by stating in my letter to new Ambassadors 
that the line of authority for any action or decision on your 
part flows from the President to me and from me through the 
Assistant Secretary to you." So there was that guidance as 
well in the field. 


Q Chuck, I guess you're referring to the back 
channel communication, but didn't the Secretary refer toa 
meeting between McFarlane and Kelly in Washington in August? 


i) That was in the text of the message that came in 
from Beirut from Ambassador Kelly. 


Q What transpired in that -- are all of the 
statements you make -- do they apply to that meeting, or was 
that a violation, or did he talk about something other than 
Jacobsen in that meeting with McFarlane, or what? 


a The only other thing that came up in that 
meeting, as the telegram said, which the Secretary read out -- 
and [I'll read it to you again -- "I met in Washington in July 
or August 1986 with Robert McFarlane who briefed me on the 
hostage negotiation involving arms to Iran as an inducement." 

Q So that's the place where the arms --. 


A That is the only time that the arms question ever 
came up. 


Q Now, what -- 
Q (Inaudible) 


Q Now, wait a minute. Can I ask the question? 
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a Sure. 


Q Now, was he in violation of the letter or any 
policy in that meeting with McFarlane? 


4 I've given you a readout now. The Ambassador has 
come back. He's been talked to by various people. The 
Secretary has talked to him. I've given you a long statement 
which gives you the results of that process, and [I'll just 
leave it at that. 


Q Can I ask one clarification, please? I mean, 
initially when the Secretary spoke on the Hill, it seemed that 
his anger was twofold: one, back channel; but, second of all, 
that Kelly knew about the arms shipments to [ran when the 
Secretary didn't; that he had been involved in this. 


What you are saying now is that he was told about that 
by McFarlane in the summer, but beyond that had no 
conversations, no back-channel communications, nothing which 
linked the hostages and arms shipments or discussed arms 
shipments. 


a To the last part of your scenario, yes. To the 
first part as to why the Secretary was doing what he was doing, 
those are your words, and, obviously, your interpretation and 
not mine. 


Q How are we to interpret this term “logistical 
arrangements" for Jacobsen? That could just mean transport, or 
it could mean negotiations. How wide -- 


A No. I told you what it meant. I said it means 
things like security and transportation, messages that might 
have indicated when and where release was expected -- only that 
kind of information. I said in the statement that the 
Secretary was relieved to learn that Ambassador Kelly had not 
participated in unauthorized negotiations for the release of 
the hostages. 


Q Chuck, you've been very specific -- 


Q In line with the Secretary's efforts to get all 
the facts out, in the cable that he read aloud he also said 
that Kelly informed him that in addition to the back-channel 
communication with Poindexter, he had repeated conversations in 
the period, I think it was October 30-November 4, with both 
North and Secord. It was never clear from that where these 
conversations took place. 
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Can you confirm at least if they were in Beirut? 


= They were in Beirut, and they had to do with the 
logistical arrangements. 


Q Chuck -- 


Q So Secord was in Beirut along with -- now, 
Jacobsen got out on November -- 


a) Look -- wait -- let me say then in response to 
that question, if you want to pin it down, that he was actually 
there, Ambassador Kelly was in Beirut. So as far as his side 
of the conversation, it certainly occurred in Beirut. Where 
the other side was, I can't answer. 


Q It wasn't telephone? 

A I just don't know all that. 

Q Chuck -- 

Q Reprimanded. 

Q Wait, wait, wait. 

Q Jacobsen got out on November 2. There were 
stories at the time -- I mean, Larry Speakes said it on 
November 2, that the White House was expecting perhaps other 
releases, too. Is there any more information on this, because, 
obviously, why have more conversations on the 3rd and 4th if 
Jacobsen is already out of Beirut? 

4 I don't have anything on that. 

Q Chuck, are you still saying all those 
conversations, even the ones that occurred after Jacobsen's 
release, had to do with logistic arrangements for Jacobsen's 
release? 


“ That's right. 


Q That's correct? 
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Ralph, when you get into those kinds of details, 
I don't know. They had to do with logistical arrangements for 
hostage release. Whether or not others were expected, I just 
don't know. 


Q Okay. Now let me also ask you on the McFarlane 
meeting, you've been very specific to say that, in your earlier 
comments, that the Ambassador is being --— that this whole 


matter has dealt with the logistic arrangements for Jacobsen's 
release. 


Can we conclude, therefore, since you have not 
mentioned anything about what the Secretary thinks about the 
Ambassador's conversations with McFarlane on the subject of 
arms to Iran, that the Secretary had no objection to those 
conversations? He raised -- and you have talked about -- his 
objection to the conversations via cable and other means 
regarding logistic arrangements. You have said nothing about 
objections to that conversation on arms to Iran. Is that - 


s You call it a conversation -- 

Q Well, whatever -- 

“ It seems -- 

Q The Secretary did -- the Secretary called it a -- 

A Basically what McFarlane briefed him on were 
hostage negotiations. 

Q But the Secretary said -- 

4 In that context -- 

Q Right. 

a -- apparently the term was used “involving” arms 


to Iran as an inducement. That doesn't mean that the 
conversation, the briefing, was on that subject, but I'l] go 
back to simply saying that I've made available to you or will 
make available to you the text of the statement which 
represents the considered result of this process. 


Q Can I also make a request, for whatever it's 
worth, the Secretary is obviously issuing @ major statemert 
today in his name You are reading it in his name You're 
answering -- you're being asked a lot of questions that it 
appears that you're unable to answer ~-- 
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a I object to that, Ralph. I think [I've answered 
almost all of your questions. 


Q Well, I'll stand on what I said. 
“ and I stand on what I said. 


Q Good. May I request that we have some access to 
the Secretary of State to pose these questions to him about his 
statement, his cable, his feelings about the Ambassador's 
conversations regarding arms to Iran and other matters? 


“ Ralph, every day I stand up here to speak on 
behalf of the Department of State and the Secretary of State. 


That's what I'm doing today, and that's what I plan to continue 
to do. 


Q Chuck? 


Max? 


Q Chuck, has Kelly been reprimanded -- 
Q Of course, you heard the statement. 
Q Yeah. 


rs) This is not a disciplinary measure. No personnel 
action has been taken -- 


Q It doesn't -- 


2) Let me finish, please. But Ambassadors have 
responsibilities that go beyond the obligations of all 
employees in the Federal Personnel System. An Ambassador 
occupies a position of unique trust and confidence of the 
President and the Secretary of State 


Accordingly, the Secretary has admonished Ambassador 
Kelly and reviewed Ambassadorial responsibilities and the chain 
of command. Ambassador Kelly fully understands the position of 
the President and of the Secretary and his own responsibilities 
as Ambassador to receive guidance through the Secretary or from 
the President directly and not from other individuals. 
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He will return to Lebanon with those responsibilities 
clearly in mind, and, as I said earlier, with the full 
confidence of the Secretary and the President. 


Q When is he going back? 
Q Chuck, to follow this, please. Can you -- 


a No. I can't tell you now when he will go back. 
We expect him to return shortly, but I don't have a date. 


Q Has he been ordered not to speak to the press? 
4 There are no such orders. 


Q So, in other words, if we ask him, it's up to him 
to decide, right? 


A That's right. 


Chuck, there is another recent case -- 


Q 

Q Would you arrange to have him come by? 

Q Ralph, can I get a question in once in a while? 
Q 


Would you arrange Lo have him come talk to us? 


There's another recent analogous case involving 
an Ambassador who went out of channels and presumably 
communicated out of channels, and that was Ambassador Wilson. 
In December we were told by the Secretary of State that he had 
total confidence in Ambassador Wilson. There was no 
admonishment. Although this is not disciplinary action, it's 
clearly not the sort of thing that a career Foreign Service 
officer would like to see in his personnel file. [t will not 
do him any good in future selections. 


Can you tell us what is the qualitative -- 

a Jim, that's your assumption, first of all I'd 
just like to put that in the record. You're extrapolating from 
what I've said. I've said it's not a personnel action 


Q Right. All right. It's clearly - 


2) You're making a number of statements in your 
question that I could not necessarily agree with. 
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-- not the sort of thing that will be a plus for 
him in the selection process in the future. Can you tell us 
what is the qualitative difference between these two cases? 


4 No, I can't. 


Q Chuck, a follow-up on Wilson. Do you have 
anything more on his so-called “kidnapping,” and do you have 
anything on the reports that his spiriting away to Libya was 
another bright idea of the NSC? 


o No. I don't have anything on either one. 


Q Since it's something that happened to an American 
Ambassador, you really should have something on it, sometime. 
I mean, in my lifetime, perhaps. (Laughter) 


a We'll try to meet that criteria. 
Q He said that -- 


a Ralph, there are people who haven't asked a 
question yet. In the bact™ 


Q A follow on this -- 
a No. You've asked one. In the back. 


Q I'd like to go back to the McFarlane briefing of 
Kelly. Oid Kelly report that to the Secretary, and, if he 
didn't and McFarlane briefed him about arms as an inducement, 
shouldn't he have briefed him at that time? 


a The statement makes clear that there were things 
that the Secretary was not informed of, that the Secretary 
learned of the first time when he read that telegram from 
Beirut. That's clear, and that's on the record -- 


Q (Inaudible) -- included that also? 
a -- but in terms of passing judgment or making any 


kind of judgment on any other aspect of this, I'll stick with 
the statement which, as [I said before, is the official response 


Q Chuck, to follow that up, the instructions the 
Secretary issued today, I assume, authorizes the National 
Security Adviser, which is not in the 1981 order -~ would 
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McFarlane, being a former NSC, would he be covered or not 
covered under the new statement by the Secretary? 


a Well, former NSC Advisers -- 
Q Yeah. 


‘ Do you mean in his current capacity today, could 
he start talking to Ambassadors? 


Q Yeah. That's what I'm saying. In other words, 
the meeting with McFarlane would not be covered by the current 
order by the Secretary. In other words, that would not be a 
proper instruction. 


rs) It talks about the National Security Adviser. It 
doesn't talk about “former.” 


Q Chuck, I was -- 


“ Nor are former Secretaries of State covered by 
this. 


Q Chuck, since you mentivned that he was 
admonished, does the State Department have any concern that he 
is going back to Lebanon, in parenthesis, wounded, possibly out 
of this -- 


a No. Not at all. 


Q -- about his credibility and his cooperation with 
the people, although there is a chaotic situation in Lebanon -- 
but are you are concerned about this? 


A No. Not at all. As I've said, in addition to 
what you refer to as -- and what the statement refers to as 
“admonishment," [I've also expressed admiration for his 
outstanding professional record, for the outstanding manner in 
which he's carried out activities, and as a consequence he goes 
back with the full support and confidence of the President and 
the Secretary. 


Q This is what scares a lot of people about the 
full confidence of the Secretary or the President, that he 
might be on his way out, because there are quite a few people 
who =- 


a I don't think they have any reason to fear 
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Q Chuck, I was told last week by at least three or 
four people in this building that back-channel communications 
between Embassies and the NSC is a common thing, and is this 
the Secretary's impression as well, and is he concerned about 
it? 


o What we're concerned about is the question of 
chain of command. That's what this telegram that you'll be 
getting a copy of is addressed to. Beyond that, let me just 
read something else that I've prepared here: that the guidance 
which the Secretary has issued to all Ambassadors, with the 
approval cf the President, does not change the longstanding 
relationships or responsibilities of Ambassadors. They are the 
President's representatives to the governments to which they 
are accredited and have full responsibility for and control 
over all activities of United States Government personnel in 
the country in which they serve. 


The President has designated the Secretary of State as 
the channel through which they are to receive guidance. The 
Guidance issued today clarifies that if they or government 
personnel in the country to which they are Ambassador receive 
instructions from other sources, they are to advise the 
Secretary. The only exceptions are if the Secretary or the 
President himself direct otherwise. 


Q So, Chuck, it's fair to assume then that 
Ambassador Kelly was not the only United States Ambassador 
involved in some sort of back-channel communications with Lhe 
NSC during the period of time under consideration. Not 
identical, but similar back-channel communications. 


a That's a pretty vague question. You say, “not 
identical, but similar." There's really no way [I can get at 
that. 


Q Chuck, does this -- how does this regulation 
affect what I think may be even a more prevalent policy? What 
if the Ambassador wants to communicate directly to the NSC 
Adviser or the President without informing the Secretary of 
State? Is that rule -- is this a two-way, or is that another 
set of instructions? 


rs) When we talk about chain of command, it's a 
two-way street. 


Q So, in other words, under this policy it would be 
possible then for the Ambassador to communicate directly with 
the President without informing the Secretary of State, or not? 
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ra If you read this -- 
Q Yeah? 
“ -- and I don't want to start getting into those 


kinds of interpretations, but I think you ought to take a look 
at it. I don't read it that way. It says the exception is -- 
everything goes through regular State Department channels -- 
"(1) if the President personally or the National Security 
Adviser instructs you to use a private channel,” or if the 
Secretary or the Acting Secretary “instruct you to use a 
non-State channel." 


Q Chuck -- 
Q But, in other words, there is no instruction, so 
an Ambassador -- it's sort of left hanging? 


a No, it doesn't. All messages dealing with policy 
proposals, policy implementation, program activities, personnel 
and post operations shall be sent through regular, established 
State Department channels. That's the basic guideline. 

Q Chuck -- 

Q Except if the President tells you differently. 

A That's right.f 

Q But in other words, you can't initiate an 
Ambassador no longer has the privilege, then, of sending a 
private, “eyes only" for the President. 

i) You can read the instruction. It's what 
Ambassadors have got, and so -~ you know, it's quite long, and 
you can go through the President's letter, and you can see what 
you can get out of that. 

Q From what you're saying, it's not clear 

a I can't agree that it's not clear yet. 

Q Okay. I'll read it. 


2) I'd invite you to take a look at this. 


Q Can I just come back for a technical thing? You 
earlier said the messages referred to instructions from the NSC 
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staff. Can you be specific about whether that was Admiral 
Poindexter and/or Oliver North and/or anyone else? 


“ No. I said earlier I couldn't go into those 
kinds of details. I can't do it. 


Chuck, it may sound like I haven't been 
listening, but, believe me, I've been concentrating mightily. 
I just would like to know if this set of instructions in any 
way constitutes an innovation or a change because of existing 
circumstances. Aren't these the same instructions that are 
implied through the instructions to Ambassadors in the past? 


a The President's letter, as I said earlier, is the 
same letter as it always has been since 1981 and, in most 
respects, the lead-in statement from the Secretary is the same, 
but it does expand that guidance to some degree. 


Q Chuck, on another subject, has the State 
Department any word on a possible release of Mr. Hasenfus? 


a I don't believe that I have anything that you 
haven't already seen. Senator Dodd has made a number of 
statements concerning his expectations. We know that the 
Senator met with Hasenfus, but we don't know the details of 
what was discussed. And, at the same time, we still haven't 
been allowed consular access to Mr. Hasenfus. 


Q President Ortega has just requested a pardon for 
Hasenfus, and if you can come up with some reaction during the 
course of the afternoon, we'd like to have it. 


is) All right. 
Q How about Hall? 


a On Hall. we have not yet received a response to 
our request for consular access. We do know, because Senator 
Dodd has been in contact with the Embassy, that he's advised us 
that he's been told that he will be permitted to meet Sam 
Hall. We would not, however, consider such a visit to meet the 
requirements of consular access as prescribed by the Vienna 
Convention on Consular Relations. 


Q Do you have any commer’ on Gorbachev's comments 
to Senator Hart yesterday? 
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a Only in one aspect. There was apparently another 
reference that Soviet officials were somehow indicating 
flexibility on the issue of limiting SOI research to the 
laboratory. Since Reykjavik, there has been a number of 
statements by Soviet officials, including General Secretary 
Gorbachev, apparently designed to indicate flexibility in 
Soviet arms control negotiating positions. No such flexibility 
has been reflected at the negotiating table in Geneva. 


Specifically, reports of Soviet flexibility on the 
matter of restricting SDI research to the laboratory were 
explicitly denied by Soviet negotiators at the December 
meetings in Geneva. As used by Soviet negotiators in 
Reykjavik, Vienna, and Geneva, the Soviet concept of 
laboratories is meant to constrain severely the SOI program 
well in excess of the limits imposed by the ABM Treaty. The 
U.S. cannot accept constraints beyond those in the 1972 ABM 
Treaty. 


Accordingly, we can only conclude that such statements 
by Soviet officials hinting at negotiating flexibility are made 
for their propaganda value rather than as true indicators of 
substantive ct.inge in Soviet negotiating positions. 


If the Soviets truly intend to be flexible on this or 
other negotiating points, they should prove it at the table in 
Geneva For our part, we remain ready to build on the progress 
made at Reykjavik and are hopeful that the Soviets will join us 


in using that headway as a starting point for hammering out 
real arms reductions agreements 


Q Copy of that, please, Chuck? 
Yes. 
Q Do you have any comment on the shakeup in Vietnam? 


a No, I don't 


. 2) 


Chuck, will the Secretary have a news corfer nce 
before he leaves for vacation? 


a Il don't expect that 
When does he go on vacation? Friday? 
A Friday 


Q Okay Thank you 


(The briefing concluded at 1:14 p.m.) 
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MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
Let me begin with one announcement. 


Ambassador Arthur A. Hartman, United States envoy to 
the Soviet Union since September 1981, will relinquish his post 
early next year. Ambassador Hartman's five-year tour in Moscow 
was the longest of any post-war U.S. Ambassador to the Soviet 
Union. His extensive experience in East-West relations and 
stature as one of the Foreign Service's most senior diplomats 
made him a valued advisor to the President and the Secretary of 
State during a prolonged leadership succession in the Kremlin 
and a key player in the expansion of the U.S.-Soviet dialogue 
after 1984. 


From his unique vantage point, Ambassador Hartman made 
vital contributions to the formulation of U.S. policy across 
the full spectrum of U.S.-Soviet relations and played a 
prominent role in the President's meetings with General 
Secretary Gorbachev in Geneva and Reykjavik. 


Ambassador Hartman's tour in Moscow was marked by 
events --— the KAL shootdown, the discovery of Soviet use of 
chemicals to monitor U.S. personnel, the Chernobyl incident or 
accident, and the withdrawal of Soviet local employees which 
placed particular strains on the official American community in 
the Soviet Union. 


The professional and caring leadership he and Mrs. 
Hartman provided in meeting these challenges earned them the 
respect and affection of all who served with them and was 
instrumental in preserving a standard of excellence and esprit 
among the staff of Embassy Moscow and Consulate in Leningrad 
second to none in the Foreign Service. The President joins 
Secretary Shultz and all of the Hartmans' colleagues in the 
Foreign Service in wishing them the very best as they depart 
Moscow after a challenging and highly successful five years. 
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Q Chuck, the four events you cite during his career 
are all negative events, either an accident or something that 
the State Department disapproved of. Could you characterize 
for us whether there was any improvement in U.S.-Soviet 
relations or did they basically stay the same? And, indeed, 
under a new leadership, does Hartman leave Moscow with some 
impression of an upswing or what? 


In other words, you've selected out things that are 
unfortunate. Did anything good happen while he was there? 


A First of all, Barry, the four events that I 
specified I said were ones which placed particular strains on 
the community -- 


Q No, I understood -- 

a -- so I picked them out for that very reason. 

Q I'm luoking for more -- 

A But I also said that he was a key player in the 
expansion of U.S.-Soviet dialogue after 1984, so I gave you 
there one very major change in which he was involved. 

Q It's unclear to me. Is Hartman leaving the 
Embassy to come back here to another post, or is he leaving the 
Foreign Service: 

A At this point, his plans are uncertain as far as 


we know here in the Department, and that's where I just have to 
leave it for the time being. 


Q Is there a replacement in mind? 

A That always, as you know, comes from the White 
House. 

Q Chuck, I wasn't clear from Ann's question. 


Perhaps her phrasing would answer that for me, but is he 
leaving because of a personal decision to step down or is he 
finally being rotated after the normal period of staying there? 


a No, this is a personal decision. 


Q Personal? Alright, thank you 
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Q Is a five-tour unusually long in the Foreign 
Service, or is that average? 


i) As I say, that's the longest of any U.S. 
Ambassador -- 


Q In the USSR? 


a) -- in a post-war period. It's relatively long 
for any Ambassador as well. 


Q Chuck, that post generally is a post that 
professional career diplomats are sent to. Do you have any 
notion if that's the Secretary of State's wishes for a 
replacement? 


a All I could say on that question is the generic 
answer, that it's the President's prerogative to nominate 
Ambassadors, and when he is ready to do that the announcement 
will be forthcoming. 

Q Do you have any idea ahout the timing of that? 

A No, I don't. 

Q Is it shortly, or you don't know? 

A I just can't help you on that. 


Q Is there any firm date on when he's leaving? 


A No, there's no firm date at this point other than 
early next year. 


Q On the matter of the Embassy itself, have things 
proceeded the way you wanted in terms of getting staff help in? 


A I could look into getting you an update, if you 
want, in terms of the status of the contract employees that 
were being arranged for. B6ut my understanding is that that is 
going ahead according to schedule. . 


Q That had nothing to do with Ambassador Hartman's 
decision? 


“4 No. 
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Q Chuck, as you know -- and [I'll try to keep the 
question short -- there have been reports over the last few 
years of health hazards for people in Moscow and, indeed, 
several of the former Ambassadors have died, three of them of 
cancer. There were complaints to the State Department being 
bombarded by microwaves; there was a complaint about dust which 
you subsequently withdrew. It's getting to be a long question. 


Is there any hazard -- does the U.S. now have the 
impression that it's dangerous to your health to be an American 
diplomat in Moscow? 


“ I'd have to refer you, of course, to the medical 
authorities for a definitive answer to that. You've covered, 
in your question, a number of the incidents that have occurred 
over the years. I think in both cases there are relatively 
lengthy reports concerning the nature of those hazards. And 
rather than trying to extrapolate myself from that, I'd simply 
leave it that the record shows relatively clearly what our 
analysis was of those two incidents. Beyond that, I don't know 
of anything else on the medical front that's been turned up. 


Q Chuck, when you said you have no firm plans on 
what he's going to be doing next, you leave the impression as 


if he was forced out or forced to take such a decision. Was he 
pushed out? 


2) No. I don't know why you're left with that 
impression, but no. 


Q In your list of highlights, how come you didn't 
mention the two summits? 


a I did mention the two summits. 


Q You did? Sorry. 


A I said he played a prominent role in the 
President's meetings with General Secretary Gorbachev in Geneva 
and Reykjavik. I didn't use the word “summit.” Maybe that's 
what threw you. (Laughter) 

Q Chuck, is there any statement from Hartman -- 

Q Reykjavik wasn't a summit. It was preparatory to 


the summit that was going to be held before the end of year? 
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Q Is there any statement from Hartman that he 
issued -- is he issuing any statement? 
a I don't know that he's issued any formal 


statement. I know he was informing the Embassy staff today. so 


that in that context he is obviously making a statement, but I 
don't have anything available at this point. 


Chuck, on another subject. Going back to the 
Kelly affair before -- just to clear up one point. In the 
telegram that the Secretary read to the House Foreign affairs 
Committee --— I presume that he quoted from the telegram 
accurately -- Kelly told Shultz that he had used the 
back-channel for “hostage negotiations." 


In your statement yesterday, and I presume in the 
investigation, you have said that he was not involved, and the 
Secretary was relieved to find that he was not involved in 
these “hostage negotiations." 


Did he, Kelly, misspeak himself in the telegram, in 
the original telegram, or what explanation do you have for this 
apparent contradiction? 


a The explanation which I can give you is, very 
briefly, that when he referred to “hostage negotiations,” what 
he was referring to were the logistical aspects of that. And 
so whether that was a felicitous choice of words or not in his 
telegram, you'd have to speak to him. But I do know that what 
he meant by that, we now know concerned logistical arrangements. 


Q In other words, you stand by the statement that 
you made yesterday -- 


a Absolutely. 


Q -~- when you said he was not involved in 
substantive negotiations? 


a And that was all done, and everything I said 
yesterday, in fact, on the basis of close consultations with 
not only the Secretary, but with Ambassador Kelly as well. 


Q And what are his plans now? 
i) At this point, I can't take it beyond yesterday 


We expect him to go back shortly, but I don't have a date to 
offer. 


-~-MORE-- 
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Q Chuck, I'll ask about another Ambassador. La 
Stampa today printed -- 


. Let me guess. Oh, I'm sorry. I was going to say 


Q La Stampa today printed -- my favorite 
Ambassador; yours too, I would presume -- 


s I expected. 


Q -- printed an interview with the Italian Foreign 
Minister Andreotti. Andreotti says ON THE RECORD that in ‘85 
Wilson came to him with a request to set up a back channel to 
Qadhafi. Andreotti presumed that this was straight from the 
White House. He informed Craxi. When he met Shultz in Rome at 
Easter, Shultz didn't seem to know about it, which would fit 
the pattern of events so far. 


So is this another example of a rogue operation by the 
NSC? Have you got any comment on it? 


a I haven't actually seen that story. It was drawn 
to my attention secondhand, based on -- people who had 
apparently gotten earlier reports than we had. In the 
meantime, I haven't been able to turn up anything at all on 
that story. 


I do know that concerning the visit to Libya, that 
when asked about that during one of the flights, I think 
between Rome and Greece, during one of the Secretary's trips, 
the Secretary said that that was an unauthorized trip. 


But, beyond that, I just don't have anything I can 
help you with. 


Q (Inaudible) because the Secretary gets very hot 
under the collar when it comes to rogue operations dealing with 
Lebanon and Iran, but how about this one? Or is it because, 
quite simply, that Mr Wilson was and is a close personal 
friend of the President? 


2) First of all, I'd refer you again to that 
transcript in which the Secretary talks, not at great length, 
but in some detail about the trip to Libya, which he said was 
not authorized, that he had spoken to the Ambassador about, 
that it was an embarrassment. Those are some of the words he 
used. 
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But, secondly, on this particular story that you bring 
up now, I just don't have anything on it. 


Q Can you -- 


Q Chuck, on that story, the communication system is 
where the Secretary seems to be concentrating now in order to 
find out if things are going on without his knowledge. Has the 
State Department found out whether Wilson was involved in back 
channel -- the Wilson trip involved back-channel communications 
with the White House? Was the State Department informed? What 
do you know about it from your own cable? 


A Informed of what? 


Q What do you know about Wilson and Libya from your 
own cables, or does Wilson work for Mr. Reagan? 


o The best I can do on that one is to again say 
what I just said, which was to say that that trip was 
unauthorized. 


Q Chuck, but the unauthorized trip --— you mean it's 
not authorized from the State Department or the White House, 
because there are conflicting reports. 


A It means it was unauthorized. 
Q By the White House? 


A Beyond that, at this point, as I say, we've seen 
-- heard of these stories, but I just don't have any details, 
so it's really fruitless for me to try to -- 


Q Can you characterize -- 


rs) -- answer these questions for you, simply because 
I don't have any details to offer. 


Q Well, specifically on that point, Chuck, when you 
use the word “unauthorized,” you mean unauthorized by the State 
Department. But there is a possfbility, given the history of 
back-channel communications, that the State Department might 
not have known about some communication between Poindexter and 
the Ambassador. Is that not the case? 


i] If you're talking about the realm of 
possibilities -- a hypothetical, theoretical question -- the 
answer is yes. But, as I say, I don't have any details on this 
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one, so I can't apply any particular hypothetical case you set 
up to this one. I just can't do it. 


Q Well, then, flatly the question is, do you know 
-- does the State Department know if the trip --— trips, 
apparently, is now the operative word according to the Italian 
interviews --— that these trips were --— does the State 
Department know that these trips were not authorized by the 
White House? 


= I think I've tried to answer that by saying I 
just don't have any details on the story. 


Q Yeah. I'm asking you to look and try to get a 
more -- 


“ 1- can help you, I certainly will. 
Q -- specific answer. 


Q Chuck, another way to answer -- ask the question, 
if not answer it, is was the Secretary speaking, when he spoke 
of unauthorization, on behalf of the State Department or -- as 
he often does and you often do -- on behalf of the United 
States Governm nt? 


a Once again, without knowing all the details and 
checking the record, I don't know that I can answer that. 


Q Because there's a potential rogue operation here, 
could you work on this for us a little bit? 


i) A potential rogue cperation? 


W Well, in the sense that the Secretary -- 


“ It has been called an unauthorized mission 
already. 

Q Okay. 

a So -- 

Q But was the Secretary, in saying that -- 

Q How many rogues -- 
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Q -- speaking on behalf of the State Department or 
on behalf of the United States -- 
“ Again, I'll have to take a look at it. 


Q Chuck, do you have any reaction to the reports 
that the Soviets are going to suspend their nuclear test ban? 


a I've seen the reports. The best I could say sow 
is that we understand that the Soviets intend to make a 
statement on that subject later today, and, if that's indeed 
the case, then we'll take a look at it and try to have a 
reaction. 


Q You have not yet been formally informed? 


4 I just leave it at that for the moment. 


Q In other words -- 
Q Chuck -- 
Q -~ you'll react to the Soviet public statement, 


not to any diplomatic communications? 
” That's right. 


Q Chuck, speaking of Libya, there's apparently 
renewed fighting in northern Chad involving Libya, and, as I 
understand, the Chadian Government has asked for some kind of 
U.S. help. Are we contemplating sending any aid to the Chadian 
Government to deal with this latest flareup in fighting there? 


A First, let me give you a very brief synopsis of 


the situation as we understand it. As you know -- and it's not 
going to be a very long history, even though I'm going to start 
with 1983. 


In 1983 Libya invaded and seized the northern 40 
percent of Chad, which it continues to occupy by military 
force. In February and March of 1986, Libyan-—backed rebel 
forces launched attacks along and south of the 16th Parallel 
which were decisively repulsed by Chadian Government troops. 


In late October, the majority of dissident Chadian 
armed forces in northern Chad broke with Libya and rallied to 
the side of the Chadian Government. In response, Libyan 
troops, armor and aircraft commenced attacks in early November 
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on Chadian armed forces and civilians in northern Chad. These 
attacks are continuing with the most intense fighting now 
taking place in the Tibesti Mountain area. 


With that as background, the Government of Chad has 
requested the United States to supply urgently needed military 
equipment for use in its defense against Libyan military 
aggression. An initial U.S. shipment of light arms, 
ammunition, and clothing was made December 4. On December 16, 
the President, under Section 506(a) of the Foreign Assistance 
Act, determined that an unforeseen emergency situation exists 
in Chad which requires our immediate aid. To meet this 
emergency, the President has directed the drawdown of up to $15 
million in Department of Defense equipment and services to 
provide assistance to Chad. 


This decision is in response to the request of the 
Government of Chad and in accordance with article 51 of the 
U.N. Charter. We're working closely with the Governments of 
Chad and France on specific additional items of U.S. equipment 
to be provided in the areas of vehicles, transport aircraft, 
small arms, ammunition and medical supplies. We expect soon to 
begin further air deliveries of urgently needed equipment to 
Chad. 


Q Chuck, what is the U.S. obje-.tive? 
a What is the U.S. objective? 


Q What are you seeking to do? You're responding to 
a@ request. What is the U.S. foreign policy goal in -- 


a I said it's for use in the Chadian defense, the 
Government of Habre against Libyan military aggression. 


Q Well, all right. I mean, we generally have an 
idea what you're about when you provide aid to a guerrilla 
force or -- but this is a government. What are you trying to 
do -- help Chad push the Libyans out? Is that the objective, 
or what? 


a I sort of gave you a synopsis, which indicates 
where -- 


Q No, you described the situation. I'm -- what do 
you want to accomplish? 


a Well, I'd like to answer your question, Barry. 
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Q Okay. I didn't think you understood it. 
* Could I maybe start again? 
Q Sure. 


ia I gave you an explanation of where the Chadian 
forces were today, what's happened in Chad in recent months, 
what's happening in terms of Libyan counterattack, and as a 
consequence the Chadian Government has asked us for some 
additional assistance as well as the French, and that's what 
we're in the process of looking at now to determine what kind 
of assistance would be most appropriate to those needs. 


Q Chuck, I say respectfully you haven't answered my 
question. You've described the situation very well -- again. 
a I've also answered the question as to why we're 


providing the assistance. 
Q Because -- well, then the answer is, if I can -- 
a This is Chad, as I think you're all aware. 


Q No. Your answer seems to be that we provided the 
aid because the Chad Government asked for it. 


a And is under attack. 
Q And is under attack. But I'm asking you what you 


seek to accomplish -- to throw out the aggressors, to what? To 
get a stalemate, so you -- 


“4 To allow the Chadian Government -- 

Q -- could have negotiations? - 

ns To allow the Chadian Government -- 

Q To turn back Communism? What are you after in 
this one? 

a To allow the Chadian Government to defend its 


territory. 
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Q Chuck, are you consulting with Egypt on that, or 
any other country in the area? 

ra I don't have anything on that. 

Q Do you know how many Libyans are there? 


“ No. 


-~- MORE -- 
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At one time, France was interested in trying to 
bring this Chadian war to an end, and there was, I believe, an 
agreement with Qadhafi about not interfering in Chad, at one 
time, about possibly last year. Are you in consultation with 
the French Government about this? 


A The French. 
Q Yes? 


A I indicated already that there's consultation 
concerning the amount of equipment. You've seen reports, and 
the French have announced some of their own activities in terms 
of supplying the Habre government. 


We welcome France's strong response to the Government 
of Chad's request for assistance in defending its citizens and 
armed forces against Libyan aggression. France has long had 
the leading western role in providing security assistance to 
Chad. At Chadian Government request, France has maintained 
troops and aircraft in Chad since February of '86 to assist in 
Chad's defense, and our military assistance to Chad is designed 
to complement the French efforts. 


Q Can I follow this, Chuck? 


a Can we get copies of that first thing that you 
read? 


A Of the first part? 
Q Yes. 


Q Had the Chadian Government offered you any 


specific things that they want from you in the military 
assistance -- 


A I gave you -- 
Q Have they offered you a shopping list? 


a) I gave you a list in fact of the areas that we're 
looking at. 


Chuck, what was the figure on that DoD drawdown? 
Was it -- 
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A The 506(a)? 


Yes. 


> 


It's up to $15 million. 

Q One five? 

A One five. 

Q What's the (inaudible) 

A That's in addition to what we have as a regular 
FY-87 Military Assistance Program, MAP program, which is $5 
million; and that's programmed, basically, for the support of 
Chad's C-130 military air transport aircraft and for 
acquisition and support of vehicles. 


Q Did you give us a dollar figure on the stuff that 
was shipped December 4? 


A No, I don't have anything on the December 4. 
I'll check on that, but that could come under the $5 million. 


Q Or if it doesn't come under the $5 million, would 
that be subtracted from the $15 million? 


aA We'll have to look at that. 


Q Chuck, do American personnel, however they're 
described, go in with the equipment? 


A Other than to deliver it, no. 
Q Other than to see that it gets there? 


A That's right. We off-load it, and that's our 
role. 


Q So is there any effort being made to get 
voluntary civilians, voluntaries, mercenaries, whatever you'd 
like to call them’, to go in there and assist -- 

A Not that I know of. 

Q -- as has been done in other countries? 


A Not that I know of. 
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Q There were three -- you have some advisers there 
-- I remember from this podium you announced you have some 
advisers there. 


a But the advisers were there for specific training 
purposes and specific pieces of equipment. Those people come 
and go depending on the equipment that is being delivered. 

Q How many advisers do you have there now? 


A At this point, I don't know what the status of 
that is. We an take a look at that. 


¢ Chuck, have we provided any C-130s or any other 
aircraft ., help transport troops from any point from the 
capital north, or anywhere? 

A That's done by Chadian aircraft. 


Q But it is C-130s? 


A That's their C-130. 

Q There are no Americans involved in that operation? 

A No. 

Q Can we have copies of these things -- 

A Of the -- at least the parts that are in whole 
pieces. 

Q This is on another subject. What is the reaction 


to the release of Eugene Hasenfus? And was the fact that he 
was released into the hands of Senator Dodd designed to 
embarrass the United States Government? 


A First of all, we're gratified that the 
Sandinistas have released Hasenfus, and that he'll be reunited 
with his family during the Christmas season. 


We also note that the Nicaraguans claim to have held 
another American citizen for the last six days, and have still 
not granted us consular access to him, which is in violation of 
their obligations and normal diplomatic practice. 


If the Sandinistas truly want to make a gesture, it 
should be toward those in Nicaragua who oppose their oppressive 
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policies, it should be toward fulfillment of those obligations 
the Sandinistas made to the OAS to create a democratic system 
in Nicaragua, and it should be toward national reconciliation 
of all elements of Nicaraguan society. 


Q What about Senator Dodd's role in this? 


A I don't have anything specific on Senator Dodd's 
role. Obviously, he met with, talked to the Sandinistas, and 
escorted Mr.. Hasenfus out. 


Q Was his conduct appropriate? 


A I really don't have any way to make any statement 
on his conduct. He was there for a specific purpose and -- 


Q What about the release as a propaganda move? 
The suggestion was that he was more use to the Nicaraguan 
Government in the U.S. than down there. 


A I think it's clear that the handling of the whole 
incident from the start has been orchestrated for propaganda 
purpose -- there's no doubt about that. 

Q And the release as well” 

A That's part of the whole incident. 


Q Chuck, last night's statement said your 
gratitude does not signal any change in U.S. policy toward 
Nicaragua? 


A That's right. 
Q That still stands? 
“A That's true. I didn't want to repeat what -- 


No, no. 


y >) 


A -— probably most of you got last night. 


Q It's all right, because it sounded like a new 
Guidance. But I was going to ask you about the old guidance. 


A I was drawing bits and pieces from it. 


Q All right. I was going to ask you, when you say 
that, does that mean the United States is not interested for 
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the foreseeable future in any negotiations with Nicaragua, 
either by the United States or by those 8, 10 or 12 Latin 
American countries that are in favor of negotiations? 


A No, not at all. Our position on negotiating the 
solution is as always has been. We continue to pursue that 
actively as one of the tracks of our policy. Ambassador Habib 
is still on-board so that there has been no change. 


Q And when you say “everything was orchestrated," 
does that mean you don't think there was a genuine debate over 
whether he should be released, as has been reported by Managua? 


A I have no way to judee that particular question. 


Q Chuck, will the State Department seek to 
interview Mr. Haserfus to determine whether he knows of any 
contact between hi. o,>«ration and personnel of the U.S. Embassy 


in El Salvador? 

a At this point, I don't know of any plans for us, 
the Department of State, to debrief him. But I'll let you know 
if there's something different there. 


Q Was anything of that nature done last night at 
the Ambassador's residence in Guatemala City? 


a I don't have anything on that. 


-- MORE -- 
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Q To follow on that, can you say whether the 
President's desire to have all the facts come out extends to 
supporting calling Hasenfus or having Hasenfus appear before 
Congressional committees, FBI, and special prosecutor or any 
other investigations that may be under way? 


A The President has made a general statement, and I 
certainly don't have any way to add or subtract from that. 


Q New subject? 


Navy Secretary Lehman has been asking for economic 
sanctions against New Zealand to win it away from its 
anti-nuclear stance. Have you got anything on the process by 
which that would move along or on the State Department's 
attitude towards that? 


A Well, it's your presumption that there's a 
process to move along. In our view, on those issues, he's 
expressing his personal views and he's not speaking for the 
Administration. We've said from the beginning of this that 
we're not out to punish or impose sanctions. 


Q He has filed recommendations with the Defense 
Secretary though that then presumes that some sort of 
discussion and decision has to be made about it, right? 


A Well, you're certainly free to talk to him. 


Q Chuck, could you give us an update on Armacost's 
trip to Africa; and, also, have you reaffirmed the U.S. aid 
program to Maputo? 


a Well, this trip has been going on now for four 
days. 


Q Why haven't you covered it? (Laughter. ) 


a Well, I was going to say I've been prepared each 
and every day to sort of help you out as you go along, so I'm 
not quite sure where I delve into this at this particular point. 


He left Mozambique this morning. He arrived in 
Lilongwe, Malawi, this afternoon. He's meeting with senior 
Malawian officials this evening. He's scheduled to meet with 
President Banda tomorrow. That's where he stands at this 
moment. 


He himself gave a press conference in Maputo, I 
believe. As a consequence, we can try to get the text of that 
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for you, but I don't have any commentary on that stop beyond 
what he himself said. 


Q Did he meet with representatives of the ANC? 
A That's scheduled for Zambia, which is yet to come. 
Q When is that? 

a I believe that's tomorrow. 


Q Chuck, can I go back to the nuclear test ban 
moratorium by the Soviets? I know you won't comment on that 
until the Soviets actually come out in public and make their 
announcement. But, in general, can you comment on the status 
of the negotiations with the Soviets on the test ban? 


A I believe that the two sides issued a short 
communique after the last round of talks, so I'd have to 
refresh my memory by taking a look at that, but I don't have 
anything beyond that. 


Q Do you have some guidance there on the U.S. 
position that you can give on the moratorium -- I mean, sort of 
backgrounding it? 


A But I mean there our position has been expressed 
any number of times; and if your question is “Has it changed?" 
then I can answer it: "No." 


Q And do you know when the two sides plan to meet 
again? 


Aa No, I don't. 


Q For the record, do you have any readout or 
whatever on the nuclear non-proliferation talks that I believe 
have now ended? 


a They finish up midday today, and I understand 
there will be a short statement at the end of that. 


Q Chuck, are there any officials that you know of 
who are currently in Israel investigating or talking with 
Israelis about the arms sales to Iran? 


A I don't know of any, but you might talk to the 
Justice Department as well. 


Q Chuck -- 
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Q De you have any details about an Army deserter 
from the Vietnam war days who's been living in Australia for 
over ten years? 


A All I can say is that I've seen the reports, but 
I really don't have any information to add beyond that. 


Q Well, is the State Department trying to 
investigate the situation to find out whether they're going to 
allow him back? 


a As I said, I just don't have anything else to 
offer on that. 


Let's take a look here (refering to briefing book). 
Q Look back through -- 


A And the reason is that we don't have a Privacy 
Act waiver, so we can't comment on the details. 


Q O.K. 
Any reaction to the killing of a noted newspaper 
director in Colombia -- apparently by drug-runners? 
A The person in question is Mr. Guillermo Cano , 


who was Director of Colombia's respected and widely circulated 
El Espectador. He was gunned down on the evening of December 
17th. 


There appears to be no doubt that he was assassinated 
by narcotics traffickers. Mr. Cano initiated his newspaper's 
editorial policy in support of strong anti-narcotic efforts in 
Colombia and he was a persistent commentator on the danger of 
the drug trade. He was a courageous and honorable man, and his 
death is a tragic event. 


Q Chuck, there's a report today that the South 
African Government, because it's angered by the economic 
sanctions imposed by the United States, has virtually severed 
contacts with our government. Do you have any comment on that? 


A Virtually severed contacts? 


Q Yeah. I guess that the thrust of it is that they 
have virtually nothing to do with the U.S. Government since the 
imposition of the sanctions, as a reflection of their 
displeasure over the sanctions. 
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A No, I don't have anything that really gets to 
‘ that question. 


Q Norm, is that an accurate reflection of what the 
: story said? 

Q Yes. 

Q O.K. 


Q Chuck, whatever happened to the U.S. Military 
Attache who had been detained in Kuwait; and what was he doing 
there? 


A He was released yesterday. We and the Government 
of Kuwait consider the incident closed; and concerning any of 
the details of the incident, I just don't have them at all. 

Q You don't what? 

A Don't have anything at all. 

Q O.K., thank you. 


Q Chuck, you don't have anything on the : ioting in 
the Soviet Union? 


A No. 


(Whereupon, at 1:01 p.m., the briefing concluded. ) 
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TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the December 18, 1986 daily press briefinc: 


Q. What was the approximate dollar value of the U.S. military 
equipment assistance delivered by air to Chad on December 4? 


How was this funded? 


A. THE VALUE OF THAT SnlePMENT WAS APPROXIMATELY $600,000, : 
USING THE LAST OF THE EMERGENCY AUTHORITY FOR CHAD GRANTED 


UNDER THE PREVIOUS SECTION 506(a) FAA DETERMINATION, 


ids What is the status of J.S. t1litary asvisors in Chad? 


A. THERE ARE NO U.S. MILITARY ADVISOPS ASSIGNED TO CHAD. 


THE U.S. EMBASSY IN N‘DJAPENA HAS A SMALL J.S. MARINE 


SECURITY GUARD DETACHMENT AND A DéFehse ATTACHE OFFICE, 





CONSISTING OF THREE U.S. ARMY PERSONNEL. THESE ARE THE ONLY 
U.S. MILITARY PERSONNEL PERMANENTLY ASSIGNED TO CHAD. 


IN CONJUNCTION WITH OUR DELIVERIES OF EMERGENCY MILITARY 








EQUIPMENT TO CHAD, WE WILL SEND A FéW MILITARY PERSONNEL ON A 
SHORT-TERM BASIS TO ASSIST wilTm EysiPMeNT TRAINING AND 
MAINTENANCE, ThESE FEW, TEMPUORARY-OUiY J.S. MILITARY PERSONNEL 
WILL WORK ONLY IN THE IMMEUDIATE AREA OF N*OJAMENA, FAR FROM THE 


PIGHTING IN NORTHERN CHAD. 
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DPC #227 


FRIDAY, DECEMBER 19, 1986, 12:27 P. M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
Let me begin with a few announcements. 


First, we welcome the news that Andrei Sakharov is 
being permitted to return to Moscow after seven years of 
unjustified exile in the closed city of Gorky. We hope that 
Dr. Sakharov and his wife, Elena Bonner, will be allowed to 
settle down to normal lives in Moscow. We do not know Or. 
Sakharov's plans, but we hope he will be allowed to resume his 
distinguished scientific career and, if he desires, the 
activities which justly earned him the Nobel Peace Prize in 
1975. 


While we are encouraged by this decision, it must be 
recognized that much work remains to be done before the Soviet 
human rights behavior begins to measure up to accepted 
international standards. We urge the Soviet authorities to 
build on this decision and move boldly forward to improve their 
record on emigration and to relieve the suffering of the many 
lesser-known Soviet citizens who remain incarcerated or in 
exile for exercising their basic human rights. 


Q Copy, please, Chuck? 


a Yes. 


Q Secondly, the Secretary met with Soviet 
Ambassador ODubinin yesterday morning and received from him the 
Soviet statement on the resumption of Soviet nuclear testing. 
Obviously, when the Soviets choose to resume their nuclear 
testing program is their own decision. 


For our part, we have long felt that as long as we 
must rely on nuclear weapons to deter aggression, nuclear 
testing is required to ensure the continued safety, 
reliability, survivability and effectiveness of our nuclear 
deterrent. That's why we found the Soviet moratorium proposal 
unacceptable. 
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We hope that the Soviets will now be willing to resume 


the meetings with us in January on nuclear testing issues. At 
this follow-on to the meetings held in 1986, we would look 
forward to reaching agreement with the Soviets to begin 
negotiations on the first step in the process that ultimately 
could lead to a comprehensive test ban treaty -- that is, the 
necessary improvements to the Threshold Test Ban Treaty and the 
Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty verification provisions. 


Q Chuck, was that the extent of the Ambassador's 


reason for seeing Shultz, or do you have any other things to 
pass on about forthcoming meetings with Shevardnadze, that sort 


of thing 


--— Geneva? 


a No, I don't. That's the only readout I have on 


that meeting. 


Thirdly, in response to a question yesterday 


concerning the nuclear non-proliferation consultations with the 
Soviet Union, the eighth round of those bilateral consultations 
was completed yesterday. Both delegations noted that they were 
conducted in a cooperative and constructive atmcsphere. 


I'll leave a longer brief readout in the Press Office, 


but let me just highlight the important points, perhaps. The 


specific 


areas discussed included support for the International 


Atomic Energy Agency's safeguard system and methods of 
strengthening that system, the nuclear export control regime, 
technical assistance and nuclear safety programs in the IAEA 
and obtaining additional adherence to the Non-Proliferation 


Treaty. 


interest 
while at 
peaceful 


would be 


home-and-— 


Both sides emphasized that they share a common 

in preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons, 
the same time helping other countries to develop the 
benefits of nuclear energy. 


It was agreed that the next round of consultations 
scheduled for the summer of 1987. 


Q Where will those take place? Moscow? 


a I believe those are in Moscow. [I believe it's a 
home arrangement. 


And, finally, Assistant Secretary Alan Keyes of the 


Bureau of International Organization Affairs will hold an 
on-the-record press conference here on Monday, December 22, at 
10:00 a.m. on U.N. reform measures. 


That's all I have. Jim? 
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Q Have you been able to research the question 
yesterday about whether the State Department knew about any 
possible authorization for the Wilson trip to Libya? 


A What I researched is your question as to whether 
or not, when the Secretary said that that mission was 
unauthorized, was he speaking for the Department or the United 
States Government. The answer is the latter. 


Q Well, for the U.S. Government? 
a For the United States Government. 


Q So then, interpolating, Wilson did it on his own 
without either the knowledge, authorization of either the White 
House or the State Department? 


A When I say “unauthorized," and the "United States 
Government," that means the State Department and the White 
House. 


Q Well, since we've gotten into this, can you maybe 
be more explicit, because the [talian official is quoted today 
as saying Admiral Poindexter told him the opposite. 


A Obviously, in arriving at what I've said today, 
we've seen those kinds of statements. I can't go into the 
details, but the answer ['ve given you is the answer. 


Q Did other high-ranking American officials say 
something else to the [talian Government other than what you're 
indicating? 


A Beyond that, John, I don't have any other 
information to offer. I tried to clarify the point to the best 
I could, and that's what I've come to. 


Q What we are getting at, Chuck, there are other 
people higher than the rank of Ambassador, or who think they 
are, who have been engaged in what are called “unauthorized 
measures." Do you see what I mean? So the question is, did 
someone higher than Wilson tell him, “Yeah, go do it"? 


A What we're talking about is the trip to Libya, 
November 1985, was not an authorized trip. 


Q Are you saying the trip was not authorized? What 
about contacts with Libyans in general, leaving the trip 
aside? Was that authorized? 
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a I don't have any other information to work on. 
That was the one bit of information I was asked to look into -- 


Q The only thing you're saying -- 


A Look, I can't do an entire investigation for you 
of this particular question. I just don't have the resources. 
Ambassador Wilson, as you know, is no longer in the 
government. As a consequence, I've really given you all the 
information that I was able to develop. So you're free to ask 
questions, but I can forewarn you right now that you have the 
sum knowledge -- the sum total of my knowledge. 


Q Can I just finish that up? 
a Sure. 


Q What you're saying, then, is the only thing that 
you're s@ying was not authorized was the trip to Libya? 


A That was the question I was asked. 
Q The only thing is -- 


A If you're talking about contact with Libya, that 
falls under the same category as far as I'm concerned. If you 
see a distinction, you can pursue that, but that was not my 
intent in any case. 


Q Also, Chuck, what you're saying is that the trip 
was not authorized, but you're not saying anything about 
whether anybody superior to Wilson told him it was okay to go. 
Somebody might have told him, but -- 


A I am saying that. 

Q No, no. You -- 

A If someone superior to him had told him that, one 
could presume it was an authorized trip. This was not an 
authorized trip. 


Q Well --— wait a minute, that's not -- I'm sorry, 
but that's not clear to me. 


A I can't be any clearer than that, but -- 


Q No, no. It's not clear, though, because somebody 
higher than him could have been somebody in the White House who 
was not authorized to tell him it was okay. 
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a I don't know that that's the case either. 


Q But, Chuck, what's the policy that the United 
States had against Libya? When did they -- would not allow any 
diplomats to contact Libya? Do you have any idea when this 
order was put into action? 


a I never said there was any such order. 

Q So there was no prohibition of contacting Libya? 
a I didn't say that either. 

Q So can you clarify it? When? 

a We've talked about that question at various 


times, and as a consequence that's a whole other issue and one 
which really isn't relevant in this sense. 


Q [It is basic to us. When did you issue that there 
is no contact with Libya, or you haven't issued such a order? 


A I never said we had or had not issued such an 
order. 


Q I understand that you say you're at the end of 
your scope of knowledge, but perhaps you can try to elaborate 
your answer a little more clearly if you can. To your 
knowledge, no other high-ranking government official gave 
Wilson the go-ahead to make this contact, is that correct? 


a That's right. 


Q And your answer goes back from the beginning of 
his tenure of Ambassador to the Vatican? 


) That I can't do. I can talk about at least the 
time period of the trip, because [ can pinpoint it to that 
effect. I can't go back further in time without some massive 
research project. 


Q So there were no mixed signals coming from the 
U.S. Government, from the White House or the State Department, 
to Ambassador Wilson as far as you know? 


fs) That's all I can say. And if you check in other 
places where briefings are commonly done at this time of day, 
they'll give you the same answer. 
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Q You used the singular, “trip." The Italians are 
using the plural, saying “trips." 


A I just don't have anything on that, Jim. 


Q Could you take the question as to whether there 
are guidelines for U.S. diplomats for dealings with official 
Libyans? I knew there are such guidelines concerning the PLO 
and North Korea, and I was wondering whether there are similar 
guidelines for Libya? 


A The guidelines vary, as you say, from country to 
country. The specific guidelines on Libya, I don't happen to 
know exactly what they are. 


Q But could you take the question? 
A I'll see what I can do. 


Q Can you take the question also if there was any 
authorization in 1983 to any diplomat to contact Libya? Can 
you take this question? 


A No, I'm not going to do an investigation for you 
on this. I've tried to help you to the best I can. The 
question was answered on a specific trip, and I'll leave it at 
that. 


Q Is the Italian Ambassador's meeting with Ms. 
Ridgway today connected to this story? 


A I don't have any idea what that meeting is about. 


Q Chuck, one more. You say that the trip was not 
authorized. Does that include the possibility that it might 
have been authorized and the authorization then withdrawn 
before he went? 


A I can't parse it any further for you. 

Q New subject, Chuck? 

A Yes. 

Q Chuck, a rumor began yesterday in Moscow and is 
now making the rounds here to the effect that Ambassador 


Hartman was being recalled rather than leaving at his own 
request. Do you have anything at all on that? 


A I might just say, first of all, that certainly 
the word "recall" is not appropriate in the case of an 
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ambassador who has served in very distinguished fashion and who 
has served well beyond the normal term of a posting to Moscow, 
let alone anywhere else. 


The Ambassador himself, I see from various reports, 
has addressed the subject. There were discussions between the 
Ambassador, the President, the Secretary. In the Ambassador's 
own words, he said, “I left the decision pretty much in the 
hands of the President and the Secretary to make, and they made 
the decision that they did wish to put someone else here for 
the full two years," -- i.e., remaining in this 
Administration. And I think that pretty well captures the 
spirit of how this decision came about. 


Q So it wasn't for personal reasons, then, as 
stated here yesterday? 

Q I think it would be inaccurate to say it was 
totally for personal reasons. 

Q Do you think it would be what -- inaccurate? 

a It would not be accurate to say it was for 


personal reasons, as I said yesterday. That was a bit of a 
misunderstanding based on the question that was posed in very 
black and white terms. 


Q Can you go into any specific reasons, Chuck, for 
why the President and the Secretary decided at this time to 
change ambassadors? 


A I think, as Ambassador Hartman says, there were 
twio years remaining in the Administration. If there was going 
to be a change, this was the time it had to be done, and as a 
consequence that was at least one of the factors. 


Q Was this connected to the changes in the NSC 
staff? 


a Beyond that, I just don't have any other details. 


Q Do you have any response to the New York Times 
editorial this morning, lead editorial on arms control talks, 
taking the Department to task slightly for your statement that 
just propaganda was emanating from Moscow? 





A First of all, I'm not sure if you've captured 
totally the spirit of that editorial, since I didn't read it in 
great detail. I didn't talk about arms control talks, so [I'm 
not sure if you're referring to me. I talked about Soviet 
statements on SOI and laboratory testing, and there I made a 
very specific statement which I stand by totally. 
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But if you're broadening that, I didn't speak to that, 
sO aS a consequence I see no reason to justify anything I said 
since I didn't say it. 


Ralph? 


Q Chuck, can I ask a question about Sakharov again, 
come back to that for just a minute? I'm curious to know 
whether the U.S. expects or would desire or has any statement 
to make about whether Sakharov, in his new status back in 
Moscow, should be allowed by the Soviet Union to leave the 
poeaet Union either temporarily or permanently should he choose 

o do so. 


Do you have any comment on what his status ought to be 
from here on out? 


A No, I just don't think it's appropriate for me to 
comment on what his status ought to be. fhat's his decision, 
in the first place. 


Q Of course, it's true it's his decision to decide 
what he wants to do. But you have said in other cases, I 
believe, that if they choose to do so they should be allowed to 
emigrate. Do you think that if Sakharov chooses to do so, he 
should be allowed to emigrate? 


A I don't see any reason to apply it specifically 
to Andrei Sakharov. That's a basic human right and we always 
said it in that context -- that any human being should have the 
right, if he wishes to leave. 


Q Also on Sakharov, did the Soviet move in any way 
result from the U.S.-Soviet discussions on the matter? 


a I don't have any way to help you on that one 
other than to say that, as you know, we've frequently spoken 
out on behalf of Andrei Sakharov. What the Soviet motivations 
were in the end, I just don't know. 


Q There is a story in the New York Times today from 
Bonn suggesting that the Soviet Union wants to be involved in 
cooperation on terrorism or anti-terrorism. Have you heard 
anything like that from the Soviet Union, and what's your 
response to that? 





i I don't have anything as specific as that report 
makes reference to. In more general terms, while the USSR 
denounces the use of terrorism as state policy, the fact 
remains that the Soviet Union has close relations with states 
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deeply involved with terrorism -- Libya and Syria, for 
example. We have in recent months noted somewhat more 
responsible Soviet statements on terrorism, and we would 
welcome a responsible evolution of Soviet behavior in this 
area. And as I've said previously, we have certainly made the 
Soviets aware of our concerns on the question of terrorism. 


Q Chuck, do you have a comment on King Hussein's 
statements to Dale Van Atta, an a‘.i:..: ute of Jack Anderson, 
that the United States broke its ; ®.ses to the Arab world in 


pledges of neutrality in the Iran-:.aq war, and that the King 
is upset with that? 


Aa No, I don't. 


Q Chuck, what do you have on the meeting with Sam 
Hall yesterday? 


A Basically that a consular officer met with Sam 
Hall yesterday afternoon for ten minutes. Two Interior 
Ministry officers were present during the meeting. Mr. Hall is 
in apparent good health, and he does not appear to have been 
mistreated. 


No date has been announced for a hearing or trial. No 
official charges have been made against Mr. Hall, although, as 
you all know, President Ortega has publicly stated that he 
would be brought before the anti-Somacista People's Tribunal. 


I might just add that the Foreign Ministry has 


indicated that the Embassy would be contacted regarding future 
Visits. That's where it stands. 


Q Do you have anything on the report in the 
Washington Times concerning private humanitarian aid destined 
for El Salvador winding up in the hands of the guerrillas? 


Aa The only thing I could say is that we do have 
information coming from our Embassy, among other places, that 
we do believe that some humanitarian aid from private American 
Citizens does go to the FMLN guerrillas and their 
Non-combatant supporters. 


Q No details? 


u No. 


Q Chuck, to follow up on terrorism, do you have any 
Comment on the report in Europe about the Iranian involvement 
in some kind of terrorism against Americans and bases there, 
American bases? 
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No, I don't have anything. 
You have no comment? Have you seen the report? 
I don't have anything on it in any case. 


Do you have anything new on Chad? 


> © v> & >? 


Are they interested up in the North on that? 


Q It's a hot subject in Buffalo, I can tell you 
that. (Laughter) 


Aa I guess the only thing I would add -- perhaps one 
of the unanswered questions from yesterday. We did post 
answers last night, if some of you didn't see them. But 
concerning when we expect the newest 506(a) $15 million to 
start flowing, the answer is that we expect the next delivery 
to be made within the coming week and that, follow-on shipments 
will be at times not yet determined. 


Q Chuck, do you have any comment cn a report this 
morning that a United Nation employee who works for UNICEF was 
killed in Lebanon on her way to work? 


a No. I don't have anything on that. 


Q Do you also have a comment on a report that 
Possibly an agreement will be completely made between President 
Assad and President Gemayel of Lebanon to bring the situation 
to possibly quietness or some agreement on that? 


A No, no comment. 

Q Has the State Department received a request for 
extradition for an American citizen in the murder of the woman 
in Rwanda? 

A I don't have anything concerning an extradition 


request. We can take a look at that. For the moment, we had 
Seen that he was tried in absentia. The verdict was apparently 


“guilty,” although we're still waiting for official 
Confirmation of that. 


b Q Where is Ambassador Murphy these days? Is he 
ere? 


Aa I fall back on my standard response that I'm not 
30ing to confirm or deny where every one of our assistant 
Secretaries is every day. Nothing sinister in that, but I just 
have to do that. 
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Q Did he return from Europe? 


A He returned from that trip, yes, at the end of 
the week that he was there. 


Q Do you expect that the United States Government, 
or the State Department rather, will form a delegation or a 
mission or an emissary to go to the Arabian Gulf due to the 
fact that there are a lot of questions about Iran arms sales? 
and we ask this question -- 


-) I don't know of any plans for such a mission, 
delegation, or emissary. 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:48 P.M.) 




















POSTED: December 19, 


TAKEN QUESTION 
question Taken at Noon Press Briefing of December 19, 1986 


Are there guidelines for contacts between U.S. diplomats 
and Libyan officials, and if so what are they? 


_- ALTHOUGH THEY MAY BE SOCIALLY POLITE IN THE EVENT OF 
INADVERTANT CONTACTS WITH LISYAN GOVERNMENT OFFICIALS, U.S. 
OFFICIALS ARE INSTRUCTED NOT TO CARRY ON SUBSTANTIVE 
CONVERSATIONS. 

_- WE HAVE NO NEED FOR DIALOGUE WITH THE LIBYAN GOVERNMENT 
IN THE ABSENCE OF CLEAR, LASTING ABANDONMENT OF THE 


UNACCEPTABLE POLICIES CURRENTLY PURSUED BY THE QADHAFI 


REGIME. 
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MONDAY, DECEMBER 22, 1986, 12:42 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MRS. OAKLEY: Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen. 


I must begin today with the sad announcement that on 
Saturday evening, December 20, 1986, Robert 8. Bannerman, 
Regional Security Officer at the U.S. Embassy, Nairobi, Kenya, 
was killed as a result of an automobile accident. Mr. and Mrs. 
Bannerman were in the car which was struck by another vehicle 
at an intersection in Nairobi. Mrs. Bannerman suffered minor 
injuries. 


And I'd like to read the statement of the Secretary, 
which he has issued: 


"I am greatly saddened to learn of the tragic death of 
Bob Bannerman. Mr. Bannerman had a distinguished career as a 
Foreign Service Security Officer spanning twenty years. He 
served with distinction in Mexico, Lima, Phnom Penh, Vientiane, 
Pretoria, Tehran, and Nairobi. He also served as Director of 
Domestic Security for the State Department from 1981 to 1985. 
He served without reservation at some of the most difficult and 
dangerous Foreign Service posts in the world. He died in the 
service of his country. 


"I wish to convey my deepest sympathy to Mrs. 
Bannerman and to his children, Robert and Ann." 


I also have a statement to read on Lebanon: 


The United States views with intense concern the 
continuing violence in Lebanon. Brutality, whether direct or 
indirect, toward civilians cannot be justified by invoking 
political goals. 


Much of the recurring violence has been generated by 
fear of attack or reprisal by other parties. But the past 11 
years in Lebanon have made abundantly clear that no faction, 
Lebanese or Palestinian, can assure by a force of arms the 
safety of the civilians whose allegiance they claim. Rather, 
the presence of armed elements has virtually guaranteed that 
civilians will continue to be victimized either by the enemies 
of their alleged protectors or by the protectors themselves. 
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We call on all parties immediately to permit 
international humanitarian organizations to gain access to 
Palestinian camps and to other areas where their assistance is 
urgently needed. 


We call on all contending parties in Lebanon to 
recognize that progress toward security requires all 
inhabitants of Lebanon to work to strengthen the rule of law. 
Only the Lebanese Government and its security organs -—- the 
army and the police -- can legitimately and effectively 
guarantee the security of Lebanese and Palestinian civilians. 
There is no convincing argument for the presence of any other 


armed force. 
Q Copy of that? 
a Yes. 


Why don't we let the Lebanese delegation follow 
up? Come on, guys. 


Q There's no Lebanese delegation. 
a They are so overwhelmed. 


If nobody wants to jump in, is there an official 
investigation into Bannerman's death? Has that been proven to 
be just an accident? 


a I don't have anything on that. 


Q Do you have anything on the Secretary's 
prospective meeting with the ANC leadership here next month? 


a You have asked about a potential meeting between 
Mr. Tambo of the ANC and Secretary Shultz. Yes, we are 
confirming that we expect Tambo will be in the U.S. in January, 
and we expect him to meet with the Secretary at that time. 


Q Is he coming at the invitation of the Secretary? 


a I don't believe so. He comes sometimes for 
visits, and sometimes they've been called off. I think it's 
just a general visit. 


Q Do you have a specific date? 
a No, I don't yet. 


Q Could you sum up Mr. Armacost's meetings with the 
ANC in Lusaka? 
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a I believe it was just one meeting, and we felt 
that it was another step in the U.S. effort to develop contacts 
with the ANC as one of several groups with substantial 
political support in South Africa. 


The ANC is an important element in the South African 
political equation, and Mr. Armacost's meeting with ANC leaders 
provided an opportunity to reiterate the U.S. position and to 
hear that of the ANC. The meeting was frank, cordial, and 


constructive. 


Q Has there been a reaction from the South African 
Government? 


(7 Not that I'm aware of. 


Q Did the Administration insist that the ANC, in 
some way, renounce “terrorism” in order for such a meeting to 
go ahead with the Secretary? 


A I just have nothing on that. 
Q What are your goals for the Shultz-Tambo meeting? 


G I have nothing on that either, but I think you 
can assume from what was said about Mr. Armacost's meeting, 
that it was simply to develop contacts, that it will be in that 
light. 


Q Phyllis, on Lebanon, what's the timing of this 
statement, all this sudden? I mean, this battle has been 
raging for so long and for so many years. What prompted the 
U.S. now to come forward and state its deep concern? 


os I just don't have anything for you on the 
specifics of that. 


Q It is not to infer that the U.S. is actively 
engaged now to reach some kind of settlement, is it? 


“ Again, I just have no comment on that. 
Q Do you have any comment on reports that Terry 


Waite has cancelled an idea of going to Lebanon because of the 
fighting, that he can't guarantee his own personal safety? 


a I have no information on Mr. Waite's specific 
plans or his reasons. We welcome, as always, efforts by 
responsible parties to gain the release of hostages of all 
nationalities, and we repeat that there is no oe for 
the continued detention of these innocent peop 
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Q Does the fighting there -- do you have anything 
to say about the hostage situation in connection with the 
fighting? 


a No, I don't. 


Q Do you have anything on the military situation in 
Chad and any further deliveries of U.S. equipment to the 
government there? 


A We know that Libyan troops, armor and aircraft 
are making attacks against Chadian forces in the Tibesti 
Mountain area of northern Chad. We don't have sufficient 
information to provide confirmation of some of the claims and 
statements regarding the outcome of the combat. 


In regard to the question about delivery of U.S. 
emergency military supplies, I have nothing to add to what was 
said by Chuck Redman about that last week. 


Q I see. But there was a report from N'Djamena 
that a cargo plane had, in fact, arrived -- it may have been 
today or -- 

A But I think that was covered in what he had said 
last week. 

Q Do you have anything in that guidance concerning 


reports that the Libyans are firing napalm and poison gas? 
A No, I don't. 
Q May I please ask you again on Lebanon? 
A Yes. 


Q Was there any meeting between any Lebanese 
officials and any of the fighting factions in Lebanon, or are 
there any plans do to do? 


A I have nothing on that. 


Q Can you tell us, if it's possible, who does the 
United States Government see as the factions that are fighting 
there? Is it what we read in the papers? Do you agree that it 
is what you read in the papers or are there more to those that 
you could tell us about? 


Aa No, I don't have anything further to add. I 
think the position has been clear on how we see the 
participants in this. 
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Q Do you have any comment on the report on the 
front page of the Washington Post today about the connection 
between Libya and the Ritereine of Pan Am in Karachi? 

A We have no comment on the specifics of this 


story, as the matter continues to be under Government of 
Pakistan investigation. The Government of Pakistan has stated 


its intention to prosecute vigorously the perpetrators of this 
terrorist act which took so many innocent lives, and we expect 
it will do so. 


Q On Libya again, do you have any comment on the 
Stern magazine in Germany about arms being sent by the German 
Government to Libya to replenish the ones which were lost? 


A We have seen the media accounts that West German 
technical experts were secretly helping build and test 
missiles, but we have no information of our own to add to 
that. 


Exports of military equipment and technology to Libya 
from the FRG would be barred, both by FRG law and by the 
commitment of April 22, 1986, of all the Foreign Ministers of 
the European Community not to export military weapons to 
Libya. We are confident the authorities of the Federal 
Republic will investigate these latest allegations in a 
thorough and appropriate manner. Stern Magazine attributes its 
information to documents it claims are in the hands of the West 
German Federal Prosecutor's Office and Custom authorities. 


Q Have you made approaches to the West German 
Government about this? 


A I just don't have anything on that. 


Q Phyllis, since the revelation of secret U.S. arms 
sales to Iran, has the United States Government been in touch 
with Iran through intermediaries to tell them of its desire for 
improved relations and the conditions thereupon? 


A I think, in answering that, that there are two 
parts to the question about approaches to Iran through third 
countries and the question of whether this has recently taken 
place or had taken place in the past. 


Recently we have not passed messages to Iran through 
third countries. We have, however, during the last six weeks 
firmly and clearly reiterated our policy toward Iran. The 
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President and the Secretary of State have publicly said that 
because of Iran's strategic importance we are prepared to 
listen if the Government of Iran wants to talk with us. 


At the same time, Iran's determination to pursue the 
war with Iraq as well as its support for terrorism remain major 
impediments to a normalization of relations. We are confident 
that these positions, as publicly stated by the President and 
the Secretary, have been heard in Tehran. Messages have not 
recently been passed, however, through third countries. 


Does that include messages that have to do with 
the physical condition of particular hostages who may be held 
by pro-Iranian groups in Lebanon, and that sort of thing? 


A Yes. That does apply on that specific question, 
that we have not recently passed any messages about the health 
of any of the hostages. 


Q Could you define “recently"? 

A By “recently” I mean since early November when 
the stories about U.S. contacts with Iran involving arms came 
out. 


Q I guess the other question is, could you define 
“we," meaning the U.S. Government as a whole, the State 
Department, or who? 


A Well, 1 think that we've been over some of this 
ground; and I think on this, as we are stating now, that this 
is speaking for the U.S. Government. 


Q Maybe I'll go back to Don's question about the 
hostages. Is the release of the hostages the first priority of 
the United States to open up with Iran at the present time, 
before the other two considerations that you mentioned? 


) I think that the policy as stated by the 
President and the Secretary are clear on this, and we have said 
that Iran's determination to pursue the war with Iraq as well 
as its support for terrorism remain major impediments. I think 
that you have to take that statement for what it is. 


Q Can we get a copy of that statement? 


a Well, I'll see about that afterwards. 


Q Phyllis, could I follow up on Don's question? 
You seem to fence this off -- to cut the question of contacts 
off into the use of third countries to pass messages or to make 
contact with Iran. 
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Could we broaden it a little bit ard ask if the United 
States has made direct contact with any Iranian officials 
regarding any of these matters we've just -- 


A Aas we have previously noted, we have had for 
several years direct contacts with Iranian officials in a 
number of fora. These include such things as the Iran-U.S. 
Claims Tribunal at The Hague, exchanges between representatives 
of the U.S. Federal Reserve Bank and their Iranian 
counterparts, and exchanges in various international 
organizations. 


Q. But regarding these matters at hand -- the 
question of future U.S -Iranian relations, the question of 
hostages -- anv of these things rather than the -- 


A But in any of these contacts that I have said 
that have taken place in various fora, we have reiterated our 
policy again, which I have repeated already twice. Those are 
the policy lines, and I have nothing further on that. 


Q Okay. One last question. Not to belabor this, 
but just so that 1 understand it. Is it possible that at any 
of these three places that you mention, fresh expression of 
American policy could have been undertaken recently? 


A Well, I think, one, you know our standard line, 
that we never get into diplomatic discussions in any fora, the 
nature of these things; and I just have nothing further on that. 


Q Pardon me, 1 was away last week so you might have 
talked about this, but I believe December 20 was the deadline 
for Iran and the United States to settle their differences 
about certain overpayments and so on? 


a I think there has been some confusion. This is 
in regard to $500 million that's being held by the Federal 
Reserve Bank in New York. Wo specific date was set for the 
transfer of the funds held by the New York Federal Reserve 
Bank. These funds are attributable to Iranian overpayments to 
bank syndicates in 1981. Representatives of the Central Banks 
of the United States and Iran are still engaged in technical 
discussion on the terms of the transfer. Therefore, the funds 
have not been returned. 


As we stated some time ago, in August the U.S.-Iranian 
Claims Tribunal ordered the return to Iran of the funds held by 
the New York Fed. The Tribunal directed the two governments to 
negotiate in good faith towards a resolution of various 
technical issues relating to the return of the funds, following 
which the remaining funds in the account would be returned. No 
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deadline was set for the completion of the negotiations. The 
Tribunal did state that if agreement were not reached by 
December 20, either party could apply to the Tribunal for 
further action. 


Q Has that happened? 


A I'm not sure on that point, and I'm not sure -- 
you ~”, we have no idea when the agreement is going to be 
reached. 


Q But it has not been reached yet? 
ta No. That's correct. 


Q Going back to the point which Steve made a minute 
ago, the burden of what you're saying is that you do have 
direct contacts with Iran through these forums that you've 
mentioned. 


Are you saying that through these forums the U.S. did 
not make a pitch in recent weeks regarding relations? Or are 
you saying you won't say whether they did or not? I didn't 
quite know where you came out on all that. 


A I really just have nothing further on it for 
you. Whether there could have been talks there or whether 
there weren't, I just have nothing on that. 


Q But, Phyllis, you said that at every fora, in all 
the fora, these concerns are raised. Do you stand by that? 


A Well, I said that certainly our general policy 
outline, which I have repeated, has been reiterated. 


Q In those forums, right? 

iz) Yes. 

Q And, secondly, changing the subject, if I may, 
what is the U.S. Government's attitude regarding what's going 
on in the People's Republic of China, especially in Shanghai 
and all that? 


a I have no comment on that. 


Q Phyllis, about a year ago there was a panel 
appointed -- a blue ribbon panel appointed to study policy 
towards South Africa. It was supposed to report by the end of 
the year. Do you have any indication of when that report will 


come in? 
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a No, I don't. 


Q Another sort of calendar question. You recall 
November a year ago the Soviet Union and the United States 
agreed publicly that General Secretary Gorbachev would visit 
the United States this year. This year's almost up. Do you 
have anything on an upcoming summit? 


a No, I don't. 


Q Do you have anything to offer on the story that 
Rafsanjani's son escaped or did away with $6 million from the 


Iran-U.S. arm -- to Iran, whatever the whole story? 
i) No. I don't have any comment on that. 
Q Could you give us a status report on Sam Hall and 


U.S. access to him -- 


be Yes. 
Q -- other than Mike Wallace? 
Aa As you know, an Embassy consular officer met 


briefly with Mr. Hall on December 18. Mr. Hall has not made a 
decision about legal representation. Neither formal charges 
nor a trial date has been announced in this case. 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 1:05 p.m.) 
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MRS. OAKLEY: Good morning, or afternoon, ladies and 
gentlemen. 


Today I'd like to introduce David Holt, who will be 
helping us in the Press Office during his Christmas vacation, 
from the University of Texas where he is a Junior majoring in 
Public Relations in History. David is from the Beaumont area; 
and there is some suspicion that David is the answer to a call 
by Pete Martinez for Texas re-enforcements. (Laughter) 


Actually, David's father is with the Department's 
Bureau of Diplomatic Security, and I[ understand that David is 
working here with us to enable himself to go to law school 
after he finishes. I[ know that you'll make him Feel welcome. 
Thank you. 


I also have a statement on Paraguay: 


The United States Government has made repeated 
representations to the Government of Paraguay over the last few 
years about the continuing press censorship in that country. 
The Paraguayan Government has closed down the major opposition 
newspaper, ABC Color, two and a half years ago. Since that 
time, the government has exerted strong pressure against Radio 
Nanduti, including interruptions of broadcasts, pressures 
against advertisers, arrests and the unleashing of unofficial 
mobs to ransack the station's facilities. 


The jamming of Radio Nanduti is the latest event in 
this series of intimidating measures designed to suppress 
opposition. 


We have informed the Paraguayan Government of our 
growing concern about the continued jamming of this broadcast 
signal. The Paraguayan Government has failed to investigate 
and punish those responsible for this denial off freedom of 
expression. This inaction calls into question the Paraguayan 
Government's respect for internationally accepted basic human 
rights, including the right to private property and freedom of 
expression. We urge the Government of Paraguay to act 
vigorously to protect basic freedoms in Paraguay. 
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Q Copy? 


A Yes, we'll get it for you afterwards. I'll be 
happy to answer questions. Yes? 


Q Yes, ma‘am. As I understand it, the State 
Department makes every effort to help individual U.S. citizens 
in their dealings with foreign countries. Am I correct in that 
assumption? 


a Yes. 


The Los Angeles Times quotes attorney Gerald Crowl as 
saying -- and this is a quote -- "This is unbelievable. What I 
can't believe is that the State Department as siding with the 
Russiaris against an injured American citizen, Raphael 
Gregorian, who won a $413,000 libel judgment against the Soviet 
Government's Izvestia, but the State Department cites foreign 
policy interests as the reason for their intercession on behalf 
of the Soviets." 





Question: Why is the State Department siding with 
this dictatorship against an American citizen in an attempt to 
interfere with the action of a Federal court? 


a I have nothing for you on that today. (Laughter) 
Q Well, I mean, is there any explanation? 


A As [ understand it, the matter is under the 
jurisdiction of the courts, and we would not have a statement 


on it. 


Q Phyllis, do you have any reaction to South 
Africa's restriction of visas for Congressional visitors who 
voted for sanctions? 


A -The United States Government has not been 
officially informed that the visa applications for two CODELs 
have been refused. The Ambassador will be meeting with foreign 
Minister Botha later today to discuss the apparent decision to 
deny visas to the Congressmen. 


Q Two things. First of all, European press sources 
indicate that the Soviet Union has made penetration into [ran 
-~ in fact, that there are radar stations, two naval facilities 


and four airports in the Baluchistan area in the eastern part 
of Iran. Do you have any confirmation of that? 


A I just have nothing on that. Sorry. 


Q Secondly, it's reported in an article in La 
Republica from Rome that Sakharov has made open statements 
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against the Strategic Defense Initiative, and I'm wondering if 
there's any perception at the State Department or anywhere else 
that he may become an agent of Soviet propaganda or Soviet 
disinformation as a so-called dissident? 


a Again, I'm sorry, but I just have nothing to 
offer on that. 


Q Do you have an update on the situation in 
Suriname, by any chance? 


A I'm sorry, I don't have. 
Q Do you have anything on debt relief for Egypt? 


A Yes. The President has informed the Government 
of Egypt of our decisions regarding relieving Egypt of some of 
its burden of FMS debt. The government is now considering the 
matter; and until we have received their response, I really 
don't have any details. 


Q Is there anything in there? 


A Oh, yes. 


Q The Washington Times noted this morning that 
while Secretary Shultz has for years been speaking against 


terrorism as a form of war, Shultz is now accommodating 
terrorism by welcoming Oliver Tambo to Washington. This is 
done despite the African National Corgress' long record, they 
note, of communist members, along with bombings, shootings, and 
lynchings of hundreds of blacks by “necklacing.”" 


Question: I've got a three-part question. First, 
could you tell us why the State Department thinks the ANC is 
more acceptable than the PLO, with whom you will not deal? 


A Are you through, or do you want to ask all three 
of your questions? 


Q I asked the question -- it's not a long 
question: Could you tell us why, on the basis of what the 


nia shington Times stated on their editorial page this morning, 
why is it the ANC is more acceptable to Mr. Shultz than the 
PLO, with whom you will not deal? 

A I would refer you to the questions about the 
proposed meeting of the Secretary and Mr. lambo, to the 
transcript yesterday. We covered that subject. 


Q How can we -- may I -- I have one follow-up on 


that. 
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a Yes, please. All right. 


Q How can we hope to suggest to the world that we 
oppose terrorism when we ship arms to Iran, and Mr. Shultz 
welcomes “bloody” Ollie to Washington? 


a There is just no way that I can comment on any of 
those allegations. 


Q Do you have any further evaluation, now that 
Sakharov is back in Moscow, on the overall human rights 
situation as it has evolved this year in the Soviet Union? 


a I just don't have anything on that today. 


Do you have anything further on Sakharov's 
arrival? 


a No, I don't. 
Q On Chad? 


a Yesterday, December 22, a U.S. Air Force C-5 
Galaxy aircraft delivered to N'Djamena a shipment of U.S. 
military equipment urgently requested by the Government of 
Chad. The equipment consisted of vehicles, small arms, and 


ammunition. 
Q Do you have any situation report on the conflict? 
a No, we don't. 
Q Are you anticipating more of this stuff coming in 
there? 


A I think Chuck discussed this last Friday, about 
the allocations on the drawdown, and [ really have nothing 
further beyond what he said. Yes? 


Q What about the imminent [ndian-Pakistani 
conflict? 


A One, I can't accept the premise of your question, 
and so I just have nothing to say about that question. I don't 
want to imply in any way that we think a conflict is imminent 


Q Are we doing anything actively to try to cool the 
situation down? It's obvious that there has been a lot of 
tension. The Indians have a massive troop build-up on the 
Pakistani border. 
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a I just have nothing for you on that. 


Q Phyllis, will it be necessary for the United 
States to provide any transportation of the vehicles and small 
arms and ammunition to the interior of Chad, or is that being 


handled locally? 
) 


a I think Chuck addressed that question last week 
when he talked about the purpose of our military aid and that 
there were only small numbers of Americans in there for 
training purposes. 


Q Do you have anything on the value of that? 


a I don't of this particular shipment, but it is 
part of that $15 million drawdown that was discussed last week. 


Q Phyllis, I can't remember whether you took the 
question or referred us to someone else on the report by the 
special task force on South Africa that's supposed to be done 
by the end of the year. 


a In regard to the question about the status of the 
report of the Secretary's Advisory Commission on South Africa, 
we understand the report will be finished and will be ready in 
a few weeks, but [ don't have an exact date of when it will be 
presented. 


Q When Chuck was discussing the deliveries to Chad 
last week, he also said that there were discussions going on 
among U.S. representatives, French, and Chadian, about further 
needs. When will you have some answer on that? 


a I just don't know. 


Q Did you hear from any of the North African 
countries neighboring to Chad or neighboring to Libya about 
what you are planning to do, or what you already did, in the 
way of sending support, military support and other logiztic 


things? 

a I just don't have anything on that either. 

Q I really wish [ could ask a question that you 
could answer in this season of -- happy season. 


a So do [. 


Q But I'll try a couple of more times. 


A Okay. 
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Q Is there any terrorist group known in the world 
today with whom the State Department would not deal besides the 
PLO? 


a I'm simply not prepared today to answer that 
question. 


Q Okay. Let me try another one: The State 
Department would have no objection, would they, if the South 
African Ambassador went out to California to pay a courtesy 
call on Sirhan Sirhan? 


a Again, I simply -- 
Q To reciprocate? 
a I have no comment on that. 


Q One last point, and that is, Dan Burton, a member 
of the House Foreign Affairs Committee, has called on Secretary 
Shultz to fire Chester Crocker, who strongly supports Marxist 
Mozambique which Mr. Burton notes is in lockstep with the 
Soviet Union. 


This is one you surely can answer, because you don't 
agree with Congressman Burton, do you, Phyllis? 


a I would refer to you what has been said from this 
podium about the President and the Secretary of State's 
confidence in Assistant Secretary Crocker. 


Q You mean, without exception -- whatever Crocker 
does, they are confident? 


a I'm not going to go any further than that. 


Q All right. Well, thank you for your courtesy. [ 
appreciate it. 


Q Phyllis, the Zambian Government is apparently 
deporting an AP correspondent who is there on a reporting 
trip. Do you have anything on that? 


A I don't. We've seen it, we are looking into the 


matter, and I understand that we've expressed our concern. But 
I have no further details about that. 


Q Do you have any more details on the Egyptian 
debt, how much that debt is, when they approached us, or when a 
decision may be made about forgiving some interest? 
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a I'm sorry, I don't. As I explained, we have gone 
to them with our decisions and we're waiting for their 
response. and I think it would be inappropriate to discuss any 
of that until we have their answer back to us. 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:25 P.M.) 
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MRS. OAKLEY: Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen. I 
have ane announcement. 


Tomorrow, as you know, is Christmas, and believe it or 
not, the Press Office will not be open. On top of that, the 
President has declared Friday, the 26th, a federal holiday, so 
we're not coming in on that day either. Basically, we'll be on 
a Sunday duty schedule through Monday morning. 


Now, I'll be happy to answer any questions. 


Q That makes sense. Do you know anything about the 
four Americans who escaped from a Brazilian jail? There's a 
report out of Brazil that they may be in the U.S. Embassy. 


A I'm sorry. I don't have anything about that 


today. We had had guidance prepared earlier. I think this is 
a new report, and we'll just have to check. 


Q Did the old guidance have something to do with 
these guys possibly being in the Embassy? 


A 1 can't remember, so let me be sure that I'm 
correct on that. 


Q Okay. 

Q A French hostage was released today, and I'd like 
to know what efforts are being made for the remaining American 
hostages -- since arms aren't going into Iran any more? 


Q Could you break that down into two parts? 
(Laughter) 


A On the reported release of Mr. Cornea from 
Lebanon, we have seen the reports and certainly hope that 
they're true, and that he has been released. We welcome this 
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good news, particularly at this Christmas Eve time, and we are 
pleased that his suffering and that of his family are at last 
ended. We regret that others remain as hostages. We take this 
opportunity to repeat our sympathy and concern for their 
anguish. 


We call upon the captors to release immediately these 
innocent people of all nationalities. Continued detention 
brings no sympathy or honor to whatever cause the captors 
profess to espouse. 


Do you want to repeat the second part of your 
question? 


Q Just what other efforts is the U.S. making to 
obtain the release of the American hostages? 


A I have nothing further to add to what has been 
said before about our continuing efforts on their behalf. 


’ Yes? 


Q The ANC is saying that Tambo is coming over here 
on the 28th of January. I wonder if you could confirm that 
date and whether you have any more on the visit or who he might 


be seeing? 


A 1 think that we covered this in the briefing on 
Monday, that we said that Mr. Tambo -- we expected him to be in 


the United States in late January, and that we expected him to 
meet with the Secretary at that time. I simply can't confirma 


date or a time of meeting at this point. 


Q Back on Lebanon, the Israelis claim that the PLO 
forces have been aided and, in fact, transported by the 
Christian factions in Lebanon. Does the State Department know 
if this is, in fact, true? 


fa I'm sorry. I just have nothing on that question. 


Q Well, maybe we'll see you Monday. 


Well, wait a minute. One more -- Yes? 
Q Anything on Chad? 
fe Yes, I do have something on Chad. 
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There had been questions before about U.S. updates on 
military equipment to Chad and what was going in and, 
basically, we have nothing further to add to that information. 
We are providing the $15 million as an addition to our regular 
Military Assistance Program, which is budgeted at $11 million 
for the current fiscal year of 1987. 


Q Phyllis, when all is said and done, and all the 
deliveries that you will make and are not ready to announce 
yet, are made, how many Americans will be in Chad to either 
train or assist the Chadians and maybe help show them where the 
triggers are? 


) Well, 1 think Chuck went over this, explaining 
that there were limited temporary groups. 


Q I know, but there's a difference in what you said 
yesterday. I didn't want to jump on it yesterday, but there 
was a difference between what you said yesterday -- you began 
to open the door a little bit. I think you mentioned 15 
trainers -- 


f. No, I don't think I ever -- I'm sorry if I 
implied a number. 


Q I'm sorry. Vietnam began this way, too. So tell 
me, please, as you look at it now, how many Americans do you 
think will be engaged in the training or other military 
activities in Chad? 


fi I just can't speculate on anything like that. 
We've spoken of the trainers who do go in there on very 
temporary assignments. There had been the question of whether 
the U.S. would help Chad transport military equipment to the 
front. On that, we will not be doing that. U.S. military 
deliveries are made only to N'Djamena, some 600 miles south of 
the Tibesti Mountains where the fighting is taking place. 


-- MORE -- 
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Q Then when you talk about training, you're saying 
the training is carefully conducted behind the front lines? 


a No. 

Q We're talking about two groups now -- 
a Yes. 

Q I understand now about delivery men -- 
A The training -- yes, alright, but I -- 


Q The parcel service will not go to the front line, 
but how about those, you know, fellows that know how to fight a 
war? 


a I don't think that there are any plans for any 
training, but [ can't tell you whether they're two kilometers 
outside of the capital or five. 


Q I wish I had read the story, and I just caught 
the headline. I meant to read it but I got distracted. 1 
thought I saw in the Post this morning a report of press 
censorship in Chad, and 1 wondered if you deplored censorship 
by a country that you're assisting, as you deplore censorship 
by countries you don't like? 


A Well, certainly on -- 
Q The State Department, I mean. 


Q Certainly, on the question of Chadian 
Government's -- the government's imposition of press 
censorship, we, of course, note that this is an internal 
Chadian decision, but we also note that Chad is in a state of 
war with Libya and wants to ensure that militarily useful 
information is not inadvertently conveyed to the Libyan 
military by press reports. 


We have told the Chadians that we hope the limitation 
placed on reporting will be the minimum necessary. 


Q With all due respect, couldn't the same thing be 
said about Nicaragua, that Nicaragua, where you deplore press 
censorship, is involved in a war -- or South Africa? 


A I'm not going to get into any comparison of those 
two situations. I'm just not -- 
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Q I don't want to take on the role of reporters who 
aren't here, but it strikes me if you're talking about 
freedoms, you know, a question about U.S. consistency is a 
justified question? 


7 I can understand that, but I think we look on 
these things as the individual cases which they are. 


Q Well, how about the discussions with the French 
and the Chadians about further assistance? Is any of what 
Barry brought up in that kind of package? Are those 
discussions now in progress, and when will we know what 
happened? 


f. I'm not going to have anything further on 
discussions with the French or Chadians. I think we've -- 
Chuck and I -- have made the position clear of what we were 


sending and that's all we have about now 


Q Do you have anything more today about the AP 
reporter who is being deported from Zambia? 


A We have seen some reports that possibly he will 
be released as well, but we have no confirmation of that. 


~-MORE-- 








-6- Wednesday, 12/24/86 


Q The subject was brought up yesterday about the 
Congressional delegations that have been denied visas to South 
Africa, and you said that the Ambassador was meeting with Botha 
yesterday afternoon. Since then, there have been reports that 
he made some rather disparaging comments about the Chairman of 
the African Subcommittee. Do you have any further comment 
about that situation? 


a I can confirm to you that Ambassador Perkins met 
with Foreign Minister Botha, and the Foreign Minister did 
confirm that the visas for the two Congressional delegations 
were being denied. 


The Ambassador expressed our concern over this 
development and requested a reconsideration of the visa 
refusals. Beyond that, I can't go into the substance of the 
diplomatic exchanges. 


Q Is that common that the United States would ask 
for a reconsideration once a government had decided to deny a 
visa? 


A I can't -- I don't have anything for you on that. 


Q On another question, debt relief, which has now 
been offered to Egypt and is being considered for maybe some 
three dozen or 37 other countries, can you tell us when a 
decision might be taken on any of these other countries? 


A I don't have any guidance on when a decision 
might be made. I would simply note that decisions on proposals 
to other countries have not yet been made, and we are 
considering this, but the decisions will be made on a 
case-by-case basis. 


Q Can you tell me, if Egypt is in difficult 
economic circumstances, will the decision be made in some -- 
with some proportion to the problem of the country? I mean, 
how are decisions being made? 


i) Well, I should always hope that our decisions are 
made in proportion to the problems, but -- 


Q Well, there are some other countries that aren't 
too well off, like Portugal and Greece and -- 


ig I'm just -- as I said, they're being «cw» ered, 
but we have nothing on the specifics. 


Yes? 
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Q Phyllis, just to clear up a point on U.S. aid, 


regular U.S. aid to Chad, I think you said $11 million. I 
thought it was five million. 


a Well, I -- 


Q At least that was the figure we heard the other 
day. 


é Let me go back on that. I think Chuck had 
explained that we had -- the 15 million in emergency military 
equipment was approved on December 16, and that was in addition 


to our regular assistance which is budgeted at 11 million for 
the fiscal year of 1987. 


As I remember the figure, five million, I think that 


was from an earlier tranche of a drawdown, but I'd have to 
check on that to be absolutely sure. 


Q Has the U.S. been able to confirm the Chadian 
reports of Libyans using napalm and - 


i) We have seen those reports, but we can't confirm 
them in any way. 
Q Thank you. 


is} Merry Christmas. 


(The briefing concluded at 12:34 p.m.) 





Posted: December 24, 1986 
TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the December 24, 1986 daily press briefing: 


. BRAZIL: THE NOPISTOR 8 





Q: Is there any truth to the rumor that the four members of the 
Nobistor 8 who escaped from prison in Brasilia on December 12 
have taken refuge in the American Fmbassy in Srasilia? 

A: ABSOLUTELY NONE. THE U.S EMBASSY IN BRASILIA ADVISES THAT 

THERE IS NO TRUTH TO THE RIMOR THAT THE FOUR ESCAPED 


NOBISTOR PRISONERS HAVE ATTEFPTED TO TARE REFUGE THERE. 


BEST Copy AVAILABLE 
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MRS. OAKLEY: Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen. I 
have one statement on the hijacking of the Iraqi airliner. 


We would like to express our sorrow at the suffering 
and loss caused by the brutal violence aboard the Iraqi 
airliner forced down in Saudi Arabia on Christmas day. We 
offer our condolences to those injured in the incident and to 
the families of those killed. This hijacking demonstrates once 
again the cost paid by innocent civilians in the violence that 
“pe afflicted the entire Gulf region on a large scale for so 

ong. 


And now I']] be happy to answer questions as long as 
my voice lasts. 


Q Do you have anything on the perpetrators? 

A Excuse me? 

Q Do you have anything on the perpetrators of the 
hijacking? 

fa We don't know who is responsible for the 


hijacking. There are a number of groups that have claimed 
responsibility for this crime which tragically resulted in a 
high loss of life. We do not have any information which would 
point the blame at any group. However, irrespective of who was 
responsible, this hijacking deserves strong condemnation by 
everyone as a crime against innocent travelers. 


Q Do you have anything on the Iran Claims 
Commission meeting in The Hague today? 


A Yes. In regard to the meeting in The Hague 
today, representatives of the Federal Reserve Board of New York 
and Bank Markazi Iran are meeting once again to continue 
discussions in connection with implementation of a decision by 
the Iran-U.S. Claims Tribunal calling for the return of about 
$500 million to Iran. 
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The funds at issue are attributable to Iranian 
overpayments to bank syndicates in 1981 and have been held by 
the New York Fed since that time. The funds belong to Iran. 


Iran filed a claim for return of the excess with the 
Tribunal in 1982. Pursuant to the Tribunal's order in that 
case dated August 20, 1986, the parties must reach agreement on 
(1) how much money must be retained by the New York Fed in 


order to pay any remaining claims against the account, and (2) 
a release and discharge by Iran of all claims against the 


United States or the New York Fed for its administration of the 
fund. 


The set of meetings beginning today is the third time 
we have met with Iranians in the last three months to resolve 
those technical issues. 


Q Is there any indication that if these are 
resolved and the money is returned, it could help in the 
release of American hostages from Lebanon? 


A We see no link whatsoever between these funds and 
the hostages. The discussions concerning the disposition of 
the funds held by the New York Fed are being carried oul 
pursuant to an order of the Iran-U.S. Claims Tribunal in 
response to a claim filed by Iran in 1982. 


Q There's a story out of the Netherlands that says 
there may be a deal within two days. Do you expect it that 
soon? 


6 Well, we have no comment on this. As we said, we 
view these as technical discussions; that we are meeting our 
international ot ligations established under the Algiers Accord 


Q If there is no linkage being made, does this 
government at least hope that the atmosphere will be improved, 
the environment will be improved, which could lead to freedom 
for hostages? 


id 1] have nothing on that. 


Q Have you been in touch with the Iranians about 
the statement made by Rafsanjani that you -- 

A No. I have no comment on that. 

Q There was a deadline earlier this month, and the 


significance of these rounds of talks are that they come after 
the deadline expired. 


if That's correct. The date of December 20 had been 
used. I refer you to earlier statements from the podium about 
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that, and we had said that we did not view it as a deadline. 
If certain agreements were not reached by December 20, then 
other procedures could happen. 


Q Two questions: Can you offer any insight into 
why these went beyond the 20th, which was the date that the 
International Tribunal did set in its August order? What was 
the difficulty in reaching agreement? 


A I have nothing on these. As we said, we view 
them as technical discussions, and I don't know what the 
problems were. 


Q And could you give us a thumbnail overview of the 
rest of the Triounai processes that are underway, settling 
other claims? 


A I really have nothing on that today for you. 
There is the whole -- there are the Iranian assets held by the 
Federal Reserve which is one part, and then the other 
arrangements that have been made for the arms sales, but I just 
have nothing further on that. 


Excuse m - Jet me make a correction: the arms that 
were bought at the time of the Shah and never delivered. 
(Laughter) 


Q Oh, those arms. (Laughter) 


Q On the report, do you know if it is going to be 
available before the first of the year as required -- the 
report on Soviet treaty non-compliance to the Congress? 


A I simply don't know on that I'l] have to see. 


Q And, secondly, does the State Department agree 
with comments made by Gary Hart yesterday on the David Brinkley 
show that we should applaud and reward the release of Andrei 
Sakharov when Mr. Sakharov has already begun making statements 
against the Strategic Defense Initiative and it appears as if 
he's going to become a major international propagandist against 
the SD1? 


A I have no comment on that report. I1 think when 
the news of the release wa », Chuck Redman read a 
statement and answered the ‘ .ons on our views on his 
release. 

Q Is the Secretary's report on the African Nationa) 


Congress coming out this week? Do you have anything on that? 


A 1] think we said last week that we expect it soon 
but we don't have an exact date 
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Q There's an unusual story coming out in New York 
about two men claiming they were mercenaries held in Rio de 


Janeiro for some time. And their leader, a man by the name of 
Ted Bishop of Texas, says that he was authorized by the United 


States Government to be involved in a program that would 
overturn the government of Ghana, and he said he reported to a 
Marine Colonel associated with the National Security Council. 


Do you have any comment, any new information on this 
possibly? 


a I think the people that you're referring to out 
of this report from New York are known as a group of four 
Americans who were connected with an airplane called the 


Mobistor fight. and there were charges that the Americans were 
no help to these American citizens. 


Both the American Consulate in Rio de Janeiro, where 
the eight Americans aboard the Nobistor Eight were originally 
arrested, convicted and imprisoned, and the American Embassy in 
Brasilia, where the prisoners were transferred following a 
request by the Argentine Government for their extradition 
provided these men with continuous consular support, consistent 
with our responsibilities and rights under international 
diplomatic practice. 


In the case of the Nobistor Eight, consular officers 
in both Rio and Brasilia visited them regularly, gave them the 
lists of local attorneys and several] doctors’ names and kept in 
touch with their families in the United States. 


About the charge that they were involved with the U.S. 
Government, or working for them, the United States Government 
was not involved in any way either with the airplane or with 
any members of its crew. 


Q Was it an airplane or a ship? 


(2) It was a ship, excuse me. The name I find a 
little confusing. 


Q Do you have anything on the identity of one of 
the victims of the crash in the Fiji Islands? One American was 
not identified. Identity was withheld until relatives were 
notified. 


a About the air crash in Fiji, we do have a report 
that five American citizens were among the deceased: Lawrence 
Dame, 60 years old, of Florida, his wife Roberta and daughter 
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Sandra; Thomas D. Byrnes, 35, of New York; and Kenneth von 
Dresek, 28, of Alaska. There was one other person who was also 
killed who was a Swede and a permanent resident alien of the 
United States but not a United States citizen. 





Three survivors are in the hospital in Fiji. Two of 
these are also American citizens but since we have no Privacy 
Act waivers, we cannot provide their names. 


Q Another subject? 
6 Yes. 


Q Phyllis, it seems it's pretty safe to say there 
won't be a summit meeting between the U.S. and the Soviet Union 
before the end of the year despite the Geneva agreement. I 
wonder if you have something there to tell us about the 
prospects of the other half of the agreement being fulfilled -- 
a summit next year -- or anything on the state of U.S.-Soviet 
relations as this year dribbles out? 


a I'm sorry, I'm just not able to help you with 
such a far-reaching question today. 


Q Well, I['ll only stick to specifics. The U.S. and 
the Soviet Union agreed to hold back-to-back summit meetings 
What's with that agreement now? 

‘ I'm sorry, I just have nothing on that. 


Q Phyllis, do you have anything on lifting the ban 
on oi] and gas exports to the Soviets? 


A No, I don't. I'll have to look into that. 


Q Has there been any response from Egypt on our 
offer to defer interest payments? 


Q What was the question again’ 


A The question was whether we had had any response 
from Egypt on the FMS decisions that we had communicated to the 
Egyptian Government. We don't have any communication from the 
Egyptians yet. We're still awaiting their response. 


Q And have you decided about the -- what is it, 37 
other countries? Any of them in line to get a formal offer now? 


A No decisions have yet been made on those cases; 
and, as 1 explained earlier, that will be done on a 
case-by-case basis. 
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Q I just thought a case might have come up since we 
asked last. 


A Well, I think other things came up between then 
and now. 


Q Thank you. 


R Thank you. 


(Press briefing concluded at 12:38 p.m.) 
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TAKEN QUESTION 
Question taken at the December 29, 1986 daily press briefing: 


EXPORTS OF O[L AND GAS TECHNOLOGY 
TO THE USSR 





Q: Do you have any comments on tne NYT story that the US will 
soon end controls on expocts of o1l and gas technology to 


the USSR. 

A: =--OUR CONTROLS ON <A429RTS OF JIL AND GAS CQUIPMENT AND 
TECHNOLOGY DESTINED °O THE sUVict JNION, AS WELL AS ALL 
OTHER FOREIGN POLICY <cAP0RT CONTROLS, MUST BE RENEWED ON AN ; 

NNUAL BASIS BY JANUARY 20. [7 !35 PfEMATURE TO COMMENT AS 


TO WHAT ACTION, IF ANY, WE MAY TAKE ON THE SOVIET OIL AND 


GAS CONTROL, OR ANY OTHER. 


BEST COPY AVAILADI E 
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TAKEN QUESTION 


Question taken at the December 29, 1986 daily press briefing: 





NONCOMPLIANCE REPORT 


Q. Will the report to the Congress on Soviet treaty 
noncompliance be available before the first of the year? 


A. -- AN INTERAGENCY TEAM IS CONTINUING WORK ON THE PRESIDENT'S 





ANNUAL REPORT TO THE CONGRESS ON SOVIET NONCOMPLIANCE. THE WORK 

HAS BEEN UNDERWAY FOR SOME MONTHS. WE WILL FORWARD THE REPORT 79 
THE CONGRESS AS SOON AS THE WORK IS COMPLETED -- AFTER THE FIRST 

OF THE YEAR. 


BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
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MRS. OAKLEY: Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen. I 
have one announcement. 


Let me state again that for the United States 
Government there is no link between the technical talks at The 
Hague Tribunal concerning Iranian funds held by the New York 
Federal Reserve Bank and the question of the release of U.S. 
hostages held in Lebanon. 


Our conduct at the Tribunal is based on our 
international obligations under the Algiers Accords. These 
obligations and the Iranian claim of 1982 were outlined at 
yesterday's briefing. 


Q Can you say why you felt compelled to tell us 
this two days in @ row without even being asked? Has o2mebody 
indicated that they expect otherwise of the U.S. Government? 


AQ Well, we certainly didn't want to allow for any 
confusion on the subject. 


Q Well, there isn't any over here, I don't think. 
We've heard the message loud and clear, and could we ask you 
some news questions? 


a Certainly. (Laughter) 


Q The Soviet Union apparently is unwilling to 
exchange New Year's messages on television, Soviet television, 
with the United States, and I'll bet you have some response to 
that. 
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. I think you're right. The Soviets did refuse to 
exchange televised New Year's messages. We proposed that 
messages by the President and the General Secretary be 
exchanged. We regret that the Soviet rejected our proposal. 


+ Did they say why? 


“ No. I have no comment on that. You'd have to 
ask the Soviets. 


Q Are you going to broadcast to us, for example, 
what you were going to say, or anything like that? 


i) Well, the President's New Year's greetings to the 
Soviet people will be carried on the Voice of America. 


Q Phyllis, does that mean that we should accept the 
Soviets' explanation as to why there was no exchange, why there 
will be no exchange of messages, or do we have a version of why 
there will be no exchange? 


‘4 No. I've simply said that we proposed it, and it 
was the Soviet decision, and we regret it. 

Q Any comments on new restricted immigration 
policies to be implemented today in the Soviet Union? 

o No. I have no comment on that today. 

Q When will the President's remarks be broadcast? 

i) I'll have to check on that. I think you can 


check at the Press Office about that. I'm not quite sure what 
the time difference will be. 


Q Are they normally jammed, or English broadcasts 
can get through, is that -- 

a I don't have any current report on the status of 
jamming. 

Q Do you have anything on Ambassador Hartman's 


meeting with Andrei Sakharov yesterday?’ 


4 Throughout his tenure, Ambassador Hartman has 


maintained regular contact with Soviet citizens outside 
official government circles and has made no secret of the fact 
that he Frequently entertains private Soviets in his home [ 
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can confirm that the Ambassador met with academician Sakharov, 
but I have no details on the subject of their conversation 


Q Have you anything new to say about the Ambassador 
leaving after you -- after it was announced that he was leaving 
for personal reasons? At least one morning newspaper suggested 
that he isn't entirely happy with the U.S. policy on arms 
control. 


= I think Chuck Redman covered that discussion here 
from the podium, and I'd refer you to the transcript of that. 


Q Can you explain to us what the purpose of the New 
Year's greeting is? Why did we propose it in the first place? 


4 Well, we felt certainly that 1986 was a year of 
significant effort and significant achievement in U.S.-Soviet 
relations. Our proposal symbolized our commitment to moving 
Forward in all areas of U.S.-Soviet relations. It's 
unfortunate in our view that the Soviets refused a step which 
would have symbolized a similar commitment on their part. 


Q Is this something -- this was done -- these 
greetings were exchanged last year, and in previous years? Do 
you have a history of this at all? 


a I don't have the exact history. [t's my 
understanding that they were exchanged last year, but there had 
been no pattern of exchanges. 

Q Did you hear about the Soviet decision the way we 
did, through the media, or did they give you some advance word 
diplomatically? 

” I just don't have anything on that. 


Q Can you give us anything on what we consider to 
be the significant achievements of 1986 vis-a-vis the Soviets? 


A [I'm not prepared to go into the details of that. 


Q It speaks for itself. 


Q On another subject, I'd also be surprised if you 
didn't have some formal announcement of Murphy's trip to the 
Middle East which has been announced already in I[srael. 
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‘ Well. I would hate to surprise you. As you know, 
Mr. Murphy has visited the area a number of times during the 
past few years to review developments in the peace process and 
discuss bilateral issues with leaders in the region. 


after consultation with Secretary Shultz, the 
President decided that it would be useful for Assistant 
Secretary Murphy to travel to the Middle East next month to 
assess the current situation in the region, including where we 
are in the peace process and to review bilateral issues in 
Egypt. Israel and Jordan. As is our normal practice, we will 
not release dates for his visit. 


Q Can I have a copy of that? 
ia Yes. 


Q Does he have anything new to say to the parties 
since February's collapse of the last major initiative? 


a Well, if you mean by your question, is he taking 
anew initiative with him, he is not. As you know, the peace 
process continues to be important for the U.S. and in the 
region. Although a formula for negotiations has not yet been 
f und, we remain engaged in the process, and the leaders of the 
countries Mr. Murphy will visit are also strongly committed to 
pursue the search for peace. 


We have always said we would be helpful where we 
could, but because the issues are complex, we cannot 
realistically expect dramatic breakthroughs any time soon 
There has been some movement over the past year, and we feel it 
is important to maintain high-level dialogue. 


Q Phyllis, the three principals in the last effort 
were then-Prime Minister Peres, King Hussein of Jordan and 
Yasser Arafat, and I got the distinct impression that Arafat 
wasn't really interested in going into peace talks with 
Israel. And it seemed after a year long effort that King 
Hussein had had it, but, of course, he started to back and fil) 


in an interview with The New York Times. 


Are you saying that it's the State Department's 
judgment that the Israeli, PLO and Jordanian leaders are all 
committed to seeking peace’ 7, 
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4 I'm not going to comment on that, what shall I 
call it, brief dissertation that you gave. I think what I said 
stands for itself. I'm not trying to characterize any of the 
stands of the players out there, nor do I want to say these are 
the major players. As is his custom, Mr. Murphy will meet with 
important leaders in all three countries and see what we can -- 
where we can go next. 


-- MORE -- 
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Q I didn't intend a dissertation. I[ was trying to 
probe what seems to be -- to see if your line that you read to 
us about everybody interested in peace was a general throwaway 
hopeful statement, or if you had some specific notion that 
Arafat and Hussein too, [ guess, at this point -- want to 
resume the process. 


a I think that we have talked about, and I've said, 
that we are assured of the general commitment of the major 
countries in the area, but I don't have any specific ideas or 
plans on any of the particulars. 


Q Phyllis, can you name those countries he'll be 
visiting? 


“4 I said that he would be visiting Egypt, Israel 
and Jordan. 


Q King Hussein has continually said that his 
objective is to obtain an international conference to help the 
peace process along. How do we stand on that? 


a Well, this is certainly one of the things that 
Mr. Murphy will be discussing with him. I just don't have any 
specifics. 


Q So we're not opposed in principle to an 
international conference? 


“ No, I'm not saying that. I'm just saying that 
he's going out there to discuss those issues 


Q Phyllis, this morning, at a news conference, some 
of us went to a year-end sort of a news conference. Clovis 
Maksoud of the Arab League said that the Israelis have a veto 
power over U.S. foreign policy -- U.S. policy on the Middle 
East -- and that he thought and he hoped the Iran/Contra 
controversy would change that. As he said, he hoped that it 
would allow Arabists in the State Department to strike a more 
responsive chord in U.S. foreign policy 


Could you comment on that brief description of Clovis 
Maksoud's assessment of U.S. Foreign policy? 
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a To be brief, no, I couldn't comment on that. 
(Laughter .) 


Q Another topic. Do you have anything on the 
latest crackdown in South Africa on the schools? 


a For those of you that didn't hear the question, 
it was about having to do with the new restrictions on schools 
announced by the South African Government. 


Once again, in our view, the South African Government 
is treating the symptoms of the problem and not the underlying 
causes. These regulations are especially ill-timed as there 
have been many indications recently that the school boycott 
movement has lost support in the black community. Many parents 
have realized that their children need an education, whatever 
the inequities of the education system in South Africa, in 
order to be the future leaders of their society. 


Q Phyllis, do you have any firm dates -- there are, 
I think, two reports due on South Africa, one on the ANC and 
then the Commission. Are there firm dates for those reports? 


“ No, I don't have firm dates yet on when they're -- 
we've discussed the report of the advis rs, and [ don't have a 
date for that. 

Q On the Iran talks -- 

A Yes. 

Q -- in The Hague, do you have any sense of whether 


any progress is being made in these talks or any information on 
that? 


a The technical discussions concerning Iranian 
funds held by the New York Fed are continuing, as [ said, in 
The Hague It is, of course, our policy not to discuss ongoing 
negotiations in detail. 
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I can say that yesterday's meeting was constructive, 
that progress was made, but that we do not expect that we will 
be able to reach final agreement on all issues at this 
session. We anticipate that the U.S. negotiating team will 
return to the United States soon to prepare for the next round 
of talks. . 


Q When will that be? 
a I don't have any details on that. 


Q There are reports out of Chad that there's 
renewed fighting there and that perhaps they've lost an oasis 
What reports do you have on that and also are there more 
shipments -- U.S. shipments -- going in? 


= I can try and provide you with our understanding 
of the general military picture in Chad, but one must always 
keep in mind that we are not involved in the military 
operations in any way and that we have little ability to 
confirm independently the details of the evolving military 
situation in Chad. 


Our understanding is that Libya, far from en.ing its 
illegal occupation of much of Chad, has escalated its violence 
with a series of brutal air, armor and infantry assaults 
against Chadian towns and positions in the Tibesti region of 
northwest Chad. The reports we have seen indicate that forces 
loyal to the government have been forced From some of their 
positions by overwhelmingly superior Libyan firepower 


Let me recall that Libya invaded Chad in 1981 and has 


occupied the northern portion of the country ever since and we 
condemn this occupation. 


And I don't have anything further on military 
deliveries beyond what we have given out before. 


Q There are reports that Deputy Secretary Whitehead 
will visit Poland next month. Can you tell us something about 
that, why he's going and what it means? 


a Secretary Shultz had asked the Deputy Secretary 
to visit countries in Eastern Europe sometime ago to identify 
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issues on which we can make progress through a step-by-step 
approach. 


With this goal. Whitehead visited Hungary and Romania 
in Eastern Europe, as well as Yugoslavia in November. 


Whitehead tentatively plans to return to the region 
early next year. No final decision on the timing of the trip 
or the countries to be visited has yet been made 


Q You're say he's not going to Poland? 


a No, I'm not saying that. It's just that the 
exact itinerary has not yet been worked out. 


Q And what's the purpose of the continued visits? 


a The purpose is to continue our dialogue with the 
Government of Poland which we are in the process of 
reinvigorating. This began in the November 6 meeting between 
Assistant Secretary of State Ridqway and Deputy Foreign 
Minister Kinast. It was continued during the December visit of 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of State Simons to Poland 


We are continuing to encourage the Polish Government 
to use the September amnesty of political prisoners as a basis 
for improving political dialogue with important elements of 
Polish society. We will continue to gauge further improvement 
in our relations in light of the Polish Government's 
maintaining its amnesty and moving toward genuine national 
reconciliation 


Q Any idea when the sanctions will be lifted? 

a Our policy toward Poland remains under review 
As one element of that policy, we will respond in a timely and 
deliberate fashion to steps taken by the Polish Government 

The two outstanding sanctions -- “uspension of 
most-favored-nation status and the ban on ail official credits 
and credit guarantees --— remain in place. 


Q Is Poland one of the countries under 
consideration for Mr. Whitehead? 


a Yes, it is 


Q Thank you 


Q Could I just ask one more on the Iran thing? 
Would you like to see the [ranians use their influence to free 
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the hostages in Lebanon without any direct linkage to the talks? 


= I think the policy on the U.S. hostages still 
held in Lebanon is very clear. We want to see them released, 
and we are continuing intensive efforts through many channels 
and intermediaries to gain the safe release of all Americans 
held hostage in Lebanon in a manner consistent with both 
American law and U.S. Government policy. We will continue 
these efforts until all of the hostages have returned home 


safely. 
Q All right, thank you. 


(Press briefing concluded at 12:51 p.m.) 
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WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 31, 1986, 12:35 P.M. 
(ON THE RECORD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) 


MRS. OAKLEY: Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen. [ 
have two very brief announcements. In order to start the New 
Year correctly, there will be a briefing on Friday, January 2. 


Also, we will hold a press BACKGROUNDER on the Secretary's 
Africa trip next Monday, January 5, at 2:00 p.m. in the State 
Department Briefing Room. 


And in case I don't have a chance to do it at the end 
of the briefing, let me wish you all a happy and newsworthy 
1987. And now I'll be happy to answer any questions. 


Q As you know, the Soviets have denied President 
Reagan's request to broadcast a New Year's message to the 
Soviet people. Do you have any assessment of U.S.-Soviet 
relations in the light of that as the year closes? 


a No, I don't have any comment on that. 


Q Have we received any reaction from any European 
governments or the EC to the announcement of our retaliatory 
measures yesterday?’ 


Q New subject? 


” Let me finish answering this one. In regard to 
the question of a European or EC response, we feel that 
yesterday that the action announced by the Western White House, 
in regard to the U.S. tariff increases on EC products, that 
these actions were consistent with our obligations under GAT! 


[IF the Commission decides to take counteraction, it 
will be a unilateral response and we will answer in kind 
However, both our measures and the threatened EC retaliation 
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provide for some additional time for further negotiations 
before they come into effect. We note that EC Commissioner De 
Clercq has indicated a desire for negotiating a solution. 


As the President has stated, we would also prefer a 
negotiated solution and hope that a settlement can be reached 
prior to the imposition of the duties. 


Q I think the Secretary is scheduled to see the 
British Foreign Secretary. Is that -- might he try to do that 
at that point or not? 


a I just simply don't have any details on the 
agenda of their meetings. 


Q Do you have any -- sorry, Bernie. Our stride is 
off. Our rhythm -- we're losing our rhythm here. Go ahead, 
Bern. 


Q Do you have any -- do you have those figures that 
were published in the Post today or confirm them on this 
supplemental request which you're briefing the Hill about? 


fe) No, [I don't have any further details today on 
that, on the whole question of the Foreign.affairs bdudg~:. 


Q Okay. Oo you have any fresh appraisal of the 
Iranian assets talks which apparently are not doing ae well 
today as you expected -- as the State Department expected? 


a The talks between the United States and Iran in 
The Hague -- the round of talks concluded today after a brief 
morning's meeting. The U.S. negotiators are returning to the 
United States to consult in preparation for the next meeting. 


Q Was there an overall appraisal of whether they 
were successful talks or not? - 
a We feel that progress was made As I said 


yesterday, we did not expect to reach a final agreement on all 
issues in this session. The meetings adjourned to allow both 
sides to work out Further details. 


--MORE-- 
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Q What was the rub? What prevented a settlement? 


4 I simply have no specifics on that, and I think 
that's why the negotiators are returning home. 


Q Was it always anticipated that there would be 
another round? 


4 I'm not sure if it was anticipated, but certainly 
it was felt that it would be a likely outcome. 


Q What is the impact now on the hostage Situation 
which the [ranian Speaker said might be improved if there were 
a settlement? 


a Well, I think our views on any possible linkage 
were clearly expressed over the last two days. 


Q Do you have a date for the resumption -- 


a No, I'm sorry we don't have a definite date for 
the resumption of the negotiations. 


Q New subject’ 
a All right. 


Q The Thai Government has closed, or is moving, a 
camp, major camp, for Kampuchean refugees. Oo we have a 
reaction or a position on that? 


a In regard to the closure of the Khao-[-Dang 
Refugee Camp in Thailand, we regret that the Thai Government 
has announced that this Khmer refugee camp is to be closed. 
Khao-I-Dang has been a conduit to freedom for hundreds of 
thousands of Cambodian refugees. 


We have made known to the Thai authorities the 
seriousness of our concern. UNHCR, the resettlement countries, 
including the United States, have discussed the future of 
Khao-[-Dang with Thai authorities During these discussions, 
the Thai Government has given assurances that resettlement 
countries would be given sufficient opportunity to process 
those refugees eligible for third-country resettlement The 
Thai Government has also provided assurances to the 
international community that any action it takes on Khao-I-Dang 
would not affect international protection presently extended to 
the Khao-I-Dang population 
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In our discussions with Thai Government officials. we 
communicated to them the unsatisfactory security and protection 
conditions presently existing in the camps along the 
Thai-Cambodian border. We pointed out to them that the 
possible movement of persons from Khao-I[-Dang to these border 
camps would aggravate this already unsatisfactory situation. 


*-“*e-r 


We recognize the difficult and complex situation with 
which the Thai officials are being forced to contend. We will 
continue our close consultations with the Thai and 
international organizations on this important humanitarian 
affair. 


Q Copy, please? 
“ Yes. 


Q Is the United States going to accept an 
inordinate number, a large number, of these people, an unusual 
number, to accommodate this crisis? 


) We note that the United States has already 
accepted for resettlement nearly 140,000 of “hao-I-Dang's 
original popula:ion of 160,000. The United States is 
continuing interviews of Khao-I-Dang residents eligible for 
resettlement abroad. [In October, the United States approved 
1300 Khao-I-04.1g residents for admission into this country 
Nonetheless, the majority of remaining Khao-[-Dang residents 
eligible for third-country resettlement have been interviewed 
and Found ineligible under current U.S. criteria 


Q Is there going to be any effort to bend that 
criteria? 


a I don't have anything on that. I'm sure we'll be 
looking at this and discussing it. 


Q Why is it you're telling the Thais you're 
concerned if, in fact, the U.S. -=- and [ gather other western 
countries -- have concluded, as you just said here that there 
really aren't many left in there that are eligible for 
resettlement The Thai position is that this camp was to be a 
way station for resettlement. Since there is no more 
resettlement possible, what is the concern about? 


2) Well, [ think that there are two concerns One, 
as we have always said on these refugee matters, that we are 
not the only haven in the world for refugees, and that there 
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have been other countries certainly involved in the 
resettlement. And just because they can't come to the United 
States doesn't mean that they can't necessarily be found 
eligible to go to other countries. That's one concern. 


And then the other thing, as I[ had stated before, that 
the conditions of security and protection in the other camps 
where they might be moved is precarious. We're concerned about 
this problem of moving them to these border camps which could 


aggravate this situation on the border. 


Q Do you know the current population of Khao-I-Dang 
right now? 


a I don't have that. Well, I do. The present 
population is about 27,000. | 


Q Another subject? 
4 Excuse me. Was this on the same subject? 
Q It's another subject. 
) Well, then let -- Okay. Go ahead. 
The Vatican has declared Jerusalem off-limits to 
Cardinal O'Connor. DOoes the State Department have an opinion 


of the Church's view of the [Israeli capital? 


) Well, believing, you know, in the separation of 
Church and State, on that I really don't have any comment. 


Q All right. Well, then, let's just stick to 
secular matters, and please tell me if Ambassador Murphy will 
be having his meetings in Jerusalem, when he sees [sraeli 
officials 


a Our Embassy is located in Tel Aviv. We have a 
Consulate General in Jerusalem. ['m sure there will be 
appropriate meetings in both places 


- MORE - 
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Q And in the Murphy -- and our discussion of the 
Murphy visit, we really didn't speak much of the PLO and the 
Palestinians, how does he intend to determine what Arafat's 
current view is of the peace process? 


Qa [I think, as [I explained yesterday, that he 
intends to have a broad ranging discussion with leaders of the 
three governments and officials there, and that he will ; 
determine and learn about the position of the PLO through the 
normal channels that he usually uses. 


Q well, will any American officials, like Cluverius 
or any other people with special interest in the Palestinian 
situation, meet with the Palestinians or the PLO? 


a I have nothing on that. ['m sure that phn 
meetings will be with the normal group of American officials 
and government officials he sees on every visit. 


Q In regard to Central America, is there anything 
that you can tell us with regard to why did we call for this 
special meeting of the OAS next Tuesday? 


a The United States delegation to the Organization 
of American States ‘as *equested a meeting cf the Permanent 
Council of the OAS on sanuary 6, 1987, to give the Secretary 
General an opportunity to report to the Council on his recent 
activities regarding Central America. 


A number of other delegations to the OAS have 
incicated to us their interest in discussing this subject with 
the Secretary General. 


Q Does this reflect any dissatisfaction with 
regards to any of our allies in Central America with reference 
to Contadora? 


a No. I don't think it reflects dissatisfaction. 
As we have stated, the United States and other member states 
would simply like to hear the Secretary General's views on 
Central America and his activities in the region. 


Q Do we expect a shift in the diplomatic effort 
from Contadora to the OAS? 


a I have nothing really further on that 
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Q Back to your statement on the trade retaliation 
measures, you quoted Mr. De Clercq of the EC. Was that 
statement by him made after the announcement yesterday or 
before? 


“ I just don’t have the exact timing on that 
announcement 


Q Do we have any reason -— we've been negotiating 
with them since last March. Oo we have any reason to believe 
that a negotiated -- we're likely to negotiate a settlement on 
this matter? Yesterday Mr. Yeutter said that this was 
definitely not a negotiating ploy by the u S.. 


a Sorry. I just don't have anything on that for 
you. 


Q How about the military exercise in Honduras? Any 
reason or rationale you'd care to provide for us? 


“ The exercises of U.S. troops in Honduras are of a 
type that provides U.S. soldiers with valuable training and 
exposure to a remote. tropical environment. The Government of 
Honduras also receives benefits from the training in terms of 
humanitarian assistance projects in c«enjunction with the 
exercise and strengthened professional capabilities 


The exercise demonstrates cur continued support for 
Honduras and U.S. resolve throughout the region. 


Q Do you have a copy of that? 

Q Nothing about the value of providing airfields 
for the Hondurans or building roads for strategic purposes? I 
mean, that's not part of why we're doing this? 

a Well, I think that we feel that certainly there 
are some projects that come out of this, but I have nothing 
further on that 

Q Could we get a copy of that? 
a Well, [ can see about getting that 


Q There's nothing tropical in Florida that would -- 


2) Not as tropical. 
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Q Do you have any comments on a story in the Post 
this morning about the $00 TOW missiles and the trade for -- 
a No. I have no comment on anything like that 
‘ 
. They (inaudible) to fire TOWs -- 
PS 


Q Despite your comments over the week about any 
links between the talks in The Hague and hostages. do vou see 
any movement -- any suggestion that hostages may be released’ 


= We just don't have any comment on that. . I think 
there have been some press reports out of Beirut, but there is 
just no way that we know anything about that. 


Q What about the activities of Terry Waite?’ 


“ No. And I have nothing on that either, of what 
his plans are. 


Q There's a report from Panama and from Stockholm, 
linking the weapons in this ship, the Pia Vesta, with money 
from the Irangate affair. Is there anything that we have in 
regards to that? 


6 No. I'm sorry, I just don't have anything on 
that report on that ship. 


Q It also had been reported that Oliver North was 
on board that boat by the Peruvian press 


My question regards whether you have any response to 
-- or whether the State Oepartment is doing any study of its 
own. The American Petroleum Institute issued a report on the 
national security implications of the fact that we imported 23 
percent more oil this year than previous years, and that 30 
percent of all our o11 consumption in November -- last month in 
November was from foreign sources, and that if this trend 
continues, it's going to skew our foreign policy in order to 
protect foreign sources of oil 


Do you have any reaction to that, or is the State 
Department doing any studies of its own of these kinds of 
economic Factors impacting our Foreign policy?’ 

a I'm sorry, I just don't have anything on that 

Q Thank you 


(The briefing concluded at 12:50 pm ) 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Let me be very brief in: 
opening and just say that this is one of a series of meetings which 
have been held between the President and President de la Madrid. 
It's also one of a series of meetings between senior U.S. officials 
and senior Mexican officials. Most recently -- (phone rings) -- if 
it’s for ne, tell them I'm not here. Most recently, the Attorney 
General and Mexican Attorney General, Secretary Shultz, was last in 
Mexico in July. So these meetings take place regularly, as do 
similar meetings with Canadian officials. I'll stop right there and 
-- laughter -- 


Q Are you sure that's background? (Laughter) 
Q Deep background. 


SE?=°% ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's on deep 
background. If you have no further questions, we can just -- 
(laughter) -- 


Q Does your colleague have an opening statement? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, I think I would 
stress what my colleague said. (Laughter.) 


Q -- sense that you people aren't taking this 
seriously? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Oh no. We are taking 
this seriously. Mr. Plante's question -- piercing question, 
notwithstanding -- 1 think it is important, seriously, to underline 
the fact that the relationship is intense. We have more issues with 
Mexico, probably, than we do with any other nation. They may not be 
as critical, in some senses -- well, certainly not as critical as the 
issues we have with the Soviet Union. Perhaps not critical issues of 
life and death, in some cases, such as you're talking about, at this 
moment, in the Mideast. But we have a range of issues that is such 
broader, much longer than virtually with any other nation, or groups 
ox nations in the world. 


Q In advance stories that nave been out, it's been 
said that the Central America probler is not a forefront of the 
agenda. Numbe: one, is that true? And, number two, if it isn't at 
the top of the agenda, what do you make of the President's remarks in 
this interview with Woticias de Mexico, that the sost dangerous 
te hesisphere is Soviet backing of narcotics and 
terroriss 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, Central America is 
certainly on the agends. We don't have a priorities list as to 
what's wore important and less important. But, that's certainly one 
of the issues that will be addressed tomorrow. You've got the quote 

















from the President and, as you know, that's nothing new. It's been 
our view that drug trafficking, terrorism, subversion of various 
kinds coming from the Soviet Union and Cuba, and increasingly from 
Nicaragua, constitute a serious threat, particularly, now that we see 
the governzent of Nicaragua involved directly in supporting 
terrorism. So that will certainly be an issue taken up tomorrow. 


Q Is that, in fact, the most dangerous threat to the 
hemisphere, as opposed to the economic probleazs in Mexico, the 
poverty throughcut the freygioa, political unrest? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We can deal, and we are 
dealing, with the economic problems of the hemisphere. The most 
Gangercus threat in terms of political instability right now is this 
kind of subversion. 


Q What exactly is -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Let me give you a little 
shading on that, if I may, with reference to Mexico. The Assistant 
Secretary is dealing with the entire hemisphere. And in Mexico, you 
have a situation wnich parallels the beginnings of the narcotics 
problem in Columbia where it became so lucrative. And the people who 
had the control of that nefarious business became so strong, that 
they became -a political force. As a political force, they tie in 
with terrorists, with others who will help them traffic, and they 
become dangerous -- critically dangerous to the stability of a 
nation. That is something that you have to look at in the case of 
Mexico in the relatively near future. That could be something that 
could bring them into difficult straits, even before the economic 
problems, which we may be able to solve with their help. 


Q The U.S. has long sought to get Mexico's support on 
the Contras -- some kind of recognition of the Nicaraguan opposition. 
It has never come publicly, althougn privately we've had some 
movement on that from Mexico. Is it likely to come in the near 
future, and will this be mentioned in the talks tomorrow? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We'll certainly mention 
the U.S. position, which, as you know, is one of strong support for 
the democratic resistance forces in Nicaragua. 1 don't think either 
the Mexican government, or any other government, is in any doubt 
about the firmness of the President's conviction about that issue. 


Q Yes, but I mean -- let's go a little futher than 
that in terms of what we can get out of Mexico. We want them to move 
more towards our position of the Central American conflict. We see 
recognition by Mexico of the Contras as key. Can we get them to move 
on that? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Don't want to quibble 
about words, but I would not have said that what we saw as key was 
Mexico's recognition of the Contras. I'm not sure what you mean by 
that. We would like every one of the governments involved, in 
paraticular the Contadora countries, of which Mexico is one, 
obviously, to take a position closer and closer to ours. Mexico, in 
this respect, is no different from the other countries and we will be 
explaining our position tomorrow. But we have never asked, for 
example -- we have never asked any government to do something that we 
don't do, which is to recognize some kind of government in exile -- 
if that's what you mean by recognize the Contras. 


Q Well, maybe not specifically as much as that, but 
some kind of recognition that tney are openly -- Mexico is saying 
that they are a legitimate political force that must be addressed. 
Mexico has never really said that directly, openly, not -- 
unequivocally. They said it in a very ambiguous way. Can you get a 
Clearer statement from ther on that? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATON OFFICIAL: Let me just say, I think 
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what's happening in Mexican policy is absolutely of a piece with 
what's happening in the policy of most Latin American countries, and 
in fact, most West European countries. Most countries in Western 
Europe and Latin America -- and you can add the U.&., actually -- 
took a fairly optimistic view about the Sandinistas when they came to 
power in 1979. We certainly did. We were the largest aid supplier. 
In the five or six years that have come between then and now, that 
view has gotten progressively less optimistic and more realistic, and 
unfortunately. more pasagimiatic....I think that's been true of Mexico, 
as it has been true of the other Contadora countries, and of 
virtually every country in Western Europe and Latin America. So, I 
think Mexico is really part of the larger picture here. 


Q Are you sesking some form of expression of -- that 
recognizes that creeping pessimism or realisn? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Again, we're -- not in 
any sense that does not apply to Britain or Germany or Argentina or 
Brazil. We're seeking to explain our view to other important 
governments -- important on the question of Nicaragua -- and 
obviously to pursuade them to take a view closer to ours. 


Q So, you're not trying for any kind of statement of 
any kind tomorrow on this subject? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's correct. 


Q This point about terrorism -- you were right -- it 
has made befor2. Can you be a little bit more specific in terns of 
what the Sovist Union and Cuba are doing to aid teriorien? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, we've actually put 
out a fair amount of material about that, especially about Cuban 
support for terrorism, Soviet support. It is a case, for example, 
that there are terrorist training bases in Cuba. This has been true 
for many years, and it continues to be true. When we find terrorists 
-- that is, when they are captured by police or military officials in 
Latin America, it is still very frequently the case that they were 
trained in Cuba. I remember a couple of summers ago, the liondurans 
caught some people who had been sent over from Nicaragua into 
Honduras, and subverse -- in order to overthrow the government of 
Honduras. And they had been taken from Honduras and sent to Cuba for 
training. Thia is fairly typical. So, it's still the case that 
people are actually trained in Cuba. It's still the case that there 
is financial support for terrorist groups and subversive groups 
throughout Latin America. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: To give you a 
perspective on the Mexican side of that, if I may -- if you will note 
Mexican positions juridically, it is -- we believe in 
non-intervention and self-determination of peoples. We certainly 
can support those principles. But we have asked them to carry it 
across the board. And to not support regimes that are exporting 
revolution. We have proven time and time again that the Sandinistas 
are exploiting their revolution. There is no question of a doubt any 
longer that they have support for the revolutionaries in £1 Salvador. 
They are training people constantly, in shifts, from Costa Rica. 

They are sending people into Honduras. It is a massive exploit of 
revolution in point of fact. 


Q What can you now tell us about any Libyan role in 
Central America? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Up until recently, there 
has not been very much of the Libyan role in this hemisphere. In the 
last year, roughly, we begin to see a Libyan role, mostly financial 
~~ that is, offering money to violent groups. And I é6trese the word 
violent. This is not the kind of thing where they're working for a 
revolution five or ten years from now, carefully building political 
cadres. Rather, it is support for violence -- for groups which are 











willing to commit violence now. It is not a very large role. I 
don't want to give any misimpression, because it's something that 
really is a start from scratch for the Libvans, so they're coming 
into this late in the game. But, we do see, in various places, 
traces of Libyan involvement. And, obviously, we are afraid that it 
will be growing. 


Q Any specific instances? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATON OFFICIAL: Yes there are, but I's 
not able to talk about thes. 


Q Is the U.S. going to make some kind of new 
commitment tomorrow to help Mexico meet its debt problems over the 
next year -- $4 billion in international assistance over next year? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, we're certainly 
going to discuss that issue. It's obviously one of the most 
important issues now on the agenda. And, I think if you look back 
over the period of, we'll say the Reagan administration -- we hzve 
always been interested in helping Mexico cope with its economic 
problems. And that is a policy that certainly is not going to 
change. So we'll be discussing that. We'll be discussing the Baker 
Plan tomorrow. And this posture of wanting to help Mexico deal with 
its economic problems, I think, is an obvious policy for this 
administration, as it would be for any administration. 


Q My question is, do you expect anything, though, to 
happen tomorrow? Either any -- (laughter) -- I mean, we're aware of 
the general policy. The question is, is there going to be any action 
tomorrow on -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: If you mean will there 
be a sort of a communique that comes out of it saying the President 
announced today that he nas granted Mexico §5 billion -- that kind of 
thing? 


Q Or that he is formally supportive? 
Q Good headline. 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It's not -- 


Q Any kind of new commitment, I guess, is what I'a 
asking? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We don't need a new 
commitment. The commitment is there. Is part of U.&S.-Mexican 
relations. And I would argue that it's been there since the 
inception of this administration. The goney, in any event, doesn't 
come from the U.S. taxpayer. Discussions of what aid is needed from 
the Mexican economy, essentially include aid from international 
financial institutions, such as the World Bank and the IMF, and 
additional lending from the commercial banks, which are the main 
lendors to Mexico. 


The President cannot make the decision to give that 
money. It isn't his money to give. This is not a question of giving 
development assistance or other funds from the U.S. Treasury. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Excuse me. One of the 
bases of the Baker Plan, you will recall too, is a matter of 
self-help, self-development, creating the climate for foreign 
investment to come in, addressing structural problems in economies, 
and so forth. I think that's very important. 


Q May I follow up? Are there actions that we would 
like Mexico to implement dozestically in terms of ité economy before 
we'll do more to spur lending? 











SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The Baker Plan speaks to 
that -- precisely what I was saying. Yes, there are some things that 
should be done. For example, in the estimation of the United States 
government -- for example, there are some problems with reference to 
patent protection, intellectual property, copyright, and so forth, 
which American investors, corporate, as well as individual, continue 
to have. But there are problems of a climate that does not attract 
foreign investment. There is a question of confidence which causes 
an ovtflow in flight cf ccpital. 2 es 


Q Has there been any movement on those since the Baker 
Plan was proposed -- what, four or five months ago? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There hasn't been a 
great deal of movement, and this is one of the things that 
undoubtedly will be discussed tomorrow. 
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Q Do you have any American bankers coming to you 
expressing fears about Mexico defaulting on the loans to U.S. banks? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Not specifically on 
that. Expressing fears that the situation is not going as well as it 
should, yes. But default is not something that has been talked 
about, and de la Madrid himself, President de la Madrid, Secretary of 
Treasury Silver Herzog have, in their public pronouncements and even 
<n Sur private conversations, been very strong in thsir statenents 
that Mexico will not default, that Mexico will live up to its 
obligations. I think that any responsible Mexican sees that as 
necessary for the progress of that country, and we surely do. 


Q -- anti-drugs and terrorism, have -- 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The fun stuff. 


Q The fun stuff, right. I just want to know whether 
there is any evidence, whether you have any evidence of direct Soviet 
involvement -- not client states, but direct involvement with any:of 
those in Central America? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We have -- on the Cuban 
role, there have been indictments. I's sorry, I can't give you the 
details off the top of my head, but there actually have been U.S. 
Grand Jury indictments of Cuban officials out of Nicaragua -- 


Q Soviet -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, not Soviet. Cuban 
officials and Nicaraguan officials for involvement in drug running. 


With respect to terrorism, sure. Again, I'd have to give 
you the reports, but there have been a variety of reports that we've 
released over the past five years -- for that matter, ten years about 
terrorist training camps in the Soviet Union and about Soviet support 
for terrorien. 


The Soviet votes in the United Nations recently against 
terrorism represent a new kind of public attitude of the Scviet Union 
towards this issue. 


Q So you have no direct evidence, is that correct? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Direct evidence of -- 


Q Soviet involvement in either drug trafficking or 
terrories. . 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Tnat is not what I just 
said. I just finished saying we have issued plenty of reports about 
the question of Soviet support for terrorism. I just don't have 
names and places in sy head, but these -- 


Q Well, is there any direct evidence of Soviet 
involvement in terrorism or drug trafficking in Central America? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: In Central America? 
Q° Right. Central, or Latin America. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: In Central America, the 
Soviets work through surrogates, namely Nicaragua and Cuba. 


Q So there's no direct evidence -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I think it's 
pretty direct. We do not think that the Cuban and Nicaraguan 
involvement in the support of subversion in Central America is 
independent of Soviet foreign policy. 

















Nicaragua and Cuba both live on the Soviet dole; those 
economies are both collapsing. They botn survive only because of a 
massive infusion of Soviet aid and Soviet arms. Therefore, we think 
implausible that their activities in support of subversion of Central 
America and outside of it, in the case of Cuba, are done in sone 
sense without the Soviets knowing about it, approving of it, and 
desiring it. / 


Q On the remark that perhaps, I gather, that -- drugs 
and terrorism may represent the sost critical short-range probleszs in 
Mexico? How critical and how short-term and why do those outweign 
their debt probless which seem to be pretty sassive? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm not saying that they 
outweigh the debt problems, and I do insist that they are critical. 
Now, how short-term, I don't know; I can't give you a specific tine 
that I -- they say that those who live by the crystal ball end up 
eating shredded glass, right? I don't know what the exact time would 
be. 





What I'm saying is that we're dealing with a situation 
which has gotten more and more complicated, where, as in Colombia, 
you are beginning to see the youtn of the nation now -- in the 
producing nation, in other words, now becoming addicted as well -- a 
good percentage of it, or a bad percentage of it, let's say, where 
you have massive amounts of capital, of funds, by which they can buy 
political influence -- and that we have seen. 


If that happens, you may see a situation such as the one 
that woke up the Colombian authorities, where you had international 
Grug dealers trying to negotiate, as it were, with the Colombian 
government. That's what I'm talking about in the sense of political. 


Q Will the President's visit -- or your colleague, if 
you want to answer this, help the political fortunes of President de 
la madrid? And is that one of the intentions, the side intentions of 
this trip? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, these are regular 
meetings. There's nothing crisis-oriented in this meeting. The 
timing reflects the fact that we try to meet once a year -- the two 
Presidents try to meet once & year. 


To the extent that it helps either President or both 
Presidents to remind both populations that they are working together 
to solve a whole variety of issues between the countries, that's a 
positive effect. But the purpose of the meeting is not to help 
either President or respond to any particular crisis, the purpose of 
the meeting is siaply to follow up on past meetings and to continue 
the practice of having good high level contact Detween the two 
governments. 


Q I'm wondering if -- in all honesty, if President 
Reagan's visit and all the nice things he says about de la Madrid 
would help his or hurt hia? (Laughter.) 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: For those -- obviously, 
thie gentleman knows Mexico quite well. There are people in Mexico 
-- the great majority of Mexicans like the United States, it's been 
my experience. But there are people in Mexico, of course, who 
consider us the Great Satan, and who would rather die than have their 
President even have a meeting, much less a continued series of 
meetings with de la Madrid. 


I think that you will find that for that reason, Mexican 
authorities tend to be very careful about these meetings. They tend 
to be very careful about how they report on them. They dislike tne 
idea that they possibly could end up being criticized for some 
alleged involvement or connection with the United States, and people 
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attack them of getting too close to the gringos, of taking orders, 
even, from -- these kinds of disinformation items crop up, and I 
think they're sensitive to them. But on the other hand, President de 
la Medrid is in the middle of his terms, and I don't think he has 
anything to fear, and I don't believe at this moment, because there 
is no re-election anyway in Mexico, he has anything to lose. 


Q How would you characterize right now the problesz of 
drugs and terrorism in Mexico? Does it involve top level officials 
right now? Is it a serious problem? 

- & . 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We are convinced that 
President de la Madrid and the Attorney General, Sergio Garcia 
Ramirez, are honest and upright public servants who are trying to 
deal with this problem, a problem which, I repeat to you, President 
de la Madrid has called, “the cancer in both of our societies." 


Now, there is no queston that there is a great deal of 
corruption. There is no question that some of it-goes to quite high 
levels. I would simply remind you that we can't be sanctimonious 
about that. We have our own corruption. We have found corruption, 
particularly drug-related, drug traffic-related corruption in FBI 
people, cops, judges even. So it might not be as widespread, but we 
certainly can't, I repeat to you, be sanctimonious. 


> Given the sensitivities you just talked about a 
minute ago and the political difficulties that President de la Madrid 
faces at the present time, what's your view of what he wants to get 
out of this meeting? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, firet of all, I 
don't exactly know what you mean by the political difficulties. 


Q Tne political, the economic difficulties he faces. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think he wants to get 
out of it very much what we would like to get out of it, and what was 
underlined for you by sy colleague; an indication that the 
relationship is healtny, that it is being conducted in an amicable 
way, tnat it is being conducted in the context of mutual respect. 


We deal with this relationship constantly on a daily 
basis, my colleague and I, for example, and many others, as you know. 
It is important tnat our Presidents come together regularly to 
underline the fact that our relationship is constant, and I repeat, 
amicable and respectable. 


Q Excuse me, about the situation in Nicaragua, won't 
some of the President's arguments be undermined by news, or reports 
that the Contras are invovied in the drug smuggling in Colombia as 
well? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, not if the report -- 
yes, there would be if the reports were accurate. 


Q They came out of the Justice Department. 
SENIOR ADMINIGTRATION OFFICIAL: Pardon? 
Q They came out of the Justice Departzent. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That ie not true. A 
full explanation of that was issued by the State Department during 
the holiday period, when I know a lot of news gets lost. The fact is 
that there is no DEA investigation. The fact is that there was one 
press report which is the source of this -- one press report. And 
the press report was inaccurate except in one way: it accurately 
stated that tnere had been an incident involving cocaine trafficking 
in ARDE, which ie the Pastora group. There was oné such ircident. 














I would remind you that we do not give support to that 
group. We give support -- the $27 million humanitarian aid program 
goes to UNO, the United Nicaraguan Opposition whose largest military 
branch is the FDN. We do not give support to ARDE or Pastora. 


One of the reasons we do not give support to ARDE or 
Pastora is that there was that incident of drug trafficking. There 
is no investigation of the PDN, there has never been any accusation 
that anyone that I have been able to find in Justice or DEA or 
anywhere else -- CIA -- has ever come across about involvement of the 
FON in drug trafficking. - 


We are unfamiliar with any group called the M-3, which 
was also referred to in that story, a so-called splinter group. But 
tne implication of that story that there is -- one final point, the 
story also said there was a new national intelligence estimate coming 
out on this subject from the CIA, which is also completely false. So 
it was an erroneous story, except in that one particular about ARDE, 
and the facts are just otherwise. 


Q On the drug trafficking issue. White House 
officials, in recent days, in commenting on tomorrow's visit, and in 
tneir own written briefing papers to us have said that this is a 
problem that has improved in recent weeks and sonths in teras of 
Mexican actions, and the situation is better than it was at the tine 
of the Camarena killing. Your colleague's remarks would indicate 
just the opposite, that the problem in Mexico is getting worse. 
Which is it? Is it getting worse, or is it getting better? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think you have to 
distinguish between the question of whether there is more activity on 
the part of drug traffickers, whether they are attempting to enlarge 
their empire, and the separate question of the attitude of Mexican 
authorities. 


The attitude of Mexican authorities has, in our estimate, 
been more an more cooperative since the Camarena killing a year ago. 
That does not mean that the overall situation is better. For 
example, while it is true that there is more and more eradication of, 
for example, marijuana in Mexico, it's also true that there's more 
and more marijuana because the traffickers respond by increasing 
their efforts. So both are true. It is true that the problem is 
increasing in size; it is aleo true that the cooperation between the 
two governments to combat it is increasing. 


Q Well, but wait a minute. Your colleague's comments 
seem to be even more pessimistic than that. He was saying that 
there's so much capital involved now that the capacity of these 
traffickers to buy themselves political influence is just going up by 
leaps and bounds. And if that's true, how much of a line of defense 
do you have when you just called two Mexican officials honest, are 
they two against the rest? 


SIMIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Let me just say first 
that in Colombia, we have the same problems. Wo one doubts the 
intensity of the conviction on the part of the government of Colombia 
to fight the drug traffickers. That does not mean that the situation 
in Colombia is better now than it was a year ago, because the 
traffickers are so powerful and so rich. The fact that a government 
ig cooperating more and more with ws does not necessarily mean that 
six or twelve months later the drug situation in that country has 
improved. So I still want to separate that. 


Q So objectively, the situation is getting worse. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, objectively, the 
traffickers are extremely rich and extremely powerful, and as we step 
up our efforts and the government of Mexico steps up ite efforts, the 
traffickers step up theirs. : 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, and you -- I'd like 
to clarify one thing. You seem to think there has been a dramatic 
change. I would disabuse you that, if I may, respectfully. It has 
been gradually growing, and very such the way sy colleague said. Sut 
you have to understand something else. As we close the loopholes, as 
it were, they begin to find others. 


For example, five years ago -- 4 1/2 years ago when I 
took this job, we would not have talked ts you about cocaine coming 
through Mexico. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Today, easily 33 percent 
of the cocaine coming into the United States is trampolining through 
Mexico. Some of it is coming in in raw state and being refined and 
then ccomgjing in, some cf it is already refined and is coming through. 
So all sorts of things are in flux. 


Q But the trendline -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The trendline 
unfortunately, in spite of the efforts and the cooperation of these 
excellent people in Mexico tnat we deal with, at top levels, is 
unfortunately not good. On the other hand, look at the down side of 
it. It could have been much worse. We are hoping that we will be 
able to report next year that we have been able to plug those leaks 
and to improve. 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFCIAL: I think this is ea part of 
a larger picture that -- I mentioned Colombia, but it’s true in other 
countries as well. What we have learned is we increase our efforts 
-- our anti-drug efforts -- is that it's a tougher problem than 
perhaps we anticipated a tew years ago because the resources 
available to the traffickers are quite literally in the billions of 
dollars. They're able to afford the sost sodern weaponry. They're 
able to afford the msoet modern secure communications systems. We're 
up egeinet = hese challenge. - em meme mee 


Fortunately, we have the cooperation of a number of Latin 
American governments. But that doesn't sake the challenge smaller. 


Q On the ome stuff, are we going to get some kind 
of written agreement on anything? Fishing rights or anything like 
that? 


SENIOR ADMMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't think we're 
going to have any spectacular communique. I don't happen to think 
it's boring that the Presidents are meeting for the fourth time. By 
the sf I noticed the papers have been saying the third time. It's 
the third time since de la Madrid took office, but it's the fourth 
time they've met since he was elected. They met the first time when 
he was President-elect of Mexico. I think that's significant. They 
talk to each other. There will be communication. We undoubtedly 
will be instructed to do some things as a result of -- or to 
accelerate our efforts on some areas and some issues as a result of 
these conversations. And we will continue -- 


Q -- signing or anything like that -- 
Q Any gifts? (Laughter.) More horses? (Laughter. ) 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There'll be some 
announcements about some of the border issues. 


Q Is there any -- back to the sensitivity probles 
between the Mexican government, U.S. government, is there any 
sensitivity over having these meetings in border towns or require de 
la Madrid to travel so far? Was any thought given to having 
President Reagan go further into Mexico? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The discussion on where 
to have the meeting was something that fell to se to handle. And we 
had various possibilities. There was, for example, the possibility 
~~ if wee suggested of yor to Chihuahua, the og nae! of going 
to Hermosillo, the possibility of going to Morelia, the possibility 
of ae to Laredo and there were reasons for not going to these 
other places. 





In the case of Chihuahua, in July of this year, they will 
be having elections and there is always the sensitivity about an 
American presence. We spoke of that earlier. 


In the case of Hermosillo, there was an election last 
July. Perhaps there's a continued sensitivity, even though -- let me 
underline to you, we do not intervene in the internal affairs of 
Mexico, nor were we involved in any way, shape or form. there. I 
visit there regularly because we have a Consulate and will continue 
to do so, a6 I need to. But that has nothing -- 


Morelia is a beautiful town, but it's at the sane 
latitude that Mexico City is. And inasmuch as the President's 
schedule is so tight and so cramped, if we went all the way down to 
Morelia, then he would have to have a brief visit and there 
might be comment that that was not something that indicated a 
positive relationship which we would not want to happen. 


So, at that point, you looked up, you saw the President 
in southern California, and you said where can we go. We've been to 
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Tijuana and Coronado. We've been to La Paz. Mexicali seemed to be 
an indeal venue from the point of view of convenience and gives us a 
maxisus amount of tise to meet, and it's worked out very well. I 
think it'll be a very good seeting. 


Q Don’t you think that the amount of time that they're 
aouteny is still relatively short? Why weren't they meeting for even 
longer 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think the seeting is 
what we cousider an effective tlee span. They're going ts have «a 
one-on-one that typically they exceed the amount of time that's 
allotted fcr them, so I expect that they will be seeting together 
alone and for a period of at least an hour. During that time, the 
Secret of State and the Secretary of Foreign Relations of Mexico 
will chair the general meeting that we're going to be having while we 
wait for the Presidents to join us. 


After they join us, there is going to be @ plenary. 
We'll be discussing the iseves further then. There is going to be a 
luncheon. At the luncheon, there are going to be toasts, which I 
think should be interesting to you. We consider it an adequate 
apount of time. And, at the same time it gets the President back to 
Washington for other work that he has. 


~ SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Let se —_ make one 
other point. I think if you look at the amount of tise, you will see 
that it is the same amount of time that is spent during a state visit 
-- actually epent by the two heads of state during a state visit of a 
head of state to Washington. 





Q The Mexican -- some Mexican officials sees to think 
they've been doing pretty good -- pretty well in readjusting their 
oconomy, but what sore needs to be done before the U.S. could sort of 
promote new loans for Mexico? What's missing? They've been at this 
since ‘62, at least. 


SCNIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, the indicators are 
better now than they were in 1982 when they had a liquidity crisis. 
You will recall that in August of 19862, we prepaid $1 billion worth 
of petroleum for our reserve. 


Nevertheless, they have serious problems of inflation. 

Inflation this year will again be over 60 percent. They have not met 
the guidelines that they elected to follow in their IMP agreement. 
As you know, when they started that, they had a deficit as «a 
percentage of GDP that ran approximately 16 percent. They were to 
bring that down to 8.5 in the following year, to 5.5 and then to 3.5. 

did not hit those targets, and thie particular year, I think 
it'll be about 9 percent. They're — to bring that down to 4.5 
in this coming . Whether the inflation #ill be able to -- 
whether they will be able to bring down the inflation to the targets 
that they have elected -- I think 35 percent for next year -* or not, 
we don't know. But they have all of these bridges to cross, as it 
were. In addition to that, they have certain thi to do in order 
to encourage loans from the international institutions, the World 
Bank, the Fund iteelf and the Intwr-Aserican Development Bank. 


After that, I think that you will see some encourgement, 
if they are able to carry out the programs that sost of the people 
involved think they should carry out, perhaps some encouraging trends 
with reference to bank loans to see thes through the next couple of 
critical years. 


Q What are the programs exactly that need to be 
carried ouc- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We spoke about that. If 
you look at the Baker Plan bases -- recommendations, you will see 
exactly what we're talking about. We're talking about structural 
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changes where they're necessary, increased investzent fros 

torei s. By the way, a little parenthesis on that, « great deal 
is said about sultinetionais and foreigners taking over the 

of Mexico. The direct foreign investment, totally, in Mexico is 
about 4.2 percent of which the United States has about 60. You 
compare that with the United States, we're talking about 
approxigately 1S percent to Britain; and Germany, approximately 30; 
to Canada, approximately 45; to Australia, 55 and so forth. 


MM. ROVSSEL. Let's gub Secige, Sheila aad Lou, and then 
we'll call it quits. 


Q Does that mean ther that until those bridges are 
crossec, as it were, the Mexicans cannot expect the U.&. to actively 
promote sore loans to then? 


SCNIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, I don't think that 
means that at all. We recognize that Mexico is critical to our 
security, and we would like to see Mexico progress. If Mexico does 
not progress, its problems will be vested upon us as well. So, we 
will do everything we can, in an apicable and sutually-respectful 
way, to try to assist. 


On the other hand, it stands to reason that we will also 
hope that that assistance will be benefited and implemented by 
internal procedures and forss. 


SCHIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Let se just add that -- 
remember that the Baker initiative calls for actions on «a variety of 
~~ part of a variety of institutions. For example, commercial banks, 
the IMP, the World Bank, their responsiveness is going to depend in 
part on what Mexico does. While we can jawbone thes, the fact is 
that we cannot control the World Bank or the IMP or the commercial 
benks. They're going to respond to what the government of Nexico 
does, not simply to what advice they get from Washington. 


Q Dut doesn't the Aserican position -- 


SENIOR ADMINICTRATION OFFICIAL: It's @ common position 
in Letin America that the IMF is a branch of the U.S. government, 
just like the Treasury. It is a wrong position. It is false. 


Q It's part of the Trilateral. 


SEWUIOR ADIISISTRATION OFTICIAL: That's a different 
comsission. 


Q Ie it your igpression that Mexican officials are 
affirmatively opposing some of the cteps that = outlined? Or is it 
just they have not been able to make it happen 


SEWIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You know, the steps that 
are called for by the If in a variety of countries in Latin America 
and the steps that are called for in the Baker Plan are difficult. 

cause, in soms cases reductions in standards of living in the 
Latin American countries in question. This is the susterity issve 
that's been referred to so sany tines. 


It if not easy for any nment to impose those 
conditions, whether it's President lfonsin of tine or President 
Ge ia Madrid in Mexico. It is Gifficult politically. It requires, 
in a senso, a difficult educational task of trying to explain to very 
hard-pressed peopie in your country, and votere at that, that they're 
going to have to make some short-ters and sediua-tere sacrifices for 
the long-term good of the country. It is no easier to explain that 
in Mexico than it is in the U.8. So, we Go not underestiaate the 
Gifficulties that Latin American governments face in confronting the 
Gebt problem. We don't underestimate it at all. It's just that we 
think there ic no other way. 
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Q But ere you saying then that you believe that de la 
Madrid and other Mexican officials are on board in teras of believing 
the steps ere necessary ané they have an lementation probles? Or 
Go you have sore persuading to do with thes 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think that what sy 
colleague seid is very true for de la Madrid and his @ as well. 
They ere forever having to cope with the creation of = tical 
problems beraves of warting to take economic steps. t's not, 
tn unique to Mexico, or even to Latin America, but it's « 
very real thing. We hear it quite often: “We'd like to do that, but 
it would cause us political problems.” And the question is, I guess, 
where Go you balance those considerations. 


f°) Given the difficulties that you and your colleague 
have ou’lined and the difficulties that Mexico has in complying with 
the Baker Plen, would anticipate that the communique or joint 
statement at the end of the meeting by the two Presidents would sake 
any kind of commitment, either in general terms or specifically to 
more loans for Mexico? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: First of all, let me say 
that -- you know, if you talk about “complying with the Baker Plan,” 
the Beker Plan is a proposal. Wo one has talked about compliance. 
And it would be wrong to consider it that way. The Baker Plan is a 
proposal that le will discuss and negotiate it -- ibly 
tomorrow there will be some discussion on it -- about these kinds 
of ideas can be implemented, (A). (8) I don't think that we're going 
to see that “ind of a specific in any statement or communique coming 
out of this seeting. But, once again, I would like to stress what sy 
colleague stressed: that does not in any way reflect negatively on 
the meeting. We expect the meeting to be very positive, very useful, 
very fruitful. And the very fact that we're seeting and that our 
Presidents are discussing these issues underlines that. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. -% 


END 3:35 P.M. PST 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I's going to start with 


a description of what happened for about 10 minutes and then take 
questions and answers. 





First of all, the format, as you recall, was that the 
meetings began with a one-on-one of the two Presidents, while 
everyone else on both delegations met to discuss the whole agenda of 
issues. After about an hour, which the two Presidents spent 
together, each President rejoined his own team for a review of what 
subjects had been covered and what had been said. And after that 
break of apout 10 minutes, the Presidents and their teams joined each 
other once again for a further discussion, which lasted about half an 
hour before the lunch. The subjects covered by the two Presidents in 
their discussion were the drug problem that both countries face, the 
econogic situation in Mexico, the political situation in Central 
America, and the question of U.N. votes. 





Let me start with one of the subjects which came up -- 
I'll go into gore detail on all of those, but let me start with the 
boarder and environmental issues which came up at the larger 
meetings. 





First, it was agreed that there had been a lot of 
progress made on these boarder and environmental issues. For 
example, the building or improving of oridges at the Del Rio-Ciudad 
Acuna Crossing and the Hidalgo-Reynosa Crossing -- the progress that 
had been wade on the question of Tijuana sewage was noted with 
tremendous satisfaction. Stage One had been completed, and Stage Two 
is now ready to be begun. Right here, we are sitting, in a sense, on 
the New River and there was an expression by both parties of the 
gratification that the government of Mexico is working on the 
question of stopping pollution of the New River. And it was noted 
aleo, that we, in the United States side, face the problesx of 
reducing the air pollution problem coming from copper smelters along 
the border. That's something that we will address. 


On the Maritime Boundaries Treaty -- the Treaty itself 
was discussed, and both sides look forward to continuing the process 
of putting that Treaty into effect through ratification at an 
appropriate moment. Discussions are going to continue, as well, 
between the two governments on the question of the U.S. tuna embargo. 


On drugs, both sides agreed that this remains a very 
large and serious problem for the United States and for Mexico. Both 
underlined their commitment to address this problem. We noted the 
improvement in the irradication of drugs here in Mexico, but also 
noted, nevertheless, the increasing inflow into the United States of 
marijuana, cocaine and heroin from Mexico. Both the U.S. and Mexican 
goverments agreed to work together on this problem, and agreed that 
there would be a law enforcement summit that the government of Mexico 
first suggested to Attorney General Meese on December 16th, when he 
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met with the Mexican Attorney General in San Antonio. That proposal 
had been put forward by Mexico and was accepted today, 
enthusiastically, by the United States. It would involve a number of 
countries in the Western Hemisphere, in addition to the U.S. and 
Mexico. 


On Central America -- 
Q When? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: suv dete ius been set. 
That's the responsibility of the government of Mexico to set up that 
meeting. It was their initiative. Let me go through this and 
finish. 


Q Is it ligited to drugs, though? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Correct. A law 
enforcerent summit on the issue of drugs. 


Q You're not talking about leaders, you're talking 
about law enforcement -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's right. Law 
enforcement -- we call it a law enforcement summit, meaning Attorney 
Generals and that level of responsibility. 


On Central America, there was some discussion of the 
Situation in Central America. We expressed the U.S. view that the 
neart of the problem in Central America remains the internal 
repression and the exporting of revolution and support for terrorisa 
on the part of the government of Nicaragua, and expressed our concern 
about the nature of that regime. 





Differences between the United S.iates and the government 
of Mexico on that issue remain. We clearly have a kind of 
Gisagreement as to the aagnitude of the problem that Nicaragua 
presents to all of us. 





On the United Nations, the U.S. raised the question of 
U.N. votes on what we call nage calling -- that is, votes on parts of 
resolutions which don't discuss the substance of an issue, but which 
name the United States and criticizes it for its involvement in that 
particular issue. We asked the government of Mexico to review some 
of the votes in which it had not supported the U.S. position on this, 
and we agreed that there would pe further discussion and further 
consultations between us in the coming gonths about that. 


Question: It's very much our position that we will use 
these consultations to prevent this issue from getting in the way of 
the good relations that exist between the U.S. and Mexico, and that 
‘2 obviously the Mexican goal as well. 


Pinally, on the economic situation, the Baker Plan was 
the -- really the heart of the discussion. The U.S. presented its 
view that the Baker Plan presents a framework or an approach to the 
proolem of Latin American and other -- but, primarily, Latin American 
debt -- that's very flexible. We urged the governmewnt of Mexico to 
take a very close look at the Baker approach and to take advantage of 
the opportunity that it provides. We noted that it is oriented 
towards growth, not towards austerity -- that it urges open sarket 
econogfies, more trading, more growth, and would carry with it gore 
foreign investment in Mexico, and we would hope, more investment by 
Mexicans in Mexico through the repatriation of funds held abroad. 


We also noted that we are very well aware of and 
appreciate the steps that President de la Madrid has taken in the 
past year to deal with the economic problesgs within Mexico. We noted 
that, in our view, the Baker Plan can provide the assurance of 
substantial new capital flows to Mexico. It was agreed by both 
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Presidents that growth is necessary, and the Mexican response was 
that the Baker Plan does provide a positive basis to reach the 
specific formulas that are needed for solving Mexico's probleazs. 


This was, we thought, a very positive response, and the 
Mexican governzent indicated that it intends to take early advantage 
of the Baker approach to the debt problesz. 


With that as an introduction, let's go to questions and 
answers, if there are any. 


Q The Mexican government meeting indicate in the 
meeting that the amount of money suggested that would be available 
under the Baker Plan was insufficient for Mexico's needs? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo. Dollar amounts were 
not discussed. 


Q There was no statement made at all to that effect? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. These negotiations 
would, essentially, be between -- not between us and the government 
of Mexico anyway. The money would not be coming from the U.S. 
government, pout rather from the aultilateral institutions like the 
World Bank and Inter-American Developgjent Bank, from the IMP and fros 
private banks. The real negotiations take place between the 
government of Mexico and them, not with us. But the answer is no. 
Yes? 


Q The President seemed to be reassuring the Mexican 
government they would get the loans out they need without being 
specific. Are we wrong to take that impression away from his public 
statement? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, the impression 
that I'm trying to convey is that both sides, we felt, were very 
positive about the Baker Plan as an approach that could be 
tremendously advantageous to Mexico and should be used. And it's 
always been our position that, through the Baker Plan, additional 
capital could be made available. And we said we thought there was 
really an assurance that through the Baker Plan additional capital 
could be made available to Mexico. Yes? 


Q Is not Mexico's position on the multi-national 
lending institutions that they need more money to meet Mexico and 
remaining Third World debt -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, that's our 
position too. It is implicit or -- rather, it is explicit in the 
Baker Plan that there does need to be a flow of additional capital to 
the debtor nations -- the capital comping from the private banks and 
the aulti-lateral institutions. But the Mexicans have said that they 
need additional funds and we acknowledge that they do. 


Q Did you agree to how much more they feel they need? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Roughly. But no figures 
were discussed, again, at this meeting. Those -- the actual 
negotiations are not going to be conducted with us. They'll be 
conducted with the part.es that are going to be providing the 
capital. Yes? 


Q Is there an agreement on the next step that Mexico 
has to take to follow the Baker Plan? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, there is no next 
step. There's no single, discrete next step. There will be a 
procees of negotiations and as the government of Mexico pointed out, 
it doesn't start now. It has already started. Mexican officials 
have been in close contact for months with officials of all of these 


MORE 


| 




















sultilateral institutions, and in contact with the bank advisory 
group, which is the group which -- of private bankers responsible for 
most of the loans to Mexico. So, that process is actually underway 
already. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The Baker Plan is tied 
into, you may remember, an agreement to the IMF restructuring. It's 
also tied into internal reforas. Those are bases for it. 

Q To what extent was the undocumented alien issue 
discussed? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I's sorry, I should have 
mentioned that. The issue of igmigration was discussed and, in 
particular, the -- we noted the status of U.S. legislation currently 
in the works, the Simpson-Mazzoli legislation, and both sides agree 
that it was important that any legislation take full account of the 
need to protect aliens who sight be in -- Mexicans who sight 
illegally be in the United States and make sure that their legal 
rights were -- and their situation was protected. 


In this context, I should just say that we also discussed 
the need to protect each other's citizens as they cross the borders 
and travel as tourists or ousinessmen in the other's country. And 
both sides have a variety of cases of crimes against Americans in 
Mexico and against Mexicans in the United States which are being 
investigated. 


Yes, I'll come back, but -- 


Q Is the President at all frustrated by his apparent 
inability to persuade de la Madrid to come over to his way of 
thinking with respect to Nicaragua? In the prepared text for the 
working lunch it was clear that the Mexican President wanted to make 
@ point that he does not buy Reagan's view on this. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The President did not 
seem frustrated. I think I would -- it's our view that opinion, 
generally, in Latin America and Western Europe has been moving our 
way on Central American issues. There was discussion of the -- I 
think this was mentioned at lunch, but -- in the public remarks, but 
there was discussion privately as well of the tremendous growth of 
democracy in Latin America, and particularly in Central America, with 
specific note of El Salvador and, most recently, Guatemala. And it's 
our view that, generally speaking, most of the countries of Latin 
America and Western Europe are taking a much gore critical view of 
the Sandinistae. So we don't view this situation with frustration. 
But it's just an issue on which there remains disagreement. 


Yes. 


Q Mre. Camarena said at the airport that she had asked 
the President to inquire of de la Madrid on the status of the 
investigation into the surder of ner husband. Did the President do 
that and what was de la Madrid's response? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The President did bring 
up our continuing concern for this, among other issues, and the 
importance that we in the United States put on this particular case 
and the assassination of our colleague and comrade. President de la 
Madrid responded that Mexico has the same interest in bringing the 
perpetrators of this crime, including the intellectual authors of the 
crime, to the bar of justice. But we have continued the 
investigation, as you know, since it occurred 1l months ago. We hope 
that we're going to make some progress in tiiis month, but we have 
occasionally gone up blind alleys and been frustrated. But we 
haven't forgotten it. 


Q Well, is it your sense that the Mexicans are somehow 
Gragging their feet? What's the problem here? 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't say that they're 
dragging their feet. I think the authorities, including the 
President and the Attorney General of Mexico, are giving it their 
best efforts. I think they're honest and direct in trying to help us 
to solve this crigwe. But it is not easy. As you know, there is a 
great deal of difficulty in chasing down people. There's a great 
deal of corruption. It‘s hard to come by leads. When we come by 
them, they sometimes evanesce velore ué. 


When we speak about corruption, let me remind you that we 
have it on our side of the border, too. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 


Q Was there any discussion of lowering the interest 
rates or putting a cap on the interest rates -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. 


Q Could you be more specific as to the attitude that 
Mexicans have toward Nicaragua? If, indeed, they're moving toward 
our way of thinking, and yet there are clear differences, can you 
have it both ways? What's the difference? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think <-- I would 
characterize the differences in two ways. One is on the nature of -- 
the most effective ways of dealing with Nicaragua. I hesitate, 
actually, to characterize the Mexican view. But let me just say that 
the Mexican views emphasizes diplomacy as the only effective tool, 
whereas our own view is that very strong pressures are needed to sake 
any Kind of diplomacy work. 


There's also a difference of opinion on the asagnitude of 
the threat. That is, how serious a threat to the survival of 
democracy in the area is Nicaraguan behavior, Sandinista behavior, 
right now? And we still have -- we do not have a meeting of the 
minds on that issue. 


Q Well, what's their attitude? They don't think that 
they're a threat? How would you characterize -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I don't want to 
characterize their attitude in detail. 


Q How about -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't want to 
characterize their attitude beyond what I've said. We made our 
position -- well, they knew our position -- but we restated our 
position. And I think the government of Mexico still believes that 
it is possible to achieve reforms within Nicaragua that we really no 
longer think the Sandinistas are likely to permit or engage in. And 
that's a difference of opinion. 


Yes. 


Q Are you saying that the differences between the U.S. 
and Mexico about Nicaragua is not affecting -- the other issues 
today? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I think there is a 
certain cegree of discreetness to each issue. We made progress on 
some issues. We restated differences on others. We reached 
agreement, for example on a general -- I would say that <-- well -- 
let we start again. 
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I think the basic answer to your question is yes. The 
fact that there is a disagreement over a U.N. vote or a disagreement 
over a particular action regarding Nicaragua does not mean that it is 
impossible to reach agreements on the variety of issues which face 
us. 


Mexico is one of the most important countries in the 
world to the United States, as we are to Mexico. Mexico's problems, 
such as its economic problem right now, are very important to us. 
And we want to work with them, seeing how we can be helpful to them 
in addressing those probieas, even if tu.ere are ¢itagreerents on 
other issues. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It seems to me that we 
constantly are looking for a headline that will denote friction. And 
I would submit that the very fact that our Presidents meet, that this 
is the fourth meeting they have had, that it is amicable, that it is 
friendly, that it is conducted in a context of mutual respect where 
some differences are dicussed. But in this context that we mentioned 
is really what we are talking about. 


The importance of this meeting is the meeting itself, and 
the fact that it’s held in a friendly context. 


Q Will Mexico host this law enforcement summit, and 
can you give us a better idea of how many countries would 
participate? 





SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. The Attorney 
General, that is Attorney General Meese, may have more details. But 
for the moment, I think you need to go to the Mexican government for 
further details on that. It will be held here in Mexico. 


Q You've said that both sides were very positive 
towards the Baker Plan. Does that mean that they would 
agree to comply with all of the steps in the plan? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION UFFICIAL: Well, there's no such 
thing as compliance with all the steps of the Baker Plan. It isn't a 
plan; it's an approach. It's an approach to the debt problem, which 
expresses our views as to the kinds of things that a country needs to 
do in order to persuade not us, because it's not our money; in order 
to persuade the commercial banks and the international financial 
institutions to lend more money. So there's no such thing as 
compliance with it. What there is, is further negotiations within 
the framework of the Baker Plan, and I think that that probably will 
continue. 


Q In the context, then, of that approach, was there 
any specific request on the part of the Mexicans of some step that 
they'd like the United States to take to carry the Baker Plan further 
along in terms of convincing the commercial banks, for example, to 
lend them more money in the coming year -- this year? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. You know, there was 
not. But as I noted before, this is not step one. The Mexican 
government has been discussing this issue with the U.S. government in 
a number of visits that have taken place here. You can go back, for 
example, to Secretary Shultz's visit to Mexico City in July. And 
discussing it with the IMF, the World Bank and the Interamerican 
Development Bank and with the private banks. Those discussions will 
continue. 


I believe what happened here today is that this entire 
issue wili be given a certain degree of new momentum by the agreement 
of the two Presidents to work together in addressing it. 


Q Well, Mexico will have to go back to compliance with 
the IMF to work out another agreement before taking advantage ~~ 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, part of the Baker 
Plan is that there needs to be a central IMF role, SO Mexico will be 
continuing its discussions with the IMF. But that, I think, would, 
according to the IMF, would certainly have to be part of any overall 
arrangement that was worked out. 





Q Does Mexico afi:#,, “> be willing to carry out the 
kinds of structural reform dom" .. ly that it will be required to 
meet with the Baker Plan proposs. 


SEnivK ADMIWISTERATICN OFFICIAL: Thanks to the easy ones. 
We have indications that Mexico would like to do some things. The 
question is when these loops will be closed. Now, you have, for 
example, a subsidies agreement that we signed last summer. But we 
still have some problems in trying to set interest rates, because we 
have different points of view of what the agreement says, what they 
should be based on. 


We have indications that Mexico would like to open its 
economy. We have indications that there may be some stimulation of 
foreign investment. We have indications that they may be forthcoming 
on patent protection, intellectual property, so forth. 


These are certainly harbingers of good things, but we 
don't see them coming together yet. We hope they will, for their 
Sake aS well as for ours in the sense that, aS Mexico progresses, it 
certainly is better for us. 





Q In the aftermath of the earthquake tnat devastated 
Mexico, there was speculation as to the economic future progress of 
the country. Do you share that kind of alarm now, a couple of months 
post the earthquake, and what do you think is being done to -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I didn't share it then. 
The earthquake was a dreadful catastrophe. It cost, as we now know, 
by Mexican estimates, somewhere between 20,000 and 35,000 lives, 
depending on who you listen to. This is what we were told now, these 
are net our figures. We're reflecting what we get in reports from 
Mexican agencies and individuals. And you certainly cannot say 
that's something that's easy to take. In addition to that, we 
understand there are at least 70,000 people still homeless. 





To bring together the problems of restitution, if not 
reconstruction, are easily going to cost $4 billion to $4-1/2 
billion, we estimate. Now, we've already sent experts down, 
assisted Mexicans looking, for example, looking at the water main 
problems and so forth. But even though $4 billion more, particularly 
in a catastrophic situation, is a dreadful thing to contemplate. I 
don't think that necessarily knocks Mexico out of the ring, through 
the ropes and on the deck. It doesn't help it, Lord knows. It 
creates additional problems, it exacerbates the main problem. But 
Mexico still has the resources, if it has the will to come out. 


MR. ROUSSEL: Okay, let's make this one the last one 
here. 


Q Do you feel that lately you're getting better 
treatment in the Mexican press? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I beg your pardon? 


Q Do you feel that lately you've been getting better 
treatment in the Mexican press? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I Sincerely hope not. 
(Laughter.) 


MR. ROUSSEL: That's a good place to end, Thank you. 
END 3:20 P.M. PST 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Let me make a couple of 
comments and my colleague then can speak in more detail to the 
executive order and take your questions. 


The President will announce tonight that we are taking 
additional steps to underscore our opposition to Colonel Qaddafi and 
his support for international terrorisnz. 


The President signed an executive order this afternoon 
which totally bans direct import and export trade with Libya, except 
for humanitarian purposes. He has also banned all service contracts 
with Libya and has prohibited all other transactions with Libya or in 
which Libya has an interest by the U.S. and its citizens. This 
includes travel other than that needed for the speidy departure of 
citizens from Libya or for journalistic activ: ty. 


I think it is useful to review the specific actions which 
led us to make the decision to impose more draconian economic 
sanctions on the Qaddafi regime. The attacks on the Rome and Vienna 
airports, as well as other recent terrorist incidents, were carried 
out by individuals clearly belonging to the Abu Nidal terrorist 
group. Abu Nidal is not only based in Libya, but also receives 
financial support, as well as terrorist training, in that country. 
The passports used by his operatives in Vienna had been confiscated 
from Tunisians who were expelled from Libya last year. 





Qaddafi's diplomatic missions have given logistical 
assistance to Abu Nidal's terrorist assaults. Qaddafi's news agency 
went to far, as you know, as to term the latest mass murder a heroic 
act. He himself said the massacres were justified. Abu Nidal in 
turn has said openly and readily that he admires Qaddafi and welcomes 
all his support. 


Yet Qaddafi's support for terrorism is not limited to the 
Abu Nidal group. For over a decade his agents and terrorist groups 
based in Libya have carried out acts of terrorism, murder in the 
Midéle Cast, in Burcpe, and East Asis and other resions Qedd2fi has 
sponsored repeated subversion and violence against it neighbors. He 
is a major arms supplier to Iran. He has his troops in Chad as we 
speak. 


The cost of Qaddafi's support for terrorism goes beyond 
its innocent victias. The European and Middle Eastern countries have 
lost, we estimate, over a billion dollars a year in tourism as a 
result of recent incidents. Countries everywhere are spending 
millions of dollars, if not more, in added security costs of public 
installations in airports. We will probably never know the full 
extent of investment opportunities lost because of terrorism and the 
insecurity it breeds. Europe has borne the brunt of the latest two 
outrages, but Arab friends have also been among Qaddafi's victias. 
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After the attack at Rome Airport, and Prime Minister 
Craxi of Italy said that it's necessary to identify those states that 
guarantee the terrorists’ protection and the possibility to arm and 
organize themselves to carry out their bloody rage, we believe the 
time has come for more rigorous and directed action to deter Qaddafi, 
even if we incur a measure of commercial loss. We are taking a 
measured and appropriate step on that road. 


We do not contend that our action alone will bring an end 
to Qaddafi'’s sponsorship of terrorism. Such a goal will require the 
support and active involvement of a broad range of like-minded 
states. Nevertheless, with the executive order, we have made an 
important and, we think, clear statement one that enjoys the broad 
support of Americans -- namely, that we will not do business with 
Qaddafi's Libya, and he must understand support for terrurism does 
not come free of cost. 


Further action is obviously needed. We will consult with 
our friends. We will gauge the effect of these latest steps, we will 
obviously encourage others to emulate our actions, and then we will 
decide whether to pursue other options that are available to us. If 
such steps are necessary we won't hesitate to pursue them. Every 
state has a right to defend itself from terrorism. Meanwhile we hold 
him responsible for the safety of those Americans who are still in 


Libya. 


On the other hand, if this or any other Libyan regime 
decides 
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to conform to the cules of civilized behavior, we'll reassess our own 
position. Our differences are not with the Libyan people, Sut with 
the policies and the conduct of its leader. 


We think the action that the President will announce 
tonight is a strong, unequivocal statement that Qaddafi has become a 
pariah on the international stage who deserves to be isolated, that 
we intend to isolate him, and to call upon others to follow suit. 
We'll build on this foundation to increase his isolation and the 
price of his support for terrorism. So, we call on others to work 
with us as we move to the goal of bringing an end to his sponsorship 
of terrorisn. 


With respect to the details and Executive Order, ay 
colleague may have a word. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The actions that the 
President will announce tonight were signed this afternoon in an 
Executive Order under the authority of the International Emergency 
Economic Powers Act. It imposed additional comprehensive economic 
Sanctions against Libya. I think the fact sheet that you've been 
given details tiis pretty well, plus the Executive Order's relatively 
short. I thoucht I would hit just some of the high points and then 
open it to your questions. 


Effective immediately there is a ban on all new loans or 
extensions of credit to the government of Libya. There is also a 
prohibition on all travel-related transactions and other transactions 
related to activities in Libya other than for those incident to 
Geparture from Libya. There is also an exception under this travel 
restriction to journalistic activity. 


Effective the first of February will be two additional 
sanctions: a total ban on all direct export and import trade with 
Libya except for food and medicine and donations of clothing for 
humanitarian pucposes, and secondly, a ban on performance of 
contracts in Libya. 


This planned action applies only to persons in the United 
States and American nationals and their firms abroad, but not to 
theic foreign subsidiaries. Therefore, there is no extraterritorial 
effect in the measures that I listed above. 


Again, there are additional details. I think we'll be 
glac to pick those up on questions. 


g What adout the <-- 

Q What about the oil companies? Are they considered 
subsidiaries -- the Oasis Oil Company, or are they considered -- 

Q -- question? 

Q -- U.S. companies? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think the -- 
Q Occidental? 
Q Question? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Could you repeat the 
question so everyone can -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The question was what is 
the status of, I take it, the major oil companies operating in Libya. 
Certainly, the ones that we're most concerned with are U.S. companies 
and they certainly would be affected by this orver. Of course, there 
has been a cutoff of the importation of petroleum products from Libya 
for quite some time -- crude, for about five years, and refined 
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procucts since late last year. 


C Sut they can still do business there? The 
pecforzance of -- 

*) The service contract. 

*) -“- the service contract -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: They were able to -- 
Q But they would not -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: -- continue service 
contracts. Now those contracts will have to terminate no later than 
February lst, ‘86. 


Q Do you know which companies are in Libya? Could you 
list them -- the American companies? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There are many 
companies. I'm not sure we have an accurate list of all the 
companies that have operations there, but there is quite a 
substantial list and I'm sure that we can make available -- 


Q Arce they big oil companies -- major oil companies? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There are companies of 
the size of Amanda-Hess, Conoco -- 


Q Occi. 
Q Occidental. 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Occi <= yes. 


Q Could you spell out how this affects the 1,500 
Americans that are in Libya? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Go ahead. 


SENIOR AOMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I think the 
practical effect, John, particularly on this transactional ban, that 
is, for any transaction in Libya, effectively prevents them from 
living in Libya because they're not able to engage in any 
transactions whatever -- that would mean paying the rent, dSuying 
groceries. And, therefore, effectively, it’s a signal that we thins 
it is time for them to depart -- a signal that we've sent previously 
in the past, but never quite with the effect under this order. 


Q But they've never -- they've always paid very little 
regard to that. Qaddafi had said, don't worry, we'll protect you. 
And you expect them now to pay greater heed to this? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I would hope they would 
because this sort of carries with it the criminal and other sanctions 
available under the act? 


) What kind of criminal sanctions -- 


Q Yes, what are available to an individual who 
continues to live and work there? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I think it would 
be considered a felonious action, therefore, there would be up to 10 
yeacs in prison and imposition of a certain fine. I think the fact 
is that before, in 1981, if I recall, we issued the advisory that 
effectively made U.S. passports not effective in Libya. Now we've 
taken the <-- and we've warned P 





























companies to remove U.S. nationals in the intervening years. Now, 
we're effectively s ving that these people are violating the law by 
remaining, again, w.<h the exception for those peopie engaged ic 
journalistic activity or for the purpose of exiting on the part of 
others. 


Q The early indication is that Western allies are not 
going to go along with this ban. What is the governzent going to do 
to try and pressure them to change that approach? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think it's premature 
to draw that conclusion. We have not made specific requests to the 
allies on this matter because we hadn't taken an action ourselves. 

We wanted to be in the position where we had taken the hard decisions 
at a time, when we have noted, despite previous sanctions that were 
in place, merchandise trade has been expanding and service contracts 
have been expanding. Sometimes, in the past, when we've called upon 
Europeans to add economic sanctions, they've pointed to measures that 
American companies -- or activities that they were undertaking in 
Libya, which provided materials for the Libyan government. We think 
we're now in a much better position, having taken this step, to call 
upon thea for a concerted action. 


I would simply add, also, that, as I said, the Europeans 
have made the -- paid the real effects of terrorism recently because 
the action's been occurring in their airports. And there is 
emerging, I think, in Europe a public opinion that is going to 
require from European leaders action to deal with this probles. 


As I indicated, they're already paying the costs of 
terrorism in the form of security for installations, tourism and so 
forth. Now, we're finding increasing collaboration with us on 
security -- or intelligence sharing, on law-enforcement cooperation. 
This has not heretofore been translated into concerted action on 
economic sanctions abroad. And we're hopeful that in the wake of our 
Gecisions that we can go to them and find a more receptive audience 
for that appeal. 


Q Can you fill in -- now on how this diminishes 
terrorism? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It is consistent with 
what we've been arguing all along, that terrorists, and those who 
Support them, ought to pay a price for their action. In recent 
months, as I've said, despite sanctions that were in place, both 
merchandise trade and service contracts were bringing Americans into 
expanded commerical exchanges with a government which is not only 
supporting but proclaiming, endorsing and applauding indiscrimate 
murder of innocent civilians. And we think, as Americans, we ought 
to take action that will have, in the short term, some dislocative 
effects on the Libyan economy. We don't delude ourselves about the 
magnitude of that impact unless others follow suit. But we're also 
making a statement that as Americans we think that governments that 
are led by fellows like Qaddafi who applaud outrages of the sort that 
occurred in Rome and Vienna, we shouldn't do business with then. 


9 -- just kind of @ show of earnest then on the 
Americans’ part. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, it is an action 
which we think, as I say, will have some short-term economic impact 
in Libya. That impact will obviously be magnified if other European 
and other countries follow suit, as we will appeal that they do. 

But, in any event, it’s an indication that we don't believe Americans 
should do business with Qaddafi. 


Q Does this decision have any grandfathering in for 
existing contracts or is that completely out the window? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That is completely out, 
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with the exception of this period of essentially wind down and 
withdrawal between now and the first of February. So people can 
continue to performs under either merchandise or service contracts 
until that time. But it is anticipated that they will do so only as 
they wind down those activities, bringing them to a total halt on the 
first of February. 


Q Will this bring an end to the large Brown and Root 
irrigation project? Because that's being done through a British 
subsidiary. Do you envision that since this is a Qaddafi special 
project it will be forced to be disrupted by this or could it 
cont inue? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think, as I mentioned, 
this does not reach extraterritorially to subs. I would have to take 
a look at the makeup of those people involved in the Brown and Root 
project. Certainly, it ends the Aserican participation in it -- 
direct American participation no later than the first of February, 
both in terms of equipment and service contracts. 


Q Considering Qaddafi'’s -- 


Q --impact you're talking about with this, what sort 
of dollar amount you're talking about? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, the trade last 
year -- exports were on the order of $300 million, that is exports 
from the United States to Libya. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Which is a 50 percent 
increase from the previous year. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Going the other 
direction, it was quite small, just about $16 million, again, because 
these bans had already been put into effect for petroleum products. 




















SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The service contract is 
very difficult to get a handle on, but the estimates I've seen 
suggests that the order of magnitude is two to three times the size 
of the merchandise trade, but I can't be -- 





Q Is this going to affect only direct exports to Libya 
from the United States and imports or -- and what about coming 
through re-exports or through third parties? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: This is aimed primarily 
at dicect exports and imports. There are certain prohibitions on 
activities that U.S. persons here and abroad cannot take regarding 
theic participation in re-export activities, but it is aimed 
primarily at direct exports and imports. 


Q Well, give me one reason why an American company 
couldn't just, say, shift everything to a freight forwarder area in 
Rome, say, and the freight forwarder could just ship it right out and 
thereby getting -- Rome <-- right? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, there is a specific 
ban on purchase of goods for export -- excuse me -- yes -- going back 
to youc example, if it is a pure transshipment example, as you've 
suggested, the U.S. company would be prohibited from entering into 
it. If€ their contract, though, is only with a European company and 
the European company, then, unknown to the American company, 
reintegrates it, re-exports it, it would not extend to that provided 
that is not, again, the branch of a U.S. corporation. 


Q Can American companies circumvent this by 
reorganizing so that they have subsidiaries in Libya rather than 
their own facilities? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There is a specific 
prohibition in the executive order for any actions that would be 
taken for the purpose of circumventing the order. Were we to have 
evidence of that, I think it would be specifically prohibited. I 
think the tougher question might deal with what actions they could 
take with existing subsidiaries throughout the world. That's 
something that we're just going to have monitor closely, particularly 
as we approach the Europeans and other countries. 


2 What about Libyan crude oil that's refined in 
suropean countries, purchased by these European countries -- 
refinecies there -- refined and then resold to the J.5.? Everybody's 
Saying that there's increasing amounts of that getting into this 
country, too. Are you asking the Curopean allies at all to forestall 
or forego or check or certify that those kinds of petroleum products 
are not coming into this country? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We will certainly appeal 
to the Europeans to avoid actions which fill in behind us, that is, 
to exploit opportunities which we have chosen to forego through this 
action. 


Q Your colleague in his statement and President Re. an 
in his opening remark that we have here both talk about further 
steps. And the President says that, “If these steps do not end 
Oaddafi's terrorism, I promise you further steps will be taken.” In 
view of the fact the U.S. has no diplomatic relations -- today, 
you're shutting down all economic relations -- is it a fair inference 
that the further steps would have to be military in some way? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICI/L: Well, we're going to 
take in the first instance diplomatic steps to try and encourage our 
friends to emulate the steps that we're announcing this evening. 

Q Can you tell us -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There are other options, 
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but you can speculate about them as well as anyone. 


Q Can you tell us what the irrefutable evidence is 
that Qaddafi was directly involved in these latest attacks? The 
President uses the vords, “irrefutable evidence." 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Our point is that the 
Libyans have provided training facilities for terrorists. Abu Nidal, 
as a group, has been moving its support operations from Damascus 
toward Libya. In this particular instance, Tunisian passports were 
confiscated by Libyan authorities and found their way into the hands 
of those who perpetrated these acts. We don't believe there's any 
question but what the Libyans are providing logistic training, the 
financial, and other support to Abu Nidal, among other groups. Abu 
Nidal perpetrated these two outrages at the airport. 


Q Do you have any concerns that -- 


Q Are you confident that you'll be able to get the 
1,500 Americans out? And if not, what will you do about it then? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I think, as my 
colleague has explained, these actions are going to have an immediate 
impact on individuals. I can't really estimate exactly what 
decisions those individuals will make because there are different 
categories of Americans there, some of them being spouses of people 
who've lived there and are perhaps permanent residents. I don't know 
what decisions they will make. 


Q I'm talking about if they want to leave and are 
prevented from -- are you confident you'll get them out? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We are going to hold Mr. 
Qaddafi accountable for the safety of Americans and permitting them 
to leave as they choose to depart. 


9 Well, but considering Qaddafi's unpredictability, do 
you not have any 
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concerns that by making theic immediate departure such a public issue 
that you've increasec any danger tnere might be to them? 


SENIGR 1OMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Ve believe for the 
reasons you've citec that the pcecense of a large group of Americans 
piaces thex ia certain Sangers. aac it's tine cessor why we're eager, 
through tiis action, to encourage them to leave. The actions we've 
taken in the past have not been as convincing as we would have liked. 


9 Well, what can we do besides just encourage them to 
leave? Is there anything that this government can do to ensure tlicir 
safety or improve the conditions for their departure? 


SENICR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It's not just a matter 
of encouraging. As my colleague said, this prohibits a variety of 
transactions which are required for one's livelihood, subject to 
penalties if they continue to perform those acts. 


C Penalties if they ever choose to return to the 
United States. 





SCUIOR ADMINISTRATION CFFICIAL: If they choose to 
return, of course. 


° Waat is the practical effect of -- 

Q And <o you have any concerns that by leaving tuat 
they are leaving technological infrastructures -- the oil companies, 
whatever -- that the Soviets would then just simply appropriate? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I con't think Soviets. 
issue ic more of whet the Libyans will co. 
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SLNEICR ADMINISTRATION OFrICIab: It is &2 CosSleerat.cii, 
obviously. Our concern, as I've said, was that cespite the sunctions 
that were in place, commercial and economic exchanges nave decn 
Growing. anc we think at a time when Qaddafi is perpetrating 
terrorist actions, that's not in our interest. 


C Tuerce’s seen come question about the acvocecy of -=- 


s “= prect.cai af{ccsct on Awerican firms there? wast 
ig tse practical affect on Americans Cirms now operating in Libya 
wilt CC "su expect to uc. pen? 


ENIOCR ADNINIGTRATION OF FiCciaL: I'2.. tucn te ‘y lawyei, 
counsel here. 


SENIOR ADNINISTRATICN OFFICIAL: Well, I think the 
practical affect for the corporations is that they have to begin 
winding down their operations, terminating them effective February i, 
‘86. Unlike a United States person in Libya who would have to come 
back to the United States to be brought under the jurisdiction for 
remaining, corporations are incorporated and headquartered here anc 
appropriete actions could be taken. 


Our hope anc, in fact, our anticipation is that these 
corporations will understand the gravity of the situation, cooperate 
with us in winding down their operations in a way that meets their 
neecs but pays particular heed to the needs of their employees 
performing under contracts in Libya. 

Q Can you define those appropriate actions for us? 

. If you wanted to -- 


SENION ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm sorry -- 


ORE 














< can you define those appropriate actions? 
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the corsorations should taxe? 
Q Wo, tuat ;ou should take -- 
G You'd take if they resisted. 


SENIOR ADMINISVRATION CFFICIAL: “ell, again, I tian 
that it would be premature to speculate on that. I think, at this 
point, the appropriate thing for us to do would be to give all the 
corporate individuals and others involved a briefing very similar to 
this on why we're taking these steps and exactly the extent of the 
Sanctions. It think if we found instances where corporations or 
others willfully were avoiding these, there are, again, criminal 
provisions in the statute and I think that would have to be something 
we woule engage the Justice Department in discussion about. 


Justice has been fully involved in the preparation o. 
this anc knows fIull well that economic sanctions are involved. 


¢ are you really yiving them enough time? 
Cc If you want to isolate aim as a pariah, why rsuie out 


military action? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We haven't foreclosed 
any Options. 


“ ehis orcer vceclures a national eicryenc,. Wiuat's 
the emergency: what is the emergency uncer whic: you act hese? 


seslOR ADHMINISSRATION OFFICIAL: Wwe think the exeryenc, 
consists of the intensificaticn of terrorist activity. Aad we chose 
to ii.voke tue actuorities that are imbecced in tiiat pausticuiar ect. 


¢ Can we get a list of the corporations from ;ou? 
SUNION ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think the best place 
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eC hat fcom tac Commerce Departmeat. ‘They've acssems leu 
a iist, I tauink, of ct least tie 35 major corporations. 
> are they nere <-- Aow? 


mee ss *mner > a eee le a a - ~“—ef * . * ' » * .« > tame ow ct 
SeislUr ADMINISCTRATICN Cri TCLAL: 4 wOATE Fuiscn.r taere 


anyone (cox Commerce here. 


BEST COPY AVAILASLE 














DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
BACKGROUND BRIEFING 
ON 
TERRORISM =, 
WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 8, 198%, 3:40 P.M. 





SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Here I am. 


Q What I find missing is something that I thought 
had been promised by various spokesmen here which is instead of 


a listing of the events some evidence. 


Do you have anything to not only convince us but to 
convince the Europeans that these allegations are, in fact, 
supported by direct evidence available to the United States? 


i) Evidence of what? 


Q Of these charges, of 58 charges that you list at 
the end of this paper? 


A Our contention is that Abu Nidal is perpetrating 
terrorism and killing people. We think the evidence is pretty 
strong. His signature is all over the acts, particularly the 
recent one of the airports, and, also previous, the Egypt 
airliner and others before that. They're listed here. 


The second linkage that we assert is that there is a 
linkage between Libya and Abu Nidal. The two taken in concert, 
or what has disturbed us, that a state -- Libya -- supporting a 
group -~ Abu Nidal -- has through its encouragement and its 
help and its access to resources and sharing of resources has 
enabled Abu Nidal to perpetrate terrorism worldwide, and more 
recently and particularly in Europe, and that is what has 
gotten our concern. We think the links are pretty clear. 


Q Specifically, on the issue of whether the Libyans 
provided training for Abu Nidal and his group, can you give us 
the location? Can you give us any specific evidence to 
convince us and to convince the Europeans that you know this 
set of buildings was used, in fact, for the training of people 
who later committed international terrorist acts? 


Q The problem of trying ~- this is going to be a 
long answer to a short question. 

















I think most people when they viewed that, sort of 
looked at the subject of camps as sort of a, you go down a 
little road with white painted rocks like the British used to 
do and you come a gate and there's a guy that says Libya 
Security Services, let me see your badge, drive slow. You 
drive in and you go and you get trained, and when you've got 
your certificate you drive out and you go do terrorism. 


That's not the way it's done. The emphasis is on 
training terrorists rather than on the training. For example, 
there are a lot of things that one needs to do and do rather 
well to be a terrorist but these are not things that only 
terrorists must learn to do: Use of firearms, use of 
explosives, how to handle intelligence, how to gather 
intelligence, how to do surveill, defensive driving, so forth 
and so forth. 


In fact, we train our law enforcement officers in 
many, many of those things ourselves. The point is, when we 
are training our guys, as an example, we are training them as 
law enforcement officers. 


Libya has been training people in the various things 
that one needs to be a terrorist for the purpose of their 
carrying out acts of terrorism. So the emprasis is on training 
to be a terrorist rather than on what training they get 
specifically, the motive for which they are training. 


When you start with that premise and you go from there 
to, what kind of training does one need and where are they 
getting it; they're getting the various kinds of training they 
need in Libya, among other places -- and it's Libya that we're 
focusing on -- and where they're getting it in Libya depends on 
where Libya is giving it and depends on the kinds of things 
that they need to get for the kinds of missions they may do. 


So, in effect, this is like painting a moving train. 
[f Abu Nidal is setting up an operation, they have certain 
requirements for that operation. They want to make sure that 
the people that are undertaking that operation have the skills 
to do that operation, and they'll go train them in whatever it 
is that they need for that. If it's just holding a bag with a 
bomb in it, you don't need much training for that. You say to 
the guy, you go over there and you put the bag down and you 
walk out. 


So there is not at any given time sort of Camp Sandy 
terrorist camp number one. fhere are a lot of facilities 
throughout Libya where they train people on a lot of things. 











There are in those facilities, depending on the needs of the 
people being trained for terrorism, potential terrorists being 


trained. 


When you ask our government, which is a legitimate 
question to our people, go Find out where these guys are and 
they come back and say, well, we found out they're here, here 
and here and here, and somebody gives the number of 15 or 17, 
or whatever, as to the locations that we believe we have found 
where terrorists are in training. Tomorrow it may be different. 


Tomorrow they may have finished that and gone 
somewhere else. But for the purposes of trying to get a handle 
on where they are at a given time, which our Administration 
would want to do in the process of addressing this problem. We 
say, go find them. So they found them, and they found them in 
these locations, but that is not to characterize these things 
as sui generis camps for terrorist training as if somehow those 
are unique skills that can only be found in that camp. 


Q Look, when you get to Libya and Nidal, you use 
something that reporters are very Familiar with. When they're 
not sure of their grounds, they use “reportedly” a lot. You 
use “reports, reportedly," and despite your lengthy answer, I 
don't think you told Jim if you have evidence that Abu Nidal, 
for instance, is in Libya, that Qadhafi is supporting him. 


You speak of Libyan reports, you use the adverb 
"reportedly." What can you do for us to amplify, elaborate on 
the claimed link between Libya and Abu Nidal? 


A It's circumstantial. You're right. There is no 
smoking gun. In fact, in terrorism, the only time generally 
you get a smoking gun is after an act is over. 


If by “evidence” you mean incontrovertible eyewitness 
evidence of an eyewitness who is reliable, namely yourself, 
because you can't count on anyone else, don't count on getting 
any evidence. 


Q How about something you'd go to court with? 


A So then you go -- you back down from that to, all 
right, what is convincing evidence? That depends on who you're 
trying to convince. Obviously, if you're trying to convince 
the press -- I hope that you guys are going to be harder to 
convince than other people. 


Q Well, we're very impressionable. If you were 
trying to convince a court, you wouldn't just hold back 
incontrovertible evidence? 
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a There are problems there, too. Because what can 
be used in a court of law is not necessary what you have as 
intelligence. The difference between evidence and 
intelligence, and the rules of evidence and intelligence, 
they're different. 


Even if you had evidence that was gathered by 
intelligence doesn't mean you could put that into court. This 
is one of the problems have had in terrorism all along. 


For example, in the Achille Lauro we had to get our 
Justice Department people and CIA people together to see what 
CIA had that could be used. Not what they had but what they 
had to be used. So I submit that saying what would stand up in 
a court of law is also not exactly the best measure. 





So to get back to what 1 was going to say, how is one 
convinced? We are obviously convinced. What convinces us is 
circumstantial but we think very strong. That's what this 
paper is trying to portray. 


Abu Nidal is kicked out of Iraq. He went to Syria. 
He set up a headquarters there. That office is still there. 
It's not far from our Embassy, as a matter of fact. 


In the last several months, even | iough activity in 
that headquarters in Syria is still going on, they're still 
very much there. The comings and goings of Abu Nidal people 
presumably --— and I say “presumably” of Abu Nidal himself, 
because there is a problem eyeballing the fellow; he's very 
elusive -- have moved from Syria to Libya. Abu Nidal has given 
several interviews in Libya. He has been commented upon by 
Qadhafi in Libya. His people are in Libya. 


The shift From Syria to Libya by Abu Nidal coinciding 
with their starting to do things that they hadn't done before, 
like hit Egyptians, is what we base our case on, in becoming 
c. vinced that there is a linkage between Libya and Abu Nidal 


Obviously, in saying this, there is a lot more 
evidence that we have that we can't give. But that is the 
Framework in which we have come to the conclusion -- that has 
convinced us -- that there is a linkage 


Q Is he alive, and is he in Libya? Simply that; do 
you know? 


A l personally have not seen him in Libya so I 
don't know. 














Q I don't mean you. Does the U.S. Government, 
which I assume has some intelligence capabilities of a large 
superpower, does the United States know because, of course, 
there have been reports that he isn't alive? 


o Right. 


Q Near Iraq, Syria, et cetera. He's elusive, he 
moves around. He's a travelling man. Does the U.S. Government 
know whether he's alive and whether he's in Libya? 


A We can't state that unequivocally. We can just 
say that we are convinced on the basis of the evidence that we 
have that he is alive and that he is in Libya. 


Q What are you carrying to the allies? It's 
stronger than this, isn't it? What evidence are you carrying 
to the allies to try and convince them to join President Reagan 
in a sanction and a boycott? 


“ It's the same structure as this with more detail. 
Q You got numbers or pictures? 

6 No. You mean pictures of training basis -- 

Q Are you talking circumstantial evidence to them? 
A Yes, but of a stronger nature 


Q Excuse me. Can you date approximately the 
arrival of Abu Nidal in Libya? 


2) Not to the day, but -- 
Or approximately? 
A Approximately this summer -- last summer, I1 mean 


Coming back to your explanation of why there 
aren't any specific bases that are labeled terrorist bases, 
just to make sure I understand it, isn't what you're saying 
that you first identify somebody as a terrorist -- Abu Nidal or 
somebody that you have identified as a follower of Abu Nidal 
then you see him walk into a Libyan military base and you then 
draw the conclusion that he is receiving training in terrorism 
as a result of that? 


A Yes, in part. 














Q So isn't that different From saying that, as you 
do in this report, that -- I don't remember where it is now in 
the report, and it's been repeated many times by your office -- 
that Libya has training camps for terrorists? Is that a 
different thing? 


A I guess semantically you could say it's a 
different thing. 


Q No, not semantically; politically? Isn't it an 
effort to -- 


A No. Libya is training terrorists. 


Q But you've said -- 


a And they're not training them in subways. 
They're training them in camps. But if you say, are there 15 
camps solely dedicated to the training of Abu Nidal terrorists 


and nothing else, then, no. 


Q Are you saying they're using military 
facilities? I'm confused. So there aren't terrorist training 
camps, as such, on a given day. But are they using Libyan 
military facilities? Do you know that for ure? 


A In part. 
Q Are they mixing with the .- 
Q What else -- 


A Sometime they'll have a group for a specific 
purpose, and they can keep the group together and then train 
them and everything they need to do to do whatever they have to 
do. And when they've done it and they go try to do it or fail 
or whatever they do, then, poof. Okay? 


In other cases, they are training people in different 
things for different aspects of terrorism, but they may train 
on a military base, they may train wherever they have the 
resources to train them. 


Q So at that moment, that's a terrorist training 
camp? 


a Yes. For that particular purpose and at that 
particular moment. And that's why I say the emphasis should be 
on what they're using this for. 














Q Where did the figure of 15 come from, the one the 
President mentioned? 


Q The New York Times. That's where. 





A Our government asked the question to itself, 
where are these guys? Then, our people, to the best of their 
ability, try to find out where they are. And if on a given day 
they can find 15 places where they think these people are, then 
they say 15. Unfortunately, numbers got to be sacrosanct 
because the next day they could be 14 or 17 as training 
programs phase out or as they move them From one training area 
to another training area, or so forth. 


But when you ask a guy, where are they, he's going to 
find out and if he finds out they've in 15 places today, he's 
going to say that. fhat's where ‘he numbers came from. 


Q Can I ask you about the passports? You said 
Libya provided passports to the Abu Nidal members. On what was 
that based? 


A There are a couple of things. One, the Tunisians 
have discovered that tine Libyans lifted passports which were 
traced from Tunisians that later turned up in terrorist 
operations; not in the hands of the original owners. 


Q So, in other words, Abu Nidal is incapable of 
producing his own passports for a certain operation? 


A No. I'm saying that there is a case where real 
Tunisian passports turned up in Abu Nidal-run operation that 
were lifted by Libyans, which is another aspect of our 
circumstantial evidence. 


When you have a Tunisian who had a passport and it was 
taken away From a Libyan and it later turns up in the hands of 
an Abu Nidal operative, to me, that's linkage of collusion. 


Q Did that happen more than once? You said 
“operations.” We've heard of one, in the Vienna case? 
A One. Okay, one on that particular one. 


(continued on next page) 














Q But have there been other cases where passports 
have -- 


a The whole question of passports is a large 
question in the genera’ context of terrorism and Abu Nidal 
terrorism. There's reason to believe that Abu Nidal does 
manufacture its own passports, fake passports. There's reason 
to believe that they steal them, and expropriate them in other 
manners. So the question of the use of passports and travel 
documents is a major element to which we have gone particularly 
to the Europeans as a major problem in the whole subject of 
terrorism. 


Mobility that is afforded to terrorists through the 


use of travel documents is a major aspect of yt ie to counter 
terrorism, and Abu Nidal does the gamut, from manufacturing 
their own, to stealing them, to getting them from other people. 


Q So there's only one -- when you said 
“operations,” you meant to say “operation.” 


is) Correct. 


Q Who are the trainers in these nomadic camps? Are 
they American mercenaries, Soviet trainers? What are they? 
Who are they? 


A The kinds of things they're trained on is not 
high tech necessarily. Well, some aspects of this is high tech 
as a matter of fact, but terrorist training is so varied and 
such a broad, broad, broad subject that it covers everything 
from how to shoot a weapon, to how to carry a bag, to how to 
forge a document, to how to get through customs, to all sorts 
of things. 


So there is a wide gamut of kinds of training. Who 
actually does the training, I don't think we can say 
specifically Joe Doakes does this training in this school for 
this guy. 


Q Another thing here, you mentioned -- you didn't 
say “reportedly” -- you mentioned that Libya -- this is the 
first time that you mentioned that Libya is involved in mining 
Red Sea and also giving arms to [ran. fhis is the first time 
you said that in an American document. Is that now public that 
you say that and - 


a You read it. 


Q You never said that You never acknowledged that 














a It is now public. 


Q I mean, do you have evidence that Libya is 
passing arms to Iran? 

a Yes. 

Q And there's no numbers here. 

a That's right. 

Q Can you supply more with numbers? 

a No. | 


Other than to say that Libya trains the Abu Nidal 
group generally and the case of the passport, is there other 
direct evidence of a direct Libyan role in the airport attack? 


A What do you mean by “direct"? Do you mean 
operational? 


Q I mean anything other than the passports, and the 
fact that, generally speaking, there's training. Is there any 
evidence that you can cite? 


A No. Other than the fact that Abu Nidal has moved 
its operational headquarters to Libya. I say “operational,” 
because they have headquarters in Syria and presumably a lot of 
other places. [There are Abu Nidal operatives all over the 
world. But being in Libya, having access to Libyan resources 
for training other people and for themselves training other 
people and having a staging ground for startiiig their operation 
where they can put it all together and go, ‘hat to us is the 
linkage. 


Abu Nidal wrote their prose. They're probably one of 
the best groups in the world in terrorism. [hey could teach 
anyone a few tricks from that point of view, so there wouldn't 
be any need for them to depend on Libya or Syria or anyone else 
where they are professionally, highly, highly competent. They 
do it themselves. 


Q Can you compare the help that the Libyans are 
giving Abu Nidal's group with the help that the Syrians have 
previously given Abu Nidal's group? Is it different in kind, 
or is it only different in dates? 
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a It's different in targets. Nobody can buy anyone 
in the Middle East. You can rent people for awhile, but you 
can't buy anybody. And one of the difficult things to try to 
come to grips with, for you all and us too, is to try to figure 
out the symbiotic relationship that these groups have with each 
other. 


Abu Nidal is a renegade group kicked out of the 
mainline PLO, and its leader, al-Banna, is very, very inimical 
to Arafat and vice-versa. They were running out of Iraq for 
awhile, which didn't mean they were owned by Iraq, but that 
they had a confluence of interest with Iraq in the kinds of 
things they wanted to do and the kinds of things the Iraqis 
would like them to do, and so there was a mutuality of 
interests. 


The Iraqis changed their policy. They became a 
liability to Iraq, and Iraq kicked them out, and they went to 
Syria. Syria has views about the mainline PLO, as you know. 
They support a rump PLO under groups like Abu Musa's group, and 
therefore they had a confluence of interest with Abu Nidal in 
terms of their enmity with Arafat. 


And much of Abu Nidal's operations after they were 
kicked out of Iraq -- i.e., when they were in Syria -- were 
aimed at mainline PLO, West Bank, Jordan, and those areas where 
Abu Nidal had its own reason to do it, but where its reasons 
coincided with Syria's reasons for -- well, not reasons, but 
Syria's opposition to those groups for different reasons. 


As they have moved to Libya, the tagypt Air, for 
example, is something that is high on Libya's priority because 
of Libya's enmity to Egypt, and whereas you can't say that 
Syria and Egypt are bosom buddies, they don't have the kind of 
enmity that Libya holds for Egypt. 


So you see in that not a totally brand new thing, but 
a slightly different kind of focus that is more in line with 
the kinds of interests that Libya has, but is also in line with 
the kinds of interest that Abu Nidal has had all along 


This is the kind of symbiotic relationship that Abu 
Nidal develops. It's going to do its own thing, and it's not 
going to do anything that it doesn't really want to do, but 
because what it wants to do is sort of very broad in terms of 
many, many people, Arabs and non-Arabs, that it is against, 
that it isn't that difficult for it to form a symbiotic 
relationship with a country like Libya. 
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Q Then why not sanctions against Syria as well as 
Libya? 


“ We are right now in the process of trying to 
persuade Syria that any relationship with Abu Nidal is a bad 
thing. But these recent events, because they were planned and 
carried out at a time when the locus of operational leadership 
in Abu Nidal has shifted from Syria to Libya, puts more of the 
onus on the Libyan connection than anything else. 


Q Do you have any concrete evidence that the 
Libyans are capable of exporting terrorism to the streets of 
the United States as Qadhafi brags? You've got a couple of 
statements in there repeating this. 


A Again, “concrete evidence” raises legal, 
juridical, political and semantic problems. Let us -- 


Q Substantial, then. 


a Yes. They've tried before. Previously most of 
Libyan-Libyan terrorism, as distinct from the kinds of 
terrorism that Libya supjarts, buys, has surrogates do, and so 
forth, but their own guys were against other Libyans, dissident 
Libyans, which is reflected in here. 


Q Yes. 


a They have made efforts to try to get dissident 
Libyans in this country. We've rounded them up. So if you 
say, "Do you have evidence that we can stop them?" Yes. "Do 
you have evidence that they will try?" Yes. “Do you have 
evidence that can?" Well, they haven't so far, and let's hope 
that it continues that way. 


Q Yes, but some of those instances you cite are in 
the past, and it was when Libya still had this People's, 
whatever it was, Office here. 


Aa Yes. 
Q Now they don't have that, and there's a discrete 


number of Libyans in this country, and I wonder if we are 
capable -- if Libya is capable of exhorting terrorism to the 


heart of America and -- exporting, excuse me -- and we have the 
right to export terrorism -. (sic) Do they have the capability 
-— that's what I wonder - now? 

A There is no foolproof, 100 percent, defense 


against terrorism by anybody, period, and that includes our 
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country. We hope that the efforts that we are taking -- and we 
are taking a lot of efforts -- they have so far been 

sufficient, and we hope they will continue to be sufficient. 
But the fact that you have a country who announces publicly 
tnat it intends to do such things and has in the past tried to 
do such things, you have to take that seriously, and you have 
to conclude if they've tried before, they could very well try 
again, and you've got to take that threat seriously and try to 
counter it. 


The only time you can prove whether they have the 
capability or not is when they've actually done it or failed to 
do it. We're really arguing negative evidence here. 


Q Coming back to your explanation again of the 
training for the terrorists, could you, for the purpose of 
helping me understand where you draw the distinctions, explain 
the difference between the kind of training that -- you already 
explained the differences between the training for law 
enforcement purposes and training for terrorism which, even 
though you said many times the training is the same, could you 
explain that difference between the training for freedom 
fighters in Angola, for example, and what Qadhafi calls 
"freedom fighters" in Libya? What Reagan calls "freedom 
fighters" in Angola, and Qadhafi calls “freedom fighters" in 
Libya? Aren't the training camps, the kinds of descriptions 
that you gave, couldn't you really give exactly the same 
description and call it training camps for lLerrorists? 


A It would be an organization and complexion. I 
mean, you can have a guerrilla camp which has a semblance of a 
sort of a military organization with platoons, or however you 
want to organize, and you can see it in a picture, and there 
they are. 


Terrorist camps, in the kind that 1 have been 
describing in Libya, are not cadres of freedom Fighters, such 
as, for example, some of the Palestinian freedom fighters, as 
they style themselves, or who have paramilitary units, 
particularly the ones that got driven out of Lebanon or are 
still in Lebanon or elsewhere. Those were paramilitary and you 
could see them. 


But you don't need a platoon of troops to throw a 
bomb. We're talking small numbers. 


Q How many, in Libya? 


A Yes. 
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Q How many? What size numbers in Libya? 
iz Of terrorists? 
Q Of terrorists or freedom fighters, or however -- 


whatever, however, you want to -- 


A When you say “terrorists,"“ you mean paramilitary 
or you mean people who do terrorist operations? 


Q The people you were referring to that you say 
you're talk{ng small numbers being trained in Libya. 


v It's in here, I think. I don't know the exact 
number. My guess is in the hundreds -- not more than that. 
Can someoody give me a better number on that? (Indicates staff) 


I can't be definitive on that, except that [I'm making 
a distinction between things like battalions and things like 


cell groups. 


Q There are also Cuban and Bulgarian, Soviet, East 
German military advisers in Libya. Are they involved in any of 
this training of terrorists, or any East Bloc or Cuban military 
people involved in training terrorists in Libya? 


A I can't give a definitive answer on that. They 
are providing expertise to Libya, and the expertise that they 
are supplying to Libya is of value to terrorists. 


Q Who are “they"? fhe people you mentioned. 


A East-bloc people. And one can infer that the 
kinds of things that one needs for specific operations, if the 
Libyans have that kind of expertise, they'll pass it on. But 
to make the leap from that to say this guy is training that 
guy, I can't make. 


MR. KALB: We've had about a half hour now. You can 
take another one or two, and then we can wrap it up. 


Q Last night the President said he was going to 
impose sanctions on Libya because Libyan support of terrorism 
and Libyan terrorism itself was a threat to the United States 
security and United States foreign policy. Yet this White 
Paper, which is distributed to support that case, includes two 
paragraphs describing Libyan terrorism against the United 
States, one of which involves what Qadhafi has said, and the 
others are three failed attempts, [ believe, of terrorist acts 
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Is there more to this than we have been presented here? 


a I know you don't like smart-ass State Department 
people, but I'm reminded of the street corner where I live out 
in Burke, Virginia, where we kept screaming to get a traffic 
light there, and the Department of Transportation, or whatever, 
in Raleigh says there haven't been any traffic deaths, so we 
don't need one. And [ would hate to wait until the Libyans 
were successful in an operation before we decided that they 
were a threat. 


What we're trying to say is -- 


Q I don't dispute that, but the most recent date of 
this is 1979. 


Q And it's only against U.S. interests overseas; 
it's not against any -- nothing in the United States is 
mentioned. 


A The efforts in the United States that we wrapped 
up most recently were last summer. 


And they were targeted against Libyan dissidents, 


right? 
A That's correct. Yes. 
Q They weren't mentioned in the White Paper. 
Q And the Grand Jury didn't indict, right? 


a No. 
One more. The last one. 


Q The President last night talked about 126 
thwarted terrorism attempts, of which we've come to know that 


23 were in the U.S. Can you detail any or all of the 126? 


A Believe it or not, that number was carefully 
calculated. It is negative evidence. How can you count up 
things that didn't happen? Remember Major Bows who had a 
watering can without 75 holes and one without 50 holes? 


It is subjective, because when you try to determine a 
category of non-incidents that were prevents, and had you not 
prevented them, they would have been incidents, you try to say, 
"Well, how far along was the planning when we investigated it 
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and uncovered it, and did our investigation uncovering it stop 
it, or did they stop it themselves," and so forth. 


Out of all of that, what we were trying to do was 
given an order of magnitude of plans that we thought were, (a) 


real enough, and (b) far enough along that we could put into 
that number. But there is nothing sacrosanct about the number 
itself except that in looking at all the things that we have 
been doing, that was a number that came up of incidents that we 
felt could be put into a category where we stop things from 
happening. 

Q But if we could count them, can you describe to 
us what some of those incidents were? Like a plot to blow up 
the Capitol, or a plot to assassinate the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of blah-de-blah. I mean, can you offer us some 
specifics rather than just numbers? 


A No. They go over a long period time, and there 
are a lot of things -- 


Q That's not just in 1985, 126? 
A No. 

Q That's over -. 

A Over -- 


STAFF MEMBER: Since November ‘84. 


te) Yes. It was November '84 when that number 
started. 
Q It started in November of ‘84. 
Yes. 
Q Until yesterday, I assume. 


A Yes. Okay? 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 4:20 p.m.) 
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MR. SPEAKES: Two things. First of all -=- on the record, 
and then we'll go on background -- on the record, as you know, 
consultations have been proceeding today with a number of 
governments, both really on a world-wide basis, briefing them on our 
actions taken against Libya. 


We have indications from a number of important countries 
that they have been studying with deep interest our actions involving 
Libya. We are not free to indicate exactly what their information is 
because it has come to us on a diplomatic and confidential basis. 

But we are pleased and we believe that we have caught their attention 
on what we consider a very serious matter, and these <-- our 
information is under study in these various capitals. So far so good 
on our consultations. 


Q Are there any countries who have publicly rejected 
-- in other words, West Germany -- any of the countries that you have 
all been reporting, are they, would you say, in a reconsidering mood? 

MR. SPEAKES: We have seen press reporting, although I 
don't have anything that I can report to you specifically on the 
Canadian government indicating that they were reassessing their 
position and would consider our -- 

Q They've said that? Publicly they are saying that? 

MR. SPEAKES: I believe so, yes. 

Q Anything from Britain or West Germany or -- 

MR. SPEAKES: Don't have anything I can be specific on. 


Q When you say “studying it" does that mean to imply 
that they are considering going along with the boycott? 


MR. SPEAKES: I can't indicate what they might do. I 
don't know what they might do. 


Q Any government through diplomatic nicety would try 
and understand wouldn't they? 


MR. SPEAKES: Well -- 

Q I can’t think of the word -- 

Q Come on, Ira, let's get that announcement. 
MR. SPEAKES: Okay. As you -- 


Q Excuse me. Larry, let me ask you just one thing. I 
assume that you are suggesting that they have done more than just 




















received a report and are -- 


MR. SPEAKES: What -- we have a feeling that they are 
taking very seriously our briefings on what we consider an important 


matter. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wow, on background, we 
have my colleague. We have just issued an Executive Order, which the 
President signed in the Residence about a little less than an hour 
ago that freezes government assets of the Libyan government in the 
United States. He will explain it to you as a senior administration 


official. 


MORE 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: As the President 
indicated yesterday, both in the written materials that were shared 
with you, and, also, during the course of the press conference last 
evening, there was to be a continuing assessment by U.S. government 
agencies of the situation regarding Libya with possible action to be 
recommended to his. 


As a result of this a ay assessment, the President 
signed this afternoon an Executive Order freezing Libyan government 
eg principally assets held in U.S. banks -- in the branches of 

-S. banks overseas. This step was taken as a precaution as we 
evaluate Libyan reaction to the sanctions that were imposed 
yesterday. 








I'd want to stress that this is a freeze, not a seizure. 
These assets remain the property of the Libyan government. Also, 
although it extends to U.S. branches overseas, this is not a sweeping 
extraterritorial order. It does not extend to U.S. subsidiaries. 


Why don't I just stop there and take your questions. 


Q But can you do it with the amount of these assets? 
Can you give us any dollar figure? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I would think -- the 
best figure that I could give you, Chris, would be in the hundreds of 
millions of dollars. 


Q How much of that in the U.S.? 


Q Is that just in the United States or that include 
the overseas also? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: U.S. and overseas 
combined. 


Q -- the U.S.? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Say again. 
Q How much in the U.S.? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't have a breakout 
on that. I's sorry. 


Q Am I right in thinking that this is -- when you say 
it's a precaution that basically what you're saying is if they start 
nationalizing U.S. property, this is our wedge, but we're not 
intending to seize their property at this point? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I doen't think 
we're intending to seize their property at any point. We're freezing 
at this point as a precaution. And I think we'd have t. take a look 
at what range of actions they might take. 


Q Against what? As a precaution against ix ¢? 


SEWAVA Arismsdinnii’ve Vas asames - Ubi 10'S be a 
precaution against a Libyan reaction or set of actions that would 
place in jeopardy U.S. assets in Libya. 


Q Is this based on intelligence? In other words, was 
this precaution taken today because of information we're getting over 
Libyan intention or things that have been said there? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: This was based, Andrea, 
on just this continuing reevaluation. And in the course of that -- 
I'm sorry, not reevaluation, the continuing assessment. That 
assessment is based upon information we receive from all sources and 
has to do not just in this area, but all areas, as the President 
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instructed us to do. 
Q -- yesterday. 


Q Is it information that follows the press conference? 
In other words, is this based on information on things that have 
happened since the President's announcements? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, again, I think the 
asseesment that the President asked be undertaken had actually been 
set in motion before the press conference. And so it's based on 
information that we have received, again, from various sources 
recently. I wouldn't characterize it as before or after the press 
conference. 


Q Was this suggested by business people who have 
assets in Libya? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Not to the best of ay 
knowledge. I have not received any such suggestion myself, nor know 
of anyone inside the government who had received that suggestion. 


Q Is this something that was considered but just 
wasn't ready to be done yesterday when the other actions were set 
into place? Or is it something that was considered in the last 24 
hours, let's say? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think there has been 
from the start a range of actions considered, as my colleage 
indicated yesterday, political, military, diplomatic, economic. This 
is one option that has been available from the beginning. It was 
decided yesterday that the package of options recommended to the 
President that resulted in the Executive Order was what should be 
recommended to him at that time. It was decided today to make this 
further recommendation. 


Q It was decided today -- 
Q What's tomorrow? 


Q -- to do the freeze? I mean, there wasn't a 
decision yesterday that said we're going to put out this initial set 
of steps and then tomorrow we're going to hit them again with the 
freeze or the assets? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's correct. 


Q Do you have any handy comparison between the 
magnitude of the assets we're -- the Libyan assets we're freezing 
compared to the magnitude of American assets that are vulnerable in 
Libya? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't. I wish I had 
that to give to you. Again, I think the Libyan assets, 


























both here in the United States and in U.S. branches overseas, would 
be in the hundreds of millions of dollars. The U.S. assets in Libya, 
however, are not liquid assets in general. They are, primarily, 
fixed assets. You get into questions there -- sarket valuation, book 
valuation, and of course, they're private assets, rather than 
anything that is under any fora of government control. I just don't 
have those comparisons at this tine. 


Q What is your fear -- is it your fear that with the 
deadline that you've established that companies will have to leave 
rather quickly and aight be forced to leave without having settled 
their accounts with the Libyans and that all of that would be left up 
in the air and this is somehow a way of holding some assets aside in 
case it ig not settled to the companies’ satisfaction? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think that's generally 
correct. I certainly wouldn't characterize it as a fear, but I think 
there is concern about U.S. assets and, as was stated yesterday, 
individuals who remain behind in Libya. 


Q liow long is this likely to go on? 





SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's difficult to 
foresee. I think you would always like to have economic sanctions in 
place only as long as is necessary to accomplish the effect intended. 
I think it will be with us for some time, but it's difficult to 
predict how long that time would be. 


Q I'm not clear. Are we talking about just financial 
assets or all Libyan -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We're talking about all 
Libyan government property. And I stress the distinction between 
Libyan government and then privately held property, but it’s Libyan 
government property. Our estimates, although not precise, indicate 
that there are relatively small amounts of fixed assets, as primarily 
liquid assets in the United States. 


Q Could I follow-up on this? Is it legal, and is it 
under consideration to take action against Libyan nationals in the 
United States? Is that something that could be done? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Oh, I think there would 
certainly be a legal basis for doing it, and again, I'd rather not 
discuss what options may or may not be under consideration. But 
certainly, there is a legal basis. 


Q Are you ratcheting every day -- is that something 
likely to happen tomorrow if there's a -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'd rather not speculate 
on what's going to happen tomorrow. 


Q Can you explain again why <-- the timing? If this 
was an option from the beginning, why is it that it was not presented 
in the initial package? Explain the timing, why this came a day 
later? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, again, I think 
from the start there has been not only the development, but the 
consideration of various options. The decision that was made by the 
policymakers and ultimately endorsed by the President, was to go as 
far as yesterday's Executive Order indicated. The decision was taken 
today to take this additional step, and again it's just based on a 
continuing assessment and re-assessment of the facts -- watching, 
again, all sources of information we get, with particular attention 
to the Libyan reaction to the sanctions that are in place. 


Jerry? 


MORE 

















Q Would you say or would you characterize this as the 
toughest action that the United States government has taken so far? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't think I'd 
characterize it that way, Jerry. I think the series of steps that 
have been taken by the U.S. government, starting actually in 1981 
with the cut off of Libyan crude, and then Libyan refined products 
and then the export-iszport ban of yesterday, and this one -- 
cumulatively are certainly a very tough set of economic sanctions -- 
as tough as any that we have in effect. I wouldn't characterize this 
one as being tougher than any of the others, particularly again when 
the valuation is in the hundreds of millions and certainly there wes 
that kind of drop off in the petroleuz business over the course of 
the previous four years. 


Q Are you asking European banks and the banks in our 
allied countries to do the same thing with Libya's assets? 





SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo. Well, let me say, 
we at the Treasury are not, I think, as part of the consultations 
with the Europeans and other allies indicating the steps that we have 
taken. We certainly think that the threat presented here is one 
shared at least as much, if not gore, by them. And certainly we'd 
like to see them take some steps in the directions that we are. But 
at this point, we are dealing primarily with U.S. banks and through 
them, with their overseas branches. We're not dealing with overseas 
banks, that is foreign banks, at all. 


Q We're dealing with foreign governments who have 
banks and in asking our allies to join us in these concerted actions, 
is one of the points our diplomats are making that we would like them 
also to freeze Libya's assets significantly. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'd have to defer to 
State on that. I would certainly say where I was making a 
presentation to foreign government, I would indicate this step having 
been taken by the President -- one that we think is necessary in the 
national security interests of the United States and that I, froma 
personal perspective, would think they would find in their national 
interests. But as the President indicated last night, they have to 
make that judgment on the basis of their own national interest, which 
includes an economic component. 


Andrea? 


Q Do you know if most of these liquid assets are “in 
the overseas branches” or are in the United States? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's very hard to 
tell. As best I understand the system, the word liquid aptly applies 
here, in that since the European banking system closes six hours 
before ours, what you see is a lot movement back and forth between 
the European banking systema and the American banking system. And 
while a substantial portion may have been in Europe, principally in 
London earlier in the day, they could be back here later in the day. 
The ability to break it out of the aggregate figures that we have 
seen is very difficult. So, I can't give you that anewer. 


Q But what you're doing is siaply freezing it so that 
it cannot be withdrawn? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's correct. 
Withdrawn or -- that's right -- withdrawn in straight teras, 
transferred, say, to another bank outside our jurisdiction. 


Q Did you have evidence after the Executive Order that 
the Libyan government was trying to remove some of their assets and 
was that a factor in today's decisicn? 


* 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I don’t want to 
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really get into specifics. The assessment that we were undertaking, 
again, began days ago -- continued through yesterday and today. 
There's been a constant evaluation, re-evaluation of the information 
that we've received. I can't answer that specifically. 


Q What kind of reaction -- 


Q You said a few minutes ago that there's concern not 
only about U.S. assets that remain in Libya, but also U.S. 
individuals there. Is this precautionary step, this freeze of 
assets, also designed to give us possible leverage against Libya 
should Libya refuse to permit the exit of Americans? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: When I made that remark 
I was keying back into remarks ay colleague had made last night 
regarding the safety of U.S. persons. As we indicated, we hold 
Colonel Qaddafi responsible for those citizens. I'd have to refer 
you to the State Department as to that particular question, although 
certainly the safety of the Americans, as well as concern apout the 
assets and so forth, is driving all of the decisions that we're 
making. 


Q But would it be fair to say that this would permit 
us to have a little bit of leverage in case Qaddafi does sess around 
with Americans? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I would probably prefer 
to use the term insurance and I wouldn't key it so much to the 
Americans, but rather to the range of view as interest involved in 
Libya. 


Q Can we get back to the timing here a minute? It 
doesn't make sense to me unless you are purposely dribbling this out. 
Is that what you all are doing? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. 


Q I mean, you are not sort of raising the stakes every 
day? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo. 

Q I don't understand why if you've been monitoring 
this all along and nothing in particular happened between last night 
when he announced that set of actions, and today -- why this was not 
in last night? 


Well, again without accepting the hypothesis that was 
contained in your question, I would just say that 
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I would think that what you would want the President of the United 
States to do is to make his decisions based upon policy 
recommendations grounded upon the best factual information that we 
can receive. Facts come to your attention on a continuing, evolving 
basis and I think the decisions that were made yesterday were based 
upon sound policy bases, sound factual bases, and they continued. 


Q Okay, SO -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We were driven a little 
bit yesterday by the timing of the press announcement, time that we 
needed to get information to you. We worked all through the evening 
and into today on, not just this, but on a range of options. I think 
that the timing is not as much an incident of the sequence sat you 
indicated, but, rather, the cause of this continuing evaluation. 


Q So, you got more information in between, say, last 
night and now which moved this decision into action. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We did get more 
information between last night and today. 


Q Well, did it -- did that information, though, move 
the decision on the action up. I mean, did something -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That information 
contributed to the decision. 


Q And when did this -- 


Q In weighing the consequences of this, did you find 
out whether or not the oil companies involved actually own reserves 
in Libya and if they do, don't they amount to literally hundreds of 
billions of dollars? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Hundreds of? 
Q Billions of dollars. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The figures that I have 
seen concerning U.S. government -- excuse me -- U.S. holdings over 
there are not in the hundreds of billions of dollars. Again, I don't 
have a precise figure on those, but, again, it was not in the 
hundreds of billions. 


Q -- hundreds of millions? 
Q But, my question is -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think hundreds of 
millions would be much closer. 


Q So this is a potential leverage quid pro quo for 
American assets in Libya? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I wouldn't walk you away 
from that conclusion. 


Q But did you have any information, pressure or appeal 
from cil companies and others to have -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wone of which I'm aware. 
None of which I'm aware and, certainly, none that I know of that were 
made to the senior officials with whom I've been dealing on this. 


Q Could I ask about the status of the application of 
yesterday's actions on American citizens who are spouses of Libyans 
in Libya -- dependents and so forth. I mean, are they required to 
leave? And, also, is it your understanding today that the Americans 
who work for this Brown and Root project may be prohibited from 
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participating in it, but that the action would not stop the project 
per se from going forward if it was through a foreign subsidiary. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, on the second 
part, it would prohibit U.S. persons and U.S. equipment being 
involved in the project, either through equipment contracts or 
service contracts. As to your first question, when -- are you saying 
if an American citizen is over there married to a Libyan woman -- 


Q Yes. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: <-- and has children with 
perhaps, dual nationality? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There is no exception in 
the Executive Order -- or in the implementing regulations for that. 


Q So, they would be subject to U.S. penalties? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Potentially. It's 
possible there could be some licensing actions in the future. 


Q So you would -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wow, again, let me just 
Say, that’s an important point that was just made. We put out 
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an Executive Order -- excuse me -- the President issued an Executive 
Order yesterday, and regulations followed. Those regulations and the 
Executive Order are the marching instructions for the people 
involved. 


However, the Office of Foreign Assets Control, which is 
part of the Department of Treasury, is the place that has been 
receiving calls and inguiries today from businesses, individuals, and 
others, asking precisely what this means. And one of their 
responsibilities is to license certain activities, which in some 
cases might be seen as exceptions to it. Certainly, the situation 
that you posit -- which has a humanitarian element to it -- I think 
it = look at the tenor of the order -- would be ome certainly that 
would require Foreign Assets Control to take a careful look at the 
situation. 


Q Why didn't the President's Executive Order exempt -- 


Q Are you suggesting that Brown and Root sight be 
right? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, I was talking on -- 
Andrea, I answered his question in reverse order. I was talking 
about the first part where he was -- 


Q The dependents, not -- 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's right. 
Q -- the licensing of -- 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's rcight. 
Q -- the Korean subsidiary? 


Q Why didn't the President's order exempt dependents 
for those very -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm sorry. This is 
yesterday's order? 


Q Right. Por those very humanitarian ceasons. Is it 
this -- this Executive Order -- 


SENIOR ADMIMISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I don't think the 
President's order needed to get into that kind of detail. Again -- 


Q Well, it did for journalistic purposes. I mean, 
he's -- there were explicit exemptions in terms of carrying out 
business. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: well, that's right. And 
I think when there are policy-level exceptions they should be taken 
to the President, the decisions made by his. I think some of this 
sort, which are sore humanitarian and personal in nature, that's why 
the President has subordinates in the Secretary of the Treasury and 
the Director of the Office of Foreign Assets Control. 


MP. OJEREJIAN: We'll take two more queetinon«. 


Q Sit, is there anything that we can do now that was 
not done against the Iranians in terms of economics <-- actions? 


Q -- they didn't freeze -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, there was a freeze 
on Iranian assets, too. The difference there was that the freeze 
extended to all entities within U.S. jurisdicticns that had that 
sweeping extraterritorial reach to subsidiaries. 
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Y would think that the two orders are very similar to one 
another in terms of their reach, with that one exception; that is, 
that it does not reach U.S. subsidiaries -- wholly owned subsidiaries 
abroad. 


Q Sir, you said -- 


Q How were the banks notified -- the financial 
institutions notified of this? And given the liquidity that you 
described earlier, isn't there a possibility that most of the assets 
will have been moved before banks know about this formally? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, the Federal 
Reserve Bank in New York acts as the fiscal agent in the United 
States. It is primarily through the Fed of New York that we would 
get instructions to its member banks and through them their branches 
overseas. As to what will happen with the assets, how much is moved 
and so forth, that's something, I think, we'd have to look at in 
historical terms. And I mean in days, not weeks or months. 


Q Well, are there some penalties for a financial 
institution making a last minute move? I mean, is there some -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Certainly, there would 
be penalties attendant to a banking or other institution disregarding 
the order signed by the President. It goes back to the range of 
civil and criminal sanctions that were mentioned in the briefing 
yesterday. 


So, a move made after the order was signed, even if 
they hadn't been formally notified of it, could trigger penalties? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I would certainly think 
so. It gets Dack to the maxim of ignorance of the law is no defense. 
And the President has signed this. It's in effect. We're taking the 
steps that we can. 

Q When was this decided? 


MR. DJEREJIAN: That's it. That -- this'll just go on 
forever. 


Q Was this an interagency meeting today? 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 


END 5:26 P.M. CST 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Let me start with some 
of the background. Ecuador was a dictatorship until 1979. It was 
one of the first countries in Latin America to turn from dictatorship 
to democracy -- one of the originators of the wave of democratization 
t at we're now seeing. And in August of ‘84, Febres was, hiaself, 
maugurated. That transition from one democratic re-elected 
president to another was the first, such, in 24 years in Ecuador. 

So, they're really starting to re-build a democratic transition. 


Febres is now one and one-half years into his four year 
term as President. The population of Ecuador, about 9 million -- 
debt about $7.5 billion. This is a State Visit that expresses, we 
think, the extremely good relations between the U.S. and Ecuador 
today. Febres will be seeing the President, the Vice President, 
Secretary of State, Secretary of Treasury, Secretary of Defense, the 
Attorney General -- and I don't mean -- when I say see, I don’t just 
mean seeing at a dinner, but actually will have business appointments 
with all of then. 


In addition, on Wednesday, he has organized a truly 
unique event, which is a breakfast to discuss economic issues with 
the Secretary of Treasury, the Secretary of State, Paul Volcker, de 
Larosiere from the IMF, Ortiz Mena, the Head of the Inter-American 
Development Bank, and Ernie Stern, the acting Head of the World Bank. 
So, he's really got all of the players present together in an event 
that I think has no precedent. 


He began the visit last night -- well, he arrived 
yesterday at 3:00 p.m. at Andrews and the first non-public event was 
a dinner given for him by Katherine Graham at her home last night. 


Yebres has made some significant achievements in three 
areas I want to mention -- fight against terrorism, the fight 
against narcotics trafficking and economic refora. 


Let me start with economic reform. We view what he has 
done in Ecuador as really setting an example for countries which have 
@ significant amount of debt and though the amount, obviously, is not 
as large for Ecuador as for some other countries, it's large per 
capita. He has really done the kind of thing that we were thinking 
about in the Baker Plan. 
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When he came to office, inflation was 60 percent and it's getting 
down to about 20 percent now, which is obviously a large decrease. 


He has reduced or removed price controls on almost all 
products. There are just really a handful left that retain price 
controls. He has increased spending, but has managed to keep the 
budget in balance by increasing tax revenues. They were not too good 
at collecting taxes and he's paid some attention to that. 


He has opened up the country to foreign investment, for 
example, signing five new oil exploration contracts and a new mining 
law designed to increase foreign investment in the mining sector. 
Foreign investment is up 40 percent in the year and a half that he's 
been President. 


Another example on foreign investment -- he goes from 
here to California for a series of events, and one of the things he's 
doing there is talking to some potato growers from Idaho in an effort 
to get them to invest in Ecuador in growing potatoes there. 


There have been a number of programs he's undertaken to 
help the poor in Ecuador. I want to mention just one of them which 
is the child survival program. In fact, ..morrow, the Secretary of 
State will be giving Mrs. Febres an award for her leadership in the 
child survival program. 


UNICEF calls the Ecuadoran program the best in the world. 
It's known as Premi. And the kind of thing they do is this <-- in 
October, just a couple months ago, they had a three-day inoculation 
program in which they inoculated 530,000 school children. It's 
really a program in inoculations and oral rehydration therapy. And 
as I say, it is considered by UNICEF to be the best in the world. 


As to the debt, Febres, in his year and a half, has 
hammered out an agreement with the IMF, with which he is in 
compliance. He has gotten two multi-year rescheduling agreements, 
one with the private banks to which Ecuador owes money and one with 
the international banks, the public institutions to which they owe 
money. 


The president of the World Bank says that by June 30th of 
this year, there will $230 million in new World Bank lending to 
Ecuador and a $100 million loan will be signed during this visit to 
Washington -- signed by the World Bank. 


U.S. aid had been suspended during the period of 
dictatorship and was resumed in 1979. Last year, FY'8S, Ecuador was 
the only country in South America to get ESF funds, economic support 
funds. This year, there is a $15 million ESF payment to Ecuador. 
And it's interesting that it doesn't come spontaneously from the 
Executive Branch, it's an earmark put into the Foreign Aid Bill by 
Congress. So there's widespread support for Febres on all sides of 
the aisle, up on the Hill, and for the reforms that he's undertaken. 


Let me turn for a minute to terrorism. There is an 
active terrorist group in Ecuador called the AVC. 


¢ Ui issue « 
Q We have one here too. (Laughter.) 
Q *y* ee 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's a good point -- 
"Vv" as in “Victor.” AVC. Sorry about that. 


The AVC is a relatively small group which has come along 
very quickly because it has been adopted, more or less, by the M-19 
in Colombia, which is a larger and much more capable-terrorist group. 
One would not have expected -- we did not expect the AVC to be able 
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to conduct sophisticated terrorist operations this soon, meaning last 


year. 


But they have been able to do it because of the training and 


planning help and armaments they get from the M-19 in Colombia. 


Q What do the initials stand for? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: 
Q What does that stand for? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: 
lives -- we translate it as “dammit.* 


Q Alfaro lives, dammit? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: 
yes. (Laughter.) 
Q Okay. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: 


Alfaro Vive, Carajo! 


Well, it means Alfaro 


Alfaro lives, dammit, 


Febres has taken a very 





strong stand against terrorism. During the -- probably the most 
well-covered terrorist event last year -- a very prominent banker was 
taken and held for ransom -- and Febres refused to negotiate with the 
guerrillas over releasing him, taking the position that that would 
set a precedent which would probably lead to more terrorist 
incidents. 


We are helping, as we can -- 


Q What happened to the banker? 





Q Yes. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: They stormed the place 
where the guerrillas were holding him and there was significant loss 


of life. Both the hostage and a -- I don't remember if it was all 
the terrorists, but was it -- almost all of them were killed in that 
incident. 


The government of Ecuador takes the position that that is 
the only way to stop repeat performances of that kind of terrorist 
event -- by making it clear that they will not negotiate with the 
terrorists. 


We have been giving anti-terrorist assistance at various 
times, training, for example, at the request of the government of 
~cuador. 


Again, Febres has taken 
The 


Turn for a minute to narcotics. 
avery strong stand against narcotics trafficking in Ecuador. 
government of Colombia, as you know, is also pressing very hard 
against narcotics traffickers and the government of Ecuador has been 
afraid that some of the trafficking and cocaine labs would move down 
into Ecuador. So they've been pressing very hard to stop that. 


We've been giving increasing amounts of aid as we have 
seen the seriousness with which the government of Ecuador is 
approaching this problem. We started at only $50,000 in 
anti-narcotics money in FY'64. That went to $450,000 last year in 
FY'6S. And it wisda COp @ midiiun GeiiessS 1% TY'SE, thic year and ir 
will continue to grow as the government of Ecuador continues its 
anti-narcotics progran. 


There's also good cooperation between the government of 
Colombia and the government of Ecuador. In the last few months, for 
example, in the last year, there was a successful Colombian-Ecuadoran 
effort to raid some 
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locations at which cocaine was being refined. There have been four 
major cocaine eradication -- coca bush eradication efforts undertaken 
under Febres and, once again, we're giving the help. There was no 
eradication program prior to Febres, so this is something new that he 
put into effect and that is working. 


Let me say a little about Febres as an individual. 
Febres-Cordero is a -- has been a businessman all of his life, who 
got into public office roughly ten years ago. He had been head of 
the Chamber of Commerce and he ran for and was elected to the Senate 
and served in the Ecuadorian Senate for about ten years. 

He was educated in the United States -- went to the 
Stevens Institute in New Jersey. He is a great baseball fan and, 
Bruce, you'll want to know this, he's a Yankee fan. 

He was a very successful businessman, I should say, also. 

Q What kind of business? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: He started in the banana 
business and then -- what did he move into? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Import/export business. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Import/export more 
generally? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 


SENIOR AOMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: What else have I got? 
Let's see. That's it. Okay. 


Q What are they going to discuss? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, they're going to 
discuss -- 


Q The President and -- 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: For one thing -- well, 
for three things, they‘re going to discuss the economic situation in 
Ecuador and its handling of its debt, they're going to discuss the 
narcotics problem, they're going to discuss the terrorism problem. 
Those are three top items on the agenda. 

Q Will they discuss Nicaragua? 

Q -- expect -- 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Oh, I'm sure it'll come 
up. As you may know, Ecuador has broken diplomatic relations with 
Nicaragua. 

Q Would you expect -- 

Q Did we have any more tuna problem with Ecuador? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, not at the moment. 
There has not been a tuna boat seizure for five or six years. So, 
there is no such problem right now. 

Q Would you expect -- 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes? 


Q -=- that Ecuador would formally be declared the first 
recipient of money under the Baker plan this week? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think probably yes. 
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That is, that it is clear to us that the kinds of things that the 
Baker plan wants in terms of reform by debtor countries, Febres has 
done and is doing. And that's already been recognized, in fact, by 
the international financial community -- by the private banks and by 
the international banks, like the World Bank, Inter-American 
Development Bank. And, in a sense, what would be happening here 
would be simply a recognition of the fact that this is the first 
country to benefit, really, from the Baker plan. 


I should mention, also -- I left one thing out of the 
schedule. He's also meeting -- after breakfast on Wednesday, at 
which he meets the various officials regarding the debt situation, 
he's meeting with private bankers -- U.S. private bankers -- to 
discuss the Ecuadorian financial situation. 





Q So what kind of additional funds would you expect to 
be forthcoming from the IDB and from the World Bank and would the 
fund standby, be extended? Would you expect further economic reforms 
to be mentioned by Mr. Febres? 





SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I would think, 
first, the World Bank authority indicated that there will be $230 
million in additional lending, and I said, between now and June. The 
IMP standby 

















doesn't need to be renegotiated, but obviously it would continue in 
effect because Ecuador is meeting all of its terms. It is in 
compliance. 


Again, he doesn’t need an, :hing from the commercial banks 
right now because there are multi-year reschedulings in effect, which 
will carry forward beyond this year. So, they don’t need much in the 
way of additional negotiation now. And this is in a sense 
acknowledging the progress that Ecuador has made. This is a sort of 
more formal acknowledgment of it by both the U.S. government, and the 
international banks, and the private financial community. 


Q What about U.S. government funds? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, they get U.S. 
government funds. They have this $15 million ESF earmark, which 
Congress gave. We don't have final FY'86 development assistance 
numbers yet. It'll be something on the order of $15 or $20 million. 
There's also $2 million in military assistance that is the MAP 
Program and $10 million in FMS -- foreign military sales credits. 


Yes? 


Q Do you think the role of Cuba as aiding terrorism in 
the region will be discussed with Febres-Cordero? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, I think probably 
the question of -- certainly the question of terrorism in the area 
and of who outside is supporting it will come up. 


Q Tell me a little bit more about the AVC. Are they 
urban? Are they numerous? What is their political coloration? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I would give, just as a 
ballpark figure, roughly 1,000 armed terrorists. 


Q Urban or rural? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: They're -- well, they 
are able to carry out urban operations and have. The kidnapping was 
“~~ it was Guayaguil, wasn't it? 

Q When was that? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: They're urban. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Remember the date -- the 
exact date? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: September -- August 7th 
he was kidnapped; September 2 they stormed the building. 


Q What's their political agenda? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: They're communist 
guerrillas. 


Q That was last fall? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, ‘85. 

Q Arce they getting any assistance from outside? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, they're getting 
assistance, first of all, from the M-19, which itself gets assistance 


from the Sandinistas and from Cuba. The most effective help they get 
is actually from the M-19. 


Yes? 




















Q Do you know the location and time for that meeting 
with Volcker and the other -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, it's a breakfast 
meeting on Wednesday, and it will be at Febres' suite, if I remember 
right, at the Ritz Carlton. 


Q Can you comment on the assessment that the Contras 
will be defeated in six months without military assistance? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, I really don't want 
to. The purpose of this is to discuss Febres-Cordero's visit. And I 
don't want to get off onto that. 


Q -- get a chance to talk to you over here. Is that 
your assessment of -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We can arrange that, but 
I really don't want to make this a Central America press briefing. 


Q Okay. 
THE PRESS: Thank you. 


END 10:25 A.M. EST 




















THE WHITE HOUSE 
Office of the Press Secretary 





BACKGROUND BRIEFING 
BY SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL 
ON THE VISIT OF PRESIDENT LEON FEBRES-CORDERO 
OF ECUADOR 


January 14, 1986 
The Briefing Room 
11:54 A.M. EST 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Thanks. Let me just 


mention that President Febres-Cordero is having a press conference. 
It was intially scheduled for about -- 





Q Outside? 
Q Yes. Outside? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: <-- at the Ritz Carlton 
at -- what, 12:15 p.m., I think, originally? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: <-- yes. 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Twelve p.m.? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Right now. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Right now. Okay, 
you're missing it. 


G Good. 

Q Thank's a lot. 
Q -- a little -- 
Q 


It's the first good thing that's happened to us all 
day. 


SENIOR ADMIN: STRATION OFFICIAL: The two Presidents met 
for 70 minutes. 


Q Wow. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Thirty -- 
Q Why doesn't that surprise me? 

Q Were they awake? 


SENTOR ANMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Thirty minutes alone and 
40 minutes in a larger group. The larger group consisted of -- on 
the Ecuadoran side, their Foreign Minister and Finance Minister and 
Ambassador to the U.S.; on our side, the President, Secretary Shultz, 
Secretary Bakec, Secretary Weinberger, Admiral Poindexter, Don Regan, 
Ambassador Rondon, Miss Tillman, and myself. 


The issues discussed were political, economic, drugs, and 
terrorism. Wow, political <- I'll just through them. They did a 
sort of -- alg@ost a tour of Central America and South America 
discussing the state of democracy in South America and Central 
America. And the threat to democracy from Nicaragua was raised and 
discussed, and the need for free elections there. 














Q Raised by whos, please? 






SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Both Presidents. This 
was something they both wanted to talk about with the other. 





On drugs and terrorism, first of all, there was some 
discussion of the fact that these two issues are not any longer 
separate issues, but are really becoming more and more one issue as 
the terrorists work more and more closely with drug traffickers and, 
in fact, themselves become drug traffickers -- go into the business. 











Secretary Shultz mentioned that after the Vienna and Rome 
airport killings, the first message of sympathy and solidarity which 
he received from any Foreign Minister was from the Foreign Minister 
of Ecuador. 








The two Presidents agreed that this double threat of 
drugs and terrorism was an increasingly serious one on which we 
needed to work together and the Ecuadorans expressed thanks for what 
they called useful and effective U.S. training and assistance. 








President Reagan complimented President Febres-Cordero on 
his extremely strong and active stand against both terrorism and 
narcotics trafficking. And Febres expressed full support for the 
strongest possible stand against terrorisna. 











On economics, the Baker plan was discussed, although it 
was noted by President Febres that he would be discussing it in more 
detail tomorrow morning. Tomorrow is the breakfast that he is 
hosting which will be an economic issues only breakfast. The -- 
both sides noted that the Baker plan had been fairly widely 
misunderstood and had been the object of some negative propaganda. 








The President complimented President Febres very warmly 
on his economic policy in Ecuador and on the success that he has -- 
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that he was achieving and is achieving with it. 


They spent some time on housing, which is, President 
Pebres said, an important part of his economic and social prograsz for 
the poor in Ecuador. And they discussed housing programs in Ecuador 
and ways in which the U.S. might be helpful. But that was left -- 
the details were left for the breakfast tomorrow. 


They ended, once again, discussing the goal of democracy 
-- free speech and freedom of the press -- for what President Reagan 
called the three Americas -- North, Central, and South. President 
Reagan expressed again his very strong support and congratulations to 
President Pebres and his feeling of solidarity with his. 


Questions? 


Q When you discussed the threat to democracy by 
Wicaragua, was the possibility of the administration seeking once 
again military aid to the Contras discussed? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo. 


Q Was the question of support for the Contras 
discussed? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. 


Q Is the administration requesting $30 million, as 
reported in The Washington Times this sorning for increased aid to 
the Contras? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo comment. 


Q Should the administration? Would it be helpful? Is 
that enough? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, it isn't the 
subject that I came here to talk about and I don't want to do a 
Central American press conference. 


Q But we do. 


Q It sounds like this was simply a love affair and 
there was really nothing that didn't -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I wouldn't 
necessarily turn away the term “love affair." It was an extremely 
ware meeting. They have a lot in common in terms of the policies 
that they think are appropriate and effective, so we had expected a 
ware meeting and it was 4 very ware one. 


Q You mean that they discussed the threat to democracy 
posed by Nicaragua without discussing solutions, ailitary or 
peaceful? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: They didn't go into 
detail -- the President didn't go into detail about what the U.S. was 
thinking or planning other than to express his hope that there could 
be some progress through the Contadera process. 

Q He did? 

Q Do you know for a fact that he didn't <-- 

Q Why Contadora now? 


Q Do you know for a fact that they didn’t discuss it 
at their private seeting? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, I am-sorry, I don't. 








I didn't get a briefing from the President on what happened there, so 
I can't tell you what happened in the one-on-one. 


Q What else happened -- 
Q The President -- 


Q What has happened to revive the Contadora process in 
the President's sind? 


Q Yes. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, you gay know that 
there was a meeting of the four Contadora countries and the four 
Contadora support-group countries last -- this past weekend in -- 
mear Caracas, Venezuela. And in fact there is a document -- about a 
ten-page document which is an effort to revive the stalled Contadora 
negotiations. So it is being discussed now in Latin American circles 
more than it has been for the last -- well, since before Christmas. 


Q That is discussed in Latin American circles. I was 
under the impression that we weren't too keen on it because of the 
Nicaraguan rejection of the -- what we proposed as the 
church-mediated negotiations. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That is not relevant to 
Contadora. That question relates to direct U.S.-Nicaraguan talks, 
but not to Contadora. 


Q What about the ten-page document? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We don't have it yet. 
We'll get it this afternoon from the ambassadors. 


Q Do you have any sense of whether it proposes a new 
approach or -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo. I*1ll <= well, I've 
seen the press reports, but it appears to be a restatement of the 
initial 21 objectives. But I'll know better this afternoon. 


Q Why would anyone in the administration be hopeful 
that a restatement of these objectives might move the process when 
nothing else has worked? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I was just going to say, 
I really don't want to -- I'm here to talk about the meeting of the 
Presidents on Ecuador, not about U.S. policy in Central America. 

















Q Well, the issue of Nicaragua was part of their 
discussion and that's -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It was part of their 
discussion. It did not take up such of the meeting. 


Q The President said that rifles used to surder judges 
can be traced to a country that does not believe in democracy. I! 
think the Sandinistas claim that, although the serial numbers on 
those rifles found in Colombia, were among serial numbers of weapons 
that they had tried to get hold of when they were combatt Somoza; 
that, in fact, those particular weapons were never delivered to then. 
Do we, in fact, have proof that those rifles had been delivered to 
the Sandinistas and consequently were used in Colombia? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 


Q Okay. Has that proof been made public and I've 
missed it? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, because it's been 
acquired through intelligence sources. I'd like to obviously make it 
public, and it’s the old debate as to whether and when to declassify 
things. 


Q He didn't make -- proof of it, but he says he has 
it. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 


So, theic claim that they never really saw those 
rifles is false? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Correct. 
Q All right. 


Q Are you going to release something later in the week 
on that? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, not to my -- no. 


Q Sic, did the two Presidents discuss working together 
to get other Latin American countries to follow Ecuador's lead in 
breaking diplomatic relations with Nicaragua or otherwise isolating 
Nicaragua diplomatically? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, they discussed the 
-- mot exactly. They discussed the fact that Ecuador had broken 
relations with Nicaragua. And they agreed on the need to pursue the 
policy which we are pursuing of trying to isolate Nicaragua 
diplomatically as a means of pressuring it. And, obviously, both of 
them hold to that policy. But they did not discuss launching a 
campaign to proceed that way. 


Q Do you see any momentum going in that direction? 
Cerezo in Guatemala was quoted yesterday as saying specifically he 
Goesn't want to isolate Nicaragua. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, the way I read it he 
was asked by a reporter whether he was going to agree -- whether he 
would fold under U.S. pressure to isolate Nicaragua, which is a 
little bit of a different question. 


Q Do you feel like he might isolate Nicaragua without 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Sir, there might be one 
interesting point on the break in relations. 

















SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: -- this is my colleague. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The Ecuadorian press 
speculated at great length that Febres-Cordero had been pressured by 
President Reagan to break relations at the same time that Ecuador was 
about to enter the Contadora support group. 


We weren't pressuring for a break in relations; we 
weren't pressuring to have them -- the Contadora tt group. Sut 
it would have been nice to have a country with t's philosophy 
in the support g¢ . And President Febres-Cordero said I know you 
didn't -- you wan us to work in the support group, but it was ay 
decision to break relations. And he told this to President Reagan. 


Q Did he join the Contadora -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: And the record should be 
set straight -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo. 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: <-- on that. 


Q Well, was there any discussion of the fact that the 
United States continues to maintain diplomatic relations with 
Nicaragua? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo. Again, I'm speaking 
only about the larger seeting. I don't have a briefing ayself yet on 
the one-on-one. 


Yes? 


Q When they discussed the Baker plan, you said they 
had agreed there was a great misunderstanding about the Baker plan. 
Did they agree on what the correct understanding was? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, what they agreed 
on was that -- first of all, again, they didn't go into the details 
with cespect to Ecuador because they'll do that tomorrow morning. 

But they agreed that the Baker plan should be understood as an 
approach. President Febres calis it the Baker initiative, that it is 
@ framework and that each case is going to be different. That is, 
the conditions that each — needs to adopt are different. The 
probleas of each country are different. 


So, President Febres noted that, in his view, much of the 
criticisa was inappropriate because it assumed that there was a kind 
of ironclad plan for each country when, in fact, there wasn't. There 
was only «4 tel approach which would be fleshed out for each 
country differently. 


Q Does the anti-Rockefeller/U.S. cioting in Argentina 
disturb us? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I beg your pardon? 


There are ciots in Argentina. Nelson Rockefeller 
ves @own there but -- 


Q David. 
Q David. 
Q David, I’m sorry. Nelson's dead. (Laughter.) 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You had me there for a 
minute. 


Q Yes, well, you had me. But I'm just reporting what 
MORE 














was on the news this morning. But it had to do with the debt crisis 
and with their unhappiness with bankers, I suppose, particularly U.S. 
bankers. But if you had not heard about, I won't ask you to comment 


on it. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, I hadn't. I've been 
out of the office all morning, been over here. 


Q 


. 
. 
. 
Q 
x 


The most serious riots since civilian rule. 
Since the 9,000 -- 

You've got to get back to the office. 

-- disappe*red, including Nelson. 

Big deal. 


What do vou think? 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 


END 12:00 P.M. EST 
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Q The President's statement here, as well as words 
that he himself has said in Geneva and elsewhere, refers to 
instructions to accelerate the process. What instructions have the 
negotiators gotten specifically involving accelerating the process? 
What are they supposed to do now that they haven't done in the past? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: They had, somewhat, 
amended instructions and they have clear guidelines as to how to go 
forward with the negotiations and we're hopeful that the Soviet 
position will be similarly flexible and that they will take the 
necessary steps as well so that we can move toward agreement. 


Q But I don't see how that differs from instructions 
that you've received before previous rounds. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We think that the 
situation is somewhat different today by virtue of the agreement in 
principal which was reached by the President and Mr. Gorbachev and 
expressed in the joint document of November 21st. 


Q But how much is the space issue still an obstacle, 
given the recent statement -- the statement yesterday by Mr. Karpov 
thac is a real impediment i.. the process. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I would suggest that the 
real difficulty is that they haven't offered us anything as yet that 
is worthwhile in the offensive field. 


Q Are you suggesting that if they did that there might 
be some flexibility on the space field from -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo. I'm suggesting that 
the problem would be different. 


Q What do you mean different? The problem would be 
what, then? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It's a wonder that there 
isn't such a problem because they haven't offered us anything with 
respect to the offense as yet. 


Q Well, sir, what you seem to be laying open. i¢ that 
tf they offered a very attractive offensive offer, that the 
adginistration then might change its position on the defensive side. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I suppose if they 
were to abandon all <-- agree to abandon all their offensive systens, 
then we'd have quite a different situation with respect to the 
defensive -- 


Q In short of that, is there something other than 
total disarmament that might give -- make the administration change 
its position on SDI? e 


MORE 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Let's see what they give 
us on offense. 


Q Do you expect some kind of a separate offer on 
offense that would decouple these issues so that you can negotiate an 
offensive without the linkage -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: What we're hoping for is 
that in contra-distinction -- the way the old negotiations went, that 
they will be prepared to discuss all three baskets concurrently. In 
other words, that we can negotiate with respect to INF, that we can 
negotiate with respect to START, that our negotiators will be ina 
position to negotiate with respect to space defense in each one of 
the fora without having the INF forum and the START forum being 
contingent to prior agreement by the United States to agreement with 
the Soviet position on space. 


Q You used the words hoping. I mean, is it stronger 
than that? Is that what you think will happen? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I repeat the word hope. 
I don’t know what will happen. 


Q So you don't know. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: What distinguishes, if I 
could add, this round from the previous rounds, is that since the 
last round recess, there's been a summit in which the statement was 
made by both sides that they were seeking early progress in areas 
where there is common ground and the two areas specifically 
identified were 50 percent reductions in strategic arms and an 
interim agreement on intermediate nuclear forces -- well understood 
by the Soviet negotiators that there was not then common ground in 
the area of defensive negotiations. And so we expect, consistent 
with the undertaking by Gorbachev and the President, that there will 
be early progress where there is common ground on offensive forces. 


Q Separate? 


Q Sir, do you think that the Gramm-Rudman bill 
undermines any chance for momentum in arms control this year? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It's too early to tell 
what the effect of Gramm-Rudman will be. Certainly there is a 
problem with respect to the deficits and our foreign trade 
imbalances, etc. There are economic problems. If those result, 
perhaps through the Gramm-Rudman bill, of deep cuts in our defenses 
-- in our defense posture -- of course this could have an adverse 
affect upon our negotiating position. Therefore, it's very important 
that that not take place. Would you like to acd to that? 


SENICA ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I would just add in the 
general area of Conressional activity that what is most unhelpful to 
the negotiations is the kind of action taken by the Congress in 
restricting the testing with anti-satellite weapons, in which the 
funds were actually increased through the anti-satellite program, but 
restrictions were placed on testing that essentially tracked with the 
Sovict position in those negotiations and undermined the American 
position. 


Q So do you think that Congress has hamstrung the 
negotiators as we go into the second round with Gramm-Rudman and with 
the restrictions on ASAT? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: If I were a Soviet 
negotiator and believe that there would be a continuation of this 
kind of policy with the Congress voting in essence in support of the 
Soviet position while our negotiators are at the table, I wouldn't 
make any concessions at all. Now, hopefully this is an isolated 
event and will be reversed. But it certainly encumbers the ability 
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of our negotiators when the Congress is taking the Soviet position on 
it. 


Q You're talking about ASAT here, not Gramsg-Rudzan? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: My colleague has 
negotiated more than I have. 


Q You’re talking about ASAT -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I's talking about the 
action on ASAT. 


Q What about Gramm-Rudgan‘’s impact on SDI? If you 
have to suffer a cut in SDI funds, both this year and next. How does 
that affect your offensive/defensive linkage in Geneva? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, it isn't clear 
that we will be suffering an SDI cut. 


Q But if there has to be an across-the-board cut, 
doesn't SDI also have to take its share? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: One can always put SDI 
in the oudget in such a way as to protect the program even in 
defensive and across-the-board cuts. So, it's not possible to say 
what the igpact would be now. It's a matter of budget strategy. 


Q What about generally -- about the overall military 
cuts, where it appears that the budget for next year may be actually 
less than this year. What signal is that sending? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: If the budget is 
declining and the resources available for our defense, and in 
particular with respect to the areas under negotiation limited, we're 
going to have a guch more difficult time in negotiating successfully. 
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Q Sir, could you comment on what your colleague said 
regarding the impact -- if there were a substantial Soviet offer on 
the offensive side, would that lead to a rethinking of our position 
on defense? Would the problem be different? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It's an awfully 
hypothetical question because the Soviets have not made an offer that 
would significantly and fairly reduce offensive forces. 


Q Sut if they were to? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: And they've had 
opportunities to do so in the past. They'll have an opportunity to 
Go so in this next round. 


Q I guess the basic question is, if there were less 
offense, would we still want defense? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Still an iffy question. 
It's hard to answer iffy questions. 


Q Could I -- I'd like to raise the same issue a 
different way. Do we expect -- we made a counterproposal shortly 
before the summit -- do we expect in the early part of this round or 
at any point the Soviets to make a formal response to that? Have 
they told us that they will early in this round? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: They haven't told us 
that, but we certainly do expect that. So, it's normal that when you 
make a serious proposal, as we did in our counter-counterproposal on 
November 1 through 5, I guess it was, we didn't have time at that 
time -- during that round of the negotiations, there wasn't time for 
thew really to ask questions and to get responses and for us to get 
responses; so that it would be _— normal, and I should think 
proper, and really expected during this coming round that our 
negotiators will further add to their exposition of our 
counter-counterproposal, and that they will ask questions and will 
react to that proposal of ours. 


Q If I could ask one other -- does the summit 
statement on the interim INF agreement between Reagan and Gorbachev 
imply that that may be the first area of some true offensive 
reductions in this round? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think it does. I 
think the November 2lst joint document did emphasize the fact that 
there was agreement between the two sides with respect to seeking an 
interim INF agreement. Now, of course, the real difficulty there, 
however, is that the Soviets are continuing to insist on full 
pes page on ag for British and French systems, which are primarily 
their SLBOMs. 


This issue has been on the table for years. It is 
perfectly clear that they're not entitled to compensation. It's 
perfectly clear there's not going to be an agreement which involves 
compensation for British and French systems. They know that there 
isn't going to be an agreement which will involve co nsation for 
British and French systems. Therefore, the key here is to their 
getting this obstacle out of the way. 


Now, they did get it out of the way at the end of the ‘83 
negotiations, so that it isn’t really a difficult thing for them to 
do. They just have to go back to a position which they'd once taken 
back in ‘83 before they walked out. So, we've got to get rid of that 
compensate for the Sritish and French if we're going to have an INF 
agreement. 


Q One final question on kind of the outlook for this 
year: Do you think that the Party Congress is going to affect the 
timing of the Soviet counter-counterproposal? And do you think that 
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the progress in this round will affect the timing of the next 
Reagan-Gorbachev seeting? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I would expect that the 
replies and the positions that the Soviet nesotiators can take prior 
to the conclusion of the Party Congress wi)l be replies which they're 
already authorized to take. I don't believe -- it's hard for me to 
imagine that the Soviet high command 
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will change the basic position until after the Party Congress, but I 
might be wrong. What do you think about that? 


Q What about the second part of that? 
Q Yes, what about the second part? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, I would certainly 
ee with that. And, on the timing of the second, that is under 
discussion and, I think, unrelated to what happens in this round. 


Q Goes that mean that the negotiators are not under 
pressure to come up with something before that summit, that Mr. 
Gorbachev and Mr. Reagan haven't sort of anticipated having an 
agreement? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You can't speak for 
whether the Soviet negotiators consider that they're under pressure 
or not, but ours certainly do not consider that they are. 


Q Can you explain -- 


Q Does that suggest that there might be a holding 
period in Geneva until after their conclusion of the Party Congress? 
I mean -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, there's a lot of 
to do, so that they'll be -- the negotiators have got quite a 
task before them, an agenda. ye got it all mapped out as to how 
they're going to present these things. So there's a lot of work to 


The question at issue is how such convergence -- further 
convergence can be achieved during this period, and that remains 
dependent, to a great extent, upon the flexibility that the Soviets 
have already, perhaps, given to their negotiators. We don't know how 
guch that is. 


Q Why do you think that what happens in Geneva will 
not effect the timing of the summit? What's your thinking -- your 
logic on that? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, first, the 
agreement to seet this year and then again next year was reached in 
Geneva and the subsequent discussions were focused on finding a 
msutually-convenient time, and there has been no injection into that 
discussion of anything that even looks remotely conditional with 
respect to the negotiations. It's just the sechanics of finding a 
time that's convenient for both sides. 


Q Do you think that that kind of one | could 

have been given to their negotiators prior to the Congress? I mean 

-- or is it less likely, because of the Congress, that they would 

— already been given the kind of flexibility that you would hope 
r 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It's hard to know. I 
think they sight have been given quits 2 Lot of flexibility, but I 
Gon*t know how such. 


In the back -- 


Q What's your reaction to the story in The Washington 
Post this weekend that suggests that arms control will come about, 
not at negotiations in Geneva, but because of the budget crunch on 
both sides, Soviet as well as U.S.? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I's not <= I wouldn't 
confidently bank on that, particularly in the field of nuclear 
weapons because nuclear weapons -- you remember back in the days of 








the ‘50's when the slogan was “More bang for a buck.” The truth of 
the matter is that nuclear weapons are cheap in relationship to 
conventional weapons with respect to their silitary effect, so that 
if the Soviets, for instance, are under budgetary econozic pressure, 
it doesn't necessarily follow that they will cut their nuclear 
forces. 


Q Just to make sure that I understand what you're 
saying about the various deficit-reduction things in Gramm-Rudzan, 
when you're talking about a hindrance on your negotiations from a 
reduction in military spending, are you talking about the fiscal ‘87 
process that’s still to come or are you talking about the cuts that 
will definitely be announced later today, the 4.9 percent that we 
know is already coming? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I was talking about the 
longer-range prospects. 
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Q What is your assessment of the 4.9 that's coming 
today? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'd cather turn that 
over to sy colleague. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't think you can 
relate, generally speaking -- unless a program is terminated that's a 
subject of negotiation, which is not the case -- I don’t think you 
can relate a specific budget cut to the long-term prospects for 
negotiations. But you can relate a trend in level of effort that 
we're making to the long-term prospects for the negotiations. 


Q Well, the fact that there's 4.9 being announced 
today is not in itself going to hinder your talks, but you're saying 
that if that continues -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think if the Soviets 
get the idea that we are unilaterally going to restrict our own 
defense preparedness, they will be less inclined to agree to restrict 
theirs in a reciprocal fashion. 


Q Were you saying -- 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Just logical -- 


Q Were you saying before that budget strategy means 
you're going to hide certain defense spending under different 
categories? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, not at all. Wo, 
budget strategy may mean that in order to be sure that programs of 
particular importance are adequately protected against subsequent 
cuts, they are elevated in the budget overall. 


Q But isn’t it true that in fiscal year ‘66, although 
the President has some latitude in shifting money from one account to 
another in defense, in fiscal ‘87 he'll lose all flexibility and you 
won't be able to exercise that kind of strategy? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I believe -- I mean I'm 
mot sure that I fully understand how Gramm-Rudman works even 
mechanically much less in practice -- but I believe it is the case 
that if the budget submission is sufficient to anticipate the 
subsequent reduction, one can assure that for any given program 
adequate funds would be available. Wow, the budget, as a whole, may 
shrink. But programs that one wishes to protect within it can be 
protected by simply asking for more than you must have. 


Q But isn’t it true that every single line item has to 
take a uniform cut starting with fiscal ‘877 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: it depends, as I 
understand it, on what happens subsequent *o the submission of the 
budget. Sut the budget can be put together in any fashion the 
Gepartmerts determine. 


Q You wouldn't call GOI the farm program or Social 
pecurity, yow @ CBll it SDI? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. Oh, absolutely. 
The point is it is not uncommon to ask for more than one absolutely 
must have in anticipation of cuts. 


Q You do that at the Pentagon? 


- 


Nooo. (Laughter.) Tell us about this. Be 
specific. 


Q This is more honest than most things we get from the 























podius. 
THE PRESS: Thank you. 


END 10:00 A.M. EST 
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BRIEFING 
BY 
OMB DIRECTOR JAMES MILLER 





The Briefing Roos 
3:07 P.M. EST 


MR. BRASHEAR: This briefing, like the one at 1:00 p.a. 
at O50B, will be with Jim Miller, who is the Director of the 
President's Office of Management and Budget. It will be on the 
record, for camera and for sound. 


Q Now, you can beat up on Penner. 

DIRECTOR MILLER: No, nO, nO. 

) -- friends -- 

DIRECTOR MILLER: Wo. We are friends, very good friends. 


Let me just say, a8 many of you know, we just had a 
briefing upstairs were CBO Director Rudy Penner and I went over this 
compilation of materials that is being produced today for your 
consumption and for other people's consumption, giving the results of 
the sequester. And we estimate that the budget deficit for fiscal 
‘S96 is going to be in excess of $220 billion, which is about $8 
billion more than the record we set last year of $212 billion. 
Obviously, we've got to do something about the deficit. The deficit 
threatens, I think, this economic expansion that we've been 
experiencing. 


Now, a6 you know, under Gramm-Rudman for 1996, if the 
Geficit exceeds $192 billion, then there's going to be a sequester. 
Under ordinary circumstances, you know that the CBO and OMB take a 
snapshot that’s developed by the General Accounting Office, and they 
estimate the deficit. And if the deficit amount exceeds what the 
target amount is under Gramm-Rudman-Hollings, there has to be a 
sequester of the difference. 


Well, in 1966, there’s a maximum of $20 billion that 
would be sequestered. And that translates into $11.7 billion when 
you multiply it by seven-twelfths of a year because the order would 
mot take place -- take effect until March lst. And, 66, what is at 
issue is 311.7 billion. 


Now, under Gramm-Rudman-Hollings, half of that sequester 
comes from defense, and half comes from nondefense. Within each 
category, some comes off the top in the form of COLA freezes from -- 
some of the automatic spending increases are reduced. And, then, in 
the case of domestic spending, there are certain categories like some 
health programs -- Medicare, etcetera -- that have special rules 
applied to them where only 1 percent can come off the top or 2 
percent in the out-years. 


So, then, you get down the remainder that is then 
sequestered across the board. And the base for that sequestration, 
the accounts in which that several billion dollars has to come, 
depends -- it’s separately for defense and nondefense. in the case 
of defense, you take $497 million off the top, leaving $£.353 billion 
to be sequestered; and the base from which that uniform sequestration 
comes is $109 billion. And that’s where you get the 4.9 percent 
figure. 
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And also in defense, total outlays are estimated to be 
$271 billion. And since the overall defense share is $5.85 billion, 
this gives approximately a 2 percent reduction in defense spending. 
Total discretionary nondefense outlays for 1986 are estimated to be 
$186 billion. Thus, $5.85 billion is 3.1 percent on a yearly basis. 
And $939 million comes off the top. It's more in the case of 
nondefense because the automatic COLAs and the other areas that are 
treated by special cules are larger. Sut you get the base, so the 
amount thet you have to spread across is only $4.9 billion. Sut the 
base is a little bit increased, and that's $114 billion -- or $115 
billion. And, so, that is 4.3 percent. 


So, basically, of the across-the-board cuts, it’s 4.3 
percent in the case of the defense -- excuse me, in the case of 
nondefense. And it's 4.9 percent in the case of defense. Now, 
whether you're at one agency or not, whether it’s one program at one 
agency or another program at another agency, if it*s in nondefense, 
it's 4.3 percent comes off the top. If it's in the defense area, 
it's 4.9 percent. 


Now, let me just say that -~ if I <= let me just finish 
Sp, San. 


There's a difference between our mid-session estimate and 
this latest estimate of the deficit for ‘86 at 220. And that's 
primarily because Congress didn't enact some savings that we thought 
would probably come out at that time. When I came over and briefed 
the President last month, we estimated the 1986 deficit at something 
like $210 billion. The difference between the 210 and the 220 is 
because the military spend-out rates this year have been a little bit 
higher, and the last figures we've gotten a little bit higher, and 
also because Congress passed an agriculture bill that had the effect 
of actually soving up some of the crop payments into ‘86. 


But I don’t think that this increase in our estimate of 
the ‘86 deficit is going to have much effect, if any, on the 1987 
Geficit or our ability to meet that 144 billion-dollar target for 
1987. The reason is there's a carry-over of the 1986 budget 
authority reductions into ‘87, which will reduce 1937 outlays. And 
the CCC payment will have been put back from ‘87 into ‘66 -- part of 
it. And we think the change in the DOD spend-out rate will fall. 


So, in conclusion, I just want to make the point that we 
are committed to carrying owt Gramm-Rudman-liollings. And we will try 
-- we will meet these cuts with @ sinimum of disruption. And what 
you will see -- what you're going to see in a few weeks is the 
President of the United States is going to propose a budget that 
meets the requirements of that act, that meets the 144 billion-dollar 
level and does it without increasing your taxes, does it without 
Cutting the props out from under our national security, does it 
without savaging low income and elderly people. 


And this is a budget that is realistic. It's one that, I 
think, will have the support of the American people. And it's one 
that we look forward to Congress acting on in an affirmative way. 


Q Jima, can you tell us, in the defense part of this 
sequester, was there a decision made not to sequester funds on 
certain contracts or on all contracts so as not to disrupt them? Why 
is there the emphasis on O6M in there? And can you give some 
thinking about the choices that went into the defense side of this? 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Well, it was the judgment of our people 
and the people at Defense that, in terms of meeting the requirements 
of our national defense, it was better met by not opening contracts 
and renegotiating contracts. Sometimes you could do that, but you 
could do that at a penalty. And we just thought that that was the 
best way to move forward. There is the flexibility to do that, but 
we didn’t exercise it. 
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9 You said the 220 billion-dollar deficit wont affect 
the ‘87 -- 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Yes. 


Q -- budget that auch. Are you prepared to tell us 
what that number would be before the budget comes out, what the 
assumption is fo: the deficit in ‘87 if you didn’t have Gramm-Rudman? 


DIRECTOR MILLER: it’s a lot of money. (Laughter .) 
Q Are you prepared to give a -- 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Wo, I wouldn't'give you the ific 
figure. You have seen or imputed that it’s a little abowe 190. it's 
less than 200. 


Q In other words, wouldn't want us to subtract 144 
from 220. It would be from some lesser -- 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Wo. That's right. 
Q How are you able to insulate SDI from -- 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Wow, do you understand -- of course, 
why? And that is between ‘86 and ‘87 we anticipate revenues growing 
by more than expenses under current services and, therefore, the 
Geficit narrowing on its own -- somewhat. 


Q How are you able to insulate SDI from any cuts in 
fiscal ‘86? 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Well, there's a specific cule for ‘86 
that allows in the defense accounts to reduce twice the cut, the 4.9 
percent, and save it somewhere else, giving a little flexibility -- 
needed flexibility, I think -- in the way the President or the 
Secretary of Defense can meet the obligations of our national 
security. And that was the way that the Department of Defense was 
able to protect SDI from the cuts. And that's a very high -- for ‘86 
only -- and, of course, that's a very high priority for the 
President. 


Q Were there any other high-priority programs like 
that that were treated the same way in defense? 


DIRECTOR MILLER: I can’t comment. 

Q That's °86? 

DIRECTOR MILLER: Yes. 

Q What would be the ethical of moral implications in 
"87? of trying to protect SDI by simply overestimating it and padding 


it originally, knowing there might be some cuts and, therefore, 
coming up with a figure you want? 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Wow, Sam, surely this administration 
would not engage in any immoral or unethical behavior. 























ne 


fo) So you don’t think that kind of behavior will be 
either iapgoral -- 


DIRECTOR MILLER: I would not -- 
Q -~- or illegal or unethical? 


DIRECTOR MILLER: -- anticipate engaging in such 
behavior. 


Q No, nO, nO, we were told by an official -- 

Q We were told that this sorning. 

Q “~~ who cannot be further identified, from this very 
podiums this sorning that that is one way it could be done. And his 
emphasis seems to be that that -~- if necessary -- was the way it 
would be done. 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Well, I wouldn't comment on what was 
said this sorning. I haven't heard it. 


Huse. 
Well, but om the general principle of what the -- 
It was a pearl of a way. (Laughter.) 


o oo oOo oO 


=~ senior official was talking about, the idea, in 
essence, of throwing in an extra-large pad on some accounts, figuring 
that they're going to be cut anyhow somewhere down the line, so you 
still get what you need. 


DIRECTOR MILLER: I think you will see that the 
President's budget request for fiscal ‘87 represents a reasonable, 
rational way of meeting the needs of our nation in the defense area 
and in the non-defense areas. 


Yes. 


fo) Last mid-April, Secretary Baker, in a document from 
the IMF meeting was -~- welcoming IMP increased surveillance and 
oversight. TIen't it fair to characterize this exercise as IMF 
oversight over the U.S. economy, only we're calling it Gramm-Rudman? 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Well, what Gramm-Rudman does is to 
attack the deficit problem. We have a record deficit for ‘65, and, 
as i indicated to you, it will exceed that deficit, except for the 
sequester for ‘66. Gramm-Rudman-Hollings is a way of finally 
Congress = around to doing something about the deficit. The 
President has, in the past, sent up budgets calling for a reduction 
in the deficit, and he doesn’t get that. This time there is a 
ao ism that would force that to happen, will be a reduction in the 
deficit. 


Toby. 


e) Will you oppose artificial inflation of particular 
accounts to avoid Grasa-Rudman cuts? 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Yes, | have seen no evidence of that. 


Q Well, it was suggested this morning that that's 
exactly -- 


CIRECTOR MILLER: Look, the Defense Department budget 
will be three percent. The President has said that already. There 
will be a three-percent growth in the defense budget. I don't know 
where the pedding you're talking about is. 

















at Jiu 


Q -- said this sorning. We're talking about SDI. 
DIRECTOR MILLER: I was not privy to that discussion. 


There will be a three-percent growth in national defense 
and that money will be allocated in such a way that we believe 
maximizes the strength of our defense posture. 


Yes, ma‘an. 


Q The State Department today said that they will be 
reducing aid to all countries across the board, yet Israel has 
already received all the monies for this year in the first quarter. 
Does that mean we're going to be getting a check back from Israel? 


Q Hal 


DIRECTOR MILLER: I just wouldn't <-- I wouldn't comment 
on that. I mean, you can hardly sequester a cow that's out of the 
barn, I guess. But I don't know -- 


Q They could return the milk. (Laughter. ) 


Q Well, then what will you do in cases where the 
money's been spent, whether it's the D.C. government or Israel? 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Well, in the case of the D.C. 
government, I understand they really haven't spent the money. They 
protested loudly, but that money could be sequestered. They haven't 
spent the money yet. 


Q But what if -- 
They spend it. 
What if the money has been spent? 


Q 
Q 
Q What if it's been spent since 1:00 p.m.? 
Q Or stolen. (Laughter.) 

Q 


Get busy between now and March lst, huh? 
Q Sure. 


DIRECTOR MILLER: No, the question is very relevant. We 
will be looking carefully and making sure that such excessive 
expenditures don't happen. Most of these are in situations where the 
sequester happens by account. If an agency head wants to go ahead 
and push out a contract so it gets its full amount and <-- it means, 
though, it has less contract money during the remainder of the year, 
the agency head still has to make the kind of decisions it makes no 
matter what the limit is. 


The kinds cf problems that you're talking about are not 
unlike the kinds of problem that any agency faces where Congress 
Gecides to reduce the amount of funding or tu reduce it <-- or to 
increase it less <-- by less than they anticipated its being 
increased, they have to live within their means. Just -- in this 
instance ~- the means are going to be slightly less, around two 
percent or three percent. I think that can be done. We are going to 
meet the requirements without -- with minimal disruption, as I said 
upstairs. 


Q Do you park on D.C. streets? 
DIRECTOR MILLER: (Laughter.) Yes. (Laughter. ) 
Q You said that you didn’t think this would effect 
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‘87, but doesn’t the higher estimate for ‘86 -- the size of the 
deficit -- going to make it harder for you to meet that ‘87 144 
target? 


DIRECTOR MILLER: No, David, I just gave the reasons why 
I don't think that. The situation in ‘86 is a rather peculiar one, 
the situation that gave rise to the increase in our deficit estimate 
from 210 to 220. 


Q You recover all that going into ‘87. You'll come 
back down -- 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Yes. 
Q -- all that way. 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Yes. So, in other words, the deficit 
estimate that we made when we sat down with the President and 
reviewed the budget has not really been changed. 


Q Why do you think that defense spending will start 
slowing down again? I mean, that's part of the reason you have the 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Yes. I think that they will do -- 
defense will do a better job in pacing the outlays. 


Q Because they're going to have to? Or -- 
Q They want to. (Laughter.) 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Yes. Well, we're discussing this. 
(Laughter. ) 


Q Could you explain why you show less in revenues from 
a higher growth rate? And could you also explain why your growth 
rate differs so markedly from that of CBO? 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Show me on the table -- what table are 
you looking at? 


Q Well, Table 1 shows OMB revenues below those of CBO. 
Whereas, the growth rate in the last three quarters is higher for OMB 
than for CBO. 


DIRECTOR MILLER: My Table 1 shows that OMB estimate of 
revenues is less than CBOs. 


Q That's right. But you have a higher growth rate. 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Yes. Well, let's see. We also have -- 
I don't have an easy explanation. Yes, Ed. 


MR. DALE: Well, I think the main explanation is that ‘86 
revenues are mainly a function of what happened in calendar ‘85, not 
the growth rate in the first three quarters of ‘86. 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Sure. 


MR. DALE: And we in CBO simply technically differ on the 
yield of the revenues. 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Disagreement on the base, not the 
growth rate. I mean, there are differences in the growth rate, but 
disagreement on the base as well. 


Yes. 


Q Do you have any indications that this is going to be 
the report that goes from the President on February jrd to be the 
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final -- 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Well, look, GAO has to resolve 
differences. And there is only one philosophical or policy 
G@ifference. And I think, although there were how many, Ed? 


MR. DALE: Sixty to sixty-five. 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Over sixty differences in 
interpretation -- arguably different ways of interpreting various 
provisions. Most of them are very, very narrow and we agreed over 
what the interpretation would be in all but one. It has been really 
a joint effort. And I must say that if GAO -- excuse me, if CBO had 
not been so cooperative and so supportive, we simply wouldn't have 
been able to get this out on time. I told several of my friends in 
Congress, I'm not -- I wasn't sure we could get it out by this time. 








Q Do you have any indication that the President plans 
to propose an alternative, as is his right under the law? 


DIRECTOR MILLER: I don't think so. We looked -- you 
know, we talked over the issue, but basically Congress, at the end of 
the session, said, look, we're going to do something about the 
deficit and we are going to have a sequester and it is going to be 
50-50 defense and non-defense, and it's going to be according to this 
formula. And they signed on to that, and I just don't think it's 
likely that we'll see anything different. 


Q Why is the Federal Register so much more specific 
about the spending in defense categories vis-a-vis spending in 
non-defense categories? 


Q In other words -- 


Q For example, at an Air Force Base in Texas the 
spending list gets as specific as a maintenance facility or a 
child-care facility -- PPAs to INS, which might have to distinguish 
between inspectors employed at airports or the inspectors on the 
border patrol. I mean, would the INS in that situation be able to 
decide how it might reach those cuts within that big account or -- 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Well, you have accounts, all right, but 
then you have projects and programs, etcetera, that can be subsidiary 
parts of an account. And if those are specific items that are 
mentioned by the appropriations committees, those have to be broken 
Out separately. So there is no sort of -- 


Q So this goes by the appropriations bills, then? 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Well, the Conference Committee reports 
and -- 


MR. DALE: Well, the answer is, Defense at this stage is 
already down to that program, project, and activity level. For the 
domestic, that comes on February lst. So you'll have the same level 
of detail for the domestic on the Presidential sequester order as we 
have in Defense on today's report? 


DIRECTOR MILLER: And in fact you'll probably have a 
whole lot more, because included in that detail for February lst will 
be the agriculture -- the department's report on 13,000 pursuant to 
the demands of the Chairman of the Appropriations Committee in the 
House -- a report on what the effect of Gramm-Rudman-Hollings is 
specifically on every single one of 13,000 county offices of the 
Department of Agriculture. Now I am not sure they are going to be 
able to do it. People are working hard. 


Q To follow up on this, I just want to clear up a 
point that I think you made earlier. On a current services basis, if 
you did nothing at all, the ‘87 deficit would shrink to about $189 
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billion or $190 billion? Is that -- did I understand you correctly? 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Pardon? Oh, between $190 billion and 
$200 billion. 


Q Therefore you would be doing something on the order 
of -- some spending incentives? 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Yes. 


Q On the tables in the first portion, the breakout, 
how much will be cut from each individual -- program? The columns 
are broken out in terms of a fiscal ‘86 reduction, a total reduction, 
and then an outlay reduction. Can you distinguish among those three 
what is meant by each? Does total reduction refer to -- 





DIRECTOR MILLER: I just got this this morning. Ed, do 
you know the answer? Joe? 





MR. DALE: Yes, I think the prior years are there because 
in defense you can go into unobligated balances of ‘84 money and ‘85 
money, as well as the new appropriation for ‘86. And that is why 
they have three years worth of money in there. The outlay is the 
total effect of the entire sequester. 


Q So total reduction means reii:ction in budget 
authority and -- 


MR. DALE: For three years. 
Q For three years. Thank you. 


DIRECTOR MILLER: We don't have that in our little 
background paper. 


Q Do you prefer to see sequestration this year or a 
reconciliation bill? 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Well, an ordinary reconciliation bill 
is not going to do anything unless it's, you know -- what's the 
differnce between 172 and 2007 It's 48. Unless it's 48, right? 


Q Forty-eight? 
Q what about 28? 
DIRECTOR MILLER: What'd I say? Excuse me, I meant 220. 


Q We are in trouble. (Laughter.) We're in trouble 
here. Let's face it. 


DIRECTOR MILLER: You haven't seen what my staff 
assistant gave me? It's one of those little things that says, Grades 
Four to Five, Advanced Addition and Subtraction. I have been working 
on that book. 


No, the difference between 220 and 172 -- if you had a 
reconciliation bill that eliminated $48 billion, or had $48 billion 
of savings and/or increased revenue, then that would take care of the 
sequester. But failing that, unless it comes down -- unless it is at 
least $30 billion worth, it's not going to help. Or $28 billion -- 
it's not going to help. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 


END 3:30 P.M. EST 
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ast 
THIS PARTICULAR CASE (Ff mATiOns COOPERATE. 11 18 . @ Couett Tecet 13 oO Ge Siemt 
(PORTANT TO WOTE THAT THIS 1S a OLFFERERCE @ 
TACT CS, MOT & DIFFERENCE OF OBJECTIVES. ane 
AGREE THAT VE WILL CONTINUE TO DISCUSS THE OLFFCRCECE 
18 THE VEERS aD monlas ante 1@ @ fefemY ane 
COMS"RUCTIVE war 


VE MRE BEAL iiUED TO WEAR THAT GRITAIN WILL BOT 
UNDERCUT OF FILL 1m SENIND THE SAmCTIONS Wice 
WAVE (POSED. 


GREA™ GRITAIN AND THE UNITED STATES wave Lone 
OLOICATED THEMSELVES TO THE MULE OF Law, 
(/MTERMATIONAL OROER AnD JUSTICE. Quapuari’s 
TERRORISM THREATENS THOSE PRINCIPLES nO A wave (ace 
TAKEN STEPS TO DEMONSTRATE OUR ABHORRENCE OF anv 
GOVERMAENT WHICH WIGLATES THEN. wt WILL mow PROCEED 
TOGE"WER, ALONG WITH OTHER MLL IES, TO OLTERMINE wat 
FURTHER CONCRETE STEPS Cache OF US Cam Tant TO 
CONFRONT SUCCESSFULLY THIS TeetaT TO Gua values. 


THAMA YOU VERY MUCH. AND WOW I'LL OE GLAD TO amsvee” 
YOuR Guts! ! Ons. 


@ tT SOUNDS AS THOUGH YOU MERE TOLD PRETTY muce 
WHAT FR. AMBASSADOR PRICE WAS TOLO LAST EER. maT 
WAVE YOU GAINED FROM COMING TO ORI TALE? 


A: «=A AWE GRIME ALOT, | OELICCE. VE wave 
STAR“ED THE PROCESS OF STEPPED-UP Oi OGuE OF 
FURTHER STEPS THAT VE Cam On0 ual VE wave tente. 
DID WOT ASH ORITAIN TODAY 10 MAKE OFCIS/ONS Gn 
FURTHER STEPS THAT THEY WILL TARE. OUT ME GOT THER 
THINKING OF FURTHER STEPS, AD VE HAD & GOOD ExCHanct 
OF ViEWS AS TO Wal EACH OF US HAS DOME (mH THE Pas. 


GO: «GIVER THE STEPS THAT BRITAIN HAS ALOLADY TAREs, _ SCT CODY AURieg: 
WICH YOU HAVE DETAILED YOURSELF, wat FURTHER STEPS ; , BES! vUEt F 

OO VOU THIMK GRITAIN Cam TARE Im THIS FIELO? 
h: WELL, THERE ARE A WUMBER OF STEPS, AS | 
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THAT Af (OVELVED ame OTHER TERRORIST GROUPS. SUT 
17'S GUE VIEW, FRON ML THE INTELLIGENCE teat 
OOvt, AO Mi TH (NPORRATION Mt Have acCUMaTIO 
OVER GUITS & Lame PERIGR GF Yiaet, Thal Guapeari ane 

L/OYA ARt GERIND HOST GF TRE TERRORIST acts Teal ant ' 

WOW OCCURRING AROUND ThE VORLO. il save Cxtuancto ' 
/ORNATION, (CLUDING LXCRANGING (FF ONRATION TODAY, 

WITH GREAT GRITAIN TO ORING THEN UP-TO-DATE Gn wnat 

i MmOw abeuT Tete acTioes. 








@ THE GERMANS, FOR EXAMPLE, SAT THAT WaT TeEY' ve 
SEER OF THE AAERICAR CVIOERCE 1S INSUFFICITET. 08 . 
TOU wave, Cam YOU GIVE US, an EXAMPLE OF SOMETHING 

SOL10 THAT YOU'RE TELLING THESE GOVERRMENTS? 

Ah: «=—s HC COURSL GIVING TOU INFORMATION On (mTE\\ 1GLRCE 

BAS ITS DIFFICULTIES, Am0 SO | CammoT. OUT, FoR 

CRAPPLE, THE QUESTION OF LIBYA'S (HVOLVEREART (8 THE 

TWO AIRPORT (CIDERTS Teal TOOK PLACE aT Tet Cad OF 

OLCEMSER ~ THAT BAS BEECH QUESTIONED. SUT, aS Hat 

SEER REPORTED im Tet MEVSPAPERS, ME HwOw Teal Tet 

TERRORISTS VERE INVOLVED 1 THE IOCIOLNT AT ROM 

AIRPORT ABD USED PASSPORTS THAT HAD BETH SUPPLITD 10 

THEN I LIBYA. THEY WERE TUNISIAN PASSPORTS, wice 

AD GLEN USED OY TURISi Am CITIZENS WhO wornt® ie 

LIGYA, AMD THEN WHER THOSE CITIZENS WERE CAPE. EO 

FROM LIVGA, LIBYA PICKED UP THOSE PASSPORTS ano . 
TURNED THEM OVER TO TERRORISTS WHO ERE (eV VED Ie " 
THE GOP THOOTING. ° GIVE THAT HOT AS,- 18 ITSELF, @ 
COMPLETE STATERERT OF PROOF, GUT AS Am EXAMPLE & ie 
CVIOENCE THAT ME Have. A HAVE A VARIETY OF 
CVIOERCE OF LIGTAR (NVOLVERERT. WE HAVE EVIDENCE 
THAT THEY GAVE FINANCED TERRORIST ACTIVITIES ML OVER 
THE WORLD; IMCONTROVERTIGLE KVIOERCE OF THEIe 
FIMANCING OF THESE ACTIVITIES. WE wave EVIDENCE Tear ; 
THEY GAVE SUPPLIED ARMS TO TEREORISTS, OECAUSE Tet , 4 ’ 
ARMS DAVE GEER TEACED (8 SOME CASES Bach TO Viera. . 

WE GAVE CVIDERCE THAT THERE ARE TERRORIST Batts - 
TRAINING CAPS ~ 1H LIBYA. (8 MANY OF THER 
TERRORISTS ARE TRAINED AMD THE ACTIVITICS THAT ant 
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€.0 12996: 878 LIGVA, THE GRITED STATES WiLi SEER TO PREVERT 
Swastcr: SECRETARY GF STATE wai (om00n — 6.5. 218 COINS Te THE 181GR REPUTE Peeves THE 
WORE FORTRCEMING. AMD i WILL EXPRESS Teal vitw To SiRine & THE AO O-i8iGe GREtERT. FiesT, 18 MEAT 


BOT TAKING & BARD APPRGACE TO THIS QUESTION Wits OUR 
MAIC, WE 00 BOT ASE THEN FOR (PMEBIATE OLCI SIONS. 
VE AGE THER TO CONSIDER 120 SUBJECT CaREFULT. OO 


MECESSARILY THE EXACT THimes THAT 


a Cont want TO Fact a tituaTion 
¥ MTERMATIVE LEFT 1S MILITARY 
i ORE CHPRATITING AS STRONGLY as 


Can THE SEED TO RARE BOR-RILITARY ACTION aGaiesT 
LiGTA EFFECTIVE ame SUCCESS. 


&@ | ARE WOT ASKING THER TC 00 THE Sane as Tet 
WEITED STATES 18 GOING. OUT IF THEY OORT JO18 18 
SARCTIONS YOU'RE, READING SETH THE .'mES, You’ ee 


SAYING SANCTIOHS DON'T WORK, TREY REQUIRE 
COOPERATION. THEREFORE YOU SEIN TO RtauIet 


Tea? at Cast. 


Ah «= SOE COUNTRIES HAVE BOT CONE AnYTHIWG AT mL. 
SRITAIG AND THE WRITER STATTS AST OTH 1m THE (Cad OF 
THE GROW? GF EUROPEAN COUNTRIES -- (NCLUDING THE 
WHITER STATE. AmB CAMADA ~~ OF THE COUNTRIES Tear 
SAVE OGRE THE HOST. OUT SOME COUNTRIES HAVE HOT DONE 
ABTTEIOG AT MAL. AND A Can’T EXPECT COUNTHIES TO G0 


MA THE WAT OW THIS SUBJECT iesTanTantousiy. 


WILL GE PRESSING EACH OuF TO OO WaT 15 aPPRoPRiate 
TO AT LEAST Tame BOW SOME FURTHER STEPS. Som, For 
CAPPLE, SAVE BO CONTEGLS OVER IMMIGRATION OF 1 8Yan 
CITIZERS TO THEIR COUNTRIES; SOME COUNTRIES STILL 
GAVE MAINTAINED FUL DIPLOMATIC PELATIONS With Liera,; 


SOE COUNTRIES STILL SUPPLY anne TO Liera. 
THINGS WHICH BOTH BRITAIN AND THE UNITED STATES #ave 
MOLT SUSPEMRED GR TERNINATCD, 480 SO ME BILD TO 
LOGE AT CAGE SITUATION 1% Lace COUNTRY DIFFERTETLY. 


THOSE ARE 


MTeGGE THIS 16 STILL THE VERY EARLY PaRT OF ret 
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Ac «(LET PE AOMER TEE FIRST QUICELY SECAUSE THERE 15 
WO TRUTE TO THAT AT iL. THESE ARE THO COMPLETELY 
SEPARATE GUESTIONS AND THEY WiLi OE OLALT With tm a 
COMPLETELY SEPARATE WAT 18 WASHINGTON. SUT TOU Hav 
A StCome GUEST ian? 


& A SECOND QUESTION WICH HAS ALSO BEER PUT fT 

ORITIGR PRLITICIARS. (Ff THE GRITISH WESTL age 

SEL ICOPTER COMPANY LIMES UP WITH THE U.S. SinoReEY 

COPAnT ame THE ITAL iam FiaT COnPanY, wOUL® Tet 

GRITED STAIES CONSIDER PREVENTING HiGe TECHMa OGY 

FROM RLACHING VESTLAMD, GIVEN THAT COL. Quabeari i 4 . - 
SHARERGL OLR 16 Fiat? 


& «1° COINS TO OUCH THAT QUESTION. TeaT’s 

SOMETHING | DON'T LIKE TO 00 amd | KNOW IT Mav SEER 
VERY STRANGE TO YOU TkaT | An HOT FantLian wits, as 
Ch AS ML OF TOU ARE, THE THINGS TeaT wave otte 
CO1ms On 18 THE BEL ICOPTER GUSINESS 1m LONDON in Tat 
LAST COUPLE OF WEEKS, GUT | SIMPLY an BOT Fan ian 
Coven Vile 17 TO AREER, | WOPE YOU'LA Cacust mt. 


& 8 THE PAST, CO, GUADEAT! BAS OLEH Seow TO 
CAPLOY MERCEGARITS, SOR-ARABS, INCLUDING OAIT! Se ano 
MERIC. SOE FORPER TENBLES OF THE ANAED FORCES, 
AMD MSO TO CUTAN TERRORIST COUIPAERT FROn Pai vats 
WESTERE (NDIVIGUMS. EAS any THOUGHT BEER Give TO 
stories Tait RiGeT sow 


hE 00 BOT GAVE - ML TROUGE TRERE HAVE fCCe 
CCCASIONM INSTANCES 1H THE PAST, OF POSSINLE 

CVIOERCE OF THINGS THAT YOU OCSCRIBE - We 00 ROT nave | 

Any CVIGENCE TO INDICATE TAT THOSE THINGS TeaT You — 

FEETION ARE GOING OH ROW, eth Dr OPV Aven ¢. 


& Tet SOVIETS TooaY, amp 18 PAST OATS, nant . 
SESCRINED Tee FLELT MAREUVERS OFF OF LieTA a8 BCine ~ 
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Terre Ce way, TE Potsienity o 
~~ THE GEES FOR CULETUM MILITARY action 18 
Cimiai sete. 


& 18 YOUR REM CBACTIVE THE OVERTHROW & THE 
CADE | GOVERIEST, and if HOT, HOW VILL TOU nuOy 
WEE YOU HAVE CONVINCES COL. GuUADHAy! THAT WaT BT'S 
corms 13 weone? 


fe «THE OBJECTIVE 15 BOT HIS OVERTHROV. a THOUGH, 
@ COURSE, THAT BIMAIES ALWAYS & POSSICNLITY. SUT 
THAT 18 WOT TRE ORUECTIVE. THE OBJECTIVE 1s TO GET 
S/n TO CHANGE HIS HIND, TO CET HIM TO OELIEWE Teat 
THE COST OF CONTINUING TO SPONSOR TERROR) SH was 
SECOME GALATER Team Tee SCWEEITS Teal we RECEIVES 
fan 17, THAT'S wat WE'RE TRYING TO PROVE TO im 
HOV, 18 THE MONTES ARCAD ROW WILL VE KNOW? navOr 
at WILL TELL OS. E'S BOT RELUCTANT TO SCAR OUT OF 
THINGS OF THIS EOMD. FAYOE WE WILL SIMPLY Seow OY 
HIS ACTIONS, NATEE HC WIL( CAPEL THE TERRORISTS Feon 
HIS COUNTRY, ATRL ME WILL JUST FiNO & DIRUMISHINS 
© TERRORIST ACTIONS AROUND THE VORLO. Ame wate That 
SAPPERS, AMO IF THAT RAPPERS, amo iF A Can OF 
CONVINCED THAT IT'S TRERE TO STAY and That wt nas 
PERMANENTLY CHANGED HIS PRACTICES, THEN, OF COURSE, 
A WILL CONSIDER LIGHTENING TRE MOWS THAT HavE SER 
nage TO PUT PRESSURE On. . 


&  OG8S THE MERICAR GOVEREPENT ACCEPT teat & Lane 
SOURCE OF THE PRORLEN (1G THE MIDDLE Cast, ano 
TERRORISH, iS THE CEFUSAL OF THE AMERICAN GOVERRNTAT 
TO OO SOMETHING MORE POSITIVE ABOUT SOLVING THE 
ABA3/\SRALL | BISPUTED 


AO, WE OO WOT ACCEPT Teal vitw at mL. ano tT, 
@ COURSE, 18 GOT THE RaTiOmm Witv. im THE Freer 
PLACE THE URITED STATES HAS DOME EVERYTHING TeaT IT 
POSSIGLY Cam TO OE & CONSTRUCTIVE FacTOR im Tet PLact 
PROCESS 1 SOLVING THE TURMOIL 1m THE MIODLE Cast, 
me 2 VILL CORTIONE 1000 50. WE CERTAIMY Sant 
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Vee (SDICATE, TO Geek Gad CONSM tations wits Gum 
MLNS 18 eoveeee. | Tele IT'S Gee PRACTICN 18 mi 
(UTCRRATIGNAL MATTERS TO CONSULT AS FULT a8 18 
teat actias, ae i 


~ OOTE TOR aD aemascanes PRICE Hat CECE IVES 
*aRCES Teal GRitare weet emetecel Tee ErrecTs @ 
Cae CCOMERIC ACTIONS. OUT 'WE SEte oO 
TGR GERE Thal THE GOVEREEST 15 ACTUMALY Coles 
20 amTTEING TO PRL VERT BCR Comani(s Feon ROviES 
+ AD TARI08 COWPERCIM AOVeRTORE. am8 WE Stans 
FOO THE PRI MINISTER TODAY & STATERERT teat sare 
OO MW STEPS & any SORT MARE Planets. sant roe 
RECEIVED AY CONCRETE ASSURARCE ABOUT Weal Lind OF 
ACTIONS GRITAIE WILL TARE, EVER TO avO1 UNDERCUTTING 
avaticam actions? 


fh «=—«:s Hs CCRETE ASSURANCES, OUT ME O10 OI SUSS Ter 
VERT PROCLER THAT YOUR GUESTICn 1S DIRECTOR oO. ane 
i OOPt Thal GREAT GRITAIG WILL GIVE COmt) ERATION Te 
sow iT Cam MEET 17S abeuRencE Teal iT Wii) eT 
UUStRCeT US, GE, AS A WEE THE Pemate, Fila te 
See OF A8  WITERRee. THE UNDTOCUTTIOS 15 4 
VERT COMPLER MATTER, €S YOU Cam imagine, if TOU THim 
aboeTt tet Git @ CAAPLES. iT \evOL ers OF 
PERSIE, WO LEAVE TELIA 088 18 LieTA and Whi 
CEPLACED, PRESERARLY, if L18Te Can fied OTHER PLOFLE 
TO GEPL ACE THER, OY OTHER PLOFLE. iT inves 
CONTRACTS THAT GUE UE COMPaRITS Hart Wile \ 181A, 
Wich THEY WILL BOW BE AbanDOnING AS THLY OfPaRT, 
“CABSE THEY CANNOT HAVE any ORT ThantecTi oes wits 
LIGTR. GR WAT BAPPERS ete THOSE COmTeacTs eet fur 
ww FoR Sieeiee GE aseicete fe OTeres? § if 1s A veer 
COPLER MATTER. | af Suet Teal Ofe Masterr’s 
GOVLEIPERT 16 SINCERE 16 SOT WeeTinG TO CanteceT 
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SUBJECY: OfFPUTY SECRETARY OF STATE WHITEHEAD LONDON 
SANCTIONS AGAINST LI@YA 18 OVE TO ITS ECONOMIC 
CreCcumSTances. I TMINZ If S Ove TO ITS EuPeRelaence 
Aw ITU *18™ BELIEF THAT SANCTIONS ARE NOT AL WAYS, . 
ARE VSUAL'Y NOT EFFECTIVE, AND SOMETIMES ane 

CUUNT 12-P POOUCTI VE. It’s S@eCavse THEY CON T THINK 
THE” LL wORK SUCCESSFULLY, RATHER THAN SECAUSE THEY 
THINK YHAT ITY WILL HARM THEM ECONOMICALLY. t Og. igve 
THAT’ & FAIR. AM I OITSAPPOINTEO wHEN, AND IF, OTHER 
COUNTRIES 4.50 REFUSE TO ADOPT SANCTIONS? YES I WILL 
Sf. WUT WE ARE PATIENT ANO UNOERSTANOING ANOS wE 
OOnw’ T LIAE TO TWIST ARMS HARDER THAN WE ARE TO OATE. 
WE WILL CONTINUE, HOWEVER, TO FPROO EACH OF THESE 
COUNTRIZS TQ CONSIOER wHAT MORE THEY CAN Tro 
CONSIOER WHAT TKEIR RESPONSIGILITIECS ARE, TO CONSIOER 
THE AL TEANATIVES IF THEY OOM T COOPERATE FULLY IN 
THIS INTERNATIONAL EFFORT. ANOS WE WILL VRGE THEM TO 
CONTINUE TO CONSIOER, AND WE WILL HOPE THAT, IN TIM, 
THAT THOSE COUNTRIES wHO ARE SLOWER THAN OTHERS WILL 
COME ALONG A4NO WILL SEE THE LIGHT AND WILL REALIZE 
THAT WE ARE ALL IN THIS TOGETHER, THAT IFT (8 A 
GROWING, SERIOUS INTERNATIONAL PROBLEM AND THAT THE 
ONLY WAY THAT wE CAN FACE IT SUCCESSFULLY IS BY 
UNIFYING OUR EFFORTS AND GOING AFTER THE SOURCE OF 
IT. THANK YOU VERY MUCH. ENO TRANSCRIPT. KORENGOLO 
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
BACKGROUND BRIEFING 
ON 
EXECUTIVE ORDER ON IMPLEMENTATION OF LIBYAN SANCTIONS 
FRIDAY, JANUARY 17, 1986, 11:10 P.M. 


Q Maybe this is even out of the area of this thing, 
but how many Americans have come out Libya since the 
sanctions? How many Americans have applied for exemptions? 
What is being done tc prosecute those who don't? 


a FIRST OFFICIAL: I don't think we have any 
figures avaiiable about who has come out of Libya. It's hard 
to get a fix on that. First of all, they don't have®to come 
out of Libya until February 1. I just don't have any 
information on that -- if there are licenses? 


SECOND OFFICIAL: We haven't received any license 
applications from Americans for travel expenditures or 
maintenance expenditures after February 1. The travel 
expenditure restriction did apply immediately as soon as the 
President signed the Executive Order. But there was an 
exception that people could remain there in connection with 
activities that were exempt from the Executive Order, such as 
continuation of contracts, until February 1. 


So it would be pointless to go into a tough 
prosecutorial or enforcement mode at this time, because, 
presumably, most of the people who are there are there winding 
up their affairs and seeing what can be accomplished before 
February 1. After that date, we'll have a better picture, as 
my colleague suggested, as to what remains to be done to 
implement the travel restrictions. 


Q The Secretary of State indicated that people who 
might be spouses of Libyans, or what not, would probably get 
humanitarian exemptions. 


How many applications have you received? 


A We haven't received any but we are equipped from 
past experience to deal with that type of situation that has 
come up in the past. In the case of the Iranian hostage 
crisis, there were similar restrictions on travel expenditures. 














In that case, right up front. Even the Executive 
Order, as I recall -- I don't have it with me -~— but in our 
regulations we made an exception for dual nationals, pezsple who 
held passports of both Iran and Libya. 


Here, we have no technical exceptions -- I'm sorry, a 
slip. Those were dual nationals of Iran and the United 
States. We made that exception. Here, we'll have to do it 
case-by-case because there is no exception right in the 
Executive Order or the regulations for people who are married 
to someone in Libya or who are dual nationals or who need toc 
Visit a relative. 


Q No one has asked for such an exception as yet? 
A «1 haven't seen any as yet, and I've seen most of 
the paper -- despite the hectic flurry of activity, I've seen 


most of the important or precedential-setting (sic) paper 
that's been coming into the office, and I haven't seen or heard 
of one as yet. That doesn't mean that something hasn't 
arrived. 


Q What have you seen ccorming in from industry in any 
way to indicate that the paper you're flowing out is having an 
effect in flowing back towards you? What have you seen other 
than his question about people? Anything bouncing back yet? 


i That's a very general question. We have, of 
course, had licenses or submissions from industry about 
circumstances: pending contracts, export shipments that need 
to be paid against Letters of Credit, and other things of that 
kind. 


But I wouldn't be at liberty to disclose individual 
company situations that we're hearing about. All of that is 
under review at this time between the various agencies. 


Q If you can't tell us how many people have left, 
can you give us a hard figure as of the initial sanctions? How 
many Americans were there, how many companies were there, how 
many companies have subsidiaries there, how much business was 
being done? I mean, there have been soft figures floating 
around. You must have some idea? 


FIRST OFFICIAL: [I think we'll have to try to get that 
for you. 


We have somebody here from the Libya desk. I'm the 
lawyer and you're from State, and I don't have those figures in 








my head. 





FIFTH OFFICIAL: Let me just make two quick 
observations on the United States citizen issue. First, 
citizens who were there have not been required to register. We 
have no diplomatic representation. The Belgians are our 
protecting power. 


They have some United States citizens in Libya who 
have made -- or United States persons -- who have made their 
presence known to the Belgium Embassy but we do not have a 
complete list, of course, in any case. 


On the earlier point, the Americans who depart Libya 
are not required to report to us. So it's entirely possible, 
and indeed I would think likely, that we will never have a good 
figure on many were there and how many have departed. 


Q What about the number of companies with 
subsidiaries or other kinds of operations there? 


A Let me finish up on the citizens first. Our 
estimate that has been given to you, and it is a soft figure, 
is a 1,000 to 1,500, and it's an estimate. 


On the number of companies, again, I don't think we 
have anything absolutely precise. As a matter of fact, when 
we've done our briefings, first, at the Department of Commerce 
and then subsequently here at the State Department, we sent out 
invitations to those whom we knew to have business connections 
in Libya but we had to expand that list to reflect telephone 
calls which had been coming into us that said, I have a client 
who has such-and-such connection. 


So, again, we don't have any absolute figure. 


Q Well, can you give us a round figure, or a soft 
figure of the number of companies and what industries they're 
in? 


i I think we could probably get that for you. We 
had in the neighborhood of a hundred or just over a hundred who 
were invited to those two sessions, as 1 recall. Is that right? 


Q What industries are we talking about? 


THIRD OFFICIAL: In terms of the export licenses, if I 
recall the figures correctly, in, say, the last year since 
January 1, 1985, we have about 950 -- I'm sorry -- there's 
approximately 11,000/12,000 license applications that are 














outstanding representing approximately $1.1 billion in exports 
to Libya. 


As you know, virtually all exports to Libya under the 
old policy are required licenses. There were certain 
exceptions for food and medicine and so forth, but virtually 
everything else, whether it be for control for national 
security reasons or other reasons, required a license to 
Libya. That's a result for the number, extreme number, that's 
approximately $1.1 billion. 


As you also know, just because a license is issued an 
export may in fact not be made. In terms of how many dollars 
of exports that represents, it's hard to estimate. I think 
that actual exports to Libya have been substantially below 
that. But in terms of the issued value of the license for the 
items identified is about $1.1 over the last year. 


Q What about the number of companies and what 
industries they're in? 


THIRD OFFICIAL: We didn't do a cut that way. I might 
be able to get back to you on that. But, as I say, it's about 
11,000/12,000 license applications. There are many license 
applications; more than one from one company, so I don't think 
that's indicative at all. I really don't have an estimate ona 
total number of separate companies. 


Sometimes our license applications go to different 
divisions of the same company, so it's quite difficult for us 
to come up with that. 


FIRST OFFICIAL: Let me say that while the 
applications represented a potentially large number of exports, 
the figure we've been using for the actual exports in the last 
year was, [ think, $350 million for the past year. 


Q Of what? 


A Three hundred fifty million dollars. It was 
largely in machinery and tools. 


THIRD OFFICIAL: Of course, many of the licenses 
revolve around the oil exploration production activities over 
there. There's a number of major U.S. firms involved in some 
way. I think that represents the bulk, but there's a number of 


other projects -- improvements to the civilian infrastructure, 
and so forth, irrigation projects, and so forth. But ['m just 
doing this -— I'm familiar with the oil and gas license 


applications. 














Everything requires a license whether it's just a 
screw or a bolt or something. That's the reason for the large 
number. 


Q In your meetings with the CEO's and lawyers from 
the companies, have you gotten indication that they're trying 
to get around the restrictions? I know that some of them came 
here with questions like, can we sell our contracts to our 
subsidiaries overseas and have them continue? And what was 
your answer to that question; and also referring to the earlier 
question, what about getting around it? 


THIRD OFFICIAL: Let me just start off -- I'm sure 
other people have something to say on this. We also had a 
briefing of selected members from trade associations and 
companies at the Commerce Department on Monday morning. 


It didn't seem to me that there is interest in 
circumventing the Libyan sanction regulations to that extent. 
The companies, though, are facing real problems and coming to 
us on what sort of transactions would be permitted under not 
only our regulations at the Department of Commerce -- the 
Export Administration regulations -- but also Treasury's, 
Libvan sanction regulations and their regulations, which 
they're working on as far as the blocking of assets. 


I think that many of the questions revolve around sort 
of either hypothetical or actual situations. It's hard to -- 
certainly, at an open meeting. But, clearly, companies are 
trying to deal with the situation that they have in front of 
them, whether it's just getting people out, selling the assets 
or otherwise extricating themselves from involvement. 


Q What about the question of selling on-going 
contracts to subsidiaries overseas? 


FIRST OFFICIAL: The question has been raised by 
several companies. I can't say which ones or what sectors. 
That question, like other questions, is being considered. 


Q Is what? 


A Is being considered, but we have no answer to 
give on it. 


Q Wasn't there something -- the President said, I 
think, that it would be illegal to try to get around it, around 
the sanctions? 














“ Everything in the Executive Order -- all the 
prohibitions are prohibitions subject to a regulation, and the 
regulations are prohibitions subject to licensing. So every 
question that's raised has to be considered, and the question 
of what can be done before the actual transaction bans that 
bite on February 1 is being considered because companies have 
raised that -- some companies have raised it. 


Q Did any of the one hundred or so companies say to 
you that as a result of these orders they would have to go out 
of business totally? 


In other words, is this going to wipe out any 
companies totally? 


SECOND OFFICIAL: I haven't heard anybody say that as 
such. Obviously, an economic sanctions program like this hurts 
American companies financially as well as hurting the target 
country. That's a sad fact of life in terms of these kinds of 
sanctions programs. 


We have had companies say that they will lose business 
and that they may suffer other losses as a result of what 
action we have taken here. I think we are looking at those 
situations, as my colleague has said. 


We have two main objectives here. The primary 
objective is to impose economic harm on the Libyan Government 
in order to try to alter that country's policies. The 
secondary consideration is to minimize the damage to American 
companies consistent with that first objective, which is the 
paramount one. 


Q Is there a better estimate of how much assets are 
in the U.S. from Libya? 


A I don't have an estimate. I can offer -- anybody 
else on that? 


Q Does the freeze apply only to bank accounts or to 
real estate as well? 


A The freeze on assets -- for anyone who's not 
aware of it -- the freeze applies only to assets of the 
Government of Libya or any controlled entity or 
instrumentality. [t is not limited to bank accounts and it is 
not limited to financial assets. It applies to any assets. It 
would apply to real estate in the United States or other 
tangible property -- equipment, any kind of property. 








Q Does Libya have such assets -- the Libyan 
Government? 


FIRST OFFICIAL: Libya has some such assets in the 
United States. It owns some properties -- an office building 
in New York, for example, which it constructed to house its 
U.N. Mission. They also, I believe, have a residential 
property in Englewood, New Jersey. 


Q Are those properties affected by these rules 
Since they're -- wouldn't they sort of be exempt under the U.N 
-~- doing business with the U.N.? 


A The United States is implementing all of the 
freeze orders consistently with the headquarters obligations, 
and the use and occupancy of the U.N. Mission offices is not 
being affected? 

Q Is not being affected? So while you say that 
they have such assets in the U.S. they don't have such assets 
in the U.S. which would be affected by the sanctions? 

i) I didn't say that. 

That's what I'm trying to get at. 


You offered those examples. 


> DD £6 


The office building, for example, is only 
partially occupied by the U.N. Mission and some of it is 
available, 1 believe, for rental. All transactions in that 
would, of course, have to be subject to licensing. 


Q What about the residence in Englewood? What kind 
of residence is that? 


a) The residence in Englewood, I believe, was 
intended to be a secondary residence for their U.N. Ambassador, 
and it is under regulation by the Office of Foreign Missions 
which pre-date, and so is the U.N. Mission office building 
under regulations by the Office of Foreign Missions which 
pre-date the sanctions. 


Q When you freeze a building, it means that they 
can't sell it? Nothing more; right? 


SECOND OFFICIAL: When a piece of real estate is 
frozen, it's like any other property. I[t means no transaction 
with regard to the property can take place without a license. 
It can't be leased, it can't be transferred. A lien can't be 








placed against it. No transaction with regard to that real 
estate can occur without a license. 


Q What happens to the tenants? 


Q How much is the actual amount of money you have 
frozen to Libya? You don't have an actual amount? 


es I'm getting different questions. I don't know if 
we ought to dwell too much on a piece of real estate. If there 
is a situation, let's say, like a building that has to be 
leased, and so on, we might issue -- and I don't want to talk 
about the specific cases; I'm not familiar with it. I haven't 
seen a license application —- we have the power and we've used 
it in the past to license transactions necessary to prevent a 
wasting of an asset or preserve an economic value. 


If we blocked the property of a consulate that was 
closed, for example, of a target country, we could license it 
to be rented and the proceeds to be used to pay the expenses of 
maintenance of the building and the balance of the profits to 
go into a frozen account, and so on. These are practical 
problems. They're not difficuit; they're easy to handle. 


Q Do I understand this correctly: If the Libyan 
Government, as the landlord of that building in New York, wants 
to rent out some space in it, it itself has to get a license 
from the United States to do that? Libya itself will become 
one of these license holders, in that instance? 


m4 There are various parties that can be a license 
applicant but the Libyan Government could conceivably be the 
license applicant; that's correct. 


Q That's bizarre. 


ts) It's not bizarre at all. There are plenty of 
situations that we had to deal with in the Iranian situation 
where the target government may be an applicant that says maybe 
two years or two hundred years from now our relationship will 
be better; we want to keep this asset intact, and we want to 
take these steps to preserve them. We realize it's frozen but 
will you let us do this. It's done all the time. 


Q What are you going to do with that building, for 
instance? It's a large building and there are tenants in it 
now. Does that mean that the tenants in that building have to 
get out now because the building is frozen? Or do they apply 
for a license from you to stay in the building, or do the 
Libyans apply? There are a lot of people in that building who 
are saying =- 








© os I don't know the facts of the building. If 
someone were to approach me and tell me -- 
Q You don't know the answer? 
a I don't know the answer. 


Q Is it legal for them to pay rent right now? 


FIRST OFFICIAL: Rental payments to Libyan-controlled 
entities like any other payment to Libyan-controlled entities 
would be blocked: would have to be paid into a blocked 
account. So it's just like anything else, and this is 
something which, in the normal course of business in the Office 
of Foreign Assets Control, they have experience in handling 
routinely. 


Q How much is the list of Libyan assets -- 


~ 


SECOND OFFICIAL: What haven't you had answered? I'm 


sorry? 

Q Let's take the building? 

Q Just give us an example of some people who are 
affected? There are people who live in this building; can they 


stay in that building? And who gets the income from their rent? 


A I love this discussion because it's so 
unimportant. It keeps you from answering the really hard 
questions that I don't know the answer to. Suppose that 
building -- 


Q The important question you didn't have the answer 
to either was, how much money in Libyan assets is there? A 
couple of weeks ago the government was saying several hundreds 
of millions. 


You've had a couple of weeks to check it out. You 
came over here for a briefing, supposedly on the specifics, and 
you don't have an answer to that? It's not like we're not 
asking the right questions. We've asked the right questions 
and there aren't any answers. 


A We've got two questions on the floor. I'll 
answer the questions for the lady and gentleman who are on this 
side 
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One, on the building: My colleague, basically. gave 
the answer on that. The tenants don't have to leave the 
building. Buildings are usually run by somebody. They have a 
real estate company, a building agent, or somebody. That 
building agent now has himself in the hands of having a 
property in which there is a Libyan interest. He can collect 
the rents for it and put them in a blocked account. 


Usually there's an account that's associated with a 
piece of real estate in a bank. He can do that. Now, if he 
wants to do something else with the building, if he wants to 
lease it to somebody else or the Libyans want to do that, or 
they want to take a million dollars out of the blocked account 
to refurbish the building, that would require a license. 


That building manager, that agent, can come to us and 
ask for the license, or an attorney for the Government of Libya 
can come in and file a license application and we can handle 
it. But the tenants don't have to get out. They can make 
their payments but whoever takes those payments has got to hold 
them as a blocked property. 


The other question, on the amount of assets, we have 
not, in our office -- and the Treasury Department -- as yet, 
done what we refer to as a “census” of frozen assets. You may 
be aware that in 1980, during the Iranian hostage crisis, we 
did a complete census of all the assets in early spring of that 
year and collected accurate data of exactly what we had blocked 
and all the parties who had an interest in it. 


I would assume, although I don't have a decision as 
yet, that we're going to have to do that here. It makes all 
the sense in the world, but we have not announced that as yet. 
When we do, we would probably make some figures available. 


Q But how did you freeze something you don't know 
exists? 1 mean, how did you freeze assets you don't know where 
they are or what they are? 


SECOND OFFICIAL: You issue an order that has the 
force of federal law that's backed up by some very stiff 
penalties that anybody who knows he holds such a property has 
to keep it blocked. 


Q When? 


A You block first and ask questions later, 
basically. That's an old axiom in this business, and that's 
exactly what we do. 
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Q From what you said, it sounds like you didn't 
know how many companies were there, you didn't know how many 
companies who had subsidiaries were there, you didn't know how 
many American employes were there; you didn't know how much 
Libyan Government assets were in this country; and you didn't 
know exactly how much there was going on in the way of 
transactions, but you just froze them. You just said, “Well, 
we don't know how many of all these things there are, but we're 
going to freeze them anyway," right? 


Q What is this briefing all about? 
(Laughter) 
FIRST OFFICIAL: That's the kind of thing which is 


maybe in a very simple-minded literal sense correct, but in a 
meaningful sense, incorrect. 


Q It's the way our listeners and readers get it. 
(Laughter) 

Q Excuse me. What can you tell us about -- 

a Wait a minute. Can I answer? Can I answer? The 


United States does not, except through the normal 
export-licensing process and other general sort of trade 
information, we don't require detailed reporting or keep close 
tabs on what American citizens do in the world, either as 
private citizens or as businesses. I mean, it's just not our 
way of life, so we don't have that kind of information. 


Needless to say, the United States Government was not 
blind to the general facts that there was a substantial amount 
of economic activity by American individuals and American 
companies in Libya Also, we were not blind to the fact that 
there was a certain amount of export/import trade -- that we 
have a better fix on because of the licensing and the customs 
process. 


We also know that Libya was free, as other 
governments, to have bank accounts here and in U.S. branches of 
U.S. banks overseas, and we also had some idea that that was 
going on to a certain extent. As the Second Official said, you 
when you decide to impose sanctions, you don't have to take 
that decision based on the precise knowledge of every detail 
that's going on. You know in general what is going on. 


The blocking orders, the freeze orders, and the 
sanctions orders essentially block things in place subject, 
then, to information-gathering, licensing, regulation, and you 
sort out a lot of the specific questions as you go along 
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Q I don't mean this in a simple-minded sense, but 
this is not like you impose sanctions on the Seychelles 
Islands. You've had sanctions in an increasing degree on Libya 
Since 1978 that I've been writing about anyway. So I mean, you 
haven't been monitoring this stuff? 


FIRST OFFICIAL: The United States sanctions have been 
essentially on the export side, which we have been monitoring 
-- and we've offered figures. They have also been on the first 
crude oil imports, and most recently on the imports of 
Lidyan-refined petroleum. There are figures on that which I 
don't personally have, but I think they've been made available 
in the past And others could make them available- 


Q What can you tell us about the Libyan student 
office in McLean? Is that affected as well? What kind of a 
company is it? 


SECOND OFFICIAL to FIRST OFFICIAL: Do you want to 
answer that part of it, and I'll answer the assets part of 
te aie on 

FIRST OFFICIAL: I don't know what its particular 
legal form of organization is. It's the -- 


FIFTH OFFICIAL: The Office of Foreign Missions has 
determined -- 


FIRST OFFICIAL: It's a People's Committee for the 
Students of Socialist Libyan-Arab Jamahirya. I don't know 
whether it is incorporated or not, but it has been determined 
by the Office of Foreign Missions to be a Libyan 
Government-controlled entity, and it has therefore been , prior 
to the sanctions, within the reach of the Foreign Missions Act. 


The United States is implementing the current 
sanctions, although they are subject to the current sanctions, 
as a Libyan Government-controlled entity they are subject to 
the freeze order, their accounts are subject to the freeze 
order. The Department of Commerce has just taken some 
regulatory decisions regarding which they can tell you about. 


Q How would they mairtain their operation when 
their money was coming from Libya directly? 


SECOND OFFICIAL: I'm sorry I didn't quite hear the 
whole question. 


Q How would they continue their operation in that 
office when their money was coming directly from Libya? 
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SECOND OFFICIAL: We are aware the the funding for the 
students has come directly from the Government of Libya, so 
that the accounts in the United States, which contained funds 
for students, were immediately blocked on the effective date of 
the freeze. 


I have yesterday issued, in coordination with the 
State Department, of course, a license to the bank which holds, 
we believe, all or nearly all of the funds for the students to 


Q How much? 


a The figure that I'm going to release for public 
information, that I've issued a license that authorizes that 
bank to pay checks not exceeding $2,000 per item for tuition 
payments or for the normal scholarship or support remittances 
for the students --~ mainly for their room, board, and their 
living expenses -- up to a total amount of draws on the 
accounts of $500,000. Based on consultation with the bank 
officer, we believe that this will handle support for the 
students for probably at the least, till the end of this month, 
while we have the opportunity with the Office of Foreign 
Missions and other relevant agencies, to discuss what 
arrangements will be made from that time on. 


Normally, the policy of the government in a situation 
like this, at least based on the Iranian experience, is that if 
a foreign government that's blocked wants to continue to 
support students in the United States, it will make 
arrangements with us to license the influx of fresh funds from 
overseas to continue to support the students if they are to 
remain here 


Q That's a lot of money! Till the end of this 
month, $500,000.00, just to -- you say “will handle the support 
until the end of the month." How many students are involved? 


A We believe there are about 3,000 students in the 
United States. I think there is a smaller number in Canada, 
and some of those students are also supported out of thi. 
account 


Student money runs out fast You say it's a lot of 
money. Anybody have a child in college? You take 3,000 
students, and just multiply -. take any figure; take $1,000 a 
month and what have you got? You've got millions of dollars 
that would go through a student account for what, compared with 
the Iran situation, is a relatively small amount of students, 
3,000. 
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Q Doesn't that in effect allow the American 
universities and colleges to continue transacting business with 
Libya under the sanctions? I mean, isn't it effectively an 
exemption, for American colleges and universities? 


FIRST OFFICIAL: There is no transaction ban with the 
students. We have decided to license their receipt of Libyan 
funds and to allow the students who are here to continue their 
education -- that's a policy decision that has been taken by 
the Executive Branch; it is not inconsistent with the intent 
and purpose of the sanctions program and -- 


Q Why is it not inconsistent? 


“ Because of the general way -- We have not aimed 
this program at this point at -- We have not tried to aim the 
sanctions we have taken to date at Libyan persors and citizens; 
it's not at the Libyan people; at not at individual students. 
It's a program directed essentially at economic relations, per 
se, not educational relations. We had taken previous steps to 
limit Libyan student access to certain kinds of educational 
programs. 


Q Are these students allowed to travel back and 
forth between the U.S. and Libya? I mean, Qadhafi has said 
that he will train suicide squads to terrorize American 
citizens in the U.S. 


FIRST OFFICIAL Travel controls are really a separate 
matter from the question of the continued receipt of support by 
the students who are here. Ail Libyan visa applications -- I 
wish we had somebody here from Consular Affairs, but my 
colleague can correct me if I'm wrong all Libyan visa 
applications, as applications from any country,are given very, 
very careful scrutiny from a variety of points of view. We 
take great care in screening such visa applications, both for 
national security reasons and other normal reasons, and that 
will continue to be done. 


The policy on admissions will be one which is 
consistent with our perceived needs of national security and 
our needs relating to other aspects of the immigration law. 
Whether they can travel back and forth, there are controls on 
travel In principle, travel by any United States person - 
and that would include a Libyan student while he is in the 
United States -- a transaction relating to that travel would 
have to be licensed (inaudible) 
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Q May I try one more specific question on numbers? 
Do you know what the U.S. investment in Libya is, in terms of 
materiel and various cost contracts that these people are going 
to have to lose out on, and how much of a hit they're going to 
take, based on this order? 


SECOND OFFICIAL: I don't know from sources in my 
Department; I don't know if the Commerce Department has a 
direct investment figure, for our net direct investment in 
Libya. 


THIRD OFFICIAL: We don't have any such figure. The 
part of the Department which I did ask yesterday, they may have 
some estimates, but I don't believe that they have any hard 
numbers either. What we handle are certainly export licenses 
to Libya, so this represents exports of U.S. origin, 
commodities or technical data to Libya. 


We do have figures, and I've given you some on that in 
terms of at least licensed exports to Libya. We do come out 
daily with a listing of approved license applications, listing 
the country of destination, the value, and a brief description 
of the item, so that is available. 


Again, as I mentioned previously, not in all cases 
does that represent actual exports from the United States. 
This may be a percentage lower than that. 


Q Can I follow up on the students, please? Can I 
say, then, they continue to live on Qadhafi's expense, but they 
would turn down his orders if they were ordered to undertake 
terrorist attacks or action in the United States? 


a You'll have to address that to the students in 
question. 

Q But you are scrutinizing them? 

Q I want to go back to the issue of the students. 


You know there are many dissidents under Qadhafi, students in 
this country; and they are very active against Qadhafi. Do you 
have any system to specify or signify the distribution of funds 
between the pro-Qadhafi and the anti-Qadhafi students here? 


FIRST OFFICIAL: I don't think that anybody is seeking 
to make a distinc’ion at this point in the licensing program as 
to which of the students lawfully in the United States gets his 
support stipend and which of the students doesn't. I would 
assume that the Libyans have been very reluctant to provide 
support funds to those they consider active dissidents, in any 
event. 
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MODERATOR: We're over your time. A few more 
questions. 


Q I have one more simple-minded one. Far froma 
lot of money, this factors out to about $160. per student, and 
that will probably be exhausted at the end of the month. Where 
will tneir money -- Just from a humanitarian standpoint, where 
will the money to sustain them come from? 


SECOND OFFICIAL: It will have to come from Libya. I 
mean the past experience we have is with the Iranian student 
situation where the Government of Iran, all through that 
crisis, supplied funds to keep the students here. If Libya 
does the same thing, the students will get money -- 


Q Is the Iranian Government still supplying money 
to keep them here? 


SECOND OFFICIAL: I don't know because I don't 
(inaudible) jurisdiction over that. 


FIRST OFFICIAL: Let me say, on “Where will it come 
from?" The figure that my colleague gave you was a figure for 
the current license; it's not a figure of the total amount in 
the student account; and therefore, where will it come from 
when this license fund expires? It will either come from 
funds existing in the account, which if there is a decision to 
license further disbursements, or if such a decision is not 
made, it might have to come from fresh funds made available by 
Libya for this purpose in keeping with the precedent in the 
Iran case. 


Q How much money is in the account? 


SECOND OFFICIAL: I wouldn't answer that. I don't see 
any reason to give that information at this point. 


Q I've a question about businesses again, if I may? 
You indicated earlier that it's not clear exactly to you or to 
the businesses as to what they may or may not do legally at 
this point, in terms of, if you will, “getting around" the 
regulations, whether they can sell their contracts to 
subsidiaries or whatever. You indicated, in fact, that they 
could do certain things by February lst that would be legal 
which they then cannot do afterwards. 


But if you're not telling them what they can or cannot 
due legally now or after February lst, aren't the companies in 
an awkward position? 
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FIRST OFFICIAL: The companies that have questions 
about their specific situations that are significant are in 
touch with the government, primarily my colleague's office, and 
also in some cases with the Department on some of the more 
significant issues. They are providing information ona 
confidential business basis. Those discussions are going on, 
and that (inaudible) 


Aren't you putting them in an awkward position by 
not clarifying this situation? Therefore, they don't know what 


they can or cannot do, and on February lst, the hammer slams. 


FIRST OFFICIAL: You're assuming we're not clarifying 
the situation. They're questions are being -- 


Q I was told earlier you didn't know the answers. 


FIRST OFFICIAL: I'm saying that the questions that 
they have put are under consideration, under active and rapid 
consideration, and they are participating with us in clarifying 
the facts necessary to make decisions. 


THIRD OFFICIAL: We had a briefing early this week at 
the Department of Commerce, at which these other departments 
were represented. The questions were asked there by 
companies. For the most part, the questions that were asked 
were given direct, immediate answers. Where the questions 
involved factual complexities of the individual company 
Situation, they were invited to come in and explain their 
situation, and get advice. 


Remember, you're talking about two things: You're 
talking about, one, clarifying the regulations; and you're 
talking about, two, clarifying the basis for making a decision 
to grant a license. It's not simply a matter of clarifying the 
law; it is also clarifying the situation on which some 
discretion can be applied. 


Q Can you tell us what sort of things -- 


SECOND OFFICIAL: Let me add one thing to that. What 
my colleague said is exactly right. I could use the student 
example as a hypothetical. That bank was waiting throughout 
the week to know whether it could pay students, and that was a 
decision that needed clarification on what our policy would be, 
but the bank knew as a business that it could not pay anything, 
not one penny, without a license. So the companies are in most 
cases like that. They know what their conduct has to be as of 
today. They're not in a position of "can we ship or not ship," 
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they know in most cases, “Well, we can't do this," but we've 
asked for some form of relief, and we're not sure what the 
outcome of that will be. 


Q Earlier you said that the companies asked at 
these briefings what kinds of things they would be able to do 
after February 1, and that you had made some suggestions of 
that sort to them. Can you tell us, please, what activities 
the companies will be allowed to do after February 1? 


FIRST OFFICIAL: The kinds of questions that were 
received, some of them had to do with what are permissible 
exports and not permissible exports after February 1?" which I 
think my colleagues can answer. Others had to do with, "Could 
they continue...?" Many of them have manufacturing or other 
subsidiaries which are actually engaging in the transaction, 
the contracts and transactions with Libya; and they had asked 
"What kinds of U.S. parent and U.S. source involvement there 
can be in that?" We gave fairly clear answers that after 
February 1, the U.S. parent and the U.S. sources of supplies 
and services are ended. 


To the extent that the subsidiary can carry on without 
exports from the United States that are prohibited and without 
involving U.S. citizens and permanent resident aliens in the 
performance of contracts in support of projects in Libya, that 
is not reached by the ban. 


A lot of questions are of that nature, and perhaps the 
Commerce Department would want to talk about the exports items. 


FIFTH OFFICIAL: With respect to exports from the 
United States after February 1, new exports from the United 
States will be subject to the Treasury license, clear-cut. If 
they can't get a Treasury license, they cannot export to Libya 
from the United States. 


With respect to shipments of U.S.-origin items from 
third countries to Libya, after February 1, if it is already 
permitted under an exsiting Department of Commerce re-export 
authorization, that re-export authorization remains good for 
re-export from third countries to Libya after February 1. If 
it is not subject to an existing Department of Commerce 
re-export authorization, it may be authorized, but it will be 
authorized under the regulations currently in place that would 
permit some and would deny others. 


Q Thank you. 


(The background briefing concluded at 11:43 A.M.) 
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE | 
. On-THE-RECORD BRIEFING 4\3 
. ON 


THE STOCKHOLM CONFERENCE IN 1986 
BY 
AMBASSADOR ROBERT BARRY, 
U.S. DELEGATION TO THE CONFERENCE ON 
SECURITY and CONFIDENCE-BUILDING MEASURES 
TUESDAY, JANUARY 21, 1986, 3:00 P.M. 


MR. REDMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 


As announced, this is an ON-THE-RECORD briefing by 
Ambassador Robert L. Barry, who is the head of the United 
States Delegation to the Stockholm Conference on Security and 
Confidence-Building Measures and Disarmament in Europe, known 
by the short title of CDE. Ambassador Barry has a few remarks 
to make, and then will be happy to answer whatever questions 
you may care to pose. 


Bob. 


AMBASSADOR BARRY: This is the moment you've all been 
waiting for, the real low-down on the Stockholm Conference. 
(Smiles) 


Q As long as you'll give it to us. 
(LAUGHTER) 


AMBASSADOR BARRY: You probably have a copy of the 
President's statement which was released today in the White 
House and the fact sheet also released in the White House. 


I've met with the President now twice on the Stockhol 
Conference before going off to these sessions, and my 
predecessor met with him just about before every round. So th 
President has followed the development of the Stockholm 
Conference quite carefully, supports it very much, and is eage 
to see progress. In fact, I think the last round did show tha 
there was substantial progress made, and I believe it possible 
for an agreement which would have important implications for 
East-West relations to be achieved this year. 


r 
t 











My instructions are to work for such an agreement, and 
I believe we will start drafting it sometime during the next 
round of the talks, which begin on January 28 and end on March 
15. Our goal in these talks is an agreement which, first of 
all, is in keeping with the mandate which was decided upon in 
Madrid; second of all, has real military significance; and 
third -- and I would underline this -- is verifiable. 


Let me give you a rough idea of what I think that the 
confidence-building measures in Europe that we're working on 
can accomplish. First of all, this is a risk reduction 
exercise, as opposed to an arms reduction exercise. It deals 
with the proximate causes of war rather than the instruments of 
war. Its aim is to make the military situation in Europe more 
predictable and more stable, and to prevent the use of military 
force for political intimidation. As the President's statement 
says, “It also, we believe, can help to reduce the divisions 
between East and West." 


As you know, this is all part of the entire CSCE 
process that stemmed from the Helsinki process, and the 
progress there is going to be reviewed at the Vienna Review 
Conference which convenes in November of this year. That is, 
the Vienna Review Conference will look at progress in the 
security area and progress in all the other areas of CSCE. It 
will review the results of the Ottawa Human Rights Forum, the 
Bern Human Contacts Forum, the Budapest Cultural Forum, and the 
whole range of these activities. So it is an important 
requirement that the whole panoply of things that are going 
on under the heading of CSCE are balanced, that is that there 
is progress in all of the areas. 


I would just say that we foresee a document emerging 
from this, if we get an agreement, which will contain a number 
of very specific confidence-building measures, such as the 
notification of military maneuvers, the observation of military 
maneuvers, information on the static situation of military 
forces in Europe, verification, and things like that described 
in the White House handout. And we foresee that this document 
would also contain a reaffirmation of the principle of the 
non-use of force, which is what the Soviets wanted to have be 
the centerpiece of this. But we believe that this will be a 
document which predominantly focuses on the concrete 
confidence-building measures and which then, in effect, give 
meaning to the non-use of force. It is through these 
confidence-building measures that the principle itself is 
supported. 




















I think that is all I'd like to tell you about the 
general mood. We don't have much time left. Before the 
conference is over, we have less than about 23 weeks of 
negotiating time, because we have periods of negotiation and 
periods of consultation; and we hope that the actual substance 
of an agreement will be in place by the end of the next-to-last 
round, which is the 18th of July, so that the last round, which 
goes from August 19 to September 19, can be used for editing 
the actual text of the agreement, making sure that the 
translations of the documents are correct, and so forth and so 
on. So that does not give us much time, but I believe that we 
and our allies, who were to have worked very closely together 
on this, can produce the kind of agreement we want in the short 
time remaining. 


How, if in any specific way, has Gorbachev left 
his mark on these negotiations? 


A Well, of course, the Joint Statement that was 
issued in Geneva talks about the need for an early and 
successful conclusion to the Stockholm talks. This is 
something that we were very interested in seeing in there -- 
that is, we ourselves have long been in favor of an early and 
successful conclusion of the Stockholm talks. 


The statement that was issued by the President before 
the last round focuses on that and the need to do it; but the 
fact that this emerged from the Summit as a Joint Statement by 
the Soviet Union and the United States gave a definite 
political impulse to the negotiations in Stockholm. Gorbachev 
has also mentioned it, of course, in the January 15th statement. 


Q How about the bargaining position, is what I 
really meant. 


A It's hard to say how Gorbachev personally has 
affected the bargaining position, but there has been a very 
definite evolution in the Soviet position on the Stockholm 
Conference issues in the two years that this has been going on. 


And I think this reflects a more pragmatic view of 
what can come out of Stockholm. At first, if you remember, it 
was all hortatory measures, such as reduction of military 
budgets and chemical warfare and all that on the Soviet side, 
and they sort of took our positions and confidence-building 
measures and said this was all a licerse for espionage. 














Now the conference is focused on the specific 
confidence-—building measures. The hortatory measures have been 
whittled down really to the reaffirmation of the principle of 
non-use of force. And so the agenda is, really basically, the 
agenda of the West and the neutrals and nonaligned. How much 
of this is Gorbachev, how much of it is the natural evolution 
of policy because it had to evolve that way, because that's 


what the other participants were interested in -- and of 
course, it's a consensus operation -- which is which, I don't 
know. 

Q But where are there disagreements, in what areas? 


a Well, I'd say that there are three key areas of 
disagreement. Tne first is on the need for providing 
information about the location of your military forces in 
Europe. We believe this is very important because it is a data 
base so that we can tell who is out of these garrisons. So we 
think that is very important. The Soviets so far have said 
that they will not provide that kind of information. They call 
that, again, espionage. 


Secondly, I would say that the issue of so-called 
independent air and naval activity. The inclusion of 
independent air and naval activities has been a major issue in 
the past. We have said, "No, this issue was resolved in Madrid 
when the mandate was negotiated .“ The Soviets have said that 
these things must be included together with ground force 
activities. 


Q I'm sorry. I don't understand that. 


A O.K. Independent air and naval activities are 
those that are not functionably linked to ground force 
activities. That is, they are not combined arms exercises, but 
let's say an exercise of ships or an exercise of aircraft which 
has no relationship to any ground force activity going on. 


The mandate says that these activities must be in the 
zone and that they must be linked to something which is going 
on in a functional way. So that has been a stumbling block 
Now, in fact, the Gorbachev statement indicates that the 
Soviets are prepared to set aside the issue of naval 
activities, at least for the time being. If so, this will be a 
way in which I think we can get the negotiations going again. 


Q Is this the latest Gorbachev statement? 


A Yes, 15 January. 














Q You mean not to include them? 


A To defer them. He says, well, we can let this go 
until the next stage of the conference. 


Q In setting -- I guess some of us are having a 
problem: The United States does not want to give information 
about naval activities, but wants information on the ground 
forces. The Russians think you ought to give information on 
both, and they're giving ground to defer on naval? Is that 


what you're saying? 


is) Basically. We say that we are prepared to give 


information on such air and naval activities as are 
functionally linked to ground force activities; but that the 


real military threat, the danger, comes from combined 
activities, and not from individual activities. 


We say, again, that that was an issue that was 
resolved, in the first place, in Madrid. 


O.K. the third set of problem areas, [ think, largely 
has to do with verification. 


(Continued on next page. ) 














Q So Gorbachev is willing to give on naval and 
we're willing to give on air? 


a No. We believe that the functional principle is 
still the way to go. That the activities that are functionally 
linked to ground force activities are covered. They are 
verifiable. Things that are not, things that are out there in 
some other realm of activity are not things that we think are 
either covered under the mandate or verifiable or both. 


So that has been, as I say, a complicating factor. We 
are prepared to give information on these activities insofar as 
they are related to one another but not as they're independent. 


Q The Soviets want information on, say, ona 
training sortie of a flight of airplanes? 


A Above a certain threshhold. fheir proposal is 
that when you have 20) aircraft operating under a single 
command at a single time that they would like to have 
notification of that regardless of whether it is linked to any 
ground force activity. 


Q If all 200 go up? 


A Yes. It happens very rarely. Under our proposal 
they would actually get more information than they would under 
their own. 


Q Why is that? 


Q Why not include air and sea? Isn't that even 
more confidence-building that you're requiring? 


a Well, in-the first place, as I wt when we 
negotiated the mandate in Madrid it was quite clear that the 
mandate was to exclude things that happened outside of the 
so-called adjoining sea and air space around Europe; and, 
secondly, that it had to be functionally linked. 


The Soviets would have liked to cover activities by 
the fleet on the high seas. That is, activity of, let's say, 
carrier battle groups as they came out of the U.S. ports and 
trace them around. That was not something that we were 
prepared to include in the definition of the zone of 
application in Madrid and it's not something that we are 
prepared to cover in the negotiations that are going on now. 


By the way, I say “we” and by that I mean NATO. 








Q The zone of application in the Mediterranean. 
That is, is the Mediterranean included in this reporting of 


military/naval and air activities? 


fi We do not believe that the zone which was agreed 
on in Madrid includes naval activities unless they are 
functionally linked to land activities and unless they are in 
this now adjoining sea and air space. 


So, no, we are not prepared to give notification of 
our naval activities in the Mediterranean as part of this 
agreement. We don't think it's called for. 


Q Would you come back to the third area which was 
verification? 


fs) Verification. Okay. For us, “verification” 
means on-sight inspection; some on-sight inspection. It does 
not mean the use of national technical means because the 
countries that are involved in this do not have national 
technical means, and because you must have something out there 
that can be verified by observers or inspectors. 


So that is our view. The Soviets have in the past 
opposed the idea of inspection but not excluded it. And, in 
fact, since I see now that the principle of inspection is more 
or less accepted in other areas of arms control, I am 
optimistic that at the end of the day we will have an 
inspection provision in this agreement as well and that is for 
us a sine qua non. An agreement which cannot be verified is 
not an agreement that we would be prepared to enter in. 





When I met with the President today, he confirmed 
that, that verification is essential for the U.S. in these 
negotiations. 


Q Going back to the second point, when you were 
talking about naval and air -- information on naval and air 
movements --— you said that the Soviets would, in fact, get more 


information under our terms than they would under their 
proposal. 


Do you mean that by providing information on the 
location of forces in Europe; is that what you meant? 


A No. What I mean by that is, when they proposed 
notification of independent air and naval activities, they have 
set very high threshholds. 

















It's very seldom that you have, say, 200 aircraft in 
the air in the context of any kind of a military exercise. 
It's very seldom that you have, say, 30 vessels at the same 
time operating. It is very often, however, that you would have 
a few aircraft or a couple of ships that are operating in 
support of a ground force exercise. 


We would provide information about that particular 
support element regardless of how many there were; regardless 
of whether there were 15 ships or 50 aircraft, or whatever, as 
long as there were activities that were related to the ground 
force activity. This would provide a larger scope of 
application than the high threshhold for so-called independent 
things that the Soviets are talking about. 


Q Why would it be in the Soviets interest to 
suggest the air and naval -- because we have more activity in 
the area that they believe to be covered than they do? I 
assume they don't want to give all this information about 
themselves. They must be therefore thinking that they can get 
more information about us. 


A I think it's more a matter of principle than it 
is a matter of pragmatic goals that they want to reach. In the 
first plac, they don't like the zone that Madrid decided on. 


The decision that Brezhnev made to opt for a zone that 
included all of Europe to the Urals and did not essentially 
cover the ocean activities or the activities of the so-called 
approaches to Europe, and this was definitely the decision that 
Madrid made that the Soviets didn't like. 


So in returning to this issue of independent naval and 
air, they're trying to.refight that battle. 


Also, I think that if they figure that at this stage 
of the conference they can get these things covered at high 
threshhold, they can later on begin to whittle those 
threshholds down. 


And, of course, when it comes to naval activities, and 
you talk about our carrier battle groups and activities of the 
Sixth Fleet in the Mediterranean, these are things that the 
Soviets have for a long time tried in various way to restrict; 
the scope of naval activities. 


Q A couple of small things. When you spoke several 
times about reaffirmation of the non-use of force, where is it 
affirmed, in the first place? 























A In Article II of the U.N. Charter, to begin with, 
and it has also been reaffirmed in the Helsinki Final Act. But 
che U.N. Charter statement about the non-use of force is as 
broad and sweeping a prohibition of the use of force that you 
can find anywhere, and we believe in reaffirming that and not 
expanding it or modifying it because any expansion or 
—- can dilute the sweeping prohibition that is in 
that -- 


Q So it's essentially a repetition of that language? 


f°) Our view is that when we affirm the principle of 
non-use of force, that's what we're reaffirming. 


Q The second thing is, when you talk about division 
level --— conclusive division size -~ for notification, whose 
division size -- theirs or ours? 


Aa There, I think you have to talk about the 
component parts of a division. When we say that when half or 
more of the units making up a division are outside of garrison, 


that means that the division is for all practical purposes 
outside of garrison. That's a regiment. 


Q Is that a regiment? 
a A unit of force, the unit of account. 


(continued on next page) 
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Q How many men? 


“ In the provisions that we have now, we're talking 
about 6,000 men, but it's not really numbers of men that we're 
focusing on, because that's not verifiable. We're focusing on 
the structure; that is, on the elements of a division more than 
we are on heads, because counting heads is just a difficult 
task. 


Q On outside verification, could you give us a few 
examples of where you think American observers ought to be so 
far as Soviet or their allied forces are concerned? 


a When we're talking about verification in the 
context of the Stockholm Conference, as opposed to the Vienna 
Conference -- 


Q I'm not talking about MBFR. I'm talking about 
Europe. 


a Okay. Then you're talking about verifying 
something that is dynamic. That is, when the unit is out of 
garrison, not wen it's in garrison. We're not talking about 
verifying how many vehicles there are, how many people in the 
camp. It is only when that unit leaves garrison and goes into 
the field for some reas~n or other, that we are trying to 
observe it or verify it. 


If it turned out that there had been an activity which 
had not been notified or had not been forecast that seemed to 
be going on, that seemed to us to exceed the parameters that we 
had agreed upon for notification, then we would want to have 
inspectors go out there with freedom of movement. That is, 
they have the keys to the car. In the observer regime, the 
host has the keys to the car; in the inspection regime, you 
have the keys to the car, and you're free to go around in that 
area without a lot of delay to see what you can see, and see 
whether this provision is being respected or not. 


Q Could you give me another example, because you're 
trying to verify -- | 


3 You're trying to verify -- 


-— things that the Soviets and their friends 
would do that would raise tensions. 


a Okay. Let's take an example Let's suppose that 
all of a sudden there was a big problem in Eastern Europe, and 


that a big maneuver was suddenly notified. You've probably 
heard examples of this before 
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Q If they're going to invade Czechoslovakia, you 
want to be there. 


a You want to be there, you want to inspect to find 
out why this unnotified activity is taking place, or why its 
scale is so much expanded. So you can find out actually 
through inspection what the intentions of the other side are. 
It may be that this is really just a field exercise. You can 
tell that througn the inspection process. 


Q They're resisting on what --— Xenophobic grounds? 
-- or do they give you any reasons? 


A They resist on the grounds that it is 
unacceptably intrusive and not necessary. 


Q If they have given up most of their rhetorical 
demands they had in the beginning except for the one you 
mentioned, what do you think is for them to gain in this 
agreement? 


rs) First of all, they want to see this process 
continue. Second of all, they would like to see the center of 
gravity in the CSCE process focus on security and not some of 
these other issues. It's clear that if we don't get an 
agreement out of this that is satisfactory to us, and that it 
doesn't have this kind of content, that the Stockholm process 
is not something that we're going to have an interest in 
continuing. 


At the same time, if we do get a reasonably successful 
agreement out of this and successful means by those criteria 
that I've listed, then we would be prepared to continue in 
another stage after the Vienna Review Conference, probably 
continuing the same kind of discussion of confidence-measures 
that we're doing in this stage. In other words, it would be a 
continuation of the Stockholm Conference and not its transition 
to a new phase. 


Mr. Ambassador, were there elements in the 
Gorbachev proposal that incited optimism on your part regarding 
these negotiations, and, if so, what were they? 


4a As a negotiator I always believe that you have to 
see the fine print, and you don't see the fine print until you 
show up at the negotiating table and hear how the other guy 
interprets the statement. But I interpret the statement as 
saying that the Soviet Union is eager to get agreement in 
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Stockholm, and we are too, and so if they are too, then that's 
a ground for optimism. 


But what exactly the meaning of the paragraph or two 
on this particular subject is, I think I'll have to wait until 
I hear what my opposite number says before reaching any 
far-reaching conclusions on that. 


Q Would you expect an agreement reached in 
Stockholm to be a part of the Soviet-American summit? Would 
the two leaders somehow endorse it or initial it or expand upon 
it, or would it be a catalyst for some additional side 
agreement between the Soviets and the Americans bilaterally? 


A I think that success in Stockholm would help the 
situation in a U.S.-Soviet summit -- I think a successful 
U.S.-Soviet summit precess. And, of course, that's more than 
just a meeting of the two leaders at a certain time, which this 
whole business that leads up to that can provide a political 
stimulus for Stockholm itself, as happened already in the case 
of the Geneva joint statement. 


But this is a multilateral meeting. It involves 35 
countries, they all have different interests, and the U.S. and 
the Soviet Union cannot pretend to resolve these questions for 
the other 33 participants. 


Q Let's get back to the numbers a second. What was 
the previous ceiling on unit limitations? 


A 20,000. 
Q 20,000? 


A 20,000, and then, of course, observaticn was 
voluntary and not mandatory. 


Q And what as the distance from the border that the 
notification applied to? 


a The Helsinki zone was essentially equivalent to 
the old MBFR zone. It did not include the Western military 
districts of the U.S.S.R. as the Madrid mandate specifies. The 
other differences are, of course, that now we have asked and 
the Soviets have agreed and the neutral and non-aligned have 
agreed that there should be a provision on forecasting that 
says that you tell a year in advance what your planned military 
exercises are going to be. Under the Helsinki it was, I think, 
20 days notification provision. We also believe that the 
notification itself in supplement of the forecast ought to be 
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substantially further in advance -- 45 days instead of the 
lower number that the Soviets want -—-— and information. That 
is, the provision of information on the status of military 
forces in Europe is a new proposal that NATO put forward that 


was not covered at all in the Helsinki thing. 


Q I'm confused. Wasn't there a geographical range 
to which the Helsinki provisions initially applied, or some 250 
miles on both sides of the border? 


A No, I don't -- well, you've got me there. 


Q It didn't go out to the Urals, I don't think. 


a No. The Urals business was decided at Madrid. 
The Helsinki provisions basically covered the area of the zone 
without that distance in the Western military districts of the 


U.S.S.R. 


Q Then why did we complain about the maneuvers of 
ZAPAD-81 opposite Poland if it didn't include the Western 
Soviet military district? 


a Because they were also in Poland. 
Q No, they weren't. They were in -- 


2) I don't know. You'll have to find somebody with 
a better institutional memory than I. 


Q I came in a little late. Did I understand that 
you expect the substance of an agreement by July 18th? Are you 
optimistic -- 


A Our aim is that we would like to nail down the 
substance of an agreement by July 18th. I am personally 
optimistic that there is a good chance of having an agreement 
arising from Stockholm. I'm not going to say that it's going 
to be by July 18. That's what we think it ought to be. But I 
think that there is a good chance of success in the Stockholm 
negotiations, and that's what I reported to the President. 


Mr. Ambassador, may I follow up on the Gorbachev 
thing? Have there been any -- as a result of the Gorbachev 


initiative, have there been any contacts, formal or informal, 
between American diplomats and Soviet diplomats on this matter? 


2) Not that I know of. The natural place for that 
to take place would be in Stockholm when the negotiations 
resume next week. 


Q Okay. Thank you, sir. 


(The briefing concluded at 3:31 p.m.) 
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MS. ANITA STOCKMAN: Good morning. This is an ON THE 
RECORD briefing on negotiations between the U.S. and Japan on 
civil aviation matters involving Pan American and United 
Airlines. The briefing this morning will be given by Jeffrey 
Shane, Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Transportation 
Affairs, Chief U.S. Negotiator for Aviation. Mr. Shane? 


DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY SHANE: Thanks very much. 
Sorry to bring you in here on a Saturday morning. We would 
have preferred to complete it sooner, but it was necessary to 
spend more time working on the details of the agreement that we 
worked out; and, therefore, this is the earliest moment that we 
could actually have this briefing. 


I'll make a statement and then be available for 
questions and answers. 


It's my pleasure to announce, on behalf of Secretary 
Shultz, that the United States and Japan reached agreement this 
morning, confirming the succession of United Airlines to Pan 
American's full rights under the U.S.-Japan bilateral aviation 
agreement. 





As you know, Japan's agreement to grant United full 
rights as Pan American's replacement in U.S.-Japan service 
enables the two airlines, United and Pan Am, to complete a 
transaction in which United will take over all of Pan 
American's operations across the Pacific and in the Far East. 


Needless to say, the United States is very pleased 
that this issue has been resolved, and it is grateful to the 
Government of Japan for its cooperation in that respect. 


The two governments have also agreed to meet on 
February the 10th in Tokyo to resolve so-called "doing 




















business" issues, and then to resume discussions concerning a 
revision of the original 1952 bilateral aviation agreement in 
the week of March 3, 1986. That will probably be in 
Washington. Both sides have said that it is their objective to 
complete the revision talks by the end of the year. 


This has been an important issue for our two 
overnments, and it has received attention at the very highest 
evels. The transaction between Pan American and United 

Airlines was personally approved by Secretary of Transportation 
Elizabeth Dole, and then reviewed and approved again by 
President Reagan. 


Secretary Shultz raised the issue with Foreign 
Minister Abe on more than one occasion; Treasury Secretary 
Baker raised it both with Abe and with Finance Minister 
Takeshita; and Under Secretary of State Allen Wallis has been 
in very close touch for many weeks with Japanese Ambassador 
Matsunaga, and the two have had a great many meetings and 
conversations on this issue. 


Finally, President Reagan made his personal concern 
known to Finance Minister Takeshita during a meeting earlier 
this week. It's fair to say that this high-level attention in 
both governments hastened an amicable resolution of the United 
issue. 


That completes my prepared remarks. I'm available now 
for questions. 


Q Could you tell us what other matters you're going 
to take up under the “doing business" meeting and the latter 
meeting -- the later meeting? 


A There are right now no agendas on either side. 
That is to say, that we have not exchanged any lists of issues 
in any formal way. So we will have to do that as a preliminary 
matter before getting into the talks. 


Q What about cargo rights? What do you define 
cargo lines now? 


A It's reasonable to anticipate that the Japanese 
will raise that. 


Q Mr. Secretary, why has President Reagan taken 
such a personal concern in this? 


A First, there's the question of the very magnitude 
of the transaction involved. I don't think there's been a 
larger transaction between two airlines in our aviation history. 





Second, the issue was really one of fundamental 
importance to the United States. The ability to substitute one 
U.S. airline for another U.S. airline in international markets 
is one that we regard as a basic right in our bilateral 
aviation agreements essential to the Department of 
Transportation's ability to keep pressure on airlines in those 
markets to serve the public well. They have to know that if 
they do not keep faith with the public in keeping with their 
promises to the Department of Transportation when they got 
their licenses, that there is always the possibility under the 
Federal Aviation Act that they can be removed. fheir 
certificates are by and large temporary certificates. It's 
important that the United States be able to carry out a 
substitution in order to make good on that pressure, if 
necessary. 


Q Is this the first time this has been done with 
Japan? 


a I'm sorry? 


Q Is this the first time a substitution was made 
with -- 


A A pure substitution like this has not been done 
with Japan before. That's correct. 





Q Could you note the Japanese objections to this, 
for those of us who didn't follow the in's and out's of the 
negotiation? 


A Principally the Japanese have contended for many 
years that the bilateral agreement favors the United States 
more than it favors Japan, and they felt that because the 
United States now wanted a license for United, that this might 
be an opportunity to have discussions with the United States 
about how to rectify their perceptions -- their perceived 
imbalance. 


Our view, of course, is that there is no imbalance. I 
mean, we recognize that we have more airlines flying to Japan 
than Japan has flying to the United States. That's a function 
of longstanding Japanese policy -- not any disposition on the 
United States not to have more Japanese airlines coming here. 


So we regard some of the apparent imbalances as wholly 
symbolic. From the standpoint of what I guess I'd call 
"bottom-line" considerations, we think the agreement is well 
balanced, and that the Japan airline has done very well under 
it. 











Q So this is basically another wrinkle in about a 
30-year argument? 

A That's not an unfair way to describe it. Yes. 

Q What concessions did we make to Japan, then, in 


return for this agreement? 
A There have been no concessions whatsoever. 


Q Was it the initial intent to substitute a 
Japanese carrier? 


a No. It was only -- the only issue was whether or 
not United would have a license to come into Japan with all of 
the rights Pan American has at the present time. Any 
opportunity that Japan wishes to take advantage of for new 
Japanese airline service would be under the bilateral agreement 


in other ways. 


-- MORE -- 











Did United want to increase its capacity on 
flights to Japan? 





A They filed a schedule that did represent an 
increased amount of capacity, yes, over what Pan American is 
presently flying. 


Q Japan said that was okay? 


2) Japan, I understand, will approve the schedules 
that United files for immediate service and downstream in the 
summer season and thereafter. 


Q Has United got landing rights in any of the other 
Asian countries? Have those been turned over to them? 


4 I beg your pardon? 


Has United got landing rights in the other Asian 
countries that Pan Am serves? 


A They have applications filed in all of the 
countries that Pan Am services. I believe some of those 
countries have granted them the appropriate operating 
authority; Taiwan has, Singapore has. I believe it's fair to 
say that the other applications are on track. I don't know 
whether they've received all of their authority yet. 





Q How about the PRC? Did Pan Am have rights into 
Shanghai and Beijing? 


A Yes, and we fully anticipate that United will 
succeed to Pan Am's rights in China. 


Q But that's not nailed down at the moment? 


A I don't know whether China has granted United a 
license, but we don't regard it as an open question. 


Mr. Secretary, how big an increase in the traffic 
is United proposing over Pan Am? 


A As originally filed, its schedules would have 
probably represented an increase of about -- as we counted -- 
18 percent over and above what Pan American was operating. 


I don't know. My impression is that United may have 
filed, or maybe planning to file a reduced schedule so there 
may or may not be an increase, but you'll have to consult 
United about that. That has not been part of the government 
discussions. 

















Q That wasn't an issue in -- the volume of traffic 
was not really an issue? 


a The Japanese expressed concern about it. But the 
govorenent position was that, just as Pan American could have 
ncreased its capacity, United had the right to do that as 
well, and that position was maintained throughout the 
discussions. 


There were three rounds of negotiations. I should 
have perhaps put this in the opening statement. In November, 
in Tokyo; in mid-January, in Tokyo; and then last weekend, 
here in Washington, all of which led up to the agreement that 
we signed this morning. 


Q Could you put this into context of the overall 
U.S.-Japan trade issue that goes on and on and on? Did the 
Japanese give in on this because there are so many other issues 
on the plate right now? 


a I don't think so. We have strenuously avoided, I 
think on both sides, any linkage between our aviation problems 
that we have to face from time to time, and the larger trade 
difficulties that we face with the Japanese. 


It's fair to say that the atmosphere generated by the 
trade picture is relevant. There can't be any ignoring the 
size of the deficit that the United States is currently 
suffering from in its trade relations with Japan, but there was 
no direct connection between those two situations. 


Q This was not a point that the American 
negotiators made in the discussions with the Japanese? 


a No. 


Q What is the now proposed date that United will 
actually fly into Japan? 


f°) I understand it's February 11. 
Q February 11 of this year? 


a Yes. 


Q And you said a moment ago that this was the 
largest transaction between two airlines in aviation history. 
Do you have a dollar figure for that? What was the total worth 
of that transaction? 














a The ballpark number we have generally referred to 
is $750 million. I could turn to my Department of 
Transportation colleagues and ask if they have a refinement of 
that. 


(To staff) Is that reasonably accurate? 
STAFF: $715. 


DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY SHANE: $715, but there was 
some addition -- 


STAFF: Plus a separate transaction. 


DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY SHANE: Plus a separate 
transaction. 


I think that the total package of transactions has 
added up to about three quarters of a billion dollars. 


Does that mean that the deal has not been 
formally closed between the airlines until now? 


A There was a specific condition in the agreement 
which provided that if there was any problem with obtaining 
full rights from the Japanese Government or, for that matter, 
from the United States Government, then the transaction would 
not be consummated; either party could then walk away from the 
deal. 


This license -- in other words, the full rights that 
Japan has now accorded United -- was an essential prerequisite 
to consummating the arrangement. 

This is a question that we probably should ask 

United and Pan am, but do you know whether this is the last 
obstacle to consummating that deal? 

a As between the two corporations? 

Q Right. 


Q I can't address that. I simply don't know. 


This may recap your statement a little bit. But 
could you explain for us the effect the average international 
traveler would see from this agreement, just for the sake of 
getting a clean -- 














o Well, for one thing, instead of flying Pan Am, 
the traveler will be flying on a United airplane, if he chooses 
to fly United as opposed to one of the other carriers in the 
market. And there are many carriers in the market, United 
States carriers, Japanese carriers and third country carriers. 


The Department of Transportation approved the 
proposition, the transaction, on the grounds -- and I really 
should let the Department of Transportation speak for itself; 
it's all set out in the order which approved the transaction -- 
on the theory that United would actually enhance competition in 
the market. 


So to the extent that that proves to be the case, the 
passenger would benefit in the obvious way. 


Q Japan Airlines is the only Japanese carrier that 
operates in and out of the United States? 


fs) That's true. For about 15 years it was Japanese 
Government policy to have only one carrier serving 
international markets and that carrier was Japan Airlines. I 
think they called it the “Japan Aviation Constitution." 


As a result of an agreement that we entered into with 
Japan last spring, April 30, we understand that Japan is now 
considering awarding international route rights to other 
Japanese carriers, but that will be a domestic concern of the 
Japanese. We have not yet seen the result of that 
consideration. 


Q Do they have to seek U.S. approval for a specific 
license for those carriers? 


A Technically, yes, but under our bilateral 
agreement we will not delay that approval. It will be 
automatic. 


(Press briefing concluded at 11:15 a.m.) 




















PRESS CONFERENCE 
THE HONORABLE JOHN C. WHITEHEAD 
DEPUTY SECRETARY OF STATE 
MONDAY, JANUARY 27, 1986, 2:03 P. M. 


MR. KALB: Ladies and gentlemen, you have asked, and sometimes 
we in fact deliver, so here we are. News conference, ON THE 
RECORD, obviously, with Deputy Secretary John Whitehead, just 
back, as you know, from a swing through Western Europe and 
Canada. The questions are yours and it's your turn, sir. 





DEPUTY SECRETARY WHITEHEAD: Thank you, Bernie, and good 
afternoon, ladies and gentlemen. 








[ am back. I got back on Friday from a 10-day, nine-nation 
trip. It started in Canada and went on to London, Rome, 
Ankara, Athens, Bonn, Paris, Brussels and The Hague. Nine 
stops in ten days. With me were two people who are here today, 
and if I have trouble with your questions, I'll defer them to 
the experts: Special Ambassador Robert Oakley, who is right 
here, Special Ambassador for Terrorism; and next to him, Robert 
Kimmitt, General Counsel to the Treasury Department and an 


expert on what are called “sanctions,” among other things that 
he's an expert on. 


Just as a prelude to your questions, let me ques say a couple 
of things. The purpose of the trip was really three-fold. 


First, it was to convey to our principal European allies the 
increasing threat that we believe that international terrorism 

















represents, and in particular the -- our focus on Colonel 
Qadhafi and Libya as being the principal -- or one of the 
principal sponsors of terrorism. 


The second purpose was to explain the measures that President 
Reagan took on January 7th -- explain to our allies why we took 
those and what they meant. 


And then, third, was to seek allied support for a cooperative 
effort to persuade Qadhafi to mend his ways, to abandon his 
sponsorship of terrorism, a threat which threatens both the 
United States and the allies that I visited. 


Those were the three purposes. I would make clear that I did 
not ask our allies to adopt the same package of measures that 
we had adopted. I did not think that that was appropriate nor 
likely to be achieved, but I did urge that each of them focus 
on this mutual problem, and that each of them take whatever 
kinds of actions were appropriate for their country to take in 
the common effort. 


I also emphasize that I did not ask for immediate responses. I 
did not expect dramatic breakthroughs as a result of my trip. 

I urged them to take the messages that I brought to them under 
advisement and to consider very carefully this threat to the 
whole free world, and to determine in the weeks and months 
ahead what steps they might take. 


I think the results of my trip were good, were favorable I 
think I did heighten the concern of our allies for terrorism, a 
subject with which many of them were all too familiar. But I 
think I raised the level of their concern, and certainly let 
them appreciate the high priority to which the United States, 
our President, and I think most Americans give to finding 
answers to this problem 


And I think I persuaded them that Libya was at the heart of the 
oroblem. I took to them some additional information which many 


chem -~ most of them -~— did not have before that showed the 
lication of Qadhafi in many of the recent terrorist 
GO.sasters. 


I think that all of our allies agreed on a common goal, and we 
discussed a number of methods which we have taken and which 
they might take to reach that common goal We found some 
differences over the tactics that we have taken, and those that 
they are now prepared to take, particularly over what have been 
called “sanctions.” I determined, incidentally, that 
“sanctions” was a bad word and not a word that seemed to get a 
great deal of sympathy, and so I have dubbed the measures that 




















the President took “peaceful measures” and I don't use the word 
“sanctions” anymore. It is harder to oppose peaceful measures 
in principle than it is to oppose sanctions in principle. So I 
tried to get the discussion onto the track of talking about the 
specifics that we were talking about. 


It's useful to point out, I think, that some of our allirs have 
already over the past several years adopted some rather tern 
measures against Libya, just as the United States had in 
earlier years. Many of our allies, for example, have noi sold 
any military equipment or arms to Libya for quite a long time, 
and so that and other measures have been taken by some of our 
allies in the past, and, of course, we welcome that. 


I think that other measures -- in a few cases, the countries 
decided while I was there to tell me that they had already 
decided to take some additional measures, and I know that in 
many cases -- in fact, I think in the case of all of the 
countries, all nine of the countries -- they are now 
considering possible further measures that they can take. 


So, with those remarks, I've covered a little bit about the 
objectives of the trip, and the approach we took, and what I 
think the results have been. So now I'd be glad to answer your 
questions. 


QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, your euphemism “peaceful measures” 
appears to have an implication to it, that there could be other 
measures that the United States could take that would not be 
peaceful. Is that the message you intended to give? 


DEPUTY SECRETARY WHITEHEAD: Yes, that was one of the messages 
that I think the phras: gives. As you know, when the -- before 
the President made his announcement early in January, he 
considered military measures as well as peaceful measures, and 
he decided to put aside the military option for the time being 
at least and to adopt the measures that he did adopt. 





But, however, he reserved the right to come back to the 
military option in case the non-military peaceful measures 
don't work, and in case Qadhafi doesn't change the pattern of 
his action. 


QUESTION: And he - 


DEPUTY SECRETARY WHITEHEAD We all can hope and pray, and 
certainly our allies told me that they hoped and prayed, that 
we would not need to resort to the military option I 
certainly fervently hope that that's true, but the answer lies 
not in our hands but in Qadhafi's hands, because if he 

















continues to sponsor and direct and conduct these atrocities 
around the world aimed at innocent people, murders of innocent 
people, we cannot stand idly by -- neither we nor our allies -- 
and we'll have to -- the President has reserved the option to 
come back to military measures, and I think he will come back 
and consider that again if the peaceful measures are not 
successful. 


QUESTION: Given that, did our allies indicate they would 
support military measures under those circumstances if Qadhafi 
keeps up his antics? 





DEPUTY SECRETARY WHITEHEAD: We didn't discuss military -- I 
would say the answer to that is no. We didn't discuss military 
measures at all, except to mutually hope that they would not 
become necessary. But the focus of the conversation was 
obviously on non-military measures. 





QUESTION: Where were the differences, then, between the U.S. 
position and that of the different allies as to how to approach 
either sanctions or any other measures? 


DEPUTY SECRETARY WHITEHEAD: I'll be glad to answer that, 
starting, though, with a comment that there were a lot more 
Similarities than differences in all of these conversations and 
to focus too much on the differences is not giving, I think, an 
accurate appraisal of the visits that I had, because mostly we 
talked about the things we agreed on in common rather than on 
the differences. 





But the differences had principally to do with what they 
previously called “economic sanctions." Although it was not 
universal among all of the people that I called on, there is a 
general feeling that economic sanctions, in a broad sense, of 
the kind that we did invoke do not work successfully, and that 
they sometimes are counter-productive. And so I heard from our 
allies a number of reasons in detail as to what history shows 
about the success of economic sanctions. 


And I replied that my experience was that much of what they 
told me was true; that I could not argue that often in the past 
economic sanctions, when applied, have not been successful. 

But that I thought in this particular case -- and [I do think 
that in this particular case -- peaceful measures of the kinds 
that we were discussing can indeed be successful. 


And for example, in the economic area, Libya is entirely 
dependent on their #conomy on their ability to sell to the 
world the oil that they produce. In an o1i1 market in which 
there is a great glut of oil, and it is possible for countries 
to buy oil from a 











great variety of places, if the principal nations in the world 
should decide to buy more of their oil from other countries and 
less of their oil from Libya, I am sure that Libya would feel 
the effect of that decision. 


So, therefore, I was urging that other countries consider that 
kind of measure. That was one of the principal thoughts that I 
had for them, urging that they might consider changing the 
source of their oil, particularly with those countries who do 
buy a lot of Libyan oil. 


QUESTION: By that, sir, were they convinced that they ought to 
diversify their sources of oil imports? 





DEPUTY SECRETARY WHITEHEAD: I'm sorry. I didn't -- 





QUESTION: Were they convinced that they ought to diversify 
their sources of oil imports? 


DEPUTY SECRETARY WHITEHEAD: Were the allies convinced -- 





QUESTION: Yes. 





DEPUTY SECRETARY WHITEHEAD: -- that they ought to do this? I 
would say that nobody was convinced immediately, but that 
everybody thought that it was an idea worth considering, and it 
might be an exception, they felt, to the general rule that 
sanctions don't work very effectively. 





QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, if the allies expressed skepticism 
cver sanctions, did they offer any alternatives to you other 
than economic sanctions? What were they in favor of in terms 
of dealing with Qadhafi, or do they want to ignore him by and 
large? 





DEPUTY SECRETARY WHITEHEAD: In some cases, they have other 
measures that they're considering, in addition to the purchase 
of oil. Some countries, for example, are considering reducing 
their exports to Libya. Other countries are considering 
reducing the number of commercial air flights that their 
airlines make to Libya, and the number of flights that they 
allow the Libyan Arab Airlines to make to their countries. 





QUESTION: Aren't those sanctions? 





DEPUTY SECRETARY WHITEHEAD: I think so. I call them “peaceful 





measures," but they are sanctions. Other countries are 
considering reducing the size of their Libyan Embassy, which 
the 














Libyans call the Libyan People's Bureau, reducing the size and 
the staff that they permit to be in their country. 


So there were a variety of things that other countries 
mentioned as possibilities, and that many countries are 
considering, but I kept the general view that maybe the most 
important single thing that people could do would be to buy 
their oil elsewhere. 


~~ MORE -- 














QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, you said their objections were all on 
the grounds that they wouldn't be effective. You have spent 
your life in business, and you know about profit motives; and 
you could talk to them, I'm sure, with a special ear. You mean 
that their only objection is that our sanctions won't work, or 
are they looking for a buck? 


I mean, you haven't mentioned at all the rich business that's 
involved here. Isn't that really why they don't want to 
support the United States? 


DEPUTY SECRETARY WHITEHEAD: I don't think so. I acknowledge 
that that might be a possibility, and with some countries it 
may be a factor, but I don't believe that with any of the 
countries that had this view that their trade with Libya is so 
important to them economically that they are reluctant to give 
it up. 





I might just say as an aside, the country that was the most 
responsive to our approach -- I don't mean to take credit for 
their response -— the country that more quickly agreed with all 
of the things that we were talking about, the most quickly 
agreed, was Italy. 


Now, Italy is the country that has the largest trade with Libya 
of any country in the world and the largest of any of the nine 
countries that I visited. It buys more Libyan oil -- it did 
last year buy more Libyan oil than any other country in the 
world, and it sells Libya more products manufactured in Italy 
than any other country, and so their economic interest was very 
large, and yet they were the most responsive and indicated the 
greatest willingness to reduce their exposure to Libya. So I 
think that that was not -- while it is a factor, and maybe is a 
factor, I would say it was not the principle factor. 


QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, could clear up one thing? Before you 
went on your trip, in the briefings that were given to us about 
Libya's connection to Abu Nidal, we were repeatedly told that 
while there was a rather impressive amount of evidence linking 
Libya to Abu Nidal and terrorism in general, there really 
wasn't any “smoking gun" linking Libya to the specific attacks 
at Rome and Vienna, and yet I notice in press reports, at least 
of your trip, you did say you had incontrovertible evidence 
linking Libya to those two specific attacks. 





Is that the case? And if you do have such, can you share any 
of it with us? 


DEPUTY SECRETARY WHITEHEAD: It is the case. I did assert that 
on the trip, and I assert it again now. I have looked myself 











at the intelligence information on the connection between Abu 
Nidal and Libya with the Rome and Vienna Airport attacks; and I 
believe, in my opinion, from having looked at the details of 
that information that it is incontrovertible that Abu Nidal and 
Libya were both involved in those attacks. 


If you will permit me to make a couple of other points about 
your question, because your question is one, I know, which has 
been on a lot of peoples' minds, the reason that the United 
States collects all of this intelligence information on 
terrorism -- and we have, you'll be happy to know, as good 
citizens, we have very, very extensive intelligence information 
from a variety of sources, communications sources, surveillance 
sources, human sources -- the reason that we collect this is 
not to identify who is responsible after the acts have been 
committed, but to prevent the acts from occurring. And as I 
think has been stated before, the United States prevented, 
through this intelligence, something over a hundred terrorist 
acts in 1985 where the information came to our attention, and 
we were able to arrest the intended terrorists, or in some 
other way frustrate the act. About a quarter of those acts I 
think were in the United States, and the other three-quarters 
outside the United States. 


Therefore, preserving the secrecy about the methods of 
collection of the information and the nature of the information 
is extremely important, and of course, we can't jeopardize the 
continued ability to prevent the acts. But I can tell you, I 
think, from the information that I've looked at, the general 
nature of Libya's connection with terrorism, it is perfectly 
clear that they finance terrorism, that they make regular 
payments to a number of terrorist leaders in order to keep 
those leaders in business, to keep their units together, and 
sometimes they pay them specific fees for performing particular 
terrorist acts. 


Secondly, they arm the terrorists; they collect arms and 
ammunition in Libya and then ship the arms and ammunition to 
the country where the act is to take place, where they can be 
picked up by the terrorists prior to the commission of the 
act. Thirdly, they provide documents -- false passports, 
visas, and other identification documents -- to hide the 
identity of the terrorists, to make it easy for the terrorists 
to enter the country where the acts are going to take place, 
and then make it easier for them -- if they live through the 
act -- for them to escape to another country and to get away. 


Finally, they conduct terrorist training camps. We have a good 
deal of information on those camps. There are a number of 
them. We know that what is taught in those camps are 














definitely terrorist --— how to conduct terrorist acts. So 
these are the kinds of information that we have in great detail 
on Libya's connection and Abu Nidal's connection. 


QUESTION: Can I just follow that up? On this specific case I 

want to ask you once more, do we have specific information that 
Libya paid, armed, or otherwise supported those particular Abu 

Nidal terrorists who did the Rome and Vienna attacks? 


DEPUTY SECRETARY WHITEHEAD: I don't want to answer the 
question in just exactly the way you put it, but we do have 
information, as I've said before, that connects Abu Nidal and 
Libya with those two specific acts. 





Just one further thing, other nations have said that they have 
information which connects Syria with one of those two specific 
acts. We have no information that connects Syria with either 
of those two acts, but it is not at all inconsistent with the 
information we have that both countries could have been 
involved in supporting the terrorists. We know that Abu Nidal 
now has his headquarters in Libya; we know that his principal 
lieutenants are there with him; but we also know that he has 
what in my former career I would have called a “branch office" 
in Damascus, and that he has operations in Syria. And so, it 
is not at all unlikely, although we have no proof, that Syria 
was also used, in some way, as a base for one or more of those 
two terrorist acts. 


QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, do you have any information that 
suggests that any fees were paid specifically in connection 


with the Rome or Vienna attacks to any members of Abu Nidal by 
Libya? 


DEPUTY SECRETARY WHITEHEAD: I'm not going to answer that. I 
can't answer that. 





QUESTION: Can you answer in a more general way -- if I 
understand you correctly, what you are asserting, even Mr. 
Qadhafi has not entirely denied; he's talked about these 
training camps for a number of these terrorists. But I don't 
believe you have said that there was, either on the part of Mr. 
Qadhafi or the Libyan Government, foreknowledge of the attacks 
being planned for Rome and Vienna Is that the case? 


DEPUTY SECRETARY WHITEHEAD: There certainly was no 
foreknowledge on the part of any of our intelligence 
information, if that's your question 





QUESTION: No My question is Did Mr. Qadhafi or the Libyan 
Government have foreknowledge? He claims, if [ understand it 
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correctly, that, yes, he does provide this financial support 
for these training camps, but that he doesn't know what these 
terrorists are up to. Was there foreknowledge on the part of 
Mr. Qadhafi specifically of the Rome and Vienna attacks? 


DEPUTY SECRETARY WHITEHEAD: I don't think we have information 
as to what Qadhafi himseif personally knew, but we do have 
knowledge that his government was involved, obviously 
beforehand, in both of those activities. Whether he personally 
knew is something that we have no information on. 








QUESTION: Sir, we have a conflict here, then, don't we? Mr. 
Shultz called Qadhafi a terrorist; and you say you don't know 
whether he knew about these acts or not. 


DEPUTY SECRETARY WHITEHEAD: [I call hima terrorist, too, and I 
don't believe we have a conflict --— certainly not between me 
and Mr. Shultz. 





He is a terrorist, and he certainly does know about the 
terrorist acts that go on. The question asked me was whether I 
knew whether he knew in advance of those two particular 
terrorist acts, and that I could not answer. 


QUESTION: What about the evidence that was presented to you by 
the Greek Government, the counter-evidence that would bar or or 
de-link Libya with any -- 





DEPUTY SECRETARY WHITEHEAD: I talked to the Greek Foreign 
Minister, and I talked to the Greek Prime Minister. Neither 
one mentioned to me any evidence along those lines. I gave 
them both the evidence that we had about his involvement in 
those two incidents. 





QUESTION: Is there any connection beyond the passport supply 
that has been described at great length so far, that the U.S. 
can draw between Libya and these two incidents? 





DEPUTY SECRETARY WHITEHEAD: Yes, there is additional 
information beyond the passports 





QUESTION: But you won't say anything more about what it is? 





DEPUTY SECRETARY WHITEHEAD: No, I won't 








QUESTION: Did you decline to answer the question about the 
fees on what ground, because you don't know or because of what 
ground? 








DEPUTY SECRETARY WHITEHEAD On the grounds of confidentiality 


of intelligence information 
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© QUESTION: You say you did give this evidence to the 
governments you talked to. Italy today is asking Tripoli to 
provide evidence they did not participate. Is there a 
contradiction there? 





DEPUTY SECRETARY WHITEHEAD: What is your question? 





QUESTION: If you gave Italy incontrovertible evidence that 


Libya was involved, why are they now saying, “Well, prove you 
didn't." 





DEPUTY SECRETARY WHITEHEAD: Well, I think, evidently, Libya 
has denied that they were involved, although there was a time 
when Qadhafi boasted that he was, and so Italy is asking them 
for their proof. I can't answer why. 





QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, did the evidence you bring with you 
link Libya and Qadhafi to any other terrorist acts besides the 
ones at Rome and Vienna? 


DEPUTY SECRETARY WHITEHEAD: Yes, it did. 





QUESTION: Could you list them? 





DEPUTY SECRETARY WHITEHEAD: No, but it linked him to 
innumerable terrorist acts and most of the major acts that have 
taken place in the last twelve months. 


QUESTION: Could you give us some examples of those --? 





DEPUTY SECRETARY WHITEHEAD: No, I[ can't give you any more. 





QUESTION: -- because that would not be an intelligence thing, 
because it's only just -- that would not be giving them away. 





DEPUTY SECRETARY WHITEHEAD I really think I've said as much 
as I can. 





~~ MORE -- 
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QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, what's the conditions the United 
States requires from Libya to have a certificate that they 
abandon terrorism? I mean, what are the conditions? Can you 
state them to us? What's our requirement to give them good 
conduct -- Libya? Do you have one, two, three conditions? 


DEPUTY SECRETARY WHITEHEAD: It's an important question, and 
I'll come right back to it. But before we leave the subject of 
information, and the quilt of Qadhafi, if I may say so I think 
sometimes too much is made of the details of Libyan involvement 
in particular incidents. And I just ask you all a sort of 
rhetorical question: Can there be any question that Qadhafi is 
generally involved in widespread terrorist activity, widespread 
incidents where innocent people are murdered? 





And it seems to me it's clear that the answer is no, and 
therefore we took these actions not because he was involved or 
was not involved in any particular incident but because he had 
a pattern of conduct, a foreign policy of his government. fhe 
foreign policy of a sovereign government is to commit 
terrorists acts, and it was that policy, and the accumulation 
of that evidence, not any single, little bit of whether or not 
he was involved, that caused the United States Government to 
take the action that it did. 


All of this -- I'm happy to answer as much as I can about these 
incidents without revealing anything that would be helpful to 
terrorists around the world. But it does seem to me, if I may 
say so, a bit beside the point when we would all really have to 
agree, and I think all of th2 people that I talked to did 
agree, although Greece has not yet been willing to say 
publicly, but I think everybody else that I talked to has said 
publicly and does agree that Qadhafi is the principal leader in 
the world behind the sponsorship of terrorist activities. 


If I can come to your very important question which was, what 
are we asking of Qadhafi? We are not trying to overthrow him; 
we're not trying to change the government We're simply asking 
him to change his conduct, to ¢top sponsoring terrorism. As 
soon as he gives us sufficient evidence that he has changed his 
conduct, that he has concluded that the cost of supporting 
terrorism is greater to him than the benefits -- which is not 
an unreasonable thing to ask nor to expect -- as soon as he 
changes his conduct, we will consider lifting the measures that 
we have imposed and encouraging our allies to do so. 


But until he changes his conduct, it seems to me that Americans 
cannot tolerate a man living in this world as part of the world 
community and condoning these actions 


QUESTION: What are the measures Libya should take, I mean? Do 
you have specific measures? 
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DEPUTY SECRETARY WHITEHEAD: We have not proposed or suggested 
to him anything except to change his conduct. 





The obvious things that I've outlined -- payments, arms and 
ammunition, harboring of terrorist leaders, training bases -- 
all of these things must be eliminated. And as soon as he 
eliminates those, and it is clear to us and the rest of the 
world that they will not be reinstated, we certainly will then 
consider changing our attitudes. 


QUESTION: You said that all nine of the countries that you 
visited are considering new measures. Have all nine of them 
agreed not to undercut the U.S. sanctions? And when you say 
they're all considering new measures, do you mean economic 
sanctions -- what we used to call “economic sanctions?" 


DEPUTY SECRETARY WHITEHEAD: I think it is the case that all 
nine of them have agreed that they will not undercut our 
measures. 





QUESTION: In perpetuity? 


DEPUTY SECRETARY WHITEHEAD: Although all of them have not yet 
announced that, I think I'm accurate in saying to you that all 
nine did say to me that they would not undercut. Some have 
been more imaginative in taking measures to prevent 
undercutting than others have because simply a government 
statement does not prevent a company from hiring more employees 
to replace departing U.S. employees or from taking over 
contracts that the United States companies may abandon. 





We welcome and encourage and urge that our allies take some 
actions to prevent their companies and their citizens 
undercutting our peaceful measures 


QUESTION: Have any of them said any specific actions that they 
would take? As you say, just saying “we will not undercut your 
measures," have any of them said “we will issues regulations?" 


DEPUTY SECRETARY WHITEHEAD: Some have, and some have not yet 
done so. 





QUESTION: Have any of them actually issued the regulations? 





DEPUTY SECRETARY WHITEHEAD: Yes. I[ would say on this measure 





that West Germany has been the most responsive, and we welcome 
that. They have issued an extremely strong request to all of 

the German companies that operate in Libya urging them not to 

undercut and defining that in quite specific terms. 
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The Manufacturer's Association in Germany, the trade 
association for private sector companies, has issued a similar 
agreement that their members -- which include all the companies 
that do operate in Libya -- their members will not undercut. 

So we feel that's very supportive. And while there are not 
penaities of law, we feel that's a good, adequate response, and 
we would believe that German companies and German people will 
not undercut our efforts. 


Others have not. Some have done milder measures than I've 
described, and some haven't done anything at all except to give 
assurances. 


QUESTION: I wonder if you think that the world oil market will 
now begin to do the kind of economic damage to Libya that the 
Allies have apparently refused or, at least, not done so far? 


DEPUTY SECRETARY WHITEHEAD: The world oil market is certainly 
on our side and is very helpful in putting pressure on Libya 
without additional pressure. 





Libya's revenues from the sale of oil are down from $20 billion 
about five years ago to about $9 billion last year as a result 
of the fall in the price of oil, and currently are running at a 
rate lower than that. So that, of course, has had a very 
distinct effect on Libya's economy, and it is their economy 
that provides them the substance to continue to arm themselves 
so strongly and to provide the means to finance these terrorist 
acts. 


But we need a little more push and a little more help from our 
@allies, and that's what we're trying to get. 


QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, ten days ago today we were briefed ON 
BACKGROUND by several officials from Treasury, Commerce and 
State. We were told that these peaceful measures do not affect 
the 3,000 or so Libyan students who reside in the United States 
and who will be able to travel back and forth between their 
country and ours. 


At that time I asked if this did not pose any serious problem, 
Given the fact that Mr. Qadhafi has stated his willingness to 
train suicide squads to launch terrorist attacks in our cities 


Given the fact that this is so, and that Mr. Qadhafi has proven 
himself so able at providing false passports and what-not to 
terrorists, is it not logical that he could simply confiscate 
these returning students passports and give them to terrorists 
and have them enter the United States? 
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DEPUTY SECRETARY WHITEHEAD: Yes. The government is 
considering the question of what, if anything, we should do 
about the Libyan students that are here. But, remember, our 
object is to bring pressure on Qadhafi, not on the Libyan 
people. We believe that economic pressure and political 
pressure will be effective, and we're not sure yet just how the 
further restrictions being placed on Libyan students would 
contribute to our effort to put pressure on Qadhafi. 





That's why no action has been taken as yet, but the subject is 
still under consideration as to whether we should do something 
further about Libyan students. 


MR. KALB: We've gone about 40 minutes, if not more. Why don't 
we take a couple of really tough ones and clear out. 


DEPUTY SECRETARY WHITEHEAD: Why didn't you ask for a couple of 
easy ones? 





QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, bearing in mind the response about 
the larger issues you gave in your question about the evidence 
that you brought with you, there is still an unresolved 
question which a lot of us get asked about by the editors that 
we work for, which may be semantical, but on the day after 
President Reagan announced the measures, as I recall, an 
official of the Department, speaking ON BACKGROUND from the 
same podium where you are now, told us that he believed the 
evidence that had been amassed here made a very good case in 
intelligence-gathering terms to support the charges you've made 
against Colonel Qadhafi. But he went on to say that there was 
no smoking gun, that it was all in the nature of circumstantial 
evidence 


Now, my question, after that long preamble, is, did what you 
brought with you, or carried with you, to Europe go beyond the 
realm of circumstantial evidence or was it essentially an 
amassing of a pattern of a circumstantial nature? 


DEPUTY SECRETARY WHITEHEAD: It did go beyond circumstantial 
evidence, and it was quite specific, and most of it came in 
subsequent to the announcement of the President's sanctions 
Most of it was received, but not all of it, but most of it was 
received subsequent to the January 6 date 





Remember, the January 6 date was only -- what? -- two weeks, 
about, after the two airport incidents, and there had not been 
time to accumulate as much information as has subsequently come 
in 


QUESTION I don't suppose for a moment you expect Colonel 





Qadhafi to give up doing what he's doing, and that you're 
objecting to And 1 don't suppose that the nine governments 
that you spoke to believe that either 
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So the question is, when the next happening happens, what is 
the United States and its allies going to do about it? 


DEPUTY SECRETARY WHITEHEAD: That remains to be seen. Let's 
hope that the next happening will not happen. 





There begins to be evidence that you maybe have seen that 
Qadhafi is pretty nervous about our attitude, about what he 
sees to be the force of our position, what he sees about our 
allies rising to our support. Although that evidence is still 
very new and fragmentary, I feel optimistic from what I've 
seen, that while this man may be pretty crazy, he's also crazy 
like a fox, and he will do what he needs to do to keep himself 
in power. And if he sees his country's economy crumbling and 
his country's position being isolated, he will then take action 
to change his conduct, and that is our hope. 


QUESTION: So you did not discuss further contingency plans, or 
what would happen next? 


DEPUTY SECRETARY WHITEHEAD: I think as far as what happens 
next, we have to wait and see. Obviously, further incidents 
will require consideration of further measures by the United 
States and by our allies. 





And, obviously, further incidents will coalesce the world 
against Qadhafi even more strongly than it's beginning to 
coalesce now. 


MR. KALB: Thank you. 





DEPUTY SECRETARY WHITEHEAD: He's dragging me off Thank you 
all very much. 





(Press conference concluded at 2:45 p.m.) 
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MR. KALB: Good morning, ladies and gentlemen. As 
promised, Chet Crocker, Assistant Secretary for African Affairs 
here for an ON-THE-RECORD news conference, and it's all yours. 


Chet. 


ASSISTANT SECRETARY CROCKER: Thank you very much, 
Bernie. A few opening words. 


As you know, I recently visited Angola and South 
Africa in pursuit both of our regional objectives in terms of 
the Angolan and Namibian negotiations, and also in terms of our 
es efforts to advance our goals of change in South 
Africa. 


Our discussions in South Africa therefore covered both 
sets of issues and we had extensive conversations with people 
both in and out of government 


In regard to the negotiation effort on Cuban troop 
withdrawal from Angola and Namibian independence under 
Resolution 435, our efforts continue. Just to give a word of 
background, in late November the South African government gave 
us a@ response to our March ‘865 proposals aimed at bridging the 
gap between the Angolan and South African positions. 


The South African response accepted, in principle, a 
major feature of those proposals regarding a timetable for 
Cuban withdrawal from Angola and the implementation of the U.N. 
plan in Namibia. 


My discussions this time in Luanda, the capital of 
Angola, produced no breakthroughs. Confidence between the 
parties remains low. The MPLA government in Luanda, like the 
South African Government, has asked us to continue our 
efforts. The Angolans have asked us and put forward some ideas 














of theirs which they've asked us to try out with the other 
party; that is, the South Africans. That, we are in the 
process of doing. 


If these ideas and others of our own are pursued by 
both parties in a serious manner, this could lead to an 
accelerated negotiating process. 


These negotiations, and the cuncinuing warfare inside 
Angola and across its borders into Namibia, represent the 
backdrop against which the visit of Dr. Jonas Savimbi of UNITA 
is occurring. A complex siutation, I might point out, in 
which, in addition to the Angolan parties, there is 
participation by the Cubans, by tite Soviets, by the South 
Africans and SWAPO. 


Dr. Savimbi's visit has generated a lot of public 
interest and some debat*«. much of it in the nature of a sort of 
ideological superbowl. 


Allow me to say a few words about the broader context 
and U.S. policy. First, we do not believe that in a 
contemporary period, as in any other period, that diplomacy and 
war represent polar opposites or alternative strategies. This 
is also the case in southern Africa where virtually all parties 
pursue their interests throuch a wide variety of means. 


Inevitably, perhaps, both the South Africans and the 
Angolans are pursuing several tracks of policy to advance their 
interests. The same can be said about UNITA and the MPLA as 
they contend over the future of Angola. 


For our part, we recognize that our diplomacy plays 
out against a backdrop of real intangible pressures that exist 
on the ground. For the past several years, we've worked to 
create a political framework for the ultimate resolution of the 
intertwined problems of Angola and Namibia. At the level of 
general principles, we have succeeded. 


The parties accept the concept of linkage. They 
accept that lack of movement on one side is an obstacle to the 
solution of other problems. But we have not yet been able to 
translate that into specific accords. 


It remains our analysis that neither the South African 
Government nor the government in Angola nor SWAPO nor UNITA can 
accomplish their goals through outright military victory. 

Hence, the continuing relevance of a political framework. That 
does not mean that the parties don't on occasion try. 














This past year we have seen the MPLA government, 
strongly backed by Moscow and Havana, seek to reverse UNITA's 
ains and deal a body blow to that movement. They have 
ailed. It is important in our view that they continue to 
fail. Just as we are determined that our diplomacy not be used 
by the South Africans, as a cover for the pursuit of other 
objectives, we feel the same way about the government in Luanda. 


The point I am making, then, is that diplomacy 
requires to be effective a degree of pressures that drives the 
parties towards a political compromise. But pressures --— pure 
physical power -- does not in itself represent solutions, and 
in our analysis cannot be effective in the absence of a 
meaningful political context. 


Dr. Savimbi, UNITA's President, arrives here today on 
a private visit. He will see many people inside and outside of 
government in this city and other cities, and will be having, 
as you know, many media appearances. We welcome him here as we 
have before. 


We believe that Dr. Savimbi himself understands that 
there is no possibility for either side in Angola to gain an 
outright military victory and that national reconciliation will 
have to come about through a process of negotiation. We also 
believe that he understands that our efforts which focus on the 
linked issues of Resolution 435 and Cuban troop withdrawal 
will, if successful, set the political context necessary to 
achieve ultimate peace in Angola. 


Now, much has been said on the subject of this visit 
and on the issue of aid to UNITA and so forth. I have no new 
announcements to make. I think a good deal was said most 
recen.ly yesterday, and I don't have anything to add beyond 
that. 


(Continued on next page) 
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Let me just say a final word about the situation more 
broadly in the region and in South Africa. We continue to feel 
that the region of southern Africa is one that is dangerous; 
that if the parties seek to use purely violent solutions to 
their problems or military means for trying to resolve their 
problems, that they're only going to bring about more 
destruction and ultimately undercut their own interests. 


It is for that reason that we're active on many fronts 
throughout southern Africa to try and dampen down violence and 
to point out that the restraint of violence is an obligation 
that affects everybody, not just one side. 


Inside South Africa itself, it is pretty clear to us 
that there is a recognition -- and I went down there carrying a 
message from President Reagan to President Botha -- there is a 
recognition, widespread recognition, in and out of government 
that something must be done to break the apparent logiam that 
exists now on issues of reducing the internal violence, moving 
forward on the reform process, and bringing about dialogue. 


I think it would be inappropriate for me to speculate 
about the chances for defusing that situation in the near 
future. We obviously hope that can be done. That certainly is 
what our diplomacy is all about. 


But I don't think that I have many major bold 
announcements to make in that regard. There is a higher degree 
of awareness of what must be done. Everyone is groping for the 
handles with which to do it. So let me conclude with these few 


comments, and then we can proceed to questions. 


Q Chet, since all the government changes in Angola 
have occurred, has the present leadership there reaffirmed its 
commitment to Cuban troop withdrawal in that two-stage process 
which you negotiated a couple of months ago? Is that still the 
position of the government? 


4 That's very much our impression, yes. There have 
been changes in the top levels of the party and some 
ministerial changes as well, and there may be more. But, in 
any event, what we have seen to date would suggest that the 
degree of governmental coherence has been somewhat strengthened 
by those changes, and we are led to believe that the government 
there is intent on finding a political opening. 


At the same time, it's also obvious from events on the 
ground that the government is pursuing its military options as 
well. 














Q I guess the Secretary of State, but certainly 
State Department officials, including the Spokesman, have 
referred to the Savimbi movement as a nationalist movement and 
a legitimate movement. 


Does that mean that as a matter of policy the State 
Department would like to see, what, Savimbi have a share in 
power in Angola eventually when all this negotiation that you 
hope for is resolved, or do you just see him as somebody who 
might force negotiations and a better settlement? 


I I think our view is that the situation in terms 
of getting a settlement on Namibia and Cuban withdrawal -- 
those two issues are directly related, and that's what we have 
been concentrating on. If we succeed, what we will have 
ai complished is the removal of foreign combat forces from 
Angolan territory, both South African and Cuban; and, as a 
result, hopefully to have set the stage to make it more likely 
that the parties could in fact reach each other, talk to each 
other, and work out a compromise. 


It is also our view that there's not going to be peace 
in Angola, with or without a Namibia settlement, until such 
time as there has been such a reconciliation between the 
government in Luanda and UNITA. So that is, indeed -- I think 
I'm answering your questions -- that is, indeed, our view. We 
would like to see such a reconciliation, obviously. It's in 
our interest, it's in everyone's interest for there to be 
ultimate peace in Angola. 


Q What about -- then Savimbi, what, just folds up 
like -- what was his name? Holden Roberto -- and goes away, or 
do you think -- when you say he's a “legitimate” -- what is -- 
what I'm asking is what State means by “legitimate”? He is not 
an outside force; he's an indigenous force, and he has a 
legitimate claim to power? 


4 Yes. 
Q Or part of power? Is that what you mean? 
R Legitimate in the sense of history, in the sense 


of the nationalist movement during the struggle against the 
Portuguese control of that country, legitimate in the sense of 
being indigenously based and having considerable support inside 
the country, and not being an outside element that is imposed 
from abroad. That general sense, yes. 


Q To what extent would U.S. aid, either overt or 
covert, to Savimbi undercut your role as a negotiator in these 
regional talks? 














As I have said in my opening comments, it is very 
much our view that the parties consider our efforts to be worth 
pursuing, and that's what has been most recently underscored to 
us in our conversations in both Luanda and Capetown. 


We have made it abundantly clear that we don't wish to 
have our diplomacy misused or abused by either party, and I 
think it's important that we underscore that we, like others, 
have options. 


-- MORE -- 

















Q What do you expect to see coming out of State 
President Botha's speech? And what do you want to produce? 


Aa Well, the South African leadership in recent 
months has talked about a number of things that it is prepared 
to do, or is considering doing. One assumes that some of those 
previous discussions, hints, press statements, party conference 
statements and so on will be pulled together, digested in a 
certain sense; but I don't think that it’s appropriate for us 
on the eve of such a statement to sort of indicate what we 
would hope to see. We, obviously, hope to see as much as 
possible that would give a concrete vision for all of us as to 
where the reform process may be headed that would make tangible 
the commitments to scrapping concrete areas of apartheid law, 
that would demonstrate a sense of urgency about doing all those 
things, and that would point towards a climate that would 
enable blacks and whites to talk to each other, which at 
present they feel so inhibited from doing. 


Q Are you optimistic or pessimistic about the 
speech? 


‘ I think I am realistic. 

(Laughter) 

David. 

Q What is the evidence of a new offensive being 


planned by the MPLA against UNITA forces within the country? 
They claimed in December that a new offensive was underway. 


A Who claimed? 


Q UNITA did. Do you have any evidence that they, 
the NPLA, is indeed planning a new offensive to get to Jamba 
this time? 


“ Well, I can't comment in detail on the 
intelligence, but I guess our general sense would be that we 
see -- it's the rainy season now; that's not the ideal time for 


conventional operations There are, no doubt, preparations 
underway; but I don't think we have a very clear sense of the 
timing of another major round of this sort of fighting. As a 
rule, government-led offenses or counter offenses -- whichever 
word you use -- have tended to begin in our spring and roll 
through our summer But we don't have any immediate sense of 
the timing on that that is very, very definitive 


Q Mr. Secretary, you mentioned a moment ago that 
you have made it clear to both South Africa and Angola that you 














don't want your diplomacy misused or abused, and you want to 
show that you have options. To what extent is Savimbi's visit 
to Washington and his open-armed welcome by the Reagan 
Administration an illustration of that desire to show that 
there are options available? 


“ Well, no doubt such a visit can send signals, and 
above all, for Or. Savimbi himself to send his own signals. So 
in that sense, I think I'm taking your point. But it is also 
clear that this is not the first time he has been here. We 
have had many, many rounds of discussion and negotiation with 
the Angolan Government over the past years. We have also kept 
in very regular contact with UNITA and its leadership during 
that same period. But it has been four and a third years since 
Or. Savimbi was here in Washington in person, and so in that 
sense, it's wholly appropriate -- he has many friends here, and 
we welcome him. 


Q But what I was trying to get at, do you expect 
that by the end of this visit a specific signal will be sent 
about aid, or are you su3gesting that no decision will be made 
by the time the visit is over? 


A The only point I'd make beyond what's already 
been said is that we would clearly welcome an expression of 
support from the Congress for UNITA, as we've said; and we are 
in touch with Congress, working with Congress on that objective. 


We have no doubt that there will be a number of 
expressions of support. We are determined that that be 
effective and appropriate, as we've said, and those words are 
carefully chosen, and I'm not going beyond them. 


Q Chet, you said -- actually follows on that last 
one -- a degree of pressure is required for successful 
diplomacy What sort of pressure precisely would you like to 
see? And, second part of the question, could you define for us 
a phrase used by some other officials, “moral support?” 


a I'm not sure we used that phrase. That may have 
been used by a journalist in trying to interpret a statement 
made by an official, but I'm not sure it was used by an 
official himself What we are looking for from the Congress -- 
and we said this, I think, again yesterday -- is an expression 
of support by Congress for the goals of a peaceful settlement, 
national reconciliation, and so forth, making clear that this 
country stands with those who are resisting Soviet/Cuban 
occupation and aggression in that country. And that's what 
we've said I don't think I would use the narrow term “moral 
support” to qualify that statement 














Q In other words, are you indifferent about how it 
comes? It could be in the form of open, humanitarian aid, or 
another form. 


fs) No. As we've said yesterday again, I believe -- 
and I said I didn't have anything new to say on this issue -- 
the Administration does not believe legislation mandating aid 
is the effective way to proceed. 


Q That wasn't the question; the question wasn't 
about legislation. The question is about whether the 
Administration would prefer to see aid sent to the Angolan 
rebels. We're not talking about mandated aid by Congress; 
we're talking about aid sent by the Administration perhaps with 
the approval of Congress. 


2) We would like to see effective and appropriate 
support provided to make clear -- once again getting back to 
the context I set at the outset -- that the only way to resolve 


these problems is through the political settlement whose 
structure we have defined. 


Q Chet, is there an underlying concern in this 
building that the provision of either open military aid or 
covert military aid would make the Angolan Government more 
reliant on the Cuban forces that are there? 


A I think the issue that we see is the need to get 
the parties to recognize in roughly the same time frame that 
there is a way forward that will represent relative success, 
not suicide, for any of them. 


Q Chet, could you be a little bit more forthcoming 
on where the parties stand in the negotiations? In other 
words, what kind of gaps are there? We've heard some public 
statements from the Angolan side on what they have proposed 
would seem to be leaving a rather permanent presence of Cuban 
forces in the north. 


rs) Well, I'm glad you asked the question. We have, 
as I mentioned, had a South African reply in November which 
represented a significant step in terms of a major principle on 
the timing in our proposal. Not by any means all of the 
details ironed out, but one of the major issues of timing that 
we put forward has been accepted by their side 


What the Angolan side has indicated is that there is a 
continuing lack of confidence in the intentions and the goals 
of the South Africans under certain conditions, that they are 














10 


prepared to move substantially beyond where they have 
officially moved to date in their public statements, in terms 
of the timing of Cuban withdrawal. So clearly, it is in our 
interest, and we are doing this on a determined basis to find 
out exactly what that means, to define what those conditions 
might be, and to take advantage of what possible openings there 
might be there. 


So what I'm saying is that while the stated position 
remains as it has been on the Angolan side, there are clear 
signals of a readiness to move beyond them under certain 
conditions. So we're trying to explore that, and we've put 
ideas forward with the South Africans with that in mind. 


Are we anywhere near a situation where you can 
envisage either direct talks with you or some other American 
official, as a mediator, or proximity talks, in other words, a 
more continuing negotiation than the periodic, every-couple-of 
months? 


i) That certainly would be a step that we would 
consider, and consider with enthusiasm if there were sufficient 
common ground to warrant it. 


Clearly, when you are dealing with parties that are as 
much at bdds with each other as these two are, and where there 
is so little facility for communication, you need to be able to 
intensify the pace if there is indeed movement. There is no 
point in shuttling just for the sake of doing so. 


Q Getting back to Savimbi questions, is it your 
judgment that Savimbi can carry on if he doesn't get American 
help? Does he need American help to persevere? You spoke of 
the need, not only for negotiations, but the need for 
continuing warfare 


f°) Well, I think the point I made was that Savimbi 
had not been eliminated by the recent offenses that we had seen 
this past year. Savimbi has not been eliminated for a very 
good reason, because his people are indigenously based, because 
they are well organized, because their morale is very high, as 
he will be telling you in more detail when he gets here. And 
it is not our assumption at all that he is on the verge of 
being destroyed, but at the same time, he is facing a new level 
of escalation in terms of the kind of technology that is being 
imported into that country from the east, the kind of advisory 
roles played by East bloc advisers So it does pose some 
questions for him, and he obviously, is going to have to take 
that into account as he plans his operations 
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Q Is it true that the Angolans told you that any 
kind of aid to UNITA would be considered an act of war by the 
United States? 


a I can only refer you to some opening remarks that 
were made by President dos Santos on my arrival in Luanda. 


Q I know what he said cublicly; I'm asking you what 
they told you 


“ He didn't say anything beyond what was said 
publicly on that particular question. 


Q What did he say publicly? 


A He just raised questions as to what all the 
debate in this country was all about, what did it mean 


Q On that, on Friday, Ismael Gaspar Martins, the 
Foreign Trade Minister, said that aid to Savimbi of any form 
would be considered an act of war, and the MPLA would have to 
think very seriously, including the purchase of more weaponry 
and, you know, a more permanent, enlarged presence for Cuban 
troops if we entered into the fray 





a What's the question? 


(Continued on the following page.) 
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Q Is that something that has been conveyed to you 
directly? 


4 Well, there have been suggestions by various 
Angolan officials that, you know, they would like to pursue the 
peace process -- and in addition, that they obviously, if they 
feel it necessary to, will continue to resort to, or maybe even 
increase their resort to, their current trends. The obvious 
implication of that, from our standpoint, is that they're 
serious about the peace process; let's get on with it It's 
been a while. 


Q This development -- 


Q Still, in all of this morning, it seems you've 
indicated a couple of hopeful signals from the Angolans Is 
that, indeed, what you're saying? You've seen some agreement, 
a timetable for withdrawing the Cubans; and you've indicated 
that you're not going to South Africa, having gotten some 
encouragement from the Angolans Is this a good time to be 
racheting up the aid to UNITA? 


a I think it's vital that we make it clear that we, 
as I said before several times, are interested in progress in 
this negotiation. 


There are some things to work with; 1 have said that 
-- and when we're pursuing the diplomatic efforts, as, you 
know, full speed ahead -- but at the same time there is a very, 
very strong feeling in this country, which we share, that we 
should not sort of stand with our arms folded while another 
side in the equation is escalating its purely military 
pressures and has been rather slow in getting with it on the 
diplomatic track. 


I mean, that is the reality. We put forward our ideas 
to both parties initially in March of ‘85, aimed at 
accelerating things; and then it is almost February of ‘86 and 
the Angolan position has been rather slow to move. 


Q Weren't you waiting for the longest period of 
time though for a South African reply to your March proposals 
rather than an Angolan reply, and, as I understand it -- at 
least, from the Angolan side -- that they feel the lastest 
South African posilion is even more intransigent because it 
calls them to pull back much farther than originally 
anticipated in a synchronized pullout that you alluded (to) 
first in March? 














13 


Q No. The Angolans couldn't have that perception 
of the South African position, which represents very 
substantial movement on the South African side on the issues of 
timing compared to their earlier positions. 


It is true that for a period of months -- from March, 
roughly to September/October of this year -- neither side had 
given us anything very constructive to work with and, in fact, 
had been distracted in pursuing other objectives. But, as I've 
indicated, in November the South Africans did make this 
decision, which we feel is fairly important. And we have 
described the South African reply in some detail to the 
Angolans, so they know exactly where they stand. 


Q Can you describe it to us? 
o No (Laughter. ) 
Yes. 


Q You've mentioned that you want to show that we 
have options. Do you think that now is the time to, in fact, 
exercise any of those options, since you won't get into the 
options? But is now the time or would you want to wait longer 
before having to make any kind of move? 


A Well, it's an interesting question. There are 
tradeoffs there You obviously wish to be able to have options 
that are visible; you need to be able to demonstrate that you 
have them If all you ever do is talk about having them and 
don't every do anything, then people can also draw their own 
conclusions So I think, from our standpoint -- sorry. 


Q But you can -- but the timing is also important. 
I mean, has the time come now to exercise those options? Have 
you waited long enough talking about them and saying that 
there's always a possibility? 


a Well, I think the point that's been made about 
how we would support certain kinds of moves by the Congress 
demonstrates that we would like them to go forward. 


Yes 


9g Chet, in real people's language (laughter), are 
you in a position to really --- 


a In real people's minds? (Laughter. ) 
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Q Well, you know (laughter) -- 


i Well, wait a minute now (Laughter. ) 


Q To go back to your previous incarnation 
(laughter), are you in a position in which you really don't 
mind the threat that is hanging over this whole thing of 
military aid going to the freedom fighters but you don't want 
that aid to be extended? 


i) Could you repeat the question, John? I'm not 
sure I follow that. Put it in real people's language. 
(Laughter. ) 


Q Are you in a -- it sounds to me like you really 
don't mind the pressure that's coming from the Hill. All the 
stories and the political moves talk about extending military 
aid to UNITA, to Savimbi; but you're opposed, in fact, to the 
extension of that aid because of the effect it would have on 
the negotiations. 


“ No, I'm not saying that. You know, there's a 
great deal of sentiment in this country that is in favor of 
doing something to demonstrate our views, to demonstrate our 
feelings, and to demonstrate our desire to put effective 
pressures in place. And we support that. 


I mean, there is, I think, something of a phony 
impression of a debate raging. There is no debate inside the 
Administration on this; there is a single, unified position on 
this And we're working with the Congress to try and get a 
successful outcome there. 


Q I take it the “unified position” doesn't extend 
to the support for military aid, does it -- to Savimbi? 


a Sorry? 

Q Does the single, unified position go so far as to 
support extending military aid, either openly or covertly, to 
UNITA? 


a I can't comment beyond what's been said We are 
not supporting legislation that mandates assistance to UNITA. 


Q Savimbi has very little black African support 
I'm over here (raising hand) (Laughter. ) 


Q Where's the question? 














Q Right here, right here (Laughter. ) 
Sorry 


Q Savimbi has very little, if any. support from 
black Africa, partly -- if not wholly -- because of his links 
with South Africa. Does it not concern the Administration in 
Washington that by supplying some form of aid, any kind of aid 
to UNITA, that Washington falls into the same hole? 


A We have no interest in joining military alliances 
with the South Africans; I don't think the American people do. 
And that's not what's at issue here. 


You know, we have to look back, however, at a wide 
variety of different situations 


I don't think UNITA has had a whole lot of choices 
historically as it has faced the kind of things it's faced. 


One might note that the Afghan resistance gets a lot 
of support from the Iranians There are many cases like this 
one could cite all over the world. But, you know as far as 
we're concerned, Savimbi is indeed an indigenous, nationalist 
movement 


Q Chet, what other options are you exploring in 
terms of pressure you can put on the Angolan, such as forms of 
economic sanctions or pressure on U.S. companies to withdraw 
their operations from that country? 


a I think our whole approach to this will remain 
under continuing review as we see what results there are. 


Q Is that something you're keeping in mind though, 
the U.S. corporate angle? 


a Well, we have obviously sought to make it clear 
that we're not going to permit through our export policies that 
there's any support of ours for the Angolan war effort But 
that's a very different matter than the one you're raising 


~ Chet, on that question -- 


“ Yes 


Q ~~ there will be --~ there's a press conference 
today by the Conservative Caucus, which is going to announce a 
call for a nationwide boycott of Gulf-Chevron because of its 
continued operations in Angola Does the Administration have a 
view on that? 
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A Well, we speak all the time with companies that 
have interests there. There are a good number of companies 
that do. We point out to them that they're in the middle of a 
war zone, that they're also in the middle of a rather hot 
political debate in this country, and that they should be 
thinking about U.S. national interests as well as their own 
corporate interests as they make their decisions. 


Q But does that mean they're up against the 
American interests staying there? 


A We do feel that it's important that our companies 
take into account what is taking place there. We have told 
them that on numerous occasions, and I think they know how we 
feel. They also know how a lot of other people feel. 


Q You oppose the boycott though, which is being 
announced simultaneously with this news conference? 


A We've taken no position on that. 


Q Do you see U.S. corporations in Angola as perhaps 
being a moderating force on the MPLA government, such as you 
feel about U.S. corporations in South Africa? 


A One would like to believe it There are 
occasional indications that this is, indeed, a window to the 
West which the Angolans would like to further develop. So far 
it's been rather narrowly confined to a few key sectors of that 
economy, I might say; and it has not, according to our 
perceptions, accelerated the negotiating process -- the fact 
that you have Gulf-Chevron working there. 


One can argue -- and a lot of people have -- that this 
presence of our companies there helps to generate foreign 
exchange, you know, which can be used for imports of military 
hardware. That's obviously the case. 


It's also the case that if they weren't there that 
probably other firms that would generate the same hard currency 


would replace them. 
So, you know, it goes on and on. 
Q Why don't you use their -- 
Q Earlier it seemed --— I got the impression -- that 


you were asked to leave, to keep in mind the national interests 
of the United States, which would seem to -~ earlier language 
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seemed to suggest you've asked the companies to leave so that 
they're not providing indirectly money for the war effort. Is 
what, in fact, the State Department's been doing? 

os They've asked them to think. 


Well, what does that mean? Think about what? 


Think -- 

Q How should they then? 

A Well, they've got to reflect on the -- 

Q Think to go, think to stay? 

A They've got to take into account the full range 
of variables -- of interests, of pressures that exist in our 


countries. They make their decisions. 
Q Is the Ex-Im Bank providing more loans to them? 


a) There have been no new Ex-Im Bank positions 
concerning Angola for some 15 months now. 


Q Chet, you said earlier that there can be no 
military solution there. Does that view hold whether or not -- 
I mean, just on the status quo; just based on what UNITA 
sources of military force are, I mean --- can UNITA hold out, in 
your view, without any additional input from other countries? 


A Well, certainly we have no indication that UNITA 
is on the verge of crumbling. On the contrary, they stood up 
to quite a withering barrage of high-tech offensive gear the 
last time around. And, of course, there was, at a certain 
point there, intervention by the South Africans, as you know, 
on their behalf -- a physical intervention by the South 
Africans. 


At this time I don't think we have any evidence to 
suggest that UNITA is on the verge of defeat. On the 
contrary. 


Q Well, why in the world -- 


MR. KALB: Wally, just a moment. We've gone about 40 
minutes. Why don't we just try a couple more, please? 


Q Why do we need to be so closely allied with 
Savimbi at this time? What does he bring to the party right 
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now, aside from being indigenous and and all that other? Why 
do we need to be bringing him, trotting him around Washington, 
and puffing him up at this point? 


a I'm not aware that we're bringing him to 
Washington or puffing him up. He has a lot of friends here. 
He was invited by numerous private organizations to come here. 


Q How about other indigenous, freedom-fighting 
groups like the Irish Republican Army? But we don't see them 
marching up and down the National Press Club. (Laughter.) 


What does the -- let's just stick to the narrow 
question of: What does Dr. Savimbi bring to this particular 
party at this particular time that makes him such a welcome 
guest? 


A Well, I think you maybe better put the question 
partly to him. He wanted very much to come here at this time. 
Obviously, he hopes to generate support for this cause; no 
doubt about that. And, as far as we're concerned, the time is 
appropriate. We haven't seen him for a long time. We see the 
MPLA all the time. So, you know, why not? 


Q Chet, would you care to define the “national 
interest" a little bit more clearly with regard to the 
companies, the American companies, operating in Angola? I mean 
you're suggesting that they should interpret the national 
interest, but that's also your job. 


Aa Well, in our view, the national interest is to 
get a peace settlement -- one that bites the bullet on these 
interrelated questions of Namibia and Angola and sets the stage 
for national reconciliation there. 


If one is looking at a purely military track, I think 
what you're going to see there is the progressive erosion of 
what chances there are for political economic development in 
that country. 


Q What should the companies do in terms of -- in 
order to support this national interest, as you've defined it? 


A What should they do? They should think. They 


should also communicate -- make clear what the sentiments are 
like in Washington. 


Q Does the presence of those companies -- 


A Does it further or inhibit -—- 
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MR. KALB: You've got the last one. 


Q Does the presence of those American companies in 
Angola further or inhibit the process of developing a peace 
settlement? 


A Well, we wonder sometimes. (Laughter. ) 

Q What do you conclude when you wonder? 

A At the present moment we need all the signals we 
can send -- people ty get on with it 

Q That's what we've been trying to get you to say, 


Chet! (Laughter. 
Q 0.K.? 


4 Thank you. 


(Briefing concluded at 10:42 a.m.) 
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Q Isn't it true that the budget already calls for a 
big increase in defense -- 


MR. SPEAKES: I presume we're ending our coverage. One 
fellow's still sitting back there. 


MR. DJEREJIAN: Cameras are still on back there. 
Q -- in defense spending? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, it's not true. We 
don't have a budget up yet, and I guess I can't comment on it. But 
it’s -- 


Q What's not true? What is not true about -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It‘s not true that we're 
talking about a big increase. 


Let me -- I'd like to make just three points at the 
Outset that I think are important to understanding this election, to 
understanding the role of observers and to understanding longer-tera 
U.S. and Filipino interests in the matter. 


First of all, we're talking about an election in another 
country, not our own. It is absolutely appropriate for us to express 
our concern and interest in a free and fair election. We have a 
major stake in that. That is why the President made the decision to 
send official observers. 


It should be emphasized that official observers -- and 
we're talking -- don't have the final list yet, but we're talking in 
the neighborhood of 20 official observers. There will be other 
groups that are sending international observers that may add a few 
more tens of international observers. But the principal function of 
observing this election is going to be performed by Filipinos, 
particularly by the National Citizens’ Movement for Free Elections, 
which is an independent group tha: h-s been accredited as election 
observers, that plans to field a virtual army of roughly 400,000 to 
509.000 election observers. indenendent ones. And the fact of their 
accreditation is one of the most important facts of the preparation 
leading up to this election. And one of the most important 
safeguards of fairness. 


We believe, the opposition in the Philippines believes 
and the government in the Philippines believes that international 
observers can support that Filipino effort, can buttress it and can 
help to deter potential fraud. But the main job in that regard is 
going to be for the Filipinos, as it appropriately should be. 


And I'd like to add that it is in no way appropriate for 
the United States to be choosing sides in this election, to favor one 
candidate or another, or to express preferences for one candidate or 
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another. 
Q You mean, we have no preference? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I told you, it's totally 
inappropriate for the United States to do that. And it’s against our 
policy to do that. 


Q Well, I‘*m asking you if we have one. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I just gave you the 
answer, Helen. 


Secondly -- I have three points, and then I'll <-- I's 
wide open. 


Secondly, I think it is important to keep a sense of 
proportion and to recognize what is important and what is secondary, 
that sometimes we lose sight of -- and sometimes I feel every little 
piece of negative or slightly negative news is blown up as a 
harbinger of catastrophe. As I said, as an example, one of the most 
important things bearing on this election and the ability to assure 
the fairness of the election is the accreditation of NAMFREL -- the 
National Citizens’ Movement for Free Elections -- the existence of 
this army of 400,000 to 500,000 poll watchers. 


Another issue that is of great importance and that is 
still unresolved, although there has been some movement, is the 
ability of that organization to conduct a so-called quick count -- a 
rapid canvass of the vote so that the possibility of fraud between 
the polling place and the collection points is minimized. 


But -- and I might say, in the area of issues that are 
fairly important, we have been concerned for some time about <-- that 
the two vacancies on the Elections Commission had not been filled. 
But yesterday President Marcos announced two independe’*s, one 
nominated by NAMFREL and one nominated by the Independent Bar of the 
Philippines to fill those vacancies. 


As an example of what is a kind of secondary issue, and 
ene I think we have made far too much of here in the United States, 
is the question of whether foreign observers will be allowed within 
150 feet of the polling place. We have had some indications in 
recent days that in spite of the regulation that they cannot that 
perhaps some flexibility will be found. But in fact the role of 
foreign observers is not to check on the detailed casting of ballots. 
To be within 150 feet of the polling place is in no way a _ .trious 
restriction on their ability to operate. And I can cite you some 
very significant Senate testimony in that regard, if you want. 


So I think it is important to keep the important issues 
and the secondary issues somewhat clear. 


And finally, just a last comment -- third point <-- 
whoever wins this election is still going to face major problems. 
The Philippines has a badly deteriorated economy, it has a dangerous 
COMMuise. insurgency of a “Oogst viciovs one, one thet would really 
spell the end to all hopes for human rights in the Philippines and 
for the future of that country if it wins. It is going to require 
Significant efforts by whoever wins this election -- efforts that in 
Our view must include significant reforms of the military and of the 
economy to defeat that insurgency. 


It is also going to require U.S. assistance, and that is 
why the President had indicated our willingness to assist a 
fairly-elected government if it is committed clearly to significant 
reforms with additional resources. We are not going to solve the 
problems of the Philippines by distancing ourselves from that 
country, as some would reconmend. We are not going to make the 
problems there better by terminating military assistance. That, in 
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fact, is a recipe for disaster. The stability and the future of that 
country depends on an effective military, and it is not going to be 
accompiished by some of the more radical things that have been 
suggested. 


Q Can you -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: With that I'll try to 
take questions. 


Q Can you be more specific about what k.-¢ of an 
increase in aid you're talking about if there's a freely elected 
government that performs the kind of reforms that you're inte: sted 
in doing? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I really can't ~e 
specific. The President's statement is a general statement of our 
intent and our willingness. I assume -- 


Q -- that there are documents up there to restore the 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You know, we have -- 
Q -- cuts from last year. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I‘m come to that 
question in a minute, okay? I'm -- first let me answer Chris’. 


The question of what we might consider over and above our 
present level of assistance is something that, presumably, would be 4 
rather early matter of discussion between us and the newly elected 
government once it's installed. And it will depend, as the 
President's statement indicated -- it will depend critically on what 
kinds of reforms that government is willing to undertake, because we 
believe reforms are essential and we believe that if we are going to 
increase our level of assistance, that we're entitled to see 
accompanying things with it. 


It's difficult to say what will be possible. Certainly, 
in this era of Gramm-Rudman, it's going to be much more difficult to 
get the kinds of increases -- 


Q Can you give us a frame of reference, though? I 
mean, are you talking about -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I think you -- 


Q -- doubling, are you talking about a 50 percent? iI 
mean, are you talking about -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, we don't have a 
frame of reference. It's going to depend -- 


Q Where is it now? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It's going to depend 
very much on what that government is willing to do and how big an 
effort it's willing to reke. I! would point ovt that the level of 
assistance we currentiy give to the Philippines is a rather small 
fraction of what we give to a number of other countries that we 
consider of great strategic importance. 


Q How much is it? 
Q Can you address the question -- 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It’s in the neighborhood 


of $200 million, the bulk of which is the $180 million that is tied 
to the amendment of the Military Bases Agreement that was concluded 
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in 1983. In addition to that we have an AID program of -- what is 
it, ebout $40 million? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: $35 million -- 
Q What was that -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: AID program of -- 
neighborhood of $35 million to $40 million. 


Q In addition to the $180 million? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: In addition to the $180 
million. We have had a continuing disagreement with the Congress 
over the composition of the aid. We have argued that, as I just 
pointed out in my earlier comments, the Philippine military faces 
serious logistics and equipment problems. Those problems don't make 
it -- in no way alleviate the human rights concerns that we all share 
and that the Philippine government and military itself share. in 
fact, a military that is starved for resources is much more likely to 
go out and live off the population in a way that is contrary to our 
goals of refora. 


We have argued against the kinds of cuts the Congress has 
imposec on us in the past, and we, I assume will <= though the budget 
isn't final, I think you can expect we will be back again with a 
request approximately like that of previous years. 


Q Can you address that question that -- there was a 
report earlier this week that the Hill already has the documents for 
restoring all of the aid that was cut last year -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I know, I saw the 
report. That report -- I know -- 


Q Was that accurate or not? I'm just trying to -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I know nothing -- I know 
-- I don’t anything more than you do. I read the same newspaper 
story. I note that that story says it’s talking about an 
off-the-record meeting between Senator Lugar and Undersecretary 
Schneider. I can tell you to go back a year ago -- we encountered an 
argument that sounded exactly the same when the Congress two years 
ago cut us -- cut our cequest from $85 million to $40 million. And 
then, when we came back for the same amount the next year, said, “Oh, 
you're asking for a doubling.” We were not asking for a doubling. 
We're asking for maintaining the basic ievels and levels that we are 
committed to under the amendment to the base agreement. 


Q -- I mean, do you want the levels that you sought 
last year? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I can‘t confirm anything 
final about the budget. I'm just saying that to compare what we're 
asking for with what the Congress chose to cut is not an issue of 
incceasing resources, it's an issue of a difference between the 
acdministration and the Congress that has been going on for a couple 
of years now -- 


Q What do you mean -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: <= about appropriate 
levels in military assistance. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Excuse me. We do have 
-- Mc. Savimbi is going to be going out shortly. One more question. 
You still have time. One more questicn. 


Q Well, why can't we continue if we want to? 
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5 -- 60 this -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think that you 
probably want to go out -- 


Q Well, we have people -- 
Q --other people here to do that. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You do have other people 
to do that? 


e Yes. 
. Yes, really. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think we should 
continue -- okay, good. 


Q What do you mean when you say basic -- we want basic 
levels? I mean, if you can*t give us a dollar number, can you give 
some indication of what you mean by that? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I can <= the President 
is committed to make his best efforts to -- in conjunction with the 
base agreewent and, sir, will you interrupt if I have the 
technicalities wrong here somewhere -- to make his best efforts to 
secure for the Philippines $180 million a year of economic support 
fund assistance and of foreign military sales MA? credits for the 
military civided in $95 million of economic and $85 million of 
military assistance. 


That is the Presidental best efforts commitment. I can't 
tell you what is in the final budget, but I presume that a 
Presidential best effort would include putting those figures in his 
budget. So, I think you can expect to see those numbers. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No problem that he's 
going on the lawn? 


Q Yes. 
Q Yes. We've got more than one crew. 
Q Is the communist party on the ballot? 


Q Never. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. The communist party 
is boycotting the elections, is opposed to the elections. This is 
not some gentile bunch of Euro-communists who see their way in a 
Cemocratic future. These are people who are seexing a violent, and I 
think <-- 


Q It's also illegal. 


SENIOR AMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: <= what would be a very 
bloody revolution. 


Q The communist party is illegal. 


Q Well, why ace you warning, specifically, against 
them now? I mean, did they have that much <-- are they <-- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We've been -- this isn't 
new. We've been saying for, I think since 1964, that we're concerned 
about their growth. That shouldn't be taken in an alarmist way -- 
just, the Philippines is 4 very big country. It's a country of 50 
million people and 15,000, which is roughly the number we estimate, 
of communist insurgents are not going to bring down the government. 
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Sut we're concerned at the trends, at the rate of growth, 
and that we think some basic change of a broad kind is needed to deal 
with it. When I say “we,” though, I want to emphasize it‘s not just 
the United States, it's the Filipinos themselves, including the 
Philippine military, who have a very broad philosphy of how you fight 
an insu*gency and they applied it against the communist Huk rebellion 
in the ‘50's and then later in the *70"s against the Moros. They 
recognize that you con't do this by military efforts alone -- that 
econosics -- 


9 What do you -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: <-=- is important, that 
satisfying people's political grievance is important. 


Q Do you see any -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: But you need an 
effective military -- one !«"" point -- you need an effective 
military. The military of | Philippines has a budget which is 
roughly one percent of GNP. it*s a -- it is starved for resources. 
That’s the lowest percentage of any Southeast Asian country. It's 
been hurt very badly by the budget problems the government's been 
through in the last couple of years. And it is important that they 
be able to move, that they be able to communicate, that they have 
basic requirements met. 


| What about -- 


Q Do yOu see any Support on the part of the communists 
of the opposition? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: As far as we -- I mean, 
in @ sense, you've got -- the answer is right there in their 
boycotting of the election. 
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They're ceaily against ootnm and tney're against the dezocrétic 
process and tney tend to disgiss ootn Nrs. Aquino and Marcos 4s 
representatives of the capitalist class and I's sure you can find 
zore -- 


2 -- you reject Marcos’ suggestion tnat Aquino is 
connected in any way to tne insurgence? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Let se -- that’s the 

ind of question -- | mean, we don’t -- sne is not connected in any 
@ay to the insurgence and I don't think he's sade that clais. wJsut I 
-- it rc@ally is not appropriate for U. &. officials to now start 
comsenting on the veracity or inaccuracy of cliaias of ejtner of these 
candidates. That is, #nen I say it's -=- it's appropriate for us to 
@xpress our support for fair election, out the issues in tne election 
nave got to be decided wy the Filipino voters. 


Q what apout the charges tnat ne is taking money out 
of tne Philippine econoay and invested -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's in tne sane 
category. I mean, tnat’s an ia@portant issue -- 


2) But when you talk apout genuine refor#, wnat do sou 
rean? 


SENIOR ADAINISTAATION OFFICIAL: Let me answer Lesicy's 
gUestion. And it’s an iaportant and entirely reasonaople question for 
FPi.ip.inos to oe deoating. wsut I aust say, I think, even some who #a/ 
mot we tnat friendly to tne Aarcos government see it depated in the 
United States as tnougn we were tne ones who were voting and se were 
the ones who are picking the leader. 


Q #@li, we're talking about -- 


SENIOR ADNIAISTAATION OFFICIAL: It generates a ict of 


mationalist cesentment. It generates the feeling that Che Vnited 
States nas forgotten that it’s not a colonial power any core. 39, 
snose are issues I will stay out of. 

.) wut isn’t it relevant when sou talk avout -- 

2 wnen sOu t@ia« avout genuine reform, wnat Jo sou 
mean? 

2 I'm trying to follow up. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: are you -- I get <- 
oxay. 

*) NO, nO. You're in the third row tow -- we're racing 
progress. 


SENIOR ADMINISSRATION OFFICIAL: (Laugnter.) Anyoody in 
tne sace« that wants *o we on tne list? Oxay. 


a 


. aeil, I nave a volunteer. 
J where are we? 


SENATOR ADMIMISTRATION OFFICIAL: we have talked 
fepeatediy, and you can go oack and look at testimony tnat I've given 
Or tnat Assistant Secretary Armitige nas given <= the «inds of tnings 
we're taicing avout are military reform, which means voth retirement 
of over-staying generals, reforms of military leadership, sore 
empnasis in the military on promoting people vased on their 
petformance and avility to comoat the insurgents, greater efforts -- 
and we've seen some. This isn’t us though notning is nappening. dvut 
even greater efforts in controlling tilitary aouse of civilians, 
anicn is sometning tne Philippine military recognizes as a provlem -- 
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nas of@n taking some seasures to correct, out sore neecs t> ve done. 


Econogic ceforsa, seaning -- I guess, in a sutsnell, you 
could say. cestoring tne functioning of sarket sechanise#es to an 
econoay that nas tended to get dominated oy large sonopolies and 
where too gany Jecisions are sade in Manila that ought to be sade oy 
individual entrepreneurs. 


And political cefors, 1 suppose one could say this 
election, itself, is @ part of t1at and anyone #no Says that nothing 
good nas happened in tne Pnilippines in tne last two years ceally 
doesn’t «now wnat's gone on. I just give you, a8 one illustration -- 
tne fact tnat two years after tne horciole zurder of Senator ayuino, 
nis widow is sow running for tne presidency of the Pnilippines, is a 
remarcacle developzent in itself. 


Wait, I°il get back -- 


d Can I just follow up Lesiles*'s question? any do sou 
Say it*s not relevant to tala apout the -- 


SEAIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I said it's not 
appropriate for tne United States governzent <-- 


2 wut you're ta.king aoout tne seed tS Support tneir 
fi.itary with our aid vecause tne “#iiitery only sas one percent of 
Sie = 

SLNIOA mIMIWISTAATION OFFICIAL: That is not -- we're 


mOt ta.cing <= you're ageing me -- 


5 -- w#nen the economy is veing bled by alleged 


SEATOA ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: If you're talking avusut 
. ion of now Our assistance is used, that is an appropriate 
guection for tse U.S. government to address. «#@ address it carefu..y 
and #it one exceytion tnat's now under ifvestigation, we 
are ysite convinced tnat cur ait has veen used for tne puryoses it 
nas veen given for and that tne procedures (or accounting for it in 
tne PHilippines are exceptionally tignt. 


net's &@ .@Gitimate issue. It's a legitimate issue for 
Aver .cans *3 464 Ow their money is spent. dsut it’s an issue ior 
Fi.ipinos rignt now to Jeoate what Ars. Aquino @ill be lice in tne 
future, what Mr. Marcos nas oeen like in the past or wnat ne will ve 
lise in the future. 


And I thing peopie here sometigzes fail to understand the 
sensitivity of Americans wading into issues lice that in tne middie 
of soreone else's election. 


- ou fentioned 4 morent ago tnat if tne elections are 
3eere. to we free and fair, tne United States would sit Joen wits te 
overnroent and discuss increasing aid. If tne elections are -- 


ScHIVR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: A <«- 
J Prerised on refore. 


SENIOR AJVMINISTARATION JFFICIAL: <= increases premised on 
reform -- and don't pass that off ligntly. We're talxing avout 
significant and difficult steys. 


W Rignt. i understand. If tne eiections are not free 
snd fa.c or if tnere is not evidence of refor#, is the United states 
going *% Sit down and discuss reducing U.s. aid? 


Stuitdth AVAIL WI STRATION OFTIC IAL: wei, @€ thing Oul iy at 
the rorent, 48 I've "dicated, if == {tof one thing, #ost fF it cores 


Wr a 
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under this presidential comgitzent of oest efforts, out sore 
fundamentaliy, we're talking about very minimal levels. 


I gO cack to the stateszent I sade to sou at tne outset -- 
to talk aoout cutting off silitary assistance to the Philippine arsed 
forces is a forgula for dissaster. It will not sake the proolezs of 
the country oetter, it will gaxe it worse. 


=) So what sou're seying is -- no matter what happens, 
tnerce would oc 70 retrencifent -- no further pulling osc cecause you 
Say tnat is @ cecipe for disaster? 


SEAITOA ADNINISTAATION OFFICIAL: we taink that cutting 
off tne already ligite!’ silitary assistance we're giving tne 
Philippine Ziiitary would oe a sistaxe. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Let's get Sill. iil is 
our last question, oeck there. Jill will do tne last question and 
that’s it -=- tnen we're going to bring on -- if you've got other 
questions, we refer you to tne State Department Public Affairs 


Office. 

~ well, ne called on fe. 

SENIOR ADMINISTAATION OFFICIAL: I called on wiii. 

d fost of those Bliitety snoctcomings you ve sentiovnec 
nave veen laid at tne door of Generali Ver. Is it untoward to 48 is 


resignation as @ condition of increased aid? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: it's <= Our approech nas 
not ween to personalize this and focus it on one individual. Tnere 
are a numoer of what, in the Philippines, are called over-staying 
generais, that is generals who are On past retirement. Generai Ver 
is one of tnem. sven if ne leaves, there are other -- sany otners. 
Tne whole issue has got tO we aypproacned in a fairiy woroad way. 
farcos, at times, nas indicated that ne will, out as I indicated I 
trina tne steps so tar are pretty sodest. 


I at off. 


ev 


lt guess tnat’s i 


~ You say we have no evidence of any corruption on his 
pact? 


The PRESS: Thank you. 


ENN 19:36 A.M. EST 
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SACKGROUND BRIEFING 
BY 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL 
ON 
VISIT OF DR. JONAS SAVINSI 


January 30, 1986 
The Sriefing Room 
10:39 A.M. EST 


SENIOR ADHINISTRATION OFFICIAL: As you know, the 
President has just received Dr. Savimbi, the President of UNITA, for 
a meeting in the Oval Office. This is in the context of his visit 
here where he is making contacts all over town, in and out of the 
acministration, vis-a-vis Congress, a lot of media appearances, and 
so forth. 


And I think that Dr. Savimbi is his own best press 
spokesman. He's said a few things. He'll be saying a lot more. 
(Laughter.) 


Q You wouldn't say that if you'd heard hia. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: 3ut I think the basic 
point was that this was a very positive exchange between the two zen. 


Our President started off asking Dr. Savimbi what his 
views were on the situation and what message he had. And Dr. Savimbi 
made clear what his desires, what his goals are. He clearly has the 
goal and has stated it repeatedly of seeking to bring about a 
peaceful national reconciliation in Angola. That is his dream for 
the country, which he stresses time and again. 


ile believes that there must be a structure which can 
ting about representation for all the important sectors of society 
there. And that's what he has been fighting for. 


Secondly, Dr. Savimbi made the point that he respects aad 
appreciates the President's initiative on regional conflicts, which 
goes back to the address he made before the U.N. -- the various -- 
pattern of regional conflicts around the world, of which the Angolan 
Situation is clearly one. And, so, he's supportive of that approach: 
trying to bring about settlements to these conflicts and recognizing 
that obviously the Soviets have a role to play. 


President Reagan made several points. ile expressed his 
pleasure at having the chance to meet Dr. Savimbi. He stated that we 
want to be supportive, we want to Se helpful in reaching those same 
kinds of objectives. We have a negotiatec approach underway. And we 
nave. indeed. talked to the Soviets about the Angolan situation. The 
Presid=-nt noted that. And that, in the broader context -- 
post-summit -- will probably continue. So, he said that. 


ile made it clear that we want to be supportive in ways 
that are effective. And that’s basically where it was left. 


I think I'll stop there because you may have a number of 
different points you wank to raise. 


Q What about money -=- overt or covert? 


- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I con't have anything 


MORES 











further to say apart from what has been said. The President clearly 

has indicated his desire that we be able to be supportive in 

effective and appropriate ways to reach the objectives that we have 

laid out repeatedly. So, I don't have anything new to say on that. 
9 Does that mean money? 


2 Is there concern that open support will hurt the 
negotiated process, the attempt at reconciliation? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATON OFFICIAL: Well, the 
administration's position is that we're not supporting mandated, 
legislated aid. We've said that repeatedly. And that’s -- 

9 And that hasn't changed -- 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That has not changed. 

e) Man -- I'm sorry -- mandated -- 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATON OFFICIAL: Legislation. 

Q -- legislated aid. 

Q How does -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Legislation -- 


2 -- how does Dr. Savimbi feel about that position? 





SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I think I better 
leave him to address that. I would imagine from what I've seen -- 


9 What is that? 
2 What does that mean? 
le) What does that mean -- mandated? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We're not Supporting 
legislation that mandates aid to UNITA. 


MOR 
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Q What does that mean? 

Q Does that mean no overt? 
Q That's cvert, right. Does that mean overt? 
Q Does that mean covert? I don‘t -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think that's what it 
means -- 


Q Does it mean -- 
Q Thank you. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: -- it means overt, yes. 


Q -- does it mean covert or not? 

Q -- and does it also mean no covert? 

Q Yes. 

Q Or are you saying the United States is not going to 


support any legislative -- any aid for Angola, any money for Angola, 
either overt or covert? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: What it means is just 
what it says, that we're not supporting legislation that mandates aid 
to Unita. But we do think that an appropriate signai of support -- a 
general signal of support from the Congress through some form of 
legislative vehicle would be -- could be useful, and that's well 
known on the Hill. We've talked to -- and want to work closely with 
-- Congress on this. 


Beyond that -- 


Q But let me ask you a process question. Can you give 
covert aid to a country without legislation? It's a process 
question. That's possible, right? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I‘m not a 
constitutional expert, but I would imagine so. I think the answer 
that Dr. Savimbi would give you, if he were here, based on my 
conversations with him in the past 24 hours, is that the way we make 
our decisions, and what those decisions are, is really the business 
of the U.S. government and the U.S. Congress 


Q But isn't it true that -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: As reflected by their 
elected representatives. 


Q Isn't it true that you've sent up a finding asking 
for covert aid, possibly out of the CIA contingency fund, for about 
$10 million to $15 million? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION CIricisn. Ve don't comment cn such 
matters. We simply have no comment on that. 


Q You can't confirm that or deny that? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, I cannot. 

Q Did Dr. Savimbi go over the needs that he has in his 
battle that might require aid? You know, maybe equipment or -- 
exactly what he would like from the United States, material terms? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, he made a point -- 
and he's stressed this in various conversations, and did with the 
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President as well, that there's been some escalation in the fighting 
in Angola, which is, indeed, true. There's been a significant 
infusion of Soviet military technology into that country in the past 
couple of years. We estimate it at roughly $2 billion. So he's 
facing, in a technological sense, a higher level of challenge. And 
he, obviously, would like help in meeting that. 

Q You said $2 billion? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Sorry? 

Q You said $2 billion? 

Q Over the last couple of years? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 

Q Why -- 

Q I'm sorry, you need, like help -- 

Q -- legislative -- 

Q -- and is the United States -- 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Let me finish the point. 

He obviously wants help. He wants appropriate help. 
He's looking for -- to get his message across. I think his visit 
here -- he sees -- as a chance to get his case across and to send 
some signals of what he stands for, what he'd like to achieve. But 
he obviously has concrete objectives, too. 

Q Is he going to get that kind of help that he wants? 

Q Can you say why you oppose mandated legislative aid? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: So, I better move on to 
another question. 


Q Can you say why you oppose mandated legislative aid? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We don't think it’s the 
right way to go. We don't think it’s the appropriate way to go. We 
don’t think it'll work. 

Q Why not? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We just don't think it's 
the appropriate way to go in terms of strategy. And we've said that 
repeatedly. I think we've tried to make our case as clear as we can. 


Q Why wouldn't humanitarian assistance be helpful and 
not tie the hands of American diplomats -- 


Q Questions 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Sorry, I didn't hear the 
question. 


Q Humanitarian assistance, why would that be 
unhelpful, as opposed to military assistance? How would that tie 
diplomatic -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We haven't said that 
humanitarian assistance is unhelpful. We've never said that. 


Q -- proposal on Capitol Hill -- 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: What we've said is that 
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legislation mandating aid is not what we're seeking. 


Q Well, if mandated aid is not what you're seeking, 
what kind of aid are you seeking? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: As I've said, we would 
seek, on the one hand, to be able to have a general expression of 
support, some form of resolution from the Hill, if it's so inclined, 
indicating that the objectives that we seek here, and that he seexs, 
are worthwhile objectives. But beyond that, I can’t comment. 


Q Just the blessing of Congress, is that all? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 

Q That's all he wants? 

Q That's the so-called “Dole resolution” that -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, there are many 
forms of resolutions circulating at this time. I don’t have finality 
on then. 


Q Does Dr. Savimbi know what support you're going to 
give him? Because he told us out front, when he was asked that 
question, that the President knows. And I get the impression that he 
was really ignorant. Did the President tell him exactly what support 
he can expect of the United States? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, I don't think it 
would be appropriate to expect that at that level of discussion that 
the President would start talking about various concrete 
possibilities. Or that Dr. Savimbi would ask for them. He stated 
his case, in terms of his broad objectives, and the President 
associated with some of those cbjectives. 


Q Weill, from other members of the administration, has 
Dr. Savimbi so far found out, without your telling us what it is, 
what he's going to get from Washington? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I suppose he knows 
pretty well where he stands. But he's got other conversations that 
still lie ahead. 


Q How critical is this Congressional resolution in 
terms of your deciding what you will do or what you will not do? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, clearly, the 
Congress will have a chance to express itself. I think it's up to 
the Congress to indicate whether or not they want to stand behind a 
resolution. But we think it would be important and be a useful 
thing, because, in fact, there is a lot of support in this country, 
and why not reflect it, for the concept of people trying to resist 
Soviet occupation, Soviet aggression or adventurism, if you will, in 
countries like Angola and for associating ourselves with that broad 
cause, but doing so in a context -- and I! stress this -- of 
negotiated solutions, which is whal ie Fresicent'’S inmitsative wes 
all about. And that's, again, why, you know, we found it interesting 
and reassuring that Dr. Savimbi takes very much that stand himself. 
He seeks negotiated sclutions, and he supports our own diplomatic 
efforts. 


Q But if Congress fails to give you this resolution of 
Support, will that, in any way, effect what you do? Would it limit 
what you decide to do in terms of support? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: ‘Oh, I think that's 
pretty hypothetical. I really wouldn't want to speculate on that. 


Q Yes, can you be more specific on why you think 
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mandated legislative aid is inappropriate and bad strategy? I mean, 
you've used those words, but why would that be hurtful? What would 
it hurt? Could you lay that out for us? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don’t think I really 
will go beyond what I've said. We don't believe that's the way to go 
for a variety of reasons that have to do with diplomacy and with 
practicalities. 


Q I mean, can you just be a little bit more specific 
about how it might effect the diplomacy or the practicalities? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, how are you going 
to get aid in there, for example? 


Q How are you going to get what? 
Q How are you going to get -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: How will you get aid in 
there, for example. 


Q You mean overt aid? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 


Q Couldn’t aid go through South Africa? What's the 
problem? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't think that’s the 
desire of any of us. (Laughter.) 


Let me go on to just make the point that we gave about a 
45-minute on-the-record interview on this very subject just two days 
ago, and that's available, I'm sure. So we can go into that, but I 
think it'd be easier, in fact, just to make it available. 


Yes. 


Q Following up on that interview, could you amplify on 
the situation of the American companies in Angola? They all clain 
that they have not been spoken to by the State Department, not -- 
they have not had the questions asked of them that you asked 
publicly, that you said you had asked to thea. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I don't -= you 
know, there are probably close to a hundred U.S. firms involved one 
way or the other. 
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We*ve talkec with a good number of the major companies. Those that 
seek any conversations with us, we always talk to, and that includes 
Chevron. We have also taken an issue to talk to some of them 
ourselves from time to time. So, there‘’s a very regular contact 
between us and the ixecutive branch and companies that have either 
active interests, or seek to get 3 sense of how we see the situation 
in the country there. 


C Has -- 
SONIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: So -- 


9 So, when Chevron denies that you spoke to them, they 
are lying, in fact? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, I just think it's 
sloppy use of words, probably, in an effort to set up an argument 
between people who don’t really want to argue with each other. We 
talk to Chevron regularly, we talk to others who were involved in 
Angola. 


Q what -- 


° You said, at the beginning, that President Reagan 
told Savimbi that we have a negotiatec -- we have a negotiating 
process underway right now. Does that mean that the President tol¢ 
Savimdi that the negotiations are the top priority at the moment anc 
that cirect support for Savimbi's guercilla efforts is not of egual 
priority at the asoment? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, it doesn’t mean 
anything of the sort. In fact, we don’t see the two as in 
contradiction to each other. If you're going to have diplomacy, 
you've got to have the factors, the pressures in place that make it 
successful -- that crive the parties towards the diplomatic political 
framework that you've established. That's exactly the line that I 
was trying to describe the other day when we were in the State 
Department. And that’s very much our approséch. 


We have seen progress at times in negotiations, we've 
seen setbacks, we've seen periods when the parties sort of pulled 
back or resort to purely military solutions, or try to exploit 
snilateral advantages on the military front. And I'm afraid thet is 
the case in Angola recently. If you go back to, roughly, last June, 
July, August and the months since then -- we've seen a great ceal of 
military escalation in Angola. 


Q Is the form of pressure at the moment <-- the fora of 
pressure that you're applying now at the moment a discussion of the 
possibilities of aiding Savimbi, or is the form of pressure at the 
moment aiding Savimbi? 


ENTOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, there's many 
Jiftferent forms of pressure that one can Sring to bear, Sut, I mean, 
the main one is to point out that there aren’t any good alternatives 
to Our Own negotiating track. 


. What is the Angolan government's attituce nowacays 
on national reconciliation? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I think that’s a 
guestion better put to them. There have been some statements in the 
sress about never, never, never in terms of talking to JNITA, Sut I 
think there's also something said about a desire to bring peace to 
the country and it's just a guestion of words, perhaps. dut at 
present, there are no talks or negotiations going on, George, on that 
\- between the two organizations. 

C Other than South Africa, what countries are heipings 
savinsi? 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I*m not sure I'd go 
into that as a matter of intellisence, Dut I think there are 
certainly a significant number of other countries that have providec 
one or another form of support to him -- countries in Africa, 
countries in the Middle East, countries in Surope. 


Q Is China still providing support to Savimbi? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't have anything 
for you on that. 


C Was the subject of the U.S. companies brought up 
today in the talks with Saviambi? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. 





Q You've been saying that this visit will send a 
Signal. Does it concern you that we really are treating him like a 
head of state? You know, is this the signal we want to send? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Oh, he’s here on a 
private visit and the President sees people when he wants to se. 
them. So ¢o we. 


C -- and with the limousines anc the grand hotel anc 
everything -- I mean, he seems like a Prime Minister -- the visit 
has all that -- 


SONIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: ife’s got a lot of 
fciends in this country. Thank you very auch. 


THS PRESS: Thank you. 


END 10:53 A.M. EST 
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PRESS BRIEFING 
BY 
LARRY SPEAKES, WILLIAM P. ROGERS, 
AND WILLIAM GRAHAM 


The Briefing Roos 


2:15 P.M. EST 


MR. SPEAKES: The President has just announced the 
appointment of individuals to be Members of the Presidential 
Commission on the Space Shuttle Challenger Accident. As you know, he 
has designated William P. Rogers, Former Secretary of State and 
Former Attorney General, as the Chairman; and Neil Armstrong, Former 
Astronaut, who is curreatly Chairgan of the Board of Computing 
Technologies for Aviation in Lebanon, Ohio, as Vice Chairman. 


Other members are -- and you are receiving a list of them 
-- are Brigadier General Chuck Yeager, former test pilot, who is a 
member of the National Commission on Space; Dr. Sally K. Ride, who is 
an astronaut and flew on the Number 7 Mission of the space shuttle; 
Dr. Albert D. Wheelon, physicist and currently a Member of the 
President's Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board: Robert W. Rummel, 
long-time space expert and former vice president of TWA; Dr. Arthur 
5B. C. Walker, Jr., Professor of Applied Physics of Stanford 
University: Richard P. Feynman, physicist, of New York City, who is 
currently at the California Institute of Technology in Pasadena; 
Eugene E. Covert, educator-engineer who is currently Professor of 
Aeronautics at Massachusetts Institute of Technology: Robert B. Hotz, 
Editor and Publisher and Former Editor of Aviation Week and Space 
Technology: David Acheson, Former Senior Vice President and General 
Counsel of COMSAT and currently a partner in the Washington, D.C. law 
firm of Drinker, Biddle, and Reath; and Major Donald J. Kutyna, of 
the USAF, who is director of the Space Systems Command and Control 
and Communications. 


The President has, in the Ovai Office, signed an 
Executive Order which states as follows, and you will receive a copy 
of that: 


“The Commission shall review the circumstances 
Surrounding the accident to establish the probable cause or causes of 
the accident, develop recommendations for corrective or other actions 
based on the Commission's findings and determinations. The 
Commission shall submit its final report to the President and to the 
administrator of the National Aeronautics and Space Administration 
within 120 days of the order of the President.” 


To offer a brief explanation, the Commission -- which 
I've seen a lot of commissions appointed by the President of the 
United States and this President in particular <-- this is a blue 
ribbon commission in every sense of the word. It has assembled a 
number of distinguished individuals from virtually evetfy walk of 
life, from every expertise that could lend itself to finding out the 
cause of thie tragedy on last Tuesday. 


This Commission is the only agency that is charged with 
the investigation of the Challenger accident. The Commission will 
have the power to gather information from NASA or from any other 
individual, agency, 
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entity inside or outside of government. And the interim board that 
is under NASA will no longer exist, although NASA ay use the 
technical expertise of these groups to provide data to the 
Commission. NASA will conduct a detailed study and will utilize a 
wide range of working people within NASA. 


Now, do you have questions of me that would pertain to 
the specifics of the operating Doard? 


Q Yes. 
Q Well, we have -- we have -- 


MR. SPEAKES: Let's make them brief as possible, then I! 
will turn you over to -- we have both the Chairman, the Vice Chairman 
and the Director of NASA. 


Let's go to Dick -- I'll be here, so don't <-- David. 


Q What is the overall size of the Commission and how 
many more will be added to this list? 


MR. SPEAKES: The President has the authority to name up 
to 20 members of the Commission under the Executive Order, and there 
will probably be sdditional members. Some that the President has in 
mind appointing were not able to be contacted in the time that we 
have been working on it. 





Now = San. 
Q Well, I take it this is an oversight Commission -- 
MR. SPEAKES: Wo. 


Q -- or is it the intention of the President of this 
Commission to call witnesses, hire experts, go over the telemetry -- 
in other words, make the fundamental examination from the ground up? 
If so, are these gentlemen really qualified to do that -- and ladies? 


MR. SPEAKES: These gentlemen are qualified to make 
judgments based on data that they will gather from NASA, and as I 
said, from any other entity in government, out of government <-- any 
individual they wisn to call. 


They will have the ability to examine material submitted 
by NASA, they will have the ability to examine material from the 
Outside. They may question data that's provided by NASA or they may 
accept it. On the other hand they may want to call in others to 
explain. 


Q Well then, you are saying, I take it, that the NASA 
investigation now comes to 4 halt, NASA puts its resources at the 
Gisposal of this Commission, and the Commission then proceeds with 
the investigation. Is that correct? 


MR. SPEAKES: You've got it. 


Q Well, who provides the technical support then, if 
not NASA? 


MR. SPEAKES: NASA will provide the technical support, 
but this Commission will then be -- have the ability to make 
judgments regarding the information provided then, call others, 
request additional information from NASA, ask questions of others «ho 
are outside of NASA, outside of government <-- anywhere. 





Q Larry. 


MR. SPEAKES: They can go anywhere to find the facts 
dealing with this tragedy. 
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Agsericans, who have no axe to grind either way, have cose in to 
review the findings of NASA and to request additional data and report 


to his. 


Q Was that a concern that you had? And do you have 
any indication that the Aserican public was concerned about NASA 
being, in effect, asked to investigate itself? 


MR. SPEAKES: We had no specific indication of that. Sut 
this is the President's desire about how he wishes to do it. 


Q Larry -- 


MR. SPEAKES: So, let's sove fairly quickly, and then we 
can turn over the Board. I hate to keep them waiting. Charles. 


Q Larry, as late as Friday, you were saying on Air 
Force One down to Houston that you expected a permanent review board 
to be appointed by NASA. What changed in that period of tise? Why 
did -- 


MR. SPEAKES: I don’t recall gy statement of that effect, 


You said that it sight even be appointed on Friday. 


Yes. 


Q 

Q 

Q Tape recordings can be provided. 

MR. SPEAKES: Well, at any rate, this is -- 

Q Regardless of that, what changed from the original 
intention to appoint a permanent NASA review to appoint a 
Presidential one? 


MR. SPEAKES: Wo, I think sy intention was to state that 
the President was considering a number of options as to whether the 
Board would be @ permanent board, as it was in the Apollo accident, 
appointed by NASA or whether it was @ board to be appointed by his. 


Q Well, have the indications this weekend -- 


Bernie. 


Q Can you give us some indication of how the Board 
will actually operate? I sean, will they weet every day? Will they 


MR. SPEAKES: I think -- 


Q -- stop work and just focus entirely on tre 
accident? 


MR. SPEARKES: I think we'll come back to that with the 
Chairgan and let his explain. I's sure he will detersine the pace of 
the board a8 necessary to produce the report by the 120-day period. 


Q Larry, there seemed to be a change in the last few 
days in the White House thinking on this. Was chat in any way 
related to the information from the pictures and some of the 
inforgation that we've gotten from Dr. Grahaws and others in the last 
few days? 


MR, SPEAKES: Firet of all, there's been no change in 
White House thinking on it. We explored a wide range of options 
about how to proceed with an investigation, and this was a decision 
made by the President. The decision was made on Friday afternoon. 
These individuals were contacted over the weekend. . 
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As far as any data produced by NASA so far, that did not 
change the White House outlook. 


Q And has the President seen -- you said earlier today 
that the President saw the pictures on Air Force One on Friday. Has 
he seen anything that has not yet been released to the public? Any 
additional pictures fros Or. Grahas today? 


MR. SPEAKES: Wot that I's aware of, no. 


Q Larry, will the Commission also consider the 
advisability of continuing the use of civilians on the Shuttle? 


MR. SPEAKES: The Coggission is charged with 
investigating the accident and reporting to the President on the 
causes of the accident and how to fix it. It's as simple as that. 
There is a National Comszission on Space that explores the long-range 
outlook of space and the utilization of space. 


Q Let's hear from the -- 


ie) Does this group have the power to subpoena witnesses 
and information? 


MR. SPEAKES: I's not sure whether they have the subpoena 
power, but I's sure that they will have the ability to get whatever 
information they need. And, if need be, if they should need the 
subpoena power, I's sure the President will be willing to provide 
them with it. 


CHAIRMAN ROGERS: Sure. 
MR. SPEAKES: Has that been worked out? 


CHAIRMAN ROGERS: Wo, but that’s the right answer. 
(Laughter. ) 


MR. SPEAKES: Good start with the Chairgan. 
Let's «= 


Q Dr. Grahes has said that people would <-- flying 
sooner than they think. Has the panel been given @ target date on 
which to complete their investigation? 


MR. SPEAKES: The President -- the charge to the panel is 
exactiy ae I read it to you. 


Q Has an Executive Director, a professional staff been 
selected yet? 


MR. SPEAKES: Wo, | don't believe so, has not. 


Q Does a hundred-anéd-twenty-day period mean that there 
will, within that period of tise, without question, be no Shuttie 
flights? That's the sinisuse length of tise during which there will 
be no -- 


MR. SPEAKES: I can't anewer that question. Why don't we 
Gefer that to Or. Grahas and we'll pick it up. 


Let se get two sore and let's let these individuals talk. 
Yes, saan. 


Q Larry, is there a working budget for this group yet? 


MR. SPEAKES: The group serves without compensation and 
that they will, of course -- 


Q How about an operating budget? 
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MR. SPEAKES: An operating budget? Ho, they will serve 
withowt compensation. They will call on various resources that exist 
already within the governsent. 


John. 


2 Larry. the decision made Friday afternoon, does that 
wean on Air Force One, on the way back from Houston? 














MR. SPEAKES: Yes. 


Q Who's judgmfwent was relied upon to select this group 
and did NASA have any input? 


MR. SPEAKES: NASA made recommendations. The President 
made recommendations. Various staff members have made 
recommendations. 


Okay, with that, Mr. Chairman? 


CHAIRMAN ROGERS: Well, as Larry said, we just heard 
about the Commission over the weekend so I'm not prepared to give you 
zwuch information on how we will proceed except to say I want to 
convene the Members of the Commission as soon as possible and to 
discuss plans and procedures at that time. 


I do not anticipate that we'll have any difficulties 
getting all the information that we want. I think our working 
relationships with NASA will be good. I hope to keep in touch with 
members of Congress so that they understand what we're doing and I 
hope we'll have good relations with the press. 


Q Why? (Laughter. ) 


Q Mr. Secretary, do you think it will be difficult to 
be independent with your information -- your technical information 
coming from NASA? 


CHAIRMAN ROGERS: Well, we -- as Mr. Speakes said, we're 
not limited to that. And we expect to get any information that we 
think advisable. You certainly don't want to be in the position, and 
we're not going to be in the position of making it look as if the 
Commission's only responsibility is to approve of something that NASA 
recommends. 


On the other hand, we're not going to conduct this 
investigation in the manner which would be unfairly critical of NASA 
because I think -- we think, I certainly think NASA is doing an 
excellent job and I think the American people do. 


Q Mr. Secretary, are you going to allow your staff or 
charge your staff with the responsilibity of going through all of the 
technical data, which we understand is going to be required? Or will 
the Commission members actually sit there and try to make sense of -- 


CHAIRMAN ROGERS: Well, those are some of the questions 
we'll have to determine. I'm not sure what -- we certainly can't go 
through all the data, if that's what you mean. On the other hand, 
we're not going to eliminate any areas of -- that look as if they're 
questionable. We're going to do all we can to make this a thorough 
investigation. 


Q Mr. Secretary, the appoirtment of this Commission 
comes at a time when certainly a lot of people are taking as fact the 
various explanations -- possible explanations for the accident that 
were given over the weekend. Can you do more? How can you do any 
more than ratify what is already the cause in the minds of many? 


CHAIRMAN ROGERS: Well, it's essential that the work of 
this Commission be thorough and I think -- I heard a good many of the 
programs over the weekend and I think everyone was careful to say 
these are preliminary conclusions. I don't think anyone made a 
statement that these were final decisions. 


Now, the Commission will have to be thorough. We'll have 
to get -- we'll have to pursue every avenue of inquiry 
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and it’s vital that the American people have confidence in the 
credibility of the Commission. I don't anticipate once we get 
started that there will be a question about our impartiality or our 
willingness to follow any path no matter where it leads. 


Q Mr. Secretary, do you expect -- 


Q Mr. Secretary, may I ask Or. Graham what we know so 
far and whether the reuse of the booster rscket casings had a role in 
the disaster, and also whether some new parts have been found? 


DR. GRAHAM: What we know so far is a rather general 
question. But things that we really know and are confirmed to have 
as factual information, NASA is releasing to the public and to the 
press as rapidly as it possibly can. 


As far as new parts are concerned, we're continuing the 
salvage operation and pieces of debris are coming in on an almost 
continual basis. As far as the reuse of the solid rocket booster 
casings are concerned, that was a design goal and a design 
consideration in the original engineering of those solid rocket 
boosters. It's something which has proved itself during the first 24 
launches, we have reused those cases again and again. Of course we 
inpect them in minute detail after each use to make sure they naven't 
suffered any damage, and that seems to be, in general at least, a 
process which has proved itself, and we're not prepared :o speculate 
on whether the reuse has or has not any tie to any possible cause of 
the accident at this point. 


Q Doctor, have you located either the crew cabin -- 
DR. GRAHAM: Excuse me. 


Q Dr. Graham, or -- either the crew cabin or any part 
of the solid fuel booster? 


DR. GRAHAM: I have been told that one -- at least one 
part of a solid rocket booster was recovered, but we have a process 
in which we bring these in and identify them very carefully and 
catalog them, put them under our control for technical analysis. And 
as those become more and more available, we'll certainly let the 
public know exactly what we've found as rapidly as we can. 


Q How about the crew cabin, sir? 


DR. GRAHAM: We've released no information on the crew 
cabin at this point. 


Q Did you bring new pictures to the White House? 
Q Dr. Graham, how do you feel -- can we ask Dr. Graham 
Q Does that mean you have none? 


Q Can we ask Dr. Graham how NASA feels about having 
this investigation taken away from it? Is it a vote of no 
confidence, Dr. Graham? 


CHAIRMAN ROGERS: Well, I don't think it's taken away 
from then. 


Q Well, could we ask, Mr. Secretary -- is all -- 


CHAIRMAN ROGERS: Yes, but I just want to -- I want to 
comment on your question, Sam. I don't think it's taken away from 
them at all. I think we are going to work very closely with them. 
We're not going to rely solely on that investigation, and because the 
President felt that there should be an overall Commission that made 
the final recommendations and the final report, we're going to make 
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it. We're going to make those recommendations, we're going to make 
the inquiry. 


Now, that is not adversarial as far as NASA is concerned, 
and we have great respect for NASA and will continue to, and we'll 
work closely with them. But there isn‘t any point of trying to make 
it appear adversarial, because it's not going to be. It's too 
important to the nation, and I think everybody feels that way in this 
country -- 


Q Mr. Rodgers -- 


CHAIRMAN ROGERS: Can I just finish, please -- that we 
proceed thoughtfully and orderly and working together with all of 
those concerned to see if we can answer the questions that the 
President referred to in the charter. 


Q Can we ask Dr. Graham for his view on the charter? 
Do you feel you've had the investigation taken away from you, Dr. 
Graham? 
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D2. GRAHAM: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


The President nas always deen a very strong and solid 
supporter of tne National Space Program and certainly NASA is a part 
of that. And he's -- ne has reaffirmed his support to me on many 
occasions, including quite recently for tnat. 


So, tnere's no reason to believe that there's any 
decrease in the support for tne space program or for WASA from tne 
President. 


Quite the contrary, in fact. What the President has done 
as he nas appointed a ooard in whicn it will oe evidently votn 
outside of the previous space snuttle activities and of sucn a niu 
level and such distinction, ooth its qualifications and its 
Capasilities will be well known to tne entire country. and I'm -- ne 
has asked me tO make sure that NASA, in conducting its tecnnical 
studies and analyses, works very closely in support of this 
Commission and follows any guidance the Commission provides to NASA. 
And I will look forward to a report oeing submitted to the President 
and to se by the Commission in 120 days. 


Q -- information on the crew cockpit which you haven't 
released? 

MR. SPEAKES: Let's oe a little -- 

Q Dr. Graham, could you respond to the crew cockpit 
yuestion. 


MR. SPEAKES: Hie will answer your questions. we'll stay 
here as long as you want to, but let's try to be a little vit more 
orderly, please. 


Q Mr. Acmstrong, you've been close to this sort of 
thing for a long time. What are the difficulties in an investigation 
like tnis? And what are the chances of really finding tne cause? 


AR. ARMSTRONG: well, I have ocen involved for a long 
time. I was in NASA for 21 years, and during that time period I 
witnessed a lot of accidents and malfunctions and I served on some 
accident boards and cnaired one. Never in tnat time period did I 
ever find tne occasion in which those people who were serving on 
tnose woards weren't encouraged and did not, in fact, give their 
nonest opinions toward the conclusions. I expect that to woe the same 
here. 


It won't necessarily we an easy jow and I suspect it 
won't ve the first choice of wnat to we doing with the time of any of 
tne memoers of tne Commission. sut I fully expect, at least in the 
case of those individuals who I already know, that they will give tne 
same kind of acumen and direct attention and nonest answers tnat I've 
observed in all my previous experiences. 


Q Mr. Armstrong, given your -- 


Q Me. Arastrong, could you answer <-- wasically, I asx 
wnat ore tne difficulties and can you find the cause? 
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MR. ARMSTRONG: I suppose the biggest difficulty we'll 
have is not to jump to conclusions. We'll try very hard not to do 
that, and I will appreciate, to the extent it's possible, that all of 
you support us in that effort. 


Q Mr. Armstrong, two questions. One is, you have 
talked about the fact that the past accident boards you have been on 
-- I'm sure many of them have been NASA boards -- have done an 
honest, good-faith effort. How do you feel, then, about the need for 
an independent board to do this investigation? And is there a need, 
or couldn't NASA properly investigate itself? 


MR. ARMSTRONG: I don't think I'm probably in the best 
position to make that judgment. Based on my experience I would not 
have doubts about NASA being honestly able to conduct such an 
investigation. 


Q If I could ask you one other question, sir? I know 
that you have, since 1969, been very loathe to step out into the 
spotlight, and obviously there is going to be a very public role, and 
I wonder why it is that you decided this time to take such a public 
role in this investigation? 


MR. ARMSTRONG: It's very difficult to turn the President 
down. 


Q Mr. Armstrong, why do you think, if you just said 
that based on your experience you have no doubt that NASA could carry 
on this investigation, why is the Presidential panel necessary? 


MR. ARMSTRONG: I prefaced that remark by saying that I 
wasn't in the best position to answer that question. I gave you my 
Own opinion. But it was not my opinion that made that decision. 


Q Dr. Graham, why are you avoiding telling us about 
the crew cabin? 


DR. GRAHAM: The policy that I've asked NASA to follow 
throughout this entire accident investigation is to make public as 
rapidly as possible and make available to the press as rapidly as 
possible each piece of information that we have identified as an 
accurate determination of factual matter. At the same time I've 
instructed NASA to avoid speculation. And we do not have a complete 
cataloguing of the debris that we have received yet. I very 
seriously doubt that we have acquired all the debris that will 
eventually be acquired, and therefore I am not prepared to speculate 
about debris that has not yet been fully analyzed and its exact 
location in the system determined. And what I am telling you is that 
the piece of the system that you are asking about or pieces from that 
area or components from that area have not yet gone through this 
process. They may not have even yet been acquired, and therefore I 
can't tell you that such a thing has been determined and established. 


Q Dr. Graham -- 

Q Do you know where it is, sir? 

Q Dr. Graham, could you address the question of timing 
on future flights, Dr. Graham, in the sense that we've heard people 


saying, well, they'll be sooner than you think, and now you've got a 
120-day period? 
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What is your assessment, sir, of the timing for the next possible 
flight? 


DR. GRAHAM: My assessment is the same as it was 
yesterday. I didn't say that it would be sooner than you would 
think. As I recall, I said it would be sooner, rather than later. 
We have an operational system here. It's proven itself on 24 very 
successful flights. It's gone through design. There‘s obviously a 
problem that's caused a very serious accident. 


But the fundamental concept and operation of the system 
appears to us to be sound. And because of that, we don't look like 
we're going to have to go back to the design process again and 
envision reconfiguring the system or making very major, fundamental 
design changes. What we're looking at here is a question of making 
sure that the difficulty that occurred is corrected, taken care of, 
and can never recur again. 


Q Mr. Rogers? 


Q Dr. Graham, will the shuttles be on hc-1, pending 
the completion of this investigation or not? And have you recovered 
ary human remains? 


Q -- Dr. Graham. 





Q Dr. Graham, please. 

DR. GRAHAM: <-- Mr. Chairman? 

CHAIRMAN ROGERS: Sure, go ahead, go ahead. 

Q Everyone wants information about what's happened. 

DR. GRAHAM: Yes. 

CHAIRMAN ROGERS: What? 

Q Everyone wants information about what's happened. 

CHAIRMAN ROGERS: I know, I know. I understand exactly. 

Q Welcome back to the White House, Mr. Secretary. 

Q Right. 

MR. SPEAKES: I think the Administrator has set up a 
forum where there will be regular briefings on the part of NASA. He 
has indicated that he would prefer that the discussion be on the 


Commission. NASA will release this data as it becomes available and 
under a very open policy. 





Q Could he -- could he at least -- 

Q He confirmed that one part, he said, of a solid 
rocket booster was recovered, but seems to have, unless I've missed 
something, a different standard when it comes to questions about the 
crew cabin. 

DR. GRAHAM: No, Sam, that information -- 

Q -- in other words? 


DR. GRAHAM: <-- that information was released, I believe, 
Saturday afternoon or Saturday evening in the periodic releases of 
the investigation group -- 


Q But this is a new part? 


DR. GRAHAM: This is the piece that was described in an 
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Operational release to the press, I believe, on Saturday afternoon. 


Q Did you bring new pictures today to the White House, 
Dr. Graham, or did you bring new pictures to Washington? 


MR. SPEAKES: Once again, he has indicated that when he 
is ready to make something available, which they've done on a very 
open basis throughout, he will do so. He does rt choose at this 


time to have a discussion of anything that he ‘wt done, has not 
validated. NASA's policy, as I stated this ms:n::: was that they 
would make available information to the publi. sickly as 
possible, as rapidly as possible. They would .... speculate on it. 


And, so, that's where he stands right now. 


CHAIRMAN ROGERS: This gentleman asked a question -- two 
questions to Dr. Graham. Why don't you ask -- 


Q Will the shuttle launches be suspended, pending the 
completion of this investigation? And have you recovered any human 
remains? 


DOR. GRAHAM: The shuttle operations -- launch operations 
in terms of planning for specific launch dates, of course, were 
suspended at the time of the accident and will remain suspended until 
such time as the accident investigation, being conducted by Chairman 
Rogers and Vice Chairman Armstrong, has been completed and reported 
upon to the President; and the difficulty then that has caused this 
accident has been corrected, and we're sure that it won't happen 
again. 
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On the issue of huzan rezains, all I can tell you at this 
point is that we are very sensitive to the issue of personal affects. 
And to the remains of the astronauts, we have plans in place to treat 
them with great dignity and great privacy appropriate to the respect 
that we have for thes. And we're not going to release any further 
information at that tiwe until we have things firgly established on 
those issuer. 


Q So you've recovered something? 
Q Mr. Rogers -- 


MR. SPEAKES: Let's take Sarah for the final question and 
this will be the final question. 


Q Do you require that NASA give you all the film and 
all the material, everything they have? Will you demand that they do 
that? 


CHAIRMAN ROGERS: Absolutely. 
Okay. Thank you very such. We'll see you. 
Q Larry, you said they would stay until we were done. 


Q Well, he didn’t sean that. Do you think he meant 
that? (Laughter. ) 


Q Mr. Rogers, are you going to issue interim reports 


Q -- possibly CNN. 


MR. SPEAKES: Okay. CNN went off the air 15-20 minutes 
ago. 


Q Well, fine. Could we have fore questions with the 
members? 


MR. SPEAKES: The Chairman indicated that he had answered 
all the questions that he thought was appropriate at the szinute. 
I'l) stay here and answer questions until you get tired of asking 
thes. 


Q Do you know where this operation is going to be 
based? : 


MR. SPEAKES: Most probaby at NASA <-- wherever there's 
government office space. 


Colonel? 


Q Are they going to issue interig reports or reserve 
it for the President? 


MR. SPEAKES: Interim reports or reserve it for the 
President? In the case of the Apollo Board -- 


Q Can't we get them back here for the -- 


MR, SPEAKES: Okay. They've finished their briefing 
there. 


Interis reports? That would be at the determination of 
the Chairman. The Apollo Board did so, but whether the Chairman 
wishes to do so, will be determined by hia. 


Q Will their meetings be open to the public -- their 
deliberations open to the public? 
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Mi. SPEAKES: I would guess soze will and it will oe at 
the deterzination of tne Chairman. Tnere will oe every effort to 
make it availavle -- to make these findings complete and a cozplete 
disclosure of everything. 


) Is this a full time jow for these people now? I 
mean, they’ce expected to give up whatever careers they're involved 
in and devote complete attention -- 


MA. SPEAKZS: It depends on -- once again, it depends on 
mow the Chairgan wants to operate, consistent with 120-day deadline 
to produce it. And if necessary tney will, and there may oc times 
they won't meet. It just nas to oe determined. 


] I'm still a little confused apout WASA’s cole. Is 
NASA now pasically just a resource for this Commission and does 
whatever tnis Comaission voids it to do? Or is NASA doing anything 
independently on its own? 


MR. SPEAKES: WASA is a resource for tnat Coasission. 
I*‘m suce NASA will continue to investigate and tnat tne -- the 
technical assistance and so forth. sut at the same time, tney will 
we working very closely with the Commission -- that tnese results 
will we presented to tne Comission. And let me empnasize again, tne 
Commission has the power to go outside of WASA, anywhere, to 2itner 
validate what they see from WASA or to seek additional information. 





Yes? 


Q If I'm reading you correctly, we snould not expect 
more tnan one verdict on what went wrong? In other words, SASA is 
mot going to disagree with the -- 


MR. SPCAKES: Tnat's corcect. The report of tne 
Commission will, of course, go to the President and the ajministrator 
of NASA. 
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Q If NASA is going to continue to investigate, what if 
the investigation leads to a conclusion the Commission does not 


reach? 


MR. SPEAKES: The Commission then has -- will be 
following the NASA data throughout, and if they do not see all they 
wish to see, then they can bring in outside experts to do whatever 
they want to do. They have the full power to do the investigation in 
the way that they want it done so that they President and the 
American people will be assured that it has been investigated to its 
fullest extent and that the results that they produce are indeed the 
correct ones. 


Q And nothing will be classified -- 





- SPEAKES: David? 


-- information that's available to then? 


They can ask for anything? 


MR 
Q 
MR. SPEAKES: Once again -- 
Q 
MR. SPEAKES: Pardon? 

Q 


They can ask for any information? 
MR. SPEAKES: Yes, they can. 
David? 


Q Graham said that he had come to some conclusions 
about the fundamental soundness of the overall program and indicated 
this would be an investigation to determine the narrow cause. What 
if the investigation calls into question -- or will it go bey» <¢ and 
call into question the larger design questions or will it make 
recommendations beyond simply what went wrong? 


MR. SPEAKES: Wo. Their charge is to find out what 
happened, why it happened, and to fix it. Simple as that. 





Charles. 


Q Larry, if I can come back to ay earlier question -- 
because what you said, according to my notes on Air Force One on 
Friday, was that NASA will appoint a permanent review board to 
succeed the interim board probably today, that being Friday, that you 
had seen the names, that it would include some outsiders. And that, 
in response to a question about I think it was a New York Tines 
story, you wight consider, the administration sight consider another 
board. 


MR, SPEAKES: The administration considered a number of 
alternatives, as I pointed out. Among them was to follow the Apollo 
pattern in which NASA did appoint a permanent investigative board. 
The other alternative was that the President appoint a board. There 
was speculation in the press and it was certainly a matter of 
consideration that there be a NASA permanent board and then a 
Presidential commission to review those findings. 


In the final analysis, determined on board Air Force One 
returning from Houston on Friday afternoon, the group of us that amet 
determined and recommended to the President, which he approved, that 
this was the best route to go -- that he appoint a commission, this 
be the only commission, and it be charged with reporting to the 
President. 


Q Who was in that group? 


MR. SPEAKES: It included a number of Presidential 
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assistants that were on board the plane. It did not include the 
Director of NASA. 


Q What prompted the change from about three or four 
hours earlier on the flight down to this view on the flight back? 


MR. SPEAKES: Yes, there was no change. That was among 
the things considered and that NASA was considering appointment of a 
permanent board. And he was prepared to do so had the President 
instructed his to do so. 


Q Was NASA then instructed while you were in Houston 
not to appoint that board on Priday? 


MR. SPEAKES: Wo, I don't know that NASA was prepared to 
go on Friday. They possibly were prepared to go on Friday. They did 
not go with their announcement on Friday because the President made a 
decision to appoint a Presidential board. 


Q The people who were going to be on the NASA board if 
the NASA board were appointed, are there -- is there overlap? Are 
there some of the same people now on the -- 


MR. SPEAKES: Some of the same people that -- the 
recommendations of NASA were in a large part accepted by the 
President and you see some of their names here. 


Q Is the chairman the same? 
MR. SPEAKES: I‘s just not going into personalities. 
So, Candy. Sorry to cut you off earlier. 


Q To your knowledge, has there been any discussion 
with Mr. Beggs since the shuttle accident about this and has there 
been any discussion within the White House that NASA, during this 
critical period, would be better served if it had a permanent 
director? 


MR. SPEAKES: I's not aware of the -- of any discussions 
with Beggs, but of course, I don't know who's talking to whoa, 
everywhere, every hour of the day. But I've heard no one mention it 
and nothing has been presented in any meetings that I've been in 
regarding Beggs. 


I have heard of no sention either of any specific action 
in regard to @ permanent administrator at NASA. 


Q So there's been no discussion that NASA maybe needs 
& permanent ead at this point? 


MR. SPEAKES: It's our feeling that Bill Graham has done 
an exceptional job, having been in this position only a short period 
of time, that he and the men and women of NASA have performed with a 
great deal of professionalism in a very difficult and trying time. 

Pat. 

Q Does the President -- 

Q Did the President call on Beggs? He's the man who 
was in the program a long time and perhaps knows more about it. Did 
he talk to him about -- 


: MR. SPEAKES: Have I talked to Beggs? Has anybody talked 
to Beggs? Has anybody talked to Beggs? 


Q Does the President want Beggs to stay on in the job? 


MR, SPEAKES: The Adgwinistrator, permanent Administrator, 
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Mr. Beggs has stepped aside during this course of events that he's 
involved in, and when they're resolved, then 5 determination would be 


zace. 
So, Bernie? 


Q Larry, will they be making their headquarters in 
Washington, Houston, or Cape Canaveral? 


MR. SPEAKES: It's sy assumption they would in 
Washington, and most probably, NASA, although they may elect to go 
somewhere else -- but in Washington. 


Q Larry, you said the President's authorized up to 20 
members -- say choose some sore. But the actual size of this board 
really hasn't been deterszined until he decides if the others are 
going to be added or not? 


MR. SPEAKES: That's true. We appointed twelve today, 
and I believe the Executive Order -- yes, if it remains as I saw it 
earlier, that up to 20 members can be selected. 


Q You don't know whether a full 20 will be? 


MR. SPEAKES: That's right, not necessarily 20, and it 
may be less. But this is to allow for additional people. 


Andrea. 


Q How will this be reflected in the President's speech 
tomorrow night -- this issue? 


MR. SPEAKES: Let's just wait -- 

Q Can you give us -- 

MR. SPEAKES: <-- no. 

Q Can you give us a little feel -- 

MR. SPEAKES: Wo, no little feel. (Laughter.) 


Q Will you go over once again why you feel this 
independent board will do a better job than NASA? 


MR. SPEAKES: I didn't indicate that it would do a better 
job. I think that what we've outlined is that this board brings 
together a number of distinguished Americans who bring particular 
expertise, whether it be from the field of science and technology 
whether it be from those who have been formerly associated with the 
program, those who are acquainted with law, those who are acq winted 
with business -- they bring together an approach that can look at the 
program from both ends, both from the area of being experts and both 
from the area of being outsiders. So I think this offers everything 
that one could seek in a board that would produce results that would 
be accepted by the President and by the American people as the 
correct results, 


Q Did the President agree to a four-month hold on the 
other flights? 


MR. SPEAKES: I didn't follow Bill Graham's answer that 
closely at the soment, but I would assume that as the Commission's 
work proceeds, that determination would be made along the line as to 
whether they would resume. 


Q They can resume any time sooner than 120 days, can't 
they? I sean -- 


* 


Q Larry, will you all ask for money to replace the 
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Challenger? 

MR. SPEAKES: That has not been detergined yet. 

Q Larry, given the President's confidence in NASA's 
ability to conduct the investigation, does his decision really turn 
on acceptance by the Aserican people of the conclusions? 

MR. SPEAKES: Think what type of questions you would have 
been asking in this room had we appointed -- had NASA appointed the 
persganent and only board. 

Thank you, Helen. 


THE FRESS: Thank you. 


END 2:55 P.M. EST 
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MR. KENNICKELL: Ladies and gentlemen, good gorning. And 
from the 5,400 employees with the Government Printing Office, welcome 
to GPO. (Applause.) My name is Ralph E. Kennickell, Jr., Public 
Printer of the United States. I'm very pleased to be able to host 
this budget briefing and press conference. I's very pleased for sany 
reasons. The GPO produced the entire 130,001 budget documents six 
floors below you right now. They produced it in an efficient sanner 
and this ties in with our ability to produce printing for the 
government in a very effective manner over a period of 125 years. 
We're about to celebrate that anniversary next gonth. (Applause. ) 


Let we introduce our special guests for today's event: 
Secretary of the Treasury, James A. Baker, III -- (applause) -- Dr. 
Beryl W. Sprinkel, Chairgan Council of Economic Advisors -- 
(applause) -~ James C. Miller, III, Director of Office of Management 
and Budget. (Applause. } 


Q Come on down. 


MR. KENNICKELL: I'd like to turn the balance of the 
meeting over to Ei Dale. Thank you. (Applause. ) 


MR. DALE: Let's get going. The ground rules are 
obvious. We're on the record, immediate use. Secretary Baker will 
lead off and read’a short statement and will take questions, but then 
he will nave to leave following his question period. Then Beryl 
Sprinkel and Jig Miller will follow with prepared statements in 
succession and then they will both be available for questions after 
that. Secretary Baker. 


SECRETARY BAKER: Thank you very such, Ed. Good sorning, 
ladies and gentlesen. I'm pleased to be able to be here today to 
discuss the current state of our economy. Details on this year's 
economic and budgetary outlook will be given by Beryl and Jia in just 
a few sinutes. My remarks will serve as an overview of our economic 
and budget objectives. 


First, we seek to build on the foundation of the solid 
economic performance that has already taken place. The current 
economic expansion has soved into its fourth year and shows few signs 
of sliakeninc. Growth was relatively slow at some tices during 1985, 
but I think it's fair to say that by year’s end, the econosy was 
gaining somentus. Some favorable features of last year's economic 
performance deserve, I think, at least passing mention. Consumer 
price inflation at 3.8 percent remained in the 3.8 = 4 percent range 
for the fourth year in a row and is down sharply from the 
Gouble-digit rates of 1960. Employment has risen strongly in the 
current expansion by gore than 9 gwillion people. The unemployment 
rate has been roduced to below 7 percent and further progress in this 
regard is expected. 





Last year's financial market performance was also 
encouraging. Record amounts of credit flowed to private borrowers 
despite the persistence of large federal budget deficits. Short tere 
interest rates are down on average by about 1/2 percentage points in 
the past year, while many of the long-term rates are down by about 2 
percentage points. The prime rate is down to 9-1/2 percent which is 
the lowest rate for that indicator in 7 years. Ideally, of course, 
we'd all liked to have seen interest rates come down even further 
than they have. 


All of this added up to a year of solid economic 
performance in 1985. The stage has been set for a sustained 
expansion in output, in jobs and in income. This is one of the most 
important prerequisites for improving the budget picture, as well as 
for improving the financial security of the American people. 


During the current expansion strong economic growth has 
been achieved in a much less inflationary environment than in the 
late 1970s. We must strive to extend that cood record into the 
future. 


The administration forecast, upon which Beryl Sprinkel 
will comment, calls for a four percent real growth during the four 
quarters of 1986. This seems to be a reasonable expectation in light 
of current performance of the economy. The concensus private 
forecast has been a little pit lower -- around 3 percent. But these 
latest economic numbers may well be causing some upward adjustment in 
these private forecasts. 


The inflation outlook is also relatively promising, 
although the fall in the external value of the dollar will eventually 
begin to exert a little upward pressure. The Federal Reserve 
obviously needs to remain alert to the needs of both the domestic and 
the international financial situations. And while they never lacked 
for critics and there's always room for disagreement on the wisdom of 
some of their specific actions, it seems to me that the Federal 
Reserve has been doing a good job recently. 


I'd like to turn briefly now to the influence of the 
international economy on our economic and fiscal situation. As a 
result of intensified effort of promoting a favorable convergence of 
economic performance among the major industrial countries, we have 
eeen some improvement in the world economy. We hope to build on the 
progress this year and to see stronger growth abroad. That trend 
would have a favorable impact on trade and economic growth in the 
United States. Exchange markets have recognized these developments. 
Well over half of the dollars rise on a real trade weighted basis 
against other industrial countries from the end of 1980 to last 
winter's peaks has now been reversed. This is good news for United 
tates industry and for United States agriculture. 


The United States trade deficit is likely to level off 
later this year. These developments should contribute to United 
States growth and to a more sustainable medium term pattern of trade 
and current account balances. 


The G-5 meeting last September in New York contributed to 
these developments. Our recent meeting in London, I think, showed 
all countries were working to continue efforts for sustainable growth 
without inflation. 


Another favorable development has been the downward 
movement in world petroleum prices. Although not without its cost on 
balance, this should increase growth and lower inflation in most of 
the world. 


There are two major items on this year's fiscal agenda: 
deficit reduction and tax reform. The large budget deficite that we 
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face are due to excessive federal spending. Certainly it's not 
because the American people are under taxec. As shown on the chart 
attached to my statement, receipts are running a bit above the long 
run historical average as a share of GNP. Despite frequent claims to 
the contrary, the 1981 Reagan tax cuts are not responsible for our 
current fiscal difficulties. Our problems are on the outlay side of 
the budget and that is where the corrective action needs to be taken. 
It would seem that Congress shares this view. It has debated this 
issue and has passed the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings Bill to cut the 
deficit by cutting growth in spending. The reduction in the growth 
of expenditures required to balance the budget by Fiscal 1991 will 
not be easy, but the effort deserves strong bipartisan support. It 
can be done the hard, crude way -- via sequestration across the 
board, or it can be done more rationally and selectively with respect 
for appropriate priorities. 


The President's budget is carefully drawn to meet the 
Gramaj-Rudman targets, while preserving essential programs of the 
highest national priority. 


The only alternatives to domestic spending cuts 
emphasized in the President's budget are to raise taxes, to further 
lower Defense spending or to cut Social Security benefits -- none of 
which are acceptable. 


There should be no illusion that tax increases will 
somehow provide an easy way out. The President has expressed his 
views on this issue very clearly and he is firmly opposed to 
increasing taxes. 


Defense, which is the most essential duty of the federal 
government, must be maintained. So must the social safety net, 
including Social Security and entitlement programs for the needy. 

Our other major domestic policy priority is to achieve meaningful tax 
reform legislation. The bill passed last year by the House of 
Representatives is a good start, but not a final product. Tax reform 
remains a top priority item on the President's agenda. We will work 
in a bipartisan spirit to achieve meaningful tax reform this year. 
But let me be very clear, that the President will not compromise on 
matters of principle and he will not permit tax reform to degenerate 
into a tax increase in disguise. 


Now, I'd be delighted to respond to your questions. 
Q What about an oil import fee? 


SECRETARY BAKER: An oil import fee? The President said 
as recently as this morning that he would leave the door open to 
consideration of that in the context only of a revenue neutral tax 
refora@ till. 


Yes, sir? 


Q How much less did you have to cut from the budget 
because you put the growth rate in 4 percent instead of the 3.1 
percent that the private sources are predicting? 


SECRETARY BAKER: Well, I'll let Beryl Sprinkel answer 
the question when he gets up here, but I don't think we had to cut 
anything -- to reduce anything because our growth estimate last year 
was 4 percent. I think it's our position that the private 
forecasters are looking at their numbers right now as a consequence 
of the economic numbers that have been generated here recently, and 
as a consequence, I might say, in the recent reduction in oil prices. 


So, I think our 4 percent real growth number is a very, 
very reasonable estimate. 


Yes, ma'am? 
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Q Will you be outlining initiatives for monetary 
reform shortly? 


SECRETARY BAKER: On monetary reform, the President's 
charge is that ! simply consider whether or not an international 
conference should be called. In terms of time, there's no specific 
timetable with respect to that. We have, on the docket right now, 
the interim and development committee meatings of the World Bank and 
IMF here in April and certainly it would be premature to talk about a 
time frame or a decision or anything like that before we actually 
have the interim committee meetings here in Washington in April where 
we're going to be considering, by the way, a report from the group 
of 10 countries and the group of 24 countries regarding monetary 
reforn. 


Q So this would be in addition to that meeting that 
you'd be talking about -- 


SECRETARY BAKER: It would be cumulative to that and it 
would -- whatever decision we make and whatever progress we make will 
be after that meeting. 


Q Why does the President support a tax increase to get 
the tax overhaul bill that he wants, but will not support a tax 
increase to reduce the deficit? 


SECRETARY BAKER: Well, he's not supporting a tax 
increase to get tax reform. A new source of revenue does not amount 
to a tax increase when you don't raise by one single dollar the 
amount of taxes the American people pay in the aggregate. It is not 
a tax increase. It is looking, and he hasn't said he would do it -- 
he simply said I'll leave the door open -- looking at a new source of 
revenue. 


Q Well, does that mean that the increase in taxes on 
businesses in the tax overhaul bill is not an increase in taxes on 
those businesses? 


SECRETARY BAKER: No, I think you could probably argue 
that that's an increase in taxes on businesses, but in the aggregate 
we are not increasing taxes as a percentage of GNP in this country 
across the board. 


Q What about a ousiness tranefer tax or some other 
form of consumption tax or a gasoline tax as a means of balancing the 
tax bill? 


SECRETARY BAKER: The President 
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has ruled out a VAT or similar tax, business transfer tax or 
value-added tax, specifically even as a part of tax reform. 


Q And the gasoline tax? 
SECRETARY BAKER: He has not. 
Q He has not ruled it out? 
SECRETARY BAKER: Has not. 

Q Mr. Secretary -- 


SECRETARY BAKER: Let me say this, though, before you 
write that as a big story, we continue to believe that the Senate 
Finance Committee, and the Senate, for that matter, can accomplish 
the President's goals in tax reform by resorting to those revenue 
raisers which were disgarded during the process in the House of 
Reprusentatives -- specifically, the state and local tax deduction 
which is worth $100 billion over five years. 


There were, in addition to that, $75 billion in revenue 
raisers, base~broadeners, if you will, which the House of 
Representatives determined they could not go along with in their 
bill. So the first thing that the President wants done in the Senate 
is to see if we can't come up -- meet his goals for tax reform by 
recourse to the income tax before we start looking at additional 
revenue sources. He has, however, said, as recently as this morning, 
that he would not rule out, if it were necessary, looking at in a 
totally revenue neutral context an oil import fee. 


Q Mr. Secretary, some of the members of Congress in 
both parties have sort of pronounced the budget dead on arrival and 
have set out different ways of accomplishing the same goal of meeting 
the Gramm-Rudman targets. You've alluded to some of them -~ a tax 
increase, reduced defense spending, et cetera. Clearly, you don't 
want to tip your hand at this stage of the game, but is it possible 
that the way to the future will be that the President will sit down 
with the leaders of both parties in Congress and yourself and go over 
this matter and see whether an accommodation could be made? 


SECRETARY BAKER: I don't think so, Jim, because, as I 
indicated in my statement, there is no reasonable alternative. The 
only three alternatives are to raise taxes, cut defense spending 
further, or hit Social Security. And I don't think those are 
reasonable alternatives and I don't think that most of the wungeens 
would feel they were reasonable alternatives. 


Q Mr. Secretary, an oil import tax, would that be 
across the board or would you exempt Mexico, Venezuela, and other -- 


SECRETARY BAKER: That's never been -- there hasn't been 
that much detailed discussion of the issue. You'd obviously have to 
consider the application of such a fee to countries like Mexico. 


Q Mr. Secretary, when you speak of an oil import fee | 
being considered only in the context of a revenue-neutral tax reform 
bill, are you indicating by that that any revenue that would be 
derived in an oil import fee would have to be offset by cuts in 
taxes? 


SECRETARY BAKER: I'm indicating that if you use it in 
the tax reform exercise, tax reform still has to be revenue-neutral 
to meet the President's specifications. No tax reform bill that's 
passed, in my view, will be signed if it's not revenue-neutral. 

Q Including revenue from oil imports? 


SECRETARY BAKER: Any -- revenue-neutral overall. 
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MR. DALE: I think we've got to have just a couple more 
questions because we do have the two other -- if it's all right with 
you. 


SECRETARY BAKER: Sure. Absolutely. 


Q Mr. Secretary, what impact would imposition of an 
oil import fee, even within the context of a tax overhaul bill, have 
on the economic assumptions that are used in the budget? 


SECRETARY BAKER: Well, it can have an impact and since 
that's Beryl's specialty, I'm going to let him answer that question 
for you. But there are good things and bad things about an oil 
import fee. Clearly, it would have some effect in reducing, if you 
used one, it would reduce some of the gains that we would expect to 
get by virtue of seeing oil prices decline. 


Q When you say that there are no real alternatives, 
are you saying that there can be no grand compromise -- 


SECRETARY BAKER: I don't see any alternatives and I 
don't see that as a possibility. The fact of the matter is we ought 
not to be talking about grand compromises. The Constitution calls 
upon the President to submit a budget and the Congress to consider 
it. The President has just, within hours, submitted his budget. 
Some are suggesting that it's dead on arrival. I would suggest to 
you that it simply is not and it represents, in fact, the way of 
reaching balance that the Congress, itself, embraced last year when 
it passed the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings amendment. 


MR. DALE: Now, Beryl Sprinkel, the Chairman of the 
Council of Economic Advisers. 


MR. SPRINKEL: Thank you, Ed. Ladies and gentlemen, 
welcome to Washington. I understand that most of you are from the 
real world, that is outside the beltway, and I extend to you a 
special welcome. 


I have the enviable task in the next few minutes of 
conveying to you how well the economy is expected to perform and why 
the medicine to be prescribed by Dr. Miller will make the prospects 
even better. 


We believe the present highly satisfactory economic 
expansion is due directly to the President's policies of providing 
market oriented incentives to encourage work, savings, and 
investment. We've completed 37 months of a highly favorable economic 
expansion. The private economy has created 9 million-plus new jobs. 
Gross business fixed investment is at a post-war high as a percentage 
of GNP and, of course, absolutely. Inflation has been less than 4 
percent three years running. 


Furthermore, we're confident that the economy will 
perform well in ‘86. And I think that's good news for the American 
public. 


First, there are numerous early foreshadowing signs that 
are almost uniformly positive. Leading indicators, for example, have 
risen 12 out of the last 13 months. Stock prices hit a new high this 
week. Money growth has been sufficient to fuel renewed economic 
activity. Inventories are low and orders have been rising. 

Inflation is restrained and interest rates are down. The dollar has 
declined significantly since February of last year. And recently, a 
very significant decline in oil prices will provide additional 
pro-growth forces to the U.S. economy. 


And, second, fairly recent trends suggest that 
acceleration is already underway. We've had very strong increases in 
employment, unemployment has declined a little. Personal income and 
consumption have most recently risen sharply. Industrial production 
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and profitability are up and housing is up. 


Let me give you a little detail on ‘86. As Secretary 
Baker indicated, we're projecting a 4 percent fourth quarter to 
fourth quarter. Private forecasts, according to my information, are 
all being revised upward and we expect to be in the middle of that 
herd when the numbers finally settle. Employment gains -- we project 
something on the order of 1.7 million with significant productivity 
improvements this year. Unemployment projected down moderately, but 
still ending the year too high, at about 6.7 percent. Housi.« around 
1.9 million units for the fourth quarter. A moderate rise in 
inflation to about 3.8 percent for the GNP price deflator. Money 
growth and dollar depreciation will account for that, but, of course, 
we'll get some offset in the short-run on the oil price decline. 


We do anticipate a gradual decrease in our net export. . 
deficit beginning in the last half of this year and becoming -_ 
especially important in 1987. And as Secretary Baker indicated, ... 
we're hopeful that stronger growth in Europe will contribute to that 
improvement. 


Longer term -- ‘87 to ‘91 -- is not a forecast, as I 
think you know. It's a projection based on what we believe will be 
likely trends. Real GNP starts its growth at 4 percent during that 
period, but it tapers to 3 and a half by ‘91, averaging about 3.8 
percent per year during that interval. 


Unemployment gradually working downward to 5.6 percent in 
1981 -- ‘91. The deflator up slightly through ‘87, but then moving 
downward to a level of 2 percent by 1991. Lower interest rates 
reflecting the lower inflation and lower inflation expectations by 
1991. We expect Treasury bills to be down about 4 percent and 
ten-year governments about 4 and a half. 


In sum, ‘86 and subsequent years can be good ones for the 
American public if the government creates the proper policy backdrop. 
We recognize that there are remaining problem areas -- in 
unemployment, in agriculture, in various debt areas. And if you 
don't mind a comercial, Jim, I will point out that this economic 
report of the President will be released tomorrow and it will include 
extensive discussion of not only the pluses that I mentioned to you, 
but some of the remaining problem areas. 


Although inflation is, in fact, well down from where we 
Started, we have not -- and I repeat, not -- attained President 
Reagan's objective of price stability and we plan to continue working 
on that effort. 


Long-run projections assume that Gramm-Rudman-Hollings 
targets will be achieved without a tax increase. And I'll discuss 
briefly what I think are the important economic impacts of achieving 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings tarjets. The bottom line is very simple -- it 
will have highly favorable effects on the U.S. economy. 


It forces the government to choose, as we must all do in 
Our personal finances -- resources are limited. There are no free 
lunches, not even in Washington. Why does this high increase in 
spending prevail despite the public's attitude against spending and 
against tax increases? We believe it's because the benefits of 
government programs are highly concentrated and the costs are 
defused, leading inevitably to excess government spending. 


Gramm-Rudman-Hollings will limit these inherent spending 
proclivities. The federal government -- that is, you and I -- must 
pay for federal spending just as surely as your checkbook and my 
checkbook must balance. Deficits mean either higher taxes in the 
future or they mean inflation in the future. And either development 
slows growth and opportunity for American citizens. 
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Unrestrained spending growth would add at least another 
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$700 billion to the publicly held national debt by 1991. Servicing 
would require nearly a quarter of individual income tax collections. 
In my opinion, that would be an unacceptable drain on the nation's 
resources. 


Raising taxes reduces private incentives and encourages 
government spending and waste. Higher taxes are anti-growth and 
anti-opportunity. Tax receipts, as you know, are about the same 
percentage today that they were through the ‘60's and most of the 

70's. Outlays, on the other hand -- and that's around 19 percent. 
Outlays, on the other hand, have risen from 18 percent of GNP in 1960 
to 24 percent today. Uncontrolled spending is indeed the source of 
the problen. 


Gramm-Rudman-Hollings without a tax increase releases 
resources to the private sector and, consequently, promotes growth 
and jobs. Deficit reduction will increase net eh a and thereby 
encourage capital formation. A lower deficit can bring lower 
interest rates by reducing the inflationary risk, and that is indeéd 
pro-growth. A declining fiscal deficit is also likely to help in 
reducing our trade deficit. 


The President has Frepesee eliminating many wasteful 
government programs. We need line-item veto authority and a . 
Constitutional change in the balanced budget, as the President 
suggested last night. 


Finally, Gramm-Rudman-Hollings will not, in my opinion, 
cause a recession. Cuts are moderate, not draconian. The only major 
real cut occurs in fiscal 1986 to 1987, and the amount of cut is 
equal to about one-half of one percent of GNP. 
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We've checked various declines in the post-war period, of 
declines in government spending twice that amount -- that is, as much 
as 1 percent of GNP. They've occurred six times in the last 35 
years. There is no evidence that these larger declines led to 
recessions. Furthermore, these moderate cuts that we're anticipating 
will occur at a time when the economy is performing well. 


In summary, Gramm-Rudman-Hollings is good for the 
economy. It will help provide more jobs, more investment and 
savings, lower interest rates, and improve foreign trade account, a 
higher «:andard of living, and greater opportunity for all Americans. 
In conclusion, we are living in exciting times with an opportunity to 
improve the destiny of America. Economic prospects are excellent. 
And achieving a balanced budget will make them better. 


Thank you. 

MR. DALE: Thank you, Beryl. 

And, now, Jim Miller, together with charts. 
DIRECTOR MILLER: Thank you, Ed. 


I'm in a forest of microphones up here. It's kind of 
hard to operate my papers. 


First thing I'd like to do is to thank the Honorable 
Ralph Kennickell for his wonderful work in getting the budget 
printed. A remarkable feat considering the number of documents that 
had to be printed, the lengths of the documents, and the number of 
copies of each one that had to be put out. 


Secondly, I'd like to thank the staff of the Office of 
Management and 3udget -- those people who worked so long and so hard 
in putting out this budget in a time when all the additional stresses 
of Gramm-Rudman-Hollings were added to their work load. 


Now, having said that, let me give you a few highlights 
of the President's budget. (Laughter.) Highlights, please. 


The President's budget reduces the deficit by $38 billion 
in fiscal year 1987. Moreover, it meets all the Gramm-Rudman deficit 
targets throughout the five-year period through fiscal year 1991. It 
avoids a tax increase. It does not raise your taxes. It reflects a 
bipartisan consensus -- a bipartisan consensus not to do anything 
about social security. It funds defense at the compromise levels -- 
the agreed-to levels of the Congressional Budget Resolution. And it 
protects low-income programs for the needy. 


I next want to talk about government revenues under the 
President's budget. As you can see here, for the years fiscal year 
‘86 through ‘91, there is the current services estimate of revenues, 
which is the lower line. The top line is the President's fiscal year 
1987 budget. 


It's hard to see the difference, I know. If you will 
turn to your charts, you will see not only the difference, but you 
can read the numbers here as well. There will be in fiscal year 
1986, because of some changes proposed in the budget, some $6 billion 
increase in revenue. 


Now, I want to say something very important. We've heard 
all of this argument for increased revenue. People on the Hill say 
you've got to have increased revenue as part of this package. You 
can't meet the Gramm-Rudman targets without increased revenue. Well, 
$6.3 billion of this package of $38 billion in budget -- in savings 
for fiscal year 1987 is increased revenue. If you add to that the 
$2.4 billion from increased user fees, from asset sales, and from 
privatization, fully 23 percent of this budget is from-increased 
revenues; 23 percent of the savings in getting the budget deficit 
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down from 182 to 144 is from increased revenues -- 23 percent. 


Now, where do these $6 billion come from? Well, as in 
the handout that you have, part of it comes from the 
all-but-inevitable extension of the 8-cent-per-pack tax on 
cigarettes. Some of it comes from IRS collecting taxes due to the 
government that the American people are required by law to pay. It's 
due to increased user fees by IRS and other things. But $6.3 billion 
is increased revenue on this line right here. 


Okay, let's look at the next one. The next one is the 
President's outlays, comparing the current services line with 
outlays. As you can see, there are some budget savings. There's 
some outlay savings for fiscal year 1987. The number is about $32 
billion. 


Now, we keep hearing -- several weeks ago we were hearing 
numbers from the Hill -- this going to be a 60 billion dollar 
reduction, $70 billion in cuts. It ain't so! It's $38 billion -- 
182 down to 144. 


Next one, please. This next chart shows the path of our 
current services estimate of the deficit, compared with the 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings targets on the dotted -- dash line and the 
President's budget. If we do nothing -- that is, if we do not make 
any policy changes positively or negatively -- we anticipate the 
deficit falling. 


In 1991 -- fiscal 1991 -- we would still experience about 
104 billion dollar deficit. However, with the changes incorporated 
in this budget, we would get the deficit track down within -- in 1987 
on down below the Gramm-Rudman targets for every year and reach a 
balanced budget by 1992. Now, this is very important. 


You hear -- we've heard people responding to some of the 
information that's leaked out about the budget as these terrible, 
terrible, terrible things that are going to have to happen. And, 
then, that's just the first year -- five years because next year 
we'll come back with terrible, terrible, terrible additional things. 
And that's wrong. 


The point is if Congréss signs off on the President's 
budget it gets the baseline down, and it goes within the current -- 
the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings targets throughout 1991. If the Congress 
buys the President's budget, we don't have to take the so-called bad 
medicine but once because then we get the deficit path down below the 
target levels. 


Okay, let's go to the next one. Now, some people say, 
well, tax increase is the answer. Tax increase is not the answer. 
As you can see, historically, from 1970 to 1986, we've had a fairly 
-- receipts have bounced around a bit, reflecting changes in the 
economy as well as in the tax rate. But they are around 18 or 19 
percent. 


It's revenue increase -- excuse me -- it's spending 
increases that have been the cause of the increased deficit. The 
derivative deficit down here has been because of spending increases. 


For the President's budget in ‘87 through ‘91, on the 

other hand, while receipts will be stabilized at about 18 or 19 
percent of the gross national product, spending will come down; and, 
derivatively, the deficit will come down as well. Tax increases are 
not the answer. Tax increases could be counterproductive because it 
could slow this expansion or reverse the expansion. And, so, rather 
than getting increased tax revenues, you could have reduced tax 
revenues. 


So, let's go to the next one. Social security is not the 
answer either -- cutting social security. The President -- 
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bipartisan understanding -- social security is off the table. Social 
security will rise over the period of 1986 through 1991, as a 
percentage of the gross national product will begin to have a slight 
decline. 


Okay, Steve. Wow, you hear very frequently, well, let's 
hit defense, cut defense. Cutting defense is not the answer. I just 
want to put some perspective on where we are in defense right now. 

If you look at the original Reagan plan, the President's original 
plan was to increase defense spending at this rate right here. 
President Carter's last budget, proposed increasing defense spending 
by the dash line. The lower line -- the line that the bottom part of 
the shaded area is where defense spending budget authority -- excuse 
me -- defense budget authority has actually gone. As you can see, at 
this point in time, we're actually below President Carter's requested 
budget. Actually below the Carter budget. 


In terms of real spending, if you look at the period ‘82 
through ‘86, spending peaked in ‘85 and today is at the same level 
that it was -- or excuse me -- budget authority at the same level it 
was in 1984. We've had a two-year slide-back in defense spending. 


Okay. Next one. Moreover, you remember the President 
asked for in the 1986 budget a spending line for defense that looked 
something like this. He agreed with Congress and the Congressiona: 
Budget Resolution last August to a lower line. That lower line of 
spending meant a difference of $290 billion in budget authority over 
the five-year period -- through ‘86 through 1990. All right. Now, 
the same Congressional Budget Resolution line is replicated right 
here -- this top line right here. 


The President's budget actually asks for less than the 
Congressional Budget Resolution top line. We still ask for a 3 
percent real increase over the ‘85 level, a 3 percent increase over 
what the President was promised for 1986, but not delivered by 
Congress. But we recalculate the numbers and figure that we can get 
the 3 percent real increase unless top line budget authority, because 
of certain savings in the inflation assumptions -- and, in fact, over 
five years’ time, the President's budget wil) save $45 billion, 
compered with the Budget Resolution. 


Okay, Steve. All right. Now, I have two charts down 
there that I'm just going to rely on my memory for. (Laughter.) 
Those charts show total spending by the government over the period 
1986 through 1991. The one on the left is the current services 
budget. Right, Tom? Good. The one on the left is the current 
services budget. The one on the right is the President's budget for 
fiscal ‘87 and the out~-years. 


As you can see, there's not a heck-of-a-lot of 
difference. Spending will continue to increase. All these calls of 
Armageddon and terrible, terrible things happening are just not 
justified when you look at the figures. You can divide the budget 
up, as I've done there with <-- you take out social security, you take 
out national defense, you take out interest on the debt. If you're 
looking, then, for the remaining $32 billion of savings, which is 
really not $32 billion because defense has already given $3 billion, 
you're looking like $29 billion of savings. Where do you get it? 
Well, you get it from that lower -- that lower -- everything else. 
Okay? 


Let's look at that everything else in detail. That 
everything else in detail can be divided into three components: low 
income, maintenance programs; secondly, medical care, Medicare, 
health benefits, and retirement programs; and thirdly, all -- 
everything else. All right? The one chart on the left shows your 
current services for that category, excluding defense, national -- 
defense, interest on the debt, and social security. The one on the 
right is the President's budget. 
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Okay, now, we can go to the detail of those three areas. 
This is the income support for the needy portion. The left is the 
current services budget, the right is the President's budget. You 
start from a base of about $40 billion and the President's budget 
takes $700 million of that for Piscal ‘87 -- a $700 million cut on a 
$42 billion base. 


The cuts that we propose are of the type that we hope -- 
expect will not reduce the quality of services to the consumers of 
those services. We are goinc to make changes that redirect those 
resources better and manage the programs better. See, there is very 
little change between this plate and this plate. 


Let's go to the second of those. Steve? The others are 
down in front? No, no. 


The next one is the medical care, retirement, and benefit 
programs. The one on the left is the current services budget, the 
one on the right is the President's budget. As you can see, there is 
some difference. We anticipate for ‘87, for example, a saving of 
about almost $10 billion, about half of that comes from Medicare and 
about a billion of that comes from Medicaid. But you can see how 
this is divided. 


So we took very little from low income support. We are 
taking more from this, and, as you'll see, we'll take even greater 
proportion later. But even $10 billion -- $9.7 billion -- on a base 
of $180 billion or so is less than 10 percent. It's a lot less than 
10 percent despite all the characterizations of Armageddon. 


Okay, Steve? 


This shows the -- everything -- all the other government 
activities area. And you see here that there are substantial cuts in 
these, relatively speaking. But even here the cut for Fiscal Year 
1987 is only $15 billion out of a base of about, oh, $185 billion or 
so -- much less than 10 percent, despite all the cries of Armageddon. 
Of course this, as you can see, counts everything from transportation 
to energy research, public works, education, and so forth. This is 
the way they are treated. 


Okay, let's look at the final graph. The final chart 
shows the sources of the savings, not counting the revenue increase 
of $6.3 billion. Where do you get the additional $32 billion in 
savings? Well, here is where it is. We have savings in net interest 
for two reasons. One, since you have a lower deficit you have less 
debt to service, and the debt service expenses are lowered. 


Secondly, we anticipate lower interest rates by virtue of 
meeting the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings targets. We have had some 
diminution in the real rate of interest, I think, as a result of 
Congress and the President's making this commitment to reduce the 
deficit. 


Secondly, there is a wedge here for national defense, 
reduction for national defense spending or the savings from national 
defense -- the President's budget cuts the national defense 
expenditure from the Congressional Budget Resulution. Since the 
adjustment for inflation is lower, you have less growth for each 
year, and each year you start from a lower base. And for both of 
those reasons you have a wedge. 


Let me direct your attention down here to the lower one 
-- the undistributed offsetting receipts. And those are the revenues 
from increased user fees, from increased sale of assets, and from 
privatization. As you can see, not a particularly large proportion 
of that is sold -- is meted out in 1987. You have to package some of 
these assets for sale -- more is sold in 1988 and as you go on out. 


There right here represent the $25 billion or so savings 
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in program cuts in the $400 billion-plus base of programs that we 
talked about -- that is, total government spending minus net interest 
minus defense and minus Social Security. I would just point out that 
of course as the current services deficit falls from 220.5 down to 
105, this means that you have to get $105 billion or so in savings in 
order to get under the Gramm-Rudman targets throughout, and that is 
what we have. You see, it's about $100 billion in savings plus the 
increase -- again, this does not count the increase in revenues. 


Okay, that is about all I have in terms of prepared 
presentation to you. Ill be glad to take your questions at this 
time. 


Q Jim, your chart shows that Carter's defense budget 
was higher. Doesn't that assume the inflation existing when Carter 
made those projections and if you disinflate that, doesn't it not 
show the Reagan defense budget much higher than the Carter one? 


DIRECTOR MILLER: If you deflate that, you would find 
that the nominal -- you would find that the nominal expenditure for 
defense is above the Carter budget. 


Q Your projection of a balanced budget by 1991 rests 
partly on a growth projection of 3.8 percent of your average. Whet 
-- now the historical growth rate for the United States is 3 percent 
a year. What happens if we hit the historical rate of 3 percent a 
year? How is that going to reflect in the 1991 totals? 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Well, obviously we have more savings to 
accomplish in order to meet the Gramm-Rudman targets. We have some 
sensitivity analysis at the end of Chapter 3, I think -- it's the 
table at the end of Chapter 3 of the Budget of the United States and 
probably is also replicated in the Budget in Brief. It can tell you 
precisely the effects on the deficit for every point reduction in the 
assumed rate of interest -- excuse me, the assumed growth rates. 


But we are very bouyant about the growth. There is no 
natural reason why we have to have a downturn. If we continue to 
manage the economy well -- and I put manage in parentheses --mainly 
“manage the economy well” means stay the heck out of the way -- 
establish the right kind of environment for economic growth. If we 
continue doing that, I think we will sustain a very high rate of 
growth. And, as Beryl indicated, our estimate of 4 percent -- people 
are moving our way in terms of the other estimates. Even when the 
estimates came out we were within a standard deviation, I believe, of 
the variety of estimates that had been made. But pretty soon our 
estimate will become the mean estimate as the others update theirs. 


Yes, ma‘am. 


Q Mr. Miller, I didn't -- at the end of Chapter 3 I 
looked at some of the assumptions of what happens if it changes. I 
didn't notice that there was anything on the dollar. Is there an 
assumption that you make on the strength of the dollar? 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Well, I think it is important that other 
countries appreciate their currencies relative to ours and I think 
this will do something for our trade deficit. I don’t see an 
immediate impact on the rate of -- on our rate of growth provided 
this appreciation comes along and is in the kind of mode that we 
anticipate it's being, and that is a gradual appreciation of other 
countries rather than -- 


Q Like 10 percent or 20 percent? Do you have a <-- 


DIRECTOR MILLER: I just wouldn't estimate. I mean, 
obviously if you get very substantial changes in relative currencies, 
it would have an effect on our growth rate -- probably a destablizing 
effect in the very short run -- but as long as this appreciation is 
gradual, I think it would be helpful to our economy. It certainly 
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would increase our exports. 


Q What indications do you have that the private 
forecasters are going to be coming in line with your growth 
projections? 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Because they have begun to revise thes 
upward. I mean, if you see these reports from time to time then they 
are revised upwards. 


Typical of this -- you know, there is a very broad range. 
A lot of people are forecasting rates of growth much higher than we 
are. There are some that -- even a few that are forecasting a 
downturn, but not many. 


Q You are portraying the defense figures as based on «a 
compromise with Congress, but everyone in this room knows that after 
that decision was made in the Congressional Budget Resolution, 
Congress made a second decision under Gramm-Rudman that there would 
be additional cuts taken out of both domestic and defense spending. 
In view of that, do you really think you have any real chance to sell 
Congress on what is in fact an 8 percent defense increase, not a 3 
percent defense increase? 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Well, again, I don't want to get into a 
semantical thing. I think the figures speak for themselves, whatever 
they are. 


Q Come on. 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Listen, I have been saying a 3 percent 
increase over ‘86 -- what the President was promised was 3 percent 
over ‘85. That is what I've been saying all along, and that is what 
the President wants and that is what the President is driving home 
for. And that is what we need. 


Look, the amount of defense spending we need is in 
response -- partially, at least <- to what the world situation is, 
and that hasn't slacked off. I mean, we can hardly afford -- And 
keep in mind defense is -- you know, go back and read Adam Smith. 
Defense is sort of the first-line function of government. I mean, 
this is nothing new. 


Q But the point is that Congress made a decision to 
cut it back. Why do you think you can convince them now to reverse 
what they decided just a couple of months ago? 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Well, we had a sequester in ‘86. But 
first of all, the President negotiated for a 302 for ‘86 and didn't 
get it. In the Continuing Resolution it was 297.5, so it was one 
point off. And then we had the sequester on top of that <-- it was 
$13.3 billion or something like that. So that brought the number 
down. Wow if you go from that level of appropriations up to the 
appropriations top line of 311, which is in this budget <-- not the 
314 that the CBR had, but the 311 <= you get something like an 6 
percent increase in budget authority. But it is only 3 percent real 
increase over the level that was prevailing two years ago -- ‘85. 
It‘s only a 3 percent increase over the level that the President 
negotiated in the Congressional Budget Resolution. 


We anticipate selling very hard, trying to persuade 
Congress that this is the figure that is relevant, this is the figure 
we need. For the first time we have taken an absolute reduction in 
budget authority in modern times. I don't think even President 
Carter had negative <-- so-called negative growth. I always find 
those words redundant. 


Q May I ask a question of Dr. Sprinkel? Can we have 
Dr. Sprinkel come up for a second? 
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DIRECTOR MILLER: Sure. (Laughter.) 


Q When the real world looks at the budget -- like the 
money markets, for instance -- aren't they going to see as the bottos 
line not the deficits that are going down in ‘86 and ‘87, but the 
tremendous increase in government borrowing? You have a paradoxical 
jump to $284 billion in ‘86 and $208 billion in ‘87. Government will 
ectually be borrowing more while the deficit goes down. As you point 
out in the intitial analyses. That's 40.9 percent of GNP higher than 
it’s been since °63. Isn't that what everybody is going to look at? 


DR. SPRINKEL: Well, if you look over any reasonable 
period of time, as the deficit comes down the borrowing is going to 
come down. Sure, you have to refinance debt that is outstanding, and 
that is much larger than the current amount of debt, but I don't see 
how you could possibly argue that not cutting government spending 
will lead to a smaller deficit than cutting government spending. 


Q Maybe in the long run. Is it mot true, as you say 
right here, this year and next year -- 


DR. SPRINKEL: I didn't say that. Jim said that. 
(Laughter.) You haven't seen my release. My release comes tommorow. 
And we didn't say that. 


Q Government borrowing goes up by $34 billion in ‘86. 
That's the raw figures, right? 


DIRECTOR MILLER: But it is less than it would have been. 


DR. SPRINKEL: It would have been much more if we hadn't 
have made progress -- if we don't make progress on cutting spending. 
So it all depends on what would have been, what the --ternatives 
were. 


Q Dr. Sprinkel, as long as we've got you up here, 
would you mind commenting on what the Treasury Secretary said avout 
the Federal Reserve doing a good job these days? 


DR. SPRINKEL: Well, we had sufficient increases in the 
money supply to induce a very substantial increase in real economic 
activity in 19866. That is one of the major considerations that we 
mace when we ‘‘stributed our initial forecast some weeks ago. And we 
haven't changea our view on that. 


Q Would you agree that they have been doing a good job 
lately? 
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DR. SPRINKEL: They have been increasing the money supply 
at roughly 12 percent, or slightly thereafter, for the last 15 
months. We anticipate that over time there will be gradual 
deceleration in that money growth, otherwise, we will not be able to 
get down to 2 percent inflation, which is getting close to the 
President's objective of price stability. 


Q What about the economic impact of the oil import 
fee? 


Q Mr. Miller, two questions about people who work in 
the bureaucracy. 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Yes -- 

Q Mr. Miller -- 

DIRECTOR MILLER: She asked about -- you next, okay? 

Q The economic impact of the oil import fee, please? 
DR. SPRINKEL: I missed that, I'm sorry. 


Q Could you discuss the economic impact of the oil 
import fee? 


DR. SPRINKEL: Yes, as Secretary Baker indicated, there 
has been no decision on that matter, even with respect to tax reform. 
He suggested there were some pluses and minuses. 


The plus is that it raises some revenues. The minus is 
that it reduces -- it eliminates the otherwise substantial reduction 
in production costs by preventing those prices from coming on down. 
lt means that if we are the country that does it and others do not, 
we will tend to lose, relative to other nations, on the export front. 
It means that the rate of growth and economic activity will be 
somewhat lower than would have been the case if the prices were 
permitted to decline. It means that consumers will pay considerably 
more for gasoline than if the prices were permitted to decline. 


For all of these reasons, it tends to have a noticeable 
adverse effect on growth forces. It will also prevent an otherwise 
one-shot decline in the inflation rate that would result from a 
decline in oil prices. That's, in a nutshell, the difference. 


Q Can I ask a followup, please? Did you advise the 
President not to -- 


DR. SPRINKEL: I told the President my views. I do not 
make them public. It's an issue that's currently under 
consideration, as Secretary Baker indicated. 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Yes, sir, go. 
Q What do you expect to happen to the employees -- 
DIRECTOR MILLER: Yes. 


Q What do you expect to happen to the employees at the 
agencies that you want to shut down? And, secondly, on retirees, why 
no cost-of-living adjustments for federal retirees for a second 
straight year? 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Well, in terms of the employees <- and, 
of course, under Civil Service rules, they have certain rights and we 
would follow the law in that respect. I would anticipate for the 
agency shutdown there would be some accommodation for then. 


On the question of the freeze in the COLA, if you look at 
most retirement, we think that, frankly, some of these plans are very 
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generous. if you look at the way in which private plans work, , they 
do not offer that kind of COLA increase. And, as you know, we're 
proposing that the increase not be a full COLA and the -- the 
cost-of-living adjustment not be full cost of living, but a cost of 
living minus 2 percent. We think that is more equitable, more 
consistent with the private sector. 


Q A followup question -- 
DIRECTOR MILLER: Yes. 


Q -- on the accommodations for people who will be in 
those agencies. Do you expect that they'll be fired? 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Well, I mean, for an = souety that goes 
out of business, for people who do not gain alternative employment by 
the date that the agency would go out of existence, they would have 
to be RIFed. But under -- you know, there are severance allowances. 
There are also rights under civil servants for employees who are 
RIiFed. I think that that can be accommodated. I would predict it 
can be accommodated without great disruption. Just as under 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings, the 4.3 percent across-the-board cut in the 
domestic -- those targeted domestic areas and the 4.9 percent cut is 
targeted -- in the targeted -- Defense areas, I think, will be 
accommodated without undue hardship for employees. 


Q Mr. Miller. 
DIRECTOR MILLER: Yes, sir. 


Q Could you expand, perhaps, a step farther for those 
of us who are locally oriented and discuss the proposed impact, or 
expected impact, on the federal work force right here in the 
Washington area, if that budget -- 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Well, I don't -- I haven't made any 
computations. As you know, the federal civilian work force has been 
tapering off in recent years. Under our proposals, they would 
continue this tapering off. But keep in mind that there is a great 
deal of turnover among the federal civilian work force. It's over 5 
percent, if I remember correctly, if you look at just full-time 
employees. And if you count part-time and temporary employees, it's 
like 15 percent. So within those kind of parameters -- I know it 
differs from one agency to the next -- but within those kind of 
parameters, I think we can accomplish the reductions in employment 
that would be visualized here with, again, not severe impact on the 
-- yes, sir. Right there. 


Q Mr. Miller, can you enlighten us on how flexible -- 
or how inflexible the administration's going to be in negotiating 
this budget with Congress? Secretary Baker just told us there are no 
reasonable alternatives. But last night at the White House, another 
very senior administration official told us that there'll be plenty 
of give and take in the next two months -- 


DIRECTOR MILLER: All right -- 

Q -- of the two is it? 

DIRECTOR MILLER: -- let me see if I can tell you -- and 
I talked to the President. I don't know who these other aides are. 
I don't know. Okay? But let me tell you what the President's been 
saying. 


Number one, he does not want a budget that raises taxes 
~o tax rates. We're not going to raise taxes. 


- Well, you're already -- 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Number two -- 
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Q <= it by $6 billion. 


DIRECTOR MILLER: No. Those -- Well, there is -- the 
President did acquiesce to a tax -- to an extention of a tax that's 
already on the books, the 8-cent-per-pack cigarette tax. It's very 
complicated. It's something that is inevitable that there's gcing to 
be an extension of that. We acquiesced to that. 


The other things are not tax increases -- palatable 
interpretations are not tax increases. They're revenue increases. 
Just simple. If IRS collects taxes owed to the government, that's 
not a tax increase, but that could increase revenues. Those are the 
kinds of things that are the source of the $6.2 billion increase in 
revenue. 


The President does not want to raise taxes. He does not 
want to touch Social Security. He does want to get a full 3-percent 
growth in defense. The 3 percent over 1985, the 3 percent over what 
the President would have -- promised in the CBR but did not get. 


Now, the question is the other cuts. The cuts of the -- 
getting the $32 billion -- or if you take off the $2.4 billion, $29 
billion. You take off the $3 billion for defense, you got about $26 
billion or something. Where do those programmatic cuts come from? 
We don't have all the answers. We think that the proposal that we 
have in the President's budget makes sense. We believe that if you 
look at the advocacy document, the major issues document, that each 
of these things are very justified. All of those cuts are very 
justified. Some will not be politically very easy to make -- for 
Congress to make. But they're each justified. 


Now, some Congressman or Senator has a better idea of 
where to cut, we would certainly not turn away from talking to them 
about it. In fact, I encourage that. One reason is that we may need 
some additional things to cut. I don't know. Maybe some of our 
estimates are a little on the conservative side. I'd rather -- Right 
now, we have breathing room of 6 -- of 400 -- 6 -- $700 million. No 
-- 40 -- excuse me, it's $143.6 million. We have breathing room of 
$400 million. That's pretty tight. I'd like to have some more 
breathing room. If they have some better alternatives to think 
about, I want to sit down and talk to them about that. 


Yes, there will be a lot of give-and-take in that area. 
But give-and-take about taxes, about cutting defense, about cutting 
the poor and the elderly, about raising taxes and -- Am I repeating 
myself? No. 

Q Mr. Miller -- 

Q -- mention -- 

DIRECTOR MILLER: Yes, sir, right there. 


Q You're proposing about -- more than $10 billion in 
recissions for 1986. How much higher will the deficit be in ‘87 if 
you don't get those approvals -- 


DIRECTOR MILLER: I think it's a little over a billion 
dollars of the BA that we would be taking out of ‘86 would spend out 
in ‘87. 

Q Mr. Miller -- 

DIRECTOR MILLER: Yes, ma‘am. 


Q -- a related question. Does that include the 
deferrals? Or is there an additional sum on top of that? 


DIRECTOR MILLER: No, I think it's recissions and 
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deferrals at about. $10 billion. -s2 


Q How about impact analysis on the Washington Metro 
system, getting back to -- 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Yes. 


Q -- the change in approach there? What do you 
foresee? 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Well, I don't -- you know -- I don’t 
think that the economy of the metropolitan area would suddenly go 
bottom up or anything like that. You know, the federal government's 
put an enormous sum into the Washington Metro system. And it seems 
to us that enough is enough. 


The evidence is just so clear that the federal 
sponsorship of these urban rail transit systems are not cost 
effective. If the local government wants to provide support for such 
systems, then that's fine. 


Q Mr. Miller. 
DIRECTOR MILLER: Yes. 


Q Sir, the deficit for fiscal year 1986 was 220. 
Gramm-Rudman reduced it to 208 -- 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Right. 


Q In the press conference of 15th, you were talking 
about with Dr. Piner -- 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Yes. 

Q -- 194, 

DIRECTOR MILLER: Yes. 

Q Now, it's 182. How did you get down to 182? 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Okay. (Laughter.) Well, what we had 
done was we had taken the Congressional Budget Resolution and we had 
made adjustments on the Congressional Budget Resolutions for changes 
that had been made, our observation of economic changes, growth 
patterns, etc. from that. And you know that budget deficit estimate 
was like 172. So when we made our adjustments on that, the estimate 
was 194. 


Now, on a completely separate track, we put together a 
budget. And you put together the budget by having the agencies and 
the experts estimate for the entitlement programs how much would be 
required. You take the discretionary programs and you deal with 
those and you build those from the ground up and you put down numbers 
for those -- each of those programs. 


And then on the revenue side, you get in the projections 
of revenues based on the set of estimates that we have. And the 
people -- quite frankly, the people at the Treasury Department were 
very tied up in the -- looking at tax reform, the people who do those 
estimates. And then they were hit by a bout of flu, so a whole bunch 
of them were out of their office because of flu. And so when all of 
the information comes in -- the new revenue estimates, the new 
entitlement estimates, the new -- from the ground up -- deficit 
estimates come together, it turned out that the number was 182. 


Now, a major difference is that the 194 was predicated 
before Gramm-Rudmarn, okay? So when you take Gramm-Rudman to reduce 
total expenditure for 1986 by the $11.7 billion required under 
Gramm-Rudman, we had to sequester about $23 billion in resources at 
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-- roughly budget authority. Some of that budget authority paid out 
in fiscal ‘87, about $7 billion or $8 billion of that -- 


Q That's how you got -- 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Yes, that’s part of it, and then there 
are additional -- I've got 
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specific information I'll give you later, if you like. We didn‘t 
play any games. Look, I'm just a simple country fellow -- country 
economist. I'm going to give you the best shot I get -- I have -- 
and you know, I'll tell you what the number is the best we know it at 
the time. 


Yes, ma‘an. 


Q What supplementals for Fiscal ‘86 are you proposing 
in your budget, and do you offset them with spending cuts elsewhere? 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Yes we -- the amount of -- the 
supplementals that we ask for in ‘86 mainly have to do with security 
around embassies. There are some others that we have to ask for, 
like some CCC money just to make the trust fund solvent, or the fund 
solvent, but the amount of recissions we ask for exceed the amount of 
supplementals. So there is technically -- under Gramm-Rudman more 
than offset it. 


Q -- supplemental? 
DIRECTOR MILLER: It's in that blue book. 
Yes, ma‘am? 


Q What kind of agriculture savings are -- amount to 
something like $6 billion in crop supports alone for next year. And 
I'm just wondering on what are you basing this? Are you basing this 
on some estimate that crops will not need as much price supports? 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Part of it was the acceleration of the 
deficiency payment in putting it from ‘87 into ‘85 as required under 
the Farm Bill. 


Yes, sir. 
Q And the rest? 


DIRECTOR MILLER: It should be detailed in the blue books 
and in the budget books. 


Yes. 
Q Mr. Miller, can I follow up -- 


Q Mr. Sprinkel said just a few moments ago that these 
cuts were moderate, not draconian. But looking at the HUD budget, 
for example, you reduce you've reduced it in budget authority by some 
82 percent from ‘85 to '87. A, is that not draconian as far as HUD 
is concerned, and B, what is left of that department? 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Well, the important thing that HUD 
does, there is some significant budget authority cutbacks, but what 
-- you know, look at the ICC; I mean, that's really draconian. You 
know, when you look at individual programs that are terminated, it is 
a truly draconian result. But overall, I don't think it's draconian. 
But when you're talking about -- I mean, you're talking about $25 
billion in programatic cuts for ‘87 out of a nearly trillion-dollar 
budget -- 994. 


Q I'm just talking about just HUD right now. 
(Laughter. ) 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Yes. 


Q Mr. Miller, why has, why have you lowered so much 
the BA-to-outlay rate for defense? In 1986, the BA-to-outlay rate 
was something like, I don't know -- 93 percent, and this year, you've 
got it at something like 87 percent. And if you use the ‘86 rate for 
Outlays, your outlays for defense in ‘87 would be about $15 billion 
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higher, which is far over the Gramm-Rudman target. 
DIRECTOR MILLER: Yes. 


Q And historically, outlays for defense have tended to 
spend out faster when the defense budget is being reduced as opposed 
to when it's being increased. 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Yes. Yes. Well -- right. If you have 
no increase in budget authority this year -- let's suppose you had in 
‘87 the same budget authority you had for ‘86 -- you'd probably 
experience an increase in outlays, because a lot of the budget 
ag Sl that have been passed in prior years would be spending out 

n 1987. 


The numbers that we put in the budget are those that we 
think are the most accurate. Budget authority, the budget outlays 
for defense depend on the -- in some measure on how these major 
weapons systems are coming to fruition and how the payments are made 
and the stage of development and delivery. So for that reason alone, 
they would change from year to year. I don't have any more detailed 
information on that. 


Q -~ rates is lower now. I mean, you're not buying 
B-1 bombers in ‘87 and so forth. I mean, you would think that you 
would be spending out faster in 1987, or at least the same as opposed 
to lower. Can you explain why? 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Wo, I can't. 


Q Mr. Miller, the President said again this morning 
that his budget does not reduce his commitment to the poor, but it 
looks like 25 percent of your savings for next year would come from 
the social service area, the AFDC, WIC, Medicaid and so forth. How 
does that square with what the President -- 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Well again, AFDC, WIC -- and WIC are in 
that low income area which was $40 billion based and only $700 
million dollars of savings are coming from that -- okay. Medicaid -- 
there is a billion-dollar savings, but what we are proposing is that 
we give more authority to the states to find more cost-effective ways 
of acquiring those services, and also reducing the amount of 
regulation and paperwork that we require of them in order to find 
that lower cost way of delivering those services. 


Q Are you saying there is no reduction in benefits in 
this -- 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Well, look, I mean, there is less money 
and we're working on ways and anticipate ways in which -- that we 
will be able to deliver the same services; that surely is our goal -- 
to deliver the same services, target those services better for lower 
cost. Yes sir, we're going to have to, I guess. 


Q Did I understand you to suggest earlier that 
Gramm-Rudman will cause interest rates to decline’ 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Yes. 


Q Therefore high deficits were the « © « of high 
interest rates, and does Dr. Sprinkel agree with t st? 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Well, let me just say the reason -- for 
one thing, there's great uncertainty created by a fluctuating high 
deficit, so there's a reduction in interest rates, I think, because 
there is now this -- there is this social compact to get something 
done about it, and then also the business of reducing the deficit has 
led to a reduction in the real rate of interest, again, mainly on the 
basis of uncertainty. The amount of change has not been all that 
great, but we -- and there's sort of a Keynsian crowding out 
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notions as being an explanation or @ correlation of deficits with 
interest rates I don't think carry today. But in this micro-economic 
perspective, I think it's had that effect. 


Beryl, you know an answer? 





DR. SPRINKEL: I just want to add that one would expect 
-- I would expect that a significant reduction in the deficit over a 
period of time would, in fact, result in lower interest rates -- if, 
for no other reason, because of the very point -- and this I really 
believe -- that Jim made of reducing uncertainty about whether or not 
you're to finance that deficit the easy way, i.e., go down to the Fed 
and ask them to create a lot of money to make it easy for you. 


Now, the empirical evidence is the problem. As Jim said, 
he wouldn't expect it to be very much, and that’s what the empirical 
evidence says. Now, it's a little surprising, but there have been 
numerous articles that suggest there is not a close correlation 
between the size of the deficit and the level of interest rates. The 
important relation is between inflation and inflation expectations, 
and that's why it's so important that we reach the President's 
objective of getting down to price stability and letting inflation 
expectations drift down similarly, and thereby get substantial 
further reduction in interest rates. 


One point I'd like to add in response to a question 
raised just a moment ago about ay labeling the cuts moderate, not 
draconian, let me tell you what I did: I took Jim Miller's numbers 
-- we're not -- I'm making a slightly different comparison, so don't 
confuse my numbers with his -- what I attempted to do is to compute 
the decline in real government outlays user the Gramm Rudman targets 
with no tax increase between each fiscal year. 


The big one, the most important one -- it isn't very big 
-- but the most important one is very clearly Fiscal 1987, the one 
that Jim just presented. And our estimate is that the decline in 
real government spending f:0om 1986 to Fiscal 1987 is about $20 
billion. Now, he gave you numbers compared -- nominal amounts from 
current services down to what was necessary -- that's a different 
computation from the same base. 


Twenty billion dollars, real terms, because that's what 
we want to look at if we are saying “Will it cause a recession?" is 
about -- eguivalent to about a half of one percent of GNP, and I 
would say that's quite moderate. 


Q Dr. Sprinkel? 
DR. SPRINKEL: Yes, ma‘am? 


Q The budget envisions both meeting Gramm-Rudman and 
having some sort of tightening on the part of the Fed; there are 
several packages in there that expect that. And there are many in 
Congress who would say that scaling back on both of those sides will 
in fact cause a recession. Why do you think that doing those -- 
restricted things will not? 


DR. SPRINKEL: Well, I'm aware that some economists argue 
that. I think they are essentially wrong. The reason being that 
monetary and fiscal policies, even though they have some 
substitutability, are essentially complements. They have a different 
role to play. Monetary policy, the essential long-run role, is to 
determine the rate of growth in the money supply necessary to promote 
growth in the one hand, and keep inflation down on the other. The 
role of fiscal policy is equally important, but mostly different. 
It's to allocate resources from the private sector and to the 
government sector, and then within the government sector to the 
various programs, and doing it in a way that provides adequate 
incentives to the private sector to save work invest.- 
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Now, those that argue that we should ease up on monetary 
policy because we're at long-last -- perhaps thank goodness -- 
beginning to get control on the budget -- are saying that 12 percent 
growth in the money supply is not enough; maybe we need 15 or 20. 


How, if you've looked at any of those numbers, that's 
enough to blow us right out of the water inflationwise. I certainly 
will not propose something to the President that I believe is 
contrary to his objective of getting down eventually to zero 
inflation. That means over time, we must not crunch the soney 
supply, but very gradually slow the rate of growth. 


You will find statements, I believe, like that in the 
budget.« I know it was in drafts and I think it's still in there. 
You‘will-find statements similarly in the economic report to be 
released tomorrow. That report was — off by all of the 
interested agencies, and it certainly is the President's view, 
because we discussed it as recently as yesterday. 


Thank you. 


MR. DALE: We'll take one more question. This gentleman 
here, and -- yes. 


Q With defense off the table, military spending and 
Social Security across the table, and certain other items like 
interest payments obviously off the table, what percentage of the 
Federal budget was on the table? 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Four hundred and, I think, seventeen 
billion dollars out of 994 -- whatever that figure is. The 417 I's 
not guite sure of; it's in that area. It's in the blue book. 


Let me just say in conclusion, ladies and gentlemen, that 
I really appreciate your coming. I want to be as helpful to you as 
we possibly can. I think we have a very good story to tell. We 
meet the Gramm-Rudman targets, we finally do something real about the 
deficit, we do it without raising taxes, without jeopardising 
expansion, without banging the poor and the elderly, without 
undercutting our defense posture. 


We want to share with you all of the details. Please 
feel free, and I know you do, to call Ed Dale's office and ask for 
Getails. We will try -- poor Ed Dale -- we will try to put you in 
contact with people in the agency who have the very -- have all of 
the details at theic fingertips and will help -- respond to any and 
all of your questions. 


Thank you very much. 
MR. DALE: I should mention, for those who don't know it 


that a lot of the answers to the questions is in this volume called 
"Major Policy Initiatives". 


END 12:28 P.M. EST 




















ON THE RECORD BRIEFING 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE 


FY 1987 FOREIGN ASSISTANCE 
Wednesday, February 5, 1986 


Mr. Redman: Good afternoon. Present with us today are several 
representatives from the United States foreign affairs agencies 
to explain to you various components of the FY 1987 request for 
International Affairs referred to as the 150 account. I urge 
you to take advantage of them, because there probably will be 
10 percent fewer briefers next year. 


A representative from the State Department, Mr. Robert 
Bauerlein, will brief you on the various components of the 
International Security Assistance account. 


A representative from the Agency for International Development, 
Mr. John Hummon, will discuss economic assistance programs. 


The Department of State Comptroller, Mr. Roger Feldman, will 
brief you on aspects of the Conduct of Foreign Affairs. 


And finally, the Director of Diplomatic Security, Mr. Robert E. 
Lamb, will brief you on the State Department's new Security 
Bureau. 


Each one of these four gentlemen will have some brief opening 

remarks which we like to go through and then open the floor for 
questions in any of the four areas that you so desire. So with 
that, we'll start with Robert Bauerlein on Security Assistance. 


ROBERT BAVERLEIN: It's probably indicative of a lot of things 
to come over the next few years. I just like to give a brief 
overall statement on the content of the FY 1987 Foreign 
Assistance Budget request paying special attention to the 
Security Assistance component, and then after each of my 
colleagues make their presentations we can all response to 
whatever questions you may have. 


We've provided a package of handouts that contains background 
information on the basic objectives of our Security Assistance 
program and on the general types of assistance that we 
provide. Also included in the packet is a lengthy table that 
displays country and program detail for the full range of 
foreign assistance programs, a shorter summary table covering 
foreign assistance and a couple of graphs that break the 
requests down by major category and major program type. 


There are several points that should be emphasized with regard 
to this 1987 request. As you will undoubtedly hear from 














2a 


others today and as the Secretary stressed this morning before 
the House Foreign Affairs Committee, the foreign assistance 
budget request is consistent with the Gramm—Rudman-Hollings 
legislation which requires a minimum deficit of a 144 billion 
dollars in 1987. The request reflects the President's 
priorities. The ‘87 request is, in effect, several hundred 
million dollars less than the amount that we requested in 
1986. 


The budget proposal has been designed to address the highest 
priority foreign policy and national security objectives. For 
example, continued pursuit of peace in the Middle East; 
maintenance of our base-rights facilities in areas of strategic 
importance to the United States; the pursuit of political and 
economic stability in Central America; support for Front-Line 
States which face Communist threats across their borders, such 
as Pakistan, Korea and Thailand, and for those countries that 
provide us with military access privileges which contribute to 
our own national defense; and the pursuit of stability and 
economic development in poorer friendly states throughout the 
world, but especially in Africa. 


Economic assistance represents approximately 56 percent of the 
total request, while military assistance accounts for the 
remaining 44 percent. Our military assistance proposal this 
year continues an effort started by the Administration two 
years ago of providing larger amounts of assistance in the form 
of grants or concessional loans to those countries unable to 
afford full-—market rate loans. By so doing, we have been able 
to contribute to the legitament security requirements without 
unduly adding to the debt service burdens of these countries as 
you will see from the graphs contained in the handouts. The 
largest single component goes to Israel and Egypt, about 41 
percent --— 


QUESTION: (inaudible) 


MR. BAUVERLEIN: I believe its the --~ four or five, there are a 
couple of graphs in that particular package -- its after that. 
It would be the last one. 


The base right countries of Spain and Portugal, Greece, Turkey 
and the Philippines account for a further 18.1 percent, thus 
seven countries take up 59.1 percent of the total request. 


Military access and Front-Line states represent 14.3%; Central 
American and Caribbean another 13.4; and all other countries 
programs 13.2%. I don't think you will find any surprises in 
this request, it represents those amounts necessary to pursue 
the wide-ranging policy interest of the United States and these 
policy interests have not changed significantly and neither 
does our request. 


I will now turn over to John Hummon who will talk a little 
about our Economic Assistance Program and be available for 








questions afterwards. 


JOHN HUMMON: Please hold your questions, so all of us 
(inaudible) cover them each in turn. I'm going to be very 
brief. My name is John Hummon and I'm Director of Planning and 
Budget in AID, in the central bureau. You have tables -- these 
are basic AID tables or something that looks like this, you 
might have an original copy but since that covers all the 
accounts that we have primary responsibility for. I also have 
a statement and copies of that will be available at the 
conclusion of this session in case you would like to take a 
look at that. 


We in AID, Agency for International Development, which is that 
part of the State Department that administers foreign 
assistance program, has responsibility for bilateral economic 
and development assistance or most of it. The three major 
components are Development Assistant, Economic Support Fund -- 
this has security connotations but we administer this in the 
field --~ and PL-480 which we administer in conjunction with the 
Department of Agriculture, the Food for Peace Program. 


Now economic assistance which is included in these tables also 
covers the Peace Corps activities and, of course, various 
multilateral institutions such as the World Bank and 
international organizations such as UNICEF and UNDP, and so 
on. In addition, we have refugee assistance. 


As Bob Bauerlein pointed out, what we have submitted here in 
this budget is consistent with the Gramm-—Rudman-Hollings 
legislation with the targets there. It's closely identified 
with the foreign policy strategic objectives of this 
Administration, and we seek to carry out development and 
humanitarian activities. Those are tied in with the foreign 
policy targets that this Administration has laid out. And what 
we are trying to do in these AID programs is to support 
developing nations as they cope with debt problems, economic 
down-—turns which affect adversely the basic human needs within 
these countries. 


We're working in such areas as research to stimulate 
agricultural productions so you minimize the prospects for the 
type of situation you had in the past year or so in Africa. 
Where you can work on bio-medical research is going to help in 
terms of child survival and attacking such problems as infant 
mortality. And we're working with others in providing food 
assistance, not just for basic feeding programs but also for 
conceptional long programs which are tied to economic policy 
reform within these countries. 


Now in terms of amounts, you will see it from the tables, but 
let me just note that in development assistance we have a 
slight increase around 4% over ‘86 levels post-sequestration, 
in other words post Gramm-Rudman-Hollings. But it's one 
percent below the '86 request level and it's 13% below ‘85 FY - 
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fiscal year 1985 levels. In PL-480, we're 6% below 
Gramm-—Rudman levels and we're 11% below the request and 40% 
below FY-1985 actual levels. We have supplemental there which 
-- you have supplemental because you had a need. I'll be glad 
to answer any questions after my friends here have completed 
their comment. 


ROGER FELDMAN: I'm Roger Feldman, Comptroller of the 
Department. The accounts, permanent and trust appropriations, 
all the appropriations that come under the Department purview 
for the request for 1987 totals 4.976 billion and 21,429 
positions. For administration of foreign affairs, that's 
primarily our salaries and expenses and our buildings programs, 
that takes up over two-thirds of the Department's 1987 

request. International organizations, international 
commissions, and other smaller appropriations make up the 
balance. 


In terms of the 1987 request, it is $898 million above the 1986 
level after adjusting for security supplimentals which we are 
requesting and the effects of the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings 
sequestration. 


QUESTION: Wait. That's after you get the request you haven't 
made yet? 


MR. FELDMAN: The request has been made by the President today. 
QUESTION: But you asked for a billion dollars extra? 

MR. FELDMAN: Approximately 900 million. 

QUESTION: Sorry, [I don't -- 


MR. FELDMAN: If you would exclude the security program, the 
request for administration of foreign affairs for the 


Department in 1987 is below the 1985 request by $33 million 


In 1986 the Department is requesting a supplemental for 
security program of 772 positions and $707 million to implement 
the recommendations of ecretary's Security Advisory Panel 
under the chairmanship miral Inman. Of these amounts, 595 
positions and $237 million will be for salaries and expenses 
and 177 positions and $455 million will be for foreign building 
programs. 


I might emphasize again as my colleagues have said before, that 
both our 1986 and 1987 requests are in fact consistent with the 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings deficit targets in both years 


Now [I would like to pass the microphones over to Bob Lamb, the 
Director of the Bureau of Diplomatic Security 


BOB LAMB: To pay for the Department's urgent security 
requirements, we have asked for a Congressional authorization 

















.5- 


over five years of $4.4 billion. Of that amount, we are asking 
for 707 million in 1986 and 1.4 billion in 1987. The bulk of 
that money is for the security construction program. As Roger 
said, in 1986 we're asking of the 707 million that we are 
asking for, $455 million is for the security construction 
program. In 1987, out of the $1.4 billion that we are asking 
for, 1.1 billion is for security construction. Thank you. 


MR. REOMAN: Do you want to go through the questions one at a 
time or do you want to have them all available. 


QUESTIONS: Why don't you have them all available -- 
MR. REDMAN: Okay, we'll have them all available. 


QUESTION: Because I don't know who I would ask this, where 
would we look for Nicaraguan and Angolan aid figures; where 
would we find them? 


MR. BAUERLEIN: There are no requests in the budget that you 
have before you for Nicaragua or Angolan aid. 


QUESTION: Well, what does it come out of then? 


MR. BAUERLEIN: There is no request in the budget for aid to 
Nicaragua or Angola. 


QUESTION: Is there a standing -- 


QUESTION: (inaudible) is there a request that would have to be 
made for a dollar for dollar trade off except the rule under 
GRHs for -- a supplemental requires a dollar for dollar 
reduction someplace else, right? 


MR. BAVERLEIN: Well, as the Secretary said this morning, in 
1986 it's a little different than in 1987. I think -- I 
haven't been able to find two or three people in town who will 
agree on how this works in 1986, but there appears to be a 
possibility that the Administration could propose in 1986 a 
supplemental without identifying a trade-off Whether the 
Congress, under their rules, would be able to enact one without 
identifying a trade-off is something else. So - 


QUESTION (inaudible) 


MR. BAUERLEIN (laughter) It's occupied a lot of staff time 
(Laughter). But right now there is not a request in the budget 
for either one of those If there would to be requests, it 
would depend -- where it would show up ~- would depend on the 
kind of assistance that was being requested 


QUESTION Out of curiosity, why is there a budget item for 
Cambodian resistance if there isn't a budget item for Angolan 
resistance or Nicaraguan resistance? 
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MR. BAUERLEIN: The Cambodian -- 
QUESTION: Or the Aafaghan resistance for that matter? 


MR. BAVERLEIN: There is a request for Afghanistan assistance 
in 1987 of $15 million. The Cambodian program is something 
that Congress authorized last year -- a two year program -- for 
up to $5 million in economic and/or military assistance. We 
started? the program in Fiscal Year 1986 or we will start the 
program in Fiscal Year 1986. The level before the Gramm-Rudman 
cut was taken to it was 3.5 million; we're requesting the fully 
authorized amount in 1987. 


QUESTION: This is a very sort of general sweeping question 
that anyone can take in turn, where dees this hurt the most? 
What programs are taking the biggest hit here? 


MR. BAUERLEIN: In terms of the '87 budget? 
QUESTION: Yes. 


MR. BAUERLEIN: Well, I think, in the particular area that I 
deal with there was an awful lot of consideration given to 
putting this budget together and putting it together in a way 
that would be consistent with what was needed to pursue the 
foreign policy objectives that the President has laid out. The 
1987 budget that we have presented the Congress does that. 
Depending on what the Congress does with it, your question may 
be more appropriate later in the process. Right now we believe 
that the security assistance component of the budget is 
adequate to meet the needs. 


MR. HUMMON: Well, unsurprisingly, I would echo that. On the 
economic and development side there is a basic minimum here 
that we feel that we have presented or presenting to the 
Congress and, of course, if there are severe reductions in it 
then it becomes a new ball game. But it is a tightening 
process, it is a tightening process that is created by a 
difficult economic situation as you well know within this 
country, and so we had to be a part of that; and we willingly 
are. But it does make for some tougher decisions in terms of 
establishing the budget. 


And I just mention too, that in ESF, in the area where we work 
closely with the State Department in administrating this, when 
you have a substantial number of earmarks that limits your 
flexibility even more in terms of how you re going to program 
those funds. 


QUESTION: In terms of the way the individual accounts have 
been cut back, it looks like the International Organizations 
have taken a disproportionate hit and MAP has gone up quite 
significantly. Can you address what impact that will have on 
the ability of these organizations to function and why you're 
risking the wrath of Congress to go with such a big increase in 
MAP?. 








rd] MR. HUMMON: You want to talk about MAP, Bob? 


MR. BAUERLEIN: The increase that you see in MAP is an increase 
off of the post-—Gramm-Rudman mid-levels in '86. If you look at 
what we proposed in MAP in ‘86, what the President originally 
requested and what we're requesting this year, it's essentially 
the same level. We have been, as I mentioned in my opening 
statement, we have been working for the past couple of years to 
try to increase the grant assistance that we provide to 
countries who are -- have particular economic problems. 


There was a resolution that was included, or a portion of the 
continuing resolution this year instructed us to find ways in 
which to provide our military assistance in a way causes less 
economic problems for the recipient countries. So we have 
being trying to turn that program from an all-market rate loan 
program, which essentially it was in 1980, to a more 
concessional grant-related program. So, yes the level in that 
individual appropriation is going up from post Gramm-—Rudman 
levels, its essentially the same as we asked for last year. 
It's part of an overall effort to try to provide national 
security assistance or assistance to those countries who are 
vital to our national security, in a way that doesn't cause 
them long-term economic problems. 


Organizations question. Where in here does it show what your 


© QUESTION: I want to follow up on the International 
UN contributions are going to be in ‘87? 


MR. BAUERLEIN: There are two places. The State Department 
Budget, which Mr. Feldman can address, has the assessed 
contributions to those that we pay by virtue of our 
membership. And in the foreign aid budget, there are the 
voluntary contributions. 


QUESTION: Can you sum those up and tell us what they are? And 
the change from ‘86? 


QUESTION: Can you tell us where to find them, too? 


MR. HUMMON: Well, let me just comment -- in the aid handout 
the IOP and NPP budget -— I'm trying to find a page number and 
of course we don't have it. Four? On page four of this book -- 


QUESTION: You have a better copy than we do. 


MR. HUMMON: It's this table right here. Shows the -- you'll 
see -~ the configuration of it, that IOP and NPP. 


MR. FELOMAN: In the other handout that you have it's sort of a 
sheet with just an index on it. Do you have - It is the 
© forth page in which shows you the sequestration under 
international organizations and conferences in 1986 
sequestration and two pages later under international 
organizations and conferences you can see the 1987 request. 




















The 1987 request, I might add, reflects the so called 
Kassembaum amendment to PL-9993 which withholds $97 million in 
our contributions to the international organizations. To 
reduce our contributions from 25% to 20% until such time as the 
organizations revise their budgetary procedures to implement 
proportionate votinw on budgetary matters. So that the 1987 
request is consistent with the legislation that was enacted 
last year and again referred to as the so-called Kassembaum 
amendment. 


QUESTION: While you are on the subject, can you explain the 
34.2 million for UNICEF? 


MR. HUMMON: As the Secretary said this morning before the 
House Foreign Affairs Committee, you really face some difficult 
budget situations and he can't do everything you would like. 

At the same time, he said that -- in response to a question 
from one of the members of the Committee -- we do not consider 
$100 million a small figure when you're talking about the UNDP 
program. That is a very substantial amount of funds. And we 
also are working very closely with UNICEF in child survival 
activities and so forth. 


But it's just a question of where your priorities are and we 
believe that there is certain other programs that really some 
belt-tightening needs to be done on all accounts. So we feel 
this is a minimum budget. If there were reductions from this 
then the situations could be serious but basically we feel this 
is a strong budget in support of the very important activities 
of the United Nations. And the NDBs I just mentioned -~— if I 
could, please -- that those are basically based agreed upon 
replenishment negotiations. Yes, sir. 


QUESTION: If it's such a tight budget, could you explain why 
the ESF for South Africa appears to be doubled from about 5 
million to -- as I read it -- 10 million? 


MR. HUMMON: Well, that's for training of disadvantaged blacks 
within South Africa and that's a Presidential initiative and 
that's a program we want to support and feel that is very 
strong. Again, it's a question of what are our priorities and 
that becomes one of the higher priorities. 


QUESTION: Then how do you fit in certain of the new things 
like you have $10 million in MAP for Colombia which it never 
had before? You have an increase of 30 million in MAP for 
Sudan, how do those things fit into this tight budget? 


MR. HUMMON: Fortunately, we are so load-down that we can't 
answer all these questions so I'll turn to my colleague here. 


MR. BAUVERLEIN: What an introduction. (laughter) The Colombia 
program is something that we have been trying to be more 
forthcoming -- to some of the countries in South America for 
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some time. We are unable because of low appropriation levels 
this year to provide assistance to Colombia, Peru, Ecuador, 
Bolivia, to levels we would have liked. 


We have countries that have changed over the last ten years 
into emerging democratic states that face serious international 
programs -- Colombia in particular. Problems associated with 
narcotics production and it's a military as much as an internal 
economic security problem. And this is just an attempt on our 
part to help those countries to stabilize their internal 
security requirements so that they can continue to develop. 


QUESTION: (inaudible) 


MR. BAUERLEIN: Sudan? The Sudanese program is again an area 
where we have some fairly important interests. The question 
was asked earlier about what are military access Front-—-Line 
states. Military access state or states that provide us 
through access agreements with the rights of our using 
facilities on a case-by-case basis in time of need. We have 
such arrangements with a number of countries including Sudan. 
Sudan has obviously serious internal problems and they face 
potentially serious external threats and this is all aimed at 
trying to stabilize security in that region as well as help 
contribute to our own. 


QUESTION: While you are on that point, is there a list or is 
there one available of these amounts included in this -- access 
amounts to countries including this military access category on 
the table and also on the one on base rights from the country 
bases? 


MR. BAUVERLEIN: I can give you those later, yes. 


QUESTION: Okay. One other question of a more general nature: 
Congressman Fascell this morning in opening these hearings said 
that according to his calculations the State Department and its 
affiliated or associated agencies are asking for roughly $3 
billion more than Congress has already authorized for Fiscal 
Year 1987, plus about $780 million in supplemental 
authorizations for Fiscal Year 1986. 


And he said, as you know if you were there, that the chances 
for these kinds of increases in this particular climate he 
called it “slim and none." What is your response to Members of 
Congress and others who say that while everybody else is 
cutting down, these agencies with the few exceptions such as 
the international organizations, UN-type of things, are going 
way up? 


MR. BAUVERLEIN: Well, I guess I would just go back to some of 
the things the Secretary said in response to that this 

morning. The budget, as presented, does reflect the priorities 
of the President and we can not afford to have political 
vacuums, in effect, in rather important parts of the world. 
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This is something that requires resource levels, and that's 
what the budget presentation that the Congress has before it 
contains. 


The numbers are extremely difficult to deal with. I mean, it 
depends on what you take it off of. Congressman Fascell, I 
think, was looking at the authorization base, not everything in 
the foreign assistance budget is included in the items that 
Congressman Fascell's committee looks at; not everything in the 
overall international affairs functions or things that he looks 
at. The actual dollar increases between '86 and ‘87, again, it 
depends what base you look at. If you look at the difference 
between what we asked for last year and what we asked for this 
year, it's a decrease in the international affairs function as 
a whole -- some $200 million roughly. If you look at it 
against what Congress appropriated last year, it's an increase 
of about $1.3 billion, 1.4 billion. If you look at it as an 
increase against the post—Gramm-—Rudman levels it's about $2.2 
billion. 


So, again, it depends on what base you look at and how you 
characterize the problem. But the budget contains essentially 
the increases over post-—Gramm-Rudman levels are in three area: 
security assistance, foreign assistance, economic/military; 
overseas security program that is critical to the Department's 
operations; and the Department's general reporting analysis 
capabilities, basic operating-type activities that some of my 
colleagues can refer to more directly. Those are the essential 
items that are driving the numbers in this overall 
presentation. This is what we have concluded after rather 
exhaustive deliberations within the Administration as adequate 
to meet the President's foreign policy requirements. 


It's going to be difficult, there's no doubt about that. 


QUESTION: Mr. Lamb, how do you decide -- you have $4 billion 
construction program including buiiding a lot of new consulates 
and embassy buildings and all that, and you've got a very tight 
-~ if that is not too light of a word for it --— economic or 
budgetary climate. How do you decide that some buildings are 
so important that you go ahead with them despite the fact that 
these represent tremendous additional funds? Or another way of 
asking, can you put-off some of this heavy construction program 
to a later year given the difficulties? 


MR. LAMB: The posts that we identified, Mr. Orberdorfer, for 
the security construction program where those posts that met a 
combination of criteria. One was that they were substantially 
below existing criteria, not just below but substantially 
below, and where we felt there was a significant security 
threat either a technical security threat from the point of 
view of espionage or a --~ in most cases -— it was a terrorist 
threat. 


That list has heen screened very carefully in this building, 
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it's been screened very carefully by OMB and I suspect it will 
be screened again on the Hill and in a great deal of public 
discussion. I think that we can't loose sight of the fact, 
though, that these represent capital improvements for us as 
well. These in fact are investments. You would be surprised 
how many of our embassies out there today are actually in 
leased buildings. So in a sense, even though it's a lot of 
capital up front, I think it will represent something of value 
to the United States in economic terms in the long-term as well 
as being very important to us in current security terms. 


QUESTION: Could you just tell me a little about a problem I 
have with your figures? On the Hill yesterday, the numbers 
that the Secretary used for FY-86 request added up to $692 
million. The words $702 million were spoken and today you talk 
about $707 million. 


MR. LAMB: Roger can you help me with that? 
MR. FELDMAN: Okay. 


QUESTION: Then you broke it down into so much salaries and so 
much foreign buildings and they don't add up to $707. 


MR. FELDMAN: Yeah, the $707 million supplemental have four 
parts: Two hundred thirty-seven million five hundred thousand 
is in salaries and expenses, four hundred fifty-four million 
five hundred is in buildings, ten million is in 
counter-terrorism research and development, and four million 
eighty hundred and forty thousand is in anti-terrorism 
assistance. Those four reach $707 million. Depending on which 
committees you're talking to, they under their purview 
different sets of those accounts. So it all depends --— as was 
said earlier -- it all depends on what the committee has in 
their jurisdiction and the number changes. So the two 
components that constituted $692 million that you referred to 
yesterday those were just salaries and expenses and the 
buildings program. The number that I was using included 
counter-terrorism, research and development, and anti-terrorism 
assistance. 


QUESTION: Could you comment on this counter-terrorism research 
and development program, $10 million program? 


MR. LAMB: This is an inter-agency program. And incidentally 
when we're talking about the security program, we're talking 
about a national program. In fact, the State Department 
represents in most cases a minority of the people who actually 
populate the embassies in the field. This is another example 
where State is taking the lead in its role as the 
counter-terrorism coordinator for government to sponsor some 
R4D that's of interest not only to State but to FAA and FBI and 
other organizations. 


QUESTION: Can you tell us a little bit more about what kind of 
R&4D you are talking about? 
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MR. LAMB: Yeah, let me just give you generic example. 

Frankly, I'd like to get some. But we are doing some work in 
the State Department on bomb detectors, methods of determining 
on whether people have explosives on their body or in their 
vehicles. Now that is something of obvious importance not only 
to us but to FAA and others, and that's the kind of research 
I'm talking about. 


QUESTION: When you talk about anti-terrorism assistance, what 
does that cover? 


MR. LAMB: Anti-terrorism assistance is a very small program of 
assisting foreign governments in the protection of our 
facilities. We find that many under-developed countries there 
is just not the capability that we would like to see in their 
local police forces, and we are doing some very limited 
assistance when it is directly related to the protection of our 
facilities. 


QUESTION: As I understand it over the entire history of the 
State Department, you've only built a hand full of embassies. 
What makes you think that the Department has got the capability 
to spend $454 million and build four score embassies in the 
next few year? 


MR. LAMB: You're premise is wrong. We build a substantial 
number of embassies. We have 262 foreign service posts over 
half of which are embassies. Our construction program has been 
a small one. 


In 1985, before we got the security supplemental, our capital 
program was two buildings. Congress had authorized the money 
for two buildings only. In fact, we had a fairly good record 
in recent times in our construction. We got in 1985 security 
supplemental, the money for 13 security projects primarily in 
the Middle Eastern area -- places where we were very concerned 
about --— and of those 13 projects, 8 of them are either ahead 
of schedule or on schedule now over a year into the program. 
The ones that are behind schedule are behind schedule because 
we have had trouble locating sites or getting government 
permission to build. So our construction record is not bad. 


QUESTION: I have a question on military assistance, the term 
“earmarking"” had come up. Which of the commitments, 


Presidential or otherwise, to countries that make them semi or 
totally earmarked; Philippines, Korea, Turkey, how would you -- 


MR. BAVERLEIN: First of all the term “earmark” kind of refers 
specifically to an action taken by the Congress within an 
appropriation bill saying that “of the amounts appropriate, you 
must spend so much on this country and this country." So from 
the standpoint of that, that kind of an action we end up with a 
hand-full each year. 
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Egypt and Israel are always earmarked by the Congress. This 
year they earmarked some assistance for Tunisia. Turkey and 
Greece were earmarked, in effect, by maximizing limits on 
Turkey and then requiring that the ratio of 7 to 10 be 
maintained. But to answer the other part of your question and 
it gets into the basic issue of why we are asking for what we 
are asking, there is very little flexibility from our 
prospective in the program that we have laid out. 


Once you take care of the highest priority -- Middle East peace 


process, partners of Israel and Egypt -- fund the base-rights 
countries to the levels that we have made commitments to these 
countries to make our best efforts to fund, get into -- and 


those countries by the way are Spain, Portugal, Greece, Turkey, 
and the Philippines. 


The next category in terms of priorities is the military access 
Front—-Line states, there are a hand full of them there. 
Front-—Line states being those who face aggression across their 
borders like the Korean with the North on the other side. 

These countries is were you start getting into -- you want to 
provide them with the maximum amount of assistance possible but 
until Congress earmarks them that's were some of your 
flexibility comes in. But those include Korea, Pakistan, 
Thailand, some of the access states, Kenya, Sudan, Morocco, 
Oman -- there are a few others in the category, I can't think 
of those off the top of my head. 


Then you get into the very high priority Central America 
program where, again, in terms of what it is that you can 
provide those programs are put together very carefully in terms 
of specific objectives that they are trying to achieve. You 
don't have a lot of flexibility in manipulating that money 
around. When you are done with all of that, you have perhaps 
30 or 40 countries left but they are very small programs. 
They're important programs but they are very small programs. 
So the actual dollar value becomes minimal. When we put it 
together and then we look at it at the other end of the 
pipeline when the money has finally been appropriated, trying 
to divide those resources up as we had to in 1986 is an 
extremely difficult process. 


QUESTION: Can we look at the Philippines as maybe an example 
case? Couple of initial questions, the ‘87 request is only 
marginally lower than the ‘86. Yet the President has said that 
if there are free and fair elections and everything goes honky 
dorey over the next few days, the Philippines can look for a 
lot more. So where is the flexibility that would allow a lot 
more for the Philippines? 


MR. BAUERLEIN: Well, first of all, what the budget has in it 
right now is required to fullfill our commitment with respect 
to our base rights agreement We have a five-year agreement 
and we have agreed to provide a certain amount of assistance - 
$900 million, combination of economic and military -- over that 
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five-year period, and each year we have asked for funds in the 
ratio that we had agreed with the Philippines. Congress for 
the past two years has re-mixed the money, putting more on the 
economic side than the military side. So what is in the budget 
right now reflects essentially the reality of trying to meet 
that base rights commitment. 


With respect to future levels of assistance, I think that we 
have to see what happens there. Depending on what happens 
there, the President has -- I haven't seen the statement but if 
there is movement in these areas and the conclusions are that 
the reforms that we are interested in are occurring or going to 
occur then we will have to cope with it. It's not in the budget 
presentation right now. There are a lot of things that we 
would like to do that aren't in that budget presentation. To 
say it technically, when you put that thing together, we 
started over a year ago to put that budget together. A lot of 
things have changed over that period of time, the world doesn't 
stop, new requirements come to the fore, somethings fall out. 
But there comes a point in which you've got to stop and lock up 
the numbers and go forward with the budget document, but the 
world doesn't stop either. So there are a lot of things we are 
looking at that aren't in there that we are going to have to 
find a way to deal with as time goes on and as was mentioned 
earlier under the Gramm-Rudman rules this may not be the 
easiest thing to do. 


QUESTION: The 50 million concessional FSM. What is that? Is 
that a grant, is that low interest, what is that? 


MR. BAUVERLEIN: Concessional FSM is -- for budgetary terms -- 
is defined as loans at 50% of the market rate of interest, but 
not less than 5% over a period of twelve years. For the 
five-year grace on principle payments, paying interest during 
that period of time 7 years paying off both principle and 
interest. So it half of the market rate, not less less the 5%, 
twelve year, 5S-years grace, 7 years repayment. 


QUESTION: What would be the interest specifically for the 
Philippines? Do you have a number? 


MR. BAUVERLEIN: If we have those funds they would be offered 
under those terms. 


QUESTION: What would be the range? 


MR. BAUVERLEIN: Well, we have -- in our market range loans, we 
have great latitude in terms of the payback. Not in terms of 
the interest, but in terms of the length of time of the 
payback. But we have said for the concessional programs, those 
terms 5-year grace, 7-years payment, all concessional loans 
They're justified based on those assumptions right now. 


QUESTION: Question on Guatemala When the President-elect of 
Guatemala, Vinicio Cerezo, was here in January, he had on a 
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number of occasions said that he would ask the Reagan 
Administration to withhold military aid. I now see that you 
appropriated $5 million for ‘86 and $10 million in military aid 
for ‘87, could you explain how that -- 


MR. BAUERLEIN: We could have appropriated -- 
QUESTION: How are you -- 

MR. BAUERLEIN: We requested it. 

QUESTION: Requested. There is $5 million for ‘86 -- 


MR. BAUVERLEIN: There's $5 million that is included in the 
allocations for 1986. Basically, what we are trying to do with 
respect to Guatemala is -- the President has said those things 
and he has to address himself to his economic problems first 
and several of our aid programs are aimed in those directions. 
What we are trying to do is we know that he's going to need our 
assistance as he goes along, and he very well may require some 
modest amounts of military assistance. He has an insurgency 
problem of his own to deal with, and what we are trying to do 
is in effect hold that money so that it is available to them if 
and when he does ask. 


QUESTION: A housekeeping thing, so I understand how I can go 
about doing what I have to do. In order to compare the FY -- 


MR. BAUVERLEIN: There's no easy way to explain it, I'm sorry. 


QUESTION: I'm sure there isn't. In order to compare the ‘86 
request with your new request for ‘87, we have to look in the 
back of the AID book for the '86 request and in the other 
loose-leaf pages for the ‘87 request, is that correct? Is that 
a correct comparison or is that comparing apples and oranges? 


ME. HUMMON: In our book we have ‘85 tables, all spigots, and 
then there is another - there is a next set of ‘86 tables, all 
spigots, and then there is ‘87. So 1 think everything is 
covered in there. Now I don't know these other -- the other 
tables -- 


QUESTION That's my question. Are these other tables 
equivalent to the ones that are in -- 


MR. HUMMON: It should be all consistent You know, the 


figures are all consistent. Whether they are set up -- maybe 
we can spend a couple of minutes with you afterward and maybe a 
general type of question -- Basically the figures are all 


suppose to be consistent And just speaking for our book, if 
you look at it we have one set of ‘85 all counts, one set for 
‘86 all counts, and one set for ‘87 all counts 


QUESTION: (inaudible) supplemental? ‘86 supplemental request 
in that stack No, no, in those three sets you just mentioned 
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That's included in the ‘86 -- it said estimated ‘86, right? 


MR. BAUERLEIN: That's right, but in the materials that you 
have, there's only one foreign assistance supplemental in the 
economic/military assistance categories or security assistance 
categories. There is only one supplemental, and that's the 
$4.8 million for anti-terrorism assistance that's associated 
with the Inman proposals. 


“S©STION: I thought that you all requested a billion dollars 
-.t ‘86 supplemental for all your various programs? 


MR. BAUERLEIN: Those are essentially State Department 
security-related activities . There are a couple of small 
supplimentals for the Bureau for International Broadcasting and 
the U.S. Information Agency. And there is a $50 million item 
-- that $59 million that you are referring to is -- well I 
don't know if the number is 59, I think there is a net 19 
somewhere. Net of 19. That consists of a $40 million 
recession proposal that is against the International 
Organizations and Program Account; a $9 million re-estimate 
which basically is a receedy re-estimate between several months 
ago and now; and a $50 million item that is called -- that is 
contained in the budget as “proposed for later transmittal," 
it's in the numbers but we haven't made a request against it. 
It's merely called “foreign assistance contingencies." 


QUESTION: Can someone explain the significant increase for 
Jamaica? Under which category would that fall? Ffront-Line 
state, base-right state (laughter). 


MR. BAVERLEIN: Central America and Caribbean. 
QUESTION: Is it facing an insurgency at this point? 


MR. HUMMON: I'm sorry, I don't know what figure you are 
referring to. 


QUESTION: For Jamaica. The financial increase in -- according 
to the papers I have -- 


MR. BAVERLEIN: I think part of the problem -- First of all, I 
see you have another copy, lengthy copy -- long copy -- on that 
table, I would ask that if anybody has copies of those that are 
dated earlier than yesterday, please throw them away. There 
are a number of them around and the reason that -- one of the 
reasons that they were not distributed earlier is that they 
were not locked-up until yesterday But anyway -- 


QUESTION: They weren't locked until yesterday? 


MR. BAUERLEIN ~~ @ number of figures changed quite a bit over 
time I'm not saying that in fact they changed, I'm saving 
they weren't gotten correct on those tables until yesterday 
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QUESTION: Well, could you -- 


MR. BAUERLEIN: But the problem that I think we have on a lot 
of these countries is that we are looking at, again, you've got 
to think about what it is that we are comparing. Yes, in the 
request that we have before the Congress, there are a lot of 
countries that appear to have significant increases over the 
'86 levels. But those ‘86 levels that people are looking at 
are based upon first of all in the foreign assistance area, a 
$1 billion reduction we took in the appropriations process that 
we had to somehow spread. We only had so much to go around. 

So there was a billion dollars that immediately came off top of 
our request. And an additional 600 and some million dollars 
that came out of the program as a result of the Gramm-—Rudman 
reductions. So there are a number of countries that we had 
requested additional resources for that we weren't able to 
provide because of the facts of the budget reductions. 


The programs in those countries haven't changed, our 
requirements in those countries haven't changed, and the 
economic requirements in Jamaica haven't changed. They have 
some fairly severe economic problems that they are facing. So 
what we are trying to do in our ‘87 presentation is to restore 
resources to the levels that we have sought now for the last 
couple of years, are required to meet our objectives. 


QUESTION: But you just listed a lot of things that haven't 
changed, but one of the things that you didn't list is the 
pressure to reduce the spending also hasn't changed since 
Gramm-Rudman to have the effects you just referred to. So, why 
is it unfair to make the comparison that some of us are making? 


MR. BAVERLEIN: I didn't say it was unfair. I'm trying to 
explain it. And the basic answer to your question is -- 


QUESTION: -- increase, it's a large increase compared to what 
this country felt it was able to afford in FY-86. 


MR. BAVERLEIN: And that increase has been accommodated within 
the budget the President has presented to the Congress. The 
budget that he has presented to the Congress is in compliance 
with the Gramm-Rudman law 


QUESTION: Right, but it's not unfair to make -- to say that 
the State Department or the foreign aid budget is making a 
substantial increase at the expense of other, let's say, 
domestic programs because that is the Administration's 
priority? That's correct, isn't it? 


MR. BAVERLEIN: I think that the facts are that in order to get 
to that $144 billion deficit target, there was an awful lot 
that had to be taken out of the budget, yes. 


QUESTION Have you received substantial increase or not? 
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MR. HUMMON: It will if we get what we asked for. 


QUESTION: On your proposal, you are asking a substantial 
increase for Jamaica. 


MR. HUMMON: An increase, that's right. I'd just like to note 
one thing in terms of our ‘86 levels, as Bob was talking about 
in the constriction we are faced with in terms of meeting 
requirements around (7), including for Jamaica which is very 
important in terms of U.S. foreign policy interests as I'm sure 
you are aware. Our total earmarks in ‘86 where $2.3 billion 
out of the total availability of $3.5 billion in the 
appropriation in ESF. That means in our request there is over 
$4 billion, so when you are restricted back like that plus you 
got earmark that we were counting on and we respect the 
Congress right to make earmarks. I mean, that's -- you know 
But when you're tied down like that that makes it much more 
difficult and so you carry over this, some of your priorities 
into the next fiscal year, and this is an example of that in 
Jamaica which is important to our interest where some things 
are happening but where there's tremendous economic 
difficulties at the same time. 


QUESTION: Can you run us through the Africa budget given the 
fact it was such a hot item last year and so supplimentals had 
to be done? 


MR. HUMMON: Yes, I would be pleased to. On the economic and 
development part first. I was looking for that one little 
table that shows us what our -— We have shown an increase in 
ESF. We try to maintain -- because of the severe nature of the 
problems of poverty and development requirements in Africa -- 
we try to maintain adequate levels of assistance there, and in 
our ‘87 budget for Africa we have, for example, included $75 
millions for the Policy Reform Program as an example. We show 
an increase -- I don't have an exact percentage and perhaps we 
can give that to you afterwards -- we have a fairly significant 
increase in ESF that we are proposing for Africa. 


We're maintaining about the same level of development 
assistance or DA levels that we had in the past Our PL-480 
program levels will be going down somewhat under the Title LI 
side because the -~ while there is still serious famine 
problems in pockets of Africa the situation is changing as 
policies are changed and as rains have come and harvest have 
gotten better. 


Also, I just might note on the PL-480, that while there is a 


reduction in the levels there that you can .- because of the 
fallen prices in commodities, we are able to ship essentially 
the same amounts of tonnage that we had -- you know, it was 


lower levels 


QUESTION Couid you just say what that tonnage is going to be? 
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MR. HUMMON: What the amount is? 
QUESTION: Well, in terms of tonnage. 
MR. HUMMON: I don't have that. Larry do you have that? 


LARRY: Title 186 is 5.2 million and Title 187 is also planned 
at 5.2 million. Title II 86 is about little over 2 metric 
tons, maybe 2.2 something. 87 Title II is 1.9 legislative 
subminimum but the 86, of course, includes the carry-in 
supplemental from the 85-86 supplemental. That's why it's up a 
little. 


MR. HUMMON: In summary, on the economic side Africa continues 
to be a very important priority of this Administration and of 
AIO. 


QUESTION: Could I ask the $5.3 billion question, what is the 
rational for such large monies going to Israel and Egypt? Can 
you just state succinctly the rational for that? 


(Laughter) 


MR. HUMMON: It's a fair question. It's, you know -- the 
Middle East peace process is extremely important to this 
Administration and there are economic difficulties particularly 
in the case of Egypt where there are a variety of development 
needs We are trying to assist in that and some progress is 
being made. The exact amount is worked out, of course, with 
the Congress and there is a Congressional earmarking, I might 
note, on the specific funds that we have at the present time. 
But it is part and parcel of that entire policy fabric, and 
obviously strong political connotations to it. 


MR. RAUERLEILN Let me just try to sum it up by saying that 
those two countries are critical to any maintenance of peace, 
or any promotion of peace in that region of the world which is 
critical to our national interests. On the economic side, both 
of those countries have severe economic problems They are 
both faced with enormous debt burdens. The economic assistance 
that we provide helps to provide stability to their economies, 
and helps in the case of Egypt to develope sectors of the 
economy that are well behind where they should be 


On the military side -- both of these things work in tandem. 
You can't have economic stability if you have an external 
threat You've got to be able to devote resources to both 
economic development and preserve your security On the 
military side, the programs we provide those countries have 
both been worked out very carefully with respect to what their 
capabilities are and the threat that they face The programs 
that are funded take those things into consideration, and are 
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them maintain the internal stability that is required for them 
to carry out a program of promoting peace and economic 
stability within their own countries. 


@ deemed by the Administration to be what is required to help 


QUESTION: Thank you, Bill. 














DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
BACKGROUND BRIEFING 
ON 
LIBYAN SANCTIONS 
FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 7, 1986, 2:00 P.M. 


MR. KALS: Gentlemen and ladies: As promised, a 
BACKGROUND session on the Libyan sanctions. You're familiar 
with both*your briefers. This is attributable to senior 
Administration officials. 


FIRST ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Ladies and gentlemen, 
as you know, you've been given a three- or four-page 
description, I believe. Is anyone missing that? I think we 
have some copies here. That is an announcement of what the 
Administration has done and what has happened thus far with 
respect to the sanctions that were imposed in early January. 


We're here to answer any questions you may have about 
any part of the sanctions program. 


Q I'd like to ask about the oil companies. It's 
unclear to me from the language in that Section 3, can the oil 
companies transfer their assets and equity to foreign 
subsidiaries? 


SECOND OFFICIAL: No. 


Q Where does that-- fs that under -- How are 
they, then, supposed to arrange their disposition so it's not a 
windfall to Qadhafi ? 


SECOND OFFICIAL: Well, they would have to do it by 
direct negotiations between themselves and the Libyans. 


I might say that what you have in front of you are 
some general guidelines that have been approved between the 
Secretaries of State and Treasury. As we've mentioned before, 
the way the oil companies are going to get answers to their 
specific questions, just as the way any company will get 
answers to specific questions, will be in the form of a written 
request to Treasury's Office of Foreign Assets Control, laying 
out the particular facts in each case. 


We will then go back with a response based upon these 
principles, and I think facts like that, Bernie, would probably 
get picked up in the course of that more specific response that 
would be going back beginning this afternoon. 
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FIRST OFFICIAL: There might be a proposed license 
application where there could be a transaction that would be 
legitimate or consistent with the policy of the Administration, 
which might involve some foreign subsidiary of an American 
company, in which case it would be permitted; but as a general 
principle, can an American company avoid or evade the rulings 
of the Administration with respect to the sanctions by using a 
foreign subsidiary to do what the company itself could not do? 
The answer to that is no. 


Q No. I didn't ask evade; I'm just trying to get 
at what the five companies do to avoid a windfall. Now, you 
seem to be saying that they can transfer with a license to a 
foreign subsidiary of this. 


SECOND OFFICIAL: No, I don't see anything being 
transferred to the foreign sub. That was one of the, I guess, 
issues being batted around earlier; that is, the notion that 
there'd be somehow a transfer of an equity interest to a 
subsidiary. That's not going to happen. The equity interest 
will remain with the parent, and it is the parent's 
responsibility to operate that asset in a way to avoid it 
falling into Qadhafi's hands, while at the same time continuing 
to work with the Libyans and, in some limited cases, others to 
try to dispose of those assets. 


Aas my colleague suggested, they might be able to use 
their subsidiary personnel in Europe as part of that 
disposition process, but it is not a matter of just shifting it 
to Europe and then letting the European subsidiary march forth 
without any direction from the parent. 


FIRST OFFICIAL: There was a question here earlier. 


Q Yes. What if the only way to prevent a windfall 
for Qadhafi were to transfer to a foreign subsidiary? 


SECOND OFFICIAL: I don't think that that would be the 
only way you could prevent a windfall. 


Q So what are the options? 
FIRST OFFICIAL: There's no need -- The American 
company -— What we've done is, we are permitting certain 


American companies to continue certain activities on specified 
conditions themselves. They can continue those activities 
themselves. We didn't see any purpose in some suggestions that 
have been mooted around -- I saw them in the newspapers -- that 
the American company should transfer their operations to a 
foreign subsidiary, and thereby they'd be able to do what they 
otherwise would not have been able to do. 
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If it makes sense to allow an American company to do 
something to avoid a windfall to Mr. Qadhafi and Libya, it 
makes sense to allow that American company to do it and not 
force the- American company to transfer that operation to a 
subsidiary to do it, and that's what we decided. 


Q What kind of time period are you envisioning for 
these extensions? 


SECOND OFFICIAL: Well, each of the licenses that will 
be granted is revocable at any time, and what we are going to 
do is to continue to monitor the company's activities as they 
move toward the ultimate goal, which is the termination of 
their relationship with the Libyans. I don't think it would. be 
useful to discuss any set time period. One of the ways you're 
going to insure an arm's length transaction with the Libyans in 
terms of selling these assets, I think would be to give the 
companies sufficient time to arrange an orderly disposition, 
and yet they know that our goal is that they do that as 
expeditiously as possible. 


The way that you avoid the windfall is rather, than 
just giving him those assets and the associated income stream, 
you make him pay a fair price for,it. So those things might 
eventually go into his hands, but he will have to pay something 
for it. 


Q So, in other words, there will be a status quo 
for the time being, then, for the oil company? 





FIRST OFFICIAL: Well, keep in mind that there will be 
some very substantial incentives on the oil companies to 
withdraw entirely, to negotiate a sale, because the profits 
that they will be earning from these operations will be going 
into an escrow account which the United States Government will 
control, and because they will have to regularly report -- we 
don't want to go into the details of that -- but they will have 
to regularly report to Treasury, and we will see on their 
efforts to dispose of those properties. 


SECOND OFFICIAL: But let's go back, if I[ could, 
Bernie, just to your status quo point. It seems to me that 





what you have as the status quo prior to January 7 was a 
situation where these American companies were involved in the 
lifting of the oil, the selling of that oil, shipping, — 
distributing, re’ining. All we're allowing them to do right 
now is to continue to sell their equity share, so they are out 
of the lifting business, out of the shipping business, out of 
distribution, and out of refining. They can do only those 
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actions attendant to being able to sell that asset, either sell 
the oil, and therefore, keep whatever profit they reap out of 
Qadhafi's pockets, but also to sell that asset over the longer 
term to Qadhafi or some Libyan entity. 

. If it has to be sold to a Libyan entity or 
Qadhafi only, how can you talk about trying to get a fair 
price? It seems to me that it's a distress sale, and the 
Libyans and Qadhafi are in the driver's seat. 


SECOND OFFICIAL: Well, I don't think that's the 
case. And of course, one of the reasons that the President 
made the decision in his Second Executive Order on January 8 to 
freeze the assets was to insure that U.S. holdings in Libya 
were disposed of under fair terms. 


We have now frozen hundreds of millions of his dollars 
as an insurance against that fire sale situation that you 
described. They are still his dollars, still his funds, but 
again it's a hedge against what we would consider a fire sale 
or something other than an arm's length sale in Libya. 


How is that a hedge against a fire sale? Exactly 
what does the holding of those Libyan assets do here? How does 
that prevent the actual fire sale? Can you explain the 
mechanics of that? . 


FIRST OFFICIAL: It doesn't prevent a fire sale as 
such. We are not going to force a fire sale, to start with. 


Q So what -- 


FIRST OFFICIAL: But it does create a pressure for a 
fair disposition. For example, there were claims that 
Americans had against Iran. When we froze the Iranian assets 
here in the United States, we obtained thereby considerable 
leverage to get Iran to the table and to reach some 
settlements, major settlements in the Iranian Claims Tribunal. 
And what isn't being settled is actually being litigated before 
arbitrators. So I think the freezing of the assets does give 
us a considerable leverage, and that will undoubtedly have an 
impact on Libya's treatment of our companies and our citizens 
over there. 


Q What is to prevent just the seizure by Libya of 
all this stuff? 


SECOND OFFICIAL: Well, there's nothing to prevent it 
in the sense that these are assets on the ground in their 
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country, but seizure certainly would do nothing to facilitate 
the release of the freeze that we have on his funds. And we 


communicated that pretty clearly on the effective date of the 
Executive Order. 


Q What is the figure on the seizure of his funds 
here? Has that been -- 


SECOND OFFICIAL: It is as yet not tabulated precisely 
just because of various entities involved and the way that that 
money flows around the world, but we think it's in the hundreds 
of millions of dollars. 


Q What do you mean here by “assets of U.S. 
nationals?" What do you call assets of U.S. nationals? 


SECOND OFFICIAL: Well, “assets” is a broadly stated 
term. It could be actual physical property that U.S. nationals 
have on the ground. For instance, equipment companies or 
service companies that were in the process of providing 
equipment or services to the Libyans may have had a stock of 
equipment there. The oil companies and others may have 
interests in some of the oil field equipment, even some of the 
distributing equipment on the ground there. And also we would 
define as an asset the expected income flow that would 
originate over time from those assets, the fixed assets. 


Q But apparently, you differentiated between the 
assets which U.S. nationals owned and companies. That's what 
it appears to be. 

FIRST OPFICIAL: Where are you? 

Q On the second -- 

FIRST OFFICIAL: Second page? 


Q Yes, on the second item, you said: “U.S. 
nationals owning assets in Libya ..........." they can sell it 
to Libya or Libyan nationals. 


Q "Or anyone else.” 
SECOND OFFICIAL: Are you talking about the -- 


Q U.S. nationals owning assets 


FIRST OFFICIAL: Well, “U.S. nationals" in that case 
would include individuals or companies 
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SECOND OFFICIAL: Includes companies and individuals. 
I mean, that's the legal term for “nationals,” meaning either a 
U.S. person or a company incorporated under the laws of the 
United States. 


Q So given that, seeing that the property of oil 
companies, like derricks and equipment and all that is for use 
in Libya, does that mean they cannot sell to, say, European 
companies that would step in and do the same job? 


SECOND OFFICIAL: That's our position. 
Q We're telling them they can't do that? 


SECOND OFFICIAL: Exactly. While we're asking the 
Europeans not to step in behind us, as we think it would be 
incongruous to be offering it for sale to those people. 
However, if a company has rolling stock on the ground in Libya, 
or something else that it can remove from Libya and sell 
elsewhere on the world market for use other than in Libya, we 
would not have any problem with the removal of chose assets. 


Q Is that what you meant when you said “limited 
other options” earlier? Because that came up before. Somebody 
wanted to use the phrase, “limited " -- 


FIRST OFFICIAL: Wo. It's clearly stated in Item 2 on 
page 2, this particular point, that "U.S. nationals owning 
assets in Libya are free to remove such property, where 
possible." The oil companies have a -- let's say, some 
companies have a 16 percent interest in certain equipment, et 
cetera. That's an undivided interest; they're not going to be 
able to remove that type of property. But some companies may 
have trucks or other types of equipment that would be 
removable. Any equipment or property that is removable from 
Libya and that's owned by any U.S. national will be subject to 
sale, so long as it isn't sold for use in Libya. 











My understanding is that under the 
nationalization agreements, under the terms that they have with 
Oasis, that those companies, even though they have a certain 
share within the Oasis Company itself, have no real claims or 
no real atsets or no real liens against the actual oil in the 
ground. Is that your understanding, too? 


FIRST OFFICIAL: With respect to the actual oil, 
through a process of expropriations and nationalization, the 
Libyan Government now owns all the oil in the ground. The 
American companies had owned some part of that oil. There used 
to be a very substantial amount, and it was gradually reduced. 


This, incidentally, is a good point that you raise, 
because in treating the oil companies' contractual interest in 
the rights to lift part of the oil that's in the ground, it is 
appropriate historically to keep in mind that that interest, 
while it is a service-contract type interest, is the residual 
remnant of real equity interest that were expropriated by the 
State of Libya. 


Q That brings up another point, too, because my 
understanding is they don't lift any oil there; that's all done 
by the Libyan National Oil Company. All they basically do, 
then, is have an equity availability of that oil once it's been 
produced and once it's been lifted. But they have no actual 
lifting equipment there themselves any more. 


FIRST OFFICIAL: That's correct. 
SECOND QFFICIAL: Any more? 
Q Yes. 


SECOND OFFICIAL: I1 mean, they were participating in 
lifting up until January 7th. 


Q Maybe I'm wrong on it, but has not been my 
understanding. 


SECOND OFFICIAL: All right. My understanding is that 
they were participating in that process through Oasis, which 
was the operating arm formed by the partnership of three of 
these companies. 


Since January 7th, when we have prohibited them from 
making past payments owed to the Libyan Government, the Libyan 
Government has been doing all the lifting on its own. So you're 
right in the sense that over the past month they haven't done 











any. But part of this agreement would require the dissolution 
of Oasis, that is, the corporation incorporated in Delaware, 


which has been the operating arm of these three companies. 


. Can I ask you if any companies have now -- I'm 
sorry, do you want to answer that? 


FIRST OFFICIAL: I don't think that's an important 


point. I mean,,I think that in fact we did take into account 
the fact that a total termination of all activities would not 


only have created a windfall for Qadhafi, but wouldn't have had 
much of an economic impact on the running of the oil fields, 
because gradually these operations have been taken over by the 
national company. 


Q The question is, have specific companies already 
applied for these limited extensions? If so, how many, and 
when do you expect to be able to process them and grant them? 


SECOND OFFICIAL: I think we have at the present time 
something greater than 15 and fewer than 20 applications from 
companies -- both oil companies as well as equipment and 
service companies. I would imagine insofar as the oil 
companies are concerned, we could start getting back to them 
with these written licenses as early as today Some of the 
others, particularly the service contracts, and so forth, might 
require a little bit more analysis against this set of 
guidelines that's been set down, but I would hope we'd be able 
to dispose of most of them over the course of the next week. 


I might say, however, that the Office of Foreign 
Assets Control, é@ven today, is still answering questions about 
the Cuban sanction regulations going back 20 years, and, of 
course, we also have sanctions in effect against North Korea, 
Cambodia, Vietnam, South Africa, Nicaragua, and even some 
remnants of the Iran sanctions. So these questions never end. 
What we're trying to do is face up to the major questions. We 
think this will break through most of those 15 or 16 that we 
have at this point. 


Q These are all oil-related companies, right? 
SECOND OFFICIAL: No. Not necessarily. 


Q I mean, they principally serve - 


SECOND OFFICIAL: Not necessarily. We've had some 
other companies come in I think it would not be proper to 
discuss which companies are involved or the types of services 











they're providing, but it would be oil companies which seem to 
me to have a combination of service and equipment concerns; and 
then you've also got service companies that are just providing 
services of various sorts, and then you've got equipment 
companies-who have been providing equipment, which in the past 
has been allowed but which currently is cut off. 


Q Do you know how many oil companies? Five? 
SECOND OFFICIAL: Five. 


Q Have you given up on the idea of giving 
case-by-case exemptions, humanitarian exemptions, and you're 
just going to give a blanket one -- is that what I should read? 


-- if you're a family member? 


SECOND OFFICIAL: I think, right from the start in the 
Executive Orders and the regulations underneath, it recognized 
that there would be an exception made for humanitarian purposes 
strictly for those Americans who wish to stay in Libya because 
they were married to a Libyan national. What that says is that 
we are going to effect the President's decision by granting 
that license. 


Q General license? 
SECOND OFFICIAL: Just a general license. 


Q They don't have to come to the Belgian Embassy 
and get it? 


SECOND OFFICIAL: That's right. We would not mind 
their coming in. In fact, we would like them to do that, in 
part to get a better idea of who it is, is still there, and if 
they have any further questions -- because the general license 
necessarily will be general -- if they have any questions 
underneath it, we would certainly like to encourage them to 
come forward and ask those questions through the Belgians or 
some other appropriate channel. 


Q What if somebody gets married? Like this 
happened once with Immigration, but what if somebody got 
married for the purpose of staying there? 


FIRST OFFICIAL: There can't be any evasion -- 


SECOND OFFICIAL: We don't have -- 1 was going to say, 
there is a provision in the Executive Order that says you can't 
do anything the purpose of which is to evade the 
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order. With the limited resources that we have in the Office 
of Foreign Assets Control, I'll have to say that I don't think 
we're going to be worrying too much about questions of that 
sort, simply because I doubt that those are going to be the 
major policy-oriented questions that we're going to get. 8ut, 
of course; if someone raises that question to us in the form of 
a specific fact pattern, we'll get an answer back to them. We 
certainly don't have any indication. 


Q Here you get a fake marriage, just get a marriage 
certificate, somebody could send it to them. 


SECOND OFFICIAL: We'd probably have to have somebody 
from INS up here on the stand with us, because I think that 


gets a little bit more into their business. 


Q Could you go back to the discretion on the money 

earned by oil companies? Say a company has ten percent of a 
nationalized company there. What you're saying is they can 
continue to receive income, that ten percent, whatever is sold 
of that oil, it has to go -- whatever is a profit on that goes 
into an escrow account. They're allowed to then make payments 
to the Libyans for whatever they owe the Libyans, right? Taxes 
and -- 


SECOND OFFICIAL: The way you style it, though, 
Bernie, you said that the profits would be allowed to be put in 
there, so certainly any payments they owed would have been made 
before that time to get the net profits, and that profit would © 
go in and stay there until disposition. 


Q On‘the lifting of oil, this gentleman has, of 
course, said that the American o11 companies aren't doing that 
any more, that the Libyans are actually doing that. You seem 
to think maybe the American companies were doing it a little 
bit to some extent. 


SECOND OFFICIAL: Yes. I think they were doing it. I 
think they were participating with the Libyan National 0il 
Company in lifting, as well as that other string of operations 
that I suggested. The Libyans cut it off -- we didn't -- as of 
the 7th. It would have been cut off effective the lst. We are 
allowing a limited exception here, but just for the selling, 
not for the lifting, and, again, because it's our understanding 
that these operating arms of the Oasis partners, of Occidental, 
of the others who are there, were primarily just, as the. name 
implies, for operational purposes associated with lifting. 
Those would be dissolved, and they would get out of that 
business. 
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So the end-all U.S. corporate involvement in 
operating the oil fields, what keeps U.S. foreign subsidiaries 
from doing the lifting? 





SECOND OFFICIAL: I think that there would be nothing 
to keep U.S. foreign subsidiaries from doing the lifting and -- 


Q Iy that part of the roles you might see for them? 


SECOND OFFICIAL: No. We don't see that role at all. 
We're trying to encourage the U.S. companies as well as our 
allies, and, therefore, the subsidiaries resident in those 
allied countries to get out of the business of doing business 
with Libya. 


An express decision was made, however, not to extend 
the reach of these orders to U.S. subsidiaries in foreign 
countries, so we would not have any juridical reach over those 
entities. However, we hoped that by putting pressure on the 
parent from one direction and encouraging our European friends 
and others to put pressure from the other direction, that those 
subsidiaries, too, would be caught in the pinch. 


But, going back to your guestion, we do not at present 
have the legal authority to step in and stop the sub from doing 
© that. If we found an instance where the parent was encouraging 
the sub to do it or was transferring things to the sub that it 
could not do, that would be a clear evasion of the order, and 
we'd take immediate action against the parent. 


Q You estimated economic windfall to be one billion 
or more. In which bracket, I mean, more? What are we 
talking? Five billion? To five billion? One to five, or what? 


FIRST OFFICIAL: The one billion relates to the oil 
companies alone -- the estimate as to the five oil companies 
alone. There would have been a further windfall of several 
hundred million from the other license applications that we've 
seen. But we are not trying to pin down any specific number 
here. 


The o11 companies’ estimates as to what they could 
possibly lose if they were held in default of their obligations 
range far above one billion. We did not want to get into 
evaluating any of these claims. 


The point of our operation, our order, and the 
Administration decision is that there is a substantial 
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windfall, and we think that that estimate is enough to 
establish that. 


Q You don't have a range of this windfall, I mean? 


FIRST OFFICIAL: I don't know the extent to which 
{second official] wanis to go into that. 


SECOND OFFICIAL: I'm sorry. I didn't hear that. 

Q A range. 

FIRST OFFICIAL: Do you want to state a range? 

Q You said one billion. I mean, there's a range? 


SECOND OFFICIAL: I think the range of figures that I 
have heard range from one billion to something over six 
billion, and I think you get then into differences in 
valuation. I think it was incumbent upon the U.S. Government, 
in considering the policy consequences of this, to take a look 
at the most conservative estimate which we saw as being in 
excess of one billion, and we certainly thought that that was a 
significant enough windfall to want to deny to Qadhafi. 


Q Is that oil alone, or is it - 
FIRST OFFICIAL: Oil alone. 
Q Oil alone. 


SECOND OFFICIAL: O11 and associated oil-related 
assets. 


MR. KALB: Who wants the last tough one? 


Q I would like to ask one. Are these companies 
still going to be paying taxes to Libya, which is in fact a 
transfer of assets to Qadhafi during this time period on this 
oil? 


SECOND OFFICIAL: Previously our unde standing was 
that they were paying taxes for a range of operations there. 
Now they will be allowed to pay taxes only on that percentage 
of oil that is lifted, so it gets back to the question that was 
asked, “What will they take away?" They'll take the profit 
away, but they will have to pay whatever the going price is for 
the oi] plus the associated taxes and service fees, and so 
forth 
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Q Will the State Department still permit 


journalists and voluntary organizations, and those types who 
originally got permission? 


FIRST OFFICIAL: Yes. That's an exemption in the 
Executive Order itself, and that stands 


MR. KALB No self-interest questions, Ralph 


(The briefing concluded at 2:35 p.m.) 
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Suesie? STATEMENT Ge THE PRELIDENTi«: DOELECs * 1 Ow 


MEETINGS WIT4 Mawes FIL PP IUOL, MEETINGS UHION Have 


EVIDEUTED THE “Tey so wESTORIC OO0OS OF FRICULTHIP 
BETWEEN OCF FECPLE e Pravee 15 Teal THis E61 &C3' Ou 
PROCESS Wika EN: S. oT Tet PEO LE OF THE Pamir, teers 
STCONCILED Tee Cou Tet Te rhe OF Tat DEMOCRATIC PROCES 
f " TRangcei’ ‘jy a a 
‘e [tua’ ' > F we THER a) Lah " 4 Us. Wh aT 

4 “Pi wh itt ' .f | Te; Sth a Cwaects vitain Tee 


Les? 26 WOUR, ABC rt COUNling OF Tmt WOTES” 


al WUlee SPECIE iCe LY SE RE CONCERNED Oy THE 
wine ew wet) fee +! m @ Lwabue OD ial thee wee 
BOWED TO MANIPULATE CERTA.G RESULTS tm THAT PROCESS 


9 O00 YOU Te¥E Thal CERIOULLY WHIMTELL IGIBLE)’ 


& OF COURSE, AA TarE THeT GERI OUls. MEMBERS OF OUR 
DELEGATION Wael INTEPVITMED ThODE 210 WERE INVOLVED -- 
OVE WITME .£D Teal PuRT CF Ted PROLESS OS CAOULLY aS 
MOVE ATTEMPTED 10 WITNESS O'ER Pants OF THE COUNT 

MVE POINTED OUT, AS & MATTER OF FACT. FOR SEVERAI 

Days THAT VE BELIEVE Teal ManiPUL ATION OF THE COUNTING 
PROCES. WAL TarhinG PLACE iT WAS PHCRETACLE wt RE 
ENCOURAGED Tha’ (1 CEA°"t OND THe wt MOVE OF TO A 
UNIFIED, VERIFIABLE COUNT 


GO) «= SEWATOR «weet Gh Tet (PL (Cal lON, OF @ FRauDUL CNT 
C.LECTION FOR US PO (CY TOweRD Tat PHL PP ents? 


A. Trey PF OB “A fArQus, #00 | wOuLON I want 10 
COMMEN BEYOND '#. WeoRE GOthy TO REPORT 10 Tat 
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te OCTOe FOCT, OF THE UNIFIED COMTI EO tutim. = of 
WIFIED DATA Bast O00 THE QUICK COUNT, AND FaltuiS, and 
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OPEMMESS WITH REGARD 10 THE CANVASSING. CLEARLY, THOSE 
ARE POINTS OF ADVICE YHAT | THINK ARE UMEXCEPTIONAAE. 


GS: CAM YOU EATRAPOLATE FROM THE OBSERVATIONS OF THE 
MEMBERS OF YOUR GROUP Gu THE EXTEN! OF THE ABUSES THAT 
YOU PERCEIVED, AND ALSO, COULD YOU COMMENT On THREATS 
MADE AGAINST YOU, AGAINST TOUR LIFE, aD OTHER MEMBERS 
OF THE OELECATION? 


AS: WELL, LET ME SUPPLY SAY THAT AS ME APPROACHED Our 
TASH, VE HAD & LIVELY DISCUSSION THROUGHOUT YESTERDAY 
AFTERNOON AD EVENING. 1 THINK | CAN CONFIDENTLY Sav as 
VE APPROACHED THE PAST HOUR, VE ARE UNIFIED 1m OUR 
THOUGHTS ABOUT WHAT IS OCCURRING HERE SMD AS REFLECTED 
iM THIS REPORT EDITED, REMLY, 1% THE LAST 1S MimUTES. 
| THIMK WITH REGARD TO THREATS Om ANYONE'S LIFE, 
REALLY ARE WOT INVOLVED IM SPECULATIONS OF THAT 
VARICTY. WE WAVE BEEN VELL -TREATEO BY THE PHILIPPINE 
PEOPLE, AND WE WAVE FELT SAFE AND, AS & MATTER OF FACT, 
WE WAVE GREAT CCMFIDEWCE 1 OUR AMBASTADOR AND THE 
SECURITY PEOPLE THAT HE AND THE GOVERNMENT PROVIDED FoR 
v5. 


Ob: ARE YOU DENYING THAT THERE HAVE BEEN THREATS OW 
YOUR LIFE” 


Rb: | HAVE HO (OLA WEIMER THEPE HAVE BEER OR WOT. | 
HAVE WOT RESLLY BEEN AWARE OF THAT. 


OQ): SIR, THE FULOPINO PEOPLE, LONE US, RAVE BEEN Gi¥EN 
TwO SETS OF FIGURES Thal DOW T MATCH, COMELEC AND 
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UNCLAS SECTION @2 CF G7 Mawila Baaas QUR REPORT TODAY WAS TO SAY THAT WE'RE BOT PREPARED 10 
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WONDER IF YOU 2 COMMENT ON miCH LF THE Teo SEIS OF 

FIGURES WOU BE LHe) AS POPE REL tabi i Al2: WELL, WE'RE WOT GOING TO GIVE ANYONE REASOW TO DO 
THINGS. WE'RE OBSERVERS, MakinG COMMENTS ABOUT WaT 

e?. WELL, | best LG BAe OF Paria THA? JUDUMENT Bf 10ND WAVE SEEN WO MORE, WO LESS. WOT MARING FECOM- 

THE FIGURES © 9! VE CEUER.CD | 6tT APPEARS, 2. ME oat mAVE MEWDATIONS. AND | JUST WO. T CONJECTURE AS TO THE 

POINTED Get, “#aT 1m THE FE rwFOL, was ECL upto PRELIDENT © REACTION IM Amy OF THESE. 

FROM COVE FeCy WEED DS FROT Men) PC) iT Ma, BF 
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WAPPEN, AS iT CEENT wCTUALLY, WHAT DO 1OU THINK THE U.S. 
REACTION May Bi” 


Ald: OUR REQCTICN, OBVIOUL.” 15 GOING TO BE A 
SUBSTANTIAL O't. BUT THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES, AFTER WE HAS CONCULTED WiTH OUR AMBaSSADOR WITH 
THE SECRETARY OF STATE, PERHAPS WITH COMMENTS WE MIGHT 
MAKE TO WIM, WILl MARE SOME JUDGMENTS 


O14: WOT Ally JUDGMENT BEFORE Twat? 


Aid: WO, | VOD Sev THOT ELcH ONT OF WS HOS & POLE 10 
PLAY, BUT THE PRESIDENT will al LESST STATE tmitiatiy 
POLICY «= PREPRESS OF LONOrESS WL wawt OrrOetenr IES 10 
DEGATE THAT AWD DiscuLS Ht al ¢ LENGTH 


O1S. MEMRERS OF COMELEC SERIOUSLY ACCUSED WartREL 10 BE 
& CIA-FINMNCED OFuAti7ATION weal DO YOU Imi ABOUT 
THIS? 


ald WELi Taal Cawtu€d 14 hicut Ow. THE Fact «3 Thal 


DUR COMMITEE 11MOUCLY FELT Teal TWE GREAT EYES and 
CARS OF OUR OBLERVA! ON EFFORTS SERRE THE COvka LOU. 
CITIZENS OF Ware ty THIS 1% & GREAT OPPORTUNITY 


PEOPLE May CF Uli re Li CLED 1% THE WORLD TODey aD WHO 

LOVE DEMOC RoC: APE TRYING TO BE BRING ABORT CHenct In a 
POUT ICal Srcier 9 Wesa®t FRIENDS OF imal PROCESS, 

WD 1 WOULD “Tall Hal Cateconicari y 


Oi PRESIDENT MPMRCOS Seip Teal i CASE US OWhkk éGE 
wOT FRIEWE Y EUOUGN 10 IM THEN WE Witt TURN TO ANOTHER 
POWER OF THE PLGION. WabT OO YOU Tart eBOUT THIS? 


iy «6 t Mave WO COMMENT OW Tee PRE LIDENT PEC ation, 
| BV THF PPE, COMPFRENCE | whoRD weal wf wad TO 
vat 1 Hime WE'LL 20CT Let tT GO at Teal 

7 sttini QR if i TEU wet OU WERE a Unt weicH 
WL WAL OY OULD E FOF Tal eworet it. Thal, oF TER ait, 
W yOete uit! @.h Tet POVte ant vu rennin, THe 
LECTION Meu 1OU “AOE ate Fits OF JUDUMENT aBbOul Tne 
STENT OF THEL) soe if , «a Btiu BEPORTED, FOR 
(aig, Thel 1Ce Jee PEOPLE In ETON Maite wee MERE 
WOl wBit 10 VOTE aud iM!” OL COLD on OPPOSITION 


“TRONGHOLD.”’ 00 100 Have otis Slut OF What THE “PREAD 
BETWEEM BH LEGIT eth Merlo, wore WUD BL enD Trel wnice 
1S LIWELY TO COME Im RFCAUSE OF VOTE FRaUD, ano twis 
MiGWT Givi U. LOM 10La OF wat TWER «Ff MARCO, acTUMLLY 
WINS, WHETHER WE 48> WON LEGITIF®TELY OR Br FRanD 
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WHAT KIND GF WUMBERS OO YOU HAVE? 


Al}: WELL, WE WOT OMLY COULD WOT QUANTITY THE mUMBERS 
THAT YOU SEER, GUT WE OO WOT EVEN HAVE ANY (DEA WhaT THE 
RESULT OF THIS ELECTION IS. OME THING WE'VE PLEAD FOR A 
LONG WHILE + TO COUNT; MOVE ANEAD WITH IT, AS OPPOSED 
TO AL THE SLOCKAGE THAT 1S INVOLVED. SO YOU HAVE ASKED 
AM IPPOSSIBLE QUESTION, AS ME REALLY DON'T KNOW WHAT THE 
SPREADS ARE, MOT EVER SURE WE EVER WiLL, WITHOUT THERE 
BEIMG SOME RECOWCILIATION, SOME EFFICIENCY Im THIS 
PROCESS. 


Gis: GUT HAVEN'T YOU MADE ANY JUDGMENT ABOUT THE EXTENT 
OF THE FRAUD? iF PEOPLE WAVE BEEN ABLE TO SAY 300, 008 
PEOPLE IN THIS AREA WAVEN'T BECW ABLE TO VOTE, SomtBOoY 
1S OBVIGU™ 7 ABLE TO MARE SOME KIND OF JUDGMENT WITH ALi 
YOUR PEOPLE AND STAFF. WAVEN'T YOU YET MADE SOME KIND 
OF JUDGMENT ABOUT THE EXTENT OF THE FRAUD im TERNS OF 
UMBERS? 

Als; THE ELECTION COMTINUES. 
11'S MOT OVER. WE MAY HAVE INDIVIDUAL, PRIVATE 

THOUGHTS. LT VE MOT MAD A COLLECTIVE JUDGMENT. AnD, as 

| MENTIONED WOW, REPORTS STATE THAT Im DUE COURSE, A 

WILL TRY TO DETAIL MUCH MORE THE EXPERIENCES C' VE HAD 
WITHIN THE REALM OF OUR OBSERVATION. o 


G18: SEWATOR, YOUR ASSESSMENT SEEMS a BIT MORE 
DIPLOMATIC THAN THEY HAVE BLEW OVER THE LAST COUPLE OF 
DAYS. DO YOU STILL THINK THAT THE MARCOL GOVERNMENT 15 
“MASSAGING” THE RESULTS? SOLS YOUR GROUP AGREE Wilk 


. YOU? AND WHAT DO YOU SEE HAPPENING IM THE PHILIPPINES 
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SUBJECT: STATEME UT bY THE PRL IDENTIOQL DELEGaTICS 


Ovtr Tr ‘T Oh “Que. +f SOME SORT OF CONCLUSION 135 WOT 
BROUGHT -i Sut” 


Aid: | WAVE WO SPEC LL AT 01 OW THE WERT 2. #ONRS and I 
WOULD SAY SIMPLY Thal FROM TH? BEwinninG | Have 
INDICATED, sD SEVER+i PE“DERS OF Tak DOLL EGATION wave 
PUBLICLY, Teal (7 GPPERPLD Tea? THERE WERE BL OCeacts, 
THAT THERE VERE DE art 1 THE SYSTEM, Teal MamiPULaTION 
OF THESE RESNITL bel 4 WERY CE AL POSSIBILITY | twiuh 
Gu DELEGATION FEEL. PERMOPS EVEN SIPOULER AND That's 
THE INSERTION OF fH! EVENTS OF Tet LAST 24 HOURS -- THE 
iWTLeytEWS Teel UF Mave WED UTH THE COMELEC. OF THE 
FORMER COMELEC Eri cites 


G29 [T ME ASr A QUESTION TO SE! STOR wERRY. Can VOU 
DiSCULS TOUR IWTER VIEWS LAST WIGHT wITm THE COMELEC 
WORKERS WHO WelrLD OUT, AND ARE THEIR CHARGES, IF THEY 
BPE VERIFIED, EWOUGH TO DISCREDIT Tee EWTIME COMELEC 


ot Th 
Coun 


Ale |= LE NATOR FE PR 1; LOPRY | DION’? MEAR THE 
SECOND Par! OF WE QUESTION 


O20. MME THEIR CoakotS, Ff THE: @PE VERIFIED EnOuGH TO 
DISCREDIT TrE COMELEC CO 4! 


ADO: WELL, CHORGES SLOME ORE WEVER ENOUGH TO OIsCHEOIT 
SOMETHING TOTH Ly, AL YOU HOW «THERE 15 PROCESS WERE, 


THEE! §5 PROCES. (6 OUP COUNTRY, a> of RE WOT weet 10 
MAPE THAT JUDGMENT. THeT'. NOT OUR ROLE 1? woul 
CufeRiy Of “OMT B10 THI, Lect wignt) = TweT 
eH! 10 CE inekTisalt lhel 15 al Tae CONE at tat 
COME -- OF wwal . 0 "th! Car OE Malt ABOUT Teis 
CLECTION aD Cite + #1) OF UT FOU, “HIT OELEGATION 
OY VIRTUE OF THE PFE. E 8 E Lh awe Ofeind a? Tet Ergecty, 
BPE GOING 1D wav’ TC 1 GOF &” THOLE BiLEvaetiOn, an> Mang 
twat jupGrmtn' = =f ’ D RCALLY BE IRE PON. Bit and 
patraluet 1009 6 wes Cordier Vila PELPECT 10 TH 
fie.t PaRt oF ti . 1 MET BtTe COME PEEL WHO 
Hal vin cant’ ) vw byte em0 A lelety wile 
THOLE PEOPLE bHO Pel VI VEN Lo Teme bul in 

DISC SION, Vile Phe lle PLR OLEL 290 THOUE OBL AVERY 
we rea Tee TIPE, WE CONMCANOLO That 11 WOULD 
8 rich MUL NO) TO BILD OIWECTLY wile Ter 

wor MAL VE. BEFORE OR wFTER LO a. 10 NOT GIVE 
any w) (MPRELCION OF THE ABILITY TO 86 agit 10 SaT 
THAT (O° WOW ME UTPE INTERVENONG in ways 18 weice 


SHOULD NOT GE AWD 4 Thin Teal was PARTICULARLY 
\MPORTANT PRIOR TO THEIR STatimtnt SO we OID WOT Tae 
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TO THER. WE LEFT THEN FREE AND OPER, OBVIGUELY, TO BE 
ABLE TO TL K YOU. YOU BEARD THEIR FIRST STATERERTS. 
SEARD FOR THE FIRST TIME AS YOU BID THE CHARGES THAT 


G2i: SEMATO. LUGAR, THE OBVIOUS ANOMALY IB THE COUNTING 
Om THE MAP REL TALLY BOARD IS 1H REGIONS | AND AND I! -- 
ILOCANOS COUNTRY, A MARCOS STRONGHOLD. 00 TOU HAVE any 
IDEA WHAT'S GOING OH THERE? THERE STILL 1S GLY ABOUT 
1S PERCERT OF THAT VOTE 1M. OOES THAT STAND GUT aS THE 
SPECIFIC PROBLEM AREA 18 YOUR TALES ABOUT DELAYS aap 
OTHER UNTOWARD PRACTICES? 


A2i: 0, WE RAVE WO SPECIFIC INFORMATION ABOUT 
ANOMALIES IN REGIONS | OR 11, BUT | WOULD Sav 
UNDERSTAND THE ifr uRT OF YOUR QUESTION. WE REALLY JUST 
HAVE WO DATA BLYOND THAT WHICH YOU WOULD Ha¥VE FROM OTHER 
SOvRCES 


@22: DOES IT STRIME YOU, THOUGH, AS AN OBVIOUS 
GOTTLEME CA? 


A22: WELL, | THIte EACH OWE OF US WHO HAVE BEEN 
INVOLVED IN POLITICS ARE STRUCK BY ALL SCRTS OF 
POSSIBILITIES, SUT IT'S WOT MY PURPOSE OF OUR 
DELEGATION’ S TO SPECULATE ON THAT THIS MORNING. 


O23: SEMATOR, GOVERNMENT TELEWISION IS CLAIMING THIS 
MORMING THAT BOTH COMELEC AND MAMFREL HAVE AGREED 10 
CALL OFF THEIR QUICK COUNTS. ARE YOU AWARE OF THAT? 
SECOMDLY, If THAT 1S SO, ARE YOU CONFIDENT THAT IF THIS 
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MATTER 1S LEFT TO Gt ARBITRATED GY THE EaTatous 


PAMEENSA Teal |! FOES ENOUG! CF lek PRESIOEST *¢ 
INFLUENCE TO Cowl Co + FAIR ASSElUr tat 

ai}: Steerer wv. wil Twit, ONCE soaun, tus 
15 BEYOND © F POuLe. OF OGLE SvaeriCs ; wave 

ENCOURECED Ih Oe sitet. Teal tet Gece COunT 
S'TUATION BE -CCEi  +TLD POR COne kD | 6 Thi PeeeE 
1S GREAT va uf "46 ce COUNT LifeatiOn Gut THERE 
S$ WO war FOR Tey "5 jor weet was Com 10 Tat 
CAVASSING Sit! 4) at Tart POINT 


re | euD ThE Pete owe Parfan'a 10 10) RELIEVE Teal tf 


"REY ARE BREIL T ATOR wit. THis Fick vou wits CONF IpemCE 
+Ok 1WE Quiture oF imiL tle Ube 

aza vt’ RE WOT EPPPES. Ny OUR IDENCE BOUT Bwy OL°TC! 
OF THIS PROCES wh aPe CIPPLY OBLER. NG wal VE wave 


SEEN «= AWD) OTH Ite WE RE GO'NG TOULAWE tT at tear 


O25: SENATOR, SINCE Pane OF THE SLL EGED anormal its wits 
HAVE BEEN COMMIT ED ELFORE Tet ative, COUNTING OF THE 
BALLOTS OLGIW, CN [HE PESOL TS GF EITHER QUICK COUNT 
CCUMATELY PEELE CT Trt wit OF Tee ELECTORATE? 


A2$. RIGHT FROM Tht BEGIN WG OF OUR MISTION 14 
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REPRESENTATIVE JACK MURTHA 
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10:29 A.M. EST 


MR. SPEAKES: Senator Lugar and Congressman Murtha are 
with us after about a 35-minute meeting with the President following 
their return last night from Manila, and they will report to you on 
their meetings and their findings. 


SENATOR LUGAR: Ladies and gentlemen, we reported to the 
President that there is a tremendous reservoir of good feeling for 
the United States in the Philippines. We were greeted by people all 
ever the country who believe in the United States; they believe in 
democracy. 


Our dilemma throughout was how to report and to observe 
this election as 20 people in 87,000 precincts. And we used the 
Namfrel group, a citizens watchdog committee as our basic eyes and 
ears. 


We've reported to the President that the Namfrel count 
still continues, and it shows Mrs. Aquino ahead. The Comelec count, 
the government count shows President Marcos ahead. That one also 
continues, and in due course the canvassing results will come to the 
legislature and the election continues and may continue for quite a 
long while. 


So this has a number of dilemmas attached to it. The 
President will have to weigh those. But we saw our job as observers, 
and we've tried to do that faithfully. 


Jack, do you have a -- 


REPRESENTATIVE MURTHA: We said from the very start that 
with a small group like ours, there was no way we were going to be 
able to judge this election, that it would be up to the Philippine 
people. And we tried to be very careful not to interfere in their 
internal affairs. 


We got a tremendous feeling that the people want a 
change, but that's just a feeling as a politician that I got. And we 
reported to the President there was a reservoir of good feeling 
towards the United States with all the Philippine people -- anybody 
we talked to, from the kids on up. 


But I got a sore hand from shaking hands with these 
little kids that kept running up to us when they knew that we were 
Americans, but <- 

Q Senator Lugar -- 


¢) Was there wholesale fraud in this election? 


REPRESENTATIVE MURTHA: Well, let me say this. We saw 
widespread incidents which we reported back at the level above the 
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precinct level. 


You know, the precincts we went into, there wasn’t a lot 
of fraud. But the delay indicates to us there was an awful lot of 
problems. And the Comelec incident worries us -- what happened with 
the 30 people when they walked out of Comelec. 


Q Now, how can you endorse -- 


Q Senator, it was understood here yesterday that there 
is a supposition that President Marcos will find a way to take this 
election for hisself and that the United States has to continue to 
work with him. Did you discuss this with the President? 


SENATOR LUGAR: We did not discuss those rep.. I've 
been quoted correctly in the Philippines and I will say it ...e in 
the United States -- a gut political reaction that the results, et 
least of the count on Friday night, were managed in the sense that 
returns did not come in from Manila, they did not come in from the 
provinces. A quick count was an important aspect of the Nanfrel 
strategy, And it was aborted, it seems to me, by the government 
officials. 


Secondly, it is apparent that the counts continue to be 
at variance, and we finally saw the 30 workers who fled on Sunday 
night who claimed that they were being asked to put into the count, 
or they were putting in numbers and something else was coming out in 
essence. 


Finally, we have reports that Unido, that is the 
opposition party people and Namfrel people have been excluded fros 
the canvassing situations in the provinces so that some of the 
returns now coming into the legislature that will make the final 
decision were done at least without inspection or check and balance. 


And this leads us to believe that the results could be 
managed by the ruling parties who are involved, given the fact the 
President has, under Article Six the ability to call an election. He 
argued over television of the ability to call it off, and he clearly 
has the ability, in my judgment, if it's his will, to manage the 
result. 


Q Well sir, if I could just follow up, what should the 
position of the United States be? You're the Chairman of the Foreign 
Relations -- what should the position of the United States be, given 
this probable situation? 


SENATOR LUGAR: It ought to continue to be just as it was 
throughout our stay. Jack and I again and again addressed the fact 
that democracy is important, the integrity to the voters, the count 
is still important. The election still goes on. 


Our advice, I think to everybody, government or 
opposition would be to count it fair and square. There's still that 
ability to handle it and they ought to do that because that clearly 
is the best course for them and for us. 


Q What if they don't? 


REPRESENTATIVE MURTHA: Well, let me go back. When we 
say it's fair and square, there were some provinces where Namfrel 
people were either chased out or couldn't observe the election. For 
instance, I remember one return was 13,264. We tried to get that 
guy's name to bring him back to help us out here on the democratic 
side. But the point is, it's obvious that in some of those 
provinces, there had to have been some opposition and it wasn't 
coming through at all. 


Q You're both describing a litany -- 


MORE 








Q Senator, will you at all not make a detersination 
that there was fraud in this election and this -- the observers, the 
U.S. Observers who went there will not sake a determination at any 
point that fraud was committed in this election? 


REPRESENTATIVE MURTHA: Let me say this. Our job is what 
we observed ourself. Wow, reports or rumors were rampant. My God, 
90 percent of the rumors we got were inaccurate. We don’t know at 
this point what is accurate and what isn’t accurate. We don't even 
know if those returns that we heard were fabricated and cranked into 
the system. All we know that was reported in the news media. 


We assume that some of the reports that even the news 
media carries are not always accurate. So, you know, we had a hard 
time judging what -- they all tried to use us, and we wanted to be 
careful that we did not make a premature judgment of what was going 
on. 


Q Congressman, though, based on what you're saying, 
you both have talked about a bunch of specific incidents. “sed on 
what you're vaying, what conclusion do you come to? Was i: + fair 
and free election or wasn't it? 


REPRESENTATIVE MURTHA: We think the Philippine people, 
400,000 Namfrel volunteers have to make that decision in conjunction 
with the Philippine people. We don't think that 20 people can come 
to a conclusion at this point -- at this point. 


Q What if Namfrel continues and Mrs. Aquino stays 
ahead but Marcos takes the election? What should the United States 
Go in that case -- if you're looking at Namfrel as the guidepost for 
the United States government? What should we do, should we cut off 
aid? What should we do? 


REPRESENTATIVE MURTHA: Well, I think we'll face that -- 
we're observers in this case and we'll -- Congress wiil have to look 
at that in a completely different -- 


Q United States-supported government -- 


Q Senator Lugar, you're the Chairman of the Foreign 
Relations Committee -- excuse me -- 


MR. SPEAKES: Why don't we raise our hands and try to do 
this orderly? 


SENATOR LUGAR: As legislators, we're going to face that, 
Lesley. I think <= the point is for the moment we still have an 
election going on. I keep stressing that because if you lock it into 
@ situation in which the election has been concluded, I think that's 
inaccurate. 


The fact is, with regard to all of this counting 
situation -- we saw incidents of violence; Jack has pointed out some 
and we've interviewed people on others. One could say that that was 
fraud. We don't know precisely who had helped one way or another. 
In the systematic sense, I believe that the counting situation was 
controlled by the election officials. 


Whether President Marcos or anybody else directed that, 
still they were in charge. That is the government and it has great 
power. It also still has the power, it seems to me, to allow a fair 
count and a resolution of this situation so the people see the 
integrity of the ballot, given all of the obstacles that we've 
already reported. 


Q Senator, before you left you said that in the event 
aid to the Philippines should be diminished. Do you still believe 
that, and did you see the conditions there that fit that statement? 


-_ 
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SENATOR LUGAR: Well, that's premature and we're going 
to, as I say, have that debate. Jack's sentioned that they'll have 
it in the House and we clearly will in the Senate, and it's going to 
be based upon how ultimately -- ultimately in pressing this situation 
-- comes ovt. But we're still dealing with something that's in 
process. 


Q Senator, you said a couple of times that as part of 
your -- 


Q In the summary, though, Senato,, in summary, your 
findings were not such as to invalidate the election at this point. 


SENATOR LUGAR: Well, no, because -- you know, we don’t 
know who won; we franxly don't know who won the election. The 
election is not over. To say that -- to invalidate it is almost to 
take the position that the President, President Marcos took in his 
long interview. And that is, is that I sort of consider -- we're 
playing it by ear, but I sort of considered calling it all off and 
ruling for another 18 sonths. 


We're not going to make any comments that President 
Marcos or anybody else could use -- 


REPRESENTATIVE MURTHA: That's right. 


SENATOR LUGAR: -- to say that we're calling it all off 
~~ bad scene, we're sorry it worked out so badly -- and this was 
something Philippine people took seriously. They were out there very 
courageously trying to protect the vote. 


Q Senator, you haven't mentioned the body count. The 
government admits to more than 30 voters killed. What does that say 
to you prima facia about the nature of the election? 


SENATOR LUGAR: There were 93 people that have died as -- 
when we left from election-related situations. I suppose that if you 
knew precisely the reasons for the death of each and you could 
attribute this one way or the other -- I don't think we're able to do 
that at this point. We're able to note, es you've said, the 
fatalities which are substantial. 


Q Senator Lugar, you said a couple of times that the 
election continues, the voting continues. You hope the governsent, 
though it clearly can sanipulate, will permit a fair count. Do you 
see any way that Cory Aquino can emerge as President? 


SENATOR LUGAR: I'm not going to try to have scenarios 
for anybody to emerge in the sitwation <-- that we're still observing 
the process of how people saw that election and Namfrel hasn't sade 
their own selections, or at least their own final results. 


REPRESENTATIVE MURTHA: Let me say in answer to that 
question that 49 percent Aquino was ahead, but those provinces which 
they weren't able to monitor are a real problem when you see 
provinces that come in that heavy for Marcos. So we're concerned, 
but we hope that they won't invalidate the count, that the count will 
go on and they will be able to consolidate the two returns. 


Q Well, how do you do that? 

Q Well, if I may follow up, during your time there -- 

Q Mow do you do that? 

REPRESENTATIVE MURTHA: Well, we just urge them to, 
that's all. We have said over -- every place we went, we tried to 


speed up the count, and I know a lot of people that were there said 
the same thing and you know the problems, you were over there. 
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Q But if you're already saying that the count fros 
these provinces couldn’t be accurate, how in the world can you have a 
fair election? 


REPRESENTATIVE MURTHA: Well, we Gonm’t want to be in a 
position where -- just what the Senator says -- we invalidate the 
election and give them an excuse to say we'll just gc 3 a8 it is. 


What we're trying to do is take the information we have 
at this point, confirm it, weed out the rumors and then sake a 
decisivo later on. 


Q Senator, what was your role there? You're saying it 
was 20 people, you obviousiy could not make a determination. What is 
-- how do you see your role? 


SENATOR LUGAR: To observe. And we used as our eyes and 
ears Nanfrel, the citizens watchdog committee as well as the press, 
as well as officials of both parties. 


Q Do you expect to come to a detersiration? 


SENATOR LUGAR: Well, we've made some comments that we 
hope would be helpful to the President at this point, but our report 
will be some ways down the trail. 


Q Senator, how do you react to the word that was 
coming out of the adginistration yesterday that the election is 
basically over, we're going to have to deal with Marcos and hold our 
nose even if there was fraud and Mrs. Aquino ought to stop 
demonstrating and join with the goverisent? 


SENATOR LUGAR: [ would hope, Chris, that the other word 
coming out, at least I saw this morning in the papers, was that there 
would be some suspensiou of ‘uccment until we'd had a chance to visit 
with the President. We've done that and we saw also in that meeting 
where Secretary Shultz, SYerretarty Weinberger, Mr. Regan and others 
who may help interpret what we had to say. 


Q Senator -- 


Q Do you feel that that judgment yesterday was 
premature then, that it's wrong tc make that kind of a -- 


SENATOR LUGAR: Well, people are under the gun and they 
are trying to respond to 
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each one of you, but 1 thought it was prudent for them to say that 
since they'd sent us out there they'd wait until we reported -- 


REPRESENTATIVE MURTHA: I think it was premature. 
Q Did you? 
REPRESENTATIVE MURTHA: Yes. 


Q The President said yesterday he was waiting for you, 
Senator Lugar, to present evidence of fraud in the Philippines 
election. Did you do that today? 


SENATOR LUGAR: Well, I don’t think the President asked 
me to present fraud. We did talk about specific incidents and we 
talked about our specific experiences, and, once again, how the 
President interprets those is, finally, his judgment. 


Q What was the President's reaction to what you said? 
Q -- reaction to what you were telling hin? 
Q What was the President's reaction -- 


SENATOR LUGAR: Well, his reaction will be made known to 
each of us in this country in due course. You'll have a chance to 
request that of his this evening, as I understand. 


G Well, did he express any concern about the fraud -- 
or about the incidents that you reported? 


SENATOR LUGAR: We did not ask the President to respond 
to us. The point of the meeting was for the President to give us 
ample time, which he did, to report to him. He's got to collect all 
of this. And I would not want to characterize for a moment his 
reaction. 


Q Senator, you talked about -- you and Congresssan 
Murtha both talked about a reservoir of good will toward the American 
people on the part of the Filipino people. 


SENATOR LUGAR: Yes. 


Q If this election proves to have been, in fact, 
stolen, if, in fact, it seems to be the product of a fraud, do you 
think that reservoir of good will will survive? If not, what 
problems do you see down the line? 


ENATOR LUGAR: Our reactions to events in the 
Philippines are the important thing, obviously. The reservoir is 
there. The people in the Philippines anticipate that our reaction 
will be appropriate. That gives us a very complex set of dilemmas, 
but, nevertheless, it gives us a responsibility. 


Q Well, what is your assessment now -- 


Q If | could just follow up on that, Senator, will 
that reservoir continue? Will it continue to be maintained if, in 
fact, the U.S. countenances what may prove to be a rigged, fraudulent 
election? 


SENATOR LUGAR: We're, once again, jumping ahead -- 
results that haven't happened. And I would say, obviously, the 
people in the Philippines count upon our good judgment, our sense of 
decency and fairness and democracy. A iot of the reservoir of good 
will is based on @ representation -- that's what we're for. 


Q What do you think the communist insurgency will do 
if Marcos stays in office, and how will the people <-- will it create 
more support for the communists, in other words? 
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SENATOR LUGAR: I'm afraid -- and -- definitely have a 
judgment from the military side that he deals with often, but the 
communist insurgency is likely to continue whoever wins the election. 
The point that our policy people have made is that their -- the Army 
must reform. There really has to be an Army that's capable of 
meeting the insurgency. And leaving aside the election, my judgment 
for a long time has been that General Ver ought to go -- we said that 
again while we were there -- and that the over-staying Generals ought 
to go, that they ought to shape it up, to protect their people and to 
protect ours. 





You know, the old argument of whether the bases are going 
to stay is -~ misses the point if our bases are not defended by a 
pretty good Philippine Army to begin with -- that's reformed. And 
that really has to occur. 


REPRESENTATIVE MURTHA: Yes, the communist insurgency is 
increasing substantially and is focusing on the government, and the 
military is not able to handle it in their present situation. Needs 
reform badly. 


Q Will they be able to handle it -- 
Q -- come back too soon -- 

MR. SPEAKES: Jeff, you're on about -- 
Q -- given the fact -- 


MR. SPLAKES: -- your fifth question. Hold up one 
second. 


Q -- said the election's continuing -- 
MR. SPEAKES: Hold up one second -- 
Q -~ did you come back too soon -- 


MR. SPEAKES: -- Miles. Let's take one here, close with 
Miles and that'll be it. 


Q What is your assessment, now, both of you, of the 
capacity of Marcos to continue governing, given the strong response 
to Aquino curing her campaign -- 


SCNATOR LUGAR: Without evading your question, the 
gentleman hasn't been reelected yet and to keep assuming that that's 
just the way it is, I think is incorrect. In the event that 
President Marcos is finally declared by the legislative as the winner 
-- I suspect, you know, we have a different situation then. My 
impression, quite frankly, is he was sending out emissaries -- which 
he admitted over television -- to the Aquino forces that I presume 
that one thing he was trying to find out is what is the price for 
peace. And I think, you know, down the trail we're going to have 
some negotiations of that sort. 


Q Well, what would -- 


Q Senator -- 

Q -- you mean take her into the government? 

MR. SPEAKES: Miles had the last question. " 
Q Why did you come back so soon, if you -- as you say 


REPRLSENTATIVE MURTHA: <-- let me say something on this 
question because I think it's a key question. I think the people 
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want a change, is the first thing I said to the President. And I 
think that any government‘s going to have a difficult time, but they 
want a change. There's no question in my mind about that. 


Q Congressman, knowing what you've seen, what -- 


Q Why did you come back so soon, Senator, before the 
election was over, before the vote is counted? 


SENATOR LUGAR: Simply because we had reached a point in 
which things were stalled in terms of the count. They were stalled 
in terms of the canvass. In our judgment, we had completed as such 
observations as we were going to be able to do, unless we were 
prepared to stay for days and weeks. And we thought our Ambassador 
and the people we left behind staff-wise are capable of doing that. 
We thought it was important that the people in the Philippines know 
-- Mrs. Aquino, Mr. Marcos -- we were coming directly to see 
President Reagan. They seemed to place, correctly, great faith in 
his judgment about this situation, and that's why we returned. 


REPRESENTATIVE MURTHA: And it just reinforces what we've 
been saying right along. We're not going to make a decision -- we're 
not the ones that are going to declare a fair election. The 
Philippine people are going to decide it, whatever we say. 


Q Congressman, what do you expect the House to do? Do 
you expect them to want to cut aid? 


REPRESENTATIVE MURTHA: Well, I think that it'd be very 
difficult to assess. It will depend very much on how this election 
comes out. And I'm not convinced at this point, in seeing the 
results, that we know yet who's going to win this election. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 


END 10:45 A.M. EST 
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The Briefing Room 
10:30 A.M. EST 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Good morning. Let me go 
through the trip, including a special focus on Grenada, itself, some 
regional issucs, and turn it over to my colleague. 


The purpose of the trip is for the President to meet with 
nine Prime Ministers from democratic English-speaking Caribbean 
countries to discuss trade, economic issues, and security issues. 


SymBolically, the visit reaffirms our commitment to 
economic development in the Caribbean, to the security of the region, 
reaffirms high~level U.S. interest in the region and, especially, 
interest in and support for the government of Grenada. 


There will be a couple of initiatives announced during 
the visit, but obviously, we're leaving those for the President to 
announce. 


The host is Prime Minister Blaize of Grenada. He invited 
the President to make this kind of a trip on October 22nd when he 
visited the President here at the White House. You have or will have 
the list of Prime Ministers, so I won't read that. In addition to 
the President, Secretary Shultz, Secretary Weinberger, Don Regan and 
Admiral Poindexter will head up the U.S. delegation. 


Main events -- the plaque-unveiling ceremony to dedicate 
the new airport; the wreath-laying ceremony to commemorate the 
nineteen U.S. servicemen killed in Grenada in Octobe, '83. That's 
at the medical school. 


Q ‘How many? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Nineteen. Bilateral 
meetings with Prime Minister Blaize and with the Governor General, 
Sic Paul Scoon of Grenada; the plenary meeting with the nine Prime 
Ministers, and then a public speech by the President at Queen's Park 
in Grenada. 


Let me turn to Grenada for a minute. Elections were held 
on December 3, 1984 with a very high turnout -- over 85 percent -- 
and Prime Minister Blaize won a very large victory. His major 
objective, I think it's fair to say, has been to reinstill a sense of 
political confidence and political stability. This is against the 
background of the fact that since independence in 1974, Grenada has 
had two governments, both of which were overthrown. 


Eric Gairy was overthrown in '79 by Maurice Bishop, and 
Bishop, himself, was overthrown and murdered by Bernard Coard in 
October of ‘83, leading to the vioience and disorder that ultimately 
culminated in the U.S. action. 


Blaize's purpose, I think, is to show that Grenada can 
now move into a much smoother period in which it can have democratic 
and peaceful transitions. 


- 


Human rights, the human rights record -- Grenada is very 
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good. We just issued that country reports’ book, as you know, at the 
State Department, and it has, obviously, a much fuller account. 


I won't say a lot about the aid situation. I guess 
you'll cover Grenada in addition to the more general points. So let 
me turn to regional issues. 


We have a significant interest in the Caribbean and the 
Eastern Caribbean. In the Caribbean, in general, 45 percent of our 
shipping and 55 percent of our oil imports pass through the Caribbean 
and, obviously, there's a lot of travel back and forth of people. 
There's a significant migration from the Caribbean to the U.S. and 
hundreds of thousands of U.S. tourists go to the Caribbean each year. 


We have an interest in and a concern with drug 
trafficking through the Caribbean. I'll come back to that in a 
minute. We have an interest because these governments are, without 
exception, democratic governments and we would obviously like to see 
them stay that way. 


If you're looking for trivia, I have a piece. George 
Washington's only trip abroad was to Barbados. 


*) Was ae President at the time? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, the first President 
to travel abroad in office was Teddy Roosevelt who went to the Panama 
Canal while it was under construction. 


Q Was Washington visiting Claudette Colbert? 
(Laughter.) 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No comment. 


Q You guys -- you'd be a team here. Sam asks the 
question -- 


Q I like it. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: CBI <-- let me say 
something about CBI. First, the program. CBI was announced by the 
President in 1982. The legislation was passed in August of ‘83 and 
implementation began in January of 1984. It's a twelve-year program 
providing for duty-free entry of a large number of products. That's 
the main benefit. 


The results so far I would say are mixed. We would say 
-- our estimate is that 35,000 or more jobs have been created by CBI. 
On the other hand, overall U.S. imports from Caribbean countries are 
down -- in 1985, down 23 percent. The bad news is that -- 


Q What's the dollar volume of that? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't think I have 
that here. I probably have it someplace here. I'll try to come back 
to it. 


The reason for the decline is that the -- is primarily, 
petroleum imports are down and bauxite imports ate down. Tiat has a 
great effect on Jamaica which produces bauxite. On the other hand, 
there is an increase in the import to the U.S. or the export from 
these countries of non-traditional items. 


One of the main purposes of CBI is to help them 
diversify their economies away from -- for example, one crop, sugar 
economies, in the case of Jamaica, from bauxite. And this is 
beginning to happen. Among the new products are flowers, winter 
vegetables and citrus, and electronic assembly -- for example, 
computer parts -- that kind of light manufacturing. And under CBI in 
the last two years, those imports are up by 13 percent. 
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So we have the sense that CBI is working to increase 
economic diversification. Again, though, it’s only been in effect 
two years out of a twelve-year program. The Presijent will be 
addressing this question of how we make CBI work better while he's in 


Grenada. 
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Economics -- I don't want to steal my colleague's thunder 
-- let me just say that probably the largest economic problem for 
these countries is youth unemployment. They have a very young 
population -- the average age is under 20 on most of the islands -- 
and the key local economic problem is overall high unemployment rates 
and, in particular, the high unemployment rate among youth. Job 
creation is the answer to that. And that’s one of the reasons that 
we will continue to try to push CBI. 

One of the effects of that unemployment is emigration. 
We do get substantial emigration from the area. One percent of the 
Jamaican population immigrates legally to the United States every 
year. 

Q Do you have a figure -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't think I have 
that here. 


Q I know I could find the population and I could -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We can find it out. 
What's the population of Jamaica? 


Q -- unemployment figure for -- 

Q Never mind, I can -- 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Twenty-five to 30 
percent is the general unemployment rate. It would be over 50 in the 
case of youth. It's a problem we have, too, of course, but they have 
it worse. , 

Q You're talking about Grenada specifically -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, I'm talking about 
the Eastern Caribbean now, the whole region. 


Q Do you have a figure for Grenada? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, 25 percent. 
Q Twenty-five percent of what? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Unemployment. 

Q Unemployment. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The answer to your 
question -- 


Q What is the figure? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Twenty-five percent. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Twenty-five percent -- 
roughly 20,000 thousand a year legal immigration from Jamaica to the 
U.S., which is one percent of a population of roughly two million. 

Q And do you have the illegal immigration -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, because there's no 
numbers. You can't estimate what illegal immigration is. 


Q You don't have a sense of how many people are 
leaving the island? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. 


Q Why are we talking about Jamaica? 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We're talking Jamaica in 


Qe Eastern Caribbean. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: <-- because it’s one of 
the largest -- Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago and Barbados are the 
three large entities. The others, places like Grenada, are much 
smaller. 


Q Do you have other data on Grenada? The gross 
national product -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I have it, but -- you 
can wait for -- Well, the population of Grenada is 32,000 -- 


Q It*s in the book. 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, it’s in the book. 
Q I'm like Ronald Reagan, I don’t read. 


SCHIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There you are. It's in 
the »ook. 


Q Tuen why are we having a briefing? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Regional -- Narcotics. 
The narcotics situation -- the -- 


° -- disrupt the briefing -- 
Q Go right ahead -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The only producer of 
drugs in the area is Jamaica, which produces and sends to tiie U.S. 
marijuana. The other countries in the area are not producers, but 
there is trans-shipment through the Eastern Caribbean. And, in fact, 
it is on the increase because we are having more success at blocking 
some of the Western Caribbean shipping lanes. It is true tiat most 
of the traffic -- I'm thinking particularly of cocaine -- continues 
to oe brought into the U.S. <= continues to be air traffic. Most of 
the cocaine that enters the U.S. seems to come by air. 


Q On Eastern. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Some of the sea-borne 
traffic is now shifting from the Western Caribbean to the Castern 
Caribbean. We have evidence of this going back two or three years. 
There's also a small local market for tourists. (Laughter.) I don't 
want to exaggerate tiis problem because it is not large at the 
present and our purpose is to prevent it from becoming large. Une of 
the reasons that we worry about it is this: 
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You nave, in gost of tne islands, very szail governments witn very 
ligited financial resources. The zoney availaole to the traffickers 
is fantastically large and tne possioilities for corruption and 
intigzidation and of distortion of very fragile and szall econozies 
are very great. suying elections, for exagple, that kind of tning -- 
orioces. It*s going to oe a lot easier in a very small island tnan ic 
is in a large country. #e'‘ve already seen wnat can nappen in a 
relatively large country lixe Colezbia. So, tnis is not something 
that is yet happening. It is something tnat we tnink we can stop. 

It is still a ganageaole prowoles out tne purpose is to stop it really 
vefore ic gets off the ground. 





Regional security -- we have -<- tnere is in place wnat is 
anown as tne Regional security Systez. Tne Regional security Systesn 
waS estacolished in ‘32 -- was a reaction to Maurice sisnop'’s Grenaca. 
Uther countries, St. Kitts and Grenada joined in ‘34 and ‘dJ>. fne 
idea is t> have a force available to deal with imaigration on eacn 
island -- imgigration problezs, custozs problems, search and rescue, 
kind of Coast Guard prooleas, and coups. The concept is not to have 
a standing force. 


* Wnat? 
*) Coups. 


SENIOR ADAINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Coups -- Coup d‘etat. 
[ne concept is not to nave a standing force out ratner to nave units 
on @ variety of islands wnich could ose drawn togetner into a iarger 
force should the need arise. And when I say larger force, I's 
talking in tne nundreds, not the tnousands. Five zsemoer countries 
nave organized what are called Special Service Units of sometning 
under 100 zen eacn. So these are very small units out tne idea is 
they snould oe availaple to oe drawn -together, to work togetner 
should the need arise. Tnis is all done under a memorandua of 
understanding. There is no treaty -- memorandum of understanding 
among the countries which will oe represented tnere. de help the ass 
ay providing goney -- it’s under $10 gzillion a year to help pay for 
the special Service Units and to pay for their Coast Guards. It's a 
very small scale operation, out we think, and they tnink, sore 
important, a very useful one and it is directed vy an Eastern 
Cariodoean military leader -- uUrigadier Lewis. 


~ First nase? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Rudyard Lewis. 
S) Do we do any training of these -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We do Coast Guard 
exercises jointly with tnem and that certainly does constitute a fore 
of training and we provide a certain azount of equipment. 


All rignt. fnat’s all I've got nere to say. So -- do 
you want to do -- 


S) DO you nave tne joo loss figure associated sith the 
Grop in imports in the Carivvean jou -- 


+ _ | . —_— »- «& 


.) ile 's got tnem. 


SEUION ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think tne oest tning 
to do now is have our colleague <-- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: All right. ny don't we 
do that. Let's nave my colleague do his oriefing and tnen questions. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'll keep this fairly 
snort. ity colleague nit on tne regional economic situation, 
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namely that we feel we have made some real progress in diversifying 
these economies, but that has been undercut by the enormous drop in 
their basic commodity earnings -- in sugar and bauxite and cocoa. 


The aid program, as evidence of the United States" 
commitment to this region, has more than tripled since 1979 to all 
the islands of the Caribbean and sore than doubled in the Eastern 
Caribbean. 


With regard to Grenada in particular, our aid since the 
rescue mission, including emergency assistance that we provided in 
the weeks immediately following, totals to date about $74 zillion. 
Most of that has been invested in infrastructure repairs. 





Q Is that repairs of things that we did during the 
rescue? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. Well, there is some 
of that. The telephone exchange and the sental hospital, but asost of 
it was not of our doing. It was ten years of misrule previous. 


Q Why the mental hospital? 


Some of you may recall that I was sent by the White House 
as head of an interagency team right after the rescue mission to 
assess Grenada‘s economy and its needs and to design an aid prograc. 
And from my perspective, it has been a startling change in the last 
two and a half years. Grenada still isn’t going to look like 
Rosslyn. It's a little developing country. (Laughter.) 


Q Then why bother to go? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: But compared to what I 
Saw in November, 1983, there has been a remarkable transformation. 
When I was there then the country had been run literally into the 
ground. In ten years, during Gairy’s rule and Bishop's rule, Grenada 
in effect had been de-modernizing while the rest of the Easter 
Caribbean was modernizing. They had literally looted the economy and 
done nothing to maintain the infrastructure, so the roads were in 
universal disrepair, the water system didn't work. In fact the main 
outfall line was broken, pumping raw sewage into the harbor. The 
telephone system didn't work -- there were only five outgoing lines. 
And, of course, the airport was just under construction. 


Nou during that period they seized the banks, hotels, the 
agricultural marketing associations and private farms. They also 
started 18 new government-owned corporations -- in effect, they 
managed their entire economy for their own purposes and mismanaged 
it, because in 1983 they had a minus growth rate of <-2.7 percent. 
This last year they had a positive growth rate of 3 percent. 
Inflation had dropped to 3.5 percent, and in fact Grenada had the 
sharpest increase in economic growth of any island in the Caribbean 
last year. 


Q Are you talking about calendar year ‘85? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Calendar year ‘85. The 
other islands continue to grow, but at a slower rate than the 
PrevsGuse. yeat except coc the Dominican-Republic and Jamaica, which 
had negative growth rates. And Grenada went from zero in ‘84 to +3 
percent in ‘85, so the trend -- 


Q Well, what accounts for that? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: What accounts for that 
is several things, and I'll answer your question in just a second. 


What accounts for it is, one, the rehabilitation of that 
infrastructure -- an airport so they could ship goods out, a port 
that was cleared of blocked ships and roads that worked so that they 
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could get their produce to sarket. 


Secondly, it was also stimulated by reform of government 
policy. The government began to sell off these corporations that had 
been strangling the economy. They eliminated the usury limits so 
they could attract investment, they eliminated exchange controls, and 
they also adopted an investment code that-sgade it attractive for 
people to come to Grenada and put their soney in. 


When I was there in ‘83, if you were a foreign investor 
trying to build a hotel, you were being taxed at an effective rate of 
8S percent. So who would want to invest under those circumstances? 
That's why only one hotel was built in the ten years between 1974 and 
1984. Wow there are five hotels either under construction or about 
to be under construction. 


In fact, there have been 146 proposals for private 
investment in Grenada, 84 of which have been approved by the 
government, 40 of which are in some phase of implementation. Wow, 
most of these ace small. The island is small so the scale of 
activity is s@all. Out there is beginning to be a turnaround. It 
isn’t that visible yet. You're not going to see a lot of hotels, 
several stories high -- that far along, but in the last year, these 
investment packages have been put together, run through the 
government which has established a one-stop shop industrial 
development corporation to speed the things along. The policies have 
turned around and the wherewithal to support them, in roads and water 
and telephone and power -- power was a terrible problem. Wow they 
have uate generating capacity and they'll soon have more this 
summer with the arrival of another generator. And it's beginning to 
reach takeoff. 


Q How much of that investment is American -- those 
projects? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'd have to look that 


up. About 4 guarter or a third of it. A lot of it is European. A 
lot of it is Grenadian and Eastern Caribbean. 


Q Is there a dollar figure on that? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The total? Yes. Last 
year, they approved $31 million -- that's Eastern Caribbean currency. 
That equates to $11.5 million U.S. dollars of investment. And this 
year, they're projecting another $7.5 million of being implemented. 

Q American? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, that isn’t all 
American. That's just the dollar valve. 


Q No, $7.5 million U.S. — 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: U.S. dollars, yes. 

Q What new aid are you asking for? 

SENIOR ®OMIV'STPSTTON OFFICIAL: We're not asking for any 
new aid. In fact, we're gradually scaling the aid down to the level 
commensurate with what we maintain throughout the Eastern Caribbean. 
And because of Gramm-Rudman, the Eastern Caribbean program as a whole 
-- the whole aid program, worldwide, is gradually beginning to come 

Q Can you give us the figure? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. She had her hand 
Up- 


Q You mentioned that the inflation rate came down to 
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3.5 percent. From what? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: it was double-digit in 
the last year of the Bishop regize. 


Yes. 


Q Can you give us the aid figure for *86 and the 
request for ‘87? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The figure is roughly 
$20 million in ‘86 and it will be about $10 million in ‘87, I! 
believe. 


Q That's just for Grenada? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Just for Grenada. The 
Eastern Caribbean -- 


Q That's because of Gramm-Rudman or because of need? 
I mean is that -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Both need and 
Gramm-Rudman. We're scaling down our aid programs worldwide and the 
need is less because that heavy front end investment and 
infrastructure is largely behind us. 


Q Could you finish the answer of what was the -- what 
about for these countries that are there, the Eastern Caribbean -- 
how much aid for ‘86 and ‘67, if you have it. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Just a second, I'll have 
to find that table. I've got balance of payments, trends -- 
everything but aid levels. 


Q I didn’t mean to bring the briefing to a halt. 
(Laughter. ) 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I°1ll find it, but 
meanwhile, are there any other questions while I'm looking? 


Q What about unemployment? You said that it’s about 
25 percent. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Twenty-five percent. 
Actuaily -- 


Q Is that down or -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's down. It was 30 
percent two years ago and we've made a dent in it. It's down to 25 
percent. That's still a long way from where it ought to be. 


Q Is nutmeg still the main export? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 
Q Do we have to hear that joke tomorrow? 


Q What about the unemployment amongst the youth? You 
said that was much higher, and if so, what can be done about that and 
prevent the youth from becoming politicized, which is what happened 
with the overthrow of Gairy? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Unemployment among the 
youth is near 50 percent. As my colleague said, that's a regional 
problem. And what can be done about it is gradually modernizing 
these economies and developing healthy private sectoce that will 
Create lasting jobs. And that's what's starting to happen. 
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Q But is there anything for these people to turn to 
now. I mean, apparently, in the last few years, nothing auch has 
happened in terms of the volume of jobs for them. So what do they do 
with theic time? Is the U.S. worried about that? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Sure, we're worried 
about it. And that's why I say -- look at our aid levels. Even 
though they*ve declined somewhat this last year, they're still zore 
than double in that region and gore than triple throughout the whole 
Caribbean from what they were in the late ‘70's. That's evidence of 
our concern, I think. 


But it*s been undercut by this tremendous drop in 
commodity earnings. Sut it is slowly coming around. They are slowly 
beginning to diversify their economies and, in the case of Grenada, 
you'll see factory shells going up for this light assembly that ay 
colleague mentioned. They’re beginning to move into cut flowers 
which is very profitable. There seems to be an unlimited market for 
flowers in the United States. And winter fruits and vegetables -- 
there's a nitch about this time of the year they're beginning to fill 
with new crops. 


That's how we hope, over time, to deal with it. And the 
CBI benefits are beginning to have an effect. 


Yes, sir. 


Q That loss of commodity earnings, is there a job loss 
figure connected with that you can give us? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't have a -- I can 
try to get it for you if you want to check -- leave your name in my 
office, I'll get that for you. 


Q Some of the -- 

Q We were told that the President is going to be 
addressing how to make CBI work better while he's in Grenada. Is 
that just a discussion of how to do it or is that one of the 
imitiatives we're talking about? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There will be some 
initiatives announced relative to that. 


Now, someone asked about the aid levels. 
Q Yes. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Okay. You want it for 
what aspect? 


Q These countries that are meeting there -- roughly, 
how much aid are they getting and how much do we plan to give then? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: All right. In 1985, we 
gave $442 million to the region as a whole, the Island Caribbean. 
Now, that includes the Dominican Republic and Haiti that aren't going 
to be there. 


Q Where are they going? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Because this is the 
English-speaking leaders that the President's meeting with. 


In 1986, we plan to give $303 million and in 1987, we've 
requested $385 million. 


. $385? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. Back up again. 
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Q Despite Gramm-Rudzan? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Despite Gramm-Rudzan. 
Q Is there a particular -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: But it’s still down from 
‘ss. 


Q Is there a particular country that caused that 
increase from 303 to 385 or is that -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Most of that increase is 
the Dominican Republic, from $95 million to $109 million, and 
pacticularly Jamaica, from $103 million to $153 sillion. 


0 What kind of aid is this? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Oh, it’s all -- it's 
both balance of payments as well as scholarships, investment monies 
for private enterprise activities, health -- it's the whole cange of 
activities that AID provides. 
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* -- increase to Jamaica? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, Jamaica is in 
severe economic straits and, as I said, it suffered a negative growth 
cate last year. It’s been dewastated by the drop in the bauxite and 
sugar markets enc it's naturally a critical country and one of the 
lacgest in the region and vitally important to us. So we recognize 
its difficulties by increasing our AID flows. 


Yes, sic? 

Q is there a -- 

Q -- Gtug problem in Grenada in particular? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Beg your pardon? 


¢ How would you describe the drug situation in Grenada 
in particular? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wot very severe. 
¢ Can we get any -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: They're -- you won't get 
anything down there, if that’s -- (laughter) -- they grow a little 
marijuana, dut just for local consumption -- not much. 


Q Is there a perception that, in the region as a 
whole, that there is any threat from communist or Marxist -- because 
of this huge unemployment -- not just in Grenada -- dut is this a -- 
what's the political perception of this administration about the 
future -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I think my 
colleague addressed that. It*s that they are at cisk, but we don't 
view it as an immisent threat. There's not danger of a revolution at 
the moment, but it's an unstable situation by virtwe of the fragility 
of theic economies and their small size makes them vulnerable to 
influence by a relatively small number of people. 


Q Do you have any projection for what affect this 
investment that's in the pipeline is going to have on the 
unemployment situation? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I can't forecast a 
particular number by year, but we, for example, thins that the 
investments that are already on line for the first part of 1996 in 
Grenada will generate about 640 jobs, but there are 9,009 people 
unemployed. So, that gives you an idea of the impact -- what <- an 
eighth, a ninth, a tenth of the -- 


Q There are, as you know, people in the development 
field who think that whatever is in the pipeline right now isn't 
going to have much of an impact on the employment situation. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We think it will, but it 
isn’t going to be primerily the AID projects. it's going to be the 
expansion of these economies naturally by their participation in 
trade, interregional and with the U.S. and with Europe and by more 
outside investment that’s being attracted to them by the reform of 
their economic policies that are making it of interest to outside 
investors. The whole region, not just Grenada, is moving toward more 
free enterprise economies and that's making it more attractive for 
both European and Asian. As Hong Kong faces being absorbed by China, 
some of that money is beginning to move to the Caribbean where they 
ace getting into garment sewing and other traditional sorts of 
activities they've been doing over in Asia. 


Q Ace there other steps that we can take to remove 
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barriers so that some of these basic commodities won't drop off quite 
as precipitously? 





SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, the President is 
going to address some of that, but -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: While we're here, let me 
Say a word about sugar. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I was just going to 
mention sugar -- and I'll let my colleague -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Stay here. I just want 
to say one of the commodities which is the greatest trouble is sugar. 
And that is not a natural economic development. It's a response to 
bad U.S. and European policy with respect to sugar. 


The U.S. domestic sugar price is now 20 cents a pound. 
The world market price is 5 cents a pound. The result is that 
consumers of sugar in the U.S. are turning away from sugar entirely 
and turning instead to corn syrup as a sweetener. If I remember 
correctly, Coca Cola Company, five years ago, was the world's largest 
consumer of sugar and they don't use sugar now. They've turned 
entizely to what is called high-fructose corn syrup. The result is 
that our sugar consumption is down 25 percent in the last five years 
and our imports are down 50 percent. 


And the result on some of the countries in the Eastern 
Caribbean and, as well, the Dominican Republic is devastating. St. 
Kitt's, for example, earns 65 percent of total foreign exchange 
earnings through sugar. So a $0 percent drop in its sugar quota is 
just devastating for the economy. 


This is something that does not, as I say, happen out of 
any natural economic trend. It happens because of the sugar 
legislation in effect in the United States. 


Q Is there something we can do to correct this? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, tne Peesgident will 
Nave s$o@ething tu say aobout that. Bat T cemind you that #iwa ihe 
signed the faca Dill, he Jid issue 4 statement saying tat he was nvt 
going to veto it over the sugac question, but that he pacticulacly 
Ovjected to te achions that Cungress had taken with fespect ty Suyac 
whieh) will cause got another drop in our sugar quotas, which affect 
Othec countries besides the Caribbean, but in particular, affect the 
Caribbean because it's a aajoc, major export fur these counties. 


Q While goatee uo Greece, Bt the time of the javasiioa 
in *63, baere aa3 concecn in Grenada about what would hagven wien 
several hundiced Greaadian stulents who were Seing trained in Muscoas 
and Cuba cawe back. Dil they ever come back? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Many of them did come 
back. Most of them came back, 


Q And did that result in problems? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: WelT;they're -- in some 
cases, they have -- there has been the reaction that you sometimes 
get when people are educated in Cuba or the Soviet Union, that is, 
they come to loathe the system to which they were exposed. Others 
are involved in leftist political activity, which is now available to 
them because it's a free country. But it has not, in the short run, 
been a major security provlem. 


Q Do you know how many students were involved, the 
number of <-- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I have~to get you the 
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exact number -- I don't. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: [t wasn't nundceds, t'a 
fairly sure. In fact, for some reason, I think it was somewhere 
between 25 and 28 in Cuba and I know that we have 2) of them in the 
United States now. We have taken a number of those that were in Cuba 
and moved them to U.S. institutions. 


“ How many American students in Grenada? 
2 Were there aay -- 
STTTOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: (C don't know now aany. 


2 Do you Know how many Amecican stulents -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: [ don't know. 


2 -- ace in Grenada? 
2 -- programming -- 
2 Are taey stil’ running that ohony -- I aean, excuse 


me -- are t’wy still cunning that -- 


S2NIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The medical school? 
Yes. 


2 -- medical training school -- (laughtec) -- in 
Grenaca? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, they are. 

Q Where is -- 

Q -- institution -- 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: U.S. institutions? 

Q -- sold into slavery? 

Q Arce they in jail? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: What? Those students? 

Q -- 28 people from Cuba -- 

Q 21. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, they're in U.S. 
schools as part of our general scholarship program throughout the 
whole region. Not all of them, but some of them. 

Q Does that medical -- 

Q -- prosecution of the board and that group? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: [t's just 2bout to 


begin. There have been all sorts of delays -- defense motions -- and 
also 
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the loss of a Supreme Court judge who nas just veen replaced oy 
another Cariobean sitting judge that's aoout to hear the trial. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The ret Pectice ate 
and so they had to appoint a new Gatef Justice to proceed with tne 
case which will happen in a couple of weeks. sut most -- 


a Did from natural causes? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. wut most of the 
delays come from defense motions. It‘s a typical thing that we sec 
in trials here. It‘s an Anglo-Saxon legal system so they have 
essentially tne same procedural protections that we do here and the 
defense nas made motion after motion to achieve -- successfully 
achieve delays. ut it’s going to get going now. 





Q Could you comment on studies that have ocen 
puolisned oy awilitary analysts, ooth within and without the 
government, in the last two years tnat reflect critically in the 
invasion in ‘33 in terms of now well our military forces did. There 
are contentions tnat it really was a very poorly executed mission and 
it was only oecause there were so few Cubans there that we just -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, I can't comment -- 
it’s just not an area in whicn I nave any expertise at all. 


Q Is tnere any view wnether it was militarily 
success ful? 


Q We won. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You ougnet to address 
that to DOD. 


SENIOK ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Okay. We can take two 
more questions on Grenada then we'll go to otner questi :’s. 


\d liow mucn did it cost to put the airport into 
Operation after the invasion and who paid for tnat? 


SENIOR ADAINISTRATION OFFICIAL: $19 million ana we did. 
Q Someone suggested -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Iinere were rougniy $5v 
Gillion sunk costs vy tne Cuvans and we added anotner 13 of aid 
money. 


Q Tnere’s a suggestion wy some of tne opposition taat 
political detentions nave increased. What adout that? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: fhat's false. 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: ‘YTnat's tEalse. 
S] Ace tnere any detentions for political reasons? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Tnere are no politicei 
prisoners in Grenada. None, zero. If you consider tne people who, 
for example, were involved in murdering the previous government as 
political prisoners, we don't. we consider them people accused of 
violent crime. Sut I think you'll -- I just want to say one thing 
apout -- anyway, the answer is no. There are no political prisoners. 

A word aoout the airport -- I think you'll see, driving 
in from the airport, some bunkers. Tne Cuoans were actually ouilding 
military bunkers around the airport. fney had built -- they were 
ouilding warehouses also for arms and ammunition located near the 
airport and you will see those. You can't miss them as you drive poy. 
There was a school near tne airport which was relocated away from it 
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oecause tne Cuvans did not want an open site like that with students 
and teachers coming and going every day to witness what was going on 
at the airport. I think you see the school as you drive vy, as well. 


Q nat is your contention as to wnat tney were 
planning to do with the airport? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: On, it was going to oe a 
military airport. They were -- the reason tney wece ouilding -- 


Q You actively reject contentions that it was going to 
oe for tourists. 





S2adIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 
- -- contentions oy fan Am -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, because -- loox. 
If you're going to do -- if you're planning to do tourism, then you 
do what in fact we're doing. You ouild roads, you get hotels ouiit 
up, you ouild tne water services so that you can provide tnem to 
notels. You don’t ouild tourism oy building an airport and nothing 
else. If you're going to ouild tourism, you need the whole 
infrastructure of tourism. And that's what we're ouilding. 


You'll see the &aamada Renaissance -- but tnere are going 
to be several more notels. f[nat's ouilding tourism, not a military 
airporc. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: In fact, wnen we went 
down there in Novemoer ‘33, they didn't even have plans to ouilid a 
connecting road from the airport to the capitol city. we had co 
devise the plans and the idea and we ouilt the road. Now, you 
wouldn't think you'd build an airport without linking it to tne 
principal area of commerce and tourism if that was the purpose. 


Q Wnat is your response to the ciaiams that tnere were 
more Americans killed than we've ever acknowledged? 


StWIOn ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Again, you have to go 
to DOD for tnat. sut -- I was in a different joo at the time and I 
just don’t rememoer tne details. 

2 Can you -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: OxK«ay. tnat's all we're 
going to taxe on Grenada. Now -- do you have any -- 


e) How many students ceturned after tney were rescued? 


SENIOR ADHMIWISTRATION OFFICIAL: How many students 
returned to Grenada, you mean? 





SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You mean Grenadians or 
Americans at that medical scnool? Whicn? 


2 Americans. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I nave no idea, out 
tney're oack to Capacity -- whatever it is -- it’s several hundred. 


*) And there are a lot of Americans there? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Oh, yes. 


) Why isn't tne entire student body being invited to 
the ceczemony? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I nave.no idea who's 
invited? I'm not going myself. 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Oxay. We'll now go to 
any -- do you have any otner questions for ay colleague on 
packground? 


*) Tell us avout the disinformation campaign. 
Q Can you supply any details of this cloudy 


disinforzation campaign we expect from Nicaragua to try to counter 
the President's aid request? 


u I‘x serious. 
2 I'm asking serious questions. 
S) 50 az il. 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, it’s -- 
MR. DJEREJIAN: This is on background. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I know. I know. I'm 
just trying to -- We -- 





Q -- the problena. (Laughter.) 


Q I think the problem that most of us have is we would 
expect, whether it is Nicaragua or any other government that doesn't 
like U.S. policy, to try to influence the American public. But we 
gather from what Speakes is saying that you anticipate something more 
than just a normal, above-board effort to influence public opinion. 
And if so, can you give us some details? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We have the usual 
problem here of -- on the one hand the desire primarily on our part 
-- that is State Department, I guess, the White House to make 
everything public and the desire of intelligence agencies not to 
because they're trying to protect sources and methods of 
intelligence. And I don't know where that's going to come out. 


What is clear is that there is an effort by the 
Sandinistas which goes beyond the usual efforts that presumably all 
foreign governments make to influence U.S. public opinion and 
influence Congressional opinion. That is, one expects, for example, 
that all friendly governments are trying to increase their foreign 
aid level somehow or other. And that's why they hire consultants -- 
or it’s one of the reasons they hire consultants. We're not talking 
about that kind of thing. We're not talking about putting out 
brochures that say, “Come visit Nicaragua.” 


We're talking about a more serious -- Excuse me -- 

Q Is it unlike what Savimbi -- 

Q Let him finish. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: If I can. We're talking 
about a more serious effort to effect the way in which this issue is 
considered over the next -- what -- couple of months by the American 
people and by you, but primarily by Congress. And the question that 
we now face -- we internally now face is how much of this should we 
discuss publicly, how much can we discuss publicly, how much can be 
declassified. That's the question that's currently -- 

Q What's wrong with a serious effort? 

Q Yes, why — 

Q Yes. 

Q I mean, that's what -- 

Q I think all of us find it a little difficult to 
believe that members of Congress and the American public, and perhaps 
even the ogess. won't be able to see this so-called “disinformation” 
for what it is. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Oh, I wouldn't agree 
with that. I wouldn't agree with that. 


Q Well, can you help us understand what you're talking 
about? 


Q Why is it so difficult? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, the -- 
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Q How will we write -- everything we see? (Laughter.) 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Just as an example, 
suppose that this Sandinista plan -- proposal, whatever you want to 
call it -- says there are three main themes -- just pulling a number 
out of the air -- three main themes in our disinformation effort in 
the U.S. We need to get home three main themes in the next few 
zonths. 


Suppose that -- I think it's of use to you, frankly, I 
mean, suppose that you look back -- we look back -- we all look back, 
Congress looks back at the reporting that is coming out of Nicaragua. 
I don't just mean the American pre by world press -- and says, 


“Gee, three things are coming out ss it be that there is an 
association between what the Sand «\.°:. are dedicating their press 
efforts and assets to and that whi * Bitting wire services or 


which is hitting -- because, you F::ow, they have a ability -- all 
governments do, in a sense -- to create news by diverting your 
attention, and, therefore, ours, to certain issues. Is it nct of 
some utility to know -- look, their focus is on issue X. And isn't 
it interesting that all over Nicaragua they are pushing us -- 


Q What's so sinister about that? 
Q What's wrong with that? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: What's so -- I'm not 
suggesting that it is a federal crime. 


Q No. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm suggesting that it 
is worth knowing about. 


Q I mean, if the President -- 
Q Yes, but you won't tell us. 


Q If the President proposes to send arms to Jordan, 
and the state of Israel says, “We want to oppose that,” and develops 
three main themes and if, in fact, reporting from Israel reflects the 
state of Israel's three main themes -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, it's not a federal 
crime. 


-- I, frankly, don't -- Not only is it not a federal 
crime, I don’t see what the case is to warn -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well <-- 


Q -- in such sinister terms as Mr. Speakes warned us 
that there's foul play afoot. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The difficulty that we 
have, again, is the question of what to declassify, because I think 
if we could, or if we can declassify most of the material, it will be 
“-- it wiss a@nSwer some GF your questions. And, in addition, it'll be 
interesting, because it shows the tremendous sophistication -- this 
goes beyond the Sandinistas -- the tremendous sophistication with 
which a foreign government -- and in this case a hostile government 
-- knows how to deal with Congress, which buttons to press to produce 
the results they want on the Hill. 


Q Again, Israel has been dealing with Congress so 
expertly for 35 years. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It also shows the 
willingness of Americans to work with them. Wow, this is a different 
question and I notice in one of the papers -- 
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¢ -- reporters -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm not talking about 
reporters. 


*) We want to know about that. 
Q Churches? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm talking about 
iadividuals who were being paid to work with them. That's a separate 
issue and that's an issue which I think is raised in The Washington 
Times today, that is the question of whether Americans should work -- 
it is not a crime -- whether Americans should work for a government 
which is generally considered to be hostile to the United States. 


Q Aren't you making a mistake in your own terms by 
announcing this before you've made the decision whether to declassify 
it? It sort of puts a cloud over everybody who has opposed your 
policy up on the Hill, some of whom may have spent 80 hours with 
Sandinistas and some who may never have met them. I sean, we 
literally don't know what you're talking about to distinguish this 
campaign from all the others they've waged. So, I mean, wouldn't you 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, you're making a 
very effective argument for declassification. 


Q Well, wouldn't you logically make -- 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: And I agree with you. 
Q But why wouldn't you logically make -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: And we're going to try 
to do it. 


Q -- that decision before you announced the 
disinformation campaign and say, “Yes, this is a terrible thing, but 
we can't tell you about it"? We don't know what to write about, 
about -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, well, this, you 
know, the -- 


Q -- what you're telling us. 


Q It certainly engenders an enormous amount of 
skepticism on our part, as you may have noticed. 


Q And it’s sort of like a smear campaign. 
Q Are you trying to disclassify -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: ho, this is not a smear 
campaign. What you have here is a communist government, allied to 
the Soviet Union, undertaking 4 very well organized effort, with the 
help of certain Americans, to change a vote in Congress. In other 
words, they do not want Congress to consider this without the impact 
of a hostile communist government affecting the vote. That is not a 
federal crime. 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: But it is something that 
Congress meant in particular to -- 


Q It*s not even guess of -- information -- in this 
country. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: -- appear to wish to 
know about. 


Q Are you talking about camzpaign contributions to 
meabers of Congress? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo. 
Q Ace they normal lobbying? 


Q Do you mean to suggest any kind of manipulative 
aspect to this or -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Sure. Certainly the 
word “manipulative.” 


Q Well, are the Americans who are working with then 
working with them willingly and knowingly? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: In my Opinion, the 
Americans who are working with them are working with then 
deliberately in an effort to manipulate Congress. 


Q Well, of course. But why shouldn't their point of 
view be presented to Congress? 


Q What is the difference between this and lobbying? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I am not suggesting that 
their point of view should not be presented. What is the difference 
between this and lobbying? This is a form of lobbying. It is a form 
of lobbying by a communist government which is engaged in acts of 
aggression, subversion, and terrorism in Central Arerica. And ay 
only point is that it seems to me that Americans -- and in particular 
Congressmen, because they are the ones who are really the goal of 
this -- would like to Know about it. That's why we told them about 
it. 


Q Is Nicaragua paying these Americans to do this? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: In. some cases, yes, 
because in some cases Nicaragua has -- 


Q Are they therefore foreign agents? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, that's a good 
question. I don't know the answer to that question. 


Q Well, if not, is it a federal crime? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It is a federal crime to 
be -- not speaking here as <-- 


Q It's @ serious question. 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, but <-- No, I mean, 


if you are in the employ of a foreign government then you have to 
register. 


Q Well, are you saying that there are people who are 
Going this who have not registered? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, I am not. I am not 
saying that. What I am saying is that as Congress cofisiders -- I 
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think it is a simple point -- as Congress considers this legislation, 
which we have not yet sent up, but will, it seemed to us of great 
interest to them to be aware in advance of precisely what the 
Sandinistas have in sind for effecting that vote. And they have in 
mind a very elaborate and interesting plan. 


Q Are they lies? Are they lying in their plan? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, of course they are 
lying. They are lying constantly. 


Q All the way through? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Sure. For example, the 
motion that they are not helping the Salvadoran FMLN has been a 
Sandinista position throughout. They lied about it to the World 
Court and they continue to lie about it. 


Q But you have the opportunity to counter that, do you 
not? 


Q What do you mean, they lied about the World Court? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There is a difference 
between countering what appears to be an opinion in the air or a 
press story and making people aware of the fact that this does not 


come from disinterested sources. It comes from the government of 
Nicaragua. And that is the point that we wish to make. 


Q Of courese. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: And you are correct in 
Saying that the story is a sort of half-story unless and until we 
tell you more about it. And that is our probles. 


Q The documents that you have -- 

Q Wher is that decision going to be? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Soon. Very soon. 

Q Are these documents their game plan? I ain, what 
you have are Sapdinista strategy documents reflecting how they intend 
to approach it? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo comment. 

Q But we would agree with you that we want to know the 
source of material and stories. I think the press would cooperate 
without any -- that's what we do -- to try to tell our readers and 
our viewers who is saying what. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think you all know 
that we face this problem with every piece of intelligence 
information, of how much do you reveal of the details. 

Q You clessify when you want to. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I would like to 
declassify this and we are going to try to do <-- to declassify as 
much as we can. Parts of this cannot be declassified, but -- 

Q Can we go to another subject? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We are going to take two 
more questions. Go ahead. - 
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Q How about a different subject? Can you tell us 
anything at all about what is evolving in our policy toward the 
Philippines -- any feedback at all on the -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Sorry, this is not ay 
table. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You are talking to the 
wrong person on that. 


Q That's the western flange. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That won't count as a 
question. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It is true that there 
are certain relationships between 
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Philippine politics and Latin American politics, out that is ot ay 


~ Very quickly -- om the Americans in Niceragua tnat 
are working with tne Sandinistas -- tnere have been Azericans working 
witn the Sandinistas for years and years. Are there gore of thes, 
and if tnere are, are you considering revoking their passports? 





SESIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Jo, I's not talking 
about Agericans wno, for exazple. go to Nicaragua to harvest coffee. 
I*e@ talxing aoout Agericans working with dicaragua in an effort to 
help the government of Nicaragua change votes in Congress. That's 
what I’a talking aoout. 


) Are you planning any kind of sanctions against tnese 
Americans? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don’t «now that any 
sanctions are availavle. Unfortunately, due to the privacy act, even 
if we ceclassify the document, we would not declassify tne nanes. 
That is igpossiole. 


~ Well, it should oe public record, snouldn*’t it, if 
theyre lowoying and doing puplic relations? 


~ dell, yes. 


SEXIO& ADMINISTAATION OFFICIAL: Wo, only of tney're ocing 
paid. 


* Are tne Americans -- 


SENIOR ADAINISTARATION OFFICIAL: They're doing this out 
of commitment -- 


< Jut tnese are people -- 


Q oth people who are being paid who are retained by the 
Wicaraguan government and otner Americans who are acting on tneir own 
-- the agenda correspond to tnat of volunteerisa«? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, volunteers. 


J Well, do you think tnese Americans who are acting on 
theic own are sincere? 


SENIOA ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: well, if they're not 
oeing paid, tnen I nave to assume they're sincere in what they're 
going wecause I can't quite see any otner reasons for tnis outright 
-- this sneer hatred of the President. 


SENIOK® ADALAISTRATION OFFICIAL: Last question. 


*) anat is tne igportance of the rPresident’s visit to 
Grenada to the campaign which was announced with some fanfare 
yesterday to get more aid for tne Contras, and particularly military 
aid? 


SenIOR ADMINISTAATION OFFICIAL: The two events were not 
scheduled to coincide oecause they started -- if you go pack to 
Octooer when Prime Minister Ulaize invited the vresident, we were 
vecy unclear as to any «ind of timetaole for that visit or for 
putting this legislation forward. 


uuUt now that they do, it seems to us that you can see in 
Grenada the hijacking of a country by a small, dedicated, rutnless, 
violent band of communists. And you can see that that is what 
nappened to tne Nicaraguan revolution -- #hich was a revolution 
against dictatorship. And the question in Grenada was what had 
happened and was there anything to oe done about it. Tne question in 
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Sicaragua which now faces Congress is in &@ sense the same yuestion, 
though the proposed solution is very different. What has nappened in 
Sicaragua and what can oe done avout it. 


AS to what nas nappened. it’s clear to us from 
discussions with Congress that there is no dispute. in the 
consultations that we've had, we have not encountered Congresszen who 
say I don’t agree with you aoout the nature of the Sandinista regize. 
I don’t tnin« they’re cepressive. I don’t think they're engaged in 
suoversion of £1 Salvador and I don’t thin« that theyre nelping 
terrorist groups. ot one single Congresszan we met with, of 
Senator, nas said that. So the analysis of tne proolez of Uicaragua, 
I think, is a step tnat has already Seen passed. And «hat we are 
proposing to Congress soon is a way of dealing with tnat probles and 
tnat is the deoate. How do we cope with today’s communist government 
in Wicaragua. 


a 4énat apout the relationship to this visit and tne 
emphasis or lack of ezphasis in the speech tomorrow on the Contra 
issue? 


SeNIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, the issue, of 
course, arises oecause of tne fact that we are now discussing witn 
Congress tnis forthcoming legislation. And again, the question 
acises -- when faced with this «ind of crisis, what snould the U.s. 
reaction oe? And we nave a reaction in aind which we'll propose to 
Congress soon. dut again, I would say tnat in Grenada things cove 
faster. iere they have moved gore slowly. And the analysis pnase is 
finisned and I tnhina« it’s finished in tne ainds of sost seabers of 
Congress. They agree witn us on the challenge. They agree with us 
on tne crisis. 


¢) But what I’ trying to get at is now Joes this visit 
help in any way Or now does it play -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't Know that this 
visic nelps. This visit was not scheduled in order -- 


~ -- into tne campaign? 

SEAIOR AVDALAISTRATION OFFICIAL: well, tnis visit does 
not nelp to tne extent tnat it directs attention to tne prooles of 
the nijacking of a country oy a s#all group of communists <- tnen «e 
nope it will oe neipful. 

SENTOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Tnank you very much. 


Q Are Our goals tne same as in Grenada tnen to 
overthrow it? 


SEATOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Vur goals are democracy 
and they are the same in ootn places. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 


Edd Llsi6 A.M. EST 
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SECRETARY SHULTZ: The President: is pleased with the 
peaceful transition to a new government of the Philippines. The 
United States extends recognition to this new government headed by 
President Aquino. We pay special tribute to her for her commitszent 
to non-violence, which has earned her the respect of all Americans. 


The new government has been produced by one of the most 
stirring and courageous examples of the democratic process in sodern 
history. We honor the Filipino people. The United States stands 
ready, as always, to cooperate and assist the Philippines as the 
government of President Aquino engages the problems of economic 
development and national security. 


We praise the decision of President Marcos. Reason and 
compassion have prevailed in ways that best serve the Filipino nation 
and people. in his long term as President, Ferdinand Marcos showed 
himself to be a staunch friend of the United States. Wo are 
gratified that his departure from office has come peacefully, 
characterized by the dignity and strength that have marked his many 
years of leadership. 


It is the Filipino people, of course, who are the true 
heroes today. They have high expectations for their country and for 
democracy and they have resolved this issue non-violently in a way 
that does them honor. Be glad to take your questions. 


Q Mr. Secretary, will Mr. Marcos be given asylum here? 
And is he coming to the United States? 


SECRETARY SHULTi: President Marcos is welcome to come to 
the United States, but I don't believe any decision has been made by 
him about where he will go. 


Q Well, physically, where is he right now and »nere do 
you believe that he is heading? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: He is physically at Clark Field in fhe 
Philippines, and I have no further information on where he will go 
trom there. 


Q Mr. Secretary, can you tell us what role “he United 
States played in the last 24 hours in helping to facilitate this 
peaceful transition in the Philippines? 


SUCRETARY SHULTZ: Well, you've seen our public 
statements that have characterized our view of the situation. Of 
course, the Ambassador and others have had many discussions with the 
principals involved. Senator Laxalt was called by President Marcos 
yesterday afternoon our time and then had a subsequent conversation 
with him after talking with the President and me. So there has been 
a great deal of interacticn. 


But, basically, I think the point here is this has not 
been something that the United States has done. This is something 
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that the people of the Philippines have done. They are our close 
friends and we respect them, we honor them for this outpouring of 
democracy. And we stand ready to work with the new government of 
President Aquino. 


Q Might I ask whether in that conversation with 
Senator Laxalt, President Marcos expressed any bitterness at the role 
played in Washington and expressed any thought that you had let hin 
down? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, I'm not going to get into the 
details of that conversation. 
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I wasn't listening in. I had a report from Senator Laxalt and, 
obviously, Presiden’. Marcos was reluctant to leave his post, but, at 
any rate, he has decided to do so. And so it has been possible to 
resolve this issue in a way that is peaceful and nonviolent and in a 
way that allows an emergence of a consensus in the Philippines and, 
on the basis of that, they will be able to go ahead and work at the 
undoubted problems they have. 


Q Mr. Secretary? 

Q You are leaving the impression that he was 
reluctant, as late as yesterday afternoon, maybe even early this 
morning, and that, because of what Mr. Laxalt said after speaking to 


you and the President, that the urgings from the United States was so 
strong that we actually facilitated this. Is that accurate? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: I don't wish to leave that impression. 
You asked about things that involved interaction with the United 
States and there were some. But, quite clearly, the main fact was 
not what we had to say, but what the Filipino people had to say -- 

Q I have a follow up. 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: -- and it was evident in the streets 
of Manila. 


Q What made him -- 
2 May I follow up? 
Q What made him decide to leave? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: I -- you have to ask him about his 
line of reasoning. 


Q Well -- 

Q Mr. Secretary? 

SECRETARY SHULTZ: But I would suppose that if you 
conceive of yourself as governing a country and you see the military 
and you see the other ministries around you deciding that somebody 
else -- President Aquino is the proper head of the country <-- and you 
see the people switching over, you have to conclude -- 

Q Did we offer him safe haven? 

SECRETARY SHULTZ: <-- that you are not able to govern. 

Q Did we offer him a safe haven? 

SECRETARY SHULTZ: Oh, yes, of course. 


Q He is at Clark Base -- he's on American soil right 
now, obviously. Have we -- 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: No. 
Q Oh, no? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: That's not correct. Those bases are 
Philippine soil and we are there as a result of an agreement. 


Q Mc. Secretary, can you tell us what assistance you 
provided? 


Q Have we decided to -- has the administration, to 
Support the Aquino government, going to make any request to Congress 
for expanded aid? How do you intend to help support her getting off 
the ground? - 
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SECRETARY SHULTZ: We do have a substantial economic 
relationship with the Philippines and we interact with and try to be 
helpful to their military, and we will continue that, of course. And 
we are prepared to confer with the new government and the ministers 
as they emerge and, as is said in the President's statement, to 
cooperate fully in that regard. But as far as what additional, if 
anything, is needed, well, we don't know at this time. But we will 
be talking with them and we certainly wish to cooperate with the new 
government. 


Q Mr. Secretary? 
Q Mr. Secretary? 
Although the Aquino government apparently agreed to 
extend President Marcos’ safe passage out of the country, how would 


we regard an extradition request for them, if they made one, if Mr. 
Marcos came here? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: We don't want to get into all of the 


ins and outs because we don't know what is likely to happen. But I 
think that people who come here under these 
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circumstances and are offered safe haven here, well, that should be 
respected. What we see are some things that have happened in an 
unfolding situation and decisions taken in the end that make it 
possible for this transition to be peaceful and non-violent, and I 
think that‘s a real contribution that has to be recognized. 


Q Mr. Secretary, to follow up -- 


Q Are you confident, sir, that there will not be 
bloodshed, that there are not army units out in the field that will 
resist this transition to the new government? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: I can‘t say in any authoritative way 
exactly what will happen, but I think probably that is true. The 
armed forces have decided that they support the new government of 
President Aquino, and I think that's quite clear. 


Q Mr. Secretary, some people will say that this 
government sold out Mr. Marcos in much of the way that some members 
of this administration in the past said that the Carter 
administration sold out the Shah of Iran or President Somoza of 
Nicaragua. How would you respond to those charges, sir? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: The administration's approach to the 
Philippines has been a very consistent one over a long period of 
time. We have seen and talked with the government of the Philippines 
about the problems there. We have felt the problems have been, 
number one, the development and revitalization of the political 
process -- the democratic process; number two, to look to the 
structural problems of the economy, and to bring about economic 
reform; number three, to recognize that the military was being 
politicized whereas it should be professional. Under all these 
circumstances those kinds of reforms are part and parcel of what it 
takes to deal effectively with the insurgency. And so those have 
been the policy lines that we have had. 


Now we have talked with President Marcos and his 
government constantly about them, and urged him to undertake various 
reforms, and he has done some things -- but in our judgment, not 
enough. Senator Laxalt was sent out by the President as his personal 
emissary to make points along these lines to President Marcos. So we 
have had a consistent policy. 


The process of an election has in its certainly peculiar 
way in this case, with all of the fraud and all of these events -- 
nevertheless I think the process of the election has made it clear 
that the people of the Philippines under these circumstances 
preferred Mrs. Aquino as President. I think that is quite evident. 
And so we have recognized that and tried to be helipful in bringing 
about the transition in a peaceful way. 
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And we will, of course, engage with that government on the problems. 
They know they have these problems just as weil as we do. 


Q Mr. Secretary -- 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Wow, finally, I want to say throughout 
this process we have been in close touch with President Marcos and 
his family and we want to see them continue on in dignity and honor 
and we will do everything that we can to see that that comes about. 


Q Mr. Secretary, what effect do you hope that Cora 
Aquino's coming to power will have on fighting the Marxist 
insurgency? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: She has said to us that she is firmly 
opposed to the -- you say the Marcos insurgency -- 


Q The Marxist insurgency. 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Marxist insurgency. Well, she nas 
said that she firmly opposes it. And I think that the existence of a 
genuinely democratic expression of the people of the Philippines and 
a government that has broad support, which we hope will emerge -- 
it's interesting that her initial appointments have been ones that 
include people who have long been in the Marcos regime -- that that 
process will produce the kind of support, and economic reform will 
start to show results and a firm and professional and strong military 
will, under those circumstances, put that insurgency down. 


And that insurgency, I might say, as you learn about what 
they nave done, has done things that would make Pol Pot blush. So 
there's nothing good to be said about then. 


Q Has the President talked to Marcos? 


Q Mr. Secretary, on the other side of those who say 
that we've sold out Marcos, there are those whc say we waited too 
long to come to the aid of Mrs. Aquino. How would you answer them? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: I think that -- Well, I just, I think, 
gave the answer, that we have consistently supported what we believe 
are the right policy goals in the Philippines. And we have 
supported, in terms of who should be the leader of the Philippines, 
the democratic process. Let the process produce the leader. That's 
been our position, and I think it's a good position. 


Now, we will be criticized on this side and that side, 
I'm sure. Actually, I think the President handled this quite well. 


Q Mr. Secretary, you mentioned that they have done 
things among the insurgents that would make Pol Pot blush. Can you 
itemize what some of these are -- 

SECRETARY SHULTZ: Yes, they've been -- they have been 
written up, not by us, but in various articles. And certainly that 
information can be provided. 


Q Mr. Secretary, are we prepared to offer safe haven 
to any of Marcos’ associates, such as General Ver? 


SCCRETARY SHULTZ: We are prepared to offer safe haven to 
President Marcos, to members of his family and his close associates. 


Q That includes Ver? 

Q Mr. Secretary -- 

SECRETARY SHULTZ: Including General Ver. 

Q Mr. Secretary, hasn't Mrs. Aquino spoken out against 
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the continued presence of American -- 
SECRETARY SHULTZ: I can‘t hear you. 


Q Has not Mrs. Aquino spoken out against the presence 
of American bases? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: She has supported the presence of the 
bases and, insofar as I know, 
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on the basis of things that she has said directly to us, she has no 
question in her mind about the fact that we are there properly and 
our base agreement, of course, runs until 1991 and I'm sure when that 
time comes there will be a negotiation about the terms under which we 
will stay, assuming we say, which I assume we will. 


Q What about Habib now? Where does Habib go? 


Q Mr. Secretary, what -- can you tell us what 
assistance the United States has provided tu Marcos’ family and his 
associates to insure their safety? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: What we have helped do is bring 
President Marcos and his family and associates and I don't know what 
the manifest looks like -- who exactly is there -- from the palace to 
Clark Field and then we'll see where we go from there. 


Q Has the President spoken to Mr. Marcos? 


Q Can you also say whether or not there is an 
agreement with President Aquino not to seek Marcos’ return to 
Philippine custody? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: I think you have to look at her public 
statements, which you can see on the air, calling for a 
reconciliation and for nonviolence and so on. So, she has been very 
consistent in that, I might say, and among her impressive 
characteristics is a very deep personal religious conviction. And I 
think out of this comes this sense of the importance of nonviolence 
and, perhaps, compassion. So, we'll see about that. 


Q Mr. Secretary, has the President talked to either 
Aguino or Marcos during -- 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: I can't say for sure, but I don't 
think the President has talked personally to either one of then. 


Q Is he planning -- 
Q Is Habib going there -- 
Q Excuse me. Is he planning to talk to them? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: What the President will do and how he 
will express himself -- of course, he's issued a number of public 
Statements. He has been spoken for directly by our ambassador who 
has been instructed to go and say this and say that. So, he has 
spoken in that sense. Ambassador Habib is on his way back as a 
special Presidential emissary. 


Ambassador Habib was in the Philippines, as you know, for 
a week or so. He spoke with all parties to this, to President Marcos 
and his people, to Mrs. Aquino, to business, labor, Church. He had 
talks with well over one hundred people individually. So, the 
President has been very, very much in touch with this situation 
through a variety of sources and has been absolutely on top of it. 
In addition, the President met with his advisors for around a couple 
of hours, I think, on Sunday, and I've had enumerable discussions 
with the President. So, he's been very heavily involved in calling 
the shots on what our role in this may be. 


MORE 


\b 











- ~ ‘ 
BEST COPY AvAte ote 
QU Mr. Goroachev -- 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Do tnese go on forever, or do you have 
some end point here? Ive got worx to do. I don*t know aoout you 
people over here. (Laughter.) 


MA. SPEAKES: We're at tne point of one gore -- 
Q Could you answer one aoout Gorbachev, sir? 
Q -- rejected the args -- 

Q Could you answer one about Gorbachev? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: I just want to confine this to the 
Philippines. 


MR. SPEAKES: We're at the point of one gore question. 
And so that we don’t ignore the oack, let's go all the way to the 
oack, back there. 


Q Mc. Secretary, you called President Marcos an old 
friend and ally of tne United states, yet he leaves accused of having 
killed political opponents and naving defrauded nis people in the 
oaliot. ilas ne not left a grave stain on American foreign policy? 


SECRETARY SiULTZ: idle hasn't left a grave stain on our 
foreign policy. tie nas left and I'm sure he would wish the 
conditions were otherwise. At the same time, I think it is well to 
recognize that over a long period of years, Ferdinand Marcos has been 
@ staunch friend of the United States. And as we assess the overall 
picture, and we assess his role in the Philippines over a long period 
of time, he has veen a constructive force. And as he continues on 
his life, we wisn nim to nave a life of dignity and honor. 


) Then you don’t know wnere he's going, sir? You 
don't know where ne's going from Clark? 

Y) dow long will he be at the oase, sir? 

Y) Do you have any otner rulers in mind you'd like to 


get rid of? 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 


LWwv 10:04 A.M. EST 

















DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
BACKGROUND BRIEFING 
ON 
CAMEROON 


TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 25, 1986, 11:00 A.M. 


FIRST OFFICIAL: Good morning. Perhaps I will make it 
rather brief, and then any questions that come up, we can 


answer. 


Cameroon is one of the few success stories in Africa 
in the sense that it can feed its own population, and in the 
sense that it is politically stable. It's a country made up of 
immense diversity, many different ethnic groups, and it lies, 
as you know, just south of Nigeria, right in Central Africa up 
against Chad, the Central African Republic, Congo and Gabon. 


The Cameroonians have followed prudent economic 
policies. fheir politics are moderate. They are, of course, 
members of the OAU. We have excellent relations with 
Cameroon. We buy a good deal of petroleum from them; they buy 
some manufactures from us. 


We have an AID program there. We've had, since 1962, 
about $29 million dollars all in what we call development 
assistance, mainly concentrated in agriculture and education. 
We've had a Peace Corps program there since 1962. Today the 
Peace Corps program is about 150 people concentrated in 
community development, fisheries and education. We have a very 
active cultural program going on there as well. 


The Cameroonians have no really big outstanding 
problems. We have excellent relations in a number of areas. 
We've been working on President Biya's visit to the United 
States for a long time. He came to office, for those of you 
who are specialists in that part of the world, in late 1982, 
following President Ahidjo's resignation. President Ahidjo was 
the first President of Cameroon, and he resigned in ‘82 because 


of ill health. 


President Biya is not a politician by background. He 
is, basically, a bureaucrat who is learning on-the-job how to 


be a politician. He is in his very early fifties; he is 














a Catholic. Those of you who will have a chance to watch him 
in action -— because we understand he will be giving some press 
conferences -- will find him to be a very intelligent fellow 
who makes a very good impression. He, in my own view, is 
somebody who analyzes world problems very, very carefully, and 
I think you will all be very pleasantly surprised by his world 
view. It is not parochial at all. 


I don't know if there are any other aspects that I 
should go into before answering your questions. 


Q Why is he coming? 


a Why is he coming? He is the president of a 
success story in Africa, a country that has a good agricultural 
program, good prospects for the future. It's a country that 
gives priority to the development of the private sector; it's a 
country that welcomes foreign investment. They are a moderate 
force in Africa. In other words, he's being invited for all 
the right reasons, in my view. 


SECOND OFFICIAL: You might alyso add that it is his 
first visit to the United States. 




















Q Could you tell us the relationship between 
Cameroon and Chad? Is there a -- do they have a problem with 


the Libyans there, or -- 


FIRST OFFICIAL: They have a long common border, and, 
of course, the Cameroonians do worry about what is going on in 
Chad. The Cameroonians are pleased by the role being played by 
France and by the United States in Chad. Last year, for 
example, when we were tryinga -- we and the international 
community were trying to get food aid into Chad, and it was not 
possible to get it in through other African countries, the 
Cameroonians mounted a, for them, major effort and were able to 
move in close to 40,000 tons a month through their 
transportation sector. 


This was a decided effort by President Biya to help 
out a neighboring country. President Reagan sent him a letter 
of thanks, because it really was an outstanding job. He 
mobilized basically the whole transportation infrastructure to 
get that food aid into Chad. 


Q Is he playing much of a role in the South African 
situation, the southern African situation, as a spokesman and 


person with a world view as well as a -- 


i) I think there are two points to make on that. 
Number one, Cameroon is a member of the OAU, and so Cameroon 
does generally espouse the OAU line. Number two, traditionally 
-- and (second official) was a political officer in Cameroon 
about 18 years ago -- traditionally Cameroon has played a 
relatively low level foreign policy role. They have never been 
in the forefront. They generally do not take public postures. 


However, President Biya gives considerable indications 
of wanting to change that posture and to play a more active 
role in African diplomacy. 


Q Do they want more access to the U.S. export 
market? 


a Yes. I think that you will find that President 
Biya would like to have a closer relationship with the United 
States in many different ways. But among them, certainly, 
would be that he wants American investment; and he would like 
more trade with the United States. 


We buy about $600 million a year worth of Cameroonian 
petroleum, but, aside from that, we buy relatively little from 
Cameroon. They export tropical woods, coffee, cocoa, cotton, 














that sort of thing. Our exports to Cameroon are about a tenth 
of what they buy from us --— about $60 million a year -- mainly 


Caterpillars, computers, that sort of thing. 
Q What do they want to sell us other than petroleum? 


fe) They'd like to sell us whatever else they can. 
They would like to increas: cheir exports of tropical woods to 
us. They also have a large aluminum plant there at which they 
produce some aluminum producis that are relatively low cost. I 
don't know what the prospects for that are, but they would like 
to do more of that sort of thing. 


Eventually they would like to develop huge gas 
reserves, which they also have in Cameroon. Kight now the 
world market situation for gas doesn't really favor big 
development of that, but eventually they'd like to have that 
done, and they would like to see us involved in it. There are 
American petroleum companies operating in Cameroon -- Mobil and 
Pectin, which is a subsidiary of Shell USA out of Houston, 
producing some of the petroleum in Cameroon. 


One of the things which we hope to do during this 
visit is either to sign or to announce that we're about to sign 
a bilateral investment treaty, which is a confidence-building 
treaty, to encourage American investors in Cameroon. We've 
signed a number of them with other countries in Africa. I 
think -- 


SECOND OFFICIAL: Senegal. 


FIRST OFFICIAL: Okay. These are confidence-building 
measures designed to show the American investor that the U.S. 
Government believes that the policies followed by the 
Cameroonian Government are truly conducive to encouraging 
foreign investment. 














Q Has he faced any renewal of the coup-type threat 
that he faced in ‘84? 


os No, none whatsoever. The coup attempt in ‘84 was 
really very specialized; basically, it was a Praetorian guard 
who were afraid cf losing their privileges. They were closely 
identified with the former President because they were a! 
drawn from the same geographic region as he. Apparently they 
feared a loss of influence; perhaps even a loss of a job. They 
were being gradually replaced by people from other parts of 
Cameroon, and so they pulled this coup attempt which was put 
down within 36 hours. 


The army moved very decisively against them. There 
was no public support whatsoever for the coup plotters. 


Q But there's no regional conflict that he has to 
worry about? 


a Well, he worries about Chad. 
Q But regional within the country? 


" No, no. Let me say this: To govern Cameroon, 
historically, you have to keep in balance and keep within the 
power structure representatives of all the ethnic, religious 
and regional groupings that exist in Cameroon. 


For instance, part of Cameroon --— about 20 percent of 
the population -- is Anglophone because part of Cameroon was 
administered by Great Britain for a number of years following 
World War I until independence. 


The other part of Cameroon -- about 80 percent of the 
population -- speaks French, so you have two big differences 
there. So you've got the Anglophone/Ffrancophone differences. 
You aoe Muslim/Christian. About half the population are 
Anamists. 


There are very wide divergences in the population in 
Cameroon. It's really a trick to govern Cameroon well. And as 
I say, Adhidjo developed a system in which, in the government, 
within the party and within the various levels of 
power-structure, you had representatives of all these various 
regional and ethnic groups. 


Q Do you they have many Chadian refugees? And, if 
so, how many? 

















A Yes, they do. Officially, they have five to six 
thousand Chadian refugees in a camp called Poli, which is about 
70 kilometers from the Chadian border. But, in fact, they have 
probably close to 45,000 Chadians living in Cameroon. 


The situation in Cameroon is the same as it is in many 
other countries in Africa. You have a border. You have tribes 
living on both sides of the border who are, in fact, the same 
tribe. They don't really see themselves as Nigeria or Chadians 
or Cameroonians. They intermarry; they cross the border. 


So many of these 45,000 Chadians are, in fact, people 
who are living in Cameroon with their own ethnic group, speak 
their language and are not accorded refugee status. They're, 
in effect, allegal immigrants, if you will. 


Q Do they come since the outbreak of instability in 
Chad? Are they the direct result of the instability in Chad? 


a Yes. Cameroon has been very generous in offering 
refuge to refugees from Chad for a long, long time. I think 
they have been cited by the UNHCR and certainly by us as being 
models in this sense. They have a very good sense of being 
good neighbors. 


SECOND OFFICIAL: If I could just add something. As 
the process of reconciliation has taken place within Chad and 
southerners have rallied to the Central Government, there's 
been some movement back into Chad of those who had sought 
refugee in Cameroon. 


Q You don't suppose he would be interested in 
giving asylum to Mr. Duvalier? 


FIRST OFFICIAL: You'll have to ask him that. 
+ Okay, thank you. 


FIRST OFFICIAL: Let me say, in concluding, that 
President Biya is making great efforts in the human rights 
field in Cameroon to liberalize freedom of speech, to 
liberalize freedom of the press, to democratize the body 


politic It is a single-party system in Cameroon. 
Nonetheless, President Biya has taken a number of steps to move 


toward a greater democratization. 


What is actually going on now in Cameroon, as Biya 
visits the United States, is that for the first time in 
Cameroonian 

















history there are genuine elections for party officials. And 
by “genuine elections," I mean the members actually elect these 


fellows. In the past, these were all designated by the Central 
Committee. 


This doesn't sound terribly exciting. But in the 
Cameroonian context, it's quite revolutionary. The man is 
committed to democratization. He makes a big point of talking 
about human rights, greater freedom of expression, greater 
freedom of the press, and he's working gradually toward that 


goal. 


Thanks very much. 


(Press briefing concluded at 11:20 a.m.) 
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BACKGROUND BRIEFING 
BY 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL 


February 25, 1986 
The Briefing Room 


3:06 P.M. EST 


MR. OJERZJIAN: Okay, we will now start the backgrounderc 
attributable to a senior administration officia 
information, who is 
This will be on the President’s request to Congress on aid to tne 
Nicaraguan Democratic Resistance. We will be passing out a fact 
sheet and the text of the message itself subsequently. 





2 What about the disinformation report, Ed? 


MR. DJEREJIAN: The disinformation -- I have nothing for 
you on that at this point. On that let me -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Go anead. 


MR. DJEREJIAN: Whatever's going to come out on that will 
mot be coming out from the White House; it'll be coming out from the 
State Department. There's a possibility of something today, but I 
just can't guarantee it. 


Q Thank you. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Thanks. it's a slow 
news day, so we thought we'd give you something on Nicarasua. 


You've got the package, or at least will have it, which 
consists of -- 


Q Could we have that so we -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It's coming. It's 
coming. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It's coming. It's 
coming. There's a fact sheet and then the two actual documents the 
President has sent up to Congress; a request for acditional 
authority, and a message. The message is just about the best 
statement of why we want this additional authority and additional aid 
anc I comend it to your attention. 


What is the President asking for and why? He's asking 
for $190 midlion. which would be made available by transfer from FY 
1986 Defense Department funds. O€ the $100 million, $70 million 
would be for military assistance and $30 million for humanitarian 
assistance administered through the current Nicaraguan humanitarian 
assistance office. Out of that $30 million, there would be a $3 
million set aside for human rights programs and activities. 


The President would be free to use the $70 million via 
any agency he wants. That is to say, State Department, CIA, DOD, or 
any combination of them. And the current statutory limits on his 
authority to do that would be satisfied or eliminated by a 
congressional approval of the President's request. - 


MORE 











The President has in the request a few undertakings which 
he asks Congress to approve: that U.S. policy toward Nicaragua be 
based on the issues of Soviet-Cuban ties, military buildup, support 
for subversion, internal repression, and refusal to negotiate. It 
mentions that the United States will address those concerns through 
economic, political, and diplomatic measures as well as through 
support of the resistance forces. And, in particular, it reiterates 
something that we said initially on February 10th in Secretary 
Shultz's meeting with the eight Latin American Foreign Ministers that 
we will engage in simultaneous talks with the Nicaraguan government 
if Nicaragua will begin discussions with the Nicaraguan opposition -- 
with UNO. 


Our previous position prior to February 10th had been 
that if the communist government of Nicaragua will undertake talks 
with the Nicaragua opposition forces, UNO, the internal and external 
forces, then if those talks get underway and appear to be serious, we 
would consider going back to Manzanillo or go back to Manzanillo. On 
February 10th we changed that position and said we would be willing 
to do that simultaneously with a Nicaraguan government commencement 
of talks with the opposition. 


In addition we noted that we would respond positively to 
any other steps taken by the government of Nicaragua on any of these 
concerns; that is, not what they, but what they do. If they act, we 
will react positively. 


We also note that any easing of pressure -- pressure that 
we would be able to put on through this new legislation -- any easing 
of pressure would be implemented after consultation with Congress and 
after observing Nicaragua's conduct; for example, with respect to 
freedom of press or freedom of religion or arms deliveries from the 
Soviets and the Cubans, or Soviet and Cuban military presence -- 
those kinds of issues. 


The President's proposal also notes that he'll report to 
Congress every 90 days on the diplomatic efforts to attain peace, on 
human rights questions, and on the use of the appropriated funds. 
And we are doing this under the expedited procedures. 


This request is made with the view that the humanitarian 
assistance, which expires March 31, has been insufficient. The 
negotiations thus far, via Contadora, have not produced a regional 
agreement. Without additional help to the opposition, the 
Sandinistas may well fulfill their pledge to crush all opposition, 
internal and external, and consolidate a communist regime in 
Nicaragua. They are, of course, continuing a very large military 
buildup with the help of the Soviets and the Cubans. And the way 
would be open for them to use that military strength, as they're 
already using it, to subvert governments in the region and out of it; 
for example, Colambia comes to mind -- the Palace of Justice 
incicent. 


Negotiations have failed because Nicaragua has obstructed 
them. For example, the latest draft of Contadora was released on -- 
of the Contadora final act was released on September 12th and was 
immediately rejected by the government of Nicaragua which said we 
will not sign any agreement until the Americans have signed a 
vViieateial agreewen. wiih us. When all of Letina America met at the 
OAS General Assembly in Cartagena in December, the only country that 
voted against a resolution calling for progress on Contadora was 
Nicaragua. It was otherwise unanimous. But Nicaragua alone voted 
against that resolution urging a continuation of the Contadora 
negotiations. 


The latest Contadora meeting, which was february 14th and 
15th, once again was inconclusive because Nicaragua refused to 
negotiate. They still refuse to go back to discussing the current 
craft Contadora agreement. We have not changed our policy of 
pursuing the Contadora path, but we believe that there will not be 
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any progress in that path until there is more pressure on the 
Nicaraguans. , 


There is a paragraph I draw your attention to in which 
the President describes his view on this in his statement to 
Congress. The -- let me see if I can find it in this copy. If you 
look at page five, the paragraph up from the bottom which beings “At 
the same time...” 
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And it says the Sandinistas will not enter negotiations unless 
democratic forces in Wicaragua can credibly and forcefully assert 
their right to a voice in Nicaragua's future. They will not 
willingly follow such a course. They will never embrace open 
democratic norms unless confronted with undeniable demands from 
steadily growing numbers of Nicaraguans prepared to fight for liberty 
and their right to participate in their country’s political life. 


That is central to our argument, that if you want the 
Contadora negotiations or any negotiations to succeed, the 
President's package must be adopted. The Sandinistas don't want 
freedom of speech, freedom of religion. They don't want to have a 
free election in which they might lose power. That's not their idea 
of how to run a country. They don’t want to stop subverting El 
Salvador by helping the FMLN. They don't want to stop helping the 
M-19 in Colombia. And they're not going to do it through sweet talk. 
They're not going to do it through diplomacy pure and simple if that 
diplomacy is not backed up by some power, namely by the power of the 
resistance forces to force them to the table. 


I would also bring to your attention a couple of other 
things. Ambassador Shlaudeman is currently in Latin America. After 
the February 10th meeting, we gave each of the Foreign Ministers a 
letter from President Reagan to their President asking them, ina 
sense, to bring the Sandinistas to the table or to try to wring the 
Sandinistas to the table with UNO, with the opposition forces. They 
would find us at the next table and there would really be a peace 
process starting. And we sent Ambassador Shlaudeman around to mect 
with the Presidents -- I think he's going to 10 countries -- in an 
effort to start getting answers to the President's letter. 


Also, on February Gth, the internal opposition parties in 
Nicaragua made a proposal for dialogue calling for a cease-fire, the 
immediate suspension of hostilities by all sides, an amnesty, a 
repeal of the state of emergency, agreement on new clections and the 
fulfilling of the Sandinistas’ previous commitments to democracy and 
international assistance in implementing these demands. for example, 
election observers. And I think there's good reason to think that 
the external opposition is going to support those demands. So there 
are some things in the air, but the Sandinista position has been that 
they will not negotiate. 


Our view is that they will not negotiate, in fact, 
because they think they think they can crush the opposition 
internally and externally and we have to demonstrate to them that 
there is no military option open to them. If they think they have 
one, they're going tu take it. The only way to get them to the table 
is to demonstrate to them they do not have the option of a military 
victory and they must pursue political and diplomatic efforts. 


If the Democratic Resistance forces are crushed, if 
they're allowed to disappear, in our view, the prospects for a 
peaceful democratic solution are doomed. And the road to a peaceful 
democratic solution must be the help to the resistance forces. This 
assistance will permit the resistance to sustain and broaden its 
Operations and to accept the thousands of volunteers who are ready co 
fight but whom they are currently unable to supply. 


Our strategy is to allow the Democratic Resistance forces 
to confront the Sandinistas with steadily growing numbers of freedom 
fighters demanding the right to participate in the political life of 
Nicaragua, demanding a free Nicaragua. That kind of internal 
democracy is the foundation, and we think it is the only foundation, 
for peace in Central America. Only democracy in Nicaragua can really 
assure the survival of the fragile democracies in neighboring 
countries which the government of Nicaragua is trying to destroy. 


Questions. 
Q You know, Wouse Speaker Tip O'Neill is very much 
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against this hundred million and says it was simply enabling the 
rebels to be led to the slaughter and, after that, American boys will 
have to go in and fight. What's your answer to Tip O'Neill? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, we think that's 
wrong. What is happening now is that there are thousands -- not far 
short of 20,000 -- volunteers willing to fight the Sandinistas, 
thousands of them inside Nicaragua fighting the Sandinistas. Sut 
what we're giving them now is food and boots and bandages, and you 
cannot fight Soviet helicopter gunships piloted by Cubans with food 
and boots and bandages. So if they're being led to the slaughter, 
it's by our refusal to arm them. If we give them the military 
support they need, they can fight back against those helicopters and 
against the special counter-insurgency battalions. They have the 
people of Nicaragua on their side. What they do not have is tie 
military wherewithal to combat the Soviet and Cuban support for the 
government. 


Q What about the charge, though, that this will bring 
United States troops in as a result of that -- 


SENIOR ADMINITRATION OFFICIAL: Well, if we don't support 
this legislation, then there are only two alternatives. The two 
alternatives, of course, are the introduction of U.S. forces, which 
the President has rejected. And he says in this message, again, that 
he rejects that. If I can find the guote, I'll read it to you, dut 
-- at the one extreme. And the other extreme is just to walk away 
from it and allow a consolidation of another Cuba on the mainland 
with the obvious results for the maintenance of democracy in 
neighboring countries. 


Central America is a fairly well integrated place. You 
know, if you look at the license plates, they all say, “‘londuras, 
C.A.," “Guatemala, C.A." They all feel themselves a part of Central 
America. And this is another house that divided against itself will 
probably not stand. Contral American can probably not in the lon, 
run stand half democratic or part democratic and part non- 
democratic. We have been pushing very hard for the expansion of 
democracy in Central America. And it is expanding in all the four 
other countries except Wicaragua. And Nicaragua, through its 
suoversion represents a threat to all four of the other democracies. 


The way to achieve democracy in Cental America -- the way 
to move Wicaragua away from communism and the way to avoid American 
military intervention is very clear and it is to support the 
Nicaraguans who are trying to fight for (freedom. 


That quote is in here someplace, but I can't see it 
immediately. 


Q The question is -- a logistical question on the $100 
million, when vou say “transfer,” does that mean that tiie President 
is actually himself transferring the money now and waiting for 
approval to replenisi: a fund? Or you're goirse to wait for -- 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The President doesn’t 
nave authority to transfer funds. This is not a reprogramming. 
Tnere is difference. Don't ask me what tne difference is because 
there is a technical, legai difference vetween -- I Know wnat tne 
difference is. A reprogramzing is of money from one purpose to 
anotner when the purposes are very auch alike -- tnat is, foreign aic 
money which is going to one country in a particular account you could 
reprogram for tnat country in another account, or you sight reprograa 
for a neighooring country. It's when tne spending is going to two 
very like tnings. 


Tne transfer is wnen you move zoney from one account to a 
very different account. In this case, from the defense 
appropriations bill, for these purposes you need congressional 
authorization to do tnat. The President doesn’t have the authority 
to do that. Passage of tnis proposal would give him that authority. 
ie couldn't do it today. de can’t do it -- 


Q -- still go througn the process of congressional 
nearings and depates and all? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: well, there will ve 
hearings beginning on Thursday. I think tne first nearing is the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee on Thursday. And there will woe, 
no douot, hearings of, I tnink, armed services committees, 
intelligence committees, appropriations committees -- 


Q Can you tell us whicn fund, wnich account you're 
taxing it out of of? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I cannot tell you tnat. 
J Philippine ailitary aid? (Laugnter. ) 
Q Hey, why not? (Laughter. ) 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: sorry. You nave to get 
tnac from -- 


MR. OJERACII an: Von't oite. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You'll nave to get tnact 
from DOU. 


y) Tnis ceyuires approval by botn douses of Congress? 
It's tne sate aS an appropriations oi11? 


SENTOR ADAIWISTRATION OF FICIAu: Yes. cxactiy. 
Yes? 


* wnen tne UNO Came tO see you last f£ontn, tney were 
mentioning a figure of $13U million. Is tnis ail that tney are going 
to get? 


SENTOR ADMIAISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. ‘Ytnis is -- a ior 
of figures were tnrown around. fnis is tne tiguce. Some of tne 
confusion was that tnere were a iot Of peopié wno cnougnt tnat tne 
$1UU million did not include humanitarian -- that it was §iUU sillion 
pius $30 million or so humanitarian, which was wrong. This is the 
proposal, and I don’t tnin« I said <-- tnis is for ry ‘dé « vy ‘37, 
tnat is to say, for 13 months. 


J And -- one otnerc yuestion. Is tnere an is lication 
in this tnat if tne administration gets this $100 million, tnen it 
Ovligates itself nor to use otner funds, covert or otnerwise, that 
wouldn't come into tne puwlic serutiny? 


SENIOR ADMIMISTAATION OFFICIAL: Well, 1 can't comment at 
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all apout anytning covert. 


~ Is tnere sucn an ooligation tnat tnis would ve it -- 
that tne administration would owligate itself not to spend any core 
tnan that? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I's trying to avoid 
getting into any questions of covert activities. gut I think tne 
answer to your question is yes. I mean, this is the proposal and 
we're not going to come wack and try to reprogram or transfer 
additional funds that are not meant to be -- tnat are not currently 
oeing spent on tnis from elsewhere. Tnis is tne proposal and we 
think that tnis amount of money will oe sufficient for ls sonths. 


Yes? 


u ynen tne Contadora support group ministers were 
here, they asxed you all to postpone putting in your request for tnis 
aid until after tne Contadora -- after tne Central American summit 
meeting next month. Wny did you decide not to do that? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: [he money cuns out Marcn 
3ist. You nave to set the clock ticking. Even under the expedited 
procedures, this provaoly taxes about a month and we cannot leave 
tnose guys out on tne field of battle with no support. so, tnere is 
a-- the real reason tnat we said this to the Contadora ministers -- 
tnere’s a ceal world out there. There is fignting going on in 
Sicaragua and tnese people need our support and we cannot juggle tnis 
in tnat way wecause tne deadline of Harch 31 is a deadline we'd like 
to stick to. 


a wnat ajout tneir contentions though that doing tnis 
is a siap in tne face to tne Contadora grou)? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION UFFICIAL: It is not a slap in tne 
face. Wut iook, let's go wack -- tnere nave oeen two periods when 
the Sandinistas nad tne vest possivle opportunity to come to tne 
negotiating taole. [ne first was tneir first year and a nalf <= anen 
President Carter was eresicent of tne United States and tne United 
States was tne largest aid donor to Jicaragua -- tne largest foreign 
aid donor. In tnat period, tneirc military ouildup sagan. In tnat 
period they wegan voting witn the sgoviets at the U.wW. In tnat perio’ 
tney oegan oeing a haven for terrorism. In tnat period tne FL 
neadyuarters moved co Aanagua and they oegan to suovert Presidenc 
Duarte’s government -- all whiie we were yiving them foreign aid. 


Tnen tney nad anotner cnance and tnat was tne period of 
avout a year wnen we were giving no assistance to tne resistance 
forces wnatsoever. Am! again, in that period of a year, wnen you can 
Say, "“JKas, TiOw we were not pusning tnem,” what was the demonstration 
of goo! faith on tne parce of the Sandinistas that they wanted to 
negotiate anything? Zero. Tne continuing -- tne ouildup continued. 
iflore Cuoans, more Soviets arms, more suvoversion of Duarte, and 
expansion of suwversion tnrougnhout the nemispnece oocause it's gone 
beyond Central america nda. 


So, we have tried. resident Carrer ccjied fiese. <aAnd I 
remind you tnat it was President Carter wno cut off economic aid to 
the Sandinistas because of their suoversion of el Salvador. Twice we 
nave tried wnat you might call unadulterated sweet talk -- thar is, 
no help to the opposition forces. 


Diplomacy which is not backed by power is not going to 
succeed. We are asking tne Samiinistas to do tnings tney don’t want 
to do. They are communists. They have oeliefs. Tney have a syster 
Of oeliefs. They know how they want to organize that society. Tney 
AnOw what they see as their task in changing the governments of 
neignooring countries and not so nearby countries. , They will not do 
this unless tney'’re pressured to do it. SO, we come wack to say to 
Contadora -- and we nave said it and we'li say it again -- if you are 
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interested in a successful negotiating trac«x, there has to oe some 
pressure to make tne Sandinistas go down that trac«. 


Yes? 


~) You say nere and you've said in the past and -- any 
easing of U.S. pressure on Nicaragua will ve implemented after 
consultation with Congress, reference to ovuservasle Nicaraguan 
conduct. How gechanicaily does that work? for example, if tney let 
La Prensa suddenly print everything they want, wnat do we do to 
respond to that -- once you've given $100 gillion in military aid, 
now do you pull tne string pac«? 


SEASIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I was -- I didn't 
want to get into tnis kind of detail, but let me read it from the 
?resident’s reyuest. Twenty-five percent of tne $100 zillion would 
oe available immediately, with an additional $15 million -- 15 
percent -- $15 million released every YU days through tne end of FY 
"87 as the YU-day reports are suomitted to Congress. So -- 


u where are you reading tnis? 


SENIOR ADAINISTAATION OFFICIAL: I'm sorry. I'm reading 
from something tnat you don't nave. But if you look at tne -- 


MR. OJERETJIAN: Wo, nO. The factsneet nas ali tnat 
information. 


ScHTOR ADAINISTRATION OFFICIAL: vr on tne description of 
@ reyuest, page three, paragrapn two. so this doesn’t all <-- we 
don't tacxe $100 million and write a checx« to UNO. Tnere are a iot of 
things we could do, along the way. 
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There are ways -- I‘ll just take one example of how we could respond, 
and it's just an example. The economic embargo could be limited or 
lifted in response to appropriate action on the part of the 
Sandinistas -- not statements, action -- with respect to a lifting or 
reduction of internal repression or external subversion or ties with 
the Soviets or Cuban military activity or any combination of those. 
That's the kind of thing we're talking about. 


Q Well, haven't you just said there's -- you have no 
real hope they're going to change. Didn't you just say -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, I have no real hope 
that they're going to change without pressure. Without pressure. 


Q With pressure? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: With pressure, I think 
that, ultimately, they're going to be faced with the necessity to 
change, to compromise. 


Q And the only way they're really accepting is for the 
Sandinistas to leave? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo. What we are asking 
for in Nicaragua is a democratic outcome. And what is acceptable to 
us is what is acceptable to the thousands and thousands of 
Nicaraguans who are today risking their lives inside of Nicaragua, 
fighting in a very uneven fight, all volunteers. What's acceptable 
to them is what they fought the revolution for in ‘79, democracy. 


Q Would you give Ortega -- 


Q How did you determine that $100 million would bring 
them to the table? Why not $200 million or $300 million? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: What we tried to 
determine was, on the basis of our knowledge of what it costs, in a 
sense, to keep an operation this size going -- how much would it cost 
to keep that going for a year and a half? How much would it cost to 
@llow all of the people who are currently available, which is roughly 
20,000, to be well-equipped and well-trained and, therefore, to be 
effective as soldiers? 


And as we did that study -- and we did the study of the 
humanitarian office and how its spending had been going and of the 
human rights program and so forth -- that's the figure that we came 
up with. 


Q But to follow up, what is ultimately -- I mean at 
this level of funding, how long is it going to take for 20,000 
well-armed, well-trained Contras to put sufficient pressure on the 
Sandinista government to bring them -- to make them say uncle? I 
mean how long is that going to take? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, we would hope that 
it would happen within this 18-month period. It depends, of course, 
in part on levels of Soviet and Cuban aid. It depends on something 
that we're very much interested in, and that is the continuing and 
cising pressure of other democracies on Nicaragua. 


If you look at the amount of aid that Nicaragua is 
getting from the democracies of Western Europe, for example, it goes 
way, way down. If you look at their relations with their Latin 
American brethern who are democracies, it also goes way, way down. 
And it very clear from our discussions with every single Latin 
American head of state or foreign minister I've talked to that we are 
in no disagreement whatsoever about the nature of that regime. When 
we meet with Latin Americans now, we start with an agreement on the 
mature of the regime and the threat that it represents. And the only 
subject of discussion is how do we deal with the probles. 
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We all agree what the problem is. Western Europe 
increasingly agrees about the nature of this regime and the probles 
that it represents. What is under discussion is tactics. So how 
much pressure will there be from the Europeans and the Latins? How 
much pressure -- how much will the Cubans reenforce them? These are 


variables. 


What we do know is if we don't do this, they will crush 
the internal and external resistance forces. 


MR. DJEREJIAN: We're going to take two more questions. 


Annette? 


Q Yes. Castro has threatened to escalate the war. Do 
you take these threats seriously? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We've had these threats 
for a long time and I think that we take them seriously 
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in the sense that when we get a threat, for example, of a terrorist 
act against an Aserican diplomat, we take serious precautions. But I 
would think it very clear, and I think Congress would agree, that we 
cannot have our foreign policy determined by Castro's threats. 


Q Sir, does the noney include -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You had a question. 
Let‘’s hear it. 


Q Last year you had to work very hard and you barely 
got $27 million and it was strictly humanitarian aid. What makes you 
think that Congress is any more willing this time to give you $100 
million, including $70 million in military? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: What has changed, I 
think, is the view in Congress of the Sandinistas. Just as the view 
has changed in Western Europe and Latin America in democratic 
countries, it has changed in Congress, because we have now had 
another year of increasing repression -- of the press, of the Church, 
of opposition political parties. We have had further proofs of 
Sandinista subversion -- for example, the finding of 
Sandinista-provided rifles in the Palace of Justice, which the -- 
when the M19 in Bogota, Colembia, went in and murdered half the 
Supreme Court. We have had further proof, for example, in what we 
call the Smoking Latta -- that is, the vehicle which was filled with 
armas, ammunition and cryptographic equipment that was going from 
Nicaragua to El Salvador to support the FMLN. 


So there has been a real shange, I think. And as I talk 
to members of Congress, there is no disagreement between us and the 
Congress about the nature of the Sandinista regime. If you look at 
the last few resolutions or bills that have passed Congress about 
Nicaragua -- for example, last year's $27 million in military aid, or 
the intelligence authorization enacted in FY 86 -- we all agree on 
the nature of the Sandinista threat. And that is something new, and 
that, we think, is going to affect the final outcome. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 


END 3:29 P.M. EST 




















DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
BACKGROUND BRIEFING 
ON 
DEPARTURE OF MARCOS FROM PHILIPPINES 
TUESDAY, FEBRUARY5, 1986, 5:15 P.M. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Let me make a couple 
of quick observations, and then I'll take your questions. 


The first thing, I think, we would like to emphasize, 
because it happens to be true, is that this was really a 
tumultuous week, but one in which the action was with 
Filipinos. The Philippines is not an American colony; we can't 
snap our fingers and ordain events. The events that you all 
witnessed on television were a reflection of a long democratic 
tradition in the Philippines and a yearning to revitalize the 
democratic process. 


Second observation would be that we have tried to 
attain a certain consistency of purpose in our own policies 
toward the Philippines over the last few years. It wasn't 
difficult to see problems accumulating. These were all 
exacerbated profoundly by the assassination of Senator Aquino. 
And since particularly that time, we have quite consistently 
felt that binding up the wounds of that traumatic event 
required a thorough and complete investigation and justice for 
that assassination. We have felt the economic problems which 
became much more difficult as a result of the declining 
confidence in the economy, capital flight, and so forth, needed 
to be addressed forthrightly, boldly with structural reforms. 


We felt the growing insurgency required that we 
address the question of the professionalization of the 
military. We have felt that the declining credibility in 
government institutions required an opening up of the 
democratic process, and we encouraged that. 


There have been tactical adjustments, to be sure, as 
the situation changed there, but we have been, I think, quite 
consistent in promoting those objectives. In recent elections 
which President Marcos called, our policy you're familiar 
with. We s¢ *‘o avoid any partisan involvement, and 
restrict ou , to encouraging a process that was fair and to 
support those w were encouraging fairness. 
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And that was the explanation for sending a 
Presidential Commission of Observers; it was the reason for the 
various public statements we made; it was the reason why the 
President indicated publicly a willingness to contemplate 
additional assistance in the event a fair election was held, 
and the government that emerged from it was willing to tackle 
the reform agenda. 


Third observation would be -— that I see a certain 
tendency to assume we pushed President Marcos out. We did not 
push President Marcos out. I think what had happened in the 
last few days indicates precisely that the election resulted in 
a claim of a mandate which was challenged by the Filipino 
people. The church challenged its legitimacy. The middle 
class challenged it. It was challenged by the divisions in the 
army. The depths of that challenge were manifest in the crowds 
which were mobilized almost to a moment's notice in response to 
Enrile and Ramos' public pronouncements; and they were evident 
in the willingness of those people to face APC's and tanks; it 
was evident in the erosion of the loyalty to the army. Those 
were the facts which prompted President Marcos’ decision. We 
may have helped promote a realization of the implications of 
those facts, but the facts were central. 


Fourth comment would be, there are going to be big 
problems ahead in the Philippines, but we have always felt 
those problems were there, and only a government that enjoys a 
genuine popular mandate could effectively address them. and I 
think Mrs. Aquino's government does enjoy that kind of 
mandate That's why we recognized that government promptly 
this morning. 


My fifth comment would be, there have been some deep 
wounds in the Philippine body politic, but already one is 
seeing very heartening evidence that there is a capacity among 
Filipinos for reconciliation that's quite extraordinary, and we 
obviously want to encourage that as is evident in the 
statements that are being made there. 


I think it's attributable in part cto their extended 
family system; it's attributable in part to the role of the 
Catholic Church, but it's a very important attribute to have in 
the days that are immediately ahead. 


Final comment, as you perhaps know, President Marcos ' 
plane is the plane that we have furnished him to exit from the 
Philippines It left Clark Air Base at 1603 our time It is 
destined for Guam and will arrive shortly after 7 o'clock. 





3 2/25/86 





I'll be glad to take your questions. 





Q First question, I thought we have a law that 
makes people guilty of human rights violations ineligible for 
asylum in the United States. Perhaps I'm wrong, but I'm sure 
also the law must have a waiver provision. How are you going 
to hustle him in here? 


m We're net going to “hustle him in here." 
President Marcos is a leader of a country with whom we've had a 
long friendship. We've had an alliance with that country. He 
has many personal associations with Americans. He's been a 
friend of the President. We've offered him safe haven. 

There's nothing in this that relates one iota to hustling him 
in. 


Q What about the law, or am I wrong? Is there a 
law that would make someone who violates human rights in his 
country ineligible? And if that's so, how come it doesn't 
apply to Marcos? 





os I'm going to stand on my answer. I don't -- 

Q You haven't answered. 

‘ I don't intend to get into a debate -- 

Q I'm asking you a question. 

na -~- about the issue that you've raised. 

Q You haven't answered the question. 

fe I'm saying that rresident Marcos is the leader of 


a country with whom we've had a long friendship, and we're 
providing him safe haven. We've offered him our hospitality 
and we're going to furnish that. 


Q Is Guam the final destination? 

q [I don't know the answer to that. He will be 
there for some time, but I don't, frankly, know how long he 
left. 

Q There's a report that he is going to be 


hospitalized in Guam. Do you have any thing on that? 


A I don't know that either. My understanding was 
that he, obviously, was physically capable of getting on the 
plane, and from the conversations our people had with him, he 
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was perfectly lucid, so I don't have any reason to believe 
that's the case. If he needs medical care, obviously, we'll 
furnish it, but I don't have any reason to assume that's the 
case. 


Q Is he going to meet with Habib in Guam? 
No. Phil Habib is not heading for Guam. 
Q Why a few days in Guam for (inaudible)? 


A I don't mean to say that we know. I don't 
frankly know how long he'll be in Guam. I don't know his 
ultimate destination at this point. 


Q Was it President Marcos' choice to stay in the 
Philippines and that proved impossible? 


a I think his preference would have been to remain 
in the Philippines and return to his home province. There were 
conversations with the opposition, the former opposition -- now 
the governing authorities of the Philippines -- to inquire 
about whether that would be possible in the spirit of 
reconciliation. It was not deemed by them possible at this 
time, and therefore, he has left the Philippines. But we don't 
know, as I say, what his ultimate destination will be. That 
will depend in part on his preferences. 


We've simply - 


Q You say “at this time." Does that mean at a 
future date it may be possible? 


A I really don't know the answer to the question. 
I think, certainly, their feeling is that given the tempers and 
the tensions of recent days, apparently it would be difficult 
to control those or more difficult to manage those if he 
remained in the country at this time. What becomes possible in 
the future, I can't say. 


Q First of all, who is with him on the plane? Is 
Ver? 


a I haven't seen the full manifest. General Ver is 
on the plane, I believe. The names I['ve heard I believe 
involved his immediate family; I believe Danding Cojuangco and 
his family; General Ver and some of his family, but [ haven't 
seen the list of passengers. I1 think there are something over 
60. 














5 2/25/86 


Q In the spirit of reconciliation that you were 
talking about, President Aquino's husband was killed. If 
General Ver was not involved in the crime itself, he certainly 
was involved in the cover-up. Do you have an assurance from 
her, or her new government, that they will not demand the 
extradition of at least General Ver? 


oa I don't believe there has been any conversation 
about that at this juncture. These events unfolded very 
quickly. We have signed an extradition treaty. In fact, it 
has not been ratified. But I'm not sure -- I, frankly, don't 
know what their attitude will be. They will have to decide 
these things as they assume the responsibilities of government, 
and I don't think it helps for me to speculate about their 
attitude. 


Q Perhaps you can help us by defining your use of 
the words “safe haven." Does that include a guarantee that 
President Marcos and his immediate family won't be extradited? 


A It means that we have said to President Marcos 
that if you wish to come to the United States, then you are 
welcome here. 


Q Just to be a little more explicit, did you mean 
that U.S. Embassy officials in Manila, on Marcos' behalf or as 
an intermediary, asked the Aquino government if he could return 
to his home province? 


a Yes, we did 
Q Thank you. 


Q You talked about “tactical adjustments," and you 
go back to the President's news conference when he said he 
thought there was fraud on both sides. At that time, there was 
certainly the impression given that the United States did not 
want to get involved in suggesting whether or not Marcos should 
stay or not stay, and that the President seemed to be leaning 
on the side of saying, “Well, if the National Assembly says 
Marcos has won, then we'll recognize that." 


What happened since then to bring about the change in 
the mind and the policy of the President? 


is) As I said, we tried to let the Filipinos be the 
principal adjudicators of this election, and therefore during 
the counting, we wanted to be in a position where we were 
making observations but not getting out ahead of the 
Filipinos. We always felt that we should take our cues from 
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those organizations who were making the ultimate judgments in 
their country, and the Catholic bishops' pastoral letter came 
out after those initial statements; NAMFREL's completion of 
their vote count, to the extent they were willing to call it 
complete, came thereafter; other events, including ultimately 
Juan Enrile's own comments about the election it seems to me 
demonstrated the facts and the Philippine attitudes toward 
them, and those were what we based our judgments on. 


Q There's still a question about the procedure of 
his leaving. Did he actually resign, or what? We can't get an 
answer here in the building. Did he hand in a piece of paper? 
I mean how did the United States determine that he has left? 
And how do we get about recognizing the new government? Is 
there a process? 


A We observed the realities on the ground. 


Q So there are no mechanics like we had, for 
instance, when Nixon resigned? 


a The issue in this case involved the result of an 
election about which there was some dispute -- the rival 
claimants to mandate. We judged from the events of recent days 
that the Filipinos were clear about that mandate, and we drew 
our conclusion regarding recognition on that basis. 


Q We've been brought up to date very well by 
Senator Laxalt and by the White House on the rather interesting 
back and forth between Senator Laxalt and Mr. Marcos as of, 
say, about 4 o'clock Washington time yesterday afternoon. 


Could you give us some idea of what happened then, 
because it was left hanging I gather at that point, whether he 
would stay or leave? What happened between then and, say, 6 
o'clock this morning, when I gather you got word that he was 
going to leave. 


The U.S.-Philippine role -- Obviously, you mentioned 
that Ambassador Bosworth went -- Did he go actually to Mrs. 
Aquino herself to ask about whether he could stay in the 
province? 


A I assume this was done telephonically - 
Q Yes, sure. 
i) -~=— given the hour and the traffic. 


Q Can you tell us what happened within that 
intervening time? 
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oa You're trying to reconstruct the differences of 
time between here and Manila -- 


Q It was before the inauguration. I mean, the last 
phone call —- where it sort of got left hanging in our minds, I 
think, is when Marcos finally said to Laxalt, "O.K. I 
understand, but I still want to go ahead with my inauguration," 
and then it sort of -- frozen frame. 


What happened between then and this morning? 


ia I can only speak for what happened on our side 
because I don't have any glimpse into the palace. I can't even 
surmise who was saying what. But we had reinforced our 
Willingness to receive President Marcos here. 


The other things that I have assumed were 
consequential were the developments again on the ground, the 
defection of increasing numbers of military units and the 
growing realization that any effort militarily to reverse that 
Situation inevitably involved massive civilian casualties, 
Given the crowds last night in Manila. And given that, those 
facts, and the conclusions that presumably follow from that 
about one's capacity to reverse that situation, I presume 
therefore this other option of leaving the palace and leaving 
the office, despite taking the oath, must have become more 
attractive. 


There were conversations with representatives of our 
Embassy that were designed to indicate various methods by which 
we could be helpful in assisting their departure from 
Malacanang and their movement initially to Clark, and as I say, 
reinforcing our willingness to provide an onward destination. 


Q How did you find out -- when did you first learn 
that he was leaving the palace? In other words, there's a time 
problem here that we have as described here: Laxalt's talking 
to him, and Laxalt says it was hanging at the end of that 
conversation. 


Now, at what point did you perceive that he was going 
to leave the palace or had leave (sic) the palace? How did you 
exactly hear about that? 


A Well, first, we had indications through calls 
from members of the family to our people that there was an 
interest in exploring possible ways of leaving the palace 


Q When? 














8 2/25/86 


A And those -- Unfortunately, I didn't write all 
this down as I was going through it. I wish I had. Things 
were happening fast -- this was last evening in the 
early—to-mid evening, sometime, as I recall, between 7 and 9. 
I would probably have to check a lot. 


Q Before the inauguration? 

m Yes. By members of the family. 
Q Which ones? 

Q Can you identify them? 


Me There were conversations with Mrs. Marcos and 
with the son-in-law, Tommy Manotoc. I can't be precise at all 
beyond that because these were conversations out there. They 
were principally on the telephone, and it'll take us a day or 
two to reconstruct all this with any precision. But 
thereafter, in the evenings -- 


Q There were conversations with the Embassy, not 
with Washington? 

i There were conversations with members of our 
Embassy. 

Q Is there any real question in your mind that 


former President Marcos' family will be coming to the United 
States to accept political asylum here. 


Q Well, I don't think the question of asylum 
arises. They have been invited to come here. I can't tell you 
precise status of their visa, but [ don't think it's an issue 
of asylum. 


I cannot confirm, Bill, what their destination will be 
beyond Guam because I frankly don't know. They went to Clark. 
They had had obviously long days. They were tired They went 
to bed, and they left very early the following morning. 


Q Can you go on with your tick-tock - 
Q Can you say what the definition of “safe haven" 


is? Does that allow extradition, and does it allow the leaving 
of assets -- 


A Let's wipe that term off the record What 1 mean 
is that the President indicated that they would be welcome if 
they wish to come to the United States 
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Q Could you go on with your description of exactly 
how all this unfolded from the time these phone calls from the 
families started to come in until he decided to leave? Could 
you finish that out? 


4 I really can't, because you will assume a degree 
of precision which I can't supply at this time. As I say, 
these were conversations in Manila between members of the 
Embassy -- I've not seen any written record. All I know is 
they involved from early evening last night discussions of 
possible ways in which we might facilitate their movement from 
Malacanang up to Clark Air Base. 


Q Did their request for helicopter transport -- 
their request to Bosworth, as we understand it, Ambassador 
Bosworth -- their request for helicopter transport out of the 
Palace come after the inauguration or before? 


o I'm not trying to be evasive. I don't want to 
pin down -- once they indicated an interest in exploring ways 
of leaving the Palace, then we indicated possible ways that 
that could be accomplished, including helicopter transport. 
But at what point and at what moment the request came from 
them, I can't say. 


Q Did Marcos himself ever make a kind of final call 
in which he said, “Okay, I'm ready to go, take me out of here?" 


i Clearly, there were those discussions, yes. 
Again, this is happening during a long night when one is 
constantly awaken by phone calls, and we've been busy trying to 
arrange the onward details all day and I haven't looked at a 
log and I don't want to mislead you by giving you times that I 
don't have. 


Q Do you know who he told it to, if you don't know 
the time? 


a The discussions were handled by Steve Bosworth. 
Q You referred in your opening comments -- maybe 
point 3 or 4 -- to the problems of the Philippines which 


continue to exist. 


What is the thinking in the U.S. Government about the 
extent to which, or ways in which, the United States is now 
willing to assist the Philippines in tackling these problems 
which have not entirely vanished with the departure of Mr. 
Marcos? 
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a I think we've identified the problems, and the 
economy -- it has been our belief that opening up the market is 
an important aspect of any effort to draw capital back into the 
country. 


We can be helpful. We do provide substantial aid 
already. We've indicated under certain conditions we could 
increase that aid. The amount of official assistance is 
obviously limited and it's far less than they can secure 
through the attraction of private capital -- their own and 
others. 


We know a lot of capital has left the country. We 
assume that if the right conditions are recreated, much will 
return. We know, given the resources and the talent of the 
Filipinos, if you've got the right conditions they can 
experience the same attraction for foreign investment that 
their neighbors do. 


We are prepared to work with them on these kinds of 
issues through our AID Mission. We're prepared to look at ways 
in which we can be helpful on the military side, through our 
MAG Mission, and through people in this country who have got 
deep connections with their military establishment. 


We are willing to look at the debt issue in due 
course. They have big international indebtedness. 


I think the first question will be the kind of 
policies they set in motion. We've have some thoughts, we've 
had some experience, we want to have dialogue with them. The 
first priority, obviously, is getting themselves organized in 
the government. 


Those are the areas in which we're prepared to discuss 
with them ways in which we can be helpful. They have got to 
set the basic lines of policy. 


Q Is Mr. Habib job now, when he goes there, to try 
to work on some of these things? Is that what he's supposed to 
do when he gets there? 


A Phil will go back for an initial series of 
discussions with the new government, precisely to try to 
identify the ways in which we can be heipful 


Q Taking into account the fact that it was an 
evolutionary process -- sorry to keep trying to drag you back 
into the tick-tock -- but can you give us an idea in what 
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timeframe you here at State realized that Marcos had made the 
decision that he was going to give up the Presidency? I mean, 
was it 10:00 p.m.? Was it in the 3:00 a.m. timeframe, or -- 


oa I thought it was around 4:30 this morning, it 
seemed to me, it looked like he would be departing. That's 
when I learned it, at least. 


Q When did you actually go to the Aquino side and 
ask if he could stay in his home province? Was that after he 
got to Clark Air Force Base or before he left the Palace? 


I think there were conversations even before he 
left the Palace, and I believe subsequent conversations as well. 


Q Can you just say whether Marcos, or any members 
of his family, spoke with any U.S. officials in the United 
States after the Laxalt phone call and during the course of 
these conversations? 


a I don't believe so. 


Q So there was no discussion -- Shultz was not 
involved in any conversations? 


a Not a direct telephone call. 


Q Can you tell us anything further about Shultz' 
involvement with --— was he in contact with Aquino, for example? 


a No, there weren't telephonic calls from 
Washington We feel we have a very responsible Ambassador, and 
the communications were handled through our Mission. But the 
Secretary was involved at every stage; was in very early the 
last couple of days and followed events from moment to moment. 


Q Can 1 just clear up one small trivial issue while 
it passes through my mind? You said that an extradition treaty 
had been signed and ratified? 

A Not ratified. 


Q Not ratified Okay, thank you 


Q There have been some concerns expressed, even 
today, that Mrs. Aquino's government may be less hospitable to 
the American military presence in the Philippines, at least 
after the agreement expires in 1991, than was the Marcos 
government. 
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Do you think that's the case? Are you troubled by the 
things she said at the outset of the campaign about the bases? 


os Let me make two observations. The base agreement 
doesn't actually expire in 1991. What happens is that at that 
point it continues indefinitely unless either party terminates 
with one-year notice, which is comparable to our other 
arrangements around the world. 


Secondly, with regard to Mrs. Aquino's statements on 
the bases, I believe her position is one in which she's 
acknowledged that these bases are there on a legal basis, and 
that she's acknowledged they play a role and she's acknowledged 
that our presence will continue, at least, until 1991. She's 
indicated that we'll negotiate about the future before that 
time. That would be the case if President Marcos had continued 
in office. 


It is my belief, based on my own experience there, 
that there is no deep antagonism toward American bases in the 
Philippine body politic. It is my belief that there is 
tangible benefits to the Philippines that arise out of our 
presence. 


In the defense area, economically, it is my belief 
that most of the Philippine neighbors desire our continued 
presence and convey that regularly to the Philippines. So 
these objective conditions, it seems to me, are likely to 
provide a very adequate basis for sustaining a strategic 
relationship with President Aquino. 


Q Did the matter of the bases come up in the course 
of discussions to get Marcos out of the country? Did we try to 
get some sort of commitment from Aquino in order to get him out 
of the country? 


is) No. 


Q This morning at the White House it was said, 
quite early on, the Administration laid down certain 
conditions. Basically, a stable democracy and reform within 
the Philippines because it was obvious that they were not able 
to deal with a lot of the problems. 


Do you have a similar checklist for any other 
countries? 


i) We try to deal with the particularities of these 
issues. Problems in each country differ, and our influence 
differs greatly We have some common aspirations, democracy 
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being one of them. But I think the Philippines is quite a 
unique situation given the fact that it's our only real colony. 


We've had an historical association. It goes back 
nearly a hundred years. So in some respects our influence is 
deeper there than you would find in most other countries. I 
think some of the values that we share are deeper, too. 
Certainly, democracy being, again, one of them. 


Q A nitpicking question. Do you happen to know why 
his Vice Presidential colleague was not inaugurated last night 
also? 


a Tolentino? 
g Yes, or where he is? 
a I don't know the answer to it. There were a lot 


of major political figures who weren't there. (Laughter) 


Q Was the reason for the further delay in Marcos’ 
departure, in part, because the opposition was not sure how to 
respond to the request that he stay on? Enrile seemed to be 
saying today that Marcos had done just a great job in avoiding 
bloodshed and we ought to thank him for that. It seemed like 
possibly he was paving the ground for having him stay on. 


Was there a (inaudible) within the opposition on that? 


Aa No. I think the hesitation -—- it was a painful 
decision. There's no question about it He pondered it long 
and hard, and I think that was probably the principal reason. 


Q One question about just the events in the last 
couple of weeks. If you look at it in this context, could you 
put your finger on a point where you believe -- a point in time 
-— where you believe a consensus was achieved in that 
government that Marcos would have to qo? 


A Well, as I said, we have wished those decisions 
to be left to the Filipinos, and the events I think have driven 
this -- those events have accelerated pretty rapidly during the 


last week 


As the evidence about the election came in, it seemed 
that was one point of decision This is more a matter of 
reaching conclusions about what had happened As Senator Lugar 
and Representative Murtha's observer commission came home and 
informed the President of their conclusions That's a point 
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As the Bishops and the NAMFREL make their own 
pronouncements on the election, that tends to firm up 
conclusions; as Enrile indicates his own belief as a member of 
the Cabinet, what he felt had happened in the election. All of 
these drive certain conclusions about the capacity of that 
government to govern effectively, and it was a process 
therefore of events in determining conclusions that were 
inescapable. And the Filipino reaction to the election during 
the last week was, again, the principal determiner of that. 


MR. KALB: Can we just take two more, please. 


Q In between the time when it seemed absolutely 
certain that the election had been riddled with flagrant fraud 
and the time that Enrile and Ramos came out, you seemed to be 
talking about transition, implying that if Marcos was to go he 
would not be replaced by Mrs. Aquino but rather by something 
else, either stepping down to the Vice President or some other 
arrangement 


It seems that you didn't draw the conclusion that even 
if he had not won, that she had? 


a We, in the aftermath of the election, dispatched 
Phil Habib out there to have discussions with all parties to 
determine the answer to some key questions; among them, this 
question of “Can the government that has pronounced itself the 
victor govern effectively?” 


And what is the reaction to that among the various 
strata of Philippine opinion? 


Q Before the President made his statement 
yesterday, what type of conversations or assurance did you have 
from Mrs. Aquino or people around her that they were going to 
be sensitive to American needs and concerns in the region, such 
as the bases? 


a This isn't a matter on which you go and negotiate 
assurances. These are conclusions one has to draw on the basis 
of her pronouncements in the election, the people that are 
around her, the suppositions about the interests of the 
Philippines that will inform the decisions of any government 
You can't have guarantees on those matters. Those are issues 
that will be resolved through the conduct of Mrs. Aquino in 
office and our discussions with her. 


As far as Mrs. Aquino's concern, she has been on 
American television a good deal People talk a lot about her 
inexperience I don't think there's any question, she didn't 
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covet this office; she didn't have large political ambitions. 
It was thrust upon her. She was inexperienced in dealing with 
these issues when she started but she's demonstrated a very 
considerable political prowess in the last few months. 


She managed to put together a very effective 
campaign. She united a rather fragmented opposition. She was 
rather skillful in the way she compensated for disadvantages in 
the area of money and organization politically by using the 
church and various volunteer groups to get her message across 
to the electorate. She managed to put out a platform which I 
would say on the issues of concern to us was more reassuring. 


The message on economic policy was one that endorsed 
the market principle. And I think, as I said, on the bases, 
she indicated that she acknowledged the base agreement through 
‘91 and the disposition to keep the option open and negotiate 
about that before then. 


I think she has, as I say, shown a considerable 
political skill. Now we'll see how the Cabinet shapes up, but 
already she's turned to people of some experience. I see today 
she's asked the Central Bank Governor, Jolo Fernandez, who 
enjoys a good deal of respect in international financial 
circles to stay on. But there's still a lot of Cabinet 
portfolios to be filled 


Speaking of economics, during the evolution of 
the crises the IMF and the World Bank called off a visit to the 
Philippines for a review of their economic situation 

Would you favor now that the IMF and the World Bank 
carry out this mission so that more than a billion dollars 
worth of credits can be released to the Philippines? 

A I would hope they would, sure. 

Q Thank you. 


(Backgrounder concluded at 5:52 p.m.) 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: First I want to make a 
prepared statement, and then I will take your questions. 


The overarching theme of the President's speech tonight 
is that we didn’t spend the last five years saking our silitary sore 
competitive and America secure again only to have it undone in the 
second ters. The speech is in a public way a description of our 
balanced national security strategy. It explains why we sust 
continue our current defense program and how we plan to do it. 


The speech has three supporting themes. First, a *..0ong 
America is essential for global peace and stability. Sust*.sing 
peace depends on our perseverance. Second, we have 4 well-balanced 
Getense strategy for the future, the components of which are 
complisentary and interdependent. We should stay on course. Third, 
in pursuing arms control with the Soviet Union we must negotiate from 


strength. 


Now examining each of these themes in a little sore 
Getail, first, a strong America is essential to global peace and 
security. The President will outline important achievements of the 
past five years that have restored confidence in our foreign poiicy 
leadership -~ for example, INF deployments into Europe, strengthened 
Gemocracy in £l Salvador and restored freedom in Grenada, and last 
but mot least, respect for the United States around the world. 


He will also highlight defense achievements -- restored 
morale, quality personnel, an integrated strategic soderni zation 
programs and management reforms. The President also feels it is 
igportant for the Aserican people to know that the Soviet threat is 
continuing to grow. We are still saking up for over a decade of 
neglect. Even with all we have done, the Soviets still have invested 
$five0O billion more than we did over the past 15 years. Over the 

five years the Soviets will field about 40 nuclear submarines, 
new ballistic alssiice and 1£,000 estern tenks, with additional 
eaphasis from thes on quality @&M@ high technology. While such hes 
been accoeplished, we sust not grow complacent and allow the work of 
the past five years to be undone. ‘ 


On the second theme, we have 4 balanced strategy for the 
future that has four complementary components. 




















First, taking advantage of high technology. Second, cooperation with 
friends and allies. Third, efficiency in defense management. And 
fourth, reducing our reliance on nuclear weapons. 


On technology, the President will emphasize the need to 
maintain a smart defense program that emphasizes our national 
strengths. We don't need to match the Soviets tank for tank and we 
don't intend to. We will continue to develop strategies for 
competition that emphasize our comparative advantages. The Stealth 
technology which can make aircraft and cruise missiles virtually 
invisible to Soviet air defenses is an example of such an advantage. 


On cooperation with friends and allies, the President 
will explain our strategy of using security assistance to improve 
regional security and thereby reduce our own military requirements 
for defense of U.S. interests abroad. 


Our coalition strategy has several dimensions. First, 
democratically elected governments in control of their own destinies 
enhance regional stability. Second, helping to meet the legitimate 
concerns of allies reduces the motivation for them to acquire nuclear 
weapons and also enhances regional stability. Third, security 
assistance is cost effective, preventing small problems from becominy 
large ones. Working with allies to more closely integrate plans for 
mutual defense also makes economic sense. 


Under efficiency in defense management, the ‘resident 
will highlight our success in reducing the annual growt? in the cost 
of major weapons systems from 14 percent in 1981 to less than one 
percent for the past two years. That -=- those statistics cover our 
"862 major weapons systems. 


Recent management and contracting reforms have also 
enablec us to save money. The latest Trident submarines and 
nuclear-powered carriers are ahead of schedule and under budget. 
Retrenchment in the defense budget would jeopardize this kind of 
progress and, in the long run, cost more money by stretching out 
programs at an uneconomical rate. 


We believe Secretary Weinberger and other Defense 
Department employees deserve credit for having uncovered virtually 
every case of fraud or abuse reported by the press. 


On Friday, the President will receive the Packard 
Commission report on defense management and review and iaplementation 
efforts will commence. Further efforts in this area will complement 
and/or enhance management initiatives already underway in the 
Department. 


Under recucing our reliance on nuclear weapons the 
President will ceiterate his commitment to 


MORE 





deep reductions through equitable and verifiable arms control 
agreements that are fully complied with. He will also restate his 
strong support for defense programs that hold promise for reducing 
our dependence on nuclear weapons and raising the nuclear threshold. 
This includes not only further research through the Strategic Defense 
Initiative, but also advanced technologies which could produce 
significant isgprovements in our capability for non-nuclear 
conventional defense. 


Third -- the third theme in pursuing arms control with 
the Soviet Union -- we sust deal from srcength. The President will 
mote that the strength and determination exhibited to date in 
rebuilding our defenses has brought the Soviets back to the 
negotiating table. As we continue negotiations this year and into 
the future, the Soviets will be watching closely for any indication 
of weakening resolve or backsliding in the United States on its 
defense program. To deal effectively with the Soviets, the President 
must have and will ask for the support of Congress and the American 


people. 


In summary, the President has a balanced strategy for 
peace. Its components are complimentary and interdependent. In 
other words, it is not a simplistic plan. A strong and smart defense 
program is essential for implementing our coalition strategy and for 
achieving our objectives in arms control. 


Let's not unravel all the progress made over the past 
five years by failing to sustain the President's defense progran. 


Now, questions. 


Q Sir, the Congressional Budget Office has estimated 
that the President underestimates defense expenditures by $14 
billion. How would you react to that? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We don't agree with 
them. The point is that the administration can control the rate of 
Gefense expenditures and the budget submission description of the 
outlays is the way we would plan to spend the money. 


Q Sir, according to the interim Packard commission 
report, the procurement procedures have not followed the original 
guidelines in 1981 and have not been as effecient as they could be. 
Now, how does the President's defense of defense management in his 
speech track with the criticism that we know is coming from this 
report? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm surprised that 
you've seen the interim report. 


Q Well, as it's been reported in print. I have not 
seen it. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I am not familiar enough 
with the report to know exactly what it says so I would be 
speculating on what they might say in that regard. Clearly the 
reduction of cost growth on the ‘82 major weapon systems that are 
reportec to the Congress -- the cost growth dropping from a 
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14 percent cost growth in 1981 to less than 1 percent for the past 
two years is attributable to two things. One is a drop in inflation, 
which is as a result of the President's economic policies. And the 
second portion of that reduction is better management. 


Yes. 


Q Why do you think the national consensus that the 
Pentagon budget needed to go up -- the consensus that the President 
had when he took office in 19861 -- why has that been dissipated, 
making it necessary to give a speech like this? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think one of the 
reasons is we haven't been talking about it enough. The problez is 
the world is at peace and it’s stable. Of course, we contend that 
one of the reasons that it’s that way is because the United States is 
growing stronger. As I said earlier, the United States has restored 
a lot of its own self-confidence, plus the confidence of our allies 
in our ability to be strong and to negotiate seriously with the 
Soviets from a position of strength. So because we do have this 
stable situation, the problem is, we think -- or I think -- that if 
we don't keep explaining what the threat is out there and explaining 
what the gap is that was caused by more than a decade of neglect, 
then the people don't see the need for it. And one of the reasons 
for the speech tonight is to start out the public debate that is 
going to take place over the next several months as to why this 
administration believes the amount of money that it's asked for in 
this year's budget is the appropriate amount. 


Yes, sir. 


Q House Republican leader, Bob Nichel, said in the 
driveway earlier today that unavoidably the President's defense 
budget will be cut by Congress. First of all, does the White louse 
concede that assessment? 


SENIOR ADMIWISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. 


Q Wo? If it is, will that inalterably start that 
unraveiing you've talked about? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We think that it can 
have a very detrimental effect on our ability to -- for the President 
to negotiate with the Soviet Union. The problem is that the Soviet 
Union understands our society pretty well. And if they can get us to 
make unilateral cuts or if Congress -- if they can convince Congress 
to put restrictions on our defense program in one way or another, 
then all they have to Jo is just keep up their propaganda battle. 

And we disagree with Bob Michel on this point. We're going to do our 
Gamnest to pass the President's budget as it went up. 


Yes. 


Q You suggest in your briefing, and the President does 
in his speech, that we need this defense budget to get any kind of 
arms control agreement with the Soviets. And yesterday Mr. Gorbachev 
was Saying that there might not be a summit meeting it you dian't get 
closer on an agreement. Do you think that the second summit between 
the President and Mr. Gorbachev is now at risk? And does the defense 
budget have any relationship to that that you can see? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, I think, you know, 
the relationship is a very complex one. 
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It's not really straightforward but I'm personally convinced and the 
President is convinced that the Soviets, as in any set of 
negotiations, you negotiate better from a position of strength than 
from a position of weakness. 





Now I gust say that I have not read thoroughly General 
Secretary Gorbachev's statement before his Party Congress, but I 
think in analyzing any kind of speech like that, you have got to take 
into account the audience. You know, it's a domestic audience for 
his. He has his own objectives to accomplish within his society and 
his system of government there and I don’t think that we know for 
certain that he has applied any direct linkage that is being implied 
in the reporting on it. 


Now, if there is linkage, we think that is a terrible 
mistake, because linkage won't work. I mean, the idea of holding 
meetings hostage to progress is kind of a ridiculous idea, because 
one of the ways you gain progress is through talking, and we want to 
talk, we are ready for progress, and if he is trying to establish 
that kind of linkage, it’s a terrible mistake on their part. 


Q The energy crisis has been coming down pretty 
rapidly and these budget projections were written before the fall 
started. Aren't you really in a position of needing a lot less than 
you told Congress initially because of lower oil prices? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I am not sure I can 
answer that because I don’t know what percent of the budget is oil. 
Do you know, Mike? I don’t think it’s a lot. It's not that such, 
but I just simaply don’t know what the percentage is. 


Q You have been negotiating -- the U.S. has been 
negotiating for 5 years. With all this strength you have achieved 
nothing. What makes you think that as long as we keep increasing 
they won't and that the arms race won't be just lisitless? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Because for one thing 
there is limited wealth in the Soviet Union. Right now they spend 
about 11 percent of their GNP -- well, that's not total <= that's 
their investment -- their weapons investment percentage is 11 
percent. That's quite high. Now, as I said before, we are not out 
to compete with them in quantity, but we want to be much more clever 
in what we do. 


Now I could turn the question around. What makes anybody 
think that bringing about agreements is a simple matter. It's very 
complex. It takes time. One of ay philosophies in approaching this 
is that you don't go for some great imaginative all-encompassing 
proposal and hope to get agreement on it. You've got to make slow 
progress. I think we are making some slow progress. 


Q The thrust of this speech and the thrust of your 
remarks so far suggest that that the only problem you see is one of 
public perception with defense. Is that an accurate interpretation, 
and if so, how are you going to deal with substantive criticisms when 
they come out of the Packard Commission, which most of us are 
assuming it will on Friday? 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think there are lots 
of components to this problem. I think one is public perception and 
we're going to work on that. I think one is inefficiencies in the 
system. And by that, I don't mean to imply just the Department of 
Defense, but I'm talking about the United States government system 
for determining what we spend on defense and managing that through 
the acquisition -- research, development, acquisition and procurement 
cycles. 


And it is ay view -- and I rather hope that the Packard 
Commission agrees and the indications are that, I think, they do -- 
is that there are changes that need to be made to the overall systes 
to make it more efficient. And if those are their recommendations, 
the President will readily endorse them and we will move out to 
implement some of these changes. 


But I must caution you that I think -- Congress is 
included in the system and some of our problems are there. 


Q Does that mean that you won't accept a Sudget 
compromise of any nature on defense spending? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We are not talking about 
budget compromises. 


Yes. 


Q There's a line in the President's speech tonight 
that says, “Millions of Americans actually believe we are now 
Superior to the Soviet Union in miltary power.” But do you 
personally share that belief? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Do I share the belief of 
that fact or do I believe -- 


Q Share the belief that we are superior to the Soviet 
Union in military power today. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, I do not believe 
that -- especially in strategic systems. 


Q You believe they’re superior -- wait a minute, the 
corollary -- do you believe they're superior to us? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I believe it’s a very 
close call. They clearly have an advantage in strategic systems. 
Naval forces, they have a larger quantity than we do. Sut we also 
have ait -- major aircraft carriers, which they don’t yet, but are 
building. There are differences in quantities and qualities 
throughout so the net assessment is very difficult to make. And I 
think it’s very close. I don’t think that we can say that we are 
superior. 


Q Would you say there's cough parity? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I don’t want to 
get into this -- you know, I've watched over the years this 
comparison. I think it’s very close, but I would not want to develop 
& new phrase to -- for somebody to use. 


Yes. 


Q The emphasis on being smart about what we build in 
this speech souncs a good deal like the sort of thing Gary Hart and 
others on the Hill have been saying. Is that a new departure for the 
administration? (Laughter.) 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We have been doing a lot 
of thinking about how do we compensate for this significant gap in 
investment and the significant gaps in quantities. That's one of the 
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reasons that the President decided in March of 1983 to come out with 
his concept and vision of SDI. 


One of the real comparative advantages we have over the 
Soviet Union is our high technology. And we've been looking at ways 
of using that better and we think now that we've got sose ways. I 
sentioned one that is highly classified -- the details of it. The 
fact that we're working on Stealth isn't classified, but that's one 
of the areas. There are some others. Many of these are in highly 
Classified programs. Wow the reason we classify them is that we want 
to protect the technology advantage that we have. 


Yes? 


Q Sir, part of the speech deals largely with East-West 
relations but he opens with discussion of the Philippines. What 
impact do you think events in the Philippines is going to have on 
U.S. relations in Asia? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think they'll be very 
positive. 


Q Why? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Because I think our 
friends and allies there agreed with us that there needed to be sone 
military and economic reforms sade in the Philippines. We have tried 
to work with President Marcos over the past several years to get his 
to institute those changes. For one reason or another he didn't sove 
ahead as rapidly as we would like to have seen him move on ther. we 
hope Mrs. that Aquino will do that. We think that she appears to 
have started the military -- some of the military reforms that we 
think are important in terms of improving the performance of the 
Philippine armed forces in handling the communist insurgency there. 
So, I think that our friends and allies in ASEAN and East Asia will 
view this as a hopeful sign that the Philippines will become 
stronger, which is to everybody's advantage. 


Yes, sir? 


2) You brought up the B-l <-- I'm sorry -- the Stealth 
bomber as an example of our superiority in high technology. As long 
as you did, and as long as we're talking about it, I's wondering here 
-- I’ve got to ask you to respond to a series of columns that were 
printed not too long ago suggesting that the Stealth bomber is 4 
large boondoggile that is unstable in flight and that it can be 
Getected by radar in the Soviet Union that's as much as 25 years old. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That simply is not an 
accurate article. Anybody that says that the ATS is a boondoggle 
simply doesn’t Know the facts. Now, we have kept the facts highly 
Classified and that's not because we are trying to protect something 
or hide it. You know, you can question me -- doubt my sincerity on 
that, but take it on faith that the performance of that aircraft will 
be superior to anything that we have in the bomber area today. The 
B-1-B is 1960 -- early 1970 technology. The real issue behind that 
controversy that's been in the press is the question about whether we 
build more B-1-Bs or not. 


Now, we don‘t want to compete with the Soviets in 
numbers. We want to move on to the next stage of technology and the 
next stage of technology is the ATSB bomber which will clearly be a 
superior aircraft. 


Yes, sir? 
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Q Pardon the pun, but this speech, for the most part, 
looks very defensive. Do you think the administration has lost 
control of the national security debate? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, I don’t think so. 
And I wouldn’t call the speech defensive. It's tried to lay out -- 
in it, as I said in the opening statement, we laid out what the 
problems were when we came, what we've done about and what plans 
we've got for the future. And I don’t call that defensive. I call 
it laying out a very clear picture of our intentions with regard to 
defense. 


All the way in the back. 


Q Yes, there are two figures in the President's 
speech, the 11 percent increase and also the $500 billion figure. 
Could you tell us whether or not those figures came from DIA or CIA? 
And do either of those figures include other things that we sometines 
inciude in Soviet expenditure, such as the space program and civil 
defense? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't know the answer 
to the last part of your question, space program and civil defense. 
Do you know? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The intelligence 
community agrees on the numbers and the term “investment” refers to 
research and development and to procurement and to military 
constuction. It's an agreed-upon term and an agreed-upon figure. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, I don’t think that 
answers his question specifically. I just -- I don't know. We will 
find out for you and make available to Larry what categories are in 
that $500 billion difference. Sut it is an intelligence community 
assessment that CIA and DIA agree on. The same with the 11 percent. 


Right here. 


Q I was struck by the suggestion that one of thc 
reasons you're making this speech is because you haven't been talking 
about it enough. Since there aren't any real new initiatives in 
here, a lot of this seems to be stuff that we've heard not merely 
once but over and over again. Isn't the real reason for this speech 
to defend the defense budget? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: As I said earlier, the 
reason for the speech is to kick off the debate that we recognize is 
going to take place this year. And the objective, from our point of 
view, in the debate is going to be to convince the public, and 
thereby the Congress, that they should pass the President's budget as 
it went up, which, if passed, will prowide for a three percent real 
growth -- that's three percent above the continuing budget resolution 
of last year. 


Q -- @ight percent. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: it depends on the base, 
‘ know. (Laughter.) The number | gave you is correct. And the 
act sheet lays out all these statistics and you can read about it 
there. But -- 


e) But he signed the other resolution. I mean, it's -- 
i sean, he signed -- I mean, you're saying it here like he didn't 
agree to anything, like that three percent was the last thing the 
President agreed to, like he hadn't agreed to Gramm-Rudman or any 
other things. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, no, no. The point 
~~ Well, let me -- I didn't finish answering this first question back 
here. 
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Q I’m sorry -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Your question was 
whether the speech is a defense of the defense budget. Well, it is 
an effort to sell the defense budget to convince the Congress and the 
people that that’s what we ought to go forward with. 


Now, Lou, what was your -- 


° Well, when he talks about the three percent here, 
it’s like you're talking like nothing happened after that. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, no, our point has 
always been, Lou, on this point is when the President made the 
agreement for zero percent in ‘86. 
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It was zero percent in ‘S86, three percent in ‘87, and three percent 
in ‘88 and that's what we keep coming back to -- saying three percent 
real growth is shorthand for talking about that siddle year of that 
overall agreement. Now, just because the Congress didn’t live up to 
theic part of the first year of that doesn’t mean that we're going to 
fall off of the second part. You know, we're going to fight for 
that. 


Andrea. 


Q Can you zsespond to -- not just the linkage aspect, 
but the rest of Gorbachev's rejection of our proposal and 
Shcherbitskiy just today said that it was -- it’s us who are blocking 
any real progress on ares control. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We simply don't agree 
with that. Sumber one, we don't like to negotiate in the mecia. We 
think the appropriate place to negotiate is in Geneva. What we'd 
really like to see is the Soviets get down to Dusiness in Geneva. 
You know, drawing up these agreements is not easy; it takes a iot of 
very hard work and we don’t see the other side yet really putting in 
the kind of serious work that it takes at Geneva to move forward and 
make progress. 


The President and the General Secretary agreed at Geneva 
that -- or -- yes, at Geneva -- that when our negotiating teams came 
back to Geneva that they would get down to business. Frankly, we 
haven't seen that in this round. And -- 


Q Well -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Let me just finish. I 
think one of the reasons for that -- and this is speculation on ay 
pact, Sut I°1ll share it with you -- I think that part of it has to do 
with his Party Congress and let's see what happens over the next few 
weeks. They still -- the Soviets in Geneva have still not responded 
to our 1 November arms control proposal and we <-- they have not, of 
course -- they haven't had time to respond to our latest INF portion 
of the response to his -- Gorbachev's January 15 proposal. Sut we 
will expect them, hopefully Sefore this round ends in a couple of 
weeks, | guess -- we hope that they will come back on INF. I guess 
-- one more question? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: They can have one sore 
question -- that’s it. 


Q I wonder if you could -- 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, sir? 


Q You seem to want to reverse the perception on the 
pact of the American people that the Soviets are ahead or that we're 
ahead -- I'm sorry -- thot we're ahead. If you co that and if they 
begin to think that we are really behind, Jo you erode the consensus 
for negotiations? 


SCNIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I*m not sure I follow 
that logic. 


Q Well, if you have a two-track system and if we are 
that far behind, wouldn’t you expect the American people would like 
us to catch up before we negotiate an atms control agreement? 


SSNIOR ADNINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo. I think if <= I 
Gon't think 660. You know, Sh ams Control agreement is not an ond 
unto itself. I mean, the reason -- a6 you reach an agreement <-- is 
to enhance security and reduce the cisk of war. And we can do that 
at any level. We'd like to do it sooner rather than later Secause, 
hopefully, we could thereby <-- 
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Q They why negotiate from a position of strength? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Secause that's our 
experience with the Soviets. And I think if you look at any kind of 
negotiation, the side that negotiates from strength has a better 
chance of doing it. Just think about labor negotiations. If a union 
goes out on strike and if the company is hurting for profits, they're 
in a weak position -- they're sore likely to concede. It*s the saze 
sort of thing in negotiating areas control agreements. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 
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Q I would like to ask you two things. One is, how 
much of last year's aid actually got to the Contras, and, two, given 
the problems you had funneling that aid to Honduras, why should 
Congress think that three times that amount will ever get there? 


MR. ABRAMS: Up until now we have had $16 million 
available to be obligated. It’s three tranches of $9 million each. 
Of the $18 million that has been available until a couple of weeks 
ago, we obligated -- I think $17 million is the figure -- of which a 
significantly lesser amount -- probably about $6 million, or one 
third -- had actually reached the combatants in the field. We have a 
report on that -- a public report on that which is made every 90 
days. It was the filing of that report a couple of weeks ago to 
Congress that freed up the third trenche of $9 million. 


One of the problems with that program is the fact that it 
is so completely an overt program. There are a large number of 
people in Latin America and Central America who are interested in 
helping restore democracy to Nicaragua, but they are also scared of 
the Sandinista military buildup and would like to cooperate in a 
somewhat more discreet manner than we, through Congress, permit them 
to cooperate. That is the problem. 


We would hope that Congress would go along with the 
President's request, which allows him to use any agency of government 
=~ State, DOD, CIA -- to get the materials that Congress approves to 
the freedom fighters in Nicaragua because if -- 


Q How come only $70 million? 


MR. ABRAMS: Only 70 would be done that way. That's 
correct, because -- Well, that's not entirely correct, because it is 
possible that they might be able to take advantage of some of the 
logistics that would be set up for the military program and use it 
for the humanitarian program. And the deliveries, therefore, would 
go more smoothly. 


But the problem is that, as I think we said last year, 
Congress had set up a program which we did not ask for -- set it up 
in a way that logistically it's just very, very difficult to work. 
And I think, if you go -- As I have talked to people on the Hill 
over the past few months about this, I think there is virtually a 
universal recognition that that program is a very difficult one to 
make work because it is an overt program. 


Q So you're saying that Honduras would allow the aid 
to go to the Contras if it was covert <-- ’ 
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MR. ABRAMS: I never mentioned, nor will I ever mention 
allegations that any country or all the countries of Central America 
are willing or unwilling to cooperate with the Nicaraguan freedom 
fighters. 


Q They just stopped a plane shipment in Tegucigalpa. 


MR. ABRAMS: I have never mentioned nor will I respond to 
any allegation that any particular country is willing or unwilling to 
cooperate in this effort. 


Q Why not? 


MR. ABRAMS: I think it is very clear. Secretary Shultz 
made it clear at the hearing last week that there are a number of 
countries which wish to cooperate with us. Some of them do and some 
of them don't because of their fear of the Sandinistas. What they 
are afraid of is very simple. They are afraid that we are going to 
walk away from this and leave them facing a communist government 
armed to the teeth by the Soviets and the Cubans which will then take 
out after them, as it is already doing in the case of El Salvador 
primarily, but also Honduras, Costa Rica, Guatemala. That is what 
they are afraid of, and that is what keeps them from making a public 
declaration of support. They are very much afraid of the Sandinistas 
and afraid that we are not going to stick with it. 


Q When you briefed going down to Grenada and in other 
briefings we've had, we got the impression that the Contra army is in 
pretty bad shape. The President was saying last week to the 
columnists that he thought that they could win if it came to that. 
What is the actual situation? What will these $70 million enable 
them to do, if you get it, that they are not already doing? 
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MR. ABRAMS: The middle part of last year -- I would say 
going into the fall -- was a very good period of steady gains for the 
resistance forces. The last few months have been more difficult; in 
part, because there‘s a kind of technology gap opening up. If we 
give no military support to the resistance and the Soviets and Cubans 
continue their military support -- for example, the helicopter gun 
ships and a variety of other weapons -- a kind of technology gap 
opens. It is also very difficult to get people to continue to 
volunteer for this fight at the rate at which they've been 
volunteering if it appears to them that they will never have U.S. 
wan ian 
wuew erty e 

Mr. Calero noted to the President that with a firm U.S. 
decision, they were confident they would have thousands and thousands 
more people volunteering. That's our view, too. And one of the 
reasons that the fight would go better if there were U.S. military 
aid is that it would give a tremendous psychological and moral boost 
to the resistance. It would also reassure countries in Latin America 
which might be considering helping us, that we're going te stick with 
it and that would make it more likely that they would help. And, of 
course, the weapons themselves would be extremely useful in facing 
the helicopters and other of the more effective Sandinista weapons. 


Q Can you give a sense of -- 

Q Can you talk about the Nicaragua -- the negotiation 
guestion? 

Q Just a moment. 

Q Can you answer the question that Larry didn't answer 


about the Contadora countries, their foreign ministers, and the 
Support group and what -- their concerns that this would be counter- 
productive? 


MR. ABRAMS: First, the United States has made a number 
of diplomatic initiatives over the last five years. The judgment as 
to whether an initiative is a good one should be made by the United 
States, it should be made by American citizens, it should be made by 
Congress. As to whether a fair offer has been made, it cannot be 
made on the basis of whether it's accepted by the Sandinistas or not. 
They can't be allowed to be the judges or else they're simply going 
to ask for a deal which amounts to a consolidation of communist 
control in Nicaragua. 





The most recent thing we did was the February 10th 
meeting of Secretary Shultz at which he changed the position which we 
had previously had. The previous position had been, if a serious 
negotiation gets underway between the Sandinistas. and UNO -- the 
United Nicaraguan Opposition -- if it gets going, it's started, and 
it looks serious, then we would consider or probably would go back to 
Manzanillc. 


What Secretary Shultz said February 10th was we will 
change that position, we will do it simultaneously. We will not ask 
for that to get started and show progress. If the Nicaraguan 
communist government is willing to sit down at the table with the 
Nicaraguan opposition, then we're willing to sit down at the table 
with the Nicaraguan communists -- a return to Manzanillo. 


We then sent Harry Shlaudeman around to ten countries to 
try to discuss with them that newest negotiating offer. There has 
been no positive response on the part of the Sandinistas to that 
offer. But, again, it doesn't tell you anything about the offer; it 
tells you something about the Sandinistas. 


Now, why do we not have more public Latin support for 
this policy? It's a very good question. First of all, we have a lot 
more support privately than we have publicly. Some-people who 
Support us privately are simply afraid of the Sandinistas. This 
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tends to be true of -- I think of countries which are nearer and 
which already face Sandinista subversion. 


It is also an internal political issue in Latin America 
and I think we better be very candid about that. In fact, for some 


countries it may be primarily a domestic political issue. That is, 
if you stand up and support President Reagan on this, 
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you are going to get a tremendous outpouring of criticism from 
various leftist and even communist groups in your country -- marches, 
demonstrations, invective against you. That's a pretty high price to 
pay. There have been a few examples where people have gone so far as 
to criticize the Sandinistas, not necessarily calling for support for 
the President's program, just criticize the Sandinistas for their 
human rights violations. And there‘s a tremendous reaction from the 
left. 


So it ie 2 Ai FFienwte thing Far a Tatin American 


democratic political leader to do. There is a heavy price to pay for 
that kind of criticism of the Sandinistas. It is the case that 
positions of the Latins and our position draw closer and closer 
together. 


The first thing that came out of that meeting February 10 
was a virtually unanimous description of the trouble, of the problem 
which the Wicaraguan communists present to them and to us because of 
repression and subversion and terrorism. And I think we're moving 
closer together. 


Yes. 


Q What is the U.S. doing to support the nonviolent 
forces for democratic change inside Nicaragua? 


MR. ABRAMS: The internal opposition has, in fact, made a 
proposal with which -- which we view with enthusiasm, as does the 
external opposition, UNO. This is the so-called "Six Party Proposal” 
that was made about a month ago which calls for a cease-fire and an 
opening of negotiations. That, also, has had no Sandinista response 
at all. 


The United States supports the ability of the internal 
Opposition. Obviously, we have called time and time again, for 
example, for freedom of speech and freedom of assembly and freedom of 
press in Nicaragua. They need all of that if they are going to be 
able to do their work. You cannot run a successful political party 
without freedom of speech or freedom of assembly or freedom of press. 


So those are people who we would like to see succeed. We 
would like to see them at the negotiating table with the Sandinistas 
as well. They're very courageous people, because they run the risk 
every day of being arrested or worse. But it is difficult for us, 
given our relationship with the Sandinista government, to do a lot 
more by way of support for then. 


They are getting support, and I think it's very useful 
and important support, from Europe and from other democratic 
countries in Latin America and from the political parties, like the 
-- such as those in the Socialist and Christian Democratic 
Internationals. 


Yes. 


Q Can you give us a sense, in terms of specifics, like 
total number of people, total number of people in Nicaragua, how 
strong the Contras are now as compared to how strong they were at 
their height, you say in the middle of 1985, and therefore, how much 
trouble they're in now? 


MR. ASRAMS: The number of combatants has declined by 
about 2,000 over the last -- this is, say, March -=- three months. 


Q From what to what? 
Q From what to what and from when to when? 


- 


MR. ABRAMS: From, I woule say, about 8,000 to 6,000 -- 
sause Of supply problems. 
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Q And this is from when to when? The beginning of the 
year to now, or -- 


MR. ABRAMS: About the last three months. These are 
people who are -- 


Q Have they gone back -- the border, or -- 


MR. ABRAMS: -- these are people who are waiting for 
re-supply -- yOU @AGNt Say WAEicIinyg 14s Coryiews Ww wshe sie Cécs5icn, 
because they have been fighting, they wish to go back to the fight, 
they are waiting to go back to the fight, and the question is whether 
they will have the material support to do it with. 


Q There have been estimates that only about 2,000 of 
those 6,000 are currently in Nicaragua. Is that accurate? 


MR. ABRAMS: False. 
Q Well, what would you give as -- 
MR. ABRAMS: 6,000 would be my figure. 


Q Six thousand? It's -- when you say combatants, 
those are the number you think are actually in Nicaragua? And at the 
height it was -- 


MR. ADRAMS: I mean, it varies from day to day and week 
to week -- obviously hundreds up and down. 


Q What about all those statistics that there are 
15,000 or 29,000? 


MR. ABRAMS: There have -- the larger figure is the 
number of people who are ready and willing and able to fight if they 
get the supplies. That is, people who are in a sense -- wait a 
minute -- standing around waiting to fight -- 25,000 right now -- 


Q And where are they -- 


MR. ABRAMS: <-- ready and waiting. Some are in 
Nicaragua. That includes the ones who are in and some are outside of 
Nicaragua. And they are waiting for us to supply them and they will 
be happy to go in and fight. They are ready -- I guess I shouldn't 
Say able -- they are ready and willing and waiting for us to help 
make them able. And Gur view is that if we were to do that, of 
course, many more would volunteer. 


This 25,000 is all-volunteer force, unlike the Sandinista 
army. 


Q Is it accurate to call them Contras? Is it accurate 
to use the figure of 20,000 to define the size of the Contra force? 


MR. ABRAMS: Well, it depends on how you're defining it. 
I would say if you're talking about people who are waiting to fight, 
if we can supply them, I would say 25,000 is a more accurate figure. 


Q How do you know that? How do you know 20,000 people 
are waiting if you supply the arms? lilow can you make a claim like 
that? 


MR. ABRAMS: I can make the claim by that because we have 
fairly good contacts with the various resistance groups and we know 
who they are. 


Q You know, you have no doubt that 20,000 people are 
waiting -- 
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MR. ABRAMS: Oh yes. 

C -- if Congress provides the increase? 

MR. ABRAMS: Absolutely. 

. Does that include the 5,000 that are now fighting -- 
MR. ABRAMS: Yes. 

o) Is that an -- 


Q Can you just try and clean up these nuzbers? We 
have 25,000 ready to willing to fight? 


MR. ABRAMS: Exactly. Of whom -- 

Q In anc out of country? 

MR. ABRAMS: Yes. Of whom -- 

Q That's 6,000 who are, in fact, under-armed? 

2 And who are included in the 25,000? 

MR. ABRAMS: That's right. 

Q That's included in the 25,000? 

MR. ABRAMS: That's exactly cight. 25,000 is the global 
figure of people currently who have -- let's put it this way -- who 
have currently volunteered and can be considered resistance forces. 


Q You have 6,000 under-armed -- 


MR. ABRAMS: Six thousand -- no, I said 6,000 in 
Nicaragua. 


Q In Nicaragua, but not necessarily with -- well-armed 
and well-trained? 


MR. ADRAMS: Well, it varies. Some of them are fairly 
well-armed, others of them are not well-armed. 


Q Can I just -- 

MR. ABRAMS: Go ahead -- 

2 Well, what were you going to say? 
MR. ABRAMS: That's okay. 


Q Let's just say that Congress approves this whole 
package -- $30 million in humanitarian, $70 million in military. A 
year from now, what might the American people reasonably look toward 
in Nicaragua to have been accomplished by this money? 


MR. ABRAMS: Well, you can look at it positively or 
negatively. Positive -- and I‘d like to do both <-- positively, what 
you can look for is that those 25,000 people who have already 
volunteered, who are the resistance forces, and most of whom are 
armed to some degree or other -=- that is, they may have a rifle, but 
no other form of armament. Most of them have rifles, actually. 


9 Most of -- 


MR. ABRAMS: Most of the 25,000 have rifles, but they 
don't have other supplies. For example, it doesn't do you much good 
to have a rifle if you don't have boots and food to take in with you, 
or a uniform, for example. Boots has been particularly important. 
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But you would have a minimum of 25,000 fighting in Nicaragua. The 
implication of that is very large, actually, because it means that 
they would be able to be in all parts of the country. Right now, the 
Sandinistas are able to concentrate on the gmuch smaller number of 
forces that are in there. They'd be spread thin by that kind of 
number. 


And if you ask yourself -- the old guerrilla ratio is ten 
to one. That is, you're supposed to have ten people in your aray to 
take on one guerrilla. What are they going to do to find those extra 
men? The Sandinistas can't draft that many more people. Oc if they 
do drag them Out Of movie Caterers ews vais porns w Uiati them, what 
is the political impact on the small remaining support for the 
Sandinistas within Nicaragua? 


Now, the negative side -- I just want to get to that for 
one second -- which is, I think we can predict, as Secretary Shultz 
Gid last week in the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, where are we 
if we do not give any aid? I think a year from now, with substantial 
Soviet and Cuban aid, where we are is, you have a consolidated 
communist regize, fully in control and now able to turn its complete 
attention to the subversion of its neighbors. You have a second 
Cuba, as President-elect Arauz of Coste Rica called it recently. 


Q If I could just follow up. You know, at a certain 
point -- as you know, there's been other wars in which the United 
States has been involved that have dragged on and on and on. And I 
wonder if there is, in fact, something that might be called -- well, 
the end. I was going to say the light at the end of the tunnel, but 
I*ll avoid that. But, I mean, where does this end, assuming Congress 
does continue to provide the aid? I mean, you all are supposedly 
looking at this to see where it sort of -- 


MR. ABRAMS: There are two potential outcomes. Either 
the Sandinistas come to the table, which we hope, or ultimately, the 
people of Nicaragua will all turn against them and they would be 
defeated. But our assumption is that seeing that outcome just around 
the corner, that that's the point at which they would negotiate. 


As Cruz said to the President today, there has to be a 
military track because if -- or else the diplomatic track will have 
no teeth. 


Q Well, I'm saying when do you see that happening, 
assuming that you get the support from Congress and you -- 


MR. ABRAMS: I can't make a prediction. But I think 
we're talking about -- 


Q A year, two years, five years, ten? 
MR. ABRAMS: That sort of middle range. 
Q Five years? 

MR. ABRAMS: Less. 

Q Two years? Three years? 


MR. ABRAMS: These are predictions -- these are numbers 
which -- these are guesses. These are not <= there's nothing 
scientific about this because what you're trying to do is not guess 
what happens on the battlefield. What you‘re really trying to do is 
guess what is the political impact of an improved military 
performance? What is the impact within Nicaragua on support for the 
Sandinistas such as is left? What is the impact in Central America 
when they see that we really mean it and we're going to stick with 
this? What is the impact in Latin America? 


That's the more difficult thing to judge. What is the 
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political impact as the Sandinistas become sore and sore isolated and 
less and less successful? 


*) But what is the state of the -- 


MR. ABRAMS: How long is this? (Laughter.) I"ve got @ 
dinner appointzent. 


Q Let we change the subject. 

*) ~What's the Sandinista -- 

Q What is the state of the disinformation plan that 
the Nicaraguans -- the secret document? What is the state of that 
disinformation plan? I understand that you're not going to 
Geclassify it. 

MR. ABRAMS: What do you mean what is the state of it? 

Q Well, is it working? The sanifestation. 

Q -- The Washington Post -- 

MR. ABRAMS: Wo, that's wrong, by the way. 

Q This was a disinformation plan that Mr. Casey 
discovered, a secret document. Is it working? Is it in place? Are 
they doing it? Did you scare them off? 

MR. ABRAMS: I think we probably scared off the -- scared 


them off the use of some of the detailed proposals which were in the 
plan. 
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Q a0w? 


AR. ABRAMS: Because they have knowledge of the fact that 
we have at least some version of this plan. Sco it would 190t be 
sensible to go ahead with it in detail. But I take it fc: granted 
that they would not give up on trying to move Congress. 


. Well, that's it. I mean, an the weeks ahead as you 
attempt to convince Congress of the case you're laying out today -- 
ic $* weve enticinarion that we will see this secret plan being 
implemented, at seast to some extent, by the Sandinistas to attempt 
to persuade Congress the other way? 


AR. ABRAMS: well, sure. Why would they not? It seems 
to be iogicai that this is a very important to them, so they'il do 
everything they can to -- 





2 You aii raised the secret pian -- 
MR. ABRAAS: Yes, absolutely. 


) -~ I'm asking what the state of it is at the moment, 
even though you won't disclose it to us. is it wvrking? Is it out 
there? 


MR. ABRAMS: Well, it's very difficult, I think, to make 
that judgment right now because this campaign is beginning to pick up 
steam and we'll see what the Sandinistas do. But I think even 
without knowledge of their plan, it would only have been logical to 
assume that they'll pull out all the stops to prevent this vote trom 
going through -- to prevent the President from winning the vote. 


Q deil, now did you mean to impiy to Andrea just a 
moment ago that the document in The Post -- the document from the PR 
firm was not the secret plan itseif? 


MR. ABRANS: Correct. 
Q -- that there is -- 


MR. ABRAMS: The document that was in the Washinton Post 
was apparentiy -- just ail I know about it is what I read in The Post 
-- seems to have been a document prepared tor the Sandinistas. vhe 
document of which we were speaking, was a document prepared by the 
Sandinistas. Wow it's perfectiy plausibie that advice from their 
American lobbyists went into the formation of the Sandinista pian, 
but the document that The Post speaks of is not the document which 
were shown to certain members of Congress and which is ciassitied. 


Q And was it that much more sophisticated? «as it 
that much more sophisticated that the PR pian drawn up by the firm in 
New York? 


“AR. ABRAMS: iI can only give you my own judgment, but I 
thought that, yes, it was more sophisticated. Yhat it indicated that 
they had more advice and equally and more sophisticated advice. it 
was a -- i thought it was a better plan. It was certainly a more 
detailed plan. 


2 Do you aii have a plan -- part of which is being 
implemented today and for the rest of the month. I mean, have you 
thought through the way you're going to try to convince Congress of 
this? 


MR. SPLAKES: We have, sure. 


W Can you tell us a iittie bit about that? 


ca 


Q fou have some sort o1 a schedule, a pian? I mean, 
you've given it a thought. It's not an ad hoc, every day, what- 
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HR. SPEAKES: That's right. 

Q Is it classified? 

MR. SPEAKZES: Wo. 


Q Can you tell us, because I had asked you about that 
this morning. You said you'd have some more details on it. 


MR. SPEAKES: Yes, I don’t have -- Ed, do you want to go 
over what the details of what else we're pianning to do in connection 
with this? 

MR. DJEREJIAN: With the whole campaign? 

AR. SPEAKZS: Yes. 

Q He will if you want hia to. 


MR. SPEAKES: I didn't have the -- Ed attended a meeting 
Saturday on the subject. 


Q It would be useful. 


MR. OWJERSJIAN: Basicaily there will be consuitations 
with the diil. 


Q A sittie louder, #éd? 


MR. OJERZEJIAN: There will be consuitations with the 
bill. There wiil be private meetings with various members on both 
sides of the House. 


Q This President? 
Q Private meetings with whom? 


MR. OJEREJIAN: I don't have a list ot the individuals, 
but obviously key committee -- members of Congress, key committees. 
Some wiil be one-on-one, others wili be with committees. 


Q is this wath the President? 
MR. OJEREJIAN: Wot with the President, at this point. 


There iS, a& Larry indicated, there will be -- there is 
consideration being given to a speech. And the President's radio 
addresses will also probably address this subject -- two Saturdays 
coming up. and there wili be contacts with -- as we did have today, 
with private sector groups. 


Q Is the President going to do any meetings or is ali 
of that going to be done -- 


AR. WIEREJIAN: At this point there's no specific pian 
for a Presidential involvement per se, but we're looking at it as we 
go down the pike. 


Q These leaders today -- the Contra ieaders -- do you 
have a schedule for them? 


“AR. DJERZJIAN: They have @ very active schedule ot 
meetings on the dill with -- 


Mak. ABRAMS: I just might add, we don't make these 
app atcents, so we're not aware of them in advance. 


ll 


Q ano makes them? who arranges them? 
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aR. ABRAAS: They have an office in Washington. 
Q Do you have control of then? 
MR. ABRAMS: Uf course we're not in control of thes. 


Q Of the 25,000, how many of those are in-country? 
How many of the 25,000 figure are in Nicaragua? 


Om. mapanndt Six. “<- 
@ @hat's the offset of Sandinistas -- 


MR. ABRAMS: You could certainly give or take 500, but 
that’s a good balipark range. 


Q @hat.*'s the size of the Sandinistas -- military armed 
forces? 


AR. ABDRAGNS: vh, about 60,000 in the army. Another 
baiiparr tigure -- another 60 in the militia. 


Q iow about cubans? wdhat's the in-country number at 
tne moment of Cuban advisors? 


MR. ABRAMS: 3,500. 

Q Ang where are the other 19,0007 

MR. ABRAMS: I'm taiking about Cubans who are in some 
sense or another involved with the military. I'm not counting nurses 
or teachers. 


MR. SPEAhSS: WV ay. 


Q Mr. Abcume, how do you account for the pubiic 
Statements of tue ivaders of Guatemala, Honduras, and Costa Rica? 


fis. ABWAAS: I aiready did -- discussec -- the support 
from neighdooring countries, but -- do it again? 


THE PRess: Thank you. 


bw 2:24 P.M. EST 
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THE VICE PRESIDENT: Well, I have a brief statement and 
then we'li introduce Admiral Holloway. But today I am proud to 
deliver to the American people the result of the six-months' effort 
to review our policies and our capabilities to deal with terrorism. 


We've just leit the Oval Uffice where the President 
received the public report on the Vice President's Task Force on 
Combatting Terrorism. I chaired the Calinet-level study -- how we're 
doing against terrorism. We iooked at ail aspects of our policies, 
resources, Organization, dipiomatic initiatives and legal procedures 
and we found that our basic policies were sound, but believed that 
the recommendations growing out of this Task Force's work will make 
Our policies even stronger. 


And with me today is former Chief of Naval Uperations, 
Jim tlosioway, Admiral Jim tiolloway, who served as the Executive 
Yirector of the Task Force. And iet me just say publicly what I told 
the President, that he has done -- Jim has done an outstanding job of 
building a cooperative atmosphere that led the various working groups 
to formulate these specific recommendations that are a part of our 
report. 


As you know, we gave the President a classified version 
of the report in December. But the President and I both felt that it 
was imperative that ali of our citizens have the opportunity to see 
what we're doing to come to grips with the insidious threat of 
terrorism. 


I know that Jim is prepared to brief more completely on 
the report, but I'd like to say that we're very impressed with the 
dedication and the abiiities of all parts of the government dealing 
with terrorism on a daiiy basis. 


And let me reiterate what the Task Force and the 
President have stated concerning our policy. Our policy is clear, 
concise and unequivocal opposing terrorism. We will use all legal 
means to prevent these incidents or to bring those responsibie to 
justice. we will offer no concession tc terrorists because that oniy 
leads to more terrorism. States that practice terrorism, or actively 
Support it, wili not be allowed to do so without consequence. 


Now, this report does not purport to guarantee the 
elimination of the threat. However, i do believe that we've taken 
the necessary, important steps to improve our ability to protect 
citizens and property. 


UVur Task Force made, oh, some 43-46 recommendations, but 
severai were key. In terms of national policy and programs, the Task 
Force recommends the creation of a management system that assigns 
responsibility tor government activities in combatting terrorism. A 
poiicy framework to provide a consistent standard tor the decision 
makers and strengthen the Nationai Security Council function to 
bettec coordinate policy. o 
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Combatting international terrorism requires international 
cooperation and we're going to continue to seek muitiiateral, 
bilateral cooperation through general resolutions from the United 
Nations, binding conventions on terrorist activity, and revision of 
the extradition treaties to ensure that terrorists are brought to 
justice. 


And then good intelligence is absolutely essential in the 
nationa.s effort to combat terrorism and so we wiil form a 
consolidated intelligence centr, expand human inteiligence 
collection, enhance intelligence exchanges with other governments. 
And we will then forth -- renew our legislative effort to close 
existing statutory loopholes to prosecute terrorists. We will expand 
Criminal jurisdiction to prosecute terrorists attacking Americans 
overseas, caii for the death penilty for murdering Americans who are 
hostage, and form a joint Congressional committee on inteliigence. 
And last, we will communicate better with the American people. 


International terrorism is complex and dangerous. And as 
nations work together in cooperative efforts against terrorism, in an 
effort to resolve economic and politicai conflict in volatile parts 
of the globe, a decline in terrorism can be expected. And until that 
time, we wiil not stand idiy by while terrorists indisciminately 
attack our citizens. 


Now, I'd be glad to turn you over to Admirai Holloway. 
Go into as much detail as you want. Maybe we can take one or two, so 
long as it's on terrorism. 


Q ar. Vice President, as you know there's been a iong 
debate in this government about the policy of swift and effective 
retribution -- 


THE VICE PRESIVENT: Yes. 


Q -~ against terrorism. My understanding is that your 
report really doesn't reconcile the differing views on when and how 
that should be carried out -- that it's been debated after every 
terrorist incident. 


THE VICE PRESIDENT: I think our concensus would be 
retaliation where it could be surgically done, but would not approve 
of want and destruction of human lite in order to show some muscle 
and show some retaliation. I think that is what -- and Jim can go 
into that turther -- 


Q Do you respect the Israeii standard or 
proportionality in retaliation? 


THs ViCe PRESIveéNWT: well, I've given you what our 
Standard is and that's the one that we would adhere to. 


Yes? 

Q Mr. Vice President, the President has said that if 
Congress doesn't approve Contra aid, we are going to have a terrorist 
beachhead right in cur hemisphere with the Libyans, Iranians and 
other known terrorist-sponsoring states. Is your view that the 
Democratic Party now has a choice between accepting communism and 
terrorism in this hemisphere -- 

W in Texas, too. 

Q -- and supporting the President? 

THE VICE PRESIDENT: And what? 


Q Is that the choice for the vemocratic Party on the 
Contra vote? Terrorism and the communists on the one side and the 
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President and the Contra aid on the other? 


THE VICE PRESIDENT: No. Uur view is that we want to 
support the Contras strongly and then we won't have to face up to 
anything of that nature, because we think that that one country 
Sticks out like a sore thumb as not going the Democratic route. I 
should have an opportunity to go the Democratic route. So, I would 
not go further than that. 


Q Then how do you feel about the administration 
officials who say that the choice is really between being a communist 
Supporter on one side and supporting the President? Is that reaily 
what -- 


THE VICE PRESIDENT: All I know is what -- talking about 
administration supporters -- I know that 
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our policy is designed at not having to face that kind of 
consequence. And if we can get support for the program that we put 
forward there, we believe that you can eventually see Nicaragua do 
what Nicaragua once certified to the OAS it wanted to do, and that is 
go the democratic route. 


Q Well, what do you feel, though? I mean -- 


THE VICE PRESIDENT: That's what I feel right in my 
heart, Sam. 


Q But do you feel that Democrats who oppose the 
President are, in fact, supporting the communists? 


THE VICE PRESIDENT: I don't want to characterize those 
who oppose the program at all. I'm just advocating what it is we're 
for. And hopefully -- I've been taking that message out across the 
country and I think we still have a lot to do to get the facts out 
there and get the message out as to who the Contras are, who the 
Sandinistas are. But I am confident that what we have recommended is 
the best guarantee against a Marxist beachhead in Nicaragua and a 
best guarantee to permit Nicaragua to go the democratic route. 


Now, if anybody's got a question on this task force -- 
Q Yes, I do. 

Q I have one. 

THE VICE PRESIDENT: -- on combating terrorism. 

Q Mr. Vice President? 

THE VICE PRESIDENT: Yes. Helen. 


Q In your studies, did you take in a personal account 
of what has happened -- what are you doing about the hostages in 
Lebanon? 


THE VICE PRESIDENT: Yes. 


Q I mean, was that considered at all and is there any 
progress? 


THE VICE PRESIDENT: Well, that wasn't what the task 
force was considering. I mean, the task force -- but, obviously, we 
discussed hostage situations to back up -- as an underpinning for the 
recommendations in here. 


Q Well, is -- 


THE VICE PRESIDENT: -- how we treat hostage situations 
and all. 


Q -- a glaring case that the U.S. has not absolutely 
got anything on it? I mean, these people have been suffering for 
more than a year. 


THE VICE PRESIDENT: Well, regrettably, that's part of 
the insidious nature of international terror. And, obviously, the 
French are faced with it, we're faced with it, others are faced with 
it. And what we hope is that these recommendations will facilitate 
stopping terrorist actions. 


One thing about this I do want to mention is we have -- a 
lot of good things have happened in combating terrorism and that's 
one of the things we found. And this lead agency concept that we 
have -~- we found that a lot of these lead agencies are doing the job 
very well. And I think the total -- what is it -- 150 now, Jim? 
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ADMIRAL HOLLOWAY: Roughly 150. 


THE VICE PRESIDENT: Roughly 150 possible terrorist 
actions have been averted -- aborted, you might say, and about 20 
percent of them in this country. So, a lot of good has been done in 
terms of combating international terror. We think these 
recommendations will facilitate our doing a better job. 


The last one. Yes? These last two and then I really 
have to flee. 


Q Could you tell us -- you said you've had -- the 
President's had this report for six weeks. 


THE VICE PRESIDENT: Yes. 


Q What of your recommendations have been implemented 
or are being implemented as of aow? 


THE VICE PRESIDENT: Well, Jim can give you the details 
on it, but I think you'll find that we have assigned out -- stop me 
if I'm wrong -- but assigned out to the various agencies -- lead 
agencies -- each action on each one of these recommendations. 


Yes? 


Q You have stated that the conclusion of this panel is 
basically what administration policy was -- we want retaliation, but 
only when it can be done surgically. How do you answer, after you've 
had this six month study -- you don't seem to have resolved the basic 
frustration of the administration of the American people when 
something like an attack in Vienna or Rome happens and the U.S. wants 
to respond but can't find that surgical answer. You don't really 
seem that have answered that problem at all. 


THE VICE PRESIDENT: No we haven't. Wo. And there isn't 
any simple answer to that one. And, therefore -- but what we do -- 
we reiterate the policy of being willing to retaliate, but we are not 
going tc just wantonly destroy human life in order to show that we've 
done something. No, we haven't been able to get a -- have a four 
point program to act on -- that would apply to every terrorist 
situaticn. We haven't been able to do that. 


Q I mean, do you think the U.S. would be any more 
likely to act now in that same situation than it was before you did 
your report? 


THE VICE PRESIDENT: No. I think we would prudently look 
at the facts and prudently act when we can. But this isn't -- this 
report was not aimed primarily at trying to figure out what action to 
take on terrorist situations when you don't even know what the facts 
are. And each one is so different. But I think we should reiterate 
the willingness of our administration to retaliate and retaliate 
swiftly when we feel we can punish those who are directly 
responsible. But we haven't been able to solve that problem and I 
wish we could have. 


Q Put a surgical strike on Albany. 

THE VICE PRESIDENT: Albany, Georgia? 

Q New York. 

THE VICE PRESIDENT: All yours. Thank you all very much. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 


END 10:09 A.M. EST 
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BRIEFING 
BY 
ADMIRAL JAMES HOLLOWAY 


The Briefing Room 
10:10 A.M. EST 


ADMIRAL HOLLOWAY: Before I open it to guestions, I think 
it would be a good idea if I gave you a brief prepared statement and 
that sort of gives us a baseline from which to set up a question and 
answer. 


Q Maybe we could see the report, too. 


ADMIRAL HOLLOWAY: Right. If you'd pass among the 
audience while I'm in the process of giving my statement. 


I think as you all know, in late July, the President 
directed the formation of this government-wide terrorism task force 
which was chaired by Vice President Bush. Its purpose was to review 
the national priorities, policies and programs to combat terrorism. 
The President requested that a report with appropriate 
recommendations be forwarded to him by the end of 1985. 


On December 20th, a classified report was submitted to 
the President. President Reagan approved the tesk force 
recommendations on January 20, 1986 -- that answers somebody's 
guestion -- and directed their implementation. 


One of the recommendations included a report to the 
American people. The public report of the Vice President's Task 
Force on Combating Terrorism was presented to the President this 
morning and it's being distributed to you right now. 


Let me outline briefly the task force competition and the 
-- composition -- and our methodology and discuss some of the major 
recommendations before we get into the question business. 


The task force was made up of fourteen senior 
administration officials. I point that out because as a result, the 
report reflects the considered position of the Executive Branch. 
During the task force deliberations we reviewed the significant 
literature on the subject, consulted with more than 100 experts 
outside of government on terrorism, we toured government facilities 
that are related to the terrorist business, we received briefings 
from all of the government agencies concerned with terrorism. 


In addition, the Vice President met personally with 
members of Congress, airline and media executives, distinguished 
diplomats and former Cabinet officials. Representatives of the task 
force traveled abroad to twelve foreign countries and we met with 
officials and representatives from a great many more. 


The facts show that most international terrorism occurs 
in the Middle East and Western Europe. ltlowever, more terrorist acts 
were directed at U.S. citizens in Latin America last year than in any 
other region. Both Nicaragua and Cuba have been implicated in 
tercorist activity in Latin America. 


The task force found that terrorism has a substantial 
public impact far disproportionate to the numbers of Americans killed 
or wounded by terrorists. Just for example, last year there were 23 
Americans killed in terrorist incidents overseas and 2 killed by 
terrorists within the United States. And this contrasts to the more 
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than 40,000 highway deaths and 18,000 homicides nationwide in an 
average year. Yet terrorism emerges as one of the things that most 
deeply bothers Americans. Terrorism, according to public opinion 
surveys, ranks near the top of their concerns, along with strategic 
arms control and the federal deficit and unemployment. 


The principal conclusion of the task force is that U.S. 
policies and priorities for combating terrorism are sound, 
well-conceived and properly organized. The task force did, however, 
make a series of recommendations designed to enhance our efforts to 
combat the terrorist threat. These recommendations, as the Vice 
President pointed out, do not purport to be a cure-all, but they do 
represent some practical and prudent measures that we were convinced 
will improve the efficiency of our organization and the effectiveness 
of our efforts. 


I'm going to summarize the principal recommendations. 
Some of this will be going over several of the points made by the 
Vice President, but perhaps I will state them in a somewhat different 
form. 


In the area of national policy and programs, it was 
proposed a national programming document designed to collect the many 
elements of the program into an integrated management system. 

Second, a realistic policy framework for senior decision-makers 
designed to provide consistency when dealing with terrorist 
incidents. Third, a full-time NSC position and support staff to 
strengthen the coordination of the national program. 


In the area of international cooperation, we concluded 
that agreements with like-minded governments are critical to 
long-term success. And these can be achieved through multilateral 
and bilateral cooperation. We recommended that the State Department 
continue to seek this coordination through general resolutions from 
the United Nations and other specialized organizations; second, by 
binding conventions on subjects such as hijacking and hostage-taking; 
and, third, the revision of extradition treaties to close existing 
loopholes and ensure that terrorists are brought to justice. 


In a very important area, that of intelligence, we 
recognized from the outset the critical role played by intelligence 
in the national effort to combat terrorism. We concluded that the 
current intelligence produced on terrorism should be more predictive. 
We should have greater emphasis on the type of information needed by 
senior decision-makers. 


And, therefore, the task force recommended the formation 
of a consolidated intelligence center that specializes in terrorism. 
And in this center there would be a cadre of experts from various 
government departments and agencies who would routinely and 
continually analyze and process intelligence related to the terrorist 
threat. 


We recommended an expansion of our effort in the area of 
human intelligence collection, which is absolutely essential if we're 
to be successful in penetrating terrorist grou; and their support 
systems. We recommended the enhancement of intelligence exchanges 
with like-minded foreign governments, with international law 
enforcement agencies and national police organizations. 


In the area of legislation, the task force observed that 
terrorism is a bipartisan issue, and as the threat is increased, so 
has the resolve of Congress and the Executive Branch to ensure 
appropriate punishment of terrorists. Our recommendations 
concentrated on closing existing statutory gaps in our ability to 
prosecute terrorists and reduce their sources of support. 


And some of the specific recommendations included 
expanding federal criminal jurisdiction to allow prosecution of 
terrorists involved in assaults on U.S. citizens overseas; the 
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pursuit of legislation making terrorists found guilty of murdering an 
American during a hostage-taking situation subject to the death 
penalty; to limit the scope of political offense -- of the political 
offense exception to our extradition treaties and beginning with the 
one before the Senate now, the U.S.-U.K. agreement; and finally, to 
support the formation of a Congressional joint committee on 
intelligence to streamline notification procedures in time-sensitive 
terrorist situations in order to reduce the access to highly 
classified information. 


In the area of communication, we found terrorism deeply 
troubles the American people. Americans believe terrorism affects 
the credibility of the United States as a powerful country and a 
world leader. Americans want their government to do more to combat 
terrorism. 


The task force recommendations were increasing the 
existing efforts to inform the American people about terrorism, 
emphasizing constraints imposed by the sovereignty of foreign nations 
and our own concern for human lives in the role of law. We think it 
important to carefully explain that the United States is prepared to 
respond to terrorists or sponsors of terrorism with force, ina 
manner consistent with our own democratic principles. 


We also recommended that we should cooperate more closely 
with the media during terrorist incidents. 


Q Here, here. 


ADMIRAL HIOLLOWAY: Finally, I'd like to remind you that 
the vety nature of terrorism makes a precise assessment difficult. 
While terrorism poses no serious challenge to the national will or 
national survival at this time, it remains a complex, dangerous 
threat for which there is no quick or easy solution. 


As Vice President Bush stated in his introduction to the 
report -- and I quote -- "I believe that the recommendations of our 
task force will significantly improve America's capability for 
combating terrorism. As long as vicious attacks continue, combating 
terrorism will remain a top priority of this administration.” 
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Q Admiral, doesn't it hurt the problem and the public 
reception for officials to say that they are going to take action and 
promise that there will be retaliation and a response and then 
nothing happens? 


ADMIRAL HOLLOWAY: I think in that case that is not a 
good situation. What we are proposing -- that we are, in our 
statements, at the time of an incident, we make it very clear as best 
we can what our intentions are, that we have one spokesperson, one 
theme for all those people in government who are commenting on this 
particular incident. 


Q Well, how do you get the Secretaries of Defense and 
State to say the same thing when they disagree profoundly? 


ADMIRAL HOLLOWAY: Well, we think we have made a proposal 
-- @ recommendation -- that we hope will solve that problen. 


Q By having them say the same thing? 
ADMIRAL HOLLOWAY: That is right. 
Q Admiral, what is the -- 


Q You mean siding, in effect, with Weinberger -- “no 
wanton destruction or killing of innocent civilians"? 


ADMIRAL HOLLOWAY: I think that what we are saying here 
-- if you will look on page nine of your report -- I think it's the 
one, two, three, four, five, sixth paragraph and let me read it to 
you. It says, “Our principles of justice will not permit random 
retaliation against groups or countries. However, when perpetrators 
of terrorism can be indentified and located, our policy is to act 
against terrorism without surrendering basic freedoms or endangering 
democratic values. We are prepared to act in concert with other 
nations unilaterally when necessary to prevent or respond to 
terrorist acts. A successful deterrent strategy may require a 
judicious employment of military force to resolve an incident.” 


This becomes -- as the report was approved by the 
President, this then becomes national policy. I think we are talking 
about two different things, and that is, in the case of an incident 
-- which I think I was responding to you -- in the case of an 
incident, how do we prevent a spokesman for the government saying we 
are going to retaliate and then we don't? I think we agree that this 
is a weakness and our recommendations hopefully would set up an 
administrative and management system that would, we -- you know, you 
can never say eliminate -- but would strongly reduce the probablility 
of those things occuring. 


Q What is the anti-intellectualism in this 
administration that you never try to find out the causes of 
terrorism? Secretary Shultz in Belgrade said, “We don't want to know 
the causes,” as he banged his fist on the table. Why is there no 
panel or part of this whole operation that says, what is the reason 
for it? I mean, is it just everybody is born a bomb-thrower and they 
do it wantonly without a reason? 


ADMIRAL HOLLOWAY: No, as a matter of fact, when you have 
an opportunity to read our report, I think you will find fairly near 
the beginning the statement that 60 percent of the people in the 
Third World are of minority age. They are living in a very disrupted 
environment and this breeds terrorism. So we did look and consider 
this aspect of the causes. 


We also said that there are three responsibilities that 
the government has in dealing with terrorism. One is to manage the 
incidents when the incidents occur. We face that up <- that is an 
operational approach to it. The second is to protect ourselves from 
the potential of terrorist attacks by strengthening our facilities 
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overseas and providing physical protection to our government 
officials. And we make it a point -- the third is to attempt to 
solve the rccot causes of terroriss. 


Now we were very conscious of that. But you know better 
than I that to solve the root causes of terrorism in the Middle East 
tends to be a foreign policy problem, and you don't say we are going 
te solve terrorism because that could very well unsolve some other 
things. 


Q How can you wipe it out unless you know the -- do 
something about the foreign policy? 


ADMIRAL HOLLOWAY: I think perhaps you'd be right, and I 
tried to point out that we recognize this and say that this is why 
the task force adhered to the interagency approach to solving the 
problem and didn't try to set up a separate department of terrorisa 
because we felt that terrorism stems from fundamental American 
policies and in fact our response stems from fundapental Aserican 
values, ‘ 


Q Sir, how might any of the policy recommendations of 
the task force accelerate obtaining the release of the Americans held 
hostage in Lebanon, some of them for over a year? 


ADMIRAL HOLLOWAY: Well, remember I said and the Vice 
President said, this does not purport to be a cure-all. Simply by 
putting this on the street does not mean that everything will go 
away. But let me say this. In the case -- I do believe that the 
recommendations made by this report will be useful in minimizing or 
reducing future incidents of that kind because of the recommendations 
we make in the areas of improved intelligence and improved measures 
overseas to improve the physical security of our people overseas. 


So I do think that, if you take the program as a whole, 
that the incidents such as that that caused the six hostages to be 
taken will be affected in a beneficial manner. 


Q Admiral -- 
ADMIRAL HOLLOWAY: In the back. In the back. 


Q Where are you proposing that this consolidated 
intelligence center be set up? That is, under whose administration, 
who is involved in it? Is it a CIA operation or what? 


ADMIRAL HOLLOWAY: That was dealt with extensively and in 
detail in the classified report. 


Q Admiral, let me ask you <-- 


Q Can you come back to that, please, because you are 
saying, to set up a whole new operation, a consolidated intelligence 
center. Don't we have a right to know where it's going to be? 


ADMIRAL HOLLOWAY: Wo. Let me say this, that it is not 
necessary -- a whole new operation. There can be an intelligence 
center which is made to be a consolidated intelligence center, and I 
cannot go any farther. That is sensitive material. 


Q May I follow up to the extent that, are you still of 
the mind of the administration that intelligence was deteriorated 
under the previous administration and that is why you need to 
restructure it -- 


Q No help. No help. Let it stand. 


Q -- that these events would not have happened if you 
had had better intelligence? 
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ADMIRAL HOLLOWAY: I was just given a piece of paper and 
I see that I misspoke, I apparently said that terrosia stems fros 
U.S. policies and I -- if I said that -- that's right -- if I said 
that it*s because of my lack of experience on a podium before a group 
like this. Obviously, I didn't mean that -- that terrorisa -- 


Q But you were talking about root causes at the 
moment. 


ADMIRAL HOLLOWAY: I'm -- 
Q But did you -- 


ADMIRAL HOLLOWAY: I'm talking about that you cannot 
disassociate the root causes of terrosim with world affairs -- that's 
what I was saying. 


Q Well, a fundamental American policy may serve our 
interests, but be seen by others not to serve theirs and they may 
create terrorist acts to try to oppose us, may they not? Don't take 
my words. I'm not trying to trap you or anything. But, what you 
said was we felt that terrorism stems from fundamental American 
policies. Wow, you say you didn't mean exactly that. 


ADMIRAL HOLLOWAY: Wo. And I didn't. I think that was a 
very poor way to express it. Terrorism stems from fundamental world 
problems. 

Q Okay. 

ADMIRAL HOLLOWAY: And U.S. foreign policy is designed to 
deal with those policies in a very broad sense. I appreciate your 
tolerance in giving me an opportunity to say what I really meant. 
Admiral, let me ask you this. Here is a booklet -- 
Wait. 


Could you answer -- question. 
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-- here is a brochure that comes out dealing with 
terrorism -- 


ADMIRAL HOLLOWAY: Sir? 


Q Here is a brochure that comes out dealing with 
terrorism and yet the Department of Justice is sitting on a report 
that the 44 Senators would like to have issued, dealing with the 
fact, or the presumed fact, that Arafat ordered the execution of two 
of our diplomats in Khartoum. How do you reconcile the two -- 
fighting terrorism, on one hand, and sitting on a factor like the 
Arafat thing in the Department of Justice? 


ADMIRAL HOLLOWAY: Well, I'm not going to second guess 
the Attorney General of the Department of Justice. All I can say is 
that this is our report and I really can't get into that. I think 
that’s a question for the Department of Justice. 


Wow, over here -- yes, sir? 


Q Admiral, what is -- what are your recommendations 
going to do for an intelligence community that, in some areas, is 
perceived as fairly inept, given that over the course of more than a 
calendar year they haven't even been able to locate the American 
hostages in Beirut, much less retrieve them? 


ADMIRAL HOLLOWAY: Well, we made a number of 
recommendations in the intelligence area that we feel will improve 
the ability of the intelligence community to deal with the very 











special problems of terrorism and that’s about all I can say. We 
pointed out that we are improving our human intelligence 
capabilities, as I'm sure you're -- we all know that they tended to 
wane when we got the national -- the overhead systems, and now we're 
learning that we must go back to human intelligence in order to 
penetrate these terrorist groups and that is -- I would say that is a 
major aspect of the improvement -- or, that's a sajor improvement 
that we're recommending in our intelligence organization. 


Q You're saying that the system has been relying too 
much on the satellites and electronics and whiz-bang machines rather 
than the guy in the street? 


ADMIRAL HOLLOWAY: I think that's been said by a great 
many le for the last five or six years and what I'm saying is 
that in dealing with terrorism to gain the kind of specialized 
intelligence we neec that is predictive, that will let us know what 
terrorists are going to do before they do it so that we can prevent 
and preempt, we believe that that requires greater emphasis on human 
intelligence. 


Q Just one more follow up. Does that mean, 
necessarily, an increase in the work of and the size of the 
Clandestine service? 


Q The cost. 
Q And the cost. 


ADMIRAL HOLLOWAY: Well, I won't answer that because 
that’s getting into details about the intelligence organization. 


In the back in the brown -- 


Q You referred several times, Admiral, to the level of 
concern -- public concern about the amount of terrorism and your 
statement makes the point that far many -- far more Americans are 
killed in highway deaths than homicide. Is it your point that the 

lic is unduly alarmed -- that the level of concern is greater than 
t should be, given the -- the threat of terrorisa? 


ADMIRAL HOLLOWAY: Wo, I’m not at all. I'm saying this 
-- that we must be careful not to underestimate the threat and the 
impact of terrorism on the United States, because although there are 
only 23 fatalities overseas and two in the United States, the 
potential impact of terrorism on this country is great and we need to 
do things now to minimize its effect and protect ourselves from it in 
the future. 


Q Admiral? 
Q Admiral? 
ADMIRAL HOLLOWAY: In the center here. 


Q The United States traditionally has provided haven 
for politically persecuted people, yet one of your recommendations is 
tht we should limit the scope of the political offense exception to 
extradition treaties. Could you explain what you mean by that? Are 
we closing our doors to people who are hounded by dictators and who 
are dissenters? 


ADMIRAL HOLLOWAY: I think it -- I can give you a fairly 
specific case. There are either one or two convicted murderes -- 
former members of the IRA that are in this country and we have an 
extradition treaty with the U.K., but we cannot extradite those 
people to the U.K because they're excluded by a clause in that 
treaty. And what we're -- what has happened is that a codicil to 
that treaty has been written. It is now up for approval by the 
Senate. That's the sort of thing we're talking about. 











Q So you would only go after people who might be 
guilty of violent crimes in that country? 


ADMIRAL HOLLOWAY: We would be very judicious and -~- 
that's cight. Im this particular case, we are seeing convicted 
murderers that we think ought to be extradited. 


Right here. 


Q By the standards of your rerorts and particularily 
this paragrph you called our attention to on page nine, was the 
President wrong in 1981 to promise swift ans effective retribution 
against terrorisn? 


ADMIRAL HOLLOWAY: I wasn’t on the terrorism panel in 
‘Sl. Wo. I'm going to beg off on that one. I can't say, because I 
haven't studied that and I'm not fzailiar enough. It would be very 
unfaic to me. I'm not sure what be said or why he ssid it. 


Q Well, he stood out here on the South Lawn the day 
the hostages came back and said there'il be swif’. -- that this 
administration would bring about swift and effective retribution 
against terrorists. And YY seem to be saying now that this should 
be judicious employment of military force, that we should be 
cautious, there should not be a random retaliation. I'm just 
wondering if, by your own standards, that was a wrong statement? 


ADMIRAL HOLLOWAY: Wo. I think the President -- if 
that's what he said, I think it was right. I think our report 
supports that. We believe that we must move strongly in using force 
in response to a terrorist incident when it is = to do so -- 
when we know the perpetrators and we can effectively use force 
against then. 


Q So, swift and effective retribution with 
qualifications? 


ADMIRAL HOLLOWAY: Swift and effective retribution 











against the perpetrators, not just random retribution against people 
that gay invoave innocent iives. 


MR. OJERcJIad: Two more questions. 


Q When you talk about setting up a joint Congressional 
intelligence committee, do you mean to repiace the current structure? 
And are there instances that you can tell us about when notification 
under the current structure siowed down response to terrorisa? 


ADMIRAL HOLLOWAY: There is a bill in the douse 
introduced by Hepresentative Hyde that proposes a joint committee on 
intelligence and we think that the cationale that he uses is 
excellent and we endorse that proposal. 


Secondly, no, I cannot give you at this time any specific 
instances when we have run into prob -ms, only because i'm jus not 
prepared to. 


¥) Admital, on retribution of retaiiation, 1 wonder if 
you could clear up & point? At the time of the TWA hostage crisis, 
we were told by tie Waite House that the administration was veering 
away from striting back at the specitic perpetrators because they 
couid hide too easily and we lose track of them. And then, instead, 
we were going to 9° after the nerve centers of terrorism -- the 
pieces where they've trained -- where ali these things are piotted. 
tow, Of course, rothing happened of the sort. But what i's 
interested in finding out is under your new policy of retaiiation, 
does that stiil encompass the terrorist nerve centers wherever they 
might be? 


AUMIRAL HOLLUAAY: 1 think that's a very specific 
question. I have to go back to saying that swift and positive 
retasiation wiis occur when the perpetrators can be identified and 
they can be deait with in a Surgical fashion where tne coiiaterai 
damage, injuty to innocent bystanders wiii not occur when it’s in the 
best interest of the -- 


Yes? 


W But when you put the emphasis on perpetrators, you 
seave the impression that you're not going to go after the bosses who 
Girect the perpetrators, and that's my question. 


ADALRAL HULLUMAY: dell, 1 think that's a very ioose -- 
that’s one of these chain of command questions and I think that is a 
judgment that has to made in the government -- is how far up the 
chain of command -- who reaiasay bad the responsibility, who is the 
real perpetrator. in some cases, it might be the number-one boss. 
In other cases it might not. And i think in ail of these things we 
urge that good judgment be used to select a course of action that is 
in the best interest of the American peopie. 


°) Weil, the point here, Admirai, is taking pre-emptive 
action -- 


ma. WERAJIAW: That's it. we have one iast question -- 
that's the Coionei. 


) Admitai, is this the document the President signed? 
Ur is it the ciassified version? That's ay tirst question. 


ADMIRAL dULLOAAT: On the 20th of vecember, a highiy 
Caassitied, iimited edition report from tne Vice President's fask 
Force was deiivered to the President. And based upon that report, on 
the 2uth of January, the President directed the impiementation of ail 
of the recommendations contained in that report. 


@ The second part of the question is: -is it possibie 
that the President has signed off on any actions or programs that 
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either contradict or are absent from this open report? 

ADMIRAL HOLLOWAY: well, let me say this, that the 
original classified report had 44 recommendations and the President 
approved all of them. This represents everything that was in the 
classified report except that material that was classified and could 
not be made public. 

MR. DJEREJIAN: Thank you very much, Admiral. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 
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MR. ROUSSEL: Okay, we have with us here Mr. Adolfo 
Calero, Mr. Arturo Cruz, and Mr. Alfonso Robelo, all of the Unitec 
Nicaraguan Opposition. They've just had a meeting with the Vice 
President, and Mr. Cruz has a brief opening statement that he will 
make. He has to -- he has another appointment and has to leave. The 
others will remain to take any questions you might have, and they're 
on a pretty tight schedule, so we won't be able to let this run on 
too long. 













Mr. Cruz. 








MR. CRUZ: Thank you, sir. My statement is very brief. 
Contrary to what some people believe and what the critics say, we 
have been all along in favor of exploring a political solution. And 
I want, in that regard, to state unequivocally that we welcome the 
proposal of President Napoleon Duarte, which would trigger a 
three-track dialogue if accepted -- dialogue between the government 
of El Salvador and its guerrillas, dialogue between the Sandinista 
government and the rebels, the Nicaraguan rebels as well as the 
resumption of the Manzanillo conversations. 










We do that in the same spirit that we recently announced 
our wholehearted support to a six-party proposal, six political 
parties inside Nicaragua to the Sandinistas, whereby you would have a 
cease-fire, an amnesty, the suspension of the emergency laws to save 
the restitution of civil rights, and an agreement of all parties for 
general elections. Thank you. 

























“AR. ROBILO: We are open to questions. 


Q What's wrong with the Contras? Why are you only 
2,000 or 3,000 fighting force inside of Nicaragua? 


MR. ROBELO: First, let me tell you, those numbers are not 
correct. The total number of fighters inside Nicaragua, if you add 
up the ones that are in JNO plus the others that are outside UNO, 
numbers easily 23,000 to 24,000. What is true, what is true is the 
fact that out of those, 6,000 to 7,000 are active only. ‘the rest is 
mot active. Why? Because we don't have military aid. That's what 
we are asking for. That's what we need badly. 


This “yo-yo” policy of having 2 1/2 years ago the full 
aid, then it was totally cut off so the the yo-yo went down, and now 
we are half way up -- that is, only humanitarian. It's impossible to 
be effective like that. 

Q Mr. Robelo, to you -- 

Q I never considered that. 

MR. ROBELO: My name is Alfonso Robelo, yes. 

Q Mr. Robelo, do you feel that the choice is clear and 
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that the people who vote against this aid are supporting the 
communists? 


MR. ROBELO: I don‘t quite -- 
Q The Congressmen -- 


MR. ROSELO: Yes. 


Q -- who vote against the aid package. Are they 
supporting -- are they in league with the communists, with the 
Sandinistas? 


MR. ROBELO: Well, I don't think that is their motivation. 
That may be the result of it, 
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but the motivation, I can never say that a Congressman of the United 
States will be in the favor of the Soviets. However, the result it 
may be that it will weaken the democratic opposition and it will 
strengthen the communists in Nicaragua, yes. 


Q Why has the United States constantly repudiated the 
Contadora drafts, about three different possibilities for a 
negotiated peace? 


MR. ROBELO: You're talking about why the United States? 
Q Yes. 


MR. ROBELO: Well, that -- we cannot answer that 
question. We can answer all questions about Nicaragua and the 
Contras. 


Q Okay. 
MR. ROBELO: We're the Contras. 


Q Do you think that the United States really, 
Sincerely wants to negotiate peace? 


MR. ROBELO: Well, they have make a very firm compromise 
that they will start negotiations and talks, like they had in 
Manzanilla, immediately -- 


Q Why don't they do it now? 


MR, ROBELO: Because that will be only half of the 
problem. The reality is that that will take care of relations 
between Nicaragua and the United States. But what about us 
Nicaraguans inside? That will even endanger that the position of the 
United States will be one that will be an accomplice of the enslaving 
of the Nicaraguan people by a communist regime. And I don't think 
you will like that. 


Q What if they got an amnesty for everyone and a 
democratic election? 


MR. ROBELO: Well, if that comes -- if that comes, that 
will be ideal. That's what we're fighting for. We're not fighting 
to destroy the Sandinistas who are Nicaraguans. We're not <= and 
besides that, we're not totally -- all of them are Marxist-Leninists, 
that's not true. The commanders are. But the -- and the second and 
third echelons are not. What we are after is a democratic Nicaragua 
and that we have been pushing for. And that's why we need the 
military pressure to. 


Q What about the charges that you torture and kill 
civilians, that the Contras violate human rights at least equally as 
much as the Sandinistas? 


MR, ROBELO: Let me tell you one thing, there is a civil 
war going on in Wicaragua. And whenever there is a civil war, and 
especially in an underdeveloped country like ours, you are bound to 
get atrocities. And there has been atrocities in both sides. But 
it’s very hard to believe that in one side you have all evil people 
and the other side you have only angels, and both of them happens to 
be Nicaraguans and campesinos and workers. So -- this is very 
difficult to understand. 


Second, it is also very hard to understand how come. It 
is the government that is relocating the campesinos in the war zones. 
If we are committing atrocities, they chould be fleeing those zones. 
And it is the government that is moving them. And it is the 
government that has the draft, and we have volunteers coming to our 
Side. So, I can guarantee you that us Contras -- and we are going to 
dignify the word "Contras" because we are contra the repression of 
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the Nicaraguan people. We are contra the selling of our country to 
the Soviets. We are contra a totalitarian regime, the persecution of 
the Church. So we are going to accept the things you have given us. 
Yes, we are Contras and we feel proud of that. 


But it is -- I can guarantee you that there is no such a 
thing as a policy of us, the Contras, to be violating human rights 
because that will immediately boomerang against us. We will lose 
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the support of the campesino population that we enjoy. 


MR. CALZRO: I should add in that regard that over 
300,000 Nicaraguans have left Nicaragua since the victory of the 
Sandinista government and that we are in the process of answering 
those reports that have been made. 


The WOLA report, for instance, has a statement in there 
sayir:g that Commander Tegrillo, (phonetic spelling) according to 
witnesses, tortured and committed a lot of atrocities while he was in 
Charity Hospital in New Orleans. And we have another one -- 
Commander Mexicano, (phonetic spelling) who committed atrocities in 
Leon nine days after he was killed in the Pan American Highway near 
Esteli. 


Q Now, you say the WOLA report. Is that the Amnesty 
International report? 


MR. CALERO: Wo, the WOLA -- I'm referring to the WOLA 
report. And we will answer the Amnesty International and also the 
Americas Watch, yes. We are in the process of doing that and we will 
give the press our answers. 


And I should add that in a police state, it's very 
difficult to find independent witness, people who will stancé up for 
the truth. And also it is very easy to find Sandinistas who will 
pose as witnesses. 


Q Why don't you encourage a revolt from inside? 


Q How long will the $100 million support your field 
operations and will you need military training, tactical training or 
hardware training to go along with that? 


MR. CALERO: We have a very considerable infrastructure 
already. We have experienced troops and that experience is worth a 
lot more than $100 million and the courage of our men is worth 
millions and millions cf dollars more. 


How long will that last? Well, we need to complement 
what we lack right now. And we principally lack anti-aircraft 
defense. We have very little of it and we have to face practically 
bare-handec the Soviet helicopters. 


Also we need artillery. Also we need support weapons. 
Ang, Of course, we neec to replenish and replace many of our worn-out 
weapons. To give you an idea as far as support weapons is concerned, 
the Sandinistas, for every ten to fifteen men, have the support 
weapons that we have for every hundred men, more or less. 


Q What about trainers, sir? 


MR. CALERO: Trainers? Well, we have our own people who 
are training. And I think we have a lot of experience. It would be 
very difficult to find people who would know the terrain and who have 
the fighting experience that our men have. And we have people, our 
Own people, who can train. Of course, we could use knowing or 
learning about new weapons that we have not used so far. 


Q ‘Mc. Abrams told us that there are 60,000 regular 
army troops in Nicaragua with the government and another 60,000 
auxiliary troops, armed with Soviet weapons. tlow can you expect to 
win even if you get this aid against that kind of force? 
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MR. CALERO: To begin with, it's common knowledge that it 
takes eight regular soldiers to fight one guerrilla, eight to ten, 
and -- 


Q Ace of the -- 





MR. CALERG: -- successfully. Besides, we have never 
stated that our purpose is an unconditional surrender of the 
Sandinista army, nor it is a total annihilation of the Sandinista 
army, but is a means to pressure the Sandinistas to the negotiating 
table. And it is also a means to get the Sandinista army and police 
and militia of the peoples back, and the best way to do it is for us 
to attract them to come and fight with us. 


That way, it will allow the Nicaraguan population to 
manifest itself and to turn its passive rejection of the government 
into an active rejection of the government and maybe provoke a 
situation as in the Philippines where army officers who have served 
under Marcos for many, many, many years turned over to the 
opposition. 


Q Is that happening? Is that happening now? 


MR. ROBELO: I'd like to add one comment to that, and it 
is the following. What it is -- it takes to win, what it means to 
win. We will win the support of the Nicaraguan population, yes. We 
will also win a lot of defectors coming from the Sandinista army and 
the Sandinista militia. And besides that, it will be a real clear 
signal to the Latin American countries that this country, the United 
States is not willing to let us being defeated in Nicaragua. 


Q -- Latin American countries support you. Their 
leaders publicly on the record say they don't support this kind of 
aid. 


MR. ROBELO: Well, some of them do support us. We have 
seen even head of the states of Latin America -- 


Q Who are they? 


MR. ROBELO: Ecuador. They broke relations with 
Nicaragua. 


Q I mean -- Guatemala, llonduras, Costa Rica, Nexico -- 


MR. ROBELO: No, I'm saying concretely Ecuador, who broke 
relations with Nicaragua. That is a democratically elected. And 
that is one specific case, and we hope also all will follow. But not 
only that, you do find the fact that why will they support us if the 
Congress of the Jnited States is hesitant in this yo-yo policy. And 
if they do that, then they will suffer from the internal opposition 
in Nicaragua. I mean, I wouldn't -- if I am a weak == a government 
of Latin America, if it is this country that is the one that is not 
Supporting us. 


Q Well then, you mean you want -- you will have to 
nave military aid every year, so it won't be a yo-yo policy. 


MR. ROSELO: We <= one of the virtues of the President's 
proposal is that it is an 18-month aid. So we are not talking that 
it could be cut off right in the middle. And in 19 months, we feel 
-- and I want to say this very clearly -- we can define the 
Nicaraguan situation, because we can produce the internal conditions 
so there will be defections, so there will be a clear signal to the 
Nicaraguan people that we can win. 


Q So if you don't do it in 18 months, then it's all 


- 


over? 


MR. RODSLO: Well, if we don't define the situation in 18 
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months, this revolution will be already eight years old, anc I con't 
think that we have the right to continue any further with the 
bloodshed in Nicaragua. 


Q What will you do if you don't get the aid? 

2 How do you explain the apparent lack of public 
Support, because we don’t see any anti-Sandinista graffiti in Managua 
Or sabotage of anti-Sandinistas or something like that. 


MR. RODEL® Well, let me tell you. In a totalitarian 
regime 
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where you have block committees, where you have such a control that 
you have rationing cards if you want to eat rice and beans. You 
don't get internal fronts working very easily. You do get it in 
authoritarian regimes. 


Do you know that if you want to buy a pair of boots 
inside Nicaragua, you have to bring the old pair of boots? And if 
you want to buy a pair of boots in El Salvador, the one that is 
selling to you would like to sell you two dozen because that's better 
for him. So, it's a huge difference between fighting to an 
authoritarian regime in a -- a democratic regime in an open society 
like the one in El Salvador, than if you're fighting to a 
totalitarian regime that has controls of all of the goods and, 
besides that, controls the cities very tight. 


In the urban areas we do have support and that's the 
reason why the fighters inside Nicaragua have been able to grow from 
a couple of -- from maybe 500 -- 600 in i982 to 23,000 -- 24,000 
today. That's a -- and let me add one more thing. The elected 
President of Costa Rica -- recently elected -- Oscar Arias recently 
mentioned in an interview in one-on-one, if the Sandinistas will have 
an election today they will win maybe 12 to 15 percent of the vote. 
That's the way Oscar Arias sees it. 


Q If you don't get this Contra funding -- 


Q Mr. Robelo, two things. You say that you're going 
to respond to the various human rights reports that have been out. 
Do you plan to give that response before Congress votes on the aid 
package. And, secondly, how do you plan on getting ahold of the aid 
even if it is voted, since the Foreign Minister of Honduras, I 
understand today, has come out and stated flatly that he won't 
transship any aid through his country to you. 


MR. ROBELO: Okay. One by one. The first question -- 
yes, we are going to try to respond to them prior to the vote, 
however, let me tell you, it is amazing and puzzles me that a lot of 
the reports come precisely two weeks prior to the vote so we have an 
accumulation of work, because "“WOLA,” “Amnesty International, “America's 
Watch" and everyone comes out precisely every -- they don't come on a 
yearly basis, they come two weeks prior to the vote. But we are 
going to try -- 


Q Are you suggesting that all those -- 


MR. ROBELO: I'm suggesting that it is strange -- I am 
just suggesting that it is strange. Why don't they do it on a yearly 
basis? Next -- 


Q Nevertheless you're going to do that before Congress 
votes on the money? 


MR. ROBELO: However -- yes <-- We are going to do it 
prior to that, but there is an accumulation because of all the 
reports coming more or less at the same time. 


On your second question, another virtue of the 
President's proposal is the fact that $70 million out of the $100 
million are covert. The fact that the humanitarian aid is overt puts 
a lot of problems. Nobody wants to handle overt aid. A lot of 
people -- and there are different routes and different ways to get -- 
there is the Atlantic, there is the Pacific, there are islands in the 
Caribbean, there are neighboring countries here and there. So, there 
are ways to get around if it is covert, and there are no ways to get 
around if it is overt. 


Q If you don't get the Contra funding from Congress, 
do you see an eventual need for U.S. troops there to fight the 
communists? e 
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MR. ROBELO: Well, we don't want the United States 
soldiers on Nicaragua soil. We don’t need it. We don’t see the 
reason for it, so the best way to avoid any future intervention or 
inherence of the U.S. will be for us Nicaraguans to solve the 
probles. 


I want to use your question to express that I have heard 
many times the argument that Nicaragua could be a second Vietnan. 
And it is interesting to know that we are the democratic Viet Congs 
of Nicaragua. And the Soviets are supporting an unpopular 
government, and I am puzzled that so many Americans aren't concerned 
because the Soviets may have their own Vietnam in Nicaragua. There 
may be another Vietnam in the future if we don't receive the support 
to solve the Nicaraguan probles. 


Q What will you do if you don't get the aid? 


MR. ROUSSEL: Let's make this -- we'll make this the last 
one, and before we do, Elliott has got another announcement he wants 
to make. 


Q What will you do if you don’t get to receive support 
-- if you don't get the aid? 


MR. ROBELO: If we don't receive the aid, what happens? 
Pirst, it will be a clear signal to the Nicaraguan people the United 
States -- the leader of the Free World -- is abandoning our struggle 
for democracy. Second, there will be a clear signal to the Latin 
American countries the United States -- the leader of the Free World 
-- is not standing up against the Soviet intervention in Nicaragua in 
the heart of Central America. 


For us it will mean that our forces will have -- some of 
them will stay inside, keep on fighting -- how long is hard to say. 
Some of them may have to go to refugee camps, may have to come to 
some relatives they have in California or Miami -- I don't know. But 
it certainly will be a blow against our democratic struggle. 


Thank you. 

MR. ABRAMS: Just one announcement. 

Q Could you do it up here, sir, please? 
MR. ABRAMS: Absolutely. 


Just one announcement. Secretary Shultz will be meeting 
tomorrow with a group that constitutes virtually all the leaders of 
any Nicaraguan democratic resistance group. Mr. Cruz, Mr. Calero, 
Mr. Robelo, Brooklyn Rivera and Wycliff Diego, who are Mesquito 
indians, Mr. Pastora and Mr. Cesar, who is the head of the southern 
Opposition block. I think that is scheduled for 2:30 p.m. tomorrow 
at the State Department. 


Q Elliott, do you think that some of the -- Could you 
just take one question? 


MR. ROUSSEL: One question. The last question. 


Q Okay. Do you think that some of the tactics, 
including some of the things that have been suggested about the 
Democrats are supporting the communists if they are not supporting 
the President, are counterproductive? Are you losing votes, as some 
people on the Hill have suggested? 


MR. ABRAMS: I don't think so. I think there has been 
some -- there has been a large reaction to Pat Buchanan's article and 
I think there has been an overreaction. But I think the point that 
we are trying to make was made better for whatever reason by someone 
who's first language is not English -- that what we-are saying is 
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that the result of these policies could be extremely dangerous to the 
United States and could help consolidate a communist regize in 
Nicaragua. That is all we are saying and we are saying it with 
extremely great force, we hope. 


) But is there red-baiting? 


Q How do you assess the vote so far? 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 


END 3:57 P.M. EST 
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MR. BRASHEAR: We will have a briefing for sound and 
cameras, if you choose to cover it that way. It will be with Dr. 
Bery! Sprinkel, who is Chairman of the President's Council of 
Economic Advisors. And let's try and keep it relatively brief. 


DR. SPRINKEL: Good morning, ladies and gentlemen. 


During the recent roll of very good economic news I 
waited in vain for a call from my friends in the White House to have 
the privilege to brief the White House press because I didn’t hear 
from them. Yesterday afternoon my phone practically rang off the 
hook. We have some bad news to deliver, and I have the priveledge of 
elaborating on it somewhat. 


Q What happened yesterday? 


DR. SPRINKEL: Well, I received the data late in the day 
that we released this morning. As you know -- 


Q Who called you? Whose phone -- Who called you? 
DR. SPRINKEL: Several. 

Q Who found out ahead of time? 

DR. SPRINKEL: No, I had informed then. 


Several special factors influenceithe adverse rise in 
unemployment. As you know, the unemployment rate rose from a January 
level of 6.6 percent to a reported level of 7.2 percent in February. 


What I want to do is explain the special factors that 
accounted for much of this increase. First, there was a technical 
coding error which resulted in an overstatement of the gain in 
employment in the month of January. The Department estimates that 
the decline in the unemployment rate from 6.8 in December to 6.6 in 
January, as initially reported, was overstated by about .1 percent. 
They did not revise the January unemployment, but they stated that it 
wasn't quite that good. 


Secondly, we are in the middle of winter, and winter in 
some parts of the country is worse than average. We had serious 
floods in California, as well as bad weather in Texas. There were 
three states -- one, California, two, Illinois, my home state, and 
Texas -- accounted for two-thirds of the increase in the unemployment 
and they represent only 28 percent of the total labor force. In 
California alone there was an increase in unemployment of about 
100,000 agricultural workers, due mostly to bad weather. 


* 
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By racial groups, as you sight expect, the Hispanics were 
especially hard hit, accounting for 25 percent of the increase that 
was reported in unemploynent. 


But to complicate matters a little further, in January 
the household survey was sodified to include revised population 
totals. This boosted, as we reported at the time, the employment 
gain from 400,000 to 742,000. Now if we adjust for this effect, the 
level of employment rose substantially in January, came back in 
Pebruary, and totel employment is now at about the December level. 


Of course at the same tine we had a substantial increase 
in the labor force, and therefore the unemployment rate went up. We 
expect that the employment declines associated with bad weather in 
Pebruary will be offset as March employment rebounds. 


Now let me turn from the household survey, where many of 
the difficulties exist, to the payroll survey. WNon-farm payroll 
employment continued to rise in February after a big increase in 
January. It was up 421,000 in January. It continued to sove up 
285,000 -- pardon me, 226,000 in Pebruary. 
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But average hours worked dipped from the January level, 
from 35.2 to 35. So bottom line, ay view is that the -- first, the 
February reports did indicate some weakness in labor markets. 
Bowever, the caw data as reported clearly overstates the weakness. 
Given the concentration of employment declines by state due to the 
influence of weather, a major portion of the decline I expect will be 


temporary. 


We expect a renewed expansion in future months. In ay 
opinion, we should not interpret the Pebruary developments as a 
trend, but merely as an aberration. 


Let me also report in a little more detail on the cut in 
the discount rate this morning. As you know, it was recuced from 7 
1/2 percent to 7 percent. This change is the first change since May 
17. It follows several important developments which I think you're 
aware of. One, Japan recently cut its discount rate from 4 1/2 

rcent to 4 percent. That's the second cut by the Japanese in a 

ittle over a month. Germany reduced its discount rate recently from 
41/2 percent to 3 1/2 percent. The Netherlands cut from 5 percent 
to 4 1/2 percent. 


The J.S. cut in the discount rate keeps it in line with 
the movement in other short-term rates in the United States. It 
remains, even after the cut, above the three-month Treasury bill 
rate. It was -- the three gonth Treasury bill rate yesterday was 6.7 
percent, and the new discount rate still above that at 7 percent. 


The three-month treasury bill rate and 90-day CD rate 
have declined about 50 basis points in the feet three months. And of 
course, long-term rates reflecting reduced inflation expectations 
have declined even more, about 150 basis points. 


Just before I came into the news room, I was informed 
that the Chase had cut their prime rate from 9 1/2 percent to 9 
percent, and the market expects additional cuts. 


I*ll be pleased to respond to your questions. 
Yes, ma‘an. 


Q When you say that you look a the February 


unemployment numbers as an aberration, do you expect the unemployment 
rate to continue to decline again for the next few months? 


DR. SPRINKEL: I expect the reports in the future months 
to reflect additional progress on the unemployment rate. 


Yes. 


Q I*m confused on the part where the household survey 
included revised population totals. bid that -- 


DR. SPRINKEL: That was in January. 
Q Did that skew that good news that we heard -- 


DR. SPRINKEL: Well, they picked up <-- they picked up 
some of the employment previously not included in the survey, 
especially temporary workers in agriculture. 


Q Well, what did that do last -- and when we heard the 
January figures and were told it was so great, was it really that 
great? 


OR. SPRINKEL: Well, at the time the release was made, 
and i's sure Larry reported it, there was an increase in the 
unemployment -- in the total employment in January of -- total 
742,000. But, “ex” the new survey adjustment, it would have been 
400,000, which is a big increase, but not as big as 742,000. 














Yes, sir. 
Q Is this aberration a one-month aberration? 


DR. SPRINKEL: I do not know that. I would expect that it 
is. 


Q You said that aside from the aberrational factors, 
it's still -- the numbers reflect some weakness in the labor markets. 
To what do you -- 


DR. SPRINKEL: I think so. If you -- 
Q -- what do you attribute that to? 


DR. SPRINKEL: I can't be certain. There clearly has 
been some weakness in certain manufacturing sectors reflected in the 
new data. Also, in oil development areas there have been some 
lay-offs, so I do not want to attribute the total rise in 
unemployment to aberration, but there was a very signinficant portion 
of it due to aberrational factors. 


Yes, sir. 


Q Which indicators enable you to say that you expect 
unemployment to decline? 


DR. SPRINKEL: Well, it relates to how one views a 
particular release in the total context of the economy. Clearly, if 
you look at the total economy with what's been happening to 
sensitive, early-moving indicators, we had one small blip last month, 
but they've been in a strong trend, we've had good money supply 
growth, we've had declining interest rates, we've had declining oil 
prices. All of these are positive events that do not occur prior to 
a trend of continuous deterioration. Therefore, I'm quite confident 
that this is an aberration that's happened on occasion before. 


Yes, ma‘an. 


Q Given the trend, did this .6 percent increase come 
as a surprise to you? 

DR. SPRINKEL: I think it surprised the market, and we 
did not anticipate this kind of a rise. If you look -- usually, you 
can get a fairly good view by looking at applications for 
unemployment benefits, and they had been flat down a little so that 
there was no way that you could get a positive handle on this kind of 
a report. 


Now, we did know that last month had the special factor, 
and that it was extremely strong, and we should look at these numbers 
in terms of what's happened over the past few months. If you look 
over the last three months, there has been good growth in the 
employment numbers, but I did not anticipate a rise of this amount. 


Yes, sir. 


Dr. Sprinkel, on the discount rate decline, what 
effect do you think this is going to have on mortgage interest rates, 
on consumer interest rates, and what effect, generally then will it 
have as it spreads through the economy? 


DR. SPRINKEL: Well, I would expect that the decline in 
all of the rates which have brought on the discount rate cut would 
have a favorable effect in many sectors of the economy. Housing is 
doing very well, but it's doing well because 
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interest rates have been rather persistently coming down tor many 
months. We would expect that this would also have a favorabie etfect 
on plans for capital investment. 


You may remember one of the releases a few months back 
suggested there was going to be some moderation in the investment 
expenditures in the last haif of the year. Wow we've had a 
Significant 150 -- 200 basis points decline in interest rates 
reducing what technicians would cali the hurdie rate, theretore some 
investment projects that previousiy appeared to be uneconomic become 
economic. So it will aiso benefit capital investment. 


Q On the ftiip side of that, do you anticipate that 
there may be some danger of igniting inflation as a result or surges 
in spending -- 


DR. SPRINKEL: I don't think so. You may remember in our 
economic report, and in the forecast that the administration put out, 
we had anticipated a modest pickup in the infsation rate to about 3.8 
percent. Since we did much of that work, we've had a very sharp 
decline in oil prices -- more than anyone anticipated. That provides 
a shortrcun offset -- shortrun, meaning over 6-12 months. Something 
dike that. 


So we do not have, in my opinion, the ingredients for a 
Sharp acceleration in intiation from this point. And furthermore, 
the Federal Reserve has been increasing their money suppiy on the 
order oc 38 percent over the past tew months. And given the changes 
that we aii know have occured in that technical velocity concept, 
that's not something to worry us about -- sharp acceleration in 
inciation rates. 


Q SO, given -- 
Uk. SPKINKEL: Can 1 go back? and then I'li start again. 


Q You said that in California fio0oding was a major 
tractor in unemployment. in Yexas, I think you mentioned, both 
weatner and oii. Is that -- 


vk. SPRIWKEL: That's correct. ‘hat's the report that I 
have. ‘hey haa unusuaiiy bad weather, but they aiso had some layotfs 
in the energy industry. So it's not aii bad weather. 


¢) ‘dhat do you mean by bad weather Affecting the 
economy ? 


VR. SPAlWkcdi: Weli, you'ii have to check with the Labor 
vepartment. This was the information we received from them. I was 
not down there, so I cannot -- 


*) Wnat about Iiisinois, the third state? 


UK. SPRANKEL: It always has bad weather in January -- 
(Aaughter) -- February -- but there was some iayofts, to get to the 
specifics of your point, in some of the manufacturing industries in 
fiiinois and I wouldn't attribute that to weather. 


2 Berys? 


wk, SPRINKeL: IL'ii start back -- 4 stiii -- couid I get 
that one gentieman first? Yes, Sir? 


W I'a isike to know whether you think the cut in the 
discount rate, not only here but adroad as weii, wiii have some 
tavorabie impact on negotiations going on between Mexico and other 
countries trying to get tavorabie -- 


UK. SvelWKku: Weil, yes. I wouldn't want to argue that 
the cut in the discount rates, per se, wiii have a tavorable ettect. 
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But the decliné in interest rates, reflecting declining inflation 
expectations, not only in the U.S. but elsewhere, reduce the cost to 
the Mexicans and various other -- well, any of the other LDCs -- in 
financing their outstanding debt. So it will tend to reduce a little 
bit the amount needed to get them through this next -- the period 
ahead. So it has a favorable effect. 


Yes, ma‘am. 


Q Do these numbers cause you to have any concerns 
about the validity of your economic projections regarding the year 
ahead and the deficit, impact on the deficit? 


DR. SPRINKEL: No. For the reasons I indicated, I 
believe that this development was mostly an aberration, that we 
expect the economy to attain our objective of about 4 percent fourth 
quarter to fourth quarter. We have a precise 4 percent, knowing full 
well that it's got a little bit of error around it. 


Most of the private forecasts have been revised up fairly 
close to ours. A large number are in excess of ours. We have not 
changed ours. It's very risky to change a forecast based upon a 
month or two of data. We remain confident that the initial estimate 
will turn out to be about right. 


Q And how do you explain the fact that applications 
for unemployment were not up, since that usually is a pretty good 
indicator? 

DR. SPRINKEL: I cannot. All I know is that I did check 
it and it did not indicate this kind of a rise in the unemployment. 
I think it's because -- mostly because of the aberrations I spoke 
about. 


Q Are the farm workers not entitled -- somehow don't 
make application the same way as a factory worker would? 


DR. SPRINKEL: I'm not certain. I'm not -- Janet Norwood 
is presenting some testimony this morning to the Joint Economic 
Committee and she is the expert in that field. I can't answer it. 


Yes, ma‘am. 

Q Yes. Can you give us a general statement on the 
entire state of the economy with the oil prices and inflation and 
where you -- 

MR. BRASHEAR: In 30 seconds, right, Lesley? 

Q In 20 seconds, actually. (Laughter.) 

Q Try to do it in 15. 

DR. BRASHEAR: I think the general state of the economy 
is improving and so are possibilities for the future. Inflation 
expectations have clearly receded. We know that we have sufficient 
capacity in the labor force and in industry to permit a significant 
further expansion in real output, in employment, in declining trends 
in unemployment. We think that demands are sufficient to realize 
those promises. Therefore, we believe that the year 1986 will, in 
hindsight, turn out to have been another very good one. 

Q You haven't mentioned -- 

Q That was too long. (Laughter.) 

Q You didn't mention productivity -- 
Q 


Do you need it for Sunday or tonight? 
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DR. SPRINKEL: Productivity numbers are still a question 
mark. There was some improvement, vis a vis the latter ‘70's, but 
not back to the post-war average. Furthermore, whenever you have a 
slowdown in the rate of rise, such as we had last year, the measured 
productivity numbers deteriorate, as they did. Especially in the 
fourth quarter they deteriorated. 


Now, it will be very interesting to me -- I can tell you 
what I anticipate. I anticipate that as expansion accelerates during 
1986, the measured productivity numbers will get better. When I say 
measured, 
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I mean to imply that there's some question about whether s. seasure 
it very well, especially in the service areas. It's extremely 
difficult to measure productivity in services. Furthermore, as the 
expansion continues and as we get closer to fuller utilization of our 
labor force, I would expect that the large amounts of capital 
formation that has occurred over the past three years, plus the 
deregulation efforts that we have made reducing costs will result in 
improvement in productivity. But those are promises. Up to now, 
there has been some improvement, but we're not yet back to the 
post-war average. We're anticipating that we'll get there. 


Q How high is the Dow going to go? 

DR. SPRINKEL: Sir? 

Q How high is the Dow going to go this year? 

DR. SPRINKEL: It crossed 1700 for a few minutes 
yesterday. I can't estimate that. It's been very strong, reflecting 
what I've been saying, what I'm looking at -- the market is looking 
at -- that is improved prospects for the econony. 

Q What's it going to do today? (Laughter.) 

Q You said -- 

Q Should I re-finance my house this week? 

Q That's right. 

DR. SPRINKEL: Yes, ma‘am. 

Q You said you're real sanguine about the economy, but 
given the way your phone was ringing yesterday, is there some 
nervousness at the White liouse elsewhere? 

DR. SPRINKEL: You'll have to talk to people around the 
White House for that. I think they're reasonably relaxed this 
morning or they would not have put me on TV. (Laughter.) 


Q How many Hispanics were unemployed last month? You 
mentioned Hispanic unemployment. How many were unemployed? 


DR. SPRINKEL: Would you see if it's in that -- I do not 
have it, but it went up significantly. I can get it for you. I! 
don't have it with me in these notes. Do you have it? 

MR. BRASHEAR: I don't have total numbers -- 


DR. SPRINKEL: We have the unemployment rate, which is 
not quite what you asked for. In January, it was 10.1. In February, 
it rose to 12.3, which was -- 

Q What is this figure you're doing? 


DR. SPRINKEL: This is unemployment of Hispanics. That 
was the question. 


Q Oh, all right. 
Q Will you explain technical velocity in 20 seconds? 


DR. SPRINKEL: I can't do that in 20 seconds. I'll be 
glad to have you in my office. 


MR. BRASHEAR: Is there one more serious question before 
we leave? 


Q You'll have to judge whether this is serious or not, 
but is this likely to have any impact at all -- the lowering of the 
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discount rate -- on the balance of payments problen? 


DR. SPRINKEL: Well, if it were happening with no similar 
declines elsewhere, you -- in other countries, you could certainly 
argue that thie would be a force tending to weaken the dollar and 
hence -- which has been weak for over a year now -~- and, therefore, 
it would be a factor continuing to add to the adjustment. However, 
there have been declines in most other industries, not Canada. Their 
interest rates in recent weeks have = up sharply, but in most 


countries, they've come down. So it's very difficult for me to argue 
that it would be a strong plus. 


Q -- @ wash. 


DR. SPRINKEL: I think it’s a wash from that point of 
view. However, there is one factor that I would like to mention. 
One of the important reasons why we've had a growing deficit in our 
trade account has been the slow economic performance abroad brought 
on by many factors. I would expect that some of the easing in 
monetary policy that seems to be occurring would provide help. And, 
peewee be and maybe even more importantly, the OECD countries are 
increasingly recognizing that their markets are jimmied -- they use 
the word “obstructural problems” -- and they're in the process of 
making some important changes. And now, at long last, a few of those 
countries are beginning to expand jobs, in contrast to the basic 
trend of no job improvement in Western Europe for over a decade. All 
of those factors will, indeed, help our trade account. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 


END 10:07 A.M. EST 
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. MR. COHEN: Good morning. My name is Sig Cohen of 
ACDA. 


Q Welcome to Washington. 
MR. COHEN: Good to be here. Thank you. 


It's my pleasure this morning to introduce Ambassador 
Kenneth Adelman, Director of U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency, who's going to open with a statement at this press 
briefing. 


We'd like this, please, to be a sole subject 
briefing. In the interests of time, it will run about 30 
minutes, at which time we'll call it. 


Mr. Adelman. 


MR. ADELMAN: Thank you. I have a short opening 
statement. 


Today we are making public for the first time, with 
all the evidence that can be released publicly, a report which 
elaborates Soviet violations and probable violations of 
existing arms control undertakings. The evidence contained in 
this report and the conclusions which can be drawn from it 
endanger the future viability of arms control more than any 
other factor. 


While the United States is scrupulously complying with 
all its arms control obligations, we must also be forthright 
where and when the Soviets do no comply. To be serious about 
arms control is to be serious about compliance. Compliance 
cannot be unilateral. 


The United States Government has concluded over the 
past three years that the Soviet Union has violated its legal 
obligation under, or the political commitment to: 





-- the SALT I ABM Treaty and Interim Agreement; 

-- the SALT II Treaty; 

-- thé Geneva Protocol on Chemical Weapons as it 
reflects the rules of customary international law; 

-- the Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention; 

-- the Limited Test Ban Treaty; and 

-- the Helsinki Final Act. 


In addition, the United States Government has 
concluded that it is likely that the Soviet Union has violated 
the Threshold Test Ban Treaty. 


This list encompasses provisions of nearly all major 
arms control undertakings which we have with the Soviet Union 
today. 


Every issue in this brochure has been discussed witlr 
the Soviet Union in the SCC and in other diplomatic channels. 
Some have been discussed privately for more than a decade, but 
with scant success. In fact, the Soviet Union has not provided 
explanations sufficient to relieve our concerns on these 
issues. Nor, more importantly, has the Soviet Union taken the 
actions necessary to correct their existing violations. 

Instead, they have reiterated that they are in compliance in 
cases where they are most definitely not. 


The United States will continue our diplomatic efforts 
to have the Soviet Union correct these problems. But the 
picture has not improved. As time goes on and these violations 
persist, the worse it becomes. 


Compliance is an issue of widespread concern 
throughout the U.S. Government, in the Legislative as well as 
the Executive Branches, and among those of all political 
persuasions. The pattern of Soviet violations is most 
disturbing. We all agree that selective compliance is not 
enough. Parties to agreements must honor all their’ obligations 
and commitments. We all believe that there cannot be an arms 
control arrangement based on a double standard -- one of our 
complete compliance and their cheating. 


Given the importance of the compliance issue and the 
technical nature of a lot of the material that has been written 
thus far on it, the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency has 
prepared this simple -- yet complete -- unclassified report. 
For the first time in the open literature, this report spells 
out the obligations and actions of the Soviet Union on its 


























major arms control commitments, tells where and how the U.S. 
Government has determined that the Soviet Union has violated 
them, provides Soviet explanations for its actions, and 
presents our ariswers to their explanations. 


The report is careful to make clear that not all 
Soviet violations and probable violations are of equal 
severity, clarity or impact. Indeed, while some of the 
individual violations have serious military significance, 
others do not. Nonetheless, a continuing pattern of Soviet 
violations cannot help but have a long-term adverse impact upon 
our national security. Any violation inherently carries 
serious implications for arms control. The integrity of the 
process and the sanctity of the nation's commitments are 
critical. So we dare not ignore even small Soviet violations, 
much less large ones. 


Whatever their particular military significance, - 
Soviet violations threaten the integrity of arms control. 
Failure to publicize this behavior would be a disservice to the 
American people -- who most certainly have a right to know -- 
and might lead the Soviets to think that they can violate their 
commitments with impunity. 


It is in this light that we offer our report to the 
American people, and to foreign audiences as well. We hope it 
will serve as a useful guide while we seek to make progress in 
resolving compliance issues and in moving ahead on effective 
arms control in the future -- arms control that reduces the 
risk of war and that is fulfilled. 


I'll be happy to take any questions. I would just, 
before doing so, like to point out for a moment these two 
charts (indicating) on probably the most severe issue of Soviet 


noncompliance -- the Krasnoyarsk radar. And these charts are 
put side by side by showing the similarities -- almost the 
identical nature -- between the Pechora radar, which is on the 


boundary, on the border, facing outward, which the Soviet claim 
is a ballistic missile early warning radar, and the Krasnoyarsk 
radar, which is in the interior, as you know, and the Soviets 
claim has a role in space tracking. 


Now let's just have questions. 
Q Ken, there's a phrase that appears in the 


Foreword of your publication that doesn't appear in your 
opening statement when you talk about these violations. 








In the Foreword you go on to say “... we will consider 
proportionate and appropriate action in response to Soviet 
noncompliance." What does that mean? 


A What that means is that the Defense Department, 
as you know, has been tasked by the President to look at 
alternatives, options to the President on what would be a 
proportionate response. And that will be one of several moves 
that will be considered, and are being considered now, on how 
respond to Soviet violations. 


Other moves would include not just in the military 
realm but in the arms control realm and other realms. 


Q Well, in the military realm, what would be an 
example of the sort of thing you're considering? 


A I don't want to get into those kinds of examples 
while they're before the President. 


Q Ken, that report was due February lst; wasn't it? 
A There were two parts of it. the first part was 


the overall problem, and the second part was the solution of 
what to do about what specific military programs. 





Q Well, wasn't the second part due February lst? 
According to a statement that has been put out, I think by the 
Pentagon. 


A Well, you'd have to check with the Pentagon. 


Q Have you any idea where it is? Has it come 
through your shop? : 


A We have been looking at it, and I think it's fair 
to say that there are considerations within the Government 
right now on how to respond. It's not just how to respond in 
terms of military options but also political and arms control 
and other avenues. 


Yes. 
Q These all seem to have a familiar ring. What's 


the difference between these and the ones that were in the last 
report? 


A The difference is that for the first time we have 














put together the picture -- the whole picture -- on Soviet 
violations in terms of what the Treaty obligation are, in terms 
of what Soviet behavior has been, in terms of what Soviet 
explanations for their behavior have been, in terms of U.S. 
responses to that. 





So before you got very clipped summaries of 
conclusions on some of these issues without finding out how we 
got to those conclusions. So the idea for this report was to 
pull it all together to declassify more information and to 
provide anybody reading it with the evidence of a pattern of 
Soviet violations. 


Q Well, is the situation worse or better -- or what? 
A In a sense, the situation is worse because, as I 
say in my opening statement, the more time that goes on when 
the Soviets are violating on important issues -- such as a 
Krasnoyarsk, such as encryption, such as the SS-25 -- without 
taking any remedies, the worse it becomes. 
Q Are there more violations -- more new violations? 
A We have found in the last report to the Congress 


earlier this year that there were were some new violations. We 
had other violations that seemed to be remedied. 





Overall, in terms of the amount of Soviet cheating, I 
think it is pretty constant for the last three years. 


The point is the fact that it's constant is very 
disturbing because we have gone back to them time and time 
again and said -- as I said in my opening statement -- that 
this is the most difficult problem and the biggest threat to 
the future viability of arms control. 


Q Ken -- 

Q If I may just follow up on Herb's question -- but 
there are no different violations here than have been laid in 
the past. 


A No. What we wanted to do was cet the evidence 
together. 


Q Yes. 


a This is consistent with the recent -~— “recent”; a 














few months ago -- report sent to the President. It just gives 
the evidence. It gives for the first time ever Soviet 
explanations for it, et cetera. 


Yes. 


Q San I just ask you a little bit about the 
Krasnoyarsk radar? It has been I think at least two years 
since that picture has appeared in this Administration's claims 
of the Krasnoyarsk violation. So can you describe for us to 
what extent construction has proceeded at Krasnoyarsk and to 
what extent it has not proceeded -- if it has not in the last, 
say, 6-8-12 months -- to determine whether the Krasnoyarsk 
violation has changed in any of its character? 


I understand that if it's there at all you consider it 
a violation. 


a Yes. 

Q So let's assume that for a base point. 

But what's the status of the construction? 

A The status is that the Soviets have been moving 


ahead ever since we uncovered the radar and have been 
proceeding to make it a functioning radar. 





Have there been new arrays, new units -- such as 
the ones pictured in your photograph -- built or worked on 
since the last 12 months or so? 

i) No, because they're not needed for a radar. If 
you see the Pechora radar -- which is an older radar -- it 
obviously has the facilities there. And Krasnoyarsk -- if you 
saw it from the same angle -- is very, very close, if not 


almost identical. 


The point is that the outer structure has been 
proceeding in its construction and has proceeded very far along. 


Q And the Soviets have not changed at all their 
construction program on that radar -- 


i) That is right. 


Q ~~ since the United States began calling its 
attention to that as a violation. 

















A That is absolutely right. 

Q When do you think they're going to turn it on? 
Q Do you think they'll turn it on? 

4 I believe in the coming years, but I don't want 


to be -- (laughter. ) 


Yes -- because I do not know on the classification of 
the exact date. 


Q You're ruling out 1985 then? (Laughter.) 

a That's right. I went that far. 

Yes. - 

Q You put together this comprehensive report. The 
question, obviously, is why and what you would recommend, given 
the fact that it is, as you say, disturbing and constant -- 
unchanged. 


How does that affect your view of of arms control with 
the Soviets? 


a I think the fact is that our patience in this 
area is limited. You cannot have a viable arms control regime 
in the future if this pattern of Soviet violations continues. 

Q Are you -- 

A So our objective in publicizing this is, as I 
say, (a), to inform the American people -- but, (6b), to let the 


Soviets know that they should get back in compliance with the 
arms control agreements. 


~ Is there a time limit on your thinking -~ does 
your patience run out in so much time -- or -- 


a No. It's windows -- like sand in an hour glass 
Q But, seriously -- 


A Seriously. 


Q ~~ [ mean -- but -- 





“ No. You can't say on Wednesday, at 2:00 o'clock, 
“We've had enough.” 


I'm saying that with an undiminished record on the 
Soviet violations or with Soviet continued-to-be cheating on 
the major issues -- as they have been -- that it really calls 
into question the future of the arms control process. That is 
a process we want to strengthen and we wart to bolster for the 
future, and we consider this the biggest threat in the process. 


Q Ken -- 
“ Yes. 
Q -- have you in the SCC discussed some kind of 


compromise on Krasnoyarsk whereby they wouldn't have to fill it 
with cement and totally destroy it? Is there some compromise 
being discussed on Krasnoyarsk? 


i) We have told them in the SCC exactly what we 
would like them to do, which is to dismantle it -- because it 
is a violation -- but in terms of compromising, I think that 
would be a bad move. I don't think that when you have a 
violation like that that's so clear -- and, in a sense -- so 


important -- that you should grandfather that kind of violation. 


Q Ken -- 


a If you do that, then what you're saying is: 
"You can cheat on arms control agreements, but we'll give you 
some little room so that we don't hold you accountable for it." 


Q I thought last year the White House said in 
effect that if the Soviets left the roof off this thing that 
would satisfy us so we could monitor whether construction was 
going on. 


a No. I think what you're thinking of is an offer 
that Ambassador Dobrynin made in a conference in Atlanta about 
a year - a year and a half ago. I was on the podium with him 
and he said, “Well, when it's built, we can have visitors come 
by and have inspection.” He quickly walked away from that 
offer. 


Q No. It's from the White House; it wasn't from 
Dobrynin. No. 





























Thank you. 


Q Ken, you talk about complete compliance. Is it 
your contentior that there has never been a U.S. violation 
venting on a test, for example? 


a I believe that is true. 
Q Well -- 


A The fact is that if there was a U.S. violation, 
you gentlemen in the press and others in Congress and around 
would find it and it would be very widely publicized. And I 
don't believe that there is any evidence out there of a U.S. 
violation at all. 


Q Well, the Soviets claim that there have been at 
least technical violations. - 


A I know. And if you look at what even the arms 
control critics of the Administration in the United States say 
about that, it's that it's mostly phony issues 


Q You say there was never aU.S. violation. Then 
what about the environmental shelters in the Minuteman? 


4 The environmental shelters in the Minuteman in 
the mid-seventies, as I remember: I think what happened on 
that case -- and my memory could be faulty on this -- I think 
what happened in that case is we gave the Soviets explanation 
of why in Montana you needed shelters when you're working on 
these things because it's, you know, 40 below. I think that's 
how we came out. . 


Q But we did not comply with the exact provision of 
the Treaty. 


A I'd have to look at the record -~- exactly the 
negotiating record and everything like that. Needless to say, 
it was not a big deal. I mean the fact that it was 40 below 
working on those things and there was notification, et cetera. 
And they never accused us of doing anything with those missiles 
that would increase the threat or would endanger them in any 
way. 


The question was whether we covered them to keep these 
people out o the cold or not. 
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Q But the new violation in here on concealment of 
launcher and missile association -- 

A Yes. 

Q -— is pretty much the same issue. 

a No -- it's not, it's not -- because what we are 


getting at here is that one of the fundamental reasons that 
arms control was pushed in the SALT II period: the reason was, 
and the claim was made time and time again, that under the 
terms of SALT II, we would have better knowledge of Soviet 
strategic forces than we had before; and the encryption 
provision, the prohibition against the association of launchers 
and missiles, and the general way that the Treaty was framed 
was made to advance that purpose, so we would know more about 
the Soviet strategic threat. There would be more openness 
through SALT II. - 


You look back at statements by Secretary Vance, 
President Carter, Secretary Brown. That's one of the big 
points they made with SALT II. 


The fact is, today, we know less about Soviet 
strategic systems than we did at that time -- because of 
encryption, because of the whole array of concealed deception. 


Q Ken -- 
a Yes. 


Q -- you've got -- what? -~ a 12 counting unit 
potential in the problem. You've got 12 violations here. And 
have you come to the end of the line on all of those in the 
Standing Consultative Commission? 


A Well, we've come to the end of the line. We 
haven't gotten any satisfactory explanation or -- more 
importantly -- a change of behavior. That is not to say that 
we are not going to bring up the issues to the Soviets when, 
once again, the SCC opened just the other day earlier this week 
and we're going back and back and back on the issues. 


Q Well, can you -- now, what's new in here? I 
can't find anything that's new. (Laughter. ) 


A I told you three times. 
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Q You told me in general, but I don't see anything. 
A Let me try a fourth. 
Q I'm really puzzled. 


A Look, what we wanted to do -- don't be so puzzled 
(laughter). What we wanted to do is to pull the information 
we've had, instead of giving you just the conclusions -- 


Q Yes. 


A -~- to give you what the Treaty obligations were, 
what the Soviet actions were, what the U.S. allegations were, 


what the Soviet responses to U.S. allegations were, and what 
are explanations. That is a full picture. 


Before, members of the press and in Congress were - 
always complaining: “ Well, you give us your conclusions 
without giving us how you got there." Now we're giving you how 
we got there and you say, “Well, they're not different from the 
conclusions." 


I mean would you want them different from the 
conclusions? 


Q Yes. 
Q Yes. (Laughter. ) 
i) You do? 


Q Somewhere I've seen this stuff before. Maybe the 
Soviet Embassy is slipping it to me or something. (Laughter. ) 


A Yes? 


Q You obviously feel very strongly about the effect 
that these conclusions can have, or should have, on the arms 
control process. Are you saying that in your view the United 
States ought not to return to the bargaining table in May or 
ought to take some concrete action to shut down parts of the 
arms control process or to do anything specific as a result of 
your extreme concern over these violations? 


2) No. I think that we should do everything we can 
to get the Soviets to stop cheating. Then it becomes a 
question: “If you cannot accomplish that goal, what kind of 
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future viability does the arms control process have?" 


And I think it is incumbent on us to issue reports 
like that to make the point that this is the biggest threat 
going on. 


I found the other day that in a poll taken just a few 
months ago by Penn & Schoen Associates they asked this question 
to American people: “What is more important, in your view -- 
negotiating new arms control agreements or getting the Soviets 
to abide by existing agreements?" New agreements had 35 
percent; the existing agreements had 54 percent. It showed by 
a significant margin that the American people were more 
concerned about getting Soviet compliance through existing 
agreements than they were about getting new agreements. 


Q All right. So you conclusion from that -- what 
conclusion do you draw: that you ought not to sit down at the 
bargaining table to negotiate new agreements, but you ought to 
only work at the SCC? 


A No. I think what we should is come up with the 
best kind of agreements we possible can with the best kind of 
verification -- but always have the hooker on there that if the 
Soviet compliance record does not improve, then we've got 
trouble in the future. 


Q Ken -- 

a Yes. 

Q ~ I'ma little confused about where the second 
part of this report is -- the recommendations part about what 


we should do. 

Are you saying that that is not complete? 

A No -- that is is not complete in the sense that 
all the agencies haven't yet contributed their thoughts on it. 
It is complete in terms of the Defense Department's work on it. 

Q The Defense Department's work. 


A Yes. 


Q So it resides at the White House at this point? 


A Yes. 
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rd] Q They're still working on the interagency process? 
A That is correct. 
Yes. 
Q Ken, could you clear up the different stories 


we've gotten in the past as to exactly what did the President 
do with Mr. Gorbachev on this particular issue? 


A Yes. 

Q Did he bring up violations? 

A Yes. 

Q Was there a discussion? 

A Yes. ~ 
Q And what was the response? 

A He brought up the violations as a consideration. 


2) 


Specific ones, or just the general -- 





A Well, the problem with the pattern of Soviet 


violations -- some specific ones that were particularly 
disturbing to him, and how this was a threat to the integrity 
of the arms control process -- and then there was a discussion 
of that. 

Q And what was Mr. Gorbachev's response? . 

A Well, the response would not shock you. I mean 


he said that -- I don't think I should get into that kind of 
thing. But you can imagine, Walter, with your imagination -- 
which is very good -- what he would say. (Laughter’ ) 

Q I'd imagine the wrong thing. (laughter. ) 

A All right. (Laughter. ) 


It's not hard to guess. 


Q Let me just follow up on the other thing. 


Is there a time when we're going to hear what the 
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response is going to be? It's been two years now. We keep 
saying, "They're violating." We keep saying, “If they don't 
stop, we're aoing to do something." 


The Pentagon put the proposals in earlier this year. 
Now you're saying, “They're violating again. If you don't do 
something, we'll do something." 


Is there a time frame when we are going to decide to 
do something or not do something? 


A If I said, “In the coming years," you would just 
remind me of what I said when the Krasnoyarsx radar is 
operational. 

Q Well, we have -- 


A But I think it's going to be that we will have sto 
make decisions in this regard -- 


Q You'll have one before May. 
re) -- before the summer months. 
Yes. 


Q Is that the only kind of decision? 
Q But you're making a charge that -—- 


A What I was saying before was what you have to do 
on the issue of Soviet noncompliance may have a military 


component, may have a political component, may have an arms 
control component; and we're looking at the vast array of 
responses. 


Q But is the response going to come in May when the 
Trident goes out? You have to make some military response at 
that time. 


A I think it's a safe presumption that we'll make a 
response before then. 


Q It will be before that, and it will be an 
across-the-board response -- or is that still being worked out? 


A Well, that is working and the President will have 
to decide. 
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I think our first obligation, and the point of the 
report, was to give a foundation of understanding and a 
foundation of knowledge on which our response would be seen as 
a logical outcome -- because unless you can convince the 
American people and the American U.S. legislators that we have 
a serious problem here, then a response does not seem warranted. 


If you convince them that there really is a problem on 
arms control, that the record is such a pattern of Soviet 
violations, then a response seems a natural outgrowth of that 
conclusion. 


Q There was a statement made, I think two years ago 
-- in the earlier point of time when we putting these reports 
out -- that we had told the Soviets that there'd be no new 
agreements until they were in compliance with old ones. 

Is that a statement that has been made? Is that the 
Government's policy? 


a That is not a statement that has been made. What 
we have said was -- as I said this morning -- that the future 
of arms control is bleak unless the Soviets clean up their 
violations. 


Q Let me ask you about your poll again. 
i) Sure. 


Q You said that 35 percent of the people want an 
arms control agreement despite the Soviet violations - or am I 
misreading that? . 


a No, no. The question was asked, “What is more 
important, in your view -- negotiating new arms agreements or 
getting the Soviets to abide by existing agrecments?" 


Thirty-five percent said “new,” and 54 percent said, 
“abide by existing." 


Q Doesn't 35 percent strike you as a very large 
number of people who would favor a new arms control agreement 
rather than clearing up previous violations? 


A No, it doesn't. To me, that there's a 
significant gap in the two, is what was interesting. 
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There's one other question that you might find 
interesting: “Should the United States continue to abide by 
arms control treaties that the Soviets are violating?" Here 38 
percent say, “Yes." Maybe the conclusion is that 38 percent 
always say "Yes" of everything. But, anyway, 38 percent say 
“Yes" and 50 percent say “No.” 


Q Would you -- 
Q Did you say overall there is no U.S. violation? 
a 


Yes. 


Q What do you think the chances are, if the Soviets 
continue in their constant path, that the President will 
recommend that SALT not be complied with, at least totally, but 
there'd be either -- I mean, giving a range of options that are 
to be partial suspension of certain things or total - 
suspension? What do you think is going to happen on that? 


A On that will just be a decision that the 
President makes down the road. 


And I think one of the questions that may be posed is 
in the SALT -- how long the United States should continue to 
abide by a Treaty that the President found was fatally flawed, 
that the Soviets are violating, that was not ratified by the 
Senate, and that would have expired anyway. 


And I think that the considerations on SALT II will 
come up. 


MR. COHEN: The last question. 


Q And how would you answer the charges that some of 
these violations are so minor, and even niggling, that that 
they call into question the goodwill of some parts of this 
Administration in establishing new arms control? : 


For example, the Backfire ag ag rate. It was 
slightly above 30. Now it's slightly below 30. Presumably, it 
averages out at about 30. 


i) Yes. 


Q To bring this up as a big deal in this thing is 
the sort of thing that calls into question whether some parts 
of this Administration really want to have a new arms control 
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agreement. 


A O.K., Jim. what I would say is if we had done 
what you were gaying, then your conclusion would be a right 
one. But the fact is that we have said -- and I said in my 


opening statement -- some of these are of scant military 
significance; others are of large military significance. So we 
say that. 


Secondly, we say that there is a different amount of 
evidence on these cases. So the importance is different, the 
evidence is different, and the certainty of our conclusions is 
different. 


In the Backfire production rate, we say, quite 
frankly: The United States Government judges that the Soviet 
Union is obligated to produce no more than 30. There are 
ambiguities concerning the data. However, there is evidence = 
that the Backfire production was constant at slightly more than 
30 until '84 and decreased that time to below below 30. 


I think we're just saying that in the past this has 
been a concern of some people and we're just trying to tell the 
truth in this regard. 


None of this language, on that issue or anything else, 
is sensationalistic or hype-ing in any sense. In fact, we have 
in the past -- and I believe in here as well -— taken issues 
that have been discussed on the Hill and other places around 
the strategic community that have been alleged as Soviet 
violations, presented the evidence, walked through the issue, 
and said in our opinion it's not a Soviet violation. 





Q Ken, thank you very much. 

A Great. 

Q I am told that Pechora was identical to 
Krasnoyarsk. 

A I said that there are overall tremendous 


similarities. Krasnoyarsk is a modernized version because it's 
a later kind of radar. 


And let me just say that the similarities are quite 
significant. Both of them are several football fields large. 
Some of the buildings are 25-stories large. And what's 
interesting about this one case is that the decision to build 
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the Krasnoyarsk radar must have been made in the mid- to 
late-1970s, the same decade where they signed the ABM Treaty. 
There is no way the Soviets could have decided to build this 
that wasn't for sure that the United States would find it 
because of it being so large and the building so massive. 


Secondly, there is no way the Soviets could have 
presumed that we wouldn't think it was a violation -- because 
of the similarity with Pechora and the other radars. And, 
therefore, it shows a blatant disregard for the ABM Treaty, 
which is the supreme law of the land which has ratified the 
Treaty with -- you know -- infinite duration. 


And so, ina sense, the clarity of the issue is what's 
most disturbing -- what it says about Soviet adherence to arms 
control agreements. 


Q Thank you. - 


Q I apologize, Ken. You said that there are other 
violations that seem to be have been remedied. Were they ever 
made public? 


A It's in the report. 
Q Is it? O.K. 


(The ON THE RECORD briefing concluded at 10:35 a.m.) 
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AND THEN I'LL BE GLAD TO RESPOND TO QUESTIONS. 


WE CAME WERE TODAY AT A VERY HAPPY MOMTNT FOR 
FREEDOM-LIVING PEOPLE ALL OVER THE WORLD. LAST MONTH 
THE PEOPLE TURNED OUT IN EXTRAORDINARY WUNBTRS TO 
ELECT A WEW PRESIDENT, AUD TODAY HE WAS INAUGURATED. 


AT THE START OF THE CENTURY, OMY & HANDFUL OF 
COUNTRIES AROUND THE WORLD WERE DEMOCRACIES. TODAY, 
WORE THAN FIFTY COUNTRIES ARE. ONE-THIRD OF THE 
WORLD'S POPULATION WOW PICKS ITS Own RULERS 


JUST A FEW YEARS O60, 17 S85 WIDELY PREDICTED THaT 
PORTUGAL WOULD WOT TURN TO DEMOCRACY BUT TO 
TOTALITARIANISN. THE PEOPLE OF PORTUGAL CLEARLY Had 
OTHER IDEAS. AND SO WOW FREEDOM 15 THE RULE WERE 18 
THIS GREAT COUNTRY AND THE UNITED STATES SALUTES THE 
SPIRIT OF THE PORTUGUESE PEOPLE. VE SALUTE THEIR 
DEDICATION TO FREEDOM aNd THEIR DEDICATION 10 
DEMOCRACY AND SALUTE THE WOPE THEY HAVE GIVEN TO MEW 
AND WOMEN ALL OVER THE WORLD. | THINK THIS PROCESS 
WiLL BE WATCHED IN MANY AREAS. 


THE FRIENDSHIP OF THE UNITED STATES OND PORTUGAL GOES 
BACK TO THE EARLIEST DAYS OF OUR COUNTRY. LISBON was 
OME OF THE VERY FIRST CAPITALS TO WHICH PRESIDENT 
GEORGE WASHINGTON SENT REPRESENTATION AW AMBASSADOR. 
FRICHDSHIP HAS BEEN STREWGTHENED IN THE LAST SEVERAL 
DECADES BY PORTUGAL'S MEMBERSHIP IN THE NORTH 
ATLANTIC TREATY ORGANIZATION. Aud TODAY, 17 GROWS 
EVER STRONGER AS DEMOCRATIC INSTITUTIONS GROW 
STRONGER RIGHT HERE IN PORTUGAL ITSELF. 


MY WIFE BARBARA 1S WITH ME HERE OND | WOULD LIME TO 
EXPRESS OUR APPRECIATION 10 THE PRESIDENT aNd TO THE 
PEOPLE FOR THE WaRM RECEPTION WE wave BETN 
GIVEN.... 10 THE PRIME MINISTER WHO RECEIVED US Last 
WIGHT. THEY HAVE MADE THIS ALL -TOO-BRIEF Stay 
ENJOYABLE AND REWARDING. LE CARRY HOME WiTH US - 
THIS 1S MY FIRST VISIT WERE O90 VE TAKE WOME WITH US 
RENEWED ADMIRATION FOR PORTUGAL FOR THE PORTUGUESE 


INCOMING 
TELEGRAM 


PEOPLE AWD FOR THE HOPE THAT PORTUGAL 1S GIVING 
TODAY; WOPE THAT WAS SYMBOLIZED GY THE OCCATION THAT 
WE MLL WITMESSED TODAY. WITH WO FURTHER ADO I°'Li GE 
GLAD TO RESPOND TO QUESTIONS. 


GO. AFTER MEETING WITH THE SPANISH PREMIER AND MARIO 
SOARES... WOULD YOU CARE TO MAKE & STATEMENT On THE 
U.S. POSITION REGARDING THE UPCOMING REFLRINDUN In 
SPAIN AND WHETHER THEY WILL REMAIN 1 RaTO? 


A. WELL, WO} THINK. VES 1 DID WAVE CONTACT WITH mR. 
GONZALEZ | WAD KNOWN HIM BEFORE. | HAD OCCASION TO 
VISIT WITH HIM, WE OF COURSE AS VERY STRONG BACKERS 
OF WATO DO WOT WANT TO INTERVENE AT THE LAST MOMENT 
iW THE INTERNAL AFFAIRS OF SPAIN, BUT OUR POSITION IN 
SUPPORT OF WATO 1S VERY WELL KNOWN AND 1°D RATHER 
LEAVE 17 THERE JUST BECAUSE OF THE THING. 


©. ON THE QUESTION OF EAST TIMOR, WHEN PRESIDENT 
REAGAN WAS HEPE LAST YEAR WE INDICATED A WILLINGNESS 
TO WELP THERE. DOESN'T THIS CONFLICT WITH WHAT THE 
U.S. WAS DOME IN THE UN? 


A. 1 DON'T KNOW ENOUGH ABOUT 17 TO SAY WHETHER THERE 
1S ANY CONFLICT. CERTAINLY WE ARE WOT TRYING TO 
INFLICT OUR VIEWS ... POSSIBLY OUT OF THE WiStT OF 
PRESIDENT REAGAN THERE CAN BE SOME...maY BE WE CaN 
MAKE CLEAR THAT PORTUGAL DOES WANT TO NEGOTIATE OF 
SOMETHING OF THAT WATURE BUT | DON'T THINK THE U.S. 
TAKES THE RAP OW THIS ONE. . WE DO ON A LOT AROUND THE 
WORLD BUT | DON T THINK THAT'S ONE. 


©. DID YOU EXPLAIN TO THE PORTUGUESE LEADERS with 
WHOM YOU SPOKE YOUR ADMINISTRATION'S DECISION TO HELP 
THE REBELS IN ANGOLA? 


A. | WON'T GO INTO WHAT | TALAED WiTH THE LEADERS 
ABOUT, MEANING THE PRIME MINISTER, THE FOREIGN 
MINISTER AND THE PRESIDENT. | THITH YOU HAD BETTER 
ASH THEM TO CATEGORIZE THEIR COMMENTS ON Twat. 1 
HOPE OUR POSITION 15 WELL -HOWN AND THAT ME want TO 
SEE AN ANGOLA FREE OF CUBAN TROOPS, FREE OF & SOUTH 
AFRICAN PRESENCE RIGHT ALONG THEIR BORDER THAT THEY 
FEEL THREATENS THEA, THUS FACILITATING & FREE 
WAMIGIA UNDER RESOLUTION 435 OF THE UNITED NATIONS, 
THAT 13 WHAT OUR POLICY 15 ABOUT AND WE ARE CONCERNED 
OND i'M SURE EVIRVOUE HERE ANOWS ABOUT SOME OF THE 
REGIOWAL TENSIONS WHERE THE SOVIET. HAVE SOUGHT & 
FOOTHOLD. OWE OF THEM WOULD BE ANLOLA ONE OF THER 
WOULD BE AFGHANISTAN, SO WE'RE CONCERNED ABOUT THE 
EAST-WEST DIMENSION BHT WE'RE ALSO CONCERNED THaT 
THERE BE SOME RECONCILIATION BETWEEN THE various 
FORCES IN ANGOLA AND THAT'S WHAT WE'D LIME TO SEE AND 
WE'D LIKE TO SEE 17 WORK IN SUCH A Way THAT THE 
CUBANS GO OUT, THE SOUTH AFRICANS PULL BACK AND 
CAN GET ALONG WITH TRYING TO BE & CATALYST FOR A FREE 
WAMIBIA, SO THAT'S OUR POLICY. AS 10 CHARACTERIZING 
17 BY THE PORTUGUESE LEADERS | REMLY WOULD 
DEFERENTIALLY SUGGEST THAT YOU VISIT WITH THEM ABOUT 
7. 


6. OW DO YOU FEEL ABOUT THE COMING HATO PEFERENDUF 
18 SPAIN AND What DO YOU Twit WiLL BE THE OUTCOME, 
ESPECIALLY IF SPAIN HOS TO LEAVE THE ATLANTIC 

ALL TANCE? 


A. OS 1 WAVE INDICATED WERE, SIR, GIVEN THE 
SEWSITIVITY, THE PROXIMITY OF THE REFERENDUM | WOULD 
PREFER WOT TO INDICATE AT THIS CRITICAL JUNCTURE MORE 
THAN | HAVE SAID. OUR POSITION ABOUT SPAIN'S BEING 
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MELCOME (8 GATO AND ALL 123 SO VELL -HROU THAT 1 Have 
WO HESITAUCY TO REITECATE 17. GUT | GOW) want TO 
IWADVEPTENT.Y DO SOMETHING WHERE | MIGHT BE ACCUSED 
OF MMOST AT THE LAST HOUR OF TRYING TO COME WERE in 
THIS BREA AWD INTERVENE INTO THE INTERDAL aff ales OF 
SPAIN. VE DO WOT HESITATE TO STAUD UP FOF OUR 
CONVICTION THAT A STPOUG UNIFIED HATO 1S 1m THE BEST 
INTEREST OF FREE COUNTRIES CVERYWHERE INCLUDING THOU 
THAT ARE 18 IT AUD INCLUDING THOSE THAT Have & FOOT 
1. GUT 1D RATHER LEAVE IT THERE GIVEN THE 
SEUSITIVE NATURE OF iT. 1 DID HAVE OCCASION TO WisiT 
WITH PREMIE® GONZALEZ. 


G. IF SPAIN CHOOSES TO VOTE ITSELF OUT OF WATO, THIS 
WOULD MEAN THAT SPAIW WOULD GO BACK TO ITS PREVIGUS 
MILITARY RELATIONSHIP WITH THE U.S. 09 YOU Trine 
THAT HIND GF SITUATION 15 BETTER FOR SPAIN, amp FOR 
TH U.S.? 


A. WELL AGAIN 1°D RATHER HOT GO INTO HYPOTHETICAL 
QUESTIONS THAT RELATE TO THE U.S. PRESENCE THERE. 
WAVE DEEN VERY HAPPY WITH OUR RELATIOWCHIP AS YOU 
NOW AND YO) KWOW THEPE APE 150 SOME PRELSURES On 
TeaT, GUT I'D RATHER LEAVE iT. | DON'T HHOW WHY I 
FEEL SO CAUTIOUS AT THIS JUNCTURE BUT | REALLY DO. 
BECAUSE 1 JUST THI 1 COULD INADVERTENTLY Say 
SOMETHING THAT WOULD EL MISCONSTRUED AND WOULD aPPtan 
TO BE TRYING TO AT THE LAST MINUTE INJECT OUR 
IMFLUENCE OF OUR MUSCLE OF SOMETHING LIME THAT 1nTO 
THE SPANISH REFERENDUM. 30 YOU'RE GOING 10 Have 10 
CHCUSE ME iF 1° LESS THAW FORTHCOMING ON SOME OF 
THOSE QUESTIONS. 


6. I8 YOUR CONVERSATIONS WITH PRESIDENT SOaRES au 
PRIME MINISTER CAVACO SILVA, DID YOU Tale ABOUT THE 
PORTUGUESE POSITION WITH REGARD TO THE SDI?’ 


A. THAT SUBJECT DID WOT COME UP IN any OF THE 
DISCUSSIONS THAT 1 HAD. J'LABE Gad TO TELL YOU weal 
Ove POSITION 1S Gul 17 OID WOT COME UP 


GO. WHAT WEPF THE 1S5UES Teal VOU DISCUSTED wits 
CITHER THE PRESIDENT OR THE PRIME MimicTEeR? 


A. AGAIN | CAN HOT GIVE YOU aN AGENDA. | HAVE A 
POLICY THAT | SHOULD HAVE OUTLINED IN THE BEGItNING 
THAT 17 JUST SEEMS DISCOURTLOUS 10 ME 10 GO INTO Fate 
SUBJICT. | WILL SAY THIS Teal UE Med. . 1 hed Chee 
VISITS WITH THE PRESIDENT BEFORE AND WE TALKED & SORT 
OF TOUR D'WORITON OF Au ENTIFE WORLD YOu MIGHT Say 
TODAY VE WERE WARPOVED DO 1 SOME OF THE SUBJECTS 
Wi OID TALE ALOUT AFRICA 10 SOME DEGREE, and 
TALKED ABOUT OUR OW HEMISPHERE 200 WE TALHED aBOuT 
THAT THERE'S WEEN INTEREST IN PORTUGAL. M150 THIS 
WAS TRUE OF THE PRIME MINISTER, EAST-WEST PEL AT) ONS; 
GORBACHEV REAGAN MEETING. What MIGHT FOLLOW OW THERE 
OUT BEYOWD THAT, SIR, PLEASE OSH THEM aD LET THEN GO 
1670... 1° UL BE GLAD 10 RESPOND 10 HIS QUESTIONS a: 
GEST | CAN DIRECTLY OW A SUBJECT BUT Im TERNS OF wnat 
ME DISCUSSED WITH THEN IW weet ESSENTIALLY was @ 
PRIVATE MEETING 1°O RATHER JUST LEAVE aT TeaT, 


G. PRESS REPORTS FROM YESTERDAY SwOWw Teel PRIPT 
MINISTER PRP ANDPLOU OF GREECE Says Teal #15 COUNTRY 
WOULD OL BETTER OFF IF IT VERE OF waTO’S PL i TaRY 
STRUCTURE. weal DO YOU THINK ABOUT GREECE 
WITHDRAWING FROM WaTo? 


A. 1 GAVE .ERPNED SOMETHING IN PUBLIC LIFE ~~ HOT TO 
COMMENT OW STATEMENTS Teal | wavEN’? ACTULLLY SEEN 
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BRE YOU TELLING ME PAPANDREOU SAID HE WAS GOING 10 
WiTHDRaw FROM WATO” 


A. (OURWALIST) WE SAID 17 WOULD BE FOGL ISH FOR 
GREECE 10 PEMAIN 10 WATO, THAT NAVBE 17 WOULD OF 
SETTER iF THEY WITHDREW... 


A. WELL 1° VE ALREADY ANCMEPED THE QUESTION SaTutR 
INDIPECTLY WITHOUT REFERENCE 10 MR. PAPANDRLOU anD | 
WiLL JUST REASSERT WE WANT TO DE A SOLID Malo. COM 
THIWK 17 1S CLEARLY O18 THE INTEREST OF FREEDON-LOVING 
PEOPLE THAT THERE GE & SOLID NATO AND PARTICULARLY In 
THAT FLANK ITS VERY IMPORTANT. SO! WOULD 

Of.... THAT S OUR POSITION. 


6. 1 WOULD LIKE TO COME BACK TO SOUTHERN arRiCca iF i 
MAY. 1F YOUR SOLUTION 15 TO HELP THE UNITA FORCES 
WITH AID, 1SN°T THIS A CONTRADICTION BECAUSE WHY NOT 
PROVIDE THE SAME ASSISTANCE TO SWAPO AND THE anc” 


A. 1+ THINK YOU ARE RIGHT ABOUT THE CONCEPT FOR 
UNITA. WE DON'T WANT TO SEE THEM WIPED OUT. ME 0D 
WANT TO SLE RECONCILIATION. WEN SAVIPRI Was Im THE 
U.S. 17 WAS VERY WELL PUBLICITED AND WE MaDe IT CLEaR 
THAT WE WAS IN FAVOR OF RECONCILIATION AND GOING THE 
DEMOCRATIC ROUTE. WE'D LiKE 10 SEE THAT. WE'D LIME 
TO SEE THAT SAME THING IN NAMIBIA. WE THIMe THAT Can 
SE ACCOMPLISHED WITHOUT U.S. MILITARY SUPPORT TO 
SWAPO. WE WOULD LIME. LET ME BE VERY CLEAR OW SOUTH 
MRICA. VE STAND AGAINST APeRTHEID. OUR COUNTRY 
WENT THROUGH SOMETHING LIKE THAT AMD IN A HISTORY 
THAT 15 PROUD, THAT PART OF IT WAS NOT PARTICULARLY 
PROUD AND WE LEMPWED Teal THE HARD Way. THaT 
ASSIGNING SOME HID TO LIFE LONG DISCP'MIMATION Was 
WRONG. AND VE STOOD UP AGAINST Teal AND WE SPEAK OUT 
AGAINST APARTHEID. HAVING SAID THAT WE DO HOT Line 
SOME OF THE RADICAL STEPS THAT ARE TAKEN OW IN ALL 
ASPECTS OF THAT SOUTH AFRICA SITUATION AND ME WOULD 
LIME TO FURTHER THE DEMOCRATIC PROCESS AnD 
REPRESENTATION MORE FRELDON i THE TRADE UNIONS, 
FRELDON OF FOUCATION, FRIEDOM OF CITIZENSHIP. ml OF 
THESE THINGS. aD VE THIN Teal WE ARE ABLE 70 00 
THAT. TO FACILITATE THAT WITHOUT eRhING BOTH SIDES 
OR SOMETHING OF THAT WATURE, W'RE GOING TO KELP 
TRYING OUT THERE 15 & MYTH ABROAD Tea’ THE U.S. Can 
SWAP 17S FINGERS AND SAY. aNDINT HAmIgIA aS a FREE 
WAMIBIA, OR CHAP ITS FINGERS OND WOVE PUL TANT Petia 
CQUALITY 10 SOUTHERN AFRICA PEGRETTORLY Teal ion'7 
TRUE IN SOUTHERN AFRICA aD 11'S WOT TRUE In anGtLa 
OND 11'S WOT TRUE IN CENTRAL AMERICA aD 11'S WOT 
TRUE 18 OTHER PLACES. i717 JUL? DOESN'T WORM THaT 

WAY, GUT VE ARE COMMITICD TO Ceancet WE anf 
COMMITICD 10 THE ABSOLUTE CLimimation OF THT 
\MMORALITY OF APARTHEID QD THIS 15 OUR POL, ’ 
1'R GLAD 10 REITERATE, BUT | THI GOING IN ane 
ARMING THE ONC MAY OF WHOSE MEMBERS ARE avoutd 
MARKISTS WOULD WOT BE IN ACCORD WiTH OUR POLICY. 
W'RE SIMPLY WOT GOING 10 DO THaT. 


G. AFTER THE ELECTION OF MARIO SOAPES AS PRESIDENT 
OF PORTUGAL, DO YOU SEE A CHANGE FOR BETTER OF WORSE 
FOR THE PORTUGUESE -U.5. RELATIONSHIP? 


A... WE WAVE GREAT RESPECT FOR PRESIOLNT SoemES. ut 
ALSO HAVE GREAT RESPECT FOR THOCE WHO UNDER 
PORTUGUESE LAW HAVE THE RESPONSIBILITY FOR PunninG 
THE GOVERNPENT AND ALL OF THIS. THE PRIME MimISTER, 
THE FOREIGN MINISTER, 5O #5 1 INDICATED IN THE 
SEGINNING VE THI THE PELATIONSHIP 1S STRONG. 
SEE WOTHING IN THESE ELECTIONS TO Mare 17 LESS STRONG 
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SMD INDELD EVOLUTION SHOWS THAT 17 GETS STRONGER Ai SOUTHERN PakT OF OF SOUTHLASTERN Parl OF angola. 
TOE TIME. | WOULD SAY THAT ME WOULD LODn FORWARD TO THAT 15 WOT WHAT VE THI UE APE TRYING TO 00 tm 
STROWG GELATIONS WITH PORTUGAL. GOOD PEPSOUM SUPPORTING THOSE WHO APE STANDING UF AGAIULT THE 
BELATIONS (9 ALL LEVELS 10 CUR GOVERNMENT wits TOTAL TAR ANISH OF THE CUBaNS AUD Tel MaRnISTS 
PRESIDENT SOARES AND IDENTICALLY THE SAE TeiuG with SUPPORT OUT OF THE SOVIET WhioE 

THE PRIME MINISTER. 1 JUST DON'T WANT TO GET CaugaT 

W& ih THE (NTERWAL AFFAIRS HERE. §8| wes VERY foce THAME YOU MLL VERY MUCH. CeaPL in 


PRESSED WITH THE PRIME MINISTER AS 1 Was WITH THE 
PRESIDENT. SO THE U.S. WiLL DEM WITH WHOM IT 1S 
OUGHT 10 BE DEALING WiT# au THAT ME WELCOME TH 
STREWGTH OF THESE TWO PERSONALITIES aud COmmiTriaT oF 
THESE INDIVIDUALS THAT WOW BPE LEADING PORTUGAL. 


G. MR. VICE PRESIDENT, YOU'VE JUST HAD A GRIEF WiSiT 
TO TUNISIA. DID YOU GAIN Oty WEW INSIGHTS ABOUT 
RESOLVING THE PALESTINIAN QUESTION FROM YOUR TALaS 
THERE? 


A. WE REALLY DIDW'T SIR. WE GOT Om INSIGHT inTO 
TUNISIAN CONCERN ABOUT MOAMAR Gadarti. BUT i idN'T 
MEED TO GO 10 TUNISIA TO UNDERSTAND THEIR CONCERN 
ABOUT MOAMAT OADATF:. | HAD IT REITERATED FROM THEVA 
LEADERSHIP. THEY ARE CONCERNED ABOCT HIM, WE IS A 
FORCE THAT HAS FROM TIME TO TIME TRIED TO DESTARILIZE 
WOT ONLY THAT COUNTRY BUT OTHER COUNTRIES IW AFRICA 
OND ELSEWHERE AND WE SHARE THEIR CONCERN. BUT i 
Cow’? THITH THAT | GOT ANY NEW INSIGHT G8 wEW 
IWITIATIVES 18 MIND OW THIS TROUBLING GUESTION OF “w 
MIDDLE Cas! 


G. COMING BACK TO TIMORE, Wal THERE any DISCUSSION 
OF iT DURING YOUR MEETINGS HERE’ 


A. THERE WAS REFERENCE TO 11 BUT | WOULD PREFER 10 
LEAVE THE DETAILS TO THE PEOPLE WHOM | TMLAED 10. 


6. IF YOU APE GOING 10 WELP OWE SIDE 18 ancoLa, 
156° THERE THE RISK THAT THE PUSSIONS WILL sNCREASE 
THEIR AID 79 THE MPLA OND THUS LEAD TO THE RESULT OF 
A PERMANTHT.Y DIVIDED anGos’ 


A. THE Wa) TO AVOID SUCH A Rice 1S TO Have 
RECONCILIATION. TO WAVE SOME AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE 
VARIOUS STRONG FRACTIONS. THERE APE & LOT OF FacTiONS 
THERE. SETAEW THE MPLA AND THE WNiTA FACTION, amp 
$0 1 GUESS I'D HAVE 10 LAY | DONT SEE auvTHinG THaT 
AT LEAST OUR ASSISTANCE THe? WOULD LEAD 10 OR Twat 15 
PREDICTABLE OF a DIVIDED aUOLA. THaT 1S WOT PaRT OF 
WHAT WE'RE THINEING ABOUT. WOR DO | Terme IT 1S WHAT 
JONAS SAVINE! 15 THINKING BEOUT OF PRESIDENT 005 
SANTOS 1S THINKING ABOUT. SO) HADNT THOUGHT apouT 
THAT, GECAUSE WHAT | THINK WE ARE 30 MUTH INTERESTLO 
18 1S SELING IF WE CAN FACILITATE PECONCILIATION $0 
THE COUNTRY 15 UNITED, 15 HOT BEWOLOEW TO THE U.S 

1S WOT BEMOLOEN TO THE SOVIET UNIONe~ Can Tame 175 
RESOURCES WHICH ARE FORMIDABLE EVEN WITH Crk PRICES 
DECLIWING AD RAPIDLY AS THEY ARE OUD LIVE waPPiLY 
INSIDE THEIR OWN BORDERS WITHOUT BFinG THREATENED 
ASO T'LL THROW IN SOUTH AFRICA. ap TeaT’sS weal 
OUR OBJECTIVE 15. Aud | HOPE IT'S SUCKESSOPM. 
WAVE INVESTRENTS OF THE OTHER SIDE OF THE OULSTION 
THE U.S. AS YOU KNOW HAS DEVELOPED THE BESOURCES Teal 
AE USED 10 Pay THE CUBA TROOPS. and 50 OURS 

.. OMt, VE CONT WaNT THEN TO Of OLMOLDEN TO TH 
SOVIET WHION, TVO, ME DOW T WONT THER TO BF 
THREATENED OY SOUTH AFRICA aD, THPEE, VE THite a 
SECONT TL LATION Caw CLEARLY FACILITATE an iNDEPT NENT 
WAMIGIA. $9 THIS 15 WHAT OUR POLICY 15 ABOUT an 1D 
LIME TO SEE PROGRESS 10 Thal END, Bul + DOW T BE IT 
LEADING 10 SOMEBODY CUTTING & LINE RIGHT aCROTS TH 
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BACKGROUND BRIEFING 
ON 
ARMS SALES TO SAUDI ARABIA 
BY 
SENIOR STATE DEPARTMENT OFFICIAL 
Tuesday, March 11, 1986, 4:20 p.m. 





SENIOR STATE DEPARTMENT OFFICIAL: I would like to say 
a few words about the Saudi arms sale which we sent up to the 
Hill today. We did send forward the informal notification for 
sales to Saudi Arabia of additional air-to-air, air-to-sea and 
ground-to-air missiles. 


All these systems or similar ones are already in the 
Saudi inventory. Specifically, we sent forward notification 
for 671 AIM-9P air-to-air missiles, for a value of dols 60 
million; 995 AIM-9L air-to-air missiles, at a value of dols 98 
million; 200 Stinger man-portable ground-to-air missiles and 
600 reloads, for a value of dols 89 million; and 100 Harpoon 
air-to-sea missiles, for a value of dols 107 million. 


There are two key issues that we had in mind as we 
sent the sale forward. First, obviously, is the timing: Why 
now? And the second is the justification for the equipment. 


On the former we had intended to go forward with this 
sale later this year, but there have been four new 
considerations which have prompted us to move immediately. 


The first and the most important is the Iranian 
success in southern Irag ard the fact that Iranian troops are 
now on the border with Kuwait, and that not only threatens our 
interests but deeply worries our friends in the area. The 
Peninsula Arabs are seeking reassurance for their security. 
Saudi Arabia is key to that reassurance, since it is the 
essential element in Gulf collective defense. 


Second, our willingness to support Saudi self-defense 
has served as a deterrent to Iran. Acting now will send a 
strong signal to Iran. It will also reduce the chance that we 
would have to take emergency action later on our own to protect 
our own interests. Conversely, refusing to meet the Saudi 
request would send a signal of a very different kind to Iran, 
and one that would be very unhelpful. 


Third, the current unstable situation in South Yemen, 
which has been exacerbated by Soviet interference and once 
again raises the potential of a renewed threat, as we have had 
in the past, on Saudi Arabia's southern border. 


Fourth, we've had several direct and very high-level 
requests from the Saudis to move these notifications forward 
now. Our bilateral relationship with Saudi Arabia and, of 
equal importance, our credibility with the rest of the moderate 
Arabs will be advanced by this sale. 
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@ That's why we decided to move the package now. Yet 
apart from the timing question is the basic fact that there's a 
strong and, we believe, a compelling justification for this 
sale. The arms are needed for Saudi defense. It can be 
absorbed within the Saudi military. They do not represent a 
threat to Israel. The United States Air Force has validated 
the military requirements for these missiles. 





This sale will advance our objectives in the Gulf. We 
are committed to maintaining the free flow of oil from the 
Gulf, and we strongly support the security and stability of the 
moderate Gulf States. It is obviously in our interests if our 
friends can carry much of that responsibility for protecting 
the region rather than the U.S. shouldering this burden ourself. 


This sale will not threaten Israel's qualitative 
military edge, nor change the power equation in the Middle 
East. It does not serve American interests for us to refuse 
such sales and all others to replace us as the principal 
supplier of arms to the Arab Gulf states. 


Others do not impose the same safeguards on their 
military sales as we do. When others sell, we pay a price in 
other ways as well. The recent British Toronado sale of 72 
aircraft, for example, lost the United States over dols 12 
billion in sales and thousands of U.S. jobs. 


Be happy to take any questions. 


Q How do you interpret the Israeli Government 
position on this? Is it adamant, objection, or mild objection, 
or what? 

as The Israeli Government, I believe it was 


yesterday, in a Cabinet communique said that the Government, as 
a matter of policy, opposed the sales of arms to any state 
still at war with Israel. I take that at its face value, and, 
other than that, I don't have any comment on on their -- 


Q Was it lukewarm or mild, do you think, or strong? 
A I would leave the characterization to others. 
Q Is this a part of the larger arms request by the 


Saudis that was leaked before, about dols 1 billion, including 
F-15s and helicopter gunships? 


A The Saudis do have other legitimate security 
needs, needs that we think should be met. However, we do not 
have any plan now to notify any other major arms sales for 
Saudi Arabia for the remainder of this year except for, 
obviously, going ahead with the certification of the AWACS sale 
and delivery of the AWACS,. 
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Q I have two questions on the Hill reaction. 
First, when does the official or the formal period start 
ticking? And, second, Senator Cranston has already put out a 
statement saying that he will fight that, and he has 60-plus 
support, including some Republicans. How do you read the 
Senate mood on this vis-a-vis the Nicaragua thing, if I can 
make a connection on this? 


x The informal notification that has gone up today 
stays up for 20 days. That's followed by a formal notification 
period of 30 days, so it's 50 days before any letter of offer 
-- a contract, in effect -- can be signed. 


That is the kind of struggle it's going to be on the 
Hill. It's going to be a difficult fight -- we realize that -- 
but the President, his Administration is committed to this sale 
and believes that we can win in terms of the lineup on the 
Hill, and we believe the sale is fully justified as well. 


It's with great pleasure that I won't comment on how 
this ties in with Nicaragua or anything else outsi.e my sphere, 
because I have enough problems worrying about the Middle East. 


Q In your sphere is the Jordan arms sale. Now that 
that's out of the way, is that why you're going ahead with the 
Saudi one? 


a Really two separate issues, but the Jordan arms 
sale is on hold, as you know; the sale is still up there. It's 
been notified, it hasn't been withdrawn, but we did give a 
letter to the Hill saying we would not move ahead unless we 
formally tell them in advance. But we're treating this as a 
separate issue, and the Jordanian sale is on hold. 


Q But in that connection, I think you would not 
apply the same description that you just did about being 
confident of winning it despite the difficult fight. You would 
not apply that characterization to the Jordan arms sale. What 
is the distinction that you would make between the battle over 
the Jordan arms sale and the battle over this one that you say 
would be a difficult one? 


A A number of distinctions. First, we're not 
selling any new equipment to the Saudis. To the Jordanians 
we're proposing to sell advanced fighter aircraft. We're 
selling equipment that's already in the Saudi inventory. 
[Second,] we're selling air-to-air missiles. We're not selling 
any large piece of sophisticated equipment. 
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Third, the Saudis are in a very different situation 
than the Jordanians in terms of the region that they're in. 
The Saudis face an immediate threat, a threat which has been 
proven in 1984 when they had the dogfight with the Iranian 
aircraft. The Saudis have done in our view a very good job of 
ensuring stability and security in the region, and the need is 
evident. There's a major war going on in their northern 
border, so we don't see the situation as parallel at all. 


Q Do you know how many [missiles] they have already? 


X On hand, right now, the Saudis have AIM-Ps and 
AIM-9Ls, approximately 2,500. 


Q What I wanted to ask you is if you could tell 
what they have done to further the U.S. policy of moderation in 
the Middle East in the last -- pick your own period -- a year, 
six months? The argument against them is three-fold, but I can 
take them one a time: They haven't supported U.S. policy; they 
worked against it. They support terrorism by bankrolling the 
PLO, and the Stinger is a perfect terrorist weapon. That's 
what you're up against --the Administration is -- on the Hill. 
How would the Administration deal with those arguments? 


M First, on whether or not they've been supportive 
of our goals: I think they have. The key issue, in our view, 
is the sale is justified on its merits. We're not giving these 
to Saudi Arabia as a favor. The Saudis are purchasing them. 


We believe that they have legitimate security needs, 
and we believe their security needs, in terms of stability in 
the Gulf and in terms of deterring Iran, happen to match our 
own. I'd much prefer thinking that even though only two were 
fired, they were fired from Saudi aircraft with Saudi pilots, 
not from American aircraft with American pilots. It's a much 
better situation to be in. 


In terms of the Stinger, the Saudis have very rigorous 
controls. We have worked out a fairly complex system of access 
to the Stingers and to the Sidewinders, a random access. We 
can go in and see them at any time. There has never been any 
example of any piece of equipment that we've ever sold the 
Saudis being diverted to anyone else outside Saudi Arabia. Not 
only the Stingers but any piece of equipment. It's an enviable 
record, and we believe it's one the Saudis are going to 
continue to pursue. 
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Q On policy, the argument is made that among the 
things they have not done for the United States -- had done 
contrary to U.S. interest -- is help organize boycotts of 
Jordan and Islamic conferences, have strengthened their boycott 
not only of Israel but of companies, American firms that do 
business with Israel, in fact have, of course, broke relations 
with Egypt and are supporting the PLO. Leaving out the PLO, 
just on policy, are those arguments wrong? Have they supported 
the Hussein initiative? 


A The Saudis haven't done everything we wanted them 
to do. It's too bad that our friends don't always do 
everything we want them to do. 


I notice that Muammar Qadhafi, in his address to the 
Peoples Congress yesterday, said that he was so disgusted with 
Saudi oil pricing policy that he sees this as a declaration of 
war by Saudi Arabia on Libya. Anyone who receives that kind of 
treatment from Qadhafi can't be all bad, in my view. 


Q That's your ace? You're going to use that as 
your argument, that you're depending on Qadhafi to get this 
through the Hill for you? 


A We're not going to ask him to testify; that‘s for 
sure. 


Another issue -- very seriously, I went looking at the 
kind of things that the Saudis have done. You mentioned 
financial support to the PLO. We disagree with it. We wish 
they wouldn't. It also happens they give financial support to 
others. For example, Saudi aid to Jordan last year, we 
estimate, was over dols 630 million. That is not an 
inconsequential sum. It‘s been crucial to Jordan, and it's 
something that Saudi Arabia has continued to do even after 
Jordan established relations with Egypt and pursued the Hussein 
peace plan. 


A number of examples: When Libya called a meeting of 
the Arab League of Foreign Ministers, and on the agenda was 
condemnation of the United States for the boycott of Libya, the 
Saudis refused to participate, refused to attend until that 
item came off the agenda, and it was not considered. 


They do play a major role in the IMF and World Bank. 
They are one of the major bankrollers for the kind of programs 
that we're supporting in the Third World. They did support the 
resolution in the Islamic Conference which lead to Egypt's 
reintegration into the OIC. There are other examples. 
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The fact is, I'm not going to justify Saudi actions in 
terms of payments to the PLO, in terms of why aren‘t they more 
forthcoming in the peace process. But as I say, it's that kind 
of a world, I regret, where our friends don't always do what we 
want, and we don't always do what our friends want. But you 
have to look at what the total balance is. And, in balance, we 
think the Saudis have been very helpful to us. 


Q How much are the Saudis giving the Syrians? 


A Under the Baghdad Accords Syria receives, we 
believe, about dols 520 million a year. 


Q How long would it take to deliver the whole 
package to the Saudis? 


A Production and delivery time of what we're 
notifying today would start in 1989 and be completed in 1991. 


Q What is the urgency of delivering the whole 
package to the Saudis? 


A I said there were really were two issues. One 
was the timing, and the other was the justification for the 
sale. We were going to go ahead with the sale later this year, 
in any case. We believe the the Saudis have a justifiable need 
for those numbers. 


The timing was strictly a function of the fact that we 
thought it very important to send a signal to the Saudis and to 
the Iranians of our resolve and commitment to help our friends. 


Q When was the sale originally scheduled for? 
A We planned to notify later this year. 

Q For example, when? 
A 


We hadn't set a definite date. It was going to 
be toward the end of this year. That was the original plan. 


Q What about the Kuwaitis? Have they asked for any 
-- you remember, the last time you refused them Stinger 
missiles. Will these missiles also be moved to the Kuwaiti 
border with Iraq, or anything like that? Will they be moved in 
this area? 


A On deployment of the missiles -- you mean, the 
missiles that are going to be outfitted on Saudi aircraft? 
Kuwait does not have any -- we do not have any formal active 


request from Kuwait for our military equipment. 
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I would note that the Kuwaitis have good reason to be 
concerned. I have pulled together a short list of bon mots -- 
those are nice words in diplomatese -- on what Iran has had to 
say about Kuwait since they've taken over in southern Iraq. 


The Iranian news agency last week said that any Gulf 
location that exports oil or finances the war will be a target 
for attacks of the Islamic forces. They have to bear the full 
consequence. It went on to say that international law gives 
Iran the right to take all necessary action if Kuwaiti 
assistance to Iraq continues. Iran will not allow Kuwait to 
permit Iraq to use Kuwaiti ports. And Rafsanjani, in an 
address at the Friday prayers last week, says that “now that 
the victorious Iranian forces are on the frontier of Kuwait, 
the GCC should stop assisting Iraq." 


I think the Kuwaitis know, the GCC can see, this is a 
fairly ominous situation. 


Q Can we understand that the Saudis will protect 
the border of Kuwait by Stingers or not? 


Bh This equipment is strictly to be used by Saudis 
in Saudi territory. 


Q But not through the GCC countries, no? 


B No. It's our understanding that it will be used 
only for Saudi equipment in Saudi territory. 


Q What would the Saudi reaction be if Iran attacks 
Kuwait? 


A It's a question much better addressed to the 
Saudi Government. Obviously, it would cause great concern in 
the area, and the GCC will have to judge for themselves how 
best to respond, but I won't speak for the Saudis. 


Q What about the timing of the AWACS 
certification? What timing are you thinking of? 


A The first AWACS is to be delivered in June, and 
the certification has to be up -- I believe it's 45 days -- I'm 
not sure of the time period in advance, but whatever the time 
period is. We will have that certification up in a timely 
fashion. 


Q Forty-five days before -- 


A Before the first delivery. 


Q You said the first delivery is expected in June? 

















A That's correct. 


Q Do you anticipate any problems with being able to 
comply with those certification requirements? 


4 We don't see any problem at all, no. 


Q On the timing again, if I understand your 
explanation of the delivery and production schedule, then your 
argument for making this notification now is strictly an 
argument of sending a signal, not an argument of responding to 
an Iranian threat? Either that, or you're assuming that the 
Gulf war will be going on 1991, which it may very well be. 

What I'm getting at is, the point you made at the beginning was 
not a question of responding to the Iranian threat so much as 
it is sending a signal about support for the Western Gulf 
nations? 


A That's right. And it's our view that the fact of 
American support for Saudi Arabia specifically acts as a 
deterrent on Iranian behavior. 


These specific items, since they won't be delivered -- 
delivery won't start for another three years: Obviously these 
specific missiles will not be used to deter Iran next week. 

But in the Middle East, as you know, the idea of deterrence and 
commitment is a very important one, and it has an effect on the 
major actors. 


Q If the Saudis needed the hardware sooner, say six 
months from now, given the shortages of U.S. stocks, would we 
be able to -- would that be the option to give them missiles 
from our stocks and use this notification as a cover for what 
-- I mean as a political cover for what otherwise would be a 
nasty drawdown? 


A This is not a cover for anything. If the 
situation gravely deteriorated and the Saudis had need for this 
equipment, these items, sooner than planned, then obviously, 
we'd talk to the Saudis about it. We'd go up and talk to 
Congress about it, and see what we could work out. But right 
now, I'd rather not count on that kind of a grave situation. 


Q There was a comment about net ratio of how many 
AIM-9L's they've got, the 37-to-l thing. I understood the 
ratio was well down in the single digit figures, because the 
Saudis have used a lot of them for training, and a lot of them 
are in the maintenance pipeline back to the States. What's a 
more accurate ratio for how many AIM-9L‘'s they've got? 
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A First, let me say this whole issue of 
missile-to-aircraft ratios is a confusing one, because the 
number of missiles you have doesn't just depend on the number 
of your aircraft. It obviously depends upon your threat; it 
depends upon the kind of aircraft you have; it depends upon 
where you're staged from and other issues. 


Right now, the ratio -- this is missiles to aircraft 
in the Saudi inventory -- AIM-9L's is 4-to-l. AIM-9P's is 
14-to-l. They have some AIM-9B‘s and AIM-9J's, which are older 
missiles which will be obsolete in another three years, and 
those ratios are l-to-l. The SPARROW, the AIM-7, is a ratio of 
15-to-l. There are no AIM-7's in this package. 


If we don't go ahead with this sale, and looking at 
what reductions will be in inventory by 1991, the ratio of 
AIM-9's to aircraft will be 4-to-l; the AIM-9P's and AIM-9L's 
will be 6-to-l, which, according to the criteria that our Air 
Force uses, is highly deficient, so we're not talking about 
double-digit figures. 


Q The SAM-7, in its field-portable package, is a 
large briefcase/small suitcase size. How big is a Stinger? 


a A Stinger is man-portable. It rests on the 
shoulder also; one can carry it around. The number of Stingers 
in the area is very limited in Saudi Arabia. The number of 
SAM-7's and SAM-14's, the Soviet equivalent, that have been 
given to Syria, to Iraq, numbers in several thousands. So if 
one is concerned about the threat of a man-portable missile in 
the Middle East, he should be looking much more at Soviet 
systems than American systems. 


Q The case for a Stinger is as big as me or you. 


a That's right. The system itself can be carried 
around, but it's bigger than the SAM-7 system. 


Q How many Stingers do they have already? 


A I think it's 200 plus 200 reloads. And the new 
sale was 200 plus 600, [as] we just notified. On inventory, 
they have 200 plus 200 reloads. 


Q So have you given us everything they've already 
-- you said every component of the sale they've already got. I 
have 2,500 AIMS they already have; 200 Stingers and 200 reloads 
they already have. What else do they -- what are the others? 


A They already have AIM-9P and AIM-9L in their 
inventory. Those are 2,500 AIM-9P and AIM-9L. They have 
Harpoons in the inventory. 
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Q How many of those? 


x They have 178. The Harpoon they have is 
ship-to-ship Harpoon. The one we're selling them is configured 
for aircraft-to-ship -- same system, different configuration. 


Q Why did the Administration decide -- I notice you 
said that this would be the only sale, or maybe the only 
planned sale. 


B The only major arms sale. 


Q *"Major® except for -- Why did the Administration 
decide to withhold the other items that were in the original 
package, apart from the Tornado deal, I mean obviating, 
obviously, some of -- 


A F-15s. 


Q Yes. Why did you decide not to give them 
anything but missiles if they are so threatened, or Kuwait is 
threatened by Iran or something? 


M We talked through with the Saudis what their 
requests were, and also talked with them about what is the best 
system to sell now in terms of the deterrent effect, and came 
up with a package where there were some -- obviously, in every 
situation like this there is some arbitrariness involved. But 
we looked at what their needs were and came up with the package. 


Q Did you also look at Congress for what might go 
down? 


A We're always concerned about [Congress]. 


Q Well, the step I've lost is [that] this, 
supposedly, was a piecemeal approach, promoted by Republican 
leaders who had estimated that this was all Congress would 
swallow, and yet you're saying, you're not going to come back 
with another piece. So I wonder -- 


A We're not going to come back with any more major 
items this year. 

Q So, end of piecemeal process? 

a No more major items this year. I'm not saying 


what's going to happen after the first of the year. 


Q There's something puzzling over here. The 
Iranians are not using any planes in their offensives; mostly 


they are relying on foot soldiers. Of what use are they going 
to be to the Saudis, those missiles? 
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es The Iranians have, our best estimate is -- and 
this gets to be very fuzzy -- we think between 60 and 70 
functioning aircraft. They have some well-trained pilots, as 
we know so well, and they happen to be good aircraft. Some of 
them have begun to degrade, but we're talking of 60-70 that are 
still in effect first-line aircraft. That's a very effective 
force. 


We saw, in the Spring of ‘'8:. when the Iranians 
thought they wouldn't be challenged, ney went to within 30 
miles of Saudi Arabia, were sinking ships in Saudi waters. The 
Saudis did respond, shot down at least one or two Iranian 
aircraft, and the Iranians haven't come back since then. 


But I would not treat 60 first-line fighter aircraft 
as an inconsequential force. 


Q Have we managed to get the foreign maintenance 
technicians who maintain the Iranian airplanes out of Iran? 
Have we used our influence to cut off some of the outside, 
third country help? 


y We've obviously put on a lot of pressure on to 
cut off all kinds of assistance to Iran, both in terms of sales 
and maintenance. While one can never fully successful, we 
think we've done fairly well. 


Q Is this sale one of the bilateral issues that 
Murphy has discussed with Israel? And will Murphy visit the 
Gulf at all on this trip in connection with this sale, or for 
other reasons? 


a The sale was certainly not high on the agenda, 
and I don't know if it's going to come up. Dick is in Israel 
right now; I don't know if it's going to come up. He has no 
plans to visit the Gulf on this trip. 


Q Are all the missiles in Saudi Arabia manned by 
Saudi or mixed American soldiers? 


a The missiles in the Saudi Air Force inventory are 
handled by Saudi Air Force personnel. But, as I say, we have 
an arrangement with the Saudis in terms of security, storage, 
and access on a random basis to those missiles. 


Q Harking back to that other question, did Mr. 
Murphy, in his visit to Cairo, meet with Tariq Aziz? 


A I'm not aware of that, no. 


Q Tariq Aziz was in Cairo at the same time. 


A I'm not aware of it. 
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Q What discussions, if any, has the United States 
had with either Kuwait or with the Saudis on what action the 
United States might take in the event of the Iragis proceeding 
southwards over the Kuwaiti border? 


- Well, obviously, we say we have vital interests 
in the area. A number of Presidents now have said that we'll 
use any means necessary, including force, to keep the Straits 
of Hormuz open. If there are major threats to our security 
there, we're going to be talking to the Saudis, to the 
Kuwaitis, and others about how best we can meet them. But, 
obviously, there is nothing to be gained by getting into 
hypothetical conversations about what we might or might not do 
in that situation. 


Q But both of those countries have traditionally 
been hostile to the idea of direct United States involvement in 
the Gulf. Has the imminent prospect of the Iragis [sic] 
changed that attitude at all in their private conversations 
with you? Are they more amenable to the idea of direct 
American involvement, if necessary? 


A I think the preference would be that Saudi 
Arabia, Kuwait, and the others defend the Gulf, and that would 
be our preference, too. 


-_ 


Q But do they think they can do that in the face of 
an Iraqi assault? 


4 I think the Saudis feel competent about their 
abilities. Obviously, -- you said an Iragi assault; you meant 
an Iranian assault. The Saudis feel confident about their 
abilities as to what would happen if the Iranians move further 
down the Gulf, I'd just rather not speculate on how they would 
react. 


[Editor's note: File copy lacks a statement that the briefing 
concluded at this point. ] 
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Ss DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
as ON-THE-RECORD BRIEFING 


ON 
RESIGNATION OF AMBASSADOR JOHN G. TOWER 
BY 
AMBASSADOR JOHN G. TOWER 
THURSDAY, MARCH 13, 1986, 4:03 P.M. 


MR. KALB: Good afternoon everybody. In response to a 
variety of requests, Senator Tower is here to talk about his 
decision and his plans. 


Senator? 


AMBASSADOR TOWER: Thank you, Bernie. I trust that 
all of you have been provided with a statement that I released 
last evening which I stand by and which elaborates on my reason 
for resigning my position. 


Let me hasten to emphasize that it is neither out of 
boredom nor frustration that I take this step. The work has 
been fascinating and engrossing. I think it's been a great 
experience which I will cherish always. 


Arms control negotiations, by their very nature, are 
difficult, complex and, of course, very often there are 
frustrations associated with them. I might note, however, that 
I suffered a lot of frustrations when I was in the United 
States Senate as well but I stayed there for 24 years. In 
fact, I believe strongly in the arms control process. I 
believe that there is the ultimate opportunity for agreement 
with the Soviets to achieve reductions that are deep at 
stablizing at verifiable and equitable levels. I think we must 
continue to pursue such an agreement. 


I am in strong accord with the arms control policy of 
this Administration. I have no disagreement with the 
Administration over the proposals that I have been asked to 
table in Geneva. 


I actually am simply doing what I said I was going to 
do back in August of 1983 when I announced my retirement from 
the Senate. I am going to go back to Texas. I am going to 











teach at Southern Methodist University, and explore some 
business opportunities, and this is my reason. I finally 
decided the time has come when I want to do that. I think that 
I really am getting a little homesick. I want to get back to 
Texas, and, too, I am anxious to get back to the classroom. 
That is my profession and one that I enjoyed and found very 
rewarding. So those are the reasons why, and they are the only 
reasons why. 


I'd be glad to respond to any questions that you might 
have. 


Q Senator Tower, this morning, your former 
colleague, Paul Nitze, gave a speech revealing the past few 
months in the Geneva talks. He described a process where the 
Soviets seemed to be saying one thing in public, for rhetorical 
purposes, and yet another in private. 


Is that how it worked in the START talks as well? Did 
you find yourself seeing the Soviets roll back from public 
positions? 


i A lot of the public positions of the Soviets were 
not reflected in what they proposed in Geneva. Now, let me 
first say, before I comment on this, that there is a limit to 
the depth in which I can go because I cannot violate the rule 
of confidentiality of the negotiations. The Soviets, for the 
most part, honored that rule and I can do no less. 


But such things, for example, as the Gorbachev Time 
magazine interview and his interview with various of my former 
colleagues, in which he indicated that the Soviets might be 
willing to permit some SOI research, I think that's not been 
reflected in specific proposals in Geneva. 


There is another aspect of it and that is some of the 
public positions, that have been taken by the Soviets, have not 
been elaborated on. They may have been couched in terms of 
formal proposals submitted at Geneva but not elaborated on. I 
think that right now the Soviets are desirous of seeing their 
public diplomacy campaign work, a campaign which is aimed at 
republics in the United States and in the countries of our 
Allies, aimed at the Parliaments and political leaders and 
political opposition leaders throughout the world. 


To this point, I don't think their public diplomacy 
campaign has been successful. Certainly, insofar as our recent 
INF proposal is concerned which has the very strong backing of 
the Alliance; and I might note, having talked to a number of 
Allies and Allied capitals and in Brussels, that I have never 














seen a stronger cohesion in the Alliance on anything. So if 
that wae the aim of the Soviet Union, to try to divide the 
Alliances through public diplomacy, a propaganda campaign, 
they've been a failure. But I think they will continue to try 
to play the public diplomacy card, and perhaps try to achieve 
through public diplomacy what they might not otherwise achieve 
at the negotiating table. 


Q Senator, was there any discussion about the 
summit and how the summit might be affected by the lack of 
progress at Geneva? And, if not -- anyway, you have your own 


thoughts on that? 


i) So far, of course, the date for the summit has 
not been set. The question is whether or not the Soviets have 
made a precondition for setting the date of the summit. The 
Gorbachev speech to the Communist Party Congress said that 
progress should be made on a test ban and on INF before the 
next summit. And said, in his address, that if such progress 
could be made -- he virtually said the Americans can set the 
date for the summit. 


I hope that that is not a precondition, and so far 
they have not said that it is a precondition for the summit. 
But I think it's pretty clear that the Soviets hope to achieve 
something at the next summit; that they apparently do not want 
it to be a repetition of the first. 


Q Following that up, and given your own experience, 
it has to be -- if you don't want to use the word "frustrating" 
-- it has to be some disappointment, at least, that you feel in 
the apparent lack of progress toward achieving the goal you 
spoke of? 


A I wouldn't hesitate to say that I'm somewhat 
disappointed that we didn't make more progress in the fourth 
round. That doesn't mean that I have lost hope. I still 
believe that ultimately, because it is in the mutual interest 
of both the Soviet Union and the United States, that we will 
come to an agreement. And, as I said a while ago, I think that 
they want to see that their public diplomacy campaign works 
before they move much at the conference table. 


We had had higher expectations as a result of the 
summit in a joint statement that was issued at the summit, 
which I believe that my delegation tried to follow through on 
during the course of the negotiations at Geneva. Particularly 
those areas that talked about fifty percent reductions and 
seeking common ground. 




















Q Let me ask you, if you had -- you obviously had 
those higher expectations. If those expectations had been 
borne out in any way, shape, or form in your forum of the 
negotiations, would you have been prepared to remain on in your 
position? 


A I might have, but that's a very “iffy” question. 
It didn't happen, and so I don't know how I would feel in that 
circumstance. I have submitted my resignation as of April l, 
but I have indicated that I will stay on longer, if I can be of 
service in any way, for a few days after that. Had there been 
substantial progress, I think probably I would have come to the 
same decision anyway because I've been thinking about this for 
the last four or five months. 


Q Was there any movement in START since the summit? 


2) I would have to report that there has been no 
movement with START since the summit. 


Q Do you think there might be more possibilities of 
movement if the three areas of arms control could be delinked? 


a Well, we, of course, try to keep them delinked. 
Pursuant to the January 8 agreement between Shultz and Gromyko, 
we are established in three separate negotiating groups. I 
believe we must do that to prevent inordinate linkage to 
prevent the establishment of preconditions, the aggregation of 
weapon systems of unlike types, and I think that it is in the 
interest of both parties to maintain this separation because it 
is our belief that we should make progress in an area to the 
extent that we can without it be contingent on progress in 
other areas. 


Q What's your assessment of Gorbachev's offer to 
extend indefinitely the moratorium on testing unless the United 
States tested? And did this subject come up in your talks in 
formal discussions in Geneva? 


i) The Soviets did mention the test ban to us, but 
we were not competent to negotiate in that area -- are not 
competent to negotiate, and it's not part of our mandate. 


Q What's your assessment of this recent proposal to 
extend the moratorium? 


A My assessment is that they safely can do so 
without impairing their strategic modernization program. 











Q Senator, let me ask you a question that has been 
articulated by some people here in Washington in the arms 
control community. And that's why a person who has had a very 
distinguished public career, such as yours, who might have 
capped it with a successful arms control agreement, would step 
away from those talks if there was any hope at all of having an 
agreement? And I have a second question also. 


Q There is hope, in my view. I expect the progress 
to take some time. After all, SALT II took seven and a half 
years. I'm not saying how long this process might take. There 
could be a breakthrough that would permit us to get an 
agreement in a relatively short period of time. 


But even after you agree in principle on a number of 
things, the negotiation detail is a very complex process and a 
difficult process. These details become enormously important, 
particularly in a regime of deep cuts. So we were really going 
for something we've never gone for before. In previous times, 
the negotiations have been largely aimed at limitation. These 
negotiations are aimed at deep reductions, and I think that 
makes a difference. 


I think, too, that I might be useful as a public 
advocate. I have to honor the rule of confidentiality as a 
negotiator. I would have to honor that rule, and so far as 
anything I say about the negotiations concerned hereafter. 
However, I think that perhaps I can be helpful as a public 
advocate. It's my intention to do quite a bit of speaking 
around the country, and perhaps I can serve just as useful a 
function in that connection. 


Q Could I ask you a follow-up? Since you're so 
anxious to get back to SMU and teaching, why haven't you 
contacted them yet about coming back, and when do you intend to 
do so? 


A I intend to do so this --~ as a matter of fact, 
I'm teaching a class there Monday in National Security Policy, 
which is taught by Professor Jim Brown. So if you want to 
contact Jim, he will tell you I'll be there. It will be my 
first crack out of the box since I have departed this job. 


, Q What other business interests are you pursuing in 
Texas?! 


A I'm just looking around. There are several 
possibilities, but I'm not at liberty to discuss them with 
anybody now and not until I leave public office, because we're 
constrained by conflict of interest considerations. 














Q Mr. Ambassador, there's a political race going on 
in Texas. Who are you supporting? 


A I learned a long time ago not to get involved in 
primary battles, and I don't expect to get involved in this 
one. All three of the men that are running for Governor in 
Texas are friends of mine. They're all well qualified. I 
probably will get politically active in the state after I 
return there. Incidentally, I intend also to maintain a base 
in Washington, so I'll be sort of one foot in Texas and one in 
Washington, as I was when I was in the Senate. But I will 
probably get active again in Texas politics at the grass roots 
level. My last political job was as Chairman of the Reagan 
Campaign in Texas in ‘84 which was highly successful. Maybe I 
should quit there. Maybe that should have been my last hurrah, 
because that one was inordinately successful. 


Q Mr. Ambassador, in your letter of resignation, 
you cited personal considerations -- 


A No, I didn't. I just said, “I herewith tender my 
resignation." I didn't cite anything. 


Q Someone said that you were resigning for personal 
reasons. 


i No, I didn't say that. What I said was, “I 
herewith submit my resignation,” and I also thanked the 
President for giving me the opportunity to serve and made some 
other observations. But the reason is I want to take up where 
I intended to take up in January of last year, and that's get 
back in the private sector and get back into teaching. That's 
what I wanted to do. 


Q Let me ask the question that I was going to ask, 
because I didn't quite get to it. I'll put this as delicately 
as possible. In talking to associates of yours -- past 
associates about your decision, several of them mentioned the 
fact that they understood that you and Mrs. lower had been 
having some difficulties and that they thought that that might 
be somehow involved in this. And the question is, are you 
either planning to separate or get divorced? And, secondly, is 
that involved in this? 


A Again, I have no such plans. In the second 
place, there are no personal considerations of that sort 
involved here. 


Q Senator, did the Gramm-Rudman effort undermine 
our bargaining powers, some critics had charged? 














A I think that, obviously, any unilateral moves 
toward reducing the deterrent capability of the United States 
will undermine our negotiating position. 


We don't know where the axe is going to fall on 
Gramm-Rudman altogether. It may be that strategic 
modernization programs will not be cut in funding, or at least 
perhaps reduced minimally. Of course, those are the programs 
that impact most on our negotiating position in Geneva. 


Q Do you see the Soviets celebrating when 
Gramm—Rudman passed, as someone suggested they would? 


a An old expression we used to have in the Senate 
--~ if you guys pass this amendment, there will be dancing in 
the streets in Moscow, but the Soviets did not mention it. 
They really sort of avoid talking about internal politics of 
the United States. Sometimes even if we bring up internal 
political considerations and how they impact on us and how we 
negotiate, they will dismiss it and say they don't want to talk 
about internal American politics. 


Senator, let me come back to something you said a 
lot earlier, if I may. You talked a few minutes ago about the 
fact that you expected an agreement in the START area to take a 
long time; that this is not something that can happen 
overnight. I don't remember your exact words, but that, I 
think, is a fair characterization of them. 


If that's the case, and now you say you're going back 
to do what you planned to do 13 months ago, why did you sign on 
to the job if you knew it wasn't going to happen in 13 months? 


Aa It occurred to me that things were going well as 
far as the conduct of our delegation's work is concerned. I 
have a first-rate team in the START negotiating process, a 
first-rate deputy, and I believe that this team can carry on 
without me, quite frankly. I feel perfectly sanguine about 
leaving with the kind of leadership we have in the negotiating 
group now, and I think they'll carry on. This is the kind of 
top-notch professional team that can certainly do it without 
me. Most of them have a longer corporate memory in this 
business than I do. 


Q The question was, why did you sign on to begin 
with if you knew it was going to take -- 


a Because I thought it was would be interesting and 
challenging work. 














Q Was it? 
a Yes, it was. 


Q Senator, beyond the fact that you say it's in the 
mutual interest of both countries to make a deal -- I quess 
you're talking about long-range missiles -- any other signals 
you get that the Russians are genuinely interested in something? 


a Yes. I think they are, and I think one has to 
examine the objectives that Mr. Gorbachev has set for himself 
and his country. The fact is, he has economic objectives that 
I don't think are entirely compatible with an intense military 
buildup, and this is likely to have an influence. 


I think that the Soviets would very much like to 
maintain a military advantage over the United States, but I 
also think that they would like to reduce the level of 
dedication of resources to the military. 


Q Did they ever say anything like that to you? 


i) No. They never said anything like that to me, 
and, again, this is interpretive on my part. 


Q When you talk about incentives, on the other 
hand, both the you and certainly Ambassador Nitze this morning 
really indicated that the Soviets had been intransigent. 
Within the last round, as you said today, you didn't make 
anything like the progress you had anticipated. Why do you 
think the Soviets -- 


i) This might be a negotiating tactic. I think you 
have to be prepared for that sort of thing when you negotiate 
with the Soviets. 


Q But why -- do you think they misread? If that's 
a negotiating tactic, do you think they ended up misreading the 
United States somehow? 


a I don't know that they misread the United States. 
Again, I think that they are exercising their public diplomacy 
campaign in an effort to try to achieve something through 
public diplomacy, public or congressional pressures, or 
pressures from the mass media that would push the United States 
toward a more concessionary attitude toward the Soviet Union. 
But I don't think either that we can let these public diplomacy 
considerations drive our negotiating position. 

















Q Senator Tower, can you tell me exactly how much 
input the Geneva team has in the conduct of negotiations 
vis-a-vis Washington, and whether you felt as an individual 
that you had the power at that bargaining table to move these 
talks if the opportunity should have been given you? 


a I felt that I had adequate flexibility. I have 
no complaint about that at all. In fact, I had much more 
flexibility, in my view, than my Soviet counterpart has, and 
I'm completely satisfied with the consultative process that's 
gone on between the policymakers and the people out on the 
cutting edge in Geneva. I have made my input, my delegation 
has made its input, and we've been listened to, and I think 
we've had an influence over the formulation of proposals. I'm 
completely satisfied with that process, and I think it's worked 
well. 


Q Senator, do you have any differences with the 
assessment by ACDA published this week about the series of 
violations on the part of the Soviets, including in strategic 
arms? Do you find that, (1) the allegations of violations are 
accurate? And (2) did you find them useful to be published now? 


i) Yes, I think they should be published, and I 
believe the Soviets should be reminded of them, and they 
shouldn't be convinced that they can get away with these 
things. Their way, too, of dramatizing our desire for a rather 
precise and unambiguous verification provisions in any 
agreements that we arrive at, and that certainly in a regime of 
deep cuts we can't afford cheating. It would give them perhaps 
superior breakout capability in the event of a termination of 
the treaty or the expiration of the treaty, or what have you. 

I think that we have to be very specific on this. These 
violations, obviously, have occurred. Nor can we let them 
trade off on non-compliance in exchange for something. We 
should not give them anything or make a concession to them in 
exchange for their coming back into compliance. 


Q What purpose was served, for example, in making a 
big deal out of a relatively trivial thing such as the fact 
that at one point they were above 30 Backfires a month in the 
production rate, and now they're below. Presumably it's 
averaging out at 30. 


What purpose does it serve to make that a point of 
contention? 


i) I think that the function of government is to 
publish information of this kind and let the receiver of such 
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information evaluate whether it's trivial or not. I think that 
if this information were suppressed or withheld, that there 
would probably be an outcry from the press, and there would be 


probes from the press. 


So I think it is appropriate for us to bring this to 
the public's attention and this helps bring it home forcefully 
to the Soviet's attention. 


I'm sorry, I'm going to have to go, because I've got a 
speech across the river at the Foreign Service Institute. But 
I want to thank you all for coming, and thank you, ladies and 
gentlemen. 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 4:24 p.m.) 
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MR. OJEREJIAN: We will proceed with the backgrounder. 
It will be attributable to a senior administration oO te eee 
know, the briefer will be Since it is 

we'll make it on deep background. That's « joke. That's 
a joke. [t's ON BACKGROUND. 





* Ec, what is the reason for this being on background? 
. fes, Since it is in the near <= 
- A statement of administration policy. 


MR. DJEREJIAN: It is @ question of -- decause Gap 
Ga «1. Se descriding the rationale and the thought behind the 
Statement. The statement is on the cecord. He will be able to be 
much sore forthcoming on background then he would on the record. 


> 


Can we get some lights? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I've got an opening 
statement I want to make first, but let me just handle that question 


thet Ed did at the end. 


! just don't feel that is is appropriate that I be @ 
formal White Mouse spokesman. I think the President ought to be the 
spokesman, and’ he has Ed and Larry Speakes that ought to be -- 


9 Then send him out. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: He's too busy. You 
anow, we've kept him so busy all week. (Laughter.) 


- It's -) it’s us. 
SENTOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. 


* well, ae ic you just look at it from our point of 
view, we are asked to report and put in the paper things you sey 
without o&, eccowntability as to who said then, and people ere siways 
asking «a. whe are these officials -- including your boss. Ané i 
would ‘ust like to make-the point that when you are Gescribing 
administration policy . if you heave nothing to de ashaped of, we 
think ~ow should pst it on the record. 


r 41 N ISTRATION OFFICIAL Maybe «= I'll thins 
today let's keep it On -- 


‘ 
~wa 4 


And one Other point, a8 long as we are debating it. 


in fact you are @ Spokecman, and, I mean, why Go you feel 
urcomtortabie! eriously, you Come out here to expiein it to us. 
Why does that sake vou uncomfortable? 


SENIOR AOMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Maybe some evening over 


MORE 
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dinner or something in Santa Barbara we can talk about it. 
Q Are you buying? (Laughter.) 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: For you, Helen, I will. 


I have just a short opening statement that I think will 
be -- I think it is important to help put in perspective the message 
that the President has sent to Congress today. 


The President today sent to the Congress a statement of 
his strategy for dealing with regional conflict. I want to set out 
the reasons for making this statement now and the sajor elements in 
it. 


Before his State of the Union Address, I backgrounded 
that it was the opening gun in an effort to articulate this 
administration's national security strategies. The President decided 
to take a number of national security policy statements in the months 
after his address. He wanted to focus on subjects that could not be 
Lo in depth in the time available in the State of the Union 

ress. 


His defense speech a few weeks ago addressed the question 
of why defense? The message that is going up to Congress today is 
the next of these national security policy statements. 


There was a second reason for wanting tc set out the 
administration's strategy on the subject of regional security. This 
subject is so broad that the Congress, the public and the media 
understandably tend to evaluate it plece-by-piece, looking at 
whatever region or issue is making news that rf Both supporters as 
well as critics should understand how our policies 


fit together, 
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how they protect our traditional national goals, anc how they reflect 
changing circumstances. The President hopes that his statement of 
today can clarify and sharpen our national debate on these issues. 


Sow, as for the content of today's message, it is half 
analysis and half prescription. An analysis, first, of our goais, of 
now the goals of peace, security and freedom are linked. The 
statement says, “Greater freedom for others means greater peace and 
security for ourselves.” 


It is an analysis, second, of the realities we have to 
contend with in pursuing our goals. First, the growth of Soviet 
power in the developing world; second, America's need to cooperate 
with others in countering this power; and third, the fact that the 
ranks of those who share our goals are growing. 


This thicd reality is what the President calis the 
democratic revolution. This means that the burden of achieving those 
goals does not rest on America alone. Dut others can't do their part 
if we don’t also stay engaged. 


What are America's tools in working with others toward 
our common goals? They include, first, security assistance that 
helps friendly governments to defend themselves. Second, economic 
aid that helps them to cope with the consequences of economic 
Gistress. Third, ciplomatic initiatives that create alternatives to 
military solutions. Fourth, support for freedom fighters who are 
fighting for national inéependence and popular cule. 


These tools must be judiciously applied on a case-by-case 
basis. The particular situation must be analyzed anc the choice of 
which tools to use and when is critical. The President believes that 
if wo use these tools wisely and prudently, we have a better chance 
than in many years to contribute to both peace and freedom. Sut he 
also believes that if we fail to use them wisely, we will keep payin; 
the price long into the future. This is the point on which the 
President's message concludes -- that a great deal rides on 
continuing American commitment. 


Now, before I take your questions, let me just comment on 
The New York Times story this morning. The story make a great Jeal 
of the fact that the President's message says we oppose tyrannies of 
left and right. We do. There's no question about that. There's 
nothing new about it either. 


Countless statements by the Presicent, tne Vice 
President, the Secretary of State and others make this absolutely 
clear. Even more important, ows po.icies make it clear. This 
administration was determined to help C1 Salvador build cemocracy 
when many Of our critics, people who claimed to care about human 
rights, cidn*t want to. 


So the real question isn’t whether you're against tyrsan, 
“- everybocy is -- the real question is how to encoursge & truly 
democratic alternative. We believe when a repressive right-win, 
tegise is teplaced 5b; & communist dictatorship, it's a tragedy for 
sll concerned. And policies that produce such a result are 
indefensible. 


- Tae whole point of the President's messaye tocay ic that 
stfterent policies have to be used in different cases, We need 

different po.icies toward communist dictatorships that repress their 
own people and subvert their neighbors; different policies for 
non-democratic teyimes that are slowly evolving toward Cemocracy; and 
ciftfercent policies for non-democratic regimes in which there is no 
vialle Cemocratic center and the only alternative is chaos or a sow 
dictatorship. 

C It looks like a different policy to us, especially, 
when tue Reagan administration came to power, it said that human 
tights was the bottom of the list. And would you consider using 
Ametican aid, force, and so forth to overturn the Pinochet government 
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orc any of the right-wing dictators? 


SENIOR ADMIUISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don‘’t think the 
administration said that in 1981. 


0 Oh, yes, they did. I quote Uaig. Ue said the least 
-- the element of human rights doesn't play a part in foreign policy 
for us. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I don't recali 
that Secretary Haig saic that. We may have. The President has never 
felt that way as long as I've been here, and that’s since June of 
1931. The President has alway felt that human rights was a very 
important part of the equation. 


Now, Our approach to human rights has been -- is 
different than it has been in some prior administrations. We feel 
that the results are auch more i ttant than the rhetoric. And you 
know the President's policies with regard to dealing with the Soviet 
Union on human rights. te feels that he can achieve greater success 
through quiet diplomacy than he can through a lot of chetoric that 
makes everybody feel good but doesn't produce any results. 


Q Well, why is that different like in the case -- as 
in the case of South Africa where the abuse has been 30 blatant and 
we've said very littie -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Our position with regard 
to apartheid is South Africa also, Welen, is very clear. The 
President and the rest of the administration find apartheid 
repugnant. We are working on getting the South African government to 
move towarc policies that make apartheid a thing of the past. And we 
think that P.W. Botha made some statements and they are beginning to 
make some movements that are moving in the right direction. 


Andrea. 


2 Is there a shift in policy represented in this 
document? 


SENIOR ADNINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Uo. 


Q I mean people watching the Jevelopments in Waiti anc 
the Philippines end people -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: io. 


-- listening to what the statement was on Chile tiis 
week at the U.N. might perceive that the administration is recefininy 
some its policies. 


SENIOR ADLLINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, it really isa‘’t the 
case and the only thing I cegret about the statement is that we have 
apparently left that impression. That is not intended at all. We've 
been working on this particular policy statement for the past several 
months. iIt*s taken us a while to distill it down into the amount of 
spece that you see there. And the <-- 


9 Well, is there a different emphasis? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, mot at all. It's 
,uSt that we thought it was important -- we've been Joing a lot of 
things over the past cin years in the regional security area. Ke 
have mover atticulated the policy as succinctly as we think we've 
Jone sere now. And it may be Simpiy that we haven't called conough 
attention to various pieces of this. 


out this if mot 2 BHITt in policy. It is simply an 


‘One 
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integration into one paper of all the things that we've been doing 
with regard to freedom, regional security and global peace. 


Q Can I just ask how this would -- how you would apply 
these principles, let's say, to South Korea? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: In South Korea, the 
President has met with President Chung several times in the past to 
encourage President Chung to proceed ahead with the election that is 
coming up in the future. And we have talked to South Korea about 
their human cights probleas. 


Q Recently? Since the crackdown this sonth? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I can't recall the last 
time we did it precisely. I'm not -- I's just not sure of the answer 
to that question. 


Bill? 
Q You -- excuse me -- 
Q What -- 


Q You don't know if we have sent any message or had 
any communication on human rights since the crackdown? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I just simply -- I can't 
recall. I see hundreds of cables every day and I just don’t recall 
seeing -- 


Q Well, wouldn't that be an important -- 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. Wot -- 
Q -- decision? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wot necessarily, because 
we routinely send out such cables. I just simply can't recall it 
right at the soment. 


Bill? 


Q How does this stack up against the Kirkpatrick 
formulation of authoritarian versus totalitarian relations between 
those governments and the United States. Does this represent a 
shift? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, not at all. I don't 
know whether I've -- I don’t think I have here in front of me Jeane's 
quotation. But I don't think that Jeane Kirkpatrick will have any 
Gisagreement with this policy statement. The point, I think, that 
Jeane was making is that transitions to the center from the cight are 
often easier than transitions from the left. We, frankly, don't have 
@ tercibly good record on applying the necessary leverage to bring 
communist dictatorships back to the center. We have a much better 
record from the right. 


Q But, having Saic that, there's no evidence ~~ L, 
your own account here <= that there'll be anything different in 
moving cight-wing dictatorships toward the center out of this 
doctrine. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm not sure I follow 
your point. 


Q Well, you're saying that there is no shift -- 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: In policy. 
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Q -- in policy. 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Right. 

And there is at least the perception that there has 
been far less attention given to soving right-wing dictatorships to 
the center -- you know, vide, all of the South American countries, 
particularly -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You say there's been 
less attention to that? 


Q Yes. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think there's been 
more. 


Q Since when? 

Q Since when? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, you've got -- 

Q We see no -~- we see no real action in Chile. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, nO, nO. But just 
think of the number of countries in Latin America that have 


transitioned to democracy during the past six years. It's gone -- 


Q But it’s through our intervention? 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, that's not always 
clear to you, whether it is our intervention or not. I think the 
point is, as the President has said many times, there is a freedom 
tide moving here and the countries are contributing to a democratic 
revolution. One of the reasons that we think that that is so is 
because of the policies of the United States, the stability that we 
provide in the world through our strength, and people can see the 
benefits of transitioning to democracy. So I think we do have an 
impact on it. 


Q If there is no shift in policy, why, then, earlier 
in the week did the U.S. for the first time condemn the Pinochet 
regime on human rights at the U.N.? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Our policy with regard 
to Chile has not changed. The most recent review of that was 
probably a couple of years ago and there has been no recent review to 
change our policy, which is that we support the development and the 
buildup of democratic institutions in Chile and have consistently 
encouraged General Pinochet to transition to democracy. And -- 


Q You haven't done that publicly. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, no, we have. We 
have done it publicly in Chile and about -- oh, I guess it was at 
least six months ago or so, we decided to become more public in our 
comments with regard to Chile. 


Q You've done it in Chile? 


Q Will we be seeing greater pressure on Pinochet now a 
la Marcos by the United States to push toward democracy? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: As I said in my opening 
statement, all of these cases are different. That is one of the 
reasons that we are not calling this the Reagan Doctrine. Doctrine 
implies a cigid approach to problems and the same pattern to use 
across-the~board. And we don't think that's appropriate. We think 
that in all of these cases you've got to tailor the solution to the 
specific case. 


Also let me make one other point I think that's 
important, and that is that even though the United States is a 
superpower, we have limited leverage. In each case we have different 
kinds of leverage. It is important that you husband that leverage to 
us it at the right time if it is going to have any effect -- or if it 
is going to have the desired effect. That is exaccly what the 
President did in the Philippine situation. We knew what we wanted 
there. We wanted a solution that was peaceful, that was the result 
of what the Philippine body politic wanted. And in order to achieve 
that, we had a limited number of things that we could do, and when 
people were urging the President very early on to cut off military 
aid, you know, it would have been the wrong time to do that. It 
wasn't clear early on what the Philippine people wanted. 


So in all of these cases -- Chile included -- the 
solution and our policies have to fit the particular case. 


Q This is time to -- 


Q What is the -- could you tell us the tie-in between 
the release of this message now and the speech Sunday night and the 
vote next week in the entire lobbying period for Nicaraguan aid? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The precise timing is a 
bit coincidental. You know, they clearly are related in that our 
campaign to get aid for the Nicaraguan freedom fighters is an example 
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of what we're talking about here in terms of promoting a democracy. 
And the speech on Sunday, which I guess I'll background on Sunday 
sometime, is going to try to lay out for the people what the facts 
are in the case. JSecause we have observed in our discussions over 
this past week with members of Congress and with other groups that we 
have not been able to get out to the people what the facts are. And 
you know what the President feels about -- that if the people have 
the facts, that they'll make the right decision. 


Q Yes, they have the facts. 

Q But how is it possible -- 

Q They have the facts. 

Q -- he has made about 20 speeches -- 

Q It’s ridiculous. 

Q -- on this subject. 

SENVIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wot on national 
television. The last time he spoke on national television on Central 
America was in 1°83, I think. 


MR. DJERLJIAN: We'll have two more questions -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Let's see. In the blue 
jacket. 


Q Wait a minute. 
Q Yes, just to clarify, is -- 
Q Well, this if more -- 


Q -- is there anything at all in this document that 
we've been handed out here that we haven't heard Ronald Reagan say 
any one of a number of times over the course of the years? Is there 
anything that's new? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm trying to think of 
the content. I don't think there's anything all that new. It's a 
matter more of integration and articulating in one paper and sowing 
the interconnection between the various things that we've been doing. 


Right here. 

Q On the last page it says, “Important choices now 
rest with the Congress, whether to undercut the President, betray 
those struggling against tyranny.” What are the important choices 
there that you're talking about? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, the clearly the 
vote next week on Nicaraguan assistance is an example. 


Q Is there anything else or is that -- 

SCNIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, the other example 
is to pass the President's ‘87 budget with the security assistance in 
there that we have. we think that's very important. 


° You say that each case is different. Why Joes the 
President keep comparing Nicaragua to the Prilippines? 


SENION ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't recall that he's 
been doing that. 


MR, DJLREJIAN: In what way? 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: In what -- what -- 

Q In speeches. 

Q Right -- 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Give me an example. 

Q East Room, 508. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, what did he say? 


Q That we've seen what could be accomplished in the 
Philippines and now we have to -- 


Q Yes. 


Q -- democracy in Nicaragua. I mean, most people 
believe it's a completely different indiginous situation. 


G oo liaiti, too. 

Q And Haiti as an example. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The point is that the 
President's concern all along with regard to the Philippines was that 
the solution in the Philippines should be what the Philippine body 
politic wanted. That's the same thing that we feel about Sicaragua. 
The Nicaraguan body politic has never been able -- they've never been 
given the opportunity -- the change to indicate what it is they want. 

Listen, I'll tell you, I"ve got to go to another meeting, 
but let me propose this: I don't think you've had a chance to read 
it yet. 

Q Yes. 

2 We have. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You nave? Well <-- Well, 
after you've had time to reflect on it -- 


Q Do you want to come back later? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, my schedule the 
rest of the day is chock-a-block, but work with Ed and Karna and I 
think Don and maybe some others can be made available to -- 


MR. DJEREJIAN: Ali right. 


SENIOR ADHINISTKATION OFFICIAL: <= get some people 
together in groups -- 


Q Wno's Don? 

MR. DJCREJIAN: Don Fortier. 

SCNIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Don Fortier. 

Q We've never seen hin, 

SCUWIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You haven't? tie’'s good. 
2 Bring him out. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 
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AS CHIEF NEGOTIATOR FOR THE STRATEGIC ARMS REDUCTIONS [TALKS 
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SECRETARY SHULTZ: Senator John Tower, as you know, has given 
the President his resignation as Ambassador and Chief 
Negotiator on the Strategic Arms Reduction falks in Geneva 





Senator Tower has done an outstanding job in this negotiation 
and of course in his 24 years of public service as a Senator, 
as Chairman of Armed Services Commitlee, as a standup person 
representing the United States all over the world as he has 
traveled around 


You can't say enough about the ability and professionalism and 

patriotism of Senator lower [ remember talking to Him 

personally when he accepted to spend a little time on this 

endeavor a little over a year ago, just as he was planning his 

private life; and basically he said, if the President wants mv 
2 to do this, then ['ll do it. And he continuously made that 
kind of sacrifice to serve his country 


He's decided now that the time has come to return to Texas al. 
Southern Methodist University and in other pursuits, and we 
wish him well And 1 want to take the occasion to say how much 
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I admire and appreciate the tremendous public service that he's 
given this country and, ['m sure, will continue to whenever he 
is called upon. 


Of course, it is a great gratification that the President is 
able tO announce, as he did at the White House this morning, an 
extraordinarily able person to take the post of Ambassador and 
our Chief Negotiatur on Strategic Arms Reductions, Or. Ron 
Lehman. 


It is almost as though -- where is Or. Lehman? Here he is. 
(Laughter) 


It is almost as though he has spent his entire life preparing 
For this job because his career has included work in the 
Congress in this general area, work in the Defense Departmen lL, 
work in the NSC, and most recently serving as a Deputy to John 
Tower in these very talks. So he is a person of tremendous 
ability, of great knowledge and background in this field, and 
with genuine experience on this task. 


The President was very pleased to nominate him and to have him 
accept this appointment, and it was John Tower's recommendation 
and one in which all of the colleagues who are serving in the 
national security community very warmly and heartily endorsed 
So we're very pleased that you have signed on for this job, Run 


I know that with his experience and working with Max Kampelman 
and Mike Glitman and Ken Adelman and everyone, we will continue 
our effort for major reductions, radical reductions, in 
strategic nuclear arms, and our effort to achieve arms 
reductions that are fair and equitable, that lend security to 
the United States and our allies and move us alung the road to 
peace and stability that we all wish 


[ congratulate Ron on coming into this job, and [ cungratulate 
all of us on getting him to do it 


QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, there is almost two months until the 
arms talks resume again on May 8 How do you view the next 
two-month period? [s it a time basically For both sides to be 
looking at their existing proposals and refining them, or is it 
a time in which there might actually be some negotiations or 
some proposals exchanged? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, I think it is a time in which we'll 
certainly be studying and working and being prepared, as 
Q@always, to take up the next round, but I would point out that 
we have on the table in the space and defense group proposals 
that as yet we haven't seen a real response to from the Soviet 
Union. 
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Similarly. last November we made proposals in the SIARI talks 
that we haven't really seen any response to. And in the INF 
talks we had a counterproposal from the Soviet Union, and we 
put a proposal of our own back on the tabie, and that has yet 
to be addressed. So there is a lot of action in Geneva, 
potentially, and our positions are there. We're prepared, of 
course, for the give and take that's normal in any negotiating 
effort. 


But we will be studying, and of course there is a really very 
major dialogue between the United States and the Soviet Union 
across the board right now As a matter of fact, tomorrow I1'1] 
be in Stockholm for the Funeral of Prime Minister Palme, and 
our present plan is for a meeting with Mr. Ryzhkov who will be 
the leader of the Soviet delegation. 


So there's lots of room for interchange. I don't mean that 
we're going to get into arms control, but just to show that 
there's a great deal of interchange taking place 


QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, does the United States intend to 
respond in any way to the Soviet extension of a moratorium on 
nuclear testing? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, when we have a response to make the 
President will make it. Of course, our position on testing has 
been stated and restated At the same time we examine it, and 
when t:e President, if he wishes to have anything Further to 
say, he'll say it 





QUESTION Mr. Secretary, do you believe that the Congress of 
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union eliminated the signs of 
optimism that prevailed before the Congress came to be held? 





SECRETARY SHULIZ: [he posture that we are in is that we 
believe deep and equitable reductions are very desirable from 
our- standpoint, «rom the standpoint of our allies, and, we 
think, from the standpoint of the Soviet Union Certainly, 
that's what President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachey 
agreed on in Geneva 





So we're ready to negotiate that, and it i$ =-- I can't really 
speak For the Soviet Union We are ready, obviously; but we're 
ready tod negotiate, and if they come forward in a reasonable 
way, there will be an agreement 


QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, this week is the first time the 
President said that a post-Congressional election summit would 
be okay, as it were Do you think we're headed in that 
direction, and do you think -=- are you expecting soon a message 
from Moscow about that? 
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SECRETARY SHULTZ: I don't know when the Soviet Union will 
respond to the President's invitation. Of course, in Geneva 
the President and the General Secretary discussed the subject, 
so I expect that there will be another meeting, and the next 
one will be in the United States. Obviously, if it isn't 
before the election, then it will be after the election. But, 
beyond that, we'll have to wait and see. 


T : Mr. Secretary, are you prepared to discuss that 
matter in Stockholm? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Certainly, although whether Mr. Ryzhkov will 
have any information on it I don't know. But ['1ll be glad to 
listen to anything that he says. 


QUESTION: Have you ever met with Ryzhkov, and what are you 
going to be talking about? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: I haven't met him before, and we'll probably 
cover the traditional wide array of subjects of mutual interest. 


QUESTION: You've already ruled out -- 


QUESTION: Mr. Secretary -- 


QUESTION: No, wait. Can I follow-up? You've already ruled 
out making progress with him on arms control -- 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: I haven't ruled anything out 





QUESTION: Well, you said you didn't expect that there would be 
any -- 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: This 18 not set up as a negotiating 

session. He's there, and ['m there. We're there primarily to 
pay our respects to Prime Minister Palme and the people of 
Sweden, and we'll take the occasion, since we're there, to meet 
and compare notes, and that's the nature of it. 





QUESTION: How do you explain the Fact that the Soviets have 
not responded to the summit proposal or even to your invitation 
to Mr. Shevardnadze to come to this county? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: I don't feel that it is my place to try to 





explain that. The idea of these meetings was agreed on in 
Geneva, and we put forward our proposals for the timing of 
them. We're waiting for the Soviet response, and just why they 
haven't responded you'll have to ask them. 
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I might say that we have a broad range of topics that are under 
discussion in various fora, so a great deal is going forward. 


T : The fact that you waited for about six months before 
cutting the Soviet Missions in the United Nations would seem to 
indicate that you don't expect that there is going to be a 
summit because the rationale for the waiting was you didn't 
want to offend the Soviets before the summit; and when you 
finally went ahead and did it, it leaves the impression that 
the United States now doesn't expect to have a summit 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: There isn’t any real connection at all. We 
wanted to think it through carefully, just what we were going 
to do insofar as the Soviet presence, which we think is 
excessive, at the United Nations and prepare the way 
carefully. And that's the way we did it, and it has no 
connection whatever with any thought about the next meeting 


QUESTION: You left out, Mr. S-*setary, when you said - 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: I think you've had one question, and I'll 
turn to somebody who hasn't. 


QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, does the President's new statement 
today on global security mean that the United States will take 
amore public approach toward criticizing governments such as 
those in South Korea over human rights abuses that the US. is 
concerned about than it has in the past? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: We think that the posture that we have, 
which is basically to make our views clear in a general way 
publicly and to speak privately to other leaders all over the 
world about developments as we see them, is basically the right 
approach. I[t has to vary From time to time according to the 
circumstances. Of course we do issue a major report each year 
that sets forth our understanding of the problems tn various 
countries 


But I think the President's statement -- I view a$ a major 
statement by the President that sets Forth ina Full and 
rounded way his basic goal of freedom. We support freedom 
Fighters, but more basically what we support is freedom. 


QUESTION: Mr. Secretary -- 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Maybe this can be the last question. 
Where's Bernie. It's about time for you start and me to qv to 
lunch. (Laughter) My wife is waiting For me What a deal! 
Maybe I ought to be the Spokesman 
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QUESTION: On the arms issues, following the summit meeting in 
November and General Secretary Gorbachev's announcements on 
January 15, the recent analysis of what has actually happened 
in the negotiations, as Mr. Nitze gave it yesterday morning and 
others have in a less formal way. leaves a sense of 
disappointment in many people in the United States. 


*-e you yourself disappointed in the last several months" 

‘lopments? How do you put in your own mind the seeming lack 
or . ogress up to this point, given all the portents before 
hand? : 


TARY SHULTZ: Well, I would wish that more progress had 
been made. And we were certainly prepared for more progress. 
As I've said, we have very interesting and strong positions on 
the table, and we are ready for the give and take of 
negotiation, and we responded very rapidly to the proposal they 
made in INF. So we're there, we're ready, we'd like to see Lhe 
radical reductions that were called for in Geneva by the 
President and the General Secretary, and that's where we're 
going to remain But it takes two to make this kind of 
agreement. 


There's one question you haven't asked me that Bernie said you 
would ask. [t's the First time he's ever been wrong 
(Laughter) 


He said you-would ask me about Chester Crocker, and so let me 
take the occasion to say that Chester Crocker is really an 
outstanding person, has 4 vast and sophisticated knowledge of 
African affairs, is a First-class member of the team here, and 
has my full and enthusiastic support and endorsement 


Thank you. 
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BACKGROUND BRIEFING 
BY SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL 
ON THE PRESIDENT'S ADDRESS TO THE NATION 


March 16, 19866 


The Briefing Room 


6:05 P.M. EST 


MR. SPEAKES: Thank everybody for coming in on Sunday 


afternoon. We'll a ns a naaies side if you' 1. stay put, and 
don't get excited. is in the wings’.,.. > Senior 
administration official. oP tn eae y 

* * * oe ¥ or 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Tonight it is ON 
BACKGROUND, including this statement that I am going to read right 
now. 


igu have been given the President's speech and a fact 
sheet, so 1 don't want to waste your time going over those points. 
They are clearly laid out there. However, I do want to spend a few. 
Minutes on background giving you some additional insight into the 
reasons the President has devoted so much time and effort to this 


issue. 


Obviously it is in part the seriousness he attaches to 
the threat to our national interests -- hemispheric security and the 
fate of democracy. This is sharpened by the fact that the President 
feels that tne democratic resurgence we have seen in the hemisphere 
and globally is real and of profound importance for the future. 


The President feels this upcoming vote is a turning point 
in many important ways. It is a turning point in our ability. to 
maintain the momentum of our overall foreign policy and our ability 
to be able to demonstrate the kind of strength and steadiness that 
will cause the Soviets tc make a fundamental reassessment of their 


policy options in the Third World. 


Without this vote of support, no matter how intense or 
well-intentioned our dialogue, it will be more difficuit to put 
U.S.-Soviet relations on a stable and constructive plane. 


The President also sees this vote as being crucial for 
determining whether a President will have the tools and: flexibility 
he needs to bring about the policy ends we all seek. It is clear 
that wher. we have had the flexibility to operate in support of the 
will of the people, whether it be in the Philippines or ‘in El 
Salvador, to use timing and resources as we see fit, we have been 
successful in furthering a democratic outcome. If we can be 


cuccessful now and show staying power in the struggle against | 
subversion and subjugation, it means less costs to the United States 


in the long run, more confidence from our friends, a reassessment by 
our adversaries -- but most important, it means renewed hope to. 
millions of peopie for a turn to democracy, economic freedom ard a 


better life. 
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As is apparent from the conclusion of the speech, the 
President has consicered this issue from the perspective of the 
legacy he leaves to his successors, to the American people and, 
indeed, to the world as a whole -- a legacy that would encompass a 
safer and freer world. 


That's the end of the statement and I'll take your 
questions. . 


Yes, ma‘am. 
Q How close are you on the votes? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, we still have a 
way to go. I haven't gotten an update today, but as of Saturday, we 
still had some votes to get in the House. 


Q iow man,? 
Q Now, that -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't want to give you 
@ precise number. 


C Now, the last white House assessment I heard was ten 
to twelve. Is that still a good guess? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's in the ball park. 
Yes, Helen. 


Q iow about Habib? What does he tell you about -- 
after his tour, does he say the President's on the right track, that 
he has everyone in Central America agreeing with him, and so forth? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We haven't gotten a 
complete debrief from Ambassador Habib, but I did talk to my staff 
officer that was with him and saw Ilabib's reporting cables. lHle's 
going to come in to see the President at 9:45 a.m. in the morning. 


But I don't think that we learned anything new from this 
particular trip that we didn't know already. And as I have said and 
as the President has saic before, most of the Central American heads 
of state support what we are trying to do and agree that it takes 
military pressure to bring the Sandinistas to negotiate. They all 
feel the Sandinistas will negotiate if pressure is brought to bear. 


But it's very difficult for them to say this pubiicly for 
two reasons. One, because of the uncertainty of the U.S. steadiness 
in pursuing our goais there and they don't want to be left holding 
the bag, standing up in a public position, supporting military 
assistance if we pull out and they're left facing a militarily strong 
Nicaragua with 120,000 troops. 


Jerry? 


Q Don Regan said today that you're going to win this 
vote. Are you talking to the same people? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I Ccidn't say we weren't 
going to win. I think we will win the vote. 


Q Are you -- you said you're close, but I thought that 
meant you were close on the short side. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. I think we have a 
few more votes to get to win, but we've got Monday, Tuesday, and 
Wecnesday to get those votes. And I think we'll get them. I think 
we'll win. 
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All the way in the back. 
Q Are you confident of the Senate at this point? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, I think so. We 
still have some work to do with the Senate and I think the Senate is 
going to wait to vote to see what happens in the House. 


The way the legislation is written, you can't introduce 
amendments in the House, you can introduce amendments in the Senate. 


All the way in the back -- middle. 


Q Later on in that same-interview, Don Regan used the 
worcs “overthrow” and “get rid of" in reference to the Sandinista 
government. How much longer will the United States maintain 
diplomatic relations with the government it seeks to overthrow? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I didn't hear Don 
today so I'm not exactly sure what he said. Sut what we have said 
all along is that we would like to achieve our ends through the 
negotiating track. We think that if the Sandinistas see that the 
freedom fighters are adequately supported for a sufficient length of 
time, that they will realize they really don't have any alternatives 
other than negotiation. And we think that a negotiated solution is 
not only desirable but also possible. 


Yes. 


Q Can you put to bed all the talk arout compromise? 
What's being done, what isn't being done? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Right. There are two 
aspects of the question. One is that we don't want to compromise on 
the amount of money or restrictions on the amount of money. So we 
would like to see the legislation passed as it is. 


There have been discussions with some members of Congress 
about the possibility of the Presicent agreeing unilaterally to allow 
some time between the enactment of the legisiation and the actual 
Gelivery of military assistance to the freedom fighters. But all 
Guring this perjod of time, the President would have the authority to 
do it. In other words, he woulc have the trigger, so to speak, to 
send the aid down. 


The trouble is that a compromise that provides for a 
legislated delay of some kind is not much of a lever because then -- 
especially if the legislated delay regquirecé another Congressional 
vote or some sort of report that would leave the issue in question. 

A delay, we think, could very well be useful in giving the 
Sandinistas one last chance to negotiate, but the Sandinistas, during 
that period of time, have got to be absolutely sure that the military 
assistance is going to arrive at the end of that period. 


Andrea? 


Q Can I follow up your earlier answer on most of the 
Central American countries privately supporting our position about 
the need for military pressure? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's right. 


Q You're not talking about a majority of the eight, 
you're talking about a majority of the four? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm talking about a 
majority of the four. 


- 
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Q And -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: And I'm only talking 
about that because right now I‘d have to go back and check the 
records on -- outside of the four, but within the four, a majority of 
them agree with our plan. 


Q@ So-- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: But I'm not going to 
i€entify those. > me dew-t . 

Q I mean, you're asking to take -- the American public 
to take a lot on faith when you have eight nations coming here and 
telling Secretary Shultz on February 10th that they are against 
military aid. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Different group. That's 
the Contadora group that came and the Contadora support group that 
met with Secretary Shultz. We're talking about the core four -- 


Q You're talking about Costa Rica, Honduras -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Between Costa Rica, 
Honduras, Cl Salvador and Guatemala. 


2 Guatemala. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Right. The countries 
that are directly threatened. 


Q But they are privately telling you not only that 
they agree with your goals but that they believe military pressure -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's -- 
Q -- has to be applied. 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's correct. 


Q Have we established a direct link between the 
Sandinistas and those who killed the four soldiers in San Salvador as 
the fact sheet in his speech suggests? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There is a direct 
connection between the guerrillas in El Salvador that killed the 
soldiers and the military headquarters for the guerrilla operations 
that's in Nicaragua for the guerrillas that are in El Salvador. 
That's right. 


Q I mean, but should this be read as the Sandinistas 
having direct complicity -- not in supplying materiel or logistics, 
but in planning or helping in the execution of -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I don't think that 
we have anything beyond the fact that the headquarters for the El 
Salvador guerrillas is in Nicaragua and guidance and supplies come 
out of Nicaragua. I don't believe that we've got any information 
that indicates that the Nicaraguans directly advised the headquarters 
to conduct this attack. I don't think the evidence is that closely 
linked. 


Yes. 

Q How can we condone arms struggle by the freedom 
fighters in Nicaragua and yet condemn it by what the State Department 
now says are freedom fighters inside South Africa? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Chet Crocker did not say 
the ANC were freedom fighters. In fact, it's our view that any group 
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that is supported by the Soviet Union does not have freedom as one of 
its objectives. And so we would not agree that the ANC are freedom 
fighters. 


Q On this question of the other Central American 
countires, we've heard this repeatedly that there is this tacit 
underlying support. Has it ever been argued to them -- have you ever 
made the case that it might be a more salable thing here if they were 
out in tne public on this? And wny don‘t you think they'd do that? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, now, we have made 
that point precisely. But, as I said, they still aren't convinced 
that we're going to be able to get the program through Congress. And 
they've seen the program go up and come down, go up and they're 
afraid it's going to come down again. And they simply don't want to 
be left holding the bag. They've also got their own internal 
domestic problems which they're not anxious to aggravate. 














Q Can you address it in this term, that a country like 
El Salvador, which we are backing so much anyhow, a country like 
Honduras where we've got a couple thousand troops and have invested a 
substantial amount in a military infrastructure. How would they be 
left holding the bag in contrast to what they have already got 
sitting down there? 


SENZTOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Because they are 
directly involved in the negotiations -- the Contadora negotiations. 
President Duarte of El Salvador a few weeks ago proposed that not 
oniy would ine be willing to meet with his armed guerrillas if the 
Sandinistas meet with theirs, and then so also the other part cf it 
was, the United States would then also meet with the Sandinistas. 
But he also proposed that there be a Central American parliament 
established as well as a meeting of the Central American heads of 
State. And they obviously feel that they can be more effective on 
the negotiating track if they haven't made public statements that 
talk about the military track. It is the same sort of logic that we 
use and believe in to distinguish: between covert activity and overt 
activity. 


Q When the administration provides arms to other 
people, you tell us what the arms are. When is the administration 
going to provide a list of the $70 million in military aid and or why 
not? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We probably never will 
because that will be handled with the appropriate committees in the 
Congress. 


Right there -- in the middle. 


Q Could you tell us about this deep-water port on 
Nicaragua's Caribbean -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, that's at 
Bluefields. 


Q Bluefields? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Bluefields, right. 

Q Okay, could you also clarify one thing on this. In 
the second paragraph, taiking about over $1 billion dollars in 
Soviet-bloc aid, it seems to me that we have been talking about half 
a billion dollars -- $500 million -- up until -- 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Right. 

Q What's the -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Our latest estimates 
based on analysis through yesterday adds up to about $600 million. 


Q From when? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Since, I believe -- 
since 1979. But would you check on that, Ed? 


Q How could that be over a billion then? This 
business -- it says “with over a billion dollars in Soviet-bloc aid 
the communist government has launched a campaign,” and now you are 
saying $600 million as of yesterday. 

SENIOR ADH} NISTRATION OFFICIAL: Where are you reading? 

Q Secon paragraph in the text of the speech. 


Q Paragraph two. 
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Q That shoots the teleprompter. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: This draft I've got is 
not the same one he is reading from. 


Oh, okay, that includes economic as well as military. 
Q So the $600 million is military? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The $600 million is 
military. That's right. 


Q In the President's radio address yesterday he made a 
reference to Minister Borge sending out Sandinistas dressed as 
Contras to kill innocent civilians. That allegation was made by Mr. 
Baldizon. Where else does that come from? What other corroborative 
evidence is there? 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It's come from other 
sensitive intelligence sources that I'm not going to get into. But 
there is -- 


Q You mean human sources, documents? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm just not going to 
get into it, because if we start talking about sources and methods, 
it'll jeopardize that particular source and method. But there is 
evidence from more than one source that ~- human and otherwise -- 
that the Ministry of Interior has masqueraded state security forces 
as Contras and sent them out to cause mayhen. 


Q Do you think that fully explains all of the charges 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, no. 
Q -- that the Contras have been engaged -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm not going to say -- 
make a flat statement here that the Contras haven't committed any 
atrocities. 


Q Have they? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't have any 
specific information on that. 


Q Do we believe that Ortega himself is either -- is 
one of these top officials who are involved in or who sanction other 
Sandinista officials being involved in the drug trade? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We don't have any direct 
ties to Ortega, only to Tomas Borge. 


Q What is the percentage now of the Contra force that 
is -~ what percentage is former Sandinistas, and -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't have those 
detailed facts and we probably have pretty good estimates, I just 
don't have it in my head. But, would you see if we could get them? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'll see if I can get -- 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Andrea? 

Q What is your response to reports -- well, there have 
been reports that Habib brought back information to the State 


Department this weekend that none of the other countries wanted the 
military option used. Now -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, I don't think that's 
accurate. 


Q Is that inaccurate? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's inaccurate. 


Q And did he come back with any particular 
recommendations that you can share with us on <-- strategy? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm sure that he <= that 
Phil is thinking about it over the weekend. He did not put it in any 
of his reports and, as I said, we haven't talked directly with hin. 
But I would assume that he will be reflecting on his trip over today 
and tonight and we'll talk to him in the morning at 9:45 a.m. 


Q Is his plan to be here all week? 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm not sure. We'll 
have to talk to him in the morning. 


Q Don't you think it's relevant to this speech to find 
out what he said? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo. 
Q What he found out? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The President has talked 
to him today, I believe -- or he was scheduled to. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yesterday. 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yesterday? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yesterday. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Okay. I just haven't 
talked to the President today. 


In the back. 


Q Will you explain the basis for your conclusion that 
any group -- 


MR. SPEAKES: Just about enough for the last one? 
Anybody hurting? 


Q -- supported by the Soviet Union does not have 
freedom as one of its objectives? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm sorry. You were cut 
off in the beginning. Could you start over? 


Q What's the basis for your saying that any group 
supported by the Soviet Union does not have freedom as an objective? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Our <= the history -- 
history would indicate that there aren't any cases where that's the 
case. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Okay? Thank you. 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Okay? 


How about military trainers? How many do you think 
you'll need? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We don't have any idea 
of that yet. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 


END 6:25 P.M. EST 
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MR, OJEREJIAW: We will proceed with the background 
briefing. it is on background, attributable to 3a Senior 
Acminastration Official. For your information, that is 









SE.IOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Let me start with some 
yenera. remarks that will allow us to put out some themes. I expect 
to oe seeing all of you in the course of Tuesday and Wednesday at 
Otnes xinds of briefings, and so I think the best thing I can do 
tocay and the most nelpful thing I can do today is to put somo shape 
ami some background to the summit meeting for Tuesday and Wednesday. 


This is the Sixth meeting between the President and the 
erime i.inieter. Two of these meetings ‘save taken place in connection 
with mustilateral gatherings, such as tne Summit Seven and the U.d4. 
cenera. Assembly. And four of the meetings save been on a dSilateral 


basis. ne, when “sc. Mulroney was the opposition leader, that was in 
Sime o: ‘84: and one was shortly after his election as Prime cinister 
last “arch in Quebec City and now in Washington. 


it you cover these things regularly, you know that one of 
t.@ Tevis.is Of tie teeting in Quebec last year was >» decision by the 
President and the (rime Minister to meet once a year to review jloval 
ind oilateral developments. The meetings Tuesday and Wednesday are 
thac once-a-year meeting to ceview global and bilateral Cevelopnente. 


The oackground to that decision, | think, is not the 
\@ast mysterious. it tlowad from -- to some extent -- from tue wars 
personal reiationship that the two leaders established at the very 
beginning. And, most importantly, it ceflects a mutual 
acknowledgment that Canace and the United States are each other's 
closest friend anc aliy and trading partner. 


Another word about the meeting in Quebec last March, that 
was the first full-fledged official visit vetween Canadian and 
American leaders in many years. There had been a lot of sort of 
anoflicial or working-level visits back and forth, but that was tie 
Cirst full-fledged officiai visit for some time. Ani, consequently, 
we jad « lot of catching up to do in Quebec. And one of the features 
of Juebec, again, you may recall, was thet there were 3 lot of 
Jeciarations. Tiere were treaty signings and there were a icc of 
jOint Statements an’ Ciings of Ciat sort. 


aving cone that, why, both Uttawa and Washington decided 
that future anual summit meetings shoule concentrate on what we 
usiness-<lLike exchanges across a range of topics. 


#OuUlC Caae B8OTIOCUS 
n which we've been preparing for this meetiny 


iS CueBt S apatat am 

L2hay 4, Somertc amd wedeesday. And, of course, another feature of 
it 38 gO.my to ow that #@ want to have an opportunity to reciprocate 
gore of tee personal anc official hospitaiity that was extended to 


sue President in Quebec lust year. I can <= I will before I stop 
these yoneral remarks, tun over the general schedule with you. 


comment about the Jialogue between the United 


a 
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States and Canada, we now not only have these annual summit rcectings, 
but on almost any given day, there are official contacts between 
Canadian officials and American officials across a range of issues 
and concerns between the two countries. And we probably -- if you 
looked at it -- have zore contacts between the United States anc 
Canada than any other two countries have. I'm trying to think of two 
that traditionally have close ties or that are neighbors, and I just 
can't think of any that would have more day-to-day high-level 
contacts than we have 


Now, these exchanges haven't solved all of our problems 
and probably never will in the future either, but they take care of 
communication, they take care of understanding. And the main reason 
I mention it is to underline the point I made carlier about wat you 
should look for at this summit meeting and what not to loox for, 
because we will not be expecting a range of agreements being signed. 
I mean, these things are simply -- to the extent that there are 
issues and concerns -- are being handled at the appropriate official 
levels across the breadth of the two governments and will continue to 
be handled that way, both before the summit and after the suanit. 


Let me give you some sense of the shape of the next two 
Cays. The Prime “Minister arrives at Andrews this evening. And the 
official arrival ceremony on the South Lawn will take place tomorrow. 
I'm not going to be giving you times. They're subject to chanje ind 
they'1l be posted by the White louse Press Office. Then, the -- 
after the official arrival ceremony, why, the President and the Prize 
Minister will meet in the White tlouse. Then Secretary Shults will ‘eo 
giving a luncheon at the State Department tomorrow. There'll be a 
state dinner here at the White House -- at the White llouse comorrow 
evening. 


On Wednesday, the day starts when Vice Presicent Dus 
will give a small breakfast for the Prime Minister. Then the 
President and the Prime Minister will have a working luncheon 
together on Wednesday. That evening -- that is Wednesday evening -- 
the Crime Minister will give a dinner at the residence of tie 
Canadian Ambassador. And then throughout the period of time, there 
are meetings scheduled on the ill and with the press. Ami, finally, 
the official departure, then, is scheduled for the morning of 
Thursday. 


I said the agenda would ve bilateral and global. On the 


global side, we expect discussion of such things as disarmament, arms 
control, 
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Zast-vest issues in general, regional issues sae internat-.onal 
economic uctters. And on the S.lateral agenda, we expect tie 
dialogue will concentrate itself uncer turcee Sroac headings, trace, 
the environment, sJortl. American security; matters. 


In general, we woule expect that the accent tomorrow in 
the discussions would de on dSilateral issues anc then giobal issues 
being taken up on Wednesda;. Jut the agenca is not cigic. And I 
think that all of us wo are bureaucrats have come to learn very 
guickly that our electec leaders have a wa; cf organizing the 
dialogue themselves. We can organize or predict or Jo whatever, but 
it really will be up to the Prime Minister and the Presicent to 
structure what they cover and in what order they cover it. 

Certainly, we would expect both of them to show a great cesl of 
flexibility and inforaality as they go through the agenda. So I wilt 
limit my predicting to those »road topics -- bilateral and global anc 
the various togics under each that I gave you -- anc I woule not be 
SO presumptuous to say that that’s a guarantee tiat that's how 
they'll come up. 


Wow, I'll be happy to take questions. Do you have an; 
identification cules or anything? Okay. 


2 Could sow give us some idea what the President will 
have to say about the Special Lnvoy's report that was celivered to 
him and was, of course, arrcangec at the last sumait? 


SENIOR ADHINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. That one, of 
course, will depend on the Presiceat’s own sense au they yet into it. 
de*s going to discuss the report with the Prime Hinister perconcil,, 
anc I can't say what the Presicent is going to say. 


Certainly, in preparing for it, however, I can share with 
you the -- our belief that the Special Cavoys have proviced a 
valuable service by preparing an excellent report. It's a higuly 
complicated environmental issue. ‘Je certainly believe progress can 
be mace. Jut we will, on a day-by-day basis, Tuesccy and Wecnesda;, 
be in a better position to tell you how it is covered. And that is 
retty auca the way we've structured our briefings as wel:. 


I can't say what the President's going to say. We will 
be doing press briefinys afterward to let ,ou know what is coverec. 


2 Would you steer us off the thought that he would 
offer an endorsement at the start im the arrival ctatements? 


SCHUIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I wouldn't steer you ia 
either direction. I simply have decicec, in preparing for tocéa;'s 
Sriefing anc not wanting to be either unhelpful or sounding unwilling 
to be helpful, thought the wisest course for me to take was that ¢ 
don't know what the President's going to say and I wouldn't want to 


leac you in either direction. : 


a can you tell us what the pros and cons are in iis 
thinking on this? 


SENICL ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: NO. 
TR. DJEREJIAN: Frank. 


SEuTOR ADHINIGTRATION OFTICIAL: Secause I Jon’t <= 1 
just con't have it structurec that way. 


2 You were Gayiny 3 moment -- 
. We can't here the question. 
C You wore saying & aoment ayo that sou con't expect a 


fracn of Signings. Dues this extence to the acic rain issue? do jou 
mot anticipate any kind of agreement on that? 


muh 
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SEBIOR ADUIUISTRATION OFFICIAL: oo, I cicn*t mean to 
leave it that way at all. We don’t expect a cash of signings becacse2 
almost all of the issues that I can think of sre dSeing ranclec 307 
experts in appropriate groups. And I don't think -- as I consicer 
the way the acid rzin thingy has come together, what the two Lesders 
have is a report. And it cocsn't involve signiags or anything. 


0 There is some specific recommendation. 


SCNIOR ADMIMISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's cight. Sut ¢ 
simply have -- am not able to tell you anything more than this 
general judgment that I’ve shared that the envoys have perforsed a 
valuable service, the report will be before the two leacers, anc I 
can't tell you what the President's going to say. 


Q On the brosJ question of North American security, as 
you put it, what are the American concerns there specifically? Are 
you talking there -- WORAD, s0 on, of what? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION CFFICIAL: I think there are two 
ways of looking at the cislogue under that general topic. First of 
all, we're allies in NATO, and I'm sure that the people will want to 
co a review of where we stand in the Alliance and what that agonés 
looks like. Certainly, there is the North American Defense 
Agreement, vut thst doesn’t expire, in cay case, untii I think the 
llth of May. And so how they will be looking at that, I don’t know. 
Sut those woulc be the two jenceral subjects under Worth American 
security. 


9 without your prejudging any dSriefing or any 
announcement after the summit, the wore apparently that's Seing 
passed by the administration is that there will be some endorsement 
by the President of the Envoy's report, icaving open whether it's a 
complete endorsement of the five-year, $5 billion Queen Cove program 
O¢ something short of that. 


The Canscians have indicated to us that they wii: 
consicer anything less than a totsl endorsement of the report 
including the ful. Queen Cove program as something less t..an 
Satisfactory. Is it the State Department view that something less 
than tne five-year, $5 Sillion program would utill be witsin th 
parameters of an acceptabic situation? 


SENIOR ADHINIGTRATION OFFICIAL: Uook, I really <= on 
this whole area of what leacers are going to talk about or what sone 
people sre oriefiny, either in Washington or in Ottawa -- i often 
wonder why they won't get up anc take on this Job that I have. It's 


& little easier for them maybe to explore, to suse, and to guess. 


I would steer you away Crom guessing, not because I have 
instructions saying don’t do anything. I have a thing here that says 
the Presicent’s going to discuss this with the Prime Hinister, 
personally. And I really think sou'rce wise to wait to see what comes 
out of that ciscussion. 


2 Uncer tue re,iona. group where they're intending to 
Ciscuss international affairs do ,ow expect the PresiJent to briny up 
the suv ect of Nicaragua and dis plans there, an€ do you expect hia 
to put -- make any suggestions to our Prime Minister about procuciny 
Canadian trade and aic with Nicaragua? 


SCLIOR ADMINISTAATION OFFICIAL: I feel fairl, confident 
thet if you're going to have 3 global review or, as wo've said, a 
review of cegional issues, that we will be discussing Central 
America. The two leacers will each oring their own point of view to 
it. 


I con't know what the Presigeat will Le putting before 
the Prime Minister or. this, but I corctainly expect Phe sudject to 
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come us. 
5 4nat is the status of the talks on cenceving NORAD? 
And is there a dispute between the United States anc Canadian 
officials over whether -- s»ould inciuvde scze laaguage avout 
continuing strict sdherence to the 1572 ABM treaty? 

SnUI0R ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I's not aware of any 


Cispute as to what would Se in the WORAD agreesent anc I'm -- a5 
Sai, the agreezent expires on the llth of Nay 
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and it will be discussed between people who are responsible for such 
things. But I'm not aware of any dispute. I mean, the extent that 
I'm aware of it, the report that came in from the Canadian side said 
something -- you know -- don't -- just sign the agreement. But you 
have to work these things out. 


Q Could you give us a bit of background on the trade 
issue in terms of what you expect to emerge on that front -- on the 
bilaterals -- 


. SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I would expect, again, I 
can't put words in the President's mouth and I'm certainly not -- 
can't brief on what the Prime Minister is going to say -- but we both 
Support and look forward to a broader, deeper, and barrier-free 
trading relationship and, on the U.S. side, of course, we have the 
question of a comprehensive trade agreement now before the Congress 
and it has a 60-day looking at requirement and we're still going 
through that. So I think it would be difficult to say what the two 
might talk about after the broad statements that they've made before 
that they're both in favor of it. But the process has to get 
underway. 


MR. DJEREJIAN: In the back. The lady in red. 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The lady in the red. 


Q -- initially said in a briefing last week on the 
trade question that they want a renewed endorsement. What's the 
American interpretation of -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't know what is 
meant by a renewed endorsement. If talking about it and then later 
saying we've talked about it is a renewed endorsement, why, I suppose 
we're both on the same track. 


We have taken the steps that are necessary to get the 
whole thing going through Congress where it has to be looked at. 
Maybe if you wanted to pursue this, I'm happy to. I just don't know 
quite what the background was of the remark because I hadn't seen it 
before. 


-- on the question of trade, but because -- there's 
some questions. to be settled back in Canada. There wasn't much detail 
that could be debated but they wanted -- and I'm just quoting from 
our officials -- they were looking for renewed endorsements. So we 
don't know whether that means the President -- that's a public 
statement or something to be signed -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL; Certainly, we're not 
expecting to sign anything in the trade field. But I know the two 
leaders have trade on the agenda between them and if this is what 
gives it that sense of a renewed push, maybe it fits into that. 





Yes. 

Q Are they going to talk about lumber? And a second 
question abouc defense -- are they going to Lialk about Alaskan - 
Federal Canadian Budget and the money allocated for defense? 


SENIOR ADMINISTATION OFFICIAL: Let me see -- your first 
item was -- 
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Q Lumber. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Lumber. There are a 
number of issues that are under discussion between the United States 
and Canada. Somebody today said, you know, if we sit down and we 
cover them all, you could probably come up with 150 of them. I 
simply do not expect the President and the Prime Minister to engage 
in a discussion of every one of those issues. On the other hand, I 
don't know which of the issues one side or the other might decide to 
use either as examples or whatever. So they could pick any number of 
them. And it is an issue that is being discussed between 
representatives at the present time. They may weil take a look at 
where the representatives are on the question. 


On the general defense side, I suppose both sides would 
be interested in talking about defense budgets. We have a defense 
budget as well -- Canada has a defense budget -- and we were talking 
about North American security questions and what might be in it. 
Again, I think that would probably fit very properly under that title 
of defense budgets. 


Q There is a lot of interest in this country now and 
questions are being asked on a formal basis for -- between the U.S. 
and Canada on health and a Canadian health plan. I just wondered if 
the President knows this? He has a study going himself on insurance 
protection for the elderly. I wonder if the President has asked your 
task force or asked the Prime Minister to give him information on the 
Canadian health plan? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Quite honestly we 
haven't, in this context -- haven't been asked to put forward 
anything coming up out of the bureaucracy on the Canadian health 
plan. Let me check with some people who know. No, we have not -- 
not in preparation for this session. ? 


Q You don't know that? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, I didn't say that. 
I took your question to be like the others here -- will it be on the 
agenda between the -wo. 


Q Yes, that's right. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: And as far as I am 
aware, it is not. But I have to give you the same caveat I gave 
others. You probably noticed from the schedule, they have a luncheon 
together, they've got dinners together, and they've got formal 
sessions together, and they are going to be two men who get along 
very well and talk about a lot of things, and they are not going be 
bound by what we bureaucrats prepared for. 


Q Considering the many statements that have been made 
on lumber on the Hill, and considering the fact there were some 
high-level discussions on the issue here in Washington last 
Wednesday, would it be reasonable to assume that indeed lumber is 
going to be discussed by the President and the Prime Minister in some 
detail? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I can't make tiiai 
judgment at all because I just simply don't know how they are going 
to decide to take each one of these issues. I really don't. They 
could pick any one of them and it is an issue on the agenda between 
the two of us -- it could come up. But I can't predict from our side 
that it is here on this part of the program, because it isn't -- 
along with a lot of other things that aren't. 


Q Can you tell us what is being discussed in those 
lumber talks? Is it the administration's position that the Canadian 
government should impose some restraint on lumber exports? 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think the »est way of 
describing the lumber talks is that they are going on in some way -- 
in some hope of solving a problem in a way that meets the concerns of 
both sides. Lumber is a question -- I don’t mean -- The way I'm 
answering some of these questions, please make the distinction, I 
cannot predict what the President is going to say. I certainly can't 
predict what the Prime Minister is going to say. I agree, there's a 
range of issues out there that could come up. On lumber, I don't 
know how it would come up. The people who are meeting to talk about 
it are probably the best ones. I don't myself have in front of me a 
set of issues-by-issues. It is simply an issue that we think should 
be solved. There's some reason to think that Canada also would like 
to have it solved. <And I can't take it beyond that. 


Q But -- “being solved,” is that in the administration 
viewpoint some restraint on long transports? 


SCNIOR ADIINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't know at this 
stage of the game what will be the solution. We just want to make 
sure that all of the industry's -- you know -- is satisifed. And 
wnat that requires on the Canadian side, I couldn't predict. 


MR. DJCREJIAN: We have time for a few more questions. 
One in the back. 


Q What was the administration's reaction to the 
Prentice liall decision by the Canadian government last week? Ani 
what's the view, generally, on the question of cultural sovercignty? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Of course, we welcomec 
the solution of the Gulf+wWestern problem. It was one that 
Gulf+Western arrived at privately by itself. And we're pleased that 
it was solved, pleased that both sides found a way to solve tie 
problem. It doesn’t mean, of course, that the policy, which sneaks 
of forced divestiture -- that problem -- the problems that go along 
with that policy have all been solved, but we welcome this step-by- 
step approach to these individual cases, and we will continue to have 
our views about policies of -- as I say -- that involve force 
civestiture. 


MK, DJCRILAN: One question. 


Q° Could you tell us witether there have been any 
Special briefings for tir. keagan on the Cnvoys Keport -- jas the 
report just »een sitting there, he's been looking at it? ilas he 
asxed for any advice from the EPA, from State or anybody else? I'm 
trying to figure out whether any sort of a consensus has been 
Cevelopiny inside the administration for exactly what sort of a 
position he can take. 


SCONIOW ADMINISYRATION OFFICIAL: Well, certainly, the 
report hasn’t just been sitting around, you know, it's a broad 
coumunity of people interested in it. They ave all been looking at 
it. Wwe have all been looking at it. And it is moving forward, ut 
it is an issue which the President has been following personally, an? 
it'e an issue Wiich he will shape in jiis Cialogue with the Priwe 
“dinister. <And that’s why I'm being as cautious as I am, because tliat 
“ind of work has all been done, but it is with him. 


Q Well, can you answer the question, though? The 
specific question, I think, was tas the Presicent iad specilic 
briefings on this and by whom? 


CONIOR ACMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I Gidn't hear the “by 
winom," I just <= you know, yes, I think we -- you know, the 
President is -- of course, is -- 


WR, DJERCGIAU: Yes, the President ias“had briefings on 
it. 
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Q Can you share with us how much time he's spent on 
this? I mean, you know, we're on background here. ‘We're trying to 
get some scnse of what's going on. 


SEWSIOR ADHINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, well, I can't -- 
it's not going to do any good for me to sit here and say it was X 
number of minutes, because I don't know. 


MR. DJEREJIAN: It's evident the President has been fully 
briefed on the acid rain issue »y members of his administration and 
experts. 


Q Woulc you -- 

MR. DOJCREJIAN: Last question. 

Q -- characterize -- 

MR. DJEREJIAN: I'm sorry, last question. 


Q We've had some pressure in Ottawa on pharma- 
ceuticals, for example, as well as lumber, etc. Can you give us any 
sort of ranking or priorizing of the so-called irritants? What are 
at the top of your priorities? 


SENIOR ADHINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, I can't. And I'm 
sure that any briefer in Ottawa would also take the same position, 
because each represents an equally legitimate interest within ou: 
country. And I'm sure to the extent that there are issues that are 
important to Canada, they all have legitimacy of equal size tiere. 
They all need being addressed and we would never put stuff ina 
priority fashion. [It just -- you know -- we -- 


Q -» question -- between that and your eventual trade 
negotiations. What's your position on -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, there is none. I 
nave heard that story. And let me take your question to put that 
down. Some people saying, “Well, this is supposed to ve solved 
before -- " or, this context or that context. All of these issues 
that are trade issues between the United States and Canada neced 
solving and they ought to be worked at and they ought to ve solved in 
their own time. And tien there is the broad question of 
comprehensive trade agreement and we aren't talking linkage at all. 
We're just saying, “Let's get on with solving the -- the specific 
problems, and let's get on with the process of the broad trade 
agreements.” 


Q Is there a reason that you couldn't address any of 
these questions today in more substance than you did? 


Q Wear, hear. 


THL PRESS: Thank you very auch. 


Cw 11:17 Avi. LST 
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BACKGROUND BRIEFING 
BY SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL 


March 18, 1986 
The Briefing Room 
11:57 A.M. EST 


MR. DJEREJIAN: We will now proceed with our BACKGROUND 
briefing on the results of the meetings between President Reagan and 
Prime Minister Mulroney. This is a BACKGROUND briefing. It is 
attributable to a senior administration official. For your 
information, that official is 


Immediately following this background briefing, Larry 
Speakes will do the noon briefing. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I will cover the two 
sessions that the President and the Prime Minister had. There was 
the private session and then the larger session. I'll just put them 
together and characterize them as an excellent beginning to their 
talks and you I'm syre are well aware and can feel already the warm 
personal relationsh ” they have. 


4 
Today was ugvoted mostly to bilateral topics. They did 


discuss Arct.c sovereignty. Each side desccibed their position and 
discussions wil) continue. 


They did discuss NORAD, and the agreement will be signed 
tomorr“w extending the current agreement five years. 


They did discuss acid rain, and I can tell you now that 
we have reached agreement and we will have an announcement for you 


tomorrow. 


In addition, we did spend a lot of time on trade. There 
the President did express his strong support for the proposal that we 
begin negotiations for a comprehensive bilateral trade. agreement. We 
told the Canadians of our intention to name our special negotiator, 
Ambassador Peter Murphy, who is just coming back from having been 
U.S. Ambassador to GATT in Geneva. 


. Both the President and the Prime Minister took the 
occasion of their exchange to talk about the historic nature of :¢hese 
trade negotiations and the potential they have for improving the ' 
productivity and economic welfare of both countries. They talked in 
terns of example of the kind of bilateral economic problems that. 
exist, but did not go into the substance of any of them -- just 
noting that some progress has already been achieved and more progress 


1s expected over the coming weeks and months. 


There was, between the two of them, a brief discussion on 


d his 
the threat posed by terrorism, and the President expresse 
appreciation to Mr. Mulroney for the Canadian government's quick 
action in support of our efforts to deal with the actions of Libya. 
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Also on the space station, the Canadians will be -- 
informed us of their intention to participate in the space station. 
They will be making an announcement of that shortly and we welcomed 
that decision of theirs to participate, and look forward to the 
announcement that will be forthcoming. 


Q I take it that we have agreed to implement the 
thrust of the Drew Lewis report on acid rain? 


SPNTAD BNW TNTSTRATION OFPFICTAT.-+ tT don't really have 
anything more on acid rain today except the statement that I have 
been authorized to make, that we have reached agreement and there 
will be am announcement tomorrow. 


Q I say that only because Mulroney has been going 
around all over town today saying that Canada would insist on that, 
so if he was going to say that, I assume the fix is in. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I just can't say more 
than I've got here, that there will be an announcement tomorrow. We 
have reached agreement. 
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Q I give up. 
Q What their any discussion on Central America? 


SENIVAR ADAINISTRATI*C. <<: PLCIAL: ado discussion on Central 
America. 


Q - Do you find tha -Jeual given the fact that they're 
both leaders trom this hemispnreces 


SEWIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I really don't because 


@ -- and the President's view? 


SEAIOR ADcIWISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, I don't because as I 
aiso prebriefed yesterday, we expectec today to be a discussion on 
Dilateral matters and that is what they went through; the four items 
I gave you - Arctic sovereignty, NORAD, acid rain, and then a lot on 
trade ancd space station. We have -- 


So you're reaiiy think centras America tomorrow then 
when they discuss defense issues? 


SENIUR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Weil, each will put on 
tneir own agenda. I don't «now which each side wiii raise. It 
wasn't caised today »secause today was biiaterai day. 


Q It you've got an agreement on acid rain, why aren't 
you announcing it today? 


SEAIOK ADAIWISTRATION UFFiclAL: Because it's going to be 
announced tomorrow. iI don't mean to be flip but that's bow it's 
going to be. 


Q fou say you're going to have an announcement on 
AJaav that'll be made tomorrow, the extension of the current 
agreement tor five years -- 


SZNiVA AVNIAISTRATION UFriciaAL: io, I Said the duaAv 
agreement wiiali be signed tomorrow extending the current agreement for 
five years. 


W Is there ai180 going to be & common statement on the 
Aube? 


SEWIUKR ADMINISTRATION UFFICIAL: I don't know exactiy 
what ail wili be done tomorrow. There are no common statements. If 
you're looking tor a joint communiques and joint statements, we're 
not doing that. we're just Simpiy saying what they've covered -- 


) Does the treaty extension incaude ianguage-- 
aR. OJekKEJIAW: Coudd we raise our hands? I mean, we're 


realiy peppering aii these questions up here witnout any -- aia right 
-- Andrea, you have a question here. 





) woes tine treaty extension include ianguage on ASM to 
Satisty Canacgian concerns about Sui; about AURAL not in any way being 
connecteuw to Sul? 


SEALVK ADMiLAISTAALION VFFICIAL: The agreement that wiii 
be Signed tomorrow extends the current agreement. 


+) wo changes whatsoever? 
SeuiVad AVAIMISY RAAT I VN UPPICiaAuLt = do change. 
W in the trade section of the taaks, biiateral taiks, 
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did sumber come up specificaisiy and has there been an American 
Gocument, perhars an aid memoir handed to the Canadians? 


Sialuk ADMIAISTARATIVN UFFICIAL: Lumber came up in the 
context of discussing those kinds of issues which are exampies or 
topics that are under discussion in the trade area. we noted, for 
example, the successfu.s conclusion of the Gulf and western 
negotiations on their position there and we spoke of iumber as an 
issue which is under discussion. I know of no papers being delivered 
back ang forth. It was simply thereas an example of the kind of 
thing that is under discussion, needs to be handled by those people 
who are handling it and thecefore those discussions will continue. 
But it's only in that context. 


Q das there any discussion of a site for the U.S'‘s 
second nuciear waste dump? 


SENIOK ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: wo, there was not. 


Q Is that on the agenda? w#iii it be discussed for 
tomor row? 


Stdlva aDAIWISTRATION vFFICIAL: The agenda for tomorrow 
is, again, as I was saying yesterday wnen I did a brieting, it's up 
to the two ieaders to shape it but I would expect the agenda tomorrow 
to move on trom bilateraia with the exception of these two event type 
things that I mentioned to something broader than that; but i can't 
Say what the two men wiii decide. In tact, to cover, I just know 
what tne general pian is. 


v van you teis us how iong they discussed the acid 
rain issue and what the nature of the discussion was? 


SéW10A AVMIWISTMATION JFFICIAL: wo, i can not. Tne acid 
rain 
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issue was Ciscussec in the private session. I simply wasn't there 
I don’t know how long it was -- 


Q And it was not discussed in the expanded session? 
SESIOR ADMIWISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, it was not. 
Q An4 how long did the private session last? 


SEASICK ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Let me check. Fifteen 
to 20 minutes. 


Q The question is you've called this an “agrecment” on 
acid rain. Can you describe the nature of the Canadian acceptance of 
this agreement as grudging or enthusiastic or can you put any 
adjective on it? 


SEWVIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I can't give you wore 
than what I've said, which is that we've reached agreement and 
there'll be an announcezent eee 


Q She really can't go beyond that, you know. 


Q What -- when you said you discussed Arctic 
sovereignty -- in what <- when you saic you discussel -- sorry, the 
two leaders discussed Arctic sovereignty, in what sense, that -- 


SCVIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Each side dJescribec 
their position -- 


Q -- tie President said he wouldn't send another <-- he 
wouldn't send another <-- 


SIMIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Each side describec 
their position -- 


Q -- icebreaker through? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: <-- and the discussions 
will continue. 


Q wnat is their position? 

MR. OJORDJIAM: Charles. 

Q If you won't go into tie elements of the agreenent, 
can you give us an assessment from the administration's point of view 


of what the acid rain problem is now, whether it’s an {seve that is 
at a study phase or an action phase? 


Q I see a trap here. (Laughter. ) 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: wo, no, no, no, I'm aot 


Q Don‘t fall into that one. 


SESIOR ADHMIAISTRATION OFFICIAL: <= I'm not the expert on 
acid rain, and I'm confessing that I am not. And I guess I woul 
have to say that since we're talking about having reachoJ agreement, 
that sounds active to me. But I simply Jon't know -- 


~ So the two countries are now prepared to take 
action? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The two countries havo 
reached agreement and we've got an announcement for you tomorrow. 


Q Did tivey talk about <-- budget allocated to defense? 


HORE 




















SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, we did not. The 
only defense issue that came up in the course of the day was the 
Gecision on the signing of the WORAD Agreement tomorrow. 

Q Did they talk about asbestos -- 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, they did not. 


9 “Cenld you characterize the positions on Arctic 
sovereignty on both sides? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Let me make sure I get 
this cight for you. 


Q Bring you a chair? (Laughter.) 

MR. SPEAKES: I usually stand. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think that I'm going 
--unless we can get you a written one on this later, because it's a 
legal question, I'm simply going to say it's a question that resolves 
around sovereignty on which we have different views based on our 
differing law-of-the-sea positions. 

Q What other examples of trade were discussed? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, we had -- as I 
say, we had Gulf and Western, we had lumber, pharmaceuticals, those 
were the three. 

Q They discuss currency intervention? 

Q And they agreed to -- 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, they did not. 


Q -- to deal with those later, is that the general 
thrust? It was agreed that they would deal with those later in 
further talks? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, it was agreed that 
they are under discussion and that there are, as I described 
yesterday, this myriad set of contacts at both the Cabinet level and 
negotiator level on all of these. They're ongoing. They've been 
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on anc they will continue after this meeting in the settings that 
have already Seen established for each one of then. 


.) In the discussions on terrorism, did the President 
raise the subject in any way of Nicaragua? 


SZNIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, he dic not. 

2 He totally -- he did not mention it at all? 

Q Qaddafi. 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, I have nothings. 
Q I need a clarification on this. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It's my understanding 
that it was a general review of the common threat posed by terrorisn, 
and the President used the occasion to say thanks to Mulroney -- 
Prime Hinister Mulroney and his government for their quick action on 
Libya, anc that’s all I have on it. 


Q Dic the Canadians raise the A3li treaty issue asking 
for a new commitment on the American side? 


SCUIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo. 


3 Was there a discussion of a timetable for the trade 
negotiations or some kind of outlook as to where that's headed and 
how soon? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, Secause we, of 
course, have that whole project before Congress. And in terms of a 
sense of timetable, it was that we both want to get on with it, but 
the United States also has procecures to go through, and that was -- 


Q No expectation about when -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Sut nobody was saying 
it's going to start in this month or that month. 


) On trade, did they talk about the federal nature of 
both governments, and the question of, you know, who woulée have the 
authority to find -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo. WNo, they ¢id not. 
It was as general as I was reading these points off of. 


2 The acid rain statement that you say will be comin; 
tomorrow, is that going to be in the form of a joint communique or 
separate statements? 


SCNIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It's separate. There's 
really -- as far as I know, there is nothing joint planned here. 


Q That suggests to me that there isn't full agreement 
on all issues. Is that correct? 


SCONIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I wouldn't start drawing 
conclusions on what little I've been able to give you. (Laughter.) 


2 In discussing trade, did they discuss the political 
problem on the Hill with 40 Senators signed up against the fair trade 
negotiations? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, they did not. They 
spoke of the need to take account of the process on our side that 
includes Congress, but they didn't mention that. 


2 And did the Prime Ninister repeat his point that 
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there should be no prior concessions, no preconditions? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think -~ the two 
things of that kind that were talked about that there should be sort 
of no entry fee, no admission paid and that nothing should be taken 
off the table; those are the two sets of concerns. 


Q Did the Presicent agree with that -~ excuse ne. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, I -- that’s tair, 
that both sides understand that there are no preconditions anc that 
nothing is taken off the table. 


Q Can you tell us why you can't take the acid rain 
Statement beyond what you've had? Are there more details that have 
to be worked out between now anc then? Is it a language thing? 


Q It's not as though it’s a surprise. 
Q I mean, is there -- what the reason is for -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, it’s going to de 
ceceptively simple, and I guess I owe you that much. It is simply 
that this is how the dialogue was organizec and how things were 
timed, and acid rain was scheduled for tomorrow and it is as simple 
as that. There is nothing behind it, which as I was suggesting, 
gon‘t rush to conclusions; it's as simple as that. 


2 I need a clarification. Are you ssying, then, tuat 
there will be no joint declaration reaffirming support for A3M in 
connection with the NORAD renewal? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, I didn't say that at 
all. I said there -- I don't expect any joint statements on any 
topic. Don't look for communiques, don't look for final joint 
Statements or anything on that sort. We are not -- 


- So there's nothing in connection with ABM related to 
the renewal of the NORAD agreement? Our Parliamentary committee 
recommendec that that happened, and you're saying it won't. 


SCNIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I didn't say anything of 
the sort. I said that there -- we're not expecting any joint 
Statements. We haven't preparec for joint statements. We'll sign 
the NORAD agreement tomorrow. 


Q Will there Se a statement from the DPresicent when 
that signing is complete on NORAD or on ABM? 


CUIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I would expect there may 
well be a number of statements tomorrow, but I can't predict on which 
Subjects. This could well be one of then. 


Q Could you jive us just a better feel for what 
happened here? They had a 10 or 15 minute meeting in private where 
they Jiscussed acid rain anc then they went out to the broader group, 
I presume, in the Cabinet Room? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: And discussed mostly 
trade. 


Q Discussed mostly trade for the rest of the remaining 
time? 


SCNIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 


Q Was there no discussion at all about the NORAD 
treaty, in other words just an agreement to sign it because the 
contents was not ciscussec at all today? Was it fixed in advance, in 
other words? 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The way I heard it when 
it came up was simply a statement -- well, we'll be signing the NORAD 
tomorrow anc it will extend the current agreement for five years -- 
and that’s nearly exactly what was said. 


2 Beyond Gulf and Western, was Canadian cultural 
sovereignty policies, were they ciscussed at all? 


SENIOR ADHINISTRATIC’ OFEICIAL: ‘Thew were Aiernaned and 
I think they fit -- I don*t want to go into the detail of what the 
Prime Minister said, but I'm sure you will appreciate the Prize 
Minister put forward his view of the importance of this question anc 
we put forward, I mentioned here earlier, our sense that things 
shoule not be taken off the table as we move into the trade - 
negotiations, and that was really the -- those were the two cides of 
the exchange. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 


END 12:13 P.H. 2ST 























BACKGROUND BRIEFING 


SECRETARY OF STATE SHULTZ TRIP gt 


TO 
FRANCE, TURKEY, GREECE AND ITALY 
THURSDAY, MARCH 20, 1986 


SENIOR DEPARTMENT OFFICIAL: Thanks. I thought, 
first, a couple words about the general purpose of the trip and 
the way it got on the schedule, and then go through the 
schedule itself in, at least, general terms, and then I'll take 
any questions you might have. 


The trip has been in the works for some time. It's 
the hold, so to speak -- held up in the Secretary's schedule, 
and so it's about to get underway. Its geneses lie principally 
in our -- in kind of looking at the U.S. long-term interests in 
that -- people use words like “strategic corner of Europe, the 
southern flank" (for) the two countries. The central part of 
the trip, of course, is Greece and Turkey, two countries very 
crucial to the Atlantic Alliance and two countries which the 
Secretary wanted to get to have a better appreciation of: 
What's going on in those countries and to move along our own 
interests; not only the central security interests but broader 
interests in political/economic terms. 


In October, on the fringes of the U.N., the Secretary 
met with both Foreign Ministers and in both cases set in train 
a broad review of our relations. And, as many of you probably 
know, that was followed by a visit by Mike Armacost to both 
countries. Since then, Roz Ridqway has also been out, and now 
the Secretary will go. 


The stops at Paris and Rome: The stop at Paris 
essentially was generated by an invitation from the Stanford 
Alumni for the Secretary to speak. Rome is on the way back and 
the Secretary will be taking advantage of the opportunity to go 
over affairs of the day with both senior officials, top of the 
Italian Government, and the Vatican. 


So against those sorts of objectives, the piane leaves 
tonight. Tomorrow, in Paris. Obviously, in Paris, there are 
still some question marks, depending on how fast things develop 
with the new French Government in the wake of the elections, so 
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there may be some events there yet to be scheduled. We're 
hanging loose, so to speak. 


The Secretary will be seeing, I guess now former, 
Foreign Minister Dumas, President Mitterrand, and the Stanford 
Alumni dinner in the evening. The speech: I must say, I have 
to confess I haven't actually seen the text. The subject is 
the information explosion, or information revolution, and their 
-— those implications. Something pitched, I'm sure, to the 
interests of the Stanford Alumni; not necessarily related in 
any way to Paris, in a direct way. 


On Saturday, the 22nd. the Secretary will see Former 
President Valery Giscard d'Estaing. Then we take off for 
Istanbul. In Istanbul, which will be Saturday, the rest of 
Saturday and then all day Sunday -- the weekend, obviously - 
but Foreign Minister Halefoglu will come down fron Ankara and 
will be the Secretary's host for the schedule in Istanbul. It 
will be a good opportunity for sort of in-depth discussions 
with Mr. Halefoglu, but in a relaxed setting and over a number 
of hours spanning both days. 


The Secretary will also, in Istanbul, have lunch with 
Turkish business leaders. The economic part of our 
relationship with Turkey is an increasingly important aspect 
for both sides. 


He will have the opportunity on the weekend to see, of 
course, some of the main sites of historic Istanbul and get an 
appreciation of Turkey's history and its particular position. 
It takes, justifiably, great pride in being a European country 
and the bridge between the Middle East and Europe. 


On Monday, on to Ankara. There'll be a wreath-laying 
ceremony, and the Secretary swings into a round of meetings 
with a number of senior leaders. On Monday, the President's 
schedule* includes Deputy Prime Minister Erdem, Defense 
Minister Yavuzturk, and Prime Minister Ozal. There will be a 
formal dinner that evening. 


On Tuesday, more meetings. President Evren is at the 
-- that meeting is scheduled for Tuesday, and the Secretary 
also meets with some Parliamentarians. The Turkish Parliament 
is called the Grand National Assembly, and the Secretary will 
meet with the President, Mr. Karaduman, and other Parliamentary 
leaders. (He) will have an opportunity to perhaps visit the 


*The briefer misspoke; he should have said "the Secretary's 
schedule." 
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Museum of Anatolian Civilizations. Again, an opportunity to 
get an appreciation of those elements of Turkish history. 
They're very important to the present Turkish state. 


On Wednesday -- well, getting ahead of myself here. 
On Tuesday the party proceeds from Ankara to Athens. On 
Wednesday the schedule starts in Athens. (It) includes a 
briefing and meetings with Foreign Minister Papoulias and 
perhaps a tour of the Acropolis, perhaps the National Museum. 


On Thursday, there will be follow-on meetings as 
necessary with the Foreign Minister; a meeting with Deputy 
Prime Minister Haralambopoulos; a call on President 
Sartzetakis; a meeting with Prime Minister Papandreou; and 
calls on former President Karamanlis who is, of course, an 
outstanding Greek statesman; and (he) is meeting with some 
opposition parliamentarians. 


Friday winds up with a brief stop at the U.S. base at 
Hellenikon, and then on to Rome where they swing right into the 
schedule with a meeting with President Cossiga. And on the 
same day, is now scheduled (with) Prime Minister Craxi. 


On the next day, which is Saturday the 29th, meetings 
with Interior Ministers Scalfaro, Defense Minister Spadolini 
and Foreign Minister Andreotti, which will essentially conclude 
the meetings with the Italian Government side. Leaving Sunday, 
March 30th, to attend Mass, audience with the Pope, and then 
we'll take off. Also, incidentally on Sunday, he'll visit our 
relatively new Embassy at the Vatican, and at the other stops 
will also, of course, be taking advantage of the opportunity to 
meet with Embassy folks, schedule permitting and so forth. And 
from Rome it's directly back to Washington. 


Q In Greece, what is your understanding of the 
situation on the Defense Cooperation Agreement? Are you going 
to go into the preliminaries of negotiating a new one? Are you 
going to talk about it? Where does that stand? 


A In Greece we have a perfectly good DECA, Defense 
and Economic Cooperation Agreement, which —- our shorthand is a 
basing agreement -- which was signed in '83, and runs through 
December 1988. So we are not -- I mean, that agreement has got 
a couple more years to run. 


Where the discussion there is, as everybody knows, 
over the last couple of years, the Prime Minister's statements 
about the bases have raised some questions as to the 
longer-term future after 1988, and so it's natural that 
there'll be further discussions to sort of clarify how the 
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thinking is coming along on -- to look a little further into 
the future. But it doesn't involve a short-term-decision sort 
of situation, because the present agreement, as I said, runs 
until December 1988. But there are -- I mean, basing is a 
complicated matter, a lot of bucks involved, and so we'd like 
to be sure we know where we stand and can plan ahead 
accordingly. { 


Q On Turkey, there have been discussions for some 
months now on the Turkish ideas about a new -- I guess they 
initially wanted a treaty, but is it likely that on the 
Secretary's trip here there will be some document or something 
at least preliminarily initialed or something? 


A In the case of Turkey, the basic base agreements, 
DECA -- also called DECA -- the initial term ran through 1985, 
so there were both termination provisions and consultation 
provisions in the present text. So coming up on the end of 
that initial period, the Turkish Government did not in fact 
invoke by number either of those clauses, but what they said 
was, look, we want to talk about this. This is the end of the 
initial term. We see where we are, and we, the Turkish side, 
have some concerns, and we'd like to suggest that you, the 
American side, consider, for example, a treaty as something to 
replace the present DECA. And it's no secret. Among the 
Turkish concerns were that they're concerned with some actions 
that Congress has taken in the past, the so-called 7-10 ratio 
to link military assistance to Greece and Turkey, and the level 
of security assistance. The Turks, with considerable 
justification, say they require more. 


So they said, these are the kinds of things we want to 
talk about, and we'd like to suggest that the American side 
consider a treaty as a means to have more precise 
understandings. 


We have said that we are happy to talk about these 
things. In fact, we are quite concerned to do what we can to 
strengthen Turkey's defense capabilities, and in modern times 
that's a very broad statement. It doesn't just mean give more 
arms or more military assistance. 


We recognize the need there, as here, to have a strong 
economy to back up the military capability and that sort of 
very far-reaching interconnection. 


But we had to say that, you know, the way our system 
works, the Executive Branch can't sign on the dotted line to 
commit Congress down the pike. It just doesn't work that way 
and it's not possible. 
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So, at that point, the -- well, that discussion has 
been continuing. I think it's safe to say that alternatives 
besides a treaty are being considered. Continuation of the 
present DECA is an obvious part of a package -- maybe some 
supplementary understandings to amplify the present DECA to 
respond to these Turkish concerns. 


But that's an ongoing discussion. We've had, I think, 
three meetings in Ankara. The matter was reviewed when the 
Secretary met Foreign Minister Halefoglu on the fringes of the 
NATO Council meeting in December. Richard Perle has been there 
recently with a high-level defense group meeting. And all 
those are interrelated. And we would assume the Secretary's 
visit would carry forth those discussions -- which leads me at 
last to your question: Will something be signed? 


We don't know yet. We just don't know how far we'll 
get. 


Q That's a goal, you mean? To sign a treaty. 


A It's not a goal in the sense that we're going out 
there to sign something. The goal is just to carry forward the 
discussions and get as far as we can. 


Eventually, obviously, we would like to get these 
points clarified and get on with the business of, across-—the 
board, the bilateral relationship. 


It is, incidentally -- strictly speaking -- it's not 
necessary that anything be signed, because the present DECA 
remains in force and could just continue on. It's likely that 
there would be some supplementary understanding. 


Q In the last DECA you had a kind of best-effort 
clause, didn't you -- 


a Yes. 


Q -~ to get a billion dollars in military 
assistance over to Turkey? 


a) I don't think it named a number, but in any case 
it said best efforts to get what the traffic will bear. ' 


Q Was that the -- I mean that's about all you can 
do, legally, in fact. You can't .- 


A Yes. 
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Q Is that the type of -- I don't understand, 
really, why it's really needed to have some additional 
document. You have the NATO Treaty which pledges you to 
Turkish defense, of course. 


A Insofar as there might be a supplementary side 
letter or something like that or exchange of notes, it would be 
to reconfirm our best efforts and continuing interests and to 
put in some language that perhaps more specifically addresses 
the concerns that the Turks have expressed to us. 


It's not a different magnitude. I'd use words like 
"amplification" or “augmentation" of the current DECA. 


I think that's about as far as we go. 


Q Would you put into language something like you 
don't accept the 7/10 ratio? You wouldn't do that, would you? 


A Well, it's the Administration's position that we 


do not accept the 7/10 -- that we do not accept, do not 
support, the 7/10 ratio. 


Yes. 


Q Has the United States decided to play a more 
active role for the solution of the Cyprus problem? Within 
this context, is the Secretary going to discuss a specific plan 
at Ankara and Athens before the UN Secretary-—General submits 
his third peace plan? 


a) Well, our position on the Cyprus issue -- which 
we follow as closely as we can and have, you know, very strong 
interests in -- we have tried to give full support to the 
Secretary-General's initiative. It's been running since late 

84. 


The exact status, as we understand it, is that the 
Secretary-General and his staff have had a couple of 
working-—level meetings with representatives of both the Greek 
and Turkish Cypriot communities in Cyprus over the last few 
months and that it would be natural for the Secretary-—General 
to make his next proposal within a matter of weeks. And we 
strongly support his initiative. 


But he's a negotiator; he's the guy who is trying to 
put this together. So we will not be negotiating in any sense 
of some other plan -- some details of his plan. Indeed, that's 
his plan. All we -- the thrust of our policy in that position 
is to try and encourage the parties involved to make their best 
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efforts with the Secretary-General, because we think that he's 
on the right track. 


Now, we won't be going to Cyprus. The parties more 
essentially involved are, of course, on Cyprus; but Greece and 
Turkey have obvious strong interests, so I would expect an 


exchange of views on how they see things at this -- I guess one 
could say -- critical stage. 
Q Since you're going both to Turkey and Rome, will 


the Agca case come up at all in the course of these discussions? 


A Well, I can't rule it out, of course, but I don't 
think there's any intention there -- anything to be -- 


Q You're not bringing any kind of initiative or 
crime-solving or assistance? 


A Not that I'm aware of, no. 


Q What about with Libya and the Greek refusal to 
really take any actions against the Libyans? 


A Well -- 


Q To put it the other way, they're rather 
ostentatious continued support for the Libyans -- I mean is 
that apt to come up? 


A You've sort of front-loaded the question there 
(laughter) -- 


Q He always does that! (Laughter. ) 


A -- in terms of -- officially, I think that you 
could say that much. The Greek position -— and I'm not trying 
to play down the little -- what? -- mixup, brouhaha that 
followed Deputy Secretary Whitehead's visit --— that was a 
concern to us that we had that kind of misunderstanding or that 
the Greeks didn't express a fuller appreciation of the problem 
created by Libya. 


But fundamentally the Greeks have gone along. The 
Greeks are part of the EC. The EC, the European Community, has 
made a statement. They have a working group under way. Greece 
is participating fully in the EC effort. So to that extent the 
Greeks --— it's not purely a bilateral thing, and we are looking 
at -- you know, the Greeks are doing these other things, 
notwithstanding the misunderstanding that followed, or the 
problem that followed, Mr. Whitehead's visit. 














But, as an item on the docket for appropriate 
Giscussion all along the way, terrorism remains obviously a 
high priority of ours; in the broadest terms, action to counter 
terrorism -- of which, you know, Libya is, in our view, an 
important part. 


So we will, I would assume, all along be looking for 
opportunities to try and encourage more and better action. 
And, in particular, to keep trying to build a better 
understanding of what Libya is up to and why other countries 
should be doing more. 


Yes. 


Q It appears from what you said that the Secretary 
will be seeking some clarifications from the Greek Government 
on the bases issue. Does that mean that the Secretary will be 
seeking some early assurances that the bases would remain there 
beyond 1988? And if that's the case, how would you qualify 
those assurances? 


A No, I wouldn't want to characterize precisely 
what might be said or what approach might be taken. I mean 
it's an ongoing dialogue between us and the Greek Government as 
to how things look now and further on down the pike then. 


It seems, however, that Secretary Weinberger is 
taking a different approach, judging from a statement he made 
last week. Does that mean that there are two different 
opinions within the Administration? 


a How could there be two different opinions within 
the Administration? 


Q Strong opinions. (Laughter. ) 


A Impossible -- impossible. (tLaughter.) By 
definition, impossible. 


No, the situation is, I would say, along the following 
lines: That for forward military planning purposes -- I mean, 
these -- a military base is a big-bucks item, and every buck 

ints in the Gramm—Rudman environment and so forth. 


So Secretary Weinberger, Secretary Shultz, all of us 
in the Government, have to be thinking ahead as to where things 
are going to come out and what to do now so that, you know, in 
1988 or '92 or '87 we're not presented with a problem that 
nobody anticipated. 
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So that's very much the concern in our minds, and I 
believe the Secretary has pursued that line with 
representatives of the Greek Government -- like when he met 
with Foreign Minister Papoulias on the fringes of NATO in 
December. 


What I'm saying in terms of what happens in Athens is 
that it's an ongoing discussion. We aren't trying to lock us 
into either this or that right now, but let's keep talking 
about it -- keep moving ahead. 


Since we are on Secretary Weinberger -- can I ask 
something else? He said two weeks ago, testifying on the Hill, 
that he sees no basic change in the Greek Government's attitude 
vis-a-vis the United States, and he looks very adamant about 
that from the things that he said. What is your position on 
that, and how would you describe the Greek-American relations 
at the present state? 


A Well, I haven't seen that text from Mr. 


Weinberger, so I'm not in any position to comment on it one way 
or the other. 


From our point of view, we were struck that after his 
reelection last year that Mr. Papandreou used a phrase that's 
got some attention. He talked about “sailing into calmer 
seas." And the way he's talked about the U.S. is different 
from the way he talked about the U.S. and our relations when he 
was talking three or four years ago. So we've taken note of 
that and, you know, have tried to be responsive. But as I said 
earlier, starting in October -- particularly with the meeting 
at the UN -- we set -- the Secretary set in train an effort, 
step-by-step, to improve our relations, work on mutual problems 
with the Greek Government, and that's showed progress, so -- 


Yes, ma'am. 


Q Do you think that the referendum in Spain has any 
impact on the talk that you will have with Greece and the 
Secretary (inaudible) about the bases, and the fact that the 
referendum was in favor to be in the NATO just because Gonzalez 
said that he will try to reduce the military presence in Spain 
-— or vice versa, (inaudible) will the talk now in Greece have 
any impact on the negotiation of the agreement of the bases in 
Spain? 


A Well, I hesitate to draw any of those kinds of 
connections. Spain, as it turns out, is not a country I work 
on regularly, so I really can't comment in any depth. But, you 
know, it seems to me, anyway, self-evident that the Spanish 
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people demonstrated their intelligence and that the vote of 
confidence in NATO as an Alliance, as a good thing, is noticed 
around the rest of Europe as well as -- 


Q But would it have any impact? 

i] I don't know how to measure -- 

Q Yes. 

a -~- I don't know how to measure that. There's no 


direct connection, in a sense, but, I couldn't -- 
Yes. 


Q Do you think the Secretary will address the 
Syrian military buildup and discuss some joint points with 
Turkey in that context during this visit? 


A I couldn't comment on that. I don't -- it's not 
an issue that I'm aware of that's on our agenda at the moment, 
but we'll be discussing -- I mean, one of the things that the 
visit provides an opportunity to do, and I know the Secretary 
has done in his meetings with Foreign Minister Halefoglu in 
October and December, is to talk about the Middle East, because 
the Turks have a unique position and have a geographical 
position, and have some --~ I mean, we respect and appreciate 
their views on what's going on the Middle East then. 


So in that sense it's an open agenda. But I couldn't 
comment on specifically that question. 


MODERATOR: How about one more question? 


You've talked about the meetings in France and 
Italy, but you didn't say much about the agendas there. Other 
than terrorism, is there any particular point you're trying to 
raise? 


A No. I mean, neither stop is keyed to any 
particular point, but the issues of the day will comprise the 
agenda, and in the case of Italy and the Vatican, for example, 
the economic situation both in Europe and the United States, 
and North-South issues are -- that sort of thing is among 
possibilities. But you're right to single out terrorism as one 
of the items still high on our agenda. 


Q And in Paris? What will be the subject? 
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i) Well, again, the call on the President -- there's 
no set agenda -- I think the issues of the day. I assume 
people would like to talk about the political outlook in 
France, but that's natural. 





Q Thank you. 


a Okay. 


2. 
(The briefing concluded at wee 9.) 
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MR. SPEAKES: This is the President's statement. 





Today's vote in the House of Representatives was a dark 
day for freedom. This vote must be reversed. The Soviet Union 
cannot be permitted to enjoy the luxury of knowing that, once 
captured, a country will be relegated forever to the communist camp. 
We declare our unwavering support for freedom and for peace-loving 
people struggling to overcome communist tyranny. 


Those Democrats and Republicans who stood with the forces 
of freedom have the nation's profound gratitude, and the President's. 
But they have more. They have the President's solemn determination 
to come back again and again until this battle is won, until freedom 
is given the chance that it deserves in Nicaragua. 





Tomorrow we will begin to press in the Senate and then 
back again in the House for the real and effective assistance for 
Nicaragua's freedom fighters which was denied them today and which 
those brave men and women deserve. 


The American people have begun to awaken to the danger 
emerging on their doorstep, and one day in the not too distant 
future, that awareness will come home to the House of 
Representatives. We're gaining ground, we're winning converts. The 
next battle will bring us the victory this just and good cause 
rightly deserves. 


Pinally, the President has some special words today for 
those freedom fighters. The events of today and those that will take 
place over the next week are a preparation for the day when democracy 
returns to Nicaragua; a chance to realize that while democratic 
peoples are sometimes slow to wake to imminent danger, when they do 
no rg commitment to freedom and their resolve for victory is 
unshakable. 


So, to the freedom fighters of Nicaragua, the President 
says: Have faith, have hope. The American people are just now 
awakening to the justice of your cause, just now realizing that your 
struggle is their struggle. Soon, with our support, your courage 
will ensure the triumph of your cause, our cause, and all of 
humanity's cause -- the cause of freedon. 


The Majority Leader, Senator Dole, and the Chairman of 
the Foreign Relations Committee, Senator Lugar, have just completed a 
meeting with the President and Secretary of State and they'll be here 
for your questions. 


Do you have any for me? 
Q You say you've turned down -- 


Q Why did you lose? Why did you lose? 
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Q You decided to turn down the rhetoric, is that it? 
(Laughter.) 


Q Could you tell us, why did you lose then? What is 
your estimation of why you lost? 


MR. SPEAKES: The vote was extremely close in the House 
of Representatives. We started two weeks, three weeks ago with a 
very low vote count. We've made considerable progress over the last 
two weeks in presenting the message to the House of Representatives 
anc to the American people. We think that our message has taken 
root, that as -- in the coming days as it moves to the Senate, the 
Opportunity presents itself to continue presenting the message of the 
dangers in Nicaragua to the American people and, thereby, to the 
Senators and later to the House of Representatives. And we believe 
that the opportunity to win lies ahead. 


Q Larry -- 


Q Do you reject the idea -- 





MR. SPEAKES: I‘11 come to you all. 


Q -- that Democratic leaders have already voiced after 
the vote, that it was the tactics, some of the tactics that cost you 
votes? 





MR. SPEAKES: Wo. 
Q The Buchanan tactic. 


MR. SPEAKES: We presented our message the way we thought 
it to be most effective so that it would drive home to the American 
people what we believe is a very serious, a very dangerous problem 
and one that is all too important to ignore. This matter of funding 
is urgent. It's necessary. And we felt that that was the most 
effective way to present the message. 
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w Can I pursue that for a second. You apparentiy 
don't pian to back off that tactic, judging by your rhetoric here. 
Do you tnink it has served you weii? 


aR. SPZAKES: Our chetoric, our statements are the 
#Yresident's words. it's the way the President feeis. #e tee. it's 
an important issue. we feel that this simpiy presents the issue the 
way it is. i don't consider this infiamaatory rhetoric. i consider 
it an Opportunity to present the message, just as it is. we are 
teising the truth. we tnink the American peopie, once they <now tae 
truth, wiil then make their views «<nown. 


v watty, you Said thet -- 
iad. SPdAKkeds: sdait a minute. swet'S go to wesen. 


v when dio the #resigent find out and Gid ve watch any 
of the dedate? 


“af. SPZAKES: I'm not sure that he watched it, but he wid 
tinu vut as SsOunN 48 the vote was over, what it was. 


N) watty, you said that if there was a delay into aprias 
that it wousad be -- { think the word used was serious consequences 
for nationas security. dow, cieariy there's yoing to oe 4 Ceiay now 
at seast into apria. what is the impact in teras ot the situation on 
tue ground and tue nationas security of this country? 





ak, JARS: dela, Chat cemsins to be Geen. a Jvmuas/ 
delay is 3U more days that the peopie in yt som -- tuat the 
Sandinista government in Wicaragua have to continue their tyrcany, to 
continue their efforts to try to wipe out tie opposition, who are 
sooking tor an opportunity for freedom there. 


) But do think that reaily -- doesn't overstate it 
to say that that has serious national security consequences for tais 
country, the fact that we're now talking mid-Apria? 


AR, SPEAKES: we had an Opportunity tocay to send a 
message to tnose, not only in Nicaragua, those around the worsad wiv 
are tighting for treedom. we Gid not do that today. we have anotwuer 
Opportunity in the Senate next week. w#e ave anotwer opportunity in 
the wouse Of Kepresentatives in the coming weeks. de think it's 
important that tney act. 


¥) are yOu s.00king for a vote on ‘uesday in the senate, 
Or wiii that be delayed? 


elt. SPZEAKUS: well, we'iis have the majority Leader here 
that wiai be better to give you timing than I. 


vavid? 


) Do you think that the Democratic leavers decisiun to 
have a second vote is what you cost you the necessary margin? 


ak. SPRAKETS: I can't exactiy Say, Vavic, how many votes 
we Jost on that. Sut certainiy we did sose votes under that. The 
vote was oOrfiginaliy Scheduled tor acter the caster cecess, tien the 
vewocratic leadership Gecideu to move it up betore tive caster recess. 
They had tae vote. They gave an opportunity for a second vote, waicu 
allows an individuaia to certainiy have another crack at the vote. 
SO, it did cost us votes, yes. 


éruce? 

Q What becomes of the compromise of tie President 
negotiated with the Wouse peopise iast night? vo you start tres with 
ais cets Off? vo you maintain those piedges? 
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Mk. SPZAKES: what happens is that the measure is in the 
Senate exactiy as it was in the House of Representatives -- a vote on 
$400 milasion, spiit 70-30. The iegisiation <-- the bill pending tor 
the Senate wiil be that. Yowever, in the Senate the ruses are 
different and the amendment procedure is in eftect. #e will 
certainiy tight for our leadership, for our biil the way it is. 


I'm ceady, if you are. Andrea? 

Q The natives are getting -- 

aK. SPEAKES: They'ce getting in. 

u: weil, you can tess, they're busy aen. 


Q A@hat efforts wiii the Presicent make, aside trom 
your words, to persuade the Contra leaders and their peopie not to 
abandon hope? is there any eifort to shore them up? Has tne 
President spoken to then? 


“aR. SPZAKZS: Wo, be has not spoken with thea. I don't 
Anow Of anything Specific. Let's do this -- move quickiy, Secause we 
do have -- 


~) Aisi you return tor questions atter tue seaders? 


aad. SPkaKes: i'li Dave tu come back because I save a 
meeting 4 want to get in On figat now. 
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Q It says under the rules under which this $100 
million request was introduced, he needed the two Houses to be -- for 
approval. Don't you have to make another concession or compromise 
later -- 


MR. SPEAKES: It depends on what comes out of the Senate, 
Al -- how it's amended and how it stands -- 


2 So, there is a possibility that you will make more 
concessions later? 


MR. SPZAKES: That's right. 

Q Larry, does the -- 

AR. SPEAKES: Walter? 

Q Larry? 

Q -- Presient's message, as sent to the House 
yestecday and his offer to put in this 90-day negotiating period, 


does that extend to the Senate as well? 


MR. SPEAKES: It's the second time I've had that 
guestion, Charles. 


Q But you didn't really answer it. 

MR. SPEAKDS: Yes I did. I said -- 

Q ~~ 

MR. SPEAKES: I said it is a bill that's standing in the 
House, exactly as this one was -- it stands in the Senate exactly as 
this one stood in the House. 

Q So you revert back <-- 

MR. SPEAKES: There is -- 

Q -- to the language of -- 

MR. SPEAKES: That's the law. 

Q -- the original bill. 

MR. SPEAKES: That's the law. 

Q -- right -- 

Q But the letter and the -- 


MR. SPEAKES: You're going to lose these guys if you 
don't get them. 


Q Let's bring -- 

-- plans to Habib -- 

Bring them on. 

Bring them on, please. 

You said in your statement -- 


Come on. Come cn. 


mo fn HD D0 DMD © 


Come on. 


MORE #1724-03/20 























Q Come on down. 


Q -- President that -- 

Q Maybe you can explain -- 

MR. SPEAKES: Come on in here -- let me do this. 

Q Why were you keeping us waiting? 

MR. SPEAKES: We'll be here until 7:00 p.m. or 8:00 p.m. 
or 9:90 p.m. tonight, as usual. I'll take your questions 
individually, but I don't want to hold them up because the fight has 
just begun in the Senate. Have at then. 


SENATOR DOLE: Now we're working on a little 
reconciliation package, so we do neec to get back on that. But -- 


Q Senator Dole, what chance does it have in the Senate 
without the kinds of concessions that the President apparently was 
willing to make in the House? Is that the going in position that 
there has to at least be the kind of package that he was offering in 
the Executive Order? 


SENATOR DOLE: I think that's how we'll proceed in the 
Senate. Senator Lugar can more specifically address that, but we 
might attempt to codify what the President also had to say in his 
message -- make it a part of the provision itself. 3ut I think, 
first of all, we'd hope to take up this measure next Tuesday, go into 
the evening Tuesday and finish it on Wednesday and Thurscay of next 
week before we recess. 

We believe the message today was one that had come as a 
great shock to many freedom fighters and so we're going to move as 
guickly as we can in the Senate to at least have a victory in the 
Senate. 

Q What did the President -- 

Q Senator, are you -- 


Q -- tell you, Senator Dole? What did the President 
tell you and Senator Lugar when you met with him? 


SENATOR DOLE: Well, he just told us that he wanted us to 
proceed as quickly as we could. I indicated we probably wouldn't be 
able to start tomorrow or Monday and that I thought after the vote on 
the Balanced Budget Amendment Tuesday, we could start Tuesday. 

Q Senator <-- 

Q How would you characterize the llouse vote, sir? 

SENATOR DOLE: -- disappointed. 

Q Last week when you were here you -- 

Q Was he angry? 

SENATOR DOLE: Well, not happy, but he -- 

Did he say anything that you can recall? 
Throw his glasses? 


Q 
Q 
Q Expletives? 
Q Say something about his kiester? 
Q 


Throw his glasses down? oe 
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Q Last week when you were here, Senator, you said you 
thought you could pass it. Is that still going to be true after what 
happened in the House? 


SENATOR DOLE: Well, let's face it, there's an uphill 
battle in the House with most of the Democratic leadership on the 
other side. We hope to have a bipartisan victory in the Senate. We 
want Democrats to support the Presicent's position -- we believe a 
number will. We'll lose some Republicans, but -- 


Q What vehicle will you use to -- 
Q Senator Lugar -- 
Q -- send the measure back to the House if (t needs 


two Houses for approval? 


SENATOR LUGAR: Well, essentially the House could 
consider our product. I think the significant suggestion the 
President made to Bob and to me was that we'd consider an amendment 
to the bill that's now in front of the Senate that would incorporate 
the pledges that he made in the Executive Order -- that we make that 
@ part of the statute. Apparently, there were a numSer of members of 
the House, as the President called them today, that said, Mr. 
Presicent, this was actually the law of the land as opposed to a 
letter or an Executive Order or what have you -- we might be for 
that. 
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But the President's listened to that, he's suggested that, and I 
think that's a good idea. 


Q -- major turnabout, Senator, from the previous -- 


Q Senator, do you think that Mr. Buchanan's comments 
were a disservice to the President's cause here? 


SENATOR LUGAR: No. 

Q Could you both answer that, please? 

SENATOR LUGAR: No, we're just -- no I think -- 

SENATOR DOLE: Together -- 

SENATOR LUGAR: -- the White House has argued 
persuasively and done ‘a good job in terms of the House vote. It 
really hasn't hurt our situation, but we've got to win it on our own 
there. We're going to work on that Tuesday and Wednesday. 

Q Senator Dole, are you going to frame the vote? 

SENATOR DOLE: I don't think that -- made any difference. 

Q Are you going to frame the vote in terms of a vote 


for the President or a vote for the communists, which is the way 
Patrick J. Buchanan framed it for the House? 





SENATOR DOLE: We're going to frame it as the right vote 
to support the freedom fighters in Nicaragua. We're not going to -- 
and I think it is a vote for the President, who is the President of 
the United States, reflects the views of the majority of the American 
people. It is a vote for the President, but it's even larger than 
that. It's a vote for people who are willing to die for freedom in 
Nicaragua, and we believe we have the votes. We're not going to -- 


Q How about those who vote against you, Senator? 


Q But are you going to impune the patriotism of those 
who vote against you. 


Q How about those who vote against you? 
SENATOR DOLE: We've got to get them the next time. 
Q But are they supporting the communists? 


Q But are you going to impune the patriotism of those 
who vote against you, Senator? ' 


SENATOR DOLE: No, we don't do that. No. 


Q Senator, you said it reflects the views of the 
majority of the American people, but that's not what the polls show, 
sir. 


SENATOR DOLE: Well, they're coming around. 
Q Senator Lugar -- 


Q Why do you think the White House lost this one in 
the House -- and it's the same question for you, Senator Lugar. You 
said they did a good job; but why did they lose? 


SENATOR LUGAR: Well, they started with a fairly poor 
vote count. The prospects were not good in the House and they, I 
think, decided to try the toughest case first. The assumption always 
was that the Senate would pass a resolution favorable to the Contra's 
Support. I would just add that I think the debate in the House and 
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the President's message that he gave last night has added to a 
foreign policy statement that is a fairly constructive one. There's 
a path there for Phil Habib for negotiations that touch in with the 
Contadora group, the support group -- I think a pretty good road map 
for the next 90 days for negotiations, and I think that adds support 
generally to it. 


“ Senator Lugar, why do you think the Presizent 
offerec -- 


Q Senator Lugar, can you tell us, if the President's 
willing now to put this message into legislative language, why cidn‘'t 
he do that yesterésy ane possibly have won the tisuse vote, which is 
what many of -- McCurdy and the other were asking him to do? 

SZUATOR DCLE: Well, I cont think that -- 

SENATOR LUGAR: It just evolved. 

SENATOR DOLE: Yes. 

SSNATOR LIGAR: You know, they're sort of working Jay oy 
Jay in the working group as I understané it here, and they've come up 
now with something that may co better in the Senate, may Jo better in 
the louse on another try. 

SENATOR DOLE: Well -- »lus there's a lot of pressure -- 

° You saw the Philippines. 

SENATOR DOLE: <= there's a lot of pressure on Cemocrats 
from the Speaker -- don't vote from the President on this one, we'll 


give you another vote in April. Let's face it, there were a lot of 
politics being played on the tlouse side. 


Q Senator <-- 

Q Is there anything the Presicent offered to do or 
should do between now and your vote behind the scenes or publicly to 
push things along in the Senate? ihat's needed? 

SENATOR LUGAR: He's just willing to continue to speak to 
peosle. we have ideas of Senators that he might talk to, re's 
willing to talk to them. 


Q Whaat is your margin of victory in the Senate so far, 
Senator Dole? 


SCUATOR DOLE: Well, we don't try to <= we just try to 
have a margin of victory, that's our -- , 


Q Senator Dole, do you think that the President's 
preposal with these new compromises, will that pass the Senate? 


SENATCR DOLE: Yes. 

Q You are predicting victory? 

SENATOR DOLD: Yes. 

Q without a fence or a second vote? 
SENATOR DOLE: Without a second vote, yes. 
Q Do you think -- 


2 Do you think you have the votes today? 


SENATOR DOLE: Yes, we're not going to wote today, so it 
doesn't make any difference. 
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Q Do you think that the House vote reflects any 
weakening of Ronald Reagan's political clout? Is it -- does it -- 
and does it fall off to other issues -- coes it affect -- 


SENATOR DOLE: No. 


2 Senator, you were in the Philippines anc you saw the 
masses rise up against the dictator. Do you think the same 
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Situation actuasly exists in wicaragua? i mean, Our country, 
certainly -- our government certainly is wiliing to veal with ais tue 
leaders invoaveo and try to reach -- why wiii the u.S. not deal with 
the Sandinistas and avoid all this bioodshed? 


ScuATOX LWsAK: weil, the situations are not cumparadie. 
In the Phisippines you hac a free press, tree radios, sadio Veratis 
anu the Catnoiic church, candidates cuuming around the country. rou 
KNOW, wWany Of US Nave Said if you coudd produce a siliiiar situation 
in dicaragua tnis wouad be good for the dicarayuan people -- I hope 
we may come to tiat. 1 wope aegotiations might Oring tauc way oc 
that «kinu vt an election. i nope chat it cousc ve Monitoreu -- 


w Jo fou thank this wouad de vone oy torce? wo yuu 
chink tuey Wiss win there? 


ScWwAtvR wUGAK: I think that the pressure tiat is 
invoaved in tnis is necessary fur the negotiations at sea. Piuid 
iiavio has simpay said, I can negotiate, but if i don't have two souse 
votes going tor me, I don't have much going for ane. 





. aOw mucn dO tue contras wave co win to actudisy 
corce tue Jandinista yovernment -- 


SEwATURK LUGAR: i Jon't know, but i tuink the economic 
conditions, positicai conditions are nut good in the country. Jae 
Dossibisaities for opening up that system cor the constituency 
@sectiun are very goou, if we wove now, and I think we'ce yettiay 
tnat Kind of advice frou tciends in centraa america. 





Q You mean, sort of have tne Contras invage anu yet to 
wicaragua -- to Managua? 


SéWwAlVa LUGAR: I wouldn't name their tactics, but it 
tunis vote succeeds, ay understanding is we're going to have a sore 
efticient, unified contra torce that wiil know what they're doiny, 
Squared away with objectives that are cleariy defined. 


Q Senator voie, one thing i Stiaa von't ungerstanoa -- 
how yOu can amend this measure and then send it back to tie House 
when the cuaes in tie wouse and the Senate tor this measure saic ciiat 
Once One wOuse voted against it, it was dead? DSecause it needs a 
joint resolution of approva.. 


SewAVVUR VULE wO, we can Send it vack and a tinink once 
-~ i thank the important thing is that the senate act anu act 
positiveiy. where's going tw be additiunaa votes in tne sduse. 


u Senators, why do you think that aii of tne 
Surrounding countries and the other important countries in South 
America are against the miiitary aid? 


SEWATOR LUGAR: wWeli, eSsentiaiiy the; 've given cititercent 
viewpoints to Phii liabib. if think they are for t::. Contadora 
procedure. ‘hey are tor pressure of some unsper ts “Ort. une, 
Costa Rica, is not in tavor of the Contra aid. vin nets are more 
ambivosent. donduras wants covert activity. ‘YThei.'s a whose 
cateteria of choices here. So, I Suspect we nave a mixed bay, out 
we've got to understand interventionism is stiii a bad thing in watin 
america. i thin« we do understanu that and we have to act in wore 
Suotie ways. 


y any shouldn't the Presiaent agree to go wack to 
Manzanilia? 


SeWwATUR LUGAK: at's premature to get the negotiating 
track going that car. 1 think dabid says ne's going to go to the 


wontadora, to the Support group. ‘his may sead to a visit in 
Nicaragua and I taink he sees that down tne trail. 
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(2 -- campaign? 

ScWaTUR VULE: Not yet. 

) Is there any discussion -- 

Q Fifty thousand, I saw it in there. (Laughter.) 


Q Is there any discussion about tactics for the 
upcoming Senate campaign. ias anyone suggested to Keagan that he 
caim it down at ail? 


StealUa VILE: wo, we're ready to -- I think as we seave, 
the important thing is that -- tewporariiy we've nad a setback <= tie 
President nas, the Contras aave, sut we'ii wove on now to tie next 
pertorwance wuici wisa OCCUr ON iive rauio in the Senate or tie 
United States next Tuesday. 

*) Is he a lame duck, senator? 

SEWATUR VULE: who? 

Q {[s tne President a same duck? 

SikualUR VULE: WO. 


“dd PRESS: Thank you. 
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March 24, 1986 


Q&A SESSION WITH 
THE HONORABLE GEORGE P. SHULTZ 
SECRETARY OF STATE 
AFTER MEETING 
WITH 
PRESIDENT MITTERRAND OF FRANCE 
Paris, France 
March 21, 1986 


ieee 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: As always, when I have the privilege of 
meeting with President Mitterrand, the conversation is incisive 
and productive and interesting, and this was no exception. I 
welcomed the opportunity. We had discussions of European 
Affairs, the enlargement of the Spanish vote, which we both 
welcomed so much. We talked about the upcoming Tokyo Summit, 
President Mitterrand's visit to the United States on the Fourth 
of July as we renew that great symbol of liberty, the Statue of 
Liberty. We discussed our mutual determination to deal 
effectively with terrorism, with our relationships with the 
Soviet Union and arms control. As you can see, a broad range 
of topics and it was a most worthwhile exchange. 


QUESTION: Did he say anything about the Contra vote in 
Congress? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: No, he didn't. I said that we have been 
spending a high proportion of our time on the problem presented 
to freedom by the developments in Nicaragua and, of course, we 
are determined in the United States to deal with that. 





QUESTION: Did the President make any reference to the new 
power-sharing in France? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: No, I don't think it's my role with him to 
talk about internal French matters. He spoke of the new French 
Foreign Minister, who I look forward to meeting. Of course we 
know him and he is highly respected in my government. We know 
of his work in the Soviet Union and elsewhere. So, I look 
forward to meeting with him. 


re further informat om contact: 








STATE 
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QUESTION: Do you expect any change in French relations, policy? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, of course the French Government is 





here and we will look forward to dealing with it. I might say 
in the United States, it is not a novelty that we have a 
president from one party and parts of the legislature from 
another party, so we will be interested in developments and we 
feel confident that we will be able to maintain the close 
working partnership with France. 
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iv 
BEGIN TRANSCRIPT. 


| APPRECIATE YOUR COMING IN THIS AFTERNOON. aS YOU 
ANOV, & GROUP OF Ul FROM THE UNITED STATES ARE WERE a5 
PART OF CUR OVERALL TRIP WHICH 1S A PRESIDENTIAL 
MISSION TO TALK WITH THE LEADERS OF SEVERAL COUNTRIES 
Om THE SUBJECT OF INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION acaintT 
WARCOTICS TRAFFICKING OND ORUG ABUSE. HERE in BURMA 
TODAY | WAVE HAD THE PRIVILEGE OF MEETING WITH THE 
PRIME MINISTER, THE MINISTER OF HOME amd RELIGIOUS 
AFFAIRS, AND THE FOREIGH MINISTER AnO DISCUSSED OUR 
MUTUAL COOPERATION IN THESE MATTERS. | WAS WERY MUCH 
IMPRESSED With WHAT GOES Ow IN THIS COUNTRY wits 
REGARD TO AERIAL SPRAYING AGAINST OP UM CULTIVATION, 
THE ACTIVITIES AGAINST THE TRAFFICHERS TeEMCEL WES, 
GOTH AGAINST THE CARAVANS GND THE TRANSPORTATION and 
DISTRIBUTION ACTIVITIES AS WELL AS THE EFFORT aGaingT 
WEROIN REFINERIES O10 AGalNGT THE 1 PORTATION INTO THE 
COUNTRY OF PRECUSOR CHEMICaLS Teal a®E wTiL ITED i8 
HEROIN PRODUCTION. ORE RECENTLY wilh Mati suena 
STARTING TO BE CULTIVATED WITHIN BURMA THE actions 
TAREG OY THE POLICE AND THE aPrY wGainlt THE Mets suena 
PRODUCERS was BEEN vERY HELPFUL ML 50) |=6(THESE oPE . 
OF mE Tertius wh OVCULLED wi Te THE Mowe TERs 
50 DISCUSSED Wits Tet IniEPnn~T Ona pened 
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AS THE UNITED MATIONS CONFEREMCE ON NARCOTICS WHICH 
WILL TARE PLACE 18 1937 AND HOW OUR RESPECTIVE 
COUNTRIES MIGHT WORK TOGETHER TO MAKE ALL NATIONS 
RECOGNIZE THE IMPORTANCE OF WARCOTICS CONTROL aS an 
INTERMATIONAL DIPLOMATIC PRIORITY. BASICALLY TeaT 1S 
THE PURPOSE OF OUR MISSION AND OUR ACTIVITIES and 
DISCUSSIONS TODAY AWD TOMORROW WE WILL WISIT THE Swan 
STATE TO SEE SOME OF THE AREAS Im WHICH THE HARCOTICS 
ACTIVITY ACTUALLY OCCURS. 1° PREPARED TO anSvER any 
QUESTIONS YOU MIGHT ASK. 


QUESTION: ACCORDING TO THE FOREIGN WEWS REPORTS YOU 
SAID SOMETHING ABOUT WEW ROUTES BEING TAKEN BY ORUG 
TRAFFICKERS. DOES IT INCLUDE BURMA’ 


ANSWER: WELL, WHAT VE SAID 1S THAT AS Each MATION 
TARES LAW ENFORCEMENT ACTION IT THEN FORCES THE DRUG 
TRAFFICKERS AND THE CARAVANS TO TRY TO FIND NEW ROUTES 
FOR THE EXPORT OF WARCOTICS. THE PARTICULAR QUOTATION 
TO WHICH YOU REFER | MENTIONED THAT AS THAILAND HAS 
TAKE ENFORCEMENT ACTIONS ALONG ITS BORDER IT HAS 
FORCED THE SO-CALLED SHAN UNITED ARMY AND THE OTHER 
WARCOTICS PRODUCERS 10 FIND OTHER ROUTES, WHICH TRY TO 
GET 10 PLACES FROM WHICH THEY Cam THEN EXPORT THE 
WARCOTICS. THE PURPOSE OF EACH COUNTRY’S ACTIVITIES 
AGAINST THE CARAVANS, AGAINST THE TRAFFICKERS 15 TO 
DENY THEM THE OPPORTUNITY TO USE A PARTICULAR COUNTRY, 
LIKE THAILAND, AS A TRANSIT COUNTRY FOR WARCOTICS. 


QUESTION: AS FAR AS | CAN SEE IN GURMA THE UNITED 
STATES WAS BEEN INVOLVED IN THE SUPPRESSION ASPECT OF 
THE ORUG PROBLEM. 16 OTHER WORDS YOU HAVE BEEN 
ASSISTING US WITH SURVEILLANCES ano WERBICIOES FoR 
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ERADICATION GF POPPY AND TRAINING OF (GARBLED) 
FORCES. HAVE YOU ANY PLANS TO GO INTO OTHER ASPECTS 
LIME CROP SUBSTITUTION amD REwARI. i TaTI ONT 


AUSVER: WELL ACTUALLY 18 REMABILITATION THE 
GOVERMENT HERE 1S MLAEADY INVOLVED ia TERMS OF GOTH 
RERABIL TATION FOR THE RELATIVELY SMALL ADDICT 
POPULATION THAT GURMA BAS AS WELL AS 18 THE PREVENTION 
EDUCATION ASPECTS. GUE GF THE THINGS THAT ant 
INTERESTED 18 DOING 1S LEARNING FROM THE PREVENT) On 
EQUCATION ACTIVITIES AMD ACTUALLY SHARING (af GRMAT | ON 
AOGUT WHAT VE ARE DOING. A DID DISCUSS THIS MSO 
WITH THE MINISTERS TODAY. (8 TERNS OF CROP 
SUBSTITUTION, WE THIGE THAT THIS 1S am OREA WHERE THE 
UBITED WATIONS AGENCY FOR CRUG ABUSE CONTRO AnD 
INTERRATIGNAL ORGAMITATIONS HAVE A PARTICULAR POLE TO 
TOE ECATERT THAT THAT ACTIVITY MIGHT GE MECESSARY. GuT 
GUE PRINCIPAL COOPERATION was SETH (8 THE ante OF 
EXCHANGE OF (FORMATION AMD 18 PROVIDING SOMt 
RESOURCES WHICH ARE THEN USED GY THE SURMESE 
COvERWAE AT 


GESTION: WAT 1S THE HOST CURRENT ESTIP (18 oF 
PRODUCTION? HAVE YOU BAD any ESTIMATES 

Me: =i THERE AOE VARIOUS COTIMETER. | THIe 
IT'S WORE APPROPRIATE TO GET Teal FROn THE GoveeerTET 
MERE. GUE ESTIMATES A8E, @ COURSE, BASED OH Tet 
CER ARAL TENS. THE GOVEREPERT EERE WOULD HevE HORE 


~~ SNCLASSIFIED 


ACCURATE ASSESSMERTS AS TO THE LETERT OF Cums) 


AS YOU ENON, THIS 1S MLYATS A SOPEWAAT IUDEFINITE 
GUPBER GECAUSE THIS 1S HOT THE KIND OF AGeiCUTERm 
PRODUCT GH WHICH CROP REPORTS ARE FILED. SO maT 
ABE TMLEING ABOUT ARE ROUGE ESTIMATES. | THIGH THAT 
WAT WE 00 KNOW, HOWEVER, i$ THAT THE AnOUET OF GPiUn 
MB OPIUM CERIVATIVES THAT ARE COMING INTO THE UNITED 
STATES FROM SOUTHEASTERM ASIA 1S DECREASING AS A 
PERCENTAGE GF THE TOTAL IMPORTS GF HEROIN amd GPiUn 
GERIVATIVES COMING INTO THE UNITED STATES 1S COwm TO 
MPPOGAIMATELY SEVENTEEN PERCENT AT THE PRESERT TIME 
PERIGS 17 WAS GOUBLE THAT JUST A FEW YEARS a60. 


GUESTICN: YOU GAVE GEER 18 THAILAND AND YOU Have HAD 
TASS THERE. HOV OO YOU RATE PROSPECTS FOR BILATERAL 
AB RECi Ona COOPERAT! ONT 


MSVER: | THM THE SILATERAL Amp REGIONAL 
COOPERATION 1S VERY GOOD. WE THINK THAT THE 
COMMITHERT TO THE AERIAL SPRAYING, THE ACTIVITIES 
MGAIUST THE CARAVANS AS VELL AS THE REFINERIES THAT | 
MERTIGNED, THE COMMITMENT AGAINST MARCOTIC ACTIVITIES 
CEMERALLY GY THE GURFESE GOVERNMENT 1S VERY GOOD. and 
VE MSO LEARNED WHILE A ERE 18 THAlLane & 
SIMILAR ACTIVITIES THERE. GOTH COUNTRIES ant 
COMMITTED TO ERRADICATION PROGRAMS. SO | WOULD SAT 
TRAT REGIGNA COOPERATION AND BIL ATERM COOPERAT! On 
MAE OTH GOOD. And THAT THIS 1S EVIDERCED OY THE 
RELATIVE DECREASE im THE PERCENTAGE OF RARCOTICS 
ENTERING THE UNITED STATES FROM THIS PARTICULAR REGION. 


GESTIGh: CAR | ASK HOW MUCH IS THIS DECREASE GF THE 
SOUTHEAST ASIAN HEROIN COMING INTO THE UNITED STATES 
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OVE TO THE INCREASE FROM OTHER PLACES SUCH as THE 
GOLDEN CRESCENT. 

AUSVER: WELL ¢ Tem Teal THERE 15 WO QUESTION THaT 
THERE HAS DECN OW INCREASE (6 “SOUTHWEST Asia”. GUT} 
THIMK THAT THERE 15 “150 & COEF IMITE DECLINE 16 PEM 
TERMS OF THE OPIUM PRODUCTS Teal OPE COMING FROM THIS 
REGION AS A PESULT OF & DEDICATED CanPaicn Oy TH 
WATIONS HERE. 


GESTION GARBLED) GIST~-18 YOUR DISCUSSIONS WITH 
THE MINISTER PO "OU OISCUSS Tee POSSIONLITY OF 
INCREASED U 


moe: WEL. AFtC 1088 OF MORE UHI'tD 
STATES’ ASSISTANCE 410 WOT COME UF IW OUR CONVERSAT) ON 
18 QUANTITATIVE TERMS. WE DID COMMIT OLR CONTINUED 
COOPERATION AND ASSISTANCE AS UE HAVE PRC VIDED 1% THE 
PAST 16 TERMS OF THESE PESOURCES. Oud | THIWH THERE 
1S & GENERAL SATISFACTION WiTa Teal LEVEL OF 
COOPERATION AND ASSISTANCE AT THE PRESENT Tint 


GUESTIOn: WE Have OLEH TO Teal ota SEVER TIMES 
GUE IMPRESSION 1S THAT WE SOMETIMES Lace THE mOsm iTY 
..» SCARRED)... O00 YOU Have aly SPECIFIC IDEAS about 
Ow THE URITED STATES Can weLP? 


OUSVER: THERE 15 WO QUESTION Teal Tee abrlivy 1O aT 
TO SOME OF THE AREAS WHERE IT 15 GOwlNG and water Tet 
SEF INERT PRODUCTION OCCURS 15 A PRORLER 6} THI 


WILL LESRE MORE ABOUT Teal TOMORROW AS WE WISiT TE 
Seas STATE AD GO INTO ae fe-OEPTS OISCUTCIOR wita Te 
HiGILTER OF SOME amd OTL 1GIOUS Fares eee COTE OF Te 
OTHER POLICE GFFICIMS (6 Teal ete) 6F TRERE otf 
Wears 18 WHICH VE Cam PROWIDE acbicTeucE, A wk 
INTERESTED 16 LEARNING TeEr |=6THERE 1S BO QUESTION 
Teal MUCH GF Tet TEePAIn 1, VERY DIFFICULT FOR Tet 
MILITARY OUD FEDER POLICE TO PEMETPATE am a 50 
COSEPVATION 15 DIFFICULT BICaUcE OF THE whee argunT OF 
FR. SO ME Wii LEARN eOOUT COE OF Teor 
PRORLENS FIRST wand. 

QUESTION: «5 THERE any (OF OOMATION PROP THE Laotian 
SIGE OF THE BORDER ABOUT ANY ACTION TaeEW acarnsT 
warcor'cs’ 


See: «WELL ft OTHIMR THES 1D 8 PG QUESTION Mame 
SICAUSE AS YOU KNOW ME OO WOT HAVE & PEL ATIONSHIP WITH 
THE LAOTIAN GOVERNTENT THAT GIVES THE Sand OPPORTUNITY 
FOR SHARING FORMATION THAT WE wave wile Tee Tear oF 
SUPPESE GOVERNMENTS. SO | SLAY Can't CONMENT apouT 
weaT’s GOUmG Om THERE. 


QUESTION: GIST~-THERE 1S TALE 18 THE MEDIA THAT eHUR 
SA WAS LOOKING FOR MEW PLACES TO GROW POPPY. tHE 
RUNGE 15 THAT THEY APE GRIGING TRIGES SH LAOS. 15 
THERE aWY CREDENCE TO THIS? 


auch: WELL | REMIT Caml Sav Ge THE Batis oF 
VERIFIED (HPORMATION AT THIS STAGE. Out | Terme Te 
POTENTIAL FOR ACTIVITIES 8 LAOS 1S CERTAIMLY THERE 
OeD iT 15 OME OF THE THINGS THAT THE OTHER BATIONS (8 
THIS REGION SHOULD BE WATCHING. 
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acTias 1-8) PRESUCTICN GF GARCOTIC CROPS, THE GPPORTURITY FoR 
CORRUPTIGH 1S THERE GECAUSE OF THE anQUET @ nOBtY 
me L6e-8 «COT-o ims 6 CIM O- TeaT 1S (OVCL VED. GUT | Cart SEMLY GIVE YOU any 
ee ne ee. ee | SPECIFIC (MFORMATION THAT | HAVE LEARNED GF ABOUT THIS 
/33 4 CompUPTiGn. | THINK TeAT IT 1S SOMETHING THAT 
“4168 1208308 /12 GOVERMPERTS Wil. AL WATS Have TO GE VERY Cantru To 
© T1274 mee LOGE FOR LONG WITH THE ACTIONS AGAINST THE 
FR ee Bass) Camcoos TRAPFICRERS. WE HAVE TO OE SURE THAT THESE 
TO USIA WASROC (PED ATE 2337 TRAFFICRERS ARE GOT /NVOL VED 1m PAYING OFF GFFICIMS 
(FO AMErBassy Of) 1106 AT VARIGUS LEVELS OF COVERETERT. CORRUPTION 15 OnE & 
apenas sy Comet eee Ted MECESSARY BY-PRODUCTS WHEREVER BARCOTICS 
apeeassy |S anagad PREDUCTIGN GR MARCOTICS TRAFFICKING TAMES PLACE. 
apmrmeassy sanasye 
ErBass) bums | UPUe @tstion: Gane £0) 
apermassy mania 
apareatsy Mtv Ot 8! AMOR: WELL THESE ARE MATTERS THAT HAVE BISTORICA 
apereassy Port Moet sey SERSITIVITY FOR A LOT GF REASONS. | THINK THAT FOR = 
avareassy tom AS Oe GFICIM OF YET AMOTHER COUNTRY CominG inTO THIS 
mereassy sou REGIGH, 17 WOULD GE IRAPPROPRIATE FOR ME TO MARE any 
mereass 3) ecaront COMENT CACEPT TO SAY THAT | AM CONVINCED OF THE 
apareassy suve SIMCERITY OF THE OFFICIALS | HAVE MET WITH im OTe OF 
aereassy tone Tee COUNTRIES AMD | WOULD HOPE THAT BILATERM AnD 
MErOass) AL. econ WATILATERA COOPERATION WITHIN THE REGION WOULD Tent 
ait TalPtl PLACE, 18 PART, THIS 1S GE OF THE PURPOSES GF WaT 
APCOESML CHARGE FA! TRIMER 1S INVOLVED (8 THE I NTERWAT/ ONAL IZATION OF 
WFCONSU HOME FONG THIS PROBLEM THROUGH SUCH MEANS AS THE CONGRESS EXT 
JUSTICEDEPT wasnoc VEAR--TO EMCOURAGE COUNTRIES TO WORK TOGETHER 
(MCREASINGLY ON THE SHARING OF i MF ORMAT/ON am 
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GUESTICR: 00 TOU PROJECT THAT THERE Will OF 
REDUCTIONS 18 THE GROWING OF OPIUM im BURMA BECAUSE OF 
THIS PROGRAM, (5 THERE any TREND THAT YOU Cam SEE OF 
WOW MUCH PERCENTAGE THERE Will BE REDUCED? 


Tanies. | THOME THAT 18 THE LONG BUN THERE WhLi OF & 
OOCREASE. | THINK THAT THE FACT THAT MORE ACRES navt 
SEER SPRAYED, FOR CRAPPLE, Tacs What wecessanny 

Tet PRODUCTION OF OF! UF amd OF /UR 
ime THERE 15 OO QUESTION THaT iT 
THE DIFFICULTY AMD THE COST TO THOSE Wao ant 
pe THIS TYPE OF ACTIVITY. anD THE OProRTuniTyY 
THER TO CAPORT THESE DRUGS TO OTHER CounTaITS 
RCL UDINE THE WRITER STATES 1S BEDUTED. SO 1 Teime IT 
1S & VERY BIG FACTOR. GUT TR THY aD quantify tert 
aroun OF RLuCTiOn (6 WERT DIFF icaT. 
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ANSWER: | THIWK WE WILL BE DISCUSSING TOMORROW Ways 
18 WHICH BOTH OF OUR COUNTRIES CAN HARE FURTHER 
CONTRIGUTIONS. | THIWK ONE OF THE THINGS, OF COURSE, 
WE'RE INTERESTED IM 1S THAT THEY CONTINUE THE EFFORT 
AS THE HOME MINISTER DISCUSSED WITH US TODAY, THEIR 
INTENT TO INCREASE THE AMOUNT OF AERIAL SPRAYING EACH 
YEAR UNTIL THEY ERADICATE ALL THE OPIUM PLANTS THAT 
ARE POSSIBLE BY AERIAL SPRAYING AND THEN THEY CONTINUE 
THEIR EFFORTS AT MAWIAL ERADICATION AS WELL. THEY 
WAVE CERTAINLY CONTINUED AND WILL BROADEN THE EFFORTS 
OF THEIR POLICE AMD ARMY UNITS THAT ARE DEDICATED TO 
INTERFERING WITH TRAFFICKERS AND CARAVANS, DESTROYING 
REFINERIES, AMD WEEPING THE PRESSURE ON ALL OF THOSE 
INVOLVED 1M THE PRODUCTION AND EXPORTATION OF THE 
WARCOTICS. SO | THINK IT 1S A MATTER OF MAINTAINING 
THE MOMENTUM THAT STARTED AT THE PRESENT TIME GY BOTH 
GF OUR COUNTRIES WORKING TOGETHER. 


QUESTION: IF THE BURMESE GOVERNMENT SHOWS SO MUCH 
ENTHUSIASM ABOUT THE AERIAL SPRAYING THAT THEY DECIDE 
THAT THEY WOULD LIKE TO TRY TO ERADICATE AN ENTIRE 
YEAR'S PRODUCTION if OWE SEASON, WOULD THE U.S. BE 
WILLING TO TRY TO GIVE ASSISTANCE TO THE LEVEL THAT 
THAT COULD BE DONE. 


ANSWER: | THINK VE WOULD BE HAPPY TO CONSIDER MAKING 
SURE THAT THE RESOURCES ARE THERE. | MUST SAY THAT 
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WITH AERIAL SPRAYING, IT 1% NOT POSSIBLE TO ENGAGE in 
AERIAL SPRAYING FOR ALL OF THE CROPS FOR ALL OF THE 
REGION GECAUSE THERE ARE LIMITATIONS BECAUSE OF THE 
MATURE GF THE TERRAIN. SOMETIMES THE TERRAIN 15 NOT 
CONDUCIVE TO AERIAL SPRAYING. GUT CERTAIMY THE 
MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF ACREAGE THAT CAN BE REACHED SY 
AERIAL SPRAYING WE WOULD WANT TO SUPPORT. 

QUESTION: O00 YOU HAVE INDICATIONS THAT THE GUANESE 
GOVERMENT MIGHT WANT TO OO THIS. 


ANSWER: | THINK THAT THE GOVERNMENT DOES Have & 
COMMITHENT TO EXPAMGING ITS AERIAL SPRAYING AND OTHER 
MEARS OF ERADICATION AS MUCH AS POSSIGLE. 


GESTION: SOME PEOPLE IM TRE MEDIA SEEM TO THINK THAT 
HARSHER PUNISHMENT OF HOT ONLY ORUG TRAFFICKERS SUT 
ALSO OF DRUG USERS 1S NEEDED. 00 YOU CONTEMPLATE Any 
HARSHER PUNISHMENT FOR U.S. USERS AND TRAFSICKERS? 


ANSWER: IN THE UNITED STATES RIGHT WOW WE HAVE 
STRENGTHENED THE LAWS AGAINST BARCOTIC TRAFFICKING BY 
THE COMPRENENSIVE CHIME CONTROL ACT OF 1984. VE ARE 
PRESENTLY INVOLVED IM ITS STUDY OF SENTENCING FOR 
CRIMIMM OFFENSES GENERALLY WHICH IS BEING CONDUCTED 
GY THE COMMISSION APPOINTED BY THE PRESIOENT wicn 
WILL REPORT TO THE CONGRESS AND THE PRESIDENT in & 
YEAR OR SO. iM TRE COURSE OF THOSE DELISERATIONS 
WILL GE LOGKING AT THE PENALTIES. MOST USERS OF 
WARCOTICS ARE PROSECUTED AT THE STATE AND LOCAL LEVEL 
18 GUR COUNTRY. SUT | THINK THAT AN EMPHASIS UPOR USE 
GF WARCOTICS AND PERNAPS STRONGER PUNISHMENTS FOR USE 
WOULD SE THE DESIRABLE CONCOMITANT TO THE VERY STRONG 
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the House and Senate would complete any action and a bill would be 
enacted into law. 


They are also aware of the proposal which was voted down 
in the Bouse and which will be presented to the Senate, which 
includes a built-in delay for purposes of negotiation. 


Their concern generally is that in this period you have a 
real opportunity for increased repression internally in Nicaragua and 
for increased subversion of neighbors. And they were -- they are 
concerned about the nature of Sandinista behavior in this period. In 
a sense you have defined a period in which the Sandinistas may want 
to do their utmost to wound if not crush the resistance. And so 
there was concern about the uncertainties that result from these 
delays. 


- There was obviously continuing concern about the internal 
situation in Nicaragua. All of the countries I'm discussing are 
democracies and are run by elected presidents. 


Q Can you tell us who you met with? You keep talking 
about they were concerned. Who is “they” so we can get a little bit 
better feel for this? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I would rather 
that that be released if they want to release it at their end. We 
met with officials at very high levels. 


Q But you are making blanket statements representing 
three different governments -- | 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's why I'm being 
general about it. 


Q -- which do not have identical views in this matter. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, they have 
identical views about the matters that I'm discussing -- that is, 
they are concerned about -- 


Q You said that they have a high-level expectation 
that the President will succeed in obtaining military aid for the 
resistance. P 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Correct. 


Q. Does that imply that the Costa Rican government now 
supports military aid for the resistance? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm not going to speak 
for those governments. I would remind you who the President -- 


Q But you are. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Excuse me. Excuse me. 
I am making general statements, and the reason that I have to keep 
them general is that I am trying to encompass the vieve of three 
governments in everything I say and accurately reflect it. That is 
one of the reasons that I cannot be more specific. But I would 
remind you who the President of Costa Rica is. 


Q In other words you -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Luis Alberto Monge is 
the President of Costa Rica and speaks for the government of Costa 
Rica. Wow I would repeat again, they expressed concern about the 
uncertainties -- officials in all three countries -- which result 
from this period of delay. That is a fact. o 


I'm not going to go into greater detail about who said 























exactly what because I don't think it's fair of me to try to present 
their detailed views. 


Q Did any of them present objections or concerns about 
the military option, such as have been expressed by them publicly? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: None of them have 
expressed such concerns publicly to my knowledge. 


Q How about Costa Rica? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The President of Costa 
Rica is Luis Alberto Monge and I would ask any of you to show me a 
statement in which he expressed such a view. I think that is an 
inaccurate rendition of Costa Rican views. But let them express 
their views on that question. None of them expressed -- I don't 
think any of those three men -- any of those three presidents -- has 
ever expressed a view as to how Congress should vote on the proposals 
that are now before it. 


Q I'll tell you why some of these questions have just 
arisen. When you generalize to the extent that you have -- and I 
understand why you are trying not to be specific -- the implication 
or the inference that we draw from your saying that they are 
concerned about the uncertainties and that Nicaragua will use this 
defined opportunity to subvert their neighbors -- the inference in 
that is that they therefore support military aid. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: They are going to have 
to speak for themselves. I think President Duarte has said publicly 
that he is -- well, 
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many Latins have said the pressure needs to be appiied to the 
Sandinistas. ‘The question is whether it's dipiomatic, economic or 
miiitary. But you're going to have to go to those three Presigents 
to get their specific views. I doubt, in tact -- one of tne reasons 
that I'm not going to give it to you is that they don’t give it 
pubaiciy either -- that is, that they don’t cali upon Congress to 
vote one way or anotiver on legisiation. ‘They view it, and I must say 
{ aiso view it, as an internaa U.S. watter. i don't tesi other 
congresses how to vote -- Latin American conyresses now co vote on 
legisiaton tuat is betore tien. 


) I'm asking you whetier they teis vonyress -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: And tae Presicents Oo 
these shree cuuntsries Jo nut teal Our cungress wow to voce eiticc. 


.) de‘ce asking now tuey cee. about it. 


SedIUR AvalwisTmitluw UFreICidu: done Of them -- wei, 
and { have said tuat I'm not goiag to reveal the contents of private 
conversations ciat are naa. i have made generas comaents, whica is 
asi i Can ao. vhe purpose of going on a dipsaomatic wiusion anc 
discussing tnings privateay is not so that you then repeat it in tie 
newspaper the next day. There is such a thing as dipiowatic 
cnanneis. 


Q waat are you aoing here tien? 


SENLOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: What I'm doing here is 
giving yOu a sense of tue content of these conversatious. 


a What was the purpose of your trip? Wiat did you 
reassure them about? 


Sseulur AvuloisiaAATivw UFeiciau: weal, the purpose or the 
trip was essentially to reafrtirm President xeagan's absoiute 
determination to win this dattiae in Congress. 


\d Can we have that on the recora? 


Séuivad AvwldlssdAsivn Orriclau: I think you've asreaady 
got it on tune record from tie Presicent -- to win this battae in 
wongress and to attain amiiitary support for tie democratic cesisctance 
forces. And tO give tnem a sense of ow we feit the poiiticai anu 
segisiative caiendar iooxed on this issue, Su that they aad a better 
understanding of our handiing of our -- that is, to say, the uU.3S., 
handiing of this issue -- the Senate caiender, back to the Louse, ais 
or that wort of thing. So tney had a Setter sense of were wo 
thought things were going and a genera: tiwetabie. 


Yes? 
Q I don't understand what the change is? 
SENIVUR AvAIAISTRATION UFFICIAL: Change? 


Q Yes, in your brietings and in your sense of things. 
Previousiy you had no quaims at ali, whatsoever, about teiiing us 
what the ieaders or various Central American Govecaaqase ceit aoout 
Military aid to the Contras. 


BSedlua Avaldlotkallud vie iClalL: wrong. You wiid not 
find -- you can go back and look. You wisa never find me quoting a 
central american or south american President by name, ever. I do not 
disclose -- i can teii you, tor exampie, I've said this before and 
i‘id cepeat it again. .\ number of Central and South American 
presidents are strong supporters of this program. Uut 1 wouid never 
reveai their names. fhat's the difticuity we nave and I can't do it. 
I'm sorry. . 
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Q A number of them have been adie to contira it. 
Q -- the Dianket statements you make from here. 


SédIUK ADsiIwISYaAATLIUN OF FICIAL: I think this is an oid 
problem, but I'm happy to go into it again. Wone of them -- some of 
them siapiy disagree with us, GO not support this program. vthers 
agree and co support it. The ones who do are not going to come out 
and supoort miisitary aid to tne resistance before the Uniteu staces 
government makes up its ming. fne United states governwent fas aot 
made up its mina. Tue #resicent's mina is made up. sut untis the 
douse and Senate vote finaaiy on ctliis question, tney're not goiny to 
get out in front because cuey raise -- tuey race tae risk tuat tuey 
wisi nave endorsea military suport cor the resistance corces when 
she Unitec states governwent uvoes not yive taut suppurtt anc they cee. 
it is poSsivae tivat Cuey wouad ve seit aiong co face Sigasiiscantiy 
increased subversion trom tue Sandinistas. so tiey’'re not going to 
do it. 
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Q In what proportion? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I'm not going to 
comment on that. 


Q You said some of them don't support the President. 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: And some do. 


Q And some do. Are the some that you're referring to, 
in any way, included in the three you visited? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Oh, come on. Let's not 
play games. 


Q Wo, we're not -- I'm not playing a game. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You are playing games. 
I have told you that I'm not going to state publicly what a 
particular Latin American president or foreign minister says to me 
privately. 


Q But you said and I go back -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm trying to give you a 
sense of how our discussions go in Central and South America. 


Q Did you not say that officials in all three 
countries expressed concern and a high level of expectation? You 
told them that <-- you found the high level of expectation the 
President would ultimately succeed -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, that doesn't -- no, 
that expectation -- I think if you asked -- I think if you asked 
President-elect Arias, who has say he doesn't support the program, 
whether he thinks the President should succeed -- my guess, and it is 
just a guess, is that he would probably, like most Costa Ricans, 
guess that the President will succeed. He would probably expect that 
the President will succeed. That does not imply support -- implies a 
view of U.S. politics and the President's ability to get what he 
desires. 

Q What do you think of the agreement between Arias and 
Nicaragua -- the border agreement -- is that helpful, does that -- 


Q° What do you think, guys? 
Q In the oval? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's right. They 
wanted to get the briefing you're not going to get. (Laughter). 


Q What do you think of these bilateral -- 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The answer is that -- 
Q Ace they helpful or not? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: They are helpful if 
ehey' re in the context of a regional settlement. The only concern 
that we have ever expressed about dealings -- about bilateral 
gealings -- including our own with Nicaragua, is that. they not 
undercut the regional settlement which is necessary. 


Q Well, does -- in this case, does it? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: As Secretary Shultz said 
last week -- that depends, I'll come back to that in a second << as 
Secretary Shultz said last week, the reason we stopped the Man*anilla 
talks was that they were being used by the Sandinistas to undercut 
the cegional talks. Sut they were going around saying to the Central 
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Americans was, we don't need to talk to you because we're talking to 
the Americans so the regional tal\s are a sideshow and we're not 
going to engage in it. That was when we stopped Manzanilla. 


This, Costa Rica - Nicaragua thing is difficult because 
it is not an agreement -- that is -- there was a kind of preliminary 
initialling of something but there is no agreement between Cost Rica 
and Nicaragua and the question is, how do we fit such an agreement -- 
how do they fit such an agreement because we're not in Contadora, 
into the broader Contadora settlement. That kind of agreement has to 
be part of the -- of Contadora ultimately. Contadora does call for 
the end of subversion of -- by any country of any other, so it's a 
little bit premature to make any kind of final judgment on that 
except to say that we think it should be part of a broader settlement 
and that, I think, is the position of the Costa Rican government as 
well. 


Mike? 


Q Yes, I just want to find out -- in Congressional 
testimony, they said that there are -- witnesses said that shoes 
should be sent, not lethal aid, -- are still in warehouses in 
Louisiana because they -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That used to be true. 
It isn’t true anymore. There are nothing in warehouses. There have 
been a substantial amount of deliveries in the last month or two. 

Q My question is -- 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: What size do you have? 


Q If it's tough to get shoes down there, how tough is 
“it to get Stingers -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Much -- it is <= without 
ceference to any particular weapon, it's much easier if you can do 


covertly. The problem with the humanitarian aid program, is that it 
has not been a fully covert program and 
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therefore, we have not been able to handle it as smoothly as we 
handle covert -- 


Q Let me just -- 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 
Q I thought it was not supposed to be at all covert. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, let's finish with 
Mike, and then I -- 


Q Does this mean that these governments have signaled 
a willingness to, covertly or however, to accept these weapons if 
Congress does approve them? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We do not anticipate any 
difficulty in supply routes for the resistance forces if and when the 
aid is approved. We have no reason to think that there will be 
difficulty. And the only difficulties we've had have really been in 
connection with excess publicity for these activities. 





The only real problem -- that is the only real probles 
we've had. The more covert the activities can be kept, the more 
smoothly they go. 

Yes. 


Q Can you answer the question whether there was some 
covert? You said it was not entirely covert -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, the way this -- 





yes -- 


Q -- and I thought there was a prohibition against any 
covert. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The approval of the -- 
no, nO, no. The approval of the $27 million was an overt action by 
Congress. The fact that this aid is going is obviously overt and we 
report on it every 90 days to Congress. However, the routes that are 
used and where precisely the material arrives in Central America, the 
manner in which it gets to the resistance forces, and the exact data 
on what is beigg purchased -- that’s not public because it could be 
of some military utility to the Sandinistas. 


Yes. 
Q Did you encourage any of these -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm sorry. I'll come 
back. Go ahead. Go ahead. 


. Q Did you encourage any of these officials to make 
their private concerns public? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo. I don't really 
sever Ssrcign officiete telling oe how to vote, or down. 
— I did not encourage anybody I met with to — icly as to 

how they think the U.S. Congress should vote. never dream of 
telling a Latin American Congress how to vote e = issue that was 
before it. I don’t think it's cight and I did not encourage anybody 
to speak out publicly. 


2338 Q Why do you have the Contras trotting around the 
H 


Q But if they don't speak publicly, it makes the 
adainistration's selling job in Congress such more difficult. 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's correct. That's 
— life is tough. 


Yes. 


Q The concern of these high officials about the 
Sandinistas repressing the Contras, is it because they fear the 
é ance of the Contras or because they fear the Sandinistas 
coming into their front doors? ° 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I think it's a 
combination of things and it varies. for example, if you take £1 
Salvador which does not have a land border with Nicaragua, there 
haven't been Sandinista incursions into El Salvador -- there we 
go. Sut it varies from country to country. 


I think the real concern -- if I had to sum it up in a 
word, it's uncertainty. That is that this is a period in which the 
U.S., in a sense, does not -- has not yet re a decision on what 
its policy in Central America will be and -- 


Q How long did you tell them that would be -- this 
period of uncertainty? Sixty days or -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, we told them that 
~~ we described to them the proposal that had been presented in the 
House and had been voted down and a facsimile, a close facsimile of 
which will be voted on in the Senate this week. We told the ve 
thought there would be a Senate vote this week and that there would 
be a House vote in wid-April, though they understood also that the 
vagaries of the calendar mean it's possible that it might come a 
little bit more quickly; that if there's a conference, that that 
means that there could be a House vote, but another week or so delay 
after that before something is enacted. . 


So we tried to describe the process. But they're pretty 
sophisticated about it anyway. 


Q I know one of your concerns when you went down was 
the increased activity by the Sandinistas against the Contras. I 
understand there are some unconfirmed reports that there has been 
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increased silitary activity. What can you tell us about that? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That was one of our 
concerns that defining a period of delay defines a period in which it 
is in the interest of the Sandinistas to strike hard to try to do as 


much damage as possible. 


There is a report today of a very large Sandinista 
incursion into Honduras. And we are in the process of assessing the 
intelligence information we have about that. 


Q How did you find out about that? From the Hondurans 
or was it from independent sources? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There has been 4 news 
report, but we found out about it through our own sources. 


i?) Did you discuss it with the President? 


Q Has the government of Honduras contacted you and 
asked you to -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo comment. That would 
be a private comsunciation. 


Q And did you discuss that with the President? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: If it existed. 


The question arose in the meeting with the President 
because he had seen the report. 


; Q Ie there any thought of beginning to work on the Rio 
Treaty in terms of sutual defense? Is there any movement in that -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, we -- No, the 
firet thing we need to do is to gather more intelligence about the 
exact nature and size of this Sandinista attack on Honduras, and 
we're doing that now. We're trying to get some sore information. 


Q How far in? How far in? 


, SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's the kind of 
information -- that’s exactly what we're pulling together right now. 


MR. DJEREJIAN: Two more questions. 


Q What about these helicopter gunships? Are they 
starting up again now? And how many do they have actually? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The Sandinistas have, I 
think, a dozen -- they have a sixture -- — have about -- on the 
order of two to three dozen helicopter gunships, MI-6's and MI-24's. 


° -- follow up -- 
Q -- recently -- 


Q Could I follow up on that? We're not quite through 
there. I mean, at this point, if in fact the r te that we're 
getting at this point turn out to be true, what is the next step 
then? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, it depends on 
what's true. I sean, if 50,000 Nicaraguan troops have attacked 
Honduras, that's one thing. And then, that's « sassive ression, 
which has one ais. If it's « smaller attack, then it will be 
something that presumably the Hondurans will be able to repel 
themselves. So the question is what is the nature of this attack. 
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There have been a series of -- there have been something 
over « hundred Sandinista incursions across the border into Honduras. 
This one, according to prelisiary information -- and I want to stress 
“preliminary information” that we're checking right now -- appears to 
be See a ae ee ee 
true, but if it is true, then we ought to know this sorning. 


Q What do you sean by “quite large"? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Meaning that it is 
larger than -- that there is a report that -- 


Q Give us a frame of reference. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Frame of reference? 
Well over a thousand Nicaraguan troops. That's the initial report. 
Got to see if that’s a correct report. Sometises reports are not 
correct. 


C When did it happen? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yesterday. 
Q When do you -- does the U.S. government consider -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Permit se to say, 
meaning within 48 hours of the House vote. 


Q Does the U.S. government consider that to be an 
attack on Honduran territory? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: If the report is 
correct, it is an attack on Honduran territory. It is a cross-border 
attack by a significant group of Sandinista Arey troops who have gone 
into Honduras, if the report is correct. 


Q Why don't we go to the U.N.? 


Q But reports from Hondurans also say that there are 
no Contras in Honduras. So it's -- I mean, we're in sort of a legal 
limbo. 
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SHIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We're not in a legal 
limbo if the Nicaraguan army has attacked Honduras -- crossing the 
border to go into Honduras -- I don't see that that’s a legal iimbo. 
That's called an attack across a border by the army of one country on 
another country -- 


Q Contra -- 


SCNIOR ADHINISTRATION OFFICIAL -- If the repert is 
correct. 


2 But I mean, if it's against Contras, we wouid 3150 
consider that an attack against ilonduras, aot just Yonduran 
tercitory? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, if they have yone 
into -- if they have gone into Honduras -- most of these attacks have 
resulted in death to a number of Honduran citizens, inclucing 
innocent civilians who were caught up in these Nicsraguan attacks, 
and a number of these attacks have resulted in death to ‘londuran 
soldiers -- iionduran soldiers. So any way you look at them, it's 
guite a serious thing legally as well as it is politically, and 
that’s why we're trying hare to come up witi facts. 


2 Are there Americans -- 


2 Is this in an area where they're builcing the strip 
oz where there are jamarican engineers involves? ' 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There are ao Americans 
involved in this at all. 


Yes. 


Q When you talk about the legalities, isn't this 
legally analagous to Israel's attack into Lebanon if Nicaragua has 
been attacked from llonduran territories? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. 
2 why not? 


SEWIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: ‘hat you Save here is 
the army of Nicaragua which is engaged in constant and repeated 
subversion of all of its neighbors, and indeed other countries which 
are not neighbors, such as Colombia. The response to that by other 
countries has not been to attack Nicaragua. Nicaragua has never been 
attacked by the army of any neighboring country. 


What would be like the Israeli activity, I'd have to say, 
would be of a country like Honduras, which is constantly facing 
subversion, or El Salvador which is constantly being subverted by 
Nicaraguan support from the FMLN were to strike back at Nicaragua -- 
that's the analogy that I would make. 


Yes. 


Q What would be the difference between a cross-border 
attack by 1,000 Nicaragua regulars or 1,000 Contra regulars? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, the -=- there are 
regular forces in a lot of areas of the world and there are regular 
forces in a lot of areas in Central America. If it is the case that 
the army of Nicaragua has sent a significant number -- and by Central 
American standards, that is quite a significant number of troops -- 
across the border into llonduras, and if it is the case that there 
are, as there have been in the past, civilian and military casualties 
among llondurans, then I think this is viewed -- you“can take us out 
of the picture. It's viewed not only by Wonduras, but by all of its 
neighbors as another example of Sandinista aggression. 
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If you want to go back, I think I would push you back 
again to the arguments that we've made repeatedly that the military 
buildup in Central America did not begin with Cl Salvador and it did 
not begin with Honduras, and it did not begin, God knows, with Costa 
Rica. It began in 1973 with a military buildup, and then acts of 


subversion and aggression by the government of Nicaragua. . 
2 We're asking -- 
Q Well, why woulée its neighbors Se more likely to view 


it that way in this case -- 
MR. DJEROIIAN: Last question. 
SOWIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Last one. 


Q Wave there been representations since this 
intelligence information became available from the Jnited States 
through Ciplomatic channels to the Sandinistas that this is viewee as 
a violation -- 


SENIOR ADNINISTRATICN OFFICIAL: We're in the process, 
first of all we're in the process of gathering more information ‘to 
Getermine whether the preliminary reports are correct, to Jeternine 
whether the press reports are correct. You don't do anything until 
you're reasonably certain of the facts. Sut -- 


* wt@a Will that ve finissec? when will you -- 
2 You saic this mornings. 

. SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I don't now. I 
mean, I would hope, you know, that's what we're in the process of 
doing right now. But I don't think the government of Nicaragua is in 
very much doubt about the way we view Nicaraguan invasions of 
Honduran territory. So -- 

Q Well -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: So it's really an 
essential part of this endeavor. Thank you. 


TUE PROSS: Thank you. 
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SPOKESPERSON: Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen. Just one 
brief note before we do begin this ON-THE-RECORD news 
conference. Would you kindly identify yourself by name, and by 
news organization prior to your putting your question to the 
Secretary. Thank you. 








SECRETARY SHULTZ: Ladies and gentlemen, first I'd like to 
express my appreciation to my hosts here in Turkey, in 
particular the Foreign Minister, who has been most generous 
with his time and his hospitality. I've had detailed and very 
worthwhile discussions with him; of course, with President 
Evren just now, with Prime Minister Ozal, with Deputy Prime 
Minister Erdem, of course, the Foreign Minister, the Defense 
Minister, Parliamentarian leaders and others. 





These discussions covered a very broad range of questions. We 
discussed the Defense and Economic Cooperation Agreement which, 
as you know, is ongoing. The United States believes the DECA 
is advantageous to both our countries and we're committed to 
maintaining the strong levels of cooperation under that 
agreement. We've also discussed the desirability of expanding 
our economic and commercial activities, and we've had 
discussion of international issues from the Iran-Iraq war to 
East-West issues, Middle East problems, world economic 
developments and Central America. We discussed our mutual 
commitment to protectinec individual rights and we discussed, in 
particular, the United States' strong support for Turkey's 
efforts to defend the right of the Turkish-speaking Muslims in 
Bulgaria to preserve their religious and cultural identity. 
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My colleagues and I leave Turkey profoundly impressed, once 
again, by the strength of character of the Turkish people, and 
by the historical and cultural sites that we've seen. I'm very 
pleased that the Foreign Minister, who has been so generous and 
hospitable to me, has accepted my invitation to visit me in the 
United States in due time, and I'll look forward to welcoming 
him there. If there are any questions, I'll be glad to try 
them. Yes? 


QUESTION: Leyla Chambel, Neve Zuricher Zeitung. My question 
is this: You seem to worry more about the (inaudible) of 


Greece thal about Turkish (inaudible) Republic of Turkey. Is 
it because you feel that the Turks, as a nation, are in your 
pocket anyway and they make concessions; and the Greeks, you 
know, they are more merchants and then you have to satisfy 
them? Is that the reason? Another -- I mean, a further’ -- 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: You're asking me to give reasons for 
something that's not so. So if you could ask a question, and 
I'll try to answer it. 





QUESTION: You worry more about Greece than about Turkey. 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: No, that's not the case. It isn't a 
question of worrying. It's a question -- and I'll speak here 
about Turkey -- I'm in Turkey. ['1l be going to Greece and 
there I'll speak about Greece. But as far as our relationship 
with Turkey is concerned, we value it highly. We have a keen 
appreciation of the strategic importance of Turkey. We have a 
tremendous admiration for the development of democracy in this 
country, and of the efforts you are making for economic 
development and the way that it's being gone about. We seek in 
every way we can to support those efforts and the support from 
the United States for those efforts, as the record shows, and 
I've discussed it in detail here, has been a very, very strong 
one. We want to continue it that way because we have such 
admiration for Turkey and we have also respect for the key 
position that they have. 





QUESTION: Thank you. 





QUESTION: Bernie Gwertzman, New York Times. Mr. Secretary, a 
couple of years agu you once said it was time to put Mr. 
Qadhafi in his box Do you think the ongoing military 
operations now have succeeded. in doing that, or is there still 
more to be done? 








SECRETARY SHULTZ: Of course, the purpose is not to put Qadhafi 





in his box, but that is where he belongs. But the purpose is 
to assert an international right that all countries recognize 
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that's very important to everyone; that the freedom of the seas 
is essential to maintaining international security and the flow 
of commerce. The United States has been committed to ensuring 
the freedom of the seas ever since our birth as a nation. To 
this end, it is a fundamental policy of the United States to 
conduct naval and air exercises in international waters and 
airspace in gvery part of the globe. - 


The Gulf of Sidra is international water. Beyond the 
internationally recognized 12 mile limit, the Gulf of Sidra and 
the air space above it belong to no one. As part of our 
regular program of such operations around the world, we have 
been in the Gulf of Sidra area 16 times since 1981. We have 
been below the 32/30 line 7 times before this current 
operation. This latest operation of ours started last Sunday. 


During darkness on Sunday evening and Monday morning, U.S. 
aircraft flew over internationally recognized waters on at 
least two occasions without incident. Libyan interceptor 
aircraft were launched but no hostile intent was demonstrated. 


On Monday during daylight, U.S. naval vessels with air cover 
proceeded south of 32 degrees, 30 minutes north, still, of 
course, in international waters. At 1252 Greenwich Mean Time 
on Monday, March 24th, Libyan air defense facilities launched 
two SA-5 missiles aimed at U.S. naval tactical aircraft 
conducting routine operations over international waters. No 
U.S. aircraft were hit. Two additional SA-5s and an SA-2 were 
launched at 1745 GMT. Another SA-5S was launched at 1845 GMT. 
At this point, Libyan forces had fired a total of six 
surface-to-air missiles at U.S. forces -- U.S. forces operating 
properly in international waters. 


In the course of these operations and before any response, 
Executive Branch officials contacted several] Legislative 
leaders to inform them that we had been fired upon and that we 
intended to react. Over the course of the next several hours, 
the House and Senate leadership was briefed on developments in 
detail. Briefings have continued since then. 


Because of these numerous Libyan missile launches, we were 
compelled to consider all approaching Libyan forces to have 
hostile intent. Appropriate measures of self-defense were 
required. Shortly after 1900 GMT, acting in self-defense, U.S. 
forces fired a Harpoon missile at a Libyan naval vessel located 
at 32 degrees, 31 minutes North, 16 degrees, 15 minutes East. 
At 2005 GMT, U.S. Navy A-7 aircraft launched a high-speed, 
anti-radiation missile against a Libyan SA-5 air defense 
facility. At 2130 GMT, a second Libyan vessel, believed to be 
a missile corvette, was fired on by the U.S. forces. As with 
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the first vessel, we had clear reason to believe that this 
vessel intended to attack U.S. forces. 


Our exercises in these international waters and air space are 
continuing. There are other developments today. Libya has 
fired more missiles, and two additional Libyan vessels and a 
Libyan air defense facility have been hit. But I'll end the 
chronology at this point. 


It is our policy to Act consistently with the War Powers Act. 
We have done so. While it was prudent to prepare to defend 
against a Libyan attack, -ur exercise was not designed to 
provoke such an attack. This is the latest exercise among many 
in a global program in support of traditional maritime rights 
-— I might say rights which all countries value, particularly 
maritime countries. The conduct of these exercises did not 
constitute the introduction of U.S. Armed Forces into 
hostilities or a situation of imminent involvement in 
hostilities. 


Airmen and mariners were properly notified in accordance with 
standard international practice, and the facts related to these 
operations were widely reported in public. The message here is 
that the United States will continue to operate in 
international waters and airspace. The claim to contro] 
navigation and overflight in a vast amount of the 
Mediterranean, such as has been made by Libya concerning the 
Gulf of Sidra, is inconsistent with traditional freedoms of the 
sea recognized in contemporary state practice, and it has no 
basis in international law. 


QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, could you give us a little more 
explanation beyond simply trying to establish and enforce the 
freedom of the seas? What were some of the other political 
considerations which must have gone into the decision by the 
United States to go into the Gulf of Sidra? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: The operation was part of our global 
assertion of the rights to international waters. It's 
something that goes on all the time, and many times in this 
Particular area. So that was what we were doing. Of course, 
we well recognize that Libya had asserted tiat these were not 
international waters, but they're alone in that contention. 





QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, Bill McLaughlin, CBS News. Libyan 
Radio has threatened the lives of American citizens throughout 
the Arab world. What would be the position of the U.S. if 
American lives in Libya --~ there are still Americans there - 
were menaced or held hostage? 
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SECRETARY SHULTZ: We don't countenance threats or actions 
against American lives anywhere, and we make that very, very 





clear. Libya has threatened us on many occasions -- not only 
us, but many others. And we have been very clear about our 
view -- that Libya harbors terrorists, trains terrorists, 


provides materiel for terrorists. So it is a country, 
unfortunately, that is part of the terrorist camp in this world. 


ONFSTTON: Mr. Secretary, Milliyet Daily, Nur Batur. Ozal 

1t has been criticized for not putting a deadline to 
as wmtos wECA negotiations. How seriously do you take these 
negotiations, sir? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, we have been discussing the DECA 
issues. We take them very seriously. It's an important -- 
very important agreement between our two countries, and we each 
mean a lot to each other. And that was made very clear to me, 
the very positive attitude of Turkey toward this agreement and 
toward the relationship that we have. So we have discussed 
these questions, and will continue to do so in the meantime, of 
course. The agreements remain operative and we are continuing 
our support; and the Turkish aspect of it is also being 
completely fulfilled. 





QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, Sedat Ergin of Cumhuriyet. Has the 
Turkish Government made any pledge for full support for the 
third document which will be introduced by the U.N. Secretary 
General on Cyprus? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: On the issue of Cyprus, it was discussed and 
I will not try to summarize those discussions or try in any way 
to state the position of any other country. From the 
standpoint of the United States, we would like to see the issue 
of Cyprus settled. We believe the Secretary General of the 
U.N. has an important initiative here, and we support it, and 
we hope that others will, as well, so that it might become the 
basis for settling this long-standing and difficult issue. 





QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, the Greek Government and the Soviet 
Government have reacted to the U.S./Libyan incident. The 
Greeks have complained about the U.S. attack against their 
Libyan friends. The Soviets have called the U/S. actions 
aggression. Can you tell us what reaction the Turkish 
Government has given you and how you think Europeans ought to 
respond to this incident? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: I will not try to speak for any country 
other than my own. But I think you can see from the 
description that I gave of what happened that the aggressor was 
Libya. The United States was conducting exercises in 
international waters and air space which we are perfectly at 
right to do as are other countries. Everyone has a stake in 
the ability to do this. And while we were doing that, we were 
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fired upon repeatedly by an aggressive country, namely Libya. 
So they are the aggressors, not the United States. Our 
response was delayed and, of course, as any country must, we 
have to have the right to defend ourselves against this Libyan 
aggression. 


QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, following on to an earlier question, 
to your knowledge (inaudible) or retaliation by the Libyans or 
Libyan supporters feared or even suspected? 


RETARY SHULTZ: well, the Libyan Government has made so many 
statements or threats against the United States and others, and 
they have conducted, supported, or in one way or another, been 
involved in terrorist activities that of course we have to be 
careful and alert. Unfortunately, the United States and other 
countries have to face a reality of terrorist activity, it is 
not unknown in this country. And we have to take steps to deal 
with it, which we are doing. 


QUESTION: You have just said this morning at the National 
Assembly that you don't put the shame on the Concress. Why the 
Turkish Army needs modernization? Why they are still using the 
weapons left from the second World War? Who should we put the 
blame on? Could you make this more clear? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: I1 think what -- as you look at the United 
States, what you should see is a country with a very energetic 
democracy and a pattern of activity involving an executive, a 
legislative, and a judicial branch of our government. And the 
way in which we do things is by an interaction among them. The 
result by and large has been a good result. Insofar as our 
efforts with Turkey, particularly over the last four years, 
that we in the Reagan Administration are, of course, most 
intimately dealing with, our combined security and related 
Economic Support Funds have roughly doubled; and the proportion 
of those that come on a so-called treasury rate basis, has been 
drastically reduced. 





The amount of Turkish exports to the United States in the last 
three or four years have roughly tripled. We have negotiated a 
bilateral investment treaty. We hope that we will soon finish 
a bilateral tax treaty. We have councils of businessmen who 
interact with each other. So what you should see is a United 
States believing that it is important to us, as well as to you, 
that you succeed in what you are doing, and we are helping in 
major, significant and substantive ways, and it emerges out of 
this process -- and I'll have to agree as one who is embroiled 
in it all the time -- that it is sometimes mystifying. Sut 
that is our way of doing things and it works out all right we 
struggle and we argue but, in the end, the results are okay 
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QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, Johanna McGeary of Time Magazine. 

You said that this particular operation at the Gulf of Sidra is 
part of the regular program of global exercises, yet the 
American Navy was in the same part of the world only two months 
ago in January. Would you choose to return to that particular 
side because Mr. Qadhafi drew the line across that Gulf and we 
wanted to test him? 





SECRETARY SHULTZ: I think it is important to test these limits 
all over the world. And, of course, if .somebody very pointedly 
asserts a claim to international waters, that calls it to your 
attention. But this is just a part of our regular global 
pattern and we are in international waters and air space where 
we are entitled to be and Libya is the aggressor. And when you 
are subjected to aggression, you are entitled, in fact you must 
defend yourself, and that is what the United States is doing 
here. 


T : Mr. Secretary, Ron Pemstein, Voice of America. Your 
Ambassador to the Vatican has reportedly held contacts with 
Libya immediately after the attacks in Rome and Vienna. Were 
these authorized by you and do you approve of them? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: They were not authorized. 

QUESTION: Do you approve of them? 

SECRETARY SHULTZ: No. 

QUESTION: How did it happen? 

SECRETARY SHULTZ: They were not authorized nor approved, and 


the question has been discussed fully and adequately and that 
is what I have to say on the subject. 





QUESTION: My name is Jale Ersoy from the Daily Hurriyet. You 
have just signed an agreement with Pakistan which will provide 
them with $4 billion in the coming six years. While you can 
pledge this amount of aid to Pakistan, why can't you guarantee 
the same amount to us as well? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: This is en agreement for —t we will seek 
from your friends, the Congress, and that will be our program. 
Actually, if you divide six into that number that you 
mentioned, it comes to a smaller number from the current flow 
to Turkey. 


QUESTION: That is right, sir, but you can guarantee -- 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Wo, I had to take issue with your word 
"guarantee." What we can say as the Executive Branch under our 





system of government is that we will support this effort and 
this will be part of the President's budget. And we will try 
to get the things that are there, but we cannot speak for the 
Congress. We can propose to the Congress and urge the 
Congress. And on the whole, in our relations with Pakistan and 
our relations with Turkey, we have been broadly successful. 


QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, Norman Kempster of the 

. Can we expect continued operation in the Gulf of Sidra 
until the Libyans, by their inaction, agree that the United 
States is doing the proper thing? 


T TZ: The exercises that we have undertaken -- are 
undertaking according to a prearranged schedule of the 
maneuvers involved and they will complete their exercises and 
I'm not in a position -- it is not proper for me to say just 
when they will end. But they will go according to the schedule 
of the exercises. 


T : Mr. Secretary, I have a question about this 
international right of passage on the seaway. A few days ago 
the United States sailed some ships into the Black Sea, drawing 
a protest from the Soviet Union. The United States said it has 
an international right to be there. Will we continue to test 
the Black Sea with the same resolve we are testing the waters 
Claimed by Libya, and will the response be the same for the 
Soviet Union, should the Soviet Union's response parallel 
Libya's response? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, I'm not going to get into speculation 
about the future, but we think there is a principle involved 
here and it applies in international waters everywhere. And I 
might say that the Soviet Union is among the countries that 
also have a big stake in the application of this principle, 
since they are also a country that sails around the world. 


T : Can we deal for a moment with the situation in 
Honduras? There are a thousand Nicaraguan troops trapped in 
Honduras at last word. The Administration has condemned that 
because the Nicaraguans were in hot pursuit of the Contras 
across international borders The Administration does not 
condemn the Israelis for doing hot pursuit across the Lebanese 
border. Can you tell us what the difference is in those two 
kinds of hot pursuit? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: The Nicaraguan government has invaded 

Honduras on a fairly large scale. I can't tell you precisely 
how many troops are involved, but it is well over a thousand 
We are in close consultation with the Government of Honduras 
concerning the situation on the border and the possible need 
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for emergency assistance We are prepared to be forthcoming to 
a Honduran request for assistance to help defend itself against 
this Nicaraguan Communist aggression 


QUESTION: How about the use of American troops, sir? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: there is no plan or need for the use of 
American troops. We have to support those in Central America 
who fight for the freedom and independence of their country, 
whether in £1 Salvador, as we have, whether in Honduras or, for 
that matter, those who want to fight for freedom in Nicaragua. 





I guess you are the only one left. 


TION: Mr. Secretary, you are going to Athens from here 
(inaudible). How can you encourage the Greek Government to 
have a dialogue with turkey? 





SECRETARY SHULTZ Well, we would like to see the relationship 
between Greece and lurkey be good relationships and all] the 
issues be settled. We hope that the Greeks and the Turks will 
get together and work them out. Nothing would suit us more 





QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, are there Soviet troops at any of 
these facilities in Libya to your knowledge, and, if you don't 
know, was that taken into consideration before this action was 
taken against Libya? 


SECRETARY SHULITZ: I don't have anything for you on that we 
know there are Soviets in Libya, of course, connected with 
military equipment that has been sold We must defend 
ourselves against the source of fire against us. And that is 
the way in which we have to determine, at least in this kind of 
response that we are in, where we would fire That is the 
criteria 





SPOKESMAN: Just a second We are about at the thirty-minute 
mark. Maybe we will take one last really tough one from one of 
the local correspondents. 





TION: Sadat Ergin from Cumhuriyet. Have you found any 
flexibility from the Turkish Government on the Cyprus question 
and about lurkish-Greek relations? 





SECRETARY SHULTZ: I don't want to speak for the Turkish 
Government on either of those issues. They will speak for 
themselves. I will only repeat, from our standpoint, we think 
that the Secretary General's initiative is an interesting one 
and potentially very useful and we support it and we hope 
others will We hope that it will be possible for the leaders 
of Greece and Turkey to sit down together, as they occasionally 
do, and talk out their problems and make progress toward 
resolving them 


Thank you 
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SENIOR DEPARTMENT OFFICIAL: Ladies and gentlemen, 
nice to see you. 


I thought it might be worthwhile to talk a little bit 
this afternoon, if you're interested, about the conventional 
side of the arms control picture. All the negotiations that 
are underway with the Soviets, even if they're very different 
in nature, do form a part of a pattern. Most of the time, I 
know you focus on the Geneva Three. 


But the other negotiations are also important. 
They're important, first of all, because it does give a chance 
to Allies to participate in the arms control process. They 
have very keen interest, and their own national strategic 
reasons for wanting to participate in the MBFR talks. And, 
indeed, beyond the Allies, all countries in Europe --neutrals 
as well -- are participating in the CDE talks in Stockholm; and 
chemical warfare is obviously also a subject of major 
importance to all countries. 


I think it's important to look at these because if we 
are able one day to achieve the President's goal of a total 
elimination of nuclear weapons, this really presupposes doing 
something serious about the existing inbalance in conventional 
forces. Indeed, as long as that conventional inbalance 
remains, we will have to continue to rely to some degree on 
nuclear weapons to offset that inbalance, which is also a 
reason for the necessity for continuing a certain amount of . 
testing to maintain the reliability and state of the art of 
those nuclear weapons. 


But let me just say a few quick words about the state 
of play in the three conventional weapons areas. By the way, I 
would happy to answer your questions afterwards on all the arms 
control subjects, if you like, but I'll just say a few words. 


First of all, in MBFR --~ you're all experts so I won't 
repeat, but just to refresh you. As you know, the NATO 


guidelines area covers the Benelux countries and the Federal 
Republic of Germany on the NATO side, -- East Germany, 
Czechoslovakia and Poland on the Warsaw Pact side. This is the 


longest arms control negotiation in history -- 13 years -- 
designe’ to establish a balance between the forces of the two 
sides. 


After a lot of back and forth over the last several 
years, we put down a major proposal on the Sth of December 
which picked up on some ideas that the Soviets had been pushing 
in their previous proposals. The most important innovation, 
and I think we took a calculated risk in this, was to offer for 
the first time to postpone the question of data -- having 
agreed data on the forces. 


. Obviously, it's very important to be able to verify 
. afterwards what has happened, to know what base you're starting . 
from. This had become a data barrier. So we finally agreed 
that we Would postpone the question and we would start with a 
time-limited, first-phase agreement, involving just U.S. and 
Soviet forces -- reductions of $5,000 on our side, 11,500 on the 
Soviet side. There would be a 3-year, no-increase commitment 
for all NATO and Warsaw Pact forces. That 3-year commitment 
would follow the initial year of the reduction phase. 





During the 3-year period, both sides would exchange 
information and hold on-site inspections to verify the level of 
forces claimed by the other side. And then after this period, 
we would decide, based on our experience and whether we had 
been able to verify the levels -- that we had confidence in 
them -- whether to extend the agreement. It's a sort of 
self-destruct agreement at the end of three years. : 


We also thought it was very important to have this 
very complete verification regime. We are trying to build on 
what General Secretary Gorbachev had said in his mid-January 
statement. He said, for the first time, I believe, that the 
Soviets would allow permanent observers at the exit and entry 
points to the NATO guidelines area, and that they were prepared 
for reasonable monitoring, including on-site. 


The problem, as we've begun to discuss it with the 
Soviets, however, is that, first of all, the monitoring that 
they have in mind would only apply to the actual units leaving 
the area during the reductions phase, but would specifically 
not apply to the annual rotations of their forces which involve 
as much as a quarter of a billion people every summer. They 
would not be included in this verification system. That's 
obviously a major hole. 

















Furthermore, as far as the on-site inspections are 
concerned, they have made very clear that they would reserve 
the right to veto any request for inspection. So we're not off 
to a very good start. 


Turning to CDE. As you know, CDE, in Stockholm, is 
not really an arms control negotiation in the sense of talking 
about reducing forces, or weapons. It's the sort of step-—child 
of the CSCE process. Its purpose, at least the way we see it, 
is to try to get more transparency in Europe so both sides can 
see what the other is doing by advance notification on 
maneuvers and having observers in place. This would give us 
some confidence that we would not be overwhelmed by surprise 
attack or, indeed, that movement of forces could be used for 
political intimidation. 


We were making some progress at the end of the last 
round, which finished about a week ago. We did begin the 
process of drafting a statement, but we've got a long way to go 
if we're going to finish by September 19, which is the target. 


What we're trying to do is to get militarily 
significant confidence-building measures, having observers 
on-site, advance notification of a calendar of annual 
maneuvers, and that kind of thing, to build this transparency 
and confidence that I spoke of. 


Finally, chemical warfare. We regard this, of course, 
as a very important process. It is often referred to as “the 
poor man's nuclear weapon.” Distressingly now, we see about 15 
countries around the world that have the capability. There was 
a taboo on the use of chemical weapons for many years, going 
back to the 1925 Convention, but we're seeing that beginning to 
break down now. You can see it on the television, the effect 
of the use of gas and nerve weapons on Iranian troops by the 
Iraqis. In fact, both sides have usea it.* 


So there is a certain urgency, we believe, in coming 
to grips with this problem. As you know, Vice President Bush 
put down a treaty draft two years ago in Geneva calling for a 
global ban on chemical weapons We're not making as rapid 
progress as we would like. We are chipping away at it. 


In addition to the talks in Geneva, on chemical 
warfare -- the group talks -- we also are talking bilaterally 
with the Soviets. We had a session at the end of January, 
early February, to try to further that process. The atmosphere 
was 


* Subsequently dropped 





good but we were not able to get them to answer in any detail 
what General Secretary Gorbachev might have in mind when he, in 
his January 15 statement, announced a new element in their 
approach. 


They have always talked about the importance of the 
destruction of chemical warfare stockpiles, but for the first 
time he mentioned the importance of identifying the production 
sites for chemical weapons and to do something about monitoring 
their destruction as well. That holds promise for progress, 
but so far we have not been able to elicit the kind of details 
that we need to be able to move ahead on that front. 


Finally, on the Sth and 6th of March, again, 
fulfilling a pledge that came out of the summit, a group of our 
people met with the Soviets in Bern to talk about the problem 
of proliferation of chemical weapons. Here, again, good first 
meeting, businesslike, where we began to look at the problem of 
monitoring of controlling the exports of certain kinds of 
precursor chemicals that can be used in the manufacture of 
chemical weapons. We hope to have another session with them. 
We don't have a date yet, but we hope to have another session 
later this spring, or early summer. 


I think I'll stop there and open it up to questions. 


(Continued on next page) 




















Q Well, you gave two examples of Gorbachev 
initiatives, initiatives by Gorbachev, but the results seem to 
be mixed. I guess the question is, overall has Gorbachev made 
a difference? And do you see any hope because of his new 
approach, if it is a new approach? 


I guess what I'm really getting to and trying hard to 
find a diplomatic way to ask it, is whether the United States 
shouldn't hasten the process by being more conciliatory and 
seizing on these approaches? 


But anyhow, if you don't want to address the third 
thing, give me an answer to the first two. Is Gorbachev 
different? Is negotiating with the Russians under Gorbachev 
different from the past? 


fa This is a general question applying -- 


“a Yes, you've given us two -- Yes. 


A -- to all of our (inaudible) 
I mean across-the-board (inaudible). 


Q Yes. 
A The pattern, I think, is probably similar. 


Yes, he is different. He is different, certainly, in 
the authority with which he exercises, or appears to exercise, 
pretty direct control over the negotiations. [This applies 
particularly to the Geneva Three negotiations. That's new. 

Certainly, the rhetorical boldness is new. He has. 
seized on certain important elements of arms control like 
verification; instead of shrinking from the problem, he has 
talked about the importance of verification, and has even held 
out for the first time the possibility of on-site inspection. 


Unfortunately, however, when you probe and you get 
into the discussion with the negotiators in each capital where 
these negotiations are taking place, we tend to run into stone 
walls. There seems to be walking back from the rhetoric. I 
cited an example on verification in MBFR. Another example is 
in INF where, at the end of this last round, we did introduce 
the subject of verification, and we even ticked off the sort of 
major elements of a verification regime, and illustrated the 
concepts a bit for them; and the reply we got was, "This is 
premature." 





Now, this doesn't mean that when we return to Round 
Five that the Soviets won't come back prepared to enter into a 
discussion. And we hope they will because it's high time. 


Q Does it seem possible to you that the bureaucracy 
-—- I'm wondering why this is true. Are there two Gorbachevs? 


There's one who makes grand offers, but when the chips are 
down, doesn't follow through; or is it a matter of translating 
his position to the negotiations themselves, where there's sort 
of a built-in -- I have a feeling that bureaucracy on both 
sides is geared not to success, but to impasse. 


Could it be that he's not in charge of his own 
bureaucracy, ina sense? 


Aa I don't know the answer to that. I don't think 
we know enough yet about the pattern. But I would be surprised 
if he's ‘not in charge of his bureaucracy. 


-Q So he's as accountable for the lack of progress 
as for the openings, you would say? 


i Sure. 


Mr. Ambassador, I don't normally cover here, so 
therefore, I don't have to be diplomatic, and [I'll ask you the 
question that Barry hesitated to: Why doesn't the United 
States do something to hasten the progress? Ihis has been 
going on 13 years. 


A Are you talking about -- 
Q Any of the three. R 
A =~ MBFR? } 


Q Yes. 
a 


Well, in fact, we think we have done some things 
to hasten the process. Maybe I didn't make myself clear, but, 
first of all, take MBFR: as I said, the data question which 


was a stumbling block for many years -- we had been hung up on 
this problem of having prior agreement on data before entering 
into a reductions phase -- we took them up on that offer. 


Secondly, they have wanted a time-limited, first-phase 
agreement limited to U.S. and Soviet forces and accompanied by 
a no-increase agreement on the part of the rest of the Warsaw 
Pact and the rest of NATO. We met that as well in our December 
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© 5 proposal. at the same time, we did call for important 
verification measures. We need information. We have to be 


able, then, to go in and inspect the territory to verify after 
the fact, first of all, that the reductions had taken place and 
what the residual levels are. We think we went pretty far in 
proposing a new approach to open this process up. 


By the same token, in Geneva, in INF, we think that 
with the proposal we made at the end of February that we 
bridged some of the earlier proposals that had been made on 
both sides, and produced, or suggested a way of eliminating 
entirely the medium-range systems by the end of 1989. We 
thought that was pretty good. 


Q Mr. Ambassador, do you think it's a foregone 
conclusion that the Soviets will now end their moratorium on 
nuclear testing, and resume it, given that the U.S. has? And 
does that indicate to your mind that an opportunity has been 
lost to make some progress in one particular area and perhaps 
to make major progress before the next summit? 


A Well, first of all I can't -- it's hard to 
hypothesize on what the Soviets are going to do. We've had 
some indications that they may be preparing to resume testing. 
But as far as the impact on the next summit is concerned, this 
has not been set by them as a pre-condition for the summit, nor 
would we allow it to be considered as such. 





Q But they have said --— or Mr. Gorbachev has said -- 
that there may not be any point in having a second summit 
unless there is something, some substantive progress in arms 
control te discuss. 


A That's true. That is the point of view that hé's 
put across. We have a different point of view. I mean, our 
President has been very clear on this, that he wants us to 
negotiate and negotiate hard, and to ready for signature the 
best possible agreements that we can negotiate, without 
reference to artificial deadlines. I mean, it will not be 
linked to summit dates. 


Q Well, let me broaden the question, then: Do you 
see any indication in any of these areas, Geneva and the 
others, that major progress can be made before the next summit? 


A Yes, I believe -- I believe if the political 
will is there, that we can ready, come very close to having an 


agreement to complete in INF, for example, in Geneva. 


We've done a lot of work in the INF area, and we've 
already, as I said earlier, there has been a certain amount of 














bridging that has taken place between the two sides. We have 
now introduced verification, which is an integral part of that 
process. I think that with an exercise of political will it 
could be done. But it requires, you know, that decision to be 
made in Moscow. 


Q I've go. a question over here -- maybe you've 
answered this already: Do you think it is likely that the 
summit will be after the November elections now more likely 
than before? 


R We just don't know. I mean we don't have a reply 
from the Soviets on this. It could happen in June or July, or 
the fall. It's hard to say. We really don't have a reply from 
them. 


- MORE -- 
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Q Where are we on the effort to get a reply? 
What's the next step? 


We'll wait -- 

Q Is the Secretary meeting with -- 

A We'll wait for their reply. We have asked them. 
Q 


Are there scheduled meetings yet to discuss this 
subject? 


a There are no scheduled meetings to discuss this 
subject, however, there are always opportunities. Don't 
misunderstand me, I'm not implying that this is part of his 
brief, but Art Hartman has been here. He goes back to Moscow. 
He sees people in the Soviet Government. Obviously, it's one 
of the subjects that comes up. 


Dobrynin will be coming back to make his farewell 
calls. -There's another opportunity. That's a subject that 
will come up in the agenda comprising a lot of subjects. 


Q This may be kind of out of your turf, but has 
there been any talk or any thought or any effort of a joint 
U.S.-Soviet effort to get the Iraq and Irani fo)*s to not use 
biological -- or chemical weapons? 


A That is one of the -- not in quite the way you 
phrase the question. 


Q Well, should there be? 


is) One of the subjects that we discussed on the Sth 
and 6th of this month in Bern was in limiting, trying to 
control the exports of chemicals used in the manufacture of 
weapons, with the Iran-Iraq example cited. [That was 
specifically cited as an example of immediate use why it was 
important, while not detracting from our major goal which is to 
conclude a global ban. That's why we wanted to keep this 
effort separate from what was happening in Geneva. 


Because it is a real world situation, a real world 
problem being used now, we did cite that as an example. As a 
matter of fact, we've also met, as you probably know, with 
friends and allies. There is a group that was sponsored by the 
Australians, including the European Community, Canada, Japan, 
Australia and New Zealand. That has met a few times to 
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try to harmonize our export control regimes for chemicals that 
could be used in the Iran-Iraq war. 


, Q Because the point is that they are being used 
right now. Obvicusly, both sides have stockpiles of them. I'm 
talking about some sort of pressure. It's a difficult area, I 
know, to apply any sort of pressure, but is there any chance 
that somebody can make them stop doing it? 


4 I wouldn't want to predict at this point how far 
or how quickly this series of talks that we're having with the 
Soviets will go, but, obviously, that is something that is an 
objective. But we don't have any proposal, and I don't see it 
right now. Furthermore, that's why I think it's important to 
emphasize that we not depart from the main emphasis in Geneva 
on the global ban, because there have been all kinds of 
proposals, even coming from the East, of chemical warfare 
zones. .This stuff is so easily transportable from one country 
to another, it is not sufficient to try to put a cordon around 
two countries, or three countries, or four countries. 


Q But in those negotiations, could you tell us a 
little bit more about the Soviets? In other words, you're 


negotiating. I mean, there's a history of U.S.-Soviet 
cooperation on proliferation, stopping proliferation, or 
slowing it down. 


A Nuclear proliferation. 


Nuclear. But you're negotiating with the people 
that this Administration has accused of doing the things you're 
talking to them about not doing. Have they changed, or have 
you changed? In other words, they're the people who supposedly 
introduced chemical warfare to Afghanistan. They're the people 
who supposedly introduced chemical warfare to Vietnam, or 
Vietnam, Cambodia -- I forget which. 


a Cambodia. 


Q Maybe both. Cambodia. 


A The yellow rain there. 
Q Have they changed, or have you decided -- 
A No. These subjects -- we also ran through these 


points with them in Bern, so -- 
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Q No. I mean, are you talking to them about -- 
have you passed the threshold where you think they are a 


reasonable partner in preventing a spread of weapons or is 
this a way of talking to them about their own behavior? 


a We talk to them about the generic problem and 
about controls, and we also talk to them about their -- and we 
have not forgotten that they have introduced these weapons and 
used them in other countries, and we made that point. 


Q Can you trust them? 
a Trust? How do you mean, “trust"? 


Well, suppose you and the Soviets agree that it 
would be a dastardly thing to export chemical weapons. 


_A No. What we're talking about right now is the 
_ establishment of export controls. That doesn't mean that 


substances cannot be licensed to be sent to certain countries. 
That's avdifferent matter. 


Q I see. 


A So we're at the very beginning of a process 
here. These are very much first steps. 


Q Thank you. 


Q Is it true that, as reported today in the arms 
control community, that the government is behind the principle 
of drydocking the two new submarines -- the two submarines when 
the new submarine comes in? 


A The only thing I will say on that subject is that 
we are in our arms control community looking at the RSVP 
problem, and that is under way right now, and there are a lot 
of options that are being looked at. 


Q Would that -- 


A But I won't comment on what particular options 
might or might be selected, because it's under way right now. 


Q Would the drydocking be a violation of SALT II on 
our part? 


A Drydocking? Yes, it would. It would be, because 
there are certain rules that apply to ---I mean, if you pass a 
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certain limit under SALT, there are rules in place for how you © 
dismantle and cut up a submarine that you're pulling off line, 

and drydocking it wouldn't be doing that. I would call it a 
semi-—violation. 


Q Do you mean literally discussed? I thought you 
were past the discussion stage below the political decision 
stage. Do you mean within the government you are still 
discussing it? 


) Within the government we are cascussing it. 
Q The Pentagon and the State Department and others 
i) It's being discussed at a higher level. 


Q That's what I mean. 
8 Yes. But there has -- 
“@ There are still discussions -- 
a We have not made any decisions yet. No decisions 


have been made. 





Q Are the Syrians getting their chemical -- are 
they producing them themselves? Are they getting the 
components and the ability to make chemical weapons from an 
outside power, the Soviet Union in particular? 


A Yes. On this one I would like to go on DEEP 
BACKGROUND. That yes, they are producing chemical weapons. 


Q And where are they getting the components from? 
A From a variety of places. 
Q Are they getting any from -- 


Ty) I'm not going to get into that, because that gets 
into sources and methods. 


Q Are they getting anything from the United States? 


is) I don't think so, but [ honestly don't know. I 
know of some specific places where they are getting it which 
I'm not at liberty to divulge, but I do not know the answer to 
that question. 
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Q Are they transferring any of these weapons to the 
Iranians, do we know? 


I think I better not answer that question. 
That sounds like a “yes.” 

No. It's ambiguous. (Laughter) 

Indirect. 


When would the Navy have to know to dismantle its 
? Any time up to the last day? 


"5D > # D 


submarine 


a When the de: sion is made. Oh, you mean with 
respect to -- 


_ Q The CNO said that he needs to know in April, 
perhaps, to do it smoothly. 


oe Obviously, that has to do probably with 
contracting, but then there's also the question of sea trials 
of the next Trident sub. 


Q Thank you. 





(The briefing concluded at 4:20 p.m.) 
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MR. MARTINEZ: Good afternoon. As promised, Mr. 
Michael Novak, head of our delegation to the Bern Human 


Contacts Experts Meeting will now brief you ON THE RECORD. 
MR. NOVAK: Thank you very much. 


I thank you very much for the opportunity. As you 
probably know from the background materials, I'm a scholar at 
the American Enterprise [Institute in religion, philosophy and 
public policy and have been asked to take part in this new 
round of the Helsinki process, concerned with human contacts, a 
field in which we have some reason to hope that some realistic 
progress may be made. 


rights. I twice represented the U.S. as head of the delegation 
to Geneva on human rights in '8i and ‘82, and there was in last 
year a meeting in Ottawa in the Helsinki process on human 
rights. 


© It's a little different from the field of human 


This meeting is on human contacts, and if I can help 
to draw your attention to the difference there, I think you'd 
find it instructive and important. 


On human rights matters, the Soviets would be required 
to change some fundamental conceptions of theirs and structures 
of theirs. On human contacts matters, Mr. Gorbachev said in 
his speech to the 27th Congress that there will be a spirit of 
cooperation in humanitarian affairs, suggesting a new spirit. 


They recognize that human contacts are legitimate 
foreign policy issues of a special order, as, for example, when 
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© a person of one nation marries a person of another nation, a 
family matter of that sort, it becomes a legitimate human event 
which involves the laws and procedures of both nations. 


It's in this field of human contacts, humanitarian 
affairs more largely considered, that Mr. Gorbachev has spoken 
with a new accent and invoked a spirit of cooperation. Thus, 
this negotiation coming up, focusing the attention of the world 
for six full weeks on this subject, will be a major test of 
what the Soviets mean by “a spirit of cooperation,” and how new 
it will be. 


We will know a few weeks from now much more clearly 
how new the administration of Secretary General Gorbachev is, 
and how new it is in this very important field of human 
contacts. 


I say “very important field,” and let me mention two 
presuppositions with which we begin these negotiations. 


First, about one in every ten Americans has at least 
one grandparent from Central or Eastern Europe or the Soviet 
Union in those regimes behind the Iron Curtain. So when we 
talk about human contacts, we're talking about family 
contacts. We're talking about American families and families 
overseas, and it's only between these familics that there is an 
Iron Curtain and a wall right through the heart of Europe 
separating families from one another. 





Our fellow citizens who are Italian-Americans and 
French-Americans, Spanish-Americans, from Africa, from Asia, 
are able to visit with their families, and their families visit 
them freely. Only those of us with relatives behind that Iron 
Curtain find those human contacts unnaturally interrupted. 


So for the people of the United States, this is a 
family matter, not simply a political matter A matter of real 
flesh and blood connections between our families. So it's of 
considerable importance to us. 


Secondly, a part of the Helsinki process of building 
cooperation and security in Europe rests on confidence-building 
measures, and we would like to make plain to the Soviets and to 
the other countries of Eastern Europe that nothing so enhances 
confidence-building as our sense of how the leaders of Eastern 
Europe treat their own people. If they treat their own people 
badly, what hope is there for the rest of us, and, if they deal 
in arbitrary and capricious ways with human beings in the most 
elementary parts of human life -- family connections, family 
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visitations, the ability of older folks to go back and visit 
the graves of their family, the free movement of religious 
leaders and religious books and pamphlets, to take part in 
religious meetings, the exchange among professionals, lawyers 
or doctors or scientists, and so forth -- if they treat these 
fundamental human relationships very badly, it doesn't bode 
well for confidence between our societies. We hope very much 
that oe8 see the importance of making progress in this area of 
human life which touches every human being as we also move 
forward with negotiations on other fronts on arms control and 
matters of military confidence-building measures. 


We're hopeful, in short, that Mr. Gorbachev may be 
taken very seriously when he speaks of a new spirit of 
cooperation, and we're going to do all we can to bring about 
some real movement in concrete human cases, dozens of which are 
tee, across my desk these days. I feel like a man much more 
heavily burdened than I did two or three weeks ago as the phone 
rings and people send me letters about the most tragic 
situatiops imaginable. 


We hope we'll see some progress made on the cases of 
these individuals in the Baltic countries, in Poland and 
Hungary and Romania, and the rest, and in the Soviet Union 
proper, and we hope, furthermore, that we may get some better 
procedures, clearer procedures, in the next few years that will 
handle these cases expeditiously, clearly and according to law 
and more expeditiously, routinely, instead of slogging through 
case by case. 


In short, we hope for good practical results from this 
brief six-week period. That's all I have to say by way of 
introduction. If you have questions or comments, I'd be 
delighted to hear from you. 


(Continued on next page) 
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Q Right before the summit, the Administration said 
the Soviets had agreed to let divided families reunite. And 
then right after Shcharansky was allowed to leave, the 
Administration said that his family was going to be allowed to 
leave. I don't think that's happened yet. 


On those two, where does it stand? 


A I had met in Moscow -- I guess it was a week ago 
-- with the divided spouses who are in Moscow, divided from 
their American spouses, and a more beautiful and courageous 
group it would be hard to describe, persons of the age of each 
of us here in this room: one of whom had been separated from 
her husband for now 30 years and some for seven years and 
others for other periods of time, one with a seven-year old 
sere who has never seen --— a young man who has never seen his 
ather. 


One complaint that some of these persons had was that 
although their names were in that first list of those who were 
supposed to be reunited, they haven't yet been. It was 
announced that progress would be made. But to this point, at 
least, they have not been allowed to leave. 


Q Do you know if there was a list, and how many 
have actually gotten out? How many have been promised? Do you 
have number's? 


A One set of numbers I do have is -- I want to 
review the exact list of family reunification just before I go 
so I have the firmest numbers when I get there. We're hoping, 
still, that we may see some movement in the next few days 
before the meetings actually take place. We would take that as 
a very good sign, if we saw movement on concrete cases. 

Because we will be reviewing the record beginning April 15, and 
we would take into consideration, in reviewing that record, 
actual progress made before then. 


But I was able to point out to the Soviets, when we 
were in Moscow, that of the 200-plus cases that the President, 
the Secretary, and the Department -- the Embassy in Moscow -- 
had presented to the Foreign Ministry, there had been either 
satisfaction or movement on 33 cases; a total of 18 percent. 


I said we would like to note this and express our 
pleasure that movement on 33 cases is a lot better than zero, 
which had been going on for a time. 


Q That's the list that Reagan brought up with 
Gorbachev? 




















A It's more than one list. fhe President gave a | 
series of names, the Secretary of State gave a series of names, 
and the Embassy had also presented a set of names. The numter 
was 200-plus. I'm sorry, I don't want to quote you on it. 

Whatever 33 is 18 percent of. 


Q Right before the summit, they said they let out 
how many of those? There was a number? 


A I'm sorry, I can't give you that number. At the 
time, or just before the summit, there was a short list, but I 
don't want to cite the exact number. 


On the list announced, as I understand it, not all the 
cases have actually moved. That's people who have not all come 
out who were said would come out. fThat's of considerable 
concern to us. We're hoping that that's still in motion, and 
we would like to see it accomplished. 


Q How will you address “normalization of borders?" 
That is, cross-visitation of borders that are now closed? 
A Would you explain to me what you have in mind? 
ye 
Q Where you have borders, where you have families e 


separated by borders; will that be a subject you bring up? 


A The rights of visitation is one of the matters. 
If you go back to the -- 


Q It will be addressed, however? 


A We hope that each of the eight matters listed 
under the agreement in Helsinki, in the Final Act, each of the 
eight matters listed on the human contacts will be addressed, 
including those rights of visitation; not only family 
visitation but permission to visit graves of family members and 
so forth. All that is part of the agenda. That's part of the 
mandate given to us by Madrid for this meeting. 


The Soviets have agreed that they would like to treat 
each of these eight matters. The family matters are naturally 
those of greatest human feeling and meaning to everyone who has 
a family. But all the eight matters deserve to be addressed 
and will be addressed. 


Q How many concrete cases are you going to present? 


A Part of that depends on the amount of time we 
have to speak. I explained to the Soviets that we are a 
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Biblical people, and that we think in terms of cases. So that 
even in the handling of principles, the principles enunciated 
in the Helsinki Act, we will be looking, as the Bible does. 
There's a human story in each one of them, and we'll hope to 
address as many of these stories as time avails itself. 


The subject of the meeting is “Human Contacts." So 
you must talk about the human beings as contacts that have been 
interrupted. I would like to present as many cases as time 
allows and sound argument allows. I'd like to do it ina very 
low-key way because we would rather see movement forward than 
sterile polemics. 


(Continued on next page) 
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Q Will there be more than the 200 or so cases of 
divided families? 

A I had better not promise a number, but -- 

Q I mean that you're bringing with you. 

A We will both address as many cases as we can in 


speeches, and we will bring names and descriptions of cases for 
private conversations. We will be meeting, after all, 
informally around town with the delegations from Romania and 
Bulgaria, Poland, Hungary, and all these nations perceive 
somewhat differently. I think we will be able to convey our 
concern about individual cases informally quite often, and I 
hope very much effectively. 


I'm not so terribly anxious, I must say, to drop 
everything else I was doing to spend eight weeks in debate on 
these matters; but if we do succeed in getting a few people 
together” who otherwise wouldn't be together, it would be worth 
doing. I think you'd all agree you'd do it --— you'd give away 
eight weeks to do that. That's the only thing that makes sense 
to us. 


Q What about the Shcharansky's -- the family, the 
mother and the other relatives? Is that something that you'll 
bring up? 


A I'm not fully informed about the details of the 
Shcharansky family, and I don't, therefore, want to trespass on 
that; but I would look into that. It's not our question, by 
the way, although I don't know that it will happen, but a 
number of non-governmental organizations including, Resistance 
International, are going to hold meetings in Bern while we are 
there, while the conference is on. And there will be many 
distinguished intellectuals. [ believe that Susan Sontag and 
Bukovsky, and Alain Belanson from Paris, and many others will 
be coming to give major speeches in Bern on this. And it is 
not altogether out of the question that Mr. Shcharansky should 
join them. I don't know that he is. I don't know that there 
are any plans on that. But among those persons who came into 
view largely through the Helsinki process in the beginning, he 
would be an outstanding example as a person who now is free, as 
he might well have been free many years ago. 


Q He has been invited to come, is that it? 

















A I don't know that Resistance International has 
given him an invitation, but I have seen notices that he just 
might appear. I can't -- I have no word on that. 

Q Public notices? Public -- 

A No, only mentions of it, only mentions of it that 


he might. But I do not know of any organization that has 
extended that invitation or any agreement on his part that he 
would come. I'm only trying to say that it will be the center 
of a great considerable degree of intellectual activity and a 
journalistic interest in those opening days at Bern because of 
the great number of press people and non-governmental 
organizations that the Swiss Government has already heard from. 


Q In your initial statement, you said that you have 
hopes of “real progress" based on some of the things that Mr. 
Gorbachev has been saying on this whole subject area. When 
this whole conference is over, what elements would constitute 
real progress, you know, if you could outline them for us? 


A We have said to our allies in various preparatory 
meetings -- and also to the Soviet delegation in Moscow -- that 
what we mean by “realistic progress" is rather easily defined: 
movement on individual cases, first, real human beings whose 
circumstances are bettered by the occasion of this meeting, the 
occasion of the public attention. 


And secondly, if possible, some clarification and 
easement of procedures. For example, several European 
delegations pointed out to us that when they inquire about a 
specific case, they are told one reason why it was handled in a 
certain way, and at another time, another reason why it was 
handled in that way; and at a third time, another reason. And 
they would like to see a statement of the procedures and 
regulations by which these decisions were made, so that states 
would exchange public statements of regulations and procedures 
so that when people come to various consulates for advice on 
how to proceed on a case, the consular officer of those states 
would know precisely what to do, what the forms are, what the 
regulations are, what the procedures are, so that all the prior 
conditions can be met, and these things then be handled ina 
more objective, law-like way and not in an arbitrary way. 

So if we can get some clarifications on procedures of that 
sort, that would be something of a gain from where we are today. 


But the most important thing in our mind is movement 
on individual cases. This conference is about human contacts, 
and human beings are at the very center of what we are trying 
to do. 

















Q Will you bring up mail delivery? 


A Yes, that is one of the areas. The non-delivery 
of mail is a direct violation of the agreements. Please note 
that we are not asking the Soviet Union to do anything but 
those things that it has publicly agreed to, and all the other 
nations accordingly who were signatories of the Final Act. The 
prompt and untampered delivery of mail is a fundamental matter 
of concern. 


Lane Kirkland of the AFL/CIO told me yesterday of the 
six letters he knows of, six invitations he gave to Soviet 
citizens to come to address the AFL/CIO, which he knows were 
not delivered except one, which was delivered opened, with 
scurrilous material stuck inside, and his original letter not 
in it. So that sort of abuse really must stop. 


Thanks a lot. 


Pe 


(The briefing concluded at 3:55 P.M.) 
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° COMPERERCE AT ISLAMABAD AMER i Cam CENTER 
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FULOWING 15 THE TRANSCRIPT OF THE OPENING BEMARAS 
Om ThE FOLLOwreG Guts" IONS oad em lwEOS Or aT TOReEY 
GEMERM PEESE AT SUBJECT PRESS CONFERENCE: 


| mee 

AS YOU MAY ROY, ME ARE HERE AS PART OF 4 
PRESIGERTIAL MISSION OW THE SUBJECT GF waARCOTICS. 
THIS 1S OME OF SEVERAL COUNTRIES ME ARE WiSiTing. 
GAVE PARTICIPATED (8 & CONFERENCE OF U.S. OFFICIALS 
18 THE ASIA-PACIFIC REGION Om THE SUBJECT OF 
WARCOTICS, AND THEN HAVE CONTINUED TO WISIT in - 
THAILAND, 18 GURMA, IN INDIA, 18 PAKISTAN, AND 
WHA MSO BE VISITING Im ITALY BEFORE OE TURNING TO 
THE UNITED STATES SC OUR PRINCIPAL SUBJECT was OFTEN 
WARCOTICS. WE wave «1.50 DISCUSSED OTHER CRininm 
JUSTICE ISSUES WITH THE LEADERS OF vaRIOUS COUNTRIES 
i VISITED. SO WITH THAT, | WILL GPEM THE FLOOR To 
MY GAESTIONS YOU MAY HavE. 


& YOU SPEAK OF CONCERN FOR WARCOTICS, SUT Pani stan 
AMD OTHER COUNTRIES SUFFER FROM FOREIGN MADE | /QuoR 
WICH HAS DESTROYED THE WHOLE EAST ORE YOU GOING TO 
SUGGEST ANY STEPS TO REDUCE THE PRODUCTION OF THESE 
LIQUORS? WE WILL APPRECIATE That, SIMCE (8 mL THE 
MAIN RELIGIONS, (SAM, CHRISTIAN. TY AND JUDAI SR, 
LIQUOR 1S PROWIBITED, GUT WE ARE HavING THIS PROKLER 
O FOREIGH L1QUOR EVERYWHERE, 18 OUR COUNTRY, THOUGH 
THERE ORE, YOU SEE, PRONIBIT ONS. 


A, 18 QUR MEETINGS WERE, OS ELSEWHERE, AE Have 
TALEED ABOUT A WARICTY OF APPROACHES TO THE WARCOTICS 
“ROBLER WHICH DID EMCOMPASS ADDRESSING THE PROBL ERS 
TOW RAISE, wh Wiel OB Panis Tam « CERES OF PROJECTS 
THAT THE STATE OEPARTRENT WARCOTICS ASSISTANCE Umit 
1S SPONSORING, AND THAT THE AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL 
OEVELOPRERT 1S SPONSORING, WHICH WOULD PROVIDE 
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SUBSTITUTE CROPS AMD OTHER DEVELOPTENTAL PROJECTS 
WHICH WOULD ASSIST 1m THE OVERALL GOVEREMEST EFFoRT 
TO STOP THE GROWTH GF THE GPIUN POPPY. iT IS Gun 
FEELING, WHICH WE SHARE WITH THE GOVERNMENT OFF iCiasS 
WERE, THAT THERE HAS TO SE A COMBIWATION OF STRONG 
CRFORCEMERT ACTION AND ALSO, AS YOU SUGGEST, REMEDIAL 
ACTION TO ASSIST THOSE FARMERS PARTICULARLY im THE 
TRIGA AREAS AND 16 OTHER AREAS WHERE THERE HAS SEED 
A TRADITION OF OPIUM RAISING UF TO THIS POINT SO THaT 
THEY CAM RECONGHITE THAT THIS 1S SOMETHING THAT Cam 
WO LONGER GE TOLERATED. AT THE SAME TIME, SOM 
WUMAR|TARIAM ASSISTANCE CAN GE PROVIDED TO THER, SO 
THAT OTHER CROPS CAN GE RAISED, AND THEY WILi SE ARLE 
TO CONTINUE TO EARN & . VEL 1#O08. 


G ‘THE ACCUSATION HAS BEEN MADE THAT THE UNITED 
STATES WAS GENIND THE ACTION TAKEN AGAINST THE POPPY 
GROMERS 18 NORTH VEST FRONTIER REGION. HOW WOULD YOU 
Commer’ 


A. tT 0S MY UNDERSTANDING -- amd | WAS HOT HERE AT 
THE TIME ~~ MY UNDERSTANDING 1S THAT DECI SI OMS 
THAT WERE MADE 18 REGARD TO THE POPPY aS WERE 
ENTIRELY THOSE OF THE GOVERNMENT OF PAKISTAN AND THE 
APPROPRIATE OFFICIM@LS IM THOSE AREAS. 


& IT GAS GEER SAID OY PaniSTam THAT THE PROSLER 15 
WOT THAT POPPY (S$ GROW im PaniSTam, GUT THAT 
PARISTAR WAS BECOME A TRANSIT COUNTRY FOR POPPY amp 
HEROIN PROCESSING 16 AFGHAmISTAN WHICH 1S & VERY 816 
PRODUCER OF OPIUM SIGHT HOW. WE HAVE 4 REFUGEE 
PROGLER, AND A WAR GOING Gn im af GuamISTAR, ame THERE 
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1S A FREE GORDER BETWEEN THE TVO COUNTRIES. Ov 00 
VOU THINK PasiSTAN Cam CONTROL THIS PROBLEM wate Tht 
WAR 18 AFGHANISTAN 1S GOING OF AND THERE 1S FREE Fiow 
OF GOODS AND REFUGEES’ 


A. THERE 1S WO QUESTION TAT THE Wak (6 af Gham) STOR 
1S A MAJOR PROBLEM, THAT MARCOTICS ARE BEING GROW in 
APGHAMISTAN, THAT BOTH THE GOVERNMENT THERE AnD THE 
INVADERS ARE MAKING BO ATTERPT TO COMBAT GROwinG OF 
GPIUN POPPIES THERE. SO YOU ARE CORRECT im Saving 
THAT THIS CAUSES PROBLERS FOR THE OTHER COUNTRIES ia 
THIS REGION. THIS 1S WhY WE ARE SEEKING 
INTERMATIONAL COOPERATION THROUGHOUT THE REGION AND 
COOPERATION SPECIFICALLY GETWEEN THE UNITED STATES 
AMD PAAISTAR, TO SHARE INFORMATION, TO SHant 
INTELLIGENCE, TO J00N IM INVESTIGATIVE EFFORTS, 20187 
EFFORTS, OND 'O Mane CASES «GAINST THE MAJOR DRUG 
TRAFFICHERS THAT BPE USING Pani STan aS & TRANSIT 
COUNTRY. WE WAVE «© STARE (8 TeiS BECAUSE MUCH OF THE 
WEROIN THAT 1S DERIVED FROM THIS NLLEGAL OPIUM THaT 
1S GEING GROWN IN AFGHANISTAN COMES TO THE UnITED 
STATES. THERE 1% & GREAT OLA OF INTERACTION SETMEEN 
GUA COUNTRIES BECAUSE GF THE TRAFFICKERS MOVING 
TUROUGR PAKISTAN TO OTHER COUNTRIES 1m EUROPE and TO 
THE WRITER STATES. SO IT 1S CUR PURPOSE TO imCREASE 
GUR COOPERATION AND TO INCREASE THE (NTERSITY OF 
COPORCERENT ACTIVITIES JOINTLY WiTH PaniSTaN against 
THE PEOPLE WHO ARE INVOLVED 1m THIS TRAFFICKING. 


@. YOU SAID THAT POPPY CULTIVATION HaS TO OF 
ELIMINATED AT ANY COST 1m PaniSTan. 00 YoU 
UNDERSTAND THAT THIS 1S OWE OF THE CONDITIONS 
ATTACHED TO THE FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE Pani STAN EXPECTS 
FROM UNITED STATES? 


A. | THINK THAT THE GOVERNMENT OF THE UmITED STATES 
APPRECIATES ERY PUCH THE EFFORTS Teal Pansitan «S$ 
MAKING, AND ITS DEDICATION TO THE ERADICATION OF THE 
GPIUN POPPY. THE ASSISTANCE PROGRAM THAT WAS WORKED 
GUT THE OTHER DAY BY THE UNDER SECRETARY OF STATE 


THIS PROJECT. ° 


G MY QUESTION RELATES TO CERTAIN RUMORS AND STORIES 
THAT HAVE APPEARED FAIRLY WIDELY im THE WESTERN 
PRESS. | WONDER IF YOU DISCUSSED DURING TOUR TALKS 
WITH PRESIDENT LIA-UL-HAG AND OTHER OFFICIALS OF THIS 
GOVERNFENT THE ALLEGATIONS THAT CERTAIN SENIOR 
GFFICIALS INSIDE PAKISTAN, AS VELL AS THOSE 

INVOLVED IN THE AFGHAN REFUGEE ASSISTANCE PROGRAN, 
WAVE BEEN INVOLVED 16 THE FAMUFACTURE AS WELL AS THE 
SME OF WEROIA. 


A. | DON'T THINK IT 1S APPROPRIATE FOR ME TO REVEAL 
SPECIFIC DISCUSSIONS THAT | HAVE HAD WITH THE LEADERS 
OF THE GOVERNFENT. HOWEVER, | THIWK IF FAIRNESS TO 
THE GOVERNMENT OF PAKISTAN IT SHOULD BE SAID THaT 
DURING MY VISIT WERE WO OWE HAS DISCUSSED WITH ME any 
HIGH GEFICIALS GF PARISTAN GOVERNMENT im THIS REGARD. 


G@ ARE EFFECTIVE EFFORTS BEING MADE Im PAKISTAN TO 
COMBAT THE TRAFFICKING OF HERCI RN’ 


A. VES. | THINM WE FEEL Twat SUL THE OFFICIALS WITH 
WHOM WE HAVE TRLNED HAVE BEEN VERY CLEAR AS TO THE 
PURPOSE OF ThE PAKISTAN GOVERNMENT TO Tant ACTIOn, 
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suv G. THE AFGHANISTAN QUESTION HAS SEEN OPENED. 
“827564 2717301 /12 WAVE SEEM AND ACTUALLY PHOTOGRAPHED POPPY FIELDS Im 
© 2712142 MAR 06 AFGHANISTAN THAT ARE PROTECTED BY SOVIET TanKS. 00 
FM AMEMBASSY (5. AMABAD YOU HAVE ANY INDICATION THAT RECENTLY, Im THE LaST 
TO USIA WASHDC IMMEDIATE 3875 YEAR OR TWO, THE SOVIETS OR THE KABUL AUTHORITIES 
SECSTATE WASHOC IMMEDIATE 2468 WAVE ACTUALLY GOTTEN INTO THE WEROIN BUSINESS -- 
INFO DEARGS WASHDC (“MEDIATE SHIPPING TO THE VEST -- aS OPPOSED TO JUST LOOKING 
OGJ WASHDC IMMEDIATE TWE OTHER WAY AS REGARDS SMUGGLING THROUGH PAKISTAN. 
APEMBASSY ROME | MMEDIATE 
APEMBASSY WEW DELHI A. UNFORTUNATELY, WE DON'T HAVE AN AWFUL LOT OF 
AMEMBASSY MOSCOW INFORMATION ON WHAT 1S GOING OM INSIDE AFGHANISTAN. 
AACOMSUL KARACHI SO THAT | Cam’T SAY THAT WE WAVE ANY (NFORTMATION 
APCOMSUL | AROPE ABOUT THEM SPECIFICALLY BEING IN THE BUSINESS AS A 
AMCONSUL PESHAWAR GOVERNMENTAL ENTITY OR GOVERNMENTAL ENTERPRISE. WE 
CO KNOW, HOVEVER, FROM THINGS SUCH AS YOU HAVE 
UNCLAS SECTION @3 OF OG ISLAMABAD 57879 DESCRIBED, WE OO KNOW THAT THERE 1S CERTAINLY, aT 
: LEAST, AN ABSOLUTE INDIFFERENCE TOWARDS ANY REASURES, 
usia OR THE AVOIDANCE OF ANY MEASURES, TO CONTROL THE 
GROWING OF POPPIES IM AFGHANISTAN AND WE VERY 
USIA FOR P/PFN, WEA; JUSTICE FOR AG MEESE'S OFFICE STRONGLY BELIEVE THAT THERE 15 ACTUALLY THE 
ROME PASS JUDITH L. HAMMERSCHMIDT, SPECIAL ASSISTANT ENCOURAGEMENT OF GROWING, AT LEAST TACITLY, THE 
TO ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE GROWING OF OPIUM CROPS. GUT THERE 1$ HO QUESTION, 
EVEN WITHOUT ANY SPECIFIC EVIDENCE OF GOVERNMENT 
£.0. 12356: ava INVOLVEMENT AS A PLANNED TACTIC, OR GOVERNMENT'S 
TAGS: OVIP, FHAR WEESE, EOWin 1.) SPECIFIC SUPPORT OF OPIUM GROWING, THAT THIS IS ONE 
SUBJESCT: ATTORNEY GEWERAL EDWIN MEESE, 111 PRESS OF THE MAJOR TROUBLE SPOTS OF THE WORLD. 
AND WHAT WE ARE LOOKING FOR 1S COOPERATIVE EFFORTS 
BETWEEN OUR TWO COUNTRIES TO IMPROVE BOTH THE GC. THERE 1S A GENERAL IMPRESSION IN THIS COUNTRY 


INTENSITY AND THE QUALITY OF OUR JOINT EFFORTS 
AGAINST DRUG TRAFFICKING. OWE OF THE THINGS THAT 
ALL ANOW -- THIS 1S TRUE IN THE UNITED STATES and 
TRUE 18 ALMOST GNY CTHER COUNTRY -- 1S THaT THE 
TRAFFICKERS ARE VERY PRACTICAL, VERY SKILLFUL, AND 
THEY COME UP WITH WEW WAYS TO ELUDE THE Law 
EWFORMCEMENT AUTHORITIES, AND THaT iS wy 
CONSTANTLY HAVE TO BE IMPROVING CUR TECHNIQUES, WHERE 
WE WAVE TO GE SHARING OUR INFORMATION, UrERE VE HAVE 
TO GE WORKING ON NEW TYPES OF JOINT EFFORTS, and THaT 
WAS GEEK ONE OF THE PURPOSES OF OUR WISIT HERE. | 
THINK VE ARE VERY GRATIFIED WITH THE RESPONSE VE Have 
RECEIVED GOTH AT THE WATIOMAL GOVERNHENT LEVEL ano 
ALSO 18 OUR VISITS TO THE WORTH WEST FRONTIER 
PROVINCE. 


G. WAT | WANTED TO EXPRESS, SIR, 1S THAT POPPY, 
WERGIN AND OPIUM ARE WOT THE OMLY INTORICANTS WHice 
ARE DESTROYING HUMAN WEALTH AL. OVER THE WORLD, THERE 
ARE OTHER INTOXICANTS WHICH ARE DESTROYING HUMAN 
WEALTH ALL OVER THE WORLD. MY COUNTRY IS FaCciNnG THE 
PROBLEN OF FOREIGN MADE LIQUORS; VE ARE WaGiNG & WAR 
AGAINST INTOXICANTS, GND WHENEVER THERE 1S & RAID VE 
FIND FOREIGN MADE LIQUOR. WHAT | WANTED TO Sav was, 
DO YOU PROPOSE SOME STEPS TO STOP THE SmuGGL ING FROn 
THE VEST OF THESE LIQUORS WHICH ARE DESTROYING THE 
UMAR HEALTH ALL OVER THE WORLD? 


A. THIS WAS WOT & TOPIC THAT Was OF OUR AGENDA WOR 

WAS IT DISCUSSED CURING OUR SHORT Time HERE. 

WOWEVER, VE O10 TALK ABOUT SUBJECTS OF SmUGGL ING 

GEWERALLY, WOT ONLY IN REGARD TO WARCOTICS. \/ouOR P 
WAS HOT SPECIFICALLY & SUBJECT WHICH WE DISCUSSED 1m 

ANY DETAIL, GUT OWE OF THINGS THAT WE WILL BE DOING 

1S ~~ AMONG THE THINGS ON WHICH THERE WILL SE JORT 

COOPERATION ~~ 1S THE WHOLE FIELD OF SMUGGLING, and 

TO THE EXTENT THAT THERE ARE WAYS I WHICH WE Can 

HELP THE GOVERNMENT OF PAKISTAN TO PREVENT THE 
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THAT THE MONEY, THE AID, WHICH 1S TO BE SPENT ON 
DEVELOPMENT OF THE APEAS WHERE POPPY IS GROW 1S 
BEING LEAKED OUT, 15 BEING SYPHOWED OFF, cud IT DOES 
NOT REACH TWE PROJECTS, AND TWE PROJECTS GET 
DELAYED. 1S THAT IMPRESSION CORRECT? 


A. THE AMBASSADOR PROBABLY 1S IN & BETTER POSITION 
TO ANSWER THAT QUESTION, BUT | CAN Say THAT WE FOUND 
JUST THE OPPOSITE, AND THAT 1S THAT THERE 13, FROM 
THE STANDPOINT OF UNITED STATES ASSISTANCE, THERE 1S 
A GREAT EFFORT BEING MADE TO CUT WHATEVER SE0-TaAPE 
MIGHT BE INVOLVED I% GETTING THE MONEY TO 00 THE MOST 
GOOD IN THESE PROJECTS, BUT | WOULD BE HAPPY TO DEFER 
TO THE AMBASSADOR. 


AMBASSADOR WINTON: ON THE SPECIFIC QUESTION, | HAVE 
WEARD THE CHARGE. OF COURSE, WE WAVE LOOKED INTO IT, 
WE WAVE HAD AN AUDIT, AND WE HAVE ABSOLUTELY WD 
EVIDENCE WHICH WOULD LEAD US TO BELIEVE That Funds 
WAVE BEEN DIVERTED FROM THE PROJECTS FOR wHicH TET 
ARE |NTENDED. 


G. VELL, SIR, YOU HAVE ADOPTED MEASURES’ 10 PROVIDE 
POPPY GROWERS SOME AMOUNT TO CHANGE THEIR CROP. BUT 
THE DIFFICULTY 1S THIS THAT THE POPPY GROVERS in wurP 
WAVE VERY, VERY SMALL TRACTS, AND IF THEY GPOw Som 
MAL TCRWATE CROP, THEY DON'T GET THE MEANS FOR THEVe 
WHOLE YEAR'S LIVING. HAVE YOU ANY OTHER MEASURES TO 
GIVE SO MUCH, & SUBSTANTIAL AMOUNT, SO THAT THEY mar 
STOP GROWING POPPIES AnD FIND SOME OTHER SOURCE OF 
THEIR 1 NCORE? 

A. THIS WAS THE SUBJECT OF Many OF Many OUR 
DISCUSSIONS WHILE WE WERE HERE, AnD IT 1S THE 
POSITION OF THE UNITED STATES THAT VE ARE TRYING TO 
WORE VITH THE GOVERNFENT OF PAKISTAN TO PROVIDE FoR 
CROP SUBSTITUTION 16 A MANNER THAT WILL CONTINUE TO 
PROVIDE A LEVEL IHOOD FOR THOSE PEOPLE WHO Give UF Tet 
PLANTING OF OPIUM CROPS. WE REALIZE THEIE 
DIFFICULTIES, BUT & WARICTY OF PLANS ARE BLING 
DEVELOPED TD SOLVE THESE DIFFICULTIES Im THE SPECIFIC 
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SITUATION SUCH AS YOU MENTION. SUT IT IS A MATTER OF 
A WUMBER OF DIFFERENT RESOURCES BEING UTILIZED. AND 
THE RESOURCES WHICH WE WERE ABLE TO PROVIDE ARE MANY 
THROUGH THE UNITED STATES AID PROGRAM, THROUGH OUR 
MARCOTICS ASSISTANCE PROGRAM, TO THE UNITED RATIONS 
FUND FOR DRUG ABUSE CONTROL, AND THROUGH THE PROGRANS 
THAT THE GOWERWMENT OF PAKISTAN (NITIATES. 


@. WHAT SPECIFIC MEASURES HAVE YOU TAKEN IN THE 
UNITED STATES TO CURB NARCOTICS. AND DD YOU INTEND 
TO INCREASE THE PUNISHMENT FOR WARCOTICS USERS and 
TRAFF ICKERS. 


A. 1H THE UNITED STATES WE HAVE ALREADY INCREASED 
THE PUNISHMENT FOR MARCOTICS OFFENSES. WE FAVE A Law 
THAT WAS PASSED IN OCTOBCR (984 WHICH INCREASED THE 
PENALTIES FOR MARCOTICS ABUSE. IN ADDITICN ME NOW 
WAVE A SENTENCING COMMISSION THAT 1S LOOKING AT 
POSSIBLE ADDITIONAL INCREASES Im WARCOTICS 

PENALTIES. IN ADDITION TO THAT WE HAVE HNUTIATED IN 
THE UNITED STATES A MAJOR PROGRAM OF TAKING THE 
PROFITS OF THE ORUG TREFFICKERS BY SEIZING THE 
ASSETS, SEIZING THE PROPERTY OF THE TRAFFICAERS UNDER 
COURT ORDER AND SELLING THAT PROPERTY -- OR ITS CaSH 
AND BANK ACCOUNTS -- TAKING THAT HONEY AND FORFEITING 
IT TO THE GOVERUMENT. WE THEN USE PORTIONS OF THAT 
MONEY WHICH 1S FORFEITED TO ASSIST Loca POLICE 
DEPARTMENTS 16 THEIR LAW ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES, aNd 
THROUGH THEM WE HAVE ALSO USED SOME OF THE MONEY FOR 
PREVENTION CAMPAIGNS, TO AGITATE OTHERS, INCLUDING 
YOUNG PEOPLE, WOT TO USE ORUGS IN ANY FORM, we ALSO 
WAVE A SERIES OF PROGRAMS TO IMPROVE OUR 
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IWVESTIGATIVE ACTIVITIES 18 REGARD TO OfuGS, SO Tear 
WE CAN GET AT THE MAJOR TRAFFICHERS. “t wave 
OPGANITED OPUG ENFORCEPENT TASK FORCES Hite GO arTER 
THE MAJOR TRAFFICKERS 2uD VE WAVE SPECI ML COWL RatY 
LAWS DESIGNED PARTICULARLY 19 GET TWOSE ind LE 
INVOLVED 16 THE FINANCIAL ASPECTS aud THE PLavwinG 
ASPECTS, THE MASTERMINDING OF THESE NarcoTiC 
TRANSACTIONS. AND THEN 18 ADDITION TO ‘val UE wave a 
MAJOR COUCATION AND PREVENTION CamPaicy Tat 15 
GROWING THROUGHOUT OUR COuNTAY. SO iT IS THE 
COMBIWATION OF STRONG ELT OPCERENT THROuuH Tet Law 
ENFORCEMENT ELEMENTS PLUS PREVENTION EOUCATI ON 
CAMPAIGNS THAT 15 WOW GOING Ce 18 OUR COUNTRY. 


@. BESIDES NARCOTICS, ARE YOU DISCUSSING any OTHER 
ISSUES SUCH AS HUMAN RIGHTS Im Pani Stan” 


A. WELL, WARCOTICS HOS BEEN THE Main SUBJTCT VE wave 
DISCUSSED; THERE WAVE BEEN OTHER SUBJECTS Tat COME 
UP FROM TIME TO TIME, BUT NARCOTICS 1S THE PRINCIPAL 
SUBJECT. 


G. THERE HAS BEECH THE SUGGESTION THAT POPPY Can BE 
USED FOR MEDICAL PURPOSES Im PHARMACEUTICAL 
INDUSTRIES. 00 YOU AGREE WITH THIS SUGGESTION? 15 
THERE ANY POSSIGILITY OF USING THIS POPPY FOR OTHER 
PURPOSES APART FROM THE HEROIN? 


A. WELL, THE USE OF THE OPIUM POPPIES FOR MEDICm 
PURPOSES 1S VERY STRICTLY LIMITED UNDER a SERIES OF 
UNITED WATIONS PEGULATIONS, AND 1S LIMITED TO CERTAIN 
PLACES WHERE THERE HAS BLEW & LONG HISTORY OF THE 
RAISING OF POPPIES FOR MEDICINAL PURPOSES. and Quite 
FRANALY, THE MARKET FOR THE OPIUM FOR MEDICiNm 
PURPOSES SEEMS 10 BE DECREASING AROUND THE WORLD AnD 
SO THAT DOES WOT SEEMS TO BE A FEASIGLE USE FOR OP UR 
18 © PLACE SUCH AS Pani Stan. 


G. WOULD TOU LIKE KABUL AND ISLAMABAD 10 HAVE DIRECT 


UNCLASSIFIED 


CLOSER TO TWE SCENE WERE, AD | WILL BE Gilad TO abd 
TO WHAT HE MIGHT Say. 


AMBASSADOR: | DON'T THIWE IT IS & QUESTION as TO 
WHETHER VE LIME 17 OR COW'T Li IT. IT 1S & QUESTION 
FOR THE. GOVESHTENT OF PaRISTAN TO CEM wiTH THE 
GOVERNFENTS AND FR. CORDOVEZ AND HIS MISSION. and MY 
IPPRESSION 1S FROM THE DESATE Im THE PAR, LAMENT, 
WHERE FOREIGN POLICY WAS LAID GUT, THAT THE 
GOVERNMENT OF PRI STaw CEES WO ADVANTAGE AT MLL tm 
DIRECT TALES WITH THE GOVERPMENT WerCe WAS PUT In 
POWER BY SOVIET TASES, (5 KEPT Im POWER OY SOVIET 
MILITARY MIGHT, AND Im OTHER WORDS, 1S & PUPPET OF 
THE SOVIET UNION. GUT THAT REMAINS A QUESTION, NOT 
FOR US, Get FOR Panistan. 


G MARCOTICS TRAFFICKING IS INCREASINGLY DISCUSSED 
16 THE PRESS WERE. IT 1S MEPORTED TeaT BIG 
TRAFFICHERS ARE WOT BEING CONVICTED iM PaniStam. £5 
A RESULT GF YOUR VISIT, DO YOU EXPECT any Crance in 
Tea? $i TuaTI Ow? 


A. WOT SPECIFICALLY AS & RESULT OF OUR WISIT AS MUCH 
OS, | THIMH, AS THE COOPERATIVE EFFORTS THaT ant 
TAKING PLACE BETWEEN THE APPROPRIATE OFFICIALS OF THE 
GOVERKMENT OF PAKISTAN, SUCH AS THE NARCOTICS CONTROL 
BUREAU, AND OUR DRUG ENFORCEMCNT aDminiSTRATION as 
WELL 2S THE DRUG AGENCIES OF OTHER COUNTRIES THAT ant 
COOPEPATING WITH PaRISTaN. IT 1S CERTAINLY OUR HOPE 
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THAT CASES CAM GE MADE AGAINST THE MalOR 
TRAFFICHERS. THIS 1S DIFFICULT TO 00. THERE art 
MANY LEGAL IMPEDIMENTS. THERE ORE SOME Law Crancts 
THAT BRE WOW BEING CONSIDERED BY THE GOvERwRENT OF 
PariStaw THAT WILL BE VERY HELPFUL im THIS REGARD, 
amb, THERE ALSO SOME TECHNIQUES THAT HAVE BIEN 
DISCUSSED THAT WOULD MAKE 7 POPE APPROPRIATE 4nd 
WHICH WILL INCREASE CAPABILITIES TO GET AFTER Tee 
MAJOR TRAFFICHERS., SO 1 THINK THAT THE DIPECTION Im 
WHice THE EFFORT 15 GOlMG THAT 1S BEING LED BY THE 
GOVERNPENT OF PAKISTAN WILL LEAD TO THE ARREST ang 
CONVICTION OF MORE MAJOR TRAFFICHERS. 


o imauoimet 


A. | THINK YOU HAVE TO ASH THE Pani STaW OFFICIALS, 
THEY ORE THE GOMES WHO HAVE THE SPECIFIC inrORmeT) ON. 
SUT, | 00 RWOW THAT ALL OF US ARE INTERESTED i® 
IPROVING THE ABILITY OF OUR RESPECTIVE COUNTRIES TO 
OEM WITH MAJOR TRAFFICHERS. THAT 1S OME OF THE 
THINGS VE HAVE TO OO im THE UNITED STATES, and 1S OnE 
OF THE THINGS THAT WE WANT TO COOPERATE WiTh Pani stan 
im DOING MSO. 

G. WAT WOULD YOU SAY ABOUT THE WHITER STATES arrace 
OF A LIGYOR MISSILE BASE? 15 IT LAU OF Omar’ 


A. YOU WAVE THE SITUATION REVERSED. 11 was WOT a 
UNITED STATES’ ATTACH OW LIBYA, (7 WAS AL )RYAR 
ATTACK OM UNITED STATES VESSELS amd arecearT = THe 
UNITED STATES WAS ATTACHED OY & SERIES OF 
SURFACE-TO-AIR MISSILES. OMITTED STATES Plants and 
UHITED STATES WARSHIPS WERE PUT im JEOPARDY BY PATROL 
BOATS OF THE LIGYAR WAVY GND IT WAS OMY arTER a 
GREAT OLAL GF PROVOCATION BY THE Li/SYANS anD & GRtaT 
OLA OF RESTRAINT OH THE PART OF THE HITED STATES 
J4aT IT APPEARED THAT SELF-DEFENSE BY UNITED STATES 
FORCES 1m THE MEDITERRANT AR ~~ GULF OF S/DRA ~~ was 
REQUIRED. AT THAT TIME ACTION WAS TAREE, WHICH was 
VERY APPROPRIATE AND PROPORTIONATE TO THE wOSTILE 


UNCLASSIFIED 


TELEGRASi 


THREAT. (7 BAS MULITARY ECTION AGAINST MILI TaRY 
TARGETS, aed IT WAS A PORT OF THE WRITED STATES” 
CONTINUING POLICY GF SEEKING TO UTILIZE MESTRAIaT, 
Sul AT THE SAME TIME TO OEFEUD OUR FORCES wete Tety 
MRE ATTACHED. 
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PRESS CONFERENCE BY 
[HE HONORABLE GEORGE P. SHULIZ 
SECREIARY OF STATE 
Athens, Greece 
March 27, 1986 


SECRETARY SHULTZ [ want to thank the Prime Minister and his 
colleagues for all they have done to make my visit to Athens 
pleasant and productive. My talks here have been 
straightforward and constructive. Last year the Prime Minister 
expressed the wish to move Greek-American relations into what 
he termed “calmer waters,” an objective also sought by 
President Reagan. My visit here demonstrated to me how far we 
have moved in that direction We have made this progress 
through the step-by-step process the Foreign Minister and I 
agreed to last fall 





During my talks here, we were able to identify a list of 
significant steps that our two governments might look at Lhe 
defense and economic cooperation aqreement which we signed in 
1983 is Functioning well; we have concluded all necessary steps 
for the sale of advanced U.S. fighter aircrafl lo Greece; we 
have concluded an agreement on the protection of militery 
information, the Gsomia; we have just concluded an interim 
civil aviation agreement; we have been able to broaden and 
deepen our cooperation in meeting the challenge of terrorism 
So, we have a record of achievement 


My talks here also enabled us to identify items on our common 
agenda which we will be working on together in the months ahead 
and, 1 believe, with potentially qood results Ihese include 
resolution of outstanding issues that will cledr the way for 
negotiations on a base labor agreement and a comprehensive 
status of forces agreement; negotiations on an agreement for 
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Voice of America facilities in Greece; further negotiations on 
the Defense Industrial Cooperation, as described in our DECA; 
further trade and investment talks scheduled for early in May; 
examination of ways to make our cooperation in meeting 
terrorism even more effective. 


We have also had good discussions on the future of U.S. 
military facilities in Greece. We did not come to a 
conclusion, but we did agree that a serious discussion of this 
question would take place in time to permit the orderly 
resolution of the questions well prior to December 19848. 


We also reviewed other issues on the agendas of both 

countries. [ emphasized my government's concern about the 
differences between our Greek and Turkish alli:s, our hope that 
they will be able to resolve them, and our interest in Lhe 
peace and stability of the region. I expressed the hope that 
Greece will be able to Find a way to return to Full 
participation in NATO activities, and I underlined my 
government's interest in a lasting and fair settlement of Lhe 
Cyprus question as well as our corviction that the Secretary 
General's initiative is the most promising route to that goal. 


Finally, 1 had the pleasure of extending an invitation to the 
Greek Foreign Minister to visit Washington, and he has accepted. 


If there are any questions, I'll be glad to try them. 


QUESTION: Jim Anderson (UPI): Mr. Secretary, how will Lhe 
United States go with the necessary investment and 
modernization of the U.S. bases in Greece without a Firm 
commitment from Greece on the future of those bases? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, First of all, we have now the basis 
for our labor agreements, so we'll be able to move forward in 
doing the things that need to be done. And, as [ said in my 
statement, we had good discussions of the bases question, and 
we will be able to work with that issue so that the questiuns 
will be resolved well before December 1988. And I have found 
the discussions quile satisfactory 





QUESTION My name 15 Amy Lundberg and | represent the American 


Oil Industry Press (Teledrop). [ have a message for President 
Keagan through you, and a question As a Greevk-fNmerican, |] see 
Greece, like furkey, simply renegotiating the terms of Lhe 
bases Equity and American financial aid to Greece and turkey 
is a key to reassuring our American investment here fhis is 
my Opinion Greece cannot tolerate the injustice of inequity 
of American financial aid Greece offers bases of vilal, 
unparalleled, strategic importance which you know better than J 


do. Moving the bases elsewhere 
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BERNARD KALB: Do you have a question, please? 





QUESTION: My question is, in order not to weaken the United 
States, Greece, Turkey and NATO, can we possibly achieve this 
equity in aid to Greece and Turkey, according to you, at some 
point? Is there any hope? 





SECRETARY SHULTZ: We, of course, work hard for stability in 
this region and for high performance in our NATO alliance. The 
efforts of the United States are to work, of course, with all 
the members of the alliance who have different problems, 
different contributions, and to be part of something that adds 
up to a strong deterrent against the potential aggression from 
the East. We've had forty years of peace in Europe, and I 
think that the strength of the NAITO alliance is to be put down 
as a major contributor to it. And we'll continue to work with 
the alliance and with our friends in the alliance. 





QUESTION: Did you try to bring closer, Turkey and Greece, in 
connection with the Cyprus question? 





SECRETARY SHULTZ: We discussed the Cyprus issue in both 
countries, and in both we expressed our view. As [ said in my 
statement, that the Secretary General's initiative looks to us 
like the best way, and the most promising approach to resolving 
this issue. We're supporting it. Others have said that they 
support it as well, and we hope that as his next move takes 
place, that it will turn out to be a basis -. and we think it 
will -- for a genuine discussion of the issue, and that's what 
we're working for. 





QUESTION: Bernie Gwertzman (New York Times): Mr. Secretary, 
on this question of the base discussions you mentioned, can you 
Give us an idea of the time frame you're talking about, and 
whether these talks will be simply limited to discussing 
whether there is an interest on Greece's part in continuing the 
agreement after it expires in 1988, as [ think you indicaled, 
or do you have a sense that the Greeks do want to continue Lhe 
agreement and that these discussions would go beyond that 
question and include details on what a new DECA might look like 
after 1988? 








SECRETARY SHULTZ: What I'm prepared to say on that question is 
that we agreed that a serious discussion of this question, all 
of its dimensions, will take place in time to permit the 
orderly resolution of the questions well prior to December 1988. 





QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, has the world reaction, especially 
the European reaction, to the attacks in the Libyan Gulf of 
Sidra heightened your concern for security of American 
diplomats and American Facilities around the world? 
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SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, we are always concerned, and we watch 
all of the intelligence, of course. Mr. Qadhafi has 
consistently threatened us and others with terrorist acts, so 
we must be on our guard. But at the same time, it's important 
to every country that gains from freedom of the seas -- and 
that's everybody -- and freedom of the air spaces, that no 
country be allowed unilaterally to announce itself in 
possession of what are universally recognized as international 
property. So our action is based on that, and the Libyan 
aggression against us has no justification. 








QUESTION: Jotn McWethy (ABC): Mr. Secretary, it's difficult 
not to notice on this visit that the security for you in 
particular has been extraordinary. Is that related to the 
Situation in Libya? Do you have fears for your own safety? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: No, I don't have fears for my safety. I 
think the governments involved have perhaps taken special 

steps, and of course we have our own security people who do a 
Fine job, and [I'm traveling around feeling very secure and safe. 





QUESTION: (Newspaper Eleftheros): Mr. Secretary, in case that 
agreement has been reached for the bases -- for the American 
bases in Greece -- 








SECRETARY SHULTZ: No, there hasn't been an agreement reached, 
{ said that explicitly. 





QUESTION: In case. 





SECRETARY SHULTZ: You shouldn't say, “in case," because | 
can't understand you. What was your question? 





QUESTION: In case that agreement has been reached for the 
bases in Greece, for the American bases, it would be issued (as 
a) common announcement or separated as it happened last time? 








SECRETARY SHULITZ: What [ can say on the question of Lhe bases, 
I said in my statement. And 1 am not going to elaborate on it 
further. Obviously, if there is a positive outcome, as it says 
in the statement, well before December 1988, there will have to 
be an arrangement for how to announce it. And [ don't regard 
that as any particular problem 





QUESTION: Ann Garrels (NBC): After Mr. Whitehead left Greece, 
the U.S. was concerned about what the Greek Government Lhen 


said about terrorism. Indeed, Mr. Papandreou's own party unas 
very critical of our actions in Libya the past few days Can 
you tell us, then, what kinds of discussions you had on 


terrorism and why you are encouraged? 
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SECRETARY SHULTZ: We had a thorough discussion with the 
Foreign Minister, I did, and [ spent a fair amount of time with 
the Prime Minister and others to a lesser extent. On (a) the 
subject of our actions in defense of Freedom of navigation in 
Mediterranean waters, and, two, the general problem of 
terrorism in our determination to deal with it firmly and 
effectively. Of course it is up to the Greeks to speak for 
themselves. I'm not going to make any statements about their 
views, they'll] make their own statements. But I think that 
certainly they understand our views and [ thought that in our 
discussions about terrorism and in some of the things that we 
agreed we would get underway, that I found great encouragement 
in that. But I don't want to be more specific than that 
because we have some things we're starting and we'll just have 
to see how they do. 





QUESTION: (Washington Post): Mr. Secretary, you said you were 
hopeful that Greece would find a way to return to exercises for 
participation in NATO. Since that depends upon the resolution 
of the question of Limnos, could you explain to us what makes 
you hopeful about this issue? 








SECRETARY SHULTZ: I hope that those things can be -- that that 
Limnos situation or some other way around, can be found. And I 
fully recognize the difficulty. But it seems to me important 
with respect to our alliance to have the ability to exercise 
fully maintained, and that was my intention, to express Lhat 
again here. 





QUESTION: (New York Times): Mr. Secretary, now that you've 
had the occasion to speak with both Turkish and Greek of fFicials 
on their particular views of the Aegean, are we entitled, do 
you think, to any hope that this gap can be bridged in the nvar 
future? 








SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, 1 can tell you, as an authority on 
what each has said recently, that they don't agree. [ belivve 
that the importance of resolving these issues is very high on 
everybody's agenda. So the problem is Lhere, and it's well 
recognized, but I wouldn't want to make a prediction. §] 
certainly do hope that it's possible for a way to be found to 
gradually bring these issues under control], perhaps through 
some sort of step-by-step process. [ think all, of Lhese 
things, just as in our own relationship between the United 
States and Greece, or the United States and Turkey, or wilh 
other countries, is a combination of working back and forth 
between content and confidence. On the one hand, if you 
develop the content, as I think we've been doing in our 
relationship with Greece, step-by-step, it tends to improve Lhe 
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atmosphere and give confidence, and at the same time when 
people are confident of each other, then it makes it easier to 
deal with things in the content area. So, somehow that kind of 
process has to get going and [I hope that something of that kind 
can take place, but I don't have anything specific to point to. 


QUESTION: Mr. Secretary (inaudible), from what you said, there 
seems to be a fairdy dramatic change in the U.S.-Greek 
relationship. What was your deduction? 





SECRETARY SHULTZ: I believe there has been a real turn for the 
better and it's a positive and constructive atmosphere that we 
have, I believe. What to attribute it to, I won't speculate 
about it. I think that Prime Minister Papandreou's statement 
some time ago, that he wanted to see the relationship move into 
“calmer waters," which [I have quoted a number of times, was a 
very good signal. Under President Reagan's leadership, we 
picked up on that signal and we've tried to design a 
systematic, operational way of finding our way into the calmer 
waters and a lot of things have happened, as [ tried to outline 
here. We have some additional steps we've identified. 1 think 
they are going to be taken, so we see this interplay between - 
moving on content and developing confidence, and it is very 
evident, and [ think a very welcome development. 





QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, do you consider now Greece a safe 
country For American visitors? 





SECRETARY SHULTZ: Yes. 





QUESTLOW: (Athens News): I would like to know if your visit 
has set the stage for further of fFiciadi visits Foum of Ficials of 
the U.S. to Greece? 





SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, we've had a number of visits now and, 
of course, in the course of this visit [ invited my counterpart 
to come and visit in Washington, and he has accepted. So I 
look Forward to that. We've tried to meet together on the 
fringes of various meetings and that has been very helpful 
We'll continue to do that. But this would be a kind of return 
visit similar to mine here, so I think that's a good part of 
the overall process. 





QUESTION: Andriana lerodiaconou (Financial limes): You said 
you agreed with the Greek side to settle the bases issue well 
before 1988. How much before is well before, end of '86? 
Mid-87? End of '87? : 





SECRETARY SHULIZ: Well, it. 16 very clearly and: definitely well 


before December 1988 That 16s what [CF am going Lo say about tlie 
subject 
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QUESTION: (Reuters): Mr. Papandreou said after your talks 
that the Greek side was satisfied by the 1983 agreement which, 
as interpreted by Athens, is a terminated agreement. In other 
words, there is a fixed date after which the bases must 
withdraw. Mr. Papandreou further added that if the American 
side wasn't satisfied by the agreement, then it must renounce 
the agreement and start a new negotiating process. Have you 
any interest in renouncing the agreement? 





SECRETARY SHULTZ: We think that the agreement is working well, 
and the question is what happens next, that is, in December 
1988. And I'll read it again: “We agree that a serious 
discussion of this question would take place in time to perwit 
the orderly resolution of the questions well prior to December 
1988." If anybody wants to ask me another question on this, 
I'll read it again. 





QUESTION: Do you agree with Mr. Papandreou's interpretation, 
that the agreement has (inaudible) letting the Greeks terminate 
it, that in other words, if nothing else is done, then it 
expires and the bases go? 





SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, we're satisfied with the way the 
agreement is operating. There are issues in connection with 
it, and “we have agreed that a serious discussion of this 
question would take place in time to permit Lhe orderly 
resolution of the questions well prior to December 1988." Does 
that satisfy you? 





QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, did you bring any messages from 
President Reagan to one or more of the Greek personalities you 
met in Athens? 





SECRETARY SHULTZ: Am 1 bringing a message of President Reagan? 





QUESTION: From President Reagan to Mr. Papandreou, Mr. 
Karamanlis or anyone? 





SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, 1 think the message that President 
Reagan is conveying by sending me here is his endorsement and 
strong support for this step-by-step process of moving 
U.S.-Greek relationships into calmer seas and it's workifg, and 
so we are going to continue it. He is very much in supporl of 
it. 





QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, earlier in your tour, you said that 
until you got a firm answer on the future of the bases in 
Greece, the United States wasn't going to put a penny into 
them. As the result of your talks today, are you now prepared 





by 











to put the big bucks into those bases that you said you 
wouldn't be prepared to? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, of course, we will be here through the 
term of the present agreement and the bases need to be 
operational, and we have responsibilities in that connection 
and we will fulfill those responsibilities, both From our 
standpoint and the standpoint of our strong ally, Greece, and 
so that will undoubtedly involve some expenditures. 





QUESTION: (Radio Israel): Have you during this trip extended 
an invitation to Mr. Papandreou to visit Washinglon? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, our two Governments have been 
approaching the relationship and addressing its strengths and 
weaknesses on a step-by-step basis. My visit and my talks with 
the Prime Minister constitute the latest and the most 
high-level step to date. And I am very pleased with the 
results. I shall, of course, report these results back to 
President Reagan upon my return to Washington. In a context of 
continuing improvement in our bilateral relations, an official 
visit by the Prime Minister at an appropriate time that 
accompanies both of their schedules would certainly be in order. 





QUESTION: Was there an invitation? 





SECRETARY SHULTZ: Say it again? 





QUESTION: Do you think that the “calm waters" has any 
connection with the bad Greek economy today? 





SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, I think the objective was stated some 
time ago, and we have been working at it with pretty good 
success. I think the results are positive. TIhere are 
problems. We have economic problems in the United States; 
Greece has economic problems; everybody has economic problems, 
and we all work at them. [t helps us all if there is stabilily 
on the world scene, on the world economy At the same time, | 
look around here in Greece, [ look at the statistics and I[ sve 
the strength and determination of the measures being taken to 
deal with Greek economic problems, and [ don't have any worrivs 
in my own mind about the basic strength of the Greek economy. 





QUESTION: (Time Magazine): fhe U.S. has undertaken a number 
of moves in the last several weeks in Haiti and the 
Philippines, towards Nicaragua, towards Libya, that suggest Lhe 
U.S. 158 interesled in a more assertive or interventionist kind 
of Foreign policy. Has this all been a number of ad hoc 
responses or do you have some larger strategic conception thal 
explains a more muscular foreign policy? 
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SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, I think it is a misreading of the 
Situation to hook those things together. It was the people of 
Haiti who decided they didn't want Mr. Duvalier there anymore 
and we helped to the extent of providing transportation, and we 
felt that was a service, since a more delayed departure clearly 
would have resulted in a lot of bloodshed that did not need to 
occur. In the case of the Philippines, the people of the 
Philippines, through a kind of peculiar electoral result, 
nevertheless, it was clear, have changed the Government of the 

‘Llippines. Now in the case of Libya, we simply asserted our 
riovhts, as we do all around the world, to freedom of 

igation We did not encace in any kind of provocative or 

aggressive behavior. It was the Libyans who fired on us while 
we were in international waters. And insofar as Honduras and 
Nicaragua are concerned, it was Nicaragua that sent troops into 
Honduras. So that's hardly an example of some sort of 
aggressive behavior on the part of the United States. 





QUESTION: (Ta Nea): What was the purpose of your visit to Mr. 
Karamanlis? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Mr. Karamanlis has been a long-time friend 
of the United States and a long-time fighter for freedom and 
democracy and for the defense of those ideas, and so 1 thought 
it was appropriate to ask for an appointment with him, and [ 
felt he was very gracious in granting that, and I was delighted 
to have a chance to visit with him. 





QUESTION: (The Times of London): Sir, the Greek Government 

has said recently that the American bases in Greece cannot be 
used in connection with military operations directed against 

Libya, and that this is provided in the Defense and Economic 

Cooperation Agreement. Is this your understanding also? 





SECRETARY SHULTZ: We don't have any operations directed 
against Libya. Libya has had an operation direcled against us, 
and we responded to it. 





QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, I didn't quite understand your 
earlier answer on whether an invitation to the Prime Minister 
would be forthcoming or not. Was your answer saying, “Yes, he 
has been invited," or “he will be invited if relations *tontinnue 
to improve?" / 





SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, IL think 1'1ll just read it again. In 
the context of continuing improvement in our bilateral 
relations, an official visit by the Prime Minister at an 
appropriate time, that accommodates both of their schedules” - 
that is, the President's and the Prime Minister's -. would 
certainly be in order. 
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ati. 
QUESTION: (Ethnos): Mr. Gorbachev proposed last night the 


withdrawal of both fleets, U.S.A. and Soviet Union, From the 
Mediterranean Sea. What do you comment on this? 





SECRETARY SHULTZ: I think it's a tired old Soviet idea, and we 
and our allies have great interest in the Mediterranean, and we 
will continue to work together and defend those interests. 
Thank you. 
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SENIOR STATE DEPARTMENT OFFICIAL 
FRIDAY, MARCH 28, 1986 


MR. REDMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good morning. As 
promised, this is a BACKGROUND briefing by a Senior State 
Department Official. We have a finite period of time, so I'd 
encourage you to make your questions direct and not too 
repetitive. 


SENIOR STATE DEPARTMENT OFFICIAL: Good morning. I'm 
assuming that you're familiar with the factual events, what the 
senior Administration officials have said happened in the Gulf 
of Sidra, and I am here really to talk about the legal 
questions that might arise with respect to the Gulf of Sidra 
and any other questions along those lines that you may have. 


Q I have a question about the Gulf of Sidra. What 
other mechanisms are there for challenging a nation's claim, 
like Libya's claim to the Gulf of Sidra, other than sending 
ships in, and when is the last time the United States made a 
diplomatic protest about Libya's claim to the Gulf of Sidra? 





A It might help if I outlined some of the 
background as to how and why we engage in this practice of 
asserting our rights, and what other practices we engage in, 
and how this whole policy developed. 





Our policy, developed around 1973, consciously was to 
discourage and/or negate illegal claims and to preserve our own 
positive claims with respect to international waters. 


Prior to 1973 there had been numerous and accelerating 
claims to extended jurisdiction in oceans. At that point, in 
fact, 28 states had claimed more than 12 miles of territorial 
sea as their sovereign territory. 


We, as you know, claim three miles as our territorial 
sea. Libya also claims 12 miles. 























From ‘73 to ‘79, we did not widely assert and exercise 
claims of this kind, because the Law of the Sea Conference was 
underway, and yet this accumulation of claims, increasing 
claims, was something that we could see and became very 
concerned with. 


A deliberate decision was made during the Carter 
Administration to discourage or negate illegal claims and to 
implement our own claims and preserve them. This policy was 
continued, once again consciously, in 1982 under President 
Reagan, and in 1983 the policy became public in a statement on 
U.S. Oceans Policy. 


It takes -- the assertion of your rights, and the 
protection of your rights -- can take the form of diplomatic 
protests, and we have a policy of making those protests. It 
can also take -- and, in some instances and to an extent, 
you're better off when it does take -- the form of exercise. 
And, finally, it takes the form of promoting freedom of the 
seas in any other appropriate manner. 


Freedom of the seas historically was not something 
that was given to us by God. I mean, it was something that in 
fact had to be won by a number of very able legal writers and 
nations who battled for it, and it was largely won by the 
Twentieth Century -- it was a very important principle -- and 
that was what we observed was getting eroded during that 
process in the 1970s. It led to these conscious decisions in 
'79 under Carter, ‘'82-'83 under Reagan, to protect our rights 
and to contest illegal claims through protests, through the 
exercise of our rights, and by promoting freedom of the high 
seas in any other appropriate manner. 


In connection with Libya, we have followed this policy 
exactly. Libya made its claim to ownership of the Gulf of 
Sidra on October 9, 1973. It is very significant that they 
first make a claim then, in terms of law, and I can explain 
that to you if you're interested in it, but I'm directing my 
attention to this question of protest as opposed to exercise. 


On February 11, 1974, we in fact filed a formal 
protest that is part of the digest that you can come up and 
read in my office, and probably in any other international law 
library in the country or the world, and we thereafter 
exercised what we claimed were our rights on frequent occasions 
-— I think that's been given to you -- numerous occasions; in 
the last few years seven times, but since the late 1970s, many 
more times than that. 




















Libya also makes a claim to certain airspace around 
Tripoli -- 100-mile radius -- that is not recognized under 
international law. They made that claim sometime during 
November of 1972, and we responded with a formal protest on 
Hovember 27, 1972, and we noted to them there that their claim 
was inconsistent even with a convention to which they were a 
party -—-— the 1944 Chicago Civil Aviation Convention -- and we 
thereafter have on occasion gone through that airspace and 
thereby exercised our rights in that respect as well. 


We have taken the route of protests. We have done 
exactly what we planned to do in 1979 and 1983 -- exercised our 
rights -- and we have through our activities in the Law of the 
Sea Conference and through other international organizations 
and through our activities generally, through notices, etc. -- 
we have encouraged the development of law that's proper and 
sound and fair. 


Q Can I ask about airspace? 
a Certainly. 
Q 


Is there something comparable to the three-mile, 
and what's the basis? In other words, fill in some -- 


a In air? 


Q Yeah. Fill in the, you know, the normally 
recognized, or however -- 


A Yes. I noticed an article --~ I'm sure you noted 
it -- where they were saying there's a difference between ships 
and planes and don't we also exclude people from our airspace 
out to 100 miles. Perhaps you noticed that article by Cockburn 
in The Wall Street Journal. 





Q Cockburn.* What's the -- 
is The -- 


Q What's the comparable to the three-mile -- and 
when you say -- 


i) Let me give you a little -- 
~~ “filed a protest," who do you file it with -- 


the other country? -- or do you file it with an international 
body, or do you just assert it ~- 


*Reporter corrected pronunciation. 











a A protest? The protest in ‘73 was filed with 





Libya. 
Q Because we had relations -- 
a We had relations. 
Q But, I mean, is there a repository -- 
4 But, of course, you know -- 
Q -- is there an international court of -- 
a -- Colonel Qadhafi -- 


Q -- sea claims? 

Q Is this the Cockburn -- 

Q (inaudible) Yes, please -- 

Q That Coburn article's assessment -- 


i) Yes. Certainly, I will. Let me just -- one 
moment. In terms of the assertions of the Libyans, I just want 
to put a little historical twist on it. When Qadhafi took over 
-- Qadhafi had just taken over then. He was a relatively new 
leader in the Sixties, ‘69, and what he did with respect to the 
waters and the airspace came right after what he did to the oil 
properties and other expropriations within his country. So you 
can look at it as just another grab by him for more assets and 
resources. In this case, the high seas and the air -- 
subjacent airspace, as it's called -- above those seas and 
around Tripoli. 





As to this argument, there is such a fundamental 
difference between our so-called ADIZ, Air Defense Information 
~~ Identification? --— Zone, and the claim that Colonel Qadhafi 
has made. We tell the people of the world that when you come 
within 100 miles of our borders, you are entering an area about 
which we have concern. Please notify us. Tell us who you are 
and where you're going. If you don't notify us, we may well, 
indeed, we are likely, to send a plane up to find out who you 
are and what your intentions are. Maybe you're just a 
newspaperman returning from a convention in Bermuda, but maybe 
not. 


We would try to find out who you are, and that's it. 
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We don't tell you, you can't come within that area. We don't 
suggest that we will harm you in any way if you come within 
that area. We in fact acknowledge that you have a right to 
come within that area. You have the right to come all the way 


up to the airspace that we absolutely control under 
international law. 


Q Which is how much space? 
Q Which is what? 


o Let me do one thing at a time. Qadhafi, on the 
other hand, claims that we cannot go into the waters or the 
airspace above the Gulf of Sidra and for 100 miles in a radius 
around Tripoli, and that he will kill us if we do so, or anyone 
else if they do so. So there's a very great difference, a 
clear difference, for anyone who would want to see it, between 
those two concepts. 


Now, with respect to ships and planes, what are their 
different rights? 


Q What is the airspace that we control off the 
coast, as far as airspace, or is it a coastal -- 


a Our territorial waters, three miles, extend all 
the way up -- it's called a subjacent space, airspace -- all 
the way up to the heavens, and just as you cannot come within 
those three miles in a boat except -- let me make an exception, 
and there is an exception --— you cannot use the airspace. 


Now, with respect to boats, you do have greater rights 
with respect to ships within that three miles than you have 
with respect to planes or submarines. With respect to vessels, 
you have the right of innocent passage even in our territorial 
waters, and that's the only important difference. Otherwise, 
you cannot fly without violating our sovereignty in that 
three-mile zone, but you can sail through it. 


Q What's the distinction, please, between the ship 
and an airplane? 


A In international law -- historical probably -- 
international law recognizes a right of innocent passage in the 
territorial waters, and no such right has ever developed with 
respect to airplanes or submarines. 


Q Is it an oversight -- it's not an inclusion? 





a I don't think it's an oversight, really. I think 
it makes sense in terms of -- you don't have very much time to 
defend yourself if someone can come within that three miles 
with respect to a plane, whereas with respect to a vessel you 
have time to check it -- more time to check it. 


Q Why is it that the United States maintains a 
three-mile limit when the rest of the world has a 12-mile limit? 


i That's a very interesting question. It probably 
relates more to domestic politics than anything else. 


Q Well, no, follow that up. Why didn't -- by 
dropping out of Law of the Sea, didn't you sort of reverse your 
course on three-mile limit? Would we have better in retrospect 
have stayed with Law of the Sea and be part of some 
international consensus on territorial limits? 


a We are part of an international consensus, and, 
but for some of the provisions in the Law of the Sea's treaty, 
we would have ratified it. But we have made it clear that we 
are part of an international consensus with respect to all the 
issues that we're talking about here today. 


Does that mean that if a foreign plane notifies 
us, it can fly within four miles of our shores, even an 
unfriendly nation? 





a Yes. Unless it's in a very sensitive zone -- 
there are many rules about this; I don't want to go into all 
the details of it --— an airplane is allowed to enter that 
area. That's international airspace. We have international 
rights with respec. to those areas beyond our territorial 
waters. There are zones that we can legitimately create for 


various purposes --— law enforcements purposes, security 
purposes -- I just don't see the need to go into all those 
details. 


Q Why can Qadhafi not declare the same rights? 

a What Mr. Qadhafi has done is, he has said with 
respect to the Tripoli -- are you asking about that one 
particularly, the 100-mile radius? 


Q No. I'm asking particularly about -~ whichever 
-- the Gulf or Tripoli. 


a He has said that you cannot fly within this zone, 
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because he owns it, and it's just not true under international 
law. He has made a 12-mile claim, and what he says about the 
Gulf of Sidra in effect is that it's a bay. This 300-mile line 
ont he draws across there is in effect a line that encloses a 
ay. 


Under the established written conventions now, there's 
no way he could make a claim to a bay. There's no enclosed 
water. It would just be a totally untenable claim. The line 
has to be about 10 or 15 miles at most in order to claim a bay 
under the conventions that now govern these issues. 


So what he claims is in effect an historical bay of 
some kind, a historical waterway of some kind, and there he has 
the slight problem that it was a history that has a very 
relatively recent past. He makes his claim in '73. I'm not 
suggesting that Tripoli historically hasn't claimed, hasn't 
made claims, about the Mediterranean like Mr. Qadhafi has made 
about the Gulf of Sidra. 


Our war against Tripoli in the early Nineteenth 
Century stemmed from exactly this kind of an extremely broad 
claim to control the Mediterranean. The Pasha of Tripoli at 
the time said that we had to pay him a tribute every time our 
merchant vessels went through the Mediterranean, and he imposed 
a tribute on -- 


Q And they did. 


fa Well, we paid a tribute until we had a big enough 
navy not to. (Laughter. ) 


Q That's the ultimate law. 


A I don't think that is law at all, but the fact is 
that the British hadn't paid a tribute at all during that 
entire period, so it wasn't an accepted claim. 


Q I'd like to explore the legality of our firing on 
these patrol boats, which were, I gather, some miles away ard 
apparently the firing was without any kind of warning or 
challenge for them to turn back or = - 


A Specifically aimed at those boats, you mean? A 
warning specifically aimed at those boats? 


Q Well, or some kind of notification to them that 
they were approaching U.S. ships and we wanted them to turn 
around, or anything. That was the word from the Defense 
Department a little earlier in the week. Has that been 
modified perhaps? 




















A I am willing to assume that. I don't know that 
for a fact. 


I don't know it, except that it was -- what they 
briefed over there. 


A There might have been on some channel, I don't 
know. 


Q But what about that? 


a But you have to put that in factual context. The 
firings on the vessels came after at least six SAM-5's had been 
fired at our aircraft and perhaps other military targets as 
well. 


So when those missile-firing vessels --— carrying 
potentially deadly missiles that could actually sink a major 
vessel, some of those missiles -- when they started running at 


our vessels, approaching them, the commander on the spot, 
having been fired at by at least six SAM-5's, made the 
judgment, most reasonably, that these missile boats were coming 
-- could well have been, were likely to have been, coming out 
to attempt to sink one of his vessels. 


Q When the Libyans fired their missiles from the 
shore, not from the boats, of course, did that establish some 
sort of state of something-or-—other that allowed us to then 
take whatever action we -- is there a legal situation here, or 
is it just a common-sense judgment of the commander that you 
are talking about? 


A Well, we hope that these things go together, law 
and common sense. If you were there and I was here and I 
pulled out a six-—gun and I emptied six bullets at you, and then 
I started to reload, I would assume that your state of mind 
would be somewhat different the next time I pointed the gun at 
you than it.was the first time. 


Q I know, but -- 


A Well, somewhat more confident as to what my 
purposes were -- 


Q I feel as though I am arguing Libya's point here, 
and I am not trying to do that, but the question that I am 
getting at is if you were ten miles away from me and you fired 
a few shots that might be in my direction, I don't know that I 
would have the legal right to unleash a missile that would 
certainly destroy you without some sort of warning of further 
action. 














A I think a warning, in fact, was issued as 
prompily as possible to the effect that -- 


Q Not specifically against those ships. Justa 
general warning that we were going to retaliate. 


A No, that approaching vessels would be deemed to 
be -- have hostile intent. I think that was issued as quickly 
as we realized that they were sending vessels out against us. 


Q Between the American protest in '72 - '73, and 
the exercise of the right, is there any interim medium? For 
example, is there an appeal to an international court? We have 
been told that there are 35 other countries involved in this 
kind of problem, but we don't know what they are, with one 
exception, and we don't know whether we have ever gone to an 
international court or made a protest in an international 
body. In other words, between protest and exercise, what realm 


A We have certainly protested this also in the UN 
--the Libyan actions. They have fired on our aircraft on two 
or three occasions since they made this claim. They fired ona 
C-130 in the 70's, and they fired on our planes in '81. So we 
have filed a protest on each of those occasions with the UN -- 


Q Filed with the United -—- 


A -- absolutely. 

Q -~ the Security Council? That is part of the 
record? 

A I don't know whether -— I would assume it would 


be with the Security Council. Certainly we filed a protest. 


Q Is there recourse to the World Court here? Is 
that a matter for their --? 


A Libya does not have --— has not submitted to the 
court's compulsory jurisdiction, and we have withdrawn our 
submission to the court's compulsory jurisdiction. 


However, nations can agree to submit matters to the 
World Court on such conditions and terms as they decide. We 
have never been asked to submit this dispute to the World 
Court. It certainly isn't a dispute that raises significant 
legal question. I would ask you to look at the law and you 
would see that to establish an historic bay, to claim that you 
have got an historic bay, you have to show that you controlled 
the water in that bay for a long period of time, with the 
acquiescence of the nations of the world, that there was a long 
and established usage with respect to those waters. 
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Now, Colonel Qaddaffi is attempting to establish a 
usage with respect to the Gulf of Sidra. That is what he is 
trying to do now since ‘73. He is trying to say, "Now, I am 
going to make this mine, and I can do that," and under the law 
he might be able to do that, if people did acquiesce in it over 
time. 


There is a principle of law here that an invalid 
claim, an invalid claim, to territorial waters can at some 
point gain validity if it is widely acquiesced in by the 
nations of the world. 


Q But how often do you have to protest or exercise 
your rights in order to preserve them? 


A Well, that would depend on the reaction of the 
other country. I mean, I would think that if the other nation 
agreed that it was wrong and gave up trying to take something 
that wasn't its to take to start with, we wouldn't have to 
assert these rights at all. 


Q But the question is, how long do we have to do 
that? 


A Well, you have to periodically -- the policy 
decided in '79 and '82 addressed these questions specifically, 
and the determination was made that there would have to be 
periodic exercises. 


Q Are we exercising the same claim against these 
other nations that claim seas beyond the twelve-mile limit with 
the same kind of force we use here? 


A Well, yes, and, moreover -- 

Q Where? 

A Well, we don't have to have the same kind of 
force -— we assume -—-— we will use whatever force is reasonable 


and appropriate to exercise our international rights. 


Now, we went into the Black Sea only a week and a half 
ago and you heard a very strong protest from the Soviet Union. 
We went into the Bering Straits only a few months ago, and you 
heard a very strong protest from one of our friends and allies, 
Canada. 


We have exercised and will exercise our international 
rights with respect to Libya, with respect to any other nation 
in the world -- not just small nations, big nations. 
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Q Can we ask you a question -- fearing that time is 
running out —- I was also understanding we could ask you some 
Central American questions -- 


A Okay. 


Q And I was hoping perhaps you could explain why 
what the Nicaraguans do in crossing the border into Honduras to 
chase the Contras is not the same thing as what the Israelis do 
in crossing the border into Lebanon? 


A Well, I don't see any point in comparing what the 
Nicaraguans do with what the Israelis do. We do not -- you 
could judge each thing for itself. You take a concept of law 
and make a judgment for yourself. 


Our position with respect to Nicaragua is that 
Nicaragua is an aggressor state, that it has acted in an 
aggressive way with respect to Honduras, Costa Rica, and El 
Salvador. 


An aggressor state does not have the right of self 
defense. You cannot develop a right of self detunse when you 
started the fight. It is as simple as that. 


Now, if you don't accept the notion that Nicaragua is 
an aggressor state -- if you think that Mr. Borge and the 
others who called for a revolution beyond Nicaragua's borders 
were just kidding -~ then I can't really comment on it. 


We have said repeatedly what our position is, and in 
fact in the briefs when we discussed this issue a few months 
ago here, when Elliott Abrams was here, we pointed out that, 
really, there isn't a dispute as to the law on this question. 
The dispute is as to the facts. 


Q Excuse me, you said “called for." You mean a 
country establishes itself as an aggressive state by calling 
for subversive or whatever activity -- 

A No, that is -- 

Q What does it -- 


A I didn't say that at all. You are just 
manipulating my words. 


Q No, you said Borge called for --. I am not 
manipulating anything. 





-12— 





A Well, that is all -- 





Q All right, I mean, forget what you said. I mean, 
forget that quibble -- 


A Forget what you said. 


Q Fine. Tell me how Nicaragua established itself 
as an aggressive state under international law with respect to 
all three countries here? Did it move troops into all three 
countries? 


a It is laid out in the booklet that the State 
Department put out. 


Q As a follow-up on your first answer. You said 
that about you can't compare it to the Israeli aggressicn 
against Lebanon -- 


i) I didn't say you can't, I said I won't. 


Q Okay, you said that in an interview -- can you 
clarify that --— in an Israeli paper, that Israel had the right 
to reach Beirut in hot pursuit. Can you clarify that? 


a I never said that, and it was denied, and no one 
has ever claimed otherwise. The interview transcript was 
available, and Mr. Kalb went over all this matter. I never 
said it. 





Q You admit that there may be a dispute over the 
facts in this case but not as to the law, so is it in the eye 
of the beholder what an aggressor nation is? Is that an 
assessment that one country makes about another based on 
whatever it decides to make a judgment on? 


sy The law doesn't remove the difficulties of the 
world. 


Q Why is that? 


Q In expressing -— I mean, even if Borge expressed 
a desire to spread the revolution beyond its borders, any 
aggression hasn't been between Nicaragua and Honduras per se, 
but between Nicaragua and rebels that have assaulted its claim 
to the control of the country. 


A I am just not here to talk about the substance of 
what is happening in Central America. I can tell you that 
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every nation has legal rights. We do not claim that a nation 
loses its legal rights merely because it isn't friendly with 
us. I mean, we had an instance recently where Iran stopped one 
of our merchant vessels, and you never saw a word come out of 
the State Department or the Department of Defense claiming that 
they had no right to stop our vessels under international law. 
We questioned the wisdom of what they had done and we discussed 
the dangers of such activity. 


So the question is -- of course there is a right to 
self defense -- there is a right to self defense -- and every 
nation has a right to self defense, but if a nation is 
responsible for the aggression that led to the events that you 
are talking about, it doesn't have a right to self defense. 


I am just telling you that legal principle. That is 
our position. 


Q Is that why -- there doesn't seem to be any 
concern about contras coming across the border and violating 
Nicaraguan sovereignty. What about that? 

A Well, we have gone over that. 

Q What is the legality -- 


MODERATOR: This has to be the last question. We're 
out of time. 


Can't we continue through lunch, bring in 
sandwiches? (Laughter) 


Q What is the legality, sir, of Country X or 
Country H being host to a military force seeking from that base 


to overthrow a government of its own nationals? What is the 
legal position? 


a In the abstract? 
Q Yes sir, if you don't want to discuss the facts. 


A Well, I got myself in trouble speaking in: the 
abstract once. 


Q Well, go back to the facts. Let's go back to 
Honduras and Nicaragua, if you prefer. 


ig Well, it depends. If a group comes into your 
country and -- 


Q I can help you, I think. The question -- isn't a 
nation responsible -- isn't Honduras responsible -- 
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Ah. 


Q I thought we were getting an answer. 


& A nation that allows a group of people to come 
into it, that is, that then engages in aggression against 
another nation, has a responsibility to stop that kind of 
aggression. Yes, I would think that's quite clear. 


Q Okay, not aggression -- 


2) The UN and the United States has repeatedly said 
that states cannot sponsor aggression against other states. 


Q Okay, forget aggression. These people are 
nationalists. Sir, these are nationalists. They are members 
of Country N. They are citizens of Country N, who from Country 
H -- (laughter). You know, we are interested in the law. What 
is the position there? 


A I think really it is not -- you have gone beyond 
law here. 


MODERATOR: The purpose of the briefing was for 
specific legal questions on recent events. 


STATE DEPARTMENT OFFICIAL: I hope I have been helpful 
here, just giving you some background. 


Q Can I ask a housekeeping question? Because this 
is all very interesting, but I have to say it is a little bit 
late in terms of the heat of the action. Another time the 
United States was engaged in military maneuvers to exercise a 
legal principle of international law, when we called the Legal 
Department we were told the Legal Department wasn't taking 
press calls. Can you explain why that was? 


A The Legal Department does not take press calls as 
such. I mean, we do what we are ordered to do by the Press 
Corps of the State Department. 


MODERATOR: You are always free to call up and ask 
your questions. 


STATE DEPARTMENT OFFICIAL: He asked me to come down 
this morning, and here I am. 


MODERATOR: Thank you all. 


(The briefing concluded at 10:38 a.m.) 
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SECRETARY SHULTZ: The Governments of Italy and the United 
States consult regularly as close allies and friends on 
important international issues. My meetings yesterday with 
President Cossiga, Prime Minister Craxi and Foreign Minister 
Andreotti, and today with Interior Minister Scalfaro and 
Defense Minister Spadolini, are part of that process. 





Our discussions this time are covering these issues: We 
focused on recent developments regarding the Gulf of Sidra, and 
I was glad to have a chance to talk first hand with the Italian 
leaders in detail on this subject. Our naval exercises in 
these international waters were part of a global program to 
support traditional maritime rights of the international 
community. We exchanged our thoughts on the Iran/Iraq war and 
other Middle East issues. We talked about East-West issues and 
the importance of alliance solidarity. I explained our 
insistence that EC enlargement, which we support, not come 
unfairly at our expense. We went over the welcome progress of 
democracy, particularly in Haiti and the Philippines. I took 
advantage of the opportunity to meet with my Egyptian 
colleague, Foreign Minister Meguid, who was coincidentally in 
town. We had a good review of developments affecting Egypt, 
including that country's economy and the Middle East peace 
process. Later today, I will have the privilege of an audience 
with the Pope. Tomorrow my wife and I will attend Easter mass 
at Saint Peter's. 


Before taking your questions, I would like to express my thanks 
to the [talian Government and Italian people for their gracious 
hospitality we have received throughout this visit. 


QUESTION: Would you tell us about your talks to the Italian 
officials on the subject of counter-terrorism and what role 
Attorney General Meese is trying to exert? 
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SECRETARY SHULTZ: Attorney General Meese was here and had some 
very satisfactory discussions of this subject, the subject of 
drugs, the subject of crime, and the subject of anti-terrorism, 
in which the efforts of the Italian Government have been 
outstanding. He discussed them particularly with Interior 
Minister Scalfaro, and I had a meeting as well this morning. 
That man is a real leader in the fight, and I think the 
relationship that he and our Attorney General have developed 
and the work they are doing, in which we in the State 
Department are participating, is a great contribution to the 
fight on these important issues. 


QUESTION: Is this going to result in any new formal 
cooperative agreements between Italy and the U.S. on the 
subject of counter-terrorism? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: There is under review a formulization of 
what we are doing, and we expect that that will go forward, 
probably later on in the spring. 


QUESTION: Can you go over in some detail your discussions on 
the recent exercises in the Gulf of Sidra, and do the Italians 
support what the U.S. did in the Gulf of Sidra? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: I will leave it to the Italians to express 
their view and not try to do so myself in any overall way. But 
we did review the question of whether or not the twelve-mile 
limit applies in the Gulf of Sidra; there is complete agreement 
on that. We reviewed whether or not it was proper for a 
country to fire on the ships or aircraft of another country 
operating in international air space or water; and there is 
complete agreement that such an act is an act of aggression. 

We reviewed the question of whether in the face of such a 
hostile act it is proper for a country to defend itself; and 
there is complete agreement on the right of self-defense under 
such circumstances. So we went through all of this and found 
that there was agreement on those things. There are variations 
of opinion here, as elsewhere, on what the right tactics are to 
deal with Qadhafi. 


Let me review what is wrong with Qadhafi and Libya as we see 
it. I'll just tick off some examples of what is wrong. He 
mined the Red Sea. He harbors terrorists, trains them, 
supplies them, encourages them, and braqs about it. He is his 
own smoking gun. You don't have to be Sherlock Holmes to 
figure it out. He claims international waters and airspace, 
and fires on those who sail and fly where they have every right 
to be. He opposes the peace process in the Middle East, and 
whenever anyone from Jordan or Egypt or in the ranks of the 
Palestinians moves towards peace -- moves toward direct 
negotiations with Israel toward peace -- which is what you have 
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to do if you are going to get there -- Qadhafi is against 
that. So he is against peace in the Middle East, on any 
sensible basis. And he is in open aggression in Africa. I 
could go on and on, but the process of interpretation here 
would take up the entire press conference. But I think that's 
a pretty good bill of particulars, and we believe we shouldn't 
just stand still and ignore it. 


QUESTION: Many countries around the world, Mr. Secretary, have 
welcomed the decision on the part of the United States to take 
positive action against terrorism. I happen to be Polish, and 
I come, of course, from a country where we have gone through a 
struggle to attain freedom. My question is the following: 
President Reagan said that the United States Government will 
act in support of all peoples around the world who fight for 
freedom. I have been in Argentina several times. For example, 
we have a case in Argentina of a dictatorship which is no 
longer in power, of course, but which left a trail of crimes, 
particularly with regard to the Desaparecidos, the “disappeared 
people,” who struggled against dictatorship, and there are also 
a number of other very harsh, long-term dictatorships in Latin 
America. I would like to ask you whether this doctrine, 
whether this statement that has been put forth by the President 
of the United States, applied to these dictatorships in Latin 
America and others around the world as well as to communist- 
style dictatorships. 


SECREIARY SHULTZ: We'd like to be sure that it is both ways, 
that those who oppose an authoritarian rule also oppose it when 
it's imposed by communists. But yes, we believe that democracy 
and freedom is the best way for people to be governed, that 
government has their consent, as here, as in the United 

States. But, of course, each situation is unique, and we work 
with’ the situations as they are. But our point of view is that 
freedom and democracy are good, good for the people of the 
country and good for the world community. In the western 
hemisphere, we've seen a remarkable trend in the last ten 
years. So that by now the countries ruled by dictatorship are 
Chile, Paraguay, Cuba and Nicaragua. They're the odd men out. 
Actually, the Cuban-Nicaraguan pattern, being totalitarian in 
its nature, is by far the worst of this group. 


QUESTION: Samir Kanyuta from the Kuwaiti News Agency. Mr. 
Secretary, you have said that Mr. Qadhafi is opposed to the 
peace process in the Middle East. Is it not true that since 
1979, in effect, the peace process is no longer a fact? I'm 
wondering what the United States is willing to do, too. Is the 
United States willing to work with the PLO in connection with 
the holding of an international peace conference in the Middle 
East? And what is the U.S. prepared to do, for example, to 
eliminate a source of tension in the Middle East by bringing an 
end to the [Iran-Iraq war? 
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SECRETARY SHULTZ: It's a clear matter of record that the 
United States has been working for peace and the resolution of 
differences in the Middle East for a long time. And most 
recently, we have been working with King Hussein and Prime 
Minister Peres in an effort to bring about the direct 
negotiations between Jordan and Israel, with Palestinian 
representation. That is the process through which we have to 
go if you're going to get peace. Now, of course, the great and 
fundamental building block is the peace treaty between Israel 
and Egypt. You start with that. And so we continue to work on 
that aspect of the peace process. I find it tragic that when a 
constructive man like Zafer Masri undertakes a task, that he's 
murdered. I find it tragic that courageous leaders like King 
Hussein and President Sadat, President Mubarak, step forward, 
that they're threatened. And it's very clear in this context 
that among the enemies of the peace process is Qadhafi. That's 
one of the bill of particulars against him. As far as the 
Iran-Iraq war is concerned, we would like to see it ended. And 
we have called for that. We have reestablished diplomatic 
relations with Iraq. We have no real contact with Iran, but to 
the extent we can exert any influence there, that tragic war, 
we would like to see it end. 


BERNARD KALB, SPOKESMAN: I'm sorry now, but I guess the time 
set aside for this news conference has been exhausted, and so 
it is my responsibility to say thank you at this point. 


QUESTION: F. Venturini, Il Tempo, Rome. I'd like to ask you 
what is your appreciation of the Soviet reacton to the events 
in Sidra; if to your knowledge any Soviet military personnel or 
Soviet interest has been hit during the fighting; and if any 


direct contact or warning had been given in advance from 
Washington to Moscow. 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: We have, on a number’ of occasions, expressed 
our views to the Soviet Union about Libya and Libya's 

behavior. in the case of the recent exercises, the Soviet 
Union, as others, were told about them, and we normally do 
things of thet kind. We don't know what's there on the shores 
of Libya. But at any rate, as far as we know, there were no 
Soviet personnel involved. But that's a statement of our lack 
of knowledge of what the situation is. We fired at the 
installations that fired at us, and that was the principle that 
was used. fhank you. 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'11 start wn * a brief 
opening statement and then go directly to your questions. 
actions announced today demonstrate t President Reagan is s.prepered 
to use all the remedies at his Pann ree to fight unfair trade 
aduinistration remains firaly tted to free and open world trade. 
Ané we cannot stand by and watch illegal and unfair trading practices 
jeopardize our commercial rights. 


The sost significant case acted upon today concerns $1 
billion worth of U.S. grain and oilseed eaperte | to Spain and 
Portugal. The United tes welcomes the membership of Spain and 
Portugal into the Buropean Community, but that can't be an excuse for 
the community to =— new restrictions on our trade. We ear 
to the community, ough our lations from the <-- our 
Treaties, that we are unilaterally -- we are to their 
unilaterally created quotas that are illegal the General 
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade and that they have not offered 
sompensation required by GATT and have raised tariffs that hurt our 


importers. 


We're therefore re in with comparable restrictions 
with the intention that each side will now have an equal incentive to 
negotiate an early agreement. We're not looking for a trade fight 
over enlargement. Our announcements today are necessary only because 
the European Community chose to act unilaterally, rather than consult 
on the sensitive questions. 


We're willing to suspend these matters indefinitely and 
to submit this dispute to the General Agreement on Tariff and Trade 
through GATT if the community will also suspend its measures. We 
hope the BC will use this opportunity to avoid a confrontation and to 
megotiate a prompt and fair settlesent. 


The remaining trade actions eqgnounced today concerned 
ether practices that we aleo believe to be unfair. Performance 
requirements such as those established in Taiwan are @ growing 
anncern tm the Onited States. As for the EC's third country seat 
directive, we oppose the use of standards as informal trade barriers. 
Because we Go not know the full scope of the BC's directive, 
President Reagen bas asked Ambassador Yeutter to investigate it 
before further actions are taken. 


All of the actions announced today are in keeping with 
the President's oft-stated belief that free trade must aleo be fair 
trade. If international trade is to flourish, the rules sust apply 
to all nations equally. That js a1] we ask. 


All right. I'll take your questions. . 














Q Bow much of the oilseeds and oilseed products from 
Spain and Portugal do we import? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wone. They are exports 
— the United States to Spain and Portugal that we're talking about 
re. 


Q All right, now. What are we doing now? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The -- (laughter) -- the 
Spanish -- as part of the EC agreement, the Treaty of the Session 
between Spain and Portugal and the European Community, the European 
Community has required that a quota level be priced upon imports of 
oilseeds and oilseed products into Portugal -- which means that we 
will have quotas placed upon our exports from the United States to 
Portugal, Portuguese imports. And what we're doing today would be to 
suggest that we're going to take equivalent measures to limit 
European exports to the United States in a way that they have limited 
U.S. exports to Portugal. 


Q What -- on the measures that you've listed here in 
response to that, you have July 1 as the beginning date on the 
response to the variable levies. You don't have a date for the other 
-- and, also, you don't list what products we might take action on. 
Could you give us some hint on them, so -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Okay. With regard to -- 
with regard to the variable levies, July 1 is the date. With regard 
to the quantative restrictions, the circumstance with regard to the 
ollseeds in Portugal and with regard to the market reserve 
requirements, where 5.5 percent of grain rted into Portugal must 
be from the European Community. That also is GATT illegal. With 
regard to those two measures, we'll probably be having -- we'll 
publish a Federal Register notice with a list of products or 

tential products, fully before the week is up, but certainly no 

ter than the first of next week, and allow the public comment 

tiod < pass. By the time that process is over, probably in about 
0 days, we would then place the restrictions on -- in the case of 
the ollseeed response on whatever product is selected there. And in 
the case of the response to the market reserve measures, whatever 
tariffs would be necessary to rebalance the trade concessions between 
the United States -- 


Q Volumes of trade that are affected -- you said $1 
billion. Could you break down the three roughly? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think the soybean 
quota is worth -- correct me if I'm wrong -- about $90 million and 
that the Portuguese grain -- total exports of U.S. grain to Portugal, 
probably averaged about $350 million over the last -- 


SENIOR ADNINISTRATION OFFICIAL: $625. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: $625 million over the 
last year or so. In Spain, it's been about 623 average over the last 
three years. 


: n Can check Taiwan? Do you assume that the 
Japanese -~ I mean, t cars Japan made, will definitely -- should 
be shipped to America? Do r think that America should -- if that 

happens, should Asorica deal with Japan directly? , 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, no, because what 
we're dealing with here -- the practice we're dealing with here under 
Section 301 of the -- 307 of the Trade Act, is a circumstance which 
the Congress provided a mechanism for the administration for after 
situations where an export performance requirement was tied into an 
investment, regardless of re that -- of who made the investment 
and where the product goes. So the likelihood of automobiles coming 
into the United States is not, of course, inconsequential because of 
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the size of our automobile market, but in any case, we would still be 
concerned about the principal of an export performance requirement as 
a@ part of any investment. 


Q Can you give me a follow-up? According to the 307 
you gave us, the U.S. could initiate a 307 against the foreign 
country, only if such export requirement affects U.S. interest. So, 
do 7 have anyplace to evaluate or any figures to support this 
action? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, the plan hasn't 
been opened yet, but that's the purpose of the investigation -- to 
investigate whether this is the case. If it is, then to take action 
in response to it. 


Q So, if it turns out the export markets are someplace 
else, how do you justify this action? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Just a minute. Isn‘t 
that correct? This is my collegue. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: ‘tt affects our interest. 
It doesn't necessarily have to be imported into the United States. 
It could be a Third Country market. In the law, it is actually so 
clear that it would require a trade damage in a calculated way before 
we could take action. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 


Q The USTR now is considering to put some, say like, 
industrialized targeting into the existing trade -- level? I mean, 
we don't -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: This isn't industrial 
targeting. This has to do with countries which require that when 
investments are made in their countries, that some portion of the 
products of those investments must be exported. 


That's the practice that we're trying to get. It doesn't 
have anything to do with industrial targeting. 


Q How do you explain it? According to the law, it's 
got to be -- affect the U.S. interest of the economy? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, if it affects our 
inability to sell automobiles or automobile parts someplace else in 
the world, that's our interest. 


Yes, sir. 


Q Back to withdrawing tariff bindings from these 
imports of products of comparable value, to those that are being 
affected by the variable levies being imposed on grain supports by 
Spain -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Being withdrawn? We 
will go through | a process similiar to the one I described with regard 
to owe ¢ weguar eeawes , < will publiss o lis at of potential products to 
be unbound, hold a series of public hearings, make the decision as to 
which products will be effective and unbind then. 


Again, I would anticipate that that's a 30-day process, 
more or less. We're -- we have a six-month period under the GATT 
from the time that those products became -- the European products 
became unbound in the GATT and they became unbound on February the 
llth. So -- roughly August llth we must act by. And then there's 
this 30-day notification period. S80, there's -- we're driven to some 
Gegree by that. But notwithstanding, we're losing trade now. And so 
we don't want to continue to lose trade forever while-we go through a 
neogitiating period on this. 
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Q When will you decide how much trade we'll lose? You 
gave the overall figures of trade with Spain and Portugal. Assume 
that not all that trade will be affected. How much trade will be 
restricted? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: With regard to which? I 
mean, with regard to the soybean -- 


Q To the variable levies? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The variable levies? 
Okay. What we do as part of that process is make a determination 
about how much trade is being lost as a result of the variable levy. 
The number is likely to be quite high. 


Q Are you suggesting the U.S. could have a variable 
levy of its own? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. We would be looking 
at a trade loss type of tariff against European Community products. 
= wouldn't try to move in that direction. That wouldn't be our 

ntent. 


Yes, sir? 


Q Could you give us a more precise idea of the 
products you are targeting for retaliation? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, I really couldn't 
give a more precise idea about products at this time. We would hope 
we'd be prepared to have a notice in the Federal Register, as I said, 
by the end of the week -- early -- 


Q Wine and cheese -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I read this in the 
newspaper. 


Q When are you going to start the 307 investigation? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: When will we start it? 
We'll start it immediately. 


Q Do you have a feeling? 


Q The European Community has contended that they're 
willing to go through negotiations on concessions, just as they did 
with previous concessions with Great Britain and Denmark -- 
established to do the assessments. Why is this concession different 
— previous concessions and processes that might have happened in 
the past? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm glad you asked that 
question. (Laughter.) The first reason this is not like previous 
concessions is that in previous concessions, they didn't take GATT 
illegal actions. In this instance with regard to the quantative 
restrictions in Portucal. we have a circumstance where clear GATT 
illegal actions have been taken. I spent some time with the 
Community recently on that subject and they don't even argue that 
issue. That's the first thing. 


With regard to the Spanish variable levies -- normally, 
we've had a period of time before these actions took place to begin 
the negotiations -- to have the negotiations start and go through a 
process. In this instance, that's not been the case. 
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Basically, they -- I'm exaggerating to make the point -- they 
announced the levies on one day and they went into effect on the 
next. Previously, we've had well over a year, in the case of the 
enlargement from the six to the nine in which to begin our 
negotiations. At this point, we don't even have the data under which 
we could have a 24-6 -- as it's called -- negotiation in the GATT. 
That's GATT, Article 24-6, under which the Customs Union Agreements 
are negotiated. So, it's a very different circumstance than ones 
which have -- we've encountered previously. 


I might add, there's one other factor that’s involved 
here and then I'll answer your question. The other factor is that 
since the last sajor session, we've had a tremendous change in the 
nature of the agricultural levy system in the community. And it 
would appear now that our agricultural system would be worse off than 
it was in the previous session, as a result, that our trade damage 
will be greater. And that number will be quite substantial, we 
believe. 


Q Could you be just a bit more precise on how such 
trade will actually be affected if the United States takes certain 
actions? You said over a billion dollars and you gave some numbers 
about trade volume and you still don't know how such trade will 
actually be affected. How much trade will the United States seek to 
bar from Europe if the Europeans don't accept? What will that figure 
be? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It's circumstantial, in 
a sense. We will take equivalent actions against the community with 
regard to trade in oilseed in Portugal. Now, if the community's 
quotas are non-restrictive, ours will mirror that. We will still 
create a non-restrictive quota because the principle in and of itself 
is important. But the level at which that quota is applied will be 
applied in an equally non-restrictive way as the community's quota is 
applied. 


So you have the potential of having -- you know -- zero 
trade impact doing that, but having made the -- having stood strongly 
for the principle, or a dramatic straight impact if the community's 
quota bites deeply into our oilseed trade. 


Circumstance is somewhat different on grains in Portugal 
where we're looking at a market reserve circumstance. We look at the 
history -- the tnree-year average, I think, on grains in Portugal is 
in the $300 million range, something in excess of that. You're 
looking at 15.5 percent of that over a period of time, because 
basically what they said is we're going to restrict 15.5 percent of 
all grain sold into Portugal for the European Community. Only the 
European Community can buy that. That's GATT illegal. And so we're 
saying, “Okay, we're suffering trade damage to that level." Now, in 
that sense what we'll do is apply a tariff which we would calculate 
-- and all these things get kind of imprecise at times -- we would 
calculate as causing the European Community to have a similar trade 
loss in products coming to the United States. Won't restrict trade, 
per se, but would make it somewhat more expensive. 


A similar circumstance would apply with regard to grains 
in Spain. We'll have to calculate the trade loss on the -- the 
actuei tirade ivoss ana tnen -- ana it could change over. a period of 
time. 


Q “= you can say 15.5 percent of that volume of $623 
million, that would be a rough -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I've seen estimates that 
go to -- as high as $50 million or in the area of $50 million. 


Q “= the economic community has 30 days to lift their 
restrictions to the U.S. products? 


- 





SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: On U.S. products, 
basically. 


Q That's your bottom line? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: With regard to 
Portugal's grain and oilseeds and their GATT illegal actions, we're 
talking 30 days. 


Q Sir, with the 307 case, what do you expect Holland 
to respond to your actions? Totally remove the export performance 
requirements or just restrict the percentage of the export to foreign 
countries? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, what we seek here is 
the non-application of export performance requirements. We would 
like to see them go away forever. 


Q Again, since this is the first of the 307, could you 
elaborate a little more about how the process or a time frame for 
such a case? And what will be the next step after the investigation? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: What will occur is 
basically we will engage in consultations and negotiations. And if 
the export requirement is eliminated, then there will be no further 
action. None will be necessary. 


Q Could that follow process -- 3017 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It's very similar to 
301, that's right. 


Q Does that mean that we will take actions against 
other countries that do the same thing, such as Mexico? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think that you might 
suspect that this might be the beginning of some other actions under 
307. 


Q As regards the course of these restrictions, do you 
expect that quite possibly there won't be any counter-action 
presuming that you don't get together with the EC between now and 
then -- there might not be a counter-action until some time in early 
Or mid-August? <- possibility -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm sorry. 


Q -- as regards the possible counter-action vis-a-vis 
these restrictions involving Portuguese imports -- our counter-action 
might come as late as sometime in mid-August? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: With regard to our -- 
the European actions with regard to Portugal have taken place. Our 
counter-actions -- our rcbalancing would take place in -- as soon as 
the process has been completed 
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for us, which we would anticipate to be in the area of thirty days or 
80. 


Q But you had mentioned, I think, the date of August 
the llth. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That was with regard to 
Spain. 


Q Sorry. 


Q Is there any significance to this announcement today 
with all of these various trade announcements coming right after the 
talks fell apart with the Japanese over semiconductors? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. 


Q Will there be new talks with the Japanese about 
semiconductors? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: (Inaudible.) 


Q On the nonrestrictive quota, haven't you made that 
assessment when DeClerg told Mr. Yeutter last week that it would be 
20 percent above the last year's level of soy bean sales in Portugal? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, there's a 
dichotomy. It's one we're going to have to deal with the Community 
on. That is in fact what Commissioner DeClerg told Mr. Yeutter. The 
number, however, that was used, is 40 percent below last year's soy 
bean sales, so we're sort of at a -- we sort of have some 
a about what the Community's actual intent is in that 
regard. 


Q Who mentioned the number of 40 percent below last 
year? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There wasn't -- it 
wasn't -- it was a specific number put out by the Community of 
580,000 tons. Our sales in the European Community last year were in 
excess of 900,000 tons, so -- 


Q European Community or -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAI: I'm sorry -- in Portugal 
we were in excess of 900,000 tons of soy beans and soy bean products. 


Q What's your response to the EC argument that 
wherever restrictions are done that they are done as a result of 
these agricultural actions by the EC -- this offsets -- really is 
compensated for by the lower duties on industrial products that U.S. 
exports will have going to Spain and Portugal as a result of -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Two answers to that 
question. First of all, there is no amount of compensation that can 
be given the United States on patently illegal acts, and that is the 
circumstance in which we are dealing with in Portugal. 


Secondly, with regard to Spain, as I said, the trade 
losses are occuring now, today, as we stand here and has been 
occuring every day since March 1. It should be noted, that the 
Session agreements that have -- are related from the European 
Community going from the six to the nine and from the nine to the ten 
have still not been resolved. So the fact that people say that, you 
know, we should go through this balancing act, a balancing act is 
fine but the fact of the matter is that the balance never quite makes 
the full swing. 


So we are suggesting that the trade loss today should be 
compensated today. I guess that's the simple way of putting it. 

















Q But you're -- on the specific case of Portugal you 
are saying that no amount of compensation can -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, they're illegal acts 
that should be removed. If the -- 


Q So that's the only way that this can be settled? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: If the Community says, 
as they do say, that the restrictions in Portugal are 
non-restrictive, there is no reason to have a restriction. 
Non-restrictive restrictions have no reason to exist, and we're 
suggesting that they do not. We agree. 


Q Can you simplify this a little bit for us? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. (Laughter.) 


Q Can you tell us how these are GATT-illegal? One, I 
think, it's a -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Article XI of the GATT 
prohibits quantitative restrictions. They are therefore 
GATT-illegal. That's about as simple as I can get, I must say. 


Q Okay. Also on their breaking their promise on -- to 
raise tariffs. Now are they're either breaking or binding. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: In the case of Spain, 
they're breaking a binding, so they are breaking a trade agreement in 
breaking their binding on tariffs. 


Q Do you -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Excuse me -- just one 
point about that. You can do that under GATT, but you must 
compensate for it. 


You make this overall estimate of a billion dollars 
worth of trade affected. Can you make an overall estimate of the 
proportion of that $1 billion which will actually be inhibited? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It's not that precise a 
measure. In point of fact, we know that $90 million of that, more or 
less -- the oilseeds portion -- could be eliminated entirely or it 
could be unaffected -- that 900-plus tcns -- 900,000-plus tons of 
grain -- of oilseeds and oilseed products I mentioned earlier. That 
could be either unaffected or affected depending upon how much or how 
little quotas bite. 


With regard to the market reserve for the European 
Community, that's going to affect -- that's going to mean that we get 
15.5 percent less of that market than we might otherwise have had. 
So in this case we think that's around $50 million. 


In the case of the variable levies in Spain, hard tc know 
precisely at this state. It could be everything. I mean, the tariff 
in Spain on grains was down to 20 percent. The variable levy has 
already taken the tariffs in Spain up over 100 percent, which doesn't 
tend to make our grains real competitive in that marketplace. 


a 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: A couple more questions, 
if there are any. 


There is no section in GATT for customs unions. Is 
that right? I mean, this doesn't apply? Customs unions can operate 
internal trade the way it wants? 


- 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Inside the customs 
union? 


Q Yes. The European Commjunity, including Spain and 
Portugal. ; 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Right. 


Q But are you saying that their internal action is 
affecting external? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There is a manner in 
which the customs unions are allowed to be creative, and basically 
that's what's happening. We're creating a new customs union with the 
adding of the two. 


What is set down in the GATT is the manner in which that 
should be done. We are suggesting here that there is -- in the case 
of Portugal -- two actions which are volatile to the GATT having 
nothing to do with customs union questions, the quantitative 
restrictions. 


On the other side of the equation, in regard to Spain, 
they have broken a principle of GATT, wnich is that bound duties aust 
be compensated for and we're asking for that compensation without 
waiting for the two-year-or-so period before these negotiations on 
24-6 can be concluded. 


Q What is the status of the steel dispute with the 
Europeans now? And what is the status of the other dispute with 
Taiwan? I believe there was one that was brought up with Taiwan some 
months ago. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: With regard to the steel 
dispute, we stili are both placing restrictions on semi-finished 
steel. We are placing restrictions on semi-finished steel and they 
have restricted trade in certain paper products, fertilizer and 
tallow. 


I know of no other Taiwanese dispute that we have right 
Q What about semi-conductors? Where do we go from 
here? : 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We'll be evaluating and 
assessing our position on that this week. 


Q Is there likely to be another meeting on 
semi-conductors before the 12th? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That'll pe part of the 
reevaluation -- reassessment. 


Q The first indication of what products will be 
affected will appear in the Federal Registry. 


SENIOR ADI‘INISTRATION OFTICIAL. Yss. 
Q Eitys” “e end of this week or -- 


SENIOR ADM'"....TRATION OFFICIAL: We anticipate the end of 
this week. We're working harder to achieve that. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 


END ~ 2:33 A.M. EST 
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PRESS BRIEFING 
BY 
LARRY SPEAKES 


April 5, 1986 


La Cantina Room 
Sheraton Santa Barbara 


10:03 A.M. PST 


MR. SPEAKES: I would like to do just the facts ON THE 
RECORD and then talk with you a little bit on background. Most of 
the facts you know. 


This event occured at 5:50 p.m. last night Pacific Coast 
Time. We received an almost immediate flash here and were aware of 
it within minutes. The European command posted us on the initial 
event. The President was notified and briefed on the details after 
we began to get numbers and location and so forth around 8:00 p.m. 
last night. 


And the situation today is that a total of 155 injured 
out of 300 to 400 that were in the LaBelle Club, West Berlin. There 
ace 53 Americans injured not ood nny f 10 seriously -- so I believe 
it is 53 plus 10. there are two dead, but we are not yet in @ 
position to state whether these are Americans or not. There has been 
some reporting quoting military sources in Berlin that I would not 
steer you off of, but we don't want to confirm that yet. 


Two groups, as you know, have claimed responsibility. 
One is a militant fringe of the Baader Meinhof group, and another has 
Gescribed themselves as the Anti~American Arab Croup. We can't pass 
any judgment on whether these are authentic or not. 


That's all the facts. Any questions on the record, or 
do you want to shift to BACKGROUND? 


Let's describe this as acministration official, period 
-- not administration official in Santa Barbara or anywhere -- just 
administration official. 


Q The problem there -- dateline -- 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Dateline doesn't trouble me. 
I mean, you can't do anything about that, but just don't add that one 
more sentence. 


We have had some discussions in Wasington this morning 
with various officials -- or various officials have had discussions 
in Washington and I have talked with them from here. Those 
discussions are onyuiny at cue Moment cu wane aSsessments, both on 
the TWA and the West Berlin discotheque. 


We are not yet ready to craw specific conclusions about 
either who did this definitely or whether -- as your key question is 
-- whether or not it points to Libya. We are not prepared to draw 
that conclusion firmly. But it is a consensus that these type 
incidents do fit a pattern. It seems to be an idea of indiscriminate 
violence, that you strike out at Americans but whoever else is killed 
or injured does not matter. 
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We believe this vindicates what we have been saying, 
that there is a pattern, that there is a master plan that is being 
instigated in many cases -- and I can't say specifically on this one 
-- by Qaddafi. We are seeing this time and again. 


I point out yesterday -- well, let me say that European 
countries are now beginning to feel the brunt of this. First of all, 
it was tourist trade and a loss in U.S. travel dollars there. But 
they're also affecting European citizens -- citizens of European 
countries are being killed. And it is the Athens and Rome airports, 
it's the TWA, it's others. We can -- I can certainly confirm for you 
here ON BACKGROUND the targeting of well over 30 U.S. diplomatic 
installations -- Europe and the Middle East -- that we are fully 
aware of. They have also targeted a number of high-ranking U.S. 
diplomats and attempted to track them -- trail them -- to deal with 
the way they operate. Yesterday, as I pointed out, the French 
expelled two peoples -- what do they call themselves -- People's 
Front -- the Libyan People's whatever -- Office or whatever. 


Q The People's Bureau. 

ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: People's Bureau -- Libyan 
People's Bureau -- which has offices in a number of European 
nawe rheedy and they expelled them for plotting terrorist acts against 
Americans. 


Q Are these 30 targets -- is that since when? What 
time frame are you using? 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'd say in the last -- I'd say 
since the first of the year, approximately. 


‘Q Have they been thwarted? 

ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Been reported? 

Q Are you saying “thwart” -- are you saying you -- 

ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We have evidence that agents 
of the Qaddafi government have targeted a number of American 
installations and American officials to try to find out -- as 
potential terrorist targets. We have been aware of that for some 
time. 

Q Did you say well under 40 -- under 30 or over 30? 

ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Over 30. 


Q Do these include military as well as diplomatic 
installations? 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think they're mostly 
diplomatic -- embassy-type locations. 


Q And have any of them been car~ied out? 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, I think some have been 
thwarted, but none have been carried out. 


Q This 30 is the number of diplomats and facilities, 
or is it just facilities? 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think it's facilities plus a 
number of additional diplomats. 


Q It's 30 facilities plus 50 diplomats? 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Now we are going to be calling 
on private channels for European governments to vigorously pursue and 
assist us and cooperate with us in the pursuit of potensege terrorist 
activities anc doing P 
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what can be done to thwart them. This is clear evidence that they 
are now being hurt by -- both economically, which is one thing, but 
in terms of human life -- in human terms. 


Q Are you trying to say that the chickens are coming 
home to roost? Is that the impression you would like to leave by 
this briefing, that the Europeans have not been as helpful as they 
might have been? 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, no, I think the Europeans 
are -- what we have been telling the Europeans, what we have been 
telling the public -- and, you know, sometime over the last couple of 
years that our claims of Qaddafi's efforts in terrorism have been 
scoffed at, both publicly in the United States and by inactivity of 
other governments. 


But what we are now doing is indicating that this 
validates exactly what we have been saying, that it is -- there is a 
pattern of indiscriminate violence -- indiscriminate terrorist 
violence on virtually a world-wide basis. And all nations are 
affected by it and all nations have to work to do something about it. 
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And one of the ways is the Libyan People's bureaus, which are located 
in a number of Evopean countries -- capitals. 


Pete, was there anything else that you got -- 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: <-- working with the German 
government's and investigating -- 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. I can't think of anything 
else that they want to talk about. 


Q So, you're asking -- are you in effect asking 
European allies to throw out the Peoples’ Bureaus? 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't want to say that, Ira. 
Q You might could ‘eave that -- 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, we've just pointed out to 
them -- throw out the People's -- asking the Europeans to throw out 
the People's Bureaus. I think we just -- we want to emphasize to 
them that they're in it as well as we are. 


Niles? 


Q Are you saying -- just to clarify this -- that in 
this pattern that you're seeing, that Qaddafi is at the center of 
this pattern? 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's our judgment, yes -- 
that, not only -- first of all, training and exporting terrorism, and 
we've uncovered his tracks in a number of areas, but as a senior 
official said the other day, he's creating the climate where others 
are -- other ects of terrorism are spawned or people are encouraged 
to co so. 


Niles? 


Q There have been a series of reports last week that 
elements of the Caader Meinhof gang in Libya made contacts with 
Libya. Are you aware of these -- 


ADIiINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't know that. I surely 
con't. 


Bill? 


Q There's a master plan being instigated in many cése. 
by Qacdafi. Can you clarify that? 


ADHWINIGTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, the master plan idea is 
that -- there's our Contra man out there. We have one 
Ssupport-the-Contra. He's been out there -- i think he’s on 72 hours 
Straight out there. Go iaterview hin. 


Q Have him disrupt the briefing. 

ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: He ought to come in. 

Q Give him $100 milbicn ont I'm surs he'll do it. 

ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The master plan is that these 
30 of so installations and a number of diplomats have been targets. 
So we are seeing the footprints of the Qaddafi terrorist plan all 
over the Middle East and in furope. 

Q But you're not willing to make a connection between 


a TWA 840 incident and this discotheque incident in the master 
plen? 


al 
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ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wot yet. Sut the pattern, the 
pattern particularly of the discotheque, the La Belle incident is 
strikingly similar to the type of inciscriminate attacks. Now 
whether the TWA thing -- initial blush as we've pointed out was that 
it did not seem to be the type of thing that Qaddafi -- you know, the 
indiscriminate whatever. But then again, was he -- clearly he was 
trying to wreck the whole plane. So, I don't know. We're just not 
prepared to go that far. The evidence is not that far. 


Bernie? 


C Does the discotheque incident in any way escaiate 
the prospects of further U.S. retaliation against Libya? 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I want to leave that 
purposely vague. And I think we just go back to the President's 
statement in New Orleans -- if we do tie him in, we will hold Qaddafi 
responsible and just leave that out there. 


Colonel? 


Back in the good old days like Sarajevo, wien I was 
just a kid, there used to be something called an ultimatum, in which 
one country warned another one. Is this in eny sense cn ultimatum to 
gaccafi that the United States knows about his plan and the general 
details of it and anything that follows? 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: In other words we'd hold hin 
responsible for anything anywhere? 


Q Yes. 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't think quite that far. 
One of our -- one of the tenants of our terrorism -- anti-terrorisa 
retaliation poiicy is we want to be sure and get the right people. 
Clearly, you can see, our patience is wearing thin on a number of 
these incicents and, as I say, there is a pattern that's worldwice. 


Cancy? Oh, let me go to the Colonel. 


G As a follow-up, hes the sixth fleet got any more 
exercises scheduled for the general area of the southern iiediterrean? 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I co not i.now what the plans 
ace there. I'm not aware of any, but I con't know of any specifics. 
Sut they're still there. 


Candy? 


Q I'm a little confused as to what constitutes this 
pattern that you're seeing? Is it simply indiscriminate violence? 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Indiscriminate violence of not 
caring who is killed or whatever. You know -- 


G Isn't terrorist activity by its very nature 
indiscriminate viclence? 


ADHINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Not nocercnrii.. There 
certainly can be very targeted violence against certain individuals. 
I mean, you go back to the car bombings in Italy and so forth where 
they got key diplomats. But this is the Qaddafi pattern, as the 
indiscriminate -- you know, shooting up the airport with five guys in 
masks . 


Q oOo, the pattern you see is that they're killing 
innocent people? 


ADHINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's right. Anc we're 
pointing out that it affects Zuropeans. ° 
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Q Is there anything else that's a pattern? 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I think the pattern is 
targeting U.S. people, but not caring who else they kill. And the 
pattern is geographical in Europe and the Middle East. 


George? 


Q -- discussions in Washington? Was the President 
involved in these discussions? 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. 


Q Has he been in contact with people in Washington 
today? 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo. 


Q What's the extent of his involvement -- being 
briefed last night? 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We was briefed last night. 
We'll be briefed again this morning at the conclusion of these 
meetings. 


Ken? 


Q -- indiscriminate terrorist -- in Lebanon -- 
Iranians and the Syrians. Is it the position of the U.S. government 
thet Iran and Syria no longer play significant roles in natione- 
indiscriminate terrorism? 


ADNINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo. We -- internstionai 
indiscriminate -- I wouldn't want to use those words, but we have -- 
I think Libya is on the list -=- or not Libya, but Syria remains on 
the list. But we heven't <-- and of course there are training camps 
in Lebanon that are Syrian sponsored, Iranian influenced anc so 
forth. So, all that cemains, but so much of it traces back to 
Gaddafi. 


Q Is there an attempt, or is it possille to 
differentiate between Iranian, Syrian or Libyan sponsored terrorism? 


ADIINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Very often it's difficult. 
This is a shadowy world that you operate in. 


Ira, then Joe? 


. Is it still the U.S. policy that if any retaliation 
is taken against Libya that it would not be aimed at civilians? 


ADIIINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, 4o vack to the Shultz 
B'nai B'rith speech and that's basically the policy. You cemember -- 
what -- 18 months ago or in ‘84 when Shultz indicated <-- and I con't 
want -- don't try to seize upon things when we're talking about this 
overall policy, because it's a very complex policy and it will be 
applied judiciously. But as Shultz pointed out -- don't quote me, 
refer to Shultz -- that he indiccced that in some cases, if we hive 
to go after terrorist camps or so forth, and there are civilians 
there, that the American public must be prepared for that. I mean, 
that’s just the way it is. Dut quote Shultz, not me, as a fresh lead 
on that because there's been no change in policy on that and it would 
be cecided on a case-by-crse and it would be judiciously applied. 


Joe? 
Well, what's the purpose of that meeting in 


Washington? Are they just sorting through incoming cable traffic, or 
are they trying to set policy? 


HORE $1736-04/05 








i lis KES] COPY AVAILASI | 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Joe, I don't want to be more 
specific than that. They are assessing, I guess, is the best way to 
put it. 


Peter? 


You say you can't draw a definite link between Qaddafi 
and the TWA flight 640. What can you tell us about where that 
investigation -- 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Peter, I don't really have 
anything new on that. You know, you've got the claim and 
counter-claim about Mae what's-her-name, and you've got the technical 
experts. Seriously, I don't have anything new on that. 

Q Liability insurance if he sues you? 

ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Pardon? 

Q Because he's going to sue. How's your liability? 

ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Liability insurance? 

By the way, where are we -- on that, we found out The 
Chili Factory is closed because they couldn't get liability 
insurance. (Laughter.) 

George? 

Q What steps are being considered at U.S. 
installations in Burope to prevent this sort of crowded gathering 
last night that -- 

ADUINISTRATION OFFICIAL: To prevent what? 

c What steps are going to be taken to prevent 
instances where large crowcs of American servicemen in Curope are 
gathered in undefended places? 

ADNINIGSTRATION OFFICIAL: I Jon't know. I'm sure that -- 
I don’t know of any Defense Department acvisory of -- hey, stay out 
of large congregated places -- 


¢ Will these will be no steps taken for -- 
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ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I just don't know ~hether they 
do that. I'm sure that people are aware of it, but whether there 
have veen any specific orders, I don't know. 


Gerald. 


Q Two questions, one is what -- this meeting that 
you're talking about in Washington is what kind of people? 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: An assessment meeting. 
Q Of who? 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I just don’t want to be 
specific about who's there. 


Q In light of what you're saying -- this is some 
pretty strong stuff -- can you be any more precise on the sourcing -- 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Of -- you mean our information? 


Q No, no, no, of what -- of wno you are -- in terms of 
identifying you, can we say -- 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: <-- that's very deliverate on my 
part. 


Q I know. But, I mean, since you all are saying tnese 
things, now -- 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Pardon? 


Q Since you're saying these things for the first tide, 
and tney're pretty strong -- 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The 30 and 35 Deen in the 
oress; tne French kicking them out’s a public announcement; the 
pattern of violence we're talked about -- we're really saying wo're 
Validating what we've oeen telling you tor two yeurs. But you want 
tu have 3 more precise administration official ID, is that wnat 
you're talking aoout? 


Q Yes. What you want us to identify you as is an 
administration official, right? 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Period. 
8) wot “in Suata BDarvara.” 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wot “in Sunta Barbara,” not in 
-- Jel4d, tnere’'re not but aoout two or thrve of us out here, so I 
don't want to be descrived as “a late American official who bdbrieftod 
repoctercs in Santa Barbdara.” 


Q How avout “ne drawlod"? 
ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, that'd ve all rignt. 
Jackie. 


Q Wnat specifically Jo you want Qaddafi to do? You 
Say that you can't really tie him specifically to these acts, but 
ne’s creating a climate. What could ne do to take some of the 
pressure off? 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: What he could do is simply act 
lixe all the rest of us. And i'm not trying to be facetious, but in 
reality his whole -- the whole policy of nis regime is to cause 
proplems to his neighbors and to <-- it's totally a stream of 
anti-American rhetoric and threats and so forth that have gone on 
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over the years. 
Eleanor. 


Q You say all governments must act together to control 
this or whatever. What is it you would like the European countries 
to do? I mean -- 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I1 think I'd rather leave that 
in the hands of private diplomacy in our discussions with thes. 
We've stressed over a number of years in economic summits, the seven 
nations, that we need a concerted policy and a sharing of 
intelligence and a sharing of methods and so forth and -- certainly 
that. But we have got to go to tne people that are causing these 
provlems. The British have nad a horrendous experience with the 
Libyans and -- 


Q if they joined the U.S. sanctions, would that 
tighten tne screws on Qaddafi any furtner? Is there anything that 
tney could do -- 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It would, but tne sanctions, 
once again, we've considered as a very long-term approach to it, 
rather tnan anything that was going to happen overnight. 


Steve. 
Q On this reassessment that’s going on, is tiat -- 
ADMIWISTRATION OFFICIAL: Not “reassessment,” assessment. 


Q Or an assessment of -- an assessment of a situation 
tnat has occurred up until now, is it also an assessment of what our 
policy should be if this pattern continues? And can we say that if 
the pettern coes continue that decisions mignt be madc tu retaliate 
for less evidence than we've had in the past, if the pattern is still 
there? 


ADAISISTRATION OFFICIAL: Tuat's a good yuesticn:, and I 
just don't think it pays for me to answer any speculative questions 
acout what we may do. I just want to leave it deliberately vague. 


Frank. 

2 In aduition to taese 30 or so incicents -- of the 
eviitence of these installations aodroad, is there any increased 
evidence of threats to installations or indivicuals here in the 
United States? 

ADALWISTAsTION OFFICIAL: I naven't heard it and I uon't 
know whether -- I don’t know tine names of the incivitduals targeted. 
As you Know, they increased security on the CWO and the Secretary of 
tne Wavy, we probably wouldn't Know who they were if they wore a siyn 
wn their back, out still -- 

Dave. 

Q It | may follow -- 

_ ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 


- -- but is there concern -- and is this one of the 
reasons you're speaking as you're speaking -- 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Exactly. 


Q -- of security proolems in this country as a result 
of this? 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't know of any specifics 
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in this country, Dut, obviously, if they‘re going to nit in West 
Berlin, if somebody's going to hit TWA or wherever, the potential is 
here, but how specific we've seen in intelligence, I don't know. 


Dave. 


Q Following up on Gerald's question, would it be fair 
for us to say that among the assessors are tnose people who work for 
such agencies as the CIA, DIA, the Pentagon, in general, the State 
Department, tne National Security Council and folks like that? Could 
you be a little more specific apout just who's doing this assessing? 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'd just say xey officials 
involved in U.S. foreign policy and anti-terrorist planning or policy 
were involved in a meeting. 


Q They know who they are. 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: They know who they are. 
They’'1l stand up. 


Q Have we ruled out, by the way, that this Nexicana 
Airline crash was the work of terrorists? 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: i don't know about that one, 
yes. I don't know. I've heard some clains. 


Bill. 


Q Just to clarify what you were saying earlier, 
recognizing that you can’t get into specifically wnat you're asking 
Suropeans to do, are you maxing specific requests of the Europeans 
through these private channels? 


ADMIAISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'd cather just leave tnat. | 
Jon’t want anyvodJy to hear avout anytaing before we do it. 


‘Q Are you in a situation now where you're just 
pointing out tne situetion? 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I1 just don't want cto fine tune 
it anymore. I'd just ratiner leave it like taat. 


Piecre. 


\ ‘You pointed out tae Freacn measurcc and while you 
call for cooperation, it seems that you are more satisfied than you 
were before with the attitude of the Euroyeans. Is that correct or 


ADMIAISTRATION OFFICIAL: we're seeing some evidence of 
change in attitude, wut this is realiy veing driven nome in these 
recent incidents and the increasing freyuency of tne incidents. So, 
I think there's a growing realization in Europe thac tney're affected 
in human terms as well as in otuer torms. 


Yes, sir. 


Q Did France and Italy save a deal with Libya to allow 


safe possss2 for Lice. 85.55253%5? 

ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: i'm trying to figure out now to 
answer that. I would not steer you off of the report you saw 
yesterday of the deal that was in <= the way they functioned in tne 
‘70's. Our viewpoint of that is that is history. We wart to deal 
with tne situation as it is now and encourage Cooperation now. So, i 
don't want to «Kick them too hard 
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on that and say it's in the past, but at the same time we want to 
move ahead with our close relationship on terrorisna. 


Q What do you mean by “private diplomacy through 
private channels"? Do you mean American diplomats not speaking about 
it in public or -- 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Sey what you are referring to. 


Q You used the phrase that in Europe we are engaging 
in private diplomacy anc using private channels to get this message 
across. What does the phrase “private diplomacy” mean? 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No cifferent. I mean, it's 
just the diplomatic channels to convey the message. 


Q Diplomatic as opposed to private citizens? 
ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's right. 


Q A week aso, before the Gulf of Sidra naval exercise, 
was there any recognition in the planning for that that indeed it 
might provoke the kinds of incidents we have now seen in the last 
three or four days? 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Walter, we approach that as one 
of a series of exercises. We were well aware that there could be a 
reaction, and we did not yo in with our eyes closec. We were 
preparec if they did -- if there was a reaction. Sut our main 
purpose was to demonstrate that we are going to operate over there 
and if we -- if Yadéafi doesn't -- if Qaddafi wants to try to prevent 
us from it, we are prepared to react. 


Q Can you tell us if the extra-heavy security that was 
affordec Shultz on his recent European trip was the result of a 
Girect threat against him that might be one of these several 
high-ranking ciplomats? 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm not aware of it, but it 
could be something that I was not aware of. I did not hear it 
anywhere. 


Q These -- two questions. These 30 or 35 ciplowsts 
are targets. Are you saying that there were actually plots uncoverec 
anc were -- you're talking about foiled attempts, or are you just 
Saying that generally -- 


ADILINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, there were various stayos 
of evicence that we indicated -- that we picked up from intelligence 
sources that they were attempting to stake out these, figure out how 
they operated, learn how to get inside of them, or learn who is 
operating from them or target people tnat we have abroad that are -- 
you know, those kind of things. 


Q And also, coule you make another stab at <- I Jicn'l 
fully understand your answer to Jerry's question. I didn't 
understand why, with what you said today, the U.S. would not be 
holding Qadcafi rcsponsible for any terrorist event in the region 
that you have described? 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, the answer is that one of 
the basic tenets of our policy is that we want those -- when someboc; 
perpetrates a terrorist act, we want to yo to that individual. If 
it's Qaddafi, that's who we go to. If it's someone else <= Iran, ur 
whatever, then we look at that. But we don't want -- we want to be 
sure that we're going to the heart of the matter. 


Q I'm not asking retaliation, I'm just saying in terms 
of -- you have said today that we think Qaddafi is behind a pattern, 
and it seems to me from the way the pattern has been desribed that it 
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would cover any terrorist incident in the geographical area that you 
described. 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You know, as others have 
pointed out -- Ken, I guess -- that Iran, Syria and others are still 
on our list of terrorist nations. There are a number of freelancing 
groups, as we thought that that was the pattern of the TWA. So there 
are a number of groups that could be, but there is a real pattern 
here. 


Q You mentioned one of them in connection with the 
master plan, and that was the 
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Baader-Meinhof gang in Germany, which has had a long and active 
history. Europe is full of organizations of this kind, including the 
Irish Republican Army, the Basques, the Free Croatia From Yugoslavia 
and so forth. In the master plan you have mentioned Baader-Meinhof. 
Are there any others? 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I mentioned Baader-Meinhof in 
that one of these groups claimed credit for this discotheque -- is 
supposed to be a militant -- if they can be any more militant -- 
offshoot of the Saader-Meinhof. So, as you mentioned -- you named a 
lot of groups, and they're there. And maybe it's them operating 
independently or maybe it's part of the climate or maybe it's -- 
maybe it's the Qaddafi operation. We don't know. 


2 The master plan is Qaddafi's master plan? 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Qaddafi -- yes, there is 
obviously a master plan from Qaddafi to cause terrorist incidents 
world-wide, and particularly they've targeted Americans. 


Q And that terrorists could be of almost any 
nationality then, and of any national ideology? 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. I'm not yet prepared to 
say that there is -- you know, that Qaddafi is pulling strings on 
Baader-tieinhof or Irish Republican Army or whatever. I'm not that -- 
you know, we can't go that far, but we certainly -- a number of 
Qaddafi agents that are operating in European countries that are 
directly responsive to Qaddafi's orders. There are a number of other 
groups that may be freelancing or operating in a climate or being 
encouraged to do so. 


Q Does Qadaffi, in this master plan, have operatives 
in the United States proper? 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't know the answer to 
that. I don't know of it if there are, but there could be that I'm 
not aware of and just haven't seen it somewhere. 


Q Does the timing of these events or anything else 
about them suggest to you that they were in clear retaliation for the 
Gulf of Sidra? You seemed to indicate that by saying that -- 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't think we're prepared to 
draw that -- yet. I mean, they've been going on before and after the 
Gulf of Sidra and some just as violent, if not more so. And just as 
direct. 


Pardon? 


Q You said we expected a reaction, we didn't go in 
with our eyes closec. So -- 


ADMINISTRATION OFTICIAL: We were expecting -- we were 
well aware of the possibility of a reaction there in the Gulf if we 
went in -- not retaliation. 


Q Two things. First of all, have either of the two 
incidents lately changed anything about the security surrounding Sush 
and his trip to tne miccie sasce 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't know. You know, I 
think they were being very careful about what they were saying and I 
guess when we talk about increased security or not increased security 
-~ we'd just rather not. 


Q Okay. The other thing is, can we get something from 
you on the record in reaction to this other than the President -- 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, why don't. I drop back and 
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I'll give you something in a second. 


Q I'm just a little confused, a. Qaddafi's master 
plan that you were talking about. Are you seeing his hand or that of 
the people close tc him involved in these, or is it more just -- I am 
providing bases for all of you my children and these umbrella groups 
that want to come in? 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: A little of both. Qadcafi has 
-- we've had evidence of people 
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trained in Libyan terrorist camps that are not Libyans. But, on the 
other hand, we've seen a number of Qaddafi agents operating in 
European capitols trying to target Americans. 


Q So, it's actually the Qaddafi agencies -- 30-35 of 
them, rather than -- 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's right. 
Q -- some other group -- 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: He's doing a little of both. 
He's sending out folks, and on the other hand he's encouraging others 
-- and on the third hand I guess he's encouraging simply by the 
Climate he's creating. 


Ken? 


Q Is President Reagan aware of everything you're 
saying and does he endorse it? 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Oh, I'm sure he does. This is 
directly out of the Washington meeting and it's the thinking at the 
highest levels in the goverment, yes. 


Q So, in fact you're speaking for the Presicent? 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Speaking for the President and 
all his people that are involved in this because -- talked to the ke, 
people that are involved this morning. 


Ken? 


Q If the pattern continues and Qaddafi in fact is 
implementing (inaudible) discriminate terrorisa, Qaddafi must be 
removec from office, ao? 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, we've got a bouy cf 
statements on that. I don’t think we can go any further than that. 


Bill and Gerald? 


Q Just to make sure I uncerstend -- these 30-35 
American installations and an unspecified number of America diplomats 
who you say were targeted, these were all outsice the Unitea States? 


ADHNINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's right. 


Q To follow-up on Jerry's question, whut has really 
promptec your cecision to come out here and talk about this? Is it 
the latest attack, or the continuing -- 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, the continuing puttern of 
attack ang the fact that this is evidence of what we've been telling 
you. As I say, many have scoffed at the idea that the tentacles of 
Libyan tercorism reached into Curopean capitols. We're seeing it. 
The French saw it yesterday and kickec some folks out because they 
hac direct evidence. 


Dale? 

Q I'm a little confused. From the point at which 
Candy asked for something on the record, did you go on the record at 
that point? 


ADHNINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo. I'm going to just look for 
-- come up with some condolences or something on the record. 


Sheilah? 
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Q Can I follow-up on Candy's question? As you just 
pointed out a few minutes ago, we've always said that we'd go after 
someone that is responsible. You seem to be indicating that the U.S. 
government is satisfied that at some level Qaddafi is responsible for 
at least many of the terrorist incidents. Doesn't that justify going 
after hin? 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, no, I didn't say that. 
We go back to the Rome airport -- was it the Rome or Athens airport 
-- back last year. I don't think that's ever been 100 percent linkec 
to him. We knew that certain individuals involved, although they 
came out of Lebanon, I think, the final analysis was that they had 
had some training in Libya. So, you can't link all of it directly to 
him, but you can certainly link it in one manner or another. Even if 
pe Ry m ae to say it's the climate that inspires these types of 

viduals. 


Q Well, is it the U.S. government standard that it has 
to link him to a specific incident? Or is it set -- 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, we won't take it on a 
case-by-case basis. But, once again, we want to -- if we exercise in 
any 
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retaliation, we want to retaliate against those directly responsible. 


Q Is he directly responsible -- is he subject to 
retaliation for contributing to the environment --- 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You're really trying to draw a 
policy that we -- that evolves and that we deal with on a 
case-by-case basis, and it's just not possible to do it. 


Al. 


Q Are you prepared to take specific steps against -- 
to counter this -- 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It would be just in the normal 
course of events, Al. First of all, you become aware of it and then 
you try to thwart it. You remain vigilant both in your intelligence 
areas, with your listening -- with the ear to the ground. And on the 
other hand, you try to erect means to -- if these things are going on 
-- to — them. So, there's a general plan, but I don't know of any 
specific -- 


Q Is that part of what the people in Washington are 
assessing? 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: They're really assessing the 
entire picture. 


Ira. 


Q On this assessment, would it be fair to say they're 
also assessing possible responses? 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I've been asked that a half a 
dozen times. I just said, I don't want to say. 


Q I'm sorry. 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I've been asked that a half 
Jozen times and just don't want to say it. 


Prank. 


Q -- you said that -- again -- the 30 attacks we've 
learned of since the first of the year. Is this master plan 
something that we've learned of since the first of the year? Or is 
this, again, part of the ongoing picture that we've seen -- 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You hear of two or three, then 
you hear of four or five targetings and then you hear of six or 
eight, and so then you begin to say there's a master plan. 


Q So this is a conclusion that we have reached 
relatively recently, that there is a master plan by Qaddafi. Is that 
what -- 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wot that recently. When you 
begin to see more and more and you see them simultaneous -- virtually 
simultaneously -- then you think, well, something's going on here. 


Q Do you think these latest events are going to make 
the climate in Europe more conductive to economic sanctions against 
Libya? 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't know. I do not know 
how far their thinking has come on it. 


Gerald. 


Q Since you are on background, is it too strong to say 
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that you seem to be preparing the case for retaliation -- 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo -- I mean, yes, I think it's 
a little bit too strong because our case for retaliation, in our 
opinion, has been laid out, as to how and when we would do it and 
under what circumstances and so forth. So I think that -- and the 
President's statement in New Orieans. 


Let me do something -- Peter. 


Q Is there any physical evidence, per se, that 
provides a common thread that supports this pattern that you speak of 
that points to Qaddafi? 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Don't know of any physical. In 


other words, the same bomb in the -- different locations. I don't 
know of anything like that. But I think it's more the pattern. 


Walter. 

Q A point of clarification, regarding the TWA incident 
and this latest bombing last night, are you saying these are or may 
be part of this pattern? 

ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 

Q They are a part of this pattern? 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I say they may be. The pattern 
is there. Who the individuals are, I don't know. 


Let me ¢o one thing before I go on the record and come up 
with something for you on the record. And I'd like to do it off the 
record because it concerns all of 
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us here, if anybody's got any problems with that. 


I would like to point out the vulnerability of a press 
room. I don't think I need to point that out to you. And the fact 
that we're all involved -- not only me standing here at the podiun 
under the lights, but all of you are involved. 


We're consulting with your colleagues anc the White Uouse 
Correspondents Association about what we should do and how to do it. 
I mean, we've seen evidence of people in the room that could have 
just as easily used something other than words here this week. We 
travel all over the world. It's announced where we travel. Our 
press rooms are public. And we've been in some hot spots around the 
world. What better -- what better location than a U.S. government 
official or group of them and the world press, for one who wants to 
get publicity. We're consulting with how we can ceal with it. 


I can't tell you what to write or what not to write, but 
for your own sakes and for ours and for the way we're yoing to have 
to operate in this climate, I would encourage you not to try to write 
about what we're doing. It just simply puts the spotlight on how 
we're having to deal with it. All of us are involved and we're all 
in a common boat here about this thing. So, I just don't think it 
would help you to say that a press room is an ideal place for a 
terrorist to come and that's what you'd say if you'd write it. ‘te 
all know it and let's don't advertise it. And we're convinced that 
we're going to take some security steps, Sut there's going to have to 
be stationing on the door and that person -- at your expense, because 
it's your press room and it's not something -- I don’t think we can 
move the government Secret Service into -- to be involved. Sut it's 
got to be at your expense or else we can't run press rooms and have 
any idea that we're going to be safe up here. 


Q Have we had any actuel threats since we've been 
here? 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wot aware of any, but when 
you're in Bonn or when you're in Geneva, situations like that are -- 
I mean, those people live in those towns. 


Ira? 


Q I'd just like to make a point for whatever recore is 
being kept that one of the problems is we would certainly like to 
have available to us protestors, kooks, people handing out 
infocmation which happens especially in Los Angelos -- people with 
legitimate news to hanc out -- it seems to me to be reasonadie. 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, they ought to be outsido 
your press room, though. I nean, if you want to have a press room -- 
these people -- there ace plenty of public forums for people who want 
to make it. I mean, the poor Contra guy still walking back and forth 
out there and these people that have been here all week have had 
plenty exposure. There are South African protestors at UCSB 
yesterday and today. They hed their forum. They got their 
publicity. es | got their point across, but they dicn't have to cone 
here in your briefing room and do so. 


So, I think you've os access to them. And the question 
is, when you look around a briefing room like this, you want to know 
who's here. And particularly when I'm sitting up here with lights in 
my eyes and can't see past the first row and some dude pops up over 
there wy -- looked like he came out of a -- don't know where he 
came out of. 


Q First cow is the one that's the most dangerous. 


ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's right. Don't worry 
about the first row. 
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But, at any rate, I would really like to encourage you 
not to put the spotlight on what we're doing here and particularly if 
we're going to have a rent-a-cop on the door that anybody could take 
out with a knee to the groin and come right on in here. 


So, if we can band together, I'd like to do it. 


MR. SPEAKES: Okay. ON THE RECORD -- let se think « 
minute here. 


First of all, the President is deeply concerned about the 
increasing number of terrorist incidents that are affecting Americans 
in and worldwide. He has instructed his top administration 
officials to stay on top of it -- to provide him with an early 
assessment of the latest outbreak this week and to -- I think that's 
about 211 we ought to say. Certainly the President expresses his 
condolences to the families and he wants to see that we do everything 
possible first to apprehend and prosecute those who are responsible 
specifically and those who perpetrate these types of incidents. 


The seconc thing he wants to do is to take every measure 
in concert with the allies in order to prevent terrorist incidents. 
It is -- he believes that it is a woridwice problem and that every 
nation has a stake in this and every nation must do its part to 
prevent terrorism and to isolate those, comJemn them and to bring an 
end to these individuals, groups or nations, in some cases, who 
sponsor terrorisa. 


Enough? 
Okay -- thanks a lot. 


Q Larry, what do you know -- I'm told there was an 
explosion at an Airc Force base in Korea overnight. Is there any 
indication that that was -- 


MR. SPEAKES: Joe, I haven't seen that. Was that on the 
wice, Pete? I did not see that. 


Q -- a fuel tank or a fuel -- I think they were 
Americans -- 


MR. ROUSSEL: I don't have anything. 


MR. SPEAKES: Wot in the mocd to do any office calls this 
morning. You've had en hour here. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 
cub 10:45 A.u. PST 
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MR. SPEAKES: The President spent about an hour and 
twenty minutes I think with members of the House of Representatives 
discussing the Central American aid package. We have with us two 
members of the group, Congressman Fascell and Congressman Aspin, ho 
will tell you about the meeting. 


REPRESENTATIVE ASPIN: Dante Fascell and I were in the 
meeting with -- how many others were there with us? About twenty 
others? 


REPRESENTATIVE FASCELL: Yes, sure -- two, four, six, 
eight, ten, twelve, fourteen, sixteen. 


REPRESENTATIVE ASPIN: There's about twenty other 
members, moderate Democrats all. 


Q Is that Democratic arithmetic or -- 


REPRESENTATIVE ASPIN: About that. (Leughter.) 
Somewhere between two and twenty-seven. About twenty other members. 


REPRESENTATIVE FASCELL: That's close enough. 


REPRESENTATIVE ASPIN: And we were -- and we had a chance 
to discuss with the President the proposal to vote on the Contra aid 
and his proposal and discuss the situation, the legislative 
sitwation. And members really basically got a chance to answer -- 
ask a lot of questions. And Elliott Abrams was there answering 
questions, Poindexter was there answering questions, and the 
President was answering questions. 


Q To your satisfaction? and what were the questions? 


REPRESENTATIVE ASPIN: Oh, it was the usual thing. We 
did not, I don't think, broke any new ground. The people talked 
about the negotiations; people talked about the Contras; what the 
$100 million would do, how would it be used; discussed the issue of 
Contra reform; discussed the issue of -- I think everything that 
we've been already going around. But people had a chance to talk to 
the President. 


Q Well, did the President ask specifically that the 
House leadership make it a separate vote? 


REPRESENTATIVE ASPIN: Yes -~ well, he was -- made <-- I 
think it’s fair to say that he did not like the parliamentary 
situation on the vote. 

REPRESENTATIVE FASCELL: Wo. 

Q How did he express that? 


REPRESENTATIVE ASPIN: That he was unhappy with the 





situation in the vote. He did not want Contra aid to be bogged down 
and delayed because of parliamentary situations being -- linking it 
to the supplemental. But -- I mean he was talking to people who 
essentialiy didn't have a lot to do with that. 


Dante? 

Q What will happen now? 

REPRESENTATIVE FASCELL: What will happen now in the 
parliamentary situation? Well, as I understand it, when the bill 
comes up, the last we heard, subject to change because the rules 
committee hadn't decided yet -- they're still in meeting and won't 
decide probably until next week now. But the last we heard was that 
the Michel amendment would be up first, then either Hamilton or 
McCurdy would be offered as an amendment to that. And depending on 
what happened to that, the other one would be voted on. 

When you speak -- 
Did either of you get -- 

Q Is there going to be a separate or a -- 

REPRESENTATIVE FASCELL: Wo, no. It's -- 

Q Is this going to be tied to the supplemental or not? 

REPRESENTATIVE ASPIN: There's two issues -- 


REPRESENTATIVE FASCELL: The supplemental, yes, the 
supplemental. 


REPRESENTATIVE ASPIN: There‘s two issues -- the relation 
to the supplemental -- 


REPRESENTATIVE FASCELL: I forgot, yes. Sorry. 


REPRESENTATIVE ASPIN: <-- and the second is how do you 
vote on the issue, itself. 
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On the issue of the supplemental -- here is the story. You have a 
separate vote on the Contra issue -- the Contra aid issue. That will 
be settled first. Then that issue will be set aside and the 
supplemental will be taken up. Amendments wili also be offered to 
the supplemental and we go through a lot of amendments and procedures 
to get the supplemental. Then the supplemental passes, separate -- 
two separate things. They would be linked together and sent over to 
the Senate as a single package. 

REPRESENTATIVE FASCELL: Under the rule. 


REPRESZNTATIVE ASPIN: Under the rule that's going to be 
proposed. That's what the Speaker wants to do. 


Q How do you feel about that? 


REPRESENTATIVE ASPIN: I would rather see it as a 
separate vote, but it's really not -- it's the Speaker's call. 


Q Congressman Fasceli? 

REPRESENTATIVE FASCELL: Yes. 

Q Do you buy the President's argument that the 
collapse of the latest effort to get the Contadora process going 
again shows that the Sandinistas have no interest in negotiation? 

REPRESENTATIVE FASCELL: I don't know whether the 
Contadora failure, once again, demonstrates that. But I've never had 
any doubts that they don't want to negotiate. 

Q Vid either of you gentiemen get the sense that he 
changed any minds in there today? It's quoted that some of them -- 
many people voted against it the first time. 

REPRESENTATIVE ASPIN: It was mainly people who had voted 
against the $100 million but were really looking for something other 
than the choice that the last vote gave them -- the $100 miilion with 
no strings or nothing. 

Q Congressman Aspin? 

REPRESENTATIVE ASPIN: Yes? 


Q Did you vote against the $100 million iast time? 
REPRESENTATIVE ASPIN: Yes, I did. 

Q What are you going to do this time? 
REPRESENTATIVE ASPIN: I'm looking at the options. 

Q So you haven't made up your mind yet? 


Q But that implies that the President will accept 
something less than $100 miliion. 


REPRESENTATIVE FASVCELL: Wo, it implies that -- 


REPRESENTATIVE ASPIN: Oh, he's already done that. He's 
already done that by accepting the Senate language. That's correct. 


REPRESENTATIVE FASCELL: Yes. 

Q So does the Senate language appeal to you? 

REPRESENTATIVE ASPIN: Let me lay out the vote on the 
Contra issue. The first offer wiil be the Senate language. That 


will be offered as an amendment -- no, the first thing, probably by 
Bob Michei. But that's the first thing out on the -- that's the 
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legislation out on the tabie. There will be tirst offered to that a 
Hamilton substitute -- 


REPRESENTATIVE FASCELL: Ur an amendment -- we're not 
sure. 


REPRESENTATIVE ASPIN: Wo, that's going to be substitute, 
I think. Anyway, there's going to be a Hamiiton substitute which 
will be something very different. We don't know exactly what it is, 
but that will probably not have any miiitary aid at all. It may have 
some humanitarian aid and other things. Then there will be a -- if 
that does not pass -- if the Hamilton amendment substitute does not 
pass, then there will be a McCurdy amendment to the Michel proposai, 
which will put a few other changes on it other than what passed the 
Senate. 


Q The second vote? 


REPRESENTATIVE ASPIN: The second vote -- affirmative 
vote, would be the main thing that will get attention. 


Q The first one that wins, it's over? 


REPRESENTATIVE ASPIN: Wo. That's an amendment to 
Michei, now. Ail right. If that passes or if it faiis you get a 
tinal vote on Michel as amended or Michel as not amended. 


REPRESCATATIVE FASCELL: Just to confuse the matter one 
step further, I'm not sure it’s going to work that way at ali. 
(Laughter.) You might have three votes on three separate amendments, 
because I can't believe that somebody who has got an alternative plan 
is going to get frozen out by the parliamentary situation -- wouldn't 
ailow that to happen. I wouldn't. So, there would be a lot of 
fussing going around there to make sure that whether you're Kocurdy 
or whether you're Hamilton, no matter what the vote is that preceded, 
you get a vote on your amendment some way. 


REPRESENTATIVE ASPIN: Those are the three main 
amendments, but there may be others. That's right. 


Q Congressman, iast time the President needed seven 
more votes than he got. Wiii he get them this time for <-- Senate 
language? 

REPRESENTATIVE ASPIN: I can't tell yet. 

REPRESENTATIVE FASCELL: I think so. 

Q Think so? 

Q Sounds like you're going to win the battle and iose 
the war. You're going to get something the President wants passed 
and then it's going to be tied to a supplementai he can't accept. 


REPRESENTATIVE FASCELL: Yes, but sooner or later the 
issue has got to come back. It can't go away. 


Q But for months and months, isn't he going to lose on 
this thing -- isn't Contra aid going to be biocked? 


REPRESENTATIVE FASCELL: 1 wouldn't say months and 
months. 


v Weli, how long? 
REPRESENTATIVE FASCELL: I don't know. I nave no idea. 


But you're assuming there's no ingenuity, no creativity and that 
there's no other way to 
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get the issue back. All I‘ saying is I've been around long enough 
to know the issue's not going tc go away. It'll be back. 


Q How do you think it looks now -- 


Q Did the President say anything about Libya in this 
meeting? Do you have any indication what's going on over there? 


REPRESENTATIVE ASPIN: I was hoping you guys would tell 
us something. 


REPRESENTATIVE FASCELL: Wo. 
Q Congressman Aspin -- 
REPRESENTATIVE FASCELL: The answer to that is no. 


Q -- what options are you looking at, and did you 
discuss this with the President? 


REPRESENTATIVE ASPIN: Wo, the session with the President 
was generally having a chance for people to ask questions about what 
was bothering them and to get assurances if they thought that -- and 
to find out whether what they were concerned about was covered in the 
Senate language. 


REPRESENTATIVE FASCELL: And there was a discussion, 
though, to be fair, about one of the alternatives as to whether -- 


REPRESENTATIVE ASPIN: Okay. 


REPRESENTATIVE FASCELL: <-- why it would not be entirely 
acceptable because of the fact that it would require another vote 
after 90 days. 

Q What is the Speaker‘s reason for wanting to have the 
Contra aid bill linked with the supplemental bill that the President 
might have to veto? 

REPRESENTATIVE ASPIN: He wants the supplemental passed. 

Q Well, why do they have to be together? 


REPRESENTATIVE FASCELL: In order to pass it. 
(Laughter. ) 


Q Why do you think you haven't gotten any more -- 

Q I don't understand that. 

REPRESENTATIVE ASPIN: What's that? 

Q I don't understand that. 

REPRESENTATIVE ASPIN: It's going to be very hard for the 


REPRESENTATIVE FASCELL: Well -- 


REPRESENTATIVE ASPIN: -- figuring that it's going to be 
hard for the President to veto a bill that's got -- 


REPRESENTATIVE FASCELL: There are things in the 
supplemental that the Speaker wants and the Contras -- what the 
President wants -- and, therefore, you put them together and you have 
a package that everybody can live with -- 

Q Why can't -- 


REPRESENTATIVE FASCELL: -- theoretically. 
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Q -- vote separately and everybody wins? 


REPRESENTATIVE ASPIN: Because the Speaker figures he's 
going to lose. 


Q Why do you think -- 

REPRESENTATIVE FASCELL: 

Q -- you didn’t get any information about Libya today? 
REPRESENTATIVE ASPIN: It was a meeting about Nicaragua. 
REPRESENTATIVE FASCELL: Nicaragua. 


Q But you might have asked questions. It didn't cone 
up at all. 


REPRESENTATIVE ASPIN: Didn’t ask. Nobody asked. 

Q What about -- 

REPRESENTATIVE FPASCELL: The meeting was on Nicaragua. 
Q What about -- 


REPRESENTATIVE FASCELL: Tomorrow is Libya. Next week is 
~~ (laughter.) Depending on where it falls next. 


Q Mr. Aspin, do you think this telegram from Ortiz has 
any effect on people in the House, with regard to the O'Neill -- 


REPRESENTATIVE ASPIN: I don’t know. I don't think that 
any of these outside things are going to have much effect on it at 
this point. I mean, I'm talking about the incursion, the Ortiz 
telegram, any of this stuff now. It's -- 


Q What about this charge that the White House reneged 
on a deal with the Speaker that they weren't going to make this a 
political -- 


REPRESENTATIVE FASCELL: We knows all about it. He was 
there. 


REPRESENTATIVE ASPIN: I wasn't there. 
Q What? 


REPRESENTATIVE ASPIN: He's giving me trouble. 
(Laughter.) Fascell's giving me -- Don't pay any attention to 
Fascell. (Laughter.) The first rule of this press conference is 
don't pay any attention to Dante Fascell. (Laughter.) We have no 
idea whether there was -- we weren't there. 


REPRESENTATIVE FASCELL: We weren't there. 


REPRESENTATIVE ASPIN: You've got to talk to Don Regan -- 
there's only two people that know about that. One is Don Regan and 
the other is the Speaker. 


REPRESENTATIVE FASCELL: That's why I said ask hin. 
(Laughter.) He doesn’t know either. 


Q Congressman, you seem to be suggesting that there 
will be some aid to the Contras as a result of next week's House 
vote. Is that right? 


REPRESENTATIVE ASPIN: There will be some aid in ail 
three of the proposals being proposed. I think even Lee Hamilton -- 


MORE 














the Hamilton-Barnes proposal will have some aid, meaning but 
non-military aid. 


Q Are you -- I's asking for your prediction about -- 


REPRESENTATIVE ASPIN: Yes, well, it’s one of those 
things -- 


Q ~~ military aid will be approved next week. 


REPRESENTATIVE ASPIN: I think the odds are that silitary 
aid will be approved. Some form with some restrictions, silitary aid 
will be approved next week. 


REPRESENTATIVE FASCELL: I agree. 


Q Were you suggesting earlier that when it went to 
conference, the supplemental and the Contras sight be split? 


REPRESENTATIVE ASPIN: I can't play it out yet 
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and we do not know exactly yet what the rule is going to be because, 
@s Dante said, they're going to -- they've put this thing off now to 
voting on it on Monday. I think that the whole issue is still open 

for some negotiation and some possibility. 


But as it stands now, what the Speaker wants to do is 
what I explained -- the separate issues and then put them together as 
going to conference. Whether that will happen -- because we still -- 
we don't know, maybe there will be further discussions tomorrow and 
over the weekend and maybe the thing will change. 


Q Outside in the driveway, I believe it was Mr. 
Hubbard suggested that -- he gets the sense maybe the President will 
try to guarantee that he wins next week by accepting an amount less 
than $100 million. Maybe $75 million. He didn't have a number. 
Does either of you have that sense? 

REPRESENTATIVE ASPIN: I think what they go with is the 
proposal that passed the Senate. And that's the $100 million -- with 
the qualifications put on by the Senate. The same qualifications as 
the Senate. 

REPRESENTATIVE FASCELL: To answer your stion a 
different way, a shift in the amount of that magnit would not 
change any votes. 

Q Are you saying -- 


REPRESENTATIVE ASPIN: The dollars is not the issue, 
really. 


Q Are you saying if the Speaker is trading off his 
desire to pass the supplemental for the President's desire to pass 
the Contra aid bill? 


REPRESENTATIVE FASCELL: Wo. He justs wants to ensure 
that the supplemental will get passed. 


Q And it wouldn't get passed unless it's attached to 
the Contra -- 


REPRESENTATIVE ASPIN: It will help. 
REPRESENTATIVE FASCELL: Well, it will help. 
Sir? 

Q What if the President vetoes? 


REPRESENTATIVE FASCELL: Well, then you either get 
two-thirds to override it or you start all over again. 


REPRESENTATIVE ASPIN: It's been a long time since you 
covered the Congress, I can see. (Laughter.) 


Q Things are a lot simpler down here. (Laughter.) 


REPRESENTATIVE FASCELL: Yes, I know, I know. Sut, you 
know -- 


MR. SPZAKES: Annette, and the last question. 

Q Congresemen, how much has the events of the last 
weeks, the invasion of Honduras and what Congressman Richardson said, 
influenced the Democratic -- 

REPRESENTATIVE FASCELL: Congressman Richardson? 


Q New Mexico. 
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Q Collapse of the Contadora process. 
Q Yes, the Contadora process -- 
REPRESENTATIVE ASPIN: What did he say? 
Q -- and the presence of Cubans. 


REPRESENTATIVE FASCELL: I think it has some bearing. 
Measured in votes, I can't measure it, but for those fourteen to 
twenty who are in the middle and who are -- quote -- “to swing 
votes,” that's certainly a good rationale to swing. I would 
certainly think that would have a very good basis. And you would -- 
you could even moderate the words. You wouldn't have to say it was 
an invasion, you could say it was a very large incursion, or border 
raid, or it was one more border raid than you could take, or 
whatever. Yes, it makes some difference. 





And Contadora -- this was a very serious effort to get it 
on track. And it's very difficult to rationalize the fact that this 
point, if all the Latinos are trying to get together, that the 
principal Latino refuses to get together without putting a 
precondition on it. 


A precondition may be justified -- don't misunderstand me 
-- in theic viewpoint. But, nevertheless, there is no negotiation, 
period. Wow, there's no way around that. You can't argue around it. 
There isn't any. You can blame somebody as to why it isn't there, 
but the fact is it isn't. 

So if you're one of those twenty in the middle, trying to 
make up your mind about which way to go here, the one thing you know 
is that the diplomatic process is not going anywhere. 


Q What about the Cuban presence in the Contadora 
negotiations? What do you think about that? 


REPRESENTATIVE FASCELL: I don't think anything one way 
or the other, frankly. (Laughter.) 


Q Okay. (Laughter.) 

REPRESENTATIVE ASPIN: Got it? (Laughter.) 
Q The “Les and Dante Show." 

Q What about the week ahead? (Laughter.) 


REPRESENTATIVE FASCELL: It will be just as good as this 
one. (Laughter.) 


Q That bad? 
THE PRESS: Thank you. 


END 3:40 P.M. EST 
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BACKGROUND BRIEFING 
BY SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL 


April 14, 1986 


The Briefing Room 


11:58 A.M. EST 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The statements issued by 
the President and the Prime Minister this morning, I think, speak for 
themselves. I will make a few comments on them, however. 


About the meetings, the President and the Prime Minister 
have concluded,I think, two days of extraordinarily good, substantive 
talks. There is no question of what the key issue discussed between 
them was. It was trade. 


The Prime Minister said that he has set as Japan's 
national goal the steady reduction of its trade surpluses. This, as 
the Prime Minister said, is a historic change of course. In this 
regard, the Prime Minister outlined to the President Japan's plans 
for implementing the Maekawa Report. Specifically he said he is 
establishing a promotion headquarters under the leadership of his 
chief cabinet secretary, Mr. Gotoda to ensure that the Maekawa Report 
recommendations are fully considered and acted upon by his 
government. He has set up a work schedule for medium- and long-range 
action measures. 


The Prime Minister went on to say in the meeting with the 
President this morning that what he is proposing is a fundamental 
policy change -- that is, the shift from export-oriented to 
import-oriented << that occurs -- the kind of shift that occurs once 
in a century. We said that the -- this is not easy, it's difficult. 
It's like -- he compared it to ciimbirg Mount Everest, only it's 
higher than Mount Everest. Sut he called it a survival strategy for 
Japan. 


He stated clearly that Japan will shift its economic 
structure to one dependent on domestic-led growth, which means a 
significant increase in imports, particularly manufactured goods. 


The President and the Prime Minister agreed to launch as 
soon as possible a dialogue of senior officials on structural 
economic issues such as saving investment imbalance. This forum will 
allow our two countries to influence and monitor the progress on 
reforn. 


There was also agreement to continue intensive 
market-opening efforts, including the sectoral talks, better known as 
MOSS. Talks are uncerway now between us to select new rectors. 


Both sides agreed to expedite negotiations on individual 
trade issues such as the Section 301 semiconductor case, to continue 
to support free trade and to resist protectionisa, 
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to continue vigorous efforts to start a new trade round and to work 
for a successful economic summit in May. There vas rceaffircmation of 
cooperation under the U.S.-Japan Treaty of dutuai Cooperation and 
Security as a foundation of peace and stabiiity in the Far East and 
the defense of Japan. 


Japan will continue its own programs to meet its roles 
and gissions and to strengthen the credibility of the U.&.-Japan 
security artangements. 


There was support by the Japanese side for the 
administration's position for a giobal solution on INF. There was a 
coincidence of views on reiations with the Soviet Union, the 
Philippines, need for stadiiity in Centrai America, the importance otf 
easing debt burdens of LUCs and other global issues. and there was a 
coordination of views -- an agreement that there should be a 
coordination of views between the democratic nations of the worid. 
That was the gist of the meeting and -- over the past coupie of days. 


Yes, sic? 
re) Was the Japanese participation in S0I discussed? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes it was and the 
Japanese -- the Prime Ainister says that Japan is continuing to study 
this question. They've not made a decision on it yet. 


Q Is there a timetable for ciimbing Sount éverest? 


SENIVUR ADAINISTAATIUN OFFICIAL: weli, the timetabie -- 
he Said it wiil be set up -- a work scheduie wili be set up shortay, 
as the ?rime Ainister said in his statement. 


a Except for some of tnese more extreme descriptions 
of what's happening, haven't we heard this from almost every 
Reagan/Wakasone meeting -- that is, a promise from Japan to aove 
forward in the probiem? 


SEAIVA ADMINISTRATION VPFICIAL: 40, we haven't heard 
this -- not in this fashion -- not in saying that he’s going to 
change the Japanese economic policy from an export-oriented econoay 
to an import-oriented economy. That's never oeen said betore. 


Q - Can he do it? Soesn’t he leave office before too 
song? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: desi, it's his 
government that wiii do it. i don’t see any treason to believe that 
this policy wouid change under a new Prime sinister. This is a 
government policy. This is not Wakasone's policy. This is «a 
Japanese government policy. 


Q But again, uniess i've been aisintormed, what the 
Japanese government has promised in the past, has still not iived up 
to most of what this government would want to have seen. And you're 
still struggiing with that and now comes 4 major new promise -- with 
what expectation that it will make any actual difference? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: But this is what we've 
been working for ali the time. What we've been trying to do in the 
discussions and in the negotiations, in ali of the taiks that we've 
had, is to move -- try to get the Japanese government to decide that 
it's in its best interests. it's, as the Prime Ainister cailed it, 
survival -- to pursue an import-oriented policy, rather than an 
export-oriented policy -- shift around. That's what we've tried to 
do and I think this is the accomplishment of a long series of efforts 
which, according to the way the Prime Minister describes it, there 
will be a work schedule set up for the implementation of this 
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Q Se you have any judgment as to how diffticusat it wili 
be for him to get the rest of his government to go along with this 
and his bureaucracy? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION UFFICIAL: I think his government 
is going along with hia. I don’t think he's going to have any 
Opposition on that score. iI think the government -- the bureaucracy 
will go along as the government directs, I believe. I think we have 
to-- 


Q Business -- DSusiness 4150? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think business wili go 
along with this. I can't -- I mean, i can’t speak for tnem. That's 
up to the Japanese business community and they'll have to respond to 
all these things. 


* The Japanese press, by the way, has given tremendous play 
to this whole thing today, which is quite interesting. The headsines 
being: Historic shift trom export-oriented to import-oriented 
announced by the government. So it is a governmental policy. 


Yes, sir? 


@ You toid us yesterday that they touched on the 
subject of terrorism at Camp vavid. You said they Might come Sack to 
it today. vid they? And was there any agreement at aii on 
terrorism? 


SENIUR ADMIAISTARATION OFFICIAL: They did not come bac« 
to it today. And there was not an agreement as such on anything, 
just that it was 4a very important issue and that we wisi Continue to 
discuss the issue between us. 


) The President nowhere aiong the iine sougit ois 
support for U.S. policy dealing with retaiiation or anthing else -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: wot in specitic tera, 


@ ahat about economic sanctions? 
2 4ell, in generai terms did ne? 


SENIOR AVDMINISTAATION VFFICIAL: +4eii, Only that the 
Prime Minister -- the Presient ceferred to terrorism and the Prinze 
Ainister ceferrced to it -- but just that tais was 2 terribie prooienm 
that had to ce dealt with. There was nothing beyond that. 


Q in other words,. here we have Vernon daiters seeking 
the European aiiies support for possibie actions and the Presicent is 
with a head of state and did not make any eftort to seek -- 


SEALVUA ADMINISTRATION UFFICIAL: Weil, he did. Yes, he 
Gid, in the sense that he sought Japanese understanding and support 
of what the Americans -- what Our posture was. Sut, i mean, there 
was mo specific thing, is what I'm trying to say. 


°) Was there any mention of Libya, you're saying? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: so, not speciticaiiy. 


Q Is that because we wouid not have =~ I mean, is 
this because they don't support us? what is -- 


SENIUR AVDAINISTAATION VFFICIAL: wo, i think the Japanese 
Go support us in generai. Sure, I mean, they Support us. if think 
the Prime Minister has said that before in things that he has 
commented on. 
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Q Could they do trade with Libya? 


SEHIOR ADAIAISTAATION OFFICIAL: I mean, the action that 
we took against Libya -- the Japanese understood this. 


Q Do they export any oil from Libya? 


SENIOR ADAINISTRATIVN OFFICIAL: I don't think they get 
any now, no. I think that's ail done. 


Q They don’t export oil, anyway. 


SENIVUR ADHINISTRATION OFFICIAL: They don't export, they 
only import. 


Q Don’t the Japanese lose a lot of money if they shirt 
gears to an import-oriented society when their whole economy is 
export? 


SEGIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, this is something 
they have thought long and hard about, i'm sure, and I think their 
view is that if they're going to maintain their position and buiid 
theit position in the international community, they simply cannot go 
on like this. It's got to change. 


Q How can they -- I don't understand and I don't want 
to take up your time, but how can they shift to an import-based 
economy? dow can Japan do that? vJoesn't it have to export to 
survive? 


SEdIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Weis, we're not saying 
they shouid stop exporting. That's not the idea. 


) Yes, Out you say the weight wisi De On imports 
rather than exports. 


SEAIOR ADMINISTAATION VFFICIAL: Yes, the weight wisi be 
on imports, but that can be done. It's going to take a lot of work 
and I can't go into ali the economic side of it ail, but it is 
something that can be done. 


Q 0O we accept the Japanese promises on trade and 
these other economic issues totaily at face vaive? woes the J.5. 
government have no skepticism at ail on whether they're going to be 
implemented? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Weill, I don't want to 
talk about skepticism at this point because I think we've found a 
very ~~ we find here an extremeiy positive action by the Japanese 
government and I think we have to look upon it that way and we accept 
the Prime Minister and his government's commitment to move ahead on 
this thing. 


Q I'm sorcty -- what can you say to the idea that, trom 
what I hear you saying so far is that, this is simply a more grand 
and more encompassing promise than those that have been made in the 


pes... . 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I didn't say that. i 
didn't say it was simpiy a more -- 


Q I understand. tow do you respond to that? 
SEWIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I Gay it’s <= 


Q Anat we have at this point is oniy a promise. 
There's nothing concrete. 


- 


SENIOR ADMINWISTAATIVUN VFFICLIAL: But i gay, this is what 
we have been working up to for a long time -- to have Japan recognize 
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that it’s in her interest and to her benefit to tormuiate a 
fundamental shift in policy, and that's what she has announced as of 
now. That’s what the Prime Minister said. This, I think, is 
something quite different from anything that is -- any of the 
promises that have been made in the past. And by the way, quite a 
number of those promises have been fulfilied in terms of the 40SS 
talks and so forth. We can't say that we've not achieve successes. 
It’s the fact that we have been able to achieve some successes over 
the past that has led us up to what the Prime Minister calls an 
historic soment. 


Q Can you teil us what some of the specitic policy 
changes that it would take for Japan to transform its economy -- tse 
kinds of things they'd have to do and the kind of timeframe that the 
U.S. would like to see those things done in? 


SENIOR ADHINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I can't really go into 
the detaiis of it. That's up to the Japanese side. And we'll have 
to see what they come up with. The Prime Minister promises a work 
scheduie very shortiy as he says in his statement. #e'll just have 
to see what the work schedule entails. we don’t know at this point. 


Q what kinds of things would they have to do, though, 
to transtora? i mean, what kinds of things in terms of savings and 


expanding the economy and consumption -- 


SEUIOR ADMIAISTRATION OFFICIAL: #eil, ali Of that stuftt 
they're going to have to 100k at, and what can they do and what can 
they -- | mean, they're going to have to change some .aws -- there's 
going to be all this sort of thing. 


. You're not being very specitic -- 


SENIOR ADAIWISTRATIVN OFFICIAL: I can't oe specific and 
1 don't want to be specific on that -- 


Q Were they specitic with you? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, not specificaiiy. 
Wo, they were not. But they’re going to come up with that and the 
Prime Minister said that he will do that and it is -- | mean, what 
you have to look at are the things that are outiined in the Maekawa 
report and how they're going to folsow that through. 


Q On the 4usS taiks -- tour categories -- couid you 
Oring us up to date -- have other large areas been edded? 


SEWIOR ADMIWISTAATION OFFICIAL: There haven't been any 
other large areas added yet, but we're in conversations with them 
about what may be. We don't know yet. we haven't reached agreement. 


Q You say you're in conversations -- are those 
conversations going on today and yesterday? i mean, it's the -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: ell, they've been going 
on -- not necessarily this meeting. They’ve been going on for some 
time. 


Q All cight. Let me Start this thing aii overt. Has 
the President asked the Japanese Prime Minister to add categories to 
the four categories already existing? 


SENIOR ADAINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The President and the 
Prime Minister discussed it, Out the discussions will be cattied on 
by Other peopie, saower in the government, to cecide-on this. 











. Was there any discussion of defense inports 
particularly, and Japan increasing its share of defense money? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There was some 
discussion on defense this morning at the session. A little bit 
yesterday. Secretary Weinberger made a few comments this morning 
about his recent trip to Japan. I think the -- I mean, basically we 
ace guite satisfied with our defense position in Japan now. Of 
course, we would like to see Japan do a little more than they've 
Gone. We've said that all the time. That's been our policy. We 
haven't shifted on it. But the cooperation between our two defense 
establishments is very good and it's been increasing and we are not 
unhappy with that at all. 


Q President Reagan said he was directing Shultz and 
Baker to meet with Japanese officials regarding the economic 
fundamentals. What does that mean, and how will it work? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, it is just a look 
at the -- just a continuing look at the structural reforms that the 
Prime Minister is talking about and we ourselves will look at our awn 
situation and -- It's nothing very specific at this point. It's 
just setting up -- continuing on with a process. 


Q Can you elaborate on any discussions “1 the 
Philippines? Do they see the government as stable or iit - 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: On the Philippines? 
Well, you saw the two statements included in the -- I mean, the two 
sentences on the Philippines included in the President's statement 
and in the Prime Minister's statement. There is not a great deal 
more to say at this time except both of our leaders recognize the 
importance of working with the new Filisino government and of 
providing assistance as -- in aid anc support -- as that government 
seeks it and talks to us. 


Q Was the threat of communism discussed in the 
Philippines or not or -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, that was not 
particularly talked about. It was not emphasized. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 


END 12:15 P.M. EST 
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
ON-THE-RECORD BRIEFING 


J % ON 
ov THE INDOCHINESE REFUGE PANEL 


FRIDAY, APRIL 18, 1986, 11:00 A.M. 


MR. FRANK SIEVERTS: Gentlemen, I'd like to introduce 
Governor Bob Ray, former Governor of Iowa. This is 
ON-THE-RECORD. It's about the Indochina Refugee Panel and its 
report. The report was available in the Press Room last night 
and this morning. I assume you all have copies. 


There was a change in the Panel's schedule. They will 
be seeing Secretary Shultz at 2 o'clock, and that's available 
for photography, but not for reporters. And the Secretary of 
State did ask the panel to have its press briefing at this 
time, even though they are not seeing him until 2 o'clock. 


Governor. 


CHAIRMAN RAY: Frank, thank you very much. 


I'm not sure how much background you people have. I 
think you do have a‘copy of the report that was furnished you 
yesterday or a short time ago. I would like to introduce to 
you the members of this panel. That was indeed a hard-working 
panel and they covered a lot of territory. Maybe I would ask 
them just to stand because they're mostly hidden behind this 
podium. 





Irena Kirkland, who was a holocaust survivor and a 
refugee herself, and she was a very valuable member of this 
panel; 


Next is Senator Gale McGee. Senator McGee is from the 
State of Wyoming and also was an Ambassador to the Organization 
of American States; 


ee 


Ed Schmults, former Deputy Attorney General of the 
United States. He is now the Senior Vice-President of GTE 
Corporation and General Counsel; and 


Jonathan Moore who was formerly Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs, and is 


now the director of the Institute of Politics at Harvard. 











Assisting usin our efforts were some people who are 
very talented and highly-skilled individuals. You'd perhaps 
know Frank Sieverts who is the director of the staff, and over 
against the wall -- and I'm not sure why they feel they have to 
have their backs to the wall -- Joe Snyder and Nancy Powell, of 
the State Department, and Jean Lujan, of the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service. 


On September 30, the Secretary of State appointed this 
panel to look at and review the refugee situation in Southeast 
Asia and the United States involvement. We took that mandate 
and traveled through Southeast Asia, including Hong Kong, 
Thailand, Vietnam, Singapore, Malaysia, and Indonesia, and then 
Geneva, Switzerland. 


We have now prepared our report, and I think we have 
responded to the questions of the Secretary of State. As you - 
perhaps will note from the press release, our objective has 
been to propose recommendations that will keep United States 
policies and programs responsive to the changing refugee 
situation and contribute to the search for lasting and humane 
solutions. 


The main thrust of this report can be outlined very 
quickly for you, and I'll do that and then we'll take 
questions. First, we recommend that we follow a two-track 
system, which is an effective way for us to have a refugee 
program continue for those who flee primarily because of 
political, religious, or social persecution; and so we will 
continue to be a leader among nations when it comes to working 
for and helping refugees. 





The other part would be an immigration program for 
those who qualify for admission on the basis of family ties to 
the 800,000 Indochinese already in the United States. We 
suggest a two-year period for this transition. The panel 
believes that we must support the first-asylum camps and the 
countries that provide them, and that we continue during this 
period of transition handling, in the same manner, as we have 
been, those who are already in those camps. 


That gets us to the sharing-out recommendation. We 
believe that the United States ought to take the lead in 
finding other countries who will participate in finding a way 
to take care of the residual, the long-stayers, those that are 
in the camps and have been there for a number of years. And I 
think that would help our relations and the relations of the 
other countries with the first- 
asylum countries who are always in fear that they will be left 
with a residual group of refugees. 
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The panel reeommends assistance and help in providing 
security for those who are in the camps, and particularly feels 
strongly about supporting educational and other programs for 
the border populations. The Panel also supports expedited visa 
processing on the borders and we believe that humanitarian 
parole is a method by which we could expedite some of that. 





We think that there are in Thailand, some cases which 
have been denied. We believe they should be reviewed, and we 
would expect that to happen fairly quickly. 


We also would like to see the Orderly Departure 
Program from Vietnam be given special attention, and some of 
the differences that we have with Vietnam over this program be 
resolved. We were in Hanoi and we talked to leaders there. We 
found that there is great difficulty in getting cooperation, or 
even getting them to acknowledge what they have previously said - 
relative to the reeducation camp prisoners. They refuse to 
call them prisoners. At one time, Foreign Minister Co Thach 
had indicated that he would like to see all of them out of the 
camps if the United States would take all of them. The 
Secretary of State acknowledged by saying we would take all of 
them, and ever since, the Foreign Minister and the Prime 
Minister of Vietnam and anyone who has a responsibility has 
refused to allow them to go. 





So while they are not cooperative and we do not feel 
that there is great hope, we believe that it is necessary to 
continue to pursue bringing out those people from Vietnam who 
would be true refugees, or who are under the oppression of that 
Communist regime, to bring them out and to work out some 
arrangement with the Vietnamese so that can happen. 


As you know, there have been about 1.7 million -- 
almost 2 million -- refugees in the past ten years coming from 
Southeast Asia. The United States has resettled approximately 
800,000 of them, which means we have taken more than our share, 
but we have not done that without support and help from other 
countries. We believe that this is not a problem exclusively 
for the United States, but we do know that the United States 
has been, and will continue to be a leader. 


Let me stop there and ask for questions. The panel 
here is more than eager to answer any questions you might have. 


Yes, sir. 


Q The report is very vague on exactly how to der’ 
with the problem of the long-stayers and accounts for 10 0.0 
people. Was that because you couldn't come up with any ‘d:as? 








CHAIRMAN RAY: -I don't think we believe that it is so 
vague. We are not talkinc about every individual case, but we 
are saying that we should make it clear to the countries from 
where these refugees come that if they come because they want 
to be reunited with their families, they will be expected to 
come through the Immigration system. We are saying 
specifically that those that are currently in first asylum we 
should look at and provide a solution for them, in concert with 
the countries of first-asylum and other countries, so that they 
can be removed from that long-stayer population. And thirdly, 
as time goes on, then we will have a more clear definition of 
the refugee and of the immigrant, and a program for each. 


Q But some of these people have been there seven, 
eight years already. I mean, how long do they have to stay 
before they get defined? 


CHAIRMAN RAY: Well -- 
MR. SCHMULTS: Bob, can I answer one question? 
CHAIRMAN RAY: Yes. 


MR. SCHMULTS: I'd like to add on just one point. You 
mentioned 154,000 and you said that was the long-stayer 
population. We don't believe that is really right; there are 


some 15,000-plus in that group that are currently being 
processed -- 


+ -- most of whom will not get -- 


MR. SCHMULTS (continuing): Wait, just a minute. 
Then, you've 90,000 highland-lowland Lao, many of whom, the 
view is, or which, resettlement in third countries may not be 
the best solution. So I think when we're talking about, in the 
report, the true long-stayer population, we're really talking 
about a number much smaller than 154,000. 


Q Sure. But even accepting that, you've still got 
a problem with long-—stayers. 


I've followed this story for a long number of years 
now, and despite the fact I've talked to just about everybody 
who has been involved with it, I really come up with nobody who 
has precise ideas on how to deal with the long-stayer 
population, and I'm sorry this report doesn't seem to have any 
either. And I was wondering which ideas you considered and 
rejected, rather than, you know, just saying in general terms, 
"Hey, guys, we've got to do something about this." 
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GOVERNOR RAY> ‘Well, there is a practical 
consideration when we talk about a two-year period. That might 
not be the magic number of months or years, but it must be 
clearly stated, and people must fully understand, that as we 
deal with the long-stayers, and find homes for them during this 
period of time, that we're not merely opening the door and 
saying, “Rush in, because we'll take anybody," and that's, I 
think, the delicate part of it. The fact is, we want to make 
sure that we continue with the Refugee Program so that true 
refugees will be processed as we have in the past. And at the 
same time, so many who were oppressed and were being 
persecuted, or were in fear of persecution, have now been 
resettled and relocated, and they can obtain their citizenship 
and are likely candidates to bring in family members. 


So we think there is a good reason to move in this 
direction, but in the interim, we also understand that there is - 
the long-stayer population, and that it has to be dealt with. 

And we're willing by this report to say, by whatever means 
necessary, not that we would necessarily take all of them -- 
but that we would take an additional number, and countries of 
first-asylum perhaps would find a way in which they could 
absorb some of them, and other countries could also move in to 
take a number of these people so that we do take care of the 
population thatis classified as residual or long-stayer. 





MR. SCHMULTS: There are really three, I think, three 
specific suggestions we ;ade. When you look at the report, 
one, we're talking about processing people who have been in the 
P—~6 category and beginning to take that group, work with 
others, to focus on that group, begin to process them, accept 
some for resettlement here, and work with other countries to 
resettle some of those same people. We're also talking about, 
as a second and independent way, the sharing out concept that 
the Governor has just talked about, that is again working with 
the international community and with the .vuntries of 
first-asylum to come together and work out a way to accept more 
people for resettlement and in return for the countries of 
first-asylum, to resettle some locally. And three, we're also 
calling for a review of some of the denied cases that have been 
rejected in the past. And so those are three separate and very 
specific recommendations that have been made to deal with the 
long-stayers. 


Q What is the current flow of refugees from this 
region to the United States? I don't know whether you'd say, 
what kind of period you would use last year, for example. And 
what would it be after the two-year transition period? 











CHAIRMAN RAY: .Well, the flow -- Le: me see if I've 
got the -- Maybe, Frank, I'll turn to you for the current 


numbers: How many are flowing into the United States 
presently? We have the ceilings that I'm sure you're familiar 
with, which would amount to 37,000, which is the Presidential 
number supported by Congress, and in addition to that, another 
8500 which we call the number for ODP. Now, those are 
ceilings, but we will come close to meeting those ceilings, so 
that will give you some idea of how many will be flowing into 
this country. 


Q After the transition period? 
Q Right after the transition period? 


i Well, after the transition period it is a little 
more difficult to anticipate with any accuracy because we don't | 
know how many will continue to come this direction; but it 
could amount to as many as we're talking about now. But they 
would come through the immigration system more than through the 
refugee part. ' 


Q And the effort to change from refugee to 
immigration is not an effort to reduce the flow, is that 
correct? It is or is not? 





a No. It is to get it more in line with what is 
consistent with our policy for the world. 


In other words, we have always had our arms open, but 
there have been some limitations for those who merely want to 
come to the United States of America to live, to work. 


Yes. 


Q Are you implying then that people who arrive in 
the camps as refugees because they were flaying persecution or 
whatever, perhaps now, because they've been in the camps for a 
while, just want to get out tO go join their relatives in the 
U.S. or Britain or Canada or Australia -- whatever? They're 
not going to have to wait to come as immigrants? Is there 
going to be a reclassifying of people who perhaps originally 
would have been refugees? 


A Well, those -- again -- who are true refugees, 
who are under persecution or who have a fear of persecution for 


valid reasons, will continue to be treated as refugees; and , 
they will flow through the refugee program and the pipeline. 
But those who merely wish to be reunited with their families or 














those who leave perhaps for political reasons without 
persecution -- they just don't like that system or they think 
they can do better economically somewhere else -- then they 
will flow through the immigration pipeline. And if they have 
relatives or a family member in the United States -- or some 
other country --— then they will come in that direction. 


Now, that means they will not have as much financial 
support, but in many cases the family will be established in 
this country or some other and can help finance the bringing of 
a parent or some member of the family. 


So they will continue to be able to come, but they 
will be treated more as we would treat others in the rest of 
the world to come to the United States. 


Q By putting a two-year goal on this transition 
process, is that an implication that you anticipate that within - 
two years the siz of the camps will diminish as we process out 
and there will be fewer people coming out of Vietnam, Cambodia, 


Laos -- whatever -- as refugees and more coming out as 
immigrants? 
A We see now there are fewer coming out than, say, 


in the heyday of 1978 or 1979 where a half million people were 
coming out. So that population has reduced considerably. But, 
also, the support internationally has diminished at the same 
time. 





We believe -- as I mentioned a moment ago -- that 
there will continue to be some that will flow out of those 
Communist countries, that they will have to be processed. But 
they can be processed in a different manner than what we have 
had in the past because we started bringing people and assuming 
that they were being persecuted -- and most of them were -- and 
we don't make any apologies for that. 


But now I think the time has come when you can look at 
it much more carefully and analyze much more accurately what 


category these people fit in. 
Let me look to the Panel though -- l'm sorry. 


Q You say that you are also talking with other 
countries for this sharing-out. Can you tell me specifically 
which countries, outside of the region, that thme U.S. is 
approaching very specifically on this problem? 


A Well, you understand, we are just making a 
report. We haven't made those contacts. We did talk to 
officials of the programs in Canada and Australia, which are 
two countries that continue to be very much involved. 











We think there-are other countries, though, that no 
longer are very active who would be willing to do some of the 
sharing-out if they thought that it was not going to be a long, 
continuous burden, so to speak. So I think the contact should 
be made with many countries that are not dcing very much today. 


Q Which countries? 


A Well, I guess I guess I wouldn't exempt any of my 
thinking. Germany was very active for quite some time, as was 
France. 


I don't want to try to single out some to make it 
appear that they're not doing something they should be and 
other countries are exempted. I just think there is a whole 
list of countries that could be contacted and could well take 
some. P 


Q Would you include Japan in that? 
A Yes, I would include Japan. It should be noted 


that Japan carries a very heavy financial commitment in support 
of refugees in all of this program. 





Q In the countries of Southeast Asia -- Singapore, 
Thailand, Indonesia -- could you summarize their reactions to 
your recommendation that they locally resettle permanently 
some of these people? 


A Well, that is a sensitive issue with them -- as 
I'm sure you people who follow this know -- and they have on 
occasion accepted a few. They've done it with different people 
in different countries in different numbers, depending upon 
their own situation; and we would think it would be imperative 
that we work closely with them to realize, and make sure that 
they realize, that we're not trying to force something on them 
that would not be acceptable in their respective countries 
because they have done what we asked in the Geneva Conference 
in 1979. They did agree to take the refugees into their 
countries on a first-asylum basis with an understanding that 
other countries would be supportive and not leave them with 
large residuals. And I think we have to be careful that we 
understand that and we make sure that they understand that. 
But I think, working together, there are some possibilities. 


Q I know this is kind of a fundamental question and 
abasic. I don't know the answer. 
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Q What? 














Q If you switch from refugee to immigration, does 
that mean that people in those countries have to go? In other 
words, if someone in Vietnam would to and apply for immigration 
to the United States in Vietnam after this transition period, 
is that how it would work? 


a This is a method by which they can do that, yes. 


Q Or would it be someone who gets out and goes -- 
would you expect the bulk of the people though to be people who 
got out first and then applied for immigration? 


a We would like to see the areeree Departure 
Program work more smoothly and more successfully, as perhaps 
you're aware of. ; 


We have a list that we put together of people we would - 
like to see come out out, and then the Vietnamese people put 
together their list; and the two lists don't coincide. And, 
consequently, we try to do the documentation and find it very 
difficult. So their group that they have already granted visas 
to will stack up. People leave their homes and leave their 
jobs and wait to go out of the country, and we don't have‘ them 
cleared. 





There needs to be far better cooperation between our 
two countries in that respect. 


It was not our program originally. The UNHCR put it 
together. And it has served the purpose. Over a hundred 
thousand people have come through the ODP process, which means 
many people have avoided that dangerous trip by both. 


We think -- and we pressed this subject with the 
Vietnamese leaders -- that more of them could use the 
immigration route. It could be much more orderly, and people 
could flow out without all of the danger. 


Q In your travels, did you by any chance come up 
with a satisfactory answer to the question of why a Pole, 
leaving Poland, easily finds a home in the West? A Pole who 
leaves Poland because he doesn't like living under a Communist 
regime; he, cheerfully and easily, finds a home in the West as . 
a refuge -- whereas an Indochinese refugee leaves Indochina, on 
of the three Communist states in Indochina, and because he is 
not actively persecuted, he is, even though he doesn't like the 
regime, branded as an economic migrant and, therefore, goes 
though a different track. 





~_"S 


It's a tough-question, I know. I just wondered 
whether you and an answer. 


i} Well, that's, I think, a valid question; and 
we've asked ourselves that same question. I think the 
circumstances might be somewhat different. The numbers 
certainly are different. And we, undoubtedly, have taken many 
in Southeast Asia who had a similar situation. 


We now are in aeeee of getting it realigned so that we 
can take care of the people who need to leave, must leave if 
they want to avoid persecution, without any problem. And then 
there are others that we will try to take care of through the 
immigration system without just absolutely opening gates and 
saying, “Come from wherever you might be.” 


MR. SCHMULTS: There are two points that I might make. 


In answer to your earlier question about there won't 
be anyone reclassified in the camps, those that are there now 
will continue to be processed under the existing guidelines. 

So there won't be any reclassification that would be adverse to 
them. Indeed, the report makes it very clear that this shift 
should not be adverse to any in the camps. Indeed, they will 
get favorable treatment because there will be some processing 
of P-6s in the sharing-out concept. 


And, No. 2, otviously in working and getting other 
countries to join with us in dealing with the long-stayers and 
the sharing-out concept and in dealing with the whole problem, 
we would certainly hope -- and the report makes clear -- that 
we would expect that the UNHCR would be very active in that 
effort. And we have a new, and I think very outstanding, 
leadership there; and so we think that will happen too. 


Q Is there any concern that as the U.S. made 
recommendations on this they haven't been appointed yet? They 
haven't even been necessarily accepted yet. 


Is there any concern that perhaps by now it's in these 
suggestions that there would be a change perhaps in the 
process, taking us over the new two years, that this would then 
entice people who are sitting there in Vietnam who were 
thinking: “Gee, I've been hoping to get out. Let's get out 
now so we can be classified as a refugee -- get resettled sort 
of sooner. Rather than sitting and trying to get out sooner, 
it's going to take longer"? 


Is there any concern that this might entice a new 
outpouring of people? 
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CHAIRMAN RAY: -I think it would add to their risk 
because that's not what we're saying -- that we're going to 
take new people and put them in under the old process. So they 
would risk a great deal by doing that. 


They would be far better off, in my opinion, to go 
through the procedures that we're trying to establish. 


And, as I pointed out earlier, 800,000 have settled 
here; and more than half of them have been here more than five 
years so they can establish themselves as citizens, who can 


then make application to bring their family members into the 
United States and be reunited. 


So I would certainly hope that the word would get out, 
so they don't want to rush and do something drastic -- thinking 
that it's going to be better for them -- when it could be that - 
they would end up long-stayers themselves 

Irena? 

MRS. KIRKLAND: No, I don't have anything. 

CHAIRMAN RAY: Gale? 

MR. MCGEE: No. 

CHAIRMAN RAY: Jonathan? 

MR. MOORE: No. 


CHAIRMAN RAY: Frank, did you have anything you wanted 
to add? 


MR. SIEVERTS: No. 

CHAIRMAN RAY: Well, I appreciate very much -- and on 
behalf of the Panel, I would say we all appreciate -- your 
interest and your willingness to follow this and your 
willingness to come here and ask us questions 

Thank you very much 


Q Thank you. 


(The ON-THE-RECORD briefing concluded at 11:37 a.m.) 
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MR. DJEREJIAN: We'll proceed with our background 
briefing. Again, ON BACKGROUND, off camera, off sound, attributable 
to senior administration ofticials. For your information, | 






ASEAN conference and 
ndonesia, and then we'll pr to a for the bilaterals at Tokyo. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't have any written 
statement to lead off with. I'll just make a few comments about the 
trip and ASEAN. 





The Prosident will be stopping, as you know, prior to his 
Tokyo summit attendance in Indonesia. He will be in Bali. While in 
Bali, he will have bilateral meetings with President Soeharto to 
discuss the full range of our relationship with Indonesia. And then 
he will also be meeting with the ASEAN foreign sinisters who will be 
in Bali at the same time that he's there. 


And again, he will be discussing with them various issues 
that they consider to be important to them and also some of the 
things that he would like to discuss. I don't think I have to tell 
you too much about ASEAN. Relations between the J.S. and ASEAN are 
very jcod -- they're excellent. This has been true through the last 
five administrations. ~It's been a el, as far as we're concerned, 
of low-key encouragement and at be 


Collectively, ASEAN is 
partner. Two-way trade has gone fr 
billion in 1985. 


our fifth largest trading 
$945 million in 1967 to $23.5 


Q What was the first figure? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: $945 million. 
Q What was the second? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: $23.5 billion in ‘85 
last year. 


Q What was the first year? 


_ SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: ‘67. (Laughter.) I 
ought to be able -- I ought to pass out some stuff hers, actually. 


MR. DJEREJIAN: I think you could use it for the rest of 
your briefing. (Laughter.) 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Those are good figures. 
I think those are very impressive figures. Anyhow, I chose how well 
I think the relationship has worked between us. 


So we're trying to work together with ASEAN against 
protectionism to keep our markets open. We have frequent 











consultations with them, we have very good ties, and we're looking 
forward to the exchange of views in Bali. 


So, with that having been said, why don't I open it up? 
Yes. 


Q What is it that the Presicent would like to discuss 
with the ASEAN foreign ministers? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, he'd like to talk 
-- get their views on a lot of things. He'd like to get their views 
on the summit -- the Tokyo summit, see what they have to say about 
it. And he'll give them some of his views about what he intends to 
do and how he sees the summit. Also, he wants their views on the 
whole state of the 
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region, how they see things, how they see their organization anc how 
they see the geopolitical setting in which we find ourselves now, the 
whole thrust of relations is what he wants -- 


Q Wo specific issues? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wothing very specific, 


Q What does he want to talk about with Mr. Laurel in 
the: Philippine bilateral? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, he'll spend a 
little time with him and -- just talking about the thrust of the new 
government anc what Vice Presicent Laurel sees as most important to 
the new government, what the United States role can be, ways in which 
we can assist, because we want to do that as best we can and we do, 
of course, have some plans and programs. But just exactly how the 
Vice President -- Vice President Laurel sees things. I think -- just 
an exchange of views and to get to know one another. 


Q And will he have bilaterals with other foreign 
ministers? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That is not in the works 
at -- 


Q On the MIA's there was a time when ASEAN was an 
important middleman, because we weren't talking to Vietnam. We're 
not talking to them again, because of the bombing raid over Libya -- 
they've cancelled the next round. Is the MIA issue something thet 
ASZAN coulc be of help again? 


SDONIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I think -- I doubt 
that that will be a particularly sajor point of discussion here 
because, aS you say, we do have these bilateral talks, even thous 
they have deen for the moment suspencec. But we would expect or ope 
that those woulc open up again. We're very sorry that Vietnam has 
taken this position, because we have held over anc over again that 
this is a humanitarian issue and siioule net be tied to political 
guestions. And we very much regret that they have cone so in this 
case and we hope that this is an aberration anc that this will 
change. 


Yes? 


Q In the meeting with Vice Presicent Laurel, you no 
Goubt will talk about Philippine aid. In what form will it take? 
Will the Presicent offer something or suggest something? 


SCNIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, we'll have a -- 
we'll have something, hopefully this week, on a Philippine aic 
package so that we'll be able to -=- he'll be able to talk with the 
Vice President about that. Also, there's going to Se a meeting in 
Tokyo in mid May which will be attended by possible donors -- people 
who will be giving assistance to the Philippines, including the 
multilateral organizations -- the World Bank, Asian Development 3ank, 
ane organizations of this sort. 


Q You say relations with ASZAN are very gooc, very 
strong, very warm. But aren't -- isn't there right now, at least for 
some ASEAN nations, some real tension relating to trade issues, 
particularly, for example, Thailand and rice? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Oh, yes. And -- 


Q Isn't that a very hot and civisive issue at the 
moment ? 
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SEWIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It is a hot issue and 
it's a difficult issue and it's one that we're trying to address and 
I*m sure that this will be one of the big issues discussed in 3ali 
with the ASEAN foreign ministers. It almost has to be and it's 
something, of course -- I mean, this whole question of protectionism 
anc what we do about it anc, as you say, the Farm Act is particularly 
a problem for Thailand and, sure, these things will be -- 


Q Could you explain that to us -- who are not up on 
the rice -- Thailand rice issue? (Laughter.) 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, it's something 
easy to be up on, I grant you that. Sut the -- 


Q -- our knowledge -- 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, I know. 
Q Well, as I understand it -- 

Q -- do your homework. 


-~- what we do under this Farm Act is we subsicize 
American rice farmers. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: What is that? 


Q As I understand it, under the Farm Act what we do is 
we subsicize American rice farmers -- something that we -- 
essentially the kind of thing we complain about Japanese doing in 
other areas. Is that -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, and you know, the 
Farm Act came about because of the difficult position that so many of 
our farmers find themselves in these days. It's harc, as you now, 
anc we all recognize that. And so Congress felt there was something 
that had to be done about it. 


Now, as far as the provisions resarcing rice, we in the 
foreign policy establishment were not too happy about those and jac 
hoped that they would be less strong in the act itself than they 
were. But, on the other hand, the act was passed, the President 
signed it despite certain misgivings about it, and it's lew. 


Now, what we're trying to do -- the Department of 
Agriculture is trying to do is to enforce the law in a nonprecatory 
fashion so that it Joesn't really harm too much the interests of our 
friencs and allies anc, in this case particularly, Thailand. It's 
the setting of the worle rice price that is at issuc here as to how 
it's going to be set -- low, high, whatever. And you catch criticica 
from both sides -- how you set it. I mean, it's been two occasions 
now when the price has been set -- Fricay before last ane this iast 
Friday and -oming up, I think, Friday again. And in both cases -- in 
all these -- in these cases, the criticism has been levelec out to 
the Department of Agriculture from American rice procucers as well as 
from the Thais. 


We haven't had time enough yet, though, to see how this 
is really going to work. We do need a iittle more time to see 
whether anybody is going to be bacly hurt by this or whether it's all 
going to even out in the process. But all we've been trying to do is 
tc make the American rice more competitive in the world market. 
That's really what it comes to. 


Q What is the President going to say on that point? 
SCNIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, he's going to say 


that we're not going to produce -- we're not going to engage in a 
predatory fashion on this thing, we're not going to enforce it in 
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tnat fashion. We're going to co everything we can to try to be fair 
about it. That's what he's going to say and that's what we're trying 
to do. ' 


Q Well, sir coes that mean that you all -- the Reagan 
administration is going against the farm law? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo. We're not going 
against the farm law, it's -- 


c Does it mean that you all are on the side of the 
American farmer or the side of the Thais? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Sure we're on the side 
-- we're on the side of the American farmer, but we don't want to 
harm our relationship with Thailand in the process. Sut surely we're 
on the side of the farmer -- no question about that. 


Q Stand up and be counted. 


Cc What about issues specifically with Indonesia that 
he'll be talking about with President Socharto? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes -- the -- well, 
actually, our relations with Indonesia are very good. We're in 
pretty good shape with them. We're not -- we don't have any major 
problems in the relationship. The total trade with Inconesia last 
year, I think, was $5.7 billion, which is pretty good, $4 billion in 
Indonesia's favor which is good for them. And quite of bit of that 
was oil, of course. Now, the oil is going down so the Inconesians 
are beginning to get a little bit hurt here. 


They were pleased, though, with the President's veto of 
the Jenkins bill, because textiles -- textile exports are increasing 
from Indonesia and they will continue to increase it looks like. So 
they're happy about that part of it. 


One of the things the Inconesians would like to see woulc 
be muc more American investment in Indonesia. And I'm sure that 
this will be discussed as well. That's not only true of Indonesia, 
cof course, that's true of most of ASEAN. 


Yes? 


Q Could you speak a little bit about the U.S. 
government's view of Indonesian human rights violations, what our aic 
is to them now, anc whether the aid has been at sll affected by the 
violations? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We don't tie up the aic 
and the violations. 
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Actually, I -- I don't have the exact figure here now, and I don't 
know whether you have it or not. But it's not that much; it is 
relatively mild -- relatively small. But we don't tie up the aid to 
any human rights concerns we might have. I don’t know whether you've 
read the report that the State Department put out earlier this year 
on human rights, but that presents our view. 


Q -- relations? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, it's a question of 
overall freedoms. I don't want to go into it individually. I refer 
you to that report if you want to look at it. But the point is that 


tae Q Well, is it on the record? Why won't you discuss 
t 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You know, we -- well, I 
would discuss it, I just don't have the facts in front of me on it. 
But you can go into it if you want. I mean, you know our policy 
toward human rights -- it is quiet diplomacy, and that's the way we 
intend to pursue it. And we don't do it -- 


Q Do you know if the President will bring the subject 
up with President Soeharto? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Again, this is quiet 
Giplomacy. Whether he does or not, I don't know at this time. 


Yes. 


Q As the Presicent is visiting the largest Islamic 
community on earth, does he hope to get President Soeharto to come 
along on his side in pressuring the rest of the Islamic world to do 
something about terrorism? Is terrorism going to be an issue between 
them? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don’t know how much 
that will be discussed. As I say, I think the whole range of issues 
between our two countries and also in the world will be talked about. 
How much he's going to talk about terrorism as such, I really can't 
say. But as I say, I think it will be a whole range of issues. 


Q Have they said anything about the Libyan -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I haven't seen what 
they've said publicly about it. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think they've 
expressed some concern with the press, but I don't there's been a 
formal government -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There's not been a 
formal statement. 


Q What is their traditional stance on issues involving 
the Islamic world? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, they are in the 
Islamic world, of course. They're part of it and they tend to -- 


Q -- associate with a lot of the Arab and Palestinian 
issues that sort of get tied up and mixed up with that? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, they're 
associated, but the Indonesians have been very careful and cautious 
in their statements, basically. They're not -- they've been very -- 
very careful about what they say. It's -- you know, they're not 
certainly part of any radical Islamic group at all. They've been a 
responsible government, we believe, in those circumstances. 

















) Q GREEN cowl you —— ve understand now that 
the President may be calling President Aquino before he leaves on 
=, oo Perhaps you can explain to us why he has not done so up 
unt now. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, he's been in 
comgjunication with her. Se just hasn't telephoned, but he's been in 
other communications with her. 


Q Well, is he trying to avoid essentially associating 
his stature with her for some reason? I sean -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Ho, no. 


Q ~~ the President called a lot of people. I sean, 
when we found out he was go to call President Marcos in Hawaii 
before we found out that he aight call Mrs. Aquino. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I think that's 
just -- just that way. But I don't -- the President has 
communicated with her; our government's ition is very clear in 
teras of our y <i 5 of ,  X. a ae eGministration. There's no 
question about ate ottenpend to beck away from that. 


Q You say we can expect probably a Philippines aid 
package this week? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. Yes. 

Q Can you give us a hint? 

Q Like when or how such? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: A couple of days. 


Q Could you tell us a little bit about the format in 
which the views of the ASEAN nations are going to be explained? 
We're not — to see any of this, 1 gather. This is just a private 


meeting? Ho speeches?’ 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, there say be some 
statements made, but the -- it will be a private seeting, yes. But, 
you know, I mean, the ASEAN -- well, of course, the President will 
meet with President Soeharto alone. And then he will seet with the 
ASEAN foreign ministers together for a fairly long period of time. 


Q How long is that scheduled? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don’t know -- about an 
hour-and-a-half -- something like that. And then the Secretary -- 
Secretary Shultz will meet with each one of them privately -- with 
the ASEAN foreign ministers. And then, of course, the President will 
meet with Vice President Laurel. 


Q What is the format for the foreign ministers’ 
meeting with the President? Are they each going to have remarks, or 
is it an informal chat? ‘ 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We're not quite sure 
about how that's actually going to work out yet, but we're working 
that out. 


Q Was this meeting called ~ pete towne | for che purpose 
so that the foreign ministers could seet with Reagan 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, no. They were going 
to have it anyhow. 











. In Bali? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. It was a 10th 
anniversary of some sort. 


MR. DJEREJIAN: One or two more questions before we zo0ve 


2 That's it. 
MR. DJEREJIAN: Okay. Good. Thank you very much. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'11 pick up on the 
political side of the Tokyo summit. And this is ay first summit, so 
I wrote down some features of it that I thought might be helpful to 
you as we establish the context and the issues. For those of you 
who've been through this before, this is all old hat. 






i$ ior 3 as a result, the discussions are informal and 
there's no effort to reach decisions. Each leader is free to bring 
up whatever he wants. And it's to be expected that the issues that 
come up in these informal political discussions over lunch and dinner 
are those that are topical for the day. So I think it's fair to say 
that, at least looked at now from here today, the lik i 






, then 
ng arou ’ ppose we could p ck out any Senbes of 
regional -- at least regions in which there's an interest. 





And there would probably be, as there has been in the 
past, some brief discussion on controlling international narcotics 
trafficking. 


On East-West relations, I think that, again, there are 
sort of two things that stand out as likely to be the focal point of 
the discussion. The first is comparing assessments on the Soviet 
leadership, Soviet foreign policy after the 27th Party Congress. And 
then, besides President Reagan, some of the other leaders are 
expecting to see Mr. Gorbachev this year, and that'll give them a 
chance to consult on the approaches that they're each taking to these 
forthcoming sessions. 


Q Can you name who you know -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The two that I know are 
Mitterrand and, I believe, Craxi. 


Q They're going to the Soviet Union? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I should -- I'm a little 


uncertain on the Italian one. Mitterrand, this would be a reciprocal 
visit for the one to Paris last year, so -- going to go Moscow. 








Italy, I'm not certain whether Gorbachev is going to Rome 
or Craxi is going to Moscow. Sut those are the other two leaders, I 
know, are having meetings with hia. 


On terrorism, again I think it's important, as you sure 
would all agree, to have some consultations on responses to terrorism 
among this group, but I would underline that these are discussions 
and the whole idea would be to lay some ground work for sore 
cooperation in other international organizations -- I mean, there's 
ICAO and the International Maritime Organization and groups like 
that. And, certainly, Libyan support for terrorism will be 
discussed. So, those -- I think that's the main stuff I just wanted 
to get out before we took questions. 


Q Well, the way you divided economic and political -- 
I'm not sure terrorism is that easily divisible. Before we took upon 
ourselves the policy of bombing Libya, our approach was to try to get 
the allies to support the U.S. with economic sanctions. And we all 
know that their reluctance aight have a little to do with their vast 
business dealings with Libya. But is there something in this summit 
that the President can accomplish so far as getting the allies to 
apply economic pressures? Or is that pretty auch given up now in 
favor of the military policy? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think that -- you're 
right to point out that some of these issues are both political and 
economic and where they arise is artificial, and that's the same as 
my standing up here and trying to say what leaders will talk about 
when, in fact, the feature of the summit over the years has been the 
informal discussion among ieaders who decide for themselves what it 
is they want to talk about. And I would expect that the thrust there 
on terrorism certainly would be, in whatever forum it comes up, to 
try to talk about areas in which we can cooperate -- and we have the 
Gecisions yesterday of still another meeting of the éc, taking more 
steps on the economic and political side. So, I think that you can 
—- predict that we will be trying to urge gore collective 
efforts. 


Q Including in the economic area? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, I should think so. 
I don't want to predict too much because the discussions are informai 
and don't have the purpose of reaching agreement. aut, certainly, we 
have been saying all along that it’s important to take on the 
economic dimension of terrorism and that it ought to be possible to 
have an impact on the economic side. 


Q Taking another side of the terrorism issue in 
economics, but a little more indirect, there's a report today that in 
an effort to try to rebuild relations with the Arab world, 
post-Libya, that the President is going to be pushing a Marshall Pian 
for the Mideast at Toxyo. 


SENIOR ADMINIafRATION OFFICIAL: I haven't seen the 
report, but certainly we would expect the Middle East to be a subject 
at Tokyo and the Middle East, in all of its dimensions -- the peace 
process, the day-to-day situation there, and I wouldn't be surprised, 
at all, if in that context you got economic -- but I don't have that 
report that you're talking about. 


Yes? 


Q To what extent is the profile cé the whole issue of 
terrorism being raised at the summit, as opposed to the originai 
pianning sessions that you had? I mean, is it now taking a much more 
dominant role in the discussions? Is it really, in a sense, the key 
subject of the sumait? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I wouldn't want to say 
from today with the summit still a couple of weeks off what is going 














to be the issue. I's comfortable saying as I did at the outset that 
I can see at least two areas of broad concern that the leaders have 
talked about before: East-West relations and arms control, and 
terrorism -- and, certainly, before they've also done narcotics 
trafficking. Wow, those three I feel quite comfortable with. I 
wouldn't want to choose among them because, again, they get in the 
room and they decide for themselves what they want to discuss. 


Q The President mentioned yesterday that one of the 
possible areas of cooperation would be improved intelligence 
gathering -- pooling of information. But what are some of the other 
areas where the United States would like to see progress with the 
aliies in cooperation? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, there are a number 
of areas that I suppose you could put under the rubric of countering 
terrorism where we could see the prospect. I mentioned, for example, 
coordination in international organizations -- the maritime 
organizations or the aviation organizations where international 
regulatory regimes sight have some changes written into them. There 
is intelligence cooperation, as you said. There's the economic -- 
the whole world of economic concerns that was mentioned earlier. 
There's general security -- what are the procedures for providing -~ 
the techniques for providing the best kind of security. 


It's on several levels of different kinds of expertise, 
and across these broad categories. And then every one of thes, I 
think it can be said that collective action is preferrable, even 
though there are occasions when a country will decide to act alone. 
So, it will be in that area of iooking for opportunities for 
collective action. Sut again, don't look for specific agreements 
coming out of Tokyo, because it isn't that kind of a meeting. 


Q When you mention aviation, do you mean denying 
landing rights -- provisions for that kind of action? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It can range all the way 
from that, which is rather broad and international to, say, the 
exchanges of information among technical experts on how you provide 
for various forms of airport security. That -- it's that broad. 


Yes? 


Q While you're ruling out no agreements, is it iikely 
that you sight have some kind of a statement at the end? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Weil, there have oeen 
Statements at previous summits and that's a decision for the heads of 
government to make. 


Q Are you saying that in fact the U.S. is not even now 
seeking a political statement coming out of the summit and that, in 
fact, the U.S. would not like to see -- not looking to see at east 
some general statement on terrorism included in there? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, i'm not saying that 
at all. What I'm saying -- 


Q ~~ I assume that that's what is going on? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm saying -~ a8 a 
upper-reaches-of-the-mid-level bureaucrat, that I'm not going to 
predict what the leaders will decide to do when they get there. 
Certainiy, there's been a lot of work done on what kinds of things 
they might discuss. Again, I've mentioned East-West reiations and 
the rest. 


Also, the general theme of the summit is coming out of, 
the economic side and this whole description of these seven 
countries, which are the market-oriented countries, and what they 








have produced and what open societies and democracies and that kind 
of thing -- can produce. So, there's a ict of work going on that is 
not just om the political agenda that could weil produce a statement. 
But, that's for them to decide and it would be perilous for ge to 
predict what they decide not to do. They've had thes before. 





- 12- BEST Copy AVAILABLE 


Q Yes, I know, Sut this isn‘t something that just 
happens in Tokyo. A lot of things go on. And what I's asking now is 
isn’t, on the political side, isn't there an effort on the part of 
the United States to get a political statement and isn't that effort 
also -- doesn't that effort also include an effort to at least get a 
general statement on terroriss? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I've been an outsider on 
these things before, and when you put the question that way, I -- 
what comes to ay wind is the classic picture of the United States 
going around to all seven capitals and saying we've got to have a 
statement and this is what we want in it, and that is not happening. 


Q I*m talking about the Sherpas -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, but the Sherpas 
just are arranging the whole schedule on the economic side as to what 
-- what do you discuss at this time, what are the kinds of things 
that you want to do. Sut I do want to get away from the notion that 
we're out there with a list of druthers we're checking off to see if 
we can get because that isn't happening. 


There coulc well be a statement. There has been before. 
Even Williamsburg, I'm told, everybody went off saying, well, we're 
mot going to have a statement, anc then everybody stayed up until 
3:00 or 4:00 in the morning and produced a statement. 


Q Well, &t think what we're concerned about is the 
possibility the administration low-balling on this issue. Last year 
the administration got itself out front on, for example, the question 
for a date on a new GATT round. It failed to get that and that was 
-- the result to some it seemed in that area at least as a failure. 
The question is now, this year, is the administration trying to 
downp.ay, perhaps, what it would like to get out of this summit so 
that, in fact, what -- when we're there, this statement will almost 
magically appear and -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, no. I'm just trying 
to protect myself from predicting what the -- 


Q Well, it seems to me -- 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, no. Wo, no. And I 
can't imagine even on the agenda -- as I say, the United States isn't 
pushing the subject of ciscussing terrorism. Events are aakings 
certain -- I'm confident that everybody going to Tokyo is going to 
want to discus« cooperation on terrorism. But then how it -- 


C -- from all that you've said, the President himse :f 
is pushing it. He did yesterday in an Associated Press interview. 


Q When you say don't look for a specific agreement -- 
Q Thanks, Bod. 
Q -- are you applying that to the economic summit? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, I wouldn't dream of 
getting into the world of the Sherpas, which I barely understand. 


Q You, too? (Laughter.) 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I've just mastered Ec 
enlargement. I don't know Sherpas. 


Q You mentioned arms control as well as East-West 
relations. What do you think will be on the agenda on arms control? 
Will Mr. Rowny have completed his consultations on SALT before the 
summit and wilt that still be an issue? 
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SZEHIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: As I understand the 
schedule of consultations, they probably would be completed Sefore 
then. Sut there’s also the return to the next round of talks in 
Geneva which starts a couple of days after the summit concludes. So 
I would expect the whole range of where do we -- where are we going 
in Geneva; undoubtedly, some sharing of ideas; perhaps what does 
Gorbachev mean by some of these new proposals that are out -- coming 
out of his statements in connection with the East German Party 
Congress; the review of the situation in Stockhola and Vienna -- 
perhaps not in detail, but certainly to be mentioned; anc if there 
are any themes left from the consultations now going on, that sight 
come up. t 


Q Well, are we going to see a final -- the final 
decision on SALT II announced while the President's in Tokyo? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I honestly don't know. 
I know that the consultative process is starting, as was said 
yesterday. When it will end and when announcements will be made, I 
just don't have that for you. 


Q To go back to terrorism, you don't want to make 
predictions, but tell us about now. Is there any country -- any of 
these countries dead-set -- and, of course, France would be one I 
have in mind to ask about -- are any of these countries dead-set 
against a statement on terrorism at this point? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm not aware of any. 
But the question hasn't come up that way because nobody's -- 


Q Well, I think if they didn't want the -- 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes -- 


Q -- seven to say anything about terrorism, they'd let 
it be known by now. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, I don*t get thet at 
all. I spent last week in Zurope trying to get this list of issues 
and the like organized so that these few opportunities, which are 
quite race, aren't wasted. And I had no sense at all that people 
Gon't want to discuss terrorism and if the heads wanted to come out 
with @ statement, I wouldn't expect that to emerge as an issue at 
all. 


Yes. 


Q On the same topic, is the Presicent expected to 
propose a set of measures on combatting terrorism? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: When you use the word 
propose, you suggest offering up for agreement there. And let me 
simply say that I would expect our sice, the President for us, the 
other leaders who come all to have in mind perhaps preferred courses 
of action. We've even got the EC stuff from yestercay. But in order 
to reach agreement there in Tokyo, no, we aren't looking for 
agreements in Tokyo. 


Q Is the President going to face a political or 
diplomatic or protocol problem with the French, with Mitterrand and 
Chirac -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don’t think go, no. 


2 Will he be meeting Mr. Chirac? Will both 
participate in some way? :, 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It isn't clear. I 
uncerstand they're both planning to attend at some point anc if -- to 
the extent that there's a question, I think it 





would be for the organizers, but it isn't a problem for us. 


Q Do you think that there is any risk that the 
Prec ident will be put somewhat on the defensive on the question of 
tert scism in that some of the European allies have differences on new 
supports against Libya? Do you think that would be one of the topics 
discussed when they discuss terrorisa? 


’ SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think that the 
question of the use of force as & seans to counter terroriss 
undoubtedly will come up. But sy sense, reading things over the last 
few days and being in Europe last week, was that where there are 
differences -- and perhaps there always will be differences -- there 
is no desire to way those produce divisions, either within the group 
of the summit seven or within the alliance. It is simply to say, 
well, you do some things and we do others, but we all agree these are 
the available courses of action. 


Q You may have said this, but for the purpose of the 
President's bilaterals, how is he going to handle the France 
situation? Is he going to meet separately with Chirac and Mitterrand 
or together or what? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't know. Just a 
moment and let se see. I lost somebody who was here with se. I 
Gon't bow he is going to do that. I'll try to find out and let 
somelody know over here, but I just don't know. And some of the 
bilateral dates -- the bilaterals aren't yet on the calendar because 
we art having trouble with timing, but I'll give Ed a call and let 
you all know. 


Q Can we get that on the record? (Laughter.) 
Q Next week? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, two weeks from now. 
(Laughter .) 


Q After the summit. 


Q You said just @ moment ago on the subject of 
terrorism, we are not looking for agreements out of Tokyo. The 
President yesterday, as I recall, flatly stated, we are looking for 
some sort of agreement on how to handle this coming out of Tokyo. 
I'm sorry I's confused. 


Q I'm sorry he's confused. (Laughter.) 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't know what -- 
Q Can you clear that up. There is -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: <-- he had in mind, but 
we are not going to Tokyo looking for something that says, “The 
summit seven agreed today that hereafter they will act in the 
following way.” We just aren't looking for that kind of thing. 


You say find the leaders sighing that in their discussion 
they identified a range of things, but again choosing not even to 
record that. It was an answer to an earlier question. I just don't 
know how they want to handle it. 


Certainly -~- I mean, it follows, you don't sake a trip 
that long to go off there and not arrive at some kind of an 
understanding -- either the appreciation of the threat of — 
an appreciation of the range of things that are open to you, an 
appreciation of the range of differences, say, between how the United 
States would deal with things and how the EC twelve sight deal with 
things. But that comes up short of the sense that I get in your 








guestion of, say, the summit seven heads of government today agreed 
that -- And I -- there is certainly no indication that's what we're 
looking for. ° 


Q So what you're saying, you can't get a deal, right? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We're not looking for a 
deal. 


Q Wouldn't it look terrible at the end of this if 
there was no statements -- 


MORE 
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kind of picking your brain here -- I understand your position, but 
after this summit seven with terrorism a major world issue, at least 
from our point of view, and there is no statement, wouldn't we be 
justified in writing there was a failure to come to an agreement? 
That‘s why I think we're all asking about the plan for some sort of 
statement. It almost seems obvious. 





SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, it does. And it 
seems also, since, you know, you don't get seven leaders together in 
Tokyo and have them taiking for two or three days and not produce 
something. And, certainly, in recent years, they have produced 
statements on varicus political issues. I just don't know what 
they'll choose to do on this one. And your judgment, if there is or 
isn’t one, would have to be yours. 


I don*t want to have to come back here, you know, in 
three months and have somebody say between wry answer to your question 
and to an earlier one, I have fallen into understating in order to 
describe a large victory. I‘m just trying to be as fair as I can 
that -- there have always been statements in the past and the leaders 
will decide whether this is going to be one now. And the obvious 
topics are the leaders of the democracies, East-West relations, 
terrorism and things of that sort. 


I have a meeting, Ed, upstairs. If -- I could take a 
couple more questions if I can -- 


MR. DJEREJIAN: -- have one or two moré? 


Q Do you think -- excuse me -- that the expansion of 
the EC to include Spain and Portugal ‘s going to -- and the bad 
feelings that that has produced on the trade fund, do you think 
that's going to filter down and create some political problems for 
the United States in dealing with some of these other issues? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You mean at-the summit 
or just generally? 


Q At the summit, right. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I would say, given the 
limited amount of time on such subjects as terrorism; East-West 
relations; the Middle East was raised earlier; Asia, because the 
President will be coming from ASEAN and, certainly, the Japanese as 
hosts are going to have a particular, I think, desire to make sure 
there's an Asian content, it's going to be very hard to start adding 
another issue like EC enlargement. But I'm -- I mean, even as part 
of the political backdrop to the discussion, I think the terrorism is 
going to be plenty enough here. 


Q Well, there seems to be a growing trade war there 
and I just wondered if -- even though they wouldn't discuss that 
particular issue -- if the hard feelings that were created by that 
issue would be a barrier to reaching other areas of accord? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I wouldn't describe it 
as “hard feelings.” The sense that there's a very complicated and 
possibly very costly issue in front of us is very much there. But I 
don't expect it, as I say, in this short time, when they're supposed 
to be eating lunch as well as discussing these things, that something 
as detail oriented as EC enlargement is going to be a major factor. 


Undoubtedly, on the economic side, it will -- where they 
have more time, more structured agenda that it would be there. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 


END 10:44 A.M. EST 
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MR. DJEREJIAN: If you will take your seats now we will 
start with this briefing. It is ON BACKGROUND, and we'll be passing 
out the President's speech at the beginning of the briefing. 
Attributable to senior administration official. 
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owth of the practice of freedom and democracy in various forms all 
around the world, particularly prominent here in this hemisphere, but 
so in others as well. 


In addition, we see, from the economic stancpoint, a low 
an increasingly apparent conviction in 








see the term structure of interest rates flattening. In other words, 
we see the long rates coming down comparable to the short rates. 


So we see a picture with the fallen oil prices, which in 
many countries practically amounts to a major tax cut. And we see a 
picture that basically is a potentially buoyant one. So under these 
circumstances I think the meeting has a very gooc setting and the 
objectives of the meeting, of course, are to reinforce these trends, 
to examine how in the trading system, the financial system, the . 
inéividual-country economic programs, the oppe-tunities that are in 
front of us can be realized. 

On the political side, of course the Cast-West relations 
are always a preoccupation, and that will receive a lot of attention, 
I am sure, and there will be a security statement, as it traditional. 
And obviously, if you say what is the threat currently in the 
political situation, I think you would have to say terrorism. And 
I'm sure that we will have a lot of discussion of that. There may be 
a statement. But I think the basic attitude that we carry into it -- 
and from talking with friends around the world, they carry into it -- 
that it is past time for issuing statements anc it's time to 
concentrate it on what people are going to do. And there is a lot 
being done. 


So this is a few background comments and I'll take 
questions. 


Q Would you expect that this statement on terrorism, 
if there is one, to specify some things that the allies will agree to 
do? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think the people are 
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making statements about actions that they are taking or intead to 
take and I think most of the important actions are probably sot in 
view, and desirably so. One of the things that impresses me the sost 
these days is the sharp improvement in our intelligence capacity, and 
in the ability we have to interchange that intelligence, and we're 
able to abort a lot of these terrorist incidents. 


So that kind of thing will be talked about and werked on 
and that is continuing what we have been doing. So I personally 
wouldn't think it desirable to have a statement that has a lot of 
explicit actions listed. 


Q Is it your view, eae. that -- Go ahead. 


| . GEE <° you think there is any chance that 
the allies would take that additional step and agree to economic 


sanctions? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You mean on Libya? It 
remains to be seen what they will decide they want to do. There has 
been, I think, by now a very widespread firm conviction that Libya is 
@ cesponsible party for terrorism. Nobody argues that point at all. 
AnGc we also see steps being taken -- things being done about it. Now 
whether economic sanctions will turn out to be one of those things 
remains to be seen. But there is a very significant end perceptible 
movement in opinion and actions. 


Q But are those things significant enough when they 
Still fall short of cutting the really substantial economic ties that 
our European allies have with Libya? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We would like to see the 
economic ties cut, but whether that takes place or not, I don't know. 
It is, I think, important to see the clarity of opinion and the 
Clarity of movement. 


¢ Is it your view, GRMN that the U.S. action 
on April .4tr nas done more than gotten the attention of the allies, 
tnat it hes convinced them that we are willing to act alone if 
necessary? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It has, among other 
=hings, oeer & demonstration tnat the United States is preparec to 
use military force under certain circumstances. That is @ very 
important point to get registered. It has certainty deen an 
important parc of the process I was talking about and we have seen 


since our action ance since they -- people 
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realize that it was coming -- we have seen some definite moves on the 
part of Europeans, in particular. We also see a tremendous 
intelligence effort to find out what the various Libyan Peoples’ 
Bureaus are doing in action as a result of that intelligence effort 
-- that's very welcome. So, we do see a lot of motion and just what 
the situation may be in Libya, we're not too sure, but obviously it's 
had some iapact there. 


Q Do you have any information about reports of Qaddafi 
having to share power now in Libya? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I‘ve seen those reports, 
but I don't have anything to add. 


Q Do you have any comment on their apparent order to 
Western newsmen from certain countries that they can either ieave the 
country or be confined to their hotel but not work there? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: #eil, I think that's 
something that our news people shouid ponder. It's always too bad 
when access to information is cut off. 


Q (Laughter.) Anywhere it happens? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Anywhere it happens. 
Q Teil Larry Speakes. 

Q Can we quote you? 


SENIOR ADAIWISTRATION OFFICIAL: As long as the 
information is not classified. (Laughter.) 


Q I see. (Laughter.) 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: all right. Go ahead, 
Sarah. 


Q Do you -- it would seem very improbable that we did 
not have some Libyans in this country who are bent on terrorism, in 
view of all that's happened. Why don't we expel these peopie? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: wWeli, there are various 
reasons. First of ali, we have no quarrel with the Libyan people. 
It's the -- 


Q Well, now -- 


_ SEAIOR AvmINISTRATION OFFICIAL: dils you let me answer 
your question? 


It's the Libyan government and the terrorist activities 
that they are perpetrating that we have a quarrel with. Now, Qaddafi 
has hit squads around the world going after Libyans, living in other 
countries, because they oppose hia. 


As far as those in the United States are concerned, 
obviously we keep track, but they are mostly students and I think 
that we have to remember there's going to Libya after Qaddafi. And 
if people are here and they get exposed to us and our ‘system and our 
Outlook, and educated here, and go back to Libya, under some 
circumstances that may turn out to be a good thing. But I'm only 
emphasizing that our quarrel is not with the Libyan people. 


Q Well, sir, in following up on that, I would remind 
you that we had an awful lot of Iranian students in here at one time 
too and they weren't all pleasant -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We watch people in 
various categories very carefully. I think -- and, knock on wood as 
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we all must, our record in dealing with terrorism is a pretty good 
one. 


Q Sir, when the President spoke in the Ovai Office 
after the raid, he talked about, “We'll do it again if necessary." 
Since that time, there has been apparent Libyan involvement and other 
terrorist acts -- the shooting cf the U.S. diplomat in Sudan, the 
arrest of some people in Turxey -- what is it going to take? de're 
told it's not going to be a tit-for-tat kind of situation, but what 
is your feeling of what it will take for the U.S. to use force again 
against Libya? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: What we hi.’2 shown is 
that we will use force under certain circumstances. And, beyond 
that, I think it is well for us not to have any comment or try to 
describe the circumstances. 


| -Q Well, sic, what else can you tell us about what the 
President said was encouragement from some allies that there be more 
of an all-out action, or major action, against Libya? 


S2NIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I think that 
basically says it all -- that there are some who counsel, if you're 
going to do anything, do something very big, and others who have a 
different opinion. There's a spectrum of opinion out there. And the 
process of discussion is going on -- the point of it though is that 
what people are discussing is what to do about Libyan terrorisa. 
They're not discussing whether there is Libyan terrorism. They're 
pare oy what to do about it. So, we're discussing the right 
question. 


Q Since this is going to be an economic suam@it, not to 
change the subject, but some of the allies may ask you whether the 
Libyan sanctions, the economic sanctions, have done anything. Anat 
are you going to tell them? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The economic sanctions 
that we imposed have undoubtedly been some burden on Libya. sowever, 
in order for sanctions to be truly effective, they need to be imposed 
as a generality by all the countries who are trading with Libya. 
That's obvious. 


We felt that it was important to iay down our marker, 
even though we recognize that it took joint action to be genuineiy 
effective. And so, that is the situation. 


Actually, I think that the Libyan economic situation is 
very fragile right now -- in part because of our sanctions, out more 
because of the sharp drop in the price of 011 which means that the 
Elow of foreign exchange coming into Libya is less than the cost of 
their normai flow of imports. And they have no credit standing 
around the world. So they are in a vuinerable position and if they 
were hit with general economic sanctions, I think i. would be quite 
effective. 


Q Can you point to anything specific then that's 
resulted from our sanctions? I mean, we still have what -- about 
5,000 people there? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. The numbers of 
Americans we estimate are considerably below that. We don't have a 
precise number, but it's way below that. Transactions between 
ourselves and Libya have basicaly stopped. There's no trade. We are 
trying to devise a system whereby our oii companies and others who 
have contracts, where if they just walked away from them, what you 
would wind up doing is giving Qaddafi a windfali. we don't want to 
do that if we can help it, so we'd like to untangle that in a way 
that does as such damage as possible. So, we're working on that. 
But there has been a definite shift. 
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Q@ Sir, you mentioned, as we know, there will be a 
Libya after Qaddafi. How soon do you think we'll see a Libya after 
Qaddafi? (Laughter.) 


SERIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't have any 
speculation on that. 


Q Do you have hopes it might be within a matter of 
weeks or sonths? 


Q Hours. 


SENIOR ADM] eWTION OFFICIAL: I don’*t want to comment 
on that. 


Q If the. ~ Some power sharing going on with the 
military, is that necwcearily a positive sign? Do we have any sense 
of how the silitary would guide the country if they were sharing 


power? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We know that there are 


elements 
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in the ailitary who are quite dissatisfiec with Qaccafti. And I 
suppose if a situation ezerges where he is sharing power, that is a 
statement that at Least there are some people around who question 
whether it's @ good idea for him to be all powerful in the Libyan 
scene. So -- but those are interpretive reaarks about reports that 
are not verifiec reports as far as I'm concernec. 


Q #ill you try and do you expect to get any kine of 
statement on joint economic action at the summit against Libya? 


SENIOR ADHINISTRATION OFFICIAL: { would doubt shat 
I think, again, the point is 
not what people say r t now, it’s what they do. And that's what we 
want to talk about. And, as a matter of fact, in some respects, the 
less you say, the better. 


Q There's been comment made that one of the things 
that is needed in acdition to economic action jointly against Libya 
is improved intelligence anc police coordination. Can you be sore 
specific? What types of things would the United States like to be 
seeing happen cooperatively on that front that's not happening now? 


- SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I think that < lot 
is happening, as I said. And it's moving very well. 


Q So you're satisfied with what we've got? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATICN OFFICIAL: ‘Jell, no. We are trying 
to improve our capabilities in all Cimensions anc we have fs lent, of 
room 0 go, not only with Libya but on terrorism generally. Sut I 
think a great deal of headway has been aadce. 


I don’t want to try to chcracterize in specific Jetai: 
particular intelligence capabilities that we seex. I think that 
would Se counterprocuctive. 


¢ Will the President be using his bilateral talks witha 
particularly the French leaders to express concern or take thes <6 
task for their cecision not to iet us over-iiy their airspace? 


SENIOR ADI:INISTRATICN OFFICIAL: ‘se have had a 
disagreement with them about thet. We made a reguest ane the, ceniec 
it. And so that’s -- that is something that happenec. And we've 
expressed ourselves, the;'ve expressec the se_ves. 


Mowever, we need to cememter tiuat the French have 
taken strong action cyainst terrorism withia Trsoace. The; Lave 
expressed their readiness to work cooperatively, with us and otlers on 
the subject. And what wc want to co now is ook forward anc get ato 
place as effective measures as we can. Ané we'r? going <5 work with 
tne French on that. i've no coutt that there will ce a little 
back-and-forth on that subject, out there's no point in spending alt 
your time arguing about whether they should or ssoulcn't have Jone 
that. The point is to get effective things into place for the 
future. 


Q Well, to cate, has the J.S. government receives what 
you consider to be an aceguate explanation of why France made the 
decision it did? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: They have their reasons 
whether we think that they should have granted those rights. And 
they think they shouldn't. And they have reasons and we have 
reasons. So we haven't come to an agreement. They haven't changed 
their mind and we haven't changed ours. However, that doesn't aean 
that we can't work with France on terrorism. Xe do it ail the tine, 
and have and intend to continue doing so. And that's the basic 
thrust. 


Everyone recognizes that this is a major problem with 
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international dimensions. it has Libyan among other connections. 
And it's important that we co something about it and we're going to 
be more effective if we do something on a coordinatec oasis. All of 
that is Dasically agreec and we go forward from there. And I think, 
basically, those points I made are important ones. 


Cc Do you expect to be able to report any progress in 
preparations towards a summit at the economic summit in Tokyo? A 
summit with the Soviets. 


SCMIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: To report at the 
ic summit progress toward the Soviet summit. (['sg gure that. 
“ > * Anc 
rs are splat = a sesttie _emeek pi -haake is BFSEAALING- 
re ace discussion of an Italian visit. There are a whole host of 
interac’'ions -- we're having seetings of various kinds with the 
Soviets. So we'll discuss all of this. 










As far as we're concernec, it's not mysterious or it's 
all perfectly open. ‘We are prepared to roll up our sleeves anc go to 
work on all of the issues that are involved in U.S.-U.S.5.a. 
relations. And the Soviets, at this point, have stepped away from 
the — meeting, which was an important agarker in that 
regard. 


We're sorry they've done that and we think that the 
reason given -- namely, the U.S. strong action against terrorism -- 
is not @ very yoo’ reason. In fact, it's a lousy reason. They ought 
to be joining us in fighting terrorism. 30, nevertheless, we're 
reacy ctor a continuation of this process. Anal whether it will hazszeo. 
or not is something you Save to ask the Soviets, not me. 


“AR. DJEREJIAN: Two sore questions. 


2 You mean you're still off track with you anc 
Shevarcnadze? 


SONIOR ADNINISTRATICN OFFICIAL: There has been no 
further developments since they told us that they didn’t think it was 
appropriate at this time, or woreés to that effect. 


S Uave some of tue reports of Syrian connection in 
some of the recent terrorist attacks affectec at al. our emphasis on 
Libya as the sole culprit in what's going on? 


SNIOR ADMINISTRATION CFFICIAL: We nave never saic thst 
Libya is the sole culprit. We have saic Libya is a culprit, anc a 
Clear culprit anc on a ome-spreac Dasis. And so we've taken some 
action. And I hope others take a look at that action. 


2 <Are there -- I mean, in our view <= there have oeecn 
some reported Syrian links to one of the people arrested in Cermany. 
In our view, are there other nations, regimes responsible other than 
Libya for the most recent incicents? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I cali your attention 
to the fact that Syria and Iran are both on our terrorist list. 


Q Do you think that the allies -- 


MR. DJEREJIAN: One last question here. Gerald, Geral 
~~ he's had his hand up a long time. That's the last question. 


CQ Can you comment or give us your assessment of how 
the President's relationship now has evolved with the otver allied 
leaders at this point? Do you think he's in a stronger position than 
he was in 3onn or what? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, the President is 
in a very good position from the standpoint of the United States 
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which be represents. ‘We save a strong econosy; Sad a robust 
recovery. Our inflation is down, our interest rates are down. 

People were complaining the dollar was too high. That's not so easy 
to complain about right now. Some are beginning to complain it's too 
low, a3 we predicted they would if it changed. 


But, at any cate, the J.S. is in a good position and the 
President's personal acquaintance with the other leaders is a strong 
one. His personal relationships are good so he goes there in a good 
position. 


Q Can I just follow on that? 
MR. DJEREJIAN: Thank you very auch. 


2 Do you think the allies wil: velcome the SALT 
Gecision or will they be concerned about the promise to >Sreak out 
when it's ailitarily -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The allies are being 
consulted abcut the interiz or straight decision. And they wanted to 
be consulted so the; are being consulted. And their views will 
become known to us when our consultants get Sack and tell us those 
views. 


THO PRESS: Thank you. 


END 10:25 A.ii. 237 
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SY 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL 


April 23, 1986 
The Sriefing Room 


19:26 A.M. EST 


MR. OJERDJIAN: If you'll cemain in your seats, we'll 


proceed with the next background briefing, ON BACKGROUND again. The 
backgrounder will be It's attributable to a senior 
administration official. Wo break. Wo break. We're going cight on. 


MR. ROUSSEL: Yes, mo filing dDreak here, because we've 
got to move on. Also, those in the pool, those traveling in the pool 
with the President to the Chamber should assemble at the south doors 
-- at the 3riefing Room at 10:40 a.a. 


This briefing is ON BACKGROUND, attributable to a senior 


administration official for your information UE The briefer is 


SENIOR AOMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I want to say a word or 
two adout =ne economic issues that se are going to adéress at the 
Summit. I sncerstanc the Secretary of State has covered the 
politica. issues. 


i think we ought to start out Sy acknowledging the fact 
that the President starts -- enters this summit in @ very strong . - 
_ position -- © heard the last question to the Secretary of State. . Zhe 





7 i : : th nv ironmen' ° ce 
ve ceclined sharply. Summit country inflation | t its iowes' 
Revel since 1967, interest rates are down and exchan Les - 


Despite the short-term -- this positive short-tera 
Outlook, I think it's obvious that there are some problems that 
remain and there are problems that will be addressed at the sumait. 


Those probleas are e, the Conksnu snd Larae 
on e 


apan on the other, the 






There are four areas in particular that I think will be 
highlighted in terms of tne economic discussion at the summit. And 
they are: first, strengtnening the performance of summit econonies, 
secondly, improving growta in the developing countries and the Loc 
debt problem, ti.idly, strengtnening the international trading 
system, anc fourthly, improving international economic cooperation, 
particularly in the field of monetary matters. . 


Now, maybe I better stop there anc invite your questions. 


d avy are you wearing an eye chart on your tie? 


~ what is the overall theme problem with the summit 
countries? is it coming out of cecession? Every year, there is some 
particular theme. Oo you have one this year? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, the theme, I 
think. is that the environment for economic growth, sustained 
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economic growth, is wery good. and the “ehh. * af you , 
will, ace blowing secross the globe act y S Tictietin ces 
economically. The President will be mak thet point in his 

to the Chamber of Commerce later this gorning. You'll ell be . 


. Q You're not asking any country to step up growth? 
ou're -- 


- SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: teswe_ace..| to, ro, no. 
em number one that mentioned was str theni 
summit economies, and we're -- — —o eatin 


2 Let me cephrase ay question. Within that ites, 
strengthening performance means what, specifically? 







SENIOR ADMINISTAATION OFFICIAL: 


get ceement or & comsi -C ren o> 
ee Dart Of Germany ang J32an a8 growth in the Jn 


— * _— * 















ted States tends to 


Yes. 


© QHD sce you planning on imposing any sort 
of new international monetary conference, or -- how far is the Jnited 
States prepared to go on the exchange rate question? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The question of an 
international monetary meeting or conference is one that has « 
deadline of December. The President's request to me was to consider 
whether or not we ought to heave a sore ané that's all. That was 
the sum and substance of the request, he's put a deadline on se 
of December, and I expect to get back to him with @ recommendation by 
December. I do not dbelieve that you will see anything cdming out of 
the summit calling for an international monetary conference. 


. a= -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OTFICIAL: 3efore you would do 
that, you would want to make certain that you knew exactly what 
changes in the monetary system you wanted to accomplish in such @ 
conference, and what consensus, if any, there were behind a sove 
toward those changes. 


Yes. o. 


- Do ;ou feel that the seeming celuctance during the 
IMF meetng to go towards a conference on monetary overhaul lessens 
the possibility that other nations will support any ‘ind of 


conference on the subject? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: ‘Well, I think there's 
too much fogus on the issue of confrwence, if I may say so. The 
fourth awajor issue that I just listed for you was improved 

oa. economic cooperation, particularly in the field of 
etary. 


i There are a number of things that could perhaps be done 
that do not necessarily call for an international tery 
conference. happen to t 1 


cgop nas been Improved over the course of the past Ii menshe = 
: > dott flecal acea ang in the @scpange £Gne AfG8 @ 
ees CT eT eT? 3nased i8bek 
I think that t noe v . recut ph | 

ree on means of eniiancing international economic coor ° . 
there may be some discussion of ways in which the international i te 


monetary system might be improved. os a —, 


~ Sut if we were able to get the summit countries to focus 


_—_ 


on a mechanism for improving international economic cooperation, I 
think that would be a substantial move “in the cight éicection. 
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Toa. 

C oem ° dollar has been fall pretty 
éramatically im the last few days. Is there a point at wh the 
dollar is too low for the J.S. and sre we close to that point yet? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We do not have « target 
for the dollar. 


S Wouls you meet again, GED if necessary? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: #e_don's bave a tarcce: 





for the 





3 Can you specify what those means of greater econosic 
coordination sight be? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, I can't today. 1 
thank that hopefully we'll nhawe a -- that thece will be a discussion 
of various means at the summit. There may not be, Bart. There was 
some disinclination to get into that at IMF and Development 

‘ Committee meetings, a ' 28. ‘ 











v -- at ’ 


ji pestinas, and fox that nett De Occp lest week in Faria Bhat ¢ 
Siem Gould be improved. ‘Now the question is, Zit 


be improved or how could it be improved. 













2 Do yOu Fave proposals of your own at the suamit 
meeting? 


SINIOR ADMINISTRATION OFTICIAL: we doa't have such 
Sroposais as I stand here today talking to you, Sut I wouldn't want 
to rsle Out tne possidilisy of advancing something if we thought we 
sould make some progress. 


34835. 


e Aepresentatives of other summit countries say the 
Jnites States’ own stance on several of these international econosic 
.s8ues have shifted significantly in the last sear oc year and @ 
“Sa.f, sMCaeding the initiative on .0C Jebt anc 2180 ON the 
cooperation on monetary exchange issues. What's orought about the 
cuange in stance Sy te administration -- 


SINIOR ADMINISRATION OFFICIAL: I think there has Seen 6 
circumstances and 3 change in conditions out there. I's 
sO sute * would necessarily agree «ith sOurt characterization isat 


cuange er’ 
act 
tnece 748 oeen &@ Sea Change in po.icy. 








here we acknow. 
= when to do so woul T be bel; 





CQ Do you think, to any extent, it's the result of a 
change in personnel at the Treasury Oepartzent? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFTICIAL: I don't know. It sight 
de. 


Yes. 


2 Tne dramatic crop in oil prices -- is that a danje: 
to the world economy, especially when it comes to some debtor nations 
being able to pay back those debts? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It awakes it a lot 
tougher on oil-exporting LOCs like Mexico. We've worked -- we've 
spent some tise with both the Finance Minister and the Central 3anx 
Governor of Mexico ower the course of the past month or so. We 
believe that their situation is rr manageab.e at a price leve: 
of somewhere in the neighborhood of $1 c barrel for oil. And I 
think, today, it's somewhere around $13. or $13.20, sometuing like 
that. 


Andrea? 


Q Domesticaily, Jo you think that the crop in oil 
could reach a point where it would become a national security; probles 
for -- 


¢ It's a trap, de careful. (Laughter.) 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think we ought to 
recognise that the -- (laughter) -- I think we sught to recognize 
that the Jrop in 011 prices, general:y speaking, is going to Lesefit 
mot only the United States economy, but the worlé economy as a «hole. 
That's not to say that there is not 4 down sice. 


One of the down sides has already been sentioned here, 
ané it has to do with oil-exporting LOCs tr»at are heavily indevtec. 
Another sas to do with the domestic energy industry. ‘Je want a 
viabie, strong Comestic enersy industry as a matter of national 
security just like we want a viable agricultural sector. 


Q What co jou plan to co to improve -- 
Q There's a follow on that, if I can -- 
2 -- the domestic inJustry? 

Q cacuse me, Frank. 


SSUICA ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's one I'c like to 
answer, 30 stay with it, Frank. 


} So far, 80 good. Keep on it. 


¢ If the price falls below $12, as some have 
suggested, doesn't that become a national security issue? if it 
stabilizes at $12 or below? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo -- I don't think thst 
you can pick a dollar level or a dollar -- how long would it stay? I! 
mean you've got questions of tise, duration, and that sort of thing. 
I oand we simply »ave to recognize that on balance, it is a very 
good thingy -- mot only for our economy, but for the world 
But there's anothe. side to the sword and the other side to the sword 
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is the impact om our energy sector comestically, the impact or 
oil-exporting LDCs. 


What are we going to do to help the energy sector? 
Repeal, I*m delighted to say, the windfall profits tax or make an 
effort to do so; try and get ceregulation of natural gas, and look at 
-- give some consideration to mezsures to help us preserve zargina+ 
or stripper wells as a national asset. 


Q Would that be some kind of a tax break or -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There would be <-- there 
aze any number of sugsestions, I think, that will probably; be coming 
our way from the Hill and we're going to take a look at ail of thea. 
And they have -- they could range from eliminating the provision that 
NASA, as a major, can't tranfer a property to an independent anc iave 
the independent take depletion on it, to increasing the depletion 
allowance, and a whole wice csange of things. 


Sut we haven't made any decisions with respect to any of 
those. We'll have to subject them to the regular policy process 
here. 


°) Woulc this be wrapped up in the big tax bill or 
would this be a separate lesgislation? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: we'd have to make that 
decision as it moves 
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through the economic Posicy Council to which it will be referred. 
Q Is tax cefora dead? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo. (Laughter.) 


Q Sir, it's been seven months now since you outiined 
your plan to help bail out some of the Third World debtor nations 
and, yet, no commercial banks have yet come forward -- 


SEWIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's a wrong 
characterization. It*s not a pian to bail them out. It's a plan to 
help them help themselves. (Laughter.) 


Q I understand. Just yesterday, the managing director 
of the IMF kind of gave a speech in prodding bankers to come forth 
with this money. Will you seek a statement of support of some kind 
from the other summit? And will the President -- 






SEWIOR ADHINISTRATION OFFICIAL: 


statements of support f 


y se 
t. It's making progress at varying rates with respected different 
countries. We could go through all that litany of progress, but 
there is substantial progress, I think, being made. The one thing 
you will not see, is a country standing up and volunteering to be a 
guinea pig or to be the number one example of the program for 
Sustained growth working. They don't -- they can't put themselves 
politically in a position of having Uncle Sam suggest their economic 
policy to them. 




















Bill? 
Q Did you tell Mr. Iacocca the yen could rise to 16v? 


SENIOR ADviIWISTRALION OF FICIAL: You saw what the -- whac 
vir. Iacocca put out by way of correction, I suppose, on the wires and 
I will tela you this -- I naven't talked to ur. Iacocca since 
February the 10th. But I'd reter you to what he put out as a 
corrective statement. 


Boo? 


Q Sir, are you at ai’ concerned that with this rosey 
economic picture right now, that a lot of serious problems are yoing 
to oe avoided, swept under the rug at the summit -- for example, 
trade and, more speciticaily, agricuitural probiems? 


SEWIUR ADMINISTRATION UFFICIAL: wo. One of the sour 
subjects I mentioned as a major economic item on the agenda is trade 
and there will be, in my opinion -- there will be a full-fledged 
discussion of the problems in agricultural trade. And that's very 
healthy because, heretofore, we've never been able to get that 
surfaced as a topic for discussion. 





Q What about things like the U.S. deficit problem 
which has always been a concern and which, of course, the U.S. is 
Saying now Gramm-Rudman is making it less of a concerh, but the 
Europeans are saying, “No, not so” -- that, in fact, it’s still a -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That wiil obviousiy be 
on the table. It always has been. It's an undertaking, by the way, 
that we took on at the Plaza -- in the Plaza agreement. We continue 
to work on it. I happen to think we're making some progress. If 
nothing else, you've got sequestration at 4.3 percent on domestic and 
defense spending programs here in March. 


Yes, sir? 
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Q Sir, can you be specific about the kinds of steps 
you'd like to see Germany and Japan take to strengthen their economy? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I can do so 
without suggesting that we want to be dictating anything to ther. 
But we think, for instance, when a country like Germany is running, 
perhaps, a pagative inflation cate. and yet has 
percent, maybe they ought to give some consideration to going along 
with the on that the United States and Japan 
accomplished the day before yesterday or yesterday. 






They've got a lot of == they've got some problems with 
theic capital garkets that they couid liberalize. They cousd speed 
up their tax cuts. As far as Japan is concerned, it could take steps 
to stimulate dowsestic demand. It couid open up its markets. It 
could move on tax reform or, at least, tax reduction. They've got a 
top marginal rate of 70 percent. They've got some savings incentive 
in their law that are spectacular, in terms of 
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exempting from taxation any gaoney that you out in tne dank. 

Consequently, they are a. big, big savings nation with very low 
consumption. They could do some things -- they've also got, by the 

way, a very low inflation rate. So there are some things they could. 
Again, none of these -- we are not suggesting in any way and kind of 
pump-priming measures. And whatever is done should be done with due 
regard for the gains we've sade against inflation. 


John. : ———— 2 


Q No doubt, you'll find from Tokyo nice words on 
paper, everyone committing to fighting protectionism. And you are 
moving toward the new GATT round. Sut anything else specific you can 
get or would like to get from Tokyo to help you with the trade biils 


in Congress? 


. SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: If we can continue to 
have the Japanese move toward market-opening measures, that would be 
helpful. A recognition that the current account -- or the current 
trade imbalances are politically intolerable as far as the United 
States is concerned, and even with the exchange-rate adjustments that 
we have made, continue to be politically intolerable. I think those 
are the kinds of things we'll be focusing on. 


The major thing is to get the new round kicked off, or at 
least to move in that direction so that at a ministerial in September 
they can take action to start it, to recognize we need to have 
services including in that, we need to have investment addressed and 
we need to have intellectual property addressed. 


Q Are you going to get those? 

Q You said that the -- a list of things -- 

Q -- a change of getting those -- 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We got them at the OxcD. 


Q You've enumerated a list of thing the Japanese could 
do -~ and you used “could” in every reference. Wakasone has talked 
about things he'd like to do, but, realistically, what do you expect 
the Japanese to actually do that will help your trade picture? 


Q Say nothing. 


SEJIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: well, they've veen 
taking some steps that have helped it. They participated in the 
Plaza agreement for one thing. That's going to help it consiJderably. 
We've had yen-dollar discussions going with them for a long, long 
time. They're taking steps to liberalize their capital markets. Ané 
they're taking steps to open up their trade market. 


Q But hew great an impact will this have? 


SEWIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: [Everything you can do 
has some impact. But I just finished saying that, as things now 
stand, the deficit is politically intolerable as far as the United 
States is concerned. 


Q Last week in Paris, it has been reported that you 
were trying to lessen some of the rancor in the EC over the Spain and . 
Portugal situation and try to get, perhaps, a year delay in any 
actions or retaliations. Is that correct? And do you think this is ° 
a problem for the summit -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I didn't make any 

specific proposal about a year's delay. I think it's important that 
Nis try and lessen the rdtor because I_ think that this a Eloulturel 
‘s 


free trading system. We are dangerously close to kicking off a trade 
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war. Where they act in violation of the GATT, we retaliate and then 
they retaliate again. So, it's a very dangerous thing. And that 
will clearly be the subject of discussion at the summit. 


Q What about Stockman? What do you have to say about 
Stockman? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: He's not going to be at 
the summit. 


Q Did you tell Stockman to “get your sorry ass in 
there"? (Laughter.) 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 


END 10:45 A.M. EST 
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Office of the Press Secretary 





Vor Participants Only April 23, 1986 


The Panily Theater 
1:00 P.M. EST 


MR. BSUCHAMAN: The ground rules are these. The President 
is on the record. He'll be here about 2:00 p.m. And he will go for 
about 20 sinutes, I think. He's got opening remarks of about two 
peges, three sinutes. 


GREED 12 0% nacranousn. And he is here 
right now. will be here for first half hour, fros 1:00 p.a. 


to 1:30 p.m. And then he leaves with me to go over and visit t 
President on what we call the “pre-brief.* 


And at 1:30 p.=., GRD will be here. He also 


is OW BACKGROUND. 


And -- except what on the r -- we will have 
transcripts available in Reos 45 of what both and the 
President say, and they'll be available at about 6:30 p.s. 


So with that, we'll give you Qiu, 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL:. I think there is an 
interesting interplay visible right now between ideas and factual 
developments that sort of sets a stage for this sumsit seeting. 


In the sphere of econosics that err eet develop, 
but I‘ll just touch on, the ideas that were put rd in -- vy the 


President in Ottawa and Cancun about the iaportance of national 
economic policies to the international systes, about the need for 
economic developrgent in industrial -- let alone lower-incosge -- 
countries, for a greater orientation to the market, for a greater 
orientation to private ownership and things of that kind, so-called 
“structural developsents,” of the need for development to be able to 
enerate savings and to create an environment that will hold savings 
n the country and not having it 7 away, a6 an essential ingredient 
for investment, which is necessary if you're going to develop. 


All of these ideas have been talked about and they've 
gradually become the centerpiece. First they becase the agenda to 
alk about, and, now, I think that they're ay standard fair. And 
at the Bonn summit, if you read the comsunique, it's -- it was fairly 
much Gown that line. And at least as I sense it, in discussions of 
econosic development around, these ideas that were originally 


challenged are accepted. - 


~ ‘ 


Now, that's the idea level. The reality that as 
people have been trying to put these thoughts into ef » they have 
been working. And we're gradually seeing an unwinding here, 
dramatically right now, by changes in oil prices, changes in 
inflation rates, consequent changes in interest rates, changes in 
inflation expectations, which you see very wy Arye to the ' 
term structure of interest rates. So you see a le evolving set of 
facts about economic development that relate theaselves to tiese 
ideas that have been around. And, undoubtedly, at the econoszic 
summit, these things will be discussed. There are gigantic probless, 
obviously, debt problems, questions of how to handle our deficit 
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les, where is the trade picture headiag, protectionissz and so on. 
all have a relationship to these developsents. . 


In the strategic field, East-West, once again there are 
ideas that have been around a long tiae, the basic notion of having a 
strong U.S. and a strong alliance and strong relationships with key 
countries, such as Japan. And the interplay of that with the 

more productive East-West dialogue, that basic 

set of ideas operating principle for a long tise. And 
the heavily. I suppose sost 
Gramatically when we had the loysents in Europe of the cruise and 
Pershings. And we've seen the outcome of that and we keep getting 
tested and tested. And people are aware of this fact. And I think 
fidence that cohesion satters. And it 
be some sort of absolute, but it aatters. It matters 
. a getting the kind of outcomes that we want. And I 
think, on the whole, things are soving in broadly satisfactory ways. 
And this will be a heavy subject at the sunsit. 


take another example, terrorisa. Terrorisa is a kind 
in the kind of grey-area warfare that it represents 

» in @ sense new to us, we've had to s le with it. 

find our to recognising what it is what it 
means. And it seems to me our concept of what terrorise is and how 

th i gradually evolving and gaining. And then 

people the been coming to share the same views. And 
we see sore and more actions being put alongside the ideas. And 
while, obviously, as in two areas, we have gigantic 
problems that have to be worked at. We have gigantic leas of 
terrorism, but we have some concepts, and we're beginning to see some 


payotts. 
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There are going to be other areas talked about at the 
summit, regional problemas of various kinds for the foreign sinisters, 
the narcotics probles is sore and sore recognised as something that 
has to be dealt with and = increased attention. Sut I think 
primarily the various economic issues, the East-West issues and 
terrorism and what to do about it represent the keys. And I 
personally, at least, take some heart from the fact that we are 
seeing ideas about these subjects sore and sore articulated and we're 
able to see actions put alongside thes and at least gain sone 
confidence that what we're thinking about, in a general sense works, 
and that's encouraging. ‘ 


So, those are some opening comments about what the 
President is heading into in Tokyo and why, it seems to me, it is a 
particularly worthwhile tise for the heads of these countries to sit 
and talk to each other about these subjects because, as I at 
there's lots of work to do, but we have some broadly-shared ideas 
about how to cope with these problems and a feeling of some success. 
So we have something to build on. 


Q Soviet-American relations in the past have played a 
key role at these summits. Oo you expect that to be sore or less of 
an issue at this sumsit? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don’t know that it's 
wm iesue particularly. It's a subject. And we'll -- le will 
sant to hear from us, what we think is happening, and we'll tell 
about that. We'll want to hear from them about their own ceptions 
of devel ts in the Soviet Union and about how that will effect 
our relationships and their relationships with the Soviet Union and 
so on. I expect to have a very fruitful and rich exchange. And 
there is a lot of expertise there. for example, the new Foreign 
Minister of France is just completing his tour as Ambassador in 
Moscow and so we understand, from Art Hartman and others, that he is 
& particularly insightful analyst of the Soviet Union. So he'll be 
present and 80 on. 


I think we're seeing in the Coviet Union, in our 
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relationships with the Soviet Union, once again, the playing out of 

an idea that the President has had which I would label as no linkage. 
Te's a very fundamental notion and you can't push it too far. And we 
are somewhat inconsistent because we believe and we say to the 
Soviets that in the end they can't expect the kind of relationship 
they sight like to see as long as the human rights situation is as it 
is. So we advocate that linkage. 


On the other hand, we've been clear that linkage has 

rege limitations. And so when we are continuously pressed that 

the spirit of Geneva seans we shouldn't hit Libya, we say, “Sorry, 
there's no linkage. There's no such thing in the spirit of Geneva.” 
And so on. And I think it's so it ie and I think, 
perhaps, both sides are bevien their difficulties adjusting to it, 
but, as far as we're concerned, it's present, and it's a concept that 
we have taken on board. It is a guide to our behavior, not in any 
kind of highly pinned-down way, but in a broad sense, and I think 
basically good, from our s int, but it’s a struggle for thes 
because they expect a lot of sileage that they're not getting in 
areas vr Ay gg AD © enlielies judged on their own 
merits and put on their own 


Q Why are we knock ourselves out trying to get a 
summit seeting this year, when the iets are, seemingly, dragging «4 
foot? Doesn't this put us in a terrible negotiating pos tion? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Sot aa. SS 
posture is that we had quite a fruitful meeting in Geneva. t ny a 
gece worthwhile meeting, I think. And we eed as a result of 
t that we should have a low-on meeting in 1 and gy = in 
1967. It's useful to have them come here and us there, 
President. And we continue to think that's a geek sea. and. our 
posture is that that’s our view and we're ready to roll cur 
sleeves and go to work on all these things if the Soviet Union is. 
And for some reason, best known to thes, although you can speculate 
about it, they seem to be hesitant to re-engage with Ronald Reagan in 
the way they did at Geneva. He turned out to be a very strong 
interlocutor, carried the seeting very powerfully and I think if we 
have a meeting sometinze in 1986, most probably at this point toward 
the end of the year, it would be a good thing for us. But we're not 
a big demander. We certainly are not in any way ready to pay any 
price for it. It's something that was agreed to and we're ready for 
it, but if they're not, they're not. That's all. 











Q I was interested in your statement about we're 
beginning to see payoffs on the terrorist policy. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 


Q I want to ask, sir, if you could be a little bit 
specific on that. Is this in relation to the new attitudes of our 
European -- so-called European allies? Or is it <= you talking about 
pay offs -- where? Where are the payoffs? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There are huge payoffs 
evident in our own intelligence capabilities, in the heightened 
intelligence capabilities of our friends and allies around the world 
and in the capecity for interchange, with the cesult that we have 
lots of information that, let's say, two years we just didn't 
have, and we have quite a large number of terrorist -- I hate to call 
them “incidents” or “events” -- that didn't happen because of this. 
So, I think that’s a very positive thing. Even the Berlin disco 
bombing, we almost got that, but we didn't quite get there, but we 
got a lot of other things. So I think that's a payoff. 


I think, in terms of the Europeans, who are our allies, 
and good allies, even though we sometiaes wish they would do things 
different than they did, nevertheless, we see with them, number one, 
a clear recognition, now, everywhere, that terrorism is a major 
problem, it's international in its dizensions and it needs to be 
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fought on a collaborative, cooperative basis. 


Mumber two, we see a clear identification of Libya, not 
as the only culprit, but as a clear culprit, nobody argues with you, 


but nobody says, “Oh, gee, you don't have the evidence for this and 
that” anysore at all. ff don’t agree with us, they start out by 
saying, » I want to make it clear that I's very clear-eyed about 


Libya, but I don't like your tactic on this or that.” Sut I think 
it’s very important that that identification has been made in a ve 
clear way. 


Third, there are a number of visible actions that they 
are taking. We would wish for additional actions, but they are 
taking some actions. 


And, fourth, there are a number of less visible actions 
that I’ve alluded to when I spoke about intelligence that are 
extremely important and productive. So that's a lot of activity. 


Q But all the intelligence in the world is not goi 
to prevent attacks on Americans in Europe so long as embassies, which 
are disguised military bases are open. And Libya has been using its 
embassies to launch attacks against Americans. The Europeans would 
not take the step of closing those embassies. And yet you welcosed 
their partial step the other day. Are you ney to be pressing the 
Europeans ta close the embassies in private a little sore strongly 
than you have in public? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I‘m not ina 
position to talk about what we're doing private or what we will do 
privately or it won't be very private. But I think our view of the 
matter has been pretty clear. They have been cutting down the 
numbers of people, cutting thes down to a very low number. But 
we have made the point -- and I think it’s been taken on board -- 
that these People's Bureaus are nothing sore than little locations of 
arsenals to supply terrorists, and communications centers. So we 
think they have to be dealt with in those teras. 


Q Do you have greater concern about the role of Syria 
now in terrorism? There is a report, for example, that the boab that 
was made to try to blow up the £1 Al plane was asseabled at the 
Syrian Eabassy in London. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATON OFFICIAL: I haven't seen that 
report, but I would just take note of the fact that Syria and Iran 
are on our terrorism list, so we're well aware of the problem insofar 
as Syria's involvement's concerned. 


Q Do you have greater concern now about Syria? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, we <= obviously, I 
think that terrorisa is a problem of great concern, and the concern 
is heightened when you see it used as & weapon by a state, because of 
all the things a state can do that a -- even radical and suicidal 
group is simply not able to mount. So, of course. 


I should have put into my list -- this is not -- in some 
ways, I suppose you'd call this an accomplishsent, but it's a new 
fact. And the new fact is -- going back to Mr. Evans’ comment -- 
that the United States will use its military power, under certain 
circumstances, to get at terrorism. That's established now. It's 
important. ) 


Q Sir -- 
Q Sir -- 
Whoever spoke -- 


Q Yes, we have made known that we sought the right to 
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use French air space and that France refused -- Of whom else -- of 
what other countries did we ask the use of their air space and were 
refused -- were refused? Related to that, also, the question of 
whether France did indeed ask for stronger action by us in their 


response? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't think it's wise 
for me to get into what the leaders of France or other countries say 
have said to our various envoys that roased around and talked to 
them. I'll simply say that in the spectrua of reactions, there were 
some who thought we should not do what we were doing and others 
thought we should do more. And at least some thought that we did it 
about right. So, pete y there was a -- varying views. And it 
puts us the tion of being able to say to some people who 
thought we Go more, sort of, “Well, what do you have in sind? 
And what are you willing to contribute to that enterprise?" 





As far as request to other countries are concerned, to a 
certain extent, I think silitary planning necessities being what they 
were, the silitary have to, in a sense, recognize they're going to 
a dy Bye kK hy B.. let's not bother anymore on the 
request for overflights. We sake our plan and we go through with it. 


Q Ona different topic, what were the principal 
considerations that led to the decision on SALT II? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, there isn't any 
decision on SALT II that I know of. The President has reached some 
tentative conclusions and he has sent Asbasssdors Witze and Rowny 
talking to our allies about it and he'll beve a report back. And on 
the basis of that, he'll decide whatever it is that he decides. And 
when he has decided, he will, no doubt, ike an announcenent. 


Q Sir -- 
Q Are you going to drop there -- 


Q <= all that tentative, then? 


Q Well, what were the tentative conclusions and the 
thinking behind them that -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I will await a final 
Presidential decision and then that can be readily explained. I's 
sure it will be the sensible thing to do, whatever it is. 


Q Do you know when, sir, when it sight come, this non- 
tentative decision? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't think that the 
President has necessarily fixed on that? We expect to hear back, 
Obviously, from Nitze and Rowny by the weekend. 


Q What is your thinking for dismantling the Poseidon 
submarines in order to deploy the Trident? 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I think these 
hings over carefully and I give ay advice to the President and he 
takes it in, along with the other people's advice, and decides 
whatever be decides, and I support that. 


Q Your own department -- the State Department -- in 
backgrounding correspondence in the last couple of days has said that 
the ision is to dismantle the two orbiter Posiedons, but to 
combine that and abandon then the no-undercut policy, and that the 
President would feel free in the future to take any military action 
that he deems of value regardless of the SALT II Treaty. Are you 
today saying that that is not the tentative decision? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I have said what I have 
to say on the subject. 


Can you tell us what has been happening, to the best 
of our an inside Libya in the aftermath of the bombing? For 
example, are there any new governing arrangements that we know 
anything about? Do you judge that they are gearing up for some major 
terrorist activity? Do you know? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't feel that at 
least I have information that leads se to be really confident in 
making statements about those subjects, but there is quite a lot of 
information floating around about discontent within the silitary with 
Jeaddafi preceeding our action, and then followed on from our action. 
There are reports that yy you are referring to that there is 
some sort of now a group that is exercising authority -- sore of «4 
group than there used to be. I don't know whether that is true or 
not. 





It is interesting that Qaddafi's or the Libyans 
confidence in themselves is such that they have been thinking about 
telling all the journalists to go away, although they don't seem to 
be able to quite sake up their mind about it. That you can see in 
the public information about how they are handling people. They've 
put out a lot of material that is flat wrong, we know. 


So there is a high ¢egree of confusion. But as to 
precisely what is going on and how to assess it, I don't want to 
speculate beyond what I've said. 


Q Have we -- before we did this, were we fairly clear 
that if we destablized the Qaddafi regime that a new -- a successor 
would not be closer to the Soviet Union than Qaddafi actually is? 
For example, if Jallud comes to power, would he not be closer to the 
Soviet Union than Qaddafi has been? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, we thought about 
this subject and I think we have reason to believe that if Qaddafi 
went away there would likely be a regime that concentrated sore on 
the undoubted problems Libya has, and how to use their now auch more 
meager resources to cope with those problemas than to be promoting 
problems all over other parts of the world and in reality isolating 
them more and sore from the places where they have traditionally had 
contact. They are not heroes in the Arab world, and they are 
certainly now gore and sore seeing the opprobrium they are getting in 
Europe. It's very clear. And I think perhaps the calculation 
perhaps the Soviets made that our action was @ great mistake in that 
it gave a chance to divide us from Europe is turning out not to be 
so. We did have a difference of opinion, but the actual follow-on 
facts are much sore positive. 


Q In June of '84 at the Jonathan Institute on 
International Terrorism, you said the Soviet Union was training, 
organizing, aiding and abetting a variety of international terrorist 
groups. Since then it seems to be more Libya or Syria or Cuba, and 
there is no more mention of the Soviet Union. Have you changed your 
mind about that since you made those statements in June of ‘84? 
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GENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There was some very 
Clear evidence around -- and you don't come by evidence sentiausesiy 
-- but I think the sost substantive evidence and clearest was all of 
the weaponry and the documentation that was captured by the Israelis 
éuring their invasion of Lebanon that told about the Soviet oars 
of the PLO and the nature of the yoy -. ing of people, and 
so on. And so there you were. You had that. that established a 
clear-cut connection, not just to the PLO as a political 
organization, but to the PLO as an organization carrying on 
terrorisa. So that was a clear-cut and very visible set of evidence. 
The evidence is more difficult since that t 


Q Can I ask one gore on the Tokyo part of this thing 
-- the Tokyo summit. Isn't it fair to assume the President and you 
are going to be asked by our allies, give us some evidence that, as 
you told us a minute ago, there has been some good fallout lessons 
coming from our handling of this Libyan affaic. Se is going to be 
asked to tell us why it is good so t when you do it again maybe we 
can s rt you. I think -- I sean, that is the way the Europeans 
are king. Sow are you going to handle that situation? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I gave you & 
certain amount of evidence and that is by way of ing, look in the 
mirror and you'll see it for yourself in the attitudes that people 
have and theis-analysis of the situation and so on. 


Q In to the -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wow the fact that 
military action is sometimes necessary -- there are some who debate 
that, but not the French, for example, because the French took 
military action themselves in Lebanon. So I think that -- and 
obviously we are not getting ready to have 
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military actions all ower the piace. That's always going to be a 
case-by-case, very carefully considered proposition. Sut I think 
we'll have a very fruitful discussion of terrorism and it wiii be 
more so because of the fact that what we have done has had an iapect 
and has really registered with people the seriousness of the probies 
-— the seriousness with which we take it and our readiness to do 
something about it. 


Q dould care to say something about the so-called 
Marshall Plan for the East, sir? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It starts, at least -- 
I*ll just bistorically say about it -- that's about what I can say 
with -— what I would t say as an insight or «a set of commentary by 
the Isreelis, and particular the Prine c, that as work in the 
major yt preenney countries of the —s peninsula declines, 
worker ttances decline in Jordan, West Bank, Gaza, Egypt, pechaps 
Syria. Sut at any cate, those remittances dec and the workers 


of it, around Isreei. So salaee 

somebody ought to eddress themselves to that probles. _ it 
it were done with a certain element of cegionaliss in it, wou 
be some actions that would have an element of creativity about thes. 


And I think it's a penetrating thought, syseif. 


How, he Rae eee rs it with the notion that Japan and 
and Italy, in particular, have been gigantic beneficiaries of 
the big drop in oil hers s, and maybe they should share that wealth « 
little bit. So, obv ly, if A ce going to have a Marshall Pian, 
oe is going to put up some money. We put up quite a ict 
a y- 








Now, what will come out of this very such cemsins to be 
seen. I think clearly initial things that sight happen will 
undoubtedly be bilateral -- country acts as a donor to country-wide 
beneficiary. But we think that it is worthwhile to have this 
regional notion alive and, particularly of course, it has appeai if 
it can be combined with something on the political front that gives 
some promise of greater stability and peace in the Middle East. But 
those ideas are hard to come by as we all know. So, basically, 
that's -- it's as simple as that and as profound as that. 


And we'll taik about it at the economic summit and it's a 
ball to get up in the air and for people to be aware of and to be 
thinking about and working at. 


Q Do you think one of the side benefits will be to 
reduce any anigosity that exists between the Arab nations and us? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, of course we don't 
see why anybody has any anisosity — = We are constructive 
people. we're A to solve prob - gigantic amounts of 
help and good around in ee senten. our action against 

ti A very such to the benefit of everybody who will look at the 
ne seriously. So, we don't think we need to any aedditionai 
nsurence. 


Q Sic, apart trom improving the general atmosphere in 
relations over this issue - 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I's sorty. Could you 
stact again? 


Q I say, besides improving the general atmosphere in 
relations witn our allies ower the play on Libya On terrorisa, ace we 
looking -- do you have in wind any specific agreements that would 
involve actions on their side of action on our side Of Commitments or 
whatever that would produce in advance a greater degree of unity, 
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for the summit, and I think first we ought to take cognizance of the 
fact that the summit takes place in a very favorable econosic 
environzjent this year with oil prices doing what they're doing, with 
summit country inflation at ite lowest level since 1967, interest 
cates falling, continuing to fall, and exchange ratas having soved 
into a much gore favorable configuation. 


So those are the -- what I would characterize, at least, 
an short-tera, favorable economic developments. Sut I think it's 
important that we also focus on the fact that there are some 
long-termgy -- longer-term -- problems that we will have to deal with, 
and those problems are, for the most part, high unemployment numbers 
in Burope, continuing large current account imbalances, particularly 
with respect to Germany ond Japan, vis-a-vis the United States, the 
LDC debt problem, and the overall subject of trade and protectionisa, 

oS eeseemeeey the problem presented by agricultural trade 
pe 


There are four general areas, I think, that will be 
highlighted for summit discussion on the economic side. First of 
those is strengthening the performance of the summit economies. And 
when we say that, we're talking primarily about Germany and Japan 
because we think there's some slack there: And we think it's 
important that they do what they can consistent with the gains we've 
made against inflation to grow more. 


Second sajor area would be improving growth in developing 
countries, and there we will be discussing such things as our progras 
for sustained growth, what we can do to keep sarkets -- by way of a 
better job of keeping sarkets open in industrialized countries, what 
some of the problems are with respect to the developing countries and 
how we might best treat with those. 





The third major item is strengthening the international 
trading system. We've just come from the O£CD weetings in Paris. We 
had the week before that the IMF -- the Interim Committee and World 
Bank -- the Development and Interim Committee meetings here in 
Wasington in which we touched rather fully on trade issues. We will 
be discussing the beginning of a new trade round, a new GATT round 
a fully in September at the ministerial that's supposed to take 
place. 


We will be making the pitch very strongly for inclusion 
in that round of the subject of services, the subject of investment 
and the subject of intellectual property rights, and we will be 
ae 9 oat the question on agricultural trade policy that I mentioned 
earlier. 


And the fourth general area I would lusp under the 
heading of improving -- generally improving international economic 
coordination. And there, it would be our hope and desire that we 
could at least have a discussion and general recognition on the part 
of the summit countries as I think we did have at the Interia 
Committee meeting of the need for enhanced or better international 
economic policy coordination, both on the fiscal side as well as the 
monetary side, and perhaps focus, if we can, on changes or 
iaprovements that might be made in the exchange rate systes. 


I think it's the view of all the summit countries that 
the floating rate exchange system has served us very well in sany 
respects. In some other respects it has some weaknesses, and we 
ought to focus on -- if we can on what those weaknesses are and how 
we might best approach improvements to the systes. 


I don't anticipate that there will be any conclusions or 
decisions taken or arcived at with respect to the question of an 
international meeting or conference on exchange rate matters. The 
charge that I've been given from the President cuns until December of 
this year and it is simply a charge with respect to whether or not we 
ought to have a meeting or ought to have a conference -- not what 
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should the changes, if any, in a system be. 


But clearly, I don't think you just jump out and 
recommend an international meeting unless you had a pretty good idea 
of what changes you might like to see taken in the system and what 
consensus, if any, would exist on behalf of those changes. 


So that's generally -- those are generally the four sajor 
areas that I think we will concentrate on, on the economic side, and 
maybe I better go ahead and start taking your questions. 


John. 


Q Do you expect, on that issue, some kind of pressure 
from the French and the others for intervention in the international 
monetary sarkets, or has the weakening of the dollar, vis-a-vis, 
these currencies, reduce that -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I think with the 
French before, it was more of a philosophical thing, not so such just 
the desire to intervene. Of course, there was -- everybody knows now 
that there was a fair amount of intervention that took place in the 
aftermath of the Plaza Hotel meeting. Our view is -- my view 
certainly is that the dollar's decline has been very orderly and it's 
been moderate, that the Plaza Agreement has so far been successful, 
remains successful. There's been a change in the government of 
France. I's not at all sure that there hasn't been a change in their 
position with respect to that issue, but that's something we'll find 
out at the sumsit. 


Q You said ° =-- focus on international currency 
changes,” and you don't want to use the word “reform” -- you said, 
"== focus if we can." What do you mean, “if we can?" Can what? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, if there -- if we 
can develop a consensus -- with respect to what improvements, if any, 
should we look at in the system. There's a general recognition if 
you look at the communiques coming out of the Interia Committee 
meeting and the OECD meeting, 24 industrialized nations with all the 
summit countries approving, that there's some room for improvement. 
But there's no agreement with respect to what the nature of those 
iaprovements ought to be. 


What I'd like to see us do is focus on the prospects for 
enhanced cooperation. If we don't have anything more than a 
recognition of the need for improved coordination and cooperation, I 
think that would be a clear step in the right direction. That could 
take the form of discussions with respect to 
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What the political sechanism shouic be if you're going to try and 
improve the system. So we're at the very beginning, as I see it, of 
@ process that, even if you concluded you wanted to make some 
improvements, would be a very long-term process. 


Fred? 


Q What specifically do you want the Japanese and the 
Germans to do? 


SZNIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, we'd like to see 
both of them do whatever they can consistent with the gains, as I 
say, that we've made against inflation to spur growth. iow, with 
Germany, they're the one country that has not joined in this zost 
recent interest cate reduction. And they haven't joined in it in the 
face of negative inflation rate, not a zero rate but probably a 
negative rate, and in the face of a nine percent uneaployment rate. 


We're not asking them to pump up their economies, we're 
not asking for pump priming. Sut it would seem at least plausible 
that they should take a look at the possibility of something on tie 
monetary side to help them grow a little bit more. We wouldn't mind 
seeing them move their tax cuts up a little bit. We wouldn't sind 
seeing them do some things with respect to liberalizing their capital 
markets, capital transaction taxes that they've got -- if they could 
eliminate some of those. Those are the kinds of things we'd like to 
see Germany do. 





And with Japan, it's no secret that we would like <-- anc 
I think Prime Minister Nakasone recognized this when he met with the 
President in -- there was a general, basically, a general agreement 
with respect to this at Camp David; that anything they can do to 
enhance domestic demand would be very, very advisable. It would help 
them grow and it would help them deal in a better way with their 
external imbalance. 





As my colleague pointed out, they are going to benefit -- 
and I guess maybe he was referring to European countries -- but Japan 
is going to be the biggest beneficiary of the oil price decline. 


Q They always say they're going to enhance domestic 
demand, and then they never do. Why do you think they might this 
time? 


SEWIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I think they have 
taken some steps. I don't think it's faic to say that they never cdo. 
I think the yen-dollar discussions we've had, the liberalization of 
theic capital markets has been proceeding satisfactorily. I think 
the MOSS negotiations that we've had with them, in terms of 
market-opening measures, have been very productive. Clearly, the 
Plaza agreement, the results of that has had some effect. They've 
been very cooperative there. I think there ace things that they can 
continue to do, however. 


John? 


c What's the status of the free trade zone with Canada 
in the light of Senator Packwood's entreaties to you to cease and 
Gesist? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, we're going to 
know at 4:00 p.m. what the situation is because they're going to vote 
on it in the Senate Finance Committee at 4:00 p.m. And I'm very 
optimistic that we will not have a vote that prohibits the free trade 
talks from going forward. 


9 Second question. On the -- what's the status of the 
reprisal against the Common Market countries for the denial of about 
a dSillion dollars worti of farm sales because of the introduction of 
Spain anc Poctugal into the EC? 
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_ SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: This is one of tie -- I 
think biggest threats to the world's free trading system is this 
business of agricultural trade. The excession of Portugal and Spain 
cesulted in what we think was a GATT illegal action by the EC with 
respect to cottonseed oil or some agricultural products of the United 
States to help Portugal get into the EC. 


They slapped a quota on us. We have now retaliated anc 
we -- which, in the view of our policymakers and in the view of the 
President, was required in light of what they dic. It would be our 
hope now that we could sit down and try and resolve the issue before 
it erupts into a full-fledged trade war. 


Sut we have announced our retaliatory measures and they 
have to ¢o with EC products coming into the United States. 


Q What's going to be the impact on the American farmer 
if the reconciliation effort fails? 


SEWIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, if you get into a 
full-fledged trade war you sight not win it. I mean that could be 
one effect. It would be -- I think it could de very devastating as 
far as we're concerned. That's why it’s important that we avoid it. 
At the same time, we've got to be treated fairly. , 





e In the last couple of days there have been several 
stories out of Tokyo suggesting that Prime Minister Nakasone may come 
to the summit with a proposal that would, in effect, reverse the G-5 
Plaza process -- in other words, to ask for concerted intervention to 
stop the Japanese yen from appreciating further. ‘What's your 
gee SS that? Do you think that will happen at the summit fro2 
their side 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATICN OFFICIAL: They are -- we've begun 
to hear some objections from them with respect to the level of the -- 
their public -- it's not just something we're hearing, you're hearing 
it, too -- with respect to the level of the yen-dollar relationship. 
And I think that's because it is finally beginning to bite anc tiey 
are experiencing what we experienced over here for four years. 





With respect to the question of intervention, you heard 
me this morning over here in the briefing room say that's a topic we 
don't comment on, and I can't comment on it. 


Q Beyond dealing just with intervention, are you 
sympathetic with the idea of trying to hold the yen-dollar rate where 
it is now? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Another thing we can't 
comment on is what -- the appropriate level of our currency versus 
another currency. We don't have a target for tne dollar. Tie ainute 
we even throw a hint out there, we see all sorts of wild fluctuations 
in the foreign exchange markets. That's one of the -- frankly, I 
think one of the things we ought to take a look at. 


I'm not suggesting there's a solution to that, but 
you've got $150 billion in dollars trading every day and the sun 
never sets on the foreign exchange market. When it closes in Japan, 
it opens in Europe. When it closes in Europe, it opens over herc. 
When it closes over here, it opens in Japan. So it’s getting hit ali 
the time and it's, as someone said here in a meeting of the 
President's Economic Advisery Panel not long ago, basically, it's an 
information standard and it lives and breathes on information and 
rumor and innuendo. 


Q What ceal hope is there for this greater economic 
cooperation you mentioned at the beginning of the briefing if they 
want to stop the yen from appreciating and you don't want to do tiat 
at this point? 
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SENIOR ADMINIST2ATION OFFICIAL: I would suggest to you 
that that sight move us in the direction of greater econonic 
cooperation because perhaps they will begin to see what we saw for 
four years, and that is that there's some strengths in the systen, 
but also some weaknesses. They're bound to be concerned about -- 
well, they've said they're concerned about the level that we're now 
at. 


And so how do you inject better stability? dow do you 
arrive at a sechanisz or a system or a device or 2 procedure that 
would permit you to get together, discuss the problem and take action 
to rezedy it? And I think their dissatisfaction would sove then in 
the direction of trying to find something like that rather than 
siaply saying we don't want to talk about it. 


Jack? 
2 What's your prognosis on tax reform? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It's still alive. I 
was asked that question today -- is it dead? The answer is no. 
Senator Packwood is meeting -- is going to start today, started 
today, private meetings with his members. And -- to see if he can do 
it in the back room. It's pretty difficult -- you know, that's the 
way the House did it. It's such an emotional subject, it's pretty 
tough to do it when you telegraph four days in advance to all the 
lobbyists exactly what the issue is you're going to deal with -- give 
thea four days to work on the Senators and then do it out there in 
the glare of the television cameras -- it's tough to sometimes get 
those guys to stand up and vote. So he's going to try and do it the 
way the House did it and see if he can get there. 


Q Gramm-Rudman-llollings goes before the Supreme Court 
starting today. And according to the papers, it's going to be a 
fairly long haul, like a couple of months or -so, Sefore you can 
expect a decision. Are we going to see a compromise in advance of 
that on the budget: between the administration and the Congress, anc 
could you give us some -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: In advance of the 
Supreme Court's decision? 


Q Yes. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think that cepencs in 
part on when the Supreme Court comes down with its decision. Sut ict 
me say that for four years and two weeks, I had the -- I was out on 
the point on budget discussions between the Cxecutive 3ranch anc the 
Congress. And I'm not out on the point except on the revenue side of 
those now. So I would rather have you addrese that guestion to 
somebody over here in the White llouse where I think overall budget 
discussions have to be led and have to be coordinated, because you're 
talking about an Executive Branch-wide position. 


But let me say one, final thing. It would be ay vicw 
that the President would not have in mind in any way any compromise 
with respect to the issue of raising taxes. He just isn't going to 
-~ I don't think he's going to be willing to talk about that. And 
the suggestion, quite frankly, that we have to raise $12 billion in 
taxes in order to get a budget is, I think, a ridiculous suggestion, 
if I may say so, because we've got $6 billion in revenues in the 
President's budget by way of extensions 
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of the cigarette tax and user fees and that sort of thing. So it's 
wot as if we are totally paying no attention to the revenue side. 
All the President bas asked for is a nickel of every domestic 
spending dollar -- $425 billion we spend on domestic programs apart 
from Social Security -- and what do need to get to sero -- that 
is, balance in 1991? You need $23 billion, or a nickel out of every 
domestic spending program except for Social Security. In my view the 
debate and argument about raising taxes is not an economic argument, 
it‘s not a fiscal or budget argument, it’s a political argument. And 
the President, in ay view, is not going to compromise on that. 


Q Including excise? Do you rule that out, too? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Including any new tax, 
except in the context of a revenue-neutral tax reform bill. That is 
not caising taxes. You're not goi to caise one dollar in the 
aggregate more than we are now raising, as long as you keep it 
revenue-neutral. 


Q What about oil -- a taz on -- if the oil price drops 
-- continues to drop? Is that out of the question? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You raise taxes on -- 
you're going to tax the energy industry? 


Q Ho, at the pump. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Oh, you sear a gasoline 
tax? Well, the President has left that open, but only in the context 
of a revenue-neutral tax ceform bill, not as free-standing revenue 
raiser or to reduce the deficit. 


Q This week the Assistant Secretary for Tax Policy 
said on the Hill that the President had not excluded an oil import 
fee. What is the true status of the administration's position on the 
oil import fee? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think the Assistant 
Secretary for Tax Policy erred. (Laughter.) The true position on 
the oil import fee is, the President has excluded it. He originally 
told Senator Packwood he would not exclude it only as a matter to be 
considered within the confines of a revenue-neutral tax reform bill. 
Be said gasoline tax, import fee, or some similar tax. He has since 
excluded categorically, in my opinion, an oil import fee. 


Q Is that revenue-neutral position on taxes contingent 
on the 35 percent top marginal cate? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, and when you say 
contingent, Jack, you mean does it include? The President has 
written a letter to the House leadership in which he has said, I will 
mot accept a tax reform bill that did not -- that had a higher top 
cate on the individual side than 35 percent, noc would I accept one 
that didn't have a $2,000 personal exemption at least for taxpayers 
in the lower and middle income brackets, nor will I accept one that 
is not revenue-neutral. I don't want it to cost revenue, but I don't 
want it to raise revenue. 


Q When and to what extent do you expect to see the 
change in the currency relationships affect the trade balances given 
other factors such as productivity, quality of products that people 
also think are involved? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I think that we 
might have begun to see the beginnings of it in the 
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trade figures of last sonth, which showed a fair amount of 
improvement, $4 billion, I think. I's told -- and I's not an 
econozist, perhaps we ought to ask sy colleague this question -- I's 
told that the J-curve is a 12-months- to 18-sonths-long phenosenon, 
but the dollar has been coming down now for 14 months. It began 
coming down in February -- it reached its high in February of ‘85. 
It's true that sost of the decline has occurred since we had our 
meeting at the Plaza Hotel, but I wouldn't be surprised if we don't 
see some -- in to see some benefit from it at least by this fall, 
in the trade figures. 


But as I indicated in some remarks over at the Chasmber 
today, we'll see -- we think we're going to see the trade deficit 
come down to $125 billion this year, roughly $100 billion next year, 
but then we think we will have the full effect of the rate 
changes, and we'll in to see it go back up. And a $100 billion 
trade deficit is simply not politically sustainable, I don’t think, 
for this country. the problem is far from -- is far from cured. 
And the real key is to get the other sajor industrialized countries 
to grow sore. We've done about -- you know -- we've done a lot on 
the exchange rate side, but can't do the whole thing on the 
exchange rate side. 


Fred. 


Q Why -- when the tax reform bill -- or at least one 
that the administration would like -- was falling apart in the Senate 
Finance Committee, why didn't the President or you intervene? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, what do you mean 
“intervene”? Intervene in -- 


Q -- the announcement that what is being done in the 
Finance Committee is unacceptable. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, but we -- we run 
the process down here and we assist in every way we can up there. We 
didn't intervene in that way in the House, and we ended up getting a 
tax reform bill. I think you have to let the legislative process run 
its course and do its work, do its thing. As somebody said, it's 
like making sausage. It's not a very attractive thing to watch. And 
it isn’t. But we don't run the legislative process. And we were 
sitting there during the whole -- and have been -- and any tise we 
were asked for a position on any particular issue, we gave the 
administration position. That's basically what you do. We don't 
have @ vote, Fred. : 


John. 


Q Mr. Nakasone sent a special envoy to Libya to 
express concern about the U.S. bombing. Do you sense any possibility 
of a pro forma denunciation at the Tokyo summit of the U.S. raid 
taking the form of denouncing violence to repel aggression? Do you 
sense anything like that? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Let me say that's a 
question that’s better directed to sy colleage. I -- just give you 
By Own personal view, I don't sense any -- I don’t happen to sense 
anything like that. But I think that the terrorism issue -- which is 
probably the number one political issue that wili be considered there 
is going to better be considered, as he has said. in the context of 
quiet diplomacy and understandings, 
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rather than denunciations or paragraphs in the communique and that 
sort of thing. 


David? 


Q What message will you be taking to Tokyo about the 
Outlook for protectionist legislation in this country? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That protectionisa is 
alive and well in the United States and that as we warned thea last 
fall, in fact gost all of last year, that -- we told them it would be 
back in full blooa in the spr and it is back in full blooms and 
we're go to get some trade bills out of the Congress -- that 
they're go to have some provisions in there that are going to give 
us heartburn and going to give them heartburn. 


And what steps do you want them to take to hedge 
that off? 





SENIOR ADMINISTRATICW OFFICIAL: We want them to grow 
more so that they can -- so that the imbalances will tend to 
disappear -- so that they can take gore of our imports, so that they 
won't be firing as much this way. And we, as I say, want them to 
continue to work with us on the exchange cate side, but primarily we 
want to see those economies grow. 


Germany's surplus is — to double this year. Japan's 
surplus is going to be significantly increased as a consequence of 
the oil price drop. And Germany is sitting there with a negative 
inflation rate, nine percent unemployment and a doubling of its 
surplus and they're not willing to go along with us in this sost 
recent interest cate ceduction. 





Q Sic, there seems to be a conventional wisdoa, in 
Europe anyway, that economic sanctions never work. They don't work 
against Rhodesia, they don't work now against Libya. why do you 
think that they do work or do you think they do work? 


SENIOR ADMINISTAATION OFFICIAL: I think they can work, 
but I don't think they've ever been given a fair shot. I think it's 
-- they always prejudge it. They say, well economic sanctions don't 
work because somebody is always going to bust the agreement or 
violate the sanctions. They'il never work if we don't -- if all of 
our allies aren't willing to join in with us, but I think if we could 
get them all to participate, that there'd be a very healthy chance 
that they would work, particularly against a country like Libya. sut 
there was a head-long rush to replace us in Libya. So, I think they 
could work. That's just prejudging to say that they don’t work. 


Jack? 


Q On that point, what's the cationale for continuing 
the American oil companies’ production in Libya? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There are three -- as I 
understand it, there are three countries that are still there. If we 
did not give them the exemptions that we've been giving thea, it 
would result in a windfall to Qaddafi, to be poe | frank with you, 
because they'd simply have to walk away from their net profit 
interests oc their installations there and turn them over to hia. 

So, what we've said, is -- well, you know, take a ceasonable time and 
try and sell them. That's what they're trying to do. But it would 
be a windfall to him if we simply said, “Don't take a reasonable time 
to sell them. Get out of there now. We want you to walk away from 
them" -- it's a big windfall to him. That's not what we intended. 


John? 


Q If the oil prices were to crash down to, say, $5 a 
oarcel, do you foresee catastrophic consequences, banks closing and 


MKS 


EES: 

















so forth? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't have a crystal 
ball that would tell ge that. Let me say, on the international depth 
side, as long as the price is at or around $15 -- I think the 
problemas of major oil-exporting LOCs like Mexico, with whos we have 
spent a lot of time, are manageable. When you start getting such 
below that, they become very, very difficult problems. There's a 
whole other factor to the tion, and of course that is the 
Gomestic energy industry it is important that we have a viable 
Gomestic energy industry. But I can't tell you -- I can't tell you 
at what -- when you say if it gets down to X dollars a barrel, how 
ow Ry Rey have to stay there and that sort of thing - I can't 
answer t. 


Q I'm talking presently about domestic banks. 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Banks, yes. But -- 





Q Like in your home state of Texas. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, it all has to do 
with the domestic industry. I mean, the banks are affected as the 
industry is @ffected and I don't have a crystal ball that would tell 
me where that is. 


John? 


Q Sic, David Stockman has been getting a fair amount 
of publicity in the last few days with a kind of a * y" 
prediction that the trillion dollars that's been added to the 
national debt is going to come back to haunt us by the end of this 
administration. Does that concern you? I mean, what is basically a 
general response to that? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL:. My general response is I 
have not -- since I've been in this job, I have not had time for 
fiction. So I haven't read it. But -- 


Q He's been saying that on the tube quite regularly 
for the last couple of days. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think it's interesting 
to note, John, that for the first time in five years, OMB and CBU 
have exactly the same budget projections. There's no argument -- 
very little argument. They think our outlays on Defense are | 
understated -- but very litle argument, and both of those projections 
show us getting to under $100 billion in 1991 without any policy 
changes whatsoever. If you assume we didn't do one gore thing, we'd 
get to $100 billion. 


Now, $100 billion is a lot of money and I don't mean to 
suggest it isn’t. But it is, after all, under two percent of GNP and 
there've been many, many years during our history where we've run 
deficits of under two percent of GNP without it being the end of 
destern civilization as we know it. So I'm inclined to disagree. 


Q Do you consider the volatility of oil in the next 
three or four years -- that those extrapolations are worth anything 
“~~ the ones you just gave us? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, I do. 
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MR. DJEREJIAN: This is ON THE RECORD. I will make a 
short statement and then turn it over to Peter McPherson, who needs 
no introduction, our distinguished administrator and aide. 


Q We can't hear. 
MR. DJEREJIAN: Can you hear? 
Q Yes. 


MR. DJEREJIAN: The President will be sending shortly to 
the Congress a request for funding of $150 million this year to 
support President Ayuino's program for economic recovery and refors 
in the Philippines. The courage displayed by the Filipino people in 
resolving the recent political crisis in a non-violent manner 
captured the attention of all Americans. 


This is a fact sheet that you are getting now, which has 
the details and which Peter will be expanding on. Let me continue 
with the statement. You will not have this statement. This is just 
an oral statement on the record. 


Q Would you read that sentence one sore time, because 
we were passing this out. I mean, the courage displayed. 


MR. DJEREJIAN: All right. The courage displayed by the 
Filipino people in resolving the recent political crisis in a 
non-violent manner captured the attention of all Americans. 


The economic and security problems facing the new 
government will require even greater sacrifices in order to achieve a 
better standard of living, especially for the poverty-stricken 
majority of Filipinos, and to thwart the communist insurgency in 
their country. The Filipinos have spoken and begun to act. 


The United States needs to do its share to help them in 
their vital effort. The President's request includes provision for 
offsets to remain within overall budget totals. The support package 
for the -- 

Q Wait a minute. We can't hear. 

MR. DJEREJIAN: Can we kindly in the back close off all 
the sound and the conversation, please, because it is disturbing the 
briefing. 

Q And the smoking. 

Q What is the last thing you just said? 


MR. DJEREJIAN: The United States needs to do its share 





to help them in their vital effort. The President's request includes 
a provision for offsets to remain within overall budget totals. 


Q You mean you're going to take it away from something 
else? 


MR. DJEREJIAN: Do you want to wait until the -- okay. 


The support package for the Philippines, in addition to 
the $150 million appropriation, contains other provisions to 
accelerate and ease the terms of ongoing assistance programs. in 
total about $500 million of economic assistance and over $100 of 
military assistance will be available to the Philippine government 
during the year ahead -- more than 90 percent on a grant basis so as 
not to aggravate that country's already heavy external debt probles. 


We are also taking measures in the trade and investment 
fields to help invigorate the Philippine private sector in keeping 
with economic reform policies being implemented by the Philippine 
government. 


Finally we need to stress that the United States is not 
alone in supporting the Philippine government, 











but is rather only one part of a multilateral effort including the 
International Monetary Fund, the World Bank, the International 
Finance Corporation, the Asian Development Bank, Japan and other 
donor countries. 


The private banking sector also has a very significant 
role to play. This multilateral approach is, in fact, fully in 
keeping with proposals made last year by Secretary Saker at the World 
Bank-IMF meetings in Seoul. 


The peaceful transition to a new government in the 
Philippines was a triumph for the democratic process. Wow the 
President has determinec we need to respond with more concrete 
actions of support. 


That's the end of our statement. I'11 now turn it over 
to Mr. McPherson who will be prepared to answer your questions. And 
you do have this fact sheet in front of you. 


Q Can you clear up whether the $500 million has to be 


MR. MCPHERSON: Let me just sake about sixty seconds of 
comments unless -- the $150 million additional economic assistance 
for the Philippines will be a reallocation within the budget. The 
President is obviously very conscious of the deficit and this will be 
a reallocation from DOD accounts. I hear the question coming right 
there. This will not be new goney -- a reallocation within the 
current budget. 


The $100 million that we're requesting on the economic 
assistance will be for the private sector for agriculture 
productivity increases and other such matters. 


There is $400 million which has already been 
appropriated. That $400 million needs to be altered in various ways. 
I can get an anatomy, if you wish -- that one of those handouts which 
you received shows $500 plus that will now be available. 


Note again, there's $100 million additional economic 
assistance and it's $400 million, roughly, that's already 
appropriated which we will now have available with greater 
flexibility we hope to operate on. 


On the military assistance side, there's that $50 million 
that will be allocated for the Philippines. It will be used for 
transport, things like trucks; for communication, things like field 
communication equipment for training, and some very elementary things 
like clothing and boots and 80 on. 


I'd like to -=- any questions? 


Q Yes. If I understand what you're saying, you're 
Saying that you're taking Defense Department money and it's going to 
be split up into economic and military. So you're taking military 
money anc it’s going to turn into economic and military assistance. 


MR. MCPULCRSON: Well, when you get into the federal 
budget, and it's one of the more complicated things around, you're 
talking about -- quote -- “outlays,” money that you actually spend in 
the year that you use it, budget authority, and so on. But the net 
impact here is that DOD, various accounts, monies will be going for 
these total purposes. 








Q Which accounts? 


Q Por ‘86? 

MR. MCPHERSON: et? Se se nO eee 
not someth I’m in a position to answer. Ané I nk if have 
any -- I don’t think we're to detail that, but any 


Getailed questions about the matter per se, you should talk to 
Mr. Sims over at the Departeent of Defense. 


Q Is this not -- this -- 


MR. MCPHERSON: But I think that basically the allocation 
from DOD to these accounts is probably what you need to have. 


Yes, ma‘an. 

Q I'm a bit confused because I thought I had seen that 
Armacost testified last week about 150 in additional aid. This is 
not what he had -- 


MR. MCPHERSON: That's exactly what he -- that's exactly 
what he commented on. 


Q Okay. So this has already been up on the Hill -- 

MR. MCPHERSON: It has not been up on the Hill. 

Q I mean, not formally -- 

MR. MCPHERSOW: And -- not formally -- 

Q ~~ but it was certainly discussed. 

MR. MCPHCRSON: And, in fact, today won't be. Within -- 
within -- shortly it will be on the Hill. Ina formal way, it will 
be presented at the Hill. 

Q So it'll be part of a supplemental? Or what will -- 

MR. MCPHERSON: Yo. have to go to Congress for the 
authority to reallocate. We do not have, within the Executive 
Branch, the authority to do that, so Congress needs to act. There's 
a number of other things that we're going to Congress for which will 
give us greater flexibility. I can go into that, but that's 
complicated in itself. We need this authority to reallocate this 
money within the federal t. And we need authority to create 
more flexibility for that $ million that you see on that list. 

Q is -- 

MR. MCPHERSON: Yes. 


Q Is the entire $150 million reprogrammed DOD funds? 
Redirected DOD funds? 


MR. MCPHERSON: All of it is <= all the monies that -- 

e) All of it's vob? 

MR. MCPHERSUN: -- all of it will be from DOD. 

Q Okay. The other question, when Ed says in total 
you're going to have about -- an extra $500 million in economic aid 
and $100 million in military sid over the next year, that's not over 
the next year, that's just FY ‘86. Is that right? 


MA. MCPHERSON: We will -- that $500 gillion <- again, 
it’s $400 million that's already appropriated -- 
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Q 
MR. MCPHERSON: -- this $100 million additional -- that’ 


s 
the economic part of it, pius the silitary component -- this soney we 
would expect with congressional action to have it available to use 

over -- mot just this fiscal year, but over the next several 


Q Okay. What's -- 

MR. MCPHERSON: But we want it -- what we need is we need 
the flexibility to support pee Ma Kage ames bP Ragu ~~ hoy 
their economic reforms and their silitary professionals. And we need 
~~ we need the availability of that money now. 


Q The current aid for FY ‘86 already approved by 
Congress is $239 million, is that right? 


MR. MCPHERSON: Wo, the current economic assistance 


MR. MCPHERSON: Okay. You see on the top i 
million. That's the $100 million that we've been talking about here. 
The rest of it is money that has already been appropria 
allocated. 


Q For ‘86 and prior years. 
MR. MCPHERSON: Yes. For ‘66 and prior years. 
Q Do you have an ‘87 request as of yet? 


MR. MCPHERSOM: Yes, the ‘87 request is $95 million. 





Q Total or economic? 

MR. MCPHERSON: Economic. 

Q Ard what about military? 

MR. MCPHERSON: The total for military is $100 million. 


Q And are those numbers now under review or is that a 
firm -- 


MR. MCPHERSON: Wo. Wo, those are the firm numbers. 


Q Can you just explain the philosophy behind this? 
Was this the result of Armacost's trip there? Is this what the 
Philippine government wants? In other words, you seem to be 
emphasizing the economic above the military by reprogramming DOD 
funds and dividing it up this way. Is that because of their request 
or our assessment of their needs or -- 


MR. MCPHERSON: The assessments begin with a team that I 
headed to the Philippines, an interagency team including DOD and 
State Department and others, that I headed to the Philippines in the 
middle of March. That team came back with recommendations and was 
worked cver in interagency process. Out of that process came these 
recommendations. 


We met as a team with Mrs. Aquino at that time. 
Ambassador Bosworth has met with Mrs. Aquino. Indeed, she -- these 
figures have becn reviewed with her in recent days. 


Q Peter, two points on this. On this sheet, the $100 
million is the regucst you're making. 


MR. MCPHERSON: That's correct. 


Q The rest of this $400 million, would this have not 
gone to the Philippines anyway? It's been in the pipeline -- what is 
new about coming through with it? 


MI.. MCPHCRCOSON: Some of the food that's been allocated 
in recent weeks. But in large part, this money was already 
appropriated for the Philippines. The $400 million was largely 
already appropriated, allocated tw the Philippines. 


Now, we've done some things to help. There's a couple 
hundred million dollars in ESF which we plan -- and we can do that 
without Congressional action -- we plan to speed up the disbursement 
of that money. We're also talking to -- we're also going to be 
asking Congress to take $100 million development assistance that was 
previously loan money and make it grant money. We expect to, in 
general, increase, the flexibility and augment the dispersal of the 
pipeline or ‘36 allocations. 


Q In other words, you're speeding up this other $400 
million and you're converting some loans to some grants? 


MR. MCPHERSON: Yes. 

Q And, seconcly, with regard to the Basis agreement, 
you remember -- I believe the figure was $800 million over five 
years. Is that right? 

MR. MCPHERSON: Yes. 


Q And Marcos had insisted that it should be -- well, 
it was to be half military and half economic. 


MR. MCPHERSON: Roughly. That's correct. 


MORE 





Q The Congress had changed the ratios -- 
MR. MCPHERSON: That's correct. 
Q -- to make more economic and less military. 
MR. MCPHERSON: That's correct. 
How, does the new government and the United States 


Q 
going to make it half and half, going to make it more military? What 
is the mix going to be? How is that coming out? 


MR. MCPHERESOW: I think we have this agreement which is 
roughly half and half. Wo doubt, the nature of the economic and 
military assistance will continue to be discussed. it's clear that 
Mrs. Aquino has as a priority item improving the economy, rebuilding 


the economy. 
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On the other hand, it is also clear that she wishes to 
poasenstonssses the military of that country. I can't tell you what 
future years the breakdown will be but, as I have just indicated, 
we have discussed and Ambassador Bosworth in recent days has 
gy a i Gid Armacost, this package with the President -- with 
Mrs. Aqu 


Q You want to make it more economic and less ailitary. 
Is there any objection from the United States? 


MR. MCPHERSON: Well, I think that we want to help thes. 
I mean, I think we want to do what basically needs to be done, and 
those will be discussions that need to take place. 


MR. CHILDRESS: Peter, one thing you sight want to sake 
Clear here is that part of this soney is over and above the 
basis-related support package, which is a dividing -- the divisions 
you are talking about. 


MR. MCPHERSON: Yes, the basis -- all this money -- well, 
this new money we are asking for -- new money for the Philippines -- 
the $100 million economic assistance is over and above base rights. 


Q Ané the $50 million? 
MR. MCPHERSON: Well, basically. It gets kind of 


involved because Congress didn't appropriate all the military money 
last year. 





Q How much did they appropriate? 


\ 
MR. MCPHERSON: They appropriated $50 million military 
and I guess $95 million, Charlie? 


MR. GREENLEAF: For ‘86? 
MR. MCPHERSON: | Por ‘86. 


MR. GREENLEAF: cr ‘86 the ESF was $119 million and the 
other added up to a total of ‘$181 million. 


MR. MCPHERSON: Fifty, military -- $53 million military 
-- $53 million military and one -- how much economic? 


MR. GREENLEAF: Economic total $181 million. 
MR. MCPHERSON: Okay. 


Q The $150 million for private sector assistance and 
productivity increases -- what does that mean? 


MR. MCPHERSON: That means that their agriculture, we 
think, can and should be quite a lot more productive and that 
everything from agriculture credit to inputs -- fertilizer and that 
kind of thing -- may help. In addition, we think that the private 
sector is a very vigorous active private sector but it has been 
crippled in recent years by the pee re and by the economic 
regulation. We think that some credit there can be a big help. 


Q You're talking about agrarian reform or buying more 
tractors for the monopolies? 


MR. MCPHERSON: First of all, we are not talking about 
buying anything from monopolies. Our judgment is that those 
monopolies ought to be taken out. Indeed, they have begun. The 
wheat and flour import monopoly has been dissembled. The cocoa -- 
various other -- the coconut export monopolies have -- or 
prohibitions have been eliminated. There is a -- a number of moves 
have been made and we don't want to support those, and we made it 
very clear we don't want to. 





Q Well, might any of this be used as part of any 
Filipino government program to redistribute some of the land? 


MR. MCPHERSON: We haven't discussed that with the 
Philippine government. 


Q So it's possible? 


MR. MCPHERSON: Well, certainly the directions in which 
we are nw heading are not in that manner. 


Q Mr. McPherson, as the nation's top foreign aid man, 
how much gmoney in prior years foreign aid to the Philippines, do you 
think, ended up in the bank accounts of Mr. Marcos? 


MR. MCPHERSON: Within the last week we received a letter 
from the Minister of Finance of the Philippines, Mr. Ongpin, 





who had -- who told us in that letter that the auditors of the new 
government had looked carefully at this situation and he and his 

le had reviewed it carefully, and it was their opinion that 
monies over the last three years, to the extent they could detersine 
the matter, that no monies had been diverted. It was a very 
straightforward, excellent letter. 


Frankly, we've been watching that situation extremely 
carefully, and I think that we can account very aicely for econosic 
support funds sonies. 


Yes. 


Q Why is this being cast as a specific response to the 
Aguino government when the adsinistration had said it was going to 
contemplate increasing aid no matter who the President was? 


MR. MCPHERSON: We didn't say that. We said that if 
there was a -- fair, democratic elections and if economic reforas 
were undertaken -- that's roughly the wording -- that we would 
consider substantially increasing the assistance to the Philippines. 


Q Ané this represents the substantial interests? 


MR. MCPHERSON: Well, it's a fair amount of money, given 
what we -- where we stand today -- $150 million is quite impressive, 
frankly. 


In addition to the $150 million, we have this $400 
million -- $400 million economic assistance which has already been 
appropriated which we expect to speed up and be able to use such sore 
flexibly. 


Q Well, do you believe that the Aquino government has 
undertaken these fundamental, economic, litical and silitary 
reforms that were called for in the President's January 30 statement, 
or is this money somehow an incentive to put that process into full 
gear? 


MR. MCPHERSON: We think that the government of the 
Philippines has begun to take economic reforms. I sentioned the 
removal of various exports and import monopolies. We hear that 
government talking about some Yo changes. We certainly hear 
the government being interested in professionalization of the 
military. All in all, it seems to us like this process of refora ig 
beginning to get underway with some concrete things accomplished, and 
in our judgment it's a very good bet indeed. 


Q You talked in here about -- a little bit earlier 
about the governors who are making contributions -- 


MR. MCPHERSON: Yes. 


Q How large is the Japanese contribution? Are there 
any other specific countries that are making contributions, and have 
any of these countries made their contributions since Mrs. Aquino, or 
increased their contributions since Mrs. Aquino? 


MR. MCPHERSON: Well, the Asian Development Bank has 
announced $100 million additional support since the change o- 
government. The Japanese -- I don't remember the exact figure of 
their program, but it's substantial. It is -- their program is -- 
well, let's say roughly our size. We have discussed the -- 


Q You mean just economic, or economic and military? 


MR. MCPHERSON: They don't have military assistance. 
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Q So it isn‘t comparable except in the economic -- 
MR. MCPHERSON: In the economic side of things. 


Q About $400 million a year? 


MR. MCPHERSOW: I don't know. We can get you that 
figure. I don't have that figure, but it is a fairly sizable prograns 
and we have discussed the program both in Tokyo and when the Deputy 
Foreign Minister of Japan was here recently, and they've indicated a 
great interest. And they‘ve said publicly in Tokyo they're 
interested in increasing their program in the Philippines. We've set 
with the World Bank about what they're doing. We don't have concrete 
figures there, but we expect the World Bank to chair a meeting of the 


donors -- so-called a consulative 





group in the middle of May and we expect that will be a very 
productive meeting. 


Q I'm sorry to have to take you through the arithmatic 
again, but I just don't understand part of what you're saying. It 
had been understanding that there were two packages of assistance 
to the Philippines that were already on the Hill -- 289 books worth 
— 150 books -- that this was the third shot that was going in at 


MR. MCPHERSON: The Armacost announcement in the 
Philippines was really -- the President is now saying what was 
discussed there, that we, in fact, have now put together the 
allocations -- have got the package together and the President is now 
announcing today that he's going to ask for that soney. 


Q Is this a third thing or a second thing? 
MR. MCPHERSON: It's a second. 


Q Yesterday it was indicated to us that this was the 
third. 


MR. CHILDRESS: Well, this is more than the 150, if you 
look at the whole statement. 


MR. MCPHERSOW: Let me just go ow Ns it one other tine, 
and I'm sorry that there's obviously some confusion and I see now why 
there perhaps was some confusion on the thing. 


You have -- you have this sheet right here -- $505 
million, right? Okay. The first $100 million -- this is all 
economic. This is not military. It's all economic. The first $100 
million is what the President is announcing that he will seek. Okay? 
It is the $100 million which has been discussed off and on in the 
press over the last few weeks. The other $405 million that you see 
listed there is monies which were appropriated for ‘64, ‘85, ‘86 past 
monies, already acted upon -- Congress doesn't need to act to give us 
those monies. 


However, that $400 million -- $405 million -- to have the 
maximum impact on this situation where the Philippines has a major 
deficit, a whole set of problems, a new government trying to grapple 
with things -- the Philippines need, in our judgment, to have a rapid 
dispersal of a substantial amount of that $400 million. And we have 
changed our procedures and/or gone to Congress to get the additional 
authority for the flexibility -- to speed that up. The foreign aid 
program is full of -- is multiple programs with aultiple sets of 
rules and so what we've done is cut through those rules by 
administrative action, where we could, and now we're going to 
Congress where we can't get the authority to do it. 


Q These are monies that would have gone in phases, 
then? 


MR. MCPHERSON: Would have gone in phases. This $400 
million, which you see here -- no doubt a large share of this will go 
-- actually be dispersed over the next 12 months or so. Okay? Now, 
Clearly it would not -- it would have been dispersed over years 
probabiy without our action here today and without Congress’ action 
to support us. 


Q Just to clarify the Fiscal Year ‘86 appropriation, 
just to be sure we all are straight on that -- we have here on the 
economic aid, we've got very clearly marked what was done, but how 
about the military for Fiscal ‘86? 

MR. MCPHERSOW: §53 million. 


Q There's been 53 appropriated by Congress and now 
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we're adding 50 on top of it? 
ak. MCPHERSON: And now we're asking 50 more. 
Q Okay. 
-- economically, the $95 million request for 1987 -- 


Q 
is that comparable with the $181 million as appropriated for the 
apparent fiscal year? vr what should figure should that be compared? 


MR. MCPHERSOW: Yes. Well, that -- see, what happened 
was the administration 





- Wwe 


went up with roughly a 50-50 silitary-economic, Congress took away 
some of the silitery, about half the military, and gave it to the 


Q You also mentioned changes in trade and investment. 
What are you doing there? 


‘MR. MCPHERSON: Yes. Well, there are two things here. 
One, we -- the GSP, General System of Preference, was a large user -- 
the Philippines were a large user of this ha? last year. 
Substantial user -- actually about $219-million. And we are now 
going back to the Philippines, pursuant to eur statutory authority, 
and negotiating with them to try to broaden the availability of the 
General System of Preference. 


In addition, we have an existing bilateral agreement with 
the Philippines on textile imports from the Philippines, and we're 
going to -- that agreement expires this year. And we expect to 
negotiate with the Philippines in ways that will, at least somewhec, 
help them to increase their exports of textiles. 


Q Mr. McPherson, just to clarify this other point -- 
$150 million total, $100 economic and $50 million additional 
military, is all coming out of the Pentagon budget? Reprogramming 
the DOD funds? 


MR. MCPHERSON: What we're looking is for -- if you can 
bear with me to be technical for a moment -- what we're looking for 
is outlays for this fiscal year and for next fiscal year. Remember, 
outlays as opposed to budget authority -- money actually spent. And 
we're looking to DOD accounts for purposes of getting those outlays. 


Q So the answer's yes. 


MR. MCPHERSON: The answer's yes, but it won't be a 
Gollar for dollar, $150 million. It will be less than $150 million 
that we need to get from the DOD accounts. But all monies that need 
to be allocated for outlays in fiscal ‘86 and ‘87 will be out of DOD 
accounts. 


Q So are you saying you're trying to get it out of -- 
MR. DJEREJIAN: We're going to take two more questions. 


Q Are you saying you're trying to get it out of DOD 
accounts in ways that won't actually affect program at DOD, where 
you're just trying to -- I realize this is not your bailiwick, but I 
mean is the point to try to pull it from places in DOD where it won't 
be missed until next year? 


MR. MCPHERSON: Well, I'm sure that DOD is calculating 
this so as to have the minimum impact on what they do. But this is 
real money. This is real moncy, a real allocation, and an important 
one. 


Q Is President Reagan calling Mrs. Aquino to tell her 
about this or has he already done it? 


MR. DJEREJIAN: I don’t know. If he's already done it, 
yes, we can find out. 


Q Peter, what did that auditor's letter say about 
years previous to three years ago? Did it make any judgments? 


MR. MCPHERSON: It made no reference. We'd be happy to 
get that letter and make it available to you. We'll do that this 
afternoon in the next few minutes. 


Q Great. 
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MR. MCPHERSON: It's a really excellent letter. We're 
very pleased with it. 


Q What's the extent on the Philippines? 


MR. MCPHERSON: I don‘*t have that figure, but their 
domestic deficit, which isn't quite the same thing, but their 
domestic deficit this year we anticipate to be about $1.5 billion and 
about three percent of their GHP. t's es substantial increase of 
the deficit of what was hoped for. 


You know, we've -- let me just sake one last comment and 
then I'm going to leave because I think we've covered this fairly 
carefully, but the Philippines has a pretty decent situation to build 
upon economically. Their inflation is now at about four percent, 
Gown from about 20 percent last cr. They have a strong 
entrepreneurial class to build with, we think. In general, their 
economic situation is -- compared to so many Third World countries in 
which I work -- is pretty good. 


And our feeling is that if we can disperse into that 
economy substantial monies -- again, going back to that $400 sillion 
figure we're talking about -- substantial monies, within the next 
year, we think we can see some really -- some very definite economic 
impact. And what we want to do is to take this fundamentally sound 
economic situation and disperse money into it, build it, and have it 
-- and allow this government to be able to make the economic reforas 
and steps to take to have a really long-range basis of a strong 


economy. 
MR. DJEREJIAN: Thank you very such. 


Ed, was that your statement you read or was that a 
Presidential statement? 


MR. DJEREJIAN: Right -- mine. 


So we have no announcement by the President, no 
statement by the President. 


MR. DJERDJIAN: Wo. 
THE PRESS: Thank you. 


END 4:37 P.M. EST 
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
INTERAGENCY ON-THE-RECORD BRIEFING 
ON 
SOVIET NUCLEAR ACCIDENT 
WEDNESDAY, APRIL 30, 1986, 11:10 A.M. 


MODERATOR: Yesterday, as many of you know, President 
Reagan announced a Task Force regarding the nuclear accident in 
the Soviet Union. EPA Administrator Lee Thomas has been named 
to head the group. Today, he and members of the Task Force 
will make a presentation with regard to what we know about 
those matters. And after that presentation, we'll be happy to 
entertain your questions. 


MR. THOMAS: I am Lee Thomas, the Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency, and here today as the Chairman 
of an Interagency Task Group working to review and respond to 
the situation that's occurred in the Soviet Union. 


I have with me, in order from my immediate left down, 
Harold Denton, who is Director of the Office of Nuclear Reactor 
Regulation with the Nuclear Regulatory Commission; Dr. Lester 
Machta, who is Director of Air Resources Laboratory with the 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration; Sheldon Meyers 
~~ Sheldon, if you would change places with Dale Bunch -- 
Sheldon Meyers, who is Director of the Office of Radiation 
Programs with the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency; and Dale Bunch, who is the Deputy Assistant Secretary 
for Reactor Deployment with the U.S. Department of Energy. 
These gentlemen all represent agencies that are members of this 
Task Group. 


What we would like to try to do in this briefing this 
morning is both explain the process we will use for information 
collection and dissemination with this task group which we will 
try to have on a timely and continuing up-dated basis, at least 
daily. Also to explain to you what we know today about the 
event and the consequences of the event, and then respond to 
questions that you have. 


It's difficult to draw conclusions on many issues 
because of the preliminary information and data gaps that we 
have this morning. I think we can draw some conclusions but in 
response to your questions, don't be frustrated if we can't 
draw complete conclusions at this point. But, hopefully, over 














the next several days, as information comes in, better analysis 
is performed, those conclusions will become firmer and more 
expansive. 


What I'd like to do is give you a brief overview of 
what we know, and then I'd like for each of three of these 
experts to give you a brief technical presentation. Then I'd 
like to open it up for questions. 


We know that a major accident occurred at the 
Chernobyl Nuclear Facility. We know that that major accident 
resulted in an explosion and major damage to Unit 4 at that 
facility. We know that a fire occurred, and that we have a 
continuing fire at that facility and that we have damage and 
the fire at that one unit. 


We know that as the fire continues, we do have 
continuing emissions, radioactive emissions, but they would be 
diminished releases over time from the initial emission release. 


We know that as far as meteorology is concerned, at 
the time of the event the emissions would have moved -- 
airborne -- northwest. We know from the tentative readings 
that have occurred, the elevations that had been detected in 
the Scandinavian countries, specifically Sweden, we would back 
calculate the event to Saturday. 


We know that there have been changes in wind 
conditions and meteorology since the event, which would 
indicate that in addition to the movement northwest, we also 
would have movement to the south, as well as to the east. We 
also know that there has been significant dispersion because of 
the meteorology, and we're able to predict, to some degree, 
what that means as far as dispersion patterns are concerned. 


We also know that as far as medical and environmental 
consequences, that we are not at a point where we would feel 
there are any health or environmental consequences for the 
United States from this event. We have found that the elevated 
readings from Sweden indicate very low deposition or fallout at 
this point in time, with very small medical consequences as far 
as those readings are concerned. 


To provide more information, technical information, 
quickly to fill in on those points, I'm going to ask, first, 
Harold Denton, if he would review for you the facility itself 
and what we feel occurred at that facility, and, technically, 
what we think is occurring at this point. 














We have, and it would be difficult, I'm sure, for you 
to see, unless we could get the lights turned out, an overview 
which is a schematic of the facility itself. If we can't turn 
the lights out, then Harold will go through a discussion 
without that overview, but we do have that available. 


Harold. 


MR. DENTON: As has been said, the information is 
rather sketchy so you should take whatever I say today as being 
preliminary. 


The accident occurred in Unit No. 4 at Chernobyl. 
There are three other plants on the same site. This plant 
began operation in 1983. And just by way of background, there 
are about 14 other similar plants operating in the Soviet Union 
— there's one other plant operating that's even bigger than 
this one. 


It's quite different than U.S. designs. It's what we 
call a graphite-moderated design. And if we could see, if this 
could be seen -- maybe if we turn down the lights a bit in the 
auditorium, perhaps we could see the slide. 


MR. THOMAS: Could we turn the lights for maybe one 
minute and then we could turn them back up just so you could 
get a view of what the facility looks like. It'll give you a 
picture of it. 


MR. DENTON: I guess we'll go without. 
MR. THOMAS: I guess we'll go without. 


MR. DENTON: Maybe we can pass out some copies of this 
slide later. What it shows is that this is a very large, in 
physical dimension, plant. What I wanted to focus on was the 
reactor core part. 


The reactor core is a large block of graphite. There 
are about a thousand tons of graphite that compose the reactor 
core. As you know, U.S. plants are based on a light-water 
reactor design; they are encased in a reactor vessel and they 
use water as both a moderator and coolant. This is a 
significant distinction, as you'll learn. 


Within these blocks there are pressure tubes. These 
pressure tubes are about 3-1/2 inches in diameter and within 
each pressure tube is a cluster of fuel rods. I think there 
are about 16 fuel rods per cluster. So cooling water for this 














reactor goes through these pressure tubes. It boils in the 
lower half of the pressure tube and then goes directly to the 
turbines. So, ina sense, it's a direct cycle, pressure-tube 
reactor and it's unique to the Russians. They designed it, and 
I don't think it's been built outside their area. 


We can only speculate about what the initiating event 
was. But it's quite clear that whatever happened caused the 
loss of coolant accident in this plant. The fuel was cooling, 
the core began to heat up, fuel-melting began to occur. As 
water and steam got to the fuel, there was a reaction between 
the steam and the cladding; the cladding is zirconium, the 
tubing is zirconium. This led to metal water reactions. The 
cladding of the pressure tube failed and steam began to attack 
the graphite. Graphite will react with water and produce 
hydrogen and carbon monoxide, and some other combustible 
products. 


There's every indication that as a result of this 
interaction between the cladding and the graphite and the steam 
and air, a violent explosion occurred inside the reactor core. 
This explosion led to breaching the containment and dispersal 
of considerable amounts of fission products. 


You may recall at TMI we had a very large containment 
there. Essentially, all the fission products stayed within the 
containment. 


I think the containment is certainly breached. A fire 
followed the explosion. I would expect that today the charcoal 
is still burning; it's probably burning from the top down. 
There's still very high temperatures existing in the core. 
Radiation levels within the plant itself are so very high that 
I would expect it would be very difficult to take any 
corrective action there. 


I think I'll stop here and then turn to the next 
speaker and let him discuss the dispersion of the fission 
products that probably occurred. 


MR. THOMAS: Thank you, Harold. I'm going to ask 
Lester Machta from NOAA if he would define the meteorology, as 
we knew it, when the event occurred. 


Lester. 


MR. MACHTA: When the first event occurred, the 
material went toward the northwest and came to somewhat of a 
stop because of very light winds in north central 
Scandinavia. At this point, we think it's beginning to drift 
eastward and southeastward rather slowly. 











The later materia. that may have been released, if any 
was, was carried, first, towara the west -- a correction -- 
first toward the east and then south and then toward the west. 
So some of the reports say radiation that might have been found 
in Austria or to the west of Chernobyl probably came from later 
releases from the accident. 


The coverage of the radioactive cloud is really quite 
large, we think, based on past experience in the movement of 
pollution. So that, say, from the initial event, our guess 
would be that it's covering probably a good part of eastern and 
northern Europe; probably the northwestern part of the Soviet 
Union, and may extend well into the Arctic Basin. 


We don't yet know what the dispersion is from the more 
recent releases that may have occurred. 


I think at this point perhaps we can stop. I might 
mention that the way in which we're determining the paths of 
the material is not by actual measurements of the 
radioactivity. What we're doing is using observed conventional 
winds that are reported by the Soviet Union and European 
countries and carrying the material at about 5,000 feet above 
the ground. 


Thank you. 


MR. THOMAS: We ask Sheldon Meyers if he would give us 
a brief review of the medical and environmental consequences 
from what we know at this point in the vicinity of the incident. 


Sheldon. 


MR. MEYERS: I want to emphasize what Lee said 
earlier, that we have very limited data. But based upon the 
data that we do have, we don't expect that if that plume 
reaches the U.S. that there would be any significant health 
effect on the population of the United States. That is based 
upon a number of assumptions that we've made, based upon 
experience with fallout conditions mostly from nuclear weapons 
testing in the past. 


That is, the larger particles generally tend to 
precipitate out within a hundred miles of the source. 
Generally, as a plume moves through the atmosphere, there is 
precipitation which further removes some of the radioactive 
material. And, lastly, it was previously mentioned there is a 
good deal of dilution that takes place as the plume passes 
overhead 




















There was mention of the Swedish data. We have 
limited information from them, and it appears that their 
background level has been exceeded by about one millirem over 
the several days that they have taken those measurements. And 
to put that in context in this country, the average background 
level due to all sources, natural and otherwise, is about 90 to 
a 100 millirem per year. 


So we think that if and when it will eventually get 
here, it will be hardly measurable and relatively insignificant. 


EPA does operate what we call the National 
Environmental Radiation Monitoring System -- ERAMS -- and that 
system is in place around the country in all 50 states. It 
will be the first indicator of anything coming in in the way of 
increases over our normal levels. We've accelerated the 
measurements of particulates from twice a week to daily so that 
we'll get a very quick response if anything does come in; and 
if we do get any indication at all, we'll speed up the 
measurements of the other kinds of media that we do measure. 


In addition to particulates, we measure surface water, 
drinking water and milk samples. Right now those are on their 
normal scale, but if anything untoward seems to be coming 
along, we'll increase those measurements as well. 


Thank you. 


MR. THOMAS: The process will be for information 
collection from all U.S. sources, input from international 
sources. To continue to update the information that you just 
heard, we will have a daily process for providing that 
information to you -— any additional information or conclusions 
that we're able to draw, or (to) respond to questions that you 
have on a continuing basis. 


With that, then, brief overview, why don't I open it 
up and see if we can respond to specific issues in questions 
that you have. 


This is to Mr. Denton. You said this was 
basically a loss-of-coolant accident. Could you just take us 
through that scenario you described slowly again and 
step-by-step and describe this loss-of-coolant accident? 


MR. DENTON: I don't really know the initiating 
event. Under normal operation, each pressure tube is fed with 
water. There are some 16,000 individual pressure tubes. Each 








pressure tube has its own source of water. Water boils in 
these pressure tubes, turns to steam and then eventually drives 
the turbine. So we don't know what caused the initial upset. 


One unique feature of this plant also is it refuels 
on-line, so there is a refueling machine which is able to put 
fuel elements in and take fuel assemblies out while the plant 
is operating at full power. 


Something obviously occurred. It could have been a 
pipe break, it could have been a malfunction of the refueling 
machine, it could have been a lost of electrical power or 
control. Something led to loss of cooling in one or more 
channels. Based on the severity of the accident and the sort 
of measurements that have been made outside the country, this 
led, then, to undercooling of a large number of channels. The 
fuel obviously heated up in a large number; fuel melting began, 
metal water reactions began, these pressure tubes lost their 
integrity as a result of interacting with the very hot steam. 
The graphite reacts with the hot steam, it produces hydrogen 
and carbon monoxide. These are combustible products. 


My speculation is that these combustion products 
eventually led to a chemical explosion within the core itself. 
This provided a way for air to get in the core. And one way to 
think about this is, think of it as a giant coal pile that's 
burning but with an intense heat source only inside. But the 
initiating event is unknown. 


Q How long would this have taken from first 
indications of loss of coolant to the explosion and then the 
fire? How long would it have taken? Can you give us some time 
phasement? 


MR. DENTON: For any one channel, if you lose cooling 
in one channel, you can get fuel damage very quickly. I would 
think in a matter of minutes. But whether this started as one 
channel or whether it was a total loss of flow to the reactor 
core all at once, I have no information on that; or whether it 
was related to the refueling machine. 


You may recall that there's one plant somewhat similar 
to this called Windscale that about 30 years ago had a problem, 
and it was related somewhat to the on-line refueling. 


Q There is some information today that perhaps the 
second reactor at this same location may be somehow involved, 
may be somehow going through a meltdown. What do you know 
about that? 











MR. THOMAS: We don't have any information that 
indicates that there is a problem with a second reactor at this 
facility. There are four reactors there, as you know. They 
are in fairly close proximity, Unit 3 and Unit 4, Unit 4 being 
the one where there was the problem. So there is conjecture 
about whether there are problems with Unit 3. To my knowledge, 
the design of this facility also includes some joint operation 
of those two units from a common control area, again leading to 
conjecture about the potential of problems at the other unit. 


But we have no information at this point that would 
indicate that there are problems at the other unit. 


Q I would like to put the question to Dr. Denton. 
Could you give us a description of what you think might be 
going on at this reactor site now and the environment 
immediately around it? And are you at all concerned that these 
other plants that have been put in emergency shutdown might be 
in danger of becoming involved in the accident itself? 


MR. DENTON: We've been told, I believe, that the 
other three units were shut down at about the time the troubles 
in Unit 4 occurred. I guess I think that there's probably 
still fire going on in the upper part of the reactor graphite 
block involving the graphite and the fuel; that this is burning 
its way down through the roughly 20 feet or so of graphite, and 
that the radiation levels nearby are very high. So I think 
that there's probably been an evacuation from the control room 
of Unit 3, for example, but with the equipment left running to 
keep it cool. 


So I would think that this accident, per se, would not 
result in an accident in One, Two or Three. Assuming the 
equipment is operable there, I wouldn't expect that the spread 
~- I quess there could be a potential for conventional fires to 
spread, and that's probably of concern. 


MR. THOMAS: We have a question right over here. 


Q How certain are you, then, that a meltdown 
actually occurred? And if it did occur, why didn't the China 
Syndrome situation develop? 


MR. DENTON: This plant doesn't have water which boils 
dry. When we use that word, we thin« of a meltdown that, in 
the absence of any cooling, it's 200 tons of fuel that melt 
down as a glob and melt through the reactor vessel. This was 
surrounded by, as I said, a thousand tons of graphite. So, in 
a sense, to coin a new word, you could call this a “burn-up" 
rather than a core just by itself. 











MR. THOMAS: Yes, right here. 


Q Based on what you know of the accident, do you 
find it credible that the Soviets claim that only two were 
killed? Would that be Mr. Meyers to answer that? 


MR. THOMAS: We really -- and, Sheldon, you may want 
to fill in behind me -- but we don't have, I think, enough 
information on both what occurred, the extent of the release to 
draw -—- the extent of action that were taken over a period of 
time. In other words, as Harold Denton mentioned, inconclusive 
information on how long the problem was worked before there was 
an explosion -- what action may have taken place during that 
period of time, such as evacuation of the work area itself or 
surrounding areas, to draw conclusions about casualties. So I 
think it would be conjecture that we're not prepared, based on 
the data we have to date, to make, to draw conclusions about 
casualties or injuries. 


Q Is it possible it could be only two, or is that 
preposterously low? Other reports have suggested there may be 
thousands killed. 


MR. THOMAS: I just can't conjecture a guess as to 
what it could be, and I think the reason you've got such 
tremendous ranges being given by people is the very lack of 
data as to not only what occurred, but over what period of time 
and what actions were taken during that period of time. 


Yes, back here. 


Q Can you probably refer to Mr. Machta any 
information on what that could mean to Soviet agriculture, and 
hence, to world agriculture, that this cloud shifts over a 
(inaudible) area? 


MR. THOMAS: Maybe we ought to ask Lester to first 
talk about the meteorology and then Sheldon talk about the 
environmental consequences of that kind of impact on 
agriculture. 


Lester. 


MR. MACHTA: According to our estimates of where the 
radio activity may have moved, it would have moved over the 
western part of Russia, which is an agricultural area. It's 
now, we think, moving back over the northern part of the Soviet 
Union. However, as far as what the consequences concern, I'1l 
have to defer to Sheldon. 
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MR. MEYERS: Again, based upon limited data, it is 
possible, depending upon the plume, if some radio-active 
material were deposited on grazing land, for example, which had 
cows, and the cows ate the grass and produced some milk, that 
milk would probably be contaminated. It's not at all clear 
what it would be to a wheat crop, for example. It would 
strongly depend upon how it was deposited, whether it rained, 
whether the growing season was nearly complete. If it were the 
kind of setup where the wheat was fully grown, for example, 
oea° — that the crop might not be damaged --— unclear at 
this time. 


MR. THOMAS: Yes, right here. 


Q Can you tell us, was this plant one of the ones 
the Soviets had agreed to open to international inspection as 
to safeguards? And if so, have any U.S. or IAEA inspectors 
recently visited this plant? 


MR. THOMAS: I don't have that information for you 
today. I would indicate that at the normal State Department 
briefing, which I believe is generally scheduled for around 12 
or 12:15, there will be more information on the international 
issues such as the one you just asked about. 


Yes. 


Q Mr. Denton, please, supposing there were a 
partial meltdown or worse at one of your Savannah River plants, 
or the one at Hanford, Washington, which I understand do not 
have containment buildings -- I know you don't think a partial 
meltdown is likely, but supposing there were -- where would the 
radiation go? 


MR. DENTON: I think we have a member here from the 
Department of Energy. Let me have him respond to it. 


MR. THOMAS: Yes. 


Both of those facilities you were discussing are 
Department of Energy facilities. Let me ask Dale Bunch if 
he'll respond to that. 


MR. BUNCH (DOE): I think it's important to note that 
the Savannah River reactors are not graphite reactors, as the 
plant at Chernobyl. There is a production reactor at Hanford, 
Washington. It's quite dissimilar from the facility in Russia; 
it bears no resemblance to it at all. It has both special 
safety systems to shut down the reactor before you get 
overheating of the graphite, and it has systems - 
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Q Could I just interrupt for a second? We know 
about the safety systems and TMI had them, too. If there were 
some sort of meltdown at one of these plants, Savannah River or 
Henford, regardless of whether they're white-water reactors or 
graphite reactors, or whatever, what would happen to the 
radiation, since they don't, as we understand it, have 
containment buildings? 


MR. BUNCH (DOE): The point I was getting to, sir, is 
-- in fact, there is a difference in what happened at Chernobyl 
and TMI1. The radiation was largely contained in TMI because of 
the very robust systems in the plant to keep the radiation 
inside the facility. At the production reactor at Hanford, we 
have a special confinement system specifically devised to 
handle severe accidents, including such things as deluge-water 
spray systems to keep the building cool so the graphite doesn't 
overheat and special filters to remove fission products even 
should you get a burning event. 


Q Could you talk a little bit about the Savannah 
River plants and why they do not have containments? And what 
would happen if they would have an accident? 


MR. BUNCH (DOE): I'm, personally, not real familiar 
with the Savannah River plants. They are production 
facilities; they have confinement systems; the confinement 
systems have special filtration devices to protect against the 
accidental release of fission products, even in the event of a 
severe accident. So that the purpose of a confinement is 
basically to make sure that if there is an accidental release, 
it's directed to a bank of filters which filter out all, or 
essentially all the harmful materials. 


Q But they do not have confinements? 

MR. BUNCH: They do have confinements. 

Q (Inaudible) 

MR. BUNCH: That's correct. 

Q They co not. 

a They do not. 

MR. THOMAS: We have a question right here. 

Q This is a question for Mr. Machta: Just going by 
experience on how these clouds drift, can you tell us if the 


plume reaches the U.S., what the logical route for reaching the 
U.S. would be and about what the time frame might be? 
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MR. MACHTA: In terms of the time frame, I think it is 
very many days from now that the bulk of the material would 
arrive at the U.S. The most logical way in which it might come 
to the United States is across the Pacific and reach the West 
Coast, but that, as I say, is at least, I would say, a week 
off. The alternate way would be going into the Polar Basin and 
reaching the State of Alaska, and then perhaps heading 
southward, but that is not a terribly likely thing, and only, 
in my opinion, would be a small piece of the main body of the 
cloud. 


MR. THOMAS: Would you like to talk about dispersion? 


Q That high route, the polar route through Alaska, 
is that at a higher altitude than the route over the Pacific? 


MR. MACHTA: It would probably have to be at higher 
altitudes. The estimates that we've been making was carrying 
the material at about $,000 feet. Some of it does mix up, with 
lower concentrations at higher altitudes, and those could be 
carried into the Basin and be carried. 


A Pacific route, then, at a lower altitude, as I 
understand from what you're saying, would that then carry a 
greater chance of deposit to the ground, basically? 


MR. MACHT: It would have a greater probability, but 
it would take a very much longer time; and during that time, 


there will be much, much greater dispersion and much greater 
dilution. 


Q Mr. Thomas, if the Soviets take us up on our 
offer to provide technical and humanitarian assistance, what 
specifically could we offer them? And more specifically, do we 
have civilian and government employees trained to fight reactor 
fires, despite the radiation hazard problem? 


MR. THOMAS (EPA): Well, in that offer of assistance 
that was made, we had specified a range of assistance that 
ranges from monitoring capability to trained personnel as far 
as medical consequences are concerned, to a full range of 
technical personnel from U.S. agencies that are well versed and 
well trained in dealing with radioactive issues, all the way 
from monitoring and response to medical and environmental 
consequences. And that was specified as far as the offer of 
assistance is concerned. 


The specific question relating to -~ I think you're 
getting at -- this particular fire and whether there are 
individuals who would be trained to deal with this, I'd have to 
see if Dell or Harold have any feel for that. 
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MR. BUNCH (DOE): I can give you some general 
information. There is a federal Radiological Emergency 
Response Plan. There are radiological teams which are 
positioned at various places around the country and 
periodically trained to respond to radiological emergencies. 
Part of that training does include coping with fires in nuclear 
power plants or nuclear test facilities. 


Q Could you be more specific in terms of answering 
the question of whether we have offered individual personnel to 
go in and help put out what (inaudible) is the continuing fire 
and problem? 


MR. THOMAS: No. We mace a general offer of 
assistance in the kind of categories I indicated, and we have 
not received a response, to my knowledge, to that offer, 
although at the State Department briefing I think they can 
probably bring you up to date more currently in that they are 
the ones who are managing that specific request. 


Yes, sir. 

QUESTION: To follow that up, do you know whether any 
steps have been taken to contain the disaster? Have the 
Soviets taken any steps to contain it outside of shutting of f 


the other three reactors? 


MR. DENTON (EPA): To my knowledge, I don't know of 
actions that they have taken beyond the actions which have 
already been noted concerning the other units. 


Right here. Then I'll come back to you. 


Q Do you have any idea of how many workers were at 
the site? I picked up some information from various places to 
suggest that they had construction crews who were building 
another reactor. 


MR. THOMAS: We don't have any information, I don't 
think, that would give you a good response to that at this 
point. 


Q When did the United States Government first 
detect some kind of problem at the plant? 


MR. THOMAS: The information I have is that the first 
indication we had of the problem was the indication that was 
evidenced by the Scandinavian countries. In other words, the 
elevated readings as far as Sweden is concerned, that was when 
we began to get information as other countries did about the 
problem. 
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Q There was nothing else that something had 
happened when it did on Saturday? 


MR. THOMAS: Not to my knowledge. 


Q Mr. Denton, how long would this fire take to burn 
out if no efforts to put it out are successful? 


MR. DENTON: It's speculative, but I guess weeks, if 
there is no successful effort, because of the -- 


Q Can you be more specific -- three weeks, five 
weeks, ten week? 


MR. DENTON (DOE): No. Wo, I'd just say weeks, as 
opposed to days or months. 


Q Is there an outside limit? Could it take more 
than a month to put this fire out? 


MR. DENTON (DOE): You know, we really don't know 
anything about what condition the core is in. The weeks are 
the best estimate I can give you. It depends on how much air 
is getting to the core, and that sort of -- I perceive -- 


Q Followup question, please? 


MR. DENTON (NRC): I perceive it looks like a chimney, 
and will burn until it burns itself out or the air supply is 
turned off. 


Q I have one follow-up to that. You said here that 
the emissions of radiation from the fire will be reducing. 
Could you give us some scale of that? Is it half-way? will 
the emissions be cut in half after a certain amount of time? 


MR. DENTON (NRC): I think the volatile element such 
as noble gases, iodides, silisiums have probably largely 
already been released, and this occurred when the explosion 
occurred, and there was a direct path to the atmosphere. The 
very top of this building is a sort of industrial grade 
containment sort of building; it's not a high-strength 
containment. But we have found off-site other types of less 
volatile fission products -- neptunium, for example, niobium, 
all of which indicate there was a very violent explosion and 
disbursed a lot of this material into the atmosphere, and that 
then took the path that you heard described 


Q Yes, right here. 
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Q Would a normal containment dome have withheld 
that explosion? 


MR. DENTON (NRC): I don't know because I don't know 
the full details on really what occurred. It certainly would 
have helped 


Q How often -- on the question that Mr. Denton was 
asked -— UPI is now quoting U.S. intelligence sources saying a 
second meltdown has now occurred. I know you don't have any 
information about that, but could such an event have happened 
if the plant was in cold shutdown, or how long would it take to 
shut down Number Three, assuming they started to shut down? 
Could you give us some scenarios of what could have been 
happening there? 


MR. DENTON (NRC): I guess I have -- I have no 
indication anything is going on in Unit Three. Everything I 
know about is consistent with just the meltdown, the burning in 
Unit Four. 
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Q Could you please clarify the point of the 
meltdown because yesterday Professor Alan Bromley of Yale 
University was pretty sure the meltdown could not have occurred 
because there wouldn't be the temperature for it? 


MR. THOMAS: You're talking about the event at Unit 
Four -- 


Q Yes. 


MR. THOMAS: -- and clarification as to whether a 
meltdown occurred or not? 


Q Yes, because yesterday, Professor Bromley of Yale 
University (inaudible) 


MR. DENTON: Our evidence comes largely from the 
measurements of radioneuclides (phonetic) in countries like 
Sweden, and from the kinds of measurements being made there, 
it's certainly consistent with a meltdown occurring. It takes 
extremely high temperatures to get these fission products out. 


Q Are you finding any ionium (niobium?) and 
neptunium in the Swedish (inaudible) Has it gotten that far? 


MR. DENTON: They reported their measurements to the 
U.S., yes. 


Q And what are they -- those elements, do you know? 


MR. DENTON: Yes, those particular elements have been 
detected. I don't have the magnitudes with me. 


Q I think when you were answering a question over 
here, we never quite got to the end of it about whether the 
emissions would deminish. You started to say that (inaudible). 


MR. DENTON: I think the volatile elements have been 
driven off, and are largely out in the atmosphere being 
disbursed, but the burning is still going on. Therefore, you 
would continue to evolve whatever gases are still present in 
the bottom perhaps of the core, and so I think at a slower 
rate, and perhaps as the burning and the temperature, you might 
still get particulates in the smoke. So I think it definitely 
is reduced from what would have occurred on that very first 
hour or two after the breach of the building. 


Q Mr. Denton, could you discuss conditions at this 
plant site? Are you assuming, for example, that the other 
three reactors are fully-manned with personnel? Are you 
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concerned that radiation bombardment might have damaged some of 
the instruments of the other reactor plants? I understand 
those are not shielded as they are in the United States now. 


Give us some sense --— you have had this unique 
experience of Three Mile Island. What's your Russian 
counterpart going through right now? 


MR. DENTON (NRC): I feel a lot of sympathy for my 
Russian counterpart. Wo one from my staff has ever been to the 
site, so we don't have any first-hand information. Several, 
many years ago, we did have an exchange program and went to 
some similar units. Units One and Two, I think, are far enough 
away that they would not likely be affected in any event. Unit 
Three does share some common systems. I don't know how, 
whether they are being able to man Unit Three or not. I would 
suspect it would be very difficult to man Unit Three, so I 
assume that Units Three and Four are both evacuated and systems 
are running on their own in Unit Three. 


Q But they're not meant to run unattended 
indefinitely -- 


MR. DENTON: That's right, but -- 
Q Isn't that one of the problems? 


MR. DENTON: That's right, not indefinitely, but if 
they should, unless they are affected somehow by Unit Four, 
should run for a long period of time 


MR. THOMAS: A question over here. 


Q You say they're trying to shut down Unit Three, 
what actually would they do to shut it down? And how long 
would it take to get to shutdown? 


MR. DENTON: Shutdown normally means putting the 
control rods in and stopping the fission process, put still 
there's the K heat, and that has to be removed for a long 
period of time afterwards. So I think we use the term to mean 
that they no longer produce electricity, they are not running 
at 3300 megawatts thermal; it's just down to the K heat level 
in the fuel. 


Q But with K heat, (inaudible) ~~ it takes a long 
time to check. 


MR. THOMAS: Yes, and, but it's not nearly the problem 
that it is at full power, and they are eventually going to have 
to cope with what you do with Unit Three in case there are 
equipment failures. 
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Q You are (inaudible) insuring about the fact that 
the accident wouldn't have a health impact in the United 
States. What about the Soviet Union? Can you give us any 
estimate of how many Soviet citizens may be exposed to 
radiation, did they really take a toll in the short-run or in 
the long-run? 


MR. THOMAS: We just don't have any information that 
can let us draw any conclusions on that kind of question at 
this point. Hopefully, over the next several days as 
additional information comes in, we would be able to give you a 
better answer on that question. We just don't have it today. 


Q Could you make a comparison between the amount of 
radioactivity released in this event and that which would be 
released through a nuclear warhead in atest? And also the 
amount of radiation that was in the atmosphere prior to the ‘63 
Testban Treaty? 





MR. THOMAS: I don't think we'd be able to respond to 
that question today as I look down across this panel. I just 
don't think we have this information on this stage. 


Q To come back to Unit Three again, because I think 
that's a little confusing. We believe that in Unit Three they 
probably succeeded in getting it off full power and in a 
semi-shutdown state, or what would you call that? 


That's for Mr. Denton. 


MR. DENTON: Definitely, it's been taken off the line; 
it's no longer producing electricity. The control rods are in, 
and they probably left it in their normal cooldown period -- 
and you do have to cool the plant for a long period of time, up 
to many months before you can turn off all the cooling. But 
the longer the period, the less cooling is needed. So it will 
require cooling for a long time. 


Q Mr. Thomas, do you think it was irresponsible of 
the Soviet Union not to have alerted its neighbors to the 
accident earlier? 


MR. THOMAS: I don't want to draw that kind of 
conclusion. We're very concerned about the notification issue, 
and I think that as we get better information about exactly 
when the event occurred, when notification could have been 
made, I think we'll be able to draw more conclusions about that 
concerned; but we're very concerned about that issue. 
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Yes, sir. 


Q Mr. Thomas, what would happen in the United 
States if something like this occurred? 


MR. THOMAS: In the United States -- and I could ask 
Harold Denton to respond to part of this -- but we have an 
extensive system for both on-site safety and off-site safety. 
You heard reference, for instance, to the emergency response 
plan among federal agencies. I used to coordinate, for 
instance, when I was the Deputy Administrator at the Federal 
Emergen:y Management Agency, the off-site response authorities, 
and we have an extensive plan of federal agencies with standby 
teams and 24-hour notification systems, with rapid deployment 
capabilities, full backup capability, integrated with state 
health officials for response to any kind of situation that 
would occur. 


And that off-site response is tied in with the 
on-site safety system. You have both the protective systems 
which are extensive, and then you have any kind of responsive 
systems to an event. And I may ask Harold if he would respond 
@ little bit from the on-site point of view. 


MR. DENTON: As you know, after TMI, we changed a lot 
of things because up to that point we had used the design basis 
event, assuming accidents would not get any worse. Today 
plants have hydrogen igniters, for example, just to cope with 
the evolution of hydrogen gas. That's the type of lesson we've 
learned. 


And I think the main thing is the value of 
containment. In other words, if you have a big strong 
containment, then you can cope with a large number of events 
without really getting the public affected. 


MR. THOMAS: We're going to take probably about three 
more questions, if I could. We have a follow-up for Harold 
Denton. 


Q Back to the issue of the Savannah River plants. 
They do have confinement systems, Mr. Bunch, but as I wanted to 
ask you, they don't have, as most of us understand, big, strong 
reinforced concrete containment buildings. Since they do not, 
do you think that increases the risk that if there were some 
sort of meltdown, there could be large radiation releases, and 
I'd like to ask you -- 
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MR. DENTON: We have no responsibility for those 
plants, but I do know that when the original production plants 
at Hanford and Savannah River were sited, that's why they had 
large land areas. You know, there's 300-400 square miles at 
each place -- and that was back in the early days of the 
technology, so to some extent, they may have tried to trade 
distance for containment. But I'd really have to refer to Dale 
-— we have no first-hand knowledge of either Savannah River or 
Hanford-type plants. 


Q But your an expert -— one of the world's experts 
in this field. Based on your expertise, do you feel if there 
were some sort of meltdown in one of the plants, that there 
would be potential for large radiation release? 


MR. DENTON: There would certainly be the potential in 
any plant, and it depends on how well engineered and designed 
the confinement system is, and I really don't know that 
system. The Savannah River plants are heavy water-moderated, 
so that's a major difference between those plants and the 
Russian plant. 


MR. THOMAS: Over here. 


Q Dr. Denton, I wonder if you can give us an idea 
of what is going to be left at this site after this fire is 
out, what kind of problem the Soviets are going to face at that 
point? 


MR. DENTON: I think there is heavy contamination all 
around Units Three and Four, and I just don't know what, 
whether they will be able to return to operation or not. 


It's obviously a lot more difficult to clean up that 
type of event than it was at TMI where the radiation was more 
or less confined, and you recall that's taken years and years, 
when most of the radiation was still in the reactor pressure 
vessel. This has been disbursed, no doubt, throughout the Unit 
Four buildings and the surrounding area. 


MR. THOMAS: Final question right here. 


Q Yes, a question of Dr. Machta: You say your 
windspeeds and directions data are coming from Soviet sources? 
Is that the case? And if so, do you fell those sources are 
reliable? 


MR. MACHTA: Entirely. There's no indication 
whatsoever that there has been any change in the information 
received through them. It's through international channels. 
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MR. THOMAS: It's a part of the -- 


Les, you may want to expand, but there's an ongoing 
and inter-active process, as far as meteorlogical data is 
concerned internationally, unrelated to this particular 
incident that Lester was relying on and talking about as far as 
meterological information is concerned. 


Let me emphasize once again that the State 
Department's update briefing may have additional information on 
international issues that you may be interested in, and also 
that we will provide update information on a daily basis. The 
Environmental Protection Agency's Public Information Office is 
coordinating that. 


Thank you. 


(The conference concluded at 12:00 P.M.) 
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SECRETARY SHULTZ: This summit meeting comes at 4 soment 
of real opportunity and important responsibilities; opportunity 
because the chances for worldwide economic growth look very good. We 
meet at a time when there are quite a number of favorable 
developments at hand and where there is a strategy becoming clearer 
and clearer for how to deal with it. So, it's a great moment of 
opportunity. 


It's a moment of responsibility because, clearly, there 
are great problems; problems that we have it in our hands to come to 
grips with. It's important for this group of countries to maintain 
the cohesion that we have always had and which there is every 
indication we retain in addressing all of the issues in the East-West 
arena. So, I'm sure that will be a subject of discussion -- an 
important one. 


It's of key significance in the fight against terrorism 
that we examine this issue together and see what, in our respective 
ways, we can do about it. Certainly the nuclear accident in the 
Soviet Union will be discussed, and it highlights the 
responsibilities that each state has in the case of an event in that 
state that has clear affects on people in other states, adjoining and 
otherwise. 


So, there are a big array of subjects anc, as I said, 
there -- this is a special moment of opportunity because there are 
many positive developments, and the cohesion of these countries and 
our associated allies has been so significant and important, and 
there are many important issues that put a responsibility before us 
to discuss them candidly and fully and to do everything we can to set 
out a line of action that can give positive results for our people. 


Q Mr. Secretary, what are we going to propose in terms 
of the nuclesr accident? What can the rest of the world do? What 
kind of pressure are you going to put on the Soviet Union? What are 
you asking? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: I think -- how this will come out, I 
don't know, obviously. People will come with varying perceptions, no 
doubt. But from public statements I think it's clear that there's 
kind of a two-fold set of concerns. One is immediate: to call for 
more information so that all of us can assess what the potential 
implications of the accident are and do what is necessary to do to 
safeguard the health of citizens and to understand what happened and 
why so that, to the extent that we can learn from that, we do so. 


And second is to focus on the question of whether it 
would be worthwhile at this time to try to, in a sense, firm up the 
inherent obligation that states have to provide infcrmation about 
something going on within their borders that has effects on others. 








That I think is generally understood, but maybe it would be timely 
and good to kind of reinforce it a little bit. 


As far as we're concerned, comparing notes and seeing 
what others are doing and thinking and what information they have 
will help us in continuing our own efforts to, on the one hand, be 
helpful; and, on the other, to help our own citizens, not so such 
here, because it seems that there is very little threat to people in 
the United States, but we have Americans scattered throughout the 
area and we are trying to give them the right kind of advice and 
provide on-the-spot information for thes. 








Q In terms of information, Mr. Secretary? It's been 
seven days or so since the accident. Save they been any sore 
forthcoming in private to us about what the status is? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: They have given some information, but 
I don't think it is -- wii, I'm certain that it isn't anywhere near 
the scope of information tnat we have ourselves, based on our own 
independent sources. 6So, by that standard, they have not been very 
forthcoming. 


Q And they have suggested that -- in response to your 
comments of two days ago -- that we are exaggerating the seriousness 
ef this. Can you respond to that? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: The way to deal with that kind of a 
question is to provide access and provide information. And if we're 
exaggerating, I would be delighted to -- if that were so. And we'd 
like to know. We'd like to have the information. We'd like to be 
able to have what vertification we can get. Of course, people 
measure radiation in the air then, and they can do that, and where 
it’s located. And so people see that. 


Q Mr. Secretary, you said the strategy is becoming 
clear on how to deal with the opportunities of worldwide econoszic 
growth. What is that strategy? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: First of all, for each country to run 
its own economy in a way that will be in tune, as such as possible, 
with non-inflationary real growth, with strong savings and 
investment. Second of all, to keep world markets open to trade, so 
that there can be sutually-reinforcing expansion. Third, to see that 
in the Baker plan there is a means of dealing with the problems of 
debtor countries, as well as others, that will help get out from 
under that very considerable problem. So I think those are the 
fundamental elements here. 


I'm sure, also, there'll be some discussion of monetary 
developments and other similar things, but I think healthy national 
economic policies, openness to trade and dealing with outstanding 
financial issues. And I would put the debt proplem up at the top of 
the list. 


Q Mr. Secretary, what relevance, if any, do you 
believe that the nuclear accident has to the arms control process? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: I don't think it has any sort of one- 
to-one connection, but, of course, @ reason why people are so 
interested in reducing nuclear weapons stockpiles is the fear that if 
ever there should be a war -- a nuclear war -- and the President bas 
said many times that a nuclear war should never be fought and ca: 
never be won. And the reason it can never be won is that it has two 
great effects of the kinds that people are worrying about. 


Now, as far as we're concerned -- as far as the 
President's concerned, he has had at the top of his agenda, even long 
before he was President, the importance of radical reductions in 
nuvciear weapons. And those -- that subject is the center of the 
agenda in Geneva and it will be pursued energetically by us. 


Q ~~ Mr. Secretary, there are those who are saying 
that this shows we can't trust the Soviets, and, therefore, arms 
control is probably that such gore difficult. Do you concur? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: The problem of verification and 
compliance is a very important problem. And certainly in any 
agreements that we work out, we'll have to address those issues and 
addvess them very completely. 


In the statements that Mr. Gorbachev has made, he has, 
perhaps more than Soviet leaders in the past, 








recognized the importance of this issue and he's talked about various 
possible techniques and he's used words like on-site inspection. So, 
hoping that we can get to that point, that’s ali material that we 
should follow up on. 


Q Mr. Secretary? 


Q On the subject of on-site inspections, do you see 
the nuclear accident as an opening to begin expanding the syster of 
on-site inspections for nuclear power in the Soviet Union? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Of course, the inspection of nuclear 
power plants under IAEA safeguards is something that has been going 
on. It's pert of the process and it's been a long struggle to get 
the nuclear weapons states to agree to have their power plants 
inspected. We have -- the Soviet Union has begun to do that and I 
think that’s something that needs to be stimulated and encouraged and 
I would think that this accident would show the importance of 
inspections and reviews of procedures. For example, just how this 
accident took place we don't know. People are speculating about it. 
But review of what the procedures were and are is the kind of thing 
that one needs to be doing and so inspection has a broad cast to it 
in that light. 


Q Mr. Secretary, do you stick to your assertion made 
in Bali that the casualties in the Soviet accident is considerably 
hiyher than they have announced and, if so, can you back it up 
against Soviet insistence that they've told the truth? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: I can't give you a number, but the 
number of two dead I will bet you $10 is very low and I don't know 
whether you're ready to take me up on that or not. 


Q In other words, you think it's considerably higher 
-- I mean, four would be considerably higher than two. I'm trying to 
get some range. What do you have in sind? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Let me -- I don't think this is any 
matter and I didn't mean to be jocular about it. But I think that 
the information they provided about the number of killed and others 
who are in some way incapacitated looks very low compared with 
information we have from a variety of sources. You take pictures, 
you see what's on the ground, you see the immobility of emergency 
equipment that came there and is still there. And you accumulate 
reports of one kind or another that come into your hand and all of it 
suggests that the impact on individual lives is much more than the 
statement that they have said. So, yes, I stand by that statement. 


Q Mr. Secretary? 


Q Mr. Secretary, did you tell the Japanese this 
morning what the U.S. position was on intervention -- their 
intervention in the -- to support the dollar and the German 
intervention recently to do the same thing? And could you tell us 
what your position is on that? 


SECKETARY SHULTZ: When I was Secretary of the Treasury, 
I didn't appreciate it when, for instance, Mel Laird, as I remember 
when I was in Tokyo, made some comments about the dollar and I told 
him to keep his cotton-pickin' hands off economic policy, if you 
remember. And I'll keep my cotton-pickin’ hands off the yen-dollar 
relationship. Ask Secretary Baker. 


Q Mr. Secretary -- 
SECRETARY SHULTZ: Let's see. 
Q Mr. Secretary, what does the way Mr. Gorbachev has 


handled this suggest to you about his leadership? You mentioned that 
he has seemed more interested in verification, for instance, in arms 
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control. Sut what does this suggest abowt whether he's any different 
from previous Soviet lesders? 


SECRETARY SHULTE: Well, he haen’t been forthcoming with 
information about this accident and, so far as we can see, knowledge 
about it within the Soviet Union is far, far less than knowledge 
about it in -- right here. So, if that doesn’t look like an exasple 
of gore openness -- but that’s about all I can say on -- as far as 
that’s concerned. 


Q Mr. Secretary, could you tell us please what are the 
considerations that have led the United States to criticise the 
Soviets publicly for « lack of inforsgation? Are you doing it to try 
to nudge sore inforsation frome thes, to aeseure Asericans you're on 
top of it? Why isn't this a matter of the quiet diplomacy that you 
often prefer? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: The reason why we wan 
information is that an event has taken plece that is ~- vfally -- 
thet is spreading saterial ecross sress where Aperican citizens are, 
and it is a responsibility of the Aserican government to look after 
the health and welfare of U.S. citizens. So, we want information 
about what happened and what is the extent of it and what say happen 
further so that we can sake an assessment and we can give proper 
advice to people and send the kind of help that's needed. It's an 
operational matter. And we have called for it privately and we've 
called for it publicly and I think we showld. And I sight say that I 
think every other country has had exactly the sase feeling. And it 
comes from, on the one hand, a feeling of interest and sympathy with 
people near the event itself; but on the other, the desire to do 
everything we can to see that the safety and health of American 
citizens is taken of. 


I'm told to sove over for the san who has his cotton- 
pickin’ hands on economic policy. (Laughter. ) 
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MR. SFEAKES: We now have Secretary Baker. Sefore he 
comes on, 1*°¢ like to point out, at the conclusion of his briefing, 
we'll be "éistribeting @ fact sheet on international egreenments on 
atosic -- or nuclear inapection, including the current status of our 
international agreements. 


So -~ Secretary Baker. 


SECRETARY BAKER: I'd start out by seconding the comments 
of the Secretary of State that this summit offers certa 
opportunities as well as certain responsibilities. I think we should 
take note of the fact that it occurs in the gost favorable econoszic 
environment we've seen in many years -- with oil prices declining 
sharply, summit coun inflation at its lowest level since 1967, 
interest rates continu to fall, and exchange rates msovi:« into 
better configuration. Those offer opportunities. 


On the other hand, there are certain = Ht nanewed I 
think, thet summit countries should face up to. t"inbalance 
figures in a number of countries, large current R-. M 


across the system, the LOC debt — and, of course, 
continuing probles of protectionisa 


I think, as I menticc«* before we left the United States, 
there are four sajor economic ars: that we would like to see 
concentration upon. One is strengthening the performance of summit 
countries’ econosies te improving growth in the developing 
countries; strengthening the international trading system; and 
finding ways, if we can, to improve international economic 
coordination and cooperation. 


So I'll take your questions. 


Q Nc. Secretary, are you making any proposals to 
= to some of the big importers of foreign oil, such as Germany 
Italy and France, that they sight want to stop buying oil from 
ae = buy it from perhaps a Third World nation that has some debt 
probleas 


SECRETARY BAKER: Well, that's not a proposal that I's 
making. And I'we never been Secretary of State, but if I were, I 
would want the Secretary of Treasury to keep his cotton-pickin’ hands 
off foreign policy questions ané that's pretty close to a foreign 


policy question -- 
Q May I ask -- 


SECRETARY BAKER: -- even though ay Department sight 
implement some seasures of that nature. 


Go ahead. 


Q There are some very large purchasers of Libyan oil 
who will be here at the summit. And the administration has certainly 
tried to get some economic sanctions in place against Libya from 
these countries. Is that an area to discuss at least? 


SELKETAKY BAKER: I think it would be an area to discuss, 
but you asked me if we'd made such requests of these countries, and 
the anewer, as far as I understand it to date, is we have not. 


Yes, sir. 


Q The major goals that you enunciated again today are 
quite similar in scope to those that you brought to Bit -- I'm sorry 
-- to Bonn. (Laughter.) Given that fact, huw would you assess your 
opportunities in 1986 versus what occurred in 19857 


SECRETARY BAKER: I think the opportunities are much 
better in 1986 for the reasons “that I've outlined to you. We've got 


. 





a very favorable convergence of economic factors; the general 
economic situation is such improwed. And I think that gives you some 
room, politically -- it gives governments roos, ae adopt 
measures that would otherwise, perhaps, be forec to ° 


Q It*s been reported that eleven Latin Aserican 
nations sent an eppesl to the summit lesders. Could you tell us if 
they did and what the appeal was? 


SECREATARY BAKER: I just saw -~- 
Q Question? 


SECRETARY BAKER: The question was, eleven Latin American 
nations -- it’s been reported that eleven Latin American nations have 
sent an eppeal to the summit leaders. If so -~- well, first, can I 
confirm that? Yes, I can confirm it. Secondly, can you tell us what 
it was? BD ggh hey A. AR RGR but as I 
understand it, it's for additional assistance with respect to the 
international debt problem -- a request for better understanding of 
the problem and « st for serious and indepth discussions of the 
issue which is alr on the summit agenda. 


Q Mc. Secretary, the Bouse and Means Committee 
action on trade bill, ing barriers -- t kind of a position 
does that put you in right now as you go into these trade 
negotiations as an ites? 


SECRETARY BAKER: The House Ways and Means Committee's 
action on a trade bill puts us in the position of being able to say 
to other countries here at the summit, “I told you so,” when we 
suggested last fall that protectionism would be returning in full 
flower in the spring. it has, indeed, returned. I think 
evidence of that fact is the action that the Ways and Means Committee 
has taken. 


Q How about answering the question Shultz bucked to 
you on what you told the Japanese about their intervention and the 
German intervention on the dollar? 


SECRETARY BAKER: What did we tell the Japanese about 
theic intervention and the German intervention on the dollar? We 
basically said that we believe, as they do, in increasing in any way 
that we can stability as far as exchange rates are concerned. 


We prefer to concentrate, quite frankly, on finding ways 
to enhance international economic 








cooperation and coordination or improve the workings of the systes, 
rather than talking about intervention. 


I wes asked the question, “Do you shree our concern about 
stability of the international sonetary or the exchenge rate 
?* And the anewer is, yes, we do @ that concern. We would 
preter to work st it from the standpoint of improving international 
economic cooperetion, improvements to the system, if you will. 


Q RR ah gh Ba A hag RR Rng 


t’ st the current situation yy * @ little pressure on the Japanese to 
t ay more on domestic ¢ then on international export growth? 


SECRETARY BAKER: I think —_, there's no lack of 
appreciation on the part of the A ~y By of 
increasing domestic demand. ad ug Ay laeseasan. for quite 
a fee Ses eee oe tance. I think 

further recognise, as bo sountetes do, = cannot deal 
be trade imbalances simply on the rate of the 
equation. hgh to at the underlying economic fundamentals 
and deel with it way 


Mr. Secretary, did they ask you for intervention at 
this point? 


SECRETARY BAKER: Well, we don't comment, as ote know, 
Bart, on intervention. We don't comment on when we're going 

intervene, whether aetee @ going to intervene, whether we 

requested to intervene or anything else. So, my answer to you is we 
simply have no comment on questions relating to intervention. 


Q Well, just comment on whether or not they put the 
question to you. 


SECRETARY BAKER: I cannot. I would be commenting on the 
substance of « private conversation, and I don't intend to do that. 


Q Mr. Secretary, at this point, how optimistic are you 
thet you can get any sort of commitsent from the Japanese and the 
West Germans to make the kind of structural and economic reforms that 
you believe are necessary as 4 long-term answer to trade imbalance? 


SECRETARY BAKER: I would refer you to the OCD 
communique of two or three weeks ago where it was recognized on the 
rt of all the countries there -- 24 industria) nations -- that 
ncreased growth in the sajor industrial nations of the world was 
something we ghould all strive for. I think there's already been 

agreement with respect to that. 


Your next question is going to be what specific measures 
do you want -- of are you going to suggest that these countries take. 
Ané I don't think that it's in our best intereat, nor, indeed, is it 
our responsibility to suggest in public how other economies -- other 
nations should cun their economies, particularly when their economies 
have been as successful as Japan's and Germany's. 


Q Mr. Secretary -- 
SECRETARY BAKER: Yes. 


Q ~~ does the cabinet officer to whom the U.S. Secret 
Service reports -- what do they tell you about the terrorist threat 
against the summit -- the summit leaders here? 


SECRETARY BAKER: That's something that I would be 
foreclosed from sharing with you, even if I'd gone into it with thea 
in detail. They don't discuss with me the detail of those 
investigative and intelligence reports unless I ask them for then, 
and I haven't asked them for them with respect to this. 











Chris. 


Q Mr. Secretary, is it fair to conclude that if you do 
not get some kind of commiteent from the Japanese and the Germans to 
boost their economies that the only alternative will be further 
Gepreciation of the dollar against those currencies? 


SECRETARY BAKER: Wo, I wouldn't sucgest that. I think 
-- I would t this, that a trade deficit in the $100 billion 
range, which is what, frankly, we think the United States trade 
Geficit would be after 1987, soving into 1988, is a politicall 
unsustainable level. I‘wve already said, it's our view, and c 
countries’ view, that you can't take care of that just on the 
ex cate side. So if there's no movement with respect to 
economic fundamentals -- that is increased growth -- the only other 
way to deal with it, per » would be «a recession in the United 


States, which, of course, is unacceptable to everybody -- 


Q Mr. gem @ year ago, the other nations were 
complaining about our internal government deficit. What are you 
going to tell thes this year about it? That it's going to grow its 
way out? That the alare is past? 


SECRETARY BAKER: Wo, I‘m going to tell them the sane 
thing that we've been telling thea now for some time, and that is 
we're making progress om our deficit. We're continuing the fight 
with cespect to our fiscal deficit. As you know, for the first tine 
in five years, the Executive Branch and the Legislative Branch are in 
agreement with respect to the deficit path. There's no difference of 
Opinion with respect to the numbers, and they show the deficit 
declining to roughly $100 billion in 1991, or a figure under two 
percent of GHP. 


One reason we're getting there is because the President, 
quite frankly, 














agreed during the course of last year's budget deliberations to take 
a $290 billion hit in defense authority. 


And so we are making progress on our deficit. We had a 
sequestration under Gramm-Rudman in March -- 4.3 percent. It saved 
us billions of dollars. I think we have something that we can 
Giscuss that shows progress. 


Q When the Senate budget resgoiution was passed,. which 
held defense authority for the next fiscal year to -- what, $301 
billion -- the President's statement makes clear that he doesn't like 
that at all. He wants more defense spending, which would increase 
the deficit. 


SECRETARY BAKER: Well, the issue here is not how you 
get there, it is the willingness of the United States to address its 
fiscal deficit problem. We are very willing and we are making 
progress in that regard. 


Q Mr. Secretary, what will happen here regarding the 
dispute between the United States and the European Community over 
agricultural issues? And is there anything that can happen here that 
would forestall the retaliation that both sides have threatened? 


SECRETARY BAKER: I think that the dispute between the 
EC and the United States with respect to agricultural issues is one 
of the most troublesome problems we have in the whole trade area. 
And I cannot forecast for you that there will be a solution of the 
problems that have been generated with respect to the accession of 
Portugal and Spain here at this summit. Quite frankly I wouldn't 
expect that because, for one thing, we do not have our trade 
negotiator and some of the people responsible for trade policy in the 
United States at the summit, nor do some other countries. 


I think it is very healthy, on the other hand, that the 
subject of agricultural trade problems is going to be addressed. As 
recently as a year or so ago there was a fundamental reluctance on 
the part of many countries to even address this issue, and it is a 
very troublesome issue. 





O Mr. Secretary, were you suggesting a moment ago that 
if the Europeans do not stimulate their economies then necesssrily 
the United States faces a resession? 


SECRETARY BAKER: Wo, I wasn't suggesting that. I was 
simply saying that would be, of course, one way that you would get 
there, which is totally unacceptable to everybody. That is not -- 
that would be one way to see the trade deficit of the United States 
decline, but that is a totally unacceptable way. 


© But you did not suggest there was any other way 
except a recession. 


SECRETARY BAKER: I did, too. I suggested that 
additional -- increased growth abroad would be not only another way, 
Rich, but a preferrec way. 


Q Well, then your answer to Bart's question is that 
there is no other way. Unless they Go it, we'll have to -- or there 
isn't any other way except a recession. 

SECRETARY BAKER: The way to do it is either further 
movement on the exchange rate side, additional or increased action by 
way of growth abroad. Those are the ways to do it. 

Q Is tax reform dead? 

SECRETARY BAKER: Tax reform is far from dead. 


Qo How 80? 














SECRETARY BAKER: Tax reform is quite alive and, as you 
know, the Senate Finance Committee is working as we talk here. 
Tomorrow I think they are going to be having a session on a proposal 
that constitutes real tax reform that would provide a top rate of 25 
percent on the individual side, 33 percent on the corporate side, and 
meet the requirements of the President's letter to House Republicans. 


Q Well, would you favor doing away with all of the -- 
I've lost track of where the Packwood plan-is, but when I last looked 
at it, he was proposing -- or his staff director -- to eliminate most 
red the deductions -- in other words, almost starting from scratch on 
that. 


SECRETARY BAKER: Well, they made a lot of shelters. 
Q They'll start -- 


SECRETARY BAKER: There is much about that that we are 
very optimistic about. We are very plecasd with the progress that 
the Senate Finance Committee is making. We save not seen the final 
package yet, and we cannot judge it until we see it. 


Q Mr. Secretary, do you expect the Japanese to ask the 
U.S. to help stabilize the price of oil, and what would be the U.S. 
answer on that? 


SECRETARY BAKER: I think our answer would be that we 
don't believe in sitting down with members of a cartel and talking 
about the appropriate price for a commodity. Certainly not for oil. 
The drop or the decline in oil prices have been a very healthy thing, 
not only for the United States economy overall, but for the world 
economy as well. 


There are some down sides to it. There is another side 
to the sword, and that is the adverse effect it has on our domestic 
energy industry and the adverse effect that it has on oil exporting 
Gebtor nations. 


Q How about the first part of the question? Do you 
expect the Japanese to ask the U.S. to do that? Or have they already 
asked? 

SECRETARY BAKER: They have not already asked for that 
as far as -- They have not asked in any of the meetings I had with 
them. 

Q I'll bet you $10 on tax reform. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 


END 1:17 P.M. (L) 
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MR. DJBREJIAN: We will proceed in a sidute on the 
rounder. It is a BACKGROUNDER, off camera, off sound, ‘7 
attributable only to a senior nistration official, 


ae 


Could we ivep the noise down so we can begin please? 


SENIOR ADXNINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'd like to give you, 
first of all, a little readout on the meeting that took 
between the President and Prime Minister Bakasone. In session 
they agreed that they would diccuss the various issues that face thes 
here in Tokyo, the bilateral issues between our two countries, the 
a international issues, if you will, and then the summit 
questions. 





They started off with a little brief back-and-forth on 
the recent ASEAN meetings in Indonesia and then went into the 
bilateral issues. Pirst of all, the President expressed his 
appreciation at the actions that the Prime Minister is taking in 
teras of implementation of the structural reform -- economic refors 
program that he talked about when he was in Washington at the Camp 
David summit. These things are moving ahead, as you know. I think 
Larry talked to you briefly about that at noon. And the Prise 
Minister said that the implementation of his program has the full and 
complete support of his party and his government and that these 
things will go forward in the coming days and weeks. 


They talked about the possibility of a future MOSS sector 
to be dealt with. There was no decision on which sector it was going 
to be, but the Prime Minister assured the President that he will come 
up with a quick decision on this isaue. 


On the yen-dollar relationship, the Prise Minister 
expressed his concern about the rapid appreciation of the yen. He 
said that the steep rise had introduced serious uncertainties for the 
Japanese economy. The President r iseé these difficulties, out 
he noted the important contribution t the overall exchange rate 
adjustment is making toward edjusting trade imbalances. The Prine 
Minister 616 not disagree with this statement of the President. 





Then in moving on to other issues - to the terrorist 
question, the Prime Minister said that he believed that rorism was 
perhaps the most important topic that would be discussed this 
summit. The President agreed with that. And they talked @ little 
bit about the whole question of terroriem and the dangers thet it 
posed to the world and the Prime Minister expressed eciation for 
the detailed briefing that he had received from the United States 
which gave him a better appreciation of Libya's involvement in the 
international terrorist movement. S80 that I would say that there was 
@ sympathetic understanding expressed by the Prime Minister of the 
circumstances that led the United States to take the action that we 
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took against Libya recently. 


Both Japan and the United States, as essed by their 
leaders today, expressed deep concern about the nuc power plant 
accident in the Soviet Union. They both caid that it was essential 
to continue to request the Soviet Union to make public relevant 
information about this at the earliest opportunity. The Prine 
Minister stated his intention to take up this matter at the summit 
meeting as chairman of the member countries. 


The -- then they went into some, I would say, discussion 
of the -- some of the economic issues involved at the summit and with 
that, the meeting came to a close. 


How, I°1l be willing, of course, to take any questions. 
I might say also, of course, that the meeting took place, as meetings 
between the Prime Minister of Japan and the President of the United 
States always do, in a very relaxed and cordial atmosphere. And that 
- soave very frank -- it was frank and candid and friendly and all 
of that. 


Yes, sir -- Andrea. 
Q Yes, sir? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Sorry. 


Q Would you -- are you suggesting that this 
sympathetic understanding of Nakasone for the actions the United 
States took is an endorsement at this point? Has he changed his 
position from what it had been? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I wouldn't say it was an 
endorsement. I would say that if you tie that into the more detailed 
briefing that he received of Libya's involvement in the international 
terrorist movement, that he has a better understanding and 
appreciation of what we did. And I think that was what he wanted to 
convey to the President. 


Q Does the President think that terrorism is the sost 
important item on the agenda at this summit? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, certainly, one of 
the most important items. I would say that -- 


Q But Nakasone said it was the most important. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: He said it was the most 
important. 


Q And the President agreed? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The President agreed -- 
well, I think it was a -- I wouldn't want to tie him down to that, 
but they clearly wanted to say that this was a terribly important 
issue, a terribly important issue. And they both agreed to that -- 
no question of it. 


Q Was there any discussion in both terrorism and the 
nuclear accident about the kind of statements that the Prime Minister 
would like to see come out of the summit? 


Q Question? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Was there any kind of 
discussion over the kind of statements on terroriem and the nuclear 
accident that the Prime Minister would like to see come out of the 
summit? They spoke in general terms about this. There was not 
anything specific about it. And this will have to be worked out and 
hammered out in the summit discussions themselves. 

















own say in this thine. And 
was no agreement in the sense : this is what the two of us are 
going to do. There wasn't that sort of thing. 


Q _Did you come onthe though, thinking that these will 
be statements on both issues at the summit? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I would sustebete lean 
in that direction -— let's put it that way. 


Yes. 


Did the President float any proposals of actions 
he'd like to see the allies take toward Libya? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, he --no, he did not. 
Yes? 


Q Was there any suggestion by the Prime Minister as to 
where he thought the proper oe rate for the yen and the dollar 
should be and what he thought should be done to get there? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, he did not talk 
about that. 


Q No specifics, whatsoever? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo specifics at all. 


Q Was there any bridging or narrowing of the gap 
between the two on the yen-dollar issue? You made it sound like they 
were talking like ships passing in the night. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't think so. I 
think -- 


Q Question? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Was there any coming 
together on the yen-dollar relationship situation between the two -- 
that I made it sound like ships passing in the night. I wouldn't say 
that. I don‘t -- I mean you know that there are differences, I would 
think, of degree in terms of the yen-dollar relationship and what we 
ought to do. I mean our position is the sarket should ide this 
and this is what we have said. 


In terms of that, I think -- the Japanese didn't 
necessarily go against this. This was -- but they didn't go into 
this in any detail at all. 


Yes, sir. 


The <seeneee government has indicated in private 
sessions enet they wou like to see the yen stabilize at about 160 
to the dollar and you're saying that that number was not  sentioned at 
all at this meeting? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There was no number 
mentioned at all. WNone at all. 


Q You said that there was some discussion about the 
structural changes in the Japanese economy. One, to what extent was 
that issue discussed in the general -- the overall context of the 
meeting at large? And, two, was there any concern on the U.S. part 
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that there was -- has been a retrenchment on the part of the Prine 
Minister? 


Q Question? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: An entrenchment? 
Q Retrenchaent. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Retrenchment? . 


Q Questicn. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, it's all about 
this whole structural reform of the Japanese economy ané what 
actually went on there in terms of detail and the implimentation, and 
was there any 























was no detailed discussion of what was goi 
the implementation, other than the Prime Minister's assurances that 
the implementation element -- factor -- the ion 
this economic structural refors is beginning and is on its way. 
es 


in 
aa 
Gays, weeks, and months-:~ But-he didn’t go inte that. And there wee 
no -- nothing on the part of the President that wou 
concern about what might be a retrenchment. 


As a matter of fact, es we all know, the Prime Minister 
has hed his difficulties over here since he got back f 

in terms of people who question how serious he is on this and whether 
or not he will be able to actually deliver. But he has 
bring his Party and his government, I think, more behind his and 
certainly the Party's recent declaration of their support f 

So that I think we see a more unified Party and government 
behind the Prime Minister on this. Sopefully this will lead to the 
implementation factor that he has talked about. We can hope that and 
we'll be looking to see how that actually works out. 


Sir? 


Q Sir, you said in your opening remarks that the Prime 
Minister said that the Maekawa reports implementation has the full 
and complete support of the Party in the government. But isn't it 
true that the government, in fact, is not aboard on the issue, 
although the Party is? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I wouldn't say that. I 
think if you mean that there may be some people inside the 
bureaucracy who don't like it and who don't like what's going on, 
sure. I suppose that is true. But I think you find that in any 
bureaucracy. I wouldn't say that the people that count in the 
government are not behind it; I think they are behind it. And I 
think, with the Party behind it, with the party leadership supporting 
it, that there's a good chance that things can go -- move forward. 

At least we're certainly willing to give the government and the Party 
the chance to show that they mean to do just that. 


Q How long do want to give them before they have to 
show some results? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't know. Remember, 
this is a Japanese affair in the sense that it is basically being 
implemented and put forward by the Prime Minister, not because of a 
-- because of what we say, but because he believes that this is 
essential to the well-being of his country. And so they've got to do 
it at a pace which will] really backup whet he hes said is necessary 
and he's the one that has said this has to be done if Japan is to 
survive. He's the one who said that Japan is to take its plece and 
not be a pariah in the international economic world, this has to be 
Gone. Well, then, he's got to do it and he's got to do it fast. 
That's our interpretation of what he means, so we'll just have to see 
that. 


Q Yes, but isn't it true that the United Stetes, for 
some time, has been pressing both Jepan and West Germany rather 
forcefully in your private discussions -- 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Sure. 


Q -- to move in just this direction and also to stick 
to their schedule. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. And we're -- 
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Q Bow can you say the United States hasn't -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: And we'll continue to 
Go that, we'll continue to do that. 


Q Yes, but -- so they are reacting to what the United 
States has said? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, they ere reacting, 
but it’s more thes a sizple reaction, it's a secegzition-ef the 
Gifficult ané very undesirable position that they find themselves in 
the international economic and political community and I think this 
is what they're reacting to. But, granted, we do make the pressure, 
we do put it on because, after all, Japan and Germany, for that 
matter, both are allies afié our friends. And we are telling then 
things which we believe not only will benefit ourselves, but will 
also benefit then. 


MR. DJEREJIAN: Three sore questions. 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: All right. 


Qo Sir, it sounds like the Japanese are reluctant to go 
quite as far as we would like to on the terroriem statement. Is it 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: On what? 


Q -- on the anti-terrorism statement. Do you see this 
as @ problen? 
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international terrorist community ané epecifically troe Libys. 
think that's all for the good -- that they've -- 


Q But just continuing to express sympathetic 
understanding, .that doesn't sees to show any real sovenent. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, let's see what 
comes out of the summit. = —~ 


MR. DJBREJIAN: Thank you very such. 
Q Did you tangle with the Japanese authorities? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: What's that? 


Q Did you tangle with the Japanese authorities? 
(Laughter. ) - 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Ay +h A -- 
shower. How's that? {( ter.) But as I told ap gt 
when I left Bali -- he said, “Well, I hope that this is et 
I said, “Mr. Prime Minister, it has become well in the 12 
hours because of the warmth of your people and because this 
Climate.” All right? Thank you. Isn't that awful? 


Q You should be a diplomat. 






MR. DJEREJIAN: On that happy note, we will now proceed 
to our next breifing. Again ON BACKGROUND, off camera, off sound, 
attributable to «a ft 











ADMINIGTRATION OFFICIAL: The President set with 

tne be oe BK AR A Uk A 
ing th inte ers only there was not tise for 

a de-brief so I Go not know t wes covered in that first 30 


The second 30 sinutes hed really two sub s. Let 

cover the second one first because it came at the when tise 
out was very brief -- and that was siaply that the 
leaders hed a quick exchange on the status of the U.8.-Soviet summit 
ané whether or not there wes a Gate, to which the answer was << no, 
on position thet ea date and the 
Continued tr await word fron 
on 
B0e 


tion between the two sen was 
I think, the theme for the 


1 ; iene + o41 bia the President raise 
per-barrel-a-day ter oil. 

that issue of not buying Libyan oi] as something that could be done 
to tighten the econosic noose? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. There was & 

















4iscussion of an array of steps and then the array wasn't really 
elaborated, but it did include the question of Libyan oil and 
the utility that would have in increasing the isolation. 


Q What was the Italian response? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There was no di 
Italian response. There was « description in broad teras of 


Italian prese..©"iu tue cipyan industry end no detciled discussion of 
how such Libyan oil Italy does or does not buy. But there was just 
this, say, indication that there is an Italian presence in that 


industry. 
Yes? 


Q Did the Prise Minister indicate that he is receptive 
to @ request to cut off buying Libyan oil in any way? a 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There was no statement 
saying yes or no to the notion that reducing or eliminating purchases 
of Libyan oil was something that Italy would or would not do. There 
was an 




















acknowle t that it is one of the means to isolate Libya 
y, and it was just left that broad. 


Q Well, is it fair to say be was not warned? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, because it wasn't 
that kind of a conversation. I‘s talking sbout a very quick 20 


to proceed with this increased econosic and diplomatic isolation?* 
But mo one wes saying -- askiag “Would you do this?” and seeking an 
answer. 


Q Does that leave the sedéministretion, then, 
disappointed with the lack of action on the part of the Italians? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Ob, I think mot. If you 
look at the record, particularly in the last -~ oh, I°4 say the last 
couple of weeks, perhaps the last sonth -- I lose treck of the 
passage of time -- you have, I think, a growing and iupressive 
Italian record. Let se run over it for you. 


You've got the cutbacks on Libyan diplomats in imee, 
Milan anéd Palermo, you've got the cutting on the 26th of April 
of the Libyan yo Bureau to 10; in Rome, the requiresents that 
remaining staff in authorization to leave the province of Rome; 
the tightening up on visa issuances. There's the total embargo on 
arms sales, a review of their whole re in Libya -- « review, I 


=, > Ss © on. So I th that you have a fairly long 
ist. I wouldén'’t say disappointed at all. 


Q Yes. The -- you said there was a brief -- 
question, actually, about a date for the summit. I's not sure I 
understand truly if the summit date has been fixed or has been 
announced. Is there some notion that the Italians aren't relaxed and 
the U.S. is about lett the summit sort of slip and on, possibly 
ee the end of the year? Or is it just a neutral question, sort of 
ike saying, “Bow are you?" (Laughter.) 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think I would put it 
Closer to the ladder. It was -- the last point as the two sen were 
saying “good-bye” and the Prime Minister asked, “Do you have a date 
yet for the summit?" It was -- so it was very such like that. 


Q You don't get -- there's no inference here or 
suggestion here that the Italians are -- say be a little upset that 
the summit isn't coming about -- 


SEWIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo. Ané this isn't, 
however, @ new subject between then, because the Italians are looking 
forward at scewee Gate also still to be determined of their own meeting 
with General Secretary Gorbachev. So I would put it -- and wherever 
we have met with them before, we have sought to sort of exchange 
notes on where Go you stand in carrying out this next meeting. I'd 

t it more in that category of -- you know, we talked about this the 
st tise, Go you know anymore than you did the last time we spoke. 


Yes. 


Q gt that there was no request on the part 
of the U.S. to have Libya cut its economic ties -- have Italy cut its 
economic ties with Libya? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, I wouldn't -- I 
wouldn't want -- the question was whether the President was not 
asking Libye to cut its economic tiles. And I woul like to to 
find somep in between. You don't sit down at @ meeting like this 
and express your view of what the next steps reelly ought to be if 
you're goin to proceed through this course of economic and 
diplomatic isolation without having isplicit in that your sense that 
others should join you in this, having teplicit as well the fact 
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that you would welcome being joined in the steps that we're taking. 
Bus vine 5°m caudne to cnet’ So cee Se Se 
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Did the Italians sake any points about the role that 
the U.S. a still plays in oil in Libya? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, the Itelians did -- 
well, I°1l give you -- you can hear from sy answer, I think, whet 
this one is going to be. The Italians did talk about the continued 
presence of U.S. industries in Libya. And we just acknowledged that 
that was the case. 


Q Ie it fair to say, then, that the Itelians egree 
that they should teke further unspecified steps to help further 
isolate Libya? 


SCHIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, I think that it's 
very clear that -- if you look at the whole record, again, I'd say, 
of the last sonth, what the EC Poreign Ministers have been doing -- 
the EC 12 countries -- that there is, indead, a very broad shared 
perception that things sust be done and, while the individual states 
may be at various points on that list, some having done sore than 
others, everyone hes embarked upon the same course. 








Q On thet point about the Italians raising the 
question of Americans still being part of the Libyan oil industry, 
was that, in your reading of that point being raised, an attempt to 
say that perhape the U.S. is hypocritical for asking other allies to 
isolate Libya economically and politically when, in fect, we still 
have these ties because we don't want to incur the costs to our 
companies that it would incur if, in fact, we cut old ties? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Mo, it was not. 
(Laughter.) The implication was thet reducing these ties is 
complicated because international business commerical ties are 
complicated and they cannot be done overnight . 


Q Did they bring up the Soviet nuclear seccident sat 
all? 





SERIOR ADMINIGTRATION OFFICIAL: Did not. And I don't 
nave a readout on what happoned in the first 30 sinutes, but the 30 
sinutes I sat in on, the nuclear sccident was not reised. 


Q Does the -- question -- does the United States 
recognise it’s just es complicated for Italy, which is sore heavily 
dependent on trade with Libya; to cut ite ties? Or is it sort of an 
uneven belance here? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Mo, I think it comes out 
even. We recognise thet there are complications and in sedmitting 
that our firms are there, there are complications for us, as there 
are complications for thes. 


Q Frequently, since the Libyan reid, the President has 
feiterated that he would ect again if necessary, either saying it 
unilaterally or isplying that. Did he at any time today sake that 
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Fe scat 


We're going to have three sore questions. 


Let me take the second 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: 
half of that first, because there was a little sore discvesion of it 


in generel teres, not, again, telling -- or offering sedévice as to 


what Italy should do, but talking about how generally countries which 
are buying oil fros Libya sight stop doing that, iacluding 











«13 6¢ 


something so simple in this current tise of an oil glut is simply 
switcaing suppliers. 


q@ Did the President sention which possible suppliers? 


wasn't that kind of a conversation, and I's sure you wouldn't expect 
be ing about specific suppliers. 


} one on credit arrangements, and I simply. heave a 
ff as two things from a list which 
as credit. I should 

s° credits on comperciai transactions and 


E 


: 
2 
f 


Q Did Mr. Craxi give any indication that he would 
consider switching suppliers? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: He simply talked about; 
how complicated the oil relationship is, and he did not take it 
beyond that point. 


Q Did he say where the summit would be next year? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Did Craxi say whether 
the summit would be next year? 


Q Ho, where in Italy? 
Q The econosic sumsit. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Bo, he did -- no, I's 
sorry, he did not. 


a The Lampadusa summit. (Laughter. ) 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, he didn't say where 
it would be. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 


END 5:29 P.M. EST 
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MR. DJEREJIAN: May I have your attention? We will 

Ereeee® immediately with the background briefing on the President's 
ilateral discussions with Chancellicr Kohl and Prime Minister 

cg today. If you'd all cr is 


attributable to a senior 













inistration o 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Let me start with the 
meeting between the President and Chancellor Kohl in which > = 
principal subjects were -- question of how the seeti ~~ ay 
with the nuclear incident in the Soviet Union and similarly a aes 
discussion on international terrorign. 


On the first, I think that -- what I would like to say 
—_ of all "te that most of the meetings -- all of the meetings 
have been in the way of leaders and principal officials 
— a. in the meeting -- getting ct for the first time and 
saying: well, it's to see you what are we going to be 
talking about over the next le of days and organising their own 
sense of priorities and flow. that -- there hasn't been -- this 
comes to mind because of .the aS you asked me yesterday -- 
there hasn't been a pressing acceptance of particular positions 
and views, but rather discussion back anc forth as to whether it's 
going to be possible, is it desirable to have a variety of 
statements. And none of those either have been resolved, though I 
think it’s fair to say, coming from at least the three meetings in 
which I sat in today, or portions of thes, that there is an interest 
in having something said on both the nuclear accident in the Soviet 
Union and on the battle against international terrorien. 








The -- I'm going to have SS = oe & 
Thatcher meeting which ran one hour and 15 minutes and all but the 
last 20 minutes were private. And I s : was not in the session, 
not even as notetaker. The part that I sit in on does add a new 

ic to one that we've talked about here ‘a that was Bast-West 

tions which, as you know, is also on the agenda here, on the 
political agenda here, in which the Prime Minister did rt to the 
President on the message that she had received as to whether -- fros 
the Soviet Union as to whether in her view the United States was 
still interested in a summit this year. And, of course, the answer 
to that is yes. s 


The other subjects in that session that I -- again, that 
were covered in the 20 minutes I sat in on -- how to handle the 
question of the Soviet incident and then another subject which I 
think hasn't been touche¢ upon up until now -- EC enlargement and the 
discussions between the United States and the Community en the impact 
on American agriculture of the decisions of the Community with 
respect to Spanish and Portuguese agriculture. 


So, with that, I'd like to just open it up to questions. 
MORE 


a _ 














Yes? 


Q Could you tell us a little bit more about what 
Thatcher said -- that she received a message from Gorbachev? Is she 
acting as intermediary? It wasn't clear from your description what 
the back and forth was. 


Q -And when did it happen -- the messages? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, this, in fact -- 
didn't surprise me because I had read it in the press this morning 
that there had been at the time of the presentation of credentials of 
the new Soviet Ambassador in London, and I don't have a date on that. 
In the Cialogue at that time there had been, on his behalf, an 
inguiry -- sort of a message from General Secretary Gorbachev. The 
upshot of it being that he was still interested in a summit this year 
and wondered whether the U.K. knew if the United States was still 
interested in a summit this year. 


Q Do you think we could get the date on that? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think -- 


MR. DJEREJIAN: I think it was yestercay and it was 
Leonid Zamyatin, the new Ambassador. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yesterday and the new 
Soviet Ambassador to the U.K. is Leonid Samyatin. But I read it in 
your own stuff that you filed this -- that some people were filing 
over the night. 


Q If I could follow-up -- was their any discussicn on 
the East-West about SALT II, INF? 





SENIOR ADHINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo. 
Q No? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo. Wo. General 
category being interim restraint, the subject did not come up in 
either Jiscussion this morning. 


Q What shoulc we make of the fact that you have now 
been excluded from large portions of these meetings of the 
bilaterals? Are you reacing into that that they are having private 
Giscussions they don't have us briefed on? What is that -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Oh, no. These -- I 
think is the eighth summit. Many of these leaders have met many, 
many times before. They have their own relationships, their own 
conversations, they meet throughout the year, and I think that the 
reason they have private sessions is that they are oo capable of 
just picking up a conversation where it was left off the last time 
they saw each other. So I don‘t read anything into it at all except 
these are people who, as leaders, have their own way of talking with 
each other. 


Q Could you give us some more guidance -- some better 
feel on the subject of terrorism and the possible statements on 
terrorism as to the thinking of the President and the Chancellor at 
that meeting? 


Q Question? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: If I might feel I could 
give some sense of flavor on terrorism and how it might be treated 
here as it emerges from the conversations that I've been sitting in 
on and I would -- let me share with you, also, some insights from the 
meeting between Secretary Shultz anc Sir Geoffrey Howe this morning. 
Because it was in that meeting that I think you have, perhaps, the 
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most substantial elaboration of this. And some of it is part of a 
theme that I started to work yesterday because it emerged at that 
time -- and that is, the leaders here, the various ministers and the 
like, looking at the stion of how, in fact, do you present the 
challenge of international terrorism publicly -- what's the best way 
in a meeting like this to express the unity of concerns that already 
exists here and how do we get out the message that it 














exists here. And how do we get out the message that this is a 
problem, first of all, that is important enough to do something 
about, because it has its implications in the political and economic 
fields. The obvious ones obviously are tourism, but you can also go 
on the impact on trade and investment. 


Ané if it's important enough to deal with, is it in fact 
a subject, a challenge we can deal with successfully, and can ve, in 
fact, win the battle against international terrorism? And the 
discussion has people saying, “Yes, this is a battle we should fight 
and this is a battle that in fact, that we can win, and this is.a 
battle in which the principal tools, as they might be represented 
among the seven countries here are the tools of unity. 


Wow, I talked yesterday about a conversation in which I 
believe I attributed to the Secretary, a discussion of -- an array of 
tools. And I think yesterday we were talking about not buying Libyan 
oil and I referred to credit arr ts. There's the EC list, 
Closing People's Bureaus or establishing strict visa procedures for 
Libyan citizens, taking up the question of how you would generally 
prevent the abuse of diplomatic privileges and immunities when you're 
Gealing with state-sponsored terrorisa. 


So those are the kinds of things that people are talking 
about -- the nature of the challenge, as to whether it can be met, 
expressions of conviction throughout all of these sessions that it 
can be met, and then the practical problem of how do we express that 
here. And that last part is what's still being worked. 


Q If I may follow, how would this differ from what was 
said at London two years ago? I mean, they will condemn terrorisa, 
but do you see any shift in the allieé position on economic sanctions 
pas Py United States has always felt was the -- the military 
question -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We haven't -- as with 
yesterday, in the conversations today, there was no attempt to say, 
Here are the things that we think represent the tools, this array of 
things that could be done. Do you agree or don't you agree?" It's 
been a discussion of what are the available tools. 


And so I wouldn't look for coming out of here, you know, 
a list of agreements of “This is what we're going to do and that's 
what we're going to do." But rather this expression of unity in this 
conviction that we can win. 


Q Do you have a -- a White House official saying today 
that the support goes beyond words and have action? Various people 
on the record have expressed from this administration the desire to 
Go more about terrorism. Isn't it a setback for the administration 
position if all the leaders do is put out a statement reaffirming 
that they don't like terrorism, as they did in 1964? 








SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Oh, on the contrary. I 
think that you have to take what is appropriate to a meeting of this 
kind, where you have seven leaders sitting down over the course of 
approximately two days to review the shape of the world. 


This is an economic summit, we must remember, with a very 
demanding and challenging economic agenda, the political subjects -- 
there is an opportunity to discuss them in broad terms, and I 
wouldn't find it disappointing at all. And I think that the way that 
cooperation has accelerated, deepened and extended into new 
organizations, even over the last six weeks, makes it clear that one 
doesn't look to any one meeting or any one organization to produce 
all of the answers. And so I wouldn't be disappointed at all. 


I think that if, in fact, the kind of statement that 
people are now looking at were to come out, it would represent, I 
think, something very positive in the way of a policy statement. 














Q If I could follow-up, is thai, then, what you 
expect, which is a general statement that does not delineate 
particular remedies or like economic sanctions? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: If there is a statement, 
and I think most people are hoping that there will be one, I wuld 
expect it to be general, yes. 


—_—-: -—- ee Fr + 


Q Could you tell us whether the President raised ‘with 
Chancellor Kohl the issue of Libyan oil imported by the Germans, what 
Chancellor Kohl may have said and what the Chancellor may have said 
to the President about the U.S. air raid on Libya? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Let me check to make 
sure that I can be 
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absolutely fair with you 


on 

question, generally speaking, is yes. 

the Chancellor our welcoming of their rg 
> f ’ 


if I can wes °*: phrase egain that 
and politic j§clation of Libya -- expressed the view that all of us 
should be eu<ting completely the -- our economic and political ties 
with Gaddufi. And he did, indeed, urge the Chancellor to further 
refuce the tenorts of. Libyan oil. : 


But -- and I know that I'm sounding repetitive, but I 
would ask you to consider again what I said at the outset about the 
nature of these meetings before the summit itself starts. There was 
no pause to wait for the Chancellor to say yes, it was an expression 
of our view and, as far as I can tell, to make sure that -- again, 
I'm absolutely straight with you on this -- the Chancellor did not 
respond specifically on the question of Libyan oil, although he did 
telk about the confirm of the steps on the Libyan People’s Bureau and 
pointed to the fact that he had said in public -- had taken the 
public line on the part of the Federal] Republic that, of course, our 
friends -- meaning, in this case, to include the United States -- 
cannot be bombed out of West Germany. 


MR. DJEREJIAN: Over here, please. Go shead. 


Q Covld you tell us if the communication -- the 
indirect communication from Gorbachev to the British Prime Minister 
was the first indication you've had since the cancellation of the 
Shultz-Shevardnadze meeting that he still wants a summit this year? 
Has there been anything else? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: At least my preliminary 
answer would be that that would -- that has been the first indication 
on the basis of what I know, anéd I might not have seen all of the 
correspondence. But, allowing for that, I -- my quick reaction to 
what you've asked is that that would be st least the first message of 
any kind that has been Gelivered to us. 


*] Are you taking steps to try to reschedule a 
Shultz-Shevardnadze meeting then? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We didn't postpone it. 

Yes? 

Q Did -- did the President at all press Chancellor 
Kohl on the need for economic policy changes in Germany to stimulate 
more Gomestic demands and did the Chancellor express any concern to 
the President that the dollar has fallen far enough and it should be 
stabilized? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, there were no -- let 
me make sure I have this right -- there are no economic topics of the 
kiné that you discussed were in that -- were covered in that meeting. 

Q What economic topics were? 

0 You said there was a Gemanding agenda. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: A demanding agenda? 


Q You said we have a demandina and challenging 
economic egenda and they didn't discuss economics at all? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo. Wo. 
Q When the President said thet we al) should be 


cutting our political and economic ties with Oaddafi, did you make 
any kind of pledce that -- or indicate that the American oil 











compenies still ating in Libya are going to not -- that they'd be 
no longer doing t soon? 


SXBNIORN ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: “Mo. That has not -- he 
6ié not say any of those things. 


You indicated the President is urging leaders *2‘s 

to do things, but not asking for egreesent 
here. I don't quite understand the distinction here. Are we 
things that they should do but not say 
ing this time period? Are we looking 
timetable? Are we setting up any sort of point at which we would 
seek some specific agreement on additional sections? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think you're 
misunderstanding what these conversations and meetings are like. 
They are not out to seek sgreement, they are not, as you imply, 


























pent most -- not buying Libyan oi the credit arrangencnts 
that I mentioned yesterday, sections with to the Libyan's 
People's it's being left as 


There was a question way in the beck. 


Q You mentioned an array of possible steps that could 
be taken. You talked about the credit, about the oil embargo -- oil 
cut-off. What about -- what other things are in that -- on that 
laundry list? Are there things like, » terminating Libyan Airline 
landing rights in European countries? t other things are -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Let me leave it broad 
and say there is the whole area of transportation, sir 
transportation. Yesterday, as I + I mentioned credit 
arrangements. There's the Ciplomatic steps -- if you even go to 
those -- that the EC Foreign Ministers identified om April 21. They 
hac a number of steps that might be taken with respect to Libyan 
People's Bureaus, some five or six of then. 


There's the question of the banning of eres sales -- 
things of that sort. 


Q At the inning of the Reagan-Thatcher meeting, the 
President said that he would discuss British reluctance to use 
econumic sanctions against Libya. Can you tell us if that was, in 
fact, discussed? 


SENIOR ADHIKISTRATION OFFICIAL: You must have been in 
part of the press pool that came in because I didn't hear it and it 
wasn't while I was there anc I don't know what arrangements are being 
mace to brief you on that part of the meeting. But I just -- 


Q Well, I know he said it. The question was did it 
come -- it did not come up in your presence? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wot while I was there, 
no. 


Q What are they talking about in terms of the Soviet 
nuclear disaster? What ideas are they batting around to how to 


respond to it? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I think that it's 
fair to say that the kinds of concerns that people have continue to 
include thy for the fact of the accident as it touches people's 
lives. I think that all of the -- at least those leaders whose 
conversations I have hearc are still talking in terms of willingness 
to provide humanitarian and technical assistance. 


But there's a great deal of focus on the question of what 
might be Jone in the mid-term to assess what happened and what sight 
be ccne in the long-term to strengthen, say, international regines 
here that relate to the safety aspects of nuclear programs. So 
there's sort of a tier of three or four things. 




















future that we et least, among us seven, would be interested in. 
It's been that general. It hasn't been writing cut of demarches or 
anything of that sort. . ’ . 


Q In one of the television interviews today, Chief of 
Staff Regan said that the American companies would be out of Libys 
shortly. Would you elaborate on what that sight be all sbout? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I can't -- I think 
‘ll have to just take it with somebody who's handling thet in 
tail. I dic -- it didn't come up in any of the meetings today. 


Q Arce the American companies going to be out of Libya 
shortly? Do you know that? 
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aade clear at the outset 
that the judgment of terroriss is an internat Challenge and is 
something that we can, in fact, win -- and representing a battle that 
the United States and the Pederal Republic are not « part st all in 
their assessment of the challenge and then went on to talk about the 
kinds of things that he hed already done -- for example, on the 


Q Did he say it would be difficult to cut the econoszic 
ties with Libya? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Pardon? 


Q Did he say it would be difficult for the Germans to 
cut or reduce their economic ties with Libya? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, he did not. He 
thought that the EC measures, but they are in the diplomatic field, 
make sense and he did not respond on the economic side. 


Q Would it be fair to say that the President didn't 
get a committal from anybody on any of these discussions to do 
anything, even though you say there was no cause? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's not fair to put 
it that way because he didn't seek se committal. These are people 
talking about what is the world -- the shape of the world -- 


Q Did anybody say it would be a good idea to do any of 
this? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: said it would 
be a good idea to continue to share ideas on what si be done. 


Q But nobody said they should take any of the 
political or economic actions that the President suggested? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We didn't ask anyone to 
Go that. 


Q You said earlier that if there is a statement on 
terrories it would be of « general nature. Can you explain whether 
that might include naming napes? I mean, is Libya -- do you 
anticipate that, if there's a statement that Libye will be singled 
out? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Let me correct the 
tenses and the conditions. I didn't say it would be. I said it 
might -- I expected, I predicted that it would probably be general 
nature and I know that people ere still talking about what sight be 
in it and I -- beyond those two predictions, I wouldn't want to say 
what might or sight not be in it. 




















© Me 


Do you think that this sessage of showing « greater 
interest has any relationship with the nucleer accident? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't know. I would 
be very reluctant to try to guess on that because I don't have « 
sense of the tising or how long the letter was even in transit. 


Q What you're saying is the President said of course, 
but there's no formal reply? Is that what you're saying? 


MR. DJEREJIAN: There will be a briefing at 10:45 p.m. on 
the record, by Larry Speakes -- on the record, by Larry Speakes, on 
camera, concerning the readout of the President's participation in 
the working dinner tonight -- 10:45 p.s., approzinately. 


ent 7:05 P.M. (L) 
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SECRETARY SHULTZ: This has been a long and very good 
Gay for democracy, for freedom, for the fight against terrorism, and 
for cohesion of the West as we work toward sensible relations with 
the East and for radical reductions in nuclear armaments. 


The heads of state have agreed on three statements so 
far, which you have got copies of, I believe. 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: One entitled “A Tokyo Declaration: 
Looking Porward to a Better Future," generally stating the objectives 
and principles that we share, and insofar as the conduct of our areas 
negotiations are concerned, saying -- recalling the agreement between 
the United States an? the Soviet Union to accelerate work at Geneva 
~~ "We appreciate the United States’ negotiating efforts and call on 
the Soviet Union also to negotiate positively.* 


Beyond that, it says in addition to these efforts, “We 
shall work for improved respect for the rights of individuals 
throughout the world.* 


A second statement on the implications of the -- 
Chernobyl's nuclear accident expresses deep sympathy for those 
affected, the continued extension of offers of assistance, and of 
course, a call for information and « strong suggestion, on the one 
hand, welcoming the fact that the Soviet Union has undertaken 
discussions with the Director General of the IAEA, and suggesting 
work that the IAEA say do that will make more sure and automatic the 
kind of sharing of information and provision of information that 
everyone has called for in this case. 


The statement on terrorism is a very strong restatement 
of the abhorence of the increase in the level of terrorism and its 
blatant and cynical use as an instrument of government policy. It 
says, “Terrorism has no justification." It calls on the 
international community as a whole to undertake a saximum effort in 
the fight against terrorism, combining national measures with 
international cooperation. 


It singles out Libya and talks about applying certain 
measures against any state which is clearly involved in sponsoring or 
supporting international terrorism, and, in particular, Libya ‘stil 
such time as the state concerned abandons its complicity in or 
support for terrorism. And it lists a series of measures basically 
having to do with the diplomatic and political isolation of Libya in 








the current instance, and of other states that may be involved in 
international terroriss. 


So, speaking from the standpoint of the United States, 
and obviously since each head of government signed on to these 
statements fully, each shares the view that these are important 
subjects. And it is, I think, quite significant that in this summit 
meeting the heads of state have stepped up to them in such a strong, 


positive way. 


Q@ Mr. Secretary, Go you have any disappointzent that 
economic sanctions were not addressed, landing sights for Libyan 
planes -- that there were not tougher seesures than what hed been 


previously approved by the European community in many cases? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: This is a very good set of seasures. 
I think that in addition to the diplomatic isolation and political 
isolation of Libya that is set out here, you're going to see the 
increasing isolation of Libya economically. We're wery well pleased 
with the way the discussions have gone, and it's not necessary or 
even Gesirable to list every last thing. But this is 
and positive statement. 


What's the sessage of this statement to Nuammar 
Qaddafi? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: The message is, “You've had it, pali* 
(Laughter) “You are isolatedi You are recognised as a terroristi* 
Ané as far as terrorists are concerned, sore and gore the sessage is, 
"Ho place to hide.* 


Q Are all the states committed to taking ell of these 
acts, sir? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: This is signed by -- agreed to by all 
of the states. 


Q Do you see that es a specific commitment, though? 
SECRETARY SHULTZ: The answer is, yes. I'm just -- if 
you read the statement, you'll see that it's a statement of what -- 


Each of us is committed to work in the iate international 
bodies to which we belong to ensure that sini measures are 


accepted and acted upon by as sany other governments as possible.* 
And then preceding it, "We decided to apply these measures," it says. 

Q Mr. Secretary -- 

Q When you say that Libdys will continue to face sore 
economic isolation, what specifically do you sean -- something sort 
of tentatively agreed to amongst the leaders, or what? 

SECRETARY SHULTZ: I don't want to elaborate on it. 

Q Mr. Secretary, you said last week that the 
summiteers might agree on actions that would not be announced. Were 
such actions agreed upon? 

SECRETARY SHULTZ: I'm not going to comment on that. 

Q Mr. Secretary -- 

Q Mr. Secretary, isn't it, however, @ weakness in the 
statement that it doesn't mention either an oil embargo or the U.S. 
sic raid in some positive fashion? 

SECRETARY SHULTZ: Wo. 


Q Mr. Secretary -- 








Q Why not? 
Why not? (Laughter.) 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: I think it's a terrific statement. I 
can't tell you how pleased I am at how strong this statement is. It 
is very good to come here after all this talk and turmoil and 
Giscussion, and find how strongly everybody feels about the problem 
of terrorism, how ready people are to work on it, how totally 
nonexistent is any argument about Libya's complicity and how ready 
people are to isolate them. So I think it's wonderful. (Laughter.) 


Q Mr. Secretary, but the sumait nations also made a 
statement about terrorism in ‘84. Why are you so upbeat about this 
when you've already addressed the issue in the past? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: What we have seen over time, 
unfortunately, is an increase in the number of terrorist acts, and so 
we have seen a recognition of the seriousness of the problem and the 
need to get after it in a great variety of ways. 


So I think if you look at the statements and compare the 
one with the other, you'll see that they have broadened and become 
more pointed, and I think that's desirable. But, as I think I've 
said on an earlier meeting with this group, while this statement is 
important -- very important -- the things that are going to count 
more and more are what people actually do, and I feel very good about 
that, too. 


Q Mr. Secretary, what will come out of this -- 


Mr. Secretary, following up on that question, do you 
believe that this statement will result in fewer incidents of 
terrorism? Will there be any concrete results like those you call 
for because of this statement? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: We in the West, in the free world, 
can win this war on terrorism. We're going to win this war on 
terrorism. And the way to do it is to be unified, as this statement 
shows we increasingly are. The way to do it is to recognize the 
nature of the problem, and to say flatly, terrorism has no 
justification. That's a very important sentence. 


The way to do it is to see that the tool of terrorists 
is fear. And the answer to fear is courage. And in this statement, 
people have the courage to be clear about it. So I think there is 
great -- great strides are being made here, and we're going to win 
this war against the terrorists. 


Q Mr. Secretary, when will American oil companies be 
out of Libya? When will they stop doing business there? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: They will be out of Libya before 
long, and I don't want to give an explicit date. The only reason 
they're there is that we wanted to do everything we could to have 
them withdraw without handing Qaddafi a windfall. 

Q Will there be any -- 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: And they -- but they will be out, one 
way or another, and it won't be very long. 


Q Will there be no windfall when they leave? 
SECRETARY SHULTZ: That's very hard to arrange that. 


Q Mr. Secretary, how will Colonel Qaddafi tangibly 
feel the impact of this statement? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: He is obviously more and more 








isolated. He hasn't had anybody really rallying very such to his 
side -- very little. So he's feeling it. And from the information 
that we have within Libya, all is not well. 


Q What do you mean by that, sir? 
SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, I'll just leave it right there. 
Q Mr. Secretary -- 


Q Mr. Secretary, I understand your reluctance to 
specify some of the economic sanctions that may be brought about. 
But would you explain why there‘s not even a sentence in this 
communique that says that economic isolation also is forthcoming? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: The subjects have been discussed, 
and, on the part of some, there is reluctance to make that statement 
in a statement of this kind, for good and sufficient reasons. 


Now, as I say, the question is, what is going to take 
Place? And you're already seeing fewer nationals in Libya, you're 
seeing an impact on sales of various kinds, and in a variety of ways, 
you're already seeing economic isolation taking place, and I haven't 
got any doubt that it's going to go further. 


Q Mr. Secretary, we were told -- 

Q Mr. Secretary, if and when American oil company -- 
SECRETARY SHULTZ: I can't hear you. 

Q We were told that over the last -- 

SECRETARY SHULTZ: WNo, I can't hear -- 


Q If and when American oil companies move out of 
Libya, who is going to buy them out? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, it's a -- I hope they will have 
somebody buy them out, and in a way that is in keeping with what we 
are trying to achieve. But it's very difficult to do it just right 
and not have them hand over an asset. So it is a subtle matter, and 
I don't want to go into it too much for fear of spoiling our ability 
to bring it off. But it may not be possible to bring it off ina 
proper way, in which case they'll just have to abandon those assets. 


Q Is there anybody on the horizon that you see who can 
take over? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: There are various possibilities. But 
it's a very hard problem. If it were easy, it would have been solved 
before. 


In the back there, whoever was shouting -- 


Q Mr. Secretary, we were told that over the last 24 
hours there have been efforts to make this statement tougher than it 
was Originally drafted. Could you tell us which are the new tougher 
parts of this statement? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, all of these statements as they 
come about in these summit meetings go through a series of steps and 
Grafts, and generally they start out with something that the Sherpas 
do, and then people look at that. And in this case, the heads of 
State got hold of it, and in their meetings last night and this 
morning, they improved it very sharply. 


And I think it is especially important that it happened 
that way, because it's very much the product of a discussion; not of 
a bunch of staff people sitting around, but of the heads of state 
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themselves and saying, “This is what we want to sign on to.* 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: So they're the ones who are in 
charge, and that makes it much more significant. 


Q Well, what specifically was added? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, I don't want to go into a 
comparison of early drafts with later drafts, but it has changed very 
sharply from the Sherpas’ draft that came in here. 


Q For the better? 
SECRETARY SHULTZ: Absolutely. 


Q Mr. Secretary, can you tell us which of the specific 
measures mentioned in this statement go beyond the ones that the EC 
ministers adopted? Are there -- they appear to be very similar. 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: They're similar. I think they go 
further in that there are a broader -- broader group here, and there 
are various phrases, such as ones that I picked out. And I think 
those are the kinds of things that are involved. But I'm not -- I 
Gon't have before me exactly what they said and exactly this, so you 
can look that up and make a comparison. I'm not in the position to 
Go it right here off the top of my head. 


Yes. 


Q Mr. Secretary, were there ideas or plans that you 
and the President brought to the summit that you wanted in such a 
statement that was not included? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, I wouldn't bite on a question 
like that. 


Q Mr. Secretary -- 


Q Mr. Secretary, some of the little countries who are 
not part of this great, tremendous summit do the bartering with 
Libya. What do you do with those little countries? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, we call upon them to join in 
this and invite them to. And so it's a process of generating a 
broader and broader consensus behind these very significant 
convictions that are expressed here. This is leadership, and we're 
going to spread this around. And it says that, "To ensure that 
similar measures are accepted and acted upon by as many other 
governments as possible." In other words, the countries here 
represented have committed themselves to go and work at that. 


Q Mr. Secretary -- 


Q Mr. Secretary, some British officials are saying 
that, one, that the initiative for toughening this statement came 
from Prime Minister Thatcher, and that two, they -- that is, the 
British officials -- don't feel that the United States gave her the 
kind of support in these meetings that she was looking for. 


Do you agree that that was the case, and was that a 
Geliberate strategy to have another country take the hardest line? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: I think Mrs. Thatcher is a terrific 
leader. And I can't imagine any way that we could give her more 
support; if somebody could point it out, we'd do it. She is great. 


Q -- in the meetings today, sir? 
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SECRETARY SHULTZ: Oh, I think that she was v ry 
important in it, and others were, the President was, and everybody 
participated. And the point is that here is this very strong and 
positive statement, and all seven countries are on board -- that's 
what counts. 


Q Mr. Secretary = 


Q Mr. Secretary, why do you need it? If -- yesterday, 
you said that the terrorists are scared to death. 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, this will scare ‘em even more. 
(Laughter.) This will show them -- 


Q If they are scared to death, why have there been 
some ten incidents since you bombed Libya? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: They -- the terrorists are a major 
problem, and I don't believe I have done anything but be clear about 
that for a long time, and it remains so today. And unfortunately, it 
will continue. This is not going to solve the problen. 


But the way to solve the problem is first of all to be 
Clear about it, and to be clear, among other things, that terrorisa 
has no justification. Let's start -- not -- let's end this business 
of giving reasons why. 


Q Why not? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: The -- and so that's the way to get 
after this. And more and more, I think ,people are coming to that 
conviction and we're going to win this war. 


Q Mr. Secretary do you consider this statement as to 
give sort of advanced approval to the United States if it should 
decide to take another Libya-style air raid? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Not in any particular way. We didn't 
seek advance approval. It does say in here, talking about national 
measures, so it's recognized that individual countries act by 
themselves or in concert. But obviously, we want to do things in 
concert to the extent that we can. 


And the whole strength of this statement is the breadth 
of the countries that support it and the significant individual 
pieces of the concept and follow-on actions that are listed. 


Q Mr. Secretary, isn't -- aren't economic sanctions in 
fact the ultimate test of courage, and this statement fails that 
test? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Wo. The -- they are not the ultimate 
test of courage. However, I think in the case of Libya, economic 
sanctions of various kinds as they roll in are going to wind up being 
effective. There are many who worry about whether they are 
effective, whether you do something and it just doesn't amount to 
much. 


And of course, every time we do something with economic 
sanctions and I come before you, you all say it doesn't amount to 
much. Well, it amounts to something. And the more countries that 
join in, the more it will do. And I think we see a gradual rolling 
in of the isolation of Libya, diplomatically, politically, 
economically, and every other way. 





Q Mr. Secretary, on that point precisely, you speak of 
the isolation of Libya. After all, there are only seven countries 
that have signed this statement. The U.S. position is regularly and 
even unanimously defeated, for instance in the Islamic Conference. 
Even so far as economic sanctions are concerned. What do you think 








the prospects are for this type of position to spread beyond the 
emall club of seven industrial democracies? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: I think that the world has had enough 
of terroriem and is going to be delighted to see the strength of this 
statement. People don't want terrorism; nobody does. I shouldn't 
say 3 there are states that it. But, by and large in 
the civilised community, we don't like terrorigm. You don't like it. 
So you like to see, I assume, something being done about it, and 
something is being done about it. And as I've said, we're going to 
win this war against terrorisa. Po : : 


I'm told I'm to go. 


MR. SPEAKES: Wext briefer is the Secretary of the 
Treasury. Let me inform you that following the Secretary of the 
Treasury, we will have a background briefing on terrorism and we'll 
have an expert here to answer your questions on the statement. 


SECRETARY BAKER: Picking up where the Secretary of 
State left off, I would say that this has been a long day but ea very 
good day for improved international economic cooperation and 
coordination as well. 


We've made progress on means for improving the 
functioning of the exchange rate system, building on the Plaza 
Agreement. And we've made progress on resolving the G-5/G-7 issue. 
I'll have to ask you to wait for the communique for a lot of the 
Getails. But hopefully, we'll see some -- we'll see those rather 
Gefinitively laid out in the communique tomorrow. 


With that, I'll be glad to take your questions. 
Yes. 


Q What's the status of getting a specific commitment 
from the summit on the starting date for the new GATT rounds? 


SECRETARY BAKER: The status of getting a specific 
commitment from the summit for the starting date of a new GATT round 
is good in terms of a monthly time frame. And I would suspect that 
you would see mentioned in the communique the fact that there will be 
a GATT ministerial in September to pick up on this issue and to make 
a decision with respect to a new round. 


Jerry. 


Q Will agriculture be among the issues on the table in 
that GATT round? 


SECRETARY BAKER: Yes. 
Q France? France is going along -- 
SECRETARY BAKER: Bart? 


Q Mr. Secretary, can you be a little more specific on 
the progress you've made in improving the economic coordination 
system, or what -- 


SECRETARY BAKER: Well, I can only be -- I can be a 
little more specific only to the extent of saying that I think that 
when you see the communique, you would agree that the process has 
been strengthened. We have been able to obtain agreement on a 
mechanism for building upon the Plaza Agreement or the type of 
undertaking that we pursued at. the Plaza. 


And in the course of accomplishing that, we've also been 
able to resolve the G-7 and G-5 issue. 


MORE 








Niles. 


Q Are you going to allow Canada and Italy into the 
G-5? 


SECRETARY BAKER: Well, I -- I really can't give you all 
the details that are going to be in the communique, but we have 
resolved the G-5/G-7 issue. And perhaps what I can say is, it's been 
resolved in a way that will permit Canada and Italy to . “ee 
when their interests are involved, but will not ae 
elimination of the G-5. 


Q Mr. Secretary, this morning Larry Speakes said to us 
that you were proposing a -- somewhat of a monetary situation that 
would involve triggers with specific indicators, such as inflation 
rates, interest rates being involved. Will you detail that further, 
Or are you denying that that's in fact the case? 


SECRETARY BAKER: Well, I won't deny that it's at least 
partially true, but I will not give you, because I cannot, until it's 
-- until it comes out in the communique the exact of the 
improvement in the functioning of the monetary system which we've 
been able to get agreement on. Do we talk about indicators? Yes, we 
talk about indicators. 


Q Could I ask for a follow-up? You are supposedly 
making a recommendation to the President by the end of the year on 
whether a new monetary conference is necessary. How does this 
circumvent your role or how does it change it? 


SECRETARY BAKER: This does not circumvent that, it does 
not replace it, it is not in lieu of it. The question that the 
President has put to me, or put to me in the State of the Union, was 
whether or not we should -- whether or not I would recommend the 
holding of an international monetary conference or a monetary 
meeting. 


That's a separate issue. The deadline fo: responding to 
him is in December, and I will respond to him before December. But 
it's not really related to what we -- what will be in the communique 
tomorrow. 


Yes. 


Q Are you satisfied that there will not be such 
further appreciation of the yen so as to plunge Japan into a 
recession? 


SECRETARY BAKER: Well, you're asking me to comment on 
the appropriate level for a major currency, and I'm not going to do 
that because we don't have a target for the dollar, we don't have a 
target for any other currency, and I'm not going to get into that 
debate. 


Q Mr. Secretary -- 
SECRETARY BAKER: Yes. 


Q Will this communique move away from the kind of 
intervention we saw coming out of the Plaza meeting? 


SECRETARY BAKER: Well, you'll see the word intervention 
used in this section of the communique, and I'd better leave it right 
there so that there's something to surprise you tomorrow. 

Carl? 


Q Mr. Secretary, can you tell us in which areas there 
remain disagreements that have to be worked out in the final session? 
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SECRETARY BAKER: In which areas with respect to what 
issue? 


Q The econosic statement. 


SECRETARY BAKER: You mean the economic statenent 
relating to the international monetary system or other? 


Q In general. 


SECRETARY BAKER: Well, there are a number of issues 
that will be debated tomorrow. There'll be further discussions on 
trade, there will be further discussions with respect to the debt 
issue, and there may be further discussions with respect to 
macro-economic policy issues. 


Q Sow about agriculture? 
SECRETARY BAKER: Yes -~- and agriculture. 


Q Does this mean that the currency question is all 
settled then if you're willing to talk about trade and debt issues? 


SECRETARY BAKER: There was a rather extended discussion 
today, both in Finance Minister meetings and in the plenary, on the 
issue of improvements in the international monetary system and better 
economic coordination. There may be some further discussion of this 
issue tomorrow. I can't foreclose that. But I think we've 
essentially seen agreement with respect to this. 


Yes, John. 


Q Did you talk about oil prices? If so, can you give 
us anything? 


SECRETARY BAKER: We talked about oil prices in the 
finance ministers’ meetings. We made the -- the point was made by 
most of the Ministers that this was, on balance, beneficial both to 
the United States, generally, and to the world economy. We looked at 
it particularly in relationship to its affect on debtor nations, both 
those who are oil exporters and those who are oil importers. There 
was no agreement made with respect to what an appropriate price 
should or shouldn't be, nor was there, frankly, any stion made 
by any of the nations that there should be agreement with respect to 
an appropriate oil price. 


Q So you're talking about it, but you're not going 
anywhere with it -- is that accurate? 


SECRETARY BAKER: We discussed -- in the course of 
looking at the macro-economic situation, we obviously took into 
consideration the oil price decline. But there was no suggestion 
from anyone that we ought to somehow try and work to set a price or 
an appropriate price or something like that. 


Yes. 


Q Do you favor the -- you personally, favor the -- 
telling U.S. oil companies they must leave Libya, and who do you 
expect to revoke the licenses? 


SECRETARY BAKER: I think it is appropriate at some 
point to say to U.S. companies that are stili there, you have had a 
sufficient time; we've tried to be as lenient as possible, consistent 
with our political objectives, in giving you a chance to sell out. 
And at some point I think the United States has to be able to make 
the case to its allies, if we're asking them to take action, that 
there are no longer United States companies operating in Libya with 
the consent of the United States government. 











The answer to the latter part of your question is, I 
see 


would think that shortly we would some movement on that front. 


Yes. 


Q Save you asked for assurance that Buropean companies 
would not fill in the gap left by American companies when they leave 


Libya? 


to a 

that request was -- I suppose we would to say 4 inting. 
But, as the Secretary just indicated to you, we 

more cooperation with respect to our request concerning economic 
measures and diplomatic measures against Libya. 


® =r. Secretary -- 

SECRETARY BAKER: Yes. 

Q bid this transition period on the oil companies 
really do any good? Do you have an estimate of how such less sight 
be left behind for Qaddafi? 

SECRETARY BAKER: Well, I really don't. Of course, the 
main reason that we didn't simply say get out on day one was because 
we were concerned that that would simply provide him with a windfall. 
But at some point, you've got to set a date so that you can get the 
concurrence and the cooperation of others with respect to sanctions. 

Lou. 

Q Mr. Secretary, are the oil companies who 
disappointed you by not getting out earlier, are they any more 
cooperative now? Do they realize that you're determined to have then 
get out of there or are they balking at this? 

SECRETARY BAKER: As a matter of fact, they are so 
concerned that they have contacted us. They contacted -- some of 
them -- contacted us immediately after the raid on Tripoli and 
suggested themselves that maybe they -- it was time to walk. 

Q On the G-5/G-7 question -- 

SECRETARY BAKER: Yes. 


Q -- who makes the decision whether or not Canada and 
Italy are enough involved to join in the discussion on the G-5? 


SECRETARY BAKER: Stay tuned. Read the communique 
because that will be set out in detail. 


Yes. 


Q Mr. Secretary, was the call by the debtor nations to 
have their problems discussed in the summit, was it considered today? 


SECRETARY BAKER: Was what? I'm sorry, I can't hear 
you. 


Q The letter by the debtor nations that was sent to -- 


SECRETARY BAKER: Was that discussed? It was discussed 
at the plenary, yes, it was. 


Q In what terms? 


Q Is there any consideration being given to 
indemnifying U.S. o11 companies in Libya for whatever their losses 





SECRETARY BAKER: There‘s no consideration being given 
far as I know to indemnifying United States ofl companies for what 
ir a of pulling out, but I would 
remind you that we froze a significant amount of Libyan assets on the 
Gay that we imposed our economic sanctions and, obviously, if they 

i interests of the United States oil companies, we 
r suspect we would hold those Libyan assets subject 


Q@ Do you support then some move to indemnify these 
companies? 


SECRETARY BAKER: Well, I think first we'd have to see 
whether or not the companies were not being indemnified as a 
consequence of our holding Libyan property. We seised a substantial 
amount of Libyan property on the date that we instituted the 


Q Mr. Secretary, who or what is the main stumbling 
block for full participation by Canada and Italy in G-5? 


SECRETARY BAKER: Well, the question is not so such full 
participation by Canada and Italy in the G-5 as it is participation 
in the G-5 when the G-5 might take actions which would impact upon 
Canada and Italy. And I think you will see -- again, I'm sorry that 
I can't give you the entire communique here tonight, but you ought to 
take a look at tomorrow and you will see how that issue was handled. 


Q Is the plan to get the American oil companies out of 
Libya anything that the United States government did as a quid pro 
quo for getting more economic action that Mr. Shultz -- 


SECRETARY BAKER: Wo, it was not a quid pro quo to other 
countries for getting economic action by them. I think the decision 
is basically that we have allowed about as much time as we reasonably 
can + we expect to get other countries to go along with economic 
sanctions. 


Q But were you encouraged to do this because of your 
being -- 


SECRETARY BAKER: We were not so encouraged -- we were 
not encouraged specifically by other countries, but when we would ask 
other countries to take action, they would say, aha, but there are 
still United States companies operating in Libya, which was a pretty 
good comeback. 60 at some point you have to end that. 


Q But that is what I meant by encouragement. That 
kind of argument on their part led to our decision to get them out? 


SECRETARY BAKER: Yes, but it wasn't a quid pro quo. 
They didn't come to us and say, if you get U.S. oil companies out, 
then we'll do thus and so. 


Q Have you made any progress towards resolving the 
impending grain trade war between the United States and the EC? 


SECRETARY BAKER: The grain trade -- or the 
agricultural, is a better characterization of it, I think. The 
agricultural trade problems between the EC and the United States were 
discussed in some depth. They were roundtabled in the plenary this 
afternoon at some length and there will be a clear reference to that 
problem in the communique and it will be dealt with in a particular 
fashion. 


Q That doesn't sound very positive, Mr. Secretary. 
SECRETARY BAKER: I think it was very positive. Last 











year at Bonn we couldn't even discuss the subject. It was 
prohibited, and I think the fact that everybody is willing to sit 
Gown and talk about the problem is very positive. You can't solve a 
probles until you are willing to taik about it. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 


BMD 7:27 P.M. (L) 
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- SPEAKES: Your beiefer, for ion only. is 
. who has been 
has been actively ved with Grafting of the 


terrories statement for a pericd of tine. 


Okay. Let ae have you attention. We'll sove quickly. 
We have now -- this briefer sust be eddressed as a senior 
edszinistration official and he is here to brief on the terroriss 
statenent. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Why don’t you ell 
continue to ask questions if there are any that the Secretary of 
State hasn't answered. 


Q Sir, sany of the countries that signed the statement 
- Teens of a pect today, are they selling arms to Libya, Syria or 
ran 


Q Question, please? 

SEMIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Libya, Syria or Iraq? 
Q Question, please? 

Q Iran. ‘ 


SZNIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Iran? The question is 
ar of the governsents who signed this statement selling aras to 
Libya, Syria or Iran? They are not selling arms to Libya. And if 
you read the statement, that is the one that is specifically singled 
out I can‘t -- I just don’t know about the others. 


Q In fact, could you go through ell -- I think it‘s 
siz of the specific stege agreed to and tell us if -- in what ereas 
of the countries are doing anything new as opposed to things 

ve already agreed to do? 


Q Question? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Sure, ali right. The 
question is, look at the siz areas and see ahet's bow x 1, omey- 
T‘ll try. ~, 

It's partly a question of the strength of en wording and 
it’s partly @ question of the new actions that they had pledged to 


but increasingly rapid strengthening of governmental opinion by the 
seven governments here anéd aleo by the governments of the European 
Community in dealing with terrories. 


And if you look at -- as I've said earlier to some of 
you, if you look at the London econosic summit in 1964, it talke 











about scrutiny of gape in national legislation which sight be 
exploited by terrorists. it talks about closer cooperation between 
police and security organisations. It talks about use of the powers 
of the receiving state under the Vienna Convention in such satters as 
the sise of ic missions. It talks ebout ection by each 
My ow the sale of weapons to states supporting terrorics. 
It about consultation as far as possible cooperation over the 
expulsion or exclusion of known terrorists. And it says, these are 
proposals which found support in the discussion. Okay. 


5 
: 
; 
8 
: 
i 
{i 


in international terrorisa, improved extradition procedures, stricter 
immigration and visa requirements -- so, you can 


tougher and they are agreed to. All these things will be done. 
1 


Q My question is, if I could just follow up on it, 
haven't all of those things already been agreed to in the EC? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, not all of then. 
There was no agreement in the EC on denial of entry to all persons, 
including diplomatic personnel, for example. There was no reference 
in the EC communique to even closure of diplomatic missions, or the 
very strict limits upon them. And there was no reference to other 
official bodies. There was no reference in the EC communique to 
improved extradition procedures for bringing to trial those who have 
perpetrated acts of terrories. These, in e sense -- as I say -- are 
not spectacular, but they just show a steady increase. And if you 
look at the fact that the EC on ti 2let of January was alecet as 
vague and general as the 1964 London declaration and suhsequently 
sharpened and became such sore spec'fic, the process is continuing. 
And thie is what the Secretary of Stte wae referring to. 


Q -- are these, in fact, seasures that will be 
implemented? Or are they, as it says in paragraph four, seasures 
that are open to any government? Where are the teeth here? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Read egain. It says the 
“open to any government” gets beck to the point the Secretary sade 
about four times of trying to encourage other governments to follow 
the lead of the seven in taking this sort of action. The second 
sentence in paregraph four says, “We have decided to appiy tavee 
measures.” So it's not a question of being open. 


Q Coulé you give us -- since you're on background -~- 
could you give us some help on how this statement was toughened up 
Guring the day and what prevented specific reference to econosic 
sanctions? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It's not just a question 
of toughening up during the day, and I's not going to go back and 
give you all the steps ané the various drafts that were produced over 
the past several sonths, because that's when it began. 


Q But ao little bit of the dynamics of what happened 














today? 
SEMIOR ADMINISTRATION CPFICIAL: Well, I waen't in the 

meetings today, so I can't give you the specifics. But, in general, I 
pee Ry Rig R F ge NE i Sadly -y® ~~ gh Ly —t 
still sore specific, whereas st 4:30 a.s. the Sherpas that 
Giscretion wes the better part of valor when it cage to qualifying 
the word “exztredition® and hed settled for « sore general forsuleticn 
that implied -- that talked about iaproved » but didn’t 
- nage ay | wpention extradition. Exztredi has come beck in 

Le Ree ee ee Sen ae 
it, because ‘re Gealing with seven different judicial systens. 
on they wanted thet point in there because extradition 
is importent. The United Stetes hes sade quite an issue 
out of extradition when it comes to Abu Abbas and other terrorists 
who have committed crises egainst United States citisens. The 
British feel very strongly ebout extradition when it comes to those 
who have committed crises against British citisens, yi ~y—~-—+ 
IRA terrorists who have not been extradited frose the ted States. 
tng Q RE Dy ny Ay RY ED. A the 
Buropeen Coasunity that the ted States Senate needs to ratify the 
new U.S.-U.K. extradition treaty to show that, indeed, it's 
consequent with itself and it's willing to do the things it's asking 
others to do. this is considered an important point and it went 
beck in there -- the of the word “extradition.” This is one 
exaaple. 

wae 


use 
Q the re-insertion of Libya -- the specific 
mention of Libya -- part of it also? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: They decided they wanted 
it in the text, rather than in an eccompanying statenent. 


Q The other part of the question -- the rationale for 
not specifically -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Sut let se sake one 
other point. There was never any doubt that there would be « 


the Japanese chairman or in the text iteelf. And the heads decided, 
let's put it squarely in the text. 


Q And the other pert of the question, the rationsle 
for not including specific sention of economic sanctions? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think the -- 
Q What was the concern? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The Secretary has 
already dealt with that, and if you read -- and I's sure you all have 
~- the ition of the European Community Foreign Ministers, where 
they said, as a matter of principle, we're not prepared to entertein 
economic sanctions. And you realise that four of the seven 
governments here are senbers of the European Cogsunity, no one 
wapevied thes to come up with xy 
But, es the Secretary hes pointed out, and i 
talks ebout national seans as well as 
plenty of opportunity for a considerable and 
in economic and commercial ties between the here 
Libya, end that is taking place, as the Secretary pointed out. And 
the cumulative effect various thi 


. 
| 
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Q Sir, Libya Goes not have & sonopoly on terrories. 
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In fact, it’s probably a sinority shareholder. What does this -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You don’t think so? Who 
has @ larger share? 


Q Wheat -- I have a questica. 
SEBIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Who has a larger share? 


Q I seid maybe «a minority. My question is what: does 
this statement say to Syria, Iran, individual Lebanese, individual 
Palestinians? What's the impact intended? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, if I were a senior 
official in the Iranian or the Syrian government, I think I'd be 


Secretary int 
that it will make thes a lot sore cautious. 


Q Sir, are you satisfied that this statement gives the 
United States, or any other signatory, leeway to take unilateral, 
military ection without drawing the disapproval of the other 
signatories? 
uses 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: When 
means that are referred to in this statement and 
decision to qc it alone, you sutomatically 
I don't -- I um confident that no one 
criticize us no satter what we do and we won't 

matter what you do. But as the Secretary said, there a 
considerable drawing together in the n 
recognising the seriousness of the problem, in dealing with it 
in addition to the phrases the Secretary sited, I think t . 
more that he certainly agrees with -- saying thet terroriss sust 
fought relentlessly and without compromise. That seans no deals. 
Ana that's been one of the basic tenets of U.S. policy from the 
beginning and it's something that hasn't always characterized the 


policy of other governsents. 


Q A couple of quick ones -- 
would the U.S. have gotten its hands on Abu Abes from Italy? And 
secondly, Gid the leaders discuss ways to free the Americans or the 


hostages? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: 
their private diecussions they got on to the 
not, but there is certainly « shared concern on that question because 
there are still, I guess, seven or eight Prench hostages, British 
hosteges. The French, the British, the Americans have had hostages 
killed, so the question of hostages is a very important one to all of 
us and I wouldn't be surprised but what they discussed it. 


i 
! 


MR. DJEREJIAN: We're going to take three sore questions. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's a hypothetical 
question and it would be very hard to answer how any of these things 
are going to be applied to a specific case. But if you look at 
what's happened, in the Abu Abbas case, the Italians have now found 
hia guilty. So the Italian court system has produced the evidence 
that ween't there before and the Italians have indicted his and they 
found his guilty. 
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Q I know, but you spoke of extradition and you were 
asked if this had teeth in it and used extradition as an example how 


there's a tougher -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: What I'm trying to say 
is that there's a greater awareness now than there was then. But 
precisely what would happen if the situation were to reoccur, I don't 
know 


MR. DJEREJIAN: Andy? 


Q In the past, there have been incidents of airplane 
hijackings in Eastern Europe and even in the Soviet Union. The 
comjunists have referred to the hijackers as terrorists. Under this 
agreement, would this bind us and the other summit powers to return 
to the East Bloc anyone who hijacks a plane to the West? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The Hague Convention to 
which all the sever governments here are a party obliges you to 
either try or extradict -- return, that is -- those who are involved 
in hijacking. And this, as a general principle, has been the 
practice of the governments here and it's something they've tried to 
get others to do. 


While we're on this subject, let me sention another 
notable advance in anything that has been said before on the public 
record collectively, and that is the language on civil aviation. 

It's in here in paragraph five, and it says, “We agree to make the 
1978 Bonn declaration” -- and that is a collective action declaration 
-- “more effective in dealing with all forms of terroriss affecting 
civil aviation.* 


In the past, the Bonn Declaration has been applied only 
to hijacking. But in a reaction to the Vienna and Rome airport 
attacks and to the bombing of TWA 840 and the attempted bombing of Fl 
Al, the seven have now agreed to make the Bonn Declaration apply to 
sabotage and airport security, if you will, which is, in the field of 
civil aviation, a considerable step forward. 


MR. DJEREJIAN: Last question. 

Q Have any of the American oil companies that are 
still doing business in Libya -- will any of them be surprised by 
suddenly being told by the administration they're going to be out 
quickly and have any of them indicated that they sight not go along? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's a question you'll 
have to ask -- you should have asked Mr. Baker. But there can be no 
question of not going along because it's the law. 

MR. DJEREJIAN: Thank you very such. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 


END 7:45 P.M. (L) 
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MR. BRASHEAR: This is a senior administration official. 
And by the way, this is non-poolable, for those of you who may 
represent tongs and other organizations and loose associations and 
what have you -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Won-poolable? surely 
you all know what that means. I don't. (Laughter.) 


Q Non-what? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Poolable. 
Q Non-poolable. 

Q It's like automaticity. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wot unlike automaticity. 
You've got it. 


MR. BRASHEAR: For those of you in this room, and you are 
picked because of your obvious brains in your own subject, this is 
not to be shared outside of here -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Let me start by saying 
that I gave an answer to a question down there this evening with 
respect to the international -- possibility of an international 
monetary conference, which was an accurate answer, but I would 
elaborate on it a little bit here before going into further detail by 
saying that I hope and believe that much of what we have accomplished 
will obviate the need for a monetary conference. I'm still charged 
with the responsibility to give the President a recommendation by 
December, and I will do so. 


Turning to what the agreement is, I think maybe the best 
thing for me to do would be to run through it paragraph by paragraph, 
unless you want me to try and characterize it. Maybe it would be 
better for you if I just ran through it, and then you can put your 
own characterization on it. 


It's fairly detailed. It's about a page-and-a-quarter as 
it exists tonight, and there could be some changes, I suppose, 
overnight. But it begins with an introductory paragraph that -- in 
which the heads of state and government emphasize the importance of 
close and continued coordination of economic policy. They welcome 
the recent example of improved -- examples of improved coordination 
among the group of five, noting that this coordination had helped 
realign exchange rates and lower interest rates on a basis that was 
both orderly and non-inflationary. But they said additional measures 
should be taken to assure that procedures -- if you can't hear me, 
sound off -- to assure the procedures for effective international 
economic policy coordination. 


on 











Q So may I just ask you -- you said the realignment of 
exchange rates and declining interest rates have been orderly and -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Won-inflationary. 


They agreed that additional measures should be taken to 
assure that procedures for effective coordination be strengthened 
further, and then they said those additional procedures or additional 
measures should be as follows: the formation of -a new group of 
seven, which would {ncliide Italy and Canada, which should work - 
together more closely between summits. A charge to the seven to 
review their individual economic objectives collectively at least 
once a year, utilizing certain indicators, about which I will speak 
more in a minute. 


They stated the purposes -- back up -- they stated their 
Gesire that the purposes of improved coordination include the 
following four items: peat Be non-inflationary growth, 
strengthening market-oriented incentives for employment and 
investment, three, opening the international trading and investment 
system, and lascly, fostering greater stability and less uncertainty 
in exchange rates. 


Next item. The heads of state also reaffirmed their 
undertaking at the ‘82 Versailles summit to cooperate with the IMF in 
strengthening multilateral surveillance among the SDR countries. 
Obviously, most all of you know the SDR countries are the group of 
oo as So this is the operative paragraph with respect to the group 
of five. 


And I might say -- I might depart here a little bit from 
the operative language and say while there was -- while a new group 
of seven was formed, the five continues and was not eliminated, and 
there will be a function for both. 


Continuing on here in the paragraph respecting the five, 
they reaffirmed the ‘82 Versailles agreement tee multilateral 
surveillance, but they went further and directed that in conducting 
this surveillance with the IMF, the five should review their 
forecasts, their economic forecasts, taking into account certain 
indicators, which I will be glad to give you or simply say they're 
the ones you would expect -- growth rates, interest rates, trade 
balances -- but including importantly, exchange rates. 


Then they have -- then there's another paragraph in which 
they urge finance ministers and central bankers when engaged in 
surveillance exercises to use their best efforts to agree on remedial 


measures where there are significant deviations from an intended 
course or forecast. 


Q Remedial measures -- 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Undefined. 


Q No, but I mean when -- I'm sorry, would you mind 
repeating -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: To use remedial measures 
when there is a deviation from an intended course or forecast. In 
other words -- 


Q Did you use significant the first time you said -- 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, significant. 
Q Yes. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: When there's a 
significant -- of course -- significant deviation from an intended 


MO RE 








course or forecast. 


They recommended that those remedial measures be first 
and foremost focused on underlying policy fundamentals -- 


Q Say that again. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Be focused first on 
underlying policy fundamentals -- underlying economic fundasentals. 
But then they reaffirmed the Williamsburg commitment to wrentarenen 
when to @ 60 wuld be helpfui. 


Last major item. They -- the heads of state and 
government requested the group of five to include Canada and Italy in 
their meetings whenever the mana t or improvement of the 
international monetary epeteb on related ide policy measures 
are to be discussed and dealt with. And that's the essence of the 
action that was agreed to or the steps that were taken. And I'll be 
glad to try and answer your questions. 


Q Is that a different reference to the G-7 from the 
ot a reference to the G-7 that you made, or were you interpolating 
before? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There's only one 
reference to the G-7 -- well, there's two, really. The first one 
where a new seven is set up, and then where they Ry the seven 
to meet at least once a year to review their eco c forecasts 
against indicators -- the same indicators as are mentioned later on 
with respect to the five. 


Q I think maybe it would be helpful if you just went 
——— an example of how you would =-- you think this might work in 
practice. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, it depends on a 
lot of factors, Bill. In the first place, there will now be meetings 
of the seven, at least one a year as a surveillance exercise. There 
will undoubtedly be others when the five determines that it is going 
to discuss and deal with the management and improvement of the 
international monetary systen. 


Q Can any member call it, or -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Any member of the G-5 
can call a meeting now, but there generally has to be a consensus 
before you hold one. And of course, we hold them at reasonably 
regular intervals. There's no stated procedure in here for how, when 
or where the first seven meeting will be called, or how, when or 
where the first five meeting without the seven will take place. 


Q What were -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: But let me, if I can, 
shift your focus a little more to what I think is more important in 
here than the creation of a seven. And that is the fact that the 
major currency countries are going to be engaged more often in the 
surveillance exercise, against indicators -- it's going to be 
conducted against indicators which will include exchange rates. And 
there is a best efforts undertaking here to take remedial action if 
there's a significant divergence, i.e., automaticity. 


Q Now, does that occur with a meeting called by the 
managing director of the International Monetary Fund? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, he <= no, as it 
works now, he comes to our meetings at our request. 


Q All right. 








SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: And he's not empowered 
to call a meeting of the G-5, nor would he be empowered to call a 
meeting of the G-7. There are certain regular meetings that we hold 
with the five, which we will continue to hold before IMP and World 
Bank meetings. 


Q Will there be any regular schedule for the G-5 
meetings? : 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We have regularly 
scheduled meatings now. é , : a. 


Q Well -- 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: And those will continue. 


Q Those will continue? Those won't be increased. 
That is, there isn't a new schedule? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, they could be, but 
that's not addressed here. But we were free to increase then before, 
we're still free to increase then. 


Q Does this expand upon, follow-up on the Interim 
Committee report recommendations? Or does it replace it? I mean, 
what's -- I think we're -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, it's cumulative of 
it. It would be supplemental to it. The argument was made during 
the debate on this, and the ural part of this is perhaps as 
interesting as -- we'll get into that maybe in a minute. But the 
argument was made that we would be displacing the charge just given 
to the Interim Committee, and I think the answer to that is, they 
were going to study the use of indicators. They're still going to 
study the use of indicators for use within the IMF context, but 
there's no -- there's no reason why we should not have some 
experience in a smaller forum before that study is complete to see 
whether or not it works. 


So this is Cumulative of what the Interim Committee is 
going to — , 


Q -- objective indicators? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: What? 
Q You're not calling these objective -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wot calling them 
objective indicators. 


Q Ie that a reason for that, or -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Just calling thea 
indicators. Well, there were some people who objected to calling 
them objective indicators, but -- 


Q I mean, you said -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: What was the objection 
to that? Some people thought that was a term of art. 


Q What triggers the meetings? What will trigger the 
meetings requiring remedial action? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: What triggers a meeting 
requiring remedial action would be a call by any of the major players 
in my opinion -- that there has been a siginificant deviation from an 
intended course or forecast. 














Q In another country? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, maybe in your own 
eee. Sees 3 ee — ae Se ee eae 
hypothet ica a Riggs hy 5) pay strength of your 
currency, @ la the Plasa. This is building on the Plaza, but it's 


that's rtant to get down -- "e. nation cedes sovereicn 

there will be -- let mse back up -- ecg Pry eg ~ 
a certain amount of peer pressure and public pressure for cortective 
action when a country's performance gets way out of line. 


Q Okay. So tomorrow or day after tomorrow, Japan, on 
the sass of exchange rates being one of the indicators, calls a 
meeting. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You can't do that until 
you first have a meeting at which you determine what the course is or 
the intentions are. But it will force facing up to that stion -- 
that's a very good question. What is the range within which you 
would expect countr a‘s a rate move, or country B's or 
country C's. But re’ sno ca 1 in here -- I mean, this is not a 

“going to a target sone." Don't interpret it that way. 


But when you look at ex rates as an indicator, what 
Go you look at? You k at the rate of one country in relation to 
another country's rates. 


Q You're talking about what triggers a remedial 
meeting. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, what would trigger 
it would be the insistence -- would be peer group pressure, 

















Q. "on indicators? “25 eee eet es mw we 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The indicators will -- 
this doesn't -- this is silent on whether they will be sade public or 
won‘t be made public. The nature of thes will be public. They're 
specified in here, Toa. 


Q Okay, I sean there won't be a published number for 
an exchange rate? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Thies is cilent on that. 
But in all probability, they will become public. 


Q Does this also mean that we start with the present 
currency slignzent as a base, that this is deemed to be stability 
now? 





SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It doesn't necessarily 
mean that, no, because you're going to -- for this tem to start 
working, you're going to have to have a meeting at ch the 
countries sit down and say this is country A‘s forecast, B's 

. forecast, C's forecast. And a part of that forecast is going to be 
their view of their exchange rate. But we're not there yet. 


Q Are people going to forecast exchange rates? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, that's not what I's 
- saying. It's not -- it’s really not a target. We do this now, 
privately. 


Q Who looks at the indicators and decides whether or 
not remedial action is required? Yourselves, is there a staff, or -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo. The IMF and the 
players. If it's the five, the countries of the G-5; if it's the 
seven, the countries of the seven. 


But if I‘m unhappy -- country A -- with country B's 
performance and they're way out of line, I might decide it would be 
well to have a surveillance exercise before the next regularly 
scheduled meeting of the five, 


Q What if you . .cide that once a week? I sean, could 
-- how Go you manage -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRAT’.. OFFICIAL: Then country B, C, D, 
and E aren't going to come once a week. They're going to tell me see 
you around. 


Q So there are limits to -- well -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There are limits to any 
international system. Wobody is going to cede sovereignty and they 
don't do that here. 


Q On these indicators, let's take one away fros 
exchange rates. Suppose you took, say, current account or trade 
balance or something like that -- again, it’s not simply because your 
trade deficit is enormous; but whether it is soving in line with 
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whatever forecast -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: With what you've 
forecasted would be doing. 


Q 60, therefore, it doesn't necessarily set off alara 
bells when you plug this thing in. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Ho. Mo, no. If you 
plug the status quo in, it doesn’t necgssarii, éet off alase belie at 
all because, for the most part, countries’ forecast are going to be 
what the status quo is at the initial meeting. 


Q What about if the U.8., for example, does not like 
the way Japan's current eccount is moving or some other indicator, do 
we have the right to call a meeting on the basis of what we -- or is 
it the countries on a particular forecast that counts? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, we would all go 
through these exercises making forecasts. This calle for that. The 
countries make forecasts and then those are compared against these 
indicators. Sow, if we don't like what a perticular country is 
Going, we might try to call @ special meeting or we might decide this 
is just something we'll raise at the next regularly scheduled 
meeting. 


Q Could you tell us how this relates tc -- how this 
would work in stabilizing exchange rates, eliminating and reducing 
volatility ever the medium term? I mean, if Lee Iacocca comes out 
and says he talked to you, or something like that, it's still going 
. te go -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, it may go that 
way, but, hopefully, this will bring a certain degree of stability 
and less uncertainty te the system because -- for a nusber of 
reasons. One, we're going to be going through this exercise sore 
‘often and there will be more focus. But, two -- well, and that will 
generate certain peer pressure. 


é 


But, two, and perhaps sore importantly, in all 
likelihood, those forecasts will become public. And there will be an 
appreciation by the market of what the countries, at least, are 
thinking in terms of their exchange -- the relative exchange rates. 


Q When you say the forecast will become public, what 
are you talking about there? The comparison of the actual results 
with the indicators, or what? What will become public? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, what country A's 
GuP is predicted to be, what their trade balance is predicted to be, 
what their relative exchange rate relationship is predicted to be, 
versus country A, B, C, D. 


And this doesn't -- let me say this one more time -- this 
Goes not specify that that information will become public. This will 
have to be thrashed out in the meetings. But the fact of the matter 
is much of what goes on in these meetings already becomes public. 
Ané in all likelihood, this will, and if it does, that will generate, 
I think, a tremendous amount not only of peer pressure, but public 
pressure and it will have an impact on the sarkets. 


Q Ie it possible for a country to have an official 
public set of indicators and forecasts and also a second set of G-5, 
G-7 forecasts which you will look at? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: A private set -- 

Q Yes, which will be when the -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, if there's a 
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public set, the market would probably go by the public set unless 
they theught there was a private set. 


Q Don’t we have a public set? We have a public set 
two or three tines a year in the United States. I mean -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Mot on exchange rates. 
Q Oh, that’s true. But -- 


_—--_- «= - 


Qo te axe quine bo teke the four percent exéuth’ 
projection fer 1906, for example, and the other elements of the 
adainistration's current forecast -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Let me read the 
indicators. This is a list ef the generic indicaters, net the 
numbers that sight be put against those percentages in any ticular 
exercise. But they will be reviewing their performance against 
indicators such as GNP growth rates, inflation rates, interest rates, 
unemployment rates, fiscal deficit rates, current account and trade 
balances, monetary growth rates, reserves and exchange rates. 


Q Go back a couple. Current account and -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: -- balance. The current 
eccount balance and the trade balance. 


Q What was after that? 
Q Monetary gain -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Monetary growth rates. 
That's public new, of course. 


Q After that <-- 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Reserves and, 


coe exchange rates. . “ 


Q To take an example, if I may, just say, of one of 
these indicaters -- let's take exchange rates -- and the question of 
the yen going on right now, you've said repeatedly over the last few 
Gays you don't have a target. Say you have a meeting down the road 
and the forecast becomes public that you think -- are you saying 
there will be a forecast coming out in some way, that you think that 
it should really -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think what will really 
happen in practice does not call for -- and I'll say that ene sere 
time. But what I think is likely to happen in practice is that the 
public demand will be such, peer pressure will be such, human nature 
will be euch that the range ef exchange rates will become public. 
That's not having a target. But even today, we privately look at a 
range of exchange rates. And I think ultimately that will become 
public and there will be an impact on the market with respect te that 
-- particularly, will there be the first time we take remedial action 
by way ef a major coordinated intervention exercise the way we did at 
the Plaza. 


Q Ie there a time frame for these? 


Q Coordinated intervention is one way ef policing 
these -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Exchange rates. 
Q Yes. 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Sure. It says -~ 
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-Q@ -.. Shen they're -not -follewing the forecast? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL:— Gure,-and- it says so -- 
That‘s why I say thie is, is part, a bei -0m the Plasa.. Thies is 
a-- I really Believe this is a ficaat t in the 
precess, in the mechaniss that will be used. 


Q. And what in your view is the difference between this 
ané target senes? 


PEMIOR ABMINIGPRATION OFF ICIAL:-- With target scees- you -- 
specify the ranges and you have, sormally, a manéatery acties 
has to be taken. 


Q Ané whereas here it is -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Bere yeu have best 
efforts to agree upon reredial action. We would have to 


some countries could agree. If yeu had the major currency countries 
agree, you could have a pretty sajor sarket at that. 


Q So, in essence, te cerrect the probleas of the 
floating rate system, rather than return to -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: This is an improvement 
en the floating rate system, not a -- _ ‘ 

Q Rather than return te e hard rule system, you've 
turned te a political system. You're imposing political rigidities 
en the systen -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We're impreving the 
political mechaniss, Pete, if you want te say that. 


Q “all right. - ) \ 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: And someone referred to 
this, and perhaps not inaccurately -- it's not sy characterization -- 


es a managed flcat.. " system of managed float. 


a Bow would this have worked in 1981-'62 when United 
States, for Gomestic policy-reasons, wanted to cut tazes and increase 


military spending ané ran up huge budget deficits beyond -- what 
would have happened if that -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It turned eut, in 1981 
ané ‘62, our deficit targets, ranges -- call it what yeu will -- eur 
econogsic forecast and our performance was « matter of great debate, 
great public Gebate. There was « lot of talk about it, so we had the 
peer pressure, but we G@idn't have an agreement like this that we 
woulé sit down and use eur best efforts te ceme forth with soue 
remedial action. 


Q Mow, what kind of remedial action would we have been 
amenable to? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We would have had to 
egree -- which is what we were agreeing to do anyway -- to cut our 
Geficit. Mow, what is the penalty fer not doing it? MSothing, 
because we're not ceding sovereignty. But peer -- nothing but peer 
pressure and public opinion. 


Q Can I follow up on that? I'm a little unclear as to 
how you see this guarding against a country’s unrealistic forecast, 
unrealistic indicator estimates. What if « country truly does come 
up with a set of things that are completely unreal, and who is to 
say, if that's what the country says it is, that they're wrong? Can 
you tell therm they're wrong? 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: When they set the 
forecest, they ere supposed to take inte account these generic 
indicators. And what you're saying is suppose comes in and 
says we're going to have 12 percent real A,X econ be eut 
of compliance, they'll be off their couree the language 
ef this ené would be subject to use their best efferts to 
take ection. So there's nothing to prevent a country free 
setting ite own economic policy or economic forecast or econcaic 
course. We wouldn't want te be a party te an agreement that -- 

u But if their perteraaace doesn't Gquel ¢theit -- it's 
the performance weight egeinst their ferecast that has te be -- 
that's where you get your retional balance then. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's right. They 
could be -- you » Bothing to keep any froe being off the 
-_ 2 forecast. It normally wouldn't want to be, but I suppose 
t ° 


Q Obvious -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, they wanted to be 
included. 


Q You mean you did not include thes. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We didn't want thes -- 
well, - Gidn‘t want thes. “We" being the seven sovereign summit 
countries. 


Q Why? Become unsanageable? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. Well, end also 
it‘s just not -- it's really not fair to the United States, for us to 
-- they're not @ monetary egency particulerly. They're not « 
sovereign nation. They don't have currency. Why would we have to 
Geal with these other nations -- 


Q Ie there a one-to-one correspondence between the 
indicator you're looking at and what the action is supposed to be? 
In ether words, if you're eut of line on currency rates, are you 
supposed to intervene in markets? If you're out ef line on 
interest rates, are you te stick -- you knew, create sore 


money -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, that’s @ matter that 
would be -- the remedial action would have to be arrived at a 
the surveillance exercise. And, egein, if siz countries said -- if 
it was a seven, or four, if it was a five -- “Country A, yeu should 


take this action.” If country A didn't agree to it, that's the end 
of it because no country is going to cede sovereignty under any 
systen. 


Q Would countries aleo forecast what their « 
rate would be in relation te all other currencies? Would that be 
part of the forecast, #1807 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, probably. 

Q The grid. 


Q What would -- 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That one, because that 
can be pean so many things to so many people. A managed fleat, will 
an exchange-rate 
an excerise like this 
without looking @ range of exchanges. Sow Go you state an 
indicator? It's a rate against other currencies. 


an 
What ether remedial sections are contemplated other 
than concerted interventions? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, that’s only with 
respect to exchange rates. Remedial ection could take the form of 
ene -- of a country whose fiscal deficit was out of line lowering its 
Geficit -- interest rates were teo high, lowering their interest 
rates. 


Q But what remedial action would be taken to force the 
reduction, either in the deficit or the interest rete? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It would be remedial 
ection that would -- in all cases the -- in all cases the resedial 
action would have to be egreed to by the parties to this egreenent. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Just es we do now, Bart. 
The Plasa Agreement was, I think, a very good example of well 
coordinated intervention. But it was agreed to by everybody. 


» take an example of « deficit that's toe high 
and everybody egress a country A‘s Geficit should be reduced, what 
kind of ial ection can you take to enforce that reduced deficit? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, all you can do 
is bring peer to bear on that country to get it to commit to 
reduce ite Geficit. It has to reduce its own fiscal geficit. Bo 
other country can Go it for it. Sring public pressure to bear to get 
it to do that. Right now we're not in a position to ad thet. 


Q But then -- 


Q Just let se follow. The principle concerted 
remedial action relates to the exchange rate phase of things? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, by virtue of the 
simple fact that exchange rates relate to each other -- fiscal 


Geficit rates don't, growth rates don't. I sean, there is no way to 
~~ that’s right. 
Q I’m not clear how this enhances the peer pressure 


that the U.S. Celt when ite deficit and interest rates were 
MORE 











Q Who will decide when it will take plece? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Probably the sajor 
countries of the five. 


Q Will you take initiative on that? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We would like to see 
something started reasonably promptly, but we don't have any tine 
frame. We think there ought to be @ seven seseting fairly soon. 


Q Okay, 80 everyone gets her and each one says, 
okay, this is against these indicators, s is what we forecast for 
our GuP, for our deficit, for currency rates et cetera. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 


Q Okay, then you've got the structure from which the 
rest of the exercise can take plece. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, you have to have 
the first meeting where everybody puts their forecasts in aegeinst 
these indicators. 


Q One little ites. In sentioning Williamsburg, you 
say “intervention when useful.“ Didn't Williamsburg say when 
Gisorderly sarkets? 


SENIOR ADMINIGTRATION OFFICIAL: Williamsburg said that 
intervention is @ proper policy, too, and we would use it when to do 
so would be helpful. 


Q To follow up on Bart's question about the kinds of 
action. Suppose a country decided not to take the concerted ection 
on a Geficit probles, for example. Then, would the commitment be to 
intervene to bring the currencies beck into line? Would this totally 
go out the window? In other words, there would be -- you would let 
that currency fall or rise in value outside the range? Would that -- 
if the currency, for example, was « bed actor it wouldn't respond to 
the peer pressure? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You said fiecal deficit. 
You said deficit. Did you mean -- if exchange rates got out of line? 
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Q — they didn't take action to deal with 
their Geficit at all? ~~ 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Fiscal éeficit? 
Q Right. Then what would you -- 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: What could the other 


ies eo it one coullt?y Sat Baia CHS hell with it, we're not 
to do it? 


i 


Gon‘t want to intervene if you ere not going to do something 


Q Then your currency would -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Oh, I see what you are 
saying. 


Q Yes, I mean, there is no -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, of course you 
could use that. 


Q As & -- pressure -- 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: If they were coming to 





I knew the Stockman question was out there. 


Qo. & sore funny numbers in the budget. So sore funny 
numbers in the edministration's forecast. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, why? Because we 
have been going through this surveillance exercise for the last ten 
years and we use our regular OMB forecast as our growth estinates. 

Q But now it is exposed. Sow this is -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: This has been exposed 
anyway, Pete. 


Q Ho, mo, I mean before the G-5. How you are subject 
to their criticiem and they say -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We have been all along, 
MORE 
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Are they both published as a communique or something -- a statenent 
that 6sys, six countrié’ Say this country is wrong? > © 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, there is not going 
to -- it would not be ay thought that remedial action that was 
suggested but not agreed to would not be -- would be published. It 
would probably be leaked. 


I really believe that this is going to become a public 
exercise, but that is not in here, it doesn’t call for that, and 
there hasn't been a lot of focus on that so far. But I want to tell 
you something. That's what is going to make, in ay view, this thing 
meaningful. 


Q What is coming after that? How are you going to 
assess whether this thing is meaningful? I mean, when this is 
announced and it gets out, what is going to happen in your view? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You all will impart -- 
play a role in that, but it’s got to be better than what we are 
Gealing -- it’s got to be a significant improvement over where we are 
now. 


Q Well, do you see -- I mean, do you see it having an 
immediate effect on currency alignaent? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL:: Wo, I really don't. 
There may be an effect as a consequence of that first meeting. When 
‘we go in there and wrestle with this requirement that we provide an 
economic forecast that considers the indicator of exchange rates as 
well as others. There will be a fair amount of attention on that. 


Q Do you think there might be some realignment as a 
result of that meeting shortly thereafter -- after those nusbers are 
cranked in? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Who knows. I think a 
lot depends on what the numbers are. 


Q Can you say, though -- 


Q When they're asked indicators of exchange rates, is 
there going to be a time factor in that -- over what period of tine 
they expect to see the exchange rate be where? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That would be a matter 
for the five or the seven, whichever body was doing the surveillance 
exercise to determine. These are generic indicators. The question 
of the time frame and those sorts of things are going to have to be 
Getermined by the body. The IMF will probably play a part. 


Q Do you expect that there will be some sort of 
improved -- ' 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Excuse me. But again, 
we use exchange rate -- privately use exchange rate figures now so 
whatever -- and I don't even know what the range is because they are 
meaningless. But whatever that is, we might decide to use in this 
exercise, whether it would be meaningful -- 


Q And will the meeting of the seven come before the 
five? The first one will be the meeting of the seven? 


MORE 
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_. SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: They haven't said -- we 
don't know. We would have to -- we haven't decided. 


Q When you say the seeting will be reasonably soon, 
you must have some idea when you would like the first one. 


SEBIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Bo. 
Q ~3n & =onth, in two sonths, in siz weeks? ... ....... 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Mo, there is no -- you 
are really jumping the gun. We have just -- this thing hasn't -- 
this is not in the communique yet. I sean, who knows? Tosorrow . 
morning somebody may have some second thoughts, but -- 


Q Is it your understanding that that meeting would be 
-- I don’t mean public in the sense of being open to the press, but 
that it would be announced? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There will be some who 
will not want it announced, but, again, it would probably leak. 


Q Will there be -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I have told you, but I 
Gon't want to do this to you even on background because I don't want 
to immediately get into a -- so I can't tell you, because we have got 
too many people here to go off the record. 


Q Can you speak to -- 


Q Bas all this really been accepted now by the other 
countries too? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: A lot of time was spent 
.on this in finance ministers’ meetings today, and a considerable 
amount of time was spent debating it in the plenary at the 
heads-of-state level, and I think it is decided. In ay opinion it is 
Gecided. There were a nuaber of major bumps along the way. 


Q The Canadians are -- Canadians and Italians, I 
think, are pretty unclear, and I think, perhaps, saying unhappy about 
when they‘ll be included and when not. Is that -- are you satisfied 
that there's a rigid and identifiable standard for when they will be 
included? 


SENIOR ADMINSTRATION OFFICIAL: I think it's sore 
Objective than the first draft -- let mse put it that way -- and I 
think it's eo objective it's capable of measurement. I think the 
Canadians and the Italians are both happy, to be very honest with 
you. They've told us they are, and I think they should be, because 
they leave here with -- having achieved politically what they needed 
to achieve. 


Q What about some of those buaps -- 
Q Yes. 


Q -- and the kind of negotiations that -- both within 
the administration and with the other nations? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I don’t want to -- 
go into within the administration, other than to say that our initial 
proposal when we got here was signed off on by everybody in the 
administration and was an administration proposal the President 
strongly supported, Secretary of State supported. And there was no 
major dissent within the administration. 


Q What about some of the players at the table? 
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SEBIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Here? 


Q “Yes, here. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, that’s what I was 
going to get into. 


We hed a problem with the initial draft because there was 
tee much of a ~- Canada and Italy felt that there was toe puch 
emphasis on the five, and we dealt with that and assuaged their 
concerns end ended up with this draft. We had the EC countries who 
in a difficult position because they knew that ultimately they 

-- if they supported this appreach, they would be juxtaposed 
against the Commission and that's always difficult for them. G60 a 
number of different alternative approaches were suggested, none of 
which ended up flying and then there was a fairly good, strong, 
healthy debate at the plenary about whether or not the EC would be 

and then it was felt by all seven countries that -- well, I 
shouldn‘t say that. It was felt the majority of the countries 
that they were not a sovereign nation, they do not have a currency 
and that they -- 


Q Which country or countries wanted the EC included? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I don’t want to 
get into that now. We'll do that later. 


Q Did Japan have an objection to the idea of peer 
pressure, in a sense, and Gid they want anything -- say, the word 
stabilization in there as a result? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, Japan didn't. Japan 
only wanted this thing to go away -- (laughter) -- and not create a 
problem for them at the summit. Okay? 


Q But Japan is very concerned about wanting something. 
Can Makasone walk out with this and say he's done something to 
stabilize his currency? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: A point we made with 
Japan was that this would be very good for Japan in terms of their 
political needs. 


Q It's really fostering stability. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. As I mentioned 
fostered -- one of the purposes is to foster greater stability and 
less uncertainty in exchange rates. And I think Japan can sake good 
use of this in terms of their political needs. 


Q Will it help stabilize the yen at this point? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I don't think it 
will do anything at this point. Well, I don't know what the market 
reaction will be to this, so I shouldn't say that. I don’t know. 


Q Did France want something more and did Germany want 
something less? I mean, what happened there? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Let's do all that later 
on, mot now -- the tick-tocking. 


Q In the context of the overall plan, would you expect 
that this will require more official intervention than we've had in 
the past year or so? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think since there will 
be more surveillance, there will be more frequent meetings, there is 
more of an institutionalized structure, there is a commitment to use 
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best efforts for remedial action, and there are indicators called for 
-- all those things would lead you to believe that the circumstances 
would be riper for more coordinated intervention exercises than we've 


Q Can you in effect use this as leverage against Japan 
and West Germany to stiaulate their domestic econcaies? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: So, but that's a part of 
eo throveh that debate now at the G-S gurveillence exercises 
will continue to be a part of the debate. 


Q What‘’s this communique going to say on that point? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It helps us -- let se 
just say, it helps us in the sense that again there will be sore 
exercises, there will be sore -- somewhat more of a formal procedure. 
We've institutionalized it and that sort of thing. 


Q How specific do you expect the communique to get on 
German and West -- Japanese growth -- domestic demand? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'd rather -- I think it 
will be rather vague, perhaps like the OZCD. We have not pushed 
that. We didn't want an irritant. Quite frankly, we would such, 
much, much, much, such rather have gotten this than to push on that. 
And furthermore, I'm not, as I mentioned, down there at the briefing 
-- I'm not at all sure you want to see something. 


Q Sir, two questions -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wot in the comsunique, 
but actions. 


Q -- G@id Volcker sign off on this? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: What? 
Q Two questions -- did Volcker sign off on this? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wot -- well, he wasn't 
here to go through the variations, but he did sign off on the -- he's 
made several statements if you recall in testimony and in press 
conferences supporting our efforts for improvements in the floating 
rate exchange system, endorsing the look at monetary conference. I 
reviewed with hia the proposal before I left Washington, and he was 
very amenable to it. 


Q The other question -- does -- isn't this really a 
rebuff to Mitterrand in the sense of no monetary conference? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, no. This is a major 
step in his direction. Two years ago we weren't even willing to 
Giscuss monetary matters. Wow we're talking about something that 
some people will try and characterize as target sones. 


Q Is this @ new monetary systes, though? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo. It's managed -- 
it's a managed flow, it's an improvement in the current systems, it's 
better coordination, it‘s an improved process. I don't think -- I 
think it's a significant improvement, Bill. 


Q You said this might ameliorate the need for a new 
conference. What standard will you use when you're deciding whether 
to recommend -- I mean, is there some standard you've gotten -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: What I've said is that I 
don't think you would recommend a conference unless you knew very 
well what you wanted to come out of it, and unless you knew what 
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concensus there was for -- what sort of support there was for that. 


Q But do you expect anything to happen between now and 
the end of the year in this process that would -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I Gon‘t know, but I 
think that this gets us an awful lot of what we might have gotten out 


of a monetary conference. 


Q- You say there sight be sore coordinated 
intervention, yet I thought the object of the exercise was to 
structural conditions so that we wouldn't need so such intervention? 


SENIOR ADMINIGTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, that's correct. 
We will first -- it says in here -- first focus on the underlying 
economic fundamentals, and there will be focus on that. And where -- 
because you really can't -- intervention doesn't work when you're 
going against the market and you've got to sake the fundazentals. 
But if you look at it in the context of where we are today, versus 
where I think we will be operating under this proposal, it would lead 
to more instances of intervention. I don't think -- I think that's 
inescapable, because you will be going through the exercise sore, 
there will be more -- there's an undertaking to take remedial action 
and that sort of thing. But that doesn't mean you won't focus first 
on the underlying fundamentals. 


Q In your view, what was the principal difference 
between this and target zones? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: What's the difference? 
Q The principal difference, in your view, between -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The principal difference 
is you do not have targets here that will be specified and you do not 
have an obligation to engage in intervention if those targets are 
busted. You don't have that. You siaply don‘t. 


Q There was a publication of the range however, or the 
Giseclosure of the range, you are inviting the forex traders to play 
-- test both sides of it. Aren't you? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: If those ranges are 
published. That's correct. 


Q But, at the same time, if a currency does go out of 
the range, this endeavor would imply that the country can take all 
kinds of other actions, such as lowering interest rates which would 
have the effect of correcting the currency imbalance, or -- 


Q You don't have the obligation but you have the peer 
pressure, is what you're saying? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, you got the peer 
pressure and you have a best efforts obligation. But, again, nobody 
is going to cede sovereignty. 


Q When did you start on this? 


Q Would G-7 read on these exchange rate things because 
the Canadian dollar and the Italian lire really aren't considered 
major currencies? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Do they what? 


Q Under this system, would the whole G-7 group meet on 
intervention on exchange rate issues? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: If there was going to be 
a major intervention exercise we wouls do it in all probability 
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Q Well, for practical purposes, wouldn't that reduce 
the importance of G-5 as a separate entity? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OPFICTAL: 1 think qhe 6-5 is goins 
to continue to be -- the way this is written, the G-5 would invite 
Canada and Italy in for that purpose. And there's -- I don't think 
there's any diminution of the 5 -- I think there was a creation of a 


Q The old fized rate system imposed a lot of 
Giscipline on people. What‘s your opinion about what kind of 
Giscipline this is going to impose on -- 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: My opinion is that this 
nas, to use a bad word, sore automaticity within the current systen, 
and it will impose therefore more discipline than the current systes. 

Q I wondered -- because of the obligation to -- I 
mean, your focus on public spotlight, whether you had considered an 
improved mechanism for leaking? (Laughter.) 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think you've got those 
Gown. Wobody needs -- can't be any improvement in that. 


Q When did we start on this? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: When did we start on 
this? 


I can't remember. 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Weeks ago. 
Q First meeting? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, several weeks -- a 
couple of months ago, probably. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 
END 12:00 A.M. (L) 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The President's meeting 
with President Mitterrand and Prime Minister Chirac. 


Q This is background? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, it's a background 
briefing. Pete Roussel announced it. - 


Q Pete Roussel said it was on camera. 
MR. ROUSSEL: Wo, I didn't -- 
Q You did. 
Yes, you did and you winked. 
MR. ROUSSEL: You liar. Lying -- 
Background. 
Background. 
Photo at the top? 


The cameras are on. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You can do it at the 
next top. 


The situation with Secretary Baker is he will be here 
shortly. I thought we'd get out of the way our travel information 
and the meeting with President Mitterrand. 


Travel information. Are you ready to copy? We'll pass 
out a printed version of this -- hold the noise down. 8:00 a.m., 
press pool 38 assembles, goes to the llth floor for the Mulroney 
bilateral. Mulroney bilateral begins at 9:00 a.m. Press ee 
coverage of that. Hold the racket down on the far left. At 9:25 
a.m. the bilateral will conclude. 


At 9:50 a.m., tie President wlll leavg Ais evite. He 
will come to this room where he will hold a 20-minute press 
conference, which is available for radio and television coverage. 


At 11:00 a.m., press pools 40, the motorcade pool, and 
41, the Air Force One pool, assembles. 


And at 11:30 p.m., the President and Mrs. Reagan, 
accompanied by Ambassador and Mre. Mansfield depart the hotel en 
route Haneida Airport. 


At 11:55 a.m., the President arrives airport. 12:00 
p.m., the President departs Tokyo. 











At 12:30 p.a., press buses depart hotel. 


At 2:00 p.a., the press plane leaves Tokyo en route 
a pane Seven hours and 15 sinutes flight time, sinus 17 hours on 
e ° 


At 2:05 a.m. local, the President arrives Elmendorf Air 
Porce Base, Alaska. The President does not anticipate getting off 
the plane. A one-hour refueling. 


At 3:05 a.m., the President departs Elmendorf. Flying 
time: 6 hours, 45 minutes, plus 4. 


The press plane arrives Elmendorf at 3:15 a.m., departs 
4S minutes later. 


At 1:50 p.m. Eastern, the President arrives Andrews Air 
Porce Base. 


And at 2:05 p.m., the President arrives South Lawn. 
Greeting on the South Lawn. 


3:15 p.m, press plene arrives Andrews. 
Q What time does the press plane arrive, please? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: 3:30 p.m. -- 3:15 p.m. 


Tomorrow at the press conference -- I can't read and 
talk at the same time. The President's press conference, you sust 
have a White House credential. It's the blue trip credential that 
says “Trip of the President to Los Angeles, Honolulu, Guam, Bali, 
Tokyo and Anchorage.“ If you do not possess such a credential, you 
must see Gary Foster in order to receive one. 


Tomorrow, between 8:00 a.m. and 9:00 a.m. -- Jeannie, do 
we need to clear the filing center for the sweep, or will they he 
able to do it with persons in here? 

MS. WINNICK: Clear them out. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Between 6:00 a.m. and 
9:00 a.m. -- clear the filing center? We'll have to chase you out 
between 8:00 a.m. and 9:00 a.m. You can have breakfast at that hour. 

Thursday in Washington, of course, no 9:15 a.m. 
briefing. A 12:00 noon briefing. On Friday, no briefings. Take the 
early weekend. 

Mitterrand -- the President met for 45 minutes. 

Q Is Reagan going to Cemp David? 

Q Is there a -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, he's going to Camp 
David Thursday. 


Q What tine? 
Q There's no schedule then Thursday for the President? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't think so. I 
think he'll leave mid-morning for Camp Devid. 


Mitterrand -- characterization of the meeting. It was 4 
friendly meeting that discussed basically two topics: terrorise and 
agriculture. The President opened the meeting by expressing 
appreciation to President Mitterrand for the steps taken to avoid the 
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terrorist incident at the U.S. Embassy. The visa line incident. 


President Mitterrand replied that there were terrorists 
moving about throughout Burope. “Many of thes live in Burope. You 
Gon‘'t need thousands, only a few hundred that ere well-organized to 
lead to disastrous consequences," the President of France said. 


President Reagan expressed pleasure at the susnit 
Geclaration on terrorism. °We have come together to put forward a 


united front against terrories. This will be a most effective step, 
the President said. 


The -- trying to read here -- President Mitterrand said, 
"We have moved beyond condemnation to concrete steps. * 


The President said, “The agreements we have reached here 
will have a lesting effect." The President said, “It is important 
that we isolate Qaddafi.* 


President Mitterrand said, “We should isolsete the 
leader, but not the people.“ The President, of course, agrees that 
Qaddafi is responsible and not the Libyen people. 


The two discussed the overflight question in very 
Giplomatic language. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: President Mitterrand 
said that “there has been a difficult situation between your country 
and ours, but we have -- that there has been a divergence. But we 
have to place this in the context of 200 years of history. We did 
not set out 200 years ago to agree on everything. But we have 
succeeded in agreeing on the most important issues, the difficult 
issues. Our friendship is our mainstay. We do not wish to have -- * 


Q Can you slow down? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. * -- a<-- * 


~~ 


Q Can you start after “important issues," please? 

Q “Difficult issues." 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Important issues, where 
was that? Can somebody help Lesley? I've passed that and can't read 
my notes twice. 

Q “We agree on the most important issues.* 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Pardon? 


Q “We agree on the most important issues, the 
éifficult issvues.* 


Q “The difficult iseves,* right? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: “We have succeeded in 
agreeing on the most important issues -- * Somebody help Lesley that 
copied it. Where's Ralph when we need hin? 


"Our friendship is our mainstay. We do not wish to 
settle into a crisis situation with the Onited States." President 
Mitterrand said, “You will find us on the front ranks of those who 
side with you on what we hold dear. This ‘ncludes terrorism.” 








The President answered with a metaphor. He said, “In 
every happy marriage, there are disagreements, but the sarriage 
continues." (Laughter.) 














Prime Minister Chirac -- Bes! COPY AVAILABLE 

Q Why did he say that? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Prime Minister Chirec 
said that he would like to point out that Prance was the only nation 
in which there were no demonstrations against the United States. 

“The balance sheet, where public opinion is concerned, is a positive 
balance sheet. Sow, this is behind us. The pege is the future.* 


Mitterrand said, “We will talk openly and candid. The 
future begins ower the next few years.* 


The President said, “Let this be the first day of the 
rest of cur lives.* 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You don't normally get 
quotes like this. 


The two turned to trade and agriculture. 


Q@ Did Chirec say anything at this? Did he ever -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, I just inserted. 
The -- Chirac was talking about France, no demonstrations. 


Q Oh, that wes Chirac. 

Q Se really said that? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 

Q Was that our President who said -- 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Pardon? 
O Was that our President -- (laughter.) 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It was. 
Q Did you get that off a Hallmark card? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The trade issues -- on 
trade and agriculture -- 


QO Could I just ask -- let me make it clear that 
Mitterrand introduced the subject. He brought the subject up? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: He brought the subject 
up. It tu:aed gently to the overflight question, after -- in the 
context of a terrorism discussion. Got it? 


Turning to trede issues and agriculture issues. The two 
-- the President pointed out that agriculture subsidies and -- 
agriculture rt subsidies and domestic subsidies are « most 
difficult problem, “but we sust approach it with compassion." He 
said, “Por those who have chosen the farm as a way of life, it is 
important that we look at their problems compassionately." He 
emphasized that we must seek solutions with compassion. 


President Mitterrand indicated that there were major -- 
there were problems with subsidies, both domestic and export 
subsidies. 


Chirec said, “We must avoid unhealthy competition.” 




















indicated — 
work toward « solution oa » but without 
epecifically deciding on «a "Perhaps talks amongst 


to work for 
a epecific course. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I did. 

Q But eaid quiet discussions between thes 
-- between who? The U.S. and or the U.S. and the BC or what 






Q Yes. That's ay question, 
that the Prench are not willing to have agr ure be part of the 
GATT sinisterial. Ie there any talk -- 


SEBIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don’t think he does. 
They were mot sepecific.but it does not -- is Baker here? 


I‘m told Poreign Minister Raisond, and not Chirec, is 
coming on May 18th -- 19th. 


Q But -- whet our understanding was that -- the 
ion wae whether or not agriculture would be on the table at the 
» and you're saying that they did not agree on « forum and I 
Gon't quite understand what forum they didn’t agree on? 
didn 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: 1 *t eay aid 
mot agree. I said they 4id not discuss it. bet thay geoneeted fa @ 
very straight-forward and constructive sanner to look at the question 
of ieulture subsidies and disagreements between the United States 
and Prance and the United States and Buropean countries. 


Q But ie it your understanding that that is on the 
table at the GATT and the Prench have not pleced any conditions? 


GENIOR ADMINIGTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, witet you've - is 
Se Coensteny OS Sa ae to speak here on the record. t 
matter ie diecussed in ti etatenent. 

Mark? 

Q A Gay of two after the U.S. air strike on Libys, the 
President said that he didn't understand why the French would not 
give us the over-flight permission. Does he now understand why? 

SENIOR ADMINIGTRATION OFFICIAL: There have been sose 





























statement of the -— I've act seen the Foreign Minister's statenent. 
You have here thie statement that was made yesterday. 


Charles, you tized? Everybody? Irving? 


Q Bow would characterise the egreement on the 
monetary thing? Ie it == 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You sean today's -- the 
overall summit egreement on sonetary? 


Q Bow would you characterise it in terms of what it's 
going to Go for everytody? 


comfortable with the in the statement at the sumsit. I 
would rather weit and Baker go into detail and he'll - 

Q I'd like to get e sound bite and Baker is not on 
eound . 


Q Baker is right here. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I see. Well, I's on 
on ee ae ae ae When Baker comes, I's ready, 


Q Be‘s here. 
MR. ROUSSEL: We're going to take a brief break -- 


SENIOR ADMINIGTRATION OFFICIAL: Ga. let's move 
quickly. Saker is here, right? 


MAR. DJEREJIAN: So, he's not here. He'll seet you in his 
office and he's upstairs -- spoke with the President. 


SENIOR ADMINIGTRATION OFFICIAL: Okay. In his office or 
my office? 


MR. DJEREJIAN: In your office. 


NT 

















SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OPFICIAL: Okay. 


MR. DJERBJIAN: e's coming Gow to your office, talk 
with you and then we'll come bring his -— 


subsidies to the United States and 
ou 


ADMINI OFFICIAL: Wo, they did not talk in 
those type of epecifics. They basically indédiceted 
ious ture sector 

there solutions sust be 
involved in farming. 


Q Why ien't the agricultural topic « total flop? 
You've got no commitsent to GATT talks, you've got no commitsent to 
starting egricultural talks in any forum at all, you've a 
commitment to talk about it among friends, which we've always been 
Going ané gotten nowhere with. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You're wrong. 
Q Why is he wrong? 
Q Why an I wrong? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: He just is. Read the 
thing and listen to whet Baker is going to tell you. 


Q I reed it. There's nothing here except they're 
yvang to talk. You've said -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Read between the lines. 

Q You said that President Mitterrand was -- 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: ae hey. What? 
Don't get angry. “Who you angry at? Me or the ? You angry «at 
the French? 

Q An. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I didn't do anything. I 
just work here. 











Q@ Are you angry at the French? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION GPFICIAL: Uo, I*s mot angry et the 
Prench. UBave you seen the French spokesman -- person? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: All right. Go anead. 
(Laughter .) 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Good thing I's on 
background. Write it. 


Q In the meeting -- 
Q Can we arrange « trade? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Settle Gown here. Yes, 


you can. 
Q In your reedout, it appears that Mitterrand -- 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I can't hear «a word 
you're - These people in the beck that are talking are either 
going to the rooms or quit talking, whichever comes first. 


Q Sir, you -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wait a sinute. I've got 
& person beck here. 


Q Your readout suggests thet Mitterrand did sost of 
the talking. Is that true? Did Chirec sit there -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Chirac spoke on each 
subject. 


Q But how -- what was the atmosphere? Did he defer to 
Mitterrand? What -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo. The two, as you 
know from the photo op, sat -- there were three wing-beck chairs. 
The President on the left as you look at thes -- Mitterrand in the 
middie and Chirac on the yy Chirac joined in freely on virtually 
every ot ae Mitterrand 4id lead the subjects and their 
introduction of thes, but Chirac joined freely in. 


Okay, Leo? Who hed something? Deve, you have something 
or you give up? 


Q File it. 
Q Mo filing. 


SFNTNe areTwreTeETTON OFFICIAL: Sothing’s going on the 
record, out I'll pase it out. 


Q Any sense of when Baker will be here? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Mo we don't, but when 
he’s here, he's here. 


Q A readout after the dinner tonight? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: A readout after the 
dinner? Wo, no, no, no. This is going to be that kind of dinner. 











Q In Bonn, you declared the French were the odd man 
out. Is that still the case on the GATT issue or not? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATIGH@ OFFICIAL: You can ask Baker about 
that because he's been actively ivolved in it with his counterparts. 
I would think a year has made « <ifference in our relationship with 
the Prench over « number of matters. 


I have something here that I want to pass out. Do we 
have it? It's a statement on Saudi arms sales. Congress this week 
will be considering the administration's request on the missile sale 
to Saudi Arabia. Tis President is urging the Congress to support 
this sale. The statement underscores our interest that requires to 
help Saudi Arabis meet its legitimate security needs in the face of 
goonies —— threats and points out our vital interest in the 
Persian Gulf. 


Okay. Want to take a break here until we get back? 
Q Yes, file, file. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Sheilan? 

Q Do you have anything to say on the tax bill? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, we don't, but you 
probably can talk to Baker about that too. 


One announcement -~ you've got all the travel plans and 
tomorrow morning's plans. We are going to have a contest on return 
-- those who are not returning may submit their entries prior to the 
Geparture -- and that is, we're going to let you guess the exact 
number of releases -- the exact number of pieces of paper that have 
been put out during this trip. And those who get it will get a 
special, exciting, once-in-a-lifetime prize -- which, if you can't do 
any better on it, will be a Johnny Roth summit cap. Anything else? 


Q Any change in the baggage call? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo change in the baggage 
call. You can get up early. 


EUD 5:25 P.M. (L) 
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SECRETARY BAKER: Ladies and gentlemen, overall, it is 
our view that this was a very successful economic summit. I think 
the key to this was the fact that there was a tremendous amount of 
unity among the summit countries. It was a very smooth summit. 


On the political side, we obtained a very strong 
statement on terrorism, a strong political statement, a strong 
nuclear accident statement. 


On the economic side, we expressed an endorsement of 
policies for sustained non-inflationary economic growth, which 
President Reagan first introduced at the summit in Ottawa in 1981. I 
think it is fair to say that important progress was made on 
strengthening international economic policy coordination by the 
summit countries. Through this coordination we will be able to 
ceduce trade imbalances by tackling their underlying causes and by 
promoting greater exchange rate stability. 


On trade, the summit endorsement of the preparations for 
@ new trade round commencing in September and including new areas for 
negotiation is a positive step in ensuring the ultimate success of 
that endeavor. 


On debt we saw a strong endorsement of the United States 
program for sustained growth. This was, in short, a very substantive 
economic meeting that addressed a number of different issues. Among 
these was a discussion of the increasing international cost for each 
of the summit nations of maintaining longstanding policies of 
domestic subsidy and protection of agriculture in each nation. 


I would be delightec *o take your questions. 


Q What is the practical impact of the so-called Baker 
Plan, which I suppose has been endorsed in the statement? Is there 
going to be any, in the few months ahead, difference in the 
relationship of the currencies because of it or is it a set of 
principles just to be saying them? 


SECRETARY BAKER: Well, you are referring to the proposal 
for enhanced international cooperation with respect to exchange 
rates? 

Q I don't know what I'm referring to. (Laughter.) 


SECRETARY BAKER: You put a tag on it that we haven't put 
on it. 








Q Well, it is the Baker Plan. 


SECRETARY BAKER: That tag has been put on a debt plan, 
and I suppose that is what you are talking about. 


Q No, I'm talking about the stabilization of the 
currency. A new thing. 


SECRETARY BAKER: All right. Give me your question. 
Q Well, what is it? 

SECRETARY BAKER: What is it? 

Q Is there any practical effect from it? 


SECRETARY BAKER: Yes, there is going to be, I think, 
practical effect. It is going to depend in large part on the extent 
and degree to which the G-5 and G-7 countries work to implement the 
proposal. It is going to require and promote better international 
economic cooperation, better international coordination, and it is 
going to lead to a greater stability of exchange rates, we believe. 


Q But what have you really done? 


SECRETARY BAKER: What we have really done is provide 
direction to the group of five countries and the group of seven 
countries for enhanced cooperation and coordination. We have called 
for the utilization of economic indicators in judging and measuring 
international economic policy. And I think -- some have said that on 
the monetary side or exchange rate side, it is a development that we 
have not seen the likes of for some 13 years. Wow the future will 
Getermine the degree to which it is successful. And I am not going 
to stand up here and predict that now, although we would not have 
advanced it unless we had felt that it was going to lead to greater 
exchange rate stability and enhanced international economic 
cooperation among the industrialized countries. 


Q Sir, if I could take a third swing at this. I guess 
what we are asking is, in layman's terms, could you explain why the 
guy on the strert should care about the fact that seven countries 
have made this agreement? 


SECRETARY BAKER: Well, the guy on the street should care 
because we live in an interdependent world, and what we do in the 
United States effects what -- effects the economies of other 
countries and what other economies do effects us. And to the extent 
that we can have a more cooperative effort at international economic 
policy-making -- policy-formulation and implementation, I think we 
are all better off. and, hopefully, that is what this will lead to 
-- not just with respect to exchange rates. If you look at the 
language of the communique you will see that it calls for 
concentration first and foremost on underlying economic fundamentals. 


Q Is this likely to lead to more intervention to 
stabilize exchange rates? 


SECRETARY BAKER: Again, if you'll look at the specific 
language you will see that it calls for the focus to be placed 
primarily on the underlying economic fundamentals, and secondarily on 
intervention. I can't predict today whether it will or will not lead 
to greater intervention, but it is quite possible, I think, that 
there will be more meetings, they will be perhaps more regularized, 
and that, I suppose you could conclude, might lead to the possibility 
of greater -- 


Q It probably will facilitate it, though, will it 
not? 


SECRETARY BAKER: It could facilitate it, but it should 
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not be interpreted as an intervention mechanism. That's not what it 
is. 


Yes, sir. 


Q Mr. Secretary, can you explain a little bit more 
about agriculture? Agriculture is not mentioned among the issues to 
be treated at the GATT talks in September, and I understood that that 
was an objective of the administration. Two, there's no date for the 
beginning of the actual talks. Were there any problems there for the 
adainistration? 


SECRETARY BAKER: Do you want mse to answer your question 
about agriculture? Agriculture is not mentioned as a topic for the 
new round, but I think it is very significant that services is 
mentioned, intellectual property is mentioned and direct -- foreign 
direct investment is mentioned. Three major topics that heretofore 
we've been unable to get specific mention of in communiques. 


Furthermore, there is an entire paragraph in this 
communique that deals with the problem presented by subsidizaton of 
agriculture. If you go back and look at prior summits, as recently 
as Bonn last year, the subject of agriculture was absolutely taboo. 
We couldn't talk about it. Mow there has been a full and frank 
discussion of it and there will be at the ministerial meeting, GATT 
ministerial meeting in September, there will be discussion of, 
including agriculture as one of the topics in the GATT round. 


That decision wasn't made here, it will be discussed in 
the September meeting. But for the first time, the summit countries 
have been willing to sit down and discuss their problems involving 
agriculture. And I think that is extremely significant. 


Now, you asked me the question about the date. There is 
a reference in here to a ministerial meeting in September. There was 
some reluctance to specifying the September date. We were successful 
in having that included in the communique. It doesn't call for a 
launching of a new round, but we all know that that ministerial 
meeting is a special ministerial called for the purpose of 
considering the launching of a new round. 


And I would submit to you that you couldn't get a very -- 
you couldn't get very good odds if you wanted to bet in favor of a 
new round beginning in September. 


Q Mr. Secretary, when the group of seven starts to 
operate -- 


Q Is that a double negative? 


Q -- before the IMF has decided on a list of objective 
indicators which could be used to match exchange rate movements? 


SECRETARY BAKER: I'm sorry, I was distracted here. Give 
me the question again. 


Q What are you saying? You think it will be -- 


Q Would you repeat your last answer on whether there's 
going to be a new round in September. 


SECRETARY BAKER: If you were going to bet that there was 
going to be a new round, you wouldn't get very good odds. 


Q When will there be a new round? 
SECRETARY BAKER: Well, the meeting this -- the 


ministerial in September is a special ministerial called for the 
purpose of considering a new round. 6&0 -- 
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Q But you didn't get one here. 


SECRETARY BAKER: That's absolutely true. We got 


specification of September and we got language including a whole host 
of items that we've been unable to get included before. 


Q Why didn't you get one? What happened? 


SECRETARY BAKER: Because the same objections that have 
been interposed in prior years were interposed this year and, quite 
frankly, we didn't think that it was -- it would be productive to go 
through the same experience that we went through in Bonn and end up 
in the same place. And we concentrated our efforts in other areas in 
@ more productive way, I think. 


Now, go ahead, over there. 


Q How soon can this new G-7 group start operating, 
and can it operate before the IMF reports on a list of acceptable 
list of indicators? 


SECRETARY BAKER: Well, it could. I can't tell you when 
the first meeting would be, nor can I tell you when the next G-5 
meeting would be. That's a matter that the countries will have to 
sit down and determine among themselves. 


Yes, sir. 


Q In Washington, the Trade Representative has made 
remarks critical of the Japanese intent to implement the structural 
changes that have been discussed in a number of reports. Do his 
remarks reflect an assessment from the discussion here in Tokyo? 


SECRETARY BAKER: Well, I don't know whether they reflect 
an assessment from the discussions here in Tokyo or not. Let me just 
say that the President has discussed this matter with Prime Minister 
Nakasone. The Prime Minister has said that he has begun the 
implementation of the Maekawa report. I've just left the President, 
and he believes the Prime Minister. 


Yes, sir. 


Q Mr. Secretary, as someone who paid a hotel at the 
Plaza last September, would it be fair in your mind to look at this 
more as an enhancement of current procedures rather than a redical 
new departure? 


SECRETARY BAKER: I would not characterize this as a 
radical new departure and I think I said yesterday that it was my 
view that what you would see was a mechanism for better cooperation 
which would be a building, if you will, upon the Plaza experience. 
Now, it does go farther -- further in one, I think, important 
respect. It calls for the use of indicators, it calls for a best 
efforts attempt at remedial action if there is -- if an intended 
course diverges from those indicators. To that extent, I think it 
is @ significant addition to the type of surveillance 
exercise that we were engaged in at the Plaza Hotel. 


John. 


Q Mr. Secretary, the dollar, of course, has taken 
quite a beating against the yen in the past few weeks and this week 
again. Could you hypothetically speculate how things might have been 
different if the measures -- the objective indicators, et al, that 
you agreed on today had been in effect? 


SECRETARY BAKER: Wo I couldn't. And -- nor would I 
attempt to, because -- and I'm not sure that it would necessarily 
have been any different, because when you say -- you know, I'm not 
sure I agree necessarily with your characterization of the dollar 








having taken such a beating. If by that you mean there's been some 
sort of a precipitous drop or free-fall of the dollar, I would 
totally disagree with you. 


Yes, sir, in the back. 


Q Mr. Secretary, what, in this economic declaration, 
Go you have to take back to Congress to convince them that there is 
no need for major protectionist legislation? 


SECRETARY BAKER: Well, we have the inclusion of 
intellectual property rights in a new trade round when that -- when 
the date for that round is agreed upon. That is a major, I think, 
plus, if you will, because that's something we've been trying to get 
for a long time. We've got an agreement that we're going to talk 
about foreign direct investment as well as the trade side, and we've 
got an agreement to include services. Those are things we've never 
been able to get before and I think they're major. We also have this 
rather complete and comprehensive discussion of the problems facing 
all of us with respect to trade and agriculture and, finally, we have 
a new mechanism or an enhanced mechanism, if you will, for dealing 
with instability in the international monetary systes. 


Q Do you think that's enough to satisfy Congress? 


SECRETARY BAKER: I think it's a lot -- I don't know 
whether it's enough to satisfy the Congress or whether it's enough to 
blunt the protectionist mood that's up there, but it's sure a lot 
more than we had before we came to the summit. And we had no 
assurance, I might add, when we got here that we would ety | 
have all of the things I've just mentioned to you. There was no lock 
on that when we arrived in Tokyo. 


Q Does this agreement put -- 
SECRETARY BAKER: Right here. 


Q Can you compare the surveillance that you're 
subjecting the G-7 to -- maybe to the surveillance of the IMF on the 
developing countries? There's -- 


SECRETARY BAKER: Can you compare the surveillance of G-7 


Q You are placing yourself under the same type of 
surveillance that the IMF imposes on the developing countries. 


SECRETARY BAKER: I think the comparison -- the 
surveillance that the IMF does with respect to developing countries 
will include probably all of the indicators that are mentioned in 
this communique and it will include, in addition, perhaps some 
others. But it is a step toward effectuating IMF surveillance on 
industrial countries as we see it with respect to LDC countries. 


Q Mr. Secretary, would this agreement put either a cap 
on the rise of the yen and the mark or force the President to reduce 
his budget deficits? 


SECRETARY BAKER: This agreement would not do either -- 
any of those, Rich, necessarily. 


Yes, sir? 


Q Who besides the French objected to putting 
agriculture in the new GATT rounds? Can you say who -- how -- 


SECRETARY BAKER: Well, I don't want to get into all that 


who shot John stuff, but in the past it's primarily been the European 
Community that's had a problem with that. 








Yes? 


Q The oil section of the communique reads like 
something out of George Bush; it talks about stability and sopping up 
surpluses by putting oil in reserves. How does that accord with U.S. 
policy of letting the free market take care of oil? 


SECRETARY BAKER: Well, there's nothing in here that's 
inconsistent with the United States policy position respecting the 
free market in energy, if you look at it carefully. The last 
sentence, which calls for the increasing of stockpiles is there 
because we have an -- we're part of the International Energy Agency, 
as are most of the other summit countries -- not all of them -- and 
part of the obligations of membership is to maintain stockpiles. 
We've maintained ours better than some of the other countries and we 
wanted something in here that would encourage them to comply with 
their obligations. 


Q Well, what is meant by market stability in the 
communique with regard to oil? 


SECRETARY BAKER: Well, they're talking long-tersm energy 
market stability and security of supply. We would emphasize security 
of supply. There's no dispute in the United States, or in this 
administration's policy that stability is a good thing in oil prices 
as well as anything else. 


What there -- what we don't agree with is stability -- is 
believing so strongly in stability that we would sit down with a 
cartel and fix price levels for oil. We don't do that. It still 
would be nice to be able to predict what oil prices might do, just as 
it would be nice to be able to predict what interest rates sicht do 
or what exchange rates might do. We're for more stability ir 
exchange rates, and we're for more stability in oil prices. That 
Goesn't mean we don't believe in the free market. 


Yes, sir. 


Mr. Secretary, how often do you visualize G-5/G-7 
meeting under this new agreement? 


SECRETARY BAKER: Well, I think that has to be worked 
out, and that's primarily going to be a function of what the member 
countries decide. They're going to have to get together and decide 
questions involving implementation of this. But the G-5 generally 
meets four times a year rather routinely and regularly, and at 
special times when the need arises. But I can't predict that today, 
because it's going to be up to the countries. 


Q You said more frequently. 

SECRETARY BAKER: Probably more frequently, yes. Well, 
there -- it will-- clearly will be more frequently because you have a 
seven that will be meeting that didn't meet before. 

Yes. 


Q Mr. Secretary, was there any progress to resolve the 
Gispute between the U.S. and the EC on agriculture? 


SECRETARY BAKER: On the what? 
Q Agriculture. 


SECRETARY BAKER: Well, I think there's substantial 
progress. If you look at this paragraph, and I -- yes, Paragraph 13, 
which is a -- which reflects what went on in these discussions, which 
was a rather comprehensive debate, review and discussion of our 
problems with respect to agricultural trade. This is the first time 
we've ever been able to sit down and everybody address their problems 
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SECRETARY BAKER: Wo. I don't think it's a case of 
anybody being afraid of the United States. I think that -- as I 
mentioned in my opening statement, the President's policies, which 
represented a minority view when we went to the Ottewa Summit in 
1981, free market, growth-oriented type economic policies are for the 
most part now embraced by the summit countries. 


Q Was it because -- 


SECRETARY BAKER: And I think that’s one reason that it 
was a smooth summit. And I have to say enother reason was because we 
-- as I indicated yh. phy yy Af fp eas F- 
summit with a very good -- in a very good 
Economic conditions worldwide are generally better chen sual. 


Q What have you observed t»at's different? You've 
attended now five of them. What is different? 


SECRETARY BAKER: Well, what was different was the 
smoothness of these discussions. There was nowhere near as such of 
an adversarial approach to many issues. There were some very 
sensitive things discussed. The stion -- the G-5/G-7 question was 
very sensitive because it had to with attendance at important 
meetings and that sort of thing. 


But nevertheless, it was a very -- @ smooth operation. 


Q If you were sending a postcard to the folks back 
home, what would you tell them is in this for them, Mr. Secretary? 


SECRETARY BAKER: If I was going to do what? Larry was 
talking. 


Q Send a postcard to the folks back home from Tokyo. 
What would you tell them is in this for then? 


SECRETARY BAKER: What's in this for them? The clear 
prospects of a better economic growth worldwide. I think the clear 
prospects of improved economic cooperation on an international basis. 


Q That's not @ very exciting postcard. Do you have 
another way of putting that? 


Q It just sounds like -- 


Q Mr. Secretary, you were asked @ moment ago about the 
agricultural problem. Before coming here, it was said that the 
United Stetes and the European community were headed toward an 
agricultural trade war. Has that trade war been somehow averted, or 
is there a cease-fire, or Go we merely recognize who the combattants 
are? 


SECRETARY BAKER: I think there was a clear recognition 
here that we were -- that there is significant danger in this area of 
agricultural trade. And there is a danger of an agricultural trade 
war. There's an appreciation of that on the part of the summit 
participants, and a genuine desire to do what they can to avoid it. 





Q But may I ask, is the prospect of that trade war any 
less today than it was @ week ago? 


SECRETARY BAKER: I'd like to think it‘s less today than 

As I just seid, this is the first time that these 

have been will to sit down and discuss this probles 
and y and have those discussions reflected in 

Q Bas Darman been Gemoted? Is that why he's not here? 

Q Ie tax refors dead? 

SECRETARY BAKER: Tax refore is far from dead. 

What were you saying about this -- 

Darman. 

Bave you Gemoted Darman? Why isn't he here? 

Is he listening at home? 


Are you listening, Darman? 


What are you going to do in China? 
THE PRESS: Thank you. 
END 6:05 P.M. (L) 
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SECRETARY Smut tT This has been an especially interesting and 
informative day for me. I've had a chance to meet with 
President Aquino and members of her government, and with others 
here in the Philippine society. I've heard about the 
government's plans for constitutional renewal, underlining the 
commitment to democracy and the rule of law. I've heard about 
the military's plans for reform and rebuilding of the defense 
capability in this country. And, of course, I've had a lengthy 
discussion with the Economic Ministers about their analysis of 
the problems here in the Philippines, and the plans they have, 
and the things they are doing to deregulate, to free up, and to 
privatize and do those things that I'm sure will revitalize the 
Philippine economy. 








All this has reinforced my own conviction that the keen 
recognition of the problems and the readiness to go to work on 
them mean that these problems, while severe, are basically 
problems that can be solved. And I feel certain that they're 
on the way to being solved , 
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The United States, as a historic and close friend of the 
Philippines, will do its part in helping all of this take 
shape. What we are now doing are the following things, in 
addition to the flows of assistance and other things that are 
taking place: 


-- & request to the Congress for an additional $100 million 
in grant economic support funds for this fiscal year. 


-- Acceleration of the disbursement of about $200 million 
in ESF that's already in the pipeline. 


-~- Conversion of $100 million in development assistance 
that's there from loan to grant, as we want to have this 
assistance flow in a way that doesn't add to the debt 
burdens of the Philippines. 


-- A request to Congress for an additional $50 million in 
military grant aid for this year. 


-- Conversion of $29 million in military sales 
authorization from loans to grants. 


-- Expansion of food imports at highly concessionary rates 
from $35 to $50 million. 


The United States is also working to increase the 
“people-to-people” assistance programs such as school and child 
feedings, food for work, and health programs to reduce infant 
and child mortality. The funding for these programs will 
double to a level of about $15 million. 


We're also undertaking a number of measures to help in the area 
of trade and investment, to support the Aquino Government's 
economic program. We are working hard to keep markets open -- 
our market and other people's markets -- to exports from the 
Philippines. We want to help in any way we can to locate 
interested investors, whose flows of resources and expertise 
that may be brought will help to rebuild the economy. We will 
encourage financial institutions and other potential donors to 
offer maximum support and assistance. The IMF, the World Bank, 
the ADB, and others must, and I'm sure will, help. Japan, 
Australia, Canada and many EEC countries have the view that 
they want to be part of the success story thet we would like to 
see evolve here in the Philippines. And, s ‘ar as I can see, 
the private sector and the banks are basic... y positive They 
want to have things go forward and are looking for ways to help 
bring it about 
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A consultative group will meet in Tokyo next month to mobilize 
these forces and bring together the various people who are 
working on these matters. We also hope to work with the 
Philippine Government and expand the educational exchange 
programs between our respective universities, and again build 
the “people-to-people” aspect of the relationship between the 
United States and the Philippines. 


So let me just say, in summary, that it's been a very 
worthwhile day from my standpoint. Of course, I have been the 
beneficiary of the traditional, warm, and friendly Philippine 
hospitality, and I think the great problems here that the 
Aquino Government has inherited are difficult, but they are 
soluble. Finally, I would say that it has been a great 
privilege and pleasure for me, after hearing about her and 
reading about her, to have the opportunity to meet for a while 
with President Aquino, and have a sense of the charm and 
personality and leadership capability that she has had on 
display here for such a period of time. 


If there are any questions, I'd be glad to deal with them. 


WESTION The Philippine Information Minister told us this 
afternoon that the Philippine Government would like to see Mr. 
Marcos remain in Hawaii, where he would be within reach of 
litigation and within reach of the critical American press. 
What would you like to see in Mr. Marcos' destiny? Where would 
you like to see him wind up? 


ARY SHULTZ: As Far as we are concerned, the situation is 
this: President Marcos, in the last days that he was here, 
made some decisions not to use force and, in so doing, 
contributed to the nonviolent nature of the transfer of power. 
And President Reagan felt that in view of that, and his 
contributions in many other respects, that he should be welcome 
in the United States. And he has come to the United Stales; 


and he is welcome in the United States; and he is free to stay 
there. 


However, President Marcos has said that he doesn't want to stay 
in the United States. And we don't want people in our country 
who don't want to be there So, if there's someplace else that 
he can go, that would be better. If he doesn't want to be in 

the United States, we'd just as soon he go somewhere else But 
there isn't any other place at this point, and [ think in large 
part because other courtries don't want to have somebody there 
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if it's going to cause them a problem with the Government of 
the Philippines. So that's where the matter rests, and I guess 
under the circumstances, he probably will be staying in 
Honolulu. 


QUSSTION: Mr. Secretary, I quess this question is making many 
Filipinos mad. Do you swear the United States asked the Aquino 
Government to give a passport to Mr. Marcos? Why is law 
against Marcos constricted? The United States has asked Marcos 
to give a passport to Benigno Aquino when he was in the United 
States. 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: As far as Mr. Aquino is concerned, he was 
welcome in the United States and he travelled freely, and we 
were glad to have him as a guest in our country. And as far as 
Mr. Marcos is concerned, [I've just explained our position of 
what our problem is, that he is in the United States and says 
he doesn't want to be there, and we have the view in the United 
States that anybody who is in our country and doesn't have 
(inaudible) to leave, but he doesn't have any place to go. 
That's our problem. 


Now, as far as the question of Mr. Marcos is concerned, it was 
interesting to me that it didn't come up in any of my 
conversations. I didn't bring it up, and other people didn't 
bring it up, and [ think it is a healthy thing here, that 
people apparently are concentrating on the future, on the 
problems, end what to be done about them, and [I think that's 
exactly where the emphasis should be 
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QUESTION: In your discussion with President Aquino, was there 
@ request made, and/or did the United States commit any 
specific funds to a program of rehabilitation and resettlement 
of communist rebels? I noticed that military aid is being 
increased. Is there then any aid going into specific programs 
designed not for a military solution to the insurgency, but for 
a reconciliation solution to the insurgency? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: WNo request was made by President Aquino of 
me or the United States for that purpose. She discussed, a 
little bit, her own thinking about how to handle the insurgency. 


QUESTION: In Bali you spoke of seemingly infinite shopping 
list 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: I'm sorry I'm not hearing you 
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ES LON In Bali, you spoke of seemingly infinite shopping 
ist. and after having come here, did you find the items in the 


list to have increased or decreased? I'm asking about the 
mental change, not the physical one. 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, I think the meetings that I've had 
here have been -- as I view them, anyway -- very worthwhile. 
I've heard the programs that people have had in mind, and heard 
what they're doing, and described what we're in the position to 
do and are doing. And of course, we're ready to hear 
suggestions. We want what we do to be effective and fit into 
the Philippine program. There are obviously limitations on the 
amount of direct funds that we can appropriate in our budget 
process. We're struggling too, at home, to maintain the 
economic and security assistance programs in general -- in 
fact, the Congress has been cutting them. So, I think I don't 
do anybody a service by holding out the promise that there may 
be something there, if the prospect is that the Congress is 
just not going to appropriate the funds. [ am optimistic that 
the request the President made recently for 150 million 
additional dollars altogether will be acted on favorably. 
There's a very strong and positive view in the United States 
and in the Congress, and with the President, of wanting to see 
the Philippine economy and political system succeed. And so, 
we want to help in every way that we can. 


' There are reports from the States that an Israeli 
attack on Syria is imminent. Can you add anything on that? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: No, I don't have any information to add. 


['ve seen those reports, but [ don't have anything for you on 
that. 


QUESTION: Does President Reagan know whether Marcos donated 
money to President Reagan's campaign? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: No, that idea has been around and I guess 
there were some pieces of paper that had no identification on 
them, or signatures on them, or anything that suggested that 
something like that may have happened, but it's news to 
President Reagan. 


QUESTION: Are you able to confirm, sir, from the reports the 
United States has received, that the Chernobyl nuclear incident 
has in effect revived and may have turned out to be a 
melt-through, and that perhaps the fire either has revived or 
is still smoldering? 
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SECRETARY SHULTZ: I don't think I am the one to provide 
information on that. I read our intelligence reports every 
day, but the place for that information is in Washington, or 
more properly, the Soviet Union to describe what has taken 
place there. There have been increased flows of information, 
and I think the head of the International Atomic Energy Agency 
has gone to Moscow, and more recently has been flown over the 
area. But I haven't seen any definitive report of his report. 





QUESTION: After your meeting today, what is our assessment of 
the prospects for Mrs. Aquino's counter-insurgency sroarams, 
both the rehabilitation program and the military? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, it's something that is shaping up, and 
it's a little difficult for me to assess, and I don't think l'd 
want to presume to be in a position to offer an opinion about 
that. Obviously, to the extent that people will leave the 
insurgency and re-enter the mainstream of Philippine life, 
that's what she is trying to bring about. At the same time, it 
is clear enough that reform and rebuilding of the defense 
capabilities of the Philippines and the armed forces is a very 
important part of this process, and no doubt that the stronger 
those armed forces are, the more people in the insurgency have 
to think about getting out of the insurgency when they can. 

So, they are working at this, and we are trying to be as 
helpful as we can, but I don't think it's for me to try to make 
a judgment about that. 


QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, I noted in your speech last night at 
the dinner given by Ambassador Bosworth, you said, among other 
things, that the need for an early Philippine election. Does 
this imply, sir, that the present political situation requires 
improvement? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: No, I was only endorsing what President 
Aquino has said, and which she repeated to me today, in saying 
that the idea that's come forward here from her that there 
should be a commission appointed to draw up a new constitution, 
that that constitution would be voted on by the people of the 
Philippines, and then promptly Followed by elections for local 
and legislative offices, seemed to me a very good idea, and it 
is part of the affirmation that she has been making for 
democracy and the rule of law. And my comments were only to be 
an endorsement of the course of action that she has embarked on. 
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QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, will you sketch out for us what 
happened in your meetings with the opposition leaders and, 
specifically, what you said to them, and might have said to 
them about their role in preserving stability in the 
Philippines now? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, they all spoke and expressed their 
views -- mostly negative -- about what's taking place, and they 
described the problems. And I pointed out that there certainly 
were problems, and they were problems that the present 
government inherited from the past government, and that it 
seemed to me, under the circumstances, the situation in the 
Philippines, being as critical and important as it is to all 
Filipinos, that [{ expected they would -- will be a loyal 
opposition. Criticize where they feel it's warranted, but 
support and give the benefit of the doubt, so that problems can 
be solved. And I hope that that is the way it turns out. 


QUESTION: Would the United States help the Philippine 
Government if the Cory or the Aquino Government requests the 
United States help extradite Mr. Marcos to face charges here in 
the Philippines? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, the problems of any charges against 
Mr. Marcos will be handled in accordance with U.S. law, 
Philippine law, and international law, and the President set 
out that standard. And that is what we will do. And so that's 
the process that will take place to the extent that charges are 
brought. 


QUESTION: The Philippine rendition of your meeting with Mrs. 
Aquino noted that you had said that the problems in the 
Philippines, as the young democracy after a revolution burdened 
with a lot of debt, reminded me somehwat of the United States 
after the revolution we had over 200 years ago. Could you 
sketch out your thoughts a little bit more about the parallel 
and what lessons it might have to the Philippines? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: I think you embroidered somewhat on my 
comments. But, I noted President Aquino's statement that she 
made yesterday that her government intended to honor the debts 
fully, and she did discuss the terms and hope for rescheduling, 
and so on. And it is a fact that interest rates have fallen. 
So that's a blessing, a good thing for everybody. And I did 
mention the parallel in the early days of the United States. I 
noted that I used to serve as Secretary of the Treasury, and 
there was a picture of Alexander Hamilton in the office. And 
one of the things that Alexander Hamilton did as first 
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Secretary of the Treasury was announce that the obligations 
that had been incurred by the Continental Congress and which 
were then selling at, I think, about 40 cents on the dollar or 
something like that, would be honored at 100 cents on the 
dollar by the United States Government, and that the full faith 
and credit of the United States Government was something that 
had to be established and maintained, and I just drew that 
parallel or made that point. But it was in response to the 
point that President Aquino had made yesterday that she 
intended to -- that the debt would be honored. 


QUESTION: Former President Marcos intends to address, by 
telephone, a rally here in Manila. Do you think it's helpful 
for him to continue to make those phone calls back to the 
Philippines? And if not, have you made that clear to him? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, 1 don't think it's helpful, and we 
have given him our views. But in the United States we believe 
in freedom, freedom of the press, freedom of access to the 
press. You can pick up the telephone. That's what anybody can 
do in the United States. So, if he chooses to do that, he'll 
continue to do it. ‘ 





QUESTION: Do you plan to call President Marcos when you go to 
Hawaii? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: No. 





QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, can I ask -- after having met 
President Aquino, how do you personally assess her leadership 
qualities? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well first of all, she comes through to you 
as a warm human being and a lady. And secondly, she comes 
through, in discussions that I had, as a person who seems to be 
comfortable and informed in talking about the issues, and clear 
in her mind about what she thinks. So, I came away impressed, 
and also I came away feeling a great degree of respect for the 
warmth and dignity of President Aquino. 
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SECRETARY BALDRIGE: I'm pleased to read a statement from 
the President on the machine tool situation, which goes as follows: 


"I have decided to seek voluntary restraint agreements, 
VRAs, on machine tool imports. 


“In March 1983, the National Machine Tool Builders 
Association submitted a petition to the Secretary of Commerce, 
recommending import quotas based on the view that imports of machine 
tools threaten the national security. 


“Pursuant to statute, Secretary Baldrige submitted a 
report to me in February 1984. 


“In March 1984, I decided that this report should 
incorporate new mobilization, defense and economic planning factors 
then being developed by an interagency group. I then directed 
Secretary Baldrige to update the machine tools investigation. 


“In March 1986, the Secretary submitted his report to 
reflect this guidance. 


"The National Security Council subsequently discussed the 
report, and on this basis, I have directed that import levels be 
reviewed during the next six months. 


“The Secretary of Commerce in consultation with the 
Secretary of Defeu.se and other relevant administration officials 
indicated that the machine tool industry is a small, yet vital, 
component of the U.S. defense base. 


“The Secretary of Commerce further indicated that high 
levels of imports can potentially erode U.S. capabilities to 
manufacture critical machine tool product lines. Based on this 
information, I've decided on the following course of action. 


"Voluntary restraint agreements will be sought with 
Taiwan, West Germany, Japan and Switzerland on machining centers, 
CAmnitaresantenl lad and naneenmnutear-controlled lathes. computer- 
controlled and non-computer-controlled punching and shearing machines 
and milling machines. 





“The Departments of Defense and Commerce, in cooperation 
with the other agencies, will implement an action plan that will 
integrate more fully U.S. machine tocl manufactures into the defense 
procurement process. In particular, companies will receive more 
timely information on U.S. defense programs and future DOD 
manufacturing requirements so that they may be able to participate in 
an earlier stage in the procurement process. 


“Next, modernize machine t ol capabilities that support 
our national defense. DOD programs that improve manufacturing 
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productivity, as well as those that advance technology will be 
applied to the machine tool industry. 


“Provide up to $5 million a year over the next three 
years in federal government matching funds to support a private- 
sector technology center to help the machine tool industry sake 
advances in manufacturing and design. 


“The Attorney General and other agencies will investigate 
the potential for cooperative research and developzent efforts on the 
part of the industry. 


“And, finally, the Secretary of Commerce will monitor the 
U.S. machine tool industry performance on an annual basis with 
emphasis on the steps it has taken to improve its production 
capabilities and competitive position. 


This action plan, combined with the adsginistration's 
growth-oriented economic policies and the dedicated efforts on the 
part of the U.S. machine tool industry should ensure a world-class 
U.S. industry.” 


Thank you. I'll be glad to take any questions you have. 


Q Mr. Secretary, was this action today granted on the 
basis of a finding that the status of -- the impact of imports on the 
machine tool industry represented a threat to the national security? 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: Wo, the President has delayed that 
finding for six nonths. 


The VRAs that he has proposed, if implemented, carried 
out, should obviate the need for a 232 finding. We won't know for 
six months. 


Q How much are they going to cut of the imports of 
machine tools? 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: It varies. Some of the complicated 
products that machine tools are -- some of them were cut back -- oh 
-- or will be cut back on these VRAs, if we're successful, from 70 
percent import penetration down to 51-52 percent. Some of them from 
50 percent down to 38 or 40 percent. It ranges across -- 


Q Is that the overall import penetration? 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: The overall import penetration is 
close to 50 percent. 


Q And what do you hope to get that down to for these 
voluntary arrangements? 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: As I said, machining centers, for 
example, that are over 70 percent now, we'd expect to get to 53 
percent, lathes from 75 percent to 51 percent, milling machines 47 
percent to 34 percent. It varies. But there were only ceven items 
thet we're working on now ane nf 2 whale machine tant liat of nerhaos 


18. 


Q What proportion of the market does the covered items 
represent? 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: They would represent over half -- I 
don't have the exact number. 


Q Mr. Secretary -- 
SECRETARY BALDRIGE: Yes. 


Q Mr. Secretary, can you téll us what the difference 
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in the U.S. machine tool industry is now, in May of ‘86, compared 
with March of ‘83, when the first cries for help were raised? 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: In 1983, the machine tool industry 
was in the red. The overall industry was losing alsgost 10 percent on 
sales. This year -- or let's say last year, 1985, estimate they were 
losing about one percent. So they've been in the red for ‘83, ‘84 
and ‘85. 


Q And have there been industries that have been 
eliminated, that are just out of business now that were in business 
in March of ‘83? 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: Yes, there certainly have. 
Q Can you tell us how sany? 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: Oh, I don't have the exact number 
now, but there have probably been five or six companies gone out of 
the business. 


Q Mr. Secretary -- 

Q Mr. Secretary, why isn't this protectionist? 
SECRETARY BALDRIGE: It was -- 

Q -- kind of a protection to our industries? 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: It came up as a result of a 232 case 
brought by the industry, which is a national security case. As I 
mentioned earlier, the President has not made a decision on whether 
this effects the national security. We are looking for voluntary 
restraint agreements so that it will not become a national security 
problesz. 


Q But as a matter of free trade, I mean, if better, 
cheaper goods are coming in from foreign industries and they are not 
getting illegal subsidies or anything e.se that violates ur own 
trade agreements, why is it fair for us to help our industry? 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: I think because it's common 
knowledge with our allies and trading partners that we do not want to 
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bave this industry affect our national security. It's not -- we have 
to take it on that basis. And if, by VRAs, over the next few years 
we can get them back into a healthy position, then it will -- we can 
revert to en abolition of the -- of whatever the restraints are. And 
I think that's understood by all of our allies. 


Q The losses that you describe, Mr. Secretary, for 
‘83, '64 and ‘8S or the figures you have so far in ‘86 -- are they 
still in the red? 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: I don't know about ‘86 yet. I 
haven't seen the first quarter figures. But I would -- sy guess 
would be that they are. 


Q Secretary Baldrige -- 


Q Mr. Secretary, would you give us a broad-brush 
description of why the U.S. industry sanufacturers have not been able 
to compete with those who are -- 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: That would take a pretty broad 
brush, but I'll answer it the best I can. It was clearly the effect 
of -- the rise of the dollar had a very hareful effect on our 
industry, particularly our sanufacturing industry. It sade us not 
competitive in world markets in a great many areas. We are seeing 
that dollar come down sharply now, so that condition is being 
rectified. 


I would say, beyond that, we began to lose our 
comparitive competitive advantage as far back as the 1960s. In the 
1960s and ‘70s, I would fault American managerent for letting quality 
slip and letting costs slip -- too avch overhead, things of that 
nature. 


We're seeing in company after company and industry after 
industry, in the last two or three years, American companies 
beginning to fight back, reducing costs by as much as 20 to 30 
percent. We're going to see that trend continue. I am optimistic 
about that. However, that's going to take more concentration in the 
United States on the factory floor, on the shop floor. 


We take our brightest and best kids out of college and 
graduate school now, and business, and they all want to go up to the 
Ivory Tower and play around with computers. Well, we're getting 
beaten -- in the cases we are, it's on the factory floor, with 
quality, quality control, how you manage and get cooperation from 
workers, and things of that nature. And we have to put more 
concentration on that for the future. I see a lot of companies doing 
it, but I see a great many companies that still aren't doing enough. 


Q Mr. Secretary -- 

Q So what do you -- 

SECRETARY BALDRIGE: You've been trying for a long time. 

Q Thank you. As you say here in your statement, the 
complaint from the inductry cee bark tn March nf SRY Your report 
came in March of this year. Is not the timing of this announcement 
today to sort of blunt what's going on in the House and the 
legislation that the administration doesn't like? 

SECRETARY BALDRIGE: Wo, but I hope it helps. 

Q To be blunt about it. 

SECRETARY BALDRIGE: To be blunt about it, yes. 

Q What are the defense items most directly affected by 
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this? 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: That covers such a wide range that 
it's almost impossible to pick out two or three. It affects alsost 
everything. Machine tools are the building blocks of industry. You 
need machine tools to sake anything, anything else, whether it's to 
make other machines or whether it's to make parts for those sachines. 
And you could go through a list of 50,000 items. I couldn't pick out 


any one. 


Q Mc. Secretary, say I try again on the trade bill anc 
Congress issue? You say you hope it helps. How do you hope it 
helps? 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: I think that there's a lot of 
emotion in that trade bill in the Congress now. I think I don't have 
to repeat the administration's ition, and it is certainly ay own 
conviction, too, that we need flexible -- flexibility, I should say 
-- in the Executive Branch to be able to deal with a lot of these 
complicated trade problems. You simply can't say, if another country 
doesn't reduce its surplus with us by ten percent a year for four 
years, we're going to whack them with a two-by-four. That doesn't 
work. 


It invites retaliation, will put barriers around our 
country, they'll put barriers around their country, and the whole -- 
it's not just world trade, it's the world economy that will dry up. 


All right, the battle lines are drawn around that theory 
and there's a lot of frustration in the Congress because of our trade 
deficit. So sometimes people vote rather emotionally on this issue. 
They want to do something, they want to be seen as doing something -- 
almost anything -- just for the sake of action. And what we're 
saying is some of that action is going to come back and bite us a lot 
worse than it's going to affect the country involved. 


So I think anything that the Executive Branch can do to 
show that the system of flexibility we have is important in getting 
votes in Congress. 


Now, I might point out that under the 301 statutes that 
the President announced he would take advantage of last September, we 
have had ten or twelve actions now. And we are being tough with our 
trading partners. But in order to get them to do what we want them 
to do, we need the flexibility -- we don’t want to be cast in 
concrete on it. 


Q Well, what you're saying then is that this action 
shows that you have enough weapons in your arsenal, if you will, to 
fight your trade battles without any more legislation from Congress? 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: I wouldn't say just this action, but 
I'd say all of the 301 actions we've taken, the stand we took against 
the Europeans on the European enlargement and the -etaliation 
measures we've taken -- that, all of those, and this is one more 
example -- shows that the Executive Branch can affect the course of 
trade where it's desirable. 


Q Mr. Secretary, doesn't it also show that unless 
Congress gets rambunctious on trade, the Executive Branch is hot 
willing to move? 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: No, it doesn't. 

Q Well, you've been fighting this for three years. 
You haven't been able to get any action like this and, all of a 
sudden, it comes out the day the bill comes on the floor. 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: Well, that's a vast overstatement. 
I think my views have been well-known over the past. I think that 
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the trade policy that the President announced last September -- not 
yesterday, last September -- this led to a lot of tough actions -- is 
evidence that the administration is on board on this. Everything 
from the War Chest for subsidised financing to the 301 actions. 


You know, this builds up over a period of time and, 
finally, you get cal agreement. And it's no one item that 
started it. I think the sise of our trade deficit was the biggest 
single factor, if you want ay opinion. 


Q Mr. Secretary, #“idn't take action until Congress 
threatened his last summer. 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: Well, I don't -- 


Q And the edministration said that the dollar was « 
sign of strength for five years. 


SECRETARY GALORIGE: It is 4 sign of strength. 
(Laughter.) There's no question about that. But I don't think -- I 
think the evidence is clear that this President doesn’t take actions 
because he's threatened. I think the fects in the case would show 
otherwise. 





Q Pushed? 


Q Are you saying that the decision was taken today 
Geliberately to upstage the Congress and -- 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: Wo, I didn't say that. 
Q What about the tising today? 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: I didn't say that at all, Clyde. I! 
said quite the reverse was the case. 


Q What about the timing today? I don't quite 
understand -- why are you announcing this today when the Congress is 
just about to vote on a trade bill? 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: Becavse the President made his 
decision two days ago. 


Q Who let these contentious, argumentative reporters 
in here? (Laughter.) 


Q Why did the President make his decision just two 
days ago? 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: Well, you'll have to ask the 
President. 


Q Mr. Secretary, why do you think that the countries 
involved here -- this calls for voluntary restraints -- why should 
the countries be interested in cutting their overseas markets on 
machine tools? What incentive is there for them? 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: I think the fact tinei Live Fines cci.® 
has not made a finding yet under Section 232. He will take a look at 
things in six months. He's delayed any decision. And he has not 
indicated whether or not he will take any action that way. I think 
that our allies and trading partners look on this as a -- to their 
mutual benefit. I mean, we're all in this together and I think that 


Q Have you had any feelers out yet from these 
countries? Have you gotten any indication from anyone? 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: Wo, but my guess would be that this 
would not be a trade problem with them. That would be my guess. 
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And I'd like to point out also to Clyde's question where 
why was this done -- or your follow-up question -- why was it done 
two days ago or yesterday? This has been one of the gost complicated 
investigatory processes I have seen in five years in Washington and 
it’s an .mpensely complicated area, with all of the agencies having 
some ceal thoughts on it -- some of thes different from others. It 
took @ long time to get this settled. 


But I sight point owt that it would have been impossible 
to put this together in what we're going to do in a plan of action in 
the last week simply because anybody was threatened. This has been 
going on for two or three years. And this is just the final 
culmination. 


*] But won't some in Congress take that as an argument 
that there «*4s to be a different framework, a different structure, 
some sisple: ay? 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: I do not think so. I think that 
would be very short-sighted if anybody in Congress thought that way. 
I think that the Congress will feel that this is an example of 
executive action that been taken to solve the problen. 


Q Where's the $5 sillion going to come from? 


Q What's so terrifying about a 232 finding that would 
make these countries suddenly give up huge amounts of their sarket? 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: Well, I want to emphasize again the 
President has not sade a 232 finding. We are trying to improve the 
health of the industry so that we will -- so that will not be a 
pointed issue. But ‘re saying what is a 232 finding? It is that 
it is in the national interests of this country to have certain 
products being made. And that, then, gets into a question of it’s 
mot really negotiable. I mean that's a question for \wmilateral 
action, if necessary. But we are not -- 


Q But what I'm asking -- 
SECRETARY BALDRIGE: I want to emphasize, the President 


has not decided in this case, and will not. We want the VRAs to 
work. 
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Q Meat I's asking, I think, is,.what's the difference 
between a voluntary restraint of exports to the United States and a 
232 finding in the bottom line? 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: V-O-L-U-N-T~A-R-¥ is the difference. 


Q But I mean, is there any real R-E-A-L difference? 
(Laughter .) 


Q At this point. We may have cun owr -- 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: The final results may be 
approximately the same; the sethod of getting there is vastly 
different. 


Q Okay, thank you very such. 


Q Mr. Secretary, what about the sechanics of it? 
Where does the $5 szillion come from, and is siz sonths a fire 
deadline? 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: Well, for some reason, OMB has 4 
strong feeling that the $5 million should come from funds already 
sllocated. And I expect most of us would agree with that, so there 
shouldn’t be any difficulty there. 


Mr. Secretary, I still don’t understand what the 
real incentive is for these countries to go along with a voluntary 
restraint over awaiting a 232. 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: Well, we'll have to wait and see. I 
expressed my thoughts on that, that this is a problem that, really, 
our ability to have a strong sachine tool industry helps them. They 
could be getting in trouble, too. And they look on this as a mutual 


Q Is there a concern -- 
Q Mr. Secretary during the -- 


Q Mr. Secretary, is there any indication of how many 
jobs you expect to create based on the larger market share of the 


U.S. Welding Company? 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: I don't know how many jobs. There 
are about 70,000 jobs. It's a small industry, compared -- it's a 
very important industry, but it's @ small one. There are about 
70,000 jobs now, and I would -- well, I don't have -- I'd better not 
answer that, because I don’t have the exact facts. But it will 
certainly increase employment. And I think, as important, it will 
increase investment in that industry, because we need research and 
development to keep up technologically and keep ahead where we are 
ahead with the rest of the world. And investment creates jobs. But 
I don't have a definite figure on it. 


Q What happened to your finger? 

W Thank you. 

SECRETARY BALDRIGE: Oh, I hurt it roping two days ago. 
Q Do you still have it there? 

SECRETARY BALDRIGE: I hurt it roping two days ago -- 
Q How did you break it? 


Q I've been in Asia. 


Q Roping? 
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Q Be gets caught in the rope. 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: I made $400 Sam, but I busted ay 
finger. 


Q I hope it gets ready -- I sean well. 
THE PRESS: Thank you. Very such 
END 12:58 P.M. ET 
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MS. RUSSELL: The briefing this morning is going to be 
on the upcoming UNGA session on the Critical Economic Situation 
in Africa. This is a special session. It's the first such 
session that is going to deal with one area of the world. And 
to brief us this morning will be Princeton Lyman, who is the 
Deputy Assistant Secretary in the Africa Bureau; Ray Love, who 
is the Deputy Assistant Administrator for AID on Africa; and 
Mr. Thomas Turqman, who is the Director of the Office of 
Economic Policy in IO. 


We'll start with Princeton. And it's going to be ON 
THE RECORD. 


DEPUTY ASSISTANT SEC. LYMAN: Thank you, Rea, and 
thank you for coming this morning. 


As Bea mentioned, this is a briefing on the upcoming 
U.N. Special Session on the Critical Economic Problems in 
Africa, and our delegation will be headed by Secretary of State 
George Shultz who will be making the major U.S. address at the 
conference next Wednesday. 


We see the conference, the session, as extremely 
important because we expect and hope that it will provide a new 
consensus within the international community on how to proceed 
with development progress in Africa. I think you're all aware 
that Africa is not only the poorest continent in the Third 
World, but has suffered both from stagnating growth rates and 
severe drought and famine in the last decade. 


But what we see in this session is a different 
perspective. We see a discussion about the future and about 
the prospects for the future. And what makes us particularly 
hopeful about this session is what has been going on in Africa 
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in recent years in terms of new policy directions being taken 
by a number of governments and by the documentation that has 
been coming out of Africa, from the OAU, from the Heads of 
State meeting last year, and the documentation that has been 
presented to the U.N. -- a spirit of new directions in Africa, 
a spirit of taking charge of their own future and of being 
willing to undertake some very difficult steps to bring their 
economies into a situation in which growth is more possible and 
in which outside resources can be used better. 


We think if we reach this kind of consensus, it's a 
basis for a much more effective partnership in the future. And 
that's particularly important to us because, as everybody 
knows, we -- and not only us -- face very severe budget 
constraints in the future. We cannot promise ever-increasing 
amounts of aid, and therefore the effective and efficient 
utilization of resources in Africa, as everywhere else, will 
become terribly important. So if we have an agreement on the 
policy directions, the kind of frameworks in which resources 
can be used most effectively, what resources will be made 
available will be used, we believe -- we hope -- much more 
effectively than they have in the past. 


I would just add one other item on the U.S. approach 
to the session, and to the African economic situation in 
general, we have over the last year put forward a number of 
ideas whereby more of the available coricessional resources in 
the international institutions -- the IMF and the World Bank -- 
would be made available for the least-—developed countries, of 
which Africa comprises the most. So that in an age of tight 
resources, whatever the envelope within which we're dealing, we 
see a larger relative share for Africa because it is the 
least-developed country; but again, we think those resources 
should be directed to situations in which there is a framework 
for growth, and we think that is going to be the emphasis, we 
hope, in the session coming up. 


Let me now turn to Mr. Love who will talk about our 
own program, some of the special emphases of our program, and 
also put this in the context of the drought that we've all been 
paying so much attention to in the last few years, and how this 
does and does not relate to that framework. 


Ray. 


MR. LOVE: Thank you, Princeton. 


As most of you know from having watched Africa in the 
last few years, this U.N. Special Session comes at a 
particularly important transition point. It comes at what is 
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the declining days of what is the worst drought in African 
history, a drought which at its peak affected well in excess of 
24 countries on the Continent and affected nearly 30 million 
people who were at risk. This year, the FAO estimates that the 
countries at risk, seriously at risk, have been reduced to only 
six countries -- Ethiopia, Sudan, Mozambique, Angola, Botswana, 
and Cape Verde, with the first four, Ethiopia, Sudan, 
Mozambique, and Angola being the ones most seriously affected 
in terms of the amount of food required and the number of 
people impacted. 


With the declining days of the drought, food 
production in Africa has been increasing rather substantially. 
It is estimated that food production this year will be probably 
the best in the last five to six years. Production this year 
should increase by well in excess of 14 million tons, which 
will raise the overall food production on the Continent -- I'm 
speaking of Sub-Sahara here -- to an excess of 54 million 
tons. This is an increase of nearly one-third over the levels 
achieved at the height of the drought. 


It's important, obviously, that -- Weather was one of 
the primary factors in increasing food production this year, 
but it was not the only one. Significantly, in some of the 
countries, adoption of improved agricultural policies in 
particular, and adoption of increased technology -- better 
varieties of sorghum and maize -- had a significant impact in a 
number of the countries that this year will have increased 
production, specifically in Zimbabwe in the south, Malawi, 
Kenya, and in Sudan itself. 


Surpluses in these countries are, in many cases, 
sufficient to meet some of the deficits in the surrounding 
area. For example, Sudan and Kenya probably have sufficient 
surpluses to meet the magnitude of the shortage in Ethiopia 
itself. We think this emphasizes not only, obviously, the 
fluctuations in weather in Africa, but the importance of the 
African countries' adopting improved agriculture policies and 
adopting increased agriculture technology. 


During the height of the drought, U.S. assistance, 
both from the public and the private sector, was massive. U.S. 
contributions exceeded $1.3 billion -- this is the public 
sector -- in 1985 alone. Over the three-year period that 
characterized most of the drought, 1984, 1985, and 1986, the 
total assistance exceeded $2.4 billion. 


Q U.S.? 
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A U.S. 
Q Only? 


A This is U.S. only. And that's about, probably 
half of what went into the Continent. This was well in excess 
of annual approximately $1. billion of economic assistance. 


So as we begin to move out of the drought itself, the 
UNGA Special Session is particularly appropriate because it 
begins to refocus the attention of Africa itself and the 
attention of the donors, both bilateral and multilateral, on 


some of the basic underlying problems that the Continent faces. 


I think it is particularly significant that the basic 
document itself that was laid out for this session was 
developed by a combination of ECA and OAU representing the 


African countries in general. In addition, it was the Africans 


that requested this special session. 


There are a couple of very significant, I think, 
changes in some of the African thinking that were highlighted 
in this plan. It's a very comprehensive plan that covers five 
years, but we were particularly, I think, pleased to see the 
Africans reassigning the high priority to the agriculture 
sector, on which they figure approximately 30 percent or so of 
the investment would now go. An@ I think this differs from 
some of the attention that has been shifted away from 
agriculture during the early years of independence. 


In addition, there is a very strong, clear signal in 
the document stating that the Africans themselves recognize 
that some of the policy issues that have been discussed in the 
last two or three years are basic to the reform process 
itself. And it's encouraging to us as donors, who have been 
dialoguing with the Africans, to see them table some of these 
issues themselves as part of their plan. 


In addition, the Africans have included in one of the 
agenda items attention to developing a much better system for 
early warning, to handle what will be recurring drought 
problems in the Continent and to develop better systems within 
the African governments themselves and within regional 
institutions to address what will clearly will be recurring 
drought problems in Africa in the future. Now, these are only 
three of a number of items that are included in the plan 
itself, but ones that we think are quite important and ones on 
which some progress has already been made by the Africans and 
the donors in the last couple of years. 
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As we move back into more normal, economic assistance 
mode for Africa, we expect to continue our aid level at close 
to $1 billion a year -- and there is some briefing information 
in your packet on the aid levels in the last seven or eight 
years. This is about 50 percent above the AID level that was 
accorded to Africa at the beginning of this Administration, and 
I think a test of the high priority that this Administration 
has assigned to African development and continues to assign to 
African development. 


We expect that in the coming years we will be able to 
mesh fairly close with some of the priorities that the Africans 
themselves are laying out. In the area of agriculture, in 
particular, we have always had that as the predominant thrust 
of our AID program, and in response to discussions with the 
Africans and, I think, the concern developed by the drought, we 
have developed our own new strategy for supporting an increased 
program of ag-research in Africa, a program which we estimate 
will cost close to about $1 billion over the next 15 years, and 
we recognize this is a long-term program. 


We are working with the African governments and with 
the World Bank to develop a multi-lateral, special program for 
agriculture research in Africa, the objective of which 
obviously is to develop better and new varieties that are 
appropriately adapted to the African environments. 


In addition, this last year, we initiated a new $75 
million program on economic policy reform. This was an 
unprogrammed package of resources that was available to be 
granted to countries that undertook economic policy reform. It 
was not pre-programmed by country, as our normal AID program 
is. We found that program to be quite successful. We found in 
our dialogue with the Africans a growing willingness to 
undertake economic reform, and we're continuing that program 
this year and hope to continue it in the future. 


This program, we think, also had an impact on 
encouraging the Bank and the other donors to establish the 
special facility that they did last year, and it works very 
closely with the special facility. 


Finally, we have been doing a lot of work in the last 
year on trying to develop better technology on drought early 
warning. We've done a lot of work with the other U.S. 
Government agencies, with NOAA, NASA, and the people who are 
engaged in satellite formation, and with the international 
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organizations, FAO, to develop new programs that would try to 
develop new technologies for evaluating and assessing drought 
problems earlier in the game so that the donors and the African 
countries themselves would be better able to respond to the 
kind of problems we faced during the last three years. 


We think some good progress is being made on this, but 
we think it is a long-term problem that's going to require many 
years of research between now and the inevitable onset of the 
next drought in Africa, which may be five or six yoars away. 


These are just a couple of the highlights of some of 
the programs that we expect to cover in our presentations at 
the U.N. session and to discuss with them. We are encouraged 
by what the Africans have put forth in their own proposals, and 
we are particularly encouraged by what we feel is a realistic 
assessment of some of the root causes of their problems, and 
we're quite encouraged about the whole process. 


MR. TURQMAN (Office of Economic Policy): Thank you, 
Ray. 


As Ray Love indicated, there has been an awful lot 
going on in relationship to African economic development, 
and.this has been reflected somewhat also within the U.N. 
activities. Actually, the thirteenth special session -- as by 
its name it's the thirteenth; it's not the first session -- 
but in many ways it's a precedent-setting event. It's the 
first time the U.N. has identified a single, major regional 
area for a special review of its development needs. 


Until now, the economic discussions in the UNGA had 
been really on a global, economic, almost-political basis or 
concentrating on a discreet, geographic area where there is a 
particular problem such as the drought in Africa. The 
concentration on this area reflects the culmination of a series 
of activities within the United Nations to address the critical 
economic and social conditions in a major portion of the 
Continent of Africa. And it reflects further recognition by 
the U.N. membership, and especially the industrialized 
countries who have worked diligently on the entire African 
problem, that the African economic situation deserves and 
merits really singular attention. 


This decision did not come lightly; it was an evolving 
decision. It took, in fact, almost two years for the approval 
of General Assembly Resolution 40-40 to surface. This was the 
resolution which finally decided, which said we are going to 
hold a special session “to consider in depth the critical 
situation in Africa." 
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Moreover, it was not until the fall of 1985, during 
the Fortieth Anniversary of the U.N., that President Reagan, in 
response to President Diouf of Senegal, speaking on behalf of 
the Organization of African Unity, endorsed the special 
session, and thus it was seriously launched at that time. [Ihe 
President's affirmative decision reflected once again the 
serious concern in the U.S. and the readiness of this 
Administration to work with the Africans ina U.N. context. We 
have worked diligently with the Africans on a bilateral basis, 
but to work within the U.N. context, to help identify and 
address those factors critical to insuring that the famine of 
the past several years did not repeat itself. 


In this connection, I think it's important to 
recognize that the Special] Session does not deal with the past, 


but with those elements and those programs and those 
activities, much of which are the responsibility of the African 
countries themselves, to insure a level of economic development 
which'would prevent recurrence of the disaster of the last 
years. 


The U.N. is really an appropriate forum for this 
review. Certainly, conditions in Africa had been a major focus 
of its attention. It undertook an effective action to 
coordinate the delivery of food, medicine, and shelter to 
famine-stricken areas of Africa. The success of this action 
was, in fact, one of the bright spots in its recent activities. 


Coordinating organizations set up to administer and 
coordinate relief delivery, such as the Office of Emergency 
Operations in Africa, and the U.N./Sudan-Sahelia office, 
working under the U.N. environment program, UNICEF, FAO, all 
played a major role in delivering the emergency aid which has 
helped stem one of the worst famines in Africa in centuries. 


The U.N., as I indicated earlier, actually started 
reviewing this crisis as a major issue in the Economic And 
Social Council in 1984, when Africa was made the priority 
agenda item. A declaration on the African economic crisis was 
developed at that meeting, which was subsequently endorsed -- 
actually negotiated in final form at the 39th General Assembly. 
About this time also, the OAU met in 1985 in Addis Ababa, and 
there issued a Formal document outlining the problem, and 
calling for a formal, special session. All of these pressures 
came together at the Fortieth General Assembly, as I indicated 
before, in the form of a resolution deciding the hold the 
session. 
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As Ray Love indicated, by the fact -- and he went over 
some of the activities and some of the programs that are going 
on --— although the formal session starts May 27, the critical 


work is really underway now. There has been negotiating going 
on in New York for the last couple of months, and it is in this 
period where we are trying to come together to reach agreement 
on the general philosophy of where we should be heading in the 
future in terms of African aid. 


It's too early to predict how these negotiations will 
turn out, but I can tell you by the amount of work, frankly, 
that is being produced in this office, that we are going into 
these negotiations really with enthusiasm and with full 
dedication; and we're, frankly, very optimistic that this is 
going to turn out to be a very successful and a very 
precedent-setting, a very important activity in the history of 
the U.N. 


Princeton, would you like to -- 
DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY LYMAN: Thanks, Tom. 


Let me just summarize very briefly and then open it up 
to questions. Basically, we see this as an historic and a very 
important session. It comes at a time after some intensive 
debate about Africa, within Africa, and in the international 
community and after the heart-wrenching drought of the last few 
years. It comes at a time when there may be a new convergence 
of views on development in Africa, and therefore, this session 
could set the tone for much of what we do in the future. It is 
not a pledging session; it is not a session where people will 
be pledging aid; it will not be a session that tries to solve 
individual problems, having to do with specific development 
problems. But if it comes together on tone, on direction, on 
policy emphasis, on the nature of the partnership that should 
take place in Africa in the coming years, that will have a very 
positive effect on all the other steps that have to be taken in 
the future. 


Reference was made to a kit. There is a kit there in 
blue folders there -- I hope we have enough. It has some 
information on AID levels, past speeches, and other things like 
that. We also have a chart that isn't quite ready on AID 
levels from the United States. That will be coming soon. 


Why don't I open it to questions, and maybe Ray and 
Tom will join me. 
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Yes, ma‘am. 


Q I have a lot of questions, but on sort of the 
broadest one, you talk about philosophy and whatever. What's 
the difference between what you hope to get in the future and 
what you've ‘been doing in the past? I mean you say you're not 
going to deal with the past, but Africa obviously has been a 
subject of enormous concern. 


You talk about emphasizing agricultural development, 
and you're encouraged by that; but specifically, what do you 
hope? And what are the different views? I mean, does the U.S. 
have a different view of the way things should go as opposed to 
cortain groups of African countries? What is being battled out 
here? 


(Continued on the following page. ) 
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22 MR. LYMAN: Well, to take the first point, I think 
what we believe we've all learned from the past and what's 
going to be terribly important for the future is the importance 
of a policy framework in individual countries that stimulates 
growth and would make best use of resources. Now let me just 
give a small example. 


We spent a lot, and the Africans have and donors have, 
on agricultural development in Africa. But if farmers can't 
get a decent price they can't afford fertilizers, they can't 
afford pesticides, they can't afford new technologies; so you 
can invest a lot in ag.-research and you can invest a lot in 
ag.-extension and you can invest a lot in rural roads. But if 
farmers can't afford to take advantage of it because they're 
not getting good prices, then a lot of that investment will not 
get used. 


Similarly, if the exchange rates are totally out of 
line, resources are going to flow to industries that are 
overprotected or they will flow to imports that aren't needed 
and the country will become dependent on those kind of 
resources, distributing incoming benefits to one part of the 
population and not stimulating growth. [That's happened in a 
lot of countries. I might add: not every country. 


Now, a lot of countries in Africa that have done very 
well over 25 years -- they don't make the headlines, but they 
do very well. -- Malawi, Botswana, Ivory Coast, Cameroon. 
These countries have managed. They've grown enough food; 
they've managed their finances. It can de done; we know it can 
be done; and I think we've learned a lot about the future. 


As to the differences that may occur in New York -- 
and Tom may want to comment on this also -- I think there will 
be some who would like to solve individual problems up there in 
away that we think can't be solved in the UN General Assembly 
-— for example, the debt problem. [There will be some who say, 
"Well, let's decide here how we're going to deal with the debt 
problem of Africa, this way or that way." 


There are other fora for dealing with the debt 
problems in individual cases. We have institutions for dealing 
with it. The UN General Assembly, in our view, can't do that. 
That will have to be worked out and dealt with. Some may want 
a pledging session. Some may want to say, “Here's the gap. 
Will the donors pledge themselves to the gap?" We don't think 
that's very helpful or useful. In fact, gross gaps, generally, 
I find to be not very helpful. They catch your attention, but 
after a while they can become self-defeating. 
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The key is: Are there opportunities for using 
resources? Can we mobilize them for those opportunities? 


We think that's possible, but those might be some of 
the differences that have to be worked out in the next week. 


Q On resolving those differences, will it work as 
it has in other Special Sessions -- each country gets up in 


turn and gives a speech, and then that's it? 
A A little more than that. (Laughter.) 


MR. TURQMAN: What is going on now there is a basic 
document that is being negotiated; and that document will 
represent the understanding, will represent the consensus of 
the Special Session. That will be the end product of the 
meeting. 


Each country, incidentally -- I don't know if each 
country will -- but many of the key countries will give 
presentations on their view of what is happening. 


Our Secretary of State, of course, will also make a 
presentation. That will be in a more formalized way of making 
a presentation. 


Q One other to Mr. Love. You said that you 
estimate the U.S. aid level to Africa will continue at about $1 
billion. On what is that based? Because last week we were 
told by the Secretary that among the things being slashed to 
ribbons on the Hill right now are African aid levels. 


MR. LOVE: Well, obviously, it has to be caveated on 
what happens in the Congressional. 1 mean this year we were 
able to sustain the regular program at close to one billion. 
That's the approved level for this fiscal year. Next fiscal 
year the request is up there in slightly in excess of a billion 
dollars. We know we're going to be in some trouble. We're 
going to try to fight hard to maintain these levels for Africa, 
but it's all obviously subject to what happens in the 
Congressional budgetary process. 


We do expect a very difficult period -- at least, in 
the coming year -- and possibly in the next two years -- with 
respect to levels. 


Q Do you know how much is left in the two versions 
-=« the version in the Senate Budget Committee and the House 
version --~ for Africa? 
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MR. LOVE: That's hard to say because the figures are 
not really adjusted in terms. First of all, we don't know 
exactly what kind of reductions are totally going to be given; 
and we don't know how these will necessarily be allocated in 
terms of regions of the world on this situation. 


Q Mr. Lyman, the ECA document -- I think you 
referred to it. Isn't that the one that says that black Africa 
needs a $170 billion by the end of this century in order to be 
even close to the rest of the world in terms of economic 
development? Is that a realistic figure? Is that a figure 
that is likely to be discussed at the Special Session? 


MR. LYMAN: It's a figure. First of all, I think it's 
a total figure, of which the Africans are proposing to put up 
two-thirds. But it is one of those estimates, gross estimates, 
which I'm sure will be discussed up in New York. 


I don't think it's a number that one would want to 
appropriate funds against. It's not that precise. It's not 
based on the elaboration of individual country programs. 


As [ mentioned, I find, after it first caught your 
attention, that such numbers can be self-defeating rather than 
helpful; and we're not going to try and deal with how much of 
that number is realistic and how much of that gap can be 
closed. There are mechanisms for doing that. They tend to be 
more on a country-by-country basis. But you have the Bank's 
special facility. You have the World Bank consultative 
groups. And those are the mechanisms in which, against the 
particular countries’ programs and needs, resources are 
mobilized from a variety of sources. 


And one of the things you see in the experience of the 
World Bank's special facility for Africa -- and it's a very 
interesting experience -- is having allocated the funds 
inittally over a wide number of countries, they found that 
countries are moving at different paces. Some countries are 
moving faster than others; and some countries can't make use of 
the resources that were initially set aside, so those will be 
reallocated to countries moving faster. That's where you get 
down to the real resource questions. 


The overall gap figures -- I mean, they'll be used, 
but I -- 


Q Yes, but nevertheless a figure of that magnitude 
-- which I know people upstairs here think is a gross 
underestimation of what is actually required -~ is a measure of 
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just how far Africa is behind the rest of the world. And the 
question that one has to pose about the Special Session is that 
given the long-term planning involved -- whether it is going to 
realistically be a starting point, as you've tended to 
indicate, or whether it's just going to be another one of these 
minor milestones on the road. 


MR LYMAN: Well, let me ask Mr. Love te comment a 
little more on that in terms of numbers, et cetera. 


MR. LOVE: All right. I think the measure may not 
necessarily be in the numbers themselves. I think the 
important thing that we would like to see come out of this is a 
clear prescription and clear agreement between the Africans and 
the donors alike on the key problem areas and the key 
priorities for investment in Africa. And, you know, in the 
last 10 o- 15 years there have been a lot of different 
perceptions as to where money should go, what the root causes 
of the problems were, and whether the real problem was resource 


gap. 


We feel that in the last four-five years there's been 
a much closer agreement reached amongst the donors themselves, 
and between the donors and the Africans, on some of the root 
causes of this problem. And agreement on that, I think to some 
degree, is more important than chasing the resources 
themselves. Of course, in the past we feel that some of the 
resources were not invested as productively as they might 
because they weren't put in the right sectors. 


We would hope out of this - Re ego that, 
obviously, resources are required -- that we could be able to 
come to a closer agreement between the Africans as a continent 
and the donors as to the priorities that we should be investing 
in over the next 15 and 20 years in Africa, particularly 
looking at it in that long-term time frame, and not focus so 
much on just the question of whether we close the gap or not. 


I think the Bank itself feels that the budgetary 
estimates of the Africans probably is on the low side. 


Q How did you tend to coordinate the donors, if you 
will? I mean, this is -~ 1 don't know Africa well, and I just 
preface this -- but having to talked to, say, the people from 
USA for Africa who reised a lot of money -- albeit, a drop in 
the bucket overall -- a year and a half later they haven't been 
able to spend a faction of their money because they found out 
there were programs they wanted to do that had already been 
done by other other people -- or, in fact, weren't the best 
ones ~-=- so they spent all this time trying to figure out where 
to go and couldn't figure out how to do it and found out, and 
it seemed that coordination was not very good or they were't 
able 
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to point it out. 


Is this a big problem in terms of coordinating the 


donors? 
MR. LOVE: Yes. 
It's not just coordinating the donors. 
Q Or getting the countries themselves to make 
Ao mm and good judgments on where the money should best be 


MR. LOVE: Yes. I think there -- 
Q How do you do that? 


MR. LOVE --— you know, in the last analysis -~— the 
most important coordinating element is the host country 
itself. And I think to some degree the weaknesses of the 
African governments in their own institutions has put more of 
the burden on the donors to try to coordinate amongst 
themselves. There's been an awful lot of attention given in 
the last few years to improving on coordinating mechanisms. 
The Consultative Group mechanism of the World Bank, which i the 
predonimant one on a country basis, has been strengthened. 
It's been expanded into a considerable number of extra 
countries --— the larger ones. This provides a good mechanism 
for the donors -- the bilateral donors of the International 
Monetary Fund, the Bank itself, and the host country -- to sit 
down and go over priority investment plans, policies, et 
cetera, and to coordinate the Bank and the Fund activities. 


And, similarly, the secondary countries that do not 
have a World Bank with consultative groups -- the United 
Nations, through its roundtable mechanism, has taken the lead 
in providing a coordinating forum for those countries. 


In most of the countries you will find an in-country 
coordinating mechanism between the donors and between the host 
country itself. It varies from country to country. 


It's a tremendously difficult problem in Africa, 
particularly given the number of countries that you have. 


You also have, I think, growing in Africa some of the 
regional coordinating mechanisms. After the droughts of the 


seventies, Club d'Sahel and the Silts were established as the 
donor in the African country. fhe interface began to focus on 























15 


problems that were common throughout the Sahel. In the last 
few years in southern Africa the establishment in southern 
Africa of a Development Coordinating Committee has provided a 
forum for Tanzania and south countries to really coordinate 
their own activities and interface with the donors on a variety 
of sectoral problems and country problems of a broader regional 
nature. 


This helps to bridge some of the issues that Africa 
must face, which i regional trade and regional coordination -- 
particularly on the transport area. 


I think progress has been made. It's just a much, 
much more difficult problem in Africa than it is in other parts 
of the world. 


Q I think at one stage one of you was talking, 
making reference to the Baker plan, and allocating resources to 
Africa through the Baker plan. 


One of the mechanisms -- and you just talked about the 
IMF now -- is the IMF, which is probably as much detested in 
Africa as it is in South America. Now, I mean, how realistic 


are we talking about now? I mean, certainly not just one 
country but several telling the IMF to get on its bike and go 
home because it's creating economic plans that just simply are 
not shaped to fit the particular political problems that these 
countries have. 


MR. LYMAN: The IMF stepped and played an absolutely 
essential role in AFrica in the early 1980s in two ways. 


One, there was a terrible liquidity problem in Africa 
at that period; and the commodity prices collapsed, the drought 
took place, lending became impossible, debt rose. If it hadn't 
been for the Fund's willingness to come into Africa with 
short-term liquidity, the problem that most African countries 
experienced in the last few years would have been much worse. 


Second, the Fund did something else. It pointed to 
some of the most difficult and most controversial policy 
changes that had to be made. And that's never popular, and 
nobody likes that kind of situation. But the Fund is, by 
nature, an institution that deals with short-term 
balance-of-payments problems. It is not a long-term 
development institution. The Fund realizes, the Africans 
realize --— every body realizes ~-- that you've got to focus on 
long-term development. That's the World Bank's role. However, 
because there is continuing an important liquidity crisis in 
Africa, what Secretary Baker proposed in Seoul last fall for 
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the least developed -- and he had two proposals: one for the 
Latin America kind of debtors, and one for the least developed 
-— was that the Fund use a source of concessional funds that it 
has, the Trust Fund reflows, to go to the least-—developed 
countries -- not just be redistributed to all the members ona 
pro-rata basis. 


And the Fund has set up what it's called a Structural 
Adjustment Facility to use that money, and Africa will get a 
larger share, probably triple, of what it would have gotten 
otherwise. So the IMF is now able to provide more concessional 
money to Africa that it wasn't able to before and it will be 
working with the World Bank to put this into the context of a 
longer-term framework. 


That's a little bit new for the fund and it's going to 
require very close coordination with the World Bank. And I 


think everybody recognizes that the short-term ways of 
addressing problems in the eighties have to give way to the 
longer-term development focus. 


Q How much money did they put up, can you say? 


MR. LYMAN: Well, the total amount available from 
Trust Fund reflows is about 2.7 billion over five years. We 
estimate that in the reallocation under Secretary Baker's 
proposal, which has been adopted by the Fund, Africa will get 
900 million more out of that than it would have gotten 
otherwise. 


Q In negotiations under the UN document is the 
Administration trying to get some sort of explicit endorsement 
of a particualr economic model, economic format -- any Free 
Market cap’ calism, that sort of thing -- as a prerequisite for 
aid or for effective use of aid? Is that a contentious issue? 


MR. LYMAN: I think that's remarkable about the 


Session is that it comes at a time -- if you had raised that 
question three-four years ago, I would have said, "That's a 
very contentious issue." I think what you're going to find is 
much more convergence -- and you see it in the OAU 
documentation --— on the need to reduce the role of the State 
and open up the market. And, to put it in those terms, it's 
widely accepted -- that is, to give more reign to farmers, to 


traders, to the private sector, and reduce the role of the 
state. . 


So I think that that kind of issue there will probably 
be less contention on in New York. Now, there will be shadings 
in difference. 
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Q One document to go, and then below that to go. 


MR. LYMAN: Well, I think we want to be very clear on 
that because if there isn't clarity and consensus on the major 
directions of policy framework, it's going to be very hard to 
have the kind of partnership role we're all talking about now. 
Then we'll be pushing in different directions and you won't get 
the kind of efficient use of resources that everybody is 
talking about. 


Q Will this document then be some kind of road map 
for the U.S. to use in justifying giving aid to those countries 
that have an acceptable economic system and less aid to those 
that prefer a different course? 


MR. LYMAN: Well, I think if there's a concensus on 
the directions, then I think that's in fact what will happen. 
Countries that provide a better framework tend to mobilize more 
resources on their behalf. That's already a fact. With some 
consensus around this, 1 think we'll all be working in the same 
direction. 


MR. LOVE: Well, I'd like to make one comment on that. 


I think mechanisms are already in place to do part of 
what you're talking about. The U.S.-African Economic Policy 
Reform Program I mentioned -- the 75 million last year -- and 
the World Bank's special facility -- both of them are tied to 
the development of conditionality and reform on the part of the 
host government. They're not not necessarily preprogrammed on 
the basis for what is our normal Congressional programming 
process. It's held as a fund. That fund is available to be 
made, and it's really a supplemental financial assistance to 
the countries that are prepared to do some of these reforms. 


What we found in our first year -- where we were going 
after, in many cases, some of the critical agricultural 
problems -- was out of these reform packages came a whole 


series of shifts in the role of the public sector/private 
sector, with a substantial shift on the part of the governments 
to increase the role on the part of the private sector, backing 
off of the marketing boards in some of these countries to 
reduce their role in the support of the marketing operations. 


It was more than I think we had looked for initially 
and more than we probably would have required in the first 
go-around. But it is a trend that I think is beginning to 
develop through Africa is increased experimentation in almost 
of the 
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African countries on the public sector/private sector 
interface. And it's a critical issue that I hope will be more 
clearly defined in the final document that does come out of the 
UN. 


Q Is this -- 
MR. LYMAN: Just one quick, small comment on that. 


And it's happening not because of some ideological 
thing. It's happening because a lot of the marketing boards or 
other parastatal operations have become terrible drains on the 
government's budget and are not producing. And so it's a very 
practical set of decisions that are going on in Africa. 


Yes, David. 


Q Mr. Lyman, I'm confused about whether donor aid 
has gone up or down. You talked about the World Bank special 
facility and 900 million more out of these 2.7 billion IMF 
fund.” But the studies I've seen have suggested donor aid 
generally speaking, is going way down and then some reverse 
flow of money going out. What is the feeling -- 


MR. LYMAN: If you look at the World Bank studies, I 
think you'll see that the flows, the level of flows in those 
that are always different than the obligations, have largely 
leveled off in recent years in Africa -- not going up as fast 
as they were in the seventies, for example. 


Q Are those flows in? 


MR. LYMAN: H-mm? Those are flows in -- yes. Where 
you get a net outflow is certainly on the commercial side. 
There is more going out than going in in commercial lending to 
Africa. And for some countries high debt repayments are close 
to or around the aid levels, but that's the exception more than 
the rule. 


But there is a problem in terms of total capital flows 
to Africa. We all recognize that. We also recognize their 
budget is going to be tight and that we're all going to be 
working against a tight resource situation; and not every gap 
is going to be built, quite frankly. 


Q Just to continue on that line a moment, one of 
the Secretary's favorite themes is that countries -- 
particularly in Africa -- that want to reorganize their 


economies, as part of that have to attract back private capital 
that has fled the country. And we all know in Africa there's 
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an awful lot of that stuff. 


Is this Session likely to address that problem? How 
can that problem be addressed? 


MR. LYMAN: It probably won't get into it in a great 
deal of specificity. I know some countries individually have 
tried to do so, setting up special foreign exchange accounts 
and other things to attract funds back. I think that's going 
to be important; but, frankly, I think it's going to take a 
while. 


Now,- some countries already do very well on the 
commercial side, but they'd be the exception in Africa. Kenya 
can still attract commercial inputs. The Ivory Coast can, and 
then some in Cameroon and some of the others. But most African 
countries are not attracting private investment or commercial 
lending right now and they're going to have to create 
frameworks that give confidence -- for their own people, as 
well. 


Yes. 


Q Some people in this building think that the 
biggest threat to human life in &frica has nothing to do with 
food but rather political decisions, such as the enforced 
resettlement in Ethiopia. Will that specifically become an 
issue? 


MR. LYMAN: I1 don't think that will be a specific 
issue at this Session, which is focused specifically on 
economic issues. It is a factor, and there will probably be 
some references to it. But I think that there's no question 
that political instability, political factors, civil strife, 
have taken a terrible toll in Africa. There's no question 
about it. 


That isn't the focus of this Session. And it doesn't 
mean that they aren't important issues. It's just that 
everybody's agreed that this Session, being special and focused 
on this problem, is on the economic issue. 

Q Do you have a feeling for -- 

MS. RUSSELL: I think we'll take just one more. 


Q By the way, he's always late anyway. 


I just wondered whether you had a feeling for whether 
political antagonism was going to spill over into this Special 
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Session. I'm think particularly of this week with the front- 
line states having been hit by South Africa. They're not only 
mad at South Africa; they're incensed at constructive 
engagement and all that stands for. 


MR. LYMAN: We hope not. As you know, we deplored 
those raids. And there a’ «ther fora for dealing with those 
issues, and we hope that's .© re they'll be dealt with. 


I think it woul? pe a loss of a tremendous opportunity 
if we took next week's Session for issues like that because 
this is a onetime opportunity, an historic occasion, focused on 
the economic issues; and we hope it will be kept on those 
issues. 


Thank you all very much. There are the press kits. 


Q Thank you. 


(The ON THE RECORD briefing concluded at 11:56 a.m.) 
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MR. cSISREJIAN: Okay, this is a SACKGROUND briefing, 
off-camera, off-sound, on the pre-brief of President Azcona's visit. 


Q You've fired Habib, didn't you? . 


MR. DJEREJIAN: Excuse me, Helen. Let me give you the 
ground rules. (Laughter.) Attributable to a senior administration 
official. You can now ask your question. (Laughter.) 


Q You fired Habib, didn't you? 
MR. DJEREJIAN: (Laughter.) No. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We're here to talk about 
the visit next week of President Azcona. I suppose some of you have 
— questions on Central American issues. But first things 

rst. 


Q How do you spell his name? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: A-Z-C~O-N-A. This is an 
official working visit that begins Monday. 


The timing was not predictable when this visit was set 
up. But of course, it comes at an inte:ssting moment, because you've 
just had the Contadora meeting in Panama last weekend. 


This weekend is a summit meeting of the five Central 
American presidents in a little Guatemalan border town called 
Esquipulas. So -- it's right in middle of the Contadora -- weil, 
what should be the last few weeks prior to June 6. 


Azcona was elected in November and inaugurated in 
January. Vice President Bush represented the U.S. at the 
inauguration. He is, by training, an engineer, and for 13 years, he 
worked for the Honduran Federation of Housing Cooperatives. Got into 
politics in the 70's, really. 


He managed President Suazo's 1981 election campaiga, 
which was successful. In 1982, he was -- Azcona was elected to 
Congress for a four-year term. And he was, for about two years, in 
the Suerc Cabinet an? quit \w August of ‘83. We wes Party President, 
also, for about two years, from ‘81 to ‘83, and resigned that post in 
late ‘83. 


He is a minority President. You may recall, some of you, 
if you were covering it at the time, the very complex Honduran 
electoral set-up, which led to his being chosen by Congress for the 
Presidency, despite the fact that he had fewer -- sis party ad more 
votes than any other party, but he was not the ‘incividua. candidate 
who had the most votes. 


So that was a difficulty at the outset, but one which has 
been -- gotten over with very quickly, and he's turned out to be a 
rather strong President. He does -- he reads, but does not speak _— 
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English. He'll be coming here with his wife, who is actually fluent 
in English. 


I think we've released the schedule, but just to give you 
some sense of it. He arrives late Monday afternoon at Andrews. de'll 
be meeting with the -- de la Rosiere at the IMF, with Ambassador 
Habib, with Peter McPherson of AID. Vice President Bush is giving 
him a dinner. 


He'll be meeting with the President, and the President's 
giving him a lunch. He will be appearing at the National Press Club 
breakfast Wednesday. He'll be speaking to the 0.A.S. The 
Inter-American Development Bank is giving a luncheon for him. He'll 
be visiting Secretary Weinberger, he'll be visiting World Bank 
President Claussen. He'll be doing a Spanish International Network 
interview. He'll be meeting with Admiral Poindexter, with Secretary 
Shultz. He'll be doing an open press conference Thursday morning at 
10:00 a.m., and he'll be departing Thursday afternoon. So it's a 
busy schedule with a number of public appearances. 


It's a good opportunity for you, I think, to put to hia 
questions about Honduran attitudes towards Nicaragua, towards the 
Contras, towards Contadora that, actually, you have put to us and to 
me, and you will get a lot more authoritative view from hin. 


One of the issues that's clearly going to come up is 
economic assistance. The position of Honduras is that they would 
like to have more. And in fact, Honduras is a relatively poor 
country that is -- it is poorer than its Central American neighbors, 
and it gets less per capita assistance from the U.S. than do £1 
Salvador or Costa Rica. So, no doubt, economic assistance will be 
one significant issue. 
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Another will be the security relationship between the 
United States and Honduras. They are quite worried about Nicaragua 
and seek some forms of guarantees from the United States. And sone 
of you who covered the visit of President Suazo a couple of years ago 
will remember that that visit concluded with a statement by President 
Reagan about the U.S. commitment to Honduran security. So, that will 
come up. 


There will be no new military agreements, however, 1 
think, while he is here. There's probably going to be some kind of 
communique at the end of the visit which would address the security 
concerns and which would address the economic assistance question. 


On economic assistance, let me just say the total 
economic assistance for this year, FY ‘86, is $120 million of which 
roughly $60 ESF -- $60 million -- $40 million in development 
assistance, $20 million in PL 480 -- these are rounded off -- and $60 
million in military assistance. 


Q How much for PL 480? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: PL 480, $20 million. 
Again, those are rounded. It's -- I mean, the exact figure is $18.3. 
Sut -- we've requested increases in most categories for FY ‘87 but, 
as you know, the -- whether we will get those foreign aid increases 
is in doubt. I think -- do you know -- I think it's the third 
poorest country in the hemisphere, isn't it? It's Haiti, Bolivia and 
then Honduras. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's correct. 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Okay, third poorest 
country in the hemisphere. 


We recently disbursed prior year aid -- $35 million in 
January and $32 million this month. That was FY ‘85 aid that had 
been held up because of the failure of the previous Honduran 
government to fulfill the economic conditions it had agreed to -- a 
variety of internal economic reforms. 


Generally speaking, the Hondurans have a bipartisan 
foreign policy and opinion polls indicate that the general foreign 
policy line of alliance with the U.S. and suspicion of Nicaragua is 
quite popular. This inauguration of President Suazo in January was 
the -- was a marked event in Honduran history. It was the turnover 
of power from one elected civilian president to another elected 
Civilian president and that had not happened in several decades in 
Honduras. 


I guess I'll stop ‘at that point. As I say, you'll get a 
number of oprortunities to question "resident Azcona while he's here. 
I have a variety of statements of his, but if it comes up in the 
en re yg I can give you those. Anyway, you can get them next week 

rom hia. 
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Q Well, what is your understanding of his position on 
our support for the contras? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: He's actually said it. 
He has said that he thinks that it is advisable that the $100 million 
be approved. This was in a Honduran newspaper interview of 15 April. 
He was interviewed by two Austrian reporters and said that -- you 
know, are you for or against the $100 million for the contras. I 
think it is more advisable for Honduras that the $100 million be 
approved. So, he has -- he's supported that. 
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Yes? 


Q Will Honduras hold out for some real verificaton on 
the so-called withdrawals of the Soviets and Cubans and everything 
under Contadora? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, the President has 
said things to that effect, both publiciy and privately, that -- 
generally speaking, that he thinks there should be a strony Contadora 
treaty that addresses the desocratization issue and addresses the 
Gemilitarization issue and included verification provisions in it. 
You can ask him that next week. 


But that has been the general position. And, in fact, it 
was the unified position of the four democracies over the weekend at 
the Contadora seeting in Panama. There was a joint Costa 
Rican-Guatesalan-Salvadoran-Honduran position on that. 


Q But up until now, the Nicaraguans have said they 
don't want to even talk about anything except so-called defensive 


weapons. 


SENIOR ADMIWISTRATION OFFICIAL: dell, they presented a 
proposal over the weekend which suggested a division between 
Getensive and offensive weapons -- the Sandinistas did, which would 
have had no limits on defensive weapons which they need to defend 

inst impending Amserican aggression, but would have limits on 
offensive weapons. They then proceeded to define helicopter gunships 
as a defensive weapon. So, this whole idea was rejected by the four 
Central American democracies. 


Q Would he -- in Honduras, would he be willing to give 
up the permanent American miiitary maneuvers that have been going on 
for four years? The pressure points? 


SENIOR ADHINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The answer to that is 
they would have to be given up under most versions of the vontadora 
treaty. In San Jose, on clay 7th, President Azcona said -- iet's see, 
weil -- actually this is not a quote, this is the reporter saying 
this. He said that Honduras is not in any conflict with Nicaragua 
and that if Nicaragua signs the Contadora peace document, all the 
U.S. military advisers and experts currentiy in donduras wiil leave 
that omar | within 48 hours, as long as the Sandinistas aiso 
withdraw all their foreign advisers from Nicaraguan territory. So 
he's made it -- it's got to be simultaneous, I think it's tair to 
say, from his point of view. But the answer to your question is, yes 
-- under an implemented agreement that would happen. 


He said -- this is a quote -- “We will abide by 
everything estabiished in the Contadora peace plan and we expect tie 
other countries to do the same." Anyway, the basic answer is yes if 
it's all simultaneous. 


W What does the Haoib letter cefiect politically? 
Does it reflect a greater optimism on tne part of the administration 
that it's possible to get some kind of agreement -- some kind of 
Contacora agreements 


SENIOR ADHIAISTRATION UFFICIAL: Wo, I would say that 
there is great optimism. we put out another statement which you may 
have seen yesterday which was released here at the white douse and I 
know that it is the opinion of a lot of people on the Hill that the 
administration has a lot of differing position on Contadora. I don't 
think that's right. I think -- 


Q I wonder how -- 
SENIOR ADAINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Pardon? 


\ I wonder how they got that impression? 


“ORL 





SENIOR AUAINIS(RATIUN OFFICIAL: I can't iaagine. Our 
position is that we're in favor of a good treaty and we're opposed to 
a bad treaty. And I have 60 different ways of saying that. You 
know, you can say that we sure hope there's a good treaty anJ we 
would be the first to support it and implement it. You can say tnat 
we're absoluteiy and adaaantly opposed to any lousy, fake, sas 
Contadora treaty. It's all saying the sawe thing. And you can say 
it in 60 different ways. 


And everybody in the adwinistration says it siightly 
differently, but that's the position. We hope a good treaty can be 
achieved, which gaeans that it is verifiable -- that it is implemented 
simultaneously by all and that it is comprehensive and covers all the 
goals of Contadora -- the 21 objectives. 








-6- BEST COPY AVAILABLE 


But a treaty which does not do any of that is a fake and is going to 
make the situation worse, not better. Wow, that's the position, I 
Gon't think we've changed that position over the past two years. 


Q But that's where you get your range of opinion 
within the administration over whether or not there can be an 
effective treaty, isn’t it? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, it doesn't matter 
what we think. The question is whether there can be an effective 
treaty, the question is whether the Central Americans who are not at 
the table can, in fact, negotiate an effective treaty. Our advice to 
them has been negotiate for an effective treaty -- iate hard. 
Your national security is at stake, be » be sensible about this 
and see how good a treaty you can get. that is really what 
they're trying to do and we think it is a great s forwaré that, in 
fact, the four democracies are now together on it, use, in fact, 
they have common interests. They're seeking democracy ané peace in 
Central America, so they ought to be together. 


Q Do you agree with the thrust of the Ikle report? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: One second. The truth 
is that I haven't read the Ikle report in about a month. I read a 
first draft of it. My recollection of it, which is a little bit 
foggy, is that I do agree with it, yes. That is, that it suggests 
that containment is a difficult thing. When you start spelling out 
what it seans in detail, it's a very tough thing to do. 


Q The State Department went to great lengths this week 
to disavow that report, which is why some people might have the 
impression that there is considerable disagreement in the 
administration on this. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wot on any operative 
issue. The operative issue is what is the attitude -- there are 
Contadora negotiations underway now. There are all sorts of 
questions thet one has to ask if they succeed and all sorts of 
questions that one has to ask if they fail. The operative question 
now is, all right, they just had a weekend of negotiations, they're 
going to a summit, then they're going to another Contadora meeting on 
May 27th and then a signing, presumably on June 6th. But what is our 
etn towards that? And our attitude towards that has not 
changed. 


Q The attitude, as‘Bil. suggested, is there is a wide 
range of attitude as to whether it is even possible for this kind of 
a treaty to work. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I don't want to 
get -- I don't want to hide behind semantics. There is a wide range 
of guesses as to how those negotiations are going to come out, as to 
how the Nicaraguans would react to varying possibilities. Sut there 
is not a wide cange of attitudes on what U.S. policy ought to be 
right now and U.S. policy is firm right now and hasn't changed. And 
that is that we are for a good treaty and we're opposed to a bad 
treaty. 


Q But that report implied that there would -- if such 
a treaty was enacted, that there would be massive intervention by the 
U.S. Basically, it was against the treaty. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, I think what that 
report did was to suggest that the treaty is not a panacea. That, 
for example, should there be a treaty and should Nicaragua violate 
it, then the Contadora countries, the eight, and the Central American 
democracies, and we, have a very difficult situation that we're 
facing. Wow, that's true. We would be in a very difficult 
situation. 











Yes? 


Q The Habit letter talked about stopping assistance to 
the contras in conjunction with some agreement. At what point do you 
see that as a possibility, given the objectives you have for 
verification and compliance and so forth? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL. The one-word answer is 
lementation. The question that I ask is this: on the day that 
we're supposed to stop aiding the contras, presumably day one of 
implementation, what are the Sandinistas to do? If the 
answer to that question is, “Oh, nothing,* you do not have «a 
balanced treaty. That's what we mean by sisultaneity, 





that it is implemented by all parties all at the same time. An 
implementation schedule which calls for nothing on the part of the 
Sandinistas and everything om the part of the United States is not a 
balanced treaty, and it does mot meet the goal of siaultaneity. 


The statement we put out yesterday noted that we would 
mot consider ourselves bound by a treaty which met none of the 
objectives of Contadora. Sut that's what we sean by sisultaneily, 
that it should bite on all of the parties all at once. 


Q The problem, it seems, is that the concern over 
compliance is that at some point in the future the Sandinistas wll 
cheat, or will do something in a piecemeal fashion -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Right, that is the 
concern. 


Q It won't be large enough for any action to really be 
taken or that somehow it will slip through the crack. The question 
is, what happens, then, with the Contras? What do we want to see the 
Sandinistas do in order for us to stop funding the Contras, what sort 
of compliance indication sust you have? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, one of the reasons 
that democratization is an important theme, democratization -- 
reconciliation is that if that line were pursued, reconciliation and 
an opening of the political systes, first of all, the Contras could 
go home and participate in a newly-opened political systes. 


In the end, that is what one wants to see in El Salvador 
as well. I mean, that is why we have been in favor of discussions 
between Duarte, and most recently, in Lima with the F.0.R. I mean, 
ultimately, the idea is that you get reintegrated into the political 
systen. 


So, I mean, that’s the -- that's the answer to that. Sut 
there's a second part to it. Some things are hard to verify and some 
ee ae easy to verify. Democratization is easy to verify. 

Fr of the press is easy to verify. They don't have freedom of 
the press, they have censorship. They could knock it off in a day if 
they wanted to, but they don’t. 30 if the agreement says on July 1 
there should be freedom of the press, we're going to know it. It's 
not @ problem. If it says on July 1 there should be no more aid to 
the F.M.L.N., that's tough. I mean, that is a difficult and tough -- 
that’s « tough thing to verify. 


But one of the benefits of the democratization 
provisions, which we hope are in there, is that they're not so hard 
to see. I mean, any reporter who is in Nicaragua will know about 
freedom of the press, freedom of assembly, freedom of religion and 
will report on it. So that's easy. 


Q Well, will it be that specific? I mean, the 
question -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I don't know. 


Q The question, is, I mean, you say “democratization,” 
you know, everyone sort of generally knows what that is. But the 
second question is, does that mean that we interpret that as being 
specific things, like freedom of the press or new elections? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well that's because we 
have to see what's in the treaty <-- treaty and any other agreements 
Or annexes or what comes out of Esquipulas. I don't know. I would 
Say this: To the degree that the Sandinistas get away with a treaty 
that says there will be reconciliation with 
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absolutely no milestones, no markers, no ways to judge, it's a 
deficient treaty. 


I don't think -- look, the problem that you run into is 
that they are not democrats. So if you have a treaty in which they 
say “we promise to be good,” period, that would seez to me to be a 
treaty which is not wholly effective. 


Q How many treaties has the U.S. ever signed like 
that? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, we dan't have to 
sign this treaty, remember that. We are not at the table..-. 


Q I know we don't, but we've never used that kind of 
criteria in the treaties we've signed throughout history. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That is wrong. It is 
more customary, I think, to have treaties that have a certain desree 
of specificity, not the “we promise to be good” kind. 


You're late. 


Q Pardon me. Alfonso Robelo has said that he thinks 
the Sandinistas will sign some kind of Contadora agreement if Moscow 
orders them to do it. Is that your view, too, do you think? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't know. I mean 
there are three ore on that side -- there's Moscow, Havana anc 
Managua. And, Clearly, there is a certain degree of influence and 
control from Moscow and Havana. It is not one hundred percent 
control, any more than there is one hundred percent control of Moscow 
over Havana. I mean Castro has a certain degree of independence and 
the Sandinistas, presumably, have some degree, too. 


Q What advice do you understand that they're getting 
from Moscow? What is Ortega finding out? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Unclear to us. 
Q Doesn't it follow -- 


Q Are you getting both signals then? What do you 
think Moscow would want them to do? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think it is -- if you 
try to put yourself in the position of the Soviets, it is difficult 
to think it through. You could argue for signing and violating on 
the grounds that you could violate slowly over time and that there 
would never be a consensus in the United States or Latin America that 
you are violating and that you could of sort of <= you could win that 
way. 


You could argue for signing the treaty and not violating 
it for, say, a year, until such time as the Contras were gone as a 
military force, at which time you could begin again to subvert all of 
the Jemocratic countries in Central America. 


Q So that meanc thst gll the US. aié wil} be gone, 
The Contras would be out of there -- ; 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The U.S. aid to the 
Contras would be gone. You could argue for not signing on the 
grounds that a violation -- if there is no Contadora treaty, 
Nicaragua could continue to do what it is doing now in terms of 
subversion under a kind of blanket of confusion. 


You could argue that if they sign the treaty and then 
violate it, they will be courting both U.S. and Latin American 
condemnation and a kind of coming together of North and South America 
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public opinion against the2. 


I could argue it both ways. And I'm sure that they're, 
in fact, arguing it all different ways in Managua. 


Yes. 


Q The Sandinistas have said, though, from the 
beginning that they don't really want to sign anything until the 
Contras are dismantled. So that's the first point that has to take 
place. So isn't this all an exercise of frustration? Isn't the 
Habib letter a pointless -- from the point of view of the Sandinistas 
having made that point right up front? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATICN OFFICIAL: I don't think so because 
they've also said the contrary. I think they're sort of throwing up 
a little bit of dust. They may have disagreements within the regime, 
but it may also be that they're doing it on purpose. In any event, 
they have said privately -- we get reports all the time that a 
Sandinista in Lima says privately “we'll sign," and then another 
commandante goes to Madrid and says “we won't sign." 


So I think they've been all over the lot and it isn't 
really clear what they plan to do. They may not even know what they 
plan to do. Sut after all, you've got this summit coming up, then 
you've got another Contadora meeting. So there isn't any particular 
reason why they should have made up their minds yet. There's more 
water to go under the bridge. 


Q Going back to my first question, do you feel that 
there's a momentum toward signing that didn't exist before? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, I don't. I think 
that there is a lot of reevaluation going on now as a result of the 
Panama Contadora meeting, at which the core four, the four Certral 
American democracies, 
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stood together and said, we don't want a crummy treaty -- we want a 
good treaty, we want a strong treaty. And I think everybody is now 
stepping back and trying to figure out, well, now what happens aout? 
So I don't think there is any momentum in any direction right now 

We'll be better able to judge that after this weekend, of course. 


Q What do you think Castro is advising the 
Sandinistas? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: What do I think Castro's 
advice to the Sandinistas is? I don‘t know. I really don't know. 
As I say, I could argue it from the Sandinista point of view to sign 
and violate or not to sign, and I don't know which -- I don't know 
what Castro's acvice is. 

Q Where is Habib? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Where is he? I think 
he's home in California. 


Q For how long? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, President Azcona 
will see him on Monday or Tuesday and therefore he'll be back. 


Q What does he think of Gore Vidal? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wait a sec. Yes? 

Q Doesn't it follow from what you are saying -- 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Not a lot. (Laughter.) 

Q -- what you are saying -- Doesn't it follow from 
what you are saying about simultaneity that the Habib letter was in 
error when it spoke of the United States doing something on 
signature? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 

Q If you had to write that letter -- rewrite that 
letter today, wipe out our memories of it, would you add or subtract 
anything? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, I‘d just change the 
word “signing” to the word "implementation." 


Q So it was imprecise? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 
Q He fuzzed it up? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, it uses the word 
“signing” instead of “implementation”. I think implementation is -- 


Q So should he being fired, as Jack Kemp says? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. You-heard the 
President's position on that yesterday loud and clear. 


Q Clarify for me again some of what you just said -- 


Q The man can't write a letter. Why should he 
negotiate a treaty? 


Q What you've been saying sounds -- some of it sounds 
as though you are indicating that in the event of a treaty that is 
put together by the Contadora Four, the United States will look at it 
and decide whether you like it or not and if you don't like it, you 
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won't go along with any part of it, whether they signed it and 
implemented it or not. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Let us remember that the 
implementation of that treaty is almost exclusively in the hands of 
the wy Americans. There isn't a hell of a lot for the United 
States to do. 


Example: If all the Central American democracies commit 
themselves to no exercises, there won't be any U.S. exercises. I 
mean, that is not a decision we have to make. If they say -no 
exercises, there won't be anything. If they commit themselves to a 
$0 percent reduction in U.S. military assistance, then there will be 
a 50 percent reduction. 


I mean, most of the Contadora treaty is something that 
involves the Central Americans and what they do with each other. The 
only part of it that involves us is aid to the Contras -- I think. I 
mean, the only part of it that involves us more or less unilaterally. 


Q Would that force us -- 
Q And the military presence in Honduras. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, but that is not 
unilateral. I mean, that's got to do with what Honduras signs. If 
Honduras signs a treaty that says no -- if El Salvador signs and it 
says no American advisors, there won't be any American advisors. We 
don't throw advisors at people. They ask for them, we give them. If 
they say they should go home, they'll go home. 


Q What do we want from Azcona? 
Q Do you know if Ambassador Habib acknowledges 


imprecision in using the word “signature” as opposed to 
"implementation"? 
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-13- BEST Cur Alain, 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: wo, because most of that 


, happened while I was out of town and I haven't actually seen hia 


since I went to -- before I left town. 
Q You don't know that that's ceen -- 
SEHIOR ADAINISTAATION OFFICIAL: I don't know. 
Q What do we want from Azcona?’ 


Q Is the U.S. afraid of getting a Contadora treaty 
that it can't live with? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION UFFICIAL: The U.S. is afraid of 
the pressures for signing a treaty for the sake of having a document 
signed -- which even those who are signing it, privately acknowledge 
-- does not really meet the bill. There is a certain impetus, I 
would say Byer n South America, to finish the process and withdraw 
from it by signing a document regardless of the contents thereof. 
= 3 sare, SSuSees to that. We've said that many times. That would 

a mistake. 


Q Is there a likelihooc of that happening? 


SENIOR ADMIAISTRATION OFFICIAL: Oh, it's a possibiity. 
Sure. 


Q How strong a possibility? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: As I say, I think the 
situation has to be re-evaluated in the context of the unity of the 
Centrai Americans. You know -- after, which happened -- which really 
is a product of the leadership of Cerezo and Arias. dow where are 
they going? what wiii happen at the summit meeting this weexend? 
What will Azcona say to the OAS and to you and to us? what wili 
happen at the next Contadora meeting May 27th, right after his visit 
here? we'll see. I think it would be premature to try to evaiuate. 


aR. ODJEREJIAN: Last question. 


Q @hat do we want from Azcona in terms of what 
position do we hope that he'll take at the riay meeting? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We have nothing new to 
ask of hia. It is customary for a newly elected President to come 
here. I mean, he is here on official visit, as ne was before he was 
inaugurated. Cerezo is here before his inauguration. There is no 
question he will come here sooner or iater on an official visit -- 
likewise, Arias. 


Q wouldn't you like him to acknowiedge an invasion? 
Q Yes, I was going to say. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Oh, Arias? who? 
Azcore? . 


Q Azcona. d4ould you like hia to acknow.edge -- 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: azcona has already done 
that. Wo -- that -- I can give you the quotes on that, but if you 
ask him about it he'll give you -- 

Q Then you get it five days later. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: So there's nothing -- 
there is nothing new -- we have no great demands to make to President 
Azcona. 


Q Do we want him to hold out for better verificaton in 
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the treaty? I mean, do we want hig to -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION UFFICIAL: He doesn't have to -- 
well, we want hia to sgaintain -- we want all four Central American 
presidents to saintain the unity that they achieved last weekend in 


asking for a good, tough, strong treaty. 
MR. DJEREJIAN: Thank you. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. ee 
EsiD 12:07 P.id. BOT 
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SENIOR DEPARTMENT OFFICIAL: Good morning. 


I think you're all familiar with the fact that the NAC 
Ministerials have, at the insistence of Carrington -- and also 
the Secretary is very interested in this too -- been moving 
towards a more informal format and have been steadily getting 
away from set-piece presentations by Ministers. And this 
Halifax Ministerial is designed to do that to an even greater 
extent than before. 


The entire session will in effect be in what's called 
“super restricted," which means only the Secretary plus Roz 
Ridgway and Dave Abshire will be at the table and their 
equivalents on the allied side. So it should provide, I think, 
a very good format for substantive exchange. 


Traditionally, what's happened in these Ministerials 
is that the Minister has pulled out his set-piece speech that 
was written by his staff and read the whole cotton-pickin' 
thing, and there had been no real back-and-forth. We hope to 
try to bring that about this time even more than in the past. 


The centerpiece for discussion -- at least, in our 
view -- will be East-West relations, particularly in the light 
of the 27th Party Congress, the role of the new 
General-Secretary, Chernobyl, nuclear arms control, Soviet 
compliance with arms control agreements, the nuclear testing 
issue, conventional defense initiative in NATO. The question 
of chemical weapons I'm sure will come up, and the Secretary 
will want to talk a bit about terrorism. 





As is usually the case in these Ministerials, there 
will be a good menu of bilateral meetings between the Secretary 
and the other Ministers. 




















With that, why don't I just take your questions? 


Q Does the Secretary expect to inform the Ministers 
formally of the decision on SALT compliance? That will be 
coming up about then, when the sea trials begin. Or has he 
already informed them about that? 


Aa I think you'll hear more about that later today. 
I'd rather not comment on it right now. 


Q So there's going to be an announcement later 
today? 

Q Why not? (Laughter. ) 

Q The White House. 

Q The White House. 

A Pardon? 


Q Well, now that you told us, why don't you tell-us 
what you were going to tell us (laughter) and then -- 


Q We won't be here. (Laughter. ) 


A I said “I think." I'm not sure. I can't -- I'm 
really not sure. 


Yes. 
Q He's going to discuss that with the -- 


A That would be -- yes. That would definitely be a 
topic for discussion, whether there's an announcement or 
whether there's not an announcement. It is a matter of keen 
interest to the allies. 


Q Will there be a communique? 


A We will not have the traditional communique, 
which was a very formal document that included a lot of 
mandatory language on certain issues. There will be a 
statement following the Ministerial, I think, although that's 
not finally decided. 


Q Why is that? 


A We won't call it a “communique” per se. 











Why is that? Well, once again it's an attempt to get 
to a more informal and more substantive kind of meeting because 
a lot of time has been spent in previous meetings working out 
the communique itself, and the communique contains mandatory 
sections on a lot of different issues. We'd like to get away 
from that, have a much shorter, more readable final document. 


Q On chemical weapons, what's the Secretary's 
position? Does he feel that the Defense Ministers were 
sufficient to meet Congressional -- how shall I put it? -- 
requirements for production, or does he feel that this meeting 
ought to take some stand? 


A Well, the answer to the first part is "Yes." The 
answer to the second part is it will be discussed at this 
meeting, I'm sure, but this meeting under the NATO theology 
cannot take a stand. 


The reason it had to be done in the DPC is that the 
French will not permit this kind of issue to be discussed in a 
NAC. 


Q But Congress says that there's language that 
specifically says “Atlantic Council," which means this 
meeting. I mean, can you resolve it? 


R Yes. Congress can't order the French to 
participate in The NAC, unfortunately. The Secretary' view is 
that the intent of Congress is to have a high-level political 
decision. And there is no doubt that this decision, taken by 
the DPC -- by Defense Ministers -- was approved, in I think 
every case, by cabinets and heads of government in their 
respective nations. 


And that's why --— I mean, if you're familiar with the 
development of the DPC, it is in effect the NAC for certain 
types of measures in which the French do not participate. 


Q On terrorism, will particular sanctions against 
Libya be discussed either in the NAC meeting or in the 
bilaterals; and will the Secretary be getting an update on the 
various investigations in his bilaterals into different 
terrorist activity'-- bombings? 


Is) Well, I think the general approach will be to see 
how they are coming in digesting the results of the Tokyo 
Summit and the results of the EC decisions. I think that's the 














first thing. And I would certainly expect that the Secretary 
will raise with each minister that he sees bilaterally the 
terrorism question and ask them the question that you pose -- 
which is how are you coming on specific implementation and what 
your investigations have revealed and these various other cases 
that keep on popping up. 


Q What about the general issue of out-of-area 
problems? Does the Secretary intend to raise this? 


A The out-of-area issue is not high on the agenda 
right now. It's just not one that currently is hot in NATO, 


for a lot of reasons. But it's not one we've been talking 
about recently. 


Q Can you give us an idea what the bilaterals are 
and when they come up -- I mean, who he's seeing and -- 


a I will just tell you who they are. 


He traditionally sees Secretary—General Carrington. 
He'll see Foreign Minister Clarke, and the Canadians are giving 
a breakfast in which the Prime Minister will be the host. The 
Dutch Foreign Minister van den Broek will be there -- or I 
think will be there; I'm not sure of where they stand, and 
there may be a problem in government formation, but I assume 
he'll be there as they get ready. Papoulias from Greece, 
Halefoglu from Turkey, Pires de Miranda from Portugal, 
Mathiesen from Iceland, Frydenlund from Norway -- and, as you 
know, they have the traditional quadripartite dinner with the 
Brits and the Germans and the French. 


Q Which night is that? 


a That's on the first night, which is tomorrow 
night. 


Q Do you expect the Berlin situation to come up 
there, this new -- 


A Yes, I definitely expect it to come up. 


Q Where are we on that? Do we think that the East 
Germans are trying to turn it into an international border? 


is) I'd rather leave those questions to the noon 
brief. The fact is the situation is not clear at this point, 














we're making an intensive effort to find out precisely what the 
East Germans are or are not doing. 


Q Well, there were reports this morning that the 
the three were considering a breakoff of diplomatic relations. 
Is that true? 


A If they are, we haven't heard about it. 


Q Can you say what the intensive effort was exactly 
-- the Ambassador coming in there or what? 


A We're finding out by border crossings precisely 
what the East Germans are or are not doing in this area. 


Now, if you're familiar with Berlin theology, there's 
avery special procedure for crossing the border into East 
Germany and coming back, for diplomats and other people. And 
you don't know are the East Germans are doing until you see 
what they actually try to enforce at the border. 


Q For those of us who aren't that familiar, can you 
run through sort of what the normal procedure is and what we 
think is changing or what we're concerned about? 


A Well, why don't I leave that to the noon brief 
because I'm not a Berlin theologian and I'm just going to get 
myself into hot water here if I do this. 


Q I'm not sure Bernie is either (laughter) so I'm 
asking. 

Q You mean you're sending people -- U.S. personnel 
or for how -- what -- 

is) That's correct. 

Q Sending people across to test. 

A Yes. 

Q That's being done right now. 

A That's right. 

Do you have a time there for the Secretary's news 

conference? 














A Well, it's whenever they finish up on Friday. 
The Secretary-—General will go first and then the Secretary. So 
that should be -- I'll tell you when we have it down 
notionally, at least, in our schedule. 


The Canadians -- I see the Canadians may slip in there 
between Carrington and the Secretary. However, I don't believe 
that's firm yet. Anyway, we have it notionally for about 1:10 
p.m. on Friday. 


Q What's wheels up? What time? 


Wheels up at -- let's see again. Bilaterals -- 
12:30? 

2:30. 

2:30? , 

Yes, 2:30. 

2:30. 

1:10 is the conference? 

Yes. 

2:30 we're leaving? 


Yes, but there's a bilateral in there with 
the -- 
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Papoulias 
Oh. 


> 


-- the Greek Foreign Minister. (Laughter. ) 


The news conference was on the agenda. 


Dm 


Tell him to go along. (Laughter. ) 


Is the thing with the Turks, the Turkish Foreign 
Minister -- the thing was not a very good session the last time 
-— is that going to be repaired this time? 


A Well, I'm not sure I accept your assumption, but 
(laughter) -- 
Q Well, there was a lot of acrimony surrounding it; 


let's say that. 

















6 You mean during his visit to -- 
Q Yes, during the visit. I'm sorry 


a No, I don't think there's any particular acrimony 
left over from that; no. 


Q Will the base issue be discussed? 
fs] Very likely, yes; sure. 


Q Has there been any movement at all reconciling 
trade problems with Turkey? 


i) With Turkey? 
Q Yes -— since these are tied up with them. 


i) Yes. I'm not really sure of myself. I'm sorry, 
I don't know how to answer that; I'm not sure. 


Q Thank you. 


a O.K.? Thank you. 


(The BACKGROUND briefing concluded at 10:15 a.m.) 
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MR. DJEREJIAN: We will proceed with the BACKGROUND 
The briefer, for formation, 


& senior administra 


We understand that several of you did not hear the 
Geparture cemarks, so efter the background briefing we will have 
those piped in -~ the departure remarks of President Azscona. 


SEWIOR ayy wey Thank you. There are 
Geparture statements, as ot Ay ané there is also a joint 
commjunique, which is now being distributed. 






Let me start with the -- just a brief recap of the Oval 
Office meeting. 


President Azcona stressed the need for economic 
assistance to Bonduras, se out the unemsploysent problem which 
afflicts Gonduras and painting out how the security situation in 
Central America hares the uran econosy. For example, it tends to 
Giscourage foreign investors, and also it creates refugees, which are 
@ burden -- who are « burden on the Honduran economy. He talked also 
about the need for security assistance given the threats and 
potential threats to Honduras. 


He gave @ kind of « ae on the summit this past 
weekend in Guatemala of the five Central American presidents -- and 
just very a because he will obviously be talking about this, I 
think, in some his press appearances and press conferences. I! 
think the sain dh, made was that there was tremendous solidarity 

the four ecies. The key aspect of the summit was that 
the four of thes stayed ther. He gave @ great deal of credit to 
President Arias of Costa Rica, who stood up very firmly on the 
question of democratization. 


President Azcone will speak to the OAS tomorrow and 
intends to discuss Contedore and the Central American situation. 


On economic aid, President Reagan responded that 

—yeity we have some budget leas here in the United States, but 

we fully intended to do everything we can to saintain our economic 
support for Honduras. The President said he was very pleased with 
the military cooperation that exists between Honduras and the United 
States and very pleased with the saneuvers or exercises that we have 
a i n Honduras, which are highly valued by the 0.8. 
ar orces. 


On aid to the Nicaraguan resistance, the President said 
we will keep pressing hard fer aid to the Contras. 





There was an interesting unanimity of view among the 
Honduran delegation on this question of aid to the Contras. I point 
this out because it was by design of President Azcona a mixec 
delegation with representatives of labor and business and the 
opposition party, which is the majority party in the Congress. 


Several of them took the opportunity at lunch to note 
that on this foreign policy question there is no disagreement among 
them. That is to say that the opposition party, like the govetning 
party -- President 





Azcona's party -- supports U.S. policy in the region, including aid 
to the Contras. This is not, as I say, it’s not a controversial 
matter -- they said within Honduras. 


The International Coffee Agreement was raised and the 
Honduran delegation was very pleased that the United States has 
decided to stay in that organization. 


On the security relationship, what we did was to -- in 
the communique was to reiterate -- tc reaffirm the communique’ issued 
about a year ago -- May 21, 1985 -- when President Suazo visited, 
which, as you will hear in the departure statement, is a recommitment 
to help Honduras defend its sovereignty and territorial integrity 
against communist aggression. The communique notes that we will 
disburse the full $61.25 million in ESF for this fiscal year. None 
of that has been disbursed yet; it will all be disbursed. 


And the communique ends with a -- the final paragraph is 
a reference to Contadora and the regional situation. I call your 
attention to the last couple of -- last three sentences. The effort 
to conclude a comprehensive and verifiable agreement for peace and 
Gemocracy in Central America through the Contadora process. In 
particular, they noted the need for a treaty in which all commitments 
are fulfilled simultaneously and which provides for the clearly 
verifiable implementation of national reconciliation, 
Gemocratization, and limitation of armaments and troops. Such an 
agreement would guarantee the exercise of democracy in the five 
nations of the region. Democracy has clearly become a -- was a 
significant theme in the discussion among the presidents in 
Esquipulas and, in part, this communique reflects that -- the -- it 
reflects the importance given to that question. 


Why don't I stop there. 
Q Why was the money not disbursed until now? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, the question was 
why was the money not disbursed until now -- we had not disbursed the 
FY ‘65 ESF. What we have now done -- just now in the last about -- 
the last month was to disburse the FY ‘85 ESF which has been held up 
because of a disagreement with the previous government of Honduras 
as to whether that government had fully met the commitments it made. 
In order to disburse, we had required certain economic reforms and it 
was our view that they had not really been carried out. 


The first requirement was an economic plan -- an economic 
stabilization plan. That plan now exists, it's fully acceptable to 
us, and, upon receipt of that plan, we distributed the $32 -- or was 
it 6 -- I'm trying to remember the exact number -- well, what -- the 
money left over for the last year -- I think it was $32 million, but 
I'd have to check -- from FY ‘65. FY ‘86 -- again, we have been 
holding it up untii the -- a detailed economic stabilization plan was 
ready. It is ready; we have it and now there are all sorts of paper 
to sign, but between today and the disbursal there is only paperwork 
to do, there are no decisions to be made. 


Yes” 


Q Sic, how much is it costing us now to have the 
regular troops and the reserves and the National Guard in Honduras? 





SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I-don't know. The total 
budget of the exercises, for example, for this year -- 


Q I mean, how auch is it costing us to do that anu -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: DOD would have to give 
you -- I don't have that number. 


Q --that's very, very appropriate here, and is this -- 


SENIOR AOMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I agree it's 
appropriate. I just don't know the number. 


Q -- stopping some of the, perhaps, investment taat 
might be made there by other people? Is this a -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. It's the Honduran 
view that -- on the contrary, that it is the feeling of insecurity 
which emanates mostly out of Nicaragua that tends to hinder foreign 
invenstment, and an American commitment tends to help foreign 
investment by giving a greater sense of security. 


Q Does this statement on Contadora indicate that the 
four Central American democracies will hold out for some reali teeth 
in this Contadora agreement which will actually verify, by that point 
system, the withdrawai of the troops and so on? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It certainly indicates 
first a -- this is the second time that the four has stuck together. 
Remember that last week in Panama -- that is to say the weekend 
before this in Panama, you had this for the first time. You had the 
four democracies ail together. Now you've had this happen the second 
time at the summit level. So, this seems to be a new phenomenon -- 
this kind ot unity among the democracies and it does appear that 
their position on many of these issues is toughening -- for which 
reason it seems that there will be no signing on June 6th -- there 
will be no completed treaty by June 6th. There's too much left to 
talk about. 


Q Well now, does this mean Nicaragua will realiy have 
to agree to something like the point system for a timetable before 
the other four will sign anything? 


SENIOR ADAINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I can't speak for them 
and say what would be acceptable to them, but what exists today is 
not acceptable to then. 


Q Well, it has to be. What about the democratization? : 
dow much shouid Nicaragua have to do to besides -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Again, I can't define 
that -- in part because we're not at the table and part because it is 
a process of negotiation. But I think their position is firmer now 
in part because they're together on it with Guatemala and Costa Rica 
supporting El Salvador and Honduras, and with President Arias really 
taking the lead on that question of the importance of internal 
democracy in Nicaragua. 


Q Sir? 


; SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Let me go to somebody 
new. 


Q Is there any change in the security guarantee 
provisions of the communique from iast year's -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It's a reiteration. 


Q Same language? 








SBNIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. And in fact -- in 
the sense that it encompasses last year's agreement by reference. 


Q And the other question is -- if not June 6th, then 
when? Has Azcona given indications as to how long this delay may be? 


SEHIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, today and tomorrow 
there are more negotiations under way -- right now. And I think one 
would have to wait and see in part how that turns out. And also one 
has to wait and see what President Azcona says-to the OAS, because 
he's going to discuss some of these questions. 


But I think it is clear that there will be no seneeen on 
June 6th. What that delay means -- how long a delay -- I don't think 
there's an answer to that question yet. 


Q How do you expect this to play on the Hill if you 
have a vote a week or two weeks after June 6th and there is no 
treaty? Does that improve your position on the Hill or does it not? 


SENIOR ADAINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It cuts both ways 
because some people will argue that there being no treaty and with 
these long delays, why, we should go ahead with the aid to the 
resistance. Others wili argue to do that now would mean that we were 
hurting the negotiating process. In our view, and we've said this 
many times, the Sandinista policy is delay -- their goal is delay. 
We have seen that for about six months now -- that they want to wrap 
up the internal and external opposition as best they can and want to 
put off any U.S. aid to the Contras through the winter, through the 
Spring, through the summer -- now they'll try to get to the August 
recess. Then they're going to try to push for the elections and 
end-of-the-year recess. That is their policy. 


So it's our view that these long dealys play right into 
the hands of the Sandinistas who are using these delays to kili 
freedom fighters. We obviously, then, hope that what Congress wiil 
see is that Wicaragua can string this out for a very iong time and 
that they had better act now 


Yes? 


Q In today's meetings, was there any reaction given by 
either the Hondurans or the Americans to the latest proposal from 
Ortega, which, I gather, is a proposal for reduction in weapons by 
Nicaragua? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo. President Azcona 
did not really discuss that. Maybe he will in some other ferum durinc 
his visit, but it didn't come up in our meeting. 


Q What's your view -- what's the officiai U.S. view of 
that? * couldn't get it from Speakes. Does the State Department 
have one 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, I have not -- I must 
say, I have not read through it and so I don't have a reaction. i° 
don't -- it did not seem -- as far as I'm abie to see, it was not 
accepiaklie to the Central Auericau Gemocracies, which is probably 
more important. 


Q Have there been any positions changed on the 
Gemocratization section of the proposed treaty? when you say that 
there's a new stress on that, are you implying that they're going to 
change the treaty terms involving that section? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION UFFICIAL: I'm not sure. It seems 
clear that there's a new stress on democracy and a new unity to 
stress that issue among the four democracies. How they intend to 
embody that, I don't know. That is, whether they intend to do it 
through the Contadora treaty or outside the treaty in another way -- 
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I don't know. It is clear that they're taiking a lot more about 
democracy. 


The example that President Azcona gave was that in the 
initial draft declaration of Esquipusas, it said, “we the cave 
elected presidents of Centrai America." The Sandinistas very 
foolishly leaked that document in the hope that by ieaking it they 

kind of cast it in cement and nobody would be able to 
it. At the meeting, President Arias said, I'm not signing that -- it 
it means no declaration, it means no declaration, but I'll never sign 
a piece of paper that says, “we the five elected presidents," because 
you, Ortega, were not eiected in what I call a free eiection. So, 
there's more and more firmness in willing to take the Sandinistas on 
on those questions. 


How it works out, juridically, if I can put it that way, 
I think is unclear yet. 


Q There was some feeling that the asain focus of the 
State Department was on the verification of the democratization 
procedures and that the treaty terms on democratization were ail 
right, from your point of view? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, well, in a sense the 
verification of democratization is a lot easier than verification of 
the military side. It, tor example, you say there should be freedom 
of the press, it isn't 
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to find out whether they're censoring La Prensa. it 
t tough to find out whether Radio Catolica is back on 

» if you're trying to verify freedoms of religion, 
nal can say sass public and his hosolies can be 
° they can't. So, the democratization side, it 
Oublesoge than the silitary side on straight 
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But we are not -- we've never stressed one of these. 
talked about comprehensiveness, verification, s taneity as 
of equal importance. And, in, I refer you to the language 
comsunique, which, obviously, we are very cosfortable with. 


Yes, Dole. 

Q Well, to follow on that, is -- in your view, is the 
current draft sufficiently specific about benchzarks for 
Gemocratization? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, not in our view. 


Sas 
aE 


Q So you'd like to see sore specific -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, it isn't specific 
at all. And if you look at the current draft, it has the -- the 
language is good in terms of a commitment to reconciliation and 
democracy, but there are no benchmarks whatsoever. That brings -- 

know -- that gets you back to that old question which we always 

ike to ask, which is, “If you are specifying that on the date of 
implementation the United States should cease its aid to the Contras, 
then we would like to know, specifically, with equal wre 4 
what do the Sandinistas do on that day, on Day One?” if the 
answer is, “Gee, nothing,” or, “Gee, we don't know,” then thd treaty 
a Goes not meet the requirements that we, at least, have set for 
t. 


Yes. 


Q Could you get more specific on the benchmarks for 
democratization? Or don't you open up a can of worms to allow the 
Sandinistas to turn around and question the democratic processes in 
each of the other four countries in a way that would tie the whole 
thing up in knots? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I don't know that 
it would tie it up in knots. I mean, if, for example, you're talking 
about international observers for elections, the other countries have 
international observers or have never -- I sean, Costa Rica hasn't’ 
because they -- nobody has challenged those elections. But I don't 
see that that’s a great probles. 


Nobody -- I mean, you could tie it up in knots if you 
wanted to, but the fact is that all four of the democratical- 
ly-elected Presidents know -- we all know which of those governments 
is a repressive government and which is running away fros free 
elections and freedom of the press and freefiom of assembly and trade 
union freedon. Those fovr Presidents know *, end we all know it. 
And it isn't really a definitional problem. The probles is whether 
there's any political will in Nicaragua. 


In fact, you know, the real issue sce is not 
verification. I would say the real issue, in «4 sense, is compliance. 
It is the will of the Sandinistas to abide by the treaty. Do they 
have the will to abide by the treaty or don't they? If they have the 
will to abide by it, then they will and verification will become 
easy. And -- for one thing, they won't try to frustrate 
verification. But certainly on these democratic -- on the elements 
relating to democratic reforms, we have seen no will to comply. 


Q Sir. 





SEMICR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 

Q What is the authority for using United States 
military men and women to conduct a huge sedical clinic for the 
civilian population in Honduras, 500 at a time? And how does this 
relate to security? 


SEMIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It‘s customary. I can't 
give you the legal answer to that. But -- , . 


Q Well, you don’t do that in the United States. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Mo, we don't. Well, we 
Go it -- we do it, first of all, to a number of civilians -- for a 
number of civilians in the United States who happen to be related to 
members of the silitary. But it is customary -- 

Q Wait a minute, now -- 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: -- it is customary -- 


Q -- wait a minute, didn't you say -- you said, “We do 
it in the United States for people who are related to the silitary"? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Sure. 
Q I‘'m not talking about -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I know you're not. 
I -=- well -- 


Q -- talking -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: <-- I was talking about 
you -- well, let me finish the answer -- 


Q -- going out and conducting free clinics -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Let me finish the 
answer. I know what you're talking about. It's customary, not just 
in Honduras, but in dozens of countries 











°9- BEST COPY AVAILABLE 


where the United States has a presence, for people in what amounts to 
their spare time -- this happens mostly on Sundays, for example. I 
know the last time I visited the -- I guess it was Puerto Castillo in 
the north of Honduras, what the guys were doing literally on Sundays 
was going out to neighboring villages and running dental clinics. 


How I gather there has been some dispute as to whether 
that is legal or not, and I frankly don't recall. how that dis 
came out -- a dispute as to whether the appropriations law al 
for them to do that. And I don't remember how that came out. 


Q Well, who raised the question? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't recall. 

Q Do you remember who raised the question? Well, 
you're dealing with this ovesy Save and 7 think that is was 


rete rey that you think may illegal and yet you're not looking 
into it 





SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think it is extremely 
unfortunate if the United States soldiers who are in Honduras and who 
wish to use spare time to help the people of that very poor country 
are prevented from doing so. 


Q I gather this is spare time because it's done on a 
big extent, and lots sore than dental. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, they do it every 
weekend, and you can -- if you put a dental team into a village, you 
can run an awful lot of people through it in the course of a weekend. 
But I am not here to argue with you, I'm here to answer questions. 


Q Was Philip Babib in any of the meetings? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: All of then. 
Q All of them? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 


Q How important is the June 6th date to the Contadora 
-- not just actually, but symbolically? How important has the day 
become? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, that is in the eye 
of the beholder. To those who thought it would possible to come 
to a quick conclusion in the negotiations, I think the failure to 
achieve the June 6th date indicates that it is very difficult and it 
will cemain very difficult. But how that is interpreted is going to 


depend. 


Q You say the wording was similar to that used last 
year. Was there any sense that it needed to be toughened at all? 
Why -- ‘ 


SENTOR ADMIUISTRATION OFFICIAL. Wo, nene at 2)l. Ye, tT 
don't mean -- Let me just clear that up. We incorported by 
reference last year's, and the language is meant by us to be simply a 
restatement of last year's -- a reaffirmation of last year's 
commitment to a new president. The reason for the reaffirmation is, 
there is a new government of Honduras. But that is -- we intend no 
difference in the commitment. 


Q Was there any discussion of limits of appropriate 
measures or timely and effective manner and that sort of thing? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. 


Q How soon would the Americans in Honduras have to 
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leave under the terms of the Contadora? What is the quid pro quo 
there? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That depends on what 
they eventually come down to. There is no agreement in the context 
of the Contadora treaty on maneuvers or exercises. There is no 
agreement. It is one of the issues -- 


Q You think the conference wants them to stay, in 
other words? : 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, it is one of the 
issues that is open, and it is going to depend on how they conclude. 
You could have a Contadora treaty that says no country can have any 
maneuvers or exercises as from the day it goes into effect. You 
could have a Contadora treaty with no limits on exercises -- that 
limits something else. So the answer is that as of now that is an 
unsettled issue in the Contadorsa negotiations. 


Q Last week a senior official said there were some 
fears that the June 6th deadline had created a situation of pressure 
where -- especially some South American countries wanted to sign 
anything. Are you -- does that imply that you are pleased that this 
ar 6th deadline has been put off because it takes that pressure 
° 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I would have -- I would 
put it -- 


Q Do you want to revise and extend that? (Laughter.) 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, that's a good -- 
I'd put it backwards. It is that because some countries are 
pressuring to sign almost anything, they created an artificial 
deadline of June 6. It is an artificial deadline. Any deadline is, 
in that sense, artificial. There's no real-world event connected 
with June 6th, except D-Day, so why June 6th? (Laughter.) From that 
point of view -- from that point of view -- I'm going to legve now, 
while I‘m ahead -- (laughter) -- from that point of view, we are 
pleased that people were not forced into action by an artificial 
deadline. And we think they should set -- the Central Americans 
should set their own deadlines as they see how the negotiating 
process proceeds. 


Thank you. 

Pardon? 

Q who's right on Mexico? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We're all right. 
Q You can't all be right. (Laughter.) 

THE PRESS: Thank you. 


END 2:33 P.M. EDT 
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SENATOR DOLE: Well, let me just start off here and I'll 
say a word and Senator Byrd will say a word and then we'll turn it 
over to the two experts. But, we did meet with the President this 
morning and the emphasis was on tax reforms. The President commended 
Senator Packwood, Senator Long, Finance Committee; urged us to keep 
the bill bipartisan, which we will. He understood that there would be 
amendments, but I'll let Bob and Russell Long comment on those. But 
I'm just here to suggest that -- and the next couple of days will be 
on the supplemental appropriations. We'll be back on the bill -- 
tax bill on Monday. And I checked with the Chairman. He'd like to 
just stay right on it and finish it late next week. So, I believe 
we're on @ roll. Tax reform has a long, long history and this sort 
of is the capstone. 


And, having said that, I think we should also note -- 
maybe Russell Long will mention it -- that the President did make a 
special presentation this morning to Senator Long for his years of 
Gedicated service in the Senate. 


Q Senator Dole, before you turn it over, do you have 
the votes to sustain the President's veto on the Saudi arms sale? 


SENATOR DOLE: Let*s come back to that later. 
(Laughter.) 


Q I thought you were going to sneak out. 
Q Don't leave, then. 

SENATOR DOLE: Wo, I'm not leaving. 

Q Okay. 


SENATOR BYRD: As I said to the President, this bill is 
truly bipartisan. Beginning with Woodrow Wilson and going through 
Franklin Roosevelt and Jack Kennedy and now President Reagan, we have 
tax reform supported by Democratic Presidents and, for the first 
time, as I said to Mr. Reagan, “You're the first President -- 
Republican President -- that I can recall, who actively supported tax 
refora." 


This bill came out of the committee, of course, 20 to 
nothing. Every Democrat on that committee voted for it. The House 
-- the Democratic-controlled House passed a tax reform bill last 
December. And Bradley and Gephardt have been pushing tax reform for 
years. So, it is bipartisan, there's no question about that. 


I remember when I <= back in 1927 when I saw Lindbergh 
flying over the Atlantic, I noted in that story that Lindbergh flew 
over New York City at the tremendous speed of 100 miles an hour. 
Well, this bill came out of the committee with the support and 
excellent leadership of Bob Packwood and Russell Long, and all the 
members of that committee voted 20 to nothing. I said, and 1 say 


MORZ 





now, that it came out of that 
of 100 miles an hour and I'll 
passed by the Senate by «a vote 


committee with -- at the terrific speed 
be very much surprised if it isn't 
of 100 to nothing. 

Q Really? 

Q With the IRA still out of it, Senator? 

SENATOR PACKWOOD: Well, the amendment -- there'll. be 
some amendments called up. They'll be voted up or down and that's 
the legislative process and I would expect that subject to be -- to 
involve one or more of the amendsments. 

Q Will an IRA amendment pass in your view? 


SENATOR PACKWOOD: I would not want to predict that now, 
but I think there's strong support for some kind of an IRA amendment. 


Q So, when will it come out? In the compromise? 


SENATOR DOLE: Let's hear from Senator Long and Senator 
Packwood -- We want Senator Long to display his -- 
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SENATOR LONG: Well, let me just echo what has been said 
by others. This bill will pass. As Bob Byrd indicated, it sight 
very well by a vote of 100 to sero. It came out of the 
comaittee to sero. I said at the President's breakfast this 
morning that, in my judgment, this is the best revenue bill that's 
ever heen reported out of any committee in, to my knowledge, in the 
history of the country. And it will do a tremendous amount of good 
for the nation and head us in the right direction. 


Now, the President said a few kind words about me at the 
conclusion -- I didn't expect it. I wasn't even sure I was going to 
be there. It turns out I went. Se said some nice words about se and 
he presented me with this. See, this is the front side of this 
thing. (Laughter.) “Don't tax you, don't tax me." Then on the back 
side it says, “Tax that fellow behind the tree." (Laughter.) 


Now, incidentally, where that quotation caze from -- I, 
many times, find myself defending against amendments that someone 
Gescribed as tax refors. And, a oe my the Senator who had that 
tax reforms amendment, self-described by his, had something that would 
tax other people but teke taxes off of his people. And that's why I 
said that that was what most Senators define tax reform as being -- 
tax that fellow behind the tree. Tax him and take it off of ay 
constituents. 


This bill does not follow that particular pattern. This 
bill calls upon all of us to pay our dues for the benefit of lower 
rates. All of us will have to do without capital gains, for example. 

who has been benefiting from tax planning will be advised 
his tax lawyer that tax —_ ng won't work anymore, that he will 
have to reconsider it all. Most of it won't work, period. 


So this will make a tremendous change for the better in 
the way we do business here in the United States and it’s tax reform 
by proper definition. 


Q Senator, do you expect to get it through the Senate 
unchanged or do you expect there to be some changes on the floor? 


SENATOR LONG: Well, I don’t worry about amendments. I's 
satisfied that there's no amendment that will be added to this bill 
that will give Senator Packwood a problem that he can't overcome by 
the time he reaches conference. 


He won't have to accept anything like the number of 
amendments I've had heaped on me in years gone by with a major tax 
bill. And in some cases, I've had so many on there that we had to 
almost shuck them like you'd shuck corn to get down to the ones that 
were really good and deserved to be a part of the bill. 


But what -- it may be amended. I don't anticipate that 


ti ' put the Senator in a position that, as Chairman of the 
s 2 iferees, he will not be able to bring back the best the 
Sein... @ to offer. It may be that the Senate can improve somewhat 


on this oill -- not much, but some. And every Senator ought to have 
his right to do that, in my judgment. 


But I'm going to support the Senator in keeping all of 
the essential items that he had in his bill there. 


MORE 
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your vote, yA ge. just to help se on this amendment,” chances 
are, even if he's wrong, I'11 probably help hie. (Laughter.) 
SENATOR PACKWOOD: Russell to aéé one thing. Se 


s, looked at his shirt and he said, “Well, tell the President I have two 
, @aughters and four grandchildren also.” (Laughter.} 


. Let me just comment on the IRAs a minute, because it is 
easy to ask in the abstract, do you think an IRA amendment will pass? 
In the abstract, if éidn*t have to pay for it, any amendment 
‘would pass, whether it's capital gains. I mean, if you don’t have to 
worry about a thing, just here it comes, it will pass. But these are 
the three sethods ‘ve run ecross so far in different sembers that 
have talked with mse about financing the IRAs. 


First is Senator Roth's. One, get rid of deductions for 
cigarette advertising. Two -- and he needs all of these to get the 
money -- two, get rid of the steel transition rules that are in the 
bill. Three, go back to current lew and a bonds, and our 
bill has about $3 billion to $4 billion better for sunicipal bonds 
then current lew. Four, totally eliminate the completed contrect 
method of accounting, not only for defense contracting, but for all 
normal contractors. 


Now, I don’t think thet will » Given what he is 
doing to finance it, I don*t think that will pass. 


The second alternative is to Roy Au or limit or somehow do 
something with indexing to pay for it. is is -- that's a rate 


change. That won't pass. 


Third is to take a11 of the deductions that you ali have, 
add them all up, and then deduct $600 and use that to finance the 
IRAs. well, of course what that seans is that you're going to say -- 
you get a°. tr deductions ry" -- now we're going to 
'proportionally cut them down a bit. You don't quite get your full 
charitable deduction and full real cg & deduction and your 
full this and this and this deduction. if that will fly. 


So the question is not is an IRA amendment ler. The 
question is, as opposed to what? And I don't know. But it is the 
Only amendment -- and I'l] close with one thing I noticed our reading 
Cleck said yesterday. I don't know if he told you this or not. 


First, as of at least last night, there are no amendments 
filed to the bill at the desk. Wow I've heard of 25 or 30 floating 
around or people thinking about. None filed. 


He said secondly, this is the first time I've ever seen a 
tax bill when I go owt to the reception room -- there are no 
lobbyists. And I think what hes is that with the possible 
exception of the closeness on the IRA, the special interests on this 
roam ze that they are not going to win in the Senate, and they're 

eee to save whatever ammunition they have for conference and 
hey’re not even going to make an attempt in the Senate to undo the 
Bilt. 


SENATOR DOLE: Any questions? 


Q What did Reagan say? Did he give you «a littie 
speech? 


SENATOR DOLE: The President made « statement, yes, and 
praised us. He said he wanted to keep it bipartisan. He was very 
Pleased with the Senate bil.. He also touchec on the Saudi arms sale 
-“- sort of the second segment. | 


Q Can we return -- 


MORE 
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Q What is that? What is the vote? 


Q May I renew my question? Do you have the votes to 
sustain his veto? 


SENATOR DOLE: I really don‘'t know. I sean, I believe we 
have, but, egain, I don't know. We are going to vote at 2:00 p.s. 
We will start the debate at 11:00 a.m. this sorning. Is not 
certain. I think so. " 


Q Wheat 4ié the President say about that -- on the 
Saudi issue? 


SENATOR DOLE: I think the -- what he said times 
before, that we need to have contact with the soderate Arab states. 
This is importent to us in our relationship with our best ally in 
that pert of the world, Isreel. And he just indicated -- didn't put 
it on any personal basis -- that he felt that notwithstanding the 
public statements from Saudi's and the Saudi leadership that they had 
been very helpful and that have their own problems, too. I 
mean, we can at Seudi Arabia in the abstract and , they 
didn't do this and they didn't Go that, they didn't do t. 








Well, I assume anybody could look at our country and say the sane. 


Q Did he say anything about the Israelis spying on 
this country? 


SENATOR DOLE: That was not brought «wp. 


Q Senator Byrd, what was the reaction in the roos 
this appeal for the Saudi vote? And what do you think is going 
happen in the vote? | . : 


SBHATOR BYRD: I don't know whether the votes are there 
to override the veto. I would imagine they are. Some people wear 
their convictions on their arms. And this President -- although he's 
not quite as good as Lyndon Johnson was at twisting areas, he's darn 


to 
to 


So, I wouldn't be surprised if the votes are there -- 

Q To sustain or override? 

SENATOR BYRD: To sustain. 

Q To sustain? 

SENATOR BYRD: Yes. Did I sis-state that? 

Q Yes, you said override. 

Q Yes, you said override. 

SENATOR BYRD: Well, I'm sorry about that. I didn't mean 


Q The wish is the father of the thought? 

Q 80, do you think it will be sustained? 
SENATOR BYRD: (Laughter.) Let me say it again. 
Q Yes, say it again. 


SENATOR BYRD: Yes, I'll say it again. I don't know what 
the vote count will be. I personally have not been keeping a vote 
count. But I would not be surprised at all and I really expect, I 
have to say -- and I'm on the other side. But I would expect the 
President's veto to be sustained. 


Some people apparently wear their convictions on the 
ares. And although this President is not as good as oe Johnson 
was at twisting arms, he's very good. I personally will not vote to 
sustain the veto. I'm sorry that the President vetoed this measure. 
I don't think that we can substitute the sales of areas for the lack 
of a consistent, clear Middle Bast policy that is geared to resolving 
the basic question there -- the basic stions and they resolve -- 
they revoive around the Israeli-Arab dispute. 


Q Senator Packwood, what about bringing into the same 
time frame the elimination of deductions and the lowering of rates? 
I'm not quite clear what the difference is at the moment, but there's 
@ six month gap, is there not? 


SENATOR PACKWOOD: Oh, Okay. Excuse me, Sam. I didn't 
understand what you're -- that, of course, mirrors the initial bill 
that the President presented, which had a six month delay. The House 
bill has a six month delay. It's a year earlier because their bill 
passed early, but the same six month delay -~- and this bill does. 
The only problem -- and again it's as I said before -- as opposed to 
what? Would everybody like to vote to lower the taxes on January 1? 
Yes. Where do we get the money to pay for it? It will cost about 








$25 billion. 


Q -- about $27 billion -- you're also afraid to put 
that in the deficit -- 


SENATOR PACKWOOD: Oh, you mean take the gsoney in the 
first year? 


Q Right. 
SEMATOR PACKWOOD: Take the money -- no, no. No; no. 


Q Ho. I'm aixing an apple and as po but doesn't 
bringing the two together help eliminate that cushion in the first 
year -- 


SENATOR PACKWOOD: That hump. 
Q -- that hump? 


SENATOK PACKWOOD: Yes. It helps eliminate it in the 
first year and it aggravates the problem in the third and fourth and 
fifth year. We have tried to look at this bill as a tax refora bill 
and not a budget bill and not a tax increase bill and that's going to 
be decided sooner or later when the House and the Senate conferees 
finish. But if you take the $27 or the $23 billion -- $24 billion we 
have in the first year and say -- fine -- epely it to the deficit 
this year, move the cuz rates back to the first of January, all you 


Go is aggravate your budget problems in the subsequent years. 


Q Senator Dole, I have another question on the Saudi 
arms deal. In the past when the President has wanted something -- 
has had a priority issue -- he has spoken out on that length -- got 
on television to address it. There seems to be a kind of detachment 
on his gees with regard to the Saudi arms deal. Is that a fair 

on 


percept 


SENATOR DOLE: I don't believe it's a fair assessment, 
because he's been on the telephone, he's met one-on-one with members, 
he's done everything -- in fact he was calling people yesterday, as I 
understand, 





during his trip to North and South Carolina. But I don't think it 
does any good to go on national TV -- we're looking for four or five 
votes. You don't need to talk to a gillion people. You just call up 
to four or five. So I think it's a different -- it’s not like tax 
refora, when the President's been around the country. This is a very 
critical vote. And, you know, I hope the President prevails. 


Q You're four or five -- you're four or five votes 
short, you think? ; 


SENATOR DOLE: Oh, I used that just to -- 
Q Well, what's your head-count? 


SENATOR DOLE: Wo, I think we're maybe -- we're very 
close. I don't know -- 


Q Why isn't working on public opinion -- 

Q -- a couple of days ago, when you were -- 
Q --a good way to go about this? 

SENATOR DOLE: Excuse me. 


Q Thank you. A couple of days ago when you were here, 
you said that, as you were framing this argument, it really also 
amounted to a test of the President's leadership. As have spoken 
that line to doubting Senators, how has that been received? Do you 
still feel this is, in fact, a test of the President's leadership? 
And if he doesn't get this vote, he's suddenly a lame duck? 


SEWATOR DOLE: Wo, I didn't say that. I think -- I was 
addressing syself to Republican Senators. I mean, we go around the 
country praising the President, his great leadership, his approval 
rating. And I think this is one time he'd like to call in the chit. 
But he'll not get all Republicans. I just hope that he has enough, 
with some Democrats. It should be bipartisan. The last -- the 
vote that Jimmy Carter had on the same kind of an issue in 1978, 
there were 26 Republicans voted with President Carter. So it's 
always been bipartisan over the 40 years, and I hope it's not -- I 
hope it continues that today. 


Q Well, how has that leadership argument been received 
by some of the doubters? 


SENATOR DOLE: Well, it’s been received. (Laughter.) 

Q -- changed any minds? 

SENATOR DOLE: We'll find out at 2:00 p.m. I hope so. 
Q How many votes do you need today? Have you got -- 
SEWATOR DOLE: Yes, everybody's here. Aren't they, Bob? 
SENATOR PACKWOOD: I think so. 


SCNATOR DOLE: I think everyone's here. We had the votes 
before, but we were delayed in voting at that time. 


Q Did you lose ground over the recess and was that 
because of pressure -- 


SENATOR DOLE: io, we gained ground. Two people came 
back. (Laughter.) 


Q Senator Dole, assuming that the veto is sustained, 
isn't it somewhat of a hollow victory -- wouldn't it be somewhat of a 
hollow victory because the package has been gutted to a certain 








extent and all of the anti-Saudi arguments have been dragged through 
the sud? 


SENATOR DOLE: Oh, I don't think so. 


Q Why? 


SENATOR DOLE: It would seem to me the President -- it 
isn't a question of victory for the President. I think it's a 
question whether or not we're going to have friends in that part of 
world, in addition to the State of Israel. Wo question about the 
President's loyalty to Israel. He's been the best supporter of 
Israel any President in my memory -- and they acknowledge that. And 
that's why you don't see an active Israeli lobby out here opposing 
this sale. 


Well, are there any more questions on tax refors? 

Q Does that include Boschwitz? 

Q You're going to have to raise revenue, are you not? 
I mean, if this tax bill passes essentially the same way, aren't you 


later on going to have to raise revenue this year? There'll be a 
tax-increase bill? You have it as part of your budget. 


SENATOR DOLE: Well, yes, but I think Bob Packwood said 
it right. He's worried about the tax bill, this tax bill. He's not 
worried about the budget 
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problems. There are a lot of things that could happen -- 
Q Easy enough for him to say. (Leughter.) 


SENATOR DOLE: Well, what kind of tax would you like? I 
mean, you know -- but that's -- the issue now is the tax bill. And I 
would assume -- I don't know what's going to happen when we go to 
conference, whether there will be a surplus in one year, two years, 
three years -- 


Q Senator! | « . 


SENATOR DOLE: Or no surplus at all. I guess if it's 
Gone the right way, there would be -- 


SENATOR PACKWOOD: Let ge comment -- at the moment, ve 
don't have any budget bill. 


SENATOR DOLE: Yes. 


SENATOR PACKWOOD: I's not sure we're going to have any 
budget bill before September anyway. I don't know. But this taz 
reform bill is going to be through the Senate in the next couple of 
weeks, I hope. And it may be through conference and to the President 
before we ever have a budget bill. And so I think it's kind of 
premature to say, well, should we put a tax increase into this bill, 
when all along, the President's saying, “I'm right here, I've got ay 
veto pin. Make my day. Send it down here." I don’t think Congress 
is going to send him a tax increase without his prior acquiescence. 
And we're going to be done with this tax bill before we ever finish 
the budget process. 


Q Could you get a defense budget then? How are you 
going to pay for any of it? Somebody stood there -- right there 
earlier this year and told us that the budget was the most important 
thing, and it should come first before tax reform. I forget that 
fellow's name, but he had a red tie on then. 

Q Senator? 

Q Senator? 

SENATOR DOLE: Yes, well, things happen. You know -- 

Q Senator Dole? 


SENATOR DOLE: -- we decided to move -- ahead of 
Domenici. 


MR. ROUSSEL: They've got to go here. Let's get the last 
question here. 


Q Senator Dole, one more question, please. How 
concerned are you that the military budget will be hurt because of 
the SALT decision, and what kind of moves are going on to force the 
President to reverse his SALT decision in the Senate? 


SENATOR DOLE: Well, as far as I'm concerned, I'm not 
making any moves. I think the President is right. 


Q Well, what about everybody else? 


SENATOR DOLE: Everybody else -- I don't know about 
everybody else, but -- 


Q Do you still think the President was right? 
SENATOR DOLE: Yes. 


Q But aren't there serious bipartisan moves? 
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SENATOR DOLE: I think we have to send a signal now and 
then to -- however you pronounce it, Gorbachev, or they had some 
question about whether we pronounce -- pronounciation -- but I think 
the President knows what he‘s doing and I think he's on solid ground. 
Others have a different view, and we'll probably have a lot of debate 
on that. 


Q Senator Byrd is one of then. 


Senator Byrd, do you have a comment on the SALT | 
how it's pS to effect the military budget? 


SENATOR BYRD: I would hope that the President imate stay 
with the central issues -- the intercontinental missiles and 
launchers -- the number. I believe that the Soviets are staying 
within the SALT limits on those items -- the sissiles -- nuaber of 
warheads and launchers. I'm concerned that if we were to just say 
today that the SALT treaty is dead, and I have some mixed feelings on 
that, because it's a treaty that never was ratified -- never was 
approved -- the ratification of it was never approved by the Senate, 
which causes me some probles. 


But, anyhow, as long as both countries are living within 
those limits, it seems to me that we ought to be careful about saying 
it'll be ditched today. And the President hasn't said that. There 
may be some other people around here in the administration who've 
been saying that it’s dead and the President's ditched it; he hasn't 
done that. 


Q Well, why -- 

SENATOR BYRD: If he had done that, he would not have 
dismantled the two Poseidon submarines. But what I do think is that 
there should be a kind of measured response. If the Soviets are 
going to insist on the SS-25's, which are a mobile missile, let's go 
with the Midgetman. So, if they do this or they do that, then let's 
Go this. Or if they do that -- whatever is in our own best interest. 
But as long as they are staying within those ceilings on the numbers 
of warheads and launchers, I think we ought to be very careful not to 
speak too fast and too early about ditching SALT II. 


Q Senator, it's precisely those limits that the 
President is now ready to break. 


SENATOR BYRD: Well, I don't know that he's ready to 
break -- I've heard -- 


Q -- ALCM's -- 

SENATOR BYRD: He hasn't said that to me. I spoke with 
hia this morning. Others in this administration have said that, and 
I think that's his business to -- 

SENATOR DOLE: <-- turn around -- 

Q Do the other side. 

SENATOR BYRD: <-~- make those people shut up. 

Q What about the effect on the defense budget? 

Q Maybe they haven't told -- yet. 

2 Maybe we ought to hear him on the subject. 

SENATOR DOLE: That's right. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 


END 10:30 A.M. EDT 
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MR. BRASHEAR: The briefer for this -- and as Larry said, 
it is ON THE RECORD, it’s for sound and camera. And it is Steve 
Griles. That's first initial J., middle name -- S-T-E-V-E-N -- 
G-R-I-L-E-S. He is Assistant Secretary for Land and Minerals 
Management at the Department of the Interior. 


Q Give us that name again, please. 


MR. BRASHEAR: Okay. First initial: J. Middle name: 
Steven -- S-T-E-V-E-N. Last name: Griles -- G-R-I-L-E-S. And also 
here with us today is Anson Franklin, formerly with the White House 
Press Office. 


Q And Prosperi. 


MR. BRASHEAR: And David Prosperi, also a distinguished 
alumnus of the White House Press Office and they will also be here to 
help entertain you and answer your questions. 


Steve. 


MR. GRILES: As Rusty said, I'm J. Steven Griles, the 
Assistant Secretary for Lands and Minerals Mangement for the 
Department of Interior. I'll give you a short statement and then 
questions and answers if you like. 


As part of the President's mandate to continue to try to 
preserve the national -- nation's energy resources, we've taken a 
number of actions in that regard within Interior. Secretary Hodel, 
as many of you know, has long been concerned about the nation's 
future energy sources as well as where they're going to come fron. 


He proposed to the Economic Policy Council and to the 
President that certain steps be taken and the President has agreed 
with some of those steps. The Secretary's action will prevent the 
premature abandonment of leases on federal lands, as well as those 
offshore, that are currently producing oil and gas. That action will 
able us to continue to collect royalties and taxes on production in 
the future, which, if these wells were to be abandoned today, the 
probability of them being reopened is very, very small. 


Let me just run through some of the highlights. On April 
17th, Secretary Hodel suspended production requirements for all 
economically marginal federal stripper wells. That action has 
resulted in, up until two weeks ago -- I don't have the recent 
figures -- about 210 applications which have been agreed to and 
granted for suspension of operations. 


He also has directed -- the Secretary has directed a 
review and the President has agreed with -- of the regulations, the 
procedures implementing the Federal Oil and Gas Royalty Management 
Act. This Act was passed by Congress in ‘81 and has been indicated 
-- the regulations that were put into effect have been quite onerous 
in terms of their impact on the industry as relates to signs and 
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markers and that kind of thing. So, we're going to be looking to see 
if we can't remove some of those impediments. 


The other issue was to promote the regulatory and program 
initiatives in historic preservation that support the economically 
efficient development and production of domestic resources of oil and 
gas, at the same time, assuring those resources of hirtorical and 
cultural importance are protected. 


The last thing Interior will be trying to accomplish will 
be to extend oil and gas leases whenever the activity on the lease is 
not permitted for a period exceeding six months as a result of 
federal activities beyond the lease’*s control. And what we mean by 
that, specifically, are where the federal government, another agency 
thereof, or the Department of Interior has not been able to grant 
approval to the lessee, not because of the lessee'‘s concerns or 
problems, but because we simply didn't get around to the action, we 
would grant the lessee an extension of his lease for that period of 
time. And this relates to EPA actions as well as Department of 
Interior actions. 


So, that pretty well summarized where the Department of 
Interior Secretary Hodel's recommendations are. Questions? 


Q Just -- could you clarify a bit on the April 17th 
order suspending production requirements on the marginal stripper 
wells. What were the production requirements? What is meant -- 


MR. GRILES: A stripper well -- yes, a stripper well is 
defined as any well that was producing less than 10 barrels a day. 
Most stripper well production is from wells that are quite costly to 
operate. They may be tertiary recovery which steam is being injected 
into the formation in order to allow and increase the -- and assure 
production will occur. 


With the price of oil dropping to the level that it has, 
that cost exceeds the receipts from the well. What industry is 
required to do when it abandons the field is to pull the casings from 
the well, pull the well head, and concrete -- fill the hole in with 
concrete. And what our policy will do and what the President has 
agreed to do here is to say that's not good public policy. We want 
to assure that that well isn't plugged at this point so that industry 
can come back and produce out of that same field. 


Q So -- I'm still not clear on what you're -- what 
kind of leeway you're giving them. They don't have to cap it? 


MR. GRILES: That's correct. 

Q But they don't have to produce it anymore? 

Q They don't have to produce -- 

MR. GRILES: They don’t have to produce out of it anc 
they can continue to hold the lease. And this policy we will 


reexamine as prices change or within one year, whichever comes first. 


Q Is that the only specific action you're taking 
today? Everything else is -- no? I'm sorry. 


MR. GRILES: Wo. We had extended the April 17th policy 
to marginally economic wells which may be sells that are also 
producing more than 10 barrels a day. The April 17th action was only 
for stripper wells. S30 =-- 


Q liow many wells are covered in -- if you know <- by 
this new order? 


MR. GRILDS: I can't tell you the answer to that. I can 
tell you that, based on the stripper well, we have hac 210 
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applications which we've granted. It's my expectation that, in teras 
of onshore, there will be some that will be requested; offshore, a 
small number. The reason is, if industry is making money, they're 
not going to shut the well in, even at this price, because it costs 
them money to continue to maintain the field and the equipment in the 
field in a workable condition. So, they're not simply going to stop 
eg unless it's costs are higher than what the gross receipts 
would be. 


Q If I can follow up. Do you have any idea of the 
magnitude of this? I mean, is it possible that it isn't going to 
comply to any wells? Are we talking in terms of hundreds -- or could 
you give us -- it's hard to figure out from this how important an 
action this is. 


MR. GRILES: Well, we consider it important for two 
reasons. One is because it obviously will provide some relief at a 
time when the domestic oil industry 





needs some opportunity for that. And, secondly, it will assure that 
those reserves are not lost from the future opportunity for 


production. 

We do not know what the t will be on how sany wells 
will be shut in. We do know that if are prematurely abandoned, 
that they probably will not produce in and, therefore, the country 
will not bave those resources avai to it to meet the future 


energy needs. making this policy, the Secretary, we believe, 
will, in fact, allow for the future of the country to be better in 
terms of reserves avsilablec. 


Q How many such wells are there? 


Q How many barrels —- 2 going to save by the 210 
wells whose applications you've granted? 


MR. CRILES: I asked that question on the way over here 
~~ how gsany wells were associated with each lease? The answer I got 
was there are approximately eight wells with each lease. 60 if 
you've got 210 that have been granted on the stripper wells, you 
multiply that out with eight -- the average of eight -- 


Q That's 1660 wells. Are these close to the national 
average of three barrels a day? 


MR. GRILES: Yes, yes. And those particular instances, I 
think that's a fair number if you applied that on the stripper well. 


Q 4800 barrels a day? 


MR. GRILES: Yes. So in terms of the stripper wells, 
it's not been a tremendous change, but what we've done in this is 
we've also said in the directive that we want to reexamine the 
stripper well policy to be sure that we have made it so it's 
understood to all industry. 


Steve? 


Q How many barrels is this going to save on the 
marginal wells -- do you have any idea on those? 


MR. GRILES: Steve, I don't know the anewer to that. It 
is our expectation that there will be marginal wells which are, in 
fact, being produced at a loss. And if the operator certifies that 
he is losing by yey and he wants to shut that well in, 
we're going to allow that and sot abandon the lease. 


Q How many feeders for marginal well producers have 
you had on this policy so far asking for something like what action 
you're seeking today? 


MR. GRILES: We have had a number of people est that 
this policy will, in fact, assure future production that, we don't 
implement it, will result in premature abandonment and those wells 
will have to be concreted in. How many? I don't have an answer to 
how many. 


Q How many offshore wells might this involve? 


MR. GRILES: I know of only one or two cases in which « 
platform itself could possibly be affected; that I have been 
suggested to by industry that they gay look at this in that terms. 
Offshore production, as + know, in terms of maintaining the 
pipelines and all from the offshore rig is quite costly, and once 
abandoned, it's very difficult to reopen those. 


Q Sir, tell us, all together, all of these provisions, 
how much oil, daily oil, would you save? 








MR. GRILES: Well, currently, from the federal lands, 
offshore and onshore, we're producing about 12 percent of the 
national demand. I would expect it to be less than one percent 
impact. That's just a -- that's off the top of ay head. 


Q Is this one percent of the 12 percent? 


MR. GRILES: Yes. A small percentage would be shut 
But the point I's trying to make is that one percent is going to 
jlost, period. Mo matter what action we take ~~ F- go 


abandon the field and it's not going to be available to the country. 


What we're saying is, don’t shut it in, don't concrete it 
in, bold on to that lease, hold on to the well, try to keep it 
operational so that when the prices come back or it's econoszical, we 
can produce it for the future. 


Q Well, sir, it seems it's rey Ry When 
y Ay shut the well in and you don't -- Ay it, 
they don remove the machinery and all that, ie Avy fe still 
going to oe recoverable later? 


MR. GRILES: Some will. Some will. 
Q They'll lose -- still lose a lot of those. 


MR. GRILES: Wo, I don't think we'll lose a lot of it, 
but -- because if industry thinks it*s going to lose it, they will go 
ahead and plug it and they will sake that decision. 


Q Well, there's one other question, sir, that I wanted 
to ask. You've been asked to do this for a long time and the oil 
industry's been slowly dying for sonths and most of it is already 


gone. How come you suddenly changed your sind? 


MR. GRILES: I think we all were trying to be sure that 
the policy that we're implementing today and -- what the impact will 
be. I think that the decision we've made, in fact, will ensure 
future oil and gas supplies for “the country and I think that's what 
the analysis was underway to be sure occurred. 


Q Steve, what regulations will be changed in -- under 
the Royalty Management Act and under Historic Preservation? What 
good will that do? 


MR. GRILES: Both of those sets of regulations are 
currently in the proposed stage. Comments have been received on an 
extensive basis. It is our intent to bring forward the final regs 
over the next le of months to be sure, and in that final ee 
we will be analyzing them to be sure that there's no requirements 
there that are not necessary and, if they are unnecessary, to make 
sure that we remove thea. 


The Federal Oil and Gas Royalty Management Act is 
intended to ensure that Bn pen yynee for production as well as for 
royalites is ongoing. re proposed in November of ‘64 and 
after extensive comment, ay A two years of it, a year and a half, I 
think we've got a product that, in fact, will accomplish the 
objectives of the act. And that review is ongoing right now to make 
sure that that is occurring. 


Q How, if at all, will this help people who are losing 
and have already lost their jobs in these oil-producing states? 


MR. GRILES: I think one of the things it will help do is 
it will assure that companies that are expending monies simply to 
produce oil in order to hold a lease -~- for those who don't 
understand this process, let me give you just a quick -- 4 lease 








tera, in many instances, is five years. And once that lease has 
surpassed that ters, the only way the company can hold that lease 

is to produce oil in commercial quantities. Wow -- excuse 
-- if it*s not producing in commercial quantities, it reverts to 
tederal government. 


In other words, if he shuts down the well, it reverts to 
the federal government. Se has to concrete the hole. He has to 
rencve a1] equipment and be has to spend a lot.of soney to clean that 
lease up at that ey Aye And what we're suggesting is, at this 
point, “That may not end is not the correct public policy. If we 
think that the economics of the situation are going to change, bring 
the well back up in the next siz sonths and produce oil and gas 
instead of plugging the hole. 


What does that sean to the indus specifically? They 
Ae BA kee A lug the hole. can use soney to do 
additional dril — So I think it will allow for some of the people 
to continue to hold jobs that couldn't. How sany? I can't answer. 


hg Ry these stripper wells really are going to 
tee ettectes?” If you've -- at 210 applications, and you say about 
eight wells per lease -- 


MR. GRILES: That's correct. 


Q It seems to se there are something like 450,000 
stripper wells in the country. You're talking a just a tiny, tiny 
percentage of the nation's oil production. 


MR. GRILES: That's a good question, and what we have on 
federal lands is about 20 percent of those numbers. 
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Most states -- state land commissions -- have slso taken this ection 
within state government. Some have not and are still reviewing this, 
but sy understanding -- gost states in the West which have federal 
lands -- excuse me -- state lands of this magnitude have also taken 
the action. So not only will the federal government, but the state 
governments are taking the same action. I assume private landowners 
will be looking to say, don*t abandon the well -- shut it in and 
let's hold on to that production so that when the prices come beck. 


So I think overall we believe it will have « positive 
impect to the total national picture so these reserves will be 
aveileble in the future. 


I have two questions. First is that it says, 


Q 
ae ree production requirements on all serge ge Bee ye 
federal oil. It's completely up to the operator of well to 
Gefine whether or not it’s economically sarginal? Is that right? 


MR. GRILES: Thet is right. We require -- 


Q Anything they say is it? 


MR. GRILES: Wo. We require certification by the 
operator that in fect if he does not get @ suspension that he will 
abandon the well and at that point he will be required to remove the 
equipment and plug the hole. 


Q If, despite this program, the trator wants to 
abandon the well and plug the hole it is on federal lands, can 
you compel him not to do thet? 


MR. GRILES: Wot if it's not economically feasible to 
produce oil from that hole. 


But are you applying kiné of an economics or 
guideline to these as part of your certification procedures? 


MR. GRILES: Wo, we are not. 

Q That's a change, isn't it, Steve? 

Q So you are trusting them, aren't you? 
MR. GRILES: Yes, it is. 

Q Why are you doing that? 


MR. GRILES: Well, we found that the economic 
certification required that -- the language was that eg ge 
that a1] prices will continue to fall. And I don't think t any of 
us in this room, such less those people, were willing to make that 
certification about what the price of oi] was going to do tomorrow, 
much less six months from now. 


So you will accept any certification without 
auditing? 


MR. GRILES: Wo, we will have the authority to audit it. 
We will look at the application. They will provide us information on 
the cost as well as to show that. But the fact is, the certification 
that was required said, “expectation that the price will continue to 
Gecline.” And that wasn’t <= that isn't even reasonable for me to 
indicate that, much less the industry. 


Q Are there other measures currently under 
consideration by the administration, or is what we see on this paper 
pretty much it? 


MR. GRILES: At this time I think this is @ pretty good 
summary of the actions that we plan on taking. We have asked the 





public sector as well as the private sector in letters from the 
Secretary and from syself to tify other areas in which they 
believe federal action could occur t would allow for the future 
energy oseely to be enhanced. And we believe this action will do 
that, and if there are other actions they would like us to take, ve 
obviously will look at that. 


Q In teres of other steps you can take in the future, 
particularly of preserving, you say, international energy security, 
are you considering accelerating the SPR fill-rate and to use 
specifically and solely domestic crude? 


MR. GRILES: Let se -- 


MR. BRASHEAR: We are looking at that, and as the last 
mg es of this release would indicate, we are not egy *- looking at 
the larger issue of the SPR, but also pees oy ee Aeeee EPC and DPC 
will continue their assessment of the overall tuation. 


~~ > any idea of who is benefiting froe this 
relief = ‘re off ociaa? “mee many of the large oil companies, 
how many onal oil companies? 


MR. GRILES: Most marginal fields are operated by 
independents and -- due to farm-outs and things like thet. 








But I would think that part of the oil and gas industry as a segment 
of the economy will benefit by not having to expend monies 
unnecessarily to plug these wells ying But I think in the 
long-term the American consumer will benefit because these oils and 
gas will be ava_lable. 


Q Bet the on shore or -- you say mostly small -- 


MR. GRILES: Primarily, I believe, this will be an impact 
on shore. . . 


Q Would this help most to the oil producers -- the oil 
well operators, or the gas well operators? Any idea? 


MR. GRILES: Wo. I don't -- I think it will be oil. My 
understanding, and I'm not a petroleum engineer as some of you know, 
is that once a gas field is in production, if you abandon it you can 
usually -- the pressure on the field will be lost and so I would 
expect that this would be more oil-related than gas-related. 


Q Could - explain further what the criterion is for 
accepting certification? What's the price expectation? 


MR. GRILES: The price expectation is that -- we have 
none. We have made no expectation on price. We've only said that at 
the current level, if the industry certifies that it will not be able 
to produce -- if it produces at a loss, it has the authority to 
request the right not to prematurely shut the field in. 


Q At the price prevailing at the time of the 
application? 


MR. GRILES: Wo. And that we will look at this within 
one year given, or if there's a significant change in price, we will 
then go back and tell the operator that he has 60 days to put the 
well into production. If he does not put the well into production 
eee 60 days, he would then be ordered to plug and abandon the 

ield. 


Q I don't think you answere: the question as to what 
the price assumption is. When they say ti. can't produce 
economically, that's at the prevailing market prices at time of the 
application? 


MK" GRILES: That's correct. 
Q And what triggers a review of that? 


MR. GRILES: Either a change in price that we would think 
would signifiantly impact those kinds of wells. And I <-- to tell you 
right now, I don’t know the answer to that. I think we'll look at 
the market -- $20-$22, I think -- we would look at this policy again, 
if that's what you're asking. 


What's the original engineering reason for plugging 
in a well, and is there a safety or environmental hazard in not doing 
so. 


MR. GRILES: The reason to plug the well, at the time of 
abandonment, is to assure safety for people from stepping or falling 
into the well. Some of them are about this size, say. 


Secondly, is to assure that there is no migration of the 
oil or gas into a -- water -- what we're saying is once you pull the 
casing from a well, that migration can ensue. So what we're saying 
is keep the casing in place which wili assure that that doesn't 
occur, don't abandon the well and plug it with concrete. You can 
imagine what it would be like to driil 2,000-3,000 feet through 
concrete. The price of oil is going to have to go a lot higher than 
any of us will -- 
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requirements are already there -- the safety requirements. They will 
still have to be asintained in a suspension of operation. 


Q If we're talking about one percent of 12 percent of 
a nation's output, why is an action that doesn't affect that such of 
the output going to help the industry economically? . 

MR. GRILES: Well, for two reasons. One, it will hel 
the industry in a sense that its cost -- let me give you an example. 
I asked one of the industry's people to tell me how they were 
managing some of their marginal wells at this piont. The figure he 
gave me was it was costing him $80 a barrel to produce from that 
field. And what he was doing -- he was producing enough oil to hold 
the lease. Wow that doesn't make good economic sense. And he says I 
directed them to shut the field in and abandon it. This policy will 
say to him -- let's see what happens because it was costing him that 
much to glean the oil from that one well so he could be producing 
commercial quantities. It's that kind of action by the industry that 
causes them to unnecessarily spend sonies. 


Q How often does it happen? 
MR. GRILES: You'd have to ask industry. It's -- 








Q What figure did you say? This was costing $80 a 
barrel? 


MR. GRILDS: It was costing his from a strip -- he was 
using a stripper well type. It was tertiary recovery, steas 
injection, so he was having to use energy to heat the -- 


Q Did he have better wells on the same lease? Because 
the price of oil has never gotten anywhere close to $80 a barrel. 


MR. GRILES: Wo, no. But if he had all the wells 
roducing, he could make it economical when the prices were at $25 to 
30 a barrel. But when it dr to $12, or, you know, low on the 

spot market, which he was selling it to, it wasn't economical. 


Q What are commercial quantities, Steven? How do they 
vary? Is this -- if you were -- how such do they have to be 
producing for a sarginal well? 


MR. GRILES: A stripper well was any less than 10 barrels 
a day. <A marginal well is economically marginal, meaning that it's 
going to cost you money to produce. That's how it's defined. 


Q You've got diligent production requirements for all 
wells om federal land, right? Onshore and offshore? 


MR. GRILES: It's -- the diligent production requirement 
is to produce oil and gas and sell it. That is what's required to 
hold the lease. 


Q There's no minimum quantity -- production quantity? 
MR. GRILES: Wo, it's not. 


Q I'm sorry to have to go back to it again, but you've 
totally lost me in terms of impact here. 


MR. GRILES: Yes. 


Q If we're talking one percent of 12 percent, and 
we're talking an extremely strong number of wells that's involved 
here, I don't see how there's going to be any discernable impact on 
the levelings. 


MR. GRILDS: Okay. In terms of the t on the oil 
industry, any monies in today's terms of most of the -- most any 
company in the oi] and gas industry is a valuable asset. They don't 
have a lot of profit margins today, and so additional expenditures 
will mean hopefully that they will be able to use that goney to drill 
additional wells to assure additional domestic supply. And I -- you 
know, for those who heard it and took the note on it, I've reached up 
somewhere, and I won't say where, to pull a one percent figure. 

Okay? I'm just guessing with you. 


Q Could you give us any idea at all of the magnitude 
of this in terms of anything? I mean, -- barrels -- a number of 
barrels of oil that are going to be saved, the number of wells, 
anything? 


MR. GRILES: Each well's operational cost is different. 
Every well‘’s operational cost is different. And every company's 
decision will be an individual decision. And so you're asking me to 
prejudge what a company, and what its operational costs are, what its 
contracts are with the spot market. I can't answer the question. I 
don't know. 


Q With all due respect, sir, I'm not asking you to 
prejudge anything. 


MPR. GRILDS: Wo. 


MORE 
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Q Assuming -- presumably, when you looked at this in 
the department -- 


MR. GRILES: Right. 


Q -- you had some idea, or you wouldn't have bothered 
to take this action, that it would have some impact. What is this 
based on? What does anybody at the Energy Department think the 
impact will be? That -- you're ask us to write or report 
something which you're saying you don’t have the foggiest idea of 
what it’s going to do. 


Q Why are you here? 
MR. GRILES: I don't think it's exactly what we said. 


Q No, I mean, I'm just trying to get you to give us 
some idea. 


MR. GRILES: I think -- yes. You're asking for an impact 
figure, and the impact that we are concerned about from our 
perspective is that these wells are not prematurely abandoned. 
Because once they are abandoned, the probability that <1] the gas 
will be produced from them again is pretty nil. Therefore, the 
policy is not to force premature abandonment so that that oil end gas 
will be available to the country in the future. 


My concern isn’t so much for the health or for the profit 
margin, or the profit and lost column as it is for the country to 
assure that those wells are not prematurely abandoned. That's what 
this policy is intended to do? 

Q How many wells? 

Q Yes, exactly. low -- 

MR. GRILES: I can’t give you an answer. 

2 ow many -- if we €idn't do anything. 


MR. GRILES: Call me in 30 days. I'11 tell you how many 
have reguested it. 


Q Can I have your home number? 


Q You say that -- you said that 210 have applied for 
this so far. You have 210 applications. 


MR. GRILES: Under the April 17 decision to allow this 
for stripper wells, we've had -- 210 leases have been requested for 
this authority. At that point, it was only limited to stripper 
wells, which by definition produce less than 10 barrels a day and on 
the average is three, they could only -- ask for it. Under this new 
policy, agreec to by the President today, we will apply that same to 
marginally economic wells. 


But you said you didn't expect much interest. 


a 
Q Thank you, Mr. whatever your name is. 


a) 


Griles. 
THE PRESS: Thank you. 


CND 11:02 A.M. EDT? 
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MR. WEINBERG: Good afternoon. The Commission is here, 
having completed its activities in the Cabinet Room and the Rose 
Garden, as you know. Chairman Rogers will have a brief comment or 
two to begin this brief press availability, and then he and Vice 
Chairman Armstrong only will respond to a few questions. With that, 
Chairman Rogers. 


CHAIRMAN ROGERS: Thank you, Mark. Ladies and gentlemen, 
I want to begin by thanking members of the press for the cooperation 
that they have given the Commission. We've had a lot of activity and 
several public hearings and we've been very pleased at the 
objectivity and the thoroughness of the press. 


I also want to comment about the activities of the 

Commission. I think that it is, in my memory, the sost outstanding 
group in terms of dedication to the job and thoroughness with which 
they performed the work that I've ever known. We started out with a 
very congenial relationship, and that has continued on, and it's 
grown. And we had a dinner last night that was -- which was one of 
the most interesting and friendly discussions that I've ever had. 
We've spent a lot of time together. 


But that is all of @ personal nature. The fact is that 
this report, which you've all received by now, is the work -- 
combined work of the Commission. It's not the work of any one 
person, it’s not the work of a staff, it's the work of each member of 
the Commission and the staff. This Commission, in the final days 
before we worked out the recommendations, went over this report page 
by page so that we were together in the conference room for well over 
@ week going over each page of this r rt. And I hope that it will 
stand the test of time. We've certainly done a lot of work at it. 


I am particularly glad that we were able to determine 
exactly what happened. We know precisely how this accident occurred. 
And I think that -- I certainly hope that there will be no nagging 
questions that remain about it. I think every agency that worked 
with us on this report and all of the people on the Commission came 
to the same conclusion -- that this tragic accident was the result of 
the failure of that joint on the right-aft booster rocket. 


The other comments are contained in the report. We were 
very careful about setting them out. We tried to comply with the 
mandate the President gave us, and we think we've done that. 


Let me remind you of what our function was. First we 
were asked to determine the cause or causes of the accident. And, as 
I say, I think that was done and done so that no question remains. 





We Were also asked to consider any other aspects of the shuttle 
program that had safety features so that we could sake 
recommendations that would contribute to safe flight in the future. 
And we accepted that mandate, not only in terms of this accident -- 
what caused this accident -- but also in our investigation of the 
other aspects of the shuttle program we found other things that we 
think need a lot of attention, and some need to be corrected. And we 
comment on those in the report. 

You will notice in the preface that we pointed out what 
we were not asked to do. We were not asked to make 








Gecisions about the program in the future. We were not asked to 
Gecide whether there should be another orbiter or not. We haven't 
been -- weren't asked to make any decisions about financing or how 
the program should continue from here on. So that we've confined our 
remarks to the cause of the accident and the safety of future flight. 
And we've explained that to Congress. I spent the morning briefing 
both the Senate and the House, and I think they eciated the fact 
that we did limit our mandate as asked by the President. And I hope 
that this report reflects the hard work and dedication that this 
Commission has given to the task. 


We're going to have some questions, and I'd like to have 
Neil Armstrong come up and join me. I want to also say that every 
one of the Commissioners did an outstanding job. We have all agreed 
unanimously on all aspects of this report. And I want to pay 
particular tribute and give credit to Neil Armstrong, because he's 
Gone a great job. He did so much of the engineering aspects of it, 
was so helpful in working out any matters where there seemed to be 
some differences of opinion about engineering matters, and he's just 
Gone a great job. And I hope that the press gives him due credit. 


Q Given that aspect of it, Mr. Chairman, I wonder if 
Mr. Armstrong would give us an assessment of NASA's target date of 
July 1987. Do you think the things called for in this report, 
particularly testing of a redesigned SRB, can safely get NASA to that 
target or you expect a delay? 


MR. ARMSTRONG: I'm not aware of the status of the NASA 
redesign project. I don’t know what particular approaches they are 
taking, although I assume they're taking a wide variety. Assuming 
that they can select an acceptable modification approach that would 
have a minimum impact, I think that their next summer's estimate may 
be close to reasonable. Should the redesign that they select require 
substantially new booster design and joint design and the tests 
associatec with that, then that would be optimistic. Sut that's an 
Opinion not carefully recent. 


2 Let me just ask you -- 


CHAIRMAN ROGERS: Could I go back just to the last 
question for a minute? We emphasize in our report that safety should 
be the predominant consideration. And it would be, we think, a 
mistake to -- in our anxiety to get moving again into space, that we 
move too soon. 





So we have a great emphasis on safety factors. And I think that's 
important. 


Q Mr. Secretary, you've taken so such evidence showing 
that le knew about the probles of the O-rings at Thiokol and 
e re. Some of them literally in one document even cried out for 
help. You took test about pre-launch activities and the 
teleconferences where Thiokol engineers recommended against 
launching. When you sift everything, how did it come about 
that the people responsibie decided to launch anyway? 


CHAIRMAN ROGERS: Well, we've attempted to set that forth 
in our report. I don’t believe there's any easy answer to it. 


Q Well, could you ? When you say it's flawed, I 
suppose no one will disagree with t. 


CHAIRMAN ROGERS: Well, there was -- 
Q How did people come to that point? 


CHAIRMAN ROGERS: See 0 8 See ae > See oe 
have to sit down and read the report and draw your own conclusions. 
We were not asked to assess blame. And we have not assessed blaze. 
The facts are all on the table and I have good confidence in that 
kind of investigation which lays all the facts on the table so 
everybody can see them and then decide what should be done. 
Ubviously there was a serious failure. 


Q act. Secretary -- 


CHAIRMAN ROGERS: Let me just finish, if I may. And 
we're not going to go beyond that. We're not going to make 
assessments of blame because we were not asked to. I don't think we 
should. 


Q Mr. Secretary, if the administration and Congress do 
everything that you recommend in the report, will we then have a safe 
shuttle program? Conversely, if they do not do ty oo 
everything that you recommend, can the program still be safe? 


CHAIRMAN ROGERS: Well, I think you almost have to talk 
about relative safety when you're talking about « program of this 
nature. It's a developmental program. It's not operational. And 
it's going to be developmental for some time. Each flight has 
Giftterent aspects. You learn things on each flight that you didn’t 
know before. So there's always going to be an element of risk and it 
would be a mistake to think that you could eliminate the risk 
entirely from space travei. But if the recommendations were 
followed, I think it's going to be -- the prospects for safe flight 
are very good. 


MR. ARMSTRONG: May I add -- ga. I add, Mr. Chairman, 
that it was not this Commission's charter to do a complete evaluation 
of the shuttle program, nor would it have been possibile for us to do 
so in 120 Gays. So there are many areas which we did not evaluate 
and we are not able to pass judgment on those areas. We did find the 
cause and in the pursuit of that cause, certain other ateas came to 
Our attention which we were persuaded did need additional review and 
evaluation and persaps change. And when we fan into those things, we 
included them in the report. 


.) Mt. Sectetary -- 


CHAIRMAN ROGERS: Let @e go back and -- 


Q Me. Secretary, was there any Material developed by 
your Commission which you feel should be referred to or studied by 
the Justice Department? 





CHAIRMAN ROGERS: Excuse se? 
Q Was there anything developed by your Commission 
which you feel should be referred to or studied by the Department of 
Justice? 
: CHAIRMAN ROGERS: Ho, I do not think so. 
Q Grand jury? 
CHAIRMAN ROGERS: Ho. 
Q Mr. ore te -. — 


things that is very striking 1s 
have the resources to do s- “= 
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to do this, that and the other thing, so they concentrated on what 
they needed to do sost immediately and didn't worry about the future 
~~ spare parts, planning, training, 211 kinds of things -- 
scheduling. Was NASA trying to do too such with too little soney? 


CHAIRMAN ROGERS: Yes, I think so. 


Q To follow, Mr. Secretary, you say that they were 
trying to do too such with too little soney, and you were sharply 
critical of some of their management procedures in your report, and 
yet missing from the report is any reference to the President or to 
the Congress. Does that sean that you are absolving them of any 
responsibility for the weaknesses in the shuttle progres? 


CHAIRMAN ROGERS: We aren't either absolvwing or blaming, 
as I said, Eric. I think in @ sense this a kind of « national 
tragedy that a lot of us are to blame for. I mean, I think that in a 
sense the administration, Congress, the press -- if you will excuse 
the expression -- 211 of us were too optiaistic, too willing to 
accept the fect that this was rational. And I think we've all 
learned @ lesson. We've lear the lesson that it isn't 
operational. We have to be wery careful, we have to be sure that 
when we continue this program, which we all hope we will, that it is 
@ safe progran. 


So I don't think that anything is to be gained by trying 
to assess who is to blame. We know what happened, we know it was a 
tragic event, and now that the report is out and everybody has « 
chance to look at it and study it, we hope that NASA can continue on 
with their program, which has been very successful in the past and 
will be in the future. 


Q Mr. Chairman, you and Mr. Peynman differed on one 
chapter that is winding up in -- How did you consider it too harsh 
and what would you say about it? 


CHAIRMAN ROGERS: I don't think we really hed any 
Ee We had discussions among 411 the Commission sembers about 
anguage. We ended up here with a1] the language agreed to by 
everybody. And I know Dr. Feynman and I have discussed this. We 
have been a little surprised that it got so much attention. 


The fact is, we agree unanimously with this report, and 
we all respect each other and each other's opinions. 


Q Well, cowld you tell us what the differences are 
that Mr. Feynman has with what has come out? 


CHAIRMAN ROGERS: Wo, no, and we hed « lot of differences 
of language among ourselves. We -- as I told you, we worked for nine 
days going through, and we hed differences of opinion among 411 of 
us. So we had no substantial differences of opinion, and I's not 
going to discuss any differences of that kind because they are so 
minor. We hed a few -- 


Q Well, what were the differences? 


CHAIRMAN ROGERS: I'm not going to look at them. I say 
we had some, a6 we had among a1] of us, some differences about 
worjing of the report, and it*s <= the report represents the combined 
views wf 11 of us without any exception. 


CG Mt. Secretary, you said that the <- 
. Well, does this chapter differ only wording or what? 
Q Could we put the questions to Dr. Feynman while he's 


here? 


CHAIRMAN ROGERS: He's going to be available and he'll <- 


MORE 





we've decided we're going to -- Neil and I are going to anewer 

questions and I‘s sure that if he has something to » be'll say it. 
yoy A: to open this up because I have to test-fly tomorrow 
low Gay end even saybe the next day. So I would like 


If there are any other questions-about the report, I'd be 
gleéd to anewer. 


Q Yes, Mr. Secretary, you said that the previous -- 
Q I haven't hed time to read -- | 
CHAIRMAN ROGERS: Just « second. Excuse se. 


Q I haven't hed time to read the t. Is there 
anything in there about the word “*“judgment* of an ividuel? When 
they sent those supervisors out to examine the vehicle, they went 
back in, according to the Orlando Sentinel down there, and they said 
everything was al —e But it was too cold, it was too 
Grastically windy. Did they really examine it, or did they just 
assume it was all right? 


MR. ARMSTRONG: Well, let me say, we have attempted in 
our report to answer questions like that. And I think if you read 
it, you will find the anewers are there. 


Q Mr. Armstrong, is there some point in which you had 
the sudden feeling that astronauts really ought to have sore control 
over their fates in programs like this? Can you characterize how you 
or others on the panel, how this idea, this final recommendation cane 
about? And how far it should go? 


MR. ARMSTRONG: Well, I think it’s fair to say that both 
Dr. Ride and myself took no position in that particular 
recommendation, because it would seem to be a conflict. So we 
neither originated nor objected to that particular recommendation. 


Having said that, let me say that I've known a lot of 
fine people who had crew responsibilities and done fine jobs, both in 
the spacecraft and behind the desk in management and other roles. I 
think the Commission recommendation in that arena is appropriate. 


Q Mr. Rogers? 
CHAIRMAN ROGERS: Yes. 


A question for you and for Weil. Did Weil's 
somewhat optimistic, in my mind, and in some of the technical press’ 
minds, resumption of shuttle flights next year, next July, by July 
"87? include the work on the SSME and the brakes that had to be done? 


CHAIRMAN ROGERS: Well, I haven't made any estimate about 
when the flights will continue, because I don't really have a basis 
for that ki of an estimate. 


MR. ARMSTRONG: Let me just add that I don’t want that to 
be misinterpreted. The question was what I thought, and I said I had 
no knowledge about what sign was being selected, what modifications 
might be chosen. It really would be impossible to make any reason -- 
jucgment. But it's <= the delay will certainly be dependent -- also 
on what kind of modification is finally selected and the testing 
process. 


You'll find in the report that the Commission feels that 
an adequate testing program is going to be a very important part of 
the recertification of the shuttle for spece flight. And we 
recommended an independent body be involved in the certification and 





this testing characterization and the final evaluation of the design. 


I really think that at this point in time, there isn't 
anyone on the Commission or perhaps even in the industry that can 
make a good answer as to when the shuttle will fly again. I think it 
would really be irresponsible to make that judgment. 


Q But Mr. Armstrong, since so auch -- 


Q In terms of -- in technical judgment, being closer 
te iate '87 or even early ‘88? 


CHAIRMAN ROGERS: I don't really think I can make that. 

I do think if they -- and again, let me just say this is my personal 
inion and doesn't reflect the Commission's carefully reasoned 

views, that if they didn't have to change anything but they could 
convince theirselves that they really could make the old design fly 
again, it would take probably ‘til next summer vA through the 
certification testing procedure, rever ification getting ready to 
go. So it certainly isn't going to be sooner than that. 


Q Mr. Secretary, I know you were careful not to assess 
blame, but do you think more managers will need to be replaced to 
help NASA get its house in order? 


CHAIRMAN ROGERS: You're asking me to, in & sense, assess 
blame. I think that NASA's recent decisions have been constructive. 
I had a little discussion this sorni with Jim Pletcher and Admiral 
Truly. I think they're quite aware of the need for sanagenent 
changes. I think they're quite aware of the need for restructuring 
some aspects of management. And I have confidence that they will do 
that. 


I want to also say that there‘s been -- and maybe I'm 
somewhat responsible for it -- some criticism of NASA in failing to 
give us all the information. I think maybe the word was used too 
loosely. It was not NASA as a whole, it was Marshall I -- centered 
largely, because Admiral Truly headed up the investigative teams that 
worked with the Commission. And he had a man named J.R. Thompson who 
worked with him. Anc they worked exceptionally well. They provided 
everything that we asked for, they provided it on time, they 
volunteered things that we had not asked for. So I want to pay the 
highest compliment to Admiral Truly and his organization for 
cooperating with the Commission. 


And I think that we have every reason to hope and believe 
that NASA will become much stronger and better as a result of this 
investigation. 


Q Mr. Chairman, you said you're not <-- did the 
Commission uncover any evidence or information to indicate what 
actually killed the members of the crew? 


CHAIRMAN ROGERS: Well, we did not look into that. We 
cid not think that was appropriate. And we -- as you probably know 
if you followed the investigation, we did not ask questions about 
t it. We thought that that did not really relate to our mandate. We 
r slive there was lot of public interest in it, but we did not think 
t at 13S Sppro vtiste for us to cevelop. 


> fly. Cheirnman -- 
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Q Mr. Chairman, there was so such emphasis placed on 
the problemas of the es to launch. And the recommendation in 
there seems to say t you should set « realistic schedule, that -- 
mot to go beyond the resources. Can you deve that «a little bit 
further? Bow -- not just the next date of the » but how are 
you going to mitigate that launch pressure which seemed to be so such 
of the problem? 


CHAIRMAN ROGERS: Well, I think that when you set.out 
with a schedule and you -~ whatever it was, 24 launches a year -- and 
then you try to live up to the schedule, have self- 
pressures. When you realize that you're falling behind schedule, 
you can't meet it, then it becomes wery difficult. And we've 
attempted in owr report to point that out. 


So we would urge MASA not to be too imistic about the 
launch schedule, to do it on a realistic basis. I think they 
will. I think already Admiral Truly has announced the care that he's 
going to use in working out a launch schedule and I feel sure that as 
a result of this investigation and all the attention that it's 
received, that NASA will be very careful and very conservative about 
setting up a launch schedule that's too optisistic. 


Q Mr. Secretary, what assurances, if any, have you had 
from the President about whether he will accept your recommendations? 


CHAIRMAN ROGERS: Well, he was certainly very itive in 
the discussions we had in the Cabinet Room. I think that his is 
going to -- as he said, going to read the report more fully and I's 
sure will make some announcement on his recommendations in the days 
ahead. 


Mr. Chairmgan, do you see any merit -- do you see any 
merit in the idea that the operation of the shuttle system should be 
handed over to another = ; that NASA, itself, is not really 
equipped to be an operational agency, it is better served in 
conducting R&D and special missions and that some other agency could 
Go a better job of running the shuttle once it's ready to fly again? 


CHAIRMAN ROGERS: Wo. If you look at the report you'll 
see our last concluding thought was to the contrary. We are not 
suggesting that NASA's function be transferred to any other ayency. 
We did say that we thought that ELV should be used to a greater 
extent. We thought that it was unwise to rely totally on the space 
shuttle system. So to that extent, I expect that if the 
recommendations are followed -- and the President has already 
indicated -- in fact, he indicated a year or 60 ago that he supported 
that idea, and I think there will be gore ELVs used. 


But I don't think that we had any intention of 
recommending a transfer of NASA's functions -- quite the contrary. 


Q You said that safety should be the prisary 
consideration in all future launches, and yet, up to the point of the 
shuttle disaster in reports that were put out, the criteria for the 
shuttle was actually defined in terms of being operational and “cost 
effective.” Wouldn't it become quite clear then that the cost 
pressures, the under-funding of NASA over the years, and the very 
concept that the priorities were cost effectiveness contributed to 
the accident that occurred? 


CHAIRMAN ROGERS: Well, I don’t directly, but the answer 
to sOur question generally is yes. 
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y so in the report. iI don*t -- maybe you haven't read it 
we -~ what? You haven't read it? 
. 


=> Sp Seeeeeetese See SS ee 
able to afford to run the space program, consider that has 
Gone wery well in budget terms over the past several years? 


CHAIRMAN ROGERS: No, I wouldn't say that. 
Q You say the -- 

Q Mc. Chairman -- 

Q -- you say that you assess -~ 
CHAIRMAN ROGERS: Excuse me ~~ 


Q You had a whole separate 1 that dealt with 
NASA's contractor relationships. And yet the report the only 
thing that you reaily point out is —— better communications 
between NASA and its contractors. have any other advice as to 
how WASA should conduct its relationships in the future? 


CHAIRMAN RUGERS: Well, not specifically because we 
didn’t want to get in the business of singling out contractors, but I 
have a feeling that NASA is going to be very thorough in its review 
of all the functions performed by contractors. Meaning, I think the 
experience here -- we have two contractors -- one who, Rockwell -- 
that appeared or thought that it recommended against the launch and 
NASA confused the recommendation. And we know about Morton Thiokol 
~~ sO I expect that NASA wiil have @ thorough review of its 
relationship with all the contractors. 


One more question. 


Q In the wake of, Chairman, was there any concensus on 
the panel about whether non-astronauts, such as Christa McAuliffe, 
should fiy on flights as long as they are developmental and not 
operational? 


CHAIRMAN ROGERS: Yes, we've had -- we had a considerable 
discussion about that. We decided not to include that in the 
recommendation because we think it's a policy matter and there are a 
lot of differences of opinion about it. We do think that what 
Admitai Truly has announced already -- that certainly in future 
launches that it be confined to astronauts. But we didn't think that 
it was appropriate to be arbitrary and say never under any 
circumstances could someone outside of fiy in the shuttle 
because that's a policy matter that would have to be decided by NASA. 


Thank you very @uch, ladies and gentlemen. We appreciate 
it. 


END 2:32 P.a&. EDT 
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CHAIRMAN PACKARD: Thank you very much. Good sgorning 
ladies and gentlemen. 


Q Good morning. 


CHAIRMAN PACKARD: We've just had a meeting with the 
President to report on the progress of the Commission. We were 
particularly pleased to be able to report to him that there has been 
some very effective progress at implementing our recommendations. I 
think you'll recall that we -- that our first report was an interim 
report and that summarized a number of the -- the most important 
recommendations that we have made, and I think probably some of the 
most important recommendations that we will make. 


The President issued instructions to the Secretary of 
Defense to implement those recommendations that do not cequire 
legislation. There are -- were three key items that do need 
legislation. The first was the change in the structure of the Joint 
Chiefs organization and the legislation that has been passed by both 
the House and the Senate are consistent with the recommendations in 
our report for the structure of the chairman of the Joint Chiefs; 
that is to establish the chairman as an independent advisor to the 
Secretary of Defense and to the President, enable him to have an 
independent staff so he can be independent of the influence of the 
service staffs, and to establish a vice chairman who will have the 
specific responsibility of representing the unified commanders. They 
are the ultimate users of the military equipment and military forces 
and we think they should have a larger voice in the determination of 
what forces are planned and in the whole systen. 


The second item that needed legislation was the 
establishment of the position of an Undersecretary for Acquisition. 
This position is recommended to be established at the number two 
level in the department and would have the responsibility for 
establishing the overall policy in all of the acquisition areas that t 
are involved in the Department of Defense. Our rationale for that, 
you may recall, is that here you have the largest and most complex 
and, in many ways, the most important acquisition job in the world 
and nobody in charge full time. And that position -- legislation is 
underway and now it's being dealt with as an amendment to the 
Military Retirement Bill and we hope that that legislation will be in 
place, hopefully, before the end of this month so that appointment 
can be made and the job moved ahead. 


The third item of legislation requires the establishment 
of a unified transportation system worldwide and that legislation has 
not progressed very far yet. I think that's an item that has less 
time urgency on it. These other two items that do require 
legislation -- we hope they would be put in place this year, because 
there's only two and a half years remaining in this administration 
and we felt it very important to try and get some of our 
recommendations in place and to be implemented during these two and a 
half years. 


We presented to the President today a report that was 
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prepared by Vince Puritano. Mr. Puritano is here in the audience 
with him -- with us. We're very concerned about whether the 
recommendations we're making to institute some real effective 
long-range planning into the system would be doable without adding a 
lot of staff and it turns out that this study indicates that it can 
be done and it can be made effective, it can be done with existing 
staff and we are convinced and, as a matter of fact, it will result 
in a fewer number of people. And that report is being released and 
it'll be published in the -- well, as soon as we get it out of the 
press, as a matter of fact. We've got the draft all approved; we 
gave a copy to the President today. And that will be very important 
as a help in undertaking the specific implementation of the specific 
recommendations we are making. 


There wi"l be another report on codes of ethics and 
accountability. One of -- that was one of the recommendations in our 
interim report and we've had another group under Judge Clark studying 
that matter. That report will be included in our final report, but 
it will also be published as a separate report, because we think it 
will be very useful for boards of directors of the industries in the 
defense business, because it recommends the establishment of codes of 
ethics and accounting procedures that will assure that the industry 
adhere to the highest level of standards. 


I‘m very pleased to be able to report that the industry 
has, already on it's own, taken the initiative to establish codes of 
ethics precisely in the direction that we have recommended. They 
already have, I think, some 40 industries signed up and I think they 
feel that it’s going to be possible to get the entire defense 
industry committed to establishing codes of ethics so we can get rid 
of all these inspectors and auditors that are just getting in the way 
and causing great amounts of inefficiency. 


We'll have in the final report some items on some other 
matters. We've hac hearings, as you may know, on the question of 
data rights and we'll have some recommendations on that issue. We 
made a very strong recommendation in our second report that there 
should be much wider use of commercial products and commercial 
practices by the defense industry. And, as we've looked into the 
Getails, the rules and regulations that are in place make it very 
difficult for people to deal with the private industry and we'll have 
some more specific recommendations that we hope will enable that to 
be accomplished, because there are many cases -- one case that I 
cited before is that of integrated circuits. The Defense Department 
uses $2 billion a year worth of integrated circuits. The mil-spec 
integrated circuits, which they are now required to use, cost 
anywhere from four or five to ten times as much as the commercial 
products and the quality is not as good <-- the reliability is not as 
good. And, so here's an example whereby the use of commercial 
products will save -- on that one item alone, $1 billion a year or 
more if it can be implemented. 


So, we'll have this final report, which will essentially 
provide some material to backup our major recommendations that are 
included in the interim report and in the report that provided 
details on the acquisition process. 


Let me just make one more point and then I'll go to 
questions. We're going to make a very important recommendation in 
our final report that has to do with the fact that, during the last 
few years, industry has developed some important new management 
practices. They -- these are the management practices that are 
talked about in terms of centers of excellence. They have enabled 
the industry to do a much more effective job in quality and 
efficiency and it follows some of the things that have been talked 
avout from the Japanese example. Many companies are using these 
procedures and we think these are going to Se adaptable to the 
defense management and we think this will enable the Defense 
Department to get much better utilization of the capability and the 
enthusiasm and the work of every individual in the department. So 
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this will be a major recommendation to try and get a new way of 
managing this whole endeavor. 


Yes? 
Q On that -- 


CHAIRMAN PACKARD: Let's let these ladies -- they were 
first. : 


Yes? 

Q How dare you. 

Q -- it's a sexist -- 

Q Mr. Packard, you -- 

MR. DJEREJIAN: Could you speak up, please? 
CHAIRMAN PACKARD: Could you speak. My -- 


Q Having studied the defense procurement process and 
the structure of -- purchasing structure and also a lot of the 
problems in the system, can you say at all how difficult it would be 
for the United States, without the SALT limits, to gear up quickly 
and try to compete with the Soviets in fielding new missiies -- the 
MX, the Midgetman? Are we in any position to be able to produce 
those missiles on any kind of accelerated schedule? 


CHAIRMAN PACKARD: Well, actually we -- our defense 
industry has a great deal of capability and I think, in the case of 
any crisis, we can build up a good deal -- improve production, but at 
the same time -- 


Q Could you address the microphone? 
CHAIRMAN PACKARD: There has -- I'm sorry -- 
Q Only because we -- 


CHAIRMAN PACKARD: <-- at the same time, there has not 
been as much emphasis on the industrial base and we're recommending 
some ways in which the procurement process can be handled that will, 
at the same time, develop a stronger industrial base that could be 
used in case we need to build up in any critical short-term 
requirement. 


Q Do you think the defense industry and defense 
management in this administration is so damaged by some of the 
Criticisms that had -- came before your report and in your report 
that there's no consensus anymore for a defense buildup? 


CHAIRMAN PACKARD: Well, I‘m convinced that the defense 
industry is going to adopt these codes of ethics. This is going to 
put a whole new spirit of enterprise in the industry and they're 
going to do the job right this time themselves and we're going to get 
rid of ali those damn criticisms. 

Q You said something, Mr. Packard -- 

Mr. -- 
Go ahead -- 


o) 
Q 
Q Mr. Packard, you said -- 
Q Please -- 

Q 


The other lady. 
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Q Please -- 
Q -- you implied -- that -- 
Q I*ll wait my turn. 


Q -- codes of ethics are going to sake inspectors and 
auditors unnecessary. Do you expect that to be the case? 


CHAIRMAN PACKARD: Well, no. There are always going to 
have to be auditors in this system. What's happened, I think as you 
know, that there was great concern to get at some of these problems 
that ended up in the headlines. 


And they signed a very large number of inspectors and auditors 
because they wanted to do a thorough job. 


Now, what happened, if you look at the longer term period, then -- I 
said this when I was here 15 years ago -- the Defense Department and 
the industry have been playing games with each other -- doing some 
things that really should have been corrected. I think this has 
been, maybe -- think about how you train a gule -- you hit hig on the 
head with a 2x4 first to get their attention and I think that's what 
was done here and I's convinced the industry is going to step up and 
do the job right. 


Q Wel., do you believe that there has been no intent 
in any of these cases to defraud and it was entirely a matter of not 
knowing what the code should be? 


CHAIRMAN PACKARD: Well, there are whole range of 
problems. And many of the problems that are characteristic of the 
major Vefense contractors are not intent to defraud. On the other 
hand, there's a case with one Defense contractor where there was a 
division -- I'm sorry -- there was a division that wouldn't allow the 
internal auditor of the company to get in that division. The Chief 
Executive Officer knew that. And he should have known something was 
wrong -~- something was wrong. The guy ran off with $10 million and 
he didn't catch him. (Laughter.) And there are cases -- (laughter) 
“~~ and there are cases down at the lower levei that are equally 
troublesome. So you can't characterize these as -- in any one 
classification. 


But I do want to emphasize this point -- the losses that 
are due to defraud and abuse are very small in relation to the losses 
that we get from inefficient management. We can save billions of 
Goliars by managing the whole process better. We can maybe save 
millions of dollars by catching all these guys that are doing these 
wrong things. 


v Do you anticipate that the Secretary of Acquisition, 
who, I take it will be there to help streag@line the purchas/:.g with 
Defense Contractors, will also help streamline the old problem ot 
commonality -- so that the services no longer go out and try to buy 
essentialiy the same weapon over some modifications for themselves at 
higher cost? 


CHAIRMAN PACKARD: That probiem -- that problem is being 
dealt with in our recommendation that the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs is going to have the responsibility to recommend the ‘orce 
level -- the force structures. And we want it to be at that level 
because he's the one -- he's the Chiet -- he's the highest ranking 
officer in uniform and we think he can enforce these uniformity 
requirements. And we're getting the vice-chairmen in to bring the 
views of the -- the unified commanders, and they're the guys that 
don't want all these different requirements. So that's where we're 
trying to get rid of ali these difterent things -- by each service. 


Mr. Packard, two questions -- one is, can you realiy 
have an efficient Japanese-style management system which implies some 
form of worker participation and democracy in a military setting? 


CHAIKMAN PACKARD: well, fortunately, we have some 
examples -- and this is one of the reasons that I've decided this is 
a good way to go. They've set up a group of what they cali model 
bases and I think they have something like 20 of them across the 
country now. And they're giving these peopie the freedom to go out 
and buy some things on the local market and to not have to go through 
ali the red tape and it's resuited in a tremendous improvement in 
morale. It's resulted in some tremendous savings. For instance, 
these people can go out in the local market and buy paint cheaper 
than mil-spec paint 





and better than smil-spec paint, because the mil-specs can't keep up 
with the progress in the paint industry. So a sil-spec is what was 
good paint five years ago. Today, you can buy better paint right € 
Gown at the corner store. 


Q What I meant was military discipline. Are you 
talking about this filtering down through the ranks where people in 
rank might be participating with superiors in making -- 


CHAIRMAN PACKARD: Well, I‘m not talking about the 
military command and control aspect. That's not my profession. I 
don't know anything about it. I'm talking about management. 


Q I had a follow-up question. 


CHAIRMAN PACKARD: As a matter of fact, I just want to 
make this point. Without any doubt, there's a very high level of 
enthusiasm among our uniformed military people. And there's no 
problem in that area. 


Q Well, when you were talking about the $2 billion, or 
the $1 billion savings in integrated circuits if purchased 
commercially, you didn't have Hewlett-Packard in mind, did you, as a 
supplier? 


CHAIRMAN PACKARD: Wo. I had Hewlett-Packard in mind 
because that's the way we buy them. We don't make any. We don't 
make any conscript to sell to anybody. 


Q You don't make the circuits. 


CHAIRMAN PACKARD: We make them for our own use. We 
don't sell them to anybody else in any particular quantity. 


Q Well, I'm reassured. Thank you. 
Q Well, what do you think? Come on, Ed. 
CHAIRMAN PACKARD: No. 


Q Mr. Packard, how would your code of ethics stop 
abuses like $600 toilet seats and $100 hammers and stuff? 


CHAIRMAN PACKARD: Well, what we hope to do is to make it 
the responsibility of every individual in the industry and every 
individual in the department to know what good behavior is, what's 
expected of them, to have the opportunity to report anything they see 
without danger of any retribution of any kind. And we thin« that we 
just get the whole organization dedicated to a higher ievel of 
performance, and then we think that that will be self-sustaining and 
self-supporting. 


Q Mr. Packard, what about the question of flexibility 
in the recommendations that you've proposed? The -- of course, 
defense is an area where a lot of what we do has to be dependent upon 
what the enemy does. And is your proposed set of recommendations 
here really flexible enough to take that into account, or doesn't it 
bring the entire defense procurement process and budgetary process 
really under the priority of fiscal considerations domestically? 


CHAIRMAN PACKARD: Well, the issue here, the important 
issue here is that we are still ahead of the Soviet Union in the 
laboratory and in terms of our technology. We are just too slow to 
convert that technology from the laboratory into military equipment 
in the field. And the recommendations that we are making, we believe 
if they're implemented properly, can substantially reduce the time it 
takes to get new technology from the laboratories out to the horses 
in the field. And that's a critical part of it. 


And I don't -- surely, if you wanted to match the threat 
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with absolute safety in every regard, it woule be very, very costly. 
We can't afford to do that. We have to be selective. But we still 
have plenty of ability to msintain significant advantages, and 
particularly in high technology weapons and equipment. And the key 
to that is to get it into the forces faster. We're not doing a very 
good job now. 


Do you think your program will actually expedite 
your ability to do what an earlier question referred to as a--a 
mobilization, if required, for example? 


CHAIRMAN PACKARD: Well, what we're hoping is that these 
important new high technology programs can be identified and given 
thes sense of urgency, given a special, what we're calling, not @ 
Chief Executive Officer, but a Program Executive Officer to assure 
those can be accomplished without all of the baggage that's required 
now of rules and regulations. We just hope we can cut through those 
for the important programs. And that's one of the ways we think it 
should be done quicker. 


Q Mr. Packard -- 


MR. DJEREJIAN: Okay, we're having one last question. 
This is the last question. 


Q Be tough. 


Q On the issue of corporate ethics that pertains to 
the revolving doors, are you favored legislation that is now on the 
Hill that would ban a Pentagon employee serving in a private industry 
for two years if they have directly overseen any federal contracts in 
that area? 


CHAIRMAN PACKARD: We have had a great many discussions 
about the revolving door issue, and as I think you know, we had some 
hearings on the issue. The Commission has not yet come to an agreed 
position on what our recommendations are going to be, so I can't say 
anything more about that today. I'm sorry. 


MR. DJEREJIAN: Thank you very much. 


THC PRESS: Thank you. 


END 11:56 A.M. EDT 
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MR. DJEREJIAN: A BACKGROUND briefing, a table to 
nior administrati ftticia well 





Q Where will it all end? 
We want to know who produced the woman who kissed 


his hand? 

Q And what's happened to her now? 

Q Did she call him Pope Reagan? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'd better leave while 
I'm ahead. 


\ 
Okay, President Sanguinetti arrived, as you know, this 
morning, greeted by Secretary Shultz. 


I suppose the main theme of the visit is the support of 
this transition to democracy, which took place in 1985 in Uruguay. 
They had had a long democratic history, but in 1573 a military coup 
ended that period of democracy for 12 years. We supported the 
transition and were very happy to see it brought off successfully. 


President Sanguinetti is concerned with building a stable 
and permanent democratic government. There is a kind of loose 
national accord -- national agreement that he has with the leaders of 
opposition parties, with whom he does meet and consult. He is a very 
skillful politician, which is something that Uruguay needs right now, 
and has been quite successful at harmonizing the varying and 
competing interests in Uruguayan politics. 


Economics will be a theme of this visit as well. They 
have undertaken -- President Sanguinetti and the Finance Ninister 
Zerbino have undertaken a really serious and very highly regarded 
economic stabilization program. Uruguay has had, since about the 
turn of the century, @ long statist tradition, and they are beginning 
to move now towards a more competitive open economic model. They 
feel the need for a more competitive spirit, more entrepreneurship in 
the tro In the last -- well, this year, I'd yh President 
Sanguinetti has given several speeches focusing particularly on that 
question -- on the need to ‘nvigorate the business sector. 


One of the -- well, let me just say -- and in fact his 





economic planning is working. This year for the first time in four 
years they have some economic growth. The» went four years without 
any. 


We have played a role -- a big role in this as a sarket. 
We are now the largest market that Uruguay has. Exports to the 
United States are up 70 percent since 1982. So some of the economic 
growth is, I think, a direct reflection of the ability to send sore 
to the United States. 


One of the problems they have is competition from the Ec, 
and let me give you one example. A key export for Uruguay iz beef. 
It costs them about $950 per ton to sell beef in the Argentivdg anc 
Brazilian markets, which are traditionally big markets for them. The 
European Common Market is now selling beef at about $650 per ton to 
Brazil, and that counts, of course, a fairly substantial amount of 
transportation costs from Europe to Brazil. And they are clearly not 
-- I mean, that is not a competitive price. It is a price that is 
undercutting the traditional Uruguayan markets, and that is having a 
very celeterious impact on the Uruguayan economy. 


So we want to talk to ‘'«" about something in which we 
think we and they share a common interest, which is eliminating that 
kind of distortions in international competition. 


In September the General Agreement on Tarrifs and Trade 
will have its ministerial meeting -- ministerial-level meeting 





in Uruguay, which is significant because it’s the first time they've 
ever done it in a developing country. Usually, it's in one of the 
richer, developed countries. 


Foreign policy, I°11 close with this. Uruguay has had a 
very constructive, moderate role in Latin America under President 
Sanguinetti in both the Cartagena Group addressing the question of 
debt, and the Contadora Group addressing Central America. They've 
actually been in the support group, not in the Contadora Group 
itself. But the general position has been a thoughtful and useful 
moderating role, and they continue to be a part of the Sinai force, 
the multilateral observer force in the Sinai. I don't remember how 
many nations are in it now, but Uruguay has been in there for years 
~~ at least -- 


Q ‘81, ‘82? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, I would have said 
-- I think ‘81. 


Q One, yes. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Another example of the 
kind of useful, constructive role they often play on foreign policy 
questions. 


Yes. 


Q On the trade issue, correct me if I'm wrong, but 
isn’t the United States also cutting into Uruguay's exports to Europe 
-- aren't we playing our role in undercutting their exports, or is 
that not -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Under the new 
agricultural program that we have, we are exporting to markets that 
they have traditionally had. We have not been, or we have been 
trying very carefully to follow rather than lead prices. That is, 
once an international price is set for something like rice or beef, 
we've met it. And I think that on occasion, this has undercut 
Uruguayan export efforts. 


The answer that we give when they raise that is that 
there isn't much we can do if the Europeans take the lead with this 
kind of pricing. If we don't get into this competition, then we 
won't have any agricultural exports. 


Our purpose in doing this is to show the Europeans that 
even with this kind of pricing, they're not going to steal all our 
markets, so we might -- let us sit down together and stop it, because 
nobody is gaining from this kind of distortive pricing. 


Q Doesn't Sanguinetti have complaints about us as 
well, of are we trying to enlist him in working together against 
these? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: He has complained about 
protectionism from the developed countries, which includes the E.C. 
and the U.S., and what we have said and will say again during this 
visit is that we are responding to this kind of pricing by the 
Europeans, and that if they join us with a new <= at the GATT 
ministerial, and pushing for a new trade round, this is exactly the 
kind of thing that we wish to stop and we wish to end. 


e) Do you have more recent figures as a baseline in 
1972 for this trade increase? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: ‘82. That was ‘82. 


Q Oh, I*m sorry. 





SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Since ‘62, up 70 
percent. : 


Q What is their position on aid to the Contras? To the 
Contras generally? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You'd have to ask then. 
Th y haven't talked about it in a while. 


Q That supportive, huh? (Laughter.) 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, ask them. I -- 

Q Do you not know? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: They're -- you know, the 
positions of a number of South Americans have varied over the past 
year as they become sore frustrated with the Sandinistas. I don't 
remember a speech on it, really, this year. The position certainly 
last year was to oppose aid. I don't know that if -- they certainly 
haven't said anything since the March 20 vote that I remember. 
That's the first vote in the House. 

Q No private assurance? Wo private hints to you? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We haven't really talked 
about it. But, I sean, they obviously know it will come up, so -- 


Q The position last year was to oppose aid on the -- 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Oh, sure. 


Q -- grounds that it was -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That it was -- we took 
the position, take the position that giving the aid will put pressure 
on and will permit Contadora to proceed 





and that the Contadora group position which they shared was that no 
aid would make it gore difficult to achieve a treaty. 


Q So, they were for it or -- I sean -- 

Q No, they were against it. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Against it. 
Q They were against -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: They were against aid to 
the Contras. Right. 


Q And are you telling us that you're going to put his 
in @ meeting with the President and you don't know what his position 
is on this? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, I'm telling you that 
we don’t consider Central America -- The Foreign Minister of 
Argentina was here last week to see Secretary Shultz. The President 
of Uruguay is here this week to see President Reagan and Secretary 
Shultz. in neither of these meetings is Central America a key issue. 
We have lots of interests in South America. Central America is not 
the key issue for these meetings with Central Americans. Well, you 
can believe it or not believe it. It's a fact. The fact is that we 
have lots of security interests and we have lots of economic 
interests and lots of political interests. And one of the problems 
of the Contadora group has been that it has tended to focus too such 
attention on Central America as an issue between us and South 
American democracies. 


Q They've focused -- 

Q So it won't come up? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Did I ever get to you? 
Q So it won't come up? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I don't know <-- I 
would suspect that we probably won't raise it. I don't know whether 
it'll come up. 


Q They've focused too much attention, when the 
President holds a briefing every day on the subject, and you -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The President is 
President of the United States. And we are having a vote next week 
in Congress on this. It‘s got nothing to do with Uruguay -- 


Q But this has been going on for -- 


SENIUR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: <= nor does it have 
anything te do with Argentina. 


C -- five years, that we've made that the central 
issue. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It has not been, nor is 
it now, a central issue between us and the -- if you just take the 
Support group countries <-- Argentina, Peru, Uruguay, Brazil -- it is 
not a central issue between us in any of those countries. 


Yes. 


C Back on trade, to the extent -- you used the word 
“distortion” when you were describing the EC's ability to undercut 
Uruguayan prices in selling beef to Brazil. Why a “distortion”? 
isn't that just the way the market works or -- 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: So. Ina free market, 
the Europeans would be -- would probably be priced out of the sarket. 
But when they come in with those kinds of losses, it's part of the 
agricultural policy of the Europeans, which has, in part -- here they 
come, you see -- which has, in fact, undercut free agricultural 
competition in a number of products in different places around the 
world. That's not free-market competition, when they come in with 
national budget support for agricultural exports by private 
producers, that's not free competition. Free competition would be 
export by the producers themselves at a price that they determined. 
This is not what's happening in the case of the European exports, 
where it's subsidies by the governments for political purposes. 


Q Can you tell us anything about the pictures that the 
President was pointing to? Were you at the event? Could you just 
Gescribe what they were? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, one of them was a 
picture of Tipitapa, which is a prison -- 


. What? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Tipitapa, 
T-i-p-i-t-a-p-a, @ prison -- 


C T-a-p -- 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: T-i-p-i-t-a-p-a. 
Q Yes. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Tipitapa -- 

Q Yes. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: <= which is a prison in 
Nicaragua which is being greatiy expanded by the Sandinistas. 


We have a booklet out that you may have seen which uses 
the pictures that <= some of which the President showed on TV a 
coupie of months ago ° 











of the expansion -- this was -- he used these photos at the State 
Department. If you remember that presentation there. 


Q This photo has been used at the State Department? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, this is a newer 
photo, but it's -- the purpose of these photos is to show the rather 
extraordinary increase in prison construction under the Sandinistas 
-- from two prisons under Somoza to nine under the Sandinistas, and 
larger ones. 


He alsc showed a photo of the Soviet AN-30 photo 
reconnaissance aircraft which is now in use. 


Q Where was that photo taken? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't know. 
Q Was it taken -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't know whether it 
is the aircraft or whether it is an AN-30. 


Q How many AN-30s do they have down there? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: One in Nicaragua. 


Q You don't know whether that picture was taken in 
Nicaragua? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, I don't know where 
it was taken. 


Q What are the characteristics of that airplane? Is 
that long -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It's a photo 
reconnaissance aircraft. 


Q Long-range or just local? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, it's a propeiler 
plane, as you -- if you saw the photo, it's quite evident. Its 
purpose is reconnaissance about troop placements or mapping. What it 
is doing is flying over areas where there are resistance fighters in 
Nicaragua so we doubt that it's doing mapping. It seems to be -- two 
engines. It seems to be providing aerial reconnaissance. 


We said last week, but I'll repeat it again, there is 
ncthing illegal about the Soviets sending a photo reconnaissance 
plane to Nicaragua. We're pointing it out to show that they're 
increasing their kinds and levels of support for the Sandinistas; 
they are a very reliable ally. We're making a political point, not a 
legal point. 


Q Who's flying these planes? Are the Soviets or the 
Nicaraguans? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: As far as I'm aware, we 
don't know. We assume that it is the Soviets only because we're 
unaware of any Nicaraguan pilots who are able, who are trained to fly 
the AN-30. But that is a guess rather than a piece of information. 

Q Do we fly over them, reconnaissance over Nicaragua? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Those kinds of 
reconnaissance planes? No. 


Q Any kind of reconnaissance? (Laughter.) 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, we're not -- 
Q I don't mean propeller jobs. . 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: If you're asking me for 
intelligence information, I can't give you any. 


Q Well, that's how you get the picture Of Tipitapi or 
Tippy -- 


SENIOR ADMIN) STRATION OFFICIAL: tTJipitapa. Keep trying. 





Q I'm not asking you for intelligence, I'm asking you 
do we do reconnaissance flights over Nicaragua. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The answer to that is no 
comment. 


Q How sophisticated is this plane? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It depends on what's 
inside it. It is -- the plane, itself -- 


Q Is it an old clunker or is it a state of the art, or 
something like that? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, the plane, itself, 
flies relatively slowly for the -- because it is taking photos. The 
guestion is what's in it? The body is not important. It's like an 
AWAC. It's just an old 707. The question is what's inside it? 


Q So you don't know -- 

Q So what's inside it? 

Q “= or you can't say: 

Q Do he also show -- 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No comment. 


Q Did he show a picture of the freighter when he 
mentioned the freighter? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: He just showed those two 
-- Tipitapa and the AN-30. 


Q And what's -- the Miskito -- the reference that he 
made to the Miskito Indians -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: He made a reference to 
the fact that since the House vote on March 20th, there has been 
increasing pressure on the Miskitos. He said -- I believe he said 
12,000 have left Nicaragua in this period. 


Now, of these, about 7,500 have already registered as new 
refugees with the U.N. High Commissioner for Refugees in Honduras. 
So that lower number can be verified through U.N.H.C.R., that these 
are people recently arrived in Honduras, driven out of their homes in 
Nicaragua. 


Q What's the purpose of that drive? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, the Miskito 
population as a group has always been and remains extremely hostile 
to the regime in Managua and so, presumably, they're just -- I mean 
in Maoist terms, they're drying up the sea in which the resistance 
fighters swim by getting rid of the population. 


Yes. 


MORE 





Q I want to get back to Uruguay when we're through 
with this. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Please. 


Q Okay. Do you see any problems developing with their 
economic program? You praise their economic program. Do you see any 
problems developing there? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Do you want to -- do you 
want me to blindly handle that question? Well, they've got -- the 
first problem is this question of markets. That is, if, in fact, on 
their -- we, as I say, have absorbed an increasing amount of 
Uruguayan exports and an increasing percentage of Uruguayan exports. 
But if the Europeans not only do not do that, but also undercut their 
traditional markets such as beef to Brazil, then they're going to 
have problems. 
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They've benefitted, on the other hand, from the decrease 
in oil prices and the decrease in interest rates, which have been two 
real advantages to then. 


So -- 


Q That's external, but that's not their own programs 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. Stand. Speak. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There's a significant 
need to restructure the economy, both industrially and agriculturally 
at this point. They have not been -- 


Q Can't hear you. 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Use the microphone. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Uruguayan economy has 
been largely in decay for about the last 20 or 30 years and there's a 
significant need to restructure the economy, both industrially and 
agriculturally. And what the government is now beginning to try to 
do -- now that it’s begun to set into place a macroeconomic policy -- 
is to begin serious industrial restructuring and agricultural 
restructuring. And one of the major purposes for Sanguinetti of this 
trip is to try to attract American investment to go to Uruguay, both 
for industrial purposes, services, banking, insurance, corporate 
headquarters and also to try to bring in agricultural investors who 
can begin to upgrade that sector, too. 


Q What's their foreign debt situation? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: They -- you want to do 
that? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: <-- see -- go ahead -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: They are in trouble, as 
most other South American countries are. They have been dealing with 
their creditors in a reasonable way. It's not nearly as serious as 
some other countries. 


Q Are they under any IMF programs, for instance? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: They have a solid IMF 
program and there's a lot of confidence. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: They show that $4 
billion. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: They're one of the few 
countries that is experiencing capital inflows right now, which is a 
manifestation of the confidence that both their own citizens have in 
terms of bringing capital back into the country that was capital 
flight and also they hold, as a banking center, a lot of foreign 
deposits. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It's worth mentioning 
also, just in terms of our efforts to support them economically as 
well as politically, that from 1979 to '84 we did not have any kind 
of an economic aid program for Uruguay. For 1986 -- FY ‘86 this year 
and next year, we have a $15 million ESF program -- $15 million 
reduced by Gramm-Rudman to, I think, $14.3 million or something. 
But, $15 million earmark, because there's not only support for this 
in the administration, but there's a lot of support on the Hill, the 
earmark having been put in, in no small part by Senator Lugar 
himself, who last year visited Uruguay and came away very impressed 
and enthusiastic. 
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Q What are the conditions under which that is 
disbursed? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't think they're -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, the conditionality 
for ESF is relatively thin, because it's reflecting the very solid 
state of their IMF agreement and the macroeconomic situation. 


Q Do you guys have a McCurdy agreement -- . 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Just a minute. He had 
his hand up first. 


Q Are you able to quantify the Soviets arms -- the 
arms buildup in Nicaragua? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm not able to do it 
this morning. We've given statistics, in fact -- wait a minute -- we 
have in fact given statistics, but I don't -- it would take me a 
while to try to find them here. So the answer is, if you call -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: They have that book. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: They have the book -- 
all right. We're able to quantify it in general terms -- you know, 
just by the scale of what's been given. We have some sense of the 
dollar amount of economic aid, dollar amount of military aid, but I 
just don’t remember it. 

Q Where's Habib? 

Q How close did you come -- 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: California, I think. 

Q How close did you come to losing Mexico -- 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Relations with Mexico, 
as -- I think, should be evident, have their ups and downs all the 
time and are in pretty good shape right now. 

Q Do you expect them to come to terms with the IMF:-- 

Q Only if they win the World Cup. (Laughter.) 

Q Did Meese endorse that statement? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Has Meese -- I don't 
want to make any comments about their negotiations with the IMF. I 
think, obviously, we're hopeful that they reach an agreement and we 


have a very high degree of confidence in the economic management of 
President De la Madrid 
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and his economic cabinet, which is absolutely first-rate. So we're 
trying to be supportive. . 


Q Well, is it still iffy to some extent with the IMF? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, there's been no 
announcement, as far as I'm aware. So I don't want to -- I'm just 
not going to say anything about it. 


Q When you say you've got a high degree of confidence, 
to what extent does that reach out towards him in improving the 
investment climate down there? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, it had begun to 
improve the investment climate in the now-famous IBM decision and the 
agreement to get into the GATT, and we've had some very successful 
negotiations going with them. We, as part of the GATT accession 
Group about what the terms of accession would be. Mexico is taking 
very reasonable position on that. We have -- 


Q Is IBM a one-shot -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well if it is a 
one-shot, then that will hurt business confidence. But I think we 
view it as a -- we hope an indication of flexibility on the Mexican 
part when there are important investments that may come in. 


So yes, they need to liberalize their attitude towards 
investments. But they have begun to liberalize their attitude 
towards investments. If you look at the Mulford testimony of last 
week in the Senate, he talked a good deal about this. And obviously, 
we stand by that testimony. 


Thank you. 


END 12:21 P.M. EDT 
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MR. DJEREJIAN: This briefing will be as concise as we 
can make it because our senior administration official, ON 
BACKGROUND, has to go to lunch. This is ON BACKGROUND, off camera, 
off sound, senior administration official. 


Q Can you identify him for us? 
° IAN: 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: This was a -- President 
Sanguinetti and President Reagan had an extremely warm meetinc, 
which, as you know, went beyond the scheduled time. It hac been 
scheduled for an hour, and went on for about an hour and a guarter. 


The two sain <-- 
Q An hour and a half. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, it wasn't quite an 
hour and a half. ‘ 


Two main subjects. The first was, as you saw in the 
speeches, the consolidation of democracy in Urugi y and in Latin 
America more generally. And President Sanguinet’. spoke about how 
difficult a task that can be at a time when there is economic -- 
there are economic problems as well. For example, the need to 
decrease inflation, the need to reduce the budget deficit, the fact 
that a lot of the products that Uruguay exports have been going down 
in value. He pointed out that they have in increase in the amount of 
exports -- nevertheless, a decrease in the value of those exports, 
because the prices that they are getting paid for their exports have 
been decreasing. 


In any evert, a lot of discussion about the consolidation 
of democracy, and in that context discussion of Chile, Paraguay and 
Central America as places where we agreed on the goals and objectives 
of advancing further toward democracy, and some discussion of 
tactics, although I don't want to overplay how much time was spent on 
any of those subjects -- that is, Chile, Paraguay or Central America. 


Aside from the question of consolidation of democracy, 
the other main subject was economic Ccevelopment, and agreement that 
the debt problem is in essence a trade ee and a at probles 
~~ that is, that the way to deal with the problem of debt is to grow. 
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For a country like Uruguay, with a very small domestic market, it is 
absolutely essential that they be able to trade -- to export -- in 
order to grow. And both Presidents agreed, as again you heard in the 
speeches, on the need to fight protectionism and to try to increase 
the amount of free trade in the international systen. 


The President informec President Sanguinetti that on 
leather apparel products, which are a key export for Uruguay, and on 
which we have had a countervailing duty, we were lifting the 
countervailing duty. We would also be providing, I guess, what you 
would call technical advice -- that is to say, from scientists, from 
university people here, on an improvement and expansion of Uruguayan 
agricultural production, modernization of production -- agricuitural 
production in Uruguay. Also in the last -- I think it's the last 
only one year we have taken 250 tons of Uruguayan cheese, which was a 
one-year quota, and that quota will be made permanent. 


I'm sorry, we also discussed Mexico -- that is to say, 
the financial difficulties there and the need to solve -- help solve 
the financial -- Mexico's financial problems. 


The President briefly mentioned U.S. relations with the 
Soviet Union -- his hopes for a summit this year, his feelings about 
U.S.-Soviet relations and his decision 
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on the SALT Treaty and on -- restraints on nuclear weapons. 
Q Was that in response to a question from his? 
Q Who brought the issue -- 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There you are. Wo, it 





wasn't. 
Q He just volunteered. 
Q Who brought the issue of Ciile and Paraguay? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I believe we did. 
Q Are you talking about the Tupumaros? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It was mentioned. 
Q About what? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The Tupumaro 
guerrillas. 


Q How was that -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm sorry, it was not 
mentioned. The question of terrorism was mentioned in general, and 
the President talked a little bit about what had been agreed at the 
Tokyo summit on terrorism. Tupumaros in particular were not 
mentioned. Although President Sanguinetti did sort of take the 
President through the experience of Uruguay, that is, how the 
democracy there had collapsed in ‘73 under attack from terrorism and 
then the response from the army which had taken power. But I don't 
think -- to be exact, I think the word was never mentioned. 


Yes? 
Q What did the President say about Chile? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I'm going to -- 
other than to state that they both agreed on the need to have Chile, 
as Paraguay, join in the democratization in South America, I think 
what President Sanguinetti said, I will leave to hia. 


Q Is the President or the State Department aware of 
the presence of the Chilean torture ship in the July 4th Parade of 
the Tall Ships? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm not going to get 
into that at this briefing. 


Q You said tactics -- 


Q When you say that the -- the President discussed the 
need to solve Mexico's economic problems, did he provide any detail 
or direction as to what he intends to do, or what the administration 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo detail. Just the 
general point that one of the key ingredients to a solution would be 
economic reforms that bring about a repatriation of the very large 
amount of flight capital -- Mexical capital which is outside Mexico. 
That was about the only detail. 


Yes? 
Q Is there any discussion -- 
Q Is there as yet a loan package for Mexico? 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't think we're 
making any comment on that. 


Yes. 


Q Was there any discussion while you were talking 
about Mexico about some testisony at the Hill today that de la Madrid 
didn't win the election of the PRI Party by eighty-some percent, but 
in fact lost it? a 





SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, I'm unaware of what 
happened at this morning's hearing, and I think everybody else in the 
room is unaware of it, and there was no discussion of it. Again, 
each of the subjects -- I mean, Mexico or Chile or -- I mean, the 
financial crisis in Mexico or Chile or -- I mean, the financial 
crisis in Mexico or democratization in the southern cone -- Central 
America -- each of these took up a very short period of time in this 
meeting. 


Yes. 
Q What about the Contras? 


Q Did -- in connection with the economics, you 
mentioned leather goods. Did you discuss beef, or any other 
agricultural products? 


Q Six inches were -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We discussed -- they 
discussed beef as being an extremely important product, and President 
Sanguinetti noted the problems that they are having with competition 
from the European Common Market, which has had, he said, a very 
Geleterious impact on Uruguay's exports. 


Q What about -- 


He also said that he's gotten some competition from 
the United States as well. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We also discussed the 
export expansion program. The President noted that he had opposed 
parts of the Farm Bill and noted that our general approach, which 
Secretary Shultz had also noted to President Sanguinetti yesterday, 
which is that if these are the terms under which trade is now being 
conducted, then we will fight in those terms, and we will prove to 
the Europeans that they cannot win. And that therefore, since 
they're not getting any advantage out of this kind of regimen anyway, 
we should all move to a free trade regimen, which is what we're going 
to be proposing. 


Q What about the Contras? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It was noted that 
Uruguay in September will be the host of the GATT meeting. 


Q Story about -- 
Q What about the Contras? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: What about the Contras? 


Q Yes. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There was a discussion 
of the goal of democracy -- again, pretty brief -- on which we all 
agreed in Nicaragua, 
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and not such discussion of tactics. 


Q Did -- did President Reagan ask President Saguinetti 
for his support? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Didn*t ask hia for 
anything. 


Q Did Mr. Sanguinetti -- President Sanguinetti repeat 
his opposition to U.S. aid for the contras? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo. 
Q -- the question here? 
Q Yes, that was a-- 


Q What about the rate of inflation? What's the rate 
of inflation now? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: In Uruguay? I don't 
know. I don't remember if -- i don't have the data with me. 


Q -- 50 percent a day <-- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, nO, nO -- wrong 
country. Wrong country. 


Q I got -- 
Q 83 percent last year -- 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Last year. Okay. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Last year -- it's down 
this year. 


Q Any word on the textiles? 

Q -- cost of living -- 

MR. DJEREJIAN: Okay. One last question. 
Q Housing starts? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo. 

Q Durable goods? 


-- isn’t the President driving up the cost of 
Gomestic dairy subsidies and storage costs? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The amount in question 
-- 250 tons -- is, I would guess, and it is @ guess, too small to 
affect the market very much. 

Q But we've got a surplus already without it, right? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You'rs Scysut =, | 
competence in agricultural policy, I'm afraid. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 


END 12:00 P.M. EDT 
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MR. MATHIS: Ladies and gentlemen, this is an ON THE 
RECORD briefing from the leaders of the United Nicaraguan Opposition: 
Mr. Alfonso Robelo, in the center; Mr. Arturo Cruz, on the right; Mr. 
Adolfo Calero, on ay ieft. 


We'll begin with a statement by Mr. Robelo. 
MR. ROBELO: Thank you. 


We have just finished visiting with the President, the 
Vice President -- a member of his staff, and we have discussed with 
them the need that we have for military aid. Ninety days have passed 
since we started this struggle to get full aid to support our fight 
for peace and democracy in Nicaragua. Winety days -- and we expected 
that during that period of time, Contadore will come out with 
something, and to our regret nothing had happened. 


And we just met, not too long ago, with the three 
commanders of the three different fronts that operate inside 
Nicaragua -- the Atlantic Front of the Indians, the Southern Front 
under Commander Chamorro, and the Northern Front -- and all of them 
agree that we need, badly, military aid. If this aid doesn't come in 
the next 30-60 days, we are going to suffer very high losses and the 
morale of our people, that have been waiting for this since May of 
1964 -- that was the last time we received military aid from the 
United States -- will go down. I think we need, badly, a response 
from the U.S. Congress and we need it soon. 


We have talked ta the President -- that we want the aid 
of this country, but we, Nicaraguans, are going to continue putting 
the blood for this struggle for peace and democracy. We don't want 
-- and we hope will never come -- but in the future we may face that 
~~ what is going to be spent in Nicaragua is U.S. money, as well as 
U.S. blood. 


We feel that the backing of the Soviets in Nicaragua puts 
& responsibility on this country -- if it wants to play -- to be the 
leader of the free world, and this is ot pened what we have been 
asking for. We don't want American soldiers -- American Marines in 
Nicaragua. What we only want is the help of this country to continue 
Our struggle in an effective way and to achieve peace and democracy. 


One last comment -~- we have broadened our base inside 
Nicaragua. As of now, 98 percent of the fighters inside Nicaragua 
are under UNO. This is especially true after the commanders in the 
Southern Front that used to be part of ARTE, joined UNU 





UNO yet. But we have 
that with adequate help and with 
way Our support for the next son 
the situation. 
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= We are open to questions -- both sy colleagues, Dr. Cruz 


Q Exactly what kind of silitary aid to you want? 
MR. ROBELO: We need aid to be able to -- 


Q I don't want aid. I want exactly what kind of 
weapons or what do you want? 


Q The bomb. (Laughter.) 
MR. ROBELO: We need -- 
Q Go on, please, sir. 


MR. ROBELO: Sure. We need first anti-aircraft aid -- 
weapons -- weapons that will be able to counterbalance the effect of 
the Hine MI-24 helicopters -- the Soviet gunships that have been a 
turning point in the war because they are so effective in open 
terrain. We want ammunitions. We are lacking ammunutions right now. 
We want support weapons. We don't want thing that will escalate 
the war, but the Soviets have already escalated the war with the 
MI-24 helicopters that they sent down to Nicaragua. 


Q Sit, what do you say to Eden Pastora, who says the 
Contras have no chance whatsoever of military or political victory in 
Nicaragua? 


MR. ROBELO: I think that he is right if we don't get aid 
from this country. That is what we say. It is impossible to fight 
against the Soviets that are backing the Sandinista regime if we 
don’t get the backing from this country. So what I say to Mr. 
Pastora is, we will be even better if he will be with us, and the 
doors are open. 


Q Well, be has left you. He has abandoned the fight, 
has he not? 


MR. ROBELO: Well, he has abandoned the military a 
and he continues the political struggle. That's what we underst . 


Q Did the President say that he would try his best 
again to get you the Stinger missiles? Is that the sort of thing you 
need against the helicopters? 


c What did he promise to do? 


DR. CRUZ: The President has never made that offer, and 
not a word has been mentioned about that. And the needs that were 
‘ explained by Alfonso, those are the needs that the regional 
commanders -- those who are in the fight are told that they -- that 
it is essential. 


Q Well, what did the President tell you he would do 
that he hasn't done already, that is? 


MR. ROBELO: Well, he is fully committed to back us up in 
his -=- in our tr for peace and democracy -- both with Congress 
as well as on his diplomacy around the world. He is fully committed 
on this. 


Q Mr. Robelo, do you personally believe -- 

















Q Would you like diplomatic recognition? 


Q Do you personally beliewe that if you do not get 
this seid from the Congress that we will see, you will see, Aserican 


fighting troops in Nicaragua? 


MR. ROBELO: I see the following. I don't know how such 
6o you see coming up in Mexico. Mexico is becoming gore and more a 
volcano right now. There are already riots in Mexico, there is 
already social unrest in Mexico, and if this is used by the 
communists, that is going to come up to this country real soon. And 
the United States should be worried about this. 


I think the problem in Nicaragua is, Nicaragua has become 
the center for violence, for terrorissa, for insurrection in the 
center of the Americas. And this is going to sprout and there is 
fertile soil in other countries in the region. And if we don't end 
up with the problem in Nicaragua -- if we don't come up with a 
solution, this is going to produce a tremendous effect in this 
country and there will have to be something done. And if it is not 
Gone with Nicaraguans, as we want to do it now, how would you do it? 


Q This is exactly what I'm asking. I'm asking you, do 
you believe that -- now you are trying to set a scenario where if you 
Gon*t get these weapons, you are saying, we are going to need 
American fighting troops there. 


MR. ROBELO: We are not going to need it. We are n 
going to be successful. But eventually this country will have to 
face up to an expansionisa of communism spreading ncrth and south, 
and you are going to have to draw the line one day or the other. 


Q Would you like diplomatic recognition or any sort of 
formal recognition by the United States as s government or & movement 
in exile? 





MR. ROBELO: Wo, that is not up to now. It may come in 
the future, but not up to now. We don't want to be any government in 
exile; we want to be effective inside Nicaragua and what we feel we 
should ¢o is keep on with the two-track policy. 


Q Well, what is the difference? We're told that this 
government is considering the question of recognition of the Afghan 
freedom fighters. You are freedom fighters, self-described, and 
described by the President. Why not look for recognition in the same 
way? « 


MR. ROBELO: Well, we don't think that that time has come 
yet. It may come in the future. We want to be able to consolidate a 
control of a territory inside Nicaragua, but this has been not 
possible because of the lack of military aid. 


Remember, the last time we received military aid was two 
years ago. It was cut off in May of 1984. 


Q Well, we are also told that you have received aid 
through unofficial channels. Colonel North here in the White House 
has helped to coordinate it. Has Colonel North coordinated any sort 
of aid or any sort of U.S. oversight of your operations? 


MR. CALERO: I would say that Colonel North has 
coordinated our visits to President Reagan, as he did today. But he 
has never coordinated any oversight nor is he -- he would more 
than Rambo to be able to run our war from a White House desk. 


Q Rambo's office is back there; his office is down 
there. (Laughter.) 


Q I take it by what you are saying that you have not 








today asked for anything specifically new, but simply reiterated -- 
Q I think they've been briefed. 


Q -- the situation on the ground in Kicaragua? There 
is no specific new request that you have made today? 


MR. ROBELO: Yes, but several points were clearly made. 
One, 90 days have gone by since we started with this in March of this 
year. So that has -- that time is more than enough to prove that 
nothing has happened in the political track. Two, we need this aid 
-- the military aid -- desperately, and this comes from the 
commanders, from the people 





inside. And three, let's make it clear if the military aid doesn't 
come right away, what this country will have to face eventually is 
both paying for a war in lives and in money. 


Q Gentlemen, how do you respond to Congressional 
reports that indicate that the non-lethal aid you've gotten, the $27 
million, much of it has been misspent and a lot of it has not gotten 
down to the Contras in Nicaragua and Honduras? 


DR. CRUZ: I would like to reiterate something we said at 
the State Department a few days ago. The first “instance, no 
Nicaraguan with self-respect is interested in misusing your . 
taxpayers’ money. Therefore, we, as -- responsible for the external 
resistance, if you wish, welcome all the congressional 
investigations. We are instructing our people to provide all the 
necessary assistance in that endeavor. We are opening ourselves also 
for scrutiny -- personally, each one of us, and all of us -- and 
moreover, we, in addition to strengthening our own internal 
procedures of control, we are appointing a blue ribbon commission 
made up by a lawyer, a public accountant, and a business administrator 
so that they look into all the mechanisms of flow of funds, 
dispersements, procurement of goods and their use. 


But in addition, I would like to point out, we are also 
asking the American agencies that they -- whatever measures that are 
necessary in order for them to be able to trace the use of your 
resources from the beginning to the end. We have been asking for 
that. 


MR. CALERO: I'11 complement that. There hasn't been a 
single case, a single concrete -- not even a single concrete 
allegation -- but anyway, I'll give you a simple rule of thumb that 
can give you an idea of how much can be done with that. There's $27 
million, 20,000 fighters, 7,000 support. That's $27 million divided 
by 27,000. That's $1,000 per man, per year. This $27 million will 
have been spent over a period of a year. That is less than $3 per 
man, per day. And that covers food, equipment, uniforms, boots, 
medical equipment, medical attention, building of medical facilities. 
If anybody can do that with less than $3 a day, per person. 


Q Well, Mr. Calero, there have been allegations that 
the Government Accounting Office looked at that. 


MR. CALERO: The Government Accounting Office -- 


Q Found brokers that still had money in their 
accounts, trace money to offshore, to the Bahamas, discovered in aany 
cases that there was only -- say, in one case, broker aid -- pay out 
$150,000 to Latin America from about $600,000, and they couldn't find 
the rest of the money. The allegations are there. 


MR. CALERO: I'll give you no concrete point. I'll give 
you a little -- another simple money -- 


Q These are concrete allegations. 


MR. CALERO: I'11 give you another simple money and 
banking explanation. To begin with, the GAO assumes that suppliers 
are paid in dollars. I read the report. And he is under the 
assumption -- that's totally wrong. The suppliers are paid in local 
Currency, because it is with local currency that they conduct their 
business. Dollars in Third World countries like you call us, or you 
know, developing countries are like a commodity. They are traded -- 
dollars are traded like a commodity, which is something unheard of 
for people in this country. 


Some money has another dimension. Dollars have another 
Gimension in our country -- in our countries. And there is people 
always buying dollars. Why? Because exports are lower than imports. 
So the difference has to be made up with dollars that come into the 
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market what they call “divisas invisiblas,” invisible exports 
that come in by many ways -- investments, private investaents, 
programs such as a Bap may programs -- tourism. So those dollars 


are purchased by peop 
United States. 


who need dollars in order to import from the 


So the dollars received by brokers, the dollars received 
by one big supplier are sold in the market, in Central America, in 
order to obtain local currency with which to continue the business. 
And those people who need dollars are deal recipients of the dollars 
that are being sent from the United States. 


Q But if the dollars are sold in Central ‘inten, then 
there should be receipts for them. When U.S. currency is converted 
to other -- 


MR. CALERO: What do you mean, “receipts for then?" 
Q Well, when the Treasury pays these brokers -- 
MR. CALERO: Whose -- 


Q -- when the Treasury pays these brokers, money that 
Congress has appropriated in U.S. dollars, you are telling me that 
the dollars are converted in some way to either local currencies or 
are sent to Central America to buy on the local market materials 
which can then purchase what they need, what you need. But there 
must then be receipts. There must be some sort of paper trail at 
least, and the GAO says it can‘t find it. 


MR. CALERO: Well, sure, I'll tell you the paper trail. 
If the GAO goes to the local banks where the brokers have the local 
money, there will be a trail there. Really, it‘s very easy. You 
cannot go to a bank and deposit $10,000 ani go the next day and get 
$5,000 out of the bank and expect that you will receive the same 
bills, the same serial numbers that you put in it. 


2 Is it necessary for the money to go to the Bahamas 
and other offshore islands? 


MR. CALERO: Look, Central Americans, South Americans 
have bank accounts in the United States, in Panama -- there are over 
100 bank branches in Panama, in the Bahamas, in Switzerland and in 
many other places. I mean, there is absolutely no illegal situation, 
and for a Central American, it is the same to do its banking in the 
Bahamas or in the United States. 


Q Well, aside from the money that the GAO has yet to 
account for, are you disturbed that there appears to be a lot of 
money -- millions of dollars, according to this GAO report -- still 
in broker accounts, when you say you so desperately need munitions 
and other goods? Why is that money not available to you to use? 
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MR. CALERO: There are not siliions of dollars in -- 
there are not millions of dollars in brokers’ accounts in according 
to the GAO report. The brokers are paid. That is not our money. We 
have received from suppliers goods and services for which MHAO pays. 
Once we receive those services and goods, we send the receipts up and 
it is MHAO who makes those payments. 6o that money that MHAO pays -- 
or the Treasury pays -- we have absolutely no command over because we 
have already received services -- 


Q In other words, your suppliers advance you supplies 
against money not yet received but expected by then? . 


MR. CALERO: Right. 

Q They go on faith? 

MR. CALERO: Right, sir. Right, sir. I mean, we have -- 
Q Can you give me their names? I want to meet then. 
MR. CALERO: Okay. We have -- 

Q I need then. 


MR. CALERO: Well, maybe you don't have as good a credit 
as I do down there, you see? (Laughter) (Applause. ) 


Q I love it. 


DR. CRUZ: Please, please, Mr. Donaldson, we don't want 
to beat a horse to death, but this is something that really touches 
us. 


Q It touches U.S. taxpayers, also, sir. 


DR. CRUZ: Yes -- absolutely. It touches our honor, and 
it touches your taxpayers’ money. 


Q Sir, who -- 


DR. CRUZ: We are going -- as I said -- we are more eager 
than anyone in this room for the Congressional investigations to 
proceed, a decision that we'll respect. And I -- today that we're 
going to do whatever is necessary on our own and let the chips fall 
where they sight. 


Q Sir, give us the names of the corporations and 
industries of the United States that have a great special interest in 
your movement who've been backing you all along. 


MR. ROBELO: What's that? 


MR. CALERO: The names of the corporations that have -- 
that have been backing us. 


MR. ROBELO: I mean -- your question is something that 
surprised me first. Corporations backing us up? 


Q We hear from religious people who've been down there 
investigating, who have great credibility -- 


MR. ROBELO: Yes. 


Q -- we hear that there are American special interests 
backing your movement. I want to know what those American special 
interests are. 


MR. ROBELO: Oh, there are a lot of citizens of this 
country that are aware of the struggle that is going on in Nicaragua 
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Q Who's helping you, though? Who's got a special 
interest in your succeeding? 


MR. ROBELO: A lot of democrats -- with a small ‘d‘* -- 
democrats from this country, that realize the struggle that is going 
on in Nicaragua, help us out. A lot of them don't want to be -- 
names don't want to be disclosed. But a lot of them may be willing 
to gay so. . 


Q Who's got the special interest in your movement? 

Q Can I ask you about the big ‘'D' Democrats -- 

MR. ROBELO: Pardon? 

Q I want to ask you about the big ‘'D' Democrats on the 
Hill. I gather you have been or will be -- to itol Hill to lobby 
on this. Are you picking up any shift in the attitudes of people? I 
mean, Go you think the vote is any less -- 

MR. ROBELO: We have been receiving some requests fron 


people on the Hill to clarify a few things here and there. And we 
perceive that, yes, there is a shift in the attitude of the House 
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and we see more so of a concern to reach a bipartisan agreement on 
this crucial matter. And for that reason, we are very optimistic 
that next week there will be a positive vote in our struggle. 


A couple of gore questions, please? 


Q Do you consider McCurdy -- would you consider the 
McCurdy amendment a positive vote in your favor? 


MR. ROSELO: I don't know of the concrete terms of 
Representative McCurdy‘s agreement, but, as I say, we will feel very 
comfortable with a bipartisan agreement or a bipartisan proposal. 


Q For the whole $100 sgillion? 


Q What accounts for the shift? Are people accept -- 
what arguments are they responding to on the Hi11? 


MR. ROBELO: Well, I will say that the key chings that 
have made them change have been they have visited the area. A good 
group of them did visit the area. And second, they have seen the 
reality of what we are struggling against. 


In other words, the fact that there is no agreement in 
Contadora for 90 days, the fact that the ones that are boycotting the 
Contadora Agreement is -- are the Sandinistas. And I will especially 
say they have realized that there is a democratic tendency, a current 
all over Central America that has one aberration -- Nicaragua. 


When they realize that the other four civilian presidents 
in Central America are really saying that it is Nicaragua with a 
threat to their democratization, with a threat to the well-being of 
the Central American people, they realize that something has to be 
done. 


Q Are you counting on those four -- 
MR. ROBELO: Pardon? 


Q Are you counting on those four democratic Central 
American countries to come up with something better than Contadora? 
I know they're now trying to bring up something that perhaps you 
could agree on -- but is there any chance at all the Sandinistas 
accepting any kind of a verification or a simultaneous withdrawal? 


MR. ROBELO: Of course we are counting on them. They are 
the best guarantee that we have that the Sandinistas will not fool 
the democrats like they have done in the past. 


One more question? 


DR. CRUZ: I'd like to add something about bleak 
scenarios in the future. I don't anticipate Marines landing in 
Central America and whatnot. But I'm willing to make a bet, as a 
Central American, with anyone here that if there is not a political 
settlement -- not a cosmetic one, but a real one -- that in Central 
America :‘ou will see the Central Americans facing up the Sandinistas 
in a real confrontation. I can make a bet -- 


-} What? 


Q Central American presidents and the Sandinistas in a 
real confrontation. 


MN. CALZRO: I wanted to say just one thing on the 
subject of the allegations. Apparently it wasn't enough to make 
allegations about us, Nicaraguans, but there were a)so allegations 
made about other Central Americans. And I want to state very cleaily 
that no officer, no employee, no official, or no employee of any 
Central American country 
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has ever been given, from any funds whatsoever, any kind of payment. 
Q The Chief of Staff? 


MR. CALERO: Mo Central American official, nor government 
employee, has ever been given, from any fund whatsoever, any payszent 
by us. , 


Q Bow do you -- we accept your good faith in saying 
that, but how do you know it? I mean, you haven't done an audit, 


r--> you? 
MR. ROBELO: Pardon? 


Q Yes, Alfonso, I think that your assurances on the 
Bill about the behavior of the military forces and about abuses ha 
always been accepted as face walue. But there's always been «a 
between the political leadership and the silitary forces in teras of 
what was said and what was done. 


I think one question that has not been answered is to 
what extent the political leaders now have complete control over the 
military forces. Have you made those assurances to Congress what 
evidence do you have of that? 


and 
MR. ROBELO: I started this press conference — try that 
we have met with the three commanders that make, what we call, our 
Military Commission. We are the head of that Commission and we have 
received a full report and all of them have clearly stated that they 
do accept -- that they do accept that we -- the civilian UNO 
directorate, is the top authority in our movement. We have the 
right, the authority, to give them orders, and we have the right and 
the authority to make any changes. 


So it has clearly been accepted -- clearly been stated. 
Thank you very such. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 
END 10:32 A.M. EDT 
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SENIOR DEPARTMENT OFFICIAL: Good morning. I don't 
want to say very much, just a few little comments and then any 
questions you might have. 


We leave on Friday on this trip, as you know: and the 
trip will include just a brief rest stop in Hong Kong and then 
on to Singapore, Brunei, Manila, Palau and then back. 


And it's really going, of course, to the ASEAN 
Post-Ministerial consultations in Manila, and the Secretary's 
been four times -- this will be his fourth time -- actually, to 
it. He goes every year. He has not gone to Brunei before; 
this will be his first trip -- and Palau. 


I could give you some background material on ASEAN, 
its economic development. I think you know all of this -- how 
strong it's been; the free-market orientation of the countries; 
the sound economic management, as we've seen it over the years; 
and ASEAN has really become a significant force in the world 
economy and trade. 


And you know, of course, the ASEAN position on 
Cambodia. We've talked about that at various times. And it's 
taken a leading role, of course, in contending with Vietnamese 
aggression in that part of the world, marshalling international 
opposition to Vietnamese actions in Cambodia, organizing the 
1981 International Conferencs on Cambodia which laid down the 
basic principles for a settlement --— complete withdrawal of 
Vietnamese forces; restoration of Cambodian independence, 
sovereignty, territorial integrity, under a government chosen 
in free elections under international auspices and supervision. 


U.S.-ASEAN relations have been excellent. In many 
ways, of course, the conference conversations that the 
Secretary will be having are follow-ups --~ follow-ons, perhaps, 
is a better way of putting it -- to the discussions that he had 
in —_— just a brief time ago and that the President had 
as well. 














In addition, of course, the Secretary will be meeting 
with the foreign ministers of the other countries which will be 
attending -- Japan, Australia. These things have not fully 
been set up yet, but as you know that's the way it is normally 
established. 


Why don't I just leave it at that? And any questions 
and any thoughts that you might have I'd appreciate. 


Q Can you give us a -- where we stand with the 
Vietnamese on bilateral relations? I mean it's probably all 
old stuff but just a refresher, two-minute -- 


2) Well, we don't really, in terms to bilateral 
relations, we don't really stand anywhere. I mean we don't 
have any specific relations with them other than the 
conversations that we carry on on the POW-MIA matter. Those 
things -- as you know, the technical talks have begun again. 
They were temporarily suspended by them as a result of the 
Libyan situation, but we've begun those again. 


We hope that these things will be carried on in a more 
productive fashion in the coming months. We expect that, I 
would say. The Vietnamese have given us, as you know, in the 
past, indications that they believe, as we do, that this issue 
is a humanitarian issue and is separate from the question of 
any other kinds of relations between our two countries. That's 
the way we pursue them, and that's the way we expect that they 
will continue to pursue them. 


Other than that, I don't really don't have much to say 
about it at this stage; but we do hope, as I say -- 


Q Is there any indication from the Vietnamese that 
they would be more willine to let those re-education-camp 
people out, take up Shultz' offer, or -- 

Is) We've had no indication of that. 

Q No indication of that? 

a No. 


Q Any indication of any sort of new initiative on 
the part of ASEAN or -- 


a No, other than the eight-point proposal, you 
remember, that they put forward in Beijing and that the 
Vietnamese have rejected. 








We asked, as you know, in our statement that we put 
out in Indonesia -— which was really a restatement of our 
previous positions -- that the Vietnamese reconsider their 
turndown of these proposals, but they have not done so. 


Q And the United States didn't actually endorse 
that eight-point proposal. Why not? 


a We didn't endorse it in its entirety, as you 
know, because of the Khmer Rouge aspect of it. I think our 
position on the Khmer Rouge and the horrors that that regime 
inflicted on Cambodia are well known and, therefore, we did not 
endorse that proposal; but we urged that it be considered by 
the Vietnamese as a basis for discussions, and we saw it as a 
step forward by the ASEAN states and we said so, and the ASEAN 
countries were very pleased with the comments that we had to 
make on their proposals. 


’ Q Could 1 turn to the Philippine bilateral aspect 
of the trip? 


is) Yes. 


Q What is it that Secretary Shultz expects to 
accomplish on this round of talks with Aquino and company that 
he wasn't able to accomplish, or timing wasn't right 
or whatever, when he was there just last month? 





A Yes. I wouldn't see it in any sense that he has 
any particular hopes of accomplishing anything specific. It's 
a continuing, of course, of a dialogue with the Filipinos; and, 
as I say, we can see it in a sense as a follow-on, not only to 
the Indonesian talks that he had with Vice President Laurel, 
but also the conversations that he had in Manila with President 
Aquino and with others in the Philippines. 


Just going on: exchanging views about how things are 
coming along, ways in which the United States can be of even 
further and greater assistance in any way that the Filipinos 
would express it to us. 

Q For example -- 


a Yes. 


~- would you expect the Secretary to ask again or 
to discuss further, let's say, the question of a passport for 
Marcos? 











a I wouldn't think that that would be a matter of 
particular concern on this. Right now we are, I think, in the 
conversations that we're having with the Filipinos, 
concentrating on their future and where they're going, where 
the government of President Aquino is going, and what ways can 
we be of most help and of assistance to them. 


We, as you know, strongly support this government and 
we'll give it all the backing that we possibly can, in 
accordance with their wishes. 


Q Going on from the Secretary's speech in New York, 
that general international “Let's get the businessmen together; 
let's get investment going," is he going to report back on 
that? If I understand rightly on his last trip to Manila he 
promised Aquino that the United States will take the lead on 


getting all this stuff together. Is there any progress on that? 


Q Well, I think so. I think his speech itself is 
progress and it puts us, I think, squarely behind the Aquino 
Government and what it's trying to do. 


Also, of course, since we met with the Filipino 
leadership in Manila, there has been a meeting in Tokyo of 
those those most immediately concerned with Philippine economic 
development -- including, of course, the Filipinos themselves. 
That meeting, if you recall, was held at the end of May. My 
understanding is there will be probably another meeting of this 
same group in July. And I think pieces are beginning to come 
together in terms of what other countries and multilateral 
organizations -- such as the World Bank and the IMF, the ADB, 
and so forth --— can provide in answer to the Filipino needs. 





So, all in all, I think things are moving in a 


positive direction. And the United States -- of course, our 
Government -- is very deeply involved in all of this. 
Q How would the Secretary receive a request for 


more American aid? Is that not possible? 


A Well, our position on this thing has been that in 
principle we support providing whatever we can. But you get 
down to what money is really available and what financial pots 
we can draw from; and that gets into very practical matters, 
practical issues. 


Certainly we welcome the idea of people being 
concerned about this and wanting to come up with more funds. 
We welcome the proposal of Senator Lugar, for instance, on the 














additional hundred million dollars for 1987, and in principle 
we support it. But the question is: “Where does the money 
come from?" And that's what we come down to, given the 
stringent budget situation that we face today in the 
Gramm-Rudman 8111 and so forth. 


Q Does he have a, or do you have a -- I guess if 
you want to add, you have to take from somewhere. Where would 
the taking be for that proposal? 


A We haven't gotten that far. 


Q Yes. 


° See -- 
A What we would like would be additional money. 


Q Yes, but what is the state of play? Will the 
Secretary be able to tell Mrs. Aquino that the 150 million for 
the 86- -- the extra money -- has now been okayed by Congress? 
Has that moved through the track or where does it all stand? 


a Well, that has not finally been completed, as far 
as I know. We hope by the time he gets there to be able to, 


you know, have some very positive actions to present to Mrs. 
Aquino. We're trying to work all these things in the last day 
or so before we go. 


But we do hope we will have things which will be deeds 
and not just words. 


Q Would you expect to have that? 


A We expect to have that. I really don't want to 
get into that too much because we're not sure exactly what 
we're going to have, but we do expect to have things for them. 


Q Would you expect the subject of the base ) 
agreement to come up at all, or basically the U.S. would not 
bring that up unless she does? 


A I wouldn't expect so. We have no reason to bring 
that up; no. 
Q Is there any productive discussion on the trade 


issue? I mean even last year, before this current House bill, 

the ASEAN countries gave the Secretary a hard time about it. 

The Secretary says, “Yeah, I agree with you." I mean where 

does this discussion lead this time in Singapore, and also with 

the ASEAN meeting? — 














4 Well, you're right. It's going to be probably a 
continuing discussion on the thing. As you know, the Secretary 
made a speech on trade just the other day. And the ASEAN 
countries recognize that this summer is a very critical summer 
back here, as far as trade legislation is concerned. [They know 
the position that the Administration is taking. They know the 
position that the Secretary takes. I'm sure that this will be 
part of the conversations that take place in Singapore, and 
probably everywhere -- certainly in Manila. 


I don't know whether the Secretary -- I don't see 
anything new that he can necessarily say, except to continue to 
reinforce their understanding of this Administration's position 
-- which is against protectionism, and strongly against 
protectionism. And we will maintain that, and the President is 
in no way weakening on this issue; and I think that's a strong 
message that he can deliver and will be doing. 


Q Do you think that's going to be more the focus of 
the ASEAN meetings than Indochina/Cambodia? Are we talking 
Cambodia pretty much on the back burner now as sort of just 
simply discussions that sort of sputters on, or is this 
something serious that can be talked about? 


a I don't see anything really new that's going to 
be raised probably on the Cambodian situation. I can't 
envisage that now, unless there would be something that we 
would not expect that would come up from the ASEAN side. But, 
obviously, I mean, you know that's an issue that's always 
discussed and will of course be talked about; but I do think 
probably the trade question and difficulties that a number of 
the ASEAN countries have found themselves in in economic terms 
because of the fall in commodity prices and so forth -- these 
will be issues, I suppose, that will be on the front burner, as 
in fact was the case in Indonesia. I would assume the same 
thing will be true here. 


Q Could I just ask about two real specific things, 
and you can just kiss them off if you want to if there's 
nothing to be said on them. 


Will the Secretary have anything to say specific to 
Indonesia on the satellite question, now that the shuttle 
hearings have ended and all that? I mean is there any message 
he's going to pass to them on that? 


And, No. 2, on the rice business with Thailand, any 
specific message that he'll be doing on that? 








‘ On the satellite question, that is not finally 
determined; and I would hesitate to say right at this moment 
what he might say. He will certainly talk about this. 


Q He would certainly say that the U.S., of course, 
will will do everything it can -- 


ra There's no question about that. 
~ -- bet it's not ready to -- 


‘ No question about that. But whether we can be 
specific, I can't answer right at this moment. 


Q O.K. 


i But I hope we can, but I can't answer right at 
this moment. 


What was your second one about? 





Q The other one was the Thailand rice -- 

a Yes -- 

Q -~-—protests, or <-- 

i) -- and there's nothing very specifically we can 


say about that either, any more than what we said in Indonesia. 


Q What about the three-and-a-third million dollars 
for the Cambodian resistance? Are the Thais holding that up 
still, or what's with this? 


A That's still under discussion as to how that's 
going to be handled. 


Q Well, why does it take so long? It's only $3 
million. We do better than that with the Contras. (Laughter. ) 


a Yes. It isn't a question of money. (Laughter.) 
It's a question of how you go about using it and how it's 
handled. We're working it out. I think we'll have it worked 
out before too long. But, anyhow, I can't say much about it 
right now because it is at sort of a delicate stage. 


2 I mean is it delicate because of the Thais or 
because of our own processes? 








A The whole way in which it's going to be decided. 
I don't want to place the blame on anybody. 


Q Other than the fact that he has never been to 
Brunei before, is there any any other reason why he is spending 
several hours there? Are they going to (laughter) -- 


A He's going to be meeting with the Sultan, and he 
will - no: It's just that -- I mean Brunei, after all, is a 
member of ASEAN. He's never been there. He's been to all of 
the otner ASEAN countries, and this is a good opportunity for 
him to go. 


Q Sort of laying hands on them. 


Q He wants to give the Press Corps an opportunity 
to go sightseeing. 


P) That's it. (Laughter. ) 


Q Of course, he's not there long enough. You need 
to stay overnight. 


a That's right. (Laughter.) We're not really 
there long enough. 





Q Some of us have gotten a lot of literature from 
the Greenpeace group which is very concerned about the 
situation in Palau, and I must admit it was the first I've paid 
any attention to it. But I gather it's a disagreement over 
whether nuciear-capable ships, et cetera, can go into those 
waters -- whether the electorate of that region has voted, by 
the three-quarters vote necessary, to allow nuclear stuff in 
there, or what? I mean what is the U.S. Government's 
position? Are you -- 





A I think that's all right. I think we did get the 
vote. 


How about that? How does it sit on that? 
SECOND SENIOR DEPARTMENT OFFICIAL: (Inaudible) 
A We did get that. 

Q Well, you got 72 percent. 


Q It wasn't that big a majority. 











A Yes, but I think we think it's good enough; don't 
we? 


SECOND SENIOR DEPARTMENT OFFICIAL: Yes. 
A That's our interpretation of it. 


Q Do you know whether it's in the court -- is it in 
the courts now? It's -- 


A Yes, I think that's right. But our belief is we 
got the -- 


SECOND SENIOR DEPARTMENT OFFICIAL: I'll try to get 
you some more detail on that. 


A Yes. If you want, we can get you something on 
that. 


, Q What is the general --- what is the purpose, 
besides taking on fuel -- of the Secretary's going to Palau? 
What is he trying to say or do -- or is he trying to say or do 
anything by going there in the first place? 


A Oh, it's simply -~ it's nothing special, I don't 
think, really on this. It's to meet with President Salii and 
to exchange views with him. And, you know, the Congress has 
acted on the Palau compact -- not finally, but it's just about 
put to bed. And, of course, that will probably be going up to 
the UN Security Council. So it's just to show our support and 
concerns and interest in Palau. 


Yes. 


Q Will Mr. Shultz have bilateral talks with Mr. 
Lange in Manila? 


Aa These things are now being considered, and his 
program has not -- the bilateral program has not yet been 
finalized but will be shortly. 


Q Have we had a request from New Zealand as yet? 

A Well, as I say, we are trying to set up these 
bilateral talks. I wouldn't want to go beyond that at this 
time. 


Q So you're saying it's possible there would be a 
bilateral discussion -- 
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a Oh, yes. 
Q -— with New Zealand. 
A Oh, yes; oh, yes; oh, yes. 


Q To what end? To try to salvage something -- 
ANZUS or what? 


A Well, you know the difficulty there and the 
problems we've had and the discussions that we are continuing 
to have on the various issues and on that particular issue of 
the ANZUS Treaty. And if the two were to meet, of course, 
clearly these matters would be taken up by them, as well as 
other matters. 


Beyond that, I don't know what else I can say. 


Q A meeting is under discussion then between the 
two governments. 


A About the possibility of meeting? 
Q Yes. 
Yes. 


Q What is the status now? What's the latest with 
regard to ANZUS? As I understand it, the U.S. and Australia 
are going to have some meeting of their own in August. But 
where does that leave ANZUS now; what is its status? 


A Well, ANZUS, as of right now, remains as is, 
except New Zealand is not living up to its obligations in terms 
of its --~- of what the ANZUS Treaty, as we understand it, is 
supposed to be. But ANZUS remains in existence, and the 
meeting with Australia in August will, of course, be a 
reaffirmation of the strong ties between our two countries -- 
between the United States and Australia -— in every way, 
including, of course, the security ties. 


But ANZUS remains as it is as of right now. 
Q But is New Zealand totally -- I mean while ANZUS 


remains, is New Zealand now a totally non-functioning member of 
ANZUS? 


A That gets into some very complicated questions in 
terms of all aspects of the relationship, and it's hard to -- 





ati. 





Q Well, what key aspects then, or is it -- 


A Well, the key aspect is not allowing our ships 
in. And that's the major aspect, as we see it. 


Q But the fallout from-—- 


A And the whole question, of course, of where we go 
and what we do is something that is being considered by us now. 
As you know, it has been under consideration for some time. 


But I think the key thing here to remember and to keep 
in mind is the very close ties that exist between the United 
States and Australia in every aspect of the security 
relationship remain firm, and will remain firm, according to 
both of our countries. 


Q I guess you weren't asked this -- about a 
possible visit to the United States by Mrs. Aquino. Is that 
something that will come up there? 





A That is something that is very much under 
consideration and may very well come up at the meetings in 
Manila. 


Q Well, it's been reported that the U.S. was going 
to propose the meeting be moved up to September. Is that the 
case? 





A The dates are under consideration by both 
countries now. 


Q Is September under consideration by both 
countries? 
A Several dates are under consideration, including 


September. (Laughter. ) 
All right? 
Q Thank you very much. 


(The BACKGROUND briefing concluded at 11:40 a.m.) 
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SECRETARY SHULTZ: First, I would like to thank the people of 
Singapore, particularly the Prime Minister and Mrs. Lee for 
their hospitality. The lengthy opportunity to talk to the 
Prime Minister was a great privilege, and they were most 
gracious in hosting us at a lovely dinner last night, so we are 
very appreciative. Any questions? 


QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, can you tell us if the Soviets have 
now offered a date for a meeting between you and Mr. 

Sheverdnadze? And secondly, can you give us any indication of 
the discussion that Dubinin and President Reagan may have had? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: No, I don't have any comment on that. iI 
think that's basically a Washington story at this point. 


QUESTION: Despite the reduction on U.S. dollars, there are 
indications that there will be some protectionist measures 
implemented. How would your administration handle this? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: The President is firmly and deeply opposed 
to protection. He believes in open trading and he applauded 
the speech, the wonderful speech, outstanding speech made by 
Prime Minister Lee in Washington to a joint session of our 
Congress last year. So he is opposed to things like the bill 
that passed our House recently and he said heswill veto it if 
it were to ever wind up on his desk. 
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QUESTION: Bob Kaylor, U.S. News and World Report. Mr. 
Secretary. I have two questions. The first one, are you going 
to meet with Prime Minister Lange in Manila and does the United 
States -- 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: The answer to that is yes. 


QUESTION: Does the United States have any indication that New 
Zealand is going to modify its anti-nuclear policy in the ban 
on U.S. ships? / 

SECRETARY SHULTZ: I don't have any indications. However, I 
look forward to my meeting with Prime Minister Lange and I'll 
see what he has on his mind. 


QUESTION: The second question is, here in Singapore -- 
SECRETARY SHULTZ: I thought that was two. 


: In your talks here in Singapore, did the subject of 
potential leakage of U.S. technology come up and is the U.S. 
satisfied with the unilateral steps that Singapore is taking to 
try to prevent that sort of thing? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: The possible agreement on the technology 
transfer memorandum of understanding is under discussion and 


review. And, as a matter of fact, I think there is a 
(Singapore) team in Washington right now discussing it. So we 
talked about it briefly and it's a matter under close review. 
Of course, we think, and Prime Minister Lee and Singaporeans 
agree, that it's a great mistake for technology -- advanced 
technology -- that might be useful for military purposes, to 
leak to the Soviet Union. 


QUESTION: Are the unilateral -- 


That's your quota. Next? No, well, then 
you can continue if nobody else has any questions. 


' QUESTION: I was going to ask you to follow up with the 
unilateral steps Singapore is taking. Are they enough for the 
United States, or is the United States going to continue to 
press for a signed agreement? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, we think it's good to have a clear 


agreement between countries. We have them with many other 
countries, but at any rate, it's a matter under discussion. 
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: Mr. Reagan was kind enough to take ASEAN issues to 
the Tokyo Summit, but we are now hearing reports that the ASEAN 
Foreign Ministers are quite unhappy with the outcome. I think 
there are probably three issues involved: low commodity 
prices; the flow of investment which is starting to slacken; 
and protectionism. Would you comment on how you view these 
issues? ° 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: The Tokyo Summit cou)d hardly chance the 

. by 
market torces and i might say some of us who had to suffer with 
the very high oil prices for example, are not unhappy to see 
them where they are right now. But, I recognize that the level 
of commodity prices are a problem for those who produce and 
sell ane depend on the commodity. I think it is important to 
look at what's happening to the long term market for some of 
these commodities. And, without wanting to pick out particular 
ones and talk about them, the fact is that the nature of what's 
being manufactured that has traditionally contained these 
commodities is changing. Things are lighter, there are more 
plastics in them and so you are seeing a change in the 
structure of demand for many commodities. And, no doubt, that 
has something to do with the prices, and commodity agreements 
won't solve that problem, as the experience with the tin 
agreement shows. So, that's a deep problen. 


As far as the issues of protection are concerned, I think it 
was addressed .quite squarely at the Tokyo Summit and, of 
course, it has been addressed squarely by President Reagan. 
That isn't to say there aren't protectionist issues all around 
the world. And I think that many of them exist in developing 
countries. And, I believe myself -- I noticed in the papers 
this morning that some of the ASEAN Ministers and Mrs. Aquino, 
in particular, called for more open markets within ASEAN. I 
think that's a good point, but we have supported and the Tokyo 
Summit supported the start of a new GATT round. That's a 
market opening measure. The GATT rules need to be extended to 
include other matters -- services and intellectual property 
cights -- I might say. a controversial issue here. So I think 
the Tokyo Summit addressed these matters. - 
It also discussed the problem of agricultural éubsidies and the 
impact of some of the agricultural programs of the developed 
countries on those agricultural markets and agreed to study 
that carefully. That's kind of a breakthrough. It's the first 
time it's been done. 


QUESTION: Declining flows in investment? 
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SECRETARY SHULTZ: Declining flows in investment. Well. from 
the standpoint of the U.S., it continues to be strong. I think 
our investments here, for example, amount to about $5 billion 
and continue to come in, but investment flows to places where 
the investors feel they get a yood rate of return. So, the 
world is very competitive on investments, and here I think that 
there are some steps that the ASEAN countries could take, 
actually Singapore has taken a move in this direction, that's 
very constructive I think, and that is to pass legislation that 
protects the intellectual property of investors. An awful lot 
of what's invested ese days -- take the computer area and the 
software oY take pharmaceuticals or many other kinds of 
investments -- bring with them proprietory rights and if you 
have no protection for those proprietory rights, the investment 
hesitates to come. So there are things that can be done that 
will improve conditions for investment and we'd like to see 
those things done. 


: Secretary Shultz, as you know, Singapore is 
experiencing its second year of negative growth after a long 
time of very high growth spurts. The news from places like 
Japan is that their growth rate is fairly low; the United 
States while growing, is not growing at a very rapid rate. 

Does it look like the big growth spurts of the places like 
Singapore and some of the other new industrialized countries, 
the era is over and it is going to be no growth and slow growth 
here from now on? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: I think the case of Singapore is a little 
different, in that it's this two year period you referred to 
probably is associated with the fact that costs in Singapore 
got up pretty high relative to competing places, and I see that 
the Singapore authorities are taking steps to deal with that 
and beginning to see some response to it. So, if you create 
non-competitive costs, you tend to feel the effects of that 
fairly fast in a rapid market. I think that we are going to 
see good substantial growth in the years ahead and there is no 
reason why a developing country that sets itself up right can 
have rates of growth well in excess of average growth in the 
world economy generally. To deal adequately with the problems 
we have in this world, the debt problems and the general 
problems of poverty and the aspirations to get ahead, we have 
to have conditions that generate economic growth. And, I think 
they can be found and I think we are in the process of doing 
that better and better. 
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: Mr. Secretary. what do you think of the Indonesian 
idea about the establishment of a free zone in this region? 
(Inaudible) as you know, they will discuss this situation in 
Manila. 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: I think people have to focus on what the 
real problem is. The real problem is, that there are large 


stockpiles of nuclear weapons and President Reagan has called 
for radical reductions in these stockpiles, leading eventually. 
if possible, to zero. And that's what we are advocating in our 
negotiations with the Soviet Union. 


As long as the Soviet Union has these nuclear weapons, then it 
is important for the United States, in particular, to maintain 
a deterred capability. and so the U.S. nuclear capability is a 
very important force for stability in this part of the world as 
well as elsewhere. So, I think that the thing to do is to 
concentrate on what the real problem is or what the real 
objective should be, namely to reduce nuclear weapons 
generally, rather than try to prohibit them in certain areas. 
After all, what you want to prohibit is the nuclear weapon 
landing on you, and the best way to avoid that is to get them 
reduced and eliminated. 


QUESTION: Following up on the same question, Moscow in the 
form of a delegation from the Soviet Presidium, came down, too, 
last month, and they said it in Singapore and in Malaysia that 
the United States in collusion with Japan and South Korea are 
using their economic influence on ASEAN to build up military 
blocks. And, one of the indications mentioned was the arms 
stockpile in Thailand and they said the biggest threat 
countering the ASEAN perception of the Soviet threat was that 
America and the new allies are the threat to ASEAN. What is 
your comment on that? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, I can see by the sound of your voice 
that you think it sounds a little hollow, and I agree with 
you. After all, here is the Soviet Union and Cam Ranh Bay 
supporting its quiet Vietnam who is occupying Cambodia. The 
ASEAN countries, I think very skillfully, along with help from 
China, are trying to do something about it. So, when the 
Soviet Union comes to this region with that kind of message, 
what they need to hear is why don't they stop their aggression, 
and allow more stability to take place here. 


QUESTION: Will proposed spending on the Strategic Defense 
Initiative affect conventional investments in the U.S. Navy and 
Air Force, and does this have implications for the military 
balance in Southeast Asia? 
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SECRETARY SHULTZ: The Strategic Defense Initiative of 
President Reagan's is an important contribution potentially to 
the system of deterrence’ because it makes your-capability of 
avoiding the impact of a first strike much greater, assuming 
that it works out and can be developed successfully. I might 
say. it's also quite clear that it has got the Soviet's 
attention, and it has become a centerpiece in the negotiations 
at Geneva. So, to the extent that people favor these 
discussions on arms control, the existence and the importance 
of SDI is a major contribution to that. So, I think that it's 
a very important development. 


As to its impact on conventional force matters, in theory, 
there shouldn't be any particular impact, I think, on the 
whole. In NATO, in particular, we see the importance of 
improving our conventional force capability and, as the saying 
goes, “raise the nuclear threshold” by having a great 
conventional capability than we do. Obviously, this is 
expensive and one of the reasons why countries have gone to the 
nuclear deterrent is that it is a less expensive way than 
conventional arms, but, nevertheless, we need to look to our 
conventional capability without a doubt. Insofar as this area 
is concerned, of course, anything that contributes to stability 
in the world political system helps this area. 


Sic, the multi-fiber talks between U.S.A. and Hong 
Kong broke down. Can you tell me what directions in the next 
round of talks will probably take place? 


These textile talks are always breaking down 
and picking up. They broke down but they are reconvening and 
it seems to be part of what a negotiation is about. The 
problem is that the United States textile industry has a large 
employment base and is seeing its market in the United States 
erode. And to a certain extent, quite rapidly lately, as the 
shipments into the United States of countries that sent us 
textile goods had been exceeding their quotas by quite a large 
amount. And, that has made the negotiations much more sticky 
as they seek to enlarge the products covered and things of that 
kind. So, the way the textile industry works around the world 
through the multi-fiber agreement, just voroduces perpetual 
aws > 2convening 
and so on, and Hong Kong is going through that process. It is 
not a particularly satisfactory system, but it is the system 
that the world has fallen into, and for reasons that I guess 
are understandable. 
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QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, the British Government announced 
today, yesterday. I think it was, that it is hoping to have 
talks with Mr. Oliver Tambo of the African National Congress, 
about ways of alleviating violence. Would the United States 
also like to have such high level talks with the ANC? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: We are interested ‘in whatever that can be 
done to move toward a reduction of violence and a start of 
genuine negotiations. To that extent, we have had periodic 
contacts with the ANC, and there isn't any doubt that the ANC 
is a force in the South Africa picture. So, we will follow the 
British talks with great interest, and in the general, be 
looking to anything that can move in the directions that I 
outlined. Anybody else? Thank you very much. 


rrerefrker * * ® 
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Action Pa-92 Am> SAYOER WILL GE ATTENDING TeaT, AMD THAT'S weERE 17 
WILL BE DISCUSSED (6 MORE OETANL. SOTHING WAS BEMLLY 
Cie, Meo ee ee ee SAID TODAY WHICH WOULD BE Amy DIFFERENT Team wat Tat 
{8-88 OODE-O8 eo © EXIN-OS NSCE-O8 miat-O8 COm-o8 SECRETARY SAID (6 HIS PRESS CONFERENCE YESTERDAY wate Ht 
Ce ee ee ee ANSWERED THE QUESTION AROUT MEW IEALAMD. (7 WAS ¥ERT 
ee ee ee ncn THE SARE. 
(MPE-O8 AGRE~-OL FRR-OL (GES-O9 ACDA~I? JUSE~M OEMt~o8 
ee ee oe en & CRAUDIGLE)...15 THERE ANYTHING MORE THAT THE UNITED 
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& «| OORT EHOW, SPECIFICALLY, SERRIE, BOUT Som oO 
THESE THINGS. | EAM, YOU HAVE... WE TALEED, FOR 
PUSTANCE, VELL, AUSTRALIA, AS Ae CRARPLE. 3 THEY Haut 
O1GH DUTIES, | GUESS, OF AMERICAN COMPUTERS '\" YOU Haut 
CRAPPLES OF SPECIFIC CAAPPLES OF VERY HIGH DUi «ts OF 
AUTOMOBILES. THAT'S HOT ASEAN GUT ON THE OTHER Hamp af 
TASED ABOUT THAT. THAT'S WHAT MARES ME THOME THAT... 
& WRRUDIELE) BECAUSE 11 SOUNDS GOOD 1H SavinG iT, 
SUT, YOU KWOv, | DON'T KNOY WAT HIND OF MAREETS A ant 
TRYING TO GET 18 HERE ~~ H)GR-TECH OF...? 

Ah «(SINGAPORE LOOKS LORE ITS FULL OF anrRican 

PRODUCTS. 

Ah «SINGAPORE 15. ‘SINGAPORE 15 DIFFERENT. Simcarort is 
GOT 4 CLOSED MAREET 47 MLL, A CONT Sav That aS Fan as 
Simearomt |S Comcrento. 

GEVERM VOICES TOGETHER, GHINTELL PG IGLE)... MmLarSian 
CARS. GOW THEY’ WE RAISED ML THEN TARIFFS. 

FOORSTUFFS, TRY TO GUY CHOCOLATES Amd & LOT OF THINGS, 
AMD OPER \Cam CIGARETTES. 

& TOU GET BOWE TO VERY SPECIFIC THINGS THAT MVE OTEE 
Wont BG On 

& GWHINTELLIGIRLE) aceiCuTuRm STUFF’ 

he «J08T LORE COMRUDIDLE) CHOCOLATE, © Mam, THAT 15 Ont 
TOUS WHERE TARIFES ORE CRTOEMELY B)GH... 18 THIS Pant OF 
Toe WORLD... 


& Cae TOU GO OVER A LITTLE O/T Om THE autTem ie 
SLATER, GHD TELL US IF BEV TEM OND CAME UF, and wat 
THERE Any ATTEMPT TO TRY amp GET & STRATEGY GolNG To 
fm with (amet? 

& «80, THERE Wate T Aer ATTCRPT TO GET & SreariGy. iT 
O10 COM UF, TES. AS YOU RWOW THE SECRETARY Wii OF 
PETTING WITH THE FROME MORISTER, FROME MemISTER Lanet, 
Tomsenoy. 7 Came UF, IT WAS HOT OISCUSSED aT any 


LEWSTE TODAY AMD THE REASON FOR teat 1S TeaT IT Wha OF 
DISCUSSED 18 THE COURSE OF THIS BIL ATERM Mimi STERI mM 


er UNCLASS IF LED 


STATES Cam OO TO, QUOTE, “PUNISH MEW TEMLaNDT* 

A: 80, | CONT THOME IT'S & QUESTION OF PUN/SHRENT, ano 
| DOw'T THIWR... WERE WOT THINKING Im THOSE TERNS. 

THAT ISa'T THE POUT. | THOME THE SECRETARY was SarD 
THAT SEW TEALAND 15 A FRIEND OF OURS, AnD Tee tw 

TEAL AMD PEOPLE AND AMERICAN PEOPLE ARE GOOD FRICHDS AnD 
VE WANT 17 TO REMAIN TRAT Way. MERE TALKING ABOUT & 
VERY SPECIFIC DIFFERENCE THAT WE HAVE, AND ME DON'T SEE 
THINGS (8 THE SAME WaT AS FAR AS TRE MUCLEAR OUESTION, 
HUCLEAR SHIPS, MUCLEAR WEAPONS, AND NUCLEAR POWERED 
SHIPS ARE CONCERNED. AND THAT THIS OBVIOUSLY Has 

A... MPPCCTS THE ANTS TREATY AS FAR AS TRE UNITED stares 
AND ULV IEMLAND ARE CONCERNED -- OUR RELATIONSHIP. AnD 
ME HAVE TO ACCEPT THIS. UNLESS THE NEW DEMLaND 
GOVERNMENT CHANGES ITS POSITION, ME HAVE TO ACCEPT ters 
AS A FACT. AMD CONSIDER weaT THIS MEANS Im TEARS OF Tat 
CHTIRE SECURITY ARRANGENENTS THAT WE'WE HAD WITH ntW 
TEM AMD. THAT'S WHAT ME°RE TALKING ABOUT. GUT THERE 15 
HO QUESTION 18 OUR MINDS (6 TERNS OF PUNISHING mtW 

TEM AMD. THIS 1S WOT THE POUNT. 


hy r A ’ 
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@ WEN THE PORT GAN FIRST (CAME) UP.1 THINK THERE was 
A MOVE IN THE CONGRESS THAT ADVOCATED SOME FORM OF 
REPRISALS, ECONOMIC... 

M: YOU MEAN SUCH ECONOMIC REPRISALS? 

A: YES. 

A: 0. THAT'S NOT REALLY... THAT'S MOT IN OUR 
THINKING. NOT ECONOMIC REPRISALS. 

@ UT IT MAY BE IN THE CONGRESS’ STAND? 

A: TWAT COULD GE, BUT THAT'S NOT I THE 
ADMINISTRATION'S THINKING. 

@: BUT THE THRESHOLD 1S STILL THE LEGISLATION AS FaR aS 
FORMALLY DISSOLVING ANZUS, ISN'T IT? 

A: WE'RE WOT REALLY TALKING ABOUT FORMALLY 01 SOLVING 
ANIUS AS SUCH. WO. WHAT WE'RE TALKING ABOUT WERE, | 
THINK, 1S THE PARTICULAR SECURITY ARRANGEMENTS BETWEEN 
WEW TEALAND AND THE UNITED STATES, AMO THIS IS THE 
ISSUE, THIS 1S THE QUESTION. 

@: GUT WOULON’T THAT TAKE THE NZ OUT OF aNZUS? 

( AUGHTER) 

A: WE WOULD CERTAINLY WOPE THAT, YOU KNOW, THIS 
TEMPORARY ABERRATION WILL CHANGE, WILL DISAPPEAR. 

@: WASN'T THE UNITED STATES CEASED WEARLY ALL, IF NOT 
ALL, SECURITY COOPERATION WITH WEW ZEALAND, EXERCISES, 
EXCHANGE OF INTELLIGENCE, YOU WANE IT. 

A: WE'VE CUT OFF ALOT OF THAT STUFF, YEaN, THAT'S 


RIGHT. ° 
@: $0, WHAT NOW, IF THEY GO AWEAD WITH THEIR BILL AND 
ALL THAT, WHAT TOEN WILL HAPPEN? rAT AAR Mtg 

bs: ie Ay’. ti 


@: YOU'VE STOPPED EVERYTHING THAT CAN BE STOPPED, AS A 
PRACTICAL MATTER, HAVE YOU NOT? 

A: | WOULDN'T SAY EVERYTHJNG. | THIWK THERE ARE STILL 
SOME THINGS THAT CAN BE DONE. AND, WELL, WE HAVE ~~ 
WE'RE LOOKING AT THAT. 

@ DIDN'T WE SAY ALREADY TO MEV TEAL AMD THAT IF YOU 
PASS THE GILL WE WILL STATE OM THE RECORD THAT WE WILL 
WO LONGER BE BOUND BY THAT CERTAIN PROVISION OF THE 
ANIUS TREATY TO COME TO WEW TEALAND’S COOPERATION TO... 
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@: 1S TWERE ANY INDICATION FROM THE WEW ZEALAND SIDE 
TWAT THERE 1S ANY CHANGE OF HEART, OR NEW POSITION, OR 
FLEXIBILITY THAT HAS NOT BEEN THERE ON THE PART OF THE 
GOVERNMENT THERE IN ADVANCE OF THIS MEETING TOMORROW. 

A: | WOULD PUT IT THIS WAY: | WOULD NOPE THAT WE WOULD 
SEE SOMETHING OF THAT SORT, SUT WE HAVE WO INDICATION OF 
TWAT AT THIS TIME, IF TWERE WAS ANY CHANGE, 

@ UNINTELLIGIBLE) 

A: BUT | HATE TO PREJUDGE WHAT PRIME MINISTER LANGE 
NIGHT SAY, 

@ I’ GETTING FOGGY. WHEN HAWKE WAS IN WASHINGTON, 
WASN'T IT AGREED THAT IF WEW ZEALAND PASSED THE 
LEGISLATION, TWE U.S. AND AUSTRALIA WOULD EXCHANGE 
LETTERS, SAYING THAT WE WOULD STAY (iMAUDIGLE)? 

A: THERE WAS ALOT OF TALK ABOUT THAT, BERNIE, THAT'S 
RIGHT. THAT WE WOULD EXCHANGE LETTERS, THAT WE WOULD 
EXCHANGE... THAT THERE WOULD BE ISSUANCE OF JOINT LETTERS 
()MAUD IBLE). 

A: WELL, IN A SENSE, RESTATING THE U.S. -AUSTRAL IAN 
DETERMINATION TO ABIDE BY THE ANZUS AGREEMENT, THIS IS A 
MATTER THAT WE'RE TALKING ABOUT, THAT WHATEVER NEW 
TEALAND WAS DONE, IR IKTENDS TO DO, THE UNITED STATES 
AND AUSTRALIA WILL HOLD FIRM TO THE PRINCIPLES OF THE 
ANIUS TREATY AND SO FORTH. 

@: WITH RESPECT EACH OTHER, BUT NOT....7 

A: WITH RESPECT TO EACH OTHER. 

@: WAS THAT DISCUSSED WITH AUSTRALIA TODAY? 

A: WO, IT WAS NOT SPECIFICALLY DISCUSSED TODAY. Bur, 
AGAIN, VE WILL DISCUSS THAT IN AUGUST WHEN THIS ISSUE 
WILL HAVE TO BE DISCUSSED. 

A: IW A SENSE WHEN YOU SAY, WAS IT DISCUSSED TODAY, | 
DON’T MEAN TO PUT YOU OFF, BECAUSE IN A SENSE, IT'S 
CONTINUALLY UNDER DISCUSSION. | MEAN, WE DIDN'T DEAL 
WITH IT SPECIFICALLY TODAY, BUT WE ARE CONSTANTLY 
TALKING TO THE AUSTRALIANS ABOUT THIS, 

@: (WMAUDIBLE) AS A LEVERAGE FOR TOMORROW? 

A: WO, WO, WE DIDN'T REALLY. SUT AS | SAY, WE'RE 
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ALWAYS TALKING TO AUSTRALIA ABOUT THIS. THIS IS 
SOMETHING THAT IS CONTINUING, CONTINUING ALL THE TIME. 
@: THE JAPANESE HAD A BRIEFING YESTERDAY, APPARENTLY, 
1m WHICH THEY SAID THAT THERE'LL BE A MEETING IN SAN 
FRANCISCO ON JULY 21ST, 22ND TO DISCUSS STRUCTURAL 
ISSUES. WHAT IS THAT ABOUT? 

A: WELL, ACTUALLY THAT WAS A STATEMENT, | THINK, THAT 
PRIME MINISTER NAKASONE MADE AT AN ELECTION RALLY 
SOMEWHERE IN JAPAN. | DON'T KNOW WHEN BUT HE DID REFER 
TO THIS. THIS IS CORRECT. THERE WILL BE A MEETING. 
YOU KNOW, THIS QUESTION OF STRUCTURAL ADJUSTMENT AND 
STRUCTURAL REFORM 1S SOMETHING THAT COMES OUT, | 
SUPPOSE, BASICALLY OF THE CONVERSATIONS THAT THE 
PRESIDENT AND WAKASONE -- THE PRIME MINISTER -- HAD AT 
CAMP DAVID. IT'S BEEN TALKED ABOUT BEFORE. | MEAN, 
THIS 1S WOT ALL THAT'S WEW IW THAT SENSE AND THERE’ VE 
BEEN EXCHANGES BETWEEN THE SECRETARY AND FOREIGN 
MINISTER ABE ON THIS. 
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TALKED ABOUT IN INDONESIA AND IT JUST DIDN'T HAPPEN TO 
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CiAE-88 MEETINGS WERE WOT LENGTHY SUT IT WAS BROUGHT UP THERE. 
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@: AND SO WO DO WE (INAUDIBLE)? 

A: IT'S GOING TO BE UH...., I'M WOT SURE WHETHER WE’ VE 
DECIDED OW THAT YET. SUT IT WOULD PROBABLY BE AT AN 
UNDERSECRETARY LEVEL, ECONONIC. 

BUT NOT SHULTZ LEVEL? 

WO. 

WALLACE LEVEL? 

THAT'S RIGHT. IM ALL LIKELINOOD, BUT..... 

THE TREASURY MAYBE? 

WELL, TREASURY WILL BE INVOLVED IN THIS TOO, VERY 
WEAVILY. WHAT'S THAT? THAT'S RIGHT. VERY HEAVILY FROM 
OUR SIDE. 

@: 18 THIS PARALLEL TO THE MOSS TALKS? 

A: IT DOESN'T. IT'S DIFFERENT FROM THE MOSS TALKS. | 
WOULDN'T CALL IT PARALLEL AT ALL. 

@: | SAID THAT'S EWOUGH. WE'VE NOW GOT THE ORIFT 
GQAUGHTER) . 

UNIDENTIFIED: AS FAR AS | RECOGNIZE THEM, THEY’ RE 
INDONESIAN STILL. 

@: YOU WANT TO TELL US IF THE ISSUE OF EAST TIMOR COMES 
UP AS (INAUDIBLE) ... CONGRESSMAN TONY HORSES? 

A: WO, THE ISSUE OF EAST TIMOR DID WOT COME UP. ME 
TALKED AGAIN, OF COURSE, ABOUT ECONOMIC ISSUES, 
BASICALLY. AND... YOU KWOW, OWE THING IN ALL THESE 
THINGS WE... ALL THE THINGS WE MENTIOWED, ALL OF THEN 
WAVING TO DO WITH THE TOKYO SUMMIT, THE DECISIONS 
REACHED AT THE TOKYO SUMMIT WHICH AFFECT THEM. aNd THE 
FACT THAT WE DID RAISE A GREAT DEAL AT TOKYO, WHICH THE 
ASEAN COUNTRIES HAD ASKED THE PRESIDENT AND THE 
SECRETARY TO RAISE WHEN WE WERE DOWN IN BALI. AND THESE 
ISSUES WERE TALKED ABOUT AND THEN...... 

@: YES, SINCE THERE’S A CLAQUE IN WASHINGTON VERY 
INTERESTED IN EAST TIMOR..... 

A: | RROV. 

Orns Cam YOU SAY WHY YOU DIDN'T RAISE EAST TIMOR? 
THERE WAS A CONGRESSIONAL RESOLUTION. 

A: | ROW. WELL, IT HAS BEEN TALKED ABOUT. IT WAS 
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@: SATELLITES? ANYTHING NEW ON THAT? 
A: WO. WE TALKED ABOUT THAT WITH HIM, SUT 1 WOULD 
SAY, AGAIN IT WASN'T ANYTHING TERRIGLY MORE... ANYTHING 
DIFFERENT REALLY FROM WHAT WAS SAID THIS MORNING BY 

HIM, GUT AGAIN, WE SORT OF WENT OVER IT ALITTLE BIT. 
TALKED ABOUT IT HOT IN ANY GREAT DEPTH BUT THE AMERICAN 
SECRETARY'S, YOU KNOW, SUPPORT OF THE ASEAN POSITION. 
AND VE WILL CONTINUE TO BACK THER. AND THERE'S A 
REITERATION OF THIS KIND OF THING. YOU KNOW SO MUCH OF 
THESE MEETINGS ARE SIMPLY THE NEED TO PUT THINGS On THE 
TABLE KIND OF AND SAP THEN AGAIN. | MEAN, THIS 1S, 
WAT, SO THAT YOU GET THAT. AND IT’S WOT REALLY Any 
DIFFERENT FROM WAT’ VE YOU'VE HEARD GUT IT’S... 

@: 1D THE TEWOR OF THE CLOSED MEETING THIS MORNING 
CHANGE MARKEDLY FROM THE TENOR OF THE SUBJECT MATTER 
TWAT WAS BROUGHT OUT IN THE OPEN PART OF THE... 

A: | DON'T THINK SO. 00 YOU JONN? 

A: TWE SUBJECT MATTER WAS PRETTY MUCH THE SAME. THE 
PRESS A BIT MORE POINTED BUT... 

@: WHAT WAS THE TENOR? WAS IT BEAT SHULTZ GETTING....7 
A: SANDBAGGING? WO. NO, | DON'T THINK IT WAS THAT. 

1T REALLY WASH’T THAT. 1 THOUGHT THE .... YOU KNOW, | 
THOUGHT THE ASEAN UNDERSTANDING OF THE AMERICAN POSITION 
On ECONOMIC ISSUES WAS REALLY QUITE GOOD. 

@: THE DIALOGUE PARTNERS ARE THE ONES WHO SEEM TO OE 
UNPING ON US THIS MORNING. 

A: EAN, TWERE’S SOME TRUTH TO THAT. QUT | THOUGHT 
TWAT THE ATTITUDE REALLY WAS VERY GOOD. THERE WAS AN 
UNDERSTANDING, AND | THINK TWEY DO BELIEVE AND 
RECOGNIZE, THAT SHULTZ AND TWE PRESIDENT ARE VERY 
SERIOUS ABOUT FIGHTING THIS PROTECTIONISN IN THE UNITED 
STATES, THIS ATTITUDE, AND THEY UNDERSTAND THAT, THEY 
RECOGNIZE THAT. SO | THOUGHT ON THE WHOLE IT WAS NOT 
Bad. 

@ LET'S GO TO THE SUBJECT YOU DISCUSSED LAST MIGHT. 
WAS. AQUINO TOLD US IM THE PRESS CONFERENCE THAT SHE HAS 
DECIDED TO WANE OR SHE WAS WANED THE MINISTER OF 


SPECIFICALLY POINTED OUT ANYBODY, AS | REMEMBER. SHE 
MENTIONED A FEW NAMES OF PEOPLE WHO WOULD BE INVOLVED, 
GUT THIS WAS -- 

@: 00 YOU HAVE ANY REACTION OR ASSESSMENT OF HOW THESE 
GUYS WOULD DO AS MEGOTIATORS, OR WHAT THEIR PARTICULAR 
SELECTION SUGGESTS ABOUT THE PHILIPPINE GOVERNMENT'S 
MOVE IN THIS REGARD? 

A: | THINK THESE -- | THINK THAT THESE ARE PRETTY -- 
PRETTY REALISTIC PEOPLE, AND | ~~ RECOGNIZING THE 
DIFFICULTIES OF ACHIEVING TOO MUCH, THEY UNDERSTAND 
THAT, GUT THEY'RE TRYING AND MAKING THE EFFORT. | MEAN 
| THINK THESE ARE TWO WHO WILL FOLLOW THE WAY IM WHICH 
THE PRESIDENT, PRESIDENT AQUINO WAS OUTLINED WAT SHE'S 
TRYING TO 00 HERE. THEY SUPPORT THE POLICY. THEY WANT 
TO ENGAGE IM IT. GUT | THINK THEY'RE -- | THINK THEY'RE 
PRETTY TOUGH AND -- 
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@ WE TALKED ABOUT THIS LAST NIGHT SOME, SUT Im YOUR 
UNDERSTANDING, What I$ IT THAT SWE IS TRYING TO 
ACCOMPLISH THROUGH THE TALKS? 

A: SWE’S TRYING TO ACHIEVE WHAT SHE CALLS, AS SWE SAYS, 
RECONCILIATION. WHAT SHE'S TRYING TO DO 1S TO GRiNG 
BACK INTO THE POLITICAL PROCESS, THE DEMOCRATIC 
POLITICAL PROCESS, THOSE PEOPLE WHO ARE WOT DEDICATED, 
CONFIRMED COMMUNISTS WHO DON'T BELIEVE WECESSARILY In 
VIGLENT REVOLUTION, BUT SHE'S TRYING TO TELL THEN THERE 
1S A PLACE FOR THEM IM THE PHILIPPINES, WO THAT THEY 
CAN PARTICIPATE. SWE WANTS THEN TO PART. CIPATE, THE 
FILIPINO NATION WANTS THEM TO PARTICIPATE. AND SHE 
UNDERSTANDS, | BELIEVE, AS FAR AS | CAN SEE FROM war 
SHE SAID, YOU KNOW, THAT SHE'S NOT TRYING TO GET AT THE 
WARD WUTS WERE. ‘THAT'S WOT GONHA WORK, BUT THAT THERE 
ARE A GREAT MANY PEOPLE WHO LEFT THE SYSTEM UNDER 
MARCOS, BELIEVING THAT THERE WAS NOTHING THAT THEY COULD 
ACHIEVE INSIDE THE SYSTEM, AND THE OWLY WaY LEFT FOR 
THER WAS TO TAKE TO THE WILLS, SO TO SPEAK, AND JOIN 
WITH THE REVOLUTIONARIES. AND | THINK WER OBJECTIVE IS 
TO TRY TO WIN A LOT OF THESE PEOPLE Gack, GRiNG THEN 
BACK 1M. WOW MUCH SHE'S GONNA BE ABLE TO ACHIEVE I$ 
AMYBOOY’S GUESS, | WOULD SAY, AT THIS TIME. SUT -- 

@: WAT ABOUT THE EFFECT OF THESE TWO CHOICES ON THER, 
TWE MILITARY THOUGH? AREN'T THEY LIKELY TO BE WOT TOO 
WELL ~~ (IMAUDIBLE)? OW OO YOU KEEP THE FILITARY On 
THE RESERVATION, SO TO SPEAK, WITH THESE TWO Im THE 
NEGOTIATIONS? 

A: WELL, | THINK THE MILITARY 1S ON THE RESERVATION, In 
THIS SENSE. | MEAN, OBVIOUSLY, AS YOU KWOW, FROM wear 
THEY’ VE SAIO @ND SO FORTH, | MEAN THEY HAVE SERIOUS 
QUESTIONS ABOUT THE SUCCESS OF THESE NEGOTIATIONS, AnD | 
THINK ONE CAN'T HELP BUT DOUBT WHETHER OR WOT THEY CaN 
SUCCEED, GUT ON THE OTHER WAND, | THINK THE MILITARY Has 
ACQUIESCED INTO AM ACCEPTANCE OF PRESIDENT aQuino’s 
DETERMINATION TO DO THIS, AND HER BELIEF THaT THIS IS 


UNCLASSIFIED 


JU3E-81 


“UNCLASSIFIED ~~ 
Department of State 


Ci ae-68 
COME -88 
EaP-88 
i nh-67 
DEAE -68 
123 W 


REQUEST OF SECRETARY SHULTZ. 


biUUmilia 


TELEGRAM 


THE WAY TO PROCEED. IF IT DOESN'T WORK, WELL, THEN YoU 
WAVE TO ADOPT THE GTWER METHODS. AND IN THE MEANTIME, | 
THIWK THE MILITARY 1S, AS FAR AS WE CAN UNDERSTAND 1T, 
SEEMS SATISFIED THAT THEY ARE GETTING THE SUPPORT THaT 
THEY WEEG FROM PRESIDENT AQUING TO REFCRE, TO BUILD UP 
THEIR FORCES, TO PREPARE, TO CONTINUE THE BATTLE RIGHT 
WOW AS THEY HAYE TO, AND THEN TO PREPARE FOR PERHAPS 
FUTURE BATTLES TO COME, AND OF A MORE SEVERE waTURE iF 
THESE TALKS DO WOT TUSCEED. $01 DON’T NOW IF THEY 
WAVE ANY REASON, NECESSARILY, TO COMPLAIN. | EON INA 
SENSE, | THIMK, THEY ARE GETTING EVERYTHING THEY WANT, 
AND THEREFORE why WOT LET THIS SE PLAYED OUT? | OON'T 
THIWK THERE'S ANY WAY THAT THE NEGOTIATORS WOULD BE ABLE 
TO WARM THE INTERESTS OF THE MILITARY Im THE 
WEGOTIATIONS, | MEAN. AND OBVIOUSLY THE MILITARY 
LEADERSHIP ARE GONNA BE OLEPLY INVOLVED IN THE 
GOVERNMENT DECISIONS THAT ARE TAKEN CN HOW THE 
WEGOTIATIONS GO AND WHAT(’S GONNA HAPPEN. THEY ARE GONNA 
GE DEEPLY INVOLVED. IT'S NOT AS THOUGH THEY'RE SITTING 
OUTSIDE OF ALL THIS PROCESS. THEY'RE KOT. TWEY’RE IN 
17. 1 OON’T KNOW. | CAN'T EE THAT THEY WOULD GE TOO 
TERRIBLY CONCERNED ABOUT THIS, BUT | DON’T KNOW. 

A: SWE SAID ALSO IN RESPONSE TO A QUESTION ABOUT A 

SHE MADE & POINT THAT THEY 
WAD ASKED THAT THE MILITARY ASSISTANCE AS WELL AS THE 
ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE IN THE FUTURE BE OF UNRESTRICTED 
WATURE, TAKE OFF SOME OF THE RESTRICTIONS THAT HAD BEEN 
PLACED PRIMARILY BECAUSE OF MARCOS AND OTHER THINGS, SO 
THAT THEY COULO USE THIS FOR AS GENERAL SUPPORT.OF THE 
MILITARY, GUDGETARY TYPE OF SUPPORT. 
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A: YES, SWE MENTIONED THAT. 

@: WHAT IS THE U.S. REACTION TO TwaT? 

A: OUR REACTION 1S QUITE POSITIVE. WE'D LIKE TO 00 
WHAT WE CAN ON Thar. 

@: 1S THERE ANY BARRIER OR PROBLEM TO DOING IT? 

A: WELL, IT DEPENDS, | THINK YOU HAVE TO GO ON -- 
AGAIN, I'M NOT SURE IW TERMS OF THE SPECIFICS OF THIS 
AMO SWE WAS WOT SPECIFIC. | MEAN WER REQUEST Was JUST 
THE WAY YOU STATED IT, GASICALLY. THAT'S THE WaY SHE 
PUT IT, IM A BROAD SENSE. WE'LL BE LOOK WG OVER THIS 
AND BUT THERE'S WO DOUBT, | MEAN SWE PLAN IS GREAT 
IMPORTANCE ON THIS AND ON MILITARY AID. 


@ YOU SAID THAT SWE REQUESTED AN INCREASE IW MILi TARY 
~~ ADDITIONAL MILITARY AID OR WAS IT JUST TAKING THE 
RESTRICTIONS OFF? 


A: BASICALLY AS VE TALKED ABOUT IT, | THINK IT was 
TAKING THE RESTRICTIONS OFF. IT WAS A SORT & FOLLOW-ON 
(MA WAY TO THE CONVERSATIONS THAT WE Had IN THE MORNING 
AT THE BREAKFAST WITH DEFENSE MINISTER EWRILE ano 
GENERAL RAMOS. 


@: WHAT IS THE FIGURE WE ARE TALKING ABOUT Om TaKinG 
RESTRICTIONS OFF? 

A: WE DIDN'T ~- THERE WAS WO FIGURE. WE'RT WOT TALKING 
ABOUT ANY SPECIFIC FIGURE. 

@: WHEN SWE SAME IN -- OR MAYBE BEFORE SWE Cane in, iT 
SEEMS TO ME THAT SWE WAS SAYING LET'S HavE LESS MILITARY 
AID, MORE ECONOMIC AID. 

A: CALLING FOR & SHIFT IM THE PRIORITIES wiTH REGARD TO 
THE PHILIPPINES, amO AT LEAST TODAY, SWE WASN'T SAYING 
THAT ANYMORE. SHE WAS JUST SAYING LET'S TAKE OFF THE 
RESTRICTIONS OW MILITARY AID. 

@: WELL, PERWAPS, (inaudIBLE)? 

@: WHAT KIND OF RESTRICTIONS ARE THERE? 
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A: | DON'T KNOW WHAT THESE THINGS ARE, BERNIE, | REMLLY 
CONT. AND WE WILL HAVE -- WE'LL GET SOMETHING FROR 
THER (NAUDIELE). 

@  (iMAUDIGLE) BUYING CERTAIN TYPES OF WEAPONS? 

A: $7 MAY GE THAT an WAT THEY Cam USE IT FOR, anD 
THIS TYPE GF THING, THE WAY iN WHICH THEY CaN USE iT. 1 
THINK GEWERAL RANCS #45 HIS IDEAS, | *NCw WE DOES. On 
THIS WE WOULD BE RECEIVING, HE WOULD BE GETTING Exactly 
(IMAUDIGLE). GIVE US 2Y CUTLINE CF SPECIFICALLY wmaT 
THEY'RE TOLKING ABUT. I'M CURE THEY WE WaD SOME Tans 
WITH PROBABLY ~~ ALREADY -- WITH SOME OF CUR MyLI TaRY 
PECPLE, BUT i -- 

@ I1°S USUALLY MILITARY AID THAT'S USED FOR SuYING 
WEAPONS, RIGHT? 

A: YEAH, GUT YOU CaN 00 IT FOR & LOT OF OTWER THINGS 
TOO, YOU KNOW. THEY NEED A WELL OF A LOT WERE (6 TERNS 
OF oo 
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action Pa-§2 A: YES, GUT SOT (6 AMY GREAT DETAIL AMD MLL, IT was 
SIMPLY THE SOVIET THREAT im THAT PART OF THE WORLD. 

(NEO LOG-88 COPY-81 ADS-O8 AID-O8 jmn-18 = SS-88 6 Clat-OO BEYOND THAT, THERE WAS BOTHING. 

E8-08 O0DE-OS H-8l EXIN-OE NSCE-98 NSAE-O8 COMm-S8 @ DID AMY GF THEN SUGGEST ANYTHING THE UNITED STATES 

SS0-08 SA-03 1-8) 86 LAB-O4 «TRSE-OB PR-18 86 EaP-O8 COULD OO TO MEET THIS TeREAT? 

1TC-O1 «GPIC-O7 CEA-Ol «OM-81 «STR-28 «SUL -O1 | i - 8? A: WOT ANYNORE Team wiaT WE'RE DOING. | MAM, YOU 

(MRE-O8 AGRE-O1 FRE-Ol OES-89 ACDA-12 JUSE-1 OtAt~-O8 KNOW, WE'VE GOT... ONE OF THE THINGS OF COURSE THAT 

SP-82 9 SHP-O1_PRS-81 «OSHS sOSE-~OB «OCSCT-#2 2D TALKED ABOUT WITH PAPUA WEW GUINEA WAS THE FISHERIES 

“622338 2721362 /61 MEGOTIATIONS THAT ARE TAKING PLACE WOW. AND THE NEED TO 

© 2818957 Jum 86 IFS TRY TO REACH SOME KIND OF MODUS OPERAND! On THAT, 
FM WSOEL SECRETARY Im mamiLa PARTICULARLY WITH REGARDS TO THE TUNA INDUSTRY, AS YOU 
TO SECSTATE WASHDC IMMEDIATE 1626 KNOW, THAT'S THE...mORE THAN THAT, I” THAT SETTING, 
USIA WASHOC IMMEDIATE : TALKED ABOUT, YOU KWOV, THE FISHING AGREEMENTS THAT THE 
USIMFO WASHOC IMMEDIATE SOVIETS ARE TRYING TO REACH OUT IN THIS PART OF THE 
IMFO AMEMBASSY SINGAPORE | MMEDIATE WORLD, KIRIGAT! AGREEMENT WaT THEY'RE TRYING TO 00 
AMEMBASSY JAKARTA \MMEDI ATE ELSEWIERE. SO, THERE WAS SOME DISCUSSION OF IT Im THAT 
AMEMBASSY KUALA LUMPUR IMMEDIATE SENSE, YOU KNOW... WE'VE GOT TO DO wiaT WE Can TO HAVE 
AMEMGASSY BANGAOK |MMEDI ATE A DECENT FISHERIES AGREEMENT FROM THEIR POINT OF VIEW. 
AMEMBASSY GANDAR SER! BEGAWAN IMMEDIATE YOU KNOW, IF THIS KIND OF THING 1S NOT SETTLED PROPERLY 
AMEMBASSY TOKYO |MMEDI ATE 1T CAN JUST GIVE THE SOVIETS & BIGGER OPENING. 


APEMBASSY SEOUL | MMEDI ATE 
APEMBASSY BEING IMMEDIATE 
USCINCPAC HONOLULU Hi IMMEDIATE 
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@: SHE SAID SOMETHING ABOUT HER WANTING TO PUT IT RIGHT 
1mTO THE SUDGET’ 

@: SHE WANTS IT TO RAISE SALARIES, BUY UNIFORAS, THIS 
SORT OF STUFF? 

A: SHE'S TALAED TO US ABOUT THAT. THEY'VE TRIED ALL OF 
THESE THINGS. 

@ SWE SOUNDS LIKE VIETHAM. WE'LL USE ESF FUNDS 

(smau0 18.0)? 

A: «THAT'S RIGHT. THAT'S RIGHT. OUT anyway, | THOME 
THERE'S A POINT TO WaT YOU SAY THERE im TERNS OF THE 
RECOGNITION, PERHAPS, OF THE NEEDS AND WaT was TO 
REALLY BE DONE. 

@ THE PHILGSOPHY OF MILITARY AID OVER THE YEARS was 
SEEN THAT WE WANT IT TO BE USED TO BUY THINGS THAT ARE 
GONNA SOMENOV PRODUCE INCOME FOR AMERICAN COMPANIES GR 
AMERICAN SUBSIDIARIES. ARE WE WILLING TO WAIVE THAT 
aime OF...7 

A: «61 OON'T RROV. WE HAVE TO LOOK AT THESE THINGS, and 
SEE WHAT 1S REALLY BEING TALKED asOUT. 

@ (5 SHE TALKING ABOUT CONGRESS/ONAL RESTRICTIONS OF 
ADMINISTRATIVE GUES? 

Ac «| THIMK PROBABLY ADMINISTRATIVE ONES ARE what we’ OE 
TARING ABOUT. 

@ JUST TO GO BACK TO CAMBODIA FOR A SECOND, what 15 
THE U.S. REACTION TO HAYDEN'S PROPOSAL MADE in OPER ’ 
SESSION THIS MORNING FOR SOME KIND OF TRiGuNAL TO SIFT 
THE GAD KHMER ROUGE FROM THE WOT-SO-BAD KHMER ROUGE? 00 
YOU (THINK) THIS COULD FREE UP OR OREAK THE IMPASSE in 
THE WEGOTIATIONS OVER CanBopia? iS iT WORTH a TRY? 

A: «61 DON'T KNOW, VE HAVEN'T REALLY LOOKED AT THAT and 
1T SEEMS TO ME THAT'S A... 1 OON'T KNOW, JUST OF FHaND IT 
STRIRES ME AS ALITTLE DIFFICULT TO IMPLEMENT, LET'S PUT 
iT Twat way. 

@ 18 THE TALES WITH PAPUA HEV GUINEA OF PERHAPS WITH 
SOME OF THE OTHERS, DID THE POSSIBLE SOVIET PEWETRATI ON 
GO THE PACIFIC (SLANDS COME UF? 
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THIBES. .. 

SO, IT'S WOT A REBELLION OUT THERE? 
IT’S WOT A REM -- 

DID YOU MEET WITH KAPITSA IM THE REGIONAL TALKS? 
WO, KAPITSA OID WOT COME. 

AS | UNDERSTAND WE WAS DISMISSED TODAY. 
1° WOT SURPRISED. 

YOU'RE NOT SURPRISED? 

32384 2721361 /61 : WO, IR NOT SURPRISED. 
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@ HAVE THE AMERICAN TUNA FISHERMEN CAUSED SERIOUS 
DAMAGE TO RELATIONS im THE SOUTHERN PACIFIC? 

A: | WOULDN'T GO THAT FAR. | THINK, THE DIFFERENCES 

WAVE CERTAINLY HOT HELPED US THERE, LET'S PUT IT THAT 

WAY. GUT SERIOUS DIFFICULTIES, 1° WOT SURE WE CAN SAY 

TWAT, WE'RE HOPEFUL THAT VE CAN GET A FISHERIES 

AGREEMENT WITHOUT, BEFORE TOO LONG A TIME PASSES. THERE 

ARE GOING TO BE SOME WEW NEGOTIATIONS BEGIN, 1 THINK, OM 

JULY 18, IF 1°R WOT MUSTAREN. 

@ YOUR ESTIMATION OF THE TUNA PROBLEM SEEMS A GREAT 

DEAL LESS THAN SOME OF THE RESPECTIVE GOVERNMENTS. 

A: | KNOW. 1°R WOT SAYING ITS WOT A MATTER OF GREAT 

CONCERN TO THEN ~~ IT 1S, THERE'S NO QUESTION ABOUT IT. 

Am THERE 1S HO QUESTION THAT IT DOES ExacERSaTE 

PROBLEMS AND CAUSE DIFFICULTIES 1M OUR RELATIONSHIP. 

GUT | WOULDN'T RAISE IT TO THE LEVEL OF CATASTROPHIC OR 

ANYTHING LIKE THAT, | THINK WE CAN HANDLE IT, AND | 

THINK VE CAN DEAL WITH IT, AND 1 THINK WE ARE DOING SO, 

AND | THINK THEY THINK WE ARE, AT LEAST RIGHT Now. 

LET'S SEE WHAT KIND OF DEAL WE CAN REACH. 

@& BID THEY GIVE ANY SUGGESTION THAT IF THEY DIDN'T GET 

THE KIND OF A DEAL THEY WANTED THEY MIGHT GO THE waY OF 

RimieaTi? 

A: 80, HO. NO, NOT AT ALL. 

WNINTELLIGISLE. LauGnTER) by | 
@: CAN | BRING YOU BACK THERE FOR A SECOND? THE EWRILE ie Al 
FACTOR: THE COUP RUMORS LAST MEEK. THOSE OF US HERE 

LIVED WITH A LOT OF THAT, WHAT'S OUR VIEW OF THOSE 

KINDS OF THINGS? 1S HE SOMEBODY TO BE WATCHING...? 

A: 8, | THINK HE()S ALWAYS SOMEBODY TO BE WATCHING, in 

THE SENSE THAT HE'S OBVIOUSLY A POWERFUL FIGURE AND SO 

FORTH, BUT | DON'T THINK THIS, ALL THIS COUP STUFF Is 

REALLY A,... SERIOUS QUESTION. AND | THINK THE... YOU 

KNOW THE STORIES THAT WE GOT FROM THE PRINCIPALS 
SO-CALLED INVOLVED 1M ALL OF THIS ~~ WAS THAT IT... 
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MODERATOR: Ladies and gentlemen of the media, in order to 
avoid all confusion, the following ground rules are tc be 
followed. Please wait to be recognized by the moderator before 
you approach the microphone. There are two microphones on this 
side, and two on that side. Please identify yourself and your 
agency before asking your question, which you may address 
directly to any of the Ministers here present. Please ask one 
question at atime. Ladies and gentlemen, we may commence. 
First question from the floor? Yes. 





QUESTION: A question for Secretary Shultz. Mr. Lange, who's 
sitting there on your right, has just told us that you've said 
that the United States will withdraw its security guarantee 
from New Zealand because of the developments in that country. 
From the U.S. standpoint, what does that mean? What is the 
effect of withdrawal of its security guarantee? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: As we look at it, New Zealand, in tak‘ing the 
position in effect that U.S. Naval ships cannot call on New 
Zealand ports, has taken away one of the essences of the 
military alliance that constitutes ANZUS. So as New Zealand 
has, in effect, withdrawn this essential element of its 
participation, it changes its participation; and in the light 
of that, the U.S. considers that the treaty, as at least it has 
been understood, doesn't apply in the sense of the 
responsibility of the United States to extend its security 
responsibilities to New Zealand. At least that's the prospect 
of it as this is unfolding. 
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QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, if I can follow up on that, would the 
Administration veto any legislation in Congress which would 
seek to impose sanctions on New Zealand if it continues in its 
policy? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: There isn't any prospect of that at all, and 
as I think Prime Minister Lange and I agreed, we part but we 
part as friends. New Zealand is a country that we in the 
United States like and admire, and we've known them -- they 
have the same values, general system of government that we do. 
So we were Alliance partners and the action of New Zealand 
basically takes us out of that relationship, but that doesn't 
mean that we transform an ally into an enemy, if the ally is 
still a friend. 


QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, I wonder if you could tell us, in the 
view of the American Administration, what is the status of 
ANZUS today? Is it dead, inoperative, or what is the 
situation? And are you contemplating drawing up a new 
bilateral treaty with Australia? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: The ANZUS [Treaty is there, and we have no 
plan -- and Mr. Hayden could speak for the Australians -- but 
we don't have any plan, and we discussed it -- I don't think 
Australia does either --— to alter it at all. And we continue 
to operate under the treaty. [The problem is, it's minus one 
member for the present. We'll hope to continue discussions 
with New Zealand, and perhaps at some future time, it will be 
possible to rearrange things, and then the structure will be 
there. It won't be a big problem to move back into it, but as 
of now, New Zealand's actions basically takes it out of the 
treaty structure. But the treaty structure itself won't 
change, at least we don't have any plans to make any change in 
at. 





QUESTION: I'd like to address a question to everyone, 





especially the ASEAN members in general. The U.S. has tried 
very hard to put forward a position that protectionism, trade 
protectionism, is something that should be changed. Have you 
been convinced that the U.S. is going to change its position on 
protectionism, that the U.S. Administration can change the 
minds of Congress and better the relationships, trade-wise, 
between the U.S. and your nations? 














NO. 143 


aile 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Let me just make one comment before those -- 
you asked everybody, so I'm entitled to comment. We don't plan 
to change our attitude toward protectionism. We're against 

it. We have been and we are going to continue to be. And 
obviously, there are, as you can see, members of our Congress 
who have a different view. But we intend to fight against that 
point of view, and we intend to win. But it's going to be 
tough. 


QUESTION: I'd like to ask the Ministers if you believe him. 


SINGAPORE FOREIGN miNietie DHANABALAN: We have said, as far as 
I'm concerned, I'm satisfied that the Administration is 
anti-protectionist, but the American system is one where, of 
course, the Executive alone does not determine policy, and if 
the members of the media do their job, I think it will be 
easier to get protectionist sentiments changed. 














MALAYSIA FOREIGN MINISTER RITHUADDEEN: Well, I'd just like to 
wou 


add, also, 1 think support very much -- I think most of 
us here in front of you -- probably we -- probably always 
subjected to -- maybe I- would say that democracy is a very 


difficult thing. We are subjected to the electorate because 
every three years, four years, five years, we go back to the 
people and ask for their mandate. Sometimes it's very 
difficult for the politicians to do what they like. For 
example, my colleague Siddhi has to go back because he's facing 
elections. And Abe has to go back and before long, Malaysia 
too. So these are the things, as much as we would like to do 
what we want to do -- we are against protectionism, we want 
liberalization of trade -- I think we do realize the fact that 
liberalization of trade is good for all the countries in the 
world. But there are limitations sometimes. As far as we are 
concerned, we're trying our best, and I think people on the 
ground, people, probably trade unions in particular, and also 
we need your support, as Minister Dhanabalan was saying, 
probably with your support, probably we may be able to get the 
support of our people at home too in this matter. So, thank 
you. 

/ 


RUESTION I would like to address this question to everyone. 
How would all the Ministers present assess this year's 
Post-Ministerial Conference, and was it successful, and are you 
any nearer to understanding each other? I ask this question in 
light of Mr. Cheysson's statement this morning. 


ODE RAL OR May we know what was that statement of Mr. Cheysson 
that you are referring to? 
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: Well, he said, and I quote, “That the dialogue 
shou not have had a formal agenda, that perhaps it would be 
more successful if there was no formal agenda, and that 
commodity agreements are not the answer." 


PH NE V PR AUREL: May I react to that first? 
I think the remark of Mr. eysson referred to the lack of 
time. We ran out of /time, and we were short of time, because 
there were so many items to take up. But that doesn't mean 
that it wasn't successful. As a matter of fact, that is proof 
that it was successful, because it was well-attended and 
everybody wanted to talk. And we just didn't have enough time 
to discuss everything. That was the only problem. I was 
discussing this with my colleagues in ASEAN, and they have 
decided that next year the format will be somewhat modified. 
The chairman of the next ministerial meeting will be Singapore. 
And the Foreign Minister of Singapore, Foreign Minister 
Dhanabalan, just intimated to me that we will change the format 
so that there will be more time allotted for the dialogue with 
our dialogue partners. But as far as the net assessment of the 
post-Ministerial meeting is concerned, it was, as far as I am 
concerned, successful. Thank you. 


QUESTION: I would like to address this question to Mr. 

Hayden. Sir, yesterday in your opening statement, you proposed 
a tribunal to be set up to determine the culpability of the Pol 
Pot leadership. Can you tell us who do you think should 
preside over this tribunal, and who should decide who these 
judges should be? As a follow-up question, I'd also like to 
know what the ASEAN Ministers think of this proposal. Are you 
in support of this? Thank you. 


AUSTRALIA FOREIGN MINISTER HAYDEN: I put it forward as a very 
amorphous proposition, and consciously so, so that if people 
want to grab it and start shaping it, they can. If they want 
to let go of it, they can. But it isn't prescriptive. I'm 
engaging in bilateral discussions tomorrow with the ASEAN 
Foreign Ministers. I've been speaking with dialogue partners 
so far, and I'll take the opportunity of discussing it with 
them then. 








MODERATOR: Would the ASEAN Ministers want to answer that 
question? Yes. 





QUESTION: I'd like to put this question to Mr. Hayden -- 














NO. 143 ' 


wits 


PHILIPPINE pore PRESIDENT ae I'm sorry Mr. Moderator. 
There is something wrong with the microphone. We cannot hear 


from here. We are having difficulty hearing. 


QUESTION: I'd like to put this question to Mr. Hayden and Mr. 
Lange. Mr. Shultz said that New Zealand has taken itself in 
effect out of the cecuritvy relationchin. Do you both agree? 


AUSTRALIA FOREIGN MINISTER HAYDEN: Mr. Shultz's statement 
today, I thought, was a statement of what has been a fairly 


evident position for two years. His comment that New Zealand 
had been an ally and a friend and remains a friend is a comment 
which I've heard him make on a number of occasions over the 
past two years. For our part, we've maintained a good defense 
security working relationship with the United States on a 
bilateral basis. And in August, we'll be in San Francisco to 
discuss the nature of that bilateral working relationship, much 
as we did last year in Canberra. We also maintain a good 
working bilateral relationship involving defense exercises with 
New Zealand, and we intend to continue doing that. So, in that 
sense, nothing's changed. 


NEW ZEALAND PRIME mINTST LANGE: May I say that the situation 
hasn't changed dramatically in terms of the real issues. What 
has happened is that since February, 1985, defense cooperation 
finished between the United States and New Zealand. But we 
have, as Mr. Hayden has observed, had a good working 
relationship with Australian defense interests, and we will 
continue to do so. What has happened is that the United States 
has examined its obligations to New Zealand. New Zealand 
expressed the view that it would not have nuclear weapons in 
New Zealand. It did not set out to be provocative of the 
United States or any friend in respect to that. And, indeed, 
New Zealand specifically avoided and, in fact, renounced any 
challenge to the “neither confirm nor deny" policy of the 
United States. The outcome to that however has been, that in 
examining the New Zealand legislative proposal -- and the way 
in which New Zealand has executed its policy thus far --*it is 
the view of the United States that it cannot send its vessels 
to New Zealand ports. 





For » art, New Zealand regrets that. It would be -- and in 
fac. .. $ =<— that it could be that the United States could 
send vessels to New Zealand consistent with the New Zealand 
determination not to have nuclear weapons in its ports. But 
the Secretary has been very straightforward and consistent. He 
has also been generous in his statement as to the way in which 
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the security relationship appears to have terminated. And New 
Zealand for its part will direct its resources to putting up a 
good defense competence in our area of the Pacific. We will 
pursue the interests which we hold in common throughout the 
Pacific. We are inevitably involved with each other in trade, 
in influence patterns in our part of the world. The security 
of our region is important to us. It ought not be an area of 
super-power rivalry. ,; We will see that there is a limitation to 
the incursion of the Soviet Union's influence in our area. New 
Zealand will be doing that, consistent with what resources it 
has and in cooperation with Australia. There is no rancor in 
this. There is a practical recognition that the policy of not 
having nuclear weapons is inconsistent with the policy of the 
United States in declaring their presence. And we have come to 
accept that. 


: I'd like to ask this question of both Mr. Laurel and 
Mr. Clark. In both of your countries, there has been a strong 
public voice for making your countries a nuclear-free zone. Do 
either of you foresee either of your countries taking as strong 
a stand as New Zealand has done? 


CANADA FOREIGN MINISTER CLARK: Not in Canada. 












As far as the Philippines is 
concerned, ave taken the position together with the ASEAN 
countries. We signed this declaration that we would like to 
see a zone of peace, freedom and neutrality. And there is a 
strong move to declare the zone also nuclear-free. Now, that 
is one of the goals of ASEAN based on the original declaration, 
and we are committed to that. 


. M T RITHUA N: Well, if I may add on 
this that we have asked our SOM to study this. Because if one 
country alone would declare a nuclear weapon-free zone, I think 
it has no meaningful effect. Like Malaysia -- such a small 
country -- I think there will be no effect -- just Malaysia 
declaring nuclear weapon-free zone. It must be an area 
encompassing <z''** 1° an area of ASEAN that would be more 
effective, more impact. So this matter has not been decided 
yet by ASEAN, but we have asked our senior officers to study 
this, and to make a report to ASEAN Foreign Ministers. 


INDONESIA FOREIGN MINISTER MOCHTAR: [ want to add to this that 








these two concepts are distinct and should be distinguished 


ZOPFAN is basically a political concept for peaceful 
coexistence in the Southeast Asian region. So ZOPFAN 
articulates the wish of the Southeast Asian countries after 





a oe ae . 


+> 











NO. 143 


~-7— 


nearly 30 years of continuous conflict and war to live in peace 
with its neighbors. That's what ZOPFAN is. Now the Vietnamese 
objected to the word “freedom" because it presupposes a kind of 
society which is characterized, exemplified, by the ASEAN 
nations --— basically a free-market society and a society which 
is not totalitarian. The nuclear-free zone concept is totally 
different. It is a concept where nuclear weapons hopefully 
will not be used. Now, obviously we have to be realistic about 
this, and the Bangkok declaration is realistic about this -- 
the question of military bases is something which we have to 
recognize as a reality, as a historical reality, and we have to 
live with. And it is not something which we can wish away just 
like that. So it is a goal we have to strive for, and I hope 
that global developments will be such that it is a goal which 
can be realized in the future. 


MODERATOR: Yes, sir. 





QUESTION: Mr. Abe made a speech at the Six Plus One Conference 
yesterday. The speech, of course, is generally known in Japan 
as the “Abe Doctrine.“ And I would like to address this 
question to Mr. Laurel, how he -- the ASEAN countries are 
assessing this speech. Specifically, I would like to ask him 
whether he sees any new departure of Japanese policy in Asia, 
specifically towards ASEAN. 





PHILIPPINE VICE PRESIDENT LAUREL: I'm sorry, I didn't catch 
the question clearly. 








QUESTION: Mr. Abe made a speech yesterday at the Six Plus One 
conference. And the speech, of course, is known in Japanese 
press as the “Abe Doctrine" in which he set forth Japan's basic 
policy towards Asia. I would like to ask of you whether you 
see any new departure of Japanese policy in this region. 


PHILIPPINE VICE PRESIDENT LAUREL: I think there was no big, 
major departure or change but it sharpened the focus of 
Japanese foreign policy vis-a-vis the ASEAN. It was made very 
plain by Mr. Abe yesterday that definitely Japan wants to 
establish closer relations with ASEAN, and he Outlined the 
specifics of that in his policy statement yesterday. 





MODERATOR: Do you have another question? You are entitled to 





two questions. No? Yes, sir. 
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QUESTION: Mr. Shultz, tomorrow you will fly to Palau. What 
strategic significance, if any, do you see in recent moves by 
the Soviet Union to gain access to Pacific Island States by 
offering them attractive, lucrative fishing and trade 
agreements? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: First, I look forward to landing at Palau 
tomorrow in a little different manner than I landed there quite 
a few years ago as a Marine in World War II. The growing 
Soviet presence in this part of the world has to be recognized 
by everyone as a problem. They have established bases in 
Vietnam, in Cam Rahn Bay, and elsewhere. Vietnam, as the 
country they're supporting, is occupying Cambodia, and they 
seek to extend their reach in this part of the world. So it's 
a real problem, and the extension to the Pacific Island States 
is part of it. So, we think that's basically something that 
should be of concern not only to us but to others. And it has 
been interesting to me in coming here to find that my 
colleagues in the ASEAN countries, as well as others, have 
voiced concern about this matter. 


QUESTION: A question in two parts: First, to Secretary 
Shultz, and then to the members of ASEAN. In the light of the 
developments regarding ANZUS, do you fear that such an example, 
that the New Zealand attitude could spread to other alliances 
in other zones, and if that could be, would the U.S. harbor 
that fear? And the second part of the question is, how did 
members of ASEAN, with the -- in the light of ZOPFAN and the 
nuclear weapons-free zone -- how do members of ASEAN view the 
New Zealand example? Would they wish to consider something 
similar for themselves? 





SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, I'd hate to see the New Zealand policy 
spread, because it would basically cripple the ability of the 
United States and our allies to defend the values that we and 
New Zealand and others share. We don't have ships with nuclear 
weapons on them because we like it; we have them because the 
United States has a responsibility to deter aggression, and 
that comes from the Soviet Union. The Soviet Union has very 
large nuclear stockpiles. And if we don't have nuclear weapons 
and have the capability to deter their aggression with them, 
then we subject everybody -- including ourselves -- to nuclear 
blackmail by the Soviet Union. So it would be a tragedy for 
Freedom and Western values for the policy of New Zealand to 
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spread. Of course, one of the reasons why we must insist that 
our vessels can call on a “no confirmation or deny" basis and 
not deviate from that is that if we deviate in one place, we 
deviate all over the world instantly. And so we have to have a 
policy that is basically consistent, and we do. 


PHILIPPINE VICE PRESIDENT LAUREL: I'd like to state the 
ilippine position on that, which is somewhat different from 


the rest of the members of ASEAN. Philippine position on that 
question is that we have two military bases in this country of 
the United States, and the declared policy of the new 
government under President Aquino is that the Phillippines will 
respect the military bases agreement up to its expiry date in 
1991. Therefore, the only matter that remains to be resolved 
is whether we will allow nuclear weapons to be stored in those 
two military bases. We also have an agreement on that point -- 
and that is that no military, no nuclear weapons or nuclear 
warheads are supposed to be stored in those military bases 
without the consent and conformity of the Philippine 
Government. That's our position. 


QUESTION Minister Mochtar of Indonesia, through the 
scussion with Secretary of State, Mr. Shultz, have you 
noticed any change or any symptom of change in the United 
States' attitude towards Pol Pot and his followers? 


INDONESIA FOREIGN MINISTER MOCHTAR: Who is Mr. Pol Pot? Oh, 
Pol Pot. Frankly, we didn't discuss Mr. Pol Pot in our 
bilateral, because we know the U.S position on Mr. Pol Pot -- 
they don't like Mr. Pol Pot, nor do we. But it's so well known 
-- our respective positions -- that we didn't discuss it. So 
our positions are basically unchanged. 








MODERATOR: Yes, sir. 


QUESTION: My question is addressed to Vice President Laurel. 
Sir, as Chairman of this conference, did the ASEAN Ministerial, 
post-Ministerial meeting achieve what it set out to do before 
you started? , 


PHILIPPINE VICE PRESIDENT LAUREL: Yes, I believe so. I 
believe that the ASEAN Ministerial meeting and the 
post-Ministerial meeting or conference achieved the objective, 
and that is, we were able to have a very frank and fruitful 
dialogue among the two different delegations. As a matter of 
fact, the complaint was we didn't have enough time, and that 
therefore the incoming Chairman, Foreign Minister Dhanabalan, 
is determined to provide more time at the next Ministerial and 
post-Ministerial meetings that will take place next year. 
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QUESTION: A follow-up question. Do you think, in your 
opinion, that this meeting has been successful? 


PHILIPPINE VICE PRESIDENT LAUREL: Yes, I just said that. I 
said it is, in my opinion, a complete success. 





QUESTION: Thank you so much. I would like to address my 
questions to Secretary Shultz. Sir, we have just heard Vice 
President Laurel saying that the ASEAN countries have decided 
to have a treaty of Southeast Asia as a zone free of nuclear 
weapons. 


PHILIPPINE VICE PRESIDENT LAUREL: May I correct that 
statement, the premise? Just for clarification. We had a -- 
in 1976, it's not just now, we didn't just sign that or agree 
to that, in 1976 -- is not that the correct date? The ZOPFAN, 
the -—- oh, I see; may I just clarify that statement that I did 
not say we just agreed on that today or during this meeting. 





QUESTION: No, I said, sir, you have decided to have a treaty. 
I do not know; maybe next year? 





PHILIPPINE VICE PRESIDENT LAUREL: No, we did not decide to 
have a treaty. I just want to clarify that. 








QUESTION: It's in the joint Communique, sir, as a component of 
the ZOPFAN. 


PHILIPPINE VICE PRESIDENT LAUREL: The ZOPFAN is not only -- was 
not agreed to at this meeting. 





May I just pass you on to Foreign Minister Dhanabalan of 
Singapore, who feels very strongly about that. 


SINGAPORE FOREIGN MINISTER DHANABALAN: I feel strongly because 
we haven't made any decision on this matter. All we said was 
that we've entrusted the senior officials with the task of 
studying the concept of Southeast Asia nuclear weapon-free 
zones. That's all. And all its implications. We've not 
agreed on anything; we've agreed to make a study, that's all. 
What the conclusion of the study will be, we can't predict now. 








QUESTION: Yes, but then you have decided that that is going be 





studied as a component of ZOPFAN, do I understand it that way? 
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SINGAPORE FOREIGN MINISTER DHANABALAN: We will decide to make 
a study, yes. 





QUESTION: All right. Anyway, sir, but with Secretary Shultz, 
your remark the other day at the press conference, is not, I 
think, supportive of your position, attitude of ZOPFAN in the 
past. Why the change of your positive attitude? Do you 
promise, sir, that if and when Gorbachev and Reagan have their 
summit this year, you would again be able to be positive on 
your attitude on ZOPFAN? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: I can't understand you. I can't understand 
your question. It's not because of you; it's because of the 
microphone and the words skip. So, could you try again? Will 
you repeat your question, Madam? And more clearly. 





QUESTION: The ASEAN is going to study about the treaty that 
they are going to have of Southeast Asia as a zone free of the 
nuclear weapons. Your remark the other day at your press 
conference is not supportive to your positive attitude on 
ZOPFAN in the past. I am wondering, sir, that if Gorbachev and 
Reagan were to meet this year, whether you will be positive, 
you would be able to express your positive attitudes, which you 
have shown in the past on the question of ZOPFAN. Thank you. 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Everybody wants to be free of the threat 
that nuclear weapons might land on them. There is no exception 
to that. And when a demonstrably aggressive country like the 
Soviet Union has lots of them, the best way to avoid having 
them threaten to land on you is to have a deterrent 

capability. That's what the United States has; and to a lesser 
degree, that's what Great Britain has; and that's what France 
has; and that's what China has. The purpose of these weapons 
is to deter having them fall on us, or for that matter, fall on 
anybody else. 





Now, President Reagan has repeatedly emphasized that he doesn't 
think this strategic doctrine is satisfactory because if, has a 
deterrent capability out of a threat of mass destruction. And 
so he has taken two different steps simultaneously to deal with 
that. The first is to work very hard on a program to find out 
if we can defend successfully against these kinds of missiles. 
And if we can defend against them in whole or in part, that 
will add to the deterrent capability. That's what the- 
President's Strategic Defense Initiative is about -- it's to 
help us all avoid having nuclear weapons fall on us. 
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At the same time, he has worked -—- including long before he was 
President -—-— has espoused radical reductions in the levels of 
nuclear weapons. And he's espoused radical reductions in the 
levels of nuclear weapons. Now obviously such a reduction 
would have to take place so that it went on in a balanced 
manner. Otherwise, you would expose yourself to nuclear 
blackmail. But that js his objective. 


So we have to say that as long as the Soviet Union has these 
weapons, we better have the capability to deter their use. But 
we would rather have a situation in which their numbers are 
vastly reduced -- in fact, reduced all the way to zero -- and 
then we wouldn't have these arguments about “no confirm or 
deny" or whatever. But in the meantime, that's not the case. 
The world as it exists is the one we have to deal with. And 
it's a world that has these dangerous nuclear stockpiles in it. 


MODERATOR: That gentlemen -- 





QUESTION: Sorry, sir, to come back to this but I don't think 
the second part of my question was actually answered. I did ask 
that the ASEAN position on New Zealand example, or maybe I 
should put that question to Minister Dhanabalan or Or. Mochtar 
-- but since Minister Laurel has given me the opportunity to go 
a bit further, can we -- is it possible for us to understand 
that, according to what you just said, that the new Philippine 
Government is aware of the presence or non-presence of American 
military missiles, American nuclear missiles in either of the 
bases. 


PHILIPPINE VICE PRESIDENT LAUREL: The Aquino Government, to 
the best of my knowledge, is not aware of the presence of 
nuclear weapons in the two military bases. 








QUESTION: But isn't -- didn't you say that it was part of the 
treaty that you had, that you were to be informed of the 
presence or non-presence? ~ 


PHILIPPinNe VICE PRESIDEN! LAUREL Yes, and we have not been 
informed. 





QUESTION: Okay, so may I get-back to you with the. second part 
of my other question, please. 





INDONESIA FOREIGN MINISTER MOCHTAR: I would like to address m 
answer to the second part of your question. You asked whether ~~ *, 
we are going to follow New Zealand's example. We cannot 

because we are not in the same position on New Zealand. Yes? 


ry 





wa 
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QUESTION: I'd like to ask a question concerning the earlier 
questions that were asked about what has been going on during 
the meeting. There have been some comments, and especially the 
latest one -- an editorial in the Asian Wall Street Journal -- 
that ASEAN is becoming irrelevant. I*d like to ask all of you 
to comment, if you care to, on what specifically was 
accomplished at this conference which counters the charge that 
ASEAN is becoming irrelevant. 


PHILIPPINE VICE PRESIDENT LAUREL: May I just start the ball 
rolling on that? The fact that ASEAN has not become irrelevant 


is evidenced by the people who are now present before you. I 
do not think that the distinguished leaders who are now here 
would be present if we are irrelevant. (Applause) 


SINGAPORE FOREIGN MINISTER DHANABALAN: I do not know in 
exactly what context this editorial mentioned ASEAN is 


irrelevant, but if it is what you say, I think it doesn't 
deserve the dignity of a reply. 





CANADA FOREIGN MINISTER CLARK: Mr. Chairman, I wonder if we 
might have a vote on the relevance of the Asian Wall Street 
Journal? (Laughter) 











QUESTION: A related question on that. I'd like to get as many 
comments as possible from the panel on how they see the ASEAN 
identity having changed as a result of this meeting -- 
specifically, since there really is no new initiative on 
Kampuchea. Have you shifted the -- tried to shift the identity 
of ASEAN to more economic cooperation? Or do you see a balance 
between the two or something else? 


INDONESIA FOREIGN MINISTER MOCHTAR: Well, speaking of 
Gentity, I don't think you change the identity of such an 
organization in one meeting. All I can,do is that we changed 
emphasis, and we did that by discussing narcotics, petroleum 


and energy, cooperation in the legal field, trade, cooperation 





in science and technology -- where we all discussed the.reports 
the various ASEAN Ministers meetings had on these matters, and 
we are -— I almost said if, I should be very careful here. We 


are also going to discuss the role of women in development. So 
we are broadening the scope of ASEAN's interests and 
cooperation. I think this is a good thing, because we have 
been perceived as almost a one-issue organization, which is not 
good. And I think this is a good reply to that kind of 
criticism. 
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MODERATOR: Ladies and gentlemen, we have time for only two - 
more questions. Before we ask those two questions, I'd like to 
announce that the book launching which was originally scheduled 
for 7:30 this evening will be at 8 o'clock. This information 
is for the benefit of the delegates of various delegations. 

Two questions. 


QUESTION: A number of delegates have laid the blame for the 
increasing protectionist pressure at the feet of the EEC and 
the United States. Can I ask Minister Cheysson and the 
Secretary of State whether they talked at all about trying to 
alleviate some of the pressure of the growing trade war? 


FRANCE FOREIGN MINISTER CHEYSSON: Well, I think, talking on 
behalf of the European Community, the Council of Ministers, I 
think we have had a very successful meeting this time, but also 
on previous occasions because, I think, on the need to fight 
protectionism we see eye-to-eye completely. In fact, I think, 
the European attitude towards the new round in the GATT context 
has been influenced to a very great extent by the advocacy of 
the ASEAN countries to stimulate that-round. 


Secondly, we, just a few months ago, had the Tokyo Summit of 
industrialized countries. There, all participants, including 
the United States and the European Community, were agreed that 
we need to find a common answer to the agricultural surpluses 
arising in all major producers. 


Third, we in the Community are in a slightly more advanced 
stage of economic and political integration than ASEAN, so we 
know how difficult it is to integrate your economies and to 
integrate your foreign policies. But certainly, as a grouping 
trying to achieve unity, we are very much in favor of ASEAN 
trying to do the same thing. 


We recognize that there are more difficulties in this part of 
the world because the economies, to a large extent, are not 
complementary in the same way as the European economies are 
complementary with each other. 8ut that is no reason not to 

’ : ration. I think 
the woriag is a sater and more stabdle place when regions try to 
get their own affairs in order and to harmonize their 


policies. And that's why Europe is fully behind the ASEAN 
endeavor. 


MODERATOR: The last question will be asked by the lady behind 
who wanted to -- has she left? No, I'm sorry. There was a 
lady who wanted to ask a question. 
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SECRETARY SHULTZ: I believe that the rising protectionist 
sentiment that we feel in the United States and we observe in 
many other countries is a threat to our standard of living; and 
the prospects of rises in them, it is a threat to the concept 
of political freedom. And it is potentially deleterious to our 
strategic interests. Therefore, I think it is extremely 
important that we fight this trend, and fight it hard. I 
believe that discussions such as the ones we've been having for 
the last couple of days here are good in the sense that they 
raise people's consciousness of the problems that. are 
potentially involved, and they give us a sense of mutual 
reinforcement that we are on the right track in our thinking. 
And they give us an opportunity to point up to each other 
things that we each may do that will make the political 
problems of handling this easier, and therefore more likely to 
succeed. 





So I'm very glad to have participated here, just as the 
President's meeting with the Foreign Ministers in Bali had some 
of the same theme. And I think it helps a lot in countering a 
sentiment that is rising but which if it really takes hold can 
take this world right back in the 1930's -- not a place where 
any of us really want to be if we think about it carefully. 


MODERATOR: All right, the last question will be asked by the 
lady now, if she still has the same question. 


QUESTION: .I would like to address this to Minister Laurel. Is 
it possible that the United States has placed nuclear weapons 
in the military bases? Because you said earlier that the 
Aquino Government is not aware of the presence of these 
military weapons. It's a direct question requiring a direct 
answer. 


PHILIPPINE VICE PRESIDENT LAUREL: Yes, it is a very direct 


question, and it deserves a direct answer. And my answer is 
that the Philippine Government has a base Commander in those 
two bases. And we have not been told by our own base Commander 
that there are nuclear weapons stored in those two bases, and I 
think we have every reason to believe that our! military 
Commanders in those two bases will not lie to us. 





QUESTION: I see. Thank you. 
MODERATOR: Your Excellencies, thank you very much. Ladies and 
gentleme 


n of the media, thank you very much. 
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STATEMENT OF 
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UNDERSECRETARY ARMACOST: Under the Executive Order which we 
issued on January 7, we banned all trade by U.S. persons with 
Libya. The stated and clear objective was to prevent any even 
inadvertent American material support to the repugnant regime 
of Qadhafi. 


The U.S. Government is determined to sustain maximum pressure 
on the Libyan Government. We will continue to press others to 
take actions in a similar vein. The primary objective will be 
to reduce as much as possible Libyan oil revenues. With 
today's termination of all Libyan operations by all American 
companies, we've made major strides toward achieving that 
objective. Henceforth, there will be no participation in or 
contribution by such companies to the Libyan economy. 


We think not only have we completed the implementation of those 
measures announced in January, but we've seen in recent months 
some important developments on this whole issue. 


First, there's -been a see-change in attitudes toward Libya on 
the part of public opinion and on the part of many 





.governments. The European Community cited Libya in 
edcommending concrete anti-terrorism measures on April 22. The 
Tokyo Summit extended this consensus on May 5. Allied 
governments are now seized with their problems with Qadhafi and 
with Libya. 


More than 100 Libyan diplomats have been expelled from Western 
Europe. About 200 Libyan aviation students were expelled from 
the U.K. Our allies are cutting back commercial and trade ties 
with Libya. As a result, European nationals have been 
departing Libya in large numbers. For example, the Italian 
community, formerly the largest number of Europeans in Libya, 
has dropped from about 17,000 some months back to less than 
2,000 at the present time. 


The French, the Germans, the Dutch have also assured us that 
their imports of Libyan crude are down markedly from previous 
levels. The fall in oil prices has seriously diminished Libyan 
petroleum revenues. The prospect is for a widening gap between 
revenues and expenditures which will require difficult fiscal 
decisions for the Libyan Government. 


By Qadhafi's own admission, austerity and self-reliance are the 
name of the game in Libya today. The net result is greater 
restraint on Qadhafi induced by confluence of economic factors, 
including our own sanctions. 


It's premature to claim that Qadhafi has been dissuaded from 
pursuing his egregious behavior, but I think it is timely to 
note that the measures that we have taken have been felt. As 
I've said, we've completed the implementation of those economic 
measures which we announced in January, and their completion we 
expect will give greater force to the appeals we make to 
Europeans to do likewise in the future. 


That completes my statement. 





BACKGROUND BRIEFING 
STATUS OF Levan SANCTIONS 
SENIOR STATE DEPARTMENT OFFICIAL 
SENIOR TReasuey OFFICIAL 
MONDAY, JUNE 30, 1986, 2:00 P. mM. [7] 


MR. REOMAN: This is a briefing on the status of our 
economic sanctions against Libya. 


Q Are there any loose ends, or has everybody in fact left 
Libya as of today, American companies there? 


SENIOR STATE DEPARTMENT OFFICIAL: Everybody has left. The 
only activity that can continue is negotiations aimed at 
wrapping up the disposition of assets. 


Q Literally all Americans are out? 


a All American companies have ceased their operations. 
There may be individual Americans still in Libya. I don't know 
that we have a number that we can point to, but they're there 
in violation of our law at this point. 


Q What about through their European subsidiaries? 


a We have not extended our sanctions 
extra-territorially. We have “jawboned" American companies, 
parent companies, to encourage them to ask subsidiaries 
operating abroad to close down, restrict or terminate 
activities in Libya. But we have neither utilized 
administrative regulations nor law to extend the reach of our 
own regulations at this point, primarily in order to avoid 
creating a legal issue with European friends. We're using 
suasion at this point with American parent companies. 


Q Do you have a sense of just what the value of that 
business is through those subsidiaries? 





ec eeg SENIOR TREASURY OFFICIAL: I don't think we do, in 
part because our focus to this point has been on wrapping up 
the operation of those companies who had limited licenses 
carrying them through June 30. It might be a prudent step for 
us to take to try, if not better, to evaluate exactly what 
those operations are amongst subsidiaries and what the value 
is. I don't think we have it at this point, though. 


Q Who are they trying to sell to? Are they free to 
sell to anybody, Europeans, or just to nationals -- Libyan 
nationals, or what? 


a By definition, only Libyan persons. That could 
be the Libyan government or Libyan individuals, although we 
would anticipate that any Libyan individual buying it would be 
doing it only with the sufferance of his government. They are 
not allowed to sell it to other than Libyans unless it can be 
sold and moved out of Libya. If there is a fixed tangible 
asset that could be sol& and moved out of Libya, that would be 
fine, but anything that remains in Libya can be sold only to 
the Libyans, so that we avoid the fill-in opportunity. 


Q Will American companies be allowed to tap in on 
frozen Libyan assets here if those negotiations prove to be 
either not fruitful or slanted or unsuccessful in any way? 


‘ The Libyan assets that were frozen, were frozen 
in part to guard against unilateral action by the Libyans. 
Tapping into them is a fairly complex question in that all 
we've done is frozen those assets; we haven't seized them. 
Certainly a U.S. company could bring suit against the Libyans 
and try to satisfy that judgment through those frozen assets, 
although that would be a fairly long and tortuous process, 
unless there were some agreement reached between the Libyans 
and the individual that it would allow that money to be paid 
out in that form. But it does provide a guarantee against 
unilateral action. 


Q You seem to be saying in your opening statement 
that economic sanctions work. If they work in this case, why: 
don't they work in another case -- specifically, South Africa? 


SENIOR STATE DEPARTMENT OFFICIAL: [I think there are 
always differences between economies. The principal 
characteristic of the Libyan economy is the terrific reliance 
they have on the sale of one commodity, and coming in the 
context of the decline in world market prices for oil, our 
sanctions have had the effect of exacerbating difficulties that 
were created by the market. 








. A year ago, I think oil revenues in Libya ran about 
$11 billion. This year they'll be lucky to run $4 billion, so 
that the revenues that they're accruing have been going down. 

It's in this context it's our determination to reduce them to 

the role of a residual oil supplier and to further reduce the 

revenues available to them. 


Q What's the purpose of this -- all of these 
measures, determined to extend economic pressure? Is it to 
bankrupt a country or to change the leadership? what do you 
say to the Libyan people regarding their welfare and their 
well-being, which I believe that you are concerned about? 


ra It is in the first instance to reduce the 
revenues available to Qadhafi to pursue the policies which we 
find reprehensible. If it also creates disaffection and 
alienation on the part of his people and the Libyans decide to 
change their government’, that would be okay with us, but the 
objective is to change policy by reducing capabilities. 


Q Could you try to give us some sense of what is 
the practical status right now of the American companies? They 
own assets. They have licenses for which they are 
theoretically entitled to a share of revenues. I mean, what is 
happening to them in the meantime while they're trying to 
negotiate these sales? What happens to any revenues that 
accrue to them, and things of that nature? 


SENIOR TREASURY OFFICIAL: Essentially they'd be in a 
posture not dissimilar from the posture that they were in 
during the early part of the sanctions program. That is, 
during the period between the 17th of January and roughly 
through the middle of February. It's essentially holding in 
abeyance the right that they have to those assets. 


They still own those assets, and it is on that basis 
that they are trying to negotiate with the Libyans. This would 
be everyone from o11 companies to service companies, and so 
forth. Some of those assets are tangible, some are 
intangible. They can continue to negotiate for those. We 
recognize their legitimate claim to ownership of the assets. 
They can just derive no revenue from them; nor can they 
participate in any way that would help generate revenue for the 
Libyan economy or otherwise benefit the Libyan economy. 


(Continued on next page) xxx 


‘BEGIN 01138 - BACKGROUND 


Q What is happening to these revenues in the 
interim? 


SENIOR TREASURY OFFICIAL: Which revenues? 


Q Does it go into an escrow account some place, or 
-- you said they can derive no revenue from them. But if these 
assets are generating revenue, where does it go? What's 
happening to them? Who owns them? 


a In that case, since the oil is now being lifted, 
produced, marketed, sold, transported and so forth entirely by 
the Libyans or others with whom they've made their 
arrangements, revenues are flowing primarily to the Libyans. 


Q Do you knéw how much is in the escrow account 
that was set up for this period between february and the end of 
June? How much did they make? 


Qa To the best of our knowledge, based on reports 
we've received from the companies, no company was in a net 
profit status up through the erd of May. So therefore there 
was no money in the escrow accounts at the time that we made 
the decision that they had to be out by June 30. I would say 
that if any of them turned profitable for that short period of 
time, it had to have been during the month of June. We'll know 
that when we get the report from them sometime in July, but as 
it stands now there would probably be no funds in that account. 


In fact, the account really had a purpose and effect 
only if you're going to allow them to continue to operate. You 
didn't want it to be a spur to their activity, and so forth. 
Now that they're pulling out, there's no reason to continue 
that. 


Q Are there currently any negotiations going on to 
get the Europears to actually impose economic sanctions against 
Libya? 


SENIOR STATE DEPARTMENT OFFICIAL: I wouldn't describe 
them as negotiations, but we're in constant consultations with 
Europeans urging additional steps be taken. As I say, we've 
concentrated on reducing imports of oil. 


We, ourselves, are contemplating a further ban on 
refined products. This entails very extensive consultations 
with the Europeans, to set up the certification system to 





-identify the Libyan crude that might be going into refined 


products. But we're constantly in touch with a variety of 
governments, and this is something that continues all the time. 


Q Could you explain what you mean by a “further ban 
on crude"? What is it, in that sense? 


¢ We intend to ban refined products that use Libyan 
crude coming into our markets. That means we've got to 
identify, in the European refineries, products that use Libyan 
crude. We've had, in the past, a similar problem of 
certification relationship to Cuban nickel. It's not a simple 
process. The Treasury can probably explain it better than I 
could, but it will require extensive consultation with the 
Europeans to set up a system of certification. 


Q How many countries are involved in that? Where 
would this refined products come from? 


SENIOR TREASURY OFFICIAL: I think it would be 
somewhere on the order of ten countries, primarily in Western 
and Eastern Europe. 


Q Have you got any dollar figure on how many 
refined products are coming into this country now? 


A I don't think right now we do. In part, we did 
not want to move forward too quickly on the implementation of 
that measure, because each time that we start to head in that 
direction, the Europeans would say, “Well, your countries are 
still operating there; why are you talking to us about our 
imports of Libyan crude or exports of refined products based on 
that crude?" 


I think what we're doing, by this action today of 
terminating the U.S. companies' operations in Libya, is taking 
away that factor as an issue, and it will allow us to focus 
prospectively on what we and the Europeans need to do together. 


I think my colleague's explanation on the refined 
products side was correct. Essentially, we're looking to 
identify those countries who import Libyan crude and export 
refined prod:cts to the United States, and we'd like to find 
the intersection of those two operations, to find which 
refineries are dealing in Libyan crude and also exporting 
refined products to the United States. We would like to work 





with-these governments to receive a certification from them 


that refined products coming from their countries will not be 


based on Libyan crude. 


This means that they'll probably have to alter 
significantly some of their refinery operations, and so forth, 
to give us that certification. We would hope that, if nothing 
else, Libyan crude would become somewhat a nuisance item and 
that these countries, particularly at a time of a depressed 
market, would not look upon at Libyan crude, liocated as close 
as it is to their shores, and so forth, as attractive an option 
as it was before and perhaps look at other less politically 
sensitive sources. 


Q Of the countries involved, including some in 
Eastern Europe, would you expect cooperation from the Eastern 
European countries on this? 


4 I think we would expect cooperation, at least, in 
entering into the discussions. There are obviously harsher 
measures that we could take, such as banning all refined 
products coming from a particular country that deals with 
Libyan crude. I don't think we'd have to go that direction. 

We certainly haven't had to go that direction with regard to 
Cuban nickel. 


I think those countries would see it as being in their 
interest and negotiate with us somewhere in the midstream. 


Q How would you determine a change in Libyan 
policy? Do you want Libya to make a public announcement to 
that effect? 


SENIOR STATE DEPARTMENT OFFICIAL: No, no. We would 
discern it primarily in their conduct. We don't have a lot of 
confidence in their rhetoric. 


Q Well, it's been over a month now. There haven't 
been any attacks sponsored by Libya. What do you say to this? 


a Well, that's encouraging. We attribute that, in 
part, to the salutary effects of the April 15 raid; in part, to 
the impact of the expulsions of the Libyans People's Bureau 
personnel from Europe. It's disrupted their infrastructure. 


We continue to find a good number of reports about 
planning. It is true that the implementation of terrorist 





‘actions in the Middle East and the Mediterranean area has been 
down. That's a good thing. As I say, we attribute it, in 
part, the impact of our own measures taken in April. 


Q If there is no money in the escrow account, and 
these countries have not been profitable, why was this 
extension given to these companies in the first place -- the 


June 30 license? 


SENIOR TREASURY OFFICIAL: The reason the extension 
was given to them was to work out an appropriate exit from 
Libya. And, also, we felt at the time -- that goes back to an 
earlier question we had -- that the percentage that they took 
away from each barrel of oil and put into their own pockets was 
better than letting that money flow to Qadhafi. 


I don't know where the companies will stand as of June 
30. When we entered into that arrangement, I think there was 
some feeling that it would go for a period of time -- perhaps a 
bit longer than this -- and it would have turned profitable. 
That is, there would have been some net flow to them and away 
from Qadhafi. 


I think the problem with that was that whatever that 
increment of profit was for the companies, it was costing us in 
terms of making some of the approaches that we wanted to, to 
the European and others, to join with us because we kept 
getting asked the question, “Well, if your companies are still 
operating there, how can you expect us to take that economic --" 


Q If I may follow up? The New York Times reported 
that the U.S. Government approved some sort of waiver or some 
extension for some deal that Conoco had asked for. Could you 
elaborate on exactly what Conoco had asked for? 





A The only thing that Conoco had spoken to us about 
was effectively what [ would call, going back to an earlier 
question, a “standstill arrangement,” whereby they and the 
Libyans would strike an agreement where neither side would 
assert its legal rights in court, and that therefore they would 
be effectively in this period of abeyance. But it wasn't 
anything that derived benefit for the Libyans or necessarily 
for Conoco. It essentially just freezes the status quo as they 
continue the negotiation toward disposition of those assets. 


Q So they're still leaving the country? 





, A Oh, they're gone. And even any continuing 
negotiations that they have, have to be outside of Libya. But 
Conoco thought that it was better to have an arrangement with 
the Libyans whereby neither side would move to court or 
arbitration as they continue to try to work out an equitable 
distribution of the assets. 





We thought that was consistent with the policy because 
there was nothing flowing to the Libyans. In fact, it was 
making it more likely that there would be some money flowing 
out of Libya to the companies. 


Again, that's a decision. If some other company 
decided instead that it wanted to go to litigation or 
arbitration, as Sun Oil Company is from earlier operations, 
that's their business choice. The key factor is that after 
midnight tonight there will be no benefit flowing in the 
direction of the Libyans. 


Q What are you talking about there? The sum of the 
Libyan assets frozen in this country, and what form are they in? 


A We have assets primarily in the form of bank 
deposits in the hundreds of millions of dollars frozen both in 
the United States and in the overseas branches of U.S. banks. 


Q What companies are we talking about? 
a The principal oil companies would the three Oasis 
partners -- Conoco, Marathon and Amerada Hess -- plus two 


companies that have been operating independently, Occidental 
and Grace. Grace has a very, very small share over there. So 
it's primarily been the three Oasis partners plus Occidental. 


Those are the oil companies. There are also quite a 
number of service companies who also terminated operations 
effective today but who, again, can still engage outside of 
Libya in these sales discussions. 


(Continued on next page) 





BEGIN O1148 - BACKGROUND 


Q Are you concerned about the Libyan students who 
are attending colleges and universities here, about the 
expenditures for their education? Is this going to be 
affecting them now, because the Treasury was dealing with this 
from the beginning, from the outset of the measures? 


SENIOR TREASURY OFFICIAL: Well, from the Treasury 
perspective, no money has been flowing out of those frozen 
accounts to support any of the students’ expenses, so if money 
is coming in, it must be fresh money coming in through 
unblocked accounts. As far as we're concerned, just so that 
the amount frozen is not affected. Again from a Treasury 
perspective, we see no undercutting of the sanctions. 


Now, with regard to policy on Libyan students in the 
United States, I would have to refer to State and Justice on 
that. 


Q You referred to assurances from some of the 
allies that they had reduced their purchases of Libyan oil. 
Can you tell us to what extent those purchases have been 
reduced? What kind of percentage, what kind of numbers are you 
talking about? 


SENIOR STATE DEPARTMENT OFFICIAL: The numbers I've 
seen would suggest about a 30 percent cut, I believe, in the 
German imports. Now, how much of this is due to government 
decision and how much to business decisions, I can't say. 
French imports have gone way down. I would say they must be 10 
percent or les? now than they were a year ago -- 10 percent of 
what they were. The Dutch are also down, but I don't recall 
what percentage is associated with that. 


Q How about the Italians? 


is) The Italians: The percentage of Libyan oil to 
their total imports is down. I think their actual imports in. 
volume are slightly up. But they are reviewing a number of 
steps now to reduce oil imports, as suggested in our recent 
discussion with the Italians. They have a good deal of equity 
oil, and they tend to treat that somewhat separate, as Egypt 
has some oil which they own in Libya, and they tend to treat 
that separately from other oil they import. But we think they 
are considering additional steps to reduce Libyan crude imports. 


Q Can you give us a dollar estimate, a 
“guesstimate” even, of the revenue that these American oil 
companies have foregone or are foregoing as a result of their 
curtailing operations? 





) SENIOR TREASURY OFFICIAL: In other words, what the 
effect will be on these companies henceforth? I think you'd be 
talking something on the order of hundreds of millions of 
dollars for the five of them collectively -- probably something 
less than 500 million. 


Q On what basis, annually? 
SENIOR TREASURY OFFICIAL: Annually, yes. 


Q Can we go back to these additional sanctions you 
say you plan to put in? Can you tell us when they are going to 
be publicly announced? 


SENIOR STATE OFFICIAL: I can't give you a date. As I 
say, we need to consult with the Europeans about 
certificational reference, and I would think we would announce 
once we get a fix on those arrangements, and that will take 
some time. 


Q But there is no question, you are going to put 
those in? 


SENIOR STATE OFFICIAL: We've announced our intention 
to do this. We'll announce the actual measures going into 
effect when we've had a fuller discussion with the Europeans. 


Q Aren't you concerned about isolating Libya to 
such an extreme they could then directly help the Soviets to 
concentrate their foothold in Libya? 


SENIOR STATE OFFICIAL: Well, I think it has been our 
impression in recent months that the effect of Qadhafi, as well 
as our policies designed to call attention to those actions, 
has isolated Qadhafi not only from the Arab world, but also 
made the Russians slightly uncomfortable. Mr. Jalloud visited 
Moscow recently. They had the impression the Libyans were 
after further commitments from the Soviets than they were 
willing to countenance or contemplate. I think his behavior is 
so erratic that it is a matter of concern to them. 





But as I say, our impression is that he has isolated 
himself from the Arab world and allies like the Soviet Union. 


Q Do you anticipate at this point -- I gather from 
what you said earlier -- do you anticipate any sort of joint 
allied action, any sort of public announcement, that there will 
be some sort of sanctions either with regard to oil 
specifically or, in broader terms. with other economic measures? 


SENIOR STATE OFFICIAL: I wouldn't exclude that, 
because we've had for the first time, at the [Tokyo] summit, a 
specific pinpointing of Libya as a problem in the terrorist 
field and a joint announcement of measures governments are 
planning to take. 


‘But we're not proceeding with a particular date in 
mind by which we expect to get all European governments to join 
and announce a new sanction. We tend, rather, to proceed by 
identifying specific economic arrangements with one or another 
European government and work on the nature of the economic 
connection between particular countries and Libya, rather than 
doing it jointly. 


Q Do you have any estimate of the actual economic 
windfall that Libya got from the [inaudible]? [t was estimated 
at $1 billion earlier. 


SENIOR TREASURY OFFICIAL: Well, IL think that that 
estimate was based on a windfall, had the companies left 
precipitiously, had renounced their ownership claims to those 
assets, both tangible and intangible, or if Qadhafi had moved 
on them unilaterally. At least as it appears now -- I think 
we'll have to watch carefully over the next weeks -- it doesn't 
appear that there has been any unilateral move on the Libyans’ 
part. The American companies are continuing to negotiate. And 
so at this time, we don't see a windfall flowing in his 
direction from the manner in which the U.S. companies are 
extricating themselves. 


Q What incentive does he have to pay anything for 
these assets now? I mean, the companies have been told they 
have to leave. I mean, isn't it just a matter of his waiting 
for the windfall? 


SENIOR TREASURY OFFICIAL: I think that's possible. I 
would imagine that, to some degree, it is important for his 
industry -- and maybe for himself --— to be perceived as a 
reasonable businessman, particularly if they're looking at 
other people who would try to do business with him, have 








contracts in the country, and so forth. It seems to me, if he 


. begins the process of creeping or outright expropriation, 


nationalization, and so forth, at a time already of some 
economic austerity, it can't help whatever reputation he has. 
and I do think it is important to draw a distinction between 
his political reputation and perhaps the economic reputation 
that he would seek to enjoy. We rather think that they blend 
into one composite. But I think he has tried to differentiate 
that, and with regard to some countries and companies perhaps 
he's been successful. 


I think by taking the steps that we have, what we've 
tried to do is to recognize that, in this case, politics and 
the economics are inseparable, and we've got to move on a 
consistent track. 


Q Does he have assets in this country in any way to 
offset any possible losses from those companies? 


SENIOR TREASURY OFFICIAL: They could be used in that 
way. I mean, of course, again, that was one of the reasons 
that we took the step that we did with regard to the freezing 
of his assets, as announced by the President on January 8. 


Again, it's not a direct offset, though; those are not 
our assets. They're still his. And even going back to the 
Iran situation, that money was frozen, but it took the Algiers 
Accord to unfreeze them, and there are still payments going out 
even to this day. So they do provide a guard. 


But it's not as if there's quick action -- that's 
going back to the earlier question --~ for someone who says, 
"You took my assets. Now, I want $50 million out of the 
blocked accounts." 


MODERATOR: Let's do maybe two more questions. This 
gentleman back here; he's had a question for sometime, and Don 
up here. 


Q Under these possible new sanctions, is it 
possible for you to give us a range of products that might be 
included in this, and any way to quantify what will be included 
-- either numbers, a dollar amount, or so forth? 


SENIOR STATE OFFICIAL: I can't -- 1 don't have the 
figure anywhere. Experts here? 


TREASURY OFFICIAL: I wouldn't want to qualify it. I 
think the category is the best -- 





‘ 





os 
“ e- SENIOR STATE OFFICIAL: I think, as was said earlier, 
what we're trying to do is focus in on what is essentially a 
single-element economy, and that is, if you can get to his 
petroleum and petrochemical industry, you're really cutting 
right past the jugular. 


We did take a step, announced in the past 7-10 days, 
of tightening up even more the export of component parts out of 
the United States, which are then substantially transformed or 
incorporated into larger products in Europe destined for his 
petroleum or petrochemical industry. In the past, if they 
underwent that substantial transformation or incorporation, 
they were allowed to go to Europe, even though we knew the 
ultimate destination was Libya. Now, if we know the 
destination is Libya -- and for those two industries in 
particular, petroleum and petrochemical -- we're stopping 
that. and I would think that the measures that we will 
continue to look at, as’ is the case of the refined products 
ban, will focus in on that most essential industry. 


MODERATOR: Last question. 


Q I think we forgot the most important question of 
all: What information do you have about his mental and 
emotional status? And what kind of clothes is he wearing now? 
[Laughter] 


SENIOR STATE OFFICIAL: Don't have anything new. 
We've had the same story circulating, I'm sure. I would 
hesitate to draw judgments from afar, but some of the 
statements he makes in public sound pretty flakey. 


What conclusion one can draw from that, I'm not sure. 
We have drawn the conclusion: He certainly is on the defensive 
and under great pressure at home, not least as evidenced by his 
reluctance to appear in public. In fact, he keeps on the move, 
keeps out of the capital a good deal. But we have not 
concluded that his power position is in jeopardy at this point. 


Q A short follow-on? Is the United States 
entertaining the idea of a Naval blockade against Libya at some 
point, after all of these measures? 


SENIOR STATE DEPARTMENT OFFICIAL: That isn't right on 


the top of our agenda at this point. We keep our options open 
with respect to Mr. Qadhafi 


(The briefing concluded at 2:38 P.M.) 
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THE FOLLOWING 1S THE TRANSCRIPT OF KPRESS CoMFCRENCE 
SY RICHARD CHILORESS, WAT/OWAL SECURITY CouNtIL 
DIRECTOR OF ASIAN AFFAIRS, AND AON MULLS GRIFFITHS, 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF THE WATIONA LEAGUE OF Powsmia 
FAMILIES, BANGKOK, THAILAND, JULY 2, 1986: 

GIN TRANSCRIPT 





OUR TALES OW THE POW/MIA ISSUE WITH FOREIGN MINISTER 
HOUTEN CO THACH, DEPUTY FOREIGN MINISTER HOANG BICH 
SON, AND OTHER VILTHAMESE OFFICIALS YESTERDAY ap 
TODAY WERE HIGHLY PRODUCTIVE AND CONDUCTED in a 
POSITIVE ATMOSPHERE. 


VE ARE PLASSURED THAT VICTHAR 1S PURSUING ITS 
TWO-YEAR PLAN FOR RESOLVING THIS ISSUE, WITHOUT 
LIWKAGE TO OTHER QUESTIONS ON WHICH OUR TWO COUNTRIES 
DIFFER. WE GAVE FORTIGH MINISTER THACH AN OFFICIAL 
LETTCR WITH ATIACHMENT FORMALIZTING THE UNDERSTANDINGS 
AND COMMITMENTS OF THE UNITED STATES GW COOPERATION 
me THIS PLAN, 


WE REACHED & WUPBER OF SPECIFIC AGRELMENTS 16 THESE 
MELT INGS: 


~ WE AMD THE VIETWAMESE WILL THET AT THE TECHNICA 
LEvti 18 AUGUST AD duel 1 OCTOBER, CONF IeRING IM 
AGRTTO PATTONN OF aT LEALT SIF SOCh MEET IONS PEE 

Veen VILTHAMESE OFFICIALS Said THESE MELTING. WOULD 
BE LIPLCIMLY PRODUCTIVE 


VIETNAM LE AUD ATLRICON FORLWLIC SPECIALISTS wil 
ALL? 1 VIETReR FOR CONLUL TATION: 


ViETHAM WILL PROVIDE US Wile THE REGUL TS, tm 
WRITING, OF TTS THVESTIGATION OF REPORTS OF Liv 
PRISONER LIGHTINGS 


ViICTHAM WILL PLORIT AMER ICON CPPTRTS 16 acconPany 
175 OFFICIALS GR INVESTIGATIONS 1M ACOESSIME aetas 


~ WHETMAMESE OFFICIALS AGREED TO DISCUSS SPECIFIC 
CRASH SITES FOR EVACUATION DURING THE MEXT TECeRICA 
MEET iMG. 


~ THE VILTRAMESE ACCEPTED OUR ImVITATION FOR anoTHre 
CUSiT, Wits THE CATE TO GE OETERMINED, TO v5. 
TECHNICAL FACILITIES UCRC AMD CiL) 18 BawAli. UOleT 
CASUALTY RESOLUTION CENTER, CENTRAL IDENTIFICATION 

( aboe sl ory) 

ME GIL IEVE OUR FEETINGS IN HAND) HELPED Clamity 
UNDERSTANDINGS AND COMMITMENTS On BOTH SIDES, nD 
MAL CRCOURAGED OY VIETHANS RENEMED PLEDGE OF 
COOPERATION 10 RESOLVE THIS URGENT HUMANITARIAN ISSUE 
OF CONCERN TO ALL AMERICANS. 


THAT'S A PREPARED STATEMENT, AMD | GUESS 17 Whia OF 
AVAILABLE LATER THROUGH THE EMBASSY. WHAT ARE YOUR 
QUE ST) Ons? 


G. BID THE VIETHAMESE MENTION TO YOU any 
LEVE-SIGHTING REPORTS THAT THEY HAD AT THIS TIME? 


A. WO THEY DID HOT. WE CID HOT DISCUSS SPECIFIC 
CASES. WE HAVE PROVIDED THEM WITH SOME LivE~SiGHTing 
CASES BEFORE IW OUR TECHNICAL MELTINGS WHICH THEY 
WAVE GECH INVESTIGATING AND FOLLOWING UP. SOME OF 
THOSE WERE REPORTED TO US Im TECHNICAL MEETINGS. 

THEY TOLD US THIS TIME THAT THEY WOULD AGREE TO Give 
US WRITTEN FOLLOW-UP EVALUATIONS FROM Weal THEY Have 
DETERMINED AND ANY OTHER EVIDENCE UNCOVERED. 


G. ARE YOU SURE THEY THERE WiLk GE WO FURTHER 
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oe 
< Pact 81 - 79674 «eFouSD 079674 FOES? 
°Y O3/14172 «= Gs SUT «WAS THE POSSIBILITY, IF 17 SHOUD SECON 
5: NECESSARY, MENTIONED (8 THE LETTER? 
>: ACTIOR OFFICE PFT) 
=. 10 BCO-Ol PFO) WG-8i PFW-S? [A-8) PG-Ot Pe-ol Wee-o A ©. WHAT 1° TRYOWG TO Say 1S TeaT weet OF 
Zp VEXC-8] 4VEX-8] 4 VOF-) «VER-8L 6PF-) 6PFO-L Ors a ft UNDERSTANDING (5 AND Weal GUR COMMITEWT 15 & 
ad - QUESTION RELATED DIRECTLY TO THE PACE OF acTIWITY, 
2 0 o314152 Mi QUE PRESENCE THERE FOR THE LENGTH OF TURE MELDED. 
. € Fh APLMBASSY BawGnoe THEORETICALLY, OF YOU HAVE CONSTANT CxCAWAT) ONS, 
ho as TO RUERFO/USINFO WASEDC (MED! ATE REPATRIATIONS, (NVESTIGATIONS OF WARNOUS SITES, 17 
, RUNOBPA/COR JCRC BARBIES FT #1 WAKES MORE SEWSE LOGISTICALLY TO BE THERE DOVNG Teal 
- (WFO RUMIFS/AMEMBASSY VIEKTi ANE 1378 THae FLYING 18 AND OUT OF BANGKOK OR Hawars OW 4 
RUNGHOA/USCINCPAC WOWOLULY H1//22/43/196// CONSTANT BASIS. GUT THAT'S THE SOLE UNDERSTANDING On 
.* . RUEKICS/DIA WASHINGTON OC//¥O-Puy/ THAT POUNT. 
*. RUERICS/SECOEF WASHDC//OASD-1Sa/Pw-mia// 
. 3 RUEWC/SECSTATE WASHDC 4148 G. YOU MENTIONED DISCUSSIONS OF CRASH SITES and 
° RUE ADWw/WHITEMOUSE WASHDC//NSC/MR CHILORESS// EXCAVATION POSSISILITIES. WOULD THESE THEW BE JOVKT 
< RUMHEMA/CORUSACILEN FT SHAFTER HI EXCAVATIONS Ou THE MODEL OF THE YEW THUONG EXCAVATION? 
a 8! 
: UNCLAS SECTION 82 OF 18 BaNGHOe 31807 A. WELL, THE COOPERATION On THE YEN THUONG 
CVACUATION WAS VERY GOOD FROM BOTH SIDES. WE WOULD 
| sia WOPE THAT WHATEVER WE UNDERTAKE THOUGH WOULD OfM in 
--4 REMAINS AND SOLVED CASES. WE HAVE PROVIDED Tet 
Oe USia FOR P/PFF, Pyty, ta VICTHAMESE GOVERMENT WITH CANDIDATE SITES whice 
State FOR tarsi, tare ' THIMK WOULD BE PRODUCTIVE 1m OUR TECHNICAL MEETINGS. 
SECOLF FOR OASD/PA, OASD/ISA THEY ARE EVALUATING THOSE, AND VE WILL CONTINUE 
#%, CINCPAC FOR USIA ADVISOR DISCUSSIONS OF FUTURE SITES IN THE UPCOMING MEETINGS. 
©. CaN YOU TELL OS PERRAPS SOME OF THE POINTS iW THE 
° £.0. 12956: ava LETTER OF COMMITMENT THAT WAS GIVEN TO THE 
¢ SUBJECT: TRANSCRIPTS OF PRESS CONFERENCE VICTWANESE? «| READ Teal OME OF THEM was 
Bee REIMBURSEMENT FOR DAMAGE OF DESTRUCTION OF PROPERTY 
; SUSPENSION OF THE TALKS LiKE THE OME BELATED 10 THC THAT THCY MAY INCUR OW THE SEARCH FOR aneerces 
° LIBYA BOMBING. RiMAiNS. 15 Teal CORRECT? 
8 
. A. WE DID WOT DISCUSS THAT SPECIFIC DELAY, and waaT #68) 
4 VE WAD AGRELD TO 1S THAT THIS (SSUE 1S SEPARATE FROM 
e OTHER (SSUES, AND IT WHLL WOT BE LIWKED. | TAME THEA 
; Al THEIR WORD OW THAT, 
. GC. COULD YOU GIVE US SOME OF THE SPECIFIC 
ce 4 COMMITHENTS THAT THE UNITED STATES MADE IN THIS 
LETTER THAT YOU GAVE TO THE Wit TeAnESt? 
“_ A. WELL, | CAN'T GO INTO TOO MUCH DETANL FOR OBVIOUS 
me REASONS BECAUSE THIS 1S A PROCESS. | Cam OFSCRIOE 11 
° FOR YOU. WHAT VE DID IS FORMALITE, COOPERATIVE STEPS 
rr THAT WE'RE WILLING TO TARE IN SUPPORT OF THEIA 
° UNILATERAL TWO-YEAR PLAN. IF YOU HAVE LOOKED aT 
: CRASHSITE EXCAVATIONS AND OTHER ACTIVITIES BtTurEN 
. US, THE MATURE OF THOSE THINGS BECOME OBVIOUS, SUCH 
¥ AS RENMBURSEMENT FOR LABOR, COQUIPRENT AND THOSE 
‘* THINGS. 18 ADDITION TO A LOW LIST OF THaT Kim, 
FORMALIZED OUR ORAL UNDERSTANDINGS MADE PREVIOUSLY 
‘ CONCERNING THE LACH OF LiWHAGE OF THIS ISSUE TO OTnEe 
, ISSUES AMD PROVIDING FOR FUTURE CONSUL 1aTIONS aT 
a VARIOUS LEVELS AND OUR WILL INGHESS TO WOLD SUCH 
be METINGS. THAT 1S THE WATURE OF THE LOTION au 
2 ATTACHMENTS 
. @ A FEW SPECIFIC QUERIES: DOES THIS INCLUDE any 
“. MENTION OF A POSSINLE U.S. OFFICE OW WiETHAM TRaT "sy 
. MiGht WORK CLOULLY Wile Tel vil tear? 
‘ A. OUR POSITION On Teal, Woice Tet wittnee ot 
"3 UNDERSTAND, HAS GLEN aNd REMAINS Taal THE U.S 
a Per SEWCE 18 VILTHAM OW THIS ISSUE 15 THED DIRTCTLY To 
4 4 hel BLQUIREPE WT FOR LOGISTICS VOPPORT amp Tet e1ud OF 
> <. “ «SUPPORT WEEDLD FOR THE PACE OF ACTIVITY. i6 sanuenyY, 
~- SOTH VIETNAM AND THE UHITED STATES AGRITD Teal Suce 


PRESEMCE WAS WOT WOW MICE Clary 








UNCLASSIFIED INCOM! NG 


ria UNITED STATES TELEGRAM 
a INFORMATION AGENCY 








> ¢ Pat oi e2967) er oene S20671 went 
.” S3/16182 «6s OTMER WORDS, OD VOU Teves TeE WiTTERESE, CRE OC. 

°Y ~ OU ABLE 10 DETERMINE Teal THEY WhL SOT HOW Tee 

4: ACTION OFFICE UPEF-O1 ACAI ABOUT WANTING SOME SORT OF WRU TIEN ACRELrENT 

4 (FO COD) PF-ED VG-Bl PFU-ED CAS) PO-fl PR-) wER-oI FROM THE WHITED STATES TO Tete Plan? 
~? vOxt-) VERS] VF-Ol ORS PT-8L «PFO-SL Ou a 1 
-? A WL, THERE 1S OMY OME Plame, amD Tears a 
de 6 s21418t mM ViCTRARPESE Plan. TeaT’S GOT TO Of MADE Cita. 

2 Fh AMEMBASSY BANGROR THERE'S OME UHVLATERAL WIETHAPESE Pine. Tet WerTED 
ye TO RUEKFO/USINFO WASHDC imPEDI ATE STATES HAS COMMITTED (TSELE AD HAD BEFORE, wow IT'S 
a RUNCEPA/COR JCRC BARBERS FT #) FORMAL ITED OUR COMNITHERT TO SUPPORTING i vier 
, IMFO RUMIFS/AMEMBASSY VIENTIANE 1379 SPECIFIC WAYS Te (PLEREWTATION OF TeaT Flew. Tens 

-, PUNGHOA/USCINCPAC WOMDLULY 81 //52/53/496// COMM THENT~-TeIS LETTOR--waS ae OFF OCIA LETICR FROM 
oh 7 JEESCS/OIA WASHINGTON DC//¥O-Pur/ THE UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT AMD REPRESENTING mL 

.** (bt adCS/SECREF WASEDE/ /OK5D-1SA/PU-miA// CLEMENTS OF THE UNITED STATES GOVERNTENT, StRrouny 
* AOCNC/SECSIATE WASHOE 4149 WADE, and, AS | Sav, THE WIC TMAPESE wow eave teat 
4 RUE ADWU/WHITEROUSE WASHDC//WSC/PR CHIL DRESS// LETTER AMD ARE LOOKING AT IT. GUT THEY'VE made iT 
RUNHKMA/CORUSACILEY FT SHAFTER Hy CLEAR THAT THEY WILL CONTINUE WORK UNDER THIS 
i i TWO-YEAR PLAN REGARDLESS OF THESE KiMDS OF 
e ONCLAS SECTION O9 OF 18 BANGKOK 31887 DISCUSSIONS. THIS 1S A PROCESS. | Man, VE ML 
SEC IT 1H THE LAST THREE OF FOUR YEARS, ano IT's 
; wsia YIELDING RESULTS, AND WE EXPECT IT TO ConToNeE BasED 
wPOn Weal THEY'VE TOLD WS. 
+4 USia FOR P/PFE, Pyew, ta 
be State FoR tapys, taryr ' ©. COULD | JUST ADD OME QUICK OTHER GUESTION’ Fron 
SECDEF FOR OASD/PA, OaSD/ ISA YOUR OPENING STATEMENT, 17 SOUNDED LORE Ters was 
CINCPAC FOR USIA ADVISOR CHACTLY Weal YOU SAID... a VERY PRODUCTIVE amp a WERT 
o*s POSITIVE SESSION ARE THERE any OTHER ways YOU Come 
£.0. 12956: wa CHARACTERIZE THIS? WERE YOU SURPRISED GY TH anounT 
. SUBJECT: TRANSCRIPTS OF PRESS CONFERENCE OF PROGRESS YOU MERE ABLE TO MARE? THE MEETING was 
. CALLED AT & GATHER LATE DATE, wasw’t iT? 
ve , A. AS | SAUD, | HAVE CHARACTERIZED THE waTURE OF THE 
; LETTER and Tet Commesrouvenct, sutS bow’? THime WT's A. THOS 1S OY WONTH PEETONG, | WatW'T PaRTICM ORY 
, PRODUCTIVE FOR US TO GET INTO THE SPECIFICS OF wnat SURPRISED. 
1S THERE. THE WIETHAMESE WOW HAVE THIS COnmI TRENT. a 
. THEY BARE GOING TO LOOK AT IT THEMSELVES. SUT Tet e188) 
4 LOGISTICS-TYPE SUPPORT 1S CERTAINLY COVERED 1m OFTANL. 


©. OME OTHER QUESTION. THE WIETHAPESE, as | 
UNDERSTAND 11, PROPOSED THE TWO-YEAR Plan TO RESOLVE 
“, THE (SUC 1H JULY 2985. Of THAT PLaw HAS BEEN 
;, CONTINUING FROM JULY 1905, THEN THERE 1S OMY Ont 
y.¢ VEaR LEFT TO RESOLVE 1808 CASES. (5 THAT & CORRECT 
4 UNDERSTANDING, THAT THERE 1S ONE YEAR RinaininG OF 
— THE TWO-YEAR COMM) TRENT? 


"@ A. WO. ACTUMLLY OW JULY OF 1085, THE ViETRANESE 
ANNOUNCED PUBLICLY THAT THEY WOULD LiKE TO RESOLVE 

° THIS (SSUE WITHIN TWO YEARS. SUBSEQUENT TO THaT 

° ANNOUNCEMENT WE DRAFTED IN WAGHINGTON A TwO-VEaR 

JOINT PLAN LOOKING AT THE HUMBER OF CASES THAT HELDED 

10 OE RESOLVED AND WOW WOULD WE GET FROM MAE TO 


se THERE AND WHAT WOULD IT TARE. THE WIETHANESE 
SUBSEQUENTLY DREW UP THEIR OW UNILATERAL Plan white 
¢ VE SUPPLEMENTED WITH COOPERATIVE SUPPORT ACTIONS ano 
OUR (DEAS ABOUT IT. «THE PLA OFFICIALLY BtGan, 
‘f }- ACCORDING TO THE WILTHAMESE, IN JANUARY OF 1980--NOT 
. wt OF 8S. 
¢* 0. OUR SIDE ALSO UNDERSTOOD... 


A. TS THEIR PLAN, Gp Tet 5 Wee Tey Dard TeeY 


ioe * STARTED, THAT'S Fit, WOW VITTHAM, | SHOULD Mant IT 
. CLEAR, SAID THAT THIS 1S THE COM AD THE TePaT 
: 1f aT THE COD OF TWO YEARS VE STILL HAVEL WORK 10 DO, 


Mil CONTINUE 10 WORE 


L fe © WITH THE COMBINATION WOW OF THEI Plan and your 
*, PLAN AMD THE LETTCR OF COMNTHENT aNd 50 On... DOES 
THIS ADD UP TO MORE OF LESS Au AGRETIWNT~-1 SOW? 


‘ wali) TO FORCE & WORD THAT SHOULDN'T BL UHD--euT 


» = 








UNCLASSIFIED 
UNITED STATES 


INCOMING 
TELEGRAM 


INFORMATION AGENCY 


ra #1 ere wroLN 
eyianit 





val ee 
0 MCO-L PF-8l WOR PPe-ED (eg) Peel Peel eee 
oc CE OH Ee Om et 





oe 

Fm APE BASS Bamcr Oe 

TO BUELMFO/US IMFO WASHDC (PED ATE 
RUNGEPA/COR JCRC BARBERS FT #) 

(660 CURT S/O BASS! VIEWTi ame 1288 
RUNOHOA/USC /MCPAC WOW OLY 81 //52/530/298// 
PULA ICS /D1R WASHINETON BC) /¥O-Puy/ 
PUERICS/SECOLE WASHDC/ /ORSD- 1 SA/Pe-mi ay / 
PULMC/SECSTATE WRSMDE 4148 

Gul ADvw/ we TEOOUSE WASHDC/ /WSC TR CH, DRESS // 
RUMHRMA/CORUSAC ILA! FT SHArTE® #) 

OWCLAS SECTION 84 OF 18 Bawonon D188) 


bia FOR PvPTE, Fu, te 
STATE FOR Cerys, tare 
SECDEF FOR GASD/PA, OASD/ SA 
CIWCPAC FOR USIA ADV) SOR 


{.0. 12006: aa 
SUBJECT, TRANSCRIPTS OF PRESS COMFERE WCE 


O. OF | MOY DORECT THIS GUETTION TO MRS. GRIFFITHS. 
HOW DO YOU ASSESS IHL PROGRESS SOer ae and Tet 
PARTICULAR ORPETUS TO That PROGRESS TeaT Tere LETTER 
FROM THE UNITED STATES GOVERNTCNT MAY Hove Gi¥Ee TO 
THE SEARCH OED THE EFFORT TO ESOL VE THE PA Cases? 
A. ¢ TORR THAT WHAT WAS PRPORTANT TO THE VIEL THAPE SE 
GOVERMENT WAS TO FET, Teal THERE was FORMAL I 2AT) ON 
TO WHAT WE ALL MEW MERE VERY SPECIFIC 
UUDERSTANDINGS, AGRECMEWTS AND COMMITMENTS BY THE 
WUITED STATES GOVERWEET IH SUPPORT OF THEIe Plan 

SO, §f 17 CMPANCES THE PROCESS TO FORMAL ITE weal 
MA UNDERSTOOD WAS Ae ONGOING EFFORT With Fuad 
COMMITHENT OF THE UHITED STATES GOVERNMENT (8 SUPPORT 
O THAT, THER | CONSIDER 17 VERY POSITIVE. | THOUGHT 
THE PRETIMGS WERE ERTREMELY PRODUCTIVE. THE 
ATMOSPHERE THROUGH THE CHTIRE THING WAS VERY GOOD. 
OD THE GIMD OF SPECIFIC COMMITAENTS ME GOT CleTarmy 
WiLL MOVE THE PROCESS FORWARD. 90, WHILE FOR THE 
FAMILIES 17 0S WEVER FAST CROUGR, ME HAVE COME & VL OnG 
WAY DURING THE LAST FOUR YEARS OF OO 1H PEMA Y MOWING 
TO GL) SOME RESULTS, AUD | AHTICIPATE SOM 
ACCELERATED PROGRESS bu THE VERY wae FUTURE 


© 15 17 POUR FEELING THAT THE VIETNAMESE ORE WOW 
SATIGF IED WITH THE U.S. COMMITRENT AND THAT THEY OF 
PLADY 10 MOVE WITH PLADONATLE CPELD ane EFFORT On 
THIS? GR BPE THERE STULL SOME PEMaimime LITTLE 
PROBLEMS Teal ARE OUTST aNDiNe’ 


A O59 OR. CHILDRESS Sard, THE VILTHAPEDE BOW nant 
Tee FURMAL IZATION OF Tet COrmiPnaT, amp | CERAM 
WOULD HOT PRL SUPE 10 Griese FOR Tee Withee = Of ROR 
OY Ov STONDPOINT, | OO UHDFEL TOD PY CLT PLY Tet 
COMMITMENTS MADE OY OOH VOVLPUFLATS MD EAPECT THO 
COMMITMENTS TO OL FULFILLED OY COIR GCOVLRNTERT: 


© O00 VOU FEEL 17'S PHYSICALLY POLLIELE 10 Mae 
Te (S00 WiTeem & TuO-VEaR PERIOD, OF 1S Teal Of ime 
“Owl OPTOMIST HC? 


81070 wi Outs 
& ¢ Teeme IT OS WERT OPTOMISTIC, mp IT'S weer 
STON. COOTAIML YT, | WOULD OOFE IT Come OE 
COPL ICED. I7°S Gores TO Taek 6 LAT Dim NORE 
Thee Wal ME PONE SETS OO Fee... ACCHLERAIID 
COOPERATION, GREATLY ACCELERATED, 10 ACCOMPL IGE Tear 
CACTI. GOT MOO, LOPE OR. CHULDRESS Gand, 17 15 
ms Pie-(etd THleG. 7 1S & CONCENTRATED FOCUS FoR 
Twe TEARS WHICH DPD BEGIN 1H JeepeRT, AOD TeaT 
Dota T Mae IT'S GOreG TO Cel OFF Oe DICEMEL® 21 OF 
198), IT'S GOlme TO GE DIFFICULT, OUI IT Cam OE WERT 
PRODUCTIVE, AUB 4 LOT Can OE DOME DURING TeaT Tire. 
G OD Tet WOETRARESE PUDICATE 10 YOU That THEY aff 
PRLPORING TO TURE OVER ANOTHER HOPELE OF PIMareS, 
PURRAPS Gh A FUTURE DATE? OO THEY Gayl MORE TO Tune 
Ovet at ters Tek? 


A THY NDICATED TO US Teal THE at 

TECHWICAL “LEVEL MEETINGS WHICH MERE MENTIONED 18 
SUGUST OUD 18 CCTORER WOULD OE ..1 Can’! BEMEMBER THE 
CAACT TERPIODL OGY... GUT THEY WOULD BE VERY 

PRODUCTIVE, COPECIMLLY PRODUCTIVE. WHATEVER THaT 
iaes, MGAIK, 17 1S THEOR SlATorEN, 


G. THAT WAS LEFT FOR YOU TO NmTLRrAtT? 


A. | OOw'T THIN WE WEED TO INTERPRET 17. =| THOME 
Mi MELD 7O SEE WHAT HAPPENS (8 AUGUST AND OCTOBER. 


| HOGHT ADD TO Teat, om THE JUNE TECKMICAL MEET ONS 
THEY O10 REPORT TO WS THEVR sNVESTICATION OF Some OF 
Tet CAUCE THEY HAD. TeCY FELT SOM oF TeOce wou, 
(6 FACT, TURN OUT TO BE REMAINS, AMERICAN ROMANS, 
AMD THUR CAPERTS ARE WOW EVALUATING THOSE, Teat #5 
" 

088) 
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P E.0. 12356: N/A 
’ SUBJECT: TRANSCRIPTS OF PRESS CONFERENCE 


ADDED TO THE PRODUCTIVE MECTINGS THAT WE ARE TALKING 
i ABOUT - THE WEXT TWO. 


> ©. WOW THAT THE U.S. GOVERNMENT IN GENERAL 4AS HAD A 
1 CHANCE TO WAVE WINE MEETINGS WITH THER, PLUS 
:- TECHNICAL MEETINGS AND EVALUATION REPORTS, ETC. FOR 
THE LAST EIGHTEEN MONTHS, 1S 17 POSSIBLE TO COME 
CLOSER TO SONE KIND OF A MATHEMATICAL FORMULA ABOUT 
»* WHAT THE FINAL RESOLUTION WILL MEAN? OUT OF THOSE 
1600, WHEN WILL THE UNITED STATES BE SATISFIED THAT 
WO MORE CAN BE DONE? CERTAIN CASES, | UNDERSTAND, 
ARE KNOW TO BE RESOLVED ALREAOY, BECAUSE THE U.S. 
a GOVERNMENT HAS ENOUGH INFORTIATION TO MNOW THAT THE 
- GUY WENT DOWN OVCR THE OCEAN OR SOME PLACE AND 


° Tere S WO WAY THAT ANYBODY’S GOING TO FIND WIS 
, BODY. BUT CAN WE GIVE ANYTHING MORE PRECISE WOW 
, ABOUT THE FINAL RESOLUTION? 


A. 1 PERSOWALLY FEEL 11°S PREMATURE TO DO THAT. 


s Q. IT'S BEEN TEN YEARS Wow. 
¢ A. (1 WASN'T TEN YEARS OF EFFORT. | THINK THE 
P FULLEST POSSIBLE ACCOUNTING -- WE'LL KNOW WHEN WE'RE 
. THERE, AND CERTAINLY THERE ARE SEVERAL HUNDRED PEOPLE 
WHO HAVE BELN REPORTED GOING DOWN AT SEA, and YOU 
*. WAVE KILLED-IN-ACTION-BOUY-NIOT-Re COVERED CALES Thal 
' WOULD BE VERY DIFFICULT TO RESOLVE, BUT SOM 
INFORMATION MAY BE AVAILABLE. al THE SAME TIME, | 
s THIWK YOU HAVE TO REALIZE THAT, BECAUSE THERE ARE TWO 
‘8 SEPARATE DATA BASES HERE AT WORK, THIS PROCTSS 15 10 
m*. PUT THEM TOGETHER 10 COME UP WITH THE FULLEST 
"4 POSSIBLE ACCOUNTING. IF A MAN DISAPPEARS HEADING FOR 
THE SEA, AND WE BELIEVE WE WENT IN, WE Hay VERY WELL 
HAVE CHPSHED ON LAND WEAR THE Sha, SO 17'S PREMATURE 
UNTIL THESE FULL DATA BALES AWE PUT TOuLTWER, ato 
ee’. THIS PROCESS THAT WE'RE GOING THROUGH, WHICH 15 
BECOMING INCREASINGLY PRODUCTIVE, THAT WE'RE BOTH 
_ SATISFIED THAT WE'RE THERE, WE'LL RNOW WIT WE'RE 
2 THERE: 11 5 J0T PRIMATOL TO Lav WLW Thal 15 On 


INCOMING 
TELEGRAM 


O39605 HF OTOL 
WHAT THAT WUMBER 15. . 


@. WHAT ABOUT THE VIETNAMESE INVITATION FOR 
AMERICANS 10 ACCOMPANY THEM ON SOME OF THEIR 
INVESTIGATIONS, IN PARTICULAR FOR POWS? WAS THAT 
DISCUSSED AWD WILL THERE BE AMERICANS GOING BACK TO 
VIETNAM TO ACTIVELY PARTICIPATE IW THIS? 


A. THAT WAS COVERED SOMEWHAT IN MY STATEMENT WHEN 1 
SAID THAT VIETWAM WILL PERMIT AMERICAN EXPERTS TO 
ACCOMPANY ITS OFFICIALS ON INWESTIGATIONS IN 
ACCESSIBLE AREAS. BASICALLY, SOME OF THESE SiTine 
REPORTS ARE IN VERY REMOTE AREAS THAT THE VIETNAMESE 
EVEN HAVE TROUBLE GETTING INTO. BUT THEY MADE IT 
CLEAR THAT IN ACCESSIBLE AREAS, BOM CRAGHSITE 
EXCAVATIONS AND SOME OF THE SITING REPORTS, THAT THEY 
AGREE IN PRINCIPLE FOR OUR PEOPLE 10 ACCOMPANY THER, 
SO, AS THESE COME UP AND THOSE CRITERIA ARF MET, WE 
EXPECT 17 TO HAPPEN. 


@. SO YOU DO EXPECT 10 GO IN AND ACCONPAN? THEN... 


A. ON SPECIFIC, SELECTED CASES, CERTAINLY. 

Q. WOW CONE THERE'S WOT MORE EMPHASIS BEING PLACED 
Oi THE LAO GOVERWHENT SINCE THAT SEEMS TO BE WHERE VE 
GET MOST OF THE LIVE-SIGHTING REPORTS? 


A. WELL, | THINK SOMEONE HASN'T BEEN EL THEK WRITING 
ABOUT 17 OR READING ABOUT IT, BUT THERE HAS BEEN 
EQUAL EMPHASIS ON LAOS. WE HAVE CONDUCTED TWO VERY 
SUCCESSFUL JOINT EXCAVATIONS WITH THE LAC 

GOVERNMENT. THEY WAVE PLEDGED UNILATERAL ACTIONS OW 
THEIR OWN. THE REASON THERE'S A LOT OF LIVE-SIGHTING 
REPORTS, QUITE FRANKLY, 1S THAT THERE'S A LOT OF 

8! 

#1687 


EAL RB-L A e : 











UNCLASSIFIED 


UNITED STATES 
INFORMATION AGENCY 


PAGE #1 839666 F078! 
83/14242 


ee ee Oe EE EE EE EEE EEE EEE EEE EEE EEE EEE EEE ON 


ACTION OFFICE IPFF-81 
INFO ACO-@1 PF-82 VG-8i PFW-82 EA-03 PG-Ol PR-81 VEB-8) 
VBXC-81 W5XN-O1 VBF-81 VBR-O1 IPF-8) IPFO-81 /819 AD 1 


eal “ee ee eee 





O G3i4152 JUL 86 

FM AMEMBASSY BANGKOK 

TO RUEWFO/USINFO WASHDC IMMEDIATE 
RUHOBPA/COR JCRC BARBERS PT Hi 

INFO RUMIJFS/AMEMBASSY VIENTIANE 1382 
RUNGHOA/USCINCPAC HONOLULU H1//J2/13/336// 
RUEKIJCS/DIA WASHINGION DC//¥O-PW// 
RUEKICS/SECDEF WASHOC//OASD-ISA/PW-MIA// 
RUEHC/SECSTATE WASHOE 4152 
RUEADWW/WHITEMOUSE WASHDC//NSC/MR CHILDRESS// 
RUHHHMA/CORUSACILH! FT SHaFTER H 

BT 

UNCLAS SECTION 06 OF 18 BANGKOK 31687 


USIA 


USIA FOR P/PFF, P/FW, EA 


* STATC FOR CAP/J, EAP/P 


SECDEF FOR OASD/PA, OASD/ISA 
CINCPAC FOR USIA ADVISOR 


£.0. 12356: N/A 
SUBJECT: TRANSCRIPTS OF PRESS CONFERENCE 


PEOPLE ON THIS SIDE OF THE MEWONG THAT ARE ACCESSIBLE 
TO LOOK FOR THEM. THERE'S A DYMMNIC ABOUT THIS THAT 
1 THINK MOST PEOPLE IN THAILAND UNDERSTAND. 


@. BID YOU STOP IN LAGS TODAY? 


A. WO, WE DID NOT. WE HAVE CONSTANT DIALOGUE WITH 
THE LAO GOVERNMENT ON THIS ISSUE, BECAUSE WE HAVE A 
CHARGE PRESENT. FLYING INTO VIETNAM GETS ALOT OF 
ATTENTION, BUT WE HAVE A CHARGE IN VIENTIANE, AND 
THERE 1S NORMAL DIPLOMATIC TRAFFIC AND DISCUSSION 
WITH THE LAO GOVERNMENT ON THIS ISSUE. 


©. YOUR LETTER OF COMMITMENT 1S A RESPONSE TO THE 
VIETNAMESE DEMAND THAT THEY WANT A WRITTEN COMMITNENT 
FROM THE U.S. GOVERNMENT, RIGHT? 


A. WE WEVER RECEIVED ANY DEMANDS FROM THE VIETNAMESE 
GOVERNMENT, WHAT WE RECEIVED WERE PRESS REPORTS THAT 
THE VIETNAMESE GOVERNMENT DOUBTED OUR COMMITHENT TO 
THEIR EFFORT AND TO THEIR TWO-YEAR PLAN, SO, IF 
THERE’S ANY DOUBT IN THEIR MIND, WE WANTED TO 00 OUR 
BEST TO CLEAR IT UP. 


©. THERE WERE REPORTS THAT THE VIETNAMESE FOREIGN 
MINISTRY 1S UNUER PRESSURE FROM SOM HARD-LINERS im 
THE GOVERNIENT THAT VIETNAM SHOULD GAIN SOMETHING OuT 
OF THEIR CONCESSION ON THE MIA ISSUE 


A. | WOULDN'T PRESUME TO ADDRESS INTERWAL VIETNAMESE 
POLITICS, JUST AS | WOULDN'T WANT THEM ADDKESSING 
Nine. 

A. WARS, GRIFFITHS) «BUT THEY DID MAKE CLEAR THAT 
THEY ARE DOING THIS ON A HUMANITARIAN BASIL And 
WITHOUT LIWMAGE TO ANY OTHER ISSUES 


Q. DURING YOUR TALKS, WAS THERE ANY MENTION MADE OF 
THE MURKOWSK! HEARINGS THAT ARE GOING ON IN 
WASHINGTON? 


INCOMING 
TELEGRAM 


839666 FOND 
A. THAT O10 CORE UP IN A HUMOROUS SENSE, WOT THAT 
THE SEWATOR'S EFFORTS ARE HUMOROUS, BUT SOME OF THE 
THINGS THAT ARE GOING ON--PEOPLE THAT SUPPOSEDLY HavE 
INFOPAATION BEING CHASED BY SUBPOENAS . {| MIGHT ManE 
A COMMERT ON THAT. {| THINK IT’S INCUMBENT On ANY 
AMERICAN IF THEY HAVE INFORMATION TO PROVIDE IT TO 
THE UNITED STATES GOVERWMENT FOR FOLLOW-UP. | THINK 
IT’S ALSO INCUMBENT UPON THE U.S. GOVERWHENT THAT 
SHOULD PEOPLE CLAIM 10 HAVE SUCH INFORMATION AND WOT 
HAVE IT, THAT THEY BE EXPOSED. 





G. BUT IN GEWERAL, WHAT WOULD YOU SAY THE/R REACTION 
WAS TO THE FACT THAT THE GOVERNMENT WAS HOLDING THE 
WEARIAGS AND DID THEY COMMENT AT ALL OW SOME OF ThE 
SPECIFIC INFORMATION THAT SUPPOSEDLY EXISTS? 


A. RS. GRIFFITHS): THE VIETNAMESE GOVERNMENT IS 
VERY MUCH AWARE THAT HEARINGS ARE FAIRLY REGULARLY 
WELD IN CONGRESS ON THIS ISSUE. IN THE SOLARZ 
SUB-COMMITTEE IT JUST SO HAPPENS THAT MR. MURKOWSK! 
STARTED THE SERIES OF WEARIWGS, THE MAIN PURPOSE OF 
WHICH WAS TO TRY TO GET 10 THE BOTTOM OF THOSE 
CLAIMING TO HAVE INFORMATION ON LIVE AMERICANS; TO 
FIND OUT WHETHER THEY REALLY DID AND TO PURSUE IT. 
THUS FAR, WOTHING POSITIVE HAS BEEN TURWED OVER. BUT 
THE VIETNAMESE ARE VERY MUCH AWARE THAT HEARINGS ARE 
REGULARLY HELD AND VERY INTERESTED IN ALL OF THEM. 

@: FOREIGN MINISTER THACH HAS SAID ON A NUMBER OF 
OCCASIONS THAT THERE ARE WO LIVE AMERICANS IN 
VIETNAM. ~ BY SAYING THAT THEY WILL REPORT OW, OR THEY 
WILL INVESTIGATE LIVE SIGHTINGS, DO YOU INTCRPRET 
THIS AS A SHIFT IN THEIR POSITION ON THAT ISSUE, AND 
DiD THEY ADMIT THAT THERE POSSIGLY MIGHT BE LIVE 
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USIA 


USIA FOR P/PFF, P/FW, EA 
STATE FOR EAP/J, EAP/P 
SECDEF FOR OASD/PA, OASD/ISA 
CINCPAC FOR USIA ADVISOR 


E.0. 12356: N/A 
SUBJECT: TRANSCRIPTS OF PRESS CONFERENCE 


AMERICANS IN VIETNAM? : 

A: THE VIETNAMESE GOVERNMENT CONSISTENTLY MAINTAINS 
THE POSITION THAT THERE ARE WO AMERICANS BEING HELD 
IN CAPTIVITY IN VIETNAM. THCY HAVE ALSO MADE THE 
STATEMENT THAT SHOULD PEOPLE BE PRESENT IN VIETNAM 
THEY WOULD CLASSIFY THEM AS STAY BEHINDS OR 

IWF ILTRATORS AFTER THE WAR. THE U.S. GOVERNMENT 
POSITION, BASED ON THE BODY OF EVIDENCE, THE 
DISCREPANCY CASES AND UNRESOLVED LIVE SIGHTING 
REPORTS, 1S THAT WE DO WOT RULE OUT THE POSSIBILITY. 
THEREFORE WE OPERATE UNDER THE ASSUMPTION THEY ARE 
THERE. WHAT WE ARE SAYING IN THIS PROCESS IS THAT WE 
ARE TRYING TO SOLVE THAT QUESTION ALONG WITH OTHER 
OWES. CLEARLY, IF VIETNAM 1S RIGHT, THEN THEY CaN 
PROVE IT TO US THROUGH THIS PROCESS BY SOLVING 
DISCREPANCY CASES AND INVESTIGATING LIVE SIGHTING 
REPORTS, PROVIDING US THE CONFIRMATION THAT THAT WAS 
DONE AND WHAT THE RESULTS ARE. 


Q: $0 YOU DON’T SEE IT AS A SHIFT IN THE VIETNAMESE 
POSITION ON THAT? 


CHILDRESS: MY DISCUSSIONS WITH THE VIETNAMESE HAVE 
MAINTAINED A VERY CONSISTENT BOTTOM LINE POSITION BUT 
ALSO, AS TIME GOES BY, AN OPENNESS TO TRY TO RESOLVE 
THE QUESTION. 


©: OW A SLIGHTLY SEPARATE ISSUE, AS WR. CHILDRESS 
MENTIONED, THERE 1S A LOT OF THE INFORMATION OR 
WON-iMFORMATION ADOUT PEOPLE MiSLING COMING FROM 
PEOPLE SEARCHING OR TRYING 10 SEARCH ON THIS SIDE OF 
THE MEKONG. & WOULD LIKE 10 ADDRESS THIS 10 WS. 
GRIFFITHS. WHAT ADVICE DO YOU GIVE TO FAMILIES WHEN 
THEY ARE APPROACHED BY PEOPLE CLAIMING 10 Have 

IME ORMATION ABOUT THE WHLREALOUTS OF THEIR LOVED 
OWES, AND PARTICULARLY WHEN THE INFORMATION 1S FOR 
SALE? 


AS. GRIFFITHS: YOU HAVE 10 UNDIRSTAND THAT THE 


FAMILIES ARE BY AND LARGE VERY WULWERABLE TO THE 
HOPES THAT THAT KIND OF INFORMATION WILL BECOME 
AVAILABLE AND IT'S UNCONSCIONABLE TO ME THAT ANYONE 
WOULD APPROACH YOUR FAMILY AND CLAIN TO HAVE 
INFORMATION OR PUBLICLY STATE THEY HAVE INFORMATION 
AND WOT BE WILLING TO SEE THAT INFORMATION USED TO 
THE GEST POSSIBLE EXTENT. SO IT IS A VERY DIFFICULT 
PROBLEM AND WE ALWAYS HOPE THAT ANYONE WHO IS MAKING 
SUCH STATEMENTS IN FACT CAN PROVIDE THE EVIDENCE. | 
THINK THOSE WHO ARE SERIOUS WOULD BEFORE RELEASING IT 
TO THE PRESS OR APPROACHING A FAMILY PROVIDE THaT 
INFORMATION TO RESPONSIBLE OFFICIALS FOR APPROPRIATE 
FOLLOW-UP AND ACTION, AND SINCE THIS PRESIDENT HAS 
PLEOGED DECISIVE ACTION WHICH HAS MANY OPTIONS THEN 
THAT 1S THE APPROPRIATE THING 10 DO. IT iS THE 
LEAGUE'S POSITION THAT THAT IS WHAT SHOULD BE DONE. 


@: COULD YOU GIVE ME A LITTLE BACKGROUND ON THE 
ORGANIZATION YOU REPRESENT, LIKE HOW MANY FAMILIES 
AND HOW YOU ARE INVOLVED? HOW MANY FAMILIES IW 
PARTICULAR? 


MS. GRIFFITHS: | THINK THE CURRENT COUNT 1S NEARLY 
3,300 FAMILIES. THE BASIC CRITERIA FOR MEMBERSHIP IS 
TO BE A FAMILY MEMBER OF A MAN WHO HAS BEEN OR 1S WOW 
PRISONER OR MISSING OR UNACCOUNTED FOR. tiv 
MEMBERSHIP IN THE LEAGUE STEMS FRON MY BROTHER BEING 
MISSING IN VIETWAM SINCE SEPTEMBER 1966. 


Q: WHAT WILL YOU TELL THE ORGANIZATION IN TERMS OF 
YOUR HOPES WOW, ELEVEN YEARS LATER, AFTER THIS 
MEETING? ARE YOU AS OPTIMISTIC AS EVER, OR IS IT 
THAT YOU ARE OW A STEADY PLANE? WHAT WILL YOU REPORT 
BACK TO THE ORGANIZATION? 
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WSIA FOR P/PFF, P/FW, EA 
STATE FOR EAP/J, EAP/P 
SECDEF FOR OASD/PA, OASD/ISA 
CINCPAC FOR USIA ADVISOR 


E.0. 12356: W/A 
SUBJECT: TRANSCRIPTS OF PRESS CONFERENCE 


HS. GRIFFITHS: WHAT 1 WiLL REPORY BACK 10 THEN 1S 
THE TRUTH AND THAT 1S WHAT YOU JUST HEARD. iT 1S 
WOT AFTER ELEVEN YEARS. THE U. S. GOVERNMENT DID NOT 
MAKE SERIOUS EFFORTS UNTIL THE LAST FOUR YEARS. IT 
WAS BEEN A DIFFICULT PROCESS. WE HAVE SEEN A GREAT 
DEAL OF MOVEMENT SINCE THAT TIME, THE FAMILIES HAVE 
BEEN IN IT MUCH LONGER THAN ELEVEN YEARS. FOR US IT 
HAS BEEN TWENTY. FOR OTHERS EVEN MORE. THEY WEREN'T 
BORN YESTERDAY AND THEY RECOGNIZE SERIOUS PROGRESS 
WHEN THEY SEE 17 BEING MADE. AS 1 SAND, 17 WiLL 
WEVER BE FAST ENOUGH TO MAKE UP FOR WHAT WAS NOT DONE 
FOR MANY REASONS RIGHT AFTER THE WAR, NEVERTHELESS 
WE WAVE SEEN IT BEING MADE NOW. WE ALWAYS WANT IT 
FASTER AND | WILL TELL THEM THAT | AM MORE ENCOURAGED 
WOW THAN | WAVE EVER BEEN, AND THAT 1S IN FACT A VERY 
TRUE AS CESSHENT. 


U: JHE MURKOWSK! HEARINGS HAVE TURNED UP REPORTS ON 
THE EXISTENCE OF A VIDEOTAPE WHICH IS SAID 10 SHOW 
LIVE AMERICANS IN CAPTIVITY SOMEWHERE IN INDOCHINA. 
HAVE EITHER OF YOU SEEN THIS VIDEO TAPE? Will YOu 
SUPPORT THal 17 DOES INDEED EXIST, IF 17 DOES, 1S 
THIS BEING USED AS PART OF YOUR EVIDENCE PRESENTED TO 
THE VIETNAMESE TO SUPPORT LIVE SIGHTINGS IN VIETNAM? 


MR. CHILDRESS: THE OWLY PERSON THAT | KHOW WHO WAS 
CLAIMED ’TO SEE THE ENTIRE TAPE 1S RETIRED MAJOR 
SMITH, WHO CLAIMS THAT HIS SOURCE, AR. OBASSY, ROBIN 
GREGSOW, IS IN POSSESSION OF THE TAPE, SO YOU WOULD 
ASSUME THAT WE WOULD SEE THE TAPE IN HIS POSSESSION 
11 WAS VERY CLEAR TO THE U.S. GOVERNMENT THAT NEITHER 
AR. SMITH WOR THOSE WHO ASSOCIATED WITH HIM WISH TO 
COOPERATE WITH US TO OBTAIN THAT FILM, SO THERE ARE 
THE CURRENT INVESTIGATION BY THE SENATE AND OTHER 
CFFORTS OR ATTENPTS TO OBTAIN THE FILM IF 11 DOES 
EXIST. QUITE FRAWALY | HAVE SEEN NOTHING WiiCcH 
SUGGESTS TO ME THE CREDIBILITY OF THAT STORY. IW 
FACT QUITE THE OPPOSITE. | THINK 17 1S ALSO CLEAR 
THAT MAJOR SMITH MADE THAT STATEMENT 10 THE SENATE 


WHEN HE WAS FIRST INTERVIEWED AND SAID THAT HE HAS 
TURNED OVER PROOF, THAT PROOF HAD BIEN TURNED OVER IW 
198) TO THE U.S. EMBASSY - PHOTOS, NAMES AND OTHER 
EVIDENCE. WE PROMISED THAT THERE WERE COPIES OF 
THAT. WE PROMISED THAT THAT WOULD BE TURWED OVER 
WITHIN A WEEK. THAT IS STILL TO BE DOWE ALSO. ME 
WILL PURSUE EVERY LEAD TO A REASONABLE CONCLUS!ON. 
THIS OWE THUS FAR 1S ZERO. 


MS. GRIFFITHS: OUR POSITION ON IT IS IF IT EXISTS, 
1T SHOULD BE TURNED OVER TO THE U.S. GOVERNMENT. 
THAT 1S THE POSITION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS. 


@: BACK OW THE SUBJECT OF THE ATMOSPHERE. ThE 
VIETHAMESE HAVE OVER THE LAST YEAR OFF AND ON SAID 
QUITE A BIT ABOUT ATTITUDE, AMERICAN ATTITUDE, and 
WOW THIS 1S GOING TO GET IN THE WAY. WAS THIS 
SUBJECT RAISED AGAIN THIS TIME OR IS IT KOT AN ISSUE 
RIGHT WOW? | DON'T KNOW WHAT OTHER PEOPLE FEEL BUT 
WE FEEL THAT THEY WERE TALRING IN GEWERAL WHEN PEOPLE 
WERE MAKING ACCUSATIONS AS REFUGEES WITH REPORTS, 
VIDEO TAPES, WHATEVER. 17 COULD ALSO BE THE ATTITUDE 
OF THE GOVERNMENT, BUT THEY HAD TALKED QUITE A BIT 
ABOUT A NEGATIVE ATTITUDE. WAS THAT RAISED AGAIN 
THIS TIME? 


WR. CHILDRESS: | DON'T RECALL ANYTHING IN THAT 
CONTEAT WHATEVER. THERE ARE TIMES WHEN THEY REPRESS 
REPORTS ABOUT STATEMENTS WHICH THEY REACT TO WITHOUT 
WAVING THE FULL TEXT OF THE CONTENT, BUT MY 
IMPRESSION 1S THAT THEY UNDERTTPND OUR SERIOUSNESS 
AND WISH TO BE CONSTRUCTIVE IN THE PROCESS. THEY 
ALSO RECOGNIZE THAT WE HAVE GOT DOMESTIC THINGS GOING 
ON IN BOTH COUNTRIES THAT SHOULD WOT INTERFERE WITH 
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USA 


USIA FOR P/PFF, P/F, EA 
STATE FOR EAP/J, EaP/P 
SECDEF FOR OASD/PA, OASD/ISA 
CINCPAC FOR USIA ADVISOR 


E.0. 12356: W/A 
SUBJECT: TRANSCRIPTS OF PRESS CONFERENCE 


iT. 

s 
@: WHAT 1S THE NUMBER OF REMAINS TURNED OVER BY THE 
VIETNAMESE CONFIRMED BY AMERICAN FORENSIC EXPERTS aS 
THOSE OF MISSING IN ACTION? 


MS. GRIFFITHS: THERE ARE SO MANY CURRENTLY BEING 
EXAMINED. | GET CONFUSED WITH THE NUMBER TURNED OVER 
VERSUS THE NUMBER THAT HAS BEEN IDENTIFIED. BUT 
THERE ARE SEVERAL RIGHT NOW THAT WERE TURNED OVER IN 
APRIL THAT ARE UNDERGOING EXAMINATION AND | DON'T 
WWOW THE EXACT STATUS OF THESE... 


MR. CHILDRESS: IT IS CLOSE TO 200, | THINK, 


MR. CHILORESS: SINCE THE END OF THE WAR. WE CAN 
PROBABLY GET 11 FOR YOU THROUGH THE JCRC AT THE 
EMBASSY. | DON'T HAVE IT... 


@: 200, THAT 1S SOMETHING. 

MR. CHILORESS: DON'T USE THE 200 BECAUSE THAT WaS A 
GUESS. LOOK, WE ARE THE FIRST TO ACKNOWLEDGE THAT 
THEY WAVE DOWE SOMETHING. 


QO: DOES THE UNITED STATES FEEL THAT PERHAPS IT 
SHOULD OO SOMETHING IN RETURN? WOTHING IN THIS WORLD 
1S FREE. DOCS THE UNITED STATES FEEL al SOME POINT 
THAT THE VIETNAMESE DESERVE SOMETHING IN RETURN FOR 
THIS EFFORT. OR DO YOU STILL MAINTAIN & POSITION 
THAT .. 


Me. CHILDRESS: YOU SOUND VERY DIFFERENT FROM Hy 
DISCUSSION IN HANO!. THE VIETNAMESE GOVERNMENT 15 
VERY INTERESTED IM RESOLVING THIS LAST VESTIGE OF THE 
WAR If A SERIOUS WAY AND THAT 1S WHY THEY Have 

DEVEL GPE THE TWO YEAR PLAN WHICH WE aAkE SUPPORTING 
THE DIALOGUE WE ARE HAVING IS VERY PRODUCTIVE IN 
THOSE SPECIFIC TERMS AND ALSO AS WE MARE PROGRESS 
IMPROVES THE ATHOSPHERE BETWEEN THE TwO COuNTRICS 
WHICH 1S WOT LOLT UPON THE VILTNAILSE EIIWER, BUT TO 


1 


uF 0) Bb 


TALK ABOUT SOMEONE GIVING SOMETHING IW RETURN; uf 
ViEW IT AS RECIPROCAL ALREADY AND | THINK THEY 00 
ASO. AND IT'S WOT VERY HELPFUL TO... 


G: VOU ARE SAVING THAT THEY ARE POSSIBLY GETTING 
SOMETHING IN RETURN, 1.£. THE IMPROVED ATMOSPHERE AND 
POSSIBLY SOME OTHER THINGS? 


MM. CHILORESS: WE BELIEVE IT 1S Im VIETNAM'S BEST 
INTEREST TO DO WHAT THEY ARE DOING. WE BELIEVE IT 15 
IN OUR INTEREST TO DO WHAT WE ARE DOING AND COUNTRIES 
OPERATE ON WATIONWAL INTEREST. 

| THINK VIETNAM SEES THAT TOO. 


G: OO YOU HAVE ANY PLAN 10 COOPERATE WITH ThE wENG 
SAMAIN GOWERWHENT OW THE MIA ISSUE BECAUSE THIS IS 
WOT A POLITICAL ISSUE BUT A HUMANITARIAN PROGRAT? 


MR. CHILDRESS: THERE ARE 82 PEOPLE MISSING IN 
CAMBODIA, BUT, QUITE FRANKLY, THEY ARE ALL MISSING IN 
AREAS THEN CONTROLLED BY THE WORTH VIETMAMESE ALONG 
THE HO CHI MINH TRAIL. THE CURRENT GOVERWIHENT OF 
CAMBODIA WAS WOT IN CONTROL OF THAT GOVERNMENT AT THE 
TIME. FROM TIME TO TIME WE WEAR THAT THEY May waAvE 
INFORMATION. WE'VE TRIED THE INTERNATIONAL VOLUNTARY 
AGENCIES: WE RAWE ASKED THE VIETHANESE TO LCOK INTO 
IT; AWD WE HAVE HAD WO RESPONSE. WE ARE OBVIOUSLY 
INTERESTED IN ANY INFORMATION TREY Have, BUT THE 
ANSWERS DON'T WECESSARILY LIE IN PROON PEW. 


CG: SOME OF OUR COLLEACULS I" INE FESS Grove “ERE 
BELIEVED KILLED IN KHMER ROUGE CONTROLED ZONES, anp 
THE KHMER ROUGE HAPPEN TO BE A MAJOR PART OF THE 
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USIA 


USIA FOR P/PFF, P/FW, EA 
STATE FOR EAP/sJ, EAP/P 
SECOEF FOR OASO/PA, OASOD/ISA 
CINCPAC FOR USIA ADVISOR 


E—E.O. 12356: N/A 
SUBJECT: TRANSCRIPTS OF PRESS CONFERENCE 


GOVERNMENT IN PHOM PENH RIGHT NOw. 


MR. CHILORESS: BUT HE WAS TALKING ABOUT THE HENG 
SAMRIN GOVERNMENT. 


Q: BUT THAT’ 39 WHAT I'M TALKING ABOUT THE HENG 
SAMRIN GOVERNMENT IS COMPOSED OF 48 PERCENT FORMER 
KHMER ROUGE GUYS WHO WERE IN CONTROL OF THE TRAIL. 


MR. CHILDRESS: VERY FEW OF THE PRESS REPORT THAT 
FACT; I AM GLAD TO HEAR YOU RECOGNIZE IT. BUT HAVE 
YOU INQUIRED ABOUT THE GOVERNMENT, ABOUT YOUR 
COLLEAGUES? 

Q: WE ALWAYS INQUIRE. 

MR. CHILORESS: HAVE YOU GOT ANY ANSWERS? 


Q: NO. THEY SAIO THEY HAD NOT BEEN ABLE TO TRAVEL 
OUT THERE. 


MR. CHILORESS: WE WILL FOLLOW ANY LEAO wE GET. I 
GUARANTEE. THANK YOU. 


{ND TRANSCRIPT) 
BLACKBURN 
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BRISFIUNC 
BY ; 
SECRETARY OF COMMERCE 
MALCOLM BALDRIGE 


The Briefing Room 


10:30 A.M. ED? 


MR. SPEAKES: The President today is announcing that a 
provisional agreement has been reached to keep European Community 
agricultural markets open to U.S. exports. The agreement was reached 
after the Jnited States threatened retaliation in the face of 
proposed fC tariffs in connection with the expansion of the EC to 
include Spain and Portugal. 


This agreement is important for American farmers in that 
it will allow U.S. exports of corn and sorghum to Spain to continue 
while further negotiations are conducted under the General Agreement 
on Tariffs and Trade. 


The President applauds the <iC's flexibility in helping to 
avert a confrontation on this issue. We also congratulates U.S. 
Trade Represenative Clayton Yeutter and Agriculture Secretary Richard 
Lyng for skillfully negotiating this interim solution. He believes 
this arrangement will enhance the administration's policy of 
expanding trade through reduced protectionist barriers and increased 
fairness for U.S. exporters. 


The dispute arose over new EC measures which took effect 
March lst which had the potential of restrictiag over 600 million in 
U.S. farm exports to Spain. On March jJlst, the President announcec 
nis intention to take action against the new restrictions, absent 
progress in the EC in resolving the disputes. 


We have with us Secretary of Commerce Malcolm JalJrige 
who will have a statement, and also with Secretary 3aldrige is Deputy 
U.S. Trade Representative Alan Woods and Under Secretary Dan Amstutz. 
We're also handing out copies of a statement by U.S. Trade 
Representative Clayton Yeutter anc a copy of the text of the 
agreement. 


Secretary Baldrige. 

Q Where's Yeutter and Lyng? You cite -- 
MR. SPEAKES: They're in Surope. 

Q All right. Because they're the ones -- 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: First, I'd like to say that I 
certainly think that Ambassador Yeutter, Ambassador Woods from the 
U.S. T. R., Secretary Lyng and Under Secretary Amstutz from the 
Agriculture Department have done a good job, an outstanding job, in 
this negotiation. 


I'd like to read one paragraph of the statement by 
Ambassador Yeutter. He says, “I'd like to commend the European 
Community, and particularly, Commissioners de Clercg and Andriessen, 
for their intense effort to avoid a confrontation on this important 
trade issue. 
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"The enlargement of the Community to include Spain and 
Portugal has a potential to cause enduring strains on U.S.-=5C 
economic anc political relationships oecause American lurch exports 
were being severely restricted. Now, however, these exports will be 
unharmed while we negotiate a fair settlement of the enlargement 
issues consistent with the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade. 


"The EC and the U.S. are firmly committed to reaching an 
overall settlement by December 31, 1986.” , 


This problem between the EC and the U.S. started with the 
enlargement of the European Community to include Portugal and Spain. 
That happened last January ist. In the quotas, the tariffs that were 
being changed as a result of those two countries coming into the Oc, 
we were concerned -- greatly concerned -- about the affect on 
American farmers, both in the case of some of the regulations they 
put down for Portugal and Spain. 


In the case of Portugal, there was a mandated quota that 
the Portuguese buy 15.5 percent of their wheat from the Zuropean 
Communities. This took it away from American farmers because we haJ 
enjoyed most of that market. That was about $350 million a year. 


There's also a quota on oil seeds, mostly soybeans. 
There was about $200 million a year to American farmers. 


These two quotas, we felt strongly, were illegal under 
the GATT. It wasn’t a question of getting compensation for thea, 
they were just illegal. 


In the Spanish accession, we had variable levies before 
the accession of some-20 percent on corn and sorghum from the United 
States to Spain. Under the excession agreement, the EC raised these 
variable levies to 130 to 140 percent. This meant over <-- the 
affected over $500 million worth of U.S. agricultural exports. 


é 
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So between the two we were looking at almost $1 billion, 
or saySe slightly ower, of effect that this would have on 
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The Presicent has stooc up firmly for the American 
farmers by installing retaliatory seasures to take cffect on May 15th 
for the Portuguese quotas anc on July ist for the increase in the 
Spanish duties. And these measures did help. The Europeans have 
agreed to keep their markets open for U.S. farmers this year anc in 
both the case of Spain and Portugal, and we've agreed not to take 
retaliatory steps this year as a result. 


Both the EC and the United States egree that negotiations 
on this very sensitive area must be finished by the end of this year. 


That is the enc of my statement. I'11 be glad to take 
any questions. 


Q What happens next year? 
¢ What happens ti. I mean, if you don't get a 


permanent agreement would we the. eck to the mode of possitle 
retaliation? 


” 


SECRETARY EALDRIGE: Of retcliation, yes. We lave the 
areas of retaliation picked out, announcedc -- everybody tnows them -- 
anc we would go back to retsliation. Sut I went to stress, the CC 
anc the United States have atout $120 billion worth of trade. 

Neither one of us wants to get into a trade war. That's why these . 
negotiations have been so intense. We ¢o not expect to have thet 
trade war. We expect to have this settled by the enc of the year. 


C Can you guarantee that Congress won't pass somethings 
that could upset this? 


SOCRETARY SALDRICE: I cannot guarantee anything thet 
Concress will do. (Laughter.) Not a thing. 


5 Well, this is very good. Very nice. (Laughter.) 
- When 20 Ou -- if this -- 
Cc Me. Balerige, there are other products involvec, 


tec. What is the stctus of that? 

SOCRITARY BALDRIGE: Wel., you mean on the retaliatory 
Sice, on our sice? I don’t have cvery single specific with me, tut 
by anc large our retaliation would have been on white wines, brandy, 
beer. 

¢ What happened to that? 


SCCROTARY DALORIGE: All of those things that I'm sure 
reporters wou.c hate to see happen, Lut -- 


Q Leave the rec wine {rom the Dao district alone. 


Q So does that mean that we are going to retaliate in 
those cases or are we still working -- 


SCCRETARY BALDRICE: Wo, that is the method of 
retaliation we woulé chose if we did not get a fair agreement. 


C Nobody drinks -- anyway in the morning. 
C Is the political fallout from this decision today 


also helpful to Republicans in the farm belt in that it postpones a 
showdown until after the November elections? 


Q Good. 














C Yes. 


SECRETARY SALDRIGE: Well, I can't speak about all 
farmers. I would think that definitely farmers who are involvec in 
soy beans, corn, sorghum would be ver: pleased by this agreement 
because they were loc*ing literally at almost $1 billion worth of 
agricultural trade loss in those areas, and now that is held safe 
until the end of this year. In short, both sides have now running 
room to negotiate the final settlement. 


2 What was the timing on this? Were the political 
éecisions for it made in Tokyo, and did this decision flow out of 
those decisions, or was it all done subsequent to Tokyo? 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: It was done here. We began working 
on this as a whole of course for months. I can think of -- I coulc 
say at least a year because we knew the: che EC enlargement was 
coming down the pike. Secretary Shultz, Ambassador Youtter, myself, 
Secretary Lyng hac all several times requested the [CC to give us 
negotiating time to handle some of these difficult problems. The 
fact is that they didn't. Their levies, their quotas came into being 
in March of this year. 


So without enough time to negotiate, we fclt we hac to 
retaliate anc try anc settle the problem that way. Out of that 
retaliation » ion has come the kinds of negotiations we are seeing 
now. In shori, we have until the end of the year to negotiate. ow 
nobody is giving away anything right now. But our farmers will not 
be put at 3 cisadvantasge while we're negotiating. That is the main 


point. 


c When they left Tokyo, had the leacers basically 
reachec a political decision which allowed this possible, or was the 
issue still there at the enc of the summit? 


SECRETARY BALDRIG®: Well, I wasn't at Tokyo Lut my guess 
woule be that this was not settled at Tokyo. The subject of 
agriculture was brought up at Tolyo for the first time in the sistory 
of summit meetings. Everybody agreec it was a serious problem, ut 
there was no specific step taken there to my knowleccc. 


Q Why are you calling this a provisional cgreement as 
pposec to & postponement? 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: Well, you coule -- I think that’s 
Splitting hairs. You can call it either one. 


Q Well, you just said that nobody is giving awsy 
anything. What kind of a tentative or provisional agreement have you 
reachec? I mean, you're just saying, let's keep everything on holc 
until we can. Isn't that -- 


SCCRETARY DALDTIGE: Yes, while -- well, let me fut it ir 
other words then. 
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American farmers were going to be hurt to the tune of 
adout $1 billion worth of exports this year. <Juropeans uncerstooc 
that. They said, let's argue this out in GATT, which coulc take 
three years or so to do it. In the meantime, our farmers are being 
hurt by the $1 bill on. This agreement essentially says our farmers 
will not be hurt while we are negotiating what ought to happen in the 
long run. And we both agree that that -- those negotiations should 
be finished by December jist of this year. 


Q What should happen -- 


Q Secretary Baldrige, if you've been working on this 
for a year and all you've been able to come up with is some more time 
to negotiate, that doesn't bode well for a permanent agreement in our 
interest, does it? 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: If you'd been in as many -- I want 
to make it clear, this is Ambassador Yeutter’s and Secretary Lyng's 
negotiations -- dut if you'd been in as many negotiations as we all 
have, you know -- you just know when it’s an important negotiation, 
it always goes down to the wire, like 11:59 and “x" number of seconds 
before the 12:00 deadline. This is no different from any others. 
This involves a tremendous amount of trade and I would expect -- I 
think we'e be probably fortunte to have an agreement wrappec up much 
before December, because everybody is sure going to Se negotiating 
away on this. 


Q But can you give us some indication of whether <- is 
there some direction, then -- are there some broad paramcters that 
you're exploring -- 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: well, yes. I -- 
Q -- for the final agreement or -- 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: <-- on our sice, we fecl thst in the 
Portugese guestion of the quota that they must Suy from the CC on 
wheat and on the quotas they put on our shipments of soybeans snd oi) 
seeds there, we feel those are flat out illegal under GATT and this 
will give us a chance to make our case -- time to make our case. In 
the question of the Spanish variable levies on corn and sorghum, they 
have a right to raise the imports on that uncer the GATT. d3ut if 
they do, they must give us compensation in other agricultural 
products. We do not have that part settled yet. So we want to make 
Sure -- anc as these negotiations come to anc end, that the American 
farmers as a whole are hele harmless. 


Q Mr. Baldrige, this doesn't seem any different from a 
tacit agreement that was reached in May between Ambassador Yeutter 
and the European Community. The agreement then was to establish a 
truce until the end of this year; that the Europeans were not going 
to establish their quotas anc we were not going to retaliate. How is 
this any different from that tacit agreement of May? 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: The agreement that was made that 
you're referring to was on the Portugese problem; that is the 15 
percent quota that the Portugese had to buy in wheat and their quotas 
against our shipments of oil seed, soybean to them. It did not touch 
the Spanish problem, which is the variable levies that have been 
raised from about 20 to 140 percent, and the question of our 
compensation for those in other agricultural problems. What's new 
today is the Spanish part of the problem is being addressed by the 
same methods that the Portugese part of the probicm was. 


Q I want to ask you a question. 


SECRETARY BALORIGE: So they'll be wrapped up together by 
the end of the year. 


Q Dut what dimension of this is really 3 political 
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endeavor to dissuade Congress from procecding with protectionist 
legislation -- 


SZCALTARY SALORIGE: I think taat that's @ talse traca to 
be on. This is to help United States farmers. Never sind the 
politics of it. The President isn’t going to sit by and watch J.S. 
farmers lose a half a billion dollars’ worth of trajge with Spain and 
another half a billion dollars’ worth of trade to Portugal. I! 
suppose, sure, you can say politics enters into that like it enters 
into everything. Sut the President isn‘*t going to let us get run 
over that way. | 


Q I want to ask you a question that comes in part fron 
the trade problem. Is it clear now that we're not going to make the 
4 percent real growth that was projected for this year? 


SECRIOTARY BALDRIGE: I don't thirk it’s clear now. I! 
think the T-2, that part of the administration that does the 
forecasting, will be meeting for their regular mic-year review. 
There's no specific date on that, but sometimes around mid-year, it's 
& regular custo= for them to meet and review and either change or 
keep their same -- 


9 You will have new estimates by the end of the sonth 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: So I would imagine we'é lave new -- 
I don’t know about the end of the month, because the timing is a 
little different, but they'll be coming out with either the saze 
estimate or a new estimate in the near future. 


MR. PETROSKCY: Two more questions. 
: Q Well, I was going to follow-up. Thank you. tow 
woulce you believe, given the growth that we know in the first two 
quarters that we can possibly make four percent overall? 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: There are some other factors at wor 
that aren't written up very regularly, Nr. Donaldson, I might cay. 
I*ll give you a couple of then. 


Q Boxcar loadings? (Laughter.) 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: Wo, no. Just take the fact that we 
all know that energy prices, low energy prices help more than they 
huct. i mean, they help the whole economy. They lower inflation and 
people have more money to spend. Industries have, too. 


Q Does George Bush agree with that? 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: All right, wait a minute. What 
we've seen in the first six months is that we have taken the bad 
effects of the oil price decline in our GNP figures. That is, the 
lsy-oft{s, the unfortunate isy-off{s, cutting overheads, loss in 
Capital spending by the energy inéustr;. 


We've seen that in our first six months. We haven't seen 
the effects of the lower oil prices work through the economy, and the 
good effects that will come to them. That will happen in the last 
six months. 


Second factor is the trade balance -- trade imbalance, 
trade deficit will, on a comparative basis, be better in the last six 
months of this year compared to the last six months of iast year than 
the comparison between the two -- first two six months. So we will 
get some advantage from that. We should also get an advantage from 
inventory -- some inventory accumulation, because inventories have 
been going down. 


Now, I'm mot going to say what's possible problem <-- I's 
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going to leave that to the group in the administration that has to 
meet on that, dSecause they will Se meeting closely. ‘ut shere sare 
some reasons to think that the second half is going tc be better than 
the first half, and think so on a very scientific basis. I believe 
that syself. 


Q Mr. Secretary, when you said that Americar. 
agriculture overall won't suffer -- these particular farmers, this 
particular group might suffer as a result of this agreement? 


SECRETARY SALDRIGE: Well, we hope not. We don't know 
yet. The cight of the European Communities to put -- raise their 
variable levies is right; they can do that. But we deserve 
compensation. And the compensation should be on the agricultural 
side. Because we haven't gone through those negotiations yet, ! 
Gon't know how that's going to come out. 


Q But a compensation doesn’t have to be on the 
agricultural side -- is that what you're saying? 


SECRETARY DALDRIGE: Yes, it should be. Our 
interpretation is that it should be. ° 


2 Would it involve citrus at all? 

SECRETARY BALDRIGE: We hope that we will see the citrus 
case settled in the near future. Amdassacor Yeutter is working on 
that now -- 

Q How near future? 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: <-- and I would hope we'd see a 
successful conclusion of that in the very near future. 


Q Like this week? 
SECRETARY DALORIGC: Thank you very much. 
THE PRESS: Thank you. 


END 10:50 A.M. EDT 
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BACKGROUND BRIEFING 
BY 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL 
ON VISIT OF PRIME MINISTER JUNEJO OF PAKISTAN 


July 16, 1986 
The Briefing Roos - 


11:50 A.M. EDT 
MR. DJEREJIAN: This is a BACKGROUND briefing, 


attributable to a senior inistration official -- for your 
informat 


Q Can we have it on the record? 
MR. DJEREJIAN: It is on background. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Does this happen every 
time you start off? 


MR. OJEREJIAN: Every single time, right. 

MR. ROUSSEL: Yes, it does. It happens every tine. 

Q What's your name? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Al Hag. We went through 


that. 
Q The Right. 
The left -- the right hand doesn't know what the 
left hand -- 
stan SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The Right -- you're 


There was a suggestion made that the whole ceremonies be 
restaged so that the sun is in your eyes rather than in our eyes. So 
I hope we can work that out. 


Q Ohhh. (Laughter.) 
Q Then you'd look bad on television. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I take it all back. 
(Laughter. ) 


Q@ Thaok you. ~- - ms 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The meeting ctarted in a 
one-on-one, President and Prime Minister. It was then an expanded 
session with the Pakistani delegation of nine members -- ten senbers 
-- and on our side, Secretaries of State, Defense and Treasury, Don 
Regan, John Poindexter and Mike Armacost from the Department, Dean 
Hinton, our Ambassador. 


It was -- first on tha tone, I was struck the warath 
and the directness of the exchanges. It was a very sericus 
discussion and I think they -- the two leaders certainly showed they 
had very quickly establiehed a good personal rapport. 
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It was, overall, a reaffirmation of the sound state of 
our bilateral ties. The President, speaking of our bilateral 
relations, applauded the restoration of full constitutional 
government and the Prime Minister's role in the transition, making it 
-- ensuring it was a peaceful transition from martial law. 


Be actually started in the broader session with an 
affirmation of our long-term security commitment to Pakistan, 
relating that to the continuing Soviet pressures through Afghanistan 
and reconfirmed that the administration will make every effort to 
secure full funding of our assistance commitments despite the very 
severe budgetary constraints that are facing us. 


On the economy, there was considerable discussion of the 
restructuring of the economy. The Minister of Finance spoke about 
the growth rate which has been above seven percent in the last year 
and the inflation rate that they've been able to keep down to five 
percent, and certainly a significant achievement. But there is 
recognition on both sides of the need for further restructuring and 
policy reforas. 


On Afghanistan, I think the -- again, Gun say full 
agreement on our common objectives about Afghanistan -- that there 
must be rapid, complete withdrawal of the Soviet forces and 
self-determination for the Afghan people. The President expressed 
our admiration for Pakistan's firm and principled stand and we're in 
complete accord on the overall Afghan strategy. 


The Pakistani side spoke of the increased pressures they 
were facing on the border -- bombings, sabotage, efforts -- efforts 
and political subversion, trying to drive a wedge between the 
refugees and the Afghans -- refugees and the Pakistanis resident in 
that area, primarily that is in the northwest frontier province. 
They discussed the increasing role of the resistance alliance in 
gathering international support, noting that the strength of the 
position in the U.N. had moved up each year to the level last year 
was the record of 122 votes in support of the resolution on 
Afghanistan. 


On nuclear proliferation, we made clear the need for 
restraint in this area and that our relationship presupposes such 
restraint. It was a very serious, substantive exchange on that 
issue. There was agreement on the critical importance of avoiding a 
nuclear arms race in South Asia and the need for all parties to 
exercise the utmost restraint; welcomed the prospect of an 
Indian-Pakistani agreement not to attack each other's nuclear 
facilities, and we underscored the continuing serious U.S. concern 
with unsafeguarded nuclear activities in Pakistan. 


There's good reason to believe that the government of 
Pakistan understand that their relationship with us depends on 
restraint and that our assistance program has served as a significant 
break on their nuclear progran. 


There was a good deal of discussion about the narcotics 
issue. Both leaders agreed that illicit narcotics production and 
trafficking is a serious threat to not only our two societies, but to 
civilizea Societies everywhere, aad cequires an effective 
international cooperation to defeat it. The President applauded 
Pakistan's determination and the Prime Minister's leadership in 
insisting that Pakistani laws be enforced to wipe out opium growing, 
heroin production and trafficking. 


And the Pakistani side not only confirmed their 
determination to enforce the existing laws, but said they are 
studying new legislation for submission to the Parliament in 
Islamabad in the near 
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future to make trafficking -- to increase the penalties on 
trafficking. 


They have an interest in pursuing new techniques on 
controlling the growth of the plants, possibly using aerial spraying, 
using helicopters for eradication. And we've expressed our support 
in exploring the feasibility of that. 


On -~ I'm sorry? 


Q They didn't ask for helicopters like we have given 
to Bolivia -- Pakistan didn't? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, I think this is 
still an early stage of the consideration, but they are looking 
favorably on this -- some new technique using aerial spraying. 


On normalization of Indian-Pakistani relations, the 
President made the point that he sees an historic opportunity for 
peace in South Asia and assured the Prime Minister that we will 
continue to do what we can to help improve that very important 
bilateral relationship between India and Pakistan. 


All right, I'li Se@ happy to take questions. 


Q You seem to be singing a different tune today on the 
nuclear -- you hit it much harder than you did yesterday, and has 
something new developed in terms of -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, nothing new has 
developed except that I read three different articles on what I said 
yesterday and it sounded like three different statements, so I'm just 


Q Did the Prime Minister say one way or the other what 
state of nuclear capability Pakistan has at the moment? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: As I said yesterday, I'm 
not going to get into the details of those exchanges. We've made our 
position very clear and we think it is well understood by the Prime 
Minister and by the government of Pakistan. 


Q Well, but did the Prime Minister make any sort of 
representation on the subject? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It's just -- I'm not 
going to get into that. 


Q Well, is there -- one final -- is there any reason 
then after these meetings today for the President to change his 
assessment to Congress -- that you emphasized yesterday you saw no 
reason to change, which is that Pakistan does not now have the -- you 
said, have a nuclear device? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. Well, I think 
there was -- I understand the interest in putting words under a 
microscope here and -- 


Q They were your words. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: <-- with Bernie Kalb over 
at the Department, and some suggestion that there was a difference 
between us, which there isn't. 


What I -- let me put it this way, that the certification 
is valid for 12 months. It's issued on the lst of October. The next 
one is due at the beginning of October. At that time we will, in 
accordance with the law, make a determination. 
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Q So you're taking back what you said yesterday? 
Yesterday you said as of yesterday there was no reason to change that 
certification. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's correct. No, I 
don't take that back. No, that stands. 


Q But you're not dealing on the technic ground that 
it's not due yet when you say there's no reason to change it? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. We have an 
Obligation under law to stay in communication with the Congress and 
that is not bound -- we are, in no way, trying to play games with 
this issue. The certification is valid for 12 months. Should there 
be a change, we would be and are in touch with the Congress -- and 
have been over the years. 


Q All right. You said that -- “our assistance has 
served as a break on their nuclear program." That implies that they 
are still going on with research or whatever towards building a bomb. 
Can you give us a little bit of details on that <-- or flesh out that 
statement? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: well, we have very 
serious concerns, and that was referred to yesterday, about an 
unsafeguarded nuclear program, including Pakistan's unsafeguarded 


program. 


I'm not prepared to get into discussing any details about 
what our intelligence -- what other analysts here or abroad may teil 
us what the Pakistanis are doing in the nuclear field. The law 
requires the President to certify annualiy that Pakistan does not 
possess a nuclar explosive device. He made that certification last 
October and it remains valid. And, as 1 say, we're required by iaw 
to keep the Congress, not only fully but currently, intormed on 
significant non-proliferation activities in Pakistan and other 
countries. We've complied fully with that obligation. 


I would note Pakistan has both publicly and privately 
assured us they have neither the intention nor the capability to 
develop nuclear explosives. And they understand that building a 
nuciear explosive device would have enormous implications tor their 
relationship with the United States. 


Q Did they say that today? 


Q If that statement you just read is current, why are 
you so loathed to tell us that, in fact, it was reatfirmed by the 
Prime Minister, if it was, today? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I don't think it's 
appropriate for me to get into the details of that subject, yet -- 


Q Okay. But then that statement is still current even 
after today's meetings? Can you tell us that? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL. That*’s tight. That's 
correct. 


Q This is, as you say in your statement, an enormous 
potential problem for U.S.-Pakistani relations. The whole 
relationship hanging on it presupposes that restraint. And as ciose 
to you come -- as you come to any kind of conclusion about today's 
meeting, is that there is good reason to believe that the government 
of Pakistan understands the relationship depends on that restraint. 


Now, why is there good reason? Did the Pakistanis give 
some kind of assurances today? Did they say anything about it? What 
is the United States conclusion after this discussion that was had 
this morning? 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm going to hold it at 
that -- that they understand the very serious view we have of 
unsafeguarded nuclear programs and that the relationship, we 
discussed yesterday -- the assistance relationship would be 
terminated. 


Q How do you know they understand? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That was made clear, 
really. 


Q You mean they said that they understand it, is that 
right? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm not going to get 
caught into any discussion of just what they said and how they said 
it, but the understanding is there. 


Q A follow-up -- you say the relationship would be 
terminated under what circumstances? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Of acquiring a nuclear 
device. 


Q And do this concern about nuclear proliferation 
apply to ail countries? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes -- 
Q Or is it intended only for a few? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, they apply to all 
countries and we focused particularly on countries that have not put 
facilities under IEA supervision. But our concern about nuclear 
proliferation is global. It is regional. It applies in South Asia 
to India as weli as Pakistan. It is a regional issue there -- very 
clear, burning issue for the government of Pakistan as it is for the 
government of India. But it is played as a global policy of the 
United States. 


Q You're not saying that we're going to terminate 
relations with every country that has a bomb? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I didn't say that, did 
I. So, I'm not going to say it 


Q You almost said it. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I almost said it, but 
you took the words away from me, so I'm not going to say it. 


Q No, the word was “relationship” and you agreed to 
it. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It would have very 
serious implications for effects on our assistance programs and 
Pakistan was where we started -- we'll stand with that. And our 
concern on nuclear proliferation is global in nature. 


Q Well, wait a minute, let me understand then. Are 
you saying you're not saying the reiationship would be terminated if 
they had a bomb? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, what do you mean 
by relationship? Our assistance -- I'm talking of assistance -- 


Q You said the phrase. 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Right. Let me clarify. 
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I mean the assistance relationship -- economic and security 
assistance relationship. 


Q Would be terminated if they acquired a nuclear 
device? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Correct. 


Q On the drugs and the aerial spraying that you talked 
about earlier -- do you mean to suggest -- was there a discussion of 
the use of the U.S. military? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, no. Wo, no, no. 
No. They're exploring all possible technology to control opium plant 
production -- the poppy production in Pakistan. They're looking at 
this -- what would be in Pakistan, as I understand it, a new 
application which would be aerial spraying. Has no implication for 
U.S. military. 


Q Made no representations about what we would do -- 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. 


Q Just a technical question, sir -- how long these 
talks lasted? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: They started at 10:30 
a.m. and ended at about 11:35 a.m. -~- 11:36 a.m., I think it was. 


Q Did they ask for additional nuciear assistance? 


SENIOR ADMIWISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo. There was 
discussion of the -- in the context of our assistance programs -- the 
problem that the military debt constitutes, as well as the economic 
assistance debts that have accrued in past years -- certain amount of 
the programs have been loaned, atterall, and in Pakistan, as with so 
many of the countries where we've had assistance programs, the time 
has come to start repaying principle and it's a very heavy burden. 


Q Is General Zia asserting directly that the Soviets 
are involved in insurgency operations in his country -- or behind 
such insurgency operations? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I think there's 
very -- 


Q Does he say so explicitly himself -- or assert that? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, of course, General 
Zia was not here. 


Q Yes, I know that. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. I'm sorry. There 
is a strong suspicion, yes. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 


END 12:05 P.M. EDT 
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SENLUR AUMEUISTAATION UPTICiaL: Are we on the cocored? 


Q aeli, & think we've siveys been on sound, 
wuniess there wee soaething we ested you scout end you it wes 
oaey. 


SENIUR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Ail cight. Beekground 


watil -- 
J “= othecwise quoted. ** 


*) I'é@ sike to change the subject to South Africa. vo 
you think thet it's eceurate to assume that President Aeagen, despite 
the poiicy on Jouth Afcica, will cemain -- wiss meinteain dis 
opposition to intensified sanctions? 


344108 AVAINISTMATION UPFICIAL: 4011, somebody wiis heve 
to prove to fresicent Meagan that aedditionas sanctions ere worth it 
am would not be counterproductive to the biec« ae Of South 
Attica and to the role inet we hope to pisay in South Attica of 
bringing the various factions together through discussions with thes 
of how the probseas sight se soived. 


A tote, ban of any trade with thes, es the Nouse-peseed 
cesoiution would cali for, the Oemocratic-sponsored resoiution taere 
“= that, to us, is very counterproductive. it wousd cali for us to 
litereiiy throw blecks ovt of work, create massive unempivyzent in 
south Africae, upset their econoay tresendousiy, have an iii eftect on 
abuut siz of seven other nations that heve econosic reiationsnipzs 
with douth Attica. And we don't see the point of that. how can you 
neip SOive & prebies if you create & worse probses? So we've got to 
find out what are the advantage of other sanctions, we want to see 
what case peopie can sake for it, except just biindly lashing out and 
saying either do it or we're going to shoot yourselt in our tvot. 


Q Since just about everything hes been already seid in 
the various debates on this -- 


SEMLOR ADALHISTRATIVN OFFICIAL: Everything has not been 
said. The case is -- 


Q -- whether it's wniikely to be auch new that can be 
said to the President -- 


SEMIOd AUAINISTRATION UFFICIAL: The cave has never veen 
made in the debate for the steaetegic importance of South Alrica. 
@hen have you said -- anyone teil you that 75 percent of aii of the 
trattic thet goes inte Zimbabwe originates in South Airica, and it 
the ports of south Africa are closed, Limbebwe has no commerce to 
tpeak of? The O11 that goes to aany of these seaiser nations iike 
wesotho and so forth, theit electricity depends on South Africa. 


. do. hat wy point was -- you say the President 
would have to of convinced since the other side hes basicaily seid 
everything that it can. You're suggesting -- 


** (devetai subjects were suuterseu yriot w tue Senior 
Aéuinietcation Utiicial’s comments reiated to Suvuth Aicica.) 





WEMIUR AUnLOLET AG Wu UP/ICLAL: The ethec side bee ant 
seid it. Sut i's = 


Me, bet i aean —- te tsy Ge argue egeiast what 


‘‘s ing te tel 
The other side has not re 


t I's asking gou is thet it's 
to persuade the President -- 


10a IclALs 


—— oo *s gol to 
this. "has cot t's y Ft 
they're being 


Are the wowen of Agetice prepared to give up ail their 
seveiry: ere the lereeiis, the delgians, the 4etheriands people 
prepersd not to engege in any aore dismond trade? Are we telling 
Ourselves that industcial diamonds, things thet we need tor etching, 
Cutting, shaping of tools and so forth -- thet we now have to go, if 
enywhere, to the Joviet Union to deal with thea? 


Wheat about the ois thet ie tor the entice d4estern 
hesispuere that comes out of the Aiddie dest and goes eround the Cape 
in those nuge tenkers -- and that the porte there are to be barred to 
chese O11 companies because they'te Aserican O11 companies and they 
cannot cetuei there, they cannot stop over there to reprovision or 
anything else -- they're supposed to sais cignt by there? 


a South Africa is going to become &@ Soviet state 
beceuse we iapose sanctions? 


SERTOR ADALMISTRATION OFFICIAL: 1 didr’t say thet. What 
i*@ seying is if we impose sanctions, this is unilateral on our pert. 
4e'te not saying it will tecome a Soviet state. What we're saying is 
we wan't trade with you. 46 can't buy yout chrome. Now, where are 
you going to get oy chroee tor your bethrooe fistures, tor 
hardening steei, the bumpers on your automobile and the lite? 
where ate you going to get it. 


Q aeli, you'te saying the only other siternative 
source is the Soviet Union? 


S€N1OK AUMIMISTanT ius UPFICTAL: Cnactiy. 
@ = when you say -- 


SEALOR ADMLUISTAATIO“N UFFICIAL: That ie tect. Thet 
cannot be erqued with. That's fect. 


uv le the President going to sey aii thie in dre 
syeech? 
ney 





SEBJOR ADALNISTRATION OFFICIAL: 1 don't know about that. 
That's been 6 sug estion of the MIC, But ao final decision has been 


e. Weli, will Seeretary Shuits sort of aate these 


SESTOR ADAINISTUATION OFFICIAL: weil, I would think do. 


Q I geen you think he would lean Ga the strategic 
importance of South Africa when he epeaace to the -- 


consequences 
get into senctions sqaeinst the Soviet Union on grain because it was 
the thing to do end we ctuined American tare econcey. Are we going to 
tuin the American stee. iniustry without knowing it? Are we going to 
tuln the Ame-ican Ciean Ait Act withuut knowing about it? I sean 
these are the types of thi that « debsete on this issue have to do 
end it cannot just be up + @ clear cut, this is civil cignhts 
of nothing. 


Q Mhat's been the South African response to the 
nosination of rc. Brown? 


SéNivd AvnldlSTaATION OFFICIAL: se have not contacted 
thee cegerding that. 


2 Weli, intoraaily they’wve been told sbout it, right? 
SCHIVA ADALAISTRATIVN OFFICIAL: So, not toe ay knowledge. 


Q Haven't you wought out cemarks -- haven't you sought 
theirc epprovel of his? 


SEAIVA ADALULSTHATION OFFICIAL: 40. «af. Brown, a8 tat 
es i snow, is under consideration for the job. He has not been 
oftered the job, he hasn't been cieared for the jod. 


. But there's on informai process where you sort of 
float the nases to the ether country and they sey yes or no. 


SENIOR ADALHISTRATI(ON OFFICIAL: I don't know anything 
about that. 


Q ie he the only person currcentiy under consideration? 


SENIOR ADMIUISTRATIVN OFFICIAL: So, there were severe: 
under consideration tor the job. 


Q Ané etili ec3e” 


SEALOR AVALWISTRATIVG OFFICIAL: I'a not prepered wo 
etete thet et thie point. 


Q You eid something sbout ihe U.S. fore, the role we 
hupe to play in Gowth Africae. ite there any consiceration veing ~~ 


SedlOe ADA AIST AATIVG OFFICIAL: The tole that whet? 
mwas 





i ; j : eiie- 


@ ‘Thet ow hepe to play ia bringing about 5 solvtion. 
SENICR AGHIUISTRATICN OFPTICIAL: Yes. 


Q le there any consideration being given, just any 
high stoves U.S. initiative te try te bring the tuo sides 
in Seuta attics? 


: 
Fi 


ttf 
tet 
3 
ef 


| 


ii 
i 
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i don’t taow 

+» Verown is 

se Looked it. 
it. 


.. But is it sog@ething that's ceing icoked inte as pert 
ee 


SERLOK AUMINIST AAT ive OFFICIAL: «e11, obviousiy, enyore 
on Ambaseado*, whether it's 4c. Brown of anyone eise, 
appointernt -- not just ambassador ~~ goes through « very 


Q wo yes think thet the South African governmenc has 
sd in 


Gone an effective thie country in expssining ite view of whet 
senctions would do and ite view of what's happening in South Aitice? 


SFRIOR ADMIALOTRATION OFFICIAL: eli, it's \ot wp to ae 
to say whether of not they*wve been effective or what they should be 
Going. Ali I'li point owt to you -- I don’t think anyone -~ Alen 
Payton hase tried. He's against sanctions and he is, a4 tat a6 we're 
concerned, one of the greet wolces of South Africa. And there heve 
been other people trom South Africa thet heave tried to point this out 
and there have been some U.S. citizens thet heve tried to tety tie 
Other side of the case, tried to take the exotion out of it and tried 
to show what the results, if you look at it coldly and clearly, could 
be if you went with deep sanctions a6 in Jeliumes. 


Q Those products thet you sentioned, those rew 
materiais -- diemonds, sangaenese, chrome -- 


SEUIVE ADALINISTAATION VFFICIAL: Paectiouleriy pletinue 
end chodive. 


vj Pietinus end chodiue -- 


SEULIR ADMINISTRATION Off IL IAL: And ureniue -- and 
vreniua. 


Q Pletinus, thedias, Ufen.<@. The only siternetive 
source of any consequence .@ the Sowist Union? 


SENIOR ADAINISTAAT ION OFYICIAL: Yes. wo you beve thet 


what 6 thodian? 
moRr 





SBEIOR ASMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There's something in 
thie article, f thiet. Set ft taew It howe it ales. Gh, here we qe- 


well over 200,000 are 
eround end resittiag is 


Malewi, for 


petcoirus coast tree South Afcice. Over -~ sore then 56,000 
Moseabique sinere work in South Africa. inety percent 

enport end eport treffic use « Scsth African tr t systes. 
Siabebwe's leat ng treading partner, accounting for percent of its 


Thirteen thovusend sinere (roe Swasiliend in South Africe; 
110,000 Lesotho siners, froe Lesothe, are employed in South Africa, 
eccounting for 30 percent of Lesothe’s gross national product. 


Q Is thet sosething in the a press thet you're 
reeding troe of is that en internal Gocument 


AR. OJERBIJIAN: That's an internal document. 


SESICR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's an internal -- 
thie other one here ie from “Commentary,* an goceee & Paul Jornson. 
But those fects thet he gave there I double-chected - 


© So you tnow what the date of that -- 
SESIOR ADMIUISTRATION OFFICIAL: Ffepteaber, 1965. 


. Well, now, considering the i* ortence thet you 
Obviously put on thie strategically, ere there seasures short of 
senctione that cen -- thet would be significant *het would take care 
of the sentiaent in the United States thet we need to Go eoaet! ing 
elee to stend @ egeinet apartheid? 


SERIOR ADMINISTAATION OFFICIAL: Well that's what we're 
enpioring now to see what elee we can Go short of séditionsi 
senc* ions because if sanctions eren't the wey to go, whet elee can be 
Gone in vtdert w -- 





Q You're ast fag thet the etebility the 
the government of éruth Afrise witel to the United Stetes notional 


Ir 


it 


i 


Q Sut ere saying that South Africae iteeif ie vitel 
to U.S. netionsl securi 


SEBIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Vitel is quite « 
etetegent te aete, but it's laportent. 


It thet’s the case, why have we newer hed « treaty 
with South Africae which would qguerentee their sovereignty end -- 


SENIOR ADMZHISTRATION OFFICIAL: Weil, because South 
Afcica hes been pert of the British Commonvesith and we don't heave 
treetios with aany of the aeabers of the Sritien Commenwesith in 
which w guarentee their sovereignty. 


Q Ace there any other countries thet you point ™ «as 
iepertent or Gore important te 0.8. security than South Africae? 


SEUTOR ADMIGISTRATION OFFICIAL: Sure. Greet Britein is 
very ieportent to ws: Prence, Westers Geraany. They're very 
important to we strategically. 

Q bouth Afcice -- 

SERTOR ADMIBISTPATION OFFICIAL: Japen. 

Q “- with thee in iaportence? 

SERTOR ADMLGISTRATION OFFICIAL: So, a0, but Lhey ere 
eutcoeely iaportant. tf eeen there ere several chote points, if you 
wet loot et it from & geoprilitical point of view, sround the world. 

Sues Cansei, the Streite of 81 © ~~ places of that netere. 
Well, you heave to put the Cape of Bope a6 one of the choke 
pointe when you're looting et geopolitics. 


Q Well, con we ~~ G© we Can eeeume then thet this is 








GUVICIAL: Weli, I thies it hes — 


> ee, co” © a0 GS Ca 6 Cs 


Thet's — But you iatend to aste these pointes 


SEBIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't know that he 
will, but I should iasgiae so. 


Q qt yt Sy 44 44-H-y PD 
short of sanctions, the President is litely to get « political 
heet because there is eomentus for sanctions in thie country. Se you 
think he’s prepared to take whatever grief he's going get for -- 


SESIOR ADMIUISTRATION OFFICIAL: Weil, I'll just point 
ot thet there are tiaes when « iesder hes to egeinet coamon 
inet coamen wi wich the 4% 
commen wisdoe with ei4f to £1 Selvador and 
went egeinet common visdow sith eid to 


Seuioca t's aot « cod herring. 
The House of Representatives pessed something -- if you're saying the 
House of Representatives passes ced hertings -- 


Q But the Senate ie unvilling te go slong with thet. 
They ere iaterested ia -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I[ don't tnow thet. <= 
eean we can’t tebe thet foe granted. We didn’t think the Bouse would 
@@ slong with it, Sut the Bouse 61d. 


Sut, itieally, ten't the President i te be 
@ bit etrerger thar be's willing te Go, o6 


Bot necessarily. Sot 





aescesarily. Ge weren’t fecesd te asené ap cid te the 
weren't ftereed w oo 
poeple euae oet cad tet tke 


ccet cae Talié be be prapeses, cag, to vow eo anseere 


GBEICR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Teet's o pessibility. 
Se sever commit, as you tase, the Presidest t 6 vets, bet that’s 6 
peesiai lity. 


(Tee iaterview centiousd but iseuss relisted te South 
fries were ast eféreesed egsia.) 
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DR. SPRINKEL: Ladies and gentlemen. As I believe you 
know, this morning the Commerce Department released extensive 
revisions for GNP and its components on 1983, 1984, 1985, first 
Spestes of ‘86, plus preliminary estimates for the second quarter of 
this year. 


The second quarter neon gage rd estimates of real GIP 
growth, as you know, was 1.1 percent, with final sales rising a 
significant 3.4 percent. Looking at the components, the major 
strength occurred in personal consumption expenditures, which were up 
5.9 percent; and in housing, which was up at an annual rate, in real 
terms, of 15.4 percent. Strength in those nts, in my opinion, 
reflect very strong increases in real disposable income which, in the 
second quarter, was up 7.2 percent. 


Now government spending, mostly in the state and local 
areas, was up rather strongly -- 7 percent annual rate. There were 
some weaknesses. Those numbers, incidentally, on consumption and 
housing, are about two-thirds of the total. The weaknesses were 
concentrated in: Number one, inventories -- which the change in 
inventories was a v on reali GNP to the tune of 20 billions of 
dollars. To put it differently, in the first quarter inventory 
accumulation was 40 billions of dollars. The second quarter, they 
accumulated at an annual rate of 20 billions of dollars. So that was 
One area of weakness. 


A second area of major weakness was in net exports. In 
this case we had a further deterioration of $20 billion, moving from 
a net export deficit of $126 billion in the first quarter, to an 
annual rate deficit of $146 in the second quarter. Two-thirds of 
that deterioration was due to a sharp increase in oil imports. At 
least experts in the field say that there was a run-down in oil 
inventories early on in the year in Te a of price weakness. 
That price weakness did indeed occuc, and in the second quarter there 
was a substantial turn around in purchase of oil. 


A third area of minor weakness was in business fixed 
investment, which was off at an annual rate of 2.6 percent. That was 
more -- that weakness was more than accounted for by cuts in the oil 
and gas industry. The annual rate of investments in the oil and gas 
industry were off 8 billions of dollars. Other investment was up at 
an annual rate of 5 billions of dollars. 


Now, turn to the substantial revisions of prior data. 
I'll give you some examples. There are also some charts available 
that you may pick up -- maybe you have them <- if you want then. 
They have been passed out. 


Fourth quarter to fourth quarter, real GNP growth -- 1985 
was revised up significantly, eight-tenths of one percent to 2.9 
percent. Fourth quarter alone, which was previously reflected at a 
very week seven-tenths of one percent annual rate of growth was 
revised up to a positive 2.1 percent. The first quarter of 1986 was 
revised substantially upward to 3.8 percent from a prior 2.9 percent 
rate of growth. 


My conclusion, based on an analysis of the data, is that, 
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first, the obvious -- the second quarter numbers reflects a sluggish 
economy during that period due to temporary adjustments in 
inventories and imports, and also further weakness in investment in 
the oil and gas industry. Other sectors were very strong. We 
anticipate accelerated growth in the last half of the year as these 
temporary adjustments are completed. 


In our opinion, this view is consistent with the fact that 
we have had an expansive monetary policy with substantial cuts in 
interest rates. Over the past year, for example, long-term rates 
have declined about two and a half percent, 250 Basis points, and 
short rates have declined, about 150 basis points. It's also 
consistent with the strong trend that's been evident in leading 
indicators in recent months. It's consistent with the fact that 
although weakness in oil prices brought on immediate cutbacks in 
employment and investment in the oil and gas industry, nonetheless 
the longer term effect of weaker oil prices is to lower costs for 
— and also to lower costs for consumers. So it's a supporting 

actor. 


We will release our revised GNP forecast in the week of 
Aucust 4. Thank you. 


Q Beryl? 
DR. SPRINKEL: Yes, ma'am? 


Q Do you have this sort of hopeful prognosis no matter 
what happens with the deficit cr how would that -- 


DR. SPRINKEL: Well, the deficit -- the fiscal deficit, I 
presume you're talking about, from our point of view, is very 
important. It's important that we bring it down. Wow it has, over 
the long run, an adverse effect on our own economic growth at home, 
but secondly a large deficit in the fiscal area exacerbates the trade 
deficit. Now, how does that work? In essence, we are not a high 
savings nation. Many of us wish we saved more. We are a high 
investment nation because the incentives to invest are good compared 
to the rest of the world. In computing our savings -- that is 
individual savings, corporate savings, and also net savings in most 
state and local governments -- you must then subtract 200 plus 
billion dollars because dis-savings in the federal budget. 


Now, the difference between what we save and -- 
domestically, and invest, must be made up by capital imports. When 
we have capital imports, this means necessarily a sizeable trade 
deficit. Now, that's not the only adjustment that's necessary to 
remove the trade deficit, but that's a very important one. 


We need more growth in our trading -- in the countries of 
our trading partners, especially Western Europe and Japan, which are 
not doing too well at the moment -- we have had adjustment in the 
exchange rate. The dollar has declined, vis a vis our major trading 
partners, X-40 percent of them -- that is, Canada does not include 
depreciation of the dollar vis a vis Latin America, nor has the 
dollar depreciated vis a vis many of the so-called NICs in the Far 
East -- Newly Industrialized Countries. 


Finally, we are operating to get access to foreign markets 
and we've made major progress. So, it's an important factor 
contributing to the ultimate resolution in our trade deficit. 


Q Are you trying to say that 1.1 percent growth 
somehow doesn't concern you? 


DR. SPRINKEL: No, I didn't say that at all. I said it 
reflected a sluggish performance in the second quarter brought on by 
temporary adjustments -- the basics were very strong. If it were to 
continue it would be of great concern. 


Q But if the basics are strong with monetary expansion 
-- expanded monetary policy and all the rest, why the sluggishness? 
Why the continued sluggishness? What is -- 
MORE 
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DR. SPRINKEL: Well, I tried to lain. I tried to 
explain. We had cutbacks in the oil and gas industry despite 
strength in other areas, due to prospects of declining pro profits _ 
ae cre correct. They've adjusted promptly in the oi 

ustry. 


We also had a restoration of oil inventories that had been 
deferred because of expected weakness in price and they increased 
their imports in the second quarter. So, these are. aw 
adjustments, but they're for real. They're --—" 


Q What about the drought? How is that going to affect 
the rest of the year, in your opinion? 


DR. SPRINKEL: Well, it's clearly in certain parts of the 
country -- that is, in our part of the country and south -- will 
seriously reduce agricultural production and will tend to adversly 





affect the incomes of some of the farmers. I am told by the experts, 
however, that the prospects for farm production in the midwestern 
part of the country are very good. 


Q But I meant in terms of the overall economy, when 
you look out there and you have some adverse problems now but things 
will get better -- you don't see the drought affecting the overall 
economy in a major way? ; 


DR. SPRINKEL: The drought is located to a particular 
sector of the country, not the total nation, and agricultural 
production, even though important, is very small relative to total 
GNP. 


Yes, sir. 


Q Why is there such a dramatic difference between the 
preliminary and the revised for so many quarters? 


DR. SPRINKEL: I've asked that question myself and I 
suggest you address it to the Commerce Department. We merely report 
and analyze. But there are major changes each quarter. All of those 
bad things that many of us said -- you said -- about the first 
quarter now look irrelevant because they revised the first quarter 
up. And it's a little frustrating and they're working very hard to 
try to improve the data. But at the present, it has a large error 
and, therefore, when a preliminary number comes out, don't lock it in 
your mind forever because it's likely to get changed. 


Q Does that make it difficult for you as an analyst to 
predict and to analyze? 


DR. SPRINKEL: It makes it somewhat difficult, there's no 
doubt about that. But I wouldn't want to say that if we just had 
clean data, forecasting would be simple and we'd always be correct 
because we wouldn't. ) 


Q Will the market go up today? Will the market go up 
today? I mean having -- 


DR. SPRINKEL: Sam, I have no idea. 


Q Sir, you say the drought affects only a particular 
part of the country, but doesn't that affect the crops and doesn't 
that affect the consumer costs? 


DR. SPRINKEL: Yes, ma'am. Yes, ma‘am. It will tend to 
limit the supply of agricultural products. However, I'm told that 
crop prospects are very good for the nation as a whuole so that we're 
not anticipating sharp increases in food prices around the country 
and, in fact, in our new agricultural bill, as you know, there were 
provisions which permitted our prices to come down to world levels 
and will thereby encourage exports of agricultural products which 
have been quite weak up until recently. 


There are some people who go around saying that it's 
wonderful when you drive up to a gas station that the gallons go up 
faster than the dollars. (Laughter.) 


Q It's a trap. 

Q Wouldn't the oil and gas -- wouldn't what is 
happening in oil and gas actually have helped the economy in lots of 
other parts of the country? 


Q He hasn't driven up to the gas station in seven 
years. 


DR. SPRINKEL: I think it's helped the consumer, that is 
consumer spending is very strong. They don't have to spend as much 
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on gas. What we have not detected yet, which I expect to occur, is 
the fact that sharp declines in oil and gas prices reduce cost of 
production in most industries in this country and will be a factor 
stimulating profits and investment. And this works with a lag. 


Q But it's been going on for several quarters. Why 
isn't that -- 


DR. SPRINKEL: Well, it really started in December and so 
we just had two quarters. And we all want instant results but we 
Gon't get it. It takes a while to adjust. 


Q Dr. Sprinkel, gas and oil prices have been declining 
for a year now. 


DR. SPRINKEL: Well, I'm talking about the big decline. 
The big decline started in December of last year. 


Q Why do you think that these are all temporary 
adjustments? I mean, normally, when GNP goes down -- 


DR. SPRINKEL: The temporary adjustment I referred to was 
the fact that in the early part of the sh Gecline that began in 
December, there was a pull-back from importing oil and in the second 
quarter, there was a substantial increase in the imports of oil. 
That was temporary. That's what I was referring to. 


Q Would you agree with -- 


DR. SPRINKEL: The others are longer-term affects, the 
one you're referring to about cost of production and consumers. 


Q Would you agree with the oe who say that 
Gomestic manufacturing industry is in a recession already because of 
the trade picture? 


DR. SPRINKEL: Well, I guess I would not because a 
recession has a particular definition, that is the total economy goes 
down, and that isn't happening. We have, in the past year, had some 
weakness in certain sectors, particularly in the industrial sector. 
That is in great contrast, incidentally, to the fact that for the 
total economic expansion -- which is now 44 months old and the second 
longest peacetime expansion since World War II -~ that in this total 
economic expansion, production in goods-producing industries has done 
better than in other economic expansions. 


Q Hasn't the expansion ended now? 


DR. SPRINKEL: The expansion has not ended. We have a 
good crack at establishing a new, long expansion. There's only one 
that's longer. 


Q Have you got -- you have -- may I follow up, please? 
You've got imports at 20 percent and exports at 3 percent annual 
rate. That's pretty dismal. 


DR. SPRINKEL: Exports rose very slightly in the second 
quarter. They were positive. Imports accelerated, and that was the 
reason for the shift to a larger net trade deficit. 


We anticipate that the weakness that's been evident in 
the dollar now for nearly a year and a half will, over the latter 
part of the year, begin to gradually shift that trend. But it will 
not be overnight. It won't happen next Monday. 


Yes, sir. 

Q Mr. Sprinkel, some economists say that once the 
growth rate goes below about two and a half percent unemployment will 
start -- starts to rise because the economy doesn't grow fast enough 
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to absorb the surplus labor pool. Do you anticipate now an increase 


in the unemployment rate and what do you think consequences of 
that might be? 


DR. SPRINKEL: WSot on average. As know, we have -- 
the econoay has created a 1.4 million -- a little over 1.4 sillion 
new jobs in the first half of this year. 


Q Is that net gain? . 


DR. SPRIWKEL: That is net, allowing for the fs plus 
the new jobs -- that's net for the total economy. We anticipate 
another for -- a substantial increase in loyment in the last half 
of the year. We had a growth rate in the first half, I believe it 
averaged about 2.4 percent. We think it will do better than that in 
the last half. So we're not pessimistic about a rising trend in 
unemployment. We think it will gradually, slowly tr Gownward. 


Yes, sir. 
Q Do you see a recession on the horison? 


DR. SPRIWKEL: Wo, sir, not now. I don't want to say 
that they're outmoded and will never happen. But the conditions that 
ros Se historically, always existed prior to recessions don't exist 

ay. How -- 


Q Such as? 


DR. SPRIWKEL: Well, I'll tell you. Such as, inevitably, 
prior to a recession, you will find a tight monetary policy, interest 
rates rising peers reg ogy f money growth rates very weak; inevitably, 
you find acceleration in inflation, way out in an expansion -- hasn't 
happened this time. Inevitably, you find that inventory sales ratios 
have risen substantially, inventories are uncomfortably high. You 
don't find that today. And you find weakness in leading indicators 
over a number of months -- not just one sonth, but over three to six 
months. That also has not occurred. 


Por all of these reasons, recognizing the spotty 
weaknesses -- don't want to ignore them because they're for real -- 
we - believe that the conditions that bring on recessions are 
here ay. 


Q Why is it necessary for the Fed to continue to lower 
interest rates? Wow there's talk t another round, another half 
point at least would be desirable. 


DR. SPRINKEL: The Federal Reserve, throughout 
lifetime and continuing recently, has tended to adjust its discount 
rate to get it in line with the market. The cuts this year that have 
been made in the discount rate followed a significant decline in 
short-term rates. Their objective is to keep the discount rate 
slightly above the short-tera bill rate. 


And the reason for that is, if you shove it below, you 
will subsidize big borrowing banks. And they're not in that cane. 
So they bring their discount rate down in line with declines in 
interest rates. And I'm quite confident that as inflation 
expectations continue to ebb and if interest rates come on down, 
there will be further cuts. If those interest rates don't come down, 
it's unlikely. 


Q Why are our trading partners in this last round not 
following us? Japan and Germany. 


DR. SPRINKEL: Well, we're a little discouraged by the 
fact that -- and, for example, in Germany in the first quarter, there 
were negative GNP numbers -- I understand, but I haven't seen any 
Gata, that it's picking up in the second quarter -- and the same 








thing happened in Japan, with negative GHP. 


Bow, the reason that we are discouraged is that we want 
bo ingcove our eng” -* prsition. We've cut -- we have reduced the 
value of the doll. ‘i a wis those currencies. The market has 
reduced it and wy: § iped it. We'd now would like to have sore 
growth. The majc. “fm for our trede Geficit is the fact that 
throughout this ec:aqaic expansion, we've Gone better on aver than 
the rest of the eorld and it tends to bring in imports and we *t 
get much life on the export side. . 


So we have a great interest in their growth. 
Purthersore, they are not only trading partners, they're defense 
partners. We want to see them strong; we want to see thes benefit. 
They have not yet moved to stimulate their economy, either on the 
supply or demand side. 


Q Does the dollar need to weaken further to -- 


DR. SPRIWKEL: We have no objectives on the dollar, es 
you well know, and it moves every day. 


Yes, sir. 


Q Dr. Sprinkel, on Friday, the Pederal Reserve set new 
monetary growth targets 











this amount of these -- this approach sufficient to insure a 
ing of econosic recoveries and get us out of the 
slugg ss in the second half? 
DR. SPRIWEEL: Yes. I think that monetary polic;. »wer 
the past or so, has remained expansive. The H-1 is less 
reliable this iod of adjustment than it used be and they 


to 
have ducup layed importance of M-1, and they're not too concerned 
if it cuns above the target, as it is currently. 
1 


Por the new year, they kept the H- the same -- 
three to eight percent -- but they cut « half a percent the targets 
for “aes 2 n-3. ~My still ro ° So 
yes, are su @ monetary t's 
sonewed soenenie enpencion, end they hese end believe, given the 
modest downward adjustment in the N-2, H-3, that this is also 
consistent with restraining inflation. 


Yes, ma‘an? 


Q You're expressing confidence in these monetary -- in 
this approach right now. t is it true, as was ted, that you 
no longer have faith in monetaries, as it indicates 


DR. SPRINKEL: Wo, it isn't true. I never said that. 


Q Well, maybe you could clarify what your philosophy 
is at this -- 


DR. SPRINKEL: But of course, it gets a peculiar twist 
out there in the press world, I've learned. What I said was -- and I 
just imply I just referred to ‘it in my prior comment -- was that the 
thes relation, prior to the tise we started deregulating banking 
febilities and prior to the time we moved into a period of 
substantial disinflation, that is reduced inflation expectation, 
prior to those times, there was a very consistent relation between 
M-1 and subsequent spending change, and also H-1 and inflation. 


That relation over the past few years no longer -- does 
not exist. It may or may not be reestablished at some future point. 
M-1 has been, in essence, redefined. That is, they edded to H-1, 
which used to be currencies -- currency and deposits -- they added 
super NOW and NOW accounts, which pay an interest rate, and 
therefore, people want to keep sore money around when they get an 
te cane rate on it. They don't, and therefore, velocity has 
wea ° 


Q Is there a new formulation that sight be a better 
indicator? 


DR. SPRINKEL: There may be someday. There's a lot of 
research being done on it. It's very clear that the monetary base, 
M-2, show a better relation currently than M-1, and that's reflected 
in what the Federal Reserve did to its adjustaents. 


Q Can you tell us what you expect the effect of the 
tax reform legislation to be on commercial real estate values? 


DR. SPRINKEL: We have not done a detailed study on each 
individual sector of the economy. We did prepare a -- 


a 





stagnant econony. 
we'll get it. 


Yes, sir? 


Q 2 that mized credits would help bring 
down the trade deficit? 


DR. SPRINKEL: Well, it creates lots of problems, as you 
know, out there in the real world where we'll be subsidizing 
vis-a-vis others. The main things that will bring down the trade 
Geficit are the factors I sentioned. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 


EuD 10:12 A.M. EDT 
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quest your quest 
pot ewe es My. solely dedicated to South Africa. will not 
entertain your questions on -- 


SENICR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Questions? 


Q Yes. The President condemns the terror of the ANC or 
elements thereof, but he calls for the release of Belson Mandela and 
urges the South Africans to -- with Mr. Mandela in some + Sow do 
you reconcile this? Is the President saying negotiate with the ANC? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. The President is 
saying -- he's offering a positive program, he's calling attention to 
the yours catastrophe and saying there is a bright future for 
South Africa and southern Africa if le will do the things that 
Clearly they should do. And what are things? They need to set 
out a timetable for an end to apartheid; repeal the remaining laws 
that insure that system; they need to release the political 


prisoners, including Belson Mandela; need to unban the black -~ 
I'm just ticking off what's on here -- bleck political sovements; 
and they need to establish « ss of negotiation among these 
parties and talk to theb. » in that process, work for a nev 


constitutional ime where the rights majorities, minorities and 
individuals are given constitutional guarantees. 


Ané under those circumstances, South Africa can be « 
vibrant, prosperous economy and southern Africa, which is a place 
rich in people and resources, can also pr ft. That's what the 
President calls for and he holds that up urges the people of 
South Africa -- white and black and colored and Asian -- to propel 
themselves toward that vision. 


Q There's been a lot of urging, ¢@ fally in the a 
year, and the Botha ime has, in fact, retres on a of things 
-- most dramatically with the state of emergency. What do say to 
those Republicans in the Senate who say that the time for rhetoric is 
long gone, that short of sanctions and intense pressure from the 
West, that the regise in South Africa is not going to do anything to 
lead to the bright future that you envision. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The point is to 5 to 
what it is we have as objectives and which we think are shar 
throughout southern Africa -- to see our vision and their vision of 
the future and then ask ourselves, in connection with anything that's 
proposed; is that going to contribute to attaining those objectives? 
Now, there is a lot of action -- this isn't just rhetoric -- when you 
talk about unbanning the bleck political parties, when you talk about 
releasing Mandela, when you talk sbout 





establishing « timetable. In other words, let's do it now -- ending 
apertheid. That's not: rhetoric. That is -- those are th the 
the President is sayim need to be done. 


Bow, as far as ion is concerned, there isn't t any 
Goubt about where not only the President and this country and the 
Western world generally stands on the ion of theiéd. The 
South African government has been isolated polit y and 


Ciptenseseatte for @ long tias. The --. and_théere are in solace oevite 
of measures, politically put-in measures, such as ego 

prohibit eres sales, ibiting certain kinds of computer 

and so forth, as in the sident's Executive Order. There are a lot 

of things in place. 


Perhaps the most dramatic sessage being delivered to 
South Africa right now is the message of their own self- 
econosic sanctions, because their econcay is in bed shape and getting 
worse. And that sessage is being delivered by the marketplace. As 
you see no new investment, as you see capital flight, as you see 
esigration of skilled fessional people and workers, 86 you see @m 
econoay that's stegnat with unemployment rising. That's a very 
powerful sessage. 


And so as far as that side of it is concerned, it's 
certainly there. And what the President feels and we all feel is 
that this is the time to say to thes what's true. It's quarter of 
twelve. And it can be a strong and vibrant ané 0 ~ 
political — But in or wig it, there are @ of 
oe pe gh re you need to do. we hold that up for ourselves, 

selves about these various things that are proposed. is 
ie A. AY going to help this objective? 


Q ees is Republicag Senators -- Senate 
leaders came in yester to to you and to talk to the President 
about this. They were calling for stronger action, for sanctions. i 
know Senator Lugar, one thing he specifically said is, don't make « 
strong pitch egainst sanctions, leave us some running room on that 
area. Don't you run the risk with this of be overwhe laed 
by Congress now that they're going to be dissatisfied and that they 
will take over the policy? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The President is * 
what he believes and beliewes deeply. And I sight say I share his 

view ae ape that the thing for us to do at this critical sosment 
with South Africa is to turn them away from the catastrophe, not try 
to make it worse. It's terrible right now. You don't have to enact 


& law to stop new investsent; it's ° RR.” I think you 
perhaps make the sessage of the sarketp ee compelling if you 
act as though it's because of « political caskehen t people aren't 


invest money there. They're not investing soney there because the 
stem of apartheid and the reactions to it are bringing about « 
situation in South Africa that isn't any good for investaent. 


So we have to carry that argument. And it's a very 
important one. Sut sore than that -- and these are things that were 
brought up by the Senators who set with the President yesterday, he 
listened “te their advice -- to talk about positive things, and in 
particular try to get some sort of handle on how to Gring sbout an 
end to rtheid, to call explicitly for the release of Mandela and 


other itical prisoners and so on, on this list. Comes right out 
of their south. 

Q But if I may follow, cir, > think this is 
enough to satisfy Congress froe what yr standing for the 


Republican Senators? Is this going ob be enough to hold it up for « 
tougher section? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't want to try to 











. predict what they'll do. That's for then tc do. I's going to 

testify toworrow before the Senate Foreign Nelations Committee. And 

I think it's important that we not discuss is this going to be enough 

to satisfy Senators? Sut we ask curselves, what is the rigat thing 

> Sts considering what our objectives are? And I's going to argue 
t. 


Q Ezactly on that point, roughly speaking, is the 
difference really —y one of I mean, the sduinistration is 
distinct frome a gore liberal golitica@l staadieg os even a soiaerate —- 
stand? Do you all have the same objectives? You would just go sbout 
it differently? Of is this edsinistration perhaps sore 
business-sinded, more inclined to be understanding of South Africa's 
— predicament, and therefore less likely to crack down on 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think at the level of 
broad objectives, there is about as unified a view among Americans on 
this as almost anything. There isn't any difference of opinion about 
apartheid, about the essentiality of ending it now, about the 
importance of doing that through a process of negotiation, about the 
fact that if you're go to er ae have to negotiate with 
the people who have credibility and » and the things that go 


with that. And I believe as we think about it more and people study 
what goes on in southern as well as South Africa, we'll see that 
there are economic stakes. It isn't just sort of an instinct for 
businessmen, it's an instinct for people who have got to have an 
income to live. 














You're talking sbout an area with 150 sillion people in 
it that is heavily tied in with South Africa. 


Q Sir, could you please 
business community there is going to 
South African government to change? 
thes for the way they’re treating 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: 
that businesses, 0.5. and others, as I said, are , and i 
getting to be at quite « rapid rate. Anco we'te p6ihting out to 
the catastrophe that's taking place and saying -- what good is 
going to do to pass « law that says mo new investazent? There isn't 
any new investment. That's -- that’s not me 
should be done is to point to tions of what they're doing 
themselves, which the President + end call for thes to 
gears. They're the ones that have to shi 


Q Sir, a two-part question -- one, you do sention the 
Buropean Community's efforts. Mow, they an apong 
themselves, I be » if there's no progress by the end of September 
Rg Ban Pn gg Ko my ER. ph EC 
South Africa. I don’t think you - I don't think it's 
mentioned in this speech. Does ion 1 
under some ob tion to go along with those sanctions if they are 


imposed by the Communi 






how energizing the 
an incentive for the 
*t we, in effect, rewarding 





to in this speech. And now « has gone by and I guess 
stion is why were even some sore 
imits on air traffic with South Africa? 


measures are concerned, as the ‘President says, we are consulting and 
will continue to consult with our allies who are -- 

trading and investaent tners of South Africa, as well 
sense, the Western world to which they relate. 


And we will -- we are watching and supporting Sir 
Geoffrey Bowe's sission. We will know about what happens in the 
Commonwealth seeting that's coming up in early August. We'll 
certainly pey & lot of attention to what ?.W. Bothe says when he 
addresses fy congress in the middle of August. We'll be in 
consultation with our allies, Japan and others, through this 


process. And I think if actions of outsiders, like ourselves, 
are to have an impect, they're such sore likely to have an impact if 
they are Gone on a unified basis. Because, ectually, the United 
States, a6 a single country, is not « iarge force in the South 
African situation -- our total investment is $1.8 billion. 











to 
European Community or anybody else. We, in the end, have to dec 
for ourselves what our policies will be. Sut 
very good experience of working with thes and 
front works better. So, we'll have to see. 


Q . Sir, you said that the strongest séssage that 
South Africans are getting 18 f 
are fleeing and investzent is dried up. seven, the 
President is calling for -- it says, t we need is not « Western 
withdrawal, but deeper involvement by the Western business 
community. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION CFFICIAL: That's right. 


Q It sounds like he's urg Western ies to go 
back into South Africa and become sore sctive there rather then pull 
out. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, the operative 
thing, of course, is to examine carefully their situation before they 
leave. There aren't -- isn’t anybody considering go there. But I 
think what the President is doing -- or I know what he's doing -- is 
he’s trying to show to everyone what can be the case in South Africa, 
and by focusing on what is possible. Certainly it's possible to have 
a free and prosperous South Africa with eoenentouste good 
implications for that whole region. And the business community will 
want to be s part of that, so he's urging that people look at that. 
And, of course, as I have observed ep 4 4 
and as a government official and as a person who 
back when I was Secretary of Labor and his I0C's 
think we can be very proud of what American businesses 
South Africa. They have performed sagnificently, and 
standards of fair employwent, of training. They have 
education, Ry ny Gone the things with their black 
put those people in a position to take advantage of the end of 
apactheid. So, I think our businesses have -- should be heaped with 
praise. 
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have 
they 
esp 


Q Sir? 

Q Sic, would you encourage American business to stay? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 

Q In his ,» the President warns that if Congress 
imposes sanctions our dip tic lever would be discarded. Could 


you give us some examples of where our diplomatic leverage is now 
making headway with Pretoria? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo. -- @ period of, say, 
the last three or four years there has been quite a bit of change. I 
don’t say that it's particularly because of our leverage. Our 
leverage is not that great. But our 








approach has been a consistent one of advoca “yo wy EE J of pointing 
out the kinds of changes that need to be made, 
encouragemert for it, and there gt Ag Aye y aiee ent the 


Presidert refers to them. It's a mistake not to saul ze that fact. 


; How, if you follow the House bill, and basically say we 
wash our hands of South Africa -- we don't like it, we're leaving -- 
that's the end, we have no contact. Why does that put us in a good 
position? I don"t see it. 


G °° Sir, nownere in this speech dues the President refer 
to eventual black majority rule in South Africa. What is the 
position of the United States on eventual black majority rule in 
South Africa? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The position of the 
United States is that we would like to see the people of South Africa 
through the varying representatives that speak for different groups 
there, design a constitutional Sts age that provides for the 
rights of majorities -- of the majority, of minorities and of 
individuals in a proper way with const tutional safeguards -- that 
kind of a system can work. And who it winds up electing to do this 
or that, and the constitutional structure that emerges, is something 
that is for the South Africans to design. I think it would be 
presumptuous of us to tell them. So that's our position. 


Q Sir, the good willed critics of this list might say 
that the President has gone up to -- 


SENIOR ALMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: What kind of critics? 


Q Well, well-meaning critics might say that the 
President hasn't gone quite far enough. For example, calling for a 
timetable for the elimination of apartheid -- he doesn't call on the 
South Africans tc give any date certain or deadline -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's what a timetable 
does. It says we should do this and let's be practical -- let's be 
operational and let's identify, really, the three principal things 
that need to be done and let's say when are you going to do it and 
let's try to nail it down. 


Q Why doesn't he call for a deadline then or a date 
certain? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, that's what a 
timetable does -- it says that we're going to do this by this time 
and this by this time. And it is for them to set a timetable. We 
can't set a timetable for then. 


Q He could ask them to set a date certain for the 
ending of all apartheid -- whether it's two years, five years, ten 
years, whatever -- he could ask for -- he could ask the South 
Africans for the timetable to end and for them to specify when it's 
going to end. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, we could have 
phrased this first -- set a date certain for the elimination of all 
-- it's the same thing -- it's the same idea. It means a little more 
though, we felt, as it -- it gets you into an operational context 
instead of just saying eliminate apartheid, or eliminate apartheid 
now, or something like that. This has a more operational set to it 
and that's why it was phrased that way. 


Q Why doesn't ne then, sir, if I could follow-up -- 
why doesn't he specifically call 
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for the South African government to meet with ANC leaders who are 
willing to renounce violence. He doesn't mention the ANC speech, as 
far as I can tell. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The President calls for 
-- I'll just read it to you. Both the government and its opponents 
should begin a dialogue about constructing a political system that 
rests on the consent of the governed and so on. Wow, who are these 
people? Well, he's telked earlier sbout celeasing Nelson Mandela, 
he's talked about unbanning the parties, he's talked about talking 
ad | Phy representatives. So that's exactly what the President's 
calling for. 


Q Will you meet with Oliver Tambo now? Are you saying 
that the U.S. position is changed, and that you will meet publicly 
with members of the ANC? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We believe that it is 
well for the government of South Africa, if progress is going to be 
made in the directions that the President calls for here to meet with 
those who speak for. significant groups in the South African context. 
And certainly, the ANC, which I believe Mr. Mandela is the president 
and Tambo is the acting president, are authoritative voices. So if 
we think they should meet with them, certainly we should be ready to 
meet with them, and I am? 


Q When? 


Q What do you consider to be an expedient timetable? 
Obviously, the South African -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't like that word, 
“expedient.” 


Q Well, what would be considered satisfactory to this 
administration? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I think that there 
has to be something that's up front so that people know it's not 
going to be forever. But I don't want to stand here and set out some 
time. I think that would be presumptuous for me to do. We're 
talking about another country and other people who should sit down 
and work this out. But I think the idea of doing it through a 
timetable is -- gives it a little more operational meaning. 


Q Regarding what you've said a moment ago, your 
willing to meet, as I understand it, with the ANC, the only two 
references in the speech about the ANC are attacks on them for 
actions by elements of the ANC. It seems like the attitude of the 
U.S. government toward the ANC is not too positive. Could you 
explain how you can both attack them in the speech and then say that 
you are willing to meet with them? And secondly, can you tell us 
anything about progress toward getting a new U.S. Ambassador in South 
Africa? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The attack is against 
violence and the promotion of violence. So those who are doing that 
-- and elements of the ANC have been -- deserve to be criticized, and 
we do criticize them. At the same time, others have a different 
approach. 
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And in any case they have a representative quality to them, although 
they're not the only representative by any means. There are lots of 
other people who need to be talked to. So we think they need to be 
talked to. 


And to a certain extent, I think, if you have a process 
of dialogue and negotiation going on, you are in a stronger position 
to say there is a method of bringing about that is visible and 
working and that gives you an even stronger position against 
violence. But the first job - let's not forget this -- the first 
job of anv qovernpent is to maintain law and order in its society. 


How, law and order essentially comes out of consent and 
not out of repression. On the other hand, you do have this duty as a 
government and they're exercising it. We think, and the President 
says so in so many words, that the state of emergency and the way 
it's being administered has way overboard -- so the President 
minces no words on either side as far as violence is concerned. 


Q -- Ambassador? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There -- the -- we have 
an excellent Ambassador and he's done a great job. We all agree that 
it's time to shift gears. He's been there a long time -- tough time. 
So there will be a new ambassador named and the President hasn't 
decided as yet who that is. 


Q Sir, have any other countries in southern Africa, 
privately or publicly, requested the United States not to impose 
sanctions, because their own economies would suffer if sanctions were 
imposed on South Africa? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The front line states in 
a meeting, that I guess is still going on -- has once again 
emphasized their belief that mandatory general sanctions should be 
imposed. So we listened to their view. We don't agree with that for 
reasons set out. 


Now, they are not imposing sanctions, and I can readily 
understand why not. If you're dependent for three-quarters of your 
food and all your petroleum and a lot of your electricity, where does 
that leave you? And I think we have to think also, if the South 
African economy descends a long distance, well, what are the 
implications? There are some million people working in South Africa 
from the other states and I think it's around $200 million of 
remittances per year that go back to those countries. So there's a 
big economic stake and when we get up and blithely announce what 
ought to happen, we're playing with a lot of other peoples’ lives and 
we've got to be a little careful about it. 


Q Sir, how can you have it both ways -- that sanctions 
are ineffective and that -- it’s already happening in the marketplace 
-- but the imposition of sanctions would be devastating to the 
surrounding areas and to the black people? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: What's devastating is 
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if the economy goes way down -- and it's on its way -- it's on its way 
because of what's happening in South Africa, basically. And that's a 
very powerful message, and it shows that if there is to be peace and 
progress and prosperity in South Africa, it's -- things have got to 
be gone about in a different way. 

And I t:hink that message is very powerful from the 
warKetplace. ° 


Q But it's not being heard by the Botha regime. I 
mean, if sanctions are so ineffective, why is the regime so anxious 
that they not be imposed? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: They don't have an 
alternate. Look what's happening. The marketplace is delivering a 
very powerful message, and I think that if you just let that message 
there by itself, it's more powerful than if political systems sort of 
jump on it an piggyback on it. Let it stand for itself. 


Q Don't you see that the South Africans -- 


Q We've heard a lot in the last several weeks about 
this ongoing policy review, or policy implementation review as to 
what our position ought to be in South Africa. Is it the fair 
conclusion, from what you have said and from what the President's 
going to say, that that review basically determined that our policy 
along has been correct, and we will continue on course? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The things that the 
President says here are said by him -- many of them -- with a drive 
and freshness and in terms of the unbanning of parties and the 
release of Mandela -- this is a new element. 


Q Well, you've called for Mandela's release before. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We've called for it, but 
I think this is a very formal statement by the President of the 
United States, and what he is doing is making a statement about what 
the future can be, and pointing that out to people -- pointing out to 
them where they're going with the present policies. Has nothing to 
Go with what the outside world think, it's what they're cuing to 
themselves. 


Q Can I just follow-up, though? But in terms of U.S. 
policy, aren't you following pretty well what you were doing three 
months ago, six months ago, a year ago, with your statements today 
and tomorrow? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We are not changing for 
the time being the structure of things in the President's Executive 
Order. We're not changing the prohibition that's longstanding on the 
import of arms, and so on. There are a lot of measures that are in 
place. And as I have said, the marketplace beyond that is delivering 
a powerful message. 


So we think the message is there, and the impending -- 
well, present, as well as impending catastrophe is there. So this is 
the time we have concluded, and the President has concluded, to put 
some emphasis on what can be, and also on what it takes to get there. 
And that's what the speech is about. 

Q But you are -- 

Q This is not -- 

MR. DJEREJIAN: One more question. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Have to get to the 
speech. 
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Q Do we still consider the policy as constructive 
engagement? ; 


Q That was sy question. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I've been told 
that I should not use those words, and I won't. (Laughter.) However 


¢] Who told you that? 
Q Who told you that? 
Q Buchanan told you that? (Laughter.) 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: However, I believe that 
it is -- would be a: great mistake for the United States to wash it's 
hands of a situation that it doesn't like and leave. We ought to be 
working at the problems and trying to help those who have the sain 
responsibility -- namely the people who live there -- to bring 
something better for themselves which is eminently possible, that's 
what we siiould be doing. So we seek these positive results and we 
should stay there and work at it. And that’s our policy. 


Q You said you would visit -- you said you would meet 
with the ANC leaders. Would you invite them to Washington? Do you 
have a timetable for such a meeting? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We have said what we're 
ready to do. They will have to respond. We'll watch the situation 
and we'll see where we go from here. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 


END 1:37 P.M. EDT 
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MR. YEUTTER: Good morning. I'm Clayton Yeutter, the 
U.S. Trade Representative. With me for this little session this 
morning will be Secretary of Commerce Baldrige. I'm going to start 
it off and make a few comments on this issue. Secretary Saldrige 
will then supplement for his part of this case. 


This is the semiconductor dispute that we've had with the 
government of Japan, as you know. We = some good news this morning 
-- a very fine yo result at llth hour and the 59th 
minute last night. We a Geadline of midnight last night on this 
case, as many of you know. The agreement was inally reached at 
about one minute before midnight and this is what we'll be announcing 
to you now. 


I'd like to start off just by very quickly reading the 
President's statement. We will -- 


MR. YEUTTER: You don't want to hear the President's 
statement? Okay, I won't read it then. 


Q No, read the President's -- 
Q Read the President. 


MR. YEUTTER: Do you want me to read it? Okay. I'll 
read it fast. 


Q Do a sound bite. 
MR. YEUTTER: Statement by the President is that: 


I'm announcing today that the United States and Japan 
have reached an agreement on semiconductor trade. This agreement 
represents an important step toward freer, sore equitable world trade 
and will enhance the ability of our semiconductor manufacturers to 
compete fairly in the Japanese market. It will also help prevent 
Japanese manufacturers from dumping semiconductors in the United 
States and in third countries. 


This agreement successfully addresses a series of trade 
complaints raised by the U.S. semiconductor industry and this 
administration, charging Japanese chip manufacturers with impeding 
U.S. access to their market while dumping semiconductors on world 
markets and violating U.S. dumping laws. 


With the agreement of the government of “ee to this 
landmark pact, the United States suspends the pending 301 market 
access case and the EPROM semiconductor dumping case. The 256K 
semiconductor dumping case will be suspended August 1. 


By holding to our free market principles, but at the same 
time, insisting on fair trade, we've created a climate in which the 











U.S. semiconductor industry should substantially increase its sales 
position in Japan. We've also set an important precedent to help 
= unfair trade practices in other high technology 
néustries. 


As I've said time and again, we will not stand idly oY aa 
American workers are threatened by unfair trading practices. We 
and we will take the tough actions that are necessary to ensure that 
all nations play by the same rules. Today's agreement shows that 
vigorous enforcement of existing laws can open markets. To succumb 
to the temptation of protectionism will benefit no one. 


This is an historic agreement. I'm sorry to Yr this 
rt of it. U.S. Trade Representative Yeutter, Secre Commerce 
lérige, and the U.S. negotiating team are to be for their 

tenacity, skill and resoluteness during the months of intense 

negotiations. 


Mostly tenacity, I think. 


Q Would you read that again. Our tape was stuck. 
(Laughter.) 


MR. YEUTTER: Wo way, Art. 


Q Please explain to the average American citizen what 
the hell you're talking about. (Laughter.) 


MR. YEUTTER: Okay, I would be happy to. (Laughter.) 
You don't understand those 256Ks? 


Q Please get out of the terminology of the 301 market 
access and the semiconductor -- 


MR. YEUTTER: All right, we'll be happy to. 
Q ~~ and whatnot because people don't know what you -- 


MR. YEUTTER: All right, we'll be to. This is a -- 
and please do not underestimate the significance this agreement. 
This is one of the most important bilateral agreements that has ever 
been negotiated by the United States of America. It has immense 
potential importance to this nation. We are talking about a vast sus 
of potential trade and the conclusion of what may well have been the 
most difficult bilateral negotiation that we have ever, ever 
conducted in this country. 


The item mentioned, meaning intense negotiations over a 
period of months, is not hyperbole at all. We have literally 
thousands of man-hours invested in this particular negotiation and 
there is a lot of trade at stake. 


Semiconductors, as sost of you know, are a little chip 
that is about this big, I s -- @ quarter of an inch, or 
there-abouts, by a quarter an inch on -- which serve as the 
innards, if you wish, or the integral parts of computers and robots 
and an enormous number of high technology goods. Extremely important 
to the economic future of the United States. 


We're moving rapidly into a high techno world and 
semiconductors are the heart of a high technology world. That is why 
this agreement was so tremendously important to the United States. 

It will set a precedent not only in terms of our relationships with 
Japan in U.S. -- in semiconductor trade, but also in terms of trade 
in other high technology products. That's the basic background. 


Just to give you a few numbers that are not in your fact 
sheets on what this is -- what this means, the total world market in 
this little product today is about $25 billion, growing very, very 
rapidly. The U.S. market is about $8 billion. So is the Japanese 








market. 


One -- there are three basic aspects to this agreenent. 
One is improved access by 0.8. semiconductor firms into the Japanese 
market. That was really the heart of the so-called 301 case. The 
301 case, as you may remember from some other examples here earlier, 
is a trade action in which we say to another country we believe 
you're ed in unfair trade practices. We ask to correct 
those practices. If you do not do so within a period of tine, 
specified period of time, we will retaliate against you. 














The final day on this particular 301 case is right now, 
and that's why we went up to 12:00 midnight last night. There are 
some additional complications in here, but basically, our purpose in 
the 301 action was to open up the Japanese market to U.S. firms. 


Our share of the Japanese market today is about 8 1/2 
percent. In other words, last year, we sold something over $600 
million worth of semiconductors in Japan. We think that is such too 
low and does not properly reflect the underlying competitiveness of 
U.S. semiconductor firms. 


That is why we have said to the government of Japan we 
believe that we are entitled to a substantial increase in access to 
your markets and we want that. We got that in this agreement, it's a 
five-year agreement that will call for a significant ovement in 
U.S. semiconductor sales to Japan over the five years, and a 
reflection of -- there will be no specific percentages involved. 


What we wish that agreement to provide as it unfolds over 
the next five years is a market share in Japan that fully and 
properly reflects the underlying competitiveness of U.S. 
semiconductor firms. 


Q Well, what is -- 


MR. YEUTTER: Well, wait a minute. I want to have 
Secretary Baldrige make some statements before we get into questions. 
But that's the -- 


Q You say right here. 


MR. YEUTTER: Well, I'll be here. going to both stay up 
here. So let me just give a couple of additional facts on the 301 
case, and we'll go beyond. 


It's important, it seems to me, to -- for people to 
understand the economics that are involved here. Our market share is 
now about 8 1/2 percent -- something over $600 million. We believe 
that it would not be at all unreasonable to expect that U.S. 
semiconductor sales to Japan could increase in the five years of this 
agreement by somewhere in the vicinity of a $1 1/2 billion to $2 
billion, which would make this a most relevant agreement indeed. 


Now, aside from what is happening in the market access, 
the agreement also involves dumping practices. That is the sales 
practices by Japanese firms in the U.S. market and in third country 
markets. So, clearly we're concerned about how that is handled, and 
we've said to the government of one we do not want to ask our U.S. 
semiconductor firms to compete against products that are being dumped 
-- that is, being sold at what is considered in the jargon, “less 
than fair value.* 


Dumping is considered to be an unfair trade practice. 
There is a world-wide dumping code that is applicable. We have 
dumping laws in the United States that we intend to apply in this 
case, and what we've done is worked in some provisions here that will 
enhance that process, make it more expeditious and decisive, and I'd 
like to have Secretary Baldrige come up and go into that in a little 
more detail, and then we'll take whatever questions you have. 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: First, let me give -- make a couple 
of sentences to that fellow with the New York accent in the back of 
the room that was asking what's this all about. (Laughter. ) 

I want to say -- semiconductors -- 

Q It wasn't a fellow, sir. 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: Oh, I'm sorry. I'm sorry. The 
lights are in my eyes. (Laughter.) I'm starting out just fine, I 
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can see that. (Laughter.) 


We've got two -- there are two main points on 

8 as to this is so importent. Seniconductors are 
the building blocks of high technology. They're an integral part of 
all high techno « The company, the country that has the voluse in 
this area that's able to thereby reinvest sore in research and 
Gevelopment is going to have the technological leadership in the 
world. And that lies not just to semiconductors thenselves, but 
to most of high logy. That's the first reason this is an 
important agreement. 


The second reason is that a lot of Americans have been 
t out of jobs by dumping practices initiated by the Japanese and 
t's important from an employment viewpoint. 


Bow, on the dumping part of it, here's what we have 
worked out with the Japanese. On the -- if I could put this into 
three parts. The first t is the gost -- the highest volume 
semiconductors, DRAMs BPROMs -- just remember, they're high 
volume -- we will suspend the investigation into dumping on that by 

nmen 





the Japanese agreement to stop dumping. 
To make sure that that's upheld, the 0.8. gover 
monitor every shipment of semiccacuctors, and if any are dunaped, ¥ 


will rceinstitute the cases immediately. There will be -- the wor 
will have all been done. We can reinstitute them if we find any 


dumping. 
Q Turn the soun up. 
SECRETARY BALDRIGE: Pardon? 
Q Thank you. (Laughter.) 
Q They're okay. 
Q We lost the sound for a second. 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: The second part of this agreement is 
other major semiconductor chips, besides DRAMS and EPROMS, MITI 

















in > co will monitor -- that is the of International Trade 
and Industry -- will sonitor sh of all the sajor sellers. 
They will stop dumping if they f any. 


If we find dumping and we don't think it is being stopped 
by the Japanese, we will have two weeks’ limit on consultations. If 
we are not satisfied, we can start the cases up again. 


a Will they monitor these other semiconductors? 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: Yes, the lower volume ones they will 
monitor. If we, after two weoks of consultations <~- if we find any 
Gumping after two weeks of consultations, we don't have it settled, 
we can reinstitute -- 


Q ie ae ae ee OO oe 
it -- if they are monitoring but we're not? 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: Oh, we'll find it by complaints fros 
0.8. companies. 


When you say, “an investigation,” what is that? is 


Q 
— month-long, year-long, two-year- thing, or what is 
t 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: Oh, five months, siz months -- but 
we've done that. We will hawe that all done, so we won't have to go 
through that again. 


Q But let's say that you finish the investigation. 
Then what's the penalty? What happens? 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: Because we are suspending the cases, 


because we got more from the J than we would have 
suspending -- by keeping on with the cases -- there is no penalty 
now. 


Q But if you have an a and you find that 
you have it, what is the outcome after that 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: Well, they would have to ss 
7, of from 20 to 100 percent. It depends on the indivi 


So, the second point was other sajor semiconductors, 
chips, will be monitored by the J » After two weeks’ 
consultation, if we feel there is ing, if we are not satisfied, 
we can start up the cases under 301. 


The third part of this is dumping in third countries. 
That is going to be sonitored again by MITI, the Japanese Bureau. 
have guaranteed that they will stop the dumping. If not, again, 
we will reinstitute a 301 case 


So this has very far-reaching consequences, both for U.S. 
jobs and U.S. technology, and we believe we have this covered under 
this agreement as well as we possibly could. 


Q Did the Japanese in fact admit that they have been 
dumping? 

SECRETARY BALDRIGE: I don't think that they've ever said 
either one way or the other, is the way to put it. They haven't 
admitted they are, but they haven't said that they weren't. 

Q Why did they make these concessions? 

SECRETARY BALDRIGE: I feel because the evidence was 
quite clear that they were dumping. We, in our Commerce Department 
investigation, found that they were dumping, as I said, anywhere from 








10 to 20 percent up to 100 percent. And that was our find 

effect, if -- the were in the position then of having to 
penalties equal to amount under our entidumping laws. So thi 
us use of our fair trade laws, our antidumping laws, against an 
unfair trade practice. 


MR. YEUTTER: Let we add a point of clarification there if 

I might, because I think this is tant, and that is, one sajor 
element of this whole agreement is I would call a preventive 
dumping program. So irrespective of whether they have or have not 
dumped in the past, one of the basic objectives of this negotiation 
was to make sure that they don't in the future, either here in the 
U.S., where it is relatively easy to deal with the problem because 
Mac has the antidumping laws to appl epply -- but also in thircd-country 
markets, where our U.S. antidumping laws do not apply. 


So one of the very important feotures of this iation 
was getting a commitment on the part of the J not to dump in 
third-country markets and to have a sechanism here that will prevent 
that from happening even though we do not have a U.S. antidumping law 
to provide that result. 


Q An elementary question on this, just to follow, 
would be that when we place a penalty on the Japanese producers, they 
pay the penalty to whom, and are they doing this in order to keep in 
business? In other words, what stick do we hold ower them if they 


don't pay a penalty? 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: The stick is the ty. The 
pone is actually applied to the U.S. i ter, it means that 
he's got yy that penalty, he just ain't going to import any 
more. That's stick that you're looking for. 


Q So the penalties apply to the buyer in this country? 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: Yes. That is under our antidumping 
laws. That is a very effective means of prevention because the 
importer then has to charge significantly higher prices that would 
make him probably noncompetitive. 


MR. YEUTTER: And of course the additional potential 
penalty in this case, just to give that whole picture, is the -- 
whatever action we -- retaliatory action we sight take under Section 
301, which will always be there in all facets of this issue, because 
we are simply suspending the 301 case. In other words, if we get « 
viclation by Japan of any of the significant privvisions of this 
agreement, we can take action under Section :°'1 as well as under the 
antidumping laws. 





Q Bow do you retaliate? 


Q -- cases. You said that Commerce will continue to 
monitor that. Does that sean that the Japanese manufacturers will 
report their cost data directly to the Commerce Department? 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: Yes. That comes under the first 
area. On the most -- or the highest volume semiconductors -- DRAMs 
and EPROMs. We will monitor every shipment. We will have -- we 
already have our own -- by our own investigation received the costs. 
It is easy to find out the selling prices. 


Q Well, what about the current costs? Are they going 
to report on a quarterly basis their costs to Congress or whatever? 


MR. YEUTTER: It will be done on a quarterly basis, yes. 


UNIDENTIFIED ASSISTANT: The costs will be tracked on a 
quarterly basis. 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: Yes. 





ist 
Gata goes directly to Commerce on a regular 
SECRETARY BALDRIGE: Yes. 


Q And everything else goes -- 

MR. YEUTTER: That's the distinction I's trying to sake. 
SECRETARY BALDRIGE: Yes. 

Q Ambassador Yeutter, despite this egreement that 


you're announcing » the fact is, according to the headlines in 
ae enete Saas See Se ee Sree = eee ted $170 
billion. In addition, you've just negotiated a textile egreenent 


with South Africa which gives thes their ry plus four cent. 
Given all of that, shouldn't Congress go and overr the 
President's veto of textile bill next week? 


According to the stories today, members of Congress, 
including the number two san on the House a 1 Gon't believe 
tng Going enough, don't believe you're sensitive enough to the 

ssue. 


MR. YEUTTER: Well, Chris, it seems to mse that what we've 
got to do is -- what we must do is carry out our jobs in an 
appropriate manner and we believe that this is one example of doing 
so very, very effectively. And as I said, this could easily sean « 
billion and a half or two billion impact on that trade deficit over 
the next five years and that's rather significant in terms of just 
one particular product. 


In terms of other yy Bey = y this is not the only 
negotiation that is underway. We @ lot of other negotiations 
underway and a lot of things happening in the macroeconomic policy 
area. 


I would ~ to differ with those sembers of ress who 
feel that we're not doing enough because I really believe t this 
administration is doing more on international trade now and has been 
over the last 12 gsonths than any administration has done in years and 
years and years. 


With respect to textiles, it seems to se that what we've 
offered them over the last several sonths is an outstanding agreement 
on Taiwan, an outstanding agreement on Hong } one that's coming 
to @ conclusion relatively soon on Korea that will be comparable to 
the other two; eee underway with J on textiles and 
ror that I beliewe will also be comparable to those first two; 

what we hope will be a very sound result in the sultifiber 
arrangement negotiations that will probably wrap up in the next 24 
hours or so. 


We hope that will be enough to convince fair-minded, 
reasonable people not to take a destructive action and vote for «a 
textile override. 


Insofar as the South Africa agreement is concerned, that, 
too, was a very sound agreement and one -- though it has not been 
portrayed as such. This is a time for demagoguery, of course, and 
that’s a classic case where uery comes across very readily. 
But the fact of the matter is bringing any country down from 100 
percent growth rate to a four > growth rate is an outstanding 
negotiating result, particularly when that growth is built on what 
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for South Africa is nominal and that's a negotiating result that 
calls for praise rather than criticises. 

Q Sic, if you're doing such a good job, why then is it 
ae - ~ well be overridden? Is it all politics Democrats and 


MR. YEUTTER: Let's hope that there are people that think 
gore rationally than that on August the 2nd. 


Q Why are the Republicans deserting you on this? 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: Chris, let se give -- let se give 
you one good reason I don't think the Pres will be 
overridden on this. Tf you took the countries affected by this 


walk -- I would run eway from thet bill -- not just walk away fros 
it, because the retaliation is so inevitable in a case like that that 
it's -- it begs mind. That will not be the only kind of 
retaliation we'll get om a bill like that either. 


Q Well, what about the question if it's political, how 
come so many Republicans are opposed to your policy on this? 


MR. YEUTTER: We'll ~goyd it AY he - §- 
them are opposed. Obviously, some are -- basically, those that come 
from states which have large textile and a operations. in 
addition to this, of course, there are sedditional political 
cross-currents et issue over on the Sill and you can figure out those 
es well es we can. 


But, certainly, we would hope that those licans will 
think very carefully about what they're do because e's no free 
lunch - A. AY -- Buying short-ters benefits on textile and 


may ts may cost then dearly Gleeuvbere if they etep and thing 
t it. is uss a> & ce bak ot aaa > ee =e @ tn 
one more textile in existence if ore loses two sedéditional jobs in 


that Congressional district that are export related, and in a good 
many districts, that's exactly what's going to happen. 


Q Secretary Baldrige, do you also think politics is 
driving the subsidised grain dispute and will that dictate « 
particular decision on that? 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: I don't know whether you'd call it 
politics or, let's say, sarketplace decisions or common sense. You 
can describe it = one of three ways. But the fect is that the 
Buropeans are subsidizing grain to the Soviet Union. are as 
large a6 shippers as we are. I think they probably take percent, 
somewhere around there, of the whole Soviet sarket. 


They have been and are subsidizing grain to @ very 
considerable extent. That's the way the sarket is. Other countries 
are subsidizing there. Thece are « few smaller ones that are not. 


The question here is do we want to be in the sarket? 
Those are the terms, the business terms, laid down if we want to be 
in it. So we can say no, we won't equal the price of the Europeans 








and so forth and walk away from it, or we can say yes, we will, 
because it's one of the world's largest markets. The President has 
not made that decision yet. 


Q What do we say to Australia and the Philippines and 
rand countries, other important allies who are adversely affected by 
s 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: Well, I don't know what we're going 
to say because we haven't -- the President hasn't made the decision 
yet. 


MR. YEUTTER: Wo, but let me on that, if I may, 
since I spent a lifetime in that arena -- t clearly, the only 
| ae answer to the madnese that exists in nee tural trade 
pol around the world today is to get everybody around a 
negotiating table at an early date and in to negotiate some sound 
solutions. You can't do these unilaterally and we've got to do thes 
in a broader multilateral context. That's what a new GATT round is 
all about; that's why we have agriculture as one of the high 
priorities in the new GATT - And that's why we'd like to do an 
agricultural negotiation on the fast track. 


But we've got to live in a very imperfect world in the 
interim and that's what makes this kind of a decision very hard. And 
it is driven somewhat by politics, obviously, as most decisions here 
in Washington are. It's also driven by economics, with a very 
Gramatic decline in U.S. farm exports and a lot of economic travail 
out in farm country. 


Q Let me ask you, what would be the effect if 
Secretary Shultz has his way on that decision -- 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: Andrea, we're here to talk about 
semiconductors. This -- we can get into a lot of things. 


Q Back on the sity ie’ 3 question, what do you think is 
going to be the impact internal to this agreement? Do you 
think this is going to weaken the a on of the government there -- 
there's going to be a lot of opposition? 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: I think it's going to strengthen the 
government position. I'll tell why. I was there last week for 
three days and met six Cabinet ministers and the Prime Minister. 

They are all very concerned about the state of our trade relations. 
They all understand full well what the textile bill means, what the 
Omnibus trade bill means, and so forth. 





They're as aware as we are of that and want to find a way 
out of it. The things that I stressed when I was there was we have 
to get some of these immediate problems out of the way if we're going 
to get on to the long-range problems. One of them is the 
semiconductor arrangement. 





Now, this -- the Japanese a understand that. The 
Prime Minister certainly does and his Cabinet does. They want a 
successful resolution. So this will not be taken as a sign of 
weakness, it will be taken by the Japanese as a sign that they're 
trying to cooperate in some of these trade problems and will be 
looked on that way by the Prime Minister. 


Q What does this agreement do for the new generations 
of chips that are coming -- the one megabits and the four megabits? 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: The one megabits were covered in the 
256K investigation, even though they hadn't been manufactured at that 
time. Under the dumping laws, you can cover like products and we 
included one megabits with 256Ks. 


Now, if we have trouble -- this agecenens that we're 
talking about covers all semiconductors. So we won't have a problem 
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when it gets to four megabits. 
Q Mr. Baldrige, on the -- 
Q Four and one are in the semiconductor -- 
SECRETARY BALDRIGE: Four and one are both in it, yes. 


Q So it covers all future generations of chips for 
five years? 

SECRETARY BALDRIGE: It covers four -- yes, for five 
years. 


Q Ambassador Yeutter, we have heard over and over that 
the Japanese are going to give us more access to various U.S. 
products. It doesn't seem to happen. Is there any reasonable reason 
to believe it's going to happen now? 


MR. YEUTTER: Yes, because we've obviously thought about 
that a great deal in the design of this agreement and you -- well, 
you won't -- *1l see some of this in the fact sheets, but I'll go 
beyond that slightly in terms of explanation. One of the reasons 
that we've built in some intense consultation procedures here is to 
make sure that implementation occurs. We do not want to get into a 
position where we have increased frustrations on this issue, as we 
have in the past on a lot of comparable agreements -- the point to 
which you allude. 


We've dealt with that explicitly in here. It -- this 
agreement calls for regular consultations three times a year for the 
first three years and, additionally then. twice a year for the final 
two years. And it also has emergency consultation provisions in here 
which can be used by either side in the event of concerns about 
ee So we believe we've got -- we have that adequately 
covered. 


Q Why will more and even scheduled consultations break 
through access barriers that we've not been able to -- 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: Let me give you a very simple answer 
to that. The Japanese understand now. They really do. I'm not 
talking about four years ago or five years ago. The feeling, the 
consensus is coming about in Japan that they simply can't go on 
exporting more without importing more. And that's getting down to 
the industry and the bureaucracy. 


As recently as six or eight months ago, the Prime 
Minister came out with some very strong statements about increased 
imports, the Miakowa plan. They were controversial in Japan. He ran 
and he won a big victory on that, on taking on those controversial 
issues. That's beginning the consensus right now for the Ja se to 
actually do something and I think, in their own way, they will. 


MR. YEUTTER: One of the things we've done -- 
Q Well, sir, you -- 


MR. YEUTTER: Just to finish that off, one of the things 
we've done there is provided for the individual items that will be 
discussed, not with the intent of being all-intensive, but really -- 
all-inclusive -- but getting basically laid out what we intend to 
discuss in those consulations, which are -- really amounts to all of 
the underlying economic fundamentals which determine what should 
Getermine our market access in Japan. 


So it's not difficult to enumerate what those are. It's 


not difficult to articulate what they are in the consultations. So 
Japan will know full well what we expect this agreement to provide. 











Q But on the “Today Show," Secretary Baldrige, you 


were more hesitant about saying t thought this would really do 
it. You raised some questions yourself about that. 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: That was at 7:30 a.m. in the morning 
and I still had jetlag, if I looked hesitant. (Laughter.) I don't 
think I'd say anything different then than I do now. But you can't 
-- I mean nobody can guarantee a certain percent of market access 
right down to the last percent. That's ridiculous. I believe, I 
really do believe, that the Japanese are going to open up 
signficantly so we have substantially better access. 


There are many less “ifs* in the dumping procedures. I 
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we were getting our lunch eaten here by dumping and losing jobs and 
so forth. That part is as well buttoned up as it can be in 
negotiations between two countries. In addition, I do think that 
that market access will take place. 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: I should add that we have a lot more 
leverage in this agreement than probably any bilateral we've ever 
negotiated with the Japanese and we intend to use that leverage if 
and when it becomes necessary. Rusty suggests we take one or two 
more questions and then wrap up. 


Yes? 


Q What was the -- you speak of the 59th minute of an 
llth hour -- the implication there is that somebody buckled on -- 
what was the critical issue that set out this great, dramatic, 
last-minute agreement? 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: Well, we had three or four issues 
and they're really too technical to get involved in here, but there 
were three or four that plagued us on the final 16 hours or 
thereabouts and we -- we were working on two or three of those up 
until the very, very last. But we're satisfied that what finally 
emerged meets our needs satisfactorily, indeed. 


Q Ambassador Yeutter, just going back a little bit -- 
could you address the question Senator Lugar had asked as to if you 
didnt take politics into consideration on the South African textile 
Geal, why not? 


MR. YEUTTER: Well, the South African arrangement was 
negotiated several weeks ago, before this issue reached its -- well, 
South Africa was an issue, but it was not an issue that was discussed 
with the intensity that it has been discussed over the last couple or 
three weeks. The negotiations took place at that time simply because 
that was when the textile negotiators felt that action needed to be 
taken because of the surge of imports that took place. 


Q Would you do it again if it wasn't in June, but it 
was today? 


MR. YEUTTER: We've got an obligation to carry out our 
responsibilities under the law whether it's June, July or August and 
we're going to do it. 


Q But nothing drove it. I mean, there was nothing 
Griving that dealine. 


Q Secretary Baldrige, what is your disposition -- 
MR. BRASHEAR: One more question. 


Q -- the U.S. disposition, generally, with regard to 
the aggressive nature of the Japanese with regard to now proposing 
Marshall Plans for the Middle East -- a major, multi-billion dollar 
investment project in southern Africa -~- the second Panama Canal? 
They're really now starting to talk about big projects and how does 
he -- how do you respond to that? 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: A lot of them would fit in very well 
with the aims of the international banks -- the World Bank, IMF and 
so forth -- for some of the export-gain profits to be invested in 
developing countries, particularly. I happen to think that the best 
thing that Japan could do for developing countries is to accept more 
of their manufactured exports. Right now the United States takes 54 
percent of all of the manufactured exports from developing countries, 
and Japan takes eight percent. Those are the ones that give 
long-term jobs, instead of short-term kind of loans. I'd like to see 
them concentrate on that as much as these other projects that you're 
talking about that certainly have merit in a lot of cases. I don't 
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know about each individual one. 


Q Mr. Baldrige, aside from the consultations, will 
your department send auditors or investigators to third market 
countries to determine if the Japanese are dumping there? 


‘SECRETARY BALDRIGE: We won't to third market countries 
because that could get into extra-territoriality of our laws. And 
dumping in the United States -- we send auditors, accountants, so 
forth, right to the foreign country involved, right in their plants, 
and go through their records. 


MR. YEUTTER: We've developed a process that we believe 
will take care of that issue very, very well. We had to do it with 
greater creativity than in the U.S. market because of the absence of 
the anti-dumping laws, but the process is in place. 


One more and let's quit. 


Q Will the foreign or commercial service who are 
stationed in the various countries -- third countries -- keep track 
on the pricing there of semiconductors, so they can make sure that 
MITI is not fiddling a bit? 


SECRETARY BALDRIGE: We'll get all the help we need on 
that. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 
END 10:53 A.M. EDT 
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MR. BRASHEAR: This briefing will be on the Multifiber 
Arrangement as we said, and let's try and stick with the topic if we 
can today. Your briefer will be, and this is ON THE RECORD, will be 
Clayton Yeutter, who is the President's Special Trade Representative. 


MR. YEUTTER: I'm proud to say “good morning" two days in 
a row up here. I feel like a regular with all of you. First of all, 
I thought you did an excellent job in handling the semiconductor 
story yesterday, and we appreciate it. 


Q Well, that was a good one. 





MR. YEUTTER: That was a good one. It was an excellent -- 
Q Today? 


MR. YEUTTER: We'll try today. We think this is a good 
one, too. This is the renewal of the Multifiber Arrangement. Let me 
just give about a two-minute overview, and then the highlights of the 
negotiation, and then we'll go to any questions you may have. 


This one wrapped up last night in Geneva. Ambassador 
Carlisle called earlier this morning. They had an all-night session 
last night, and they had a session the prior night that went for all 
but three hours, so it's been a long, rugged negotiation at the 
conclusion of about a ten-month negotiating process. 


What's involved, as you well know, is the so-called 
"Multifiber Arrangement," the MFA, which is the global arrangement 
that handles the conduct of textile and apparel trade. 


This is an arrangement that started first in 1973, 
although it was preceded by some cotton agreements prior to that. It 
was broadened in 1973, including a number of additional fibers. More 
countries joined at that time. And today, the Multifiber Arrangement 
involves more than 50 nations, and encompassed within that group are 
all of the major trading nations in the world in textiles and 
appareal, both imports and exports. 


The arrangement that was initially negotiated back in 1973 
has been renegotiated or renewed twice since. This is the third one. 
The renewal that goes into effect today will be for a five-year 
period. That is, it'll terminate on July 31, 1991, I guess it is. 


The protocal, as called, was formally adopted by the 
Textiles Committee in Geneva just an hour or so ago, so there is an 
official renewal in place right now. And we're very pleasd with the 
results. This has been an extremely difficult negotiation in a very 
tense environment in textile and apparel trade internationally, and I 
would commend Ambassador Charles Carlisle, who is our chief textile 
negotiator, for doing a splendid job in a very challenging 
negotiating setting. 
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Q What's the agreement? 
Q What is -- 


MR. YEUTTER: Just a second. Gee. My, you're an 
impatient group. 


Q Yes, I mean -- that's the preliminaries? Let's have 
what it is. , 


MR. YEUTTER: Four things. 1°11 give you four highlights, 
and we'll go to questions. First of all, the principal change in 
this arrangement versus the others is one which corrects some of the 
criticism that the domestic textile and apparel industry has had for 
a number of years and that is that it was not all inclusive in its 
coverage of fibers. The concern has been that exporting nations -- 
Korea, Taiwan and others, were able to circumvent the prior 
arrangement by using new fibers, mixing them with the traditional 
cottons and woolens and creating blends that would exclude thes from 
the prior coverage of the MPA, and therefore, permit them the 
increase their exports into the United States, and that was one of 
the big complaints about the surges that took place in 1983 and 1984, 
and stimulated the legislation that's now before the Congress. 


This agreement covers all fibers. Now, to be totally 
comprehensive so that nobody challenges our credibility, there are a 
couple of very minor fibere that are not encompassed in the agreement 
for some very specific reasons that are really not of any great 
relevance. Somebody in the domestic textile and apparel industry 
isn't going to come tell you that this is a big loophole. 

Ambassador Carlisle assures me that that is a minute and nominal 
factor in that some oere administrative arrangements have already 
been worked out to make sure that it's not any kind of a loophole. 


So, for all practical pur S, all textile fibers are 
encompassed in the new agreement. t's the first principal 
advantage of the agreement. 


The second one -- 


Q Can you name that, just so we're aware of how we're 
being bamboozled, can you give us the name of that loophole, or the 
name of that fiber? 


MR. YEUTTER: It's a jute and abacca, is that it, Ron? 
Abaca is what, Abacca? 


MR. SORINI: A-B-A-C-C-A. 

MR. YEUTTER: A-B -- okay. Abacca and the other one. 
Q Silk is not cov:,°4. fen*t that correct? 

MR. YEUTTER: Silk bler:.: are covered. 


Q But silk itself is not -- is a major exemption, is 
it not? 


MR. SORINI: It would have to be pure silk to be exempt. A 
silk blend with another fiber. 


MR. YEUTTER: Let's finish, and then we'll go to 
questions. The second one that's a major advantage in this agreement 
is the improvement in being able to handle import surges, if you 
will, the disruptive imports. And not only because if circumvention 
because of the additional fibers, which is now covered, but as you 
know -- many of you know that this is an umbrella agreement. And 
then underneath the umbrella, we negotiate individual bilaterals with 
countries. And the problem is, if we do not have bilateral 





agreements with a particular country, it suddenly becomes a major 
factor in textile -- in apparel trade, and begins to move large 

—_—, of product into the United States, what do you do about 
t? 


And presently, there were -- in the old agreement, there 
were some call provisions for market disruption, but they weren't 
very strong. is one puts in much str t provisions for handling 
that kind of market disruption until a bilateral agreement is 
reached. And basically, it does that by providing authority for the 
unilateral sition of quotas for up to two years during which time 
that bilateral could be negotiated. , 


The old agreement provided for that -- for a similar kind 
of reaction, but only for a one-year basis. It's now up to two 
years. So the market disruption provisions have been strengthened. 
The third one is that there are strengthened provisions, and we 
haven't had a chance to see these yet, because they haven't come back 
from Geneva, but they're strengthened provisions on fraud and other 
aspects of circumvention. 


Among cther things, these provisions require the exporting 
nations who are allegedly comnitt fraud at a particular point in 
time to cooperate. They're required under the agreement to cooperate 
with the complainant se to the bottom of whatever fraud or 
circumvention is involved. 





Those are the major factors, and I would just add one 
other point, which is why this agreement is so important to the 
United States, and it relates to the legislative battle on Capitol 
Hill. We've been saying for months and months that the right way to 
handle any textile and apparel problems we have here in the United 
States is through negotiations rather than through legislation. And 
the Multifiber Arrangement is the heart of that argument, and clearly 
the key element of that political comparison, if you will. 


And it's because with a Multifiber Arrangement in place, 
we can apply restrictions through all of these bilateral agreements 
-- the Taiwan and Hong Kong agreements that we've negotiated recently 
is an example. We can apply restrictions through these bilateral 
agreements without paying compensation to the nations whose trade is 
adversely affected. That is, without compensation of those countries 
who would otherwise be shipping more textiles and apparel into the 
United States. 


If we -- were we not to have a Multifiber Arrangement in 
place, we would be sent a bill for compensation by every restriction. 
And in fact, if the Jenkins bill were to become law and if were to 
blow the Multifiber Arrangement to smithereens, as it almost 
assuredly would, we would go back to the law of the jungle, if you 
will, in textiles and apparel trade. 


What would then become applicable is the basic GATT rules, 
because the MFA is what is called a derogation from the GATT, an 
exception to it. We'd go back to the basic GATT rules, and the 
United States would have an obligation to pay nsation on every 
constraint that would be applied by the Jenkins bill. That would be 
a compensation bill of billions of dollars that we avoid totally by 
having a Multifiber Arrangement in place. 


So the agreement that was reached last night is worth a 
lot of money to this country. 


Q Thurmond and Heflin are calling it a disaster and a 
cave-in. 


MR. YEUTTER: Well, that's just complete nonsense, because 
every one of the provisions that I articulated is a siginificant 
improvement over the Multifiber Arrangement that is in place, that 
has been in place over the last several years. So maybe that makes 





good political fodder between now and next Wednesday, but that's just 
a nonsensical analysis of the situation. 


Ambassador Carlisle told me that he pushed this 


negotiation to the brink of collapse prior to concluding it earlier 
this morning. 


Q Are you saying that Strom Thurmond has a nonsensical 
analysis of the situation? 


MR. YEUTTER: Yes. If that's -— I don't know whether 
that's Strom -- Senator Thurmond's comments or not, because I haven't 
heard them. But if that is the evaluation -- 


Q -- clear in the committee hearings which he 
interrupted. 


MR. YEUTTER: Okay. If that's the evaluation that the 
Senator is giving, then that is an erroneous evaluation. I would be 
very surprised if he had before him the facts of the situation, since 
they have just become evident in the last few hours. 


Q The organization that represents the textile 
manufacturers said it was a -- also said the same thing. It said it 
was a betrayal of the American public, and that we shouldn't disguise 
it as a success -- it was a disaster. Do they also have the wrong 
impression from this -- 
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MR. YEUTTER: Well, they assuredly do, and obviously it's 
in their self-interest that they really want to pass the Jenkins bill 
to make those kinds of comments. But again, BD Rg Re | 
is more objective than that and we have to anticipate that members o 
Congress will really look at what is there and the importance it is 
to the country. Mot having a multifiber arrangement, which is the 
alternative that those people apeceee are eee would have 
cost this country, as I just indicated, billions and billions of 
Gollars in compensation. 


Now it may be that the textile and apparel oy | isn't 
concerned about compensation because they're not going to pay it, bat 
Our export industries would. And I said to some of those folks just 
yesterday, maybe that's not of concern to -- in the specific interest 
of the industry that is at ing to secure passage of this 
legislation, but there are a of other industries in this country 
ae thereby and they ought to have a chance to be 
ard as well. 


Q Who pays that compensation? 
MR. YEUTTER: Compensation -- 


Q The government? 


MR. YEUTTER: Yes. Good question. The compensation 
would be paid by our ey industries. There's no way to know 
which exporting industries because what would happen would be a 
negotiating process would be undertaken under the GATT rules and it 
would have to be worked out between the U.S. and whatever country it 
was. In other words, if the -- if we were to reduce Zorean exports 
to the United States by $1 billion, Korean textile and rel 
exports by $1 billion, Korea would be entitled to $1 billion of 
compensation on our exports ing into Korea. That is, they'd be 
entitled to shut off $1 billion worth of U.S. exports going into 
Korea. And that would be their right under the existing GATT rules. 


Q You said there were four points. Maybe I missed the 
fourth one. One would be comprehensive, the other was approving and 
handling surges and the President strengthening provisions for fraud. 
Was there a fourth? 


MR. YEUTTER: Wo. Wot really. The fourth one -- that's 
my error in organization. My fourth point was the overall picture. 


Yes? 


Q Textiles of imports have risen something like 17 
percent a year the last five years. What is your goal for the next 
five years? What do you anticipate? 


MR. YEUTTER: Well, it's certainly going to be a whole 
lot less than that. I don't want to quantify that because we're 
still engaged in a number of bilateral negotiations, including a 
couple of them that are very major and we ought not draw any 
Gefinitive conclusions until those negotiations are concluded. But 


Q You don't have a goal? 


MR. YEUTTER: Well, we do have a goal, but it's not a 
goal that I want to share publicly. That's a question of strategy 
and it obviously is helpful to the people with whom we negotiate if 
they know what that goal is. So, let's not divulge any negotiating 
strategy to the other countries of the world here this morning. But 
assuredly, we're talking about a level of textile imports into the 
United States -- textile and apparel -- that is far below what we've 
experienced in recent years. The arrangements with Taiwan and Korea 
certainly ought to be definitive proof of that. 














Yes? 


MR. YEUTTER: While the Jenkins bill is distasteful to 
you, I'm just wondering, nevertheless, wasn't it a lever Ay. ae 
a ee 
trea 


MR. YEUTTER: Well, legislative activity on Capitol Hill 
always provides some leverage in -- to the Executive Bratch. So, 
having that kind of legislation ing on the Hill, it well have 
some value to us on the negotiat scene. I's a great believer in 
leverage and the more leverage we can use, the better. But we're now 
at a point where we've gone beyond negotiating leverage to a 
discussion of having it become law. And at that point in time the 
attributes -- the beneficial attributes are lost and the detrimental 
attributes surface and those are very significant, indeed. 


Q Just to follow-up then, it would seem that you see 
-- that the administration was try to have it both ways -- keep 
the bill alive and vital while negotiating, as soon as you got it 
say, no, we can't have this -- it will destroy -- 


MR. YEUTTER: We didn't ask for that kind of help on 
Capitol Hill. It was of some value while it's there, but I assure 
you it is of no value at the moment and would be very detrisental. 


Stu? 


Q The Jenkins bill would cut imports from sajor 
suppliers by about 30 percent. 


MR. YEUTTER: Correct. 


Q Is there any way that you can say how such the MFA 
will cut imports from those same suppliers? 


MR. YEUTTER: Wo, because the MFA does not have numbers, 
you know, Stu. All the MPA does is provide the umbrella under 
which all those bilaterals will be negotiated. 


Q As a follow-up, the Korean bilateral is still 
outstanding? 


MR. YEUTTER: Correct. 
Q Any idea when that will -- 


MR. YEUTTER: That -~- Ambassador Carlisle, as you know, 
will now return from Geneva. He'll -- if all stays on schedule, 
he'll be back mee Ol _ ~ and he'll immediately go back to work on 
the Korean bilatera How long it will take to finish that off 
remains to be seen. 


Q You want to get it done by Tuesday? 


MR. YEUTTER: I'd be delighted if we could, Stu, but 
whether that's going to be possible or not, only time will tell. it 
takes two to tango in the negotiating scene, as you know. 


Yes, sir? 


Q In the bilateral negotiations, could you share with 
us some of your thinking about how you arrive at the numbers, the 
percents of increase that you shoot for with specific countries? As 
you know, the great controversy over South Africa would be 
interesting in this -- 


MR. YEUTTER: Yes. The overall negotiating strategy for 
this or any other issue, whether it be semiconducters or citrus, 
pasta or anything else, is obviously designed within USTR. If it's a 
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I hope everybody in here by now realises that at the tise it was 
ys 4 FY AS, t bilateral teztile 
negotiated the United States. We 


Q Did the West Wing know what you were -- did they 
know that that negotiation was proceeding? 


MR. YEUTTER: Oh, yes. And the timing is controlled by 
our responsibilities under the law. When surges occur, we have « -- 
we, the United States government, the administration and USTRs 
specifically in this case have a responsibility to respond to what is 
considered to be market disruption under the lew. Sow whether that 
happens in May or November is irrelevant. 


If we are going to be credible public servants, we've got 
to respond. If that causes us political difficulties, then thet is 
the risk we have to take. We were doing our jobs, we did it well, we 
negotiated an extremely tight agreement. It's one that everybody 
Ought to be pleased with. There has been a lot of demagoguery on 
that, but the fact of the matter is, that was s very, very fine 
agreement and still is a very, very fine agreement. 


Now I should also add, if of you have not yet 
discovered this in the sidst of ali the very, that the Jenkins 
bill would provide considerably more access to the United Stetes 
market for South African textiles and apparel than does the egreenent 
that we negotiated. So if anybody is concerned about wanting to 
constrain South African exports, then ought to vote for the -- 
ee oe 
override. 


Q How such access would the Jenkins -- 
Q Bow such sore access would the Jenkins bill give? 


MR. YEUTTER: Excuse me. Let me go to the -- let se 
anewer that and then I'll go to the lady. 


The Jenkins bill would provide entre of about 30 percent 
more South African products coming into the United States than will 
the bilateral that we negotiated. 


Q The developing countries have been very outspoken 
about not wanting to have agreed to a tighter MFA, which you say you 
negotiated. And I understand at the same time that this was going on 
the -- broke up without an agreement. Are the two linked? 


MR. YEUTTER: Wo, in my judgment there was no linkage at 
all in -- at least in a very direct sense. There may be some 
psychological linkage there obviously between the two because the 
developing countries, and the United States for that matter, have 
interrelating interests there. 





But I’m not set all concerned about the outcome of the 
preperatory committee. It seems to se that what emerged in that 
. even it didn’t echieve as as we = 
liked, Se ee Se ae ee ae 
and thet is all thet was really of 

there are still differences on agr ture and on the 

am very confident about resolving ell 
em -- that is really not « worry set all. 
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exports below 17 percent. 
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Well, because the agreement provides now the basis on which we can 
negotiate bilaterals that will cover all fibers. Before that, we 
could not negotiate bilaterals with all fibers, at least not under 
the compulsion of the MPA. We could do it if countries were willing 
to add all these other fibers, but there's a much greater motivation 
-- in fact, there's a compulsion now for them to add all fibers 
because of the agreement within the MFA to do that. 


In other words, we don't now have to go to them and say 
we want to negotiate the inclusion of fiber A, B, C, or D. Under the 
multifiber arrangement, they have to negotiate those fibers in the 
arrangement. 


That was a lot of the surge that took place in ‘83 and 
"84 and we still have to make the negotiation. But it gives us a 
great deal more leverage on new fibers. It also gives us more 
leverage in the market disruption provisions where we can say we're 
going to do this unilaterally and we're going to apply these 
constraints for two years unilaterally at whatever levels we want 
unless you sit down and negotiate a bilateral with us. So we have 
more leverage there as well. 


I'm convinced on the two, coupled with the skills of the 
negotiators that have been working over the last few months and the 
results they've had in the other arrangements, that we're going to be 
way, way below those numbers. 


Yes, sir. 
Q What are the chances of rolling back imports? 


MR. YEUTTER: Of textile and apparel products from a 
given country? 


Q Over all, over all. 


MR. YEUTTER: Oh, that's -- yes, in a negotiating 
environment, rollbacks are just an unrealistic possibility and, in my 
judgment, an unrealistic demand. I really don't believe that there 
are very many people in this country who would advocate the course of 
rolling back the levels of textiles and apparel that prevail in this 
country today. There may be people in the domestic industry who 
would like that, and obviously, they're making that case on Capitol 
Hill. But when you consider that this is already, by far, the most 
protected industry in the United States and that the constraints that 
are in existence are costing American consumers billions of dollars, 
the question becomes just how much more of a burden should we put on 
the backs of those who buy shirts and dresses in this country as 
compared to where we are today? 


If we roll back the present levels, everybody in this 
room is going to be paying more for every piece of clothing you wear, 
in essence, and you're already paying an enormous amount of 
additional money out of your budget every year because of the 
constraints that are in place. So it seems to me that's a question 
cf being reasonable and rational. 


Yes, sir. 


Q Might this MFA help ease up the pressures to get the 
section 301 cases out? Unfair import cases? 


MR. YEUTTER: In textiles and apparel? There have been 
-- there's been little in the way of information that has ever come 
to us since I've been here that would support 301 charges in the 
textile and apparel arena. In other words, if we're losing the 
competitiveness battle in this arena, it's because of our inability 
to match costs with other countries, not really because they're 
engaged in giantic subsidy programs or other things that would be in 
the unfairness category. 
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If the industry can bring to us persuasive evidence of 
unfair trade practices, we would be delighted to pursue then. 


MR. BRASHEAR: A couple more questions. 


Q What would be the effect of the restriction on 
imports -~ what would be the effect on the price level in the U.S.? 


MR. YEUTTER: If they were constrained as in the Jenkins 
bill? 


Q Ho, as @ result of the MPA. 


MR. YEUTTER: Well, the MPA, of course, doesn't restrain 
anything. All it does is provide the environment in which we can 
negotiate the bilaterals and -- so there's no way to come to that 
conclusion as to what that will cost. But, obviously, to the extent 
that we negotiate tighter bilateral arrangements in the future, every 
one of those arrangements will have a cost to American consumers. 


As I've said, we've determined what are negotiating 
strategy is on those bilaterals that we'll conduct over the 











next year or two, but I don't want to divulge that now. You can put 
tag, of course, on legislation like the Jenkins bill and that 


MR. YEUTTER: It would have 
bracketed provisions going to Punta del Este because it's going to 
link them to the -- link them to that meeting while we debate all of 
those bracketed provisions. But, as I indicated earlier, I am still 
very optimistic about the Punta del Este process. We'll have all the 
major trade ministers of the world there at that time and I‘s 
convinced that we will launch a new round of negotiations and that we 
will -- it will -- those negotiations will have an agenda that will 
be acceptable to the United States. As you know, in the final hours 
of the preparatory committee in Geneva the European community 
resisted some of the language on agriculture, as usual. But, I am 
fully convinced that that action was primarily for political 
consumption at home and that they -- and that in Punta del Este the 
EC will agree to move forward with a vigorous negotiation on 
agriculture. It seems to me that there is ample motivation for thes 
to do so considering the cost of their common -- of the common 
agricultural policy and the cost -- the additional cost that will be 
added to that policy as we become more aggressive and confrontational 
with our own agricultural policies here in the United States. So -- 
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Q What is the President's decision on expanding the 
ag-export subsidy? 


MR. YEUTTER: You'll have to ask him, Art. It -=- that 
will -- that has to come from here. 


Q Has he made a decision? 


MR. YEUTTER: You'll have -- you want to ask him that too 
or -- if you can have Rusty provide that information, sore power to 


you. 


Q It sounds like he has. When is he going to announce 
it? 


MR. YEUTTER: Well, let's leave that as a White House 
project and not a USTR project. I think we better break up. Thanks 


everybody. 
THE PRESS: Thank you. 


12:35 P.M. EDT 
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MR. McPHERSON: As Bernie said, there's another 
disaster in the making in Africa. Locusts have been sighted in 
15 countries. 


You see a map here on my left of where there's the 
most intense infestation we've got. We've got sheets that 
we'll hand out -- replicas of this same map. 


Basically it's over here in Senegal and Mali and so 
forth, Sudan and then down in southern Africa. Let us provide 
that to you in a moment. 


This potentially is the worst locust infestation that 
we've had in Africa for 60 years. This is in part because 
there are five major species of grasshoppers and locusts 
involved. The very dimension -- it's a very dynamic situation 
because swarms are blown by winds that can move hundreds of 
miles in just a few days. There are now swarms of millions, 
swarms that contain millions. And often such swarms become 
swarms of billions. Such large swarms go to billions 


In fact they can consume in one day enough food to 
feed 50,000 people for one year. And one day can consume 
enough food to feed 50,000 people in one day. You can see the 
potential devastation that's involved here. 





We've been able to respond quickly to this need in 
coordination with the Food and Agriculture Organization loan. 
That's more or less the point on this internationally. We have 
provided $2 million to be used for location and killing of 
these locusts. 


In addition today, I'm announcing that we've pulled 
together a fund of $5 million that's we'll be using in the days 
and weeks ahead for those same purposes. 


It's a very dynamic situation, one that we're 
particularly concerned about; and I'd be happy to take any 
questions that you might have. 
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How do you find and kill them? 


A Well, you kill them in a range of ways. 
Basically you spray them from planes, from hand-sprayers on the 
backs of people. They move around. Finding them sometimes is 
quite difficult because they're often in unpopulated areas. 


There's something called the desert locust, for 
example. It is in fact often found principally in deserts 
where there are not many people. 


Since they move so much and can move so rapidly, 
locating them is very difficult. But it's through people on 
the ground and other ways that we try our best to keep track of 
them. 


Q Peter, when did you discover this? You say it's 
sort of sudden. Is it unexpected, and when did it crop up; and 
what kind of time frame are we talking about? 


A The last few weeks we have felt it to be quite 
serious and have begun to commit money as much as a couple of 
weeks ago. 


Locusts not infrequently come after droughts -- not 
always but not infrequently. I think I won't get into the 
reasons why. But this plague appears potentially to be far 
= than usual because all these major species appear to be 

nvolved. 


The locusts come -- we're we're sighting them is here 
(indicating on map) all across the Continent and down towards 
southern Africa. 


The dynamic aspect of this is that there are several 
historical precedents where locusts literally are blown by the 
winds across the Red Sea into Saudi Arabia. We know of one 
case where they're blown across and then blown back again. And 
so it's difficult to keep track of this. 


Q Do you have an estimate of how much damage 
they've already done? 


i) We don't think a lot of damage so far because the 
swarms are millions, not billions. It's very important that we 
-- “we,” the international community --— pull together and kill 
as many of these as we can. You never kill them all, but you 
kill them enough so as to keep the swarms down. 
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Q What kind of spray are you using, and what about 
the eggs? Isn't that the problem -- that every few years they 
have a cycle and come back? 


A Well, we're using -- the U.S. monies will be 
going through the Food and Agriculture Organization in Rome to 
buy EPA-approved chemicals to kill them. This ongoing cycle 
_—s -- at least for some of these species -- appears to be 

e case. 


However, one of the big reasons why you get more born 
is when the ground becomes moist, then that stimulates the eggs 
to hatch. Eggs can sometimes be in the ground. It's eggs that 
the grasshoppers lay in the ground. Eggs can sometimes be in 
the ground for like six months before hatching, although a 
normal hatching would happen in just two weeks. 


One other thing -- and this is typical of Africa. I 
don't want to take too much of your time, but it's a typical 
problem we run into in Africa. We don't know as much about 
grasshoppers and locusts as we would if they were something 
that was a huge problem in our country. they are a problem, 
ae in Africa a lot of research and study needs to be done on 
this. 


Q When you spoke up here before, it seems to me you 
said that the prospects for improved harvests this year in crop 
production were quite good. 


fa That absolutely is right. 


Q So you were looking at a rosier picture for 
Africa for this year in terms of food production. 


A There's no question that the harvest last fall 
was markedly better and that the harvest this fall should be 
reasonably good too. The rains have come. What we need to do 


as best we can is protect what has grown or is growing from 
these locusts. 


Q Would the locusts be as serious a disaster as the 
drought had been? 


A I don't think so, but certainly it could be very 
serious and one that we need to take immediate and 
internationally coordinated steps to deal with. 


Q What will the seven million, if you count the 
two- plus five-? Is that enough to do the job? 
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A The European Community has put in some money; 
the Dutch have put in some money. We expect other donors too. 
The food and Agriculture Organization in Rome is the 
coordinator of this effort. There will be a lot of resources 
that will go into it. 


We intend to track this and put monies, to the extent 
we have them available, to this problem. We think that those 
resources are what are needed now. 


We've had to pull this five million -- you can 
imagine, at the end of the fiscal year -- from bits and pieces 
from all over the Agency to get the five million. We think 
we've done what we need to do now, but you can be assured that 
I will track this very carefully on a long-time basis. 


Q Peter, is there any threat that you know of these 
locusts being blown over -- not into Saudi Arabia but into the 
West Bank? 


And the reason I ask is we had $4 million in unused 
funds that they're going to send to Jordan. Couldn't we use 
the unused funds to fight the locusts? 


A Well, I think that Bernie has been dealing with 
the question of the $4 million for the West Bank. 


Q He dealt with it with beautiful evasion, Peter. 
Could you explain why, if we have -- 


Q Could I -- 


Q Could I finish? Could you explain why, if we 
have unused $4 million -- that we aren't using it to combat the 
locusts rather than sending it to Jordan? 


There's no locusts problem in Jordan, is there -- or 
in the West Bank, is there? 


A Well, we've allocated the $5 million today to put 
together a fund to deal with the locusts, and I feel confident 
that as of today these are the steps we should be taking. 


Q Peter, is the fact -- 


Q Peter, I was going to ask you: Some of these 
areas that you show on the map are areas of civil strife and 
even international wars. How do you get in and spray in 
Ethiopia or Sudan, or even Botswana 
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A Well, in fact you make an excellent point. There 
are several areas. Possibly in southern Sudan, crops over 
between Ethiopia and Sudan -- and certainly Eritrea and Tigre 
in northern Ethiopia, and quite possibly some other areas. 


There will be major problems getting planes in to 
spray. You can imagine in areas where there's conflict 
bringing planes in. It won't be easy. 


We're not sure how to work out all these problems. 
They're certainly not the first we face like this. 


It is true, incidentally, that the fact we've just 
gone through an internationally coordinated effort to deal with 
drought puts the international machinery in pretty good 
position. Many of the same players are still around, and I 
feel that we've moved quite rapidly. 


Q Well, does the fact that the problem -- 
Q How do you deal with it? 
A It would be hard is the answer. 


Q Does the fact that the problem go. o''t of hand 
stem in any way from the fact that there had been worse areas? 


a I don't think so; I don't think so. It's that 


the rains came. These locusts have been born, and they're now 
blowing around. 


The conflict hasn't made this problem worse so far, 
but unless we're able to control it in the weeks and months 
ahead it could. 

Q Peter, I see on your map -- 

A Let me go right here first 

Q O.K., all right. 

Q Two questions. 

First of all, could this have been anticipated sooner? 

And, second of all, does this look like it's going to 
hit the very -- you say that it comes because of drought and 
the eggs have been there, and then when the rains come. Is 


this going to hit the very areas, generally speaking, who were 
hit by the drought the worst? 

















So two parts. 


A Well, we anticipate that there might be some 
locust problem because there often is after a drought; and we 
are watching carefully for it. 


Q So you're in time, in your view. 


A Oh, I think we're in time. The swarms are now 
millions -- which aren't huge swarms. It's when you get 
billions that get this terrible figure of 50,000 tons of food 
consumed -- enough food to feed 50,000 people. 


Now the question is: Can we control it? And we're 
taking every step that we know how to do to control. Surely, 
this will be a very sophisticated effort. 


What you all know about Africa I think is that it's a 
huge place. You know, Sudan is the size of the United States 
east of the Mississippi. And vast areas of Sudan -- some of 
you have been there. There are no people. To control insects 
is not easy. 


So we're not going to have an easy time, but we are 
moving rapidly. 


Q And the second part of the question, please? 
Q Peter, your map -- 
a Pardon? 


Q Does this look like it's going to hit the very 
same places -- 


a Yes. 
Q -- that were hit by the drought? 
i) Yes. Certainly many of the areas -- Eritrea and 


Tigre -- were badly hit. Parts of Sudan that were having 
trouble there were badly hit. There's no question; these poor 
people --— I mean if it isn't one thing, it seems to be another 


Yes. 


Q Your map there shows that there's a fairly big 
slice of South Africa. If sanctions are passed, will you 
withhold the spray and let the grasshoppers go or what? 
(Laughter. ) 
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a The South Africa Government itself is dealing 
with locusts within its borders. 


Q Well, you mean you would certainly help them try 
to stop the locusts; wouldn't you, Peter? 


A Well, I think that -- 


Q They feed an awful lot of black countries, I 
understand. Isn't that your understanding? 


a There's no question that there's a deep linkage, 
a lot of linkage between the Front-Line States and South Africa. 


Q They feed them. In other words, South Africa -- 


a Yes -- the some who get this. 

Q -~ provides a lot of food for black Africa. 

A The point is -- but let me go back to your 
question. 

Q Yes. 

a The question is whether or not we'd be working in 


South Africa on this. And my response is that this is an 
internationally coordinated effort. We obviously want to know, 
and do know from the South Africa Government, what they're 
doing and what's happening in South Africa -- 

Q Sure. 


i) -- and the South Africans themselves are taking 
for locating and killing the locusts within their country. 


Q Yes. And you'd certainly cooperate with this; 
wouldn't you, Peter 


a Well, we obviously work with the South Africans 
and everyone else who has locusts in their country. 


Q Right. 


a And we want to know what's happening in South 
Africa. 


4) O.K., thank you. 














Yes. Joanne 


Q The people doing the work with the U.S. money: 
Will they be Americans or international aid people, or PBO -- 
or who? 


a Both, both. It isn't a PBO kind of project; it's 
international. The FAO people from several countries I imagine 
will be working on it. It will be all nationalities. 


Q Peter, what percentage of the international money 
that‘s going to this is being provided by the U.S., roughly? 


a So far it looks like about half of it has, but 
it's too early to know' and we're not saying we're going to 
provide half of the money. We think many countries will and 
should provide for this. The EC, the Dutch, have so far 
provided. 


Q Are grasshoppers and locusts the same? Excuse my 
simple question. 


i) No. There are something like 12,000 species of 
grasshoppers and locusts. It's an enormous field. 


Q Gee. 
6 But there are four major types of locusts 
involved and one grasshopper -- the Sengalese grasshopper -- 


but there are thousands of types. 


Incidentally, of course, the locusts we're talking 
about are this general thing -- what you read about in the 
Bible with Moses and so forth. One can't help but guess that 
they call one of the major problems -- this area right here 
(indicating on map) -- the so-called desert locust. 


Q Hm—hm. 


i And one can't help but wonder whether or not the 
desert locust of up here that came out in through the Nile then 
were the desert locusts that we're now dealing with. 


Q Do you have a satellite picture, and can you 
locate the swarms with satellite pictures in that area? 


a We don't. We have not found -- I do not know 
that satellites will help us in locating the swarms. 
Satellites are excellent, but I never heard them locating 
swarms. 








® Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 1:10 p.m.) 
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ON THE RECORD GRIEFING 
MR. JEFFREY N. SHANE 
DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR TRANSPORTATION AFFAIRS 
ON 
AGREEMENT ON AIR FARES BETWEEN SWITZERLAND AND US. 
MONDAY, AUGUST 4, 1986, 2:05 P. M. 


MS. ANITA STOCKMAN: This briefing, as you know, is ON 
THE RECORD to discuss the new bilateral aviation agreement with 
Switzerland. There is a press release out, and, if you don't 
have a copy, Darlene here has some. 


The briefer is our Deputy Assistant Secretary for 
Transportation Affairs, Jeffrey Shane. He will open with brief 
remarks and then take your questions. Mr. Shane. 


DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY SHANE: Thanks, Anita. In 
fact the opening statement is the press release, or at least 
most of the press release. 


The United States and Switzerland have reached 
agreement on a number of important new improvements in civil 
aviation between the two countries. 


When formally adopted, the new agreement will 
authorize Swissair, the national airline of Switzerland, to 
commence services immediately to one additional city in the 
United States. It's anticipated that Swissair, which currently 
serves New York, Boston and Chicago, will probably choose 
either Atlanta or Houston as its new U.S. destination, 
commencing services in April 1987. 


Swissair will also be given the opportunity to carry 
passengers between one of its U.S. gateways and Mexico City and 
between Anchorage and Tokyo on its flights between Europe and 
Japan. 


The two governments have also agreed to allow airlines 


to set fares for air travel that originates in the United 
States destined for Switzerland, and that includes round trip 


travel beginning in the United States, on the basis of 
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commercial considerations alone, without government 
regulation. Furthermore, certain types of deep discount fares 
as low as 60 percent below normal economy fare levels will be 
approved automatically for travel in both directions. 


The new agreement provides guarantees that U.S. 
airlines operating feeder services between Switzerland and 
other points in Europe will be permitted to use aircraft in 
those feeder services that are smaller than those employed in 
transatlantic services. The U.S. airlines are also guaranteed 
the right to connect the transatlantic flight to two 
intra-Europe feeder flights. We call those "Y change-of-gauge" 
operations, because on the map it looks like a "“Y," thereby 
enhancing further the efficiency of U.S. airline operations to 
and through Switzerland. 


Other provisions of the tentative new agreement will 
enable the U.S. airlines to operate their own check-in 
facilities at Zurich and Geneva -- Swissair currently operates 
those facilities for all scheduled services -- and to have 
their flights displayed more prominently in Swissair's computer 
reservation system. 


The agreement also establishes enhanced aviation 
security procedures, commits both governments to a liberal 
treatment of charter flights, and provides for intermodal 
carriage of cargo and improved route flexibility for the 
airlines of both countries. 


Finally, the two governments agreed to meet at or near 
the end of October 1988 to discuss further expansions of the 
opportunities available to U.S. and Swiss airlines. 


That completes the statement, and I'm available for 
any questions that you might have. 


Q Jeff, when did the negotiation begin? 

a Well, the negotiations that took place last week 
ran from the 29th of July to August ist, but it was the last of 
many, many rounds. I think we counted eight rounds that the 
two sides have had altogether. 


Q And the eight rounds began, roughly -- ? 


a I think it's fair to say that we've been having 
these negotiations for three years. I have been conducting 


them on behalf of the United States since January, and another 
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way of looking at is that the current agreement is the product 
of talks that became intensive since January of this year, 
approximately. Yes, I think it is January. 


Q Excuse my ignorance, but what is so unusual about 
this agreement, and how does it differ from agreements that you 
have made with other national carriers? 


A Well, we make agreements, first of all, with 
governments, not with carriers. It's a 
government-to-government agreement. What's interesting about 
this agreement is that we have worked out an arrangement with a 
country that has traditionally pursued fairly orthodox policies 
in civil aviation, specifically with respect to the regulation 
of air fares, an agreement that now in effect means that air 
fares between the United States and Switzerland will be 
substantially deregulated. 


Switzerland has, in other words, relinquished its 
legal ability to regulate fares for transportation by air that 
originates in the United States. 


Q It doesn't work the other way around then? 


A They maintain the right to regulate fares that 
are for transportation originating in Switzerland, although, as 
I indicated in the opening statement, we have agreed to a large 
zone of automatic approval for discount fares that go down to 
as low as 60 percent below the normal economy fare levels. 


Q And Switzerland doesn't have this type of 
agreement with any other country? 


A I don't believe they do. I don't believe so. We 
have been trying to establish that kind of liberal arrangement 
regarding prices in international aviation with a whole variety 
of countries, and we do in fact have a number of those 
agreements with countries that were more ready to accept 
liberalization than Switzerland was, and this -- 


Q Such as? 


A We have such agreements with Belgium, with 
Germany, the Netherlands, Thailand, Singapore, Korea, Israel, 
Jamaica. Those agreements have been negotiated as far back as 
1978. To add another country to the list of countries that 
share our approach to aviation pricing, a country as important 
as Switzerlard in central Europe, is a very important new 
development in civil aviation. 














Q Are you conducting similar negotiations currently 
with some other European countries? 


4a At the moment we have a fairly liberal 
arrangement with Germany right now. We're looking forward to 
further liberalization of that arrangement through some 
negotiations that will be beginning again in the not too 
distant future. We don't have specific dates yet. 


Q How about the U.K.? 


A The U.K. is, of course, our most liberal, 
important aviation partner in terms of their government 
policies. The U.K. has expressed a number of complaints to the 
United States about their ability to compete here as a result 
of domestic deregulation and a variety of other factors. We 
have been negotiating also since late last year or early this 
year with the U.K., specifically to address some of those 
problems and to formulate agreed procedures which will 
liberalize further our relationship with the U.K. 


There are negotiations going on. I don't see an early 
prospect of the kind of deregulation of air fares that we just 
established with Switzerland in the very near term, but by the 
same token the U.K. has a more liberal policy toward air fares 
even if the guarantees aren't necessarily there. So I would 
hope to see continued liberalization of transatlantic traffic 
between the U.S. and London as a result of those negotiations. 


Q You say here that airlines will be allowed to set 
fares without government regulation, and then in the next 
sentence that discount fares will be approved automatically for 
travel in both directions, which indicates that there's still 
some sort of government review. Is that correct? 


A What this is called in the technical jargon of 
aviation is a country-of-origin pricing agreement, which means 
simply that the Swiss have relinquished their regulatory 
authority over fares that are for travel originating in the 
United States, whether one way from the U.S. to Switzerland or 
round trip originating in the U.S. and coming back to the U.S. 


They maintain their ability to regulate air fares for 
travel originating in Switzerland subject to that 60 percent 
band on discount fares. The discount fares, by the way, 
subject to that 60 percent guarantee are defined quite 
specifically. That is to say, the conditions which must be 
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attached to such fares regarding things like advanced purchase, 
a round trip requirement, a possible penalty for not using the 
ticket, and so forth -- those are all spelled out ina 
multilateral agreement that the United States entered into with 
a whole variety of European countries. That's the U.S.-ECAC 
agreement, an agreement that was done through the European 
Civil Aviation Conference. 


So even some discount fares, it's possible, might just 
still -- just to be absolutely thorough about this -- might 
still be subject to Swiss regulation if they were for travel 
originating from Switzerland to the U.S. But most of those 
discount fares do have those conditions, and so I would expect 
that they would be automatically approved. 


And I should also hasten to point out that these are 
the absolute guarantees spelled out in the agreement. This is 
not to say that the Swiss might not adopt a more liberal 
posture as a practical matter in dealing with all new fare 
filings. 


The deregulation of air fares is certainly an 
important element. I do want to emphasize that the U.S. 
airlines that are in the market -— Pan Am and TWA ~-- were very 
much concerned about their inability to check in their own 
passengers at the two cities they serve in Switzerland, Zurich 
and Geneva. 


Swissair has up to now operated a monopoly 
ground-handling service at both airports, meaning that that 
essential contact with the customer at the airport was in fact 
handed over to the principal competitor of Pan Am and TWA at 
both places. And, as you would expect, any company that's in 
business to make money doesn't like its principal competitor to 
be handling all the contact with its customers at foreign 
destinations. 


So the agreement of Switzerland to facilitate new 
arrangements at both airports -- there are still some T's to be 
crossed and some I's to be dotted, I understand, in the 
arrangements, because these airports are actually controlled by 
local authorities. I believe they need a formal approval for 
this arrangement from Geneva. Zurich, I think, has signed on. 


Anyway, this new set of arrangements at these airports 
are an important new benefit to our airlines, and one that they 
would emphasize, 1 think, as probably the most important 
benefit flowing to them. 


(Continued on next page) 
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Q Is there any benefit to the passenger? 


A Absolutely. Right now, because of the way Zurich 
and Geneva are set up, passengers flying on U.S. carriers have 
to make two stops. They have to go to a desk which is for 
purposes of giving them a boarding pass; that is to say, 
they'll get a boarding pass from Pan Am or TWA. The security 
procedures required by the FAA of both of these carriers are 
carried out to some extent during that contact. And then after 
having gone through that long line, the passenger has to walk 
over to the Swissair counter in order to check in his bags. 


That two-stop process will be reduced by this 
arrangement to a one-stop process, and that will be an 


important benefit for the passenger. The passenger, needless 
to say, will benefit very importantly from the kind of pricing 


flexibility that's available under this arrangement to all the 
carriers. 


There is now the prospect of real price competition in 
U.S.-Switzerland air services which we've not had before to any 
great extent because of government regulation. 


Q How does this feeder service work out? Does that 
mean that you can take a plane in London for Switzerland and 
get off that plane there? 


A Let me try to explain. The agreement is about 
services that are between the U.S. and Switzerland and about 
services that U.S. carriers operate from Switzerland to other 
points in Europe. That is to say, your ability to get ona 
plane in London and go to Switzerland is a function of our 
bilateral agreements with both Switzerland and the U.K. Both 
governments would have to approve the ability of a U.S. carrier 
to pick up a passenger originating in London and going to 
Switzerland. 


Q Well, let me put it this way. Can you take a 
plane to New York from London and get off in London and then 
get back later on and fly to Switzerland? 


is) Get back on aU.S. aircraft? 
Q On the same line? 
is) I don't believe so. I don't believe so, but 


that's not the issue in the feeder services question. 











The question that was put to us by our airlines was 
whether or not they would be guaranteed the right in operating 
feeder services from Switzerland to other points -- not 
intermediate points between the U.S. and Switzerland but points 
beyond Switzerland --— whether they could operate aircraft that 
were more efficient for those small feeder operations than the 
747s that they were bringing into Switzerland. 


The Swiss were saying that unless they gave permission 
-~ if Pan Am brings in a 747 from New York to Zurich and it 
wanted to pick up passengers in Switzerland and take them onto 
some other point in Europe, which they do have a right to do 
under the bilateral agreement -- they would have to use that 
747 for that purpose which is a grossly oversized airplane for 
a market of the size that we are talking about, that little 
beyond market -- the feeder service. 


Obviously, what the airline wants to do is use a 727 
or a 737 which it would base in Europe and just use for those 
turnaround services even though the flight number for that 
beyond segment is the same as the flight number from the U.S. 
to Switzerland. 


What we've obtained through this agreement is the 
right for our airlines to use the smaller aircraft that make 
more sense in those beyond markets. That provision is not 
about the ability of a U.S. passenger to board a U.S. flight at 
an intermediate point like London. 


Am I reasonably clear about that? 


Q Yes. As you know, one of the great complaints in 
travel in Europe is the high fare within Europe. Does this 
agreement affect that in any way? 


A If you were flying to Switzerland via London, 
then you would be paying a U.S.-Switzerland fare and there 
might be some provision, depending upon what the airline worked 
out, for a stopoff in London. They usually have a little bit 
of an additional charge for the stopover. 


But, yes, to the extent that you were moving between 
the two countries, there would be no occasion for Switzerland, 
particularly if you were a passenger starting out in the United 
States and returning to the United States, there would be no 
occasion for Switzerland to regulate that fare at all. 

Needless to say, the United States has no intention of 








regulating those fares and so the only determinant of those 
fares would be competition. It would be whatever the airlines 
feel the market will pay. 


Q At the last session of these talks in Washington 
the first week of July, the Swiss complained very strongly 
about “unacceptable” delays in the clearance of passengers at 
JFK Airport. A subsequent article in the New York Times 
disclosed that some people were having to wait ha of the 
night in JFK. Has this problem been addressed? 


‘ It has been addressed. We have brought it to the 
attention of the Immigration and Naturalization Service. They 
had already, of course, been well aware of the difficulties 
that passengers at JFK were having, particularly in the 
International Arrivals Building. I understand that INS has 
agreed to put more people into the International Arrivals 
Building and that there has already been some important 
improvement in that situation. 


We essentially agreed that circumstances at the 
so-called IAB at JFK really had reached the point of 
intolerability, and there has been action to try to relieve 
some of that pressure. I'm not saying that we've solved the 
problem, but it has been addressed and we'll continue to watch 
it in the hope that we can address it further. 


Q Does this agreement also deregulate cargo rates 
in addition to passenger fares? And also could you elaborate 
on the new intermodal cargo rights that are in this agreement? 


a Let me just consult the pricing provision for a 
moment. 

It would have the same effect on cargo prices -- cargo 
rates -- as on passenger fares. fhat's the answer to your 


first question. 


The intermodal language is language that we're simply 
trying to stick into as many new agreements as possible, as 
well as older agreements, which enables airlines to contract 
with trucking services freely and flexibly without overweening 
regulation by any government of their ability to do so. The 
point being, we're trying to simply facilitate the most 
sensible, practical arrangements possible for airlines carrying 
cargo between the two countries for pickup and delivery, for 
distribution, and so forth. 


Q What will you be discussing in October 1988? 


i The way we left that is that we don't know what 
we'll be addressing. We had originally said that we wouldn't 


plan on coming back together until 1990. That was at an 
earlier stage in the negotiation. 


We are anticipating further solutions, more complete 
and long-term solutions to a number of the problems that we 
addressed in the negotiation. We feel that our needs are 
satisfactorily taken care of for the time being, but we do 
anticipate that we would have to have, as aI say, more 
permanent solutions in a number of areas. 


But upon further reflection, we decided that we aren't 
fortune tellers and we don't know what the needs of the 
carriers or the public will be on both sides of the Atlantic in 
1988. We can't base our assumptions about 1988 on facts 
obtained in 1986, and so we've simply agreed that we will talk 
and address outstanding issues at that time. It's reasonable 
to expect that if, indeed, we can solve some further problems, 
we might very well concoct another agreement which extends even 
further new access to Swissair. 


Q When is this agreement likely to become effective? 





A Soon. All we need to do is exchange diplomatic 
notes. There is some language in the agreement that needs to 
be polished up. We presented a lot of provisions to the Swiss 
while we were in Bern last week that they hadn't seen before 
and that they wanted to digest a little further although they 
were able to commit to the agreement in principle. And so it's 
really just housekeeping, but I would expect that we'd be able 
to finish the process within the next couple of weeks. 


Q Does this "Y change-of-gauge" provision mean that 
Zurich or Geneva may replace Rome as sort of a hub for American 
carriers wanting to carry passengers to eastern Europe? 


a It could. There are numerical limitations that 
affect the use of that "Y change-of-gauge," particularly in the 
early years. 


To be more specific, in the first year -- that is to 
say, beginning in November of this year -- the airlines will be 
allowed one "“Y change-of-gauge" operation per day each. TWA, 
if it wanted to operate a "Y change-of-gauge," it could do it 
once a day, and Pan Am could do it once a day. 
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In the year beginning November 1987, the same number 
applies except that if TWA did not use the "Y change-of-gauge.”" 
then Pan Am would be able to have two. So the total would be 
two except that they'd be transferable in the year beginning 
November of ‘87. 


Beginning in November of ‘88, each of the carriers 
will have two per day authorized. If additional carriers come 
into the market, and we certainly hope they would, then we will 
quickly consult with the Swiss about how to extend those "Y 
change-of-gauge" rights to them as well, although I think it's 
problematical how quickly a new entrant would want to begin an 
operation as complex as that. 


In any event, it certainly offers the possibility of 
turning Zurich and/or Geneva into more of a hub operation than 
they have been up to now. It would really depend upon airline 
determinations about the size of the Swiss market and how 
lucrative their services there were and whether it was 
convenient to hub from Switzerland or to maintain the pattern 
they're currently operating. 


Q Why did the Swiss agree to this? 


A Essentially, I think they agreed to it because 
they're looking for new access to the United States market and 
they will, as I said, get the access to one new point in the 
United States plus these beyond rights that they have to Mexico 
City, traffic rights in the Anchorage/Tokyo market. All of 
that improves Swissair's prospects pretty dramatically in terms 
of their exploitation of traffic to and from the United States. 


Q They're losing now? 

A No, they're doing very well in this market. In 
fact, they have the lion's share of the market between the 
United States and Switzerland. 

Q Thank you. 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY SHANE: Thanks very much. 


(Briefing concluded at 2:30 p.m.) 
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MR. SPEAKES: We will proceed now. This brief will be 
ON BACKGROUND, attributed to a sen 
information, the efer is 











Let's hold the noise down. Quiet. 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Thank you, Larry. 


I will make @ couple of comments. 
Q Sic, why can't you be on the record? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Let me make a couple of 
comments first and then you'll get your shot at me, all right? 


Q Well, I know, but why can't you be on the record? 


MR. SPEAKES: Sarah, it’s on background. If you don't 
like it, there's the door. 


Q I know. What'd I'd like <= 
MR. SPEAKES: Quiet, Sarah. Go shead. 


Q No, no, but she's cight. Why can't we have this on 
the record, Larry? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: This is ON BACKGROUND, 
and the President said he started new intitiatives. 


Let me go back and say in 1982 he released the first 
strategy -- the federal strategy. That wes released in August of 
‘82, and September of ‘64 that was revised, and now we are in 1986 in 
August and the President was talking about the siz new initiatives 
that he discussed today -- not that we hadn't been doing anything. 


Q I think we are a11 going to write this story in « 
hurry now, and what we really want to know is, is there a program for 
mandatory testing ot tecétay workers? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You heard the President. 
He said -- 


Q Well, we don't know what he said really. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: <= very candidly, very 
categorically, that it was a discussion in favor of mandatory testing 
for those people in public safety and national security and lew 
enforcement. I don't think there's @ one in this room that wants to 
get on @ plane with an air traffic controller guiding us that is 








high. I don't think one of us wants to get on 4 plane with a 
mechanic that was high taking that plane. I don't think we want our 
law enforcement people walking around stoned. 


The President said categorically, straightforward, for 
those in sensitive positions -- he clarified that -- law enforcement, 
public safety, national security, et cetera. 


Q Is that by lew -- that will be done by law? 
Q Right. What is the legal -- 


MR. SPEAKES: Let's see if we can do this @ little sore 
orderly, and I think it would serve everybody's purpose better. 


Belen still has the floor, I believe. 
Q That will be done by law? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It can be done under 
existing legislation -- under existing conditions now. We have 
people in the government doing it. The military has been doing it 
since 19861 ye Bann Part of the civilian population of the 
military is rgoing that same kind of operation now. The Drug 
Enforcement Administration, the Customs -- others within the 
Department of Justice are doing the same thing. My own office here 
in the White House has undergone « drug screen. 


Q What is the legal basis is what we are asking. What 
is the legal basis? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The legal basis is very 
basically for safety -- the government is responsible for safety. 


Q I understand that, but is it a Presidential 
Gicective, is it @ regulation, is it a law? What is the legal 
underpinning demanding that employees submit to this test? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, Sam, I think what 
we are looking at is if itr ires new laws -- that will be 
evaluated. The President said we are evaluating it. If it can be 
Gone by executive order, that will be done. We are looking at the 
ways to do it. 


I don’t think there is any provision that prohibits it 
now in critical positions. 


Q So you are really saying now that you are going to 
have an executive order possibly -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I didn't say that. I 
said we are evaluating possibilities and an executive order is one 
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if it's needed -- if new laws are needed, new laws. 
Q You said you didn't need it. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Sut I don't think -- DEA 
is doing it now without any problems. OO) is doing it without any 
problems. My office did it without any problems. If the military is 
Going it without any problems, corporations are doing it without any 


prob 
Q These probleas -- because no one's challenged it? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Oh, you're going to have 
challenging -- as long as it was heroin you didn’t have any 
challenges. But when you make it marijuana, cocaine you get 
challenges coming out through the wall. 


Q We were told your office did it voluntarily in the 
sense that -- did anyone say I don't want to do it and you said it's 
a condition of employment? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. In my office it 
would be a condition of employment. You can't have someone that the 
government, that you or _— taxpayers’ dollars are paying to help us 
solve the problem using it. 


Q Can you give some sense of how gany outside of the 
military, how many workers now have mandatory drug testing? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Chris, I can't give you 
an example except there are approximately 30 percent of the tune 
500 companies doing it in the workplace. 


Q No, I'm thinking that work in the government. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: In the government we 
have -- I can give you a list of the people -- a list of the 
operations that we have underway now. The DEA, the FBI, Immigration 
and Naturalization, Board of Patrol ies, Bureau of Prisons, 
Transportation, Coast Guard, Airc Traffic Controllers and Customs. 
Ané I know several of the others are evaluating how they implement a 


progran. 


Q Are you testing only for those three drugs you 
mentioned, or are you testing for uppers, for diet piilis, 
barbiturates, for any of those other things that can be abused -- 
valium? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We're leaving that up to 
the discretion of the department chairman. in the military -- the 
Ait Porce does one, the Navy does six, the Army does two, and that 
would be up to the discretion of the chairman of that particular 
agency which ones they want to look for. 


Q Aren't there incidences of false positives in these 
tests? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIau: Well, to cate I don't 
know of any case that we've had in the military where we've hed false 
positives. We had a lot of false a that were ceported as 
false positives. And we tried to refine that program. But the 
program that we have in the military is one built to protect the 
rights of the individual -- a program built at a certain level to 
send a cleat message to the heavy user that either get yourseit 
straight or get out. 


Now the military program, I think, is misinterpreted. 
Let me say this about the military program -- we do discharge people 
from the military. We discharged last year approximately 16,900 
peopie. But we also last year treated approximately 60,000 people. 
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treated, we returned gost of those or 

to duty. So the urinalysis progras is 
lp people get help that need help, and it's 
also a tool to prevent the drug user from contaminzeting the 


Q I presume there are go to be gore ation 
Blast FPurnaces” by what the President ‘and Attorney ral Meese 
effective has tation Blast Furnace" been 


in The Post today. How 
is that be cun sisilarly, vis a vis the border operation 
with Mexico, as two governments collaborating and how extensive will 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You know, if we could 
wouldn't have any need for “Blast Furnace.“ The 
rest of the people in South America -- every 

ettesh Gs beseuse we’se ast Goins cnsugh te 
therefore we're fueling their probles. 


The Bolivians and others are very appreciative of what 
we're Going on the demand side. They now know that we have attacked 
-- one importance to one segment back in 1982 -~ we've shown 
significant reductions in that area. We're taking the whole issue on 
now. And I think it will give them courage. After “Blast Furnace,* 
= ang seeing other governments think about what they can do sore to 


Another problem that we have is Bolivia. I talked to the 
health minister in Bolivia and he says I have the highest incidence 
per capita of infant mortality in the world. But ay biggest health 
problems is drug abuse. So each of those countries are beginning to 
have problems. So with that in mind, I think there's going to be 
pressure worldwide -- the OAS has called on all the nations of the 

world to reduce consumption. The United Nations is going to have a 
meeting next year. And I think with that, with “Operation Blast 
Furnace,” and others, we have an opportunity to really put this to 
rest. 


Q — emphasis is on treatment of somebody who's 
already using. recon | state, according to the National Association of 
~~ have state alcohol and drug abuse programs, there's a waiting list 
in every state that's up to six months long for people trying to get 
into drug treatment centers. In New York they're reporting that the 
homicide rate has gone up because of people wanting to get drugs 
can't get treatment. In Texas, ODs on heroine are way up. The 
budget has been cut though since 1980 by 46 percent. How do you 
propose to have treatment for people and have 4 program emphasizing 
treatment if you don't have some more goney for treatment centers? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I don't know where 
your budgetary figures come from because I knew that questions were 
going to be asked and I asked HHS to prepare me some budgetary 
figures on what we've been doing. 


Q Budget figures as I get them are $332 million -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, let me give you 
what HHS gave me yesterday and you can discuss it with thes. Our 
anticipated vullay in this area is gcing to be over $400 million in 
1967, obviously. Now HHS shows a total, and this includes drug abuse 
budget for treatment, rehabilitation, block grants, drug abuse 
testing, prevention education, training, research, planning s rt 
evaluation -- $303 million in 1982, going to $433 million in 1966. 


And there's something elee that I think we ought to be 
aware of -~ NASADAD, which is the Association of State Drug people, 
has $1.4 Billion that they show that is being spent every year on 
this item. The government contributes about 17 percent of that. I 
think there's something else that -- 


Q $1.4 billion ? 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: $1.4 -- I think it’s 
$1.37 billion that MASADAD says is available. We're contributing 
approximately 17 percent of that. Mow, the thing that -- 


G Why only 17 percent? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: What? 
Q Why only 17 percent if this is a national probles? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The les that you 
face here is, if look at what we're dealing with, we're dealing 
with an indiv making a conscious decision to use a drug. The 
government didn’t hold a pistol to his head and we all share in that. 
We all must take a part in that. We all sust contribute to that. 
And the President, with a block grant op ay gave the goney to the 
states to use. Some states chose to use in alcohol. Some states 
chose to use primarily in drug abuse. There are pools of soney -- 
a party payment -~ there are other pools of soney that are out 

re. 


Now, let me give you an example here that really, I 
think, sets the stage. When look at the people that are using 
cocaine, you find that about percent of those people that call the 
B00-COCAINE are working. Wow should the federal government fund 
theic treatment if they're working? We're oo about HHS 
evaluating where the treatment needs are and gett with the states 
and devising ways in which we can increase that fund. And the 
President left it open. 


We're also looking at something else that’s sort of 
amazing. We talk about the problems that we have with everything 
else, and yet outpatient treatment for cocaine and other drugs in New 
York is about $1, @ year per patient. Now, there are a lot of 
things we can do. In the area of research 





. t strictly with 
nto the methadone clinic. Well, 
f of heroine, any 


Q Can I clear up @ question that -- on the subject of 
testing. When you're talking about testing in the work place, are we 
talking solely about pre-emp t testing, or are we talking about 
mandatory and random testing on drugs? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think the President 
made it very clear that in sandatory testing for those people in 
safety-related occupations -- air traffic controllers, et cetera. I 
think the possibility of pre-employment screening is certainly open. 
Some are doing pre-employment. But we're going to leave that up to 
the department chairman -- department head of how they want to do it, 
with guidelines -- and we're working those detailed guidelines -- and 
I thought the President was very clear on it. 


Q Well, if I may follow-up for just a soment, when 
we're talking about treatment in creating a drug-free federal work 
plece, is it ae ee to put gore teeth in these treateent prograns 
by requiring disnis of employees who test negative and turn 
such treatment programs? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You mean, test positive 
anéd turn -- 


Q That's cight, I'm sorry. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think in the case -- 
that is test positive, turn down treatwent. But I think the 
department or agency head's going to have to make a decision. I 
think you'll find that it’s illegal to have drugs, they're illegal. 
I think the department head has a legitimate responsibility there to 
make that decision. We are asking to help people, we are not asking 
to discharge people. But we cannot allow 4 person in a sensitive 
position to say, “Yes, I've tested positive for drugs, but I'm not 
going to do anything about it.* 


Q Should we be cutting off foreign aid to countries 
that are dumping all this stuff in our -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATIGN OFFICIAL: Well, the people that 
are getting the foreign aid are saying that we should be cutting off 
the users here and not worry about their foreign aid. 


The problem we have to ask ourselves, if you cut off 
foreign aid, what happens to the supply of G@rugs? Does it go up or 
Gown? And I think the issue is that we raise the attention of the 
producing countries that they understand that this is going to be 
given a high ae thie is something we're very much concerned 
about, and let thes what is cight. 


Look at Bolivia. The threat of foreign aid, their 
internal drug use, our own Grug problems, the operation that's 
underway now has proved, I think, syccessful in many ways. So I 
think it's @ combination of those two. 


Q So where does the sdministration stand on -- the 
administration is against that, against the Hawkins bill? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: If don't think that the 
~~ the Hawkins bill is law, and I think you'll find out that that has 











been used against the Bolivians somewhat in many cases, and a threat 
of other governments. And most governments are coming along now, 
doing what is right. 


But you see, you cannot force a sovereign nation to do 
something when they point the finger at us. They say, “You have the 
demand. If you didn't have the demand, they wouldn't be producing.” 
So it's a Catch-22. So we had to start our own domestic eradication 
program. And that's one of the things that has done a good job in 
converting our young people. 


If you go back and look at our target group in 1982, or 
"81 -- ‘82, we targeted under 18 daily marijuana use with high school 
seniors. We set a goal of reducing it 30 percent, and we reduced it 
from 1 in 11 in 1981 to 1 in 20 in 1984. 


We set a goal of 50 states in the eradication progran. 
We now have 50 states in the eradication program, and in the Emerald 
Triangle in California -- we've got to have triangles -- I don't kno: 
why -- we've got Golden Triangle, Golden Crescent -- we've got the 
Emerald Triangle in California -- we now have less drugs being 
produced in Mendocino, Trinity and Humboldt County. And they're 
saying that, look, people saying we can't find high grade marijuana. 
That's been a success story. Nobody's talked about it. 


Back in the back? 


Q On page two, the President talks about encouraging 
state and local governments to follow the federal government example. 
Does that mean that the federal government will try to force state 
and local governments to mandatorily test their workers who fall in 
the same categories as federal workers -- mandatory tests, and to 
solicit commitments from government contractors -- does that mean 
that the federal government will tell federal contractors dealing in 
national security that they must have mandatory testing of their -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think the federal 
government has a responsibility, as the President said, to provide 
leadership. 
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We certainly want the local people to designate a drug-free school. 
We certainly want the local governments -- and a lot of them are 
doing it already that have police forces -- to have those police 
forces protecting tne public. We certainly want the local government 
in areas that are their responsibility to say, we will not tolerate 
drug abuse. “hat we're looking at here is looking at -- as Mrs. 
Reagan said -- intolerance of illicit drugs -- no excuses and no 
users. 


Q Are you going to -- in those categories though, are 
you prepared to use federal money as a carrot to get them to go along 
with you? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I think 
Congressman Clay Shaw introduced a bill, like two days ago -- I think 
last week, that would give the Secretary of Education the authority 
to withhold certain funds unless schools and others made that 
decision. 


I think we have to look at one other thing when we're 
talking about this. We're talking about drug use and we're talking 
about the mood of the American public. If you look at the survey 
that USA Today did and other surveys you find that 77 percent of the 
American public says they're willing to demonstrate that they will 
not tolerate drugs by taking a urine test. You're looking a call for 
65 percent of the federal employees up and down the line. So I think 
state and local governments are under very intense pressure now to do 
something. So I don't think it’s going to take much except 
leadership to get them going. 


Q But, is the President's willing -- is the President 
willing to use federal money as a carrot if it's not -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The President said we're 
evaluating a lot of things and that certainly is an option that has 
been -- this is open. 


Yes? 


Q The President has talked about some of the high 
administrative costs. The figures from NASADAD show in 1985 that 
administration research and training was about nine percent of the 
total amount of money expended. I wonder if you have specific 
examples of the high administrative cost the President referred to. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The President was 
referring to the administrative cost of the block grants. nat the 
President did is he took the administrative cost that the federal 
government had of the block grant and gave the money back to the 
State in the form of a block grant -- to where the state could use it 
however they wanted to -- in whatever way they wanted to. What was 
then placed on the block grant were restraints -- 35 percent alcohol, 
35 percent drug abuse, 20 percent prevention education, 10 percent 
discretionary. 


Now, you know that the problem we have today with 
alcoholism is not just alcoholism with the segment of the population 
is about 20 to 40. It's alcohcl and drus|e. wr yours rerrie have 
alcohol and drug problems. So some states that had strong” drug 
programs lost money, under that divvy-up. The alcohol programs 
gained money and the President's goal originally was to have that 
money to the state and if the state, like New York, had a high drug 
problem, they could use most of that money in drugs. Now, I don't 
know where the ten percent and nine percent, whatever, comes from. 
All I'm looking at is their money of research. And we have increased 
the research money at NIDA from $45 million in this area to $79 
million and -- 


Q The President -- I'm sorry <- the President seemed 
to say that part of the problem here was that more money would be 
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available if there weren't the high administrative costs and the 
money was going to the states. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well I didn't hear that. 
Q He certainly said it in the Newsweek interview. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Maybe I‘m -- he was 
talking about the administrative costs at the beginning of the block 
grants as we cut the 25 percent administrative off in Senate. And 
what you talk about when you have a grant -- and I had a grant -- 
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is when you get a grant from the federal government, there's so many 
strings attached to it, there's so much paperwork attached to it that 
you spend half your time meeting the paperwork. That's an 
administrative cost where the block grant cuts over that. I was 
referring to the government administrative costs freeing it up. 


Q Didn't Congress add more money -- 


SENIOR ADMINiSTRATION OFFICIAL: Let me get the lady back 
there. 


Q Just to follow up -- didn't Congress add more money 
to those block grants? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, the block grants 
have gone up from $112 million in 1982 to $154 million. But I've got 
to add also in here our budget for NIDA was cut by Congress. In many 
cases, the President's budget has not been given to us by Congress 
and I asked a few of the Congressmen why and they said, well, we have 
to get their attention some way. 


So I think it's a mix of several things. We now have, I 
think, everybody on track, moving in the right direction. 


Q Can you give us a sense of how large this problem 
is? I mean we all know that two famous athletes died. What number 
Statistics do you have about how widespread cocaine use is in this 
country? Is this whipping hysteria over some celebrity cases or how 
widespread is it? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, cocaine use is -- 
there are three ways of looking at this -- and let me clarify it -- 
there's a “ever used" category which will never go down. If you ever 
used cocaine once, you're always a statistic. That number can never 
go down. Then there is a monthly use and then there is a daily use. 


Now, the National Institute on Drug Abuse says that we 
have three to five million cocaine, regular cocaine users. And out 
of that three to five million, we have about a million to a milion 
and a half that are compulsive takers. Now, these fall in the 
category from the ages of about 20 to 40 years of age. This is -- 
has been fairly consistent with some increases. 


Now, what has happened has been that the number of 
emergency room episodes have tripled, the number of deaths have 
tripled since 1981. But no one listened, even though we were out 
telling them about this. 


Now, most of the people in this room, and I at one time, 
equate emergency rooms with drug use and deaths with drug use. That 
doesn't equate with the total number of users. That tells you the 
people who are in trouble. And we always react in this country when 
we see bucks and bodies -- new bucks being thrown at it or bodies. 
And I call that the B-B approach. And what we're seeing now is 
people beginning to understand that cocaine can kill you. In 1978, 
when I said cocaine can kill you, people thought I was lying. And I 
tnink wnat we're seeing with cocaine is people now realizing. 


If you want to look at the marijuana situation, it's the 
Same. Your heavy use is between your ages of 20 and 40. And those 
two drugs are the two most heavily used drugs. 


Q What are those statistics you have there? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: About 18 to 20 million 
throughout -- that's coming Gown. It was 22 million, and we have a 
Survey coming up in the next couple of months that will elucidate 
this even more. 
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Q Regular users? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Regular users. The 
daily use, as I mentioned before, has gone down significantly. That 
was our target group -- under 18. And I think it's fascinating that 
in our young people, they favored possesssion -- these are teenagers 
-- favored possession of marijuana as a criminal offence only 44 
percent in ‘75, and in 1985, that's 73 percent. And 77 percent of 
our teenagers do not believe that our marijuana laws are strict 
enough. 


And this is something that's an attitudinal change -- 
that everybody says why can‘t you move out and solve drug abuse? -- 
you look at the attitudinal change you get some idea. Eighty percent 
of them acknowledged cocaine has harmful affects. So we are making 
strides in that area. 


Yes, sir. 
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Q On drug testing, as far as the federal 
establishment's concerned, you rattled off a list of federal agencies 
where you already have mandatory testing -- are there any other 
federal agencies where you people are contemplating mandatory 
testing, or is it entirely a matter now of expanding the voluntary 
testing program? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't have a list of 
all the agencies in the government that are in safety positions or in 
health-related positions or in national security positions. The ones 
I gave you were the military services and civilian employees in the 
Army and the Navy. And then, we went into the DEA and all of those. 
But you've got Nuclear Regulatory, you've got railroads, you've got 
other things that are safety-related, and -- 


Q So there might be some more? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: -- and there may be 
others, but we're going to let the evaluation process that the 
President mentioned take over and the department chairman make the -- 
department heads make that decision. 

Q What instructions were given to the Cabinet today? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I never talk about what 
instructions given to the Cabinet. 


Next question over here. 


Q Well I mean, was there any kind of order for them to 


Q When you were giving those figures on cocaine, 
tripled since when? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The triple since 19861. 


Q File some of this? 

Q I think we should. 

Q We should file some of this? 
Q Yes. 


You mean, you can't say whether the government heads 
have been given any order -- 


Q Can we get -- 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 


Q On the question of bank money laundering, the bill 
which looks most likely to pass, at least get voted on the floor, has 
had a lot of its teeth taken out since the President's original 
organized crime task force recommended legislation. Do you think 
that that bill is going to provide enough for law enforcement to 
really go in and purge the banking institutions of their laundering 
practices; 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think the American 
public wants the strongest possible bill in that area. Now, what we 
are doing with the current bill with money-laundering and forfeiture 
of assets, as last year we returned a quarter of a billion back to 
the Treasury on this, and in this area also, I haven't seen the exact 
terminology in this new bill, but under the forfeiture, we are now 
funding treatment -- I mean not treatment, but educational programs 
in New York with the New York Police Department, with the Department 
of Education, under that seized assets. 
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The same thing is happening in other states, that where 
the assets that have been seized under the previous law that dealt 
with money-laundering seizure of assets are now being turned into an 
educational program with the police and the others participating. 


There's a growing demand for that, so I think you're 
going to see a rash of state laws also, because there is a state 
involvement -- a state is involved. So I think you're going to see a 
general tightening of the laws over all the nation. 


Yes. 


Q There's been a basic flip-flop from putting the 
burden of proof on the bank to putting the burden of proof on law 
enforcement, and a lot of law enforcement people think that's going 
to make it virtually impossible to nail some of the boardrooms of 
these banks that are allowing such massive money-laundering to go on. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I think if you 
remember what sometime ago Fortune Magazine in 1985 talked about an 
ex-drug user losing one Wall Street firm $2 million in bad judgment 
embezzlement, and this goes on and on. So I think the use internally 
throughout our nation is going to drive a lot of machinery that 
legislation doesn't need to drive. And that's what we're talking 
about today -- taking the user away, sending a very clear message -- 
that you will not tolerate drug abuse in your family, you will not 
tolerate it in your work place, and you will not tolerate it around 
you. 


Let me get this gentleman back here. 

Q What about in the private sector? Is one of the 
things you want to see to have every private company made drug test 
-- the mandatory drug test a condition of employment? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't think anyone has 
said make mandatory drug tests a condition of 
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employment. I think what we have in industry is the realization that 
if we do not stop the drug user contaminating the workplace, our 
productivity is going down, our accident rates are going down. And 
what companies are doing are saying as condition of employment in 
this company, you will undergo a drug screen. Wow one company -- one 
large company that is doing that is IBM. They have a very 
straightforward policy. There is a smaller company called Growth 
Industries Enterprise out in -- what, in Kansas City, I guess. It's 
actually Grandview, Missouri. 


So we see it from the very small companies to the very 
large companies that are saying, as condition of employment you will 
be drug-free. If you are employed, we want to help you. If you have 
a drug problem, we will treat you. 


So this is the kind of approach we're looking at -- a 
non-punitive approach -- convince the user you are not going to 
destroy the country, you are not going to destroy yourself -- we will 


help you. 
Q But not alcohol? 


Q Would you like to see that expanded is what I's 
asking you? Do you want all -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think that is what the 
President was talking about. We are going to ask corporate America 
to expand that program. It has been expanding rapidly. You have a 
lot of companies now -- I've been recently, which I can't name, 
discussing some companies, talking with them, explaining to them how 
it can be done, how it can protect individual rights. And the sere 
fact that these companies are coming on board -- a lot of their 
programs are only two to three years old <-- is a good example of they 
know the return and the benefits. 


Q Why not alcohol? 


Q The bottom line is, you'd like to see all companies 
use that as a condition of employment. Is that right? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: If the company -- we 
would like a drug-free America, period. 


Q How about alcohol? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: And if the companies 
conclude that is the way to do it in their company, fine. 


Q How about alcohol? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The President has said 
very categorically that those people that have alcohol problems, we 
hope they will get help, and most companies have employee assistance 
programs -- we have employee assistance programs in the government to 
deal with the alcohol problems. 


And that is where -- a lot of the drug stuff is tacking 
on to the employee system orocrams. 


Q But if I may, on drugs you've made the case for 
business that productivity is hurt by it. And of course if someone 
comes to work stoned, I guess that's obvious. But you want to test 
for people who may come to work all right, but they have drugs in 
theirc system. What's the difference between marijuana and alcohol as 
far as productivity is concerned? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, you got all day? 
We'll discuss the biological difference. Alcohol is water-soluble. 
Your body handles it in about an hour -- one ounce. Marijuana, on 
the other hand, is water-insoluble. It takes you about 72 hours to 
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dispose of one joint. You can measure the impairment for 48 hours 
after one joint. 


I think they are both drugs. You cannot compare one drug 
to the other. We are talking about illegal drugs. We are also 
talking about the person who has an alcohol and a drug problem in the 
workplace. We are talking about the person that has a drug probles 
or an alcohol problems in the workplace. 


eetere te e. -_* you've answered sy question, even though I 
ve a ay. 


Q Sir, as you look at this nat. 1 crusade the 
President talked about today, to what degree do you think that the 
key is the specific legislative seasures or executive orders, and to 
what degree is the President using his office as a bully pulpit and 
trying to change attitudes? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don’t think you are 
going to legislate an end to drug use as long as you sallow the user 
to use the drug without being held responsible for his or her action. 
You can put all your money into interdiction, you can put all your 
money into crop eradication, you can do everything you want, but you 
won't solve the drug problem until people begin to say, no, they 
won't use drugs. 
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You can do all away -- do away with all the marijuana in the world, 
all the cocaine, all the heroin. Well, you still have a drug 
problem. So I think the approach is to get the intolerance of 
illegal drugs, pure and simple, no excuses, no drugs. 


Q Can you -- 


And -- well, let me see if I can just follow this. 
The key to that is things like drug testing and o:‘orcement or is the 
key almost a change in national attitude? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think the change in 
attitude -- until you have a change in attitude -- and here is where 
Mrs. Reagan has done a ng in changing attitudes. The 

about 


attitudes of young peop rugs have changed significantly. 
The attitudes throughout this nation about drugs have changed. 


In 1981, »* “ouldn't even be standing here talking to you 
about individual respon: bility in drug use. We had a convoluted 
approach of innocent victim -- the person wasn't the probles, the 
G@rug was a problems. Society now says individual users sust be held 
accountable for their action. And that's the reason ‘re seeing 
urinalysis programs; that's the reason you're seeing islation; and 
that's the reason you're seeing a lot of other things. 


Our approach is a combination of all -- to move forward 
on all fronts, but predominantly, cut the demand off because until 
you cut the demand off, you'll always have a drug problen. 


Let me get in the back of the roon. 


Q The House is planning an Omnibus anti-drug bill that 
looks like it's going to cost more than a billion dollars easily. Is 
that bill veto bait because of the cost? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I think someone 
has to look at that. But let‘’s talk about what -- the President is 
now spending over $2.4 billion in this effort. And this effort 
Started in 1981. At that time, we were spending slightly less than 
$l billion. And we have been out front pushing hard, Mrs. Reagan has 
been doing a phenomenal job in changing attitudes. Our law 
enforcement is better than it's ever been. 


I find it difficult to understand how you can spend that 
kind of money if you really focus in on where you need to spend it. 
If you spend money and go back to only interdiction and you don't 
hold the bottom line -- you know, there's a border -- there's a 
border out there and there's a border right here. And until you 
attack the border right here and until you attack the local dealer, 
you're not going to solve the drug problem. You can throw money at 
it until you're blue in the face. 


Q What are your figures for alcohol abuse? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The National Institute 
on Alcohol and Alcohol Abuse says ten million, and that's a figure 
that they've been using for several years. There is a meeting going 
on now; it's called the First National Meeting on Alcohol and Drug 
Abuse Fievention over at the Byatt Regency in. Orystal City where 
these data are being debated, with academic people, with treatment 
people, with people in the federal government and people in drug 
prevention, drug education, and in private sector groups. 


Q Ten million what? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Ten million alcoholics. 
Q Can you please tell me why should there be any 


question as to whether the State Department or the White House heads 
~- aS you Say, it's up to the department heads -- should be even 
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hesitant at instituting these programs now? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I just gave you a 
list of them that are instituting. I mean I've been fighting this 
war since 1981 and it’s been a tough one -- 


You talked mostly about safety. I's talking now 
about national security. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: WNational security is 
what -- I think the President said, a sensitive position. 


Q ~~ clear it up for se? 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think national 
security involves anyone with a security clearance. 


Q So, is it now up to the Secretary of State to decide 
whether to institute it at the State Department and up to the 
President to decide whether to institute -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think the President 
~« Ripeaal RR RR wg By A ye B have to repeat 
this -~ that mandatory testing for those people in a sensitive 
position -—- letting the department head look at what could be 
Geclared sensitive outside of everything that the President talked 
about -- law enforcement, national security, etc. 


Q Can you just clear up what Belen had asked about -- 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: What? 


Q -~ about the charge to the Cabinet? I mean, we're 
always -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Okay. Look -- 
Q What they told -- you know, what the -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. Let me go back and 
say that anytime you have competent, intelligent peopie discussing an 
issue, you're going to have differences of opinion. I found that in 
an academic situation wherever you go. And there were some good 
discussions of opinion. But I don't think there was any individual 
that _ not agree with doing what is necessary for drug-free 
schools. 


Q Did the President make some appeal to -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't think there's 
any person that disagreed with every person in a position of public 
safety -- airline -- air traffic controllers, etc., from being 
tested. I don’t think there wes any disagreement in calling upon 
everyone to mobilize against ¢rugs and to convince the public that 
we're not going to be tolerant of illegal drugs. I don't think there 
was any disagreement on the extension of some of our resources 
internationally. There were disagreements on the mechanism that you 
may reach or use to reach that goal. 


Q Like what? 


Q Did some people think that more should be done, that 
it should be tougher? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 


Q You said you were going to crack down on money 
laundering through banks. Will you also be cracking down on drug 
Gealers and traffickers who buy tax exempt bonds? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I ¢hiak that 
buying tax exempt bonds is -- we want the traffickers wherever they 
are. We want to take the drugs away from our youth. We want to make 
certain that we have a drug-free society. We want to set the 
establishment, as Mrs. Reagan has said, total intolerance. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 
END 3:56 P.M. EDT 
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MS. STOCKMAN: This briefing, as you know, is on the 
"Operation Blast Furnace in Bolivia." We will open with an 
ON-THE-RECORD statement by the Ambassador to Bolivia, Edward 
Rowell. Following the statement, this briefing will go ON 
BACKGROUND. 


Ambassador Rowell. 


Q There will be no answers to question on the 
record; is that correct? 


MS. STOCKMAN: We can take a couple of questions ON 
THE RECORD. 


AMBASSADOR ROWELL: I'll try to talk for a couple of 
minutes about where the Bolivians stand in their anti-narcotics 
effort at this point. 


I'd like to emphasize that when the President of 
Bolivia told me that he would like helicopter support to enable 
his police forces to go after narcotics in Bolivia, he did that 
fully understanding the implications of this kind of an 
operation. He was prepared to take a lot of risks. He's done 
it because he thinks that the risk of doing nothing about the 
narco traffic and what it's doing to Bolivia itself was greater 
than anything that he is running personally now. So he is 
committed to this in a personal way and ina political way, and 


there is really no backing up, I think, for this Bolivian 
Government. 


The Bolivian Police, using the helicopter 
transportation that we've provided to them, have now broken up 
six major laboratories in northeastern Bolivia, and they 
interrupted another one in the process of construction. 
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capacity of those laboratories would come to about five to five 
and a half tons a week, if they worked full blast. 


The other part of the Bolivian anti-narcotics 
operation, which consists of police patrols running principally 
in the Chapare, but not exclusively there, has now destroyed 
some 34 coca, cocaine-base production facilities and 255 
maceration facilities. Those are things that produce coca 
paste which is the first drug product before cocaine base is 
produced. 


They've made some arrests. I don't know know how far 
those will go because in Bolivia, when you arrest somebody if 
you want to try him, you have to have court-admissible proof. 
It turns out that's difficult to get there just as it is here 
sometimes. 


I think the bottom line, as things are running so far, 
is that we have seen a dramatic impact in the coca production 
economy of Bolivia. Last week, the narcotics unit advisor was 
in the Chapare. He happens to have been accompanied by a 
couple of members of the American press at the time. The price @ 
of coca was $20.00 a hundredweight. That is one half of the 
cash cost of production to the Campesino. 


We are seeing at the Agricultural Extension Stations 
that AID has been setting up for some years in the Chapare a 
surge of inquiries from Campesinos looking for citrus and cacao 
seedlings, seed rice, seed beans, that we have never seen 
before. So that from our point view, in terms of the end 
product, which is to get Bolivia out of producing excess coca, 
we're seeing the first signs of the kind of reaction we were 
hoping that this whole operation would produce. 


And with that, I'll take some questions ON THE RECORD. 
Q To what extent have U.S. military pilots, or 


perhaps other advisors, been involved directly in the 
interdiction effort or the destruction effort? 


A The closest any U.S. personnel have come, and 
U.S. military personnel have come, is as flying crews on the 
helicopters. The helicopters put down some distance from the 
specific laboratory target; the Bolivian police climb out and 
then walk to the target. I won't be precise about the distance 
because that could tell a potential trafficker how much time he 
has once he's heard the birds. 

















Q Have you got numbers on helicopters and troops 
still there? 


6 We have still the same six helicopters that we 
brought in in the middle of July. The U.S. military presence 
fluctuates. It goes up and down as we rotate people in or 
bring in specialists for a particular maintenance problem, 
something like that. I think the figure the Bolivians are 
using is a 170 but sometimes it's more, sometimes less. 


Q Is that roughly what it was since the beginning? 
A Yes. 

Q How long are they going to stay there? 

A Until we've decided that their presence is no 


longer needed to keep the pressure on the traffickers. 
Q It sounds like it could be a permanent presence? 


A No, that wouldn't be permanent. I think neither 
they nor we expect that, but there needs to be a follow-on to 
the present operation that would allow the Bolivians to 
continue to go into these areas, perhaps not using Blackhawks 
but something else. 


Joel? 


Q Are there any plans to responsd to the Bolivian 
request for a loan or aid to make up for the lost cocaine 
income for the economy? 


A Bolivians are going to send a delegation to 
Washington to discuss that issue next week. I think we're 
considering what can be done reasonably to help them through. 


Q What are the Bolivians going to use if they're 
not going to use Blackhawk helicopters, and where are they 
going to come from and who is going to -- 


A Before we brought in the Blackhawks, the 
Bolivians were using a civilian version of an old Huey which 
belongs to the Bolivian Air Force. That's something they know 
how to fly, something they know how to maintain when they have 
the money to buy the spare parts. So maybe something along 
those lines could be done. Because what we're looking for is 
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something that would allow Bolivians to sustain these kinds of 
operations indefinitely. 


Q Are we still withholding this $7 million in aid, 
and would that come up for review in light of what seems to be 
a successful operation? 


A The terms of the assistance legislation for this 
fiscal year had a concrete objective that the Bolivians can't 
meet, so that last $7 million is just not going to go there. 


But we have given, or provided, a total of over $60 
million in food and economic assistance this fiscal year. 


That's primarily food assistance, some development assistance. 
Some of that is the transportation on the food. 


There is one thing about the first half of the 
economic support fund assistance. That $7 million you 
mentioned was the second half; the first half was also $7 
million. We and the Bolivians have dedicated an important part 
of that -- something over $2 million -- to anti-narcotics 
efforts. And having that kind of money, with that kind of a 
label on it, has allowed us to help the anti-narcotics effort 
in Bolivia very flexibly and quickly. 


They needed some very urgent money for Narcotics 
Awareness programs, and we were able to use some of that money 
for that purpose. If we hadn't had it, I don't know how we 
could have gotten it off the ground as fast as we did. 


Q Mr. Ambassador, as the DEA has experienced over 
many years now, it's often the case in drug efforts such as 
this that dramatic progress can be made initially and when the 
immediate program stops, drug dealers, producers, and so-on, 
seem to be very capable of re-establishing their networks and 
so on within a short period time. 


What do you see coming after the American helicopters 
leave? Will thefe have to be some American anti-drug presence 
remaining in Bolivia? What's the future of this program to 
keep it from rebuilding? 


A We have had a cooperative relationship with the 
Bolivians for several years, primarily directed at 
interdiction. We've also had some coca eradication programs. 
DEA has had a detachment assigned to the American Embassy there 
to work with the Bolivian police on this. Our intention is to 
keep that kind of cooperation going indefinitely but to give it 
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a little more muscle, if we can find a way to do it, to provide 
the kind of transportation that the Bolivians can operate 
themselves over the long haul. 


You're right. You have to keep the pressure on for a 
long time and indefinitely. You can't just put it on fora 
month or two and walk away. That's what the traffickers expect 
us to do. 


Q Can you tell us a little bit more about how you 
find the money for the civilian Hueys, or whatever, that were 
allowed to -- 


A How do you find the money for what? 
Q For more helicopters for the Bolivians? 
A I don't know what the mechanisms might be nor do 


I know exactly what kind of helicopters they might be. All I 
know is that it's clear to me, and I think it's clear toa 
number of people in Washington, that some way has to be found 
to give them continued air mobility, and that's what we're 
looking at now. 


There was a question over here. 








- @ 


Q I was just wondering, along those lines aren't 
you talking about a training program as well that will have to 
go into place? And, number two, when you were originally 
approached about this, did the Bolivian Government suggest the 
use of American troops, or did they just ask for machinery? 


A The Bolivians first suggested this program to me 
last fall, and essentially they said what we need is air 
mobility We need helicopters and some fixed-wing support to 
support the helicopters when they go out beyond their normal 
operating radius. 


They didn't try to tell us how to deliver that or what 
comes with it. They figured that we would know that part of 
the business. When I went to the President and said, “I've 
just been told that we can provide these kinds of helicopters, 
but they have this much in the way of support personnel with 
them," it didn't take him very long at all to say, "I'll take 
it." That wasn't all of your question. 


Q On a follow-on, if you do provide helicopters 
they can't operate, doesn't that suggest a training program the 
U.S. will also have to provide? 


A They have some people, as I said earlier, who are @ 
qualified to maintain and fly Bell 205's and 206's, so 
presumably if there were some way to let them have some similar 
helicopters, it wouldn't take very long to make the crossover 
to the new variety. 


Q You're saying that you have broken up major labs 
and destroyed base production facilities. Does this mean 
you're actually burning down or blowing up facilities, or are 
you just evacuating them and leaving them there? 


A The Bolivian police, once they have gotten the 
necessary judicial order -- and what they have are a couple of 
judicial officials, called fiscales, who go out with them in 
the helicopters to the sites. They certify a kind of 
inventory, and as soon as that's done they destroy it; they 
burn it down. 


Q So all of these places that you listed have 
actually been destroyed. 


A They've all been burned down. 
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Q And how much has been confiscated or discovered 
in the way of actual drugs? 


a I'm not aware that they've caught any at the 
laboratories. They've caught a moderate amount in the Chapare 
operations, which are parallel to the operations in the 
laboratories, about 450 kilos. 


Q What has the effect of this operation been on the 
stability of the Bolivian Government? 


é The government remains stable. There are plenty 
of people who complain about it, but like in this country you 
can get an awful lot of noise without shaking the government. 
The government is not shaken. 


Q Were all the labs, the recently seized labs, 
deserted and at least partly stripped in advance of the raids? 


fs So far as I'm aware, that's correct, but they 


were partly stripped but not completely stripped. For example, 
they've captured a lot of generators, seized refigerators, 
washing machines. All of these paraphernalia apparently make a 
jungle home. They've also caught a number of precursor 
chemicals, but I don't have a specific number for you, and 
those they also destroy at the scene. 


Q And so far still that one arrest from the first 
raid is the only one? 


i That's right. 


Q Can you attach a dollar amount to the amount of 
destruction and capture? 


A No, I can't. I don't have a figure. Yes. 
Q On what basis are the Bolivians complaining? Is 


this considered by some to be an infringement on national 
sovereignty, or what? 


A There are all kinds of complaints. Some say you 
can't have American military personnel in the country without 
the express consent of congress. Others use that as an 
excuse. Basically there are an awful lot of people who don't 
want this kind of campaign against the traffickers, and they're 
just trying to find one excuse or another to get away from it. 





There is also some deliberate disinformation: 
Allegations that we are in the Chapare. We are not. 
Allegations that we have herbicides. We do not. Allegations 
that there are aircraft equipped for those kinds of things. 
There are not, and they never have been. But people who would 
like to disrupt this are saying those kinds of things. 


Q Are all the opposition parties in opposition to 
this particular exercise? 


i No. The largest opposition party, which is a 
democratic and conservative party, has explicitly supported the 
government, the President and his party. There is also no 
unanimity within parties. In other words, they have some 
people who like it one way, and some who want the other way. 
Some who say the legal and constitutional issues have to take 
priority; others who say the drug threat has to take priority. 
It sounds kind of like a debate at home. 


Q Sir, there was a report initially that the first 
large lab that was seized, that the peasants around it said 
that it was being dismantled on Sunday before the C-SA's and 
the Helicopters got to Santa Cruz. This report suggested, or 
one might deduct from that, that the traffickers knew before 
the C-5SA got there that the Americans were coming. Is that 
true, and what do you deduce from that? 


A We had some reports before the arrival of the 
C-5A that traffickers suspected something big was about to 
happen. I've been in Bolivia just about a year. On at least 
four other occasions traffickers have gotten the wind up, and 
normally what they do is they leave Bolivia and visit hotels in 
Arica, Chile, or in Asuncion or in Bogota or Miami, and they 
just wait until things have settled down. That was happening 
before the arrival of the C-5A. That doesn't mean they knew 
where the operations were to take place or how they would be 
conducted, or anything like that. It's just that they behaved 
prudently. 


Q Does that suggest there's corruption in the 
security forces that planned this? 


A It just suggests that they got the wind up. I 
wouldn't want to draw that kind of a conclusion. 


Q Given the DEA estimates of the amount of coca and 
paste that comes out of Bolivia, what proportion of that 
materiel do you think that these labs and their facilities 
accounted for? 

















a I don't know. Frankly, I haven't seen the DEA's 
most recent estimate of what the volume coming out of Bolivia 
is. What I can tell you is what I told you: is that the 
capacity of the laboratories destroyed in the last three weeks 
comes to around five and a half tons per week. 


But you have to understand, when you talk about the 
capacity of a laboratory, that's its maximum potential output. 
Most laboratories don't operate full-time all year round. 
There's a rainy season when the area in which they're located 
becomes kind of a gigantic lake studded with some islands with 
jungle or heavy bush on them and runways that get very soggy. 
Also in the worst of the rainy season it's hard to harvest the 
coca leaves. You harvest them, but they mildew almost 
immediately. You can't dry them. If you do manage to dry them 
and package them, they will absorb moisture from the air and 
mildew, and then they lose their value for drug processing. 


So there's a high season and a low season. This is 
the high season right now which is why it's so significant that 
they're operating against the laboratories now, because what 
they're doing is breaking a productive cycle at its most 
productive time of the year. 





Q Can you give us a percentage on how much of 
cocaine consumption in the United States was Bolivia originated? 


A I have heard a lot of estimates. They're all 
very rough estimates. They relate to assumed hectarage of coca 
produced in Bolivia as compared with Peru, Colombia, Ecuador 
and perhaps Brazil. Frankly, the estimates are so wide, I 
wouldn't want to give you one. 


I can tell you what the range has been that I've 
heard. It ranges from 20 to 25, to 45 or 50, and that's such a 
big range that it's meaningless. 


Q Ambassador, to what extent are U.S. helicopters 
or fixed-wing aifcraft conducting reconnaissance operations for 
the Bolivians to locate the drug factories and so on? 


A The DEA operates reconnaissance airplanes in 
Bolivia as it does in a number of other countries and has been 
doing that for quite a long time. That's the principal area of 
reconnaissance. 








~10- 


Q Do you have a cost figure for the U.S. operation. 
given that you don't quite know when it's doing to end. 


i) No, I don't. 
Q Can you give us some kind of a ballpark? 


a No. I don't have any kind of a ballpark figure, 
because from my point of view as Ambassador in Bolivia, what 
we're receiving is support in kind, and I'm not operating from 
a budget. 


Q You mentioned the Bolivian officials coming up 
here in search of more aid. Can you characterize the 
receptiveness of the U.S. towards that sort of request in light 
of this operation? 


a I would say that we recognize a couple of things 
about the Bolivian situation. First of all, this government is 
a democratic government. It represents an important transition 
in Bolivian political history. 


Secondly, the government is dedicated to restructuring 
and restoring the Bolivian economy along classic private 
enterprise oriented lines. It's a marked departure from what's 
been going on for a long time. 


Thirdly, they're standing up and being counted on the 
anti-narcotics front. I would say that all of these reflect 
U.S. interests and values as we see them, and that we see a 
need to support this government to help it get these things 


done. 


Q Mr. Ambassador, do you regard this military 
operation that we conducted as a precedent for the kind of 
thing that we will do in future in our attempts to control] drug 
distribution? 


A I'd make two comments First, obviously, we're 
getting military support for the helicopters, but as it 
actually works in Bolivia, it's a police operation by Bolivian 
police and not a military operation. 


The second is I think that every country is unique. 
The circumstances differ from country to country and from time 
to time within countries. I don't think it's possible to 
predict exactly how we might operate at the next opportunity. 
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Forgive me if this was asked before -- I came in 
late -- but the Bolivian Ambassador here a couple of weeks agn 
said that basically the eradication in Bolivia was difficult, 
if not impossible, for technical and economic reasons. 


How do you respond to that? And he said that because 
eradication wasn't the solution in Bolivia, the way that the 
U.S. has helped them is the way to go forward. But is it 
possible to do one without the other? 


a The strategy we're pursuing, which is the one 
that was given to us by the Bolivian Government last fall, is 
designed to disrupt the coca economy so that campesinos will 
realize that it's not going to be the bonanza it has been all 
along. And that's why I quoted that price of coca at the 
beginning -- it's a significant factor -- and why I referred to 
the people coming in to look for other things. 


I don't know exactly what the Bolivian Ambassador had 
in mind, but the Bolivians do recognize a need to get rid of 
the excess coca production The question is, how do you do 
it? This is the way they're trying it right now. 


(Continued on next page) 
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Q Mr. Ambassador, President Reagan, yesterday, 
announced a new drug program aimed at the other end of the 
operation that you are involved in, cutting consumption. 


Would you be willing to take a drug test yourself in 
your position as Ambassador to Bolivia or in any position with 
the U.S. Government? 


a If my country thinks that this is a good thing to 
do, I'll do it. 


Q Mr. Ambassador, what about Peru, Colombia, 
Ecuador, Brazil, you mentioned those four countries also as 
being exporters? Have they shown any particular interest in 
accepting the same type of operation on their territory? 


a Well, as I said in answer to the other question, 
each country differs. The thing that has made Bolivia 
radically different from the other countries is that it is so 
financially strapped it hasn't been able to fly its own three 
helicopters, so financially strapped that it doesn't have the 
wheeled vehicles to move its own police force around. It 
doesn't have the money to buy field rations and uniforms and 
mosquito netting, and I can tell you that the mosquitoes are 
the principal obstacle where they are operating, great black 
clouds of them. 


In the other countries you named, those countries have 
the resources and the trained personnel to be able to do the 
kinds of things that the Bolivians couldn't, but are doing now 


Yes. 


Q Have you made an estimate of the financial loss 
to the coca raisers involved in this? 


a 1 haven't made the estimate and 1 would want to 
do a -- 


How will they be rewarded or compensated, if you 
will, or invited into raising cacao, or rice, or whatever it is 


a Cacao, or rice. The answer is that if the cost 
of production stays at or above the money that they can get for 
coca leaf, then they will have an economic reason to try 
something else, which certainly won't have the same profit 
potential, but it will be free of some other risks of the kind 
they are undergoing now. 


Q Do you not have any comparative figures so that 
we can get a sense of just how successful this program is? I 














vite 





mean, how many labs are left? There could be thousands of 
them, I gather, if you have destroyed six. 


A I don't, because until you have actually gone 
onto the ground into a place that is identified as a potential 
lab and looked it over, you don't know whether it is or isn't, 
and, as I say, I gave you that extraordinary range of estimates 
about how much comes from Bolivia, but those are gquesstimates, 
really. We don't know 


Q To put it another way, do you have an idea of 
what percentage of the production you have been able to cut 
into with this operation? 


a No. it seems to me I've heard that question 
about three times now, and I still don't have a better number 
than I did the first time 


Q Are the armed forces somewhat purer than they 
used to be? I remember the stories about six or seven years 
ago about people like Garcia Meza and Natusch Busch, I think 
both of whom were Presidents six or seven years ago. Are they 
still around? 


A Garcia Meza is undergoing trial by the Supreme 
Court for malfeasance in public office, and for carrying out a 
coup. Haven't heard anything about Natush Bush recently He 
wasn't in the President's chair very long. 





Q Is the armed forces -- is this still qoing on 
within the armed forces? 


A The present armed forces leadership is doing its 
constitutional duty. It salutes and does what the Captain 
General -- that's the President -— the Captain General of the 


Armed Forces tells them to do. 

Q Colonel arce, how is he, where is he? 

A I don't know. The reason is, there are so many 
Arce's. I think there was a judgment against him by the 
Supreme Court recently. 

Q But is that now? 


a Right now 


Q Do you have details on next week's travel and 
when are these people coming and who are they seeing? Do you 
know anything about that? 
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a No. I know that there is a proposal for them to 
see some very senior officials, but the exact date isn't yet 
fixed. 


Q Do you know who is heading their delegation? 


a No, because they haven't made up their mind, but 
at a minimum it would include the Minister of Planning and the 
Minister of Finance. 


Q Thank you. 


Q How seriously do you take the Bolivian complaint 
that cocaine income is such an integral part of their 
legitimate economy that without it they will be in serious, 
serious trouble? 


A It's hard to measure. There are some real -- 
there are some indicators, but it's -- they are fuzzy. I have 
to take some of it seriously, because when you travel to the 
parts of Bolivia where the traffickers have kept residences and 
offices, you can see a level of economic activity that you 
don't see elsewhere in the country. I think you have seen that 
when you were there in the country, when you were visiting 
Cochabamba, in part, Santa Cruz, in part, and so on. But I 
don't have numbers. 


Q fhank you. 


Q Do you support the government's request for $100 
million in aid? 


a 1 support American assistance to help the 
Bolivians do what they are doing because those are things that 
we regard as being in the American national interest. 


Q That seems to be a key question. I mean, is it 
-~- I mean, they have come up with a figure of $100 million as 
to what this is all going to cost them in terms of the economy. 


a One of the reasons they are not up here this week 
rather than maybe next week is because they are doing their 
homework to refine the numbers. 

Thank you. 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 2:30 p.m.) 
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1. SUMMARY: U.S. AMBASSADOR TO DENMARK, TERENCE A. 
TOOMAN, MET WITH THE PRESS 1m COPEMMAGEN, auguST 7. 10 
EXPLAIN THE SITUATION IM REGARD TO HIS POSSIGLY BEING 
NAMED THE MEXT U.S. AMBASSADOR TO THE REPUBLIC OF SOUTH 
AFRICA. TODMAN DESCRIBED U.S. POLICY TOWARD SOuIH 
AFRICA AS “EVOLVING™ AND SAID: “! THINK THAT ONCE ME 
WAVE & POLICY THAT FINDS CREDIGILITY with THE SoutH 
AFRICANS, WITH THE PEOPLE OF SOUTHERN AFRICA AND WITH 
THE REST OF THE WORLD, THEN WE CAN START THinnmG ABOUT 
WHO 1S THE VERY BEST PERSON TO GO TO SOUTH AFRICA TO 
IMPLEMENT THAT POLICY. {| DON'T THImK WE ARE AT Thal 
STAGE YET.“ THE AMBASSADOR EMPHASIZED THAT THE POLICY 
SHOULD CONTAIN “PROVISIONS... FOR THE BLACK SOUTH 
AFRICANS AMD FOR WEI UMBORING STATES.* THE AMBALS 
ADDED THAT IF THERE WAS “AGREEMENT™ aS TO “wiaT was TO 
BE DOME,“ SHEN WE “WOULD CERTAIMLY* ACCEPT THE POSITION. 


TOOMAN: GOOD AFTERNOON TO ALL OF YOU AND ThawA YOU FOR 
BEING WERE. WHEN | RE‘URNED TO COPEWNAGEN YESTERDAY, 
RAY BURSOK HANDED ME A CHEET OF CLIF?INGS FROM THE MEDIA 
AND TOLG ME ABOUT THE GREAT INTEREST THAT THERE HAD SEEN 
OVER THE STORY ABOUT MY BEING APPOINTED AS AMBAGSADOR TO 
SOUTH AFRICA. | THOUGHT THAT | OWED IT TO YOU aNd TO 
YOUR READERS TO LET YOU AWOW EXACTLY WHAT THE SITUATION 
1S. 


FIRST | WOULD LIME TO Sav THAT I'M REALLY VERY HaPPY TO 
GE BACK IM COPENHAGEN AFTER HAVING SPENT THE ENTIRE 
MONTH OF JULY DOING ONE OF THE MOTT DIFFICULT AND 
DEMANDING THINGS THAT A FOREIGN SERVICE OFFICER Can OE 
ASKED TO DO, WHICH i5 TO REVIEW THE PERFORMANCE FILES OF 
THE HOST SEMIOR AMERICAN DIPLOMATS and TRY 10 ConPant 
OWE WITH ANCTHER aND DECIOE WOW THEY Rawr ON TE Baris 
OF PERFORMANCE AND POTEMTim: iT 15 wich 10 BE efit 10 
GE! Back WHERE 1 Mh INTO THE MORE WORMA OFPLOMAlIC 
ROLE. FURTHERMORE, AFTER SUFFERING {HROUGH IERPERATURES 
1m THE MID TO HIGH 9O°S MOST OF THE TIME, 11 3 WICE 10 
GEi Bach INTO TH!) VERY PLEaTanT Domi lH WEATHER and 10 
SEE 30 Mae YOOD FR. ND. aust 


THERE WAS BEEN | RNOW ait OF THELE LTORIES aD F Rennie 
MOST OF THEM nove Oi im JUST PABRYCATED OT ct emi 

CLOTH. «AND t THIWK THE SEGla eh iE ONDTED Slate. WAS 
HAD A GORD TIME RUNNING THiS CIORY THEY Have MateulO 
TO TAKE SOME WORDS 
SOURCES AND BLOW IT TO UNEcL IEVaBLE PROPORTIONS 


THAT THEY ATPRIBUTE TO WHITE WOULE 


UNCLASSIFIED 


oers 


WSAE -08 


INCOMING 
TELEGRAM 


THERE ARE A LOT OF THINGS | WOULD LiKE TO Sav ABOUT THE 
WEGLE GUESTION GF WHETHER | WOULD GE GOING TO SouTs 
AFRICA. FURST 1S TAT | COMSIOER Teal im Tee WHOLE 
WORLE TODAY OME OF THE MOST CRITICAL (SSUES THAT ME ARE 
FACING 1S WHAT 1S BAPPERING ABOUT RACIAL JUSTICE ame 
ABOUT THE REALLY ASOMINABLE SYSTEM OF APARTEE IS. 
APARTGEIG BAS BEER DESCRIGES AS BEING MORALLY WONG, 
POLITICALLY UNACCEPTABLE AMD iT BAS GEER SAID THAT: THE - 
UNITES SIATES Cam NEVER HAVE CORDIAL RELATIONS Wits A 


GOVERMFERT WHICH BASES ITS PRESENCE OM THE DERIM, Giicwmnns amscn s+ . 


RIGHTS TO A MAJORITY OF CITIZENS Gases Gm Bact. 


iF THOSE WORDS SOUND FAMILIAR TO YOU, I°H VERY BaPPY. 
GECAUSE THOSE WERE THE WORDS UTED GY PRESIDENT OE AGaN in 
GESCRISING THE ATTITURE GF Gun CoumTaY TeuARe apaaTutio 
AMD TOWARD SOUTH AFRICA. THERE 1Sm'T any BOUST Abou 
THE FIRM GPPOSITION TO APARTEEI® THAT EXISTS 18 THE 
WHITES STATES. 


VOU VERE TOLD ALGEADY, AND YOU KNOW ABOUT THE 1962 ARMS - 
EMBARGO WE'CH WAS BOT FOLLOWED UNTIL 1% YEARS Laren tm A 
MILGER FORE GY THE WHITE BATIONS. tm 1976 C1-1BEE: 
CREDITS WERE GANRED. WE GAMNED AT TuaT TIME Tee CxPORT 
OF COMPUTER EQUIPHENT TO SOUTH AFRICAN MILITARY POLICE 
AMO EATEMDED Twat TO ALL ORGANIZATIONS TuaT ARE ENGAGED 
18 PROMOTING APARTHEID. LATER STILL ME GAMES MLL 
EXPORTS EXCEPT MEOICAL SUPPLIES To Tee POLICE amp TO Tat 
SOUTH AFRICAN MILITARY. 


WE BAVE FACED TRE PROBLEM AND DESPITE TRE VERY Citar 
STATEMENTS MADE SY IHL PRESIDENT AnD GY THE 


BEST COPY AVAILASLE. 
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ADMINISTRATION CONDEMNING APARTHEID IT 1S QUITE OBVIOUS 
TWAT THOSE SOMEWOW ARE WOT BEL LEVED BY EITHER THE SOUTH 
AFRICAN RULERS OR BY BLACKS IN SOUTH AFRICA OR BY PEOPLE 
ANYWHERE ELSE AROUND THE WORLD. AND THIS IS & PROBLER 
THAT WE HAVE TO WRESTLE WITH, BECAUSE WE HAVE TO BE ABLE 
TO COMMUNICATE TO ALL CONCERNED OUR TOTAL OPPOSITION TO 
APARTHEID AND OUR DESIRE TO CONTRIBUTE IN ANY WAY WE CAN 
TO SEE 'T ELIMINATED. WE ARE CONCERNED, HOWEVER, THAT 
OUR AIM WOT OMLY BE TO DESTROY, WOT OWLY BE TO TEAR DOW 
1M SOUTH AFRICA BUT THAT PROVISIONS BE MADE FOR THE 
BLACK SOUTH AFRICANS AND FOR THE NEIGHBORING STATES. 


MANY PEOPLE WHO TALK ABOUT THIS ISSUE DON'T CONSIDER THE 
GEOGRAPHY OF SOUTH AFRICA - VE 00, AWD THE UNITED STATES 
IN THE LAST FIVE YEARS HAS PUT & BILLION DOLLARS OF 
ASSISTANCE INTO THE SOUTH AFRICAW STATES. mR. 

MCPHERSOM, THE HEAD OF €.1.0. 1S ON HIS WAY TO SOUTHERN 
AFRICA, TO FRONT LIWE STATES, TO SEE wat WE CaN 00 TO 
WELP THER IN THE AREAS OF TRADE, OF INVESTMENT AND IW 
TRANSPORTATION. ANYONE WHO LOOKS AT THAT PART OF THE 
WORLD KNOWS THAT SOME OF THOSE COUNTRIES COULO NOT EXIST 
UNLESS THESE QUESTIONS ARE OFALT WITH. WE ARE LOOKING 
FOR 45,008, O88 DOLLARS THIS YEAR TO HELP BLACK SOUTH 
AFRICANS BECAUSE YOU HAVE TO BUILD & LEADERSHIP GROUP in 
SOUTH AFRICA. YOU MUST HAVE PEOPLE WHO ARE GOING TO BE 
ABLE TO CARRY ON IN A EW SOUTH AFRICA. 


THE U.S. GOWERNMENT WITH WHICH | HAVE WORKED FOR THE 
LAST 34 YEARS KNOWS VERY WELL OF MY WERY DEEP AND BRORD 
COMMITMENT TO HUMAN DIGNITY TO EQUALITY, TO DEMOCRACY, 
TO FREECOM WITH PEACE, TO UNDERSTANDING, TO NUMAN 
RIGHTS. THESE ARE WOT THINGS THAT | HAVE TO GET UP and 
SAY BECAUSE | HAVE WORKED FOR THEM MLL MY LIFE. | 
CONTINUE TO DO THAT AND | WOULDN'T BE IN ANY SITUATION 
WHERE | COULD WOT WORK FOR THAT BECAUSE MY PRINCIPLES 
FOR MY OWN LIFE HAVE TO COME AWEAD OF EVERYTHING ELSE. 
THOSE ARE VERY DEEP AND STRONG AND UNCHANGING 
COMMITRERTS. 


| CONSIDER FOREIGN POLICY, INCLUDING POLICY TOWARD SOUTH 
AFRICA, TO BE SOMETHING THAT EVOLVES. YOU KNOW THAT 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY MR. CROCKER HAS JUST BEEN TRAVELING 
AROUND EUROPE CONSULTING WITH SOME OF OUR ALLIES. I'M 
SURE THAT THE PRESIDENT 1S GOING TO CONSIDER WHaT MR. 
CROCKER TELLS HIM. WE 1S GOING TO LOOK AT THE SITUATION 
1M SOUTH AFRICA, IM SOUTHERN AFRICA. WE IS GOING TO 


LOOK AT WHAT 1S HAPPERING (NN AMERICA, IN THE CONGRESS, 


UNCLASSIFIED 


AND VE VILL RAVE A POLICY THAT 1S EVOLVING. 


| THIMK THAT ONCE WE WAVE A POLICY THAT FINDS 
CREDIGILITY WITH THE SOUTH AFRICANS, WITH THE PEOPLE OF 
SOUTHERN AFRICA AND WITH ThE REST OF THE VORLO, THEN ME 
CAM START THINKING ABOUT WHO IS THE VERY BEST PERSON TO 
GO TO SOUTH AFRICA TO IMPLEMENT THAT POLICY. { DON'T 
THINK THAT WE ARE AT THAT STAGE YET AND UNTIL WE GET aT 
THAT STAGE 1°M VERY HAPPY GEING IN DENMARK. | LIKE 
BEING WERE. THERE 1S STILL A GREAT DEAL TO DO HERE AnD 
I'M BACK AND On THE J08. 


OME THING THAT | WOULD LIKE TO MAKE A REFERENCE TO.1S an 
ARTICLE THAT APPEARED iN THE NEV YORK TIMES AND THEN was 
PICKED UP SY SOME OTWER NEWSPAPERS TaLKinG agout THE 
OPINION OF THE COUNCIL ON HEMISPHERIC AFFAIRS. VELL, 
THAT’S A COUNCIL, AS FAR AS | KNOW, OF OWE PERSON WHO 
SEGAN HIS OPPOSITION TO ME WEN | WAS NAMED TO THE 
POSITION OF ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF STATE FOR LATIN 
AMERICAN AFFAIRS. THE OMLY REASON | COULD THIWK THAT UE 
OPPOSED ME WAS THAT WE KNEW THAT 1: AM AN INDEPENDENT 
THIMMER, THAT | CALL THINGS TRE WAY | SEE THEN, THAT | 
WOULD NOT BE SUBJECT TO CONTROL, THAT | WOULD NOT PLAY A 
LEFTIST GAME, THAT | BELIEVE 1% PRIVATE ENTERPRISE, ano 
1 WAKE WO APOLOGIES FOR IT. | BELIEVE 16 DEMOCRACY anD 
1M EQUAL PARTICIPATION BY ALL. 1 BELIEVE tm TRYING TO 
BUILO UNDERSTANDING AND | WAVE DONE THAT EVERYWHERE. 


WE ALSO QUOTED STEVEN CONEN AND ANYONE WO GOES TO QUOTE 
STEVEN COWEN MUST GE PRETTY DESPERATE TO Find ¢ STORY. 
SO, | THINK THAT THERE 1S REALLY BO CREDIGILITY If 
THAT. 1° SURE THAT THERE ARE PEOPLE WO WOULD 


AVAILABLE 


INCOMING 
TELEGRAM 
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UMCLAS SECTION 63 OF 88 COPENHAGEN 65878 
TODMAM: 1 HAVE HO BEASON TO THIMK = SO Ge 


USiA DISAGREES WITH ME. So o-—aees o © & 
USIA FOR P/HA, EU, AF, VOA/EX; WHITE MOUSE FOR LARRY QUESTION: AT LAST | WOULD LIKE TO ASK YOU: RAVE YOU 
SPEARES; STATE FOR EUR/WE, AF/S BEEN ASKED 10 GO THERE OR ........ 
E.0. 12356: ava TOOMAM: | DON'T THINK THE WHITE MOUSE HAS REACHED THE™™ = © tus = 
SUBJECT: TRANSCRIPT OF AMBASSADOR TOOMAN’S PRESS STAGE OF ASKING PEOPLE TO GO YET. All AMBASSADOR WHO 1S 
SELECTED HAS TO GO 1M GRDER TO EXECUTE A CERTAIN PRLICY;-~ - 
DISAGREE, AND | THINK THAT THAT 1S WORMAL. IF EVERYONE AND OF COURSE AN AMBASSADOR WAS A CERTAIN INFLUENCE (NTO 
AGREED WITH ME, 1°D BE VERY WORRIED, BECAUSE 1° KNOW POLICY FORMULATION. POLICY GECISION ARE MABE GY THE 
THAT 1° DOING SOMETHING WRONG, GUT WITH GPONENTS LIKE PRESIDENT AND | THINK AS THIS MATTER EVOLVES, GNCE THEY 
THAT | DON'T HAVE TO BOTHER ABOUT IT. FIX GR WHAT TREY ARE GOING 10 BO THEY WiLt SAVE A 
1°O GE VERY HAPPY TO ANSWER ANY QUESTIONS. CREDIGLE POLICY. AND IT WAS TO BE CREDIDLE TO ML SIDES -.- 
OTRERWISE IT CANNOT BE EFFECTIVE AND THE WHITE HOUSE 
QUESTION: WOULO YOU ADMIT THAT IT 1S QUITE UNUSUAL TO WILL MOT BE INTERESTED Im SEWBING SOMEONE JUST FOR THE 
REFUSE AN APPOINTMENT AS YOU PROBABLY WAVE. SAME OF SENDING SOMEONE. | THima THAT GHCE THE LIMES 
; ARE CLEAR AMD THE ACTIONS ARE CLEAR THEN WILi GE THE 
TOOMAM: IT 1S WOT UNUSUAL TO REFUSE AN APPOINTMENT. | “_* =e co 


KWOW THAT FOR SERIOUS APPOINTMENTS THE AMBASSADORS TO 
SE, OR PERSONS IN WHOM THEY ARE INTERESTED IM USUALLY 
WAVE HAS DISCUSSIONS CONCERNING WHAT IS THE POLICY. 
BECAUSE IF YOU ARE GOING TO TAKE ON AN ASSIGNMENT IT 1S 
IMPORTANT THAT YOU KNOW WHAT IT 1S THAT YOU ARE EXPECTED 
TO DO AND WHAT YOU ARE GOING TO WAVE TO WORK WITH, AND 
SO | THIWK THAT THAT WOULD BE GUITE THE WORMAL, THAT OME 
WOULD EXPECT TO WAVE. 


QUESTION: DOES THAT MEAN THAT YOU WOULDN'T LIKE TO DO 
THE J08 YOU WERE ASKED TO” 


TOOMAN: 1 DON'T SEE WOW WHAT | SAID COULD MEAN THAT at 
ALL. IT MEANS THAT ONCE WE WAVE EVOLVED A POLICY THAT 
1S CREDIGLE, THEM IT 1S & MATTER FOR DISCUSSION OF WHO 
1S THE BEST PERSON, WHAT 1S THE POLICY, WHAT WILL THE 
PERSON WAVE TO WORK WITH IN ORDER TO BE SURE THAT an 
EFFECTIVE JOB WILL GE DONE FOR THE COUNTRY. MY INTEREST 
1S 1M SERVING THE UNITED STATES GOVERWMENT, WHICH 1° VE 
DOME ALL MAY LIFE. | WILL 00 THAT. I'M WOT AFRAID OF 
ANY ASSIGNMENTS BUT | WANT TO BE SURE Thal WHEN | GET 
INTO AN ASSIGNMENT Thal | RWOW WHAT IT 13 1° WORKING 
with. 


QUESTION, AR. ANBac..00R 00 TO" MEAN THal THe uniTED 
STAIES WaSW T EVOLVED a POLICY WHICH WOULD VaTilfr 10" ' 
iW SOUTH AFRICA? me ant Aig.’ 
TODMoM: A POLICY, | 'NTENMDED TO Sar, IS A LIVING 

DimeniC aPRMIR whi mw EwORVES IN Trt LiuAT GF CHANGING 


S:TM@TIONS, © MENTIONED Taw! BCUeSt en! SECOET OO 
CROCPER WAS JUST BACH F420" EwROPE THEPE ARE Tritias 
"Ha! abe WarPEv i oom SOuTe MFO cme alg THE Time. Cmte 


ORE SEGATES ThOl AE Gorme in THe YurTED SIM@TES. ITS 
OUT OF THIS Twa! THE POLICY IS BEING SHOPPED, WHERE wf 
STAWO ON THE (55UE 1S CLEAR, AND | THINK Thal any 
READING OF THE PRESIDENT > STATEMENT WOLD SHOW THAT 
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£.0. 12386: M/A 
SUBJECT: TRANSCRIPT OF AMBASSADOR TOOMAN'S PRESS 


TIME TO START TALKING ABOUT WHO GOES TO EXECUTE: THE 
PO ICY. 


QUESTION: i°VE TWO QUESTIONS: FIRST, COULD YOU GIVE 
SOME PRACTICAL EXAMPLES WHY YOU THINK THERE IS A LACK OF 
CREDIGILITY IM THE U.S. POLICY Om SOUTH AFRICA FOR THE 
MOMENT AND SECOND WHAT iS YOU PERSONAL OPINION OW 
STRONGER ECONOMIC SANCTIONS? 

TODMAN | THIWK THAT PEOPLE HAVE BECOME SO ATTACHED TO 
SANCTIONS THAT THEY AREN'T EVEN LOOKING AT WHAT MIGHT BE 
CALLED SANCTIONS THAT ARE ALREADY im EFFECT. FOR 
EXAMPLE THE UNITED STATES FOR THE LAST SEVERAL YEARS WAS 
INSTRUCTED ITS REPRESENTATIVE TO THE INTERWATI ONAL 
MOMETARY FUND TO VOTE WO OW ALL ASSISTANCE TO SOUIA 
AFRICA. 1S THAT A SANCTION OR 15 11 WOT? WE WaVE 
GANNED THE IMPORT OF RRUGER RANDS - 1S THAT A SANCTION? 
VE WAVE ABSOLUTELY WO EXPORTS OF AMY KIND EXCEPT MEDICAL 
SUPPLIES TO THE POLICE OR THE MILITARY. WE HAVE BO 
COMPUTERS GOING TO ANY ORGANIZATION THAT 13 RELATED TO 
PAINTAINING THE APARTHEID SYSTEM - ARE THOSE SANCTIONS? 
1T 13 & QUESTION OF THAT WORD AND | THIWK THAT im 30 
MANY CASES PEOPLE HAVE GOT HUNG UP ON THAT. THEY HAVE 
GOTTEN INTO AN “ALL OR WOTHING" SITUATION AND WE CANNOT 
AFFORD TO BE TOTALLY OUT OF SOUTH AFRICA. YOU Mave TO 
BE ABLE TO GE THERE TO MAINTAIN A OLMLOGUE, BUT IT IS 
WOT ENOUGH TO TALK ABOUT SANCTIONS, YOU WAVE TO TALE 
ABOUT WHAT WOULD YOU 00 TO HELP BLACK SOUTH AFRICANS TO 
RISE TO THE POSITION WHERE THEY Cam 1m FACT RU A 
MULTI-RACIAL SOCIETY AND GE AN IMPORTANT PaRT OF THAT 
AND YOU WAVE TO TALK ABOUT WELPING THOCE POOR 
BELEAGUERED WEIGHBORING STATES OF SOUTHERN AFRICA TO 
DEVELOP THEIR OWN ECONOMY AND THEIR Own ABILITY TO 
EXIST. ¢ THIWK Teal 11 15 TIME Thal WE BEGIN TO FOCUS 
ON THE BREADTH AND THE COMPLEXITY OF THE PROBLEM a0 GET 
OFF ALL THE 15.UE OF JUST SANCTIONS, SANCTION, 
SANCTIONS BECAUCE IME aNCWER DOE. WOT LIE Im THAT ALONE. 
QUESTION. WHAT ABOUT THE LACK OF CREDIBILITY. COULD 
YOU GIVE SOME £ (amp. Ee.” 


THe’ s weal | THOuURT § wet CATING 257 OW 
WHEN | wMLet RED «©BECMISE PEOPLE GRE Mii, WP ON Tmt 
DIESTIONG GH Ter CESIRE FOR SanCTeCms, mb Twit me, OT 
EVEN DEF IWinG weal ARE GONCTIONS © 'HEr @hE WOT Euim 
RECOUMIZING THE SeMCTIONS Thal ARE a. REaDY IM PL aCe 


TUDN-W. 


QUESTION. why 1S TT 5O DIFFICULT TO FIND # MEW 
50 yOu [wine [Hal THE WE 
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Toomam: | OOm'T Thigm IT 1S DIFFICULT AT ALL TO FIND A 

MEW AMBASSADOR TO SOUTH AFRICA. | THimm IT WILL BE A 

VERY EASY MATTER GUCE TREY DECIDE WaaT IT 1S THE - 
AMBASSADOR 1S GOING TO OO, WAT IT 1S BE IS GO1mG Te 

SAVE TO, BE GR SHE, BAVE TO WORK ViTE. AmB i OON'T 

THM THE AMBASSADOR WEED BECESSARILY GE GLACE. 1 TOME me sree we 
THE 208 1S SO VERY IMPORTANT, $0 VERY DEMANDING, 30 VERY 

SEMSILIVE THAT TRE FOCUS BAS TO SE BOT GH Sin eae vam mt 
GH FINDING THE VERY BEST POSSIGLE PERSON FOR TRE J68. - - > we 


QUESTION: COWLD IT GE AN ADVANTAGE THAT WE WAS BLACK’. 


Topmam: IT COULD OE. IT ML DEPENDS Om WmAT TRE POLTCE = + = 
1S. 17 ALL GEPENBS Gm WHAT THE PERSON BAS TO WORK mos 
WITH. 17 COULO GE AM ADVANTAGE. GUT TRE InPORTART 
THING 1S THAT TRE PERSON MUST BE VELL RECEIVED BY THE 
LEADERS OF THE GLACK COMMUNITY AND BE MUST GE UNDERSTOCO 
GY THE SOUTH AFRICAN GOVERNMENT TO NAVE TRE WEIGRT “OF :~- 
THE AMERICAN GOVERNMENT BENINO. THAT'S THE CRITICAL 
point. mee 


‘ete ge@ets 


QUESTION: RR. AMBASSADOR, .1F YOU VERE ASKED, WOULD YOU 

BE PREPARED TO GO UNDER CHANGED CIRCUMSTANCES, FOR 

INSTANCE AS YOU TERMED 17 YOURSELF ONCE TRE LINES ARE 

CLEAR AND THE ACTIONS ARE CLEAR? . ae 


TOOMAM: | THIMM IF WE BAD AGREEMENT OX WHAT WAS TO BE 
DOME AND WHAT | WOULD MAVE TO WORK VITH AND | HAD A 
SENSE THAT THIS COULO BEGIN TO MANE A DIFFERENCE, | 
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E.0. 12356: N/A 
SUBJECT: TRANSCRIPT OF AMBASSADOR TODMAN’S PRESS 


WOULD CERTAINLY GO. 


QUESTION: WR. AMBASSADOR. EVERYTHING YOU'VE MENTIONED 

SO FAR SEEMS TO ME TO HAVE BEEN THINGS KNOWN AT LEAST . 
SINCE SOWETO. DON’T YOU THINK IT IS A RATHER POOR 

SHOWING OF THE REAGAN ADMINISTRATION AFTER SiX YEARS OF 

POWER TC HAVE TO START HAQMERING OUT POLICY ON SOUTH 

AFRi CA? 


TOOHAN: NO, | DON’T THINK IT 1S A POOR SWOW AT ALL. | 
THINK THAT IF YOU LOOK AT THE POLICY OVER THE YEARS IT 
WAS BEEN CHANGING. WHAT HAS HAPPENED, THERE WERE 
DECISIONS AND ACTIONS TAKEN IN 1983. THERE WERE THE 
WHOLE SERIES OF, WHAT | WOULD CALL SANCTIONS, IMPOSED iN 
1985. SO! THINK THAT THAT 1S NOT & VERY FAIR STATEMENT 
TO S@Y THAT THERE HAVE BEEN SiX YEARS. THE POLICY IS 
ALWAYS GOING TO ZE EVOLVING AND | THINK THAT IS THE CASE 
FOR EVERY COUNTRY AND EVERY SITUATION. 

QUESTION: MR. AMBASSADOR, MY QUESTION GOFS A LITTLE BIT 
BACK IN TIME, BACK TO 1977 WHEN DURING THE CARTER 
ADMINISTRATION YOU WERE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF STATE. 

17 WAS MENTIONED ON THE CA'LY DANISH STATE RADIO NEWS 
THIS MORNING SOMETHING ABOUT HUMAN RIGHTS AND LATIN 
AMERICA. DO YOU HAVE ANY COMMENTS. 


TOOMAN: YES, THIS QUOTED THE COUNCIL OF WEMISPHERIC 
AFFAIRS WITH MR. LARRY BURNS, AND I'VE MENTIONED EARLIER 
THAT LARRY BURNS OPPOSED EVEN MY NOMINATION TO BE 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF STATE. AND AT THAT TIME | HAD 
SERVED OWLY AS AMBASSADOR IN TWO AFRICAN COUNTRIES AND 
iN COSTA RICA, WHERE ALL MY WORK HAD BEEN FOR 
DEVELOPMENT, FOR HUMAN RIGHTS, FOR THE SUPPORT OF 
DEMOCRACY SO THE OPPOSITION WAS OBVIOUSLY COMING BECAUSE 
WE KNEW THAT WE WAS GETTING AN INDEPENDENT-MINDED PERSON 
AND SOMEONE THAT HE COULD NOT CONTROL. THERE WAS A 
GROUP THAT WAS DETERMINED TO HAVE FULL COOPERATION WITH 
THE LEFT AND TO TRY TO BEAT UP ON THE RIGHT AND MAKE 
CHANGES OVERNIGHT. | THINK ONE HAS TO LOOK AT THE 
ENTIRE SPECTRUM. | AM VERY PLEASED THAT DURING MY TIME 
AS ASSISTANT SECRETARY | NEGOTIATED WITH CUBA THE OMY 
TWD AGREEMENTS THAT HAVE BEEN MEGOTIATED. ONE ON THE 
MARITIME BOUNDARY WHICK HAS STOPPED THE SHOOTING ACROSS 
WATERS. | WEGOT!ATED AN AGREEMENT ON FISHING RIGHTS FOR 
THE CUBANS TO FISH IN AMERICAN WATERS. | WENT TO HAVANA 
AND CONDUCTED PART OF THE NEGOTIATIONS THERE, i ARRANGED 
FOR THE OPENING OF THE AMERICAN IMTEREST SECTION In 
HAVANA SO THAT THERE WOULD BE A PRESENCE THERE. GUT | 
BELIEVE THAT HUMAN RIGHTS SHOULD BE CONDEMNED WHEREVER 


INCOMING 
TELEGRAM 


THEY ARE BEING ABUSED. WHETHER IT'S 1m COMMUNIST 
COUNTRIES GR IN RIGHT-WING DICTATORSHIPS AND TRERE ARE 
SOME PEOPLE WHO THINK THAT IF THEY ARE Im COMMUNIST 
COUNTRIES THEN TWEY ARE ALLRIGHT. YOU SHOULD WINK AT IT 
OR LOOK THE OTHER WAY. | CAMNOT ACCEPT THAT AND | MEVER 
WILL ACCEPT THAT. THOSE PEOPLE WILL WEVER BE SATISFIED 
WITH ME AND THAT'S QUITE ALLRIGHT. 


QUESTION: & LAST FAST OWE...... BAS THIS ARYTHING TO DO 
WITH THE CURRENT PRESS MEETING WERE TODAY. 


TOOMAN: THE PURPOSE OF THE PRESS MEETING WAS TO DO THE 
ONLY THING THAT | CONS:DERED FAIR AND REASONABLE. 
BECAUSE TWERE WAD SEEN SO MANY REPORTS OM ALL OF THIS, 
ALL BASED ON SPECULATION THAT IT SEEMED TO ME THAT 
IMMEDIATELY OM MY RETURN TO DENMARK | SHOULO SAY FRANKLY 
ARO OPENLY TO EVERYONE WHAT THE SITUATION 1S. 

INCIOENTLY 18 CONNECTION WITH THAT REPORT, ONE mEWSPAPER 
WOT OMLY USED THE PIECE FROM TRE NEW YORK TIMES GUT 01D 
SOME PHOTO JOURNAL ISN OF THE DESTRUCTIVE TYPE PUBLISHING 
A PICTURE OF ME WITH PINOCHET. WELL, OF COURSE 1 MET 
PINOCHET. 1 MET EVERY PRESIQENT, OR THE PRESIOENT OF 
EVERY IMDEPEMDENT COUNTRY IN LATIN AMERICA AMD im THE 
CARIGSEAM, | MET THE-PRESIDENTS OF THE DEMOCRACIES Fan 
MORE OFTEN, GUT ONCE PEOPLE DECIDED THAT TwEY WANT TO 
GIVE A CERTAIN SLANT, | THINK TREY OUST LIME PINOCHET 
AND SO THEY PICK THAT, AND THAT'S TRE OME THEY PUBLISH 
WEREVER THEY FEEL LIKE 17. THERE WAS ANOTHER NEWS 
REPORT TODAY WHICH | FIND RATHER UNFAIR. BECAUSE IT 
SAID THAT | WOULD BE REFUSING THE POSITION BECAUSE OF 
PRESSURE FROM MY FARILY. THAT 1S REALLY VERY UmPAIR 


AVS \: a 
wesslriok 
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BECAUSE MY FAMILY KAS BEEN TOTALLY SUPPORTIVE OF ME tn 
EVERY THING THAT | HAVE DOWE. THEY KNOW OF MY STRONG 
DESIRE TO SERVE THE UNITED STATES, OF MY WILLNGNESS TO 
TAKE ON THE MOST DIFFICULT ASSIGNMENTS WHEREVER THEY May 
SE. AND I'VE TAKEN ON QUITE & NUMBER AND I'LL TAKE PaRT 
iM ANY OTHERS AND THEY HAVE ALWAYS BEEN SUPPORTIVE. 

THEY HAVE WEVER PRESSURED ME TO NOT DO & THING WHERE |! 
FELT THAT | COULD BE OF SERV'CE AND | THIN IT 1S UNFAIR 
TO MY FAMILY AND A GREAT DISSERVICE FOR PEOPLE TO HaVE 
MENTIONED THAT | WAS GOING TO TURW THE JOB DOWN BECAUSE 
FAMILY PRESSURE. IT 1S ABSOLUTELY WOT TRUE. 


QUESTION: AR. AMBASSADOR, HAS THERE BEEN ANY 
INDICATIONS YOU WOULDN'T BE ACCEPTED BY THE SENATE? 


TOOMAN: THERE WAVE BEEN WO INDICATIONS AT ALL. | HAVE 
SEEM CONFIRMED BY THE SENATE ON SIX PREVIOUS OCCASIONS 
AND | WAS VERY PLEASED AND HONORED TO HEAR SENATOR 
LUGAR, CHAIRMAN OF THE SENATE FOREIGN RELATIONS 
COMMITTEE, TELL A WEWS PROGRAM THE OTWER Day THAT HE 
COMSIDERS ME ONE OF THE GREAT AMERICAN DIPLOMATS and 
SOMEONE WHO WOULD 00 aN OUTSTANDING JOB WHEREVER | °F 
SENT. AND | REALLY FEEL WERY PROUD OF THAT. I'VE TRIED 
VERY HARD THROUGHOUT MY CAREER. | TAKE MY STANDS QUITE 
STRONGLY AND THE U.S. GOWERWHENT HKWOWS THAT IN EVERY 
ADMINISTRATION. SO THE Way | DEAL wiTH YOU 1S WO 
DIFFERENT FROM THE WAY | DEAL WITH MY OWN GOVERNMENT. 
BUT | HAVE WO REASON TO THINK THAT IF | WERE TO BE 
WOMINATED THAT THE SENATE WOULD NOT CONF IRA ME. TO ME 
THE QUESTION 1S NOT MY NOMINATION, THE QUESTION I¢ 
DEVELOPING A CREDIBLE POLICY OND MAKING SURE THAT THERE 
ARE SOME INSTRUMENTS WITH WHICH AN AMBASSADOR WOULD BF 
ABLE TO WORK AND THEN PICKING WHOEVER THE PRESIDENT 
THINKS 1S THE BEST PERSON TO CaRRY OUT THAT VERY, VERY 
COMPLEX, VERY COMPLEXED, VERY DELICATE J08. 


QUESTION: WR. TODMAN, IF YOU HAD TO GIVE PRESIDENT 
REAGAN SOME VERY SPECIFIC ADVISE ON WHAT TO 00 WEXT, 
WHAT WOULD THAT 8E. 


TODMAN: THERE ARE SO MANY... | HAVE BEEN DURING THE 
LAST SEVERAL YEARS THINKING ABOUT THINGS IN DENMARK IW 
SECURITY AND ISSUES OF THAT SORT AWD THERE OPE SO Many 
GREAT EXPERTS, SO MANY WHO CAN GIVE HIM ADVICE, | 
WOULOW’T VENTURE AT THIS STAGE. | COULD TALK afouT 
THINGS WHEN THEY ARE PRESENTED TO ME tm TERMS OF 
EVALUATING THEM, | CAN'T COME UP WITH A SET OF FORMULA. 


TELEGRAM © 


QUESTION: SUT WHER YOU'RE TALKING ABOUT THAT ME REED TO 
DEVELOP SOME KIND OF PRICY YOU HAVE...... 


TOOMAN: WO, WE HAVE A POLICY; | THINK IT 1S A VERY 
STRONG AND CLEAR ONE. VE HAVE & QUESTION. OBVIOUSLY IT 
1S MOT SOMETHING THAT IS RECEIVING THE ACCEPTANCE OF 
EITHER BLACK SOUTH AFRICANS OR WHITE SOUTH AFRICANS Of 
THE REST OF THE WORLD. | THINK IT 1S IMPORTANT FOR THE 
WAITED STATES THAT WE FOCUS On THE W'S OF THAT AND SEE 
WHAT VE CAN DO TO MAKE Teal CREDIGLE, SECAUSE TaaT 
BECOMES THE CRITICAL ISSUE. YOU CANNOT FUNCTION IF 
PEGPLE DON'T BELIEVE THAT YOU ARE BEAL. * SERIOUS amp 
REALLY WORKING Al iT. | THINK TOAT’S WHERE WE BavE TO 
PUT THE ATTENTION AND i “WOW TUAT THERE ARE LOPS OF 
PEOPLE WhO WILL BE GIVING HIM GREAT ADVICE AND OUT OF 
THIS WILL UNDOUBTEDLY COME SOME MODIFICATIONS THAT WiLL 
MAKE PEOPLE UNDERSTAND GETTER. | OO HOPE THAT ALi 
AROUND THE VORLD PEOPLE ARE GOING TO STOP THImRING OF 
ONLY SANCTIONS AND BEGIN TO THINK OF TWO OTHER VERY 
IMPORTANT THINGS. ONE IS HELPING BLACK SOUTH AFRICANS 
TO DEVELOP THE STRENGTH AND THE LEADERSHIP AND THE 
ABILITY TO RUN THINGS THAT THEY WEED. THE OTHER IS 
WELPING THE WEIGHBORING STATES TO DEVELOP a Capacity To 
BE ABLE TO OO MORE ON THEIR OVE OR IN COOPERATION Wits 
OTHERS. {| THINK THAT THE REACTION GF SOUTH AFRICA TO 
THE MOST RECENT COMMONMEAL TH EVENTS SHOWS THE 
VULNERABILITY OF THE MESGNBORING STATES amD | TuIma THAT 
PEOPLE WAVE BECOME SO HOOKED ON SANCTIONS, SANCTIONS, 
SANCTIONS THAT IN SOME WAYS IT 1S GREAST SEATING. 
WITHOUT THINKING OF WaT ARE THE CONSEQUENCES OF THIS. 
AND | THINK WHEN YOU GEGIN OEALING WITH RUMAN LivES, 
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THEN YOU DOW’ T JUST GET On & SORP BOX AND SHOUT OUT OF 
DO SOMETHING TO REaP VENGONCE BECAUSE WE ARE TRYinG 10 
LIVE 18 & WORLD WHERE WE ARE WOT JUST DESTROYING Bul uf 
ARE PLANNING TO BUILD, TO BUILD & FUTURE Teal 1S BETTER 
FOR MLL THE PEOPLE WHO HAVE TO LIVE IN & PARTICULAR ante 
1m THE WORLD TOGETHER. 


QUESTION: CAN YOU COMMENT ON THE STORY THAT TODAY 
SAYING THAT LEGISLATIOW WILL PASS 16 COMGRESS WHICH wie 
CUT BUSINESS TIES WITH AWGOLA. weal DO YOU THIMK apouT 
Tear? 


TOOMAN, | HAVEN'T SEEN THAT, | HAVEN'T HEARD ABOUT iT. 
THE LAST THING THAT | KWOW BEFORE | LEFT waSwinGTon 
YESTERDAY WAS ABOUT THE SEMATE FOREIGN RELATIONS 
COMMITTEE VOTE ON OME SET OF SANCTIONS wHicH IS 
DIFFERENT FROM THAT WHICH WAS WOYED BY THE POUSE AnD. 


QUESTION: | AM WOT TALKING ABOUT SOUTH AFRICA... 


TOOMAN: | KNOW THAT YOU ARE TALKING ABOUT ANGOLA | an 
WOT AWARE OF THAT, 1° SORRY, | CANNOT OFFER any 
COMMERTS. 


QUESTION: WOW LONG DO YOU THIWK IT WILL TAKE BEFORE THE 
UNITED STATES WAS & CREDIBLE POLICY aS YOU Cali IT. 


TODMAM: CREDIBILITY 18.......... 
QUESTION: ARE WE TALKING ABOUT YEARS OF MONTHS” 


TODMAM: CREDIBILITY DEPENDS OF BOTH SIDES. BOTH THE 
SIDE THAT 1S SEMDIWG AND THE SIDE WHICH IS RECE I ¥iRG 
Amd if PLOPLE Want TO ACCEPT IT THE CLEMENTS ORE THERE. 
Taty COULD OO 17 TOMORPOW SO, | THINK THAT MANY OF YOU 
ARE A GETTER POSITION TO QwiWER THIS Team | am. IT IS 
LIKE ANY COMMUNICATION YOU HNOW WHAT YOU ARE SENDING - 
YOU ARE MEVER SURE OF weal THE OTHER PERSON IC 
RECEIVING. 30, Weal TIME Teal WiLL Taat | OON'T AWOW 
BECAUSE 11 DEPENDS OW THOSE WHO ARE RECEIVING IT, THOSE 
WHO ARE LOOKING aT iT 


QUESTION: AR. AMBASSeDOF, 1OU 'ALF ABOUT HELPING TO 
ESTABLISH BLACK LEADERSHIP iM SOUTH AFRICA AnD YOU Tae 
AGOUT HELPING THEN TO EDUCATE & LEADING GROUP im SOUTH 
AFRICA. CAN YOU UNDERSTAND, FR. AMBASSADOR, THE BL aCKS 
18 SOUTH AFRICA GET BaTet® TIRED OF wEaRING PEOPLE 

TELL (6G THER WeAT 1S BEST FOR THER? Cam YOU UNDERSTAND 
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WT, WHEE YOU SaY THE PEOPLE a@E FOCUSING TOO muce on 
SARCTIONS THAT SOME COUTH QFRICAN LEADERS Sav Teal “Mm. 
Otacan Cam GO TO WELL"? , 


TODMAM: YES, | CAM UNDERSTAND THE FRUSTRATION, AnD | 
DIDN'T SAY THAT THEY ARE FOCUSING TOO MUCH On SamCTIORS, 
| SAID TeAT 17 OUGHT TO GO BEYOND SamCTiONS HmTO TeE 
OTHER AREAS AnD | Am SURE TeaT THE BLACK SOUTH AFRICANS 
DO NOT WISH TO SEE THEIR COUNTRY DESTROYED. 1 an Suat 
THAT THOSE SLACK SOUTH AFRICARS WISH TO SE Im a POSITION 
TO PARTICIPATE 1 RUNNING THAT COUNTRY AnD TuaT TeEY. 
KNOW TRAT PREPARATION 15 MECESSARY 1 ORDER TO BO THAT. 
| am SURE TAT THAT 1S THE CASE. ME/THER Tee RITES 
STATES BOR AMY OTHER COUNTRY Cam PRESCRIGE FOR THER west 
THEY SHOULD OO OR HOW IT SHOULD BEVELOP. 1 TeImE IT IS 
IMPORTANT THAT THE WHOLE WORLD RECOGNIZES Twat, BECAUSE 
THERE ORE A BUNBER OF PEOPLE WwO BEL IEWE TeaT a 
PRESCRIPTION SHOULD COME FROM GUTS'OE. IT mas TO Com 
FROM (MSIE WHICH 1S WY THIS ADMINISTRATION Bas GEER 
TALKING ABOUT THE IMPORTANCE OF & DIALOGUE OF GETTING 
THE WHITE AND THE BLACK SOUTH AFRICANS TALKING TO Cace 
OTHER SO THAT TREY Cam WORE OUT FOR THEMSELVES wmaT IT 
1S THEY SHOULD BE DOING TOGETHER. THIS 1S THENR 
COUNTRY. THEY NAVE TO LIVE WITH THE CONSEQUENCES. Tat 
GEST THAT ANY COUNTRY Cam HOPE FOR 1S TO LOND ITS 
SUPPORT AND ITS ASSISTANCE TO wat THE PEOPLE wan? TC 00, 


QUESTION: OC You SEE TeaT IT 1S a MEW KIND OF apaRTatie 


THAT MAKE PEOPLE SAY THAT THE BEW AMBASSADOR SHOULD OF 
ace 
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TODMAM: | THINK THAT THE PEOPLE weo Sav TeaT, O£. 1t¥E 
THAT GY SEMDING A SLACK AMBASSOOR Teis WOULD Of 
OEMONSTRATING Im A VERY VISIGLE WaT TO THE SOUTH 
APRICAMS BOW THE UNITED STATES REGARDS BLACKS 18 
AMERICA, 17 WOULD BE SATING: BLACKS Cam DO THE CRITICAL 
AND IMPORTANT THINGS, AND YOU SOUTH AFRICAN RULERS, YOU 
SOUTH AFRICAN GOVERNMENT <HOULD MEM ITE THAT YOU Haye & 
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MR. BOWARD: Good gorning. We'll now begin our 
BACKGROUNDER on President de la Madrid's visit. information, 
not for publication, the briefer is 


Q This is the briefing that will settle the Jesse 
Belns-@gagD feud. 


Q Is he afraid to come out? 


Q He's afraid to come out. (Laughter.) I have a 
number of questions from Senator Helas. 


MR. HOWARD: If we have a briefer, we'll have a 
BACKGROUNDER. 


Q Here he is now. 


Q Jesse Helas has sent a number of questions, and this 
is the briefing that will settle that feud right here. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It's not a feud. 


Good morning.’ Let me start with about five or ten 
minutes of background before we go to questions. 


First, this is the fifth meeting between President Reagan 
and President de la Madrid. The last two were this January, 1986 -- 
& meeting in Mexicali, and prior to that, May, 1984. 


De la Madrid will be coming here with four Cabinet 
members -- the Foreign Minister, Bernardo Sepulveda; the Finance 
Minister, Gustavo Petracholi; Trade Minister, Hector Hernandez -- 
Trade and Commerce -- and Attorney General Sergio Garcia. That is 
not typical, and we take it as a good sign with respect to the 
a of discussions about economic issues and narcotics 

ssues. 


neaes The purpose of the visit. As you know, it is one of a 
series of meetings between the two Presidents. We tried to lay the 
goundwork for this in two visits. | 


I went to Mexico July 2lst, and Foreign Miniter 
Sepulveda came here July 30th to go over some of the subject matter 
that would be taken up and try to sort of smooth out a path to the 
summit. 


The Mexican party arrives tomorrow afternoon at Andrews 
and Secretary Shultz vill greet President de la Madrid, take hia into 
town, and have a brief meeting with him, and several other Americans 
will meet with President de la Madrid Tuesday evening for dinner. 








On Wednesday sorning they begin by laying a wreath at the 
Statue of Juarez, which is near the Watergate. Then they will be at 
the White Bouse from something like 11:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m. That is 
the main part of the visit -~ the meeting between the two Presidents, 
between various Cabinet members, and then the President's lunch for 
President de la Madrid. 


They will spend Wednesday afternoon meeting with House 
and Senate leaders, and at the end of the afternoon -- late Wednesday 
afternoon -- they visit the U.S. Chamber of Commerce. 


They are hosting a dinner Wednesday evening, which is 
directed towards economic and financial issues. President de lia 
Madrid will address the National Press Club at lunch on Thursday, and 
right after the National Press Club lunch they will fly back to 
Mexico City. 


The two main issues that will be discussed are economic 
and financial matters, and narcotics trafficking, both of which are, 
as you see, really bilateral issues. 


Mexico has just completed a standby agreement with the 
IMF. I'll come back to that. But we'll be discussing that. Trade 
and investment -- ware of increasing U.S. investment in Mexico and of 
increasing -- I should say foreign investment ~- and of increasing 
Mexican exports. Mexico has just joined the GATT. There will be 
some discussion of what that means. There will be discussion, as I 
said, of narcotics trafficking and ways both governments can combat 
it. And significantly less attention, I think, directed towards a 
variety of other issues which we have, such as border cooperation and 
immigration and foreign policy. 


Now on the IMF agreement, and where we are on economic 
and financial matters, the basic elements are this. The IMF will 
provide up to $1.6 billion over 18 months, and this is linked to 
certain reforms, which I will come to, that will be made by Mexico. 
It commits Mexico to a 3 year program of economic reform. That is 
$1.6 billion from the IMF. About $2 billion from the World Bank ina 
series of sectoral loans, the largest of which is a $500 million 
trade liberalization loan. 


Now what does Mexico do? Mexico has committed itself to 
cut government expenditures -- that is to say, to reduce the size of 
its budget deficit -- to phase out more of its subsidies, to sell or 
dissolve more state enterprises, to institute tax reforms, to 
continue the trade liberalization of which GATT membership is a part, 
and to rationalize its price structure towards more 
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market-based prices on a variety of products. 


Most of the financial assistance, as you see, comes from 
international financial institutions, and U.S. and foreign banks. 
Te? banks are supposed to contribute $2.5 billion in 1986, that is to 
say now, and $3.5 billion in 1987. And negotiations between Mexico 
and the private banks have already begun and are underway right now. 


I'd like to stress, as David Mulford did in his testimony 
in the Senate about -- should be about six weeks ago now -- maybe 
eight weeks ago -- that Mexico has made a number of significant 
financial and economic reforms already. They had an elaborate systesz 
poe pr obnny import licenses for large number of imports into Mexico, 

have substituted the requirement of specific licenses for each 
product -- have substituted for that a system of ct tariffs in 
—— the tariffs are set and the bureaucratic hurdles are much, such 
reduced. 


They have phased down subsidies on a number of products. 
They are reducing the level of those tariffs. This is in connection 
with the joining of GATT. They are reducing the level of tariffs 
over a two-and-a-half-year period on a variety of products. And 
they're -- pledged to increase their efforts to sell or to close down 
inefficient state-owned companies that eat up a lot of money. The 
best example of that is the steel mill they had in Monterrey, the 
Pundidora Monterrey, which was closed down about -- I think the 
announcement was roughly six weeks or eight weeks ago -- and which 
has thrown, if you count, the people directly employed by that steel 
factory, and the people indirectly employed, has thrown out of work 
about 10,000 people. So that was quite a significant decision from 
the political point of view. 


Now, on narcotics, the main problem, of course, is 
cocaine, where we are the consuming country and Mexico is the 
transshipment country. They don't produce cocaine. They are one of 
the ways in which cocaine gets to the United States from the Andean 
producer countries. And I think it's clear to both governments that 
both of us need to do more to fight both the use of Mexico as a 
transshipment path and consumption in the U.S. And you're familiar 
with that end of it. 


I think the Mexican leadership, that is to say President 
Ge la Madrid and Attorney General Garcia above all are committed to 
this and realize the damage that narcotics trafficking does to 
Mexico. Their pledge to a renewed eradication effort -- now, that 
relates not to cocaine, but mostly to marijuana and heroin, which -- 
some of which is produced in Mexico -- hundreds of people have been 
arrested in connection with this, including a connection with the 
Camarena killing, and dozens of Mexican law enforcement officials 
have been killed by narcotics traffickers. 


It's a major problem, because it's a major industry. 
It's a multi-billion-dollar industry. And the narcotics traffickers 
have the wherewithall to corrupt police officers and officials in 
every single country in which they exist -- the producing countries 
in South America and the transshipment countries in the Caribbean and 
Mexico itself. 


Mexico obviously is a country with significant economic 
problems, and therefore, the opportunity for the narcotics 
traffickers is very large, and it is a major problem for the 
government of Mexico, and of course, for us. I'd just like to 
reiterate also that we have complete confidence in the integrity and 
in the dedication to this struggle of President de la Madrid and 
Attorney General Garcia who are the main officials charged with that, 
and we're very glad that President de la Madrid decided to bring the 
Attorney General with him. 


As you may know, Attorney General Meese has made a number 
of visits to Mexico over the past year, and his interlocutor there is 
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Attorney General Gercia. They've formed a very good working 
relationship, and we think this visit in which they will also be 
meeting privately will te another step forward. 


Q Are you speaking to the Customs Bureau also? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm speaking for the 
U.S. government. 


Q Ooh. 
Q Sometines. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There will -- okay, let 
me see if I've got anything gore. I guess that's it. So let me turn 
to questions. , 


Q Well, if our relationship with Mexico is so 
important -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wext -- go ahead. 
Q -- why do you not have a new ambassador? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, our problem is a 
very simple one, and there are other examples of it as well. We have 
@ system that takes about six months to get an ambassador through. 
Even when we are able to come to a decision quickly in the executive 
branch in selecting someone whose name we can submit to the 
President, you -- let's say that's day one, that is, that the White 
House and the State Department agree that this person should be the 
ambassador. You then have something like three months go by in the 
financial checks, health checks and so forth. 


You then -- once the guy or woman gets the call from the 
President, you've then got a lengthy period when you've got to get 
the confirmation from the Senate. So that we figure four months is 
goo. And it's just -- it’s just too long. I mean, it is a problem 
that this government has. I know of no other country that takes a 
minimum of three to four months in the best possible case of a 
non-controversial easy nomination -- to get it through. It's just a 
systemic problem -- it's got nothing to do with Mexico. 


Q Ambassador Gavin's resignation was no surprise. Did 
you not start moving before he resigned, or are you telling us that 
you only moved after he resigned? 


Q Didn't Deaver tell you it was coming? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We -- 


Q No, seriously. The Mexican official with whom -- 
and I have talked to them -- or some -~ are -~- they say this is an 
example of how the United States treats them cavalierly and -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I'm sorry. I 
Meat, I wouldn't be surpriced if they feel that way. But I have had 
that message from about a dozen other governments in this hemisphere, 
where we have gone lengthy periods of time without an ambassador. 
People feel that way. Each country feels that it is being somehow 
given a lower priority than it deserves. 


The fact is that -- you know, I would say we have never 
been able to reduce the time between ambassadors to anything less 
than about three months. The usual 
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requently goes to siz. We have had cases where 
the without an ambassador. It's a crazy 
we have. I wish we could figure out a 


Q Do you expect anything specific to emerge out of 
this meeting either in terms of drugs or the financial package? And 
I have the second question, would you -~ 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, I don't a Ry 
would get anything specific in the sense that it is not a speci 
meeting designed to approve a special program. It is one of a series 
of meetings between the two presidents. I think -- our hope is that 
is will -- well we will use it to demonstrate confidence in the 
Mexican economic team and in the reforms that they're undertaking. 
And we will use it tc give impetus to the anti-narcotics struggle in 
both countries. But it isn't a sort of special prograpm-oriented 
meeting. It's one of a series of summit meetings. 


And the fact that Central America or Nicaragua, El 
Salvador is ot playing s aajor role in it — is that Dacuuss we Nave 
basically -- we ca ly realize that there can be no agreement on 
that with Mexico and we've gore or less agreed to disagree? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I think we 
certainly have agreed to disagree. I think there are two other 
factors. One is that there are two issues that really come to the 
fore right now, narcotics and economics, and so it's partly that 
we'll be concentrating on those two. It's also that this is a kind 
of a quiet time diplomatically in Central America. There is not a 
lot of action going on in Contadora of which Mexico is founding 
member. So that it‘s kind of natural that that not take a front seat 
at this particular time. Six months from now it might be different. 


Yes? 


Q Is it also the intention to try to smooth over some 
of the problems with government statements, customs statements on the 
narcotics issue? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think those are pretty 
well smoothed over. Foreign Minister Sepulveda’'s visit here was a 
very smooth and successful one. When I went to Mexico I also had an 
extremely warm welcome and so I would say that as of mid-July that 
was already behind us. 


Q And, will customs people be -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It will == you know, I 
don't want to -- the fact is that there are constant ups and downs in 
U.S.-Mexican relations. That's true over the years and it will no 
doubt continue to be true. But right now our relations are really 


quite good. 

What are the facts? You know, are there corrupt 
officials at very high levels -- governors in particvler provinces 
who are helping or ignoring the drug trade or are involved in it? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well what we've said -- 
Q You were very specific in -- 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 


Q -- saying you have confidence in de la Madrid and 
Garcia. What about the rest of -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFPICIAL: I don't -- I guess -- 








have gy testimony here. I would -- the testimony a couple of months 
ago in the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. Well, I tried to 
indicate in my opening statement that you've got the ingredients here 
for corruption because you have a poor country and you have «a 
multi-billion dollar industry -- literally billions of dollars to 


throw around. And the result is to create corruption -- no doubt in 
this country too, 














but certainly, in all of the producing and transshipment countries in 
South America and the Caribbean and Mexico. It would be bizarre if 
Mexico were the sole exception to this phenomenon and it isn't an 
exception. So the corruption exists. And the message that we were 
trying to impart was that you really should try to crush this early, 
before it becomes systemic because when the traffickers really get in 
place in the sense in which they are in Colombia or in Bolivia it 
really does become something of a war. That's not the situation in 
Mexico now and, obviously, neither we nor the government of Mexico 
wants it to reach that situation. 





And I think their reaction, as I take it from ay visit, 
their reaction is they agree. They do not plan to allow narcotics 
traffickers to become settled in Mexico the way they are in some 
other countries. They plan to combat it. 


Q What are they doing about it? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I think, for one 
thing, as I've mentioned, they've had dozens of police officers 
killed. They've made hundreds of arrests in, just to take the one 
case, tht Camarena case. They have plans for a larger eradication 
campaign this fall than we had last fall. 


Q Eradication of what? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Eradication of the 
growing -- this is not cocaine, this is the growing of primarily 
marijuana, I guess. Cocaine is just a -- poppies for heroin, too. 
Cocaine is not produced in Mexico, it's simply transshipped. 


As to specific plans, I think that's a good question, by 
the way, to put to President de la Madrid at the National Press Club. 
I mean he chose -- he, without -- this was not a suggestion from 
Washington -- he chose to go to the National Press Club because he 
wanted a place in which he would face question and answers -- 
questions and answers in an effort to deal directly and personally 
with some of those questions. 


Yes, Jerry? 
Q Isn't it the case, though -- 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Let me just take -- 


Q A number of Mexican and American officials have 
suggested to me that Mexico has become more disillusioned or more 
concerned about what is going on in Nicaragua from the Sandinista 
side. Wot that they've dropped their opposition to the Contras in 
the least, but that they're just not as fascinated with the other 
side as they once were. Is that a true representation of their 
attitude now? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It's my impression that 
every single country in Latin America, with the exception of Cuba, 
has become disillusioned with the Sandinistas and that that includes 
Mexico. That is to say that there is a teelinyg that the cepression 
in Nicaragua, the military ties to the Soviet bloc can't be defended. 
And as we travel around, we get more and more of a sense of falling 
support or -- 
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well, greatly diminished support throughout Latin America for a 
regime that had really 100 percent support five years ago. I think 
that Mexico is part of that pattern. 


Yes -- yes, you had a -- 


Q -- that this meeting is actually an outgrowth of the 
provocative statements that were made at the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee which upset the Mexican government so much, the fact that 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, we havé -- we have 
August summits -- we -- the Mexicali think was rescheduled from last 
August. The Mexicali meeting of January was in a sense the meeting 
that didn't take place last August. But summer summit meetings are 
the rule, and we're now back on schedule. It's not a response to the 
Helms hearing or anything else; it's going back on schedule. 


Q Well, it's my understanding that the U.S. proposal 
was originally to meet out at the ranch or something, and that 
President de la Madrid was so concerned that he insisted the meeting 
be an official state visit in Washington because of all the bad 
publicity about Mexico not only from these hearings and the fact that 
de la Madrid's own family was implicated in corruption in these 
hearings as well as the governor of Chihuahua and so forth. But CBS, 
60 Minutes and all -- other kind of media outlets have been basically 
giving Mexico a very bum rap, and that for that reason he insisted on 
a state visit here. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't remember that 
being true. It seems to me -- didn't -- I think we suggested 
Washington. I don't actually remember the -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, we did. The White 
House did. 


Q Well, this is extraordinary, though, in a sense. 
Didn't you say that it -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, he's been to 
Washington before. Do you remember the pattern of visits? 


Q He was here in ‘84. 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We've done -- okay. 


Q No, but I mean in terms of significance. You were 
emphasizing a -- 


Q State visit. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There was a full-fledged 
state visit in ‘84. 


Q Greater siginificance. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We've been tnrougn a 
rough patch in U.S.-Mexican relations. You know, it's been up and 
down. You remember, we went through a rough period, I guess, about a 
year and a half ago. After the Camarena murder, there was a lot of 
tension in the relationship. The relationship then improved. 
Secretary Shultz went to Mexico in July -- late July of ‘85, and that 
was a very good visit, and relations were better for a while -- and 
-- you know, there is an up-and-down pattern, there's no question 
about it. 


And one of the things about these summit meetings is that 
they tend to both -- well, they tend to create an upswing in the 
relationship, and that is one of the utilities of them. And we're in 
a kind of an upswing right now, and this will probably give it 
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greater impetus. 
Yes, then we'll come -- 


Q In regard to Nicaragua, is there a movement on now 
for either a revival of Contadora or some kind of a new -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Can we hold off on that? 
Let's finish with Mexico and then - before we turn to other 
subjects. : ; 


Yes. 


Q I'd like to, come to the economic side of this 
equation for just a moment if we may. Why, when you were running 
down the list of reforms that Mexico has agreed to, do we seem to 
applaud so strenuously its closure of a mill, albeit unprofitable, 
putting 10,000 people out of work, when it has in that country, such 
a terrible problem of unemployment? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: One of the economic 
problems in Mexico has, in our view, is that the government sector, 
the state sector, is too large, and runs a very large number of -- 


Q Mr. Deaver's show. 

Q Yes, Mr. Deaver -- (laughter) -- 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: <-- unprofitable 
enterprises. You take that enterprise, that steel mill. There was 
no way for that steel mill ever to make money. It was old-fashioned, 
it was -- I'm trying to do a serious briefing here, and what do I 
get? No cooperation at all, as the saying goes. 

Q Are you going to participate -- 

Q Are you going to participate in the drug -- 

Q Some cooperation. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Some cooperation. I 
take it back. You cannot make the economy more efficient by pouring 
money into a money-losing steel mill. 


Q I realize that. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Hundreds of millions a 
year. So sure, in the short run, these changes are extremely 
difficult for the government of Mexico, because they meet with a lot 
of opposition. Those 10,000 people and their families are -- is 
10,000 too high? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, I think it's too 
high. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It was 6,000 at the 
steel mill, but I thought we were counting another 3,000 in 
peripheral industries. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It's too high. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Let me stand corrected. 
It's 6,000 -- sorry. 


Q What is it? 6,000, 4,000? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: 6,000. That's a very -- 


Q Two? 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's a very 
significant political problem in Monterrey, a city in which already 
there is substantial opposition and support for PAN. One of the 
reasons that we mention this is that it's really biting the bullet. 
It is a tough political position for President de la Madrid, and it 
indicates he is willing to take difficult political decisions to try 
to streamline the economy. 


Now, one of the reasons for all of these loans is to get 
Mexico through a period in which they've got to take steps like this 
and build a foundation for growth. Because one thing that we said we 
agreed with in the Baker Plan and that the IMF in a sense agrees with 
in this treaty or accord with Mexico is the answer to economic 
problems of a country like Mexico is not austerity, the answer is 
growth. We are not trying to promote a policy of austerity for 
Mexico or anybody else, we're trying to promote a policy of growth. 
And getting rid of inefficient state-owned enterprises is part of 
laying the foundation for future economic growth. 


MR. HOWARD: Let's take a couple of more, please. 
Q On that -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. Go ahead, and then 
we'll -- okay, that's -- 


Q Back on drugs for a second, since the highest 
priority of this meeting seems to be showing our confidence and 
support for the de la Madrid government, does that mean that we 
cannot expect President Reagan to specifically push de la Madrid or 
even mention the Camarena case, push for more Mexican cooperation --- 
on that? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't recall the draft 
-- public statements as to whether we mentioned it or not. 
Certainly, we -- in every single private meeting we have with Mexican 
officials, we mention that case and ask for a report on the progress 
in that case. 


Q Will that be true in the meeting between the two 
Presidents? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I would -- I can't tell 
you that it will. I would assume that it will. 


Q Are there specifics we're asking for in terms of 
drugs, what we'd like them to do? I mean, besides that we want them 
to do more, are there any specific measures we'd like them to take? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, we'd like to see a 
larger eradication program. That's with respect to marijuana and 
heroin. We'd like to see stronger action against the traffickers. 
That is, we'd like to see more disruption of their activities, we'd 
like to see more arrests of the traffickers. 


Do you need to adé on that? 


Q Can I get back on that Contadora question one 
minute? 


Q Question, please. 


Q Are you doing anything specific this week on the 
economic side to demonstrate the confidence that you're referring to 
in the financial thing? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We -- I mean, the 
package, insofar as it concerns really the international financial 
institutions is put together. The next step is to put 
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together the commercial bank side -- that is, Mexico needs to get the 
$2.5 billion now from the commercial banks, and we will in this visit 
-- both in the visit itself and in things that we say during and 
after the visit -- specifically be urging the commercial banks -- 
U.S., European, Japanese -- to go ahead and lend Mexico this money. 


Okay, let's just take one or two -- 


MR. HOWARD: Why don't we take just one or two more 
questions. 


Q I still want to get my Contadora question in, and 
I've tried three times. Can I get it this time? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Go ahead. Yes. 


Q Is Mexico taking part in any new Contadora message, 
or is there some kind of a movement going on while you are waiting 
for this Contra aid thing to come through? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, the Contadora 
countries met in Bogota after the inauguration last week. I guess 
they met on Saturday -- on FPriday -- and they recommitted themselves 
to keeping Contadora alive and going. My feeling is that it is a 
moment of relative inactivity in Contadora, that people really are 
waiting for the final passage of the aid to the resistance by the 
U.S. Congress and then waiting for the program to see if it bites and 
see if that has any impact on Nicaraguan attitudes. I don't expect 
any significant amount of activity in Contador in the next month or 
so. 


Now there is other activity going on. They are still 
planning the Central American Parliament, there is talk of another 
Central American summit in the next couple of months. So there are 
other parts of the diplomatic track. But I doubt that there will be 
significant Contadora activity in the next month or two. 


Q Well, you're not suggesting that they are supporting 
it, are you? 


Q -- that last question -- 


Q Excuse me. I have a couple of questions. Larry 
said this morning that he expected an announcement on Southwest 
border control at this summit. What do the -- say about that? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: What? 


Q What types of border control, either for immigration 
or drugs? Is that going to be discussed? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Certainly the border is 
going to be discussed. I don't know that -- are we expecting a -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: He didn't say anything 
about an announcement. He said that would be a topic of discussion. 


Q Okay. The other question I have is -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There will be certainly 
in any statements that come out from the President or as a kind of 
official communique would mention the border, both immigration 
problems and environmental problems -- border crossings. But I 
wouldn't -- there will be no major announcement about the border. 


Q On the financial thing, at the Mexicali summit de la 
Madrid made a big point that the Mexican economy really cannot grow 
unless the U.S. economy grows, and he in fact said at the time -- 
last January -- that if the U.S. economy does not grow faster -- that 
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Mexico will have an almost insurmountable obstacle in getting itself 
out of this economic mess. Wow the U.S. economy in the meantime -- 
growth has receded. Where does that leave Mexico? What opportunity 
do they have to grow if we are going into a tailspin? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I would disagree with 
the view that only U.S. economic growth can produce growth in Mexico. 
For example, it is possible for Mexico to export more to this country 
even if our economic growth rate is relatively low -- let's say 2 or 
3 percent -- if they produce more efficiently, if they get access to 
our sarkets. ' 
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In the last few years the Magquilladora industries -- that 
is the in-bond production along the border -- has been growing by 
leaps and bounds, such, such faster than any growth in the U.S. 

- So as the economy slows or increases, it doesn't seem to 
have any impact on that, for example. 


So I would think that if we can handle this intelligently 
-- that is, the IMP program, the reforms in Mexico, the commercial 
bank loans, great Mexican exports to the 0.S. -- sure, it's tied in 
some sense to U.S. economic growth, but it's not tied directly. And 
Mexico should be able to export more to the U.S. even if our own 
growth rates are diminished. 


A Cuba question. 
Yes, I have a Cuba question. 
There's a question -- 


Is the United States going to restrict -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Let this be the last 
one. 


Is the United States going to restrict the embargo 
that you have with Cuba, and why? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Restrict it? 
Q Tighten it, tighten it. 
Q The New York Times story -- tightening of the -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, the -- we've had a 
review of policy towards Cuba going on for several months now and 
what -- I guess I'd say it's still going on -- but what comes out of 
it is that nobody in the administration questions the policy, the 
relevant two aspects being the policy of making sure, trying to make 
sure that the embargo is working and tightening it up wherever there 
are loopholes that we find; and also taking long-term political 
prisoners, which we've been doing and which we will continue to do. 
And, again, if we'ce not doing it fast enough or efficiently enough, 
then we want to make that work better too. 


And what really comes cut of this review at the moment is 
that we think the policy is correct and we think we need to make sure 
that the policy is working. And so we will take some steps to make 
sure that ways that Castro gets around the embargo are closed up, if 
we can, and to make sure that long-term political prisoners can be 
and are admitted to the U.S., which is our policy. So there's no 


policy change. 


Q Does this have anything to do with the petition by 
the Cuban-Americans of trying to release the prisoners and trying to 
accept the political prisoners in Cuba? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, what it has to do 
with -- there's a -- it has to do with the views on the part of large 
numbers of people that we should be taking long-term political 
prisoners. The Cuban-American community is one such group. But the 
group includes the U.S. Catholic bishops who visited Cuba last year; 
it includes the group of prisoners and their families who came to our 
attention during the Jesse Jackson visit; it includes the President 
and the Secretary of State; it includes Armando Valladares who has 
brought this question to our attention recently with his book. 


So there's a lot more attention focused on it and we 
agree that this is our policy and it's supposed to be working, and if 
it isn't working efficiently enough and people are not actually 
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getting into this country, then we want to make it work better. But 
we don't view that as a policy change. 


Thank you. 


Q Do you want to block financial checks being sent to 
Cuba? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, of course. 
Q You want to block then? 


MR. HOWARD: Thank you very much. May I remind you this 
is being -- this is on background. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 


END 10:40 A.M. EDT 
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ACTING SPOKESMAN REDMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good 
afternoon. We're going to begin this afternoon with a 
statement by the Acting Secretary of State John C. Whitehead, 
on the subject of the foreign affairs budget. There will be 
copies of Mr. Whitehead's remarks available after the briefing, 
and he does have enough time to take a couple of questions, 
once he's finished with his prepared statement. 





Mr. Whitehead. 


ACTING SECRETARY WHITEHEAD: Thank you very much, 
« Chuck. 


Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen. We face a 
national security crisis. Proposed Congressional cuts in the 
international affairs budget will seriously jeopardize our 
national security interests and our global foreign policy 
objectives. The ability of the United States to maintain its 
leadership role in the world, to provide for its national 
security, and_to support the cause of freedom, democracy, and 
economic development is at stake. 


In January, the Administration submitted to the 
Congress a bare bones international affairs budget for fiscal 
year 1987 of $22.6 billion -- only two percent of the total 
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federal budget. This budget includes funds for all of our 
foreign affairs functions: for the State Department and USIA 
operating budgets, which include the operations of our 260 
embassies and consulates around the world; funds for 
economicdevelopment, military security, and humanitarian 
assistance programs; funds for our contributions to 
multilateral development banks and international organizations; 
and funds for combatting the inflow of narcotics, the battle 
against terrorism, aid to refugees, the Peace Corps, and the 
., security of American personnel abroad. 


I came to government a year ago after four decades in 
the private sector as a businessman and as a banker. I know 
how important it is to reduce costs, to keep budgets lean, and 
to maximize efficiency. I participated actively in the review 
of this budget. It is a minimum, bare bones budget. With the 
help of OMB, and with my own input as a hard-nosed businessman 
and taxpayer, all the fat has been squeezed out. In the last 
few months, I have been actively involved with my colleagues in 
the foreign affairs community in a review and reduction of 
almost 1,500 foreign affairs positions overseas. That review 
was designed to trim overseas costs without jeopardizing our 
ability to project and implement our foreign policy objectives. 





Yet the Corgressional budget resolution reduces this 
minimum and carefully-considered request by 27 percent. Recent 
Congressional actions would reduce and restrict the remaining 
amount even further. Such cuts will cost Americans more in 
national security and foreign policy terms than we can afford 
to pay. 


Take, for example, foreign assistance. Of the 
Administration's Foreign Economic and Military Assistance 
request, 34 percent is for Israel and Egypt to sustain and 
nurture the search for peace in the Middle East; 26 percent is 
for our allies where we have important military bases, such as 
in the Philippines, Greece, and Turkey, and for Pakistan which 
faces cross-border threats from the Soviet invasion of 
Afghanistan; 11 percent is for programs to assist our neighbors 
in Central America and the Caribbean; 17 percent is for those 
who share our democratic ideals, such as Colombia and India, or 
those where democracy has only recently emerged and is still 
fragile, such as Bolivia and Uruguay, and those where economic 
reform programs are underway, such as Senegal and Ecuador. 
Which of these would the Congress have us eliminate? Which of 
these are unimportant to our national interests? 


Congressional reductions of over $3 billion in these 
accounts, and the earmaking of aid levels in several key 
countries, will mean a cut of 50 to 60 percent for our foreign 
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assistance programs in the remaining countries. I cannot 
emphasize enough how seriously these actions inhibit our 
ability te achieve our foreign policy objectives worldwide. 
Over the last several weeks, I have been working on how we 
would implement these Congressional mandates. Let me tell you 
what these cuts will mean in the real world: 


’ First, it will mean a severe cut, maybe even a 
complete elimination in some cases, in our humanitarian 
programs in sub-Saharan Africa; 


“ Second, it will mean a two-thirds reduction in our 
assistance programs for the key Caribbean countries of Jamaica, 
4 Haiti, and the Dominican Republic; 


Third, it will mean severe limitations on programs for 
Central America and the Philippines and other countries where 
we have military facilities. In some cases, negotiations in 
upcoming base talks would be undermined; 


i Four, it will mean a reduction in full-time employment 


of up to 1,000 State Department employees, and the closing of 
perhaps more than a dozen overseas embassies and consulates in 


addition to the seven posts already being closed. 


Five, it will mean a one-third cut ** funding for the 
‘ multilateral development banks, which are crucial to 
development efforts in the Third World and the implementation 
of the Baker Initiative on International Debt; 


Six, it will mean the reduction of embassy security 
programs in posts where the danger and threat to the lives of 
‘ our people is higher than ever; 


Seven, it will mean that our efforts to halt the 
production and illegal export of narcotics from the Andean 
region will be seriously stymied just as they are gaining 
momentum; 


And eight, it will mean a reduction of broadcasts by 
the Voice of America, Radio Liberty, and Radio Free Europe, and 
the closing of American libraries and cultural centers overseas. 


These are but illustrations of the price Congress is 
asking Americans to pay. The cumulative impact of these cuts 
will be devastating to our foreign relations. 


America's responsibilities and commitments around the 
world are many. They are important to Americans, to our 
neighbors, and to those who seek freedom and economic 














































PR No. 159 
-4- Monday, 8/11/86 


well-being. These programs represent our first line of defense 
in protecting American freedoms. A penny-wise but 
pound-foolish budgetary approach to foreign affairs and 
security will only confuse our friends and encourage our 
adversaries. 


Even during times of financial constraint, the 
devotion of two cents out of each budget dollar is a small 
price to pay for the liberties and ideals we as Americans and 
‘other freedom-loving people hold dear. The values for which 
our country stands -- democracy, free enterprise, freedom of 
thought, and the right of self-determination -- are on the move 
around the world. Can we afford to retreat at the very moment 
when global interdependency and the momentum of success demand 
our continuing and active involvement? 


* 





The answer must be a resounding no. And so I call on 
the Congress to take another look, to review the decisions they 
have made to date. I know Congress’ decisions have been based 
on the well-intentioned objective of reducing federal 
expenditures and moving toward a balanced budget. But I 
strongly urge them to reconsider the effects of these cuts on 
the ability of our national government to meet its primary 
responsibility of protecting U.S. interests around the globe. 
The defense of freedom and the pursuit of peace are not 
cost-free. 





Thank you very much, and I'll be glad to answer your 
questions. 


Yes, sir. 


Q The Draconian measures which you've just 
mentioned, which might be required -- when you point these out 
to appropriate committee chairmer and others in Congress, they 
say, yes, we understand; however, there is no choice, given the 
Administration's unwillingness to meet us what they regard as 
half way on things like reductions in defense spending and 
continuing to~insist on cuts in other, primarily domestic, 
programs which Congress regards as unacceptable. So they say, 
therefore, the Administration has nobody but itself to blame 
for this. ° 


How do you respond to that? 


ACTING SECRETARY WHITEHEAD: Weld, I respond by saying 
that -- You're right that they do say that, but they're wrong. 
The Administration's budget was a balanced budget that did 
comply with the balancing intentions of Gramm-Rudman. It 
provided for the $22.6 billion that I described in my remarks. 


, 
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Cuts of 27 percent from that budget are not necessary in order 
to provide the economies that the Administration put forward in 
its budget. 


Q The cuts that you just outlined, the State 
Department has drawn those up, right? You have flexibility as 
to where you would cut to fall within this? So it is the State 
Department that has come up with those? That's not legislated, 
is that correct? 


ACTING SECRETARY WHITEHEAD: That is partially 

. correct. In some cases, the expenditures are mandated; that 
is, they are earmarked so that the State Vepartment does not 
have flexibility. For example, the expenditures on aid to 
Israel and Egypt are mandated specifically. 


Q Yes, but the cuts -- 


ACTING SECRETARY WHITEHEAD: We have no ability to 
reduce those, even if we were to choose to do so, which means 
that there is a leverage effect on the remaining budget. The 
overall budget is reduced 27 percent, but because of these 
mandated expenditures, the effect will be to reduce those 
expenditures in which we have some flexibility, by 50 to 60 
percent. 


Q But the ones you've just outlined are what you 
all came up with, the cuts? 


ACTING SECRETARY WHITEHEAD: Those are what we have 
tentatively come up with, the things we will have to do if the 
present budget figures stand. 


Q You haven't selected some politically popular 
things; like drugs, the Philippines, and Haiti in order to use 
a pressure tactic? 


ACTING SECRETARY WHITEHEAD: No, we haven't. I don't 
believe that kind of pressure tactic would be acceptable, and 
certainly would not be something that I would want to be 
involved in. 


We have tried -- we are planning realistically what we 
will do to comply with this budget, and the specific eight or 
nine items that I mentioned are tentative plans, not yet final, 
but are tentative plans for complying with the budget 
restraints that are being put on us. 


Q You have used the age-old tactic of raising the 
specter of security, but as always, you don't develop it; you 
leave this threat hanging in the air. 
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What are you saying, that if Congress cuts this money, 
the Soviet Union will attack the United States? What do you 
mean our security is in danger? 


ACTING SECRETARY WHITEHEAD: Well, our security 
depends, of course, on a whole number of things. Security 
doesn't come from one little expenditure here or there; it 
comes from our friendly relations, our close relations, with 
‘other countries all over the world. It comes from the economic 
. stability of those allies and the military strength of those 
allies, and those are the things which our budget supports. 

It all adds up to a more secure America than we would have if 
those expenditures were not made. 


Q You came out of the private sector where a lot of 
people look at the situation down here, and are, frankly, 
aghast. I mean, here's an Administration running up huge 
deficits. Then, the President comes in and he says, “We should 
cut taxes, cut your taxes. The top rate should be 
such-and-such.”" 


Where's the money going to come from? 


Then, they come along and mandate some cuts, and then 
you come in here and put on this sob story. I mean, really, is 
there any -— Do you see any tears here, or are there going to 
be any tears on Wall Street? What kind of an Administration is 
this? 


(Laughter) 


Q Is this Republican? 


ACTING SECRETARY WHITEHEAD: Yes, indeed. Our tax 
policy is not my department -- and I will duck questions on our 
tax policy --— but the State Department and our Foreign Service 
budget are my department, and that's where my responsibility 
lies. And I believe that this is not a profligate Sue 


I thought that when I came down here that I might find 
fat in the budget. I had always heard, when I was in Wall 
Street, about fat in federal budgets. I thought it might be 
there. It isn't there. The budget is lean. And we cannot 
afford a 27 percent reduction in these expenditures. I think 
you have heard from the examples I gave that we simply cannot 
afford this, that it will cut right into the meat and the bone 
of the nation's security. And I do urge Congress to take 
another look at the question to see whether what they're doing 
is correct, to see whether it is in the country's interests. 
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They have to balance between the need to balance our 
budget and the need to keep our security strong, and I don't 
believe they've reached the right balance, and I appeal to them 
to take another look. 


Q What do you attribute this failure to, that 
you've presented the minimum budget, and now they're talking 
about a 27 percent cut, and in desperation, you know, we're now 


-having this statement. I mean, what failed in the middle, that 
we got to this point? 


ACTING SECRETARY WHITEKEAD: I'm not sure I know. We 
haven't got across to the Congress -- and maybe not to the 
American people -- successfully the importance of our national 
security, the importance of cur foreign policy programs. And 
they don't seem to understand that these are absolutely 
essential if we are going to maintain a strong country. 


Q What gained -- who gained -- at your loss in the 
budget? Who do you think disproportionately gained? 


ACTING SECRETARY WHITEHEAD: Well, I have to leave to 
Congress, rather than to my comments, where cuts should be made 
in order to restore the cuts that have been made in our 
budget. But I would say that no budget has been cut as much as 
27 percent, and that many budgets -- particularly domestic 
programs -- have not been cut at all. 


And so I must urge that some kind of balance be 
achieved here -- keeping in mind again that our total budget 
request was only 2 percent of the total federal budget -- that 
a 27 percent reduction in 2 percent of the budget does not 
require very much money to be found elsewhere, or only requires 
very tiny reductions in the remaining 98 percent of the budget 
in order to restore the figure. 


Q What was the State Department's budget in 
relationship to the whole federal budget last? Was it 2 
percent before or has it gone up in proportion? 


ACTING SECRETARY WHITEHEAD: It's been approximately 2 
percent for a number of years. That is not just the State 
Department's budget; that is all of our Foreign Affairs budget, 
including all of our foreign aid and fereign assistance 
program, contributions to the World Bank, the United Nations, 
all of the things that have to do with our policies outside the 
United States. 


MR. REDMAN: One final question. 
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Q You have been having difficulties in the Congress 
in the last few years, since the Reagan Administration came to 
power, and they voted several times against some of the things 
that you wanted -- the opposite side. Do you see that this is 
giving you a lesson, or you are learning something out of this 
relationship between you and the Congress, that you have to 
revamp the whole outlook towards working with the Congress and 


its committees? 


- ACTING SECRETARY WHITEHEAD: Well, I suppose every 
. Administration in history has always had troubles with the 

- Congress, and this Administration has certainly had its share. 
But in foreign policy generally, we have always tried, I think 
all Administrations have tried --— and this Administration has 
certainly tried --— to have a bipartisan foreign policy, to have 
a foreign policy whose expenditures do not depend on politics, 
because here it is not politics. Here the national interest is 
truly involved. 


And so we are not making this a political appeal. 
‘We're appealing to all of Congress, to both Republicans and 
Democrats, to take another look at this whole question. 


Now, I'm going to turn the podium back to Mr. Redman, 
whom, if you read the Baltimore Sun today, you know is paid 
more than I am (laughter) and deservedly so. And he will take 
your further questions. 


Thank you all very much. 











BEST COPY Ayat: 
THE WHITE HOUSE 
Office of the Press Secretary 





BACKGROUND BRIEFING 
BY 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL 


The Briefing Room 
August 13, 1986 


2:13 P.M. EDT 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: First, the scenario, as 
I think you know, was a one-on-one meeting between the two Presidents 
in the Oval Office while everybody else met in the Cabinet Roon, 
following which the two Presidents came into the Cabinet Room and we 
continued the discussion. They spent about 25 minutes together, that 
is, 11:30 a.m. to 11:55 a.a. 


The participants, the U.S. side, Vice President Bush; Don 
Reagan; George Shultz; Jim Baker; John Herrington; John Poindexter; 
Ed Meese; Malcolm Baldrige; Morris Busby and me. On their side, in 
addition to the President, Foreign Minister Sepulveda; Mexican 
Ambassador Espinosa de los Reyes; Attorney General Garcia; Finance 
Minister Petricioli; Commerce Secretary Hernandez; the head of the 
Mexican Senate, Riva Palacio; and the President's Private Secretary 
Gamboa Patron. 


The tone, as both Presidents said outside, was very warn. 
There was a very great expression of good will. And on the -- I 
guess, a special focus on both sides on the need for cooperation on 
-- continuing cooperation on the economic situation and on the need 
to combat narcotics trafficking, production and use. 


Let me start with drugs. President de la Madrid made an 
extremely strong restatement, “a categorical commitment,” as he put 
it, of his and the government of Mexico's commitment to combat drug 
production, trafficking and addiction and -- which, as he did 
outside, he called, “a cancer of modern societies." And he noted the 
need to attack all the links in the chain, from production to 
processing to trafficking to consumption. 


The two Attorney General -- Attorneys General will meet 
again tomorrow. I think they noted that outside, too, but they will 
be meeting tomorrow on some of these narcotics-related questions. 
There will also be a meeting in October in Mexico of a group of 
Attorneys General from throughout the Western Hemisphere, to which 
Attorney General Meese has been invited, and which he will attend. 


President de la Madrid thanked President Reagan for his 
anti-drug efforts in this country -- efforts to reduce consumption in 
this country, and thanked also Mrs. Reagan and noted his agreement 
with the view that this was not just a police problem, that it was a 
problem for each society to handle -- it was a problem for families, 
a problew f.. schools, it was wot simply @ goOvesmwenur. pivview., And 
he agreed very much with the President's and Mrs. Reagan's approach 
on this. 


Among the ways in which we intend to enhance cooperation 
is, we will -- both governments will shoot for a mutual legal 
assistance treaty. We have such treaties with a number of countries, 
that is, we the U.S. do. And both sides agreed that it would be very 
useful to have a mutual legal assistance treaty, an MLAT, between the 
U.S. and Mexico. For one thing, it provides a framework for an 
exchange of information about financial information. 


President de la Madrid noted that with respect to 


MORE 





-2- 


cocaine, Mexico is not a producing country at all. It’s a country 
which the traffickers use. But they don't keep their money in 
Mexico, they keep it in banks in the U.S. and Europe and other 
places. And the exchange of financial information about what the 
traffickers do with their money could be quite useful for us and for 
the government of Mexico in tracking them down and prosecuting then. 
Mutual Legal Assistance Treaty is, for one thing, a way of exchanging 
that information. 


There was also a commitment to further cooperation on the 
border of U.S. and Mexico and on more operations, including joint 
operations on the border, and that's another topic that Meese and 
Garcia will take up in their meeting tomorrow. 


There was a discussion of Central America in which both 
Presidents set out their views on the situation there, on its impact, 
on the impact of the situation in Nicaragua, on other Central 
American countries and on South America, and both agreed on the 
ultimate goal of peace and stability and democracy in all of Central 
America, and continue to differ -- the two sides continue to differ 
to some extent on how you would -- how you get from here to that 
goal. 


On economics, there was some discussion of the steps -- a 
good deal of discussion of the steps which Mexico has taken already. 
For example, joining the GATT, General Agreement on Tariffs and 
Trade, and steps that Mexico has taken to liberalize trade. The 
Mexican side noted their strong desire to increase Mexico's exports. 
— 0 they fully recognize the need for more private investment 

n Mexico. 


One subject that was discussed was debt-for-equity swaps 
by Mexican creditors. Mexico also noted ~-- the Mexican side also 
noted its desire for more exports specifically to the U.S. market, 
which would help Mexican economic growth. President de la Madrid 
also noted the need to fight protectionism and complimented President 
Reagan on the efforts that he and that the United States has made to 
fight protectionism, and both sides agreed that Japan and the 
European community needed to join in that fight against protectionism 
in part because it was essential for countries like Mexico to export 
more if they were going to grow and service their debt. 


The tuna agreement, that is, lifting of the tuna of the 
tuna embargo was announced outside. Also, the -- President de la 
Madrid, inside as outside, thanked President Reagan for the 
assistance Mexico had had -- support Mexico had had in dealing with 
the IMF, the World Bank, in the recent agreements that -- had made 
with then. 


It was agreed that we would try to reach a framework 
agreement on trade and investment -- again, something that we have 
with a number of countries -- and both sides agree that such a 
framework agreement would be a very good way of increasing trade and 
investment, arranging for increased trade and investment between the 
two countries. 


One other thing. We have an institutional mechanism for 
dealing with U.S.-Mexican issues. It's called the Binational 
Commission 
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which is headed on each side the foreign minister -- Secretary Shultz 
and Secretary Sepulveda. And it was agreed to try to increase the 
activities of the Binational Commission to deal with a variety of 
subjects -- border issues, environmental issues, for example, border 
crossings, methods of increasing investment, methods of increasing 
trade. And it was agreed by both sides that we would look at ways of 
trying to strengthen the Binational Commission -- for example, 
consideration of developing sub-groups of the BNC for trade, for 
border issues, and we agreed we would take a look at ways to involve, 
in these federal binational commissions, state and local officials. 


Very often, we find that there's a lot of contact between 
state and local officials along the border which is not fully -- I 
was going to say integrated with -- but even understood by or 
followed by the two federal governments. And the Binational 
Commission is a good way to try to integrate all of that. And both 
sides agreed on that. And we will be trying to do that this fall. 


Questions. 
Q In these meetings, did the Camarena case come up 
specifically? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. The -- and the 
need to continue to pursue the prosecution of that case. And, of 
course, the -- I guess it was President de la Madrid noted that there 
had been something like 100 arrests already connected with that case 
and said that they were pursuing and would continue to pursue that 
case. That was within the framework of a discussion on the need to 
pursue the prosecution of all narcotics traffickers and other kinds 
of criminal activity connected with narcotics. 


Q Well, was that satisfactory in the sense that we 
believe Mexico is, in fact, making this very good faith effort to 
pursue it? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The assurances were 
satisfactory and we stated our view, which is nothing new, that it's 
absolutely imperative to continue that investigation and bring the 
murderers of Enrique Camarena to justice. 


Yes. 


Q Was there any suggestion or implication to be read 
into this, that in the long-run, the United States is willing not 
only to help but maybe make some concessions on the economic side in 
return for stepped-up drug enforcement? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. Not at all, because 
what you have is a common interest in both issues. It isn't as if we 
have an interest in drugs, they have an interest in economic growth 
or vice versa. In fact, one of the themes of this discussion was 
that these are two areas in which we are allies. It is in our 
interest for there to be economic growth in Mexico; it is in our 
interest for there to be greater Mexican efforts against drugs; and 
it is equally in the interest of Mexico. 


For example, on immigration -- I guess I didn't mention 
that, but that subject was discusseé, t0co. Ané President dc ‘a 
Madrid made the point that immigration from Mexico is easily 
explained. It is explained because people don't -- aren't able to 
find jobs in Mexico so they come to the U.S. looking for work. As 
Mexico's economy grows and as they produce more jobs, fewer people 
will have to come across the border looking for work. So just an 
example of an obvious mutual interest in Mexican economic growth. 


But there's no sense of a kind of a bargain here. 


Q Mexico's large economic problem -- how does that 
affect us in the United States? 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, it affects us in a 
number of ways. One of them is the immigration issue. 


Q That's minor. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, talk to the people 
who live on the border states. They don't think it's minor. Talk to 
some of the governors and mayors and senators. 


But secondly, the United States banks are significant 
creditors of Mexico. I think they've got something like 40 percent 
of Mexico's debt. And it is important to our -- to the stability of 
our financial institutions that the Mexican economy grow. It's also 
important in the sense that economic growth increases confidence in 
the government of Mexico and increases stability in Mexican society. 
So from any point of view, economic growth in Mexico and the creation 
of new employment is very valuable to the U.S. 


Yes. 


Q Can you flesh out the purposes of this Trade and 
Investment Agreement? What do you hope to see in it? And also why 
was the tuna embargo lifted? 


Q Sanctions don't work. 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Pardon? 
Q Nothing. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Okay. I may call on my 
colleague -- may I ask you to jump in on those. On the -- 


Q Pardon me. You said something about the -- 
(laughter. ) 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wait a minute. Wait a 
minute, I have to -- 


Q You haven't finished -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I haven't started. 
(Laughter.) Trade and Investment Agreement is what we call a 
framework agreement which, in a sense, sets guidelines for U.S. 
investors and for exporters in Mexico, importers in the U.S. which 
can tell them what the rules of the game are. And it is a way of 
increasing the flow of investment and increasing the exports. 


What you frequently find, especially among smaller 
companies -- not a company like IBM, but among smaller, middle-size 
companies -- is that it is too complicated for them to deal with a 
foreign country, even one which is a neighbor, and they need to know 
more Clearly what the rules of the game are. And this is a way of 
explaining those rules and, of course, by doing so, of working them 
Out between the two governments. 


What are the cules governing foreign investment in 
Mexico? What are the rules governing exports, for example, there are 
all kinds of rules along the border about, well, health, about the 
sanitary standards for exports and imports -- that kind of thing. So 
it's a standard thing. It is nothing sort of unique to Mexico. We 
probably have several dozen of them. I don't have the exact number. 
But it's a useful way of promoting trade and investment. 


Do you want to comment on the tuna? 
Q Are you okay? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: tf you'd like. The tuna 
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embargo was put on about six years ago and it was the direct result 
of seizures with -- of American boats which were made by authorities 
in Mexico in an exercise in jurisdiction which we did not recognize. 
It has been our policy that, normally, after a period of time elapses 
and there have been no further seizures and the country is willing to 
sit down and talk to us about those kinds of things, that we've been 
willing ” lift the embargo. That is the case of what's happened 
with Mexico. ; 


And as the President said, we have also agreed that we 
will continue discussions to try to resolve this issue over tine, 
which has been something that's been a problem between us for the 
last 25 years. 


Q -- the 200-mile limit? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes? I'm sorry. 
Q Are you recognizing the 200-mile zone? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: For territorial 
purposes? 


Q Yes. 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. 


Q Just to -- if you could just clarify a little 
confusion caused by some press reports. Are you going to announce an 
ambassador to Mexico -- rather, is the White House going to announce 
an ambassador to Mexico today or tomorrow? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I doubt it. 

Q Can you go into a little more detail -- 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Just a second -- oh, I'm 
sorry. Let me just take it. One of the ways of dealing with debt is 


simply to pay it back. But there's another way, which is instead of 
paying off the debt, swap it for equity -- 
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that is to say, for part ownership in a company -- so that instead of 
having a dead instrument, what you have is stock in a company. It is 
beneficial for Mexico, because once the debt is converted to equity, 
no interest is owed. So it can be quite beneficial. In fact, there 
have been about $300 million worth of debt equity swaps, which is a 
good start. It's small in comparison to the size of Mexico's debt, 
which is roughly $100 billion, but it's a good start and the idea was 
simply to continue along that line. 


Yes? 
Q Can you -- 


Q -- presuppose and end to Mexicanization, does it” 
It would have to be within the -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo. It just -- Mexico 
has done some of this and they indicated an interest in doing more; 
that is to say that that -- well, that's something that has to be 
decided on a case-by-case basis. What the Mexican response was -- 
the debt equity swaps are a good idea because they help reduce the 
size of Mexico's debt and its annual interest payments abroad and 
they will consider these on a case-by-case -- that is, company-by- 
company basis -- within a framework that they agree with the idea and 
like the idea. 


Yes? 


Q Are there any specifics to the Meese-Garcia border 
-- intensified border patrolling? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There are some ideas 
they've gotten. I think they'll announce them tomorrow at their 
meeting. 


Q Something that would involve more personnel and more 
money and more commitment to that -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, they'll -- if 
there's announcement tomorrow it'll come from Justice. 


Q And on another subject -- when you said that they 
agreed to disagree about -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Central America. 


Q -- Central America. Was there any discussion of a 
Contra vote today and -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. It didn't -- that 


Q -- support for the Contras? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: <= I mean, the vote, per 
se, support -- U.S. support for the Contras did come up. The 
President raised that and explained his position on it. But the 
vote, per se -- the legislative schedule, that stuff didn't come up. 


Q -- Contadora process. Was there any reinvigoration 
of that in -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There was a mention of 
it -- that is, both sides commented that the ideal solution to this 
problem is negotiations. President Reagan commented that we have 
been trying to promote internal negotiations in Nicaragua. That is 
to say, between the government -- the Sandinista regime and the 
resistance. And the Sandinistas have been unwilling to engage in 
those. Both sides agreed that the Contadora process was another 
means of potentially reaching a solution. 
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Q But no new -- 
Q During the Helms hearings -~ 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo. 


Q During the Helms hearings you said that Mexico 
wasn't doing an adequate job fighting the drug problem. That was two 
months ago. Is it the feeling with this visit and the whole thing 
that Mexico is now changing or has changed in this two months? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: President de la Madrid 
made very strong and forceful his commitment to acting against the 
production and trafficking in drugs in Mexico and we could not be 
more impressed by and happy with the strength -- the strong position 
that he took on these issues. 


Yes? 


Q Is there anything that has indicated that that's, in 
fact, happening -- that Mexico's doing a better job now -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, there is a 
continuing -- arrests and actions by the government of Mexico. What 
we really hoped for in this visit was a joint -- in a sense -- a 
joint declaration of war against drug trafficking and I think that 
that's what you saw outside and you also -- it also took place 
inside. 


Yes? 


Q Senator DeConcini apparently confronted de la Madrid 
last night with evidence purporting to show that there was widespread 
fraud in the Chihuahua elections last month. Did that issue come up 
today or has it been raised by this administration at other levels of 
the Mexican government? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I can't tell you what 
happened in the one-on-one meeting, because I don't know. I haven't 
-- I didn't get a chance. I just came in right after the departure 
statements, so I don't know what issues came up there. In the larger 
meetings those issues did not arise. 


Yes? 


Q Two questions. First, did anybody on the Mexican 
side mention at any point the Helms hearings specifically? And, 
secondly, on the trading and investment -- given the fact that the 
last such treaty we had was negotiated in the ‘40s and abrogated by 
Mexico in the ‘50s and nothing has been able to be negotiated since, 
how firm is that one-year timetable? Why should we think anything's 
going to come out of this round when nothing's come out in the past? 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There was no mention of 
the Helms hearings. There were sort of references to -- I guess I'll 
take that back. There were some references in private conversation 
-- not around the table, but in private conversation to difficulties 
in the relationship resulting from hearings, which was, I take it, an 
obvious reference. But that was in private conversation, not in the 
official meetings. 


Q What did they say in those private communications? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wait a second. 


I think the answer to your second question is that both 
Presidents have just committed themselves to increased coopertion. 
We have talked for a long time about a trade and investment 
agreement, we've talked on and off for a long time about exchange of 
information and mutual legal assistance -- against various forms of 
crimes, not just drugs. There is, for example, arms smuggling from 
the U.S. into Mexico, which is of concern to the government of 
Mexico. 


Q The First Lady's maid? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: But we -- what I would 
say is that with this commitment on the part of both Presidents that 
the instructions have clearly been given to subordinates -- make it 
happen -- and I think we can be pretty confident that it will. 


Q How soon will Mexico need to draw on that 
contingency -- the grant loan pool? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't think anybody 
can tell you the answer to that with any degree of specificity. At 
least I can't, and I guess I'd ask you to address it to Treasury. 
Sorry. 


Q Back to the tuna, what effect, though, would the 
lifting of the embargo have on U.S. markets, and do you expect 
complaints from Americans in the tuna industry? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't think you are 
going to see any immediate effect. United States imports from over 
-- well, over half of its tuna from overseas at the present time 
anyway coming out of Thailand and Taiwan and other places. And we 
don't have any tuna canneries to speak of any longer. And I think 
what you are going to see is Mexico selling fish directly to U.S. 
canners who are going to can that fish someplace else. 


Q What was the Mexican reaction to the fact that the 
United States is not recognizing that 200 limit zone? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It never was discussed. 
The whole question never came up. 


Q Where is -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Okay, one more, and then 


let's -- 
Q -- tuna canned if it isn't in the United States? 
Q In these private conversations -- 
Q What did he say? Overseas? 
Q Thailand. 
Q -- Gid the Mexican representatives say that the 


hearings were making relations between the two countries more 
difficult? Was that the gist of those private conversations? 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Had made for a difficult 
moment, which was now passed. 


Q The President said that he hoped the private lenders 
would work out their agreement. Is Mr. Baker taking any kind of a 
hand in trying to move that process along? Is anybody else from the 
Treasury taking a hand? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't know the answer 
to that. You'd have to ask. I think we -- one of the things we 
wanted to do was to make this public statement of support for the 
general arrangement -- that is, the IMF-IBRD arrangement and the bank 
@ part of it just so that our public attitude was clear. I think I 
can say that several administration officials have had conversations 
with representatives of the commercial banks, but which individuals, 
I cannot specify. 


Q Was there any talk about concessions from Mexico in 
the foreign investment law -- you know, to proceed to the bilateral 
negotiations of a trade agreement? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The two -- no, no talk 
of concessions by Mexico. What Mexican officials said was that 
Mexico recognizes the utility of foreign investment, which gives not 
only capital, but technology -- both of which Mexico can certainly 
use and wants. 


So, again, I think the -- I am objecting to the use of 
the word “concessions” because it is not a concession for either side 
to try to produce economic growth in Mexico. 


Q The U.S. has been complaining about the terms of the 
Mexican foreign investment law. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, those terms will 
be discussed in the context of a framework agreement on investment 
and trade. 


Q In the Camarena case, if the Mexican government has 
made 100 arrests already and still hasn't gotten the culprit, why 
should we think that they are really being serious about this and not 
just making a show of it? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think that partly 
because we do not underestimate the difficulty involved in pursuing 
this case. The testimony -- if you recall the Helms hearing, there 
was testimony, for example, about the difficulty that high-up Mexican 
officials had in dealing with corruptién at lower levels. And we are 
not under any illusions about the difficulty of pursuing this case. 
It is a very tough case. What we wanted was a further commitment to 
pursue it and to pursue other cases involving drug trafficking and 
that commitment was given. 


Do you want to add something to that? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, I think it is wrong 
also to think that they heoven't gotten the culprit, or at least some 
of the culprits. Under Mexican law they can arrest people and hold 
them for over a year without even charging them. And in fact some of 
the people who were arrested were in fact very directly involved not 
only in the kidnapping and the killing, but also in the intellectual 
Origin of that crime. That is not to say they've gotten everyone, 
but the fact that they haven't actually been brought to trial yet is 
not unique under their systen. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Under our system you 
would immediately have to -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: And the ones that have 
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been arrested were in fact involved, there is no question about that, 
and we accept that. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Under our system you 
would have to identify by now who you think is in fact involved in 
this crime. They don't yet have to do that. 


Last one. 


Q On all of this on trade, on the drug, it all sounds 
like a pretty rosy scenario. They seemed to be in great. harmony. 
But where are the pitfalls? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The pitfall lies in the 
fact that what we have agreed to try to do is difficult and 
complicated. On the area of economic cooperation -- trade, 
investment, and the area of combatting drug trafficking, I don't 
think anybody on either side is under any illusions about the 
complexity and the difficulty of this, and in the case of drugs, 
about the wealth or visciousness of the opposition. In fact, both 
Presidents mentioned that one of the reasons we needed to work 
together was the type of people who we're dealing with in drug 
traffickers -- that is to say, very, very rich murderers. So nobody 
is under any illusions that by next week all of these problems will 
be solved. All you can hope for in a meeting such as this is an 
extremely firm commitment to work together to solve these problems, 
and that we bad. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 


END 2:40 P.M. EDT 
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BACKGROUND BRIEFING 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL 
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The Briefing Roos 


MR. HOWARD: Good afternoon. We have @ BACKGROUND 
briefing, a readout, on the meeting between the President and 


Bolivian ngent Our initial briefer is 
; Be will introduce 
efers. 


This is on BACKGROUND. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Hello. Welcome back. 
The President set just now with the Foreign Minister Bedregal, the 
Minister of Planning Sanches de Lozada, and the Ambassador Illance of 
poet he to discuss the Bolivian effort against narcotics, against 
cocaine. 






Present at the meeting on the U.S. side were the 
President, Secretary of State, the Attorney General, Secretary of 
Defense, Don Regan, Carlton Turner, Ambassador Rowell. 


The Bolivians delivered a letter from President Pas to 
President Reagan which thanked hia for and noted U.S. ration in 
this effort and said, “We will continue tirelessly," in their 
anti-drug efforts. 


The Bolivians noted that their economy was really in a 
shambles when President, Paz took over, which is last summer -- just 
almost exactly @ year ago. They had at that point 50,000 percent 
annual inflation. Inflation has now been eliminated. (Laughter.) 


Q Did Reagan ask any questions about -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It's interesting because 
the point they sade was that they had no economy at that point. 
Nevertheless, and despite the fect that cocaine is, in fact, a big 
money-earner for Bolivia, President Paz decided to go ahead with his 
anti-drug campaign and ery! finish off the -- try to finish off the 
érug trafficking before it finished off Bolivia. 


They all agreed -- that is, the President and the 
Bolivian Ministers -- that this problem had to be attacked all at 
once, at all ends of the pipeline -- that is, eradication of 
production and interference with drug trafficking and the suppression 
of demand in the consuming renege f which in this case is the 0.5. 
And the President spoke a little bit about his efforts in that 
direction. And they noted that their goal, ultimately, and they 
~~ their goal while President Pas is President -- is to eradicate t 
production of cocaine or coca leaf in Bolivia. 


This program, by the way, is -- ay colleague can give you 
some more details, but the impact is yon fac lacger than most of 
us had anticipated, certainly than I'd anticipated, in its 


interference with the production of cocaine in Bolivia. And you can 
measure it ten different ways and it all comes out pointing to an 
extraordinary interference with the production and trafficking. 

It is also noted that <= I think I mentioned yesterday 
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t the government of Mexico has invited Attorney Generals fros 
se the @ to a meeting on anti-drug efforts in Mexico 
October. The Bolivian Attorney General will be there, as will 


And the Bolivian officials asked for econoszic help 
because this is having a -- an additional negative impact on the 
Bolivian because it the inflow of the foreign ex 
that they earn cocaine trafficking. will meet -- that is 
this group of three sinisters will seet with etary Shultz later 
this afternoon and will go into greater detail about their request 
for assistance to Bolivia. 


43 there and take questions, or 
(OM BACKGROUND) will. 
Q Is the stopping of cocaine ion in Bolivia 


meant only for export sarkets? What about apparent fact that 
many Bolivians use the drug routinely? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: want to es >. 
Grug trafficking in Bolivia as well as the traffic of shi 
outside of the country. One of the Ry. they sade was 
extent to which the abuse of "ne a become a Bolivian national 
problems among their youth. re after that too. 


Q So there's no softness on domestic consumption -- 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo. 
Q -- because of the age-old process? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The age-old stuff never 
involved cocaine. It involved gaking tea out of coca leaves, which I 
can tell you is something very different from the drugs. 


Q How does it taste? (Laughter.) 
Q Ie that legal? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It is legal in Bolivia 
and it tastes like any one of a dozen different herb teas that you 
can get all over the world. 


Q I bet it keeps you awake. 


Q How did they stop inflation down from 50,000 percent 
to sero. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Just one -- 
Q Lopped off zeros? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'll let ay colleague 
answer that. But I'll tell you, the third largest iaport in Bolivia 
in the twelve gonths prior to President Pagz's taking over was bank 
notes, because the currency was inflating so fast. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: They stopped it by not 
spending any sore than they were taking in in revenue in any month. 
And since their credit wae totally exhaueted, t couldn't get any 
credit. What that means is that they said -- well, t didn’t pay 
wae employees. They didn't pay a lot of vendors. re are sone 

U.S. banks that are owed soney -- they're mot getting paid either. 
Teachers are getting $15 a sonth. 


Q About the disruption -- 
Q What's the debt situation? 





ahead. 


Q Yes, about the drug disruption ~- how such of this 
is temporary? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Why don't you come on up 
here. 


Q How soon will they be back in business? Will they 
be back in business? We heard a lot about how the producers were 
tipped off and why you found the facilities -- you didn't find the 
people. Is that true and will they be back in business? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The drug traffickers 
took off from Bolivia. They've been in hotels in Asuncion and Panama 
and other places. They are assuming that this will be a flash in the 
pan and after a couple of months everybody will go home and they can 
just go right back to what they were doing before. But the objective 
of the Bolivians is to make sure it's a continuing effort -- that 
they sustain the interdiction. That's one of the reasons they're 
here now and that’s one of the things we're interested in doing. 


Q How will that affect this -- 


Q How will the Bolivians persuade the peasants there 
to change their crop? This is a crop that is extremely profitable 
for them -- more so than any other crop they could grow. Are they 
going to be subsidized to grow rice? What are they going to do? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: They've taken it the 
other way around. Instead of paying them subsidies, they've taken 
the money out of coca. What's happened with interdiction is that all 
the middlemen and the traffickers have 
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left the country. There isn't any money there to buy coca leaf or 
coca paste. The value of coca has gone down to approximately 
one-half the cost of production. 


Q .1I mean, the Bolivian government aight argue that's 
simply going to further destabilize that country because those 
peasants, which had a sodest revenue with coca, now will have no 
revenue at all. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's precisely the 
probles. . 


Q What is going -- okay, so what is going to replace 
that, I guess. Two parts to the question. Larry indicated this 
morning that the 0.8. is not in a position to give them the $100 
million that they want in emergency assistance. All cight. Fine, if 
that's the case. Is there something that's being explored long-range 
for altering the Bolivian econony? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, we'll be -- that's 
exactly what we'll be talking -- they'll be talking about with 
Secretary Shultz -- what are the sibilities for help. We don't 
have $100 million in cash in available foreign aid money, but that 
does not sean that there is not some soney that we coula come up with 
or that working with other governments or the international financial 
institutions it is not possible to put together some kind of a 


progras. 


But I think it's important just to reiterate what Gp 

said. It is not profitable right now > coca 
leaf. Farmers are getting less than the cost of production right 
now, because laboratories are being closed down, there's nobody to 
process the coca leaf and, therefore, it is -- the value of it has 
been very substantially reduced. I mean, down to, in some cases, $20 
per hundredweight. We figure it's about $40 a hundredweight to 
produce coca leaf. 


Before this “Operation Blast Furnace,” it was going for 
about $120 and has been as high as $600 or $700 per hundredweight. 
So they're ceally taking -- pulling the profit out. Then you have to 
be able to get the farmer to switch crops to another crop and they're 
going to need help to dé that. There's no question about it. 


Q indicated that he knows now that 
these drug traffickers are in hotels in asuncion and Panama. What 
-- to what extent do we actually know that and are we going to demand 
that these governments take action to arrest these guys? There was 
one earlier instance in Panama, for example, where, apparently, we 
knew where a bunch of leading drug traffickers -- they were staying 
at a Marriott Hotel and we knew all about it and nothing was done. 
This seems like a perfect opportunity. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The presumed traffickers 
have a pattern of leaving the country every time the heat's on. So 
this present experience is -- follows theic pattern. I say “presumed 
traffickers® because if what you're asking about is why aren't they 
arrested and being extradited, somebody has to make a legal case. 
There arte a let of names we've heard about, but we don't necessarily 
have the evidence that would hold up in court on all of thea. 


Q How do you expect to keep this production down? If 
what you're explaining today is the work of a few weeks of 
interdiction, do you keep the American military presence there? Do 
you keep the helicopters there? What happens when they leave? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You build a Bolivian 
ability to sustain the interdiction effort. They didn't have any 
mobility, so we had to provide U.S. helicopters with the people who 
fly them. But the objective, I think, is to give them something that 
they can use to support the police actions. They would continue to 
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be accompanied by DEA. 
Q ‘What have you given them? What -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We have not yet -- our 
helicopters are in there and that's another subject that will be 
discussed later today -- what kind of capability do the Bolivians 
want, need, can they sustain. That'll be a subject we'll discuss. 


I should mention, by the way, one other measure. We've 
given, in a sense, two seasures of how this has interfered with 
cocaine trafficking. One, the flight of hundreds of traffickers or 
presumed traffickers to Panama and Paraguay -- their ususal places of 
flight. Another was the decline in the price of coca leaf, both of 
which are significant. Another is that in the cocaine trafficking 
areas of Bolivia, for example, near Santa Cruz, there is an 
incredible reduction in the number of -- in the amount of air 
traffic, so that we know that the flights going out are way down, 
too. And that's another good indirect measurement of the 
interference with cocaine trafficking. 


Q Can I follow up? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 


Q How long is the -- are the American helicopters 
going to stay there? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We're not announcing 
that, because that is something we don't want the traffickers to 
know. 


Q Is it true that the Bolivian government -- 


Q Until you resolve what you're going to give the 
Bolivians to replace it, you've got to stay there. Is that -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, it's not necessarily 
the case. We want to keep them off guard and we don't want to 
announce what we're doing and when we're going to do it. We don't 
want them to know what our plans are. We -- if there's going to be a 
window in there between an American program and a Bolivian program, 
we don't want them to know when it is or how big it is. 


Q Is there no cocaine moving from Bolivia now? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I wouldn't say there's 
none. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There has to be some. 

Q Well, that's -- 

Q How much? What degree? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFEiICIADr~ "Well, there isn't a sort 
of weight station, you know, at the border where you -- (laughter). 
There's no way to answer that question. 


Q Well, you've found ways of answering a lot of other 
questions which presumably emanate from the underworld, so we thought 
you might -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wait a minute. These 
vicious personal assaults. 


Q No, no. I mean -- 


Q Well, how -- 
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Q -- you know about air traffic and you can tell which 
blips on the radar screen are drug planes. That's -- you know, I was 
going to ask your colleague, do you have any evidence of seeing -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, you can't 
necessarily tell that -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think there's one 
thing you need to think about. They have destroyed seven major labs 
that are capable of producing -- in the four-week period since they 
have been there -- 48,000 pounds; that's 24 tons. So we know that 
24 tons has not left. There's something else that is also known. 
The Brazilians are interdicting on their river systems now, as are 
the Argentines. The Peruvians have started a massive operation in 
Condor, which hasn't been well reported. So you're seeing a lot of 
activity that would add to what the Bolivians are doing themselves, 
by the Brazilians, the Argentines and the Peruvians. So there's a 
lot of good work going on. 


But 48,000 pounds, yes. 


Q Have you seen any drop in the street price of 
cocaine in this country? I mean any increase -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Haven't been out on the 
street lately. I'm going to go up to New York next week and look 
over this. But you're not going to see a drop overnight. I mean 
you've got a pipeline. 


Q I meant increase -- sorry. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You won't see a drop or 
increase overnight. 


Q Has somebody up there got a list of the names of all 
these Bolivian officials we can copy down -- copy afterwards? 


Q Would the U.S. ever consider buying coca leaves from 
Bolivian peasants as a means to reduce the hardship in Bolivia? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Two answers to that 
question -- there is a legal production in Bolivia and then there's 
an illegal production. The legal production is exported for 
flavoring agents, et cetera. We buy those. The illegal production, 
no, we don't reward criminal activity. 


I think my colleague can give you details on a 
development program that looks at those people that are ready to 
eradicate in Bolivia. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It is also true, by the 
way, that there has been a coming forward of Bolivian farmers 
interested in citrus crops as a substitute for coca in this four-week 
period as they see the price drop out of the coca market. This is 
obviously something we've been pushing for a long time without great 
success and we've had some success in the last four weeks. 


I'll return to turn to Mexicg ir 2 mirvte. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: James Mills, in his 
book, basically says -- and in commentaries that 


MORE 





dt BEST COPY AVAILABLE 


he made lately -- basically says that blame belongs on this 
government for the amount of coca that's been produced there in the 
first place, that they avoided going after the spraying of the coca 
fields, that proves they weren't serious. Do we have confidence that 
this -- this particular government in Bolivia is serious in its 
anti-drug efforts? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I want to state a 100 
percent disagreement with that point of view. President Paz came in 
with that country absolutely flat on its back economically, destroyed 
by one of the largest inflations in world history. Se ended that 
inflation, and then, in a period of incredible economic difficulty, 
took on this war against cocaine. I think it is unbelievable to 
criticise his efforts against narcotics trafficking. We have hardly 
ever seen anything like it in a drug-producing country. And to do 
this in the middle of what is in a sense a sajor depression, is a 
| ———e achievement for which we are very grateful to President 

az. 


Q But he did not -- there was a report that his 
government had requested the removal of the 0.8. silitary personnel 
last week. That's not true? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: False. 
Q Okay. 


Q What would anybody use with 300,000 .22 caliber 
bullets in Paraguay? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't know the answer 
to that question. I mean, the truth is, I just haven't been 
following that case. I'm sorry. 


Yes? 


Q Before helping with eradication, the United States 
promised to help economically this -- the government of Bolivia? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Say that again? 


Q Before ‘helping with the eradication, did the U.S. 
promised that they were going to help afterwards -- economically? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You mean, was there a 
kind of a deal? Wo. 


Not a deal, but an understand -- I mean, that, 
"listen, you do this, and we'll help you afterwards to pass these --* 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: If I understand the 
question correctly, the answer is “no." In other words, we -- the 
Bolivians, starting last fall, said what we have got to do is get 
some help getting our police out to the lab areas. We finally said 
we can help you, and this is what we can offer. They said we'll take 
it. That's the extent of it. 


Q There was no understanding of -- that you will help 
them? They didn't say, “our economy is guing to sutter witn tniss* 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: They have mn saying 
all along that their economy is going to suffer with th y've 


said they've got a whole host of economic eng ew Be 
ose problemas. 








outlined here, and we've been addressing t 


But your suggestion that somehow or other there's a quid 
re quo here, that they said, all right, we'll go after the 
aboratories provided you keep certain levels of assistance, that 
wasn't there. 








Q You spoke before -- gaybe an international econoszic 
package for Bolivia. Which governments have you contacted? 


SEWIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We have not, because we 
are waiting, for one thing, to see whether the -- how these 
discussions go and what kinds of requests come from the government of 
Bolivia in these discussions with the Secretary. 


Q In those discussions today, nothing was mentioned in 
Getail? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, the discussion with 
Secretary Shultz has not yet taken place. It happens at 4:00 p.a. or 


5:00 p.a. 
Q At the White Bouse? I sean, at the White House? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wothing specific, that's 
right. 
Okay. 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's what I wanted to 
do next. Okay? , 


I want to announce the President's intention to nominate 
a new Ambassador to Mexico. Before I do, let me just apologize. The 
question was asked of me yesterday whether that would conceivably 
happen in the next day or two, and I said no. That was wrong. 


Last night President de la Madrid personally gave his 
agreement to the -- how should I put it -- agrement to Mr. Pilliod, 
and so today we announce the President's intention to nominate 
Charles J. Pilliod, Jr. -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We have this. We'll 
hand it out. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We'll hand out the bio 
-- as Ambassador to Mexico to succeed John Gavin. 


Q What movies was he in? (Laughter.) 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'll give -- well, 
you've got the bio. 


Mr. Pilliod has a forty-year familiarity with Latin 
America, almost all of it -- in fact I think it's fair to say all of 
it, with the Goodyear Tire and Rubber Company, starting in 1947 in 
Panama and continuing with periods of residence in Panama, in Peru, 
in Columbia, in Brazil, as President of Goodyear International, and 
has been in business in Mexico over a 20-year period. He is fluent 
in Spanish and Portuguese. 


As I said, we received the consent of the government of 
Mexico last night directly from President de la Madrid. 


That's it on that one. 


Q While you're in Mexico, can you clarify this 
question of hot pursuit? I know that the Vice President and the 
Attorney General are having a news conference, but de la Madrid, at 
the -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm not going -- no, you 
are going to have to get it over at Justice. I'm sorry. 


Q I can't be both places at once. 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm sorry. 


Q Is there no hot pursuit? De la Madrid said national 
sovereignty will be respected in his own news conference. Is that -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't want to get into 
that. That is going to be discussed over there. I'm sorry. 


Q If CNN has other people then, Cherles. they could 
probably cover both Justice and the White House at the same time. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Anybody else's? Okay, 
thank you. 


Q Can I just ask a point further? It's just a point 
of clarification, but on the question of Panama and Paraguay 
harboring suspected drug traffickers -- the kingpins in Bolivia -- 
are we pursuing that in any way at all in terms of trying to get 
these governments to bring charges against these people or somehow or 
other loosen up? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I guess the short 
answer to that question is no. That is, what we notice is that from 
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érug-trafficking, drug-producing areas of Bolivia you see hundreds of 

people going from Bolivia to Paraguay or Bolivia to Panama. That 

doesn't prove that they are drug traffickers. The pattern is very 

clear to us, but that doesn't mean that there is any evidence in 

these individuals-which would allow the government of Bolivia to 

goetees against them in Paraguay or in Panama, and it would be they 
who proceed against them, not we. 


Thank you. 
THE PRESS: Thank you. 


END 4:05 P.M. EDT 
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SUBJECT WITH GEORGE P. SHAT, 
AUGUST 15, 1906 

b. FOLLOWING IS UNCLEARED TRANSCRIPT OF SECRETARY 
SHULT2" PRESS CONFERENCE. 


a. MR. SECRETARY, BEFORE PEOPLE ST. 8T ASKING YOU 

ABOUT THE MOSCOW MEET! CAN I ASK ,OU WHAT WE SEE 
IS THE SITUATION IN HAITI RIGHT NOW ANO WHAT YOU'RE 
HOPING ANO PLANNING TO ACCOMPLISH GY THE TRIP? 


A. THE SITUATION IN HAITI SHOWS GENUINE PROMISE ANO 
OUR PURPOSE ALL ALONG HAS BEEN TO HELP HAITI WAKE A 
TRANSITION FROM OICTATORSHIP TO DEMOCRACY WITH 
EMERGING ECONONIC OPPORTUNITY. | 18 POOR, WE ALL 
REALIZE THAT IT IS A COUNTRY THA 

DESPERATELY IN re ty THERE 1S GREAT 


CONDITIONS LEFT THEN BY THE OUVALI ese eR TORSHIP, 


THEY HAVE TAKEN OFF INITE STEPS TOWARD PRODUCING A 
UNCLASSIFIEO 
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DEMOCRATIC GOVERNMENT. THEY'VE GOTTEN RIO OF MANY 
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OF THE DUVALIER HOLOOVERS, THEY HAVE STARTEO VARIOUS 
PROCESSES THAT IMPROVED THE HUMAN RIGHTS SITUATION, 
STEPS HAVE BEEN TAKEN THAT WILL PROVIOE A BETTER 
CLIMATE FOR ECONOMIC ODEVELOPNENT, THEY HAVE REFORMED 
THE STRUCTURE OF GOVERNMENTAL FINANCE. IN OTHER 

















SIGNIFY OUR SUPPORT FOR THE 
NGS THEY*RE DOING. 


Q. IS OUR GOVERNMENT PTTEMPTING TO HELP THE 

it RECOVER OUVALIER’S WEALTH, OR AT LEAST PART 
hak te ANO WILL THIS MUTUAL LEGAL ISTANCE TREATY 

HAVE AN IMPACT ON THE U.S. EFFORTS? 


A. THE MUTUAL LEGAL ASSISTANCE TREATY WILL HELP THE 
INTERACTION BETWEEN THEIR SYSTEM OF ply ANO 


AND OBVI ws 
RECOVER ASSETS THA T ARE RIGHIFULLY T THEI 
UNCLASSIFIED 
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THAT'S ONE OF THE THINGS WE'LL CERTAINLY WANT TO 


LP THEN WI T THAT AS AS 1 WANT 
Bay ON THAT SUBUECT THERE ane Tore Oe oTue 

ASPECTS OF LEGAL INTERACT IO: I MIGHT SAY 4 ee 
WANT TO GET ANY ADOITIONAL INFORMATION ON THIS 
THERE'S A PERSON FROM THE JUSTICE DEPARTMENT WHO 
ACTUALLY NEGOTIATED THIS TREATY, vUST AS IF YOU WANT 
TO GET ANY AODIT [ONAL INFORRAT Lon ON THE SECURITY 
ASPECTS OF IT GENERAL GORDON IS HERE ANO HE IS THE 
ONE WHO HAS BEEN WORKING WITH THEM DIRECTLY ANO 
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WOULD BE AVAILABLE TO YOU. 


Q. THE INEVITABLE MOSCOW QUESTION. IT°S BEEN SAIO 
THAT AFTER THE TALKS IN MOSCOW THAT THERE WAS REALLY 
NG MOVEMENT AND...SAIO BEFORE THE SECOND ROUND THE 
Sov IETS INODICATEO 


INCLUOING THE RUCLEAR ANO 
AND THE MEETINGS THAT WERE HELO IN 
COMPANY REPORTED TO US 








ANO 
THE WHOLE OBJECT IS TO HELP THAT PROCESS ALONG. 
NOTE BY OC/T: (#®) OMISSION. CORRECTION TO FOLLOW. 
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ROUNOS START FAST SO THAT THE 

NEGOTIATORS WILL BE ABLE 10 ACCOMPLI 
BE IN THE CAROS TO ACCOMPLISH. AND 
ARE SOME WORTHWHILE THINGS INHERENTLY IN THE CAROS. 


Q: BACK TO HAITI. WE°LL TAKE YoU BACK ON YOUR 
OFFER TO TALK TO GENERAL GORDON, BUT MAYBE YOU COULD 
GIVE US THE POLICY BACKGROUND. 

(yOu SHOULD TALK TO HIM ON BACKGROUND. > 

Q: 0.K., BUT AS FOR THE POLICY GROUND 
UNDERSTAND THAT SO FAR LESS takn One PERCENT OF u.s 
UNCLASSIFIEO 
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MONEY IS GOING FOR MILITARY ASSISTANCE. BUT IN THE 
FUTURE, WHAT WILL BE THE CRITERIA, WHAT ARE THEIR 
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WHERE WE THINK WE Cali GE HELPFUL. 
CWHAT KINO OF POLICY...) 
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Q: ARE THE ARMEO FORCES SUFFICIENTLY ... 

A: .., IS ECONOMIC QPNE *S WHAT 

WE * RE POINTED AT Ano THAT Ss WHERE PRAT ICALLY ALL THE 
MONEY IS GOING ANO WILL CONTINUE TO GO. 

Q: OOES THIS IMPLY THAT YOUR ADMINISTRATION NOW 
THINKS THAT THE ARMEO FORCES ARE SUFFICIENTLY 


CLEANSEO OF THE OUVALIER — READY TO MOVE ON 
INTO THIS NEXT STAGE? 


A: YES, | THINK THAT ITS, THERE IS A TRANSITION 
UNCLASSIFIED 


a a i oe ee 


‘cz: 


UNCLASSIFIED 


THERE TOO ANO ITS A PROMISING TRANSITION. AFTER ALL 
THE MILITARY PLAYEO AN IMPORTANT ROLE IN THE 
PEACEFUL BASICALLY NON-VIOLENT DEPARTURE OF 

tat oy AND WE HELPEO THEM IN THAT, SUT THAT'S 


Q: YES, ON THE ECONOMIC SIDE, THERE'S BEEN AN 
OUTFLOW OF AMERICAN COMPANIES OOING BUSINESS THERE 


NOTE BY OC/T: (9®) OMISSION. CORRECTION TO FOLLOW. 
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00 Y E THIS AS A MAJOR PROBLEM ANDO ARE YOU GOING 
TO AOORESS. AN Y OF ThE NAMERIC AMERICANS INVOLVED 
IN DOING BUSINESS IN HAITI. IS THERE ANY WAY TO 
STEP UP AMERICAN INVOLVEMENT IN THE ECONOMIC 
SITUATION THERE ANO REVERSE THE OUTWARD FLOW. 


A: OF COURSE WE WERE CONCERNED WHEN OUVALIER LEFT 
TO HELP IN ANY WE COULO TO HAVE THEN HAVE A STABLE 
SITUATI HAVE A GOVERNMENT THAT WOULD BE 
CONSISTENT WITH THAT ANDO MOVE IN A DIRECTION THAT 
WOULD GIVE CONFIDENCE ABOUT THE FUTURE. THAT'S A 
BASIC THING THAT INVESTORS ALWAYS LOOK FOR. SO 
WE'VE TRIEO TO OO THINGS THAT WOULD HELP ANO AMONG 
THE THINGS WE DID WAS HOLO A MEETING, A WHITE HOUSE 
MEETING, OR CONFERENCE, ON THIS SUBJECT WHICH I 
TRIEO TO HELP WITH ANO HAITIANS CAME ANO SO ON, ANO 
I THINK IT PROBASLY O10 SOME GOOD. THERE WAS A VERY 
SMALL AMOUNT OF AMERICAN FIRMS LEAVING ANO SOME SORT 
OF STOOD IN PLACE. THAT AS WE CAN GET IT ANO THE 
STATISTICS ARE NOT THAT EASY TO COME BY BUT I THINK 
THERE WAS A SLIGHT DECLINE ANDO IT SORT OF STABILIZEO 
\ AND NOW WE SEE THINGS BEGINNING TO COME BACK. SO 
. ACTUALLY THAT WORKEO OUT REASONABLY WELL. NOW WE 
ARE IN AODITION TO THE AIO PROGRAM THERE'S THIS 
; EXPORT PRONGTION AND TRAINING AND MARKETING GROUP 
a THAT WE'RE GOING TO GET IN PLACE WITH FINANCING OF 
UNCLASSIFIED 
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ABOUT A LITTLE OVER SEVEN MILLION DOLLARS TO HELP 
PEOPLE ALONG IN THAT REGARD. AND WE ARE NEGOTIATING 
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ABOUT TEXTILES WHICH IS ALWAYS A POTENTIALLY GOOD 
SOURCE HERE, WE HAVEN'T BEEN ABLE TO CONCLUDE JUST 
THE KINO OF AGREEMENT WE WANT, BUT WE THINK WE WILL 
BE ABLE TO 00 THAT. AS YOU KNOW THE CBI HAS BEEN 
ARRANGED IN A WAY 

WHICH THIS IS ONE 





PICTURE LOOKS A LOT BETTER JUST BY 

WHOLESALE ROBBERY THAT HE WAS ENGAGEO IN. $0 TO 
SOME EXTENT THE PICTURE IMPROVES JUST BY VIRTURE OF 
ELIMINATING THAT UNCONSCIONABLE PRACTICE. 


Q: SIR, I HAVE A QUESTION. MR. SECRETARY, HOw 


WOULD CHARACTERIZE THE HAITIAN'S TION IN THE 
ISSUE OF ILLEGAL IMMIGRATION FROM HAITI? 


A: WELL THEY ARE COOPERATIVE. OF COURSE THE MOST 
IMPORTANT ANSWER TO IT IS TO HELP PROVIDE CONDITIONS 
IN HAITI THAT WILL LEAO WAITIANS TO WANT TO STAY 
THERE. ANO THAT'S PART OF IT, PART OF IT IS WORK 
WITH THE BAHAMAS AND ALL OF THOSE THINGS ARE THINGS 
WE WORK ON WITH THEM ANO I BELIEVE THEY WANT TO BE 
UNCLASSIFIED 
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COOPERATIVE ON THIS AS ON THE NARCOTICS ISSUE AND 
OTHER SUCH THINGS ANO WE'LL TALK ABOUT ALL OF THOSE 
THINGS WHEN I'M THERE. 


Q: MR. SECRETARY, THERE'VE BEEN REPORTS OF NEW 
CRACKOOWNS ON PRESS FREEDOM IN HAITI ANO SOME OTHER 
REPORTS OF GOVERNMENTAL REPRESSION. ARE YOU 
CONCERNED ABOUT THIS. IS THIS A TREND BACKWARDS OR 
ARE THEY GOING TO GET AROUNO IT. 


A: THEY HAVE TAKEN STEPS RIGHT FROM THE BEGINNING 
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TO CHANGE THINGS QUITE DRASTICALLY ANO PROVIOE FOR 
AN OPEN ANO FREE PRESS AND THAT'S OBVIOUSLY WHAT WE 
WANT TO ENCOURAGE. THAT’S WHAT'S CONSISTENT WITH A 
DEMOCRATIC GOVERNMENT ANO OPEN ACCESS TO MEDIA BY 
PRESIDENTIAL CANDIDATES ANDO SO ON. TO THE EXTENT 
THAT THERE IS ANY BACKSLIOING, WE HOPE TO JACK UP 
Te gr rusr sen. BUT I THINK BASICALLY IT'S GONE 


Q: I°VE GOT A TWO PART, UNRELATED QUESTION 
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CIF I MAY.) 

CONE AT A TIME RIGHT.)? 


Q: FIRST PART, I WAS TOLO BY ONE ADMINISTRATION 
OFFICIAL BEFORE THE VOTE ON SOI FUNDING THIS WEEK, 
THAT DEPENOING ON HOW THAT VOTE CAME OUT, THE 
AOMINISTRATION MAY NEEO TO MOVE AWAY FROM ITS 
PRESENT POLICY RESTRICTIVE POLICY CONCERNING TESTING 
UNDER THE ABM TREATY TO THE BROAD INTERPRETATION. 

IS THAT A CURRENT DEBATE WITHIN THE AOMINISTRATION? 


A: THE PRESIOENT’S POSITION IS ANO THE POSITION OF 
THE SOIO IS THAT THERE IS A POSTURE UNDER WHICH THE 
PROGRAM IS OPERATING. ANO THAT HASN'T CHANGED. 


Q: 1S THAT POSTURE BE THAT THERE IS A LEGAL POLICY 
OF A BROADER INTERPRETATION. 


A: THERE IS AN ANALYSIS OF TIIE TREATY ANO ALL OF 
ITS ACCOMPANYING DOCUMENTS ANO SO ON, NEGOTATING 
RECORDS THAT HAS LEO TO THE CONCLUSION. OUR LEGAL 
AOVISOR WAS A STRONG PERSON IN seabtee tT ba LE HE 
LITERALLY READ ALL THE 48 CORDS PERS ot HAT A 
BROADER INTERPRETATION OF THAT TREATY I Cons {STENT 
UNCLASSIFIEO 
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UNCLASSIFIED 
mich IS a, PRESIOENT'S POLICY ANO THERE'S 
CHANGE IN THAWIO HS NO CHANGE IN THE PRESIOENT’'S POSITION. 


Q: SECOND PART OF THE UNRELATEO. THERE HAS BEEN 
SOME SPECULATION THAT YOU MIGHT SEE DANIEL ORTEGA AT 
THE RECEPTION IN THE DOMINICAN REPUBLIC. 00 YOU 
HAVE ANY PLANS TO SEE HIM. O00 YOU HAVE ANYTHING YOU 
WOULD WANT TO SAY TO HIN? 


A: I DON'T HAVE ANY APPOINTMENT WITH HIM OR ANY 
PLAN TO SEE HIM. IF WE‘RE A 
CHANCES ARE WE WILL RUN INTO 
WITH HIM TWO OR THREE T 

I KNOW EXACTLY WHAT 


AMERICA. WHICH IS 
FREEDOM, AND 
THAT PART OF THE WORLO. 


Q: hg LS BL OL 
NOW THAT THE AIO PACKAGE 
INFLUENCE HIM IN THAT OIRECTION? 


A: IT CERTAINLY SHOWS THE SHIFT OF OPINION IN THE 
UNITED STATES AND IN THE CONGRESS WHICH IS VERY 
WHICH IS EVEN MORE PRONOUNCED THAN THE VOTE COU"IT 
ITSELF SHOWS. NAMELY THAT THE WAY THE NICARAGUAN 
REGIME IS CONDUCTING ITSELF HAS TOTALLY LOST ITS 
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SUPPORT ANO [ MUST SAY IN ATTENOING THE INAUGURATION 
OF PRESIOENT BARCO IN COLOMBIA, I HAO THE OCCASION 


Cetin Bostiiet Mesa et hE fee. 


THERE HAS BEEN A MAJOR SHIFT OF OPINION ABOUT THE 
eT REGINE ANO NOBODY HAS A GOOD WORD TO SAY 


Q. CAN I FOLLOW UP ON THAT ANDO ASK YOU A QUESTION 
ABOUT HAITI. NOW THAT AIO HAS BEEN PASSEO FOR THE 
CONTRAS, OOES THE AONINISTRATION HAVE IN MINO A 







UNCLASSIFIEO 


lie i | 


ow 


Pret AL Ye* 


». & 7a 








UNCLASSIFIEO 
TIMETABLE FOR RESUL AS FAR AS THE CONTRAS ARE 
CONCERNEO IN FORCING SANOINISTAS TO THE 
NEGOTIATING TABLE, OR FORCING A CHANGE IN THE 
GOVERNMENT--A TIMETABLE WHEN THE MONEY IS WORTH IT? 
A. OUR EFFORT IS TO HELP THOSE WHO ARE FIGHTING FOR 
FREEOON AND INDEPENDENCE IN NICARAGUA TO 00 SO. 
THEY HAVEN'T HAD ANY HELP IN A LONG TIME AND THE 
NOTE BY OC/T: (¢#®) OMISSIION. CORRECTION TO FOLLOW. 
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HAVE MANAGED TO CUT AND FIT. ANO I THINK IT’S A 
TRIBUTE TO THE FEELINGS OF PEOPLE IN NICARAGUA THAT 
THE RESISTANCE IS AS STRONG AS IT IS, WHICH IS 
PRETTY STRONG. NOW THERE ARE ALL OF THINGS 
GOING ON IN NICARAGUA THAT ARE CAUSING THE PEOPLE To 
REACT NEGATIVELY TO THAT GOVERNMENT OF THE 
MOST PROFOUND, CLEARLY, IS THE WAY THEY'RE TREATING 
THE CHURCH, ANO THE WAY THEY'RE TREATING THE PRESS, 
AND WHAT'S HAPPENING TO THEIR ECONOMY, IT'S A 
CATASTROPHE. ANO SO ALL OF THAT IS HAVING ITS 
EFFECT AND | THINK IS AMONG THE REASONS WHY THE 
PEOPLE FIGHTING FOR FREEDOM ARE POPULATED BY 
VOLUNTEERS ANO THE NICARAGUAN COMMUNIST GOVERNMENT 
HAS TO ORAFT PEOPLE INTO ITS ARMED FORCE, ANO IS 
HAVING A BIG PROBLEM WITH DESERTIONS. $0 I DON'T 
THINK YOU CAN HAVE A TIMETABLE ON THESE THINGS BUT 
THE POINT 1S TO BE THERE ANO TO LET IT BE CLEAR THAT 

WE'RE IN THERE TO STAY. ANO THE FIGHTERS 
ARE GOING TO CONTINUE TO GET SUPPORT AND, IN ONE WAY 

OR ANOTHER, CHANGE IS GOING TO TAKE PLACE IN 
NICARAGUA.” AND THE BEST UAY FOR IT TO CHANGE IS 
THROUGH THE KINO OF NEGOTIATIONS THAT THE FREEDOM 
FIGHTERS HAVE PROPOSED. 


Q. YOU MENTIONED DANIEL ORTEGA'S RELATI IP_wITH 
HE'S ANNOUNC KS 


THE CHURCH. EO THAT HE WILL N TAL 
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A. WELL, THE WAY TO TREAT THE CHURCH IS NOT TO OPEN 
TALKS WITH THEM, BUT TO ALLOW PEOPLE TO PRACTICE 
THEIR RELIGION, AND NOT TO BE TELLING THE LEADERS OF 
THE CHURCH IN NICARAGUA THAT THEY CAN'T COME THERE, 
AND NOT TO BE RESTRICTING THEIR ABILITY TO 
BROADCAST, AND SO ON. SO HE MAY HAVE TALKS, IN A 
SENSE THERE'S NOTHING TO TALK ABOUT. FREEOON OF 
RELIGION IS FREEDOM OF RELIGION. 


Q. WE’RE TOLO THAT THERE MAY BE DEMONSTRATIONS IN 
HAITI WHEN WE GET DOWN THERE, OPPOSING THE U.S. 

ELEVEN-MAN PENTAGON MILITARY TEAM. I°M WONDERING, 
DO YOU FORSEE U.S. SPECIAL FORCES GOING INTO HAITI 
eo THE MILITARY? THERE'S SOME TALK OF 


A. THERE IS NO BIG U.S. MILITARY INVOLVEMENT OR 
PLAN AT ALL FOR HAITI. THE AMOUNT OF MILITARY 
ASSISTANCE WE'VE GIVEN SO FAR IS MINISCULE 
UNDOUBTEOLY HELPFUL IN CERTAIN KEY RESPE 
REQUEST OF THE GOVERNMENT OF HAITI WE HAVE 
TRYING TO HELP THEN ASSESS THEIR NEEOS ANO GENERAL 
GOROON WHC'S RIGHT HERE IS AVAILAB! E 
EXACTLY WHAT WE'VE BEEN OO! 
LEARNING. ANO ON THE BASIS 
PROVIDE FURTHER HELP. THE 
HELP THE HAITIANS HAVE THE SECURITY F THAT 
HELP PROVIDE A STABLE ENVIRONMENT FOR A MOVEMENT 
GOVERNMENT. THAT 
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Q. WIILE WE'RE ON THE SUBJECT OF DEMOCRATIC 
GOVERNNENT, PAKISTANI PRIME MINISTER JUNAYJO LEFT 
WASHINGTON LESS THAN A MONT fo ees SIOENT 
REAGAN TOLO HIM WHAT A GREA ING ON 
MOVING THE COUNTRY TOWARD DEMOCRACY. “OVER THE LAST 
COUPLE DAYS THEY'VE JAILEO MORE THAN A THOUSAND 
OPPOSITION LEADERS, INCLUDING BENIZIMN- BHUTTO. HOW 
DO yOU FEEL ABOUT THAT? 


A. I NEVER LIKE TO SEE THE EMERGENCE OF FORMS OF 
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GETTING TOO FAR, WANTS TO BE PUT IN JAIL. GUT I 
DON'T WANT TO JUNP TO ANY CONCLUSION 

PARTICULARS OF THE EVENTS. PRIME MINISTER JUNAYJO 


WAS QUITE IMPRESSIVE IN WASHINGTON AND I KNOW THAT 
FEEL T HE'S OOING WHAT HE THINKS IS 


THANK YOU SIR 
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August 15, 1986 
The Briefing Room 
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MR. SPEAKES: I have a statement. There has also been a 
request that I read the Mexican statement on TV when we finish here. 
I'll be glad to do that. 


Oh, I see a lot of space experts out here. 


The President today is announcing two steps that will 
ensure America's leadership in space exploration anc utilization. 
First, the United States will, in Fiscal Year 1987, start building a 
fourth space shuttle to take the place of the Challenger. This 
Jecision will bring our shuttle fleet up to strength, enable the 
United States to safely and energetically project @ manned presence 
in space. 


The reasons for the decision are: without the fourth 
orbiter, NASA's capabilities would be severely limited, and long-term 
projects for development of space would have to be either postponed 
or even cancelled. A fourth orbiter will enable our shuttles to 
accomplish the missions for which they were originally intended, and 
permit the United States to move forward with new, exciting enceavors 
like the Building of a permanently-mannec space station. 


The second announcement today concerns the fundamental 
direction of the space program. WASA and our shuttles will continue 
to lead the way, breaking new ground, pioneering new technology and 
pushing back the frontiers. It has been determined, however, that 
NASA will no longer be in the business of launching private 
Satellites. The private sector, with its ingenuity and 
cost-effectiveness, will be playing an increasinly important role in 
the American space effort. Free enterprise corporations will become 
highly competitive in the methods of launching space commercial 
satellites and doing those things which do not require a manned 
presence in space. These private firms are essential in clearing 
away the backlog thet has built up during this time when our shuttles 
are being modified. 


We must always set oUr sights on tomorrow. NASA and our 
shuttles cannot be committing their scarce resources to the things 
which can be done better and cheaper by the private sector. Insteac, 
NASA and the four shuttles would be dedicated to payloads important 
to mational security and foreign policy, and even more on 
exploration, pioneering, and developing new technologies anc uses of 
Space. NASA will keep America on the leading edge of change. The 
private sector will take over from there. Together they will ensure 
that our country has @ robust, balanced and safe space program. 


It has now been over six months since the tragic loss of 
Challenger and her gallant crew. We have done everything humanly 
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possible to discover the organizational and technical causes of the 
cisaster, and to correct the situation. The greatest tribute we can 
pay to those dSrave pathfincers who gave their lives on the Challenger 
is to move forward and rededicate ourselves to America’s leacership 
in spece. 


We have with us four individuals, beginning with Admiral 
Richarc Truly of NASA, Major Ron Ranc of the Department of Defense, 
Madeleine Johnson of the Department of Transportation, and Randy 
Davis of OMB, all of who are experts in various areas. 


I have some additional facts that I can provide you that 
may answer a lot of your questions that may be pending. 


When the President began to make a decision about whether 
or not and how to replace the fourth orbiter, among the things that 
were considered were first, if we did not develop an orbiter, should 
we develop an expendable launch vehicle adjunct to the three NASA 
orbiter fleet instead of replacing the fourth orbiter. 


The second consideration he gave was, should we develop a 
heavy lift, or what was called Star Truck, as an alternative. This 
would have been an unmanned modification of the shuttle that the 
Pentagon would have designed. 


And finally, another consideration was the space plane, 
which technology is not yet available, as an alternative. 


Now the dollars anc cents. This would be accomplished by 
an FY ‘80 budget amendment in the amount of -- 


Q Do you mean Fy ‘87? 


MR. SPLAKES: An FY ‘87 budget amendment in the amount of 
$272 million budget authority, of which we expect outlays of $139 
million in 1987. Wow this is what would be needed as a net figure 
after the savings that have been found in NASA and throughout the 
government are factored in. The total cost of building the fourth 
orbiter would be on the period of ‘87 through ‘91 roughly $2.8 
billion -- orbiter cost and spare parts and other accessories that 
are needed. 


That breaks down to a rough outline in ‘87. I've 
outlined what we would need in additional funds -- $272 million and 
$139 million in expenditures. In ‘88 it would be $665 million; ‘89, 
$715 million; ‘90, $515 million; ‘91, $180 million; and there are a 
few additional costs that might not add -- 


Q Do *90 once again, Larry. 


MR. SPEAKES:. For ‘90, $515 million; ‘91, $180 million. 
That adds up to roughly $2.2 billion. 


MAJOR RAND: Which is before spare parts. 
MR. SPEAKES: Before spare parts are considered. 
Now, how did we come about these savings that we are 


getting for the $272 million in budget authority for? They will come 
through slowed production and procurement of the shuttle, 
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because we're not operating the fourth shuttle because of the 
accident. There would be the production procurement required for 
external fwel tanks and soiid rocket boosters, other spare parts, 
propelient fuel, and lower cost of flight operations such as 
personnel, payloed preparation, tracking, et cetera. And, finally, 
reductions in other NASA programs such as space science that have 
been affected by the accident. 


That's BASA’s contribution. Other savings have come from 
across the government, mainly by ceestimates that are listed in the 
midterm or at least accounted for in the midterm estimates of the -- 
that were put out & week or 80 ago. 


What we would do is have a target of building the shuttle 
and putting it in the fleet in 1991. 


How, turning to commercialization -~- the second step is 
that the President has ideéd that NASA will be no longer in the 
business of launching commercial satellites. After considerable 
discussion in the Domestic Policy Council -- 


MS. JOPHSON: Economic Policy Council. 


MR. SPEAKES: Economic Policy Council -- the decision was 
reached that there would be no further commercial launch. We believe 
that the private sector is capable of providing commercial satellite 
launch services and is eager to do so. This will allow NASA to 
concentrate on what it is there to do, and that is science and 
research. 


NASA currently has -~ what will be done with the 
contracts? WASA currently has 44 commercial payload contracts. The 
President has asked a working group of the Economic Policy Council 
that includes representatives of NASA, NSC, Department of 
Transportation -- I'm going to need some water, Rusty -- that would 
ee gg these contracts, these commercial obligations that NASA 

& made. 


They will set priorities among these 44 and notify the 
companies involved as to how long it will take them to launch. We 
believe that NASA, looking forward to its capabilities, rowghly would 
be able to leunch one commercial payload a year from ‘88 to '89, four 
in "90 == thank you very much -- and five beginning in 1981 -- 


. ‘91? 


MR. SPEAKES: ‘91. So if this scenario would hold trve, 
then we would only be able to get only 15 of the 44 payloads launched 
by the end of ‘92. And these are even based on the orbiter coming 
into piey. So you will find some of these commercial payloads are 
— — away as far a6 an ability to get on a shuttle and be 
aunc ‘ 
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The -- some -- will there be any exceptions to using 
commercial -- using the shuttle for commercial launch? Yes, there 
may be some exceptions to be determined in the future. The Economic 
Policy Council recommended the President think in terms of commercial 
payloads that might be shuttle-unique; that is, requiring a manned 
pressence in order to launch. Or those payloads from the commercial 
sector that had a -- from the private sector that had a significant 
national and security -- national security and foreign policy 
implication, such as, perhaps, a communications satellite such as the 
one for Indonesia. 


So, with the exception of the 44 existing contracts, the 
President does not look -- and the exceptions that I have laid out, 
the President does not look to have the -- NASA launching commercial 
satellites or payloads in the future. The exceptions are expected to 
be relatively small. 


Now, there have been questions as to whether the private 
enterprise would get into the shuttle-making business and that, too, 
was discussed. And the questions are whether there would -- they 
would enter the business that they have been reluctant to enter now. 
We believe that the government -- the U.S. government getting out of 
the space -- commercial space business eliminates the major roadblock 
Or the major fear that private enterprise had. And that is that they 
would be competing with the government and the taxpayers‘ money. 

They will no longer have that fear, because we wili ©» ~ut of the 
commercial launch business and they will have the oppo. cunity to get 
it. 


Another question that was raised by a quote in the 
newspaper this morning is the ability to get insurance for commercial 
Space capacities. And we feel that there will -- as the industry 
develops, there will be a pool of underwriters that will be able to 
lower premium cost for insurance. 


One other step that has been taken and that is that DOD 
just last week -- 


MAJOR RAND: Last Friday. 


MR. SPEAKES: -- last Friday awarded contracts to four 
private aerospace firms -- McDonnell Douglas, General Dynamic, 
Hughes, and Martin Marietta -- to develop of vehicle for commerical 
launch. And DOD, in doing this, made a guarantee that they will use 
these vehicles for at least 12 launches between now and ‘89. 


MAJOR RAND: We awarded contracts to develop a vehicle 
to launch DOD -- but we think that they may -- that vehicle may lend 
itself to launching commercial -- 


MR. SPEAKES: Okay. And what would happen is these 
companies would be involved in the development <-- eventually evolve 
into one company that would be capable of launching DOD vehicles. 


There is another question as to whether an immediate 
commercial capacity would be developed. In view of the fact that 
there are subsidized foreign aerospace capabilities, such as Ariane 
or others that might be developed in Japan, China, other places. 
Ariane is the only other viable commercial space launch capacity in 
the world and they are fully booked for at least the current period. 
So, there is a substantial opportunity for commercial development of 
space. 


Now, finally, and this is not directly involved in this 
decision, but it is something that was considered, and that is what 
about the military capacity. The military will continue to use NASA 
manned launched vehicles wher, it is required that they have that 
manned launched capability to perform their function. There has been 
some speculation that we are contributing to the militarization of 
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Space so that NASA will be only used for military capabilities. That 
is simply not true. NASA will continue at roughly the same capacity 
Or DOD will continue to use roughly the same capacity of the NASA 
launch capacity that they had originally planned through the 
foreseeable future. 


NASA has -- or the Department of Defense has also moved 
forward with an ‘86 supplemental and an ‘87 supplemental that allows 
them to develop 30 -- 13 Titan IV's and 12 new boosters, which will 
give them a capacity to continue to make up their lost capacity, both 
from the shuttle and from their own delays in programs. 


With that, I think that gives you probably everything I 
know, but I'll be willing to answer your questions. 


Leo. 


Q The $2.8 billion -- is this new money or is this 
entirely from savings from NASA and other agencies? 


MR. SPEAKES: The original ‘87 figure of $239 miliion, I 
believe it is, in budget authority -- 


MAJOR RAND: $272 million. 


MR. SPEAKES: $272 million in budget authority would -- 
is not new money, but it's -- 


ADMIRAL TRULY: Yes it is new money. 


MR. SPEAKES: It is -- that is new money and the rest is 
savings. Now, as far as the remainder of the $2.2 billion, that will 
be determined as we go into the FY ‘88 budget period, which is 
scheduled this fall, as to where that money comes from. The 
President then will be able to look over the entire range of 
priorities in all programs to do it. 


Q But do you have an approximate division as to 
savings from NASA versus from other agencies? In other words, how 
much is NASA likely to -- in to the two point -- whatever is left to 
be financed out? 


MR. SPEAKES: I don't think we have that -- 


MR. DAVIS: It is impossible to determine right now. It 
depends, to a large extent, how long NASA will be down before they 
Start flying again. And when they have a better idea of when they 
will start flying, then they will be able to put togethei a fiscal 
year ‘88 budget so we can get back on track with some good figures. 
But right now -- 


MR. SPEAKES: Norm -- in the back and then I'll come up 
to -- 


Q Are you planning on taking money out of NASA's space 
Station program -- 


MR. SPEAKES: No. No change in space station -- full 
commitment to space station. Nothing taken from it. 


Andrea? 


Q Does this not violate the instructions from both 
House and Senate committees that no money for this should be taken 
from existing NASA funds -- ordering a fourth orbiter but requiring 


MR. SPEAKES: I'm not familiar with that, but basically 
what it is is savings which are still being identified by NASA. 
Admiral Truly can -- 
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ADMIRAL TRULY: Then I‘ll let Randy Davis answer also. 
The -- 


Q Could you go to the microphone, Admiral, please? 
Q That would be very helpful. 


ADMIRAL TRULY: At the moment and since the accident, 
there's been a great deal of work in identifying savings within NASA 
resulting from the down time that we're experiencing before the next 
flight, which we presently predict to be the first quarter of 1988. 
However, our expenses in the redesign of the solid rocket motor and 
also of the reevaluation of the other recommendations of the Rogers 
Commission that were approved by the President is using a lot of 
funds. 


I think the important thing is that this decision by the 
President is a renewed commitment to access to space. It's 
represented not only in the mixed fleet with the ELVs that were 
discussed earlier, but now the -- or our ability to move out in 1987 
with a replacement of the Challenger and the dollars will just simply 
have to be worked out in the budget process with the administration. 


Q But, Admiral, just to follow up, isn't the Agency 
disappointed that its focus is going to be now limited and it can no 
longer be the commercial launch vehicle that it had always been 
envisioned? 


ADMIRAL TRULY: My response to this is not -- to this 
announcement today is delight. I think that it is a reaffirmation by 
the President of what he has committed to before, to get this nation 
back firmly in a stronger posture than we were prior to the accident. 
He has supported the DOD in their expendable launch vehicle program; 
he's now given us authority to move out and -- on a replacement for 
the Challenger; and he has expressed his recommitment to our goal of 
increasing commercialization of space. So I think it's -- 


Q Admiral, can you identify the savings by program? 
Where are you going to find the money? 


ADMIRAL TRULY: Well, as was said earlier, this, 
essentially to start the orbiter, is going to result in $272 million 
in new money to NASA in order for us to start the program. The 
Savings that we have identified have come from many areas. We're 
looking over our entire program. 


I should point out that we have not found it necessary to 
direct a reduction in the space station program or in, specifically, 
in the science program, although those naturally are being 
reevaluated because there were a major number of science payloads 
that would have flown during this year. We are actively studying, 
for example, the manifest and where the major science planet <-- the 
planetary missions will go, as well as national security payloads. 

So it's a very active process. 


Q Admiral, will this mean basically -- will this mean, 
overall, looking at both what NASA will be doing and what private 
firms do, less manned flights than one would have expected before and 
more unmanned flights? 


ADMIRAL TRULY: No. Wo, I think -- if my work, and 
believe me, I've spent a lot of time in the last several weeks and 
last couple of months in looking at what we call the manifest for the 
shuttle, which is how we allocate those critical payload bays of the 
future on the shuttle, and I see no -- I believe that we're going to 
have the requirement in the future, going well out to the turn of the 
century, to fully utilize every shuttle flight that we can savely 
deliver to orbit. And so I don't think there will be a reduction in 
the desire or the impetus in the nation for manned flights. 


Q How much so-called old money -- 


Q I'm confused. I take it there's two different 
things as to whether this is new money or not new money. And pardon 
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my confusion if it's there. The $272 million, you said, is new 
money. Where does that come from? 


MR. SPEAKES: Budget amendments that go to the Hill and 
request for it. 


ADMIRAL TRULY: That's right. 

Q Separate budget requests, through supplementals? 
ADMIRAL TRULY: That's correct. 

MR. SPEAKES: And the money that comes from savings. 
Q -- $272 million in new money. 

MR. SPEAKES: That's correct. 


Q And then in the following years, it is effected 
through savings? 


MR. SPEAKES: Wo, it's effected through -- perhaps some 
savings, but it will be effected through the budget. We just ask for 
it. 


Q How much old money will be needed in fiscal ‘87 to 
actually get started on the orbiter? 


ADMIRAL TRULY: This will allow -- this level of funding 
will allow us to get a good start in fiscal ‘87. We have not had the 
Opportunity to exactly lay out the precise profile but I believe -- 


Q But you will need more than $272 million -- 
ADMIRAL TRULY: Not in -- no, not in FY '87. No, this -- 


Q So you haven't identified any cuts in any NASA 
programs at the moment? You're just reevaluating these, but none 
have been identified? I want to ask if that's correct, and also, you 
said among those being reevaluated is space station. Mr. Speakes 
just said no change in the space station at all. Can you clarify 
that? 


ADMIRAL TRULY: Well, we have major budget challenges 
within NASA, as you well know, and we are going through our internal 
debates as to finding -- to allow us to find all the savings that we 
can while we're down in order for us to submit a FY '88 budget to the 
President and to allow those decisions to be made when -- so that he 
can, in turn, submit it to the Congress at that -- on the appropriate 
day. So that's -- 


Q How much will you have to cut in FY ‘88? 


ADMIRAL TRULY: That's not an easy question. I'm looking 
for every single dollar that we do not have to spend so that I can 
spend it where we need it. And our first priority is to get back to 
flight. This, however, represents a new commitment, new money to 
allow us in FY ‘87 to look far into the future and to replace the 
Crallenger. And I think that's the way ! would describe it. 


Q Admiral, are you satisfied that this is going to 
keep us on target for getting what we need to get the SDI up as fast 
as possible? And, in terms of the projections of the President's 
Commission on Space, that this will keep us on target for that? 


ADMIRAL TRULY: I don't think that this commitment is 
directly tied to any specific part of the program. When we have 
looked at our national situation, 
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it's Deen clear that in order to have a strong anc vital space 
program of the future, it’s been clear that when we get started again 
we need to not cepend on a single vehicle. But we co have a 
Geveloped capability in the space shuttle, and this commitment is 
really a recommitment to the idea of a mixed fleet, both manned anc 
unmanned, and SDI and science anc national security and the 
commercial side of the space business is all part of a large fabric 
that is very important to us, anc so I am pleased to -- that the 
President has mace this decision that will allow us to move out. 
Thank you. 


Could I try -- 
What is -- 


Will using 70s technologies be -- 


on oOo oO oO 


What's the earliest date the shuttle can fly -- the 
new shuttle? 


MR. SPEAKES: It's ‘91 he's looking at. 


MAJOR RAND: The new orbiter, we believe, should -- and 
this of course assumes that we get -- can work out the optimum 
funding over the years, but we should fly the orbiter, I believe, in 
1991 -- early in ‘91. 


Q Will it be dedicated at Vandenberg? 
MAJOR RAND: No. 


Q What happened to the concern about using ‘70s 
technology into the ‘90s, though? 


MR. SPEAKES: We won't be using ‘70s technolosy into the 
‘90s. Technology is evolving and developing cay in and day out, so 
what we get in -- what he puts on line in ‘91 will have the benefit 
of current technology and that develops as you go along. 


Q Will Rockwell still build it, Larry? 


MR. SPEAKDCS: Will Rockwell still build what? I woulc 
presume -- they will build it, okay. They're in business. 


Q They will? And will there be oversight to see about 
excellence of production? 


MR. SPEAKES: Yes. 
Q Who's soing to do that? 


Q Is the government prepared to subsicize the private 
sector to get them going? Will they have access to Vandenberg in 
down periods? 


MR. SPEAKES: No, the government does not plan to provide 
any subsidies short of what is -- what they call sump costs <-- that 
is, the existing launch capacity if -- the existing launch facilities 
will be provided because it is no cost to the government. However, 
there will be a charge or a lease arrangement for a commercial firm 
to launch on previous -- on the developed government facilities. 


¢ To launch at Vandenberg during down periods? 

MR. SPEAKES: I don't know if there has been any 
cetermination to reopen Vandenberg to any extent to allow a 
commercial launch. Where would that -- 


MR. DAVIS: The medium launch vehicle that we are 
developing, which we think will be a candidate to launch commercial 
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payloads, is still in the process of proposal, anc the four contracts 
we awarded last week 4111 result in the selection vf one candicate 
anc one service alout six months from now. And at that time we will 
know whether we are going to propose launching our satellites fron 
the East Coast, the West Coast, or Doth coasts. 


Q What about the ELVs? 


MR. DAVIS: That is what we're talking about. It is an 
ELV that we're talking about. And if we launch from -- our 
satellites can go from either coast -- the kind of satellite that we 
want. The NAVSTAR satellites can launch from either coast. 


MR. SPEAKES: Okay, Ira. 


Q If, under Gramm-Rudman, to come up with $272 million 
of new money, does that imply a reduction elsewhere in the FY ‘87 
budget? Anc if so, where? 


MR. SPEAKES: Randy, go ahead. 


MR. DAVIS: Well, we had a mid-session review where there 
were a number of re-estimates anc reductions shown throushout the 
government. There have been subsequent decisions which will be 
transmitted to the Hill, perhaps concurrently with the budget 
amendment that we will be proposing soon that will keep it all in 


balance. 

Q You are saying that you've rearranged -- the 
rearrangements that are in the mid-year review show the same bottom 
line? 


MR. DAVIS: Yes, essentially. 


Q Larry, if I understood you correctly, you said that 
about 15 of the 44 contracts would get launched by the shuttle based 
on this priority. Was there any estimate about <-- or guess as to 
what would happen with the other 29 or so -- whether they would be 
able to place their launches els¢« «here? 


MR. SPEAKES: That would be a cecision they would have tc 
make. Let me be clear now that the 15 would be launchec under NASA's 
Current capacity to launch. That's it. 
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Now, priorities would be arranged for all 44. And it would be a 
decision based on national interest and so forth as to what should be 
launched. So -- but what will happen is when the 44 compi:cies look 
they'll see, well, 15 of us can get in the air by ‘92. Sc, I guess 
they would have to make their decisions about whether there is a 
commercial launch capacity outside the government that they wish to 
utilize and ask to be released from their contracts or whether they 
-- it’s best for them to wait. It would be -- 


Q Are those to be launched on the shuttle? 


MR. SPEAKES: Yes. Is that all shuttle launched? Okay. 
That is all shuttle launched. 


Q So they're not banning commercial launches from the 
shuttle? 


MR. SPEAKES: We are not banning commercial launches. 
What we have is the 44 contract commitments, which currently exist 
and we'll prioritize those and decide -- and let those companies know 
when they can launch. They will have to make a decision whether they 
want to stay on the NASA's and take it when they can get it or if 
there's some other capacity that develops. Also, we had the two 
exceptions to commercial launch -- 


Q How quickly -- 
MR. SPEAKES: -- and that is national security and -- 
Q How quickly do you think these -- 


Q Larry, was that based on a determination that you 
just couldn't get out of these 44 contracts? 


MR. SPEAKES: Wo. I think there is -- generally regarded 
as -- there is a legal basis for being released from the contracts 
but -- and there is also the provision tiat the contracts do expire 
in 1995. But, nevertheless, we will set some priorities and let 
these companies know when we can launch their satellites. 


Robin? 


Q What about unmanned launchings? How much are they 
going to play in taking care of this backlog? 


MR. SPEAKES: Well, the unmanned launchings are -- do you 
have -- 


MS. JOHNSON: Those are all the private launch -- 


MR. SPEAKES: Okay. You don't have any unmanned 
launchings, do you or do you? 


MAJOR RAND: Well, the answer to the question is that the 
ELV's that we were talking about are unmanned vehicles. If your 
guestion has to do with the total backlog and we have a -- the DOD 
unmanned launches, including the new program that was discussed -- 
this medium launch vehicle that will be coming along. We have the 
potential promise of a commercial launch capability. 


Q How much will the government be launching satellites 
and other payloads by unmanned vehicles in the next couple of years? 
Can you answer that? 

MR. SPEAKES: We've given you the DOD new capability. 

Q What percentage -- or any kind of figure? 


MAJOR RAND: The -- we have government launch vehic’es 
that are presently awsiting launch on Delta, on Atlas Centaur, and in 
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the DOD, Titan 34Ds, the new medium launch vehicle, the Titan IV -- 
ADMIRAL TRULY: And the Titan IIs. 


MAJOR RAND: And some refurbished Titan Iis for smaller 
payloads. 


MR. SPEAKES: Okay. Owen? 

Q But -- 

Q Just to make clear the issue of the savings -- in 
other words, you identified in the budget other areas to make up 
this $272 million for ‘87 so -- an overall -- 


MR. SPEAKES: That's right. Either in savings authorized 
by NASA or reestimates that had taken place in the mid-term -- 


Q So when you say new money you mean for NASA but not 
for the government overall? 


MR. SPEAKES: Yes. This is $292 million -- $272 million 
for NASA and then any additional costs will be made up by either 
reestimates that have already taken place or NASA's savings. 

Q What about the future years? Have you -- 

MR. SPEAKES: Future years will have to be determined in 
the budget cycle as we develop and the President looks over the whole 
range of priorities. 


Q And did you say whether Vandenberg would be used for 


the -- 

MR. SPEAKES: We said -- 

Q -- you don't know or -- 

MR. SPEAKES: <-- that has not been determined. What -- 

Q It may or may not -- you don't know yet? 

MR. SPEAKES: Okay. 

Q Let me follow that -- I'm sorry -- 

Q -- for NASA -- when they'd have the new orbiter 
done? 


ADMIRAL TRULY: Let me try to clarify the situation with 
Vandenberg and -- 


Q Could you go to the microphone? 
Q Could you go to the microphone, please? 


ADMIRAL TRULY: And you can help me if I <= the 
Vandenburg launch facility, which is presently planned to be brought 
up by the Air Force in 1992 will be available for those missions that 
require polar orbits. There's been a number of questions today about 
commercial satellites and would they be launched out of Vandenberg. 
I think, in general, the answer to that is probably no, but not 
because of any prohibition. It would be in general that 
communications satellites go to geostationary orbit and are most 
efficiently launched in an easterly direction out of Cape Kennedy. 
But the determination for the total use of Vandenberg in the future 
hasn't been made but it will -- and it will -- there will be a -- 
continue to be a number of national security payloads launched from 
there, but also some NASA polar orbiting science payloads. 
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Q Can you say how long it will be before the private 
launch capability exists to take up the slack for these 29 or so 
existing contracts and for the rest of the commercial market? 


MS. JOHNSON: I can. 

ADMIRAL TRULY: Yes. Time will tell. 
Q Can somebody say that on camera? 
MS. JOHNSON: Wo, I can say -- 

Q Could you say -- 

Q Can somebody -- 

ADMIRAL TRL Sure. 


MS. JOHNSON: . launch companies tell us that they can 
have vehicles ready and be ready to launch them two and a half to 
three years from the day that the clear policy decision is made, so I 
assume that would be from today. 


Q Which companies -- such as Transspace Carriers? 
They have not been able to get the hardware from McDonnell Douglas 
for three years since the White House put out its previous 
commercialization policy? 


MS. JOHNSON: Transspace Carriers is -- has had a problem 
with hardware. The two companies that definitely would be able to 
provide that service are Martin Marietta with the Titan launch 
vehicles and General Dynamics with the Atlas isunch vehicles. 


Q What's the relationship between the 
commercialization program and the program that was announced by the 
DOD, the four contracts that were left there? Is there any -- will 
they be able to use some of that technology, you're saying for 
privatization? 


MS. JOHNSON: Absolutely. 
Q So you're saying that -- 
Q Not the medium launch vehicles. 


Q “= with two ad a half to three years from today, in 
other words, they should be -- 


Q But what happens in the interim? 
MS. JOHNSON: Assuming all goes well. 
Q -- commercial carriers? 


Q What heppens between now and then? Do foreign 
competitors take up the slack? 


MAJOR RAND: We're developing an expendable rocket with 
the capability to put a commercial-size payload into orbit. We plan 
to have that ready to fly for our payloads in 1989 -- fly at the rate 
of four per year for the foreseeable future. 


Now, we think that because we're going to underwrite the 
development and establish a launch and production rate of four per 
year, that that will go a long ways toward taking up the slack for a 
commercial launch industry. They will not have to put all that 
development money into it, they just need to add on. 


Q Could we ask you a question on camera about Star 
Wars, about whether this will hurt? 
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MR. SPEAKES: Admiral Truly answered that. 
* Why won't -- 
Q -- other countries -- 


MR. SPEAKES: Okay, hold up here. Quit shouting. Raise 
your hands until I call on you. 


Q Can we get a Pentagon point of view? 
MR. SPEAKES: Just wait a minute. 
Q: If I can just (cilow up on that -- 


MR. SPEAKES: Wait, you're shouting too much. You just 
wait over in your corner a while. Let me go here. 


Q I wonder if I could get back to the technology 
question raised. Since the question of whether the technology was 
outdsted was one of the stumbling blocks originally, can Admiral 
Tru. of somebody give us some rough idea of how the new orbiter 
migh: conceptually in some way be different? 


MR. SPEAKES: I think we can. Let me caution you -- 
we've been here, oh, 45 minutes or so. We've answered most of your 
questions. Admiral Truly and his public affairs staff will be 
available at NASA. I've got a 3:00 p.m. meeting, among other things. 


While I mention Admiral Truly, he's certainly one of our 
-- Claim to fame is one of our pioneers in space. 
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But his other claig to fame is that he is a Mississippian fros 
Payette -- it's pronounced properly Fayette in Mississippi. So he -- 
we take great pride in him in Mississippi. 


Q Oh, and we were going to read the -- 
MR. SPEAKES: I will, yes. 


Q Has any thought been given to a name for the new 
orbiter? 


MR. SPEAKES: Name. 


ADMIRAL TRULY: That -- I's sure that everyone in here 
has thought about tliat. 


MR. BRASHEAR: Magnolia. 

Q Any decisions. 

ADMIRAL TRULY: Wo. 

MR. SPEAKES: Rusty points out we could name it Magnolia. 
Q Could -- 

Q Oh, yes. 


Q Admiral, do you have in your pocket at this point a 
current number on how such the loss, excluding the physical loss of 
the orbiter, has cost NASA? That is in terms of the search, the 
recovery after it, the whole chunk that's taken out of your available 
funds. Could you go to the sikes? 


ADMIRAL TRULY: Wo, I don‘t have that on my fingertips, 
but it’s just that I don't recall it. 


Could I respond, real quickly to the technology -- 
MR. SPEAKES: Sure. Yes, that would be a good way to -- 
Q Could you just -- 


ADMIRAL TRULY: There was -- and I'm getting - and I've 
got to go too. There was a question about new technology. Let me 
answer that in two ways. First of all, in looking at all the options 
that were described by Mr. Speakes earlier, many options were looked 
at but new vehicles -- the development of new engines, of new 
materials, of a new type of a replacement for the shuttle orbiter are 
Gevelopments that take, in general, over a decade. In order to meet 
today's problem in America of getting assured access to space back, 
the answer is just simply not a new -- a totally new vehicle, but a 
rebuilding of one that we have the drawings and toolings for -- can 
get in a relatively short time, and it's the least expensive way to 
go when balanced with our procurement of other ELBs. 


On the other hand, I would point out that even though the 
orbiter was first approved in 1969 or 1970 or so, we have continued 
to improve it. It's a -- we have throughout the years had programs 
to -- for new auxiliary power units, new computers, new capabilities. 
So, this orbiter will be a very capable addition to the fleet, but a 
replacement for the shuttle, you know, which will be a study that 
will have to be done in the next few years which would encompass 
entirely new technology, just takes too darn long. 


Q Would you anticipate an escape mechanism of some 
kind? 


ADMIRAL TRULY: We are -- in our studies at NASA, we are 
looking at crew escape options along with many other things and we'll 
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have to make a decision over the next -- really couple of years, I 
think on crew escape. It's a very complicated subject. 


MR. SPEAKES: Okay, why don’t we take about two more, 
here. I think that’s all the hands. Yes, Ma‘an. 


Q What about the technology to get the launch vehicle 
out of Vandenberg that can lift P-1vier payloads, such reconnaissance 
and surveillance satellites, and where do stand on the Filmetion 
booster casings to do that job for that seem not to be working very 


well? 

Q Answer that, Larry. (Laughter. ) 

MR. SPEAKES: Got the answer on the tip of sy tongue. 

Q Can we get Mr. Rand to answer to answer it? 

Q A Pentagon official if possible. 

Q Can you get Major Rand to the sicrophone? 

MR. SPEAKES: That's why we bring our cxuperts. Want to 
handle that? 


MAJOR RAND: Sure. The Titan IV booster, which is an 
improvement of the Titan 34D is going to -- we're going to build a 
launch pad for it to launch large payloads into polar orbits from 
Vandenberg Air Force Base. it's part of our 
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commitment to refurbishing the entire space program. “We want to heave 
the capability to put our largest and most important national 
security poyloads into oroits from Soth the Tast anc “est Coasts with 
more than one launci. cystem. So we':l have the Titan IV capatility 
anc a shuttle capability at both launch sites. 


Q Just to follow up on that, is the Titan IV the 3407? 
MAJOR RAND: That is the 34D7. That's the new -- 


Q I though when you agreed to get the procurement for 
the 34D7 it would not lift payloads heavier than the shuttle, which 
would be 65,000 pounds. That will not give yo. your SDI capability. 
will it? 


MAJOR RAND: Well, the shuttle launch is 65,0900 pounds 
out of the East Coast, but owt of the West Coast, 32.000. Is that 
right, Admiral? Of that was the design -- the design goal -- 
something less than 32,000. 


The Tital IV capability out of Vandenberg is about 
31,000, so we're talking about the same capability whether it is the 
shuttle or it’s the Titan IV. 


Q So what is the impact on SDI? 
MR. SPEAKES: Andrea wants to get her SDI question in. 
MAJOR RAND: The impact of what on SDI? 


Q The impact of today's decision on SDI? Does this 
mean that the program will not be -- will not have to be stretched 
out or delayed in any way? 


MAJOR RAND: I don't know why announcing that we are 
going to build a fourth orbiter and we are not going to launch 
commercial payloads on the shuttle after a certain point in time 
would have any impact on SDI other than guaranteeing that the SD! 
would have <-- SDI payloads would be assured access to space when they 
become reacy to be launched. 


C But coesn’t this give priority to SDI ower the -- 
MR. SPCAKES: Helps, not hurts. 


MAJOR RAND: Well, it helps, not hurts. I°m not saying 
it will give priority. It gives priority to the national security 
peyloacs that are going to ride on the shuttle. 


MR. SPEAKES: Okay, there is one waiting in the back 
here. Let me -=- let's quit on this. CUverybody is -- there's a lot 
of glazing over here on the first three or four tows. (Laughter.) 


Yes, ma'am. 
Q oo« 


MR. SPEAKES: I can't hear, sorry. One second. Speak 
Up. 


C The commercial CLV operator -- owner <-- 
manufacturers tole the Congress yesterday that if all those 44 
contracts were honored that what was likely to happen was that the 
companies <= the satellite companies would keep their contracts with 
the shuttle because even if they got a launch in six years, it would 
be at the pre-Challenger prices of adout $10 million, and would 
therefore be cheaper than anything they are going to get in the 
post-Challenger environment. How does the White House intend to deal 
with that with those 29 contracts that won't be launched before 19927 
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- MR. SPEAKES: I think that that would just have to be a 
consideration that the commercial launch companies took the 
commercial -- those who are seeking to launch = commercial satellite 
woulc have to take into consiceration whether to wait is more 
cost-effective than to seek some other means of launching their 
satellite. 


Q Those contracts don't specify which satellite goes 
up, so they could get another launch -- you know, they coulc set a 
launch in 1991 that could launch a satellite in 1992 and just keep 
that shuttle contract as a future reservation. It was the point that 
-- made. ‘ 


MR. SPEAKES: Yes, I don't quite uncerstanc. What we 
will do is set priorities so they will know when they will have an 
ability to get on a shuttle. But -- did that answer your question? 


Q No. Suppose you -- all launch a satellite. If you 
have a contact with NASA and you can't get up before 1996, well maybe 
you can get to Ariane or McDonnell Douglas -- 


MR. SPEAKES: The question is, can you launch -- 


-- in 1996 you will still use that reservation to 
launch, say, a later satellite. 


MR. SPEAKES: Well, there is also a legal expiration of 
the contracts in ‘95, as I understand it. Now whether we would 
exercise that hasn't been determined. 


Q Larry, could you take a minute -- 


MR. SPEAKES: So I guess this is just something that 
would have to be decided out in the future. 


Q Could you make your drug statement? 


MR. SPEAKES: I'd be glad to, if I coule get through 
here. 


Q Shall we just -- 


MR. SPEAKES: If I can cut my friend off over here, he 
can -- did you have something, or is it gone by the waysice? 


MAJOR RAND: The only point was, on the question of the 
commercialization -- the relationship of the commercialization to the 
DOD program to develop a medium-launch vehicle. But will all the 
four companies, you say, combine into one company to cevelop this 
thing and then be able tc use that to build their own? We awarcec 
four $5 million contracts last week to McDonnell Douglas, Martin 
Marietta, Hughes, and General Dynamics, each of whom will develop a 
proposal -- that cach has = vehicle and a proposed launch scheme. 

Six months from now we will make a decision on which one of those 
candidates, or any one else who comes up with another proposal at the 
end of that six month period, as to which one we will choose. Then 
we will choose one at that point in time and follow that through to 
development of 12 -- development and launch of 12 vehicles -- of at 
least 12 vehicles. 


So there are four individual competitors and we'll choose 
one and that vehicle will be able to launch commercial payloads, too. 
It will be -- as a stipulation in the contract solicitation that it 
have 2 commercially adaptable variation. 


MR. SPCAKES: Okay, statement on Mexican -- and our drug 
agent. 


Q There are cameras rolling. 
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Q Can you wait a second? 
HE.. SPEAKES: Spot on the set. Space? Oh, mix? 


Q Different subject. Different subject. 


cal 


Q Andrea, Go you wint me to stay here for cucdling? 


MR. SPEAKES: You all are making me late for a meetings 
with Dennis, I want you to know. 


Okay, quiet on the set here. 


We are deeply concerned at the mistreatment of Victor 
Cortez at the hands of the Jalisco State police in Mexico. Mr. 
Cortez was an officer of the Drug Enforcement Administration and was 
carrying out official duties 
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in Mexico with the concurrence of the Mexican government when he was 
detained Wednesday in Guadalajara. He identified himself immediately 
as an officer of the DEA, yet, police threatened Mr. Cortez and beat 
him and tortured nim with a cattle prod during the interrogation. de 
was released after the office of the Mexican Attorney General 
interceded at the request of the United States government. 

Yesterday, Mr. Cortez was flown to the United States to undergo a 
medical examination. 


The United States protests the unprovoked and 
totally unjustified detention and torture of one of its orficials. 
Vigilantism by a state authority causes serious harm to the 
relationship necessary for our two countries to be able to combat 
drug tratficking and production. We are submitting a note of protest 
to the Mexican government. 


We note with satisfaction, however, that the 
Attorney General of Mexico has ordered a full investigation of this 
incident. We expect that when the full facts are known all 
appropriate steps will be taken against those who are responsible. 


It is particularly unfortunate that this incident 
occurred during the very successful visit to Washington of Mexican 
President de la Madrid, whose government has been working closely 
with us to address the danger of narcotics in our two countries. 

Question? Don't need anymore? Very good. Take. 


Q: Is there -- are there any new -- is there anything 
new since -- 


Q: Has the protest now been submitted? 


MR. SPEAKES: I don't know, and State could tell you more 
than that. 


Q: -- Monday morning, Larry. 

MR. SPEAKES: Yes. 

Q: The tax bill apparently now is $17 billion short, 
but Packwood wants to take it to the floor like that and Treasury has 
said it's okay. Is that the White House position, too? 

MR. SPEAKES: I haven't talked to Treasury about it. Our 
position is generally revenue neutral, but I don't know why -- I 
don't know the facts on it. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 


3:10 P.M. EDT 
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DIRECTOR PENNER: Thank you very much, Ed, and ane Fave 
Jim, for sharing this facility and for your cooperation through this 
effort. I guess on this solemn occasion it is good to see that the 
Executive Branch can still afford these digs. (Laughter.) 


This is the Initial CBO-OMB Sequestration Report for 
Fiscal ‘87. We'll do another one in October. The purpose of the 
initial report is to give notice to the Congress on where the budget 
stands and what must be done to avoid another sequestration. 


The report this time goes to the Congress and will be 
referred to a temporary joint committee. The Supreme Court ruled 
that the comptrollers generals’ earlier role in making sequestration 
automatic was unconstitutional. The Congress must now vote on any 
sequestration, and the President must approve it before one goes into 
effect. The Senate has voted to restore an automatic procedure, but 
the House will wait until September before making a decision on the 
issue. 


The budget estimates contained in the report follow the 
specifications of the Balanced Budget Act. They are based on laws 
and regulations in effect on August 15th, the so-called snapshot day, 
and on appropriations for Fiecal ‘86, because no appropriations for 
‘87 have been enacted. 


CBO's estimate of the deficit is $170.6 billion, and 
OMB's is $156.2 billion. The Table II in the report shows the major 
reasons for the difference. The largest difference is technical in 
nature. CBO estimates a higher spend-out rate for defense and a 
higher cost of agricultural programs than does OMB. These and other 
less important technical differences account for $8.8 billion, or 60 
percent of the total difference. 


Conceptual differences on how to apply the Balanced 
Budget Act specifications amount to another $4.7 billion. These 
Gifferences involve the treatment of appropriated entitlements and 
allowances for federal pay raises, and are discussed in much detail 
in our report. 


Differences in economic assumptions account for only $.9 
billion of the difference in our deficit estimates. Our economic 
assumptions are compared in Tables II and III. Wote that though OMB 
has @ somewhat more optimistic forecast than ours, our revenue 
estimates are almost identical, implying that they believe on aver ge 
each dollar of GNP yields less revenue than we estimate. 











The law instructs us to average our differences, which 
results in a deficit estimate of $163.4 billion. That is a really 
oT agg here. That is $19.4 billion above the ‘87 target of 

44 ° 


Because the law allows a $10 billion margin of error, 
only $9.4 billion of this excess must be removed by legislation in 
order to avoid the specter of sequestration. If sequestration 
occurs, however, it would involve spending reductions of the full 
amount of the excess deficit, or in other words, the $19.4 billion. 


While everyone hopes: that a sequester can be avoided, we 
were required to show the amounts in percentages by which various 
budgetary resources must be sequestered in order to eliminate the 
full excess deficit. The calculations are complex. They are 
described in our report. I'd emphasize only a few points. 


The across-the-board sequestration percentage for defense 
programs is 5.6 percent, and for non-defense programs it is 7.6 
percent. The defense percentage, which was higher than non-defense 
in ‘86, is lower this time, and that is because the base is larger 
than before. The military personnel accounts, which were exempt {rom 
sequestration in ‘86, are not exempt in ‘87. 





A large part of the budget is either exempt from 
sequestration or is unaffected by it. As a ye gee the 
reductions are concentrated on about 40 percent of total outlays. In 
order to get $19.4 billion in outlay reductions, an even larger 
amount of new budget authority and other spending authority has to be 
sequestered. For example, defense spending authority has to be 
reduced by $19.1 billion in order to get outlay savings of $9.5 
billion in ‘87. This implies that a sequestration would reduce 
spending for a number of years following ‘87. 


In addition to our conceptual differences in defining the 
budget base, we differed on whether the sequestration applied to the 
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority, interest payments -- 
other interest payments and to VA policy loans. 


There is now no third party to resolve these differences, 
and therefore they are averaged. We both agree that averaging 
conceptual differences makes no sense whatsoever, but unfortunately, 
under the fallback procedure, the joint committee cannot change our 
report. The problem can only be solved by amending Gramm-Rudman. 
The Senate did pass a fix that would resolve some of the conceptual 
issues. 


I'd like to end by noting that our working relationship 
remained excellent with OMB, and again, by praising the OMB-CBO 
staffs under the leadership of Pete Modlin and Jim Bloom for their 
really arduous labor on the complex task of producing this report. 
The staffs have been working on the report since May. With all of 
the detailed work being done in the last few weeks at the same time 
as a flurry of legislative activity and our summer dudget update 
reports gave us more than enough to do. As in January, the task was 
accomplished with the utmost professionalism and with good humor, and 
for that the professional and support staffs deserve a great deal of 
credit. Thank you very much. 


Jim. 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Thank you, Rudy. Thank you all for 
coming. I particularly want to thank Rudy Penner and his associates 
for making this joint -- making this a joint affair -- it is the 
second such joint OMB-CBO press conference on this subject -- and 
also for the close, cordial working relationships our offices have 
had in putting together this report. 


Following on Rudy's presentation, I would like to make 
three major points, and then we'll field your questions. 











First, however, let me mention that you should have 
received copies of two documents -- first, the Joint Report, without 
the Appendix, showing the sequestration amounts by agency and budget 
account, and secondly, a Gramm-Rudman-Bollings briefing materials -- 
a set of briefing materials prepared by OMB and dated August 15th. 
And those of you who want information on specific items contained in 
the Appendiz, which you don't have, can get this by calling Ed Dale's 
office, or you can review the materials at the Pederal Register this 
evening -- they'll be on display -- or you can read about it in 
tomorrow's press. 


How the three points. The first is that this report 
represents a thorough, honest, professional job by both agencies. We 
tried to make economic projections to the best of our abilities, and 
we tried to follow the law as strictly and as faithfully as possible 
in waking our specific calculations. Where we have differed, we have 
clearly indicated the differences and explained why. 


You will note that OMB estimates the FY ‘87 deficit at 
$156.2 billion, whereas CBO estimates it at $170.6 billion -- a 
éifference of $14.4 billion. But this difference is less than 1.5 
percent of the total averaged outlays for FY 1987, which is pretty 
good as far as these things go. And I want to stress that almost all 
the differences in our figures boil down to differences in 
interpreting what items should be included and how, not in 
éiftferences in our economic forecasts. 





The second point I'd like to make is that this report is 
not @ sequester. Under the Gramm-Rudman-Bollings fallback provision, 
only upon enactment by Congress of a sequester resolution would the 
funds be withheld. And a related point is that OMB's and CBO's 
discretion in this report, and the President's discretion in ordering 
@ sequester -- if it came to that -- is very circumscribed. Our 
Gecision, or our discretion, is solely that of estimating the deficit 
under very ial cules. But once t figure is determined, the 
rest is simple arithmetic, for all practical purposes. 


The third point I would like to mention is that the 
situation with respect to the deficit, and a possible sequester, is 
serious but far from being hopeless. As you will note, Congress has 
to come up with approximately $10 billion to avoid a sequester and a 
$20 billion savings to get down to the $144 billion target. And this 
of course means -- assumes that Congress doesn't do anything is the 
meantime to raise the deficit. But this can be done. For example, 
the budget leadership in the Bouse has indicated Congress would find 
the savings to avoid a sequester. And as you know, the leadership in 
the Senate is working in the same direction. 
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If Congress has the will, the most likely way of finding 
the savings necessary is through the reconciliation process, while 
holding appropriations in check. But I want to wpice a sajor concern 
here: The $9.2 billion in savings in the Congregsional Budget 
Resolution, and the recent estimates of the and the Senate 
packages -- which fall short of this amount -- are working off a 
baseline established CBO last spring. They are not calculated 
from the Gradison baseline used in this report, which reflects 
already many legislative and administrative savings that are being 
Claimed in the reconciliation packages. In fact, we presently 
estimate that the Senate and House reconciliation packages save about 
$3 billion, and zero billion dollars, respectively from this Gradison 
baseline in this report. 


So obviously, much more savings are needed in 
reconciliation if we are to avoid the need for a ster, much less 
meet the $144 billion Gramm-Rudman-Hollings target for Fiscal Year 
1987. And now, ladies and gentlemen, Rudy and I would be happy to 
field your questions. 


Q In your midsession report, you said that the 
Congressional Budget Resolution would produce a deficit of $161 
billion. Have you been looking at the appropriations bills and to -- 
fed in the ‘87 appropriations as they are coming out of the 
committees, and some cases floor action, into this? Do you have any 
idea what effect that would have on this? 


DIRECTOR PENNER: I have been asked what effect the 
various appropriation bills moving along would have in terms of 
implementing the Congressional et Resolution, which under our own 
economic assumptions, we estimated would provide a deficit of $161 
billion. To repeating that long question, I'm afraid the answer is 
no. We have not yet compiled detailed estimates of where they are 
and we'll be doing that over the next few weeks as they move along 
legislatively. 


Q Mr. Penner, could you tell us how many soldiers would 
be -- 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Could I add to that? We have been 
looking at this. Keep in mind, in the House, they are limited by 
budget authority but not outlays. In the Senate, they are limited by 
both. Our rackup of outlays shew that they are over -- both in the 
House and in the Senate. But the -- by historical standards, they 
are not over by that amount. We are very concerned though, that even 
if they keep within the CBR -- the Congressional Budget Resolution -- 
they will still be over the target of $144 billion for the fiscal 
year, and also over the $154 -- which is the trigger of a 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings sequester. 














Q Mr. Penner, can you tell us how mgany soldiers would 
have to be either laid off or furloughed, if we had a sequester of 
the sagnitude you described in this report? And the second part of 
the question for Mr. Miller, can you tell us with a straight face 
that given his anewer to that question, that you would recommend «a 
sequester be signed by the President? 


DIRECTOR PENNER: Well, your “if* is very important 
because as Jim said, the Congress now has the tunity to pass 
legislation to either reduce the sequester significantly or eliminate 
it altogether. Calculating the number you want is hard, -because you 
have to save money -- when you have to save money by laying off 
soldiers, it takes time: you have to give them leave pay, you have to 
transport them from wherever they are, so you don't save a lot. And 
the exact estimate is hard to come by, but certainly it would result 
in more than a couple of hundred thousand people dismissed. 


There is a special problem working from the 1986 base, 
and that is that when the Congress did it's ‘66 appropriation, it did 
not provide enough soney is the personnel account to fund the 
full-person strength they have now. They transferred some funds from 
other accounts. But we have to look at that base they actually have 
as the base for the sequester. 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Paul Blustein asked whether this 
sequester report would cause the discharge of a number of employees 
of the Defense -- Department of Defense -- number of soldiers, and if 
so how many, that was what Rudy answered to. And then he asked 
whether I could with a straight face say that I would recommend a 
sequester under those conditions. Wow let me put on my straight 
face. (Laughter.) The answer is it is really hypothetical, because 
I do not (laughter) -- I do not expect a sequester resolution to 
sequester the funds to come forward. I think Congress will respond 
to this. 














I've talked to leadership in both the Bouse and the Senate, and they 
assure me that their intent is to use the reconciliation process and 
other savings vehicles to get with -- certainly within the $154 
billion. We'd like to see it go all the way to $144 billion. 


Q Dr. Penner, would you tell us -- both of you tell us 
what your baseline assumptions are for Fiscal ‘86 with respect both 
to defense budget authority and defense outlays for which we 
sequesters would have to be subtracted? 


DIRECTOR PENNER: Do you have that number in your head, 
Jim? It's the 1986 appropriation level. 


DIRECTOR MILLER: It's $169 billion is -- 


DIRECTOR PENNER: And $286 billion is the budget 
authority level. 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Wot counting the bugs. 


Q On » Table IV, you seem to have a real 
economic growth -- of 1.1. Wasn't that figure revised downward? 


DIRECTOR PENNER: Well, that’s right. It was revised 
Gownward only today, so obviously we couldn't reflect it in here. 


Q Then how much does that throw off below there -- how 
much would that -- if we are indeed in a recession now, how such 
would your estimates of the deficit next year be thrown off? 


DIRECTOR PENNER: Well, it was revised down to 0.6 
percent. You have to remember that when they annualize these 
quarterly cates, it greatly exaggerates the difference. In terms of 
nominal GNP, which is important to revenue, the number was only 
lowered $2.5 billion. They did rearrange where the income goes sore 
significantly, and we're going to have to take a look at that sore 
carefully to figure out its implications. But while obviously we 
would have liked a higher growth rate, there was some reassurance in 
the numbers in that the biggest downward revision was in the 
inventory category. So inventory growth, which we thought would be a 
Grag in the third quarter, could turn into a positive force in the 
economy as we go through the rest of this year. 


Q Following on that -- 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Could I just say that -- make two 
points -- one is, again these figures are subject to a good deal of 
refinement as you get -- the final numbers come in. The second point 
is that, as — pointed out, the composition of the growth changed 
somewhat, so I have been told by my staff that in terms of the 
receipts and what it would mean for a sequester on -- even if we 
hed this additional information at the time we t the snapshot, it 
would not change the receipts number in any material way. 


Let me point out, too, that, as you probably know, in the 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings the set of assumptions that we made for the 
August 15th report we have to follow for the report to be issued on 
October 5th. So what you see in terms of a set of assumptions is 
what you will get on October 6th. The ot changes that we can make 
in our deficit estimate are those that reflect legislative or 
administrative action that would affect the deficit in some way. The 
economic assumptions have to stay constant as between now and October 
6th. 


Q Following along that -- the GNP numbers, factoring 
in the downward revision in the second quarter today with the first 
quarter numbers, you are getting a 2.2 percent growth rate for the 
ficst half. And in the mid-session review you predicted GNP fourth 
quarter would be 3.2, which means that you now need 4.2 percent 
growth in the second half in order to reach that. In your documents 








today you are saying it looks like 4 percent. What -- do you think 
you are going to get the 4.2 percent? Do you already think your 
mid-year review estimates are wrong? And what does this mean for the 
Geficit -~- the real deficit, you know, using the baseline you have 
your 220 number on for next year? 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Well, you know, some of these things 
are such fine tuning. You wake up -- you know the old adage about, 
if you are going to forecast, forecast very frequently and therefore 
you won't be very far off when it comes out with the final numbers. 

I don't believe that our forecast -- mid-session review is really out 
of the range of reasonableness. We think -- there is no reason at 
this point substantively to change what our projections are for the 
coming calendar year. Obviously we would have liked it if this 
number had been up somewhat. 


But, again, keep in mind that we are looking at budgetary 
issues here, and the purposes of our looking at economic growth are 
to -- as an input into that process. Well, shares of GNP matter as 
well as total GNP growth. And, as I indicated to you, because the 
composition of those shares changes somewhat in the revision, it 
means that not only is it true that nominal GNP was very close to 
what we had projected, but also that because -~ even if it were off 
somewhat the shares change, so our receipts estimate is about the 
same as before. 


So whether we'll get the same rate of growth, you know, 
we forecast and do the best we can, but I don't think it's likely -- 
the data that became available this morning is unlikely to change our 
view about the deficit in the coming year. 


Q Mr. Miller, if the tax bill becomes law in September 
and, as expected, adds about $11 billion in revenues in 1987, how 
Goes that change your October 6th report? 


DIRECTOR MILLER: The question went to the issue of tax 
reform as it came out of conference over the weekend, which allegedly 
has $11 billion increase for calendar year 1987 -- that is, vis-a-vis 


Q Isn't it Fiscal Year? 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Excuse me. Wo, I understood it was 
calendar year? 


DIRDCTOR PENNER: It is Fiscal. 

DIRECTOR MILLER: It is Fiscal? 

Q The document says Fiscal Year. 

DIRECTOR MILLER: All right. 

Well, first of all, let me say that the Treasury 
Department, who give us our receipt numbers, has not had an 
opportunity to evaluate this package in detail, and $11 billion off 
of a receipts level of $850 billion is something that is a fairly 
close margin, so we want to see more detail about what it really 
shows. 


Secondly, let's assume that that is true. In that event, 
I think that is the whole -- 
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I think the effect of that, of course, would be to allow us -- to 
give us much greater opportunity of getting the actual deficit down 
to the I think we ht to have the 
reconciliation process continue to bring it on down below the $154 
billion level. And then, if this is true, $11 billion for fiscal ‘87 
that would bring it on down -- this would secure our being able to 
come out of this process and meet the $144 billion target. 


How, there are lots of indeterminate -- undeterminables 
right now. We don't know what the appropriations levels would be. 
And there will be a part-year appropriations on a continuing 
resolution, I expect. What will the deficit rate be on that? It 
probably will be higher than $144 billion. What's going to happen in 
a number of areas is uncertain at this time. 


But I think to the extent that if the $11 billion plug 
for fiscal ‘87 is true, it gives us an opportunity to get that 
Geficit on down and have the real effects in the economy that we're 
looking for for meeting that deficit target. 


Q Mr. Miller? 


Q -- you're saying that the estimates indicate that 
either through sequestering or through reconciliation you're going to 
have to lower the defense spending, for example, below the House 
defense authorization bill figure, which President Reagan has already 
said <>, eaaes radio last Saturday he would veto. Is that not 
correct 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Wo, that's incorrect. I mean, there -~ 
reconciliation can take place -- give Defense Department, give 050 
and 150 -- those accounts -- every bit of the money that is contained 
in the Congressional et Resolution, but save enough to get us 
Gown below the $154 billion target. Again, reconciliation will 
likely be passed before the beginning of October and it will come off 
-- those savings will come off the Gradison baseline and will avoid a 
sequester. What appropriations defense and international affairs 
actually get will depend on what is contained in the continuing 
resolution. We're pretty much all assuming there will be a poe | 
large continuing resolution, but there's no reason that the savings 
have to come out of the hide of the defense and I can just say 
categorically we would not accept that. 


Q May I follow up on that, please? Senator Domenici, 
in a letter to members of the Finance Committee, says that 
across-the-board cuts of 5.5 percent for defense and 7.5 for 
nondefense will be needed to meet Gramm-Rudman targets for ‘87. 
Would the President accept those? 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Wo. He was describing there the -- his 
understanding of what this report that we've just issued today would 
say if there were a sequester. He was off on the 7.5; it's 7.6 
percent, but he was pretty close. Wo, that's not acceptable to us. 
We all want to avoid a sequester and we endeavor to do that. I think 
members of Congress do -- well, I think Senator Domenici, as I read 
his letter, was describing what the sequester report would have to 
say about the cuts that would be needed if there were a sequester but 
he went on to say that he wholeheartedly supported the alternative to 
@ sequester, namely, finding the requisite savings to avoid a 
sequester. 


Q Dr. Penner, what would happen in the areas of 
conceptual difference if there were an actual sequester, first of 
all. And, second, do CBO's reconciliation numbers off the Gradison 
baseline look very much like OMB's at the moment? 


DIRECTOR PENNER: They're very similar to OMB's. Again, 
we have not put out an official cost estimate of that and finished 
our detailed work, but we generally agree with all of the points that 
Jim made, although the numbers may differ a little bit. If, in fact, 
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there were a sequester based on this report, you would sequester half 
the requisite amount for, say, the WMATA interest payments. And half 
would put them into default just as surely as the full sequester 
would. So that's why I said that neither of us thinks it makes any 
sense whatsoever. 


Q But you would sequester half? 


DIRECTOR PENNER: That is correct. Yes. Half of the 
full sequester. 


Q How much would that be in dollar terms?- 


DIRECTOR PENNER: Oh, with these -- I, perhaps, should 
have said on these issues in which we differ, the amounts are very 
small, indeed, not enough to affect our overall sequester percentages 
significantly. Do we have a number for WMATA -- it's quite tiny in 
terms of the total sequester. 


MR. DALE: I think it's probably less than $30,000. 


Q So that still will be enough to put them into 
default? 


DIRECTOR PENNER: Well, technically, they wouldn't be 
paying their interest -- . 


Q And why does CBO expect that the Postal Service will 
not sequester funds? 


DIRECTOR PENNER: Largely because we have no evidence 
they did the last time. (Laughter.) 


Q It simply -- 


DIRECTOR MILLER: The Postal Service must do better. 
(Laughter .) 


Q Mr. Miller, the eae at home must be somewhat 
confused. Two weeks ago your office was saying this year's deficit 
was a record $230 billion. Now, you're projecting that, even without 
a fix by Congress, it'll be down to $156 billion. How can you 
explain it? 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Okay. Glad you asked that question. 
The $230 billion estimate is for Fiscal Year 1986. Now, if Congress 
doesn't do anything, because our revenue system has a bit -- or our 
tax system has a bit of progressivity in it -- with a growing economy 
you're going to increase total government receipts substantially -- 
by tens of billions of dollars -- by more than you increase total 
Outlays, again, if Congress, doesn't do anything. So, that baseline 
Geficit will come down for that reason and that reason alone. But . 
keep in mind that this estimate that we have prepared today for 
fiscal ‘87 is based on a completely different baseline than the 
estimate that you're talking about. The current services estimate is 
essentially what -- if everything moved forward and Congress didn't 
change anything. The baseline that we're talking about here is very 
heavily circumscribed by rules that were put into place in the 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings act. And so it's not surprising that we get a 
$10 or a $15 billion difference or $20 billion difference in the 
estimate when you look at the two different baseline sets of rules 
that we had to go by. 


Q Mr. Miller, the economy is slowing and usually the 
pressures on Congress in a situation like that would be to spend more 
money in order to trim the economy up or to bring it back into shape. 
Won't the cuts slow the economy even more? And Dr. Penner, would you 
also respond to that? 


DIRECTOR PENNER: Well, when we made our forecast, we 
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made it consistent with achieving the targets under 
Grame-Rudman-Hollings. 680, in other words, we take account of the 
short run shock of the deficit to the economy. We all, I think, 
agree that deficit reduction is a good thing in the long run, though 
it can cause some short-tera difficulties. 


The basic reason that we're able to forecast a recovering 

while forecasting a very large contraction in the deficit is 
that we think that there will be a highly beneficial indirect effect 
on our trade balance from deficit reduction. It works through the 
effect of deficit -- budget deficit reduction on interest rates. 
Through that effect, on the amount of capital we attract from 
international capital markets, bringing the value of the dollar down 
and improving our trade balance, our forecast is -- and I believe 
OMB's as well -- is heavily dependent on an improving trade balance 
later this year and into 1987. 


DIRECTOR MILLER: In a sense, you're asking me why -- or 
asking us why do we forecast rates of growth for ‘87 and for the rest 
of ‘86 that are in excess of the $1.1 or $.6 billion for the second 
-- $1.1 or .6 percent rate of growth for the second quarter. Let's 
look at the economy and what's happening. There are lots of reasons 
that we anticipate -- have good reason to believe that the rate of 
growth will pick up -- uncertainty over the tax reform. That could 
be diminishing aggregate economic activity in the second quater, 
maybe even into the third quarter. But, presumably, this will be 
resolved in the next month or so and that uncertainty will be taken 
away. We've had a substantial appreciation of foreign currencies 
relative to the dollar. But, as you know, there's a 12 or 18 month 
lag in terms of its effects on the trade balance and, as Rudy is 
saying -- or said -- we expect the trade balance to turn 
significantly in the next year and that will increase aggregate 
economic activity. 


The oil shock -- the fall in prices of oil has resulted 
in severe dislocations in some areas of our country. We're very 
concerned about that. We have a lot of transitional pee for people 
in those areas. But that reduces aggregate economic activity. But 
what does lower real oil prices do? It will increase aggregate 
economic activity, as people make decisions about expansion on the 
basis of those lower energy prices. But it doesn't show up 
immediately and so expect this to show up a little later on. So 
there are good reasons, I think, to be optimistic, even though this 
second quarter number is down. 


Q Mr. Miller, you said that passage of the tax reform 
act would finally lessen and eliminate uncertainty but -- excuse me 
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by some administration officials that they may 
further changes in the tax law next year -- isn't 
create another round of uncertainty? 


DIRECTOR MILLER: I don't think so. The President has 
that he would accept the tax package that was concluded 
over the weekend. I think we believe on the whole it will be 
promoting economic growth. Is it perfect in every respect? Perhaps 
not. There have been certain allusions to the ibility of our 
I think the kinds of » we're not ready 
t, if anything, the adzinistration might propose 
for the future, but I'd be -- they would likely be kinds of things, 
on the e increase aggregate econorzic 
activity. I don't think they would be uncertainties of the kind that 
might make want to wait substantially or to feel that the 
economic climate might be adverse to them as a result of any changes 
the adazinistration might propose. 





Q Question for Mr. Penner -- what do you think of the 
advisability of applying this projected $11 billion revenue surplus 
froa _ to deficit reduction as opposed to doing it through 
spending 


DIRECTOR PENNER: Well, I'm like Jim. I don't make 
recommendations to the Congress. Obviously, what the Congress has to 
look at is the usefulness of —- that now -- recognizing the fact 
that if count that now, you will have a deficit increasing swi 
of some $17 billion in 1988 to content with. So really the strategic 
rape +” eee of the Congress is how to spread other cuts between 
1 and 1 ° 


Q Mr. Miller, why don't you answer this? 


Q Mr. Penner, last sonth yee or -- I'm sorry, about a 
couple weeks ago you issued a report saying this was a very uncertain 
time to make projections. Are you sore confident now than you were 
two weeks ago about -- (Laughter.) Or are these -- are these very 
elastic -- are these sort of elastic figures upon which the people 
are going to have to make the decision? 


DIRECTOR PENNER: ‘re obviously very elastic figures. 
They're always uncertain as we said in our report, I think they're 
even more uncertain than usual. You have a world in which oil prices 
can move 20 percent in a week one way or another. You have a fairly 
volatile exchange rate situation. You have a world in which none of 
us are absolutely certain of the speed with which the trade balance 
will respond to the depreciation of the dollar. There are just a 
multitude of uncertainties. I agree with Jim -- it's very important 
to have reduced the uncertainty over tax reform. At least that's one 
giant step forward. But we do live in a very uncertain world and we 
have done the best job we can of looking at all of these factors and 
projecting what we think is the most likely course for the econosy. 


Q What do you say our monetary policy will be -- 
status quo, or further easing already factored in? s 








DIRECTOR PENNER: We essentially always assume the 
monstary policy that Chairman Volcker describes in his 
ins testimony, so we essentially assume that M2 will be 
in the middle of his targets. 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Could I just say and tie your question 
into another question, if we have some falling off in the rate of 
growth of economic activity, I don't think we need to look toward 
simulative fiscal policy to pick the slack. We could also look at 
stimulative sonetar policy to pi the slack. Secondly, I think 
probably we're on threshold of a bit more stimulative monetary 
policy. The discount rate is now above the commercial rate, the 

jae rate or the disparity tends to be of sufficient magnitude by 
jetorical standards that it may well be that that is leading the Fed 
into another revision downward in the discount rate. 


So we are probably going to see a monetary policy that is 
fairly accommodative of increased aggregate economic activity. At 
the same time, we see a fiscal policy that is -- moves from gross 
ogy Tee to more moderate stimulation as measured by the size of 

cit. 


Q Is it safe to say that as of October 7, Congress can 
pretty much do whatever it wants for the rest of the fiscal year to 
the deficit, especially if they use a continuing resolution to bridge 
them over your next report? 


DIRECTOR PENNER: Only in the sort of narrow, legal sense 
that the Congress can always do tever it wants. I mean it can 
change any law that it passes. The real question is what can it do 
within the political contraints that it faces and that's the ultimate 
discipline. 


Q Mr. Penner, I mean Mr. Miller, you have been talking 
about the reconciliation process, reducing the deficit down below 
that $154 -- at least the House version has some additional revenues 
in that package. Are you willing to accept that as part of the deal? 


DIRECTOR MILLER: We have always indicated that we could 
accept certain revenue increases, so long as they were not 
across-the-board taxes. We've offered asset sales and user charges 
as two prime examples of ways that revenues could be raised without 
raising the overall level of taxes. The President has indicated very 
Clearly -- he's adamant, adamantly opposed to an overall increase in 
the level of taxes. So that would be unacceptable. But certainly, 
we're willing to work with ress on that issue. As you recall of 
_ $9.2 billion, only about $3 billion would be for a revenue 
ncrease. 


Q Does that mean the Administration opposes using tax 
reform -- for deficit reduction? 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Let's say, I would be very unhappy if 
we simply used the $11 billion plug to say everything's hunky-dory 
and we g° home. I think it's important that we have this 
reconciliation process, that we meet at least the target of the $9.2 
billion in real savings. And we need more, frankly, to get it down 
below the $154 and to go on down toward the $144. If we do get the 
reconciliation ory and bring it down to the $154 level, which 
would be sufficient to avoid a sequester, and in addition to that, we 
get $11 billion out of tax reform, then we would come very close to 
meeting the $144 billion figure for Fiscal ‘87. Wow if the numbers 
are true, and again Treasury has not reviewed this carefully -- 
simply hasn't had an opportunity to do so, it's a very long, 
complicated bill as you all know -- but stipulating that we'd also 
have a shortfall in Fiscal '88 of $17 billion, we need to get down -- 
get a lower base in ‘87 in order to make it easier to get down to ‘88 
because that's a $17 billion handicap that we start off with in 
trying to go down to the $108. If that's what happens in Fiscal ‘87, 
but again let's keep in mind that we have a dynamic economy and the 
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modeling that's been done has been primarily static and so with 
economic growth, we would anticipate some closing of that deficit. 
But I think it's premature right now to say exactly what would happen 
in ‘87 -- excuse me in ‘88 as a virtue of tax refora. 


Q Specifically, what programs do you want Congress to 
cut to avoid sequester? 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Why don't you answer my question, I'll 
get your next one. 


Q Could I ask a stion? Isn't it true, that as the 
law presently stands, if nothing happens following this report except 
for one thing -- passage of the tax ect and the estimate of the 
committee is correct -- then you avoid sequester by taking no other 
action the way the law presently stands? 


DIRECTOR PENNER: The way the law presently stands, that 
would be correct. Yes. 


DIRECTOR MILLER: We will be talking with the leadership, 
budget committees and some of the other committees in the Congress 
over the coming week or so, about some suggestions for 
reconciliation. We have in mind a number of user fees ranging from 
Coast Guard user fees to fees for inspection in marketing services 
for agriculture. We have some estions of increased premiums in 
the banking area, in loan originations for YA, we have some 
immigration fees, we have a number of things that we think could sean 
substantial improvements in the reconciliation package. 


We anticipate -- just the list I have before me that 
we're looking at and will be discussing with members of Congress -- 
something on the order of $14 billion for Fiscal ‘87. Wow beyond 
that are @ lot of proposals that were contained in the President's 
budget, which Congress has not adopted. And we don't give up on 
those, they are good ideas. They were good ideas in February, they 
are good ideas today, and we would that maybe Congress would 
some of these and reduce the -- use that opportunity to reduce the 
deficit further. 





DIRECTOR PENNER: I just hope that with regard to Coast 
Guard veer fees there is an exemption for boats owned by CBO 
Girectors. (Laughter .) 


Q At the beginning, you said that you thought you 
could count on avoiding eoquestration through the yo ek 
process, and you didn't wolunteer the amount of revenue that could be 
raised next year solely through tax reform. Is this administration 
arene to de-emphasize the fact that taz reform alone could probably 
help you avoid sequestration? 


DIRECTOR MILLER: Well, look, I don't think there is any 
secret that the President believes that the total size of the 
government is too large, that the total resources used by government 
at ae Speseee moment are too large, that there are additional cuts 
> = ing og hae h fet, PAA Aa og the emphasis 
on t as the means for avoiding a sequester. 1 want to avoid 
@ sequester -- no question of that -- but we also want to pursue 
other objectives, and just simply using an $11 billion plug from tax 
reform to avoid the sequester would not accomplish this additional 
objective of trying to make judicious cuts in total government 
spending. And that is the reason that I am emphasizing very strongly 
the reconciliation process. 


Also, we don’t know exactly what the tax bill will 
incorporate when it is passed by the Congress and signed into lav. 
As you recollect, the Senate was very adamant in their version of tax 
reform about not using @ bump in Fiscal ‘87 for the purposes of 
offsetting the deficit. It is conceivable that that, in the process 
that will move forward now, that ont ae to that effect would be 
legislated. I don't know. My suspicion is that tax reform will move 
through the Congress pretty swiftly when they return from their 
August recess. But re is some uncertainty about how it will work. 
I think we need to press certainly on reconciliation. 


Q Gentlemen, in Fiscal ‘86 right now we are about to 
me the largest deficit in our history -- $230 billion. Wow this 
po ody here says that without doing anything that that deficit is 
ng to fall by itself to between $154 billion and $170 billion, and 
then through alles more revenues from tax reform or spending cuts 
that we are going to meet the target, plus the cushion. 


Now what do you think the deficit's really going to be? 
(Laughter.) And it is going to be higher than any of this says. 
What does that say about the process? The question would be, now is 
this all fantasy? Does the emperor have any clothes? And how many 
~~ what does it say about the whole Gramm-Rudman law? 


DIRECTOR PENNER: Well, with regard to the first part of 
your question, our numbers are a little -- you cited the OMB numbers. 
Our numbers are a little different. We actually have a lower deficit 
for Fiscal ‘86 -- $224 billion -- and somewhat higher current policy 
deficit for '87 of about $184 billion. 
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The amount of growth that we have in our forecast, as Jis 
,» are -- is sufficient all by itself to dr 

billion extra revenues. And the outlays in the natur 
things, because of entitlements growing and so wou 
$20 billion. So you have, from the economic expansion 
$40 billion reduction in the deficit given our numbers. It would be 
slightly more given their numbers. 60, whether you believe that or 
not really just simply depends crucially on whether you believe 
economic forecast or not and we've already said that's a very 
uncertain business, but we think the uncertainty could go either way. 


With r to the effects on Grame-Rudman of all of this 
-- to me at least, it has been clear through the year. Both in 
r to getting a budget resolution out, though late -- came sooner 
this year than before, and with regard to the taz reform. Having tc 
a deficit neutral basis has been an enormously important 
Giscipline. Because anyone ss to amend a proposal now can't 
just do a favor for somebody by raising expenditures or cutting 
taxes. They have to hit somebody else on the other side, because all 
proposals have to end up at the deficit target. And that has greatly 
reduced the number of amendments and proposals that we've had to 
contend with at CBO. 


DIRECTOR MILLER: I think Rudy is absolutely correct -- 
there has been a lot of discipline. What we observe now is sort of 
zero sum budgeting, as opposed to sero base budgeting of an 
administration ago. If you want to propose something, you've got to 
give up something and that’s important. As for what the number will 
actually be, sy presumption is there's going to be continuing 
resolution for less than the full year, so use the Gradison baseline 
and that continue -- so the relevant question is what deficit rate 
will be implicit in that continuing resolution. My suspicion is it 
will come out not far from the CBR and since Rudy's numbers and my -- 
our numbers are not very far apart on the receipt side I suspect for 
next year -- even though we have slightly different growth rates, we 
have different black boxes that we crank those growth rates through 
and we get very similar receipts. The relevant question is what the 
outlays will be under the CBR. Well, Rudy had repriced it at $161 
billion and that's probably pretty close to the mark. I think it 
likely in the CBR that -- will come out -- the Congress will -- 
excuse me -- In the incontinuing resolution they'll come out 
somewhere fairly close to the CBR. On the one hand, the House is 
certainly over and there will be a stampede, I think in an election 
year and to Christmas tree it up. On the other hand, I think we've 
seen some discipline being shown 

















a number of people. For le, Chairman Mark Satfield has 
indicated to his committee -- ttee chairmen that they would 
have to look very closely at the appropriations levels, depending on 
what this report today - And I know he was also very concerned 
about the CBO*s -- not concerned with CBO, but concerned about the 
CBO reestimate of the Congressional Resolution at $161 
billion, rather than at -- below $144 billion. 


Q Mr. Miller, given that by the tise <p gets 
back this process will be underway, is it still a good idea to try to 
repair, so to spéeak, Grame-Ruédsan? 


g 


DIRECTOR MILLER: I think it is. We're in favor of -- I 
mean, we'd like to avoid this ad hoc arrangement every year, I think. 
We're in favor of a clean fiz, simply assigning to someone serving at 
the pleasure of the President the authority to carry out the 
projections and then do the arithmetic. And, again, the discretion 
afforded that person is not very large. But I am concerned, I guess, 
about a fiz that is -- that gets on -- to which gets tacked on a 
number of provisions, a number of restraints, a number of specific 
assumptions that have to be sade where you're not really having a 
professional estimate or project, but you're having, again, a 
professional simply carrying out an artificial process. So, we have 
some concerns about that. I hope that when Congress comes back it 
will provide a clean -- so-called clean fiz to Gramm-Rudsan-Hollings 
so we wouldn't have to go through this process every tine. 


Q oan. Sane Step Sae> See 5° Gapeaee 6 Se 
Domenici-Chiles amendment to the long-tera t-- 


DIRECTOR MILLER: I didn't say that. I do have some -- I 
have some -- I have a few problems with t. What I's mainly 
concerned about, of course, is that in the House of Representatives, 
it might be compromised even further. So we want to look at what 
happens there and what happens also in conference. But we have 
always been in favor of a fix to Gramm-Rudman-Hollings. We think a 
clean fix is the way to go. But, frankly, something in the guise of 
a a could be unacceptable. I don't think we're there yet, but 
could be. 


MR. DALE: A couple more questions, please. 
THE PRESS: ' Thank you. 


END 3:30 P.M. EDT 

















| BACKGROUND BRIEFING et cur 


BY 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIALS 
ON 
NEW MEASURES TO ENFORCE U.S. EMBARGO AGAINST CUBA 
FRIDAY, AUGUST 22, 1986, 2:05 P.M. 


MR. MARTINEZ: Good afternoon. As promised, we shall 
now have the BACKGROUND briefing on the Cuba measures Chuck 
(Redman) referred to at the noon briefing. As I said, the 
briefing is ON BACKGROUND attributable to Senior Administration 
Officials. 


FIRST OFFICIAL: This is a subject on which there was 
an announcement, and I believe you all should have copies of 
that. It was made available at noon today. We're here to 
provide details, and I have help because when you ask the hard 
questions, I won't know the answers. 


This is really in three parts. It is designed to make 
it more difficult for the Castro Government to evade the 
embargo and to earn foreign exchange, either from trafficking 
in people or smuggling of goods and technology into Cuba. One 
part is the shutting down of preference immigrant visa issuance 
for Cubans who depart from Cuba after today. We suspended the 
issuance of preference immigrant visas in Havana in June of 
last year following Cuba's suspension of the migration 
agreement of December 1984. 


The Government of Cuba has subsequently allowed Cubans 
to depart Cuba for third countries, and they apply for the 
visas in the third countries, thereby evading the prohibition 
against issuance of those visas in Havana. This will plug the 
loophole. 


The second part is a tightening up of the regulations 
and the enforcement of the embargo under the Trading with the 
Enemy Act, whereby front companies that have imported in third 
countries goods and technology under the guise of keeping it in 
that third country and then transshipping it to Cuba will now 
be identified as Cuban nationals for purposes of dealing with 
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U.S. firms and U.S. citizens. There will also be in this 
Trading with the Enemy Act embargo action, a tightening up on 
the flow of funds to Cuba for family remittances and gifts. 

The amount of remittances would be reduced from $2,000 a year 
tc $1200 a year, and there would be closer scrutiny of 
companies that engage in facilitating acquisitions of consumer 
goods that relatives can send to Cuba, often at high prices, or 
for family travel arrangements where under the package deal 
often the family has to pay exorbitant fees for hotel 
accommodations and meals and other benefits that they do not in 
fact receive. If there is evidence of discrimination, that 
will be grounds for action against the company under the 
revised regulations. 





Finally, I should just mention that there will be 
clarification and tightening up on the use of credit cards by 
American citizens who may be authorized to travel to Cuba under 
general or specific license. 


Let me cut off at that point and open it up for your 
questions. 


Q What the announcement didn't say is why is this 
necessary. Do you have any idea of the extent of leakage, how 
much the Cuban Government was earning? 


a I don't have a precise number for you. I think 
it's safe to say that there are millions of dollars of foreign 
exchange potentially denied to Castro each year under this 
combination of measures. 





We know that the bribes being paid, fees being 
extorted, to get people out of Cuba have been considerable: 
§,000, 10,000, 20,000, 30,000 dollars. We know that there are 
literally dozens of front companies that are operating, and we 
can only assume that the goods and the technology acquired by 
Cuba in evading the embargo is worth a lot of money, but I 
can't -- 


Q In that other direction, do you have any idea how 
much U.S. technology has leaked into Cuba, or what kind? 


A (To colleague) I don't know. Can you provide 
anything more specific on that? 


SECOND OFFICIAL: I don't know that we know again a 
dollar figure or exactly what types of technology might be 
involved. It's not only technology, it's consumer good, 
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hardware, durables like VCR's, television sets, stereo, 
electronics equipment, computers, things of that kind, which 
Cuba can acquire not only for its own needs, but, if it's a 
consumer good, we understand that Cuba has facilities where 
such items can be sold to foreign tourists from Europe or 
elsewhere in hard currency stores, and thereby Cuba gets really 
a foreign exchange benefit as much as the benefit of the 
material goods. 


Q You say you recall that the United States cut off 
the processing of visas last year in Havana. 


FIRST OFFICIAL: Yes. 


Q Now you're barring the issuance of visas in third 
countries. How does a Cuban who doesn't fit into the category 
of a long-term released political prisoner emigrate to the 
United States now? 


FIRST OFFICIAL: They lion't right now. There's one 
other category that is not affected by this, and that is the 
immediate relatives of American citizens who are not quota 
immigrants but are allowed to come in without quota limitation, 
and there have been several hundred such individuals who have 
come in every year. We still issue those kinds of visas. 


Q So is it a fair statement then that by these 
actions the United States has effectively -- except for the two 
special categories you mentioned, has effectively halted all 
legal immigration from Cuba? 


A Yes. Let me say this: That the United States 
entered into an agreement with Cuba in December 1984, which had 
as its objective normal migration, which would be normal visa 
issuance by us and the acceptance by Cuba of persons found 
excludable by us under our law who had arrived here from Cuba. 


Cuba suspended the operation of that agreement in May 
1985. These measures that we have taken, starting in June of 
1985 with the shutting down of preference immigrant visa 
issuance in Havana and supplemented by the measures taken in 
August 1986 to avoid evasion of that shutdown, deny to Castro 
the benefits of the agreement at a time when he has suspended 
the fulfillment of Cuba's obligations under that agreement. 


A restoration of the agreement would bring about a 
restoration of normal migration between Cuba and the United 
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States. That's different in a way from tightening up on the 
embargo and the loopholes through front companies, and so on, 
which have just a general tightening up purpose to make an 
existing policy more efficient. 


Q Right. 


ry He really has it in his power to achieve normal 
migration relations with the United States by restoring the 


agreement. 


Q Right. I just want to be clear on this point: 
But absent a return to the so-called 1984 Mariel Agreement as 
of today, virtually all normal -- it will halt all normal 
migration from Cuba. 


o Normal migration will not occur. Yes. 


I think I saw some hands in order here. I'm trying to 
catch people in the order in which they -- 


Q Do you know what are the countries that send 
goods and technology to Cuba, and they are not intended to send 
these products? 


a There are Cuban front companies in a number of 
third countries, and when the Treasury list comes out, I guess 
we'll have a more precise count, but I think Panama, Mexico are 
among them. Let me make clear we're talking about companies 
that are situated in those countries. We're not talking about 
the governments of those countries. What will be in the 
Treasury list is a list of companies that in effect serve as 
tantamount to agents of the Cuban Government. 


Q How many on the list and when? 
A It will be dozens. 


SECOND OFFICIAL: This list, which I'd clarify a 
little bit -- the list is referred to as a list of designated 
nationals of Cuba. That phraseology goes back to World War II, 
and it comes out of the Trading with the Enemy Act which allows 
the U.S. Government to put economic sanctions on countries or 
nationals of countries. So the Secretary of the Treasury has 
_ the power to decide that a given individual or firm, wherever 
located, is an enemy national or, in the case of Cuba, a Cuban 
national for purposes of the embargo. 
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So we have a list of designated nationals of firms and 
individuals -- there are individuals on the list as well -- 
that we have reason to believe from various sources are acting 
for or on behalf of the Government of Cuba, either as a 
facility for selling Cuban goods to the United States like 
seafood which may be characterized as the product of some 
Central American country, or as purchasing agents for Cuba 
} ete they can acquire the types of goods I had mentioned 

urther. ) 


The list is an ongoing list, and the list itself has 
not been generated in response to the President's decision, but 
we are intensifying our efforts and have been in recent months 
to increase the list. Already as of this point we have 
approximately 118 firms and individuals who are on the list, 
and of those, I'd say over half are located in Panama. There 
are some in Mexico. There are a variety of other countries 
around the world where there may be one or more firms or 
individuals that we've identified as designated nationals of 
Cuba. 


We will continue this process and within the next 
month or so probably increase publicity of the list and try to 
increase awareness of it on the part of the business community. 


Q Can we get the list today? 


Q Just to clarify a couple of small points for my 
poor feeble brain, what you're saying when you're talking about 
designated Cuban nationals, a Panamanian citizen could be, for 
the purposes of your list, be a designated Cuban. Is that 
right? 


A Yes. It's the equivalent of. 


Q Okay. And when are you going to publish this 
list and where? 


A There is an existing list, and I don't know if a 
member of my staff has it with him, but the list is a public 
list already in the sense that it's publicly available. It's 
not published, but, if you would call our office and want a 
copy of the list as it stands as of today, you could get it. 
We'll give it to you. 


Q What is your office? 


A Our office is the Office of Foreign Assets 
Control, Department of the Treasury, and we're at 1331 G 
Street, N.W., and you could call the Office of the Chief of 
Enforcement at 376-0400. 


& 








Q Can I have a follow-up? Would it make it more 
difficult if the Government of Mexico or the Government of 
Panama have assets in these companies? 


FIRST OFFICIAL: I don't think that's an issue in 
fact, so I guess it's better not to answer it as a 
hypothetical. 


Let me go over here and take some people on this side 
of the room. 


Q Thank you. What is the United States trying to 
accomplish by closing the loopholes of the immigration through 
third countries? Is the United States trying to put pressure 
on Cuba to renegotiate the immigration flow that was 
interrupted that was interrupted unilaterally by that island. 


3) No. It's not a matter of renegotiating 
anything. We have made clear that we would like to see the 
migration agreement restored in its operation. We intend to 
deny to Castro the benefits of normal migration to the United 
States while he refuses to fulfill the obligations that he 
accepted under that agreement. That is one part of it. 


The other part on trade goods, technology, and so on, 
is not tied to the agreement in any way, but, as 1 said 
earlier, a more efficient enforcement of the existing embargo 
policy. 


Let's get some more over here, and then we'll come 
back to this side. 


Q In the State Department announcement, it speaks 
of crackdowns on trading with Cuban front companies, and yet I 
understand from what you're saying now the crackdown involves 
-~- and please correct me if I'm wrong -- the publication of a 
list and its an elaboration of a list that already exists. 


A No. It's an expansion of the list. There will 
be more names added to the list. 


Q But what effect will it have to add more names to 
it? 


A It makes them a Cuban national for purposes of 
U.S. citizens and U.S. companies dealing with them so that they 
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in effect are put out of the business of profiting from 
indirect trade and what they could not do directly by accepting 
these products from the United States for delivery to Cuba. 


(To colleague) Do you want to expand on that? 


SECOND OFFICIAL: I'd add one point to that. As I've 
mentioned, the individuals and companies are located almost 
entirely in third countries and not within the United States. 
So we can't crack down in the sense of going in and placing 
them under arrest or shutting them down or something. 


We did have a situation where we had a travel service 
in Miami in 1982 -- or actually it was Hialeah, I believe -- 
that fell under Cuban control and became a designated national, 
and since it was subject to our jurisdiction, we actually shut 
that company down. We froze its assets, and we put it out of 
business and wound up all of its affairs. 


But the purpose here by intensifying our collection 
effort of obtaining information on these lists of going through 
the evidentiary and legal steps of identifying these entities 
and then trying to publicize it, both through the enforcement 
community like the Customs Service and through businesses and 
trade associations, is to decrease the likelihood that American 
companies unknowingly will be dealing with these companies. 


We must have 100,000 or more exporters in this 
country, and they don't necessarily know who they're dealing 
with -- if they're dealing with a Cuban front. We're trying to 
increase the likelihood that they will know, or that the U.S. 
Customs Service, for example, dealing with a shipment will pick 
up something and be able to stop it that is being exported to 
one of these companies. It's in that sense that it has a 
practical effect. 


Q But it's a violation of the law for an American 
individual or company to deal with one of these designated 
companies. Is that correct? 


a That's correct. There's a penalty, but that's 
the purpose of a front company is to create an innocent facade 
for a Cuban national. The American exporter gets an order from 
a Panamanian or Mexican company that's called -- one of the 
fairly notorious Cuban fronts --— CIMEX, and they think they're 
‘making a shipment to a Panamanian company or a Mexican company, 





or prior to our recent embargo against Nicaragua, a Nicaraguan 
company, a shipment they think they can make legally. And they 
may not be negligent in that finding, so what we're trying to 
do is increase the educational level and awareness of the 
American exporters to who he may be dealing with. 





Isn't this a Hydra? I mean, you put out the name 
of CIMEX, and the next day it's called something else. I mean, 
how on earth can you possibly stop this? 


SECOND OFFICIAL: You keep at it. 


Q But have you prosecuted anybody for using front 
companies, for not bothering to find out? 


SECOND OFFICIAL: You mean for selling to a front 
company? 


Q Yes. 
A No. Not that I am aware of. 
Q Never. So the list is there, but nobody has ever 


been penalized, prosecuted, in any way for dealing with those 
companies? 


A l'm not aware of our having found a situation 
where an American company was selling to someone on the list 
and we discovered it. We had a very minor example and maybe a 
useful one of an American bank that called our office recently 
and due to publicity we put out on the list discovered that 
they held an account for an individual who was on the list, and 
that account became frozen as a result. It was not a major 
transaction, a small amount of money, but that's the kind of 
effect that we're looking for if we increase the publicity on 
the list. 





I would say that right now that the publicity isn't 
very good. There are a. lot of companies that have never heard 
of it that could stumble into a deal with one of these firms 
quite innocently, be taken advantage of, and we wouldn't 
prosecute them, because it wouldn't be their fault perhaps. 
But, as my colleague very aptly said, it's a struggle, but it 
will continue. It is a Hydra-headed problem. You cut off one 

head and another one grows. 


But we're involved ina struggle with Cuba for foreign 
policy reasons. The Cubans are aggressive about trying to get 
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around the embargo, and we're trying to be hopefully more 
aggressive about making it stick. 


FIRST OFFICIA.: Let me take these in a sequence here. 


Q Well, just to follow up, I had another question 
in mind. But are you saying that there are 118 companies, 
millions of dollars are illegally going to Cuba, but you've 
never found a single case? I'm sorry. I don't get you. 


FIRST OFFICIAL: No, no. I think what he said is he 
did not find a case of willful action by a U.S. firm for the 
purpose of evading the embargo that was a basis for prosecution 
under our law. I think that experience would suggest that when 
companies are identified or when individuals are identified as 
Cuban fronts by the Treasury Department, and when that fact is 
publicized, that business by American firms with those 
companies and individuals decreases. 


Q If you publicize this list, I have two 
questions: One is, what do you mean when you say "publicize"? 
You say it's already a public record. Are you going to buy 
advertising space to put this out? Are you going to mail it to 
people who might be doing business in this line of work? 
That's one question. 


The second is, when that's done, will then firms you 
find doing business with these front companies be assumed to be 
violating the law, and will they be prosecuted? 


SECOND OFFICIAL: I don't know that I would list here 
all of the steps that we'll take, but I think you probably 
identified some of them. I think the lists will be more 
broadly disseminated and perhaps better disseminated within the 
enforcement community, to intelligence agencies, to the Customs 
Service, and elsewhere, and also through the business community 
-- maybe through Commerce Department outlets, publication in 
the Federal Register, through trade associations, and a variety 
of means. I don't know that we've thought of all the ways that 
we'll do that yet. 


Whether an individual company will automatically be 
presumed to have violated the Trading with the Enemy Act ina 
willful or criminal way -- once the list has been broadly 
. disseminated, a man engaged in a transaction -- is really a 
legal question, and it would have to be determined on its own 
facts. Whether somebody has committed a criminal act is a 
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question that always a lawyer has to decide on the facts of the 
case. 


Q It seems rather logical that there would be a 
high likelihood that there would be quite a few U.S. compantes 
that would try to evade the law and do business with Cuba, 
especially in an embargo situation where they'd have a product 
that was in high demand. 


The question that I have is, first of all, what is the 
penalty for being found willfully engaging in trading with the 
enemy? Would you give a dollar amount to how much Cuba is 
benefiting from such trade? And thirdly, does any of this 
trade involve things like gun or armaments trafficking? 


FIRST OFFICIAL: There’s three or four answers here. 
One is that in addition to the Trading with the Enemy Act, you 
have the Export Administration Act, and you have the arms 
Export Control Act. So if you had gun smuggling, you would 
have the penalties that obtain under the Arms Export Control 
Act, which is, I think, ten years and a fine of up to a million 
dollars. I'm not 100 percent sure on that. 


You would have the Export Administration Act which has 
comparable criminal penalties, and under both the Export 
Administration Act and the Arms Export Control Act, you have 
civil penalties which can include fines of up to, I think, 
$100,000 per violation, and, when you get into a series of 
transactions, that can add up to quite a bit, as well as 
suspension of export privileges, which is perhaps the most 
painful of the ciyil remedies for any firm that is engaged in 
the export business. 


The Trading with the Enemy Act has additional criminal 
sanctions on top of that, and (to colleague) you may know what 
they are. 


SECOND OFFICIAL: The penalty under the Trading with 
the Enemy Act for an individual could be not more than ten 
years in prison and the criminal fine is not more than $50,000 
per count for willful violation. There are some «ivil remedies 
that can be applied as well under the Trading w « the Enemy 
Act. It doesn't have a civil fine, as such, but any property 
that's involved in a violation like using a plane or a ship to 
_ either smuggle goods in from Cuba or out to Cuba can be seized 
and forfeited to the United States. Other penalties can be 
imposed under the Customs laws, which has the power to detain 
merchandise inbound or outbound and subjected to seizure and 
forfeiture. 
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Q Has there been any cases of, or suspicion that 
there are cases of serious violations? Has there been anybody 
prosecuted under the arms Export Control Act, or do we suspect 
that there may be serious trade that would have national 
security implications going on or smuggling? 


SECOND OFFICIAL: I'm not aware of any suspicion of 
smuggling of arms or implements of war out of the United States. 


Q Any radar equipment? 


2) I'm not aware of major attempts or likelihood of 
U.S. firms -- U.S. companies -- trying to evade the embargo. I 
think one questioner seemed to suggest that there would be a 
great temptation to do that. I'm less doubtfull, though. I 
could be cynical, having run many sanctions programs, including 
Libya and others. I tend to think American companies on the 
whole will abide by these embargoes and are deterred, apart 
from their own motives of good corporate citizenship, by these 
very severe penalties and the stigma of having violated the 
Trading With The Enemy Act or the comparable act that's used 
for the Libyan sanctions in a national emergency. So we don't 
see that as happening very much. 


There was a case -- I don't recall the details -- a 
few years ago when a couple of Cuban agents got into Texas and 
tried to smuggle out of the United States some pelletizing 
equipment, I believe, for use in the sugar cane fields on an 
aircraft directly out of Brownsville and were arrested. They 
were released on bail and they jumped bail -- got away. 


But there are situations like that that develop. But 
I don't think the high profile, Fortune 500-type of American 
company is going to try to get around the Cuban embargo. I 
don't worry about that. 


FIRST OFFICIAL: Let me go around, there's somebody in 
the back. 


Q You're still interested in having the agreement 
restored? 
A Sure. 
Q If Castro does this, are all these measures of f 
"the books. 


FIRST OFFICIAL: I think those that are 
immigration-related would not be needed if we had normal 
migration. We would have normal migration if we had the 
agreement restored. 
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Q But not the economic ones? 


No. These we had long before we had a migration 
agreement and are really directed more broadly at the fact that 
the government of Cuba engages in a series of policies and 
actions that we think are very much inimical to our interests, 
and we don't want to finance those activities or policies. 


Q I have two questions. Do you have any estimate 
at all of the number of Cuban nationals who are seeking 
immigrant preference status? 


a No, but there are -- over past years, there have 
been several thousands who have left Cuba to go to various 
third countries, and we have a concern that that could increase 
in the absence of an ability to obtain wisas in Cuba. It 
seemed a prudent thing to close down the potential for that 
evasion of the prohibition against issuance of visas to Cuba. 


Q How would you answer the charge that was made by 
some people in Cuban-American community, that what you're 
really doing is penalizing innocent people who want to get out 
of Cuba? 


a Our intention is not to penalize the individual. 
Our intention is to deny to the government of Cuba benefits 


that it should not have at a time when it is engaged in | 
violations of an agreement that it signed in December of 1984. 


Q What are those benefits? 


A The benefits for Cuba of the 1984 agreement were 
normal migration. 


Q How do they benefit by it? 


A How does Cuba benefit from normal migration? 
They have long been interested in having -- it's a small, poor 
country with ten million people in it. It is a country where 
this population is not all fully employed and where migration 
out of the country has been something that is a kind of a 
social outlet for them. And where you have people who have 
relatives in the United States and other countries, those 
_people are not always happy in Cuba. There's also a financial 
aspect, that the government of Cuba earns something from the 
processing of exit visas and the travel arrangements. It 
avoids the costs of caring for the people it allows to leave. 
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Oftentimes, these are people who are not the breadwinners but 
these are the dependent children and grandparents and it is a 
savings to the to the government of Cuba to allow some 
migration. 


Q But if the Cuban Government -- getting back to my 
question -- if the Cuban Government fails to agree with the 
logic of your argument and says, well, so be it, we'll do 
without these benefits, the question is, what recourse do 
people, who are now in Cuba and who want to leave, have? 


A They can do what their government permits them to 
do. But individuals living in Cuba -- Cuban citizens -- do not 
have a right to live in the United States. 


Q I understand. But you would be willing to give 
them that right if their government -- 


i We would be willing to have Cuba -- we have a 
global ceiling on immigration. We have a worldwide policy on 
immigration. We have a very open policy on immigration. Maybe 
my colleague would want to elaborate on this. But we let 
poore into the United States as immigrants from all over the 
world. 


When a country refuses to take back people who are 
excludable from the United States under our laws, it is the law 
of the United States that we cut off migration from that 
country. And in the case of Cuba, we have done that and we are 
today telling you about measures that are making that cutoff 
more effective. ; 


At some future point, it is conceivable that there 
would be a restoration of normal migration, but that has to be 
a two-way street. 


Q General Galvin of the Southern Command area gave 
a press conference at the Pentagon last week and he said that 
with the Soviets pouring $4 million a day into Cuba, Cuba is 
financing terrorism throughout Central and South America, 
financing drug trafficking. It's the single, number one 
strategic problem for the United States in the entire 
hemisphere. 


: Does this move today indicate a process of escalation 

of tightening the screws on Cuba leading up to further actions 
with the money going in to support the contras, and so forth? 
Can we relate this action today to a general targeting and 
isolating of Cuba? 
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4 No. The phenomenon of Cuba is a major strategic 
concern of the United States in this hemisphere is nothing 
new. We have been looking at the trade embargo for some time, 
and we've been looking at the immigration situation since the 
suspension of the Mariel Agreement. 


We have concluded that these are the measures that are 
needed to tighten up and make the embargo operate more 
effectively and it is, of course, possible that as we continue 
to examine the situation we will find other things that need to 
be done to close loopholes and make it work effectively. But 
there's no major action here that is tied to anything going on 
in Central America. 


Q There are some left-wing groups here in the U.S. 
that continue to organize trips for Americans who go to Cuba. 
Are you going to tighten or crack down on the travel 
restriction? 


fs) That's a part of the closing-down on the 
embargo. There remain the licensing requirements in the Cuban 
embargo regulations. 


Do you (to colleague) want to address that? 


SECOND OFFICIAL: Just briefly. The way the travel 
regulations work now, they specify certain types of travelers 
who can visit Cuba, frequently under a general license. That 
is, they don't have to apply to the office and get a piece of 
paper that says they're authorized to go to Cuba. If one is a 
newsman, or one has relatives in Cuba or is an official of the 
U.S. or foreign government or the IMF, or something, one may 
travel to Cuba under the general license. 


One category, in particular, is subject to some fairly 
subjective interpretations as to who qualifies and that is, 
that there is a general license for someone going to Cuba for 
professional research or similar activities. That's to allow 
the history professor or the political scientist, the 
biologist, who have some specific reason and background to go 
to Cuba to pursue his studies and add to our knowledge. But 
that is a category that's easily manipulated. 


; We are concerned about that. One of the steps we're 
taking is that travel services or tour operators will have to, 

themselves, get specific licenses to be in the business. In 

other words, we'll treat it like a regulated industry and we 
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will surveill and monitor their activities more closely to see 
that they aren't drumming up study tours or group tours by 
“professional researchers" or people who really aren't 
specialists in Cuba but who would just kind of like to go down 
there and see what's going on in Cuba; something that the 
regulations don't allow. 


FIRST OFFICIAL: Let me just add to that that American 
tourism would be a wonderful thing for the Castro government, 
and they would like to have it. It would be a big money earner 
for them. 


Q That's not covered by the Mariel Agreement? 
No, no. 
Q We had tightened up on that in '81 or ‘82? 


A Yes. And that is something that comes under the 
Treasury regulations. One point on the immigration side that 
my colleague reminds me of is that I said earlier, on this 
third country shutdown on normal visa issuance, we're not 
shutting off the immediate family members of American 
citizens. That's also true in Havana. 


Q What's “immediate family?" 


fs) Immediate family is a spouse, minor children, and 
what else? 


THIRD OFFICIAL: Parents of U.S. citizens. 
FIRST OFFICIAL: Parents. 


Q There's nothing to prevent the Cuban Government 
from extorting huge sums of money from these folks to grant 
them permission to immigrate to the United States; is that 
correct? 


a) It would depend upon how they chose to do it. 
And if they tried do it in a way that we could at under the 
regulations, then we would try to stop it. 


Have you assessed the real impact of this 
_ tightening of the embargo in Cuba, or is it more a political 
expression or a political signal? 


a No, we don't have a quantitative. But it is both 
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a belief that there is a substantial amount of money involved 
and a desire to make our actions consistent with our policy. 
Our policy is to maintain an embargo against Cuba. 


The reasons for that are general policies -- strategic 
reasons that have gone into. What we are doing is being sure 
that our implementation steps are consistent with our declared 
policy by making those steps more efficient and effective in 
carrying out their intended result. 


Q Following on that line, I still don't hear any 
evidence of actual evasion of the embargo through third 
countries. You haven't prosecuted anybody. What evidence -- 
can you give us any examples of cases where front companies and 
third countries violated the embargo? You're talking about 
millions of dollars, and I'm still to hear some kind of 
explicit evidence. Is there any? 


a The evidence of what these companies do is 
something that we collect information on in a variety of ways 
that don't lend themselves to this kind of discussion. 


The checking of a lot of records and following of 
items has led to conclusions that there are -- well, certainly 
more than hundred now, that have already been listed and there 
will be more listed as a result of this latest review. These 
companies do exist in third countries that do trade with Cuba 
in U.S. goods. 


Q What's the estimated dollar amount that you think 
is now going on back and forth through these kind of third 
party -- 

A I do not have an estimated dollar amount. 

What = describe is VCR's and consumer goods 
You heen” t been able to list anything more. You haven't 
mentioned anything. And when asked about it, sort of -- 

i) Do you have anything more to add? 


Q Anything more substantial that they're getting 
through these companies, or is it basically consumer items? 


; SECOND OFFICIAL: I'm not certain of all the range of 
the companies or of all the products that are involved. It's a 

variety of products and it could be anything. If a channel is 

there, it can be used for any purpose. I think that they're 
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getting a variety of products, but I don't think I'm ina 
position to describe all of it. 


Q What's it worth to Castro? How much are you 
cutting off? How much is he going to lose? 


FIRST OFFICIAL: I said earlier I think I can put it 
in the millions, but I can't put it -- on a annual basis. I 
can't put a precise number on it. 


How abut the Cubans who come here, used to come 
here to visit relatives for humanitarian reasons, whatever -- 
old ladies and so forth -- who used to come here and go back to 
Cuba? Would they be allowed to continue to come? 


Aa There's no non-immigrant visa implication here. 
I guess all you would have is the question of sending money to 
the relatives and sending things to Cuba. 


Q Are there any other countries that have embargoes 
against Cuba? 


Q I didn't get a straight answer. 


3) I think non-immigrant visa are not affected by 
this. 


Q So they still can come? 


a I think the Cuban citizens can come here for 
family visitation and return, or is that not true? 


STAFF: Yeah, they can. 


a And that's not affected by any of this. That's 
right. 


Q Can you describe what is the effect, the impact. 
of this tying of the embargo to Cuba? Is it severe? Would you 
describe it in any way how it would affect the Cubans? 


a I think I'd be able to do that better a few 
months from now than I can today. 


Q Are there any other countries that are engaged in 
an embargo against Cuba, besides ourselves? 


a I don't know of any country that has the same 
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kind of a formal structure that we have. I think that there 
are a number of countries that exercise restraint in the types 
of trade that they do engage in with Cuba. I think we'd have 
to do some research to give you a realistic picture. 


Q How many cases of extortion or bribes exist of 
the 5,000, the 20,000 or 30,000? One company was mentioned 
this morning. How many companies are involved in this? 


THIRD OFFICIAL: There are a lot of front companies 
that doés, as alluded to. I don't know the exact number of 
people who have been coming through third countries as a 
total. We expect there are approximately between, oh, six and 
eight thousand people that have gone through Panama that are 
currently there; people in other countries as well. But I 
can't give you an exact breakdown because that's one of the 
problems we have. We need to crack down on the front company 
operations here in the U.S. to understand exactly, (1), how 
money is being paid and, (2), on what frequent basis people are 
paying it in order to get the exit permits from the government 
of Cuba. 


Q So if someone has a relative in Panama and he 
gets his brother in Cuba to come to Panama to join him, there's 


nothing you can do about that? 


A The cutoff is -- there's a time on it. The 
effect of the proclamation is prospective. It does not affect 
people who would apply for preference visas that executed those 
prior -- that left Cuba prior to the execution of the 
proclamation. 


FIRST OFFICIAL: If anybody wants to leave Cuba to go 
to a third country, there's nothing we're doing that affects 
that. That's between Cuba and its decision to allow the 
individual to leave, and the third country and its decision to 
issue 4 visa to allow them to enter. 


Those individuals who have left Cuba and are in third 
countries now are not cut off from applying for visas to enter 
the United States. Those Cubans who are in Cuba now and who 
leave Cuba after today to go to a third country will not be 


able to apply for an immigrant visa to the United States. 


y I would imagine a lot of Cuban-Americans in this 
country send money to relatives back home. Is the intent of 

these controls to stop that from happening or simply for 

getting the Cuban Government from getting a piece of it? 
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A No, it reduces the amount from two thousand a 
year to twelve hundred. They don't get the dollars, of 


course. They get local currency. 


Q Why hasn't the United States chosen to tighten 
the embargo right now when these front companies have been 
operating for years and Castro has been evading the embargo for 
years? 


a We have had the embargo for years and it has 
tightened up from time to time, and this is another occasion 
when we are tightening it. Maybe we'll tighten it again some 
more later. 

Q Meaning there hasn't been any specific political 

A No. You could ask that question if we were doing 
this two weeks ago or two months from now, and I'd have the 
same answer. This is a continuing process that we go through. 


Q You lead the delegation to Mexico City, didn't 
you, last month -- 


a No. 
Q Oh, you didn't? 
No. 
Is the fact that we're doing all these things, 


does that suggest there is no prospect for picking up those 
talks any time in the future? 


is) No, not at all; not at all. 

Q But there are prospects? 

is) No, it doesn't mean that there are no prospects. 
(Laughter) 

Q No immediate prospects at the present time? 

A You asked me two questions. 

Q Why would we be slamming the door like this if 


we're -- 





-20- 


A We're not slamming the door. We are making clear 
that we will not allow uncontrolled immigration to the United 
States at a time when the normal migration procedures that' we 
agreed upon have been suspended unilaterally by Cuba. That is 
something that we have said to Cubans, and we've said publicly, 
can be restored -- and it's really up to Cuba -- if it wants to 
have normal migration. We're prepared for that. But it can't 
have it one way. 


Q if there were a settlement of the political 
prisoner issue, if they released some of the political 
prisoners who are now being questioned in Havana, would that 
change? What effect would that have on this whole set of 
restrictions? 


a Well, they have agreed to release some of these 
long-term political prisoners in response to pleas that various 
visitors have made to them. It's kind of cynical practice, but 
high-level visitors come -- U.S. Catholic Conference or Jacques 
Cousteau or Jesse Jackson and they hand out as favors some 
political prisoners that are let out of jail. 


We do have a deep compassion for these individuals who 
suffered for years and years in Castro's jails because of their 
refusal to conform to his political ideology. We have welcomed 
them in the past, and we will continue to do that. That's not 
affected by these measures. 


If some of these individuals are released -- and we're 
talking here about hundreds of people, not thousands of people 
~~ we will process them as we are processing some of them right 
now in Havana. 


Q But would that change this set of restrictions on 
migration or -- 


a No. I'm not sure I understand the question. We 
are tightening down on things that we think would be evasions 
of our policy. We are not tightening down on humanitarian 
admissions of long-term political prisoners. ; 


Q That's not my question. If they were to release 


several hundred or more political prisoners, would we in return 
, change this set of restrictions -- 


a No, because that's not the rationale for these 
restrictions at all. 


MR. MARTINEZ: Thank you. 


(Background briefing conciuded at 2:50 p.m.) 
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MR. McPHERSON: The disaster which has occurred in 
Cameroon may be a Ripley “Believe It Or Not Event." It appears 
to be an extremely rare natural event. It happened last Friday 
at a remote lake, small lake, near the town of Wum in Cameroon, 
about 200 miles from the capital. 


Let me tell you what we speculate did happen. fThis is 
speculation, but what we think may have happened is as 
follows. There was a small earthquake. The earthquake created 
a landslide on one side of the lake. The ground fell down into 
the bottom of the lake creating a stirring of the sendiment 
there. That sendiment, in connection with the lake water, 
created a chemical reaction and that chemical reaction, in 
turn, created the gas that spurted up from the bottom of the 
lake almost like a releasing of a cork from a champagne bottle. 


The gas that came up may -- and I underline may -- 
have been cyanide. And so anyone in contact with that gas 
would have died instantly. Anybody breathing that gas would 
have died instantly. 





The Cameroon Government reports that 40 people have 
died and that there are some 200 people hospitalized. Western 
media sources have reported up to 1,500 to 2,000. We don't 
really have a confirmed number beyond the information I've just 
Given you. 


We were able to speculate a little bit about the cause 
of this event, the cause of this disaster, because in August of 
1984, in a small lake not far away from where this incident 
occurred, there was another disaster. At that time 34 people 
died. We sent a group to look at what happened. 

Unfortunately, we weren't able to verify fully, for reasons I 
can get into if you wish, but it is based upon some of the 
. information from that that we're speculating now. 














This is important because there are a number of small 
lakes in this region that we think create conditions that might 


cause a further disaster such as this. 


Q Could I just stop you there for one moment? The 
'84 incident, are you saying that it was cyanide that was 
released there in the way that you've described, or you're not 
absolutely sure -- 


A We don't know. Let me just respond. I'll finish 
my statement in a moment and go back to it. We don't know 
because by the time we got our people there to do the 
autopsies, the victims were buried. We're not able to have 
verified. 


What the U.S. has done here is, first of all, we've 
released $25,000 for our Ambassador to use as he sees fit in 
connection with this disaster. We next have sent a team of 
pathologists headed by an AID doctor who will be doing 
autopsies. We've talked with the government so we know that we 
will have victims that the pathologists can do autopsies on and 
determine the cause of death, as best they can, and also to 
make recommendations concerning how to best treat the victims. 


We have another team --— both of these teams will be 
leaving within 24 hours -- another teams which is going out to 
try to find out what happened. In fact, this teams will be 
headed by a person by the name of Joseph DeVine who was 
involved in the ‘84 situation. And so what we're going to do 
is try to find out physically what happened; and, as I said 
earlier, we're particularly concerned because we were worried 
about the current situation and worried about the other lakes 
in the area. 


We will provide a press release with much of the 
information I've given you, or at least some of it. And, 
incidentally, the press release, which is available here, is 
incorrect in one small matter, and that is, we referred to the 
last known -- the other incident occurred in August of 1984. 
The press release talks about it being three years ago. It was 
August ‘84 that this other incident occurred. 


With that, ladies and gentlemen, I'm happy to answer 
any questions. 


Q Can you tell us a little bit more about the 
makeup of this second team? You mentioned who's going to head 


it, but what other sorts of experts will be on board? 








A The second team, there will be a U.S. geological 
survey volcanologist. One other possibility here is that there 
may have been a break in the ground, a volcano kind of 
situation, and this caused the occurrence, as well as fresh 
water geological chemist. 


Essentially, the second team is composed by people 
knowledgeable about volcanos, about lake chemistry, and such. 


Q If you've got a cyanide -- 
Q Is the threat from this gas over? 


A If our theory of what occurred is the case, it 
would appear that it would be over. It's because the dirt 
flowed to the bottom, stirred up the sendiment, caused the 
chemical reaction, and we assume that that was it. Of course, 
there were further slide causing further turnup of sendiment , 
I supposed it might not be over. 


Remember, this is a very remote area. So we don't 
have as much information as we sometimes in situations, but we 
would assume it would be unsafe for anyone to go in without 
some sort of gas mask. 


Q Anticipating questions from our science editors, 
do you have the chemicals involved? What would actually touch 
off that reaction? 





fe) I can go into that, but I think that's probably 
not wise. Why don't you call our office. I've got a scientist 
who can really deal with those questions. 


Q Let me put it this way: Did it trigger a 
chemical reaction in the sendiment or did it tap a pocket of 


something deposited in the sendiment? 


' A I say again that we are speculating. We're 
speculating with experience, etc. 


Q I want to know how you arrived at that conclusion? 


i) We speculate that it was the turning of the 
sendiment at the bottom of the lake up in connection with the 


‘water, and the interreaction of the sendiment and the water is 
what created the chemical reaction. 








To produce a cyanide reaction, what trace element 
did you have to have in that sendiment? 


a There's a combination of hydrogen, nitrogen and 
carbon that creates the cyanide. 


(Continued on next page) 
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Q Has this happened some place before, other than 
the ‘84 incident which you say was not conclusive, because -- 


i We know of no other area, no other time. As I've 
said several times here, this is speculation on our part. It's 
an extremely rare occurrence -- well, obviously, it's an 
unusual situation. The reason that we are able to speculate as 
we are is because of the ‘84 situation, and that AID in fact 
sent a team in there and looked at it fairly carefully at that 
time. 


Q Did it reach the conclusion in '84 that this is 
what happened there? 


A It thought that that was a definite possibility. 
Q May I follow up on that? 


a There is no indication that there's anything but 
natural phenomena involved here, however, 


Q Other than ‘84 -- 


A We don't know whether cyanide was involved in 
‘84, because we weren't able to do the autopsies. 


Q Did you do studies? Did you get anything in the 


soil -- 

i We weren't able to be conclusive about the exact 
cause. 

Q What about the natural occurrence of cyanide? 
Are we talking about the -- this is the only place we know? 

A The chemical reactions that we're speculating 


about are certainly possible. I mean, the elements, and so 
forth. 


Q Have they occurred elsewhere? Do we know of any 
natural occurrences of cyanide? 


A Of cyanide being created like this? 


Q Right. 


A I'm going to refer to my -- 
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Q I'd like to know what to stay away from. 


Q May we follow up -- as follow up to that -- 


A Sure. Your science folks may well have some very 
specific answers, and we'd be happy to wake it available 
through our Disaster Assistance Offices -- a person who can 


discuss technical science questions in a way that a tax lawyer 
probably can't. 


Q To follow up, though, is there at this point any 
guidance that you can give to other countries or other cities 
what to look for in case such a disaster might happen in their 
areas? 


a We think that this type of occurrence -- if our 
speculation is correction, that this type of occurrence is an 
extremely rare one. We think that the lakes in this area, in 
Cameroon, may well have this set of problems, and one of the 
reasons, an important reason, for going out to find out 
precisely why is so that we can suggest for the Government of 
Cameroon to give adequate warning to other areas. 


Q Is there anything you can do to the lake water to 
prevent this happening again? Is there some neutralizing agent? 


a I don't know. 


Q How would you describe the region that this 
occurred in, other than that it's very remote? I mean, what 
other characteristics does it have of any -- is there any 
military presence anywhere in that area? 


i) No. Not to my knowledge. I think it's a remote 
rural area. It approaches on toward the Nigerian border. One 
of the problems is its remoteness and it's rural. 

Q How long is it going to take teams to -- 


Q Have you ever had any projects there, AID 
projects in the area, or Peace Corps? Nobody's ever been there? 


A I'm sure we've had some people there. I can't 
tell you precisely about other agencies. I know of no AID 


activity there. 


Q How long is it going to take to get your teams in 
there then, if it's that slow? 











A I'm sure we'll helicopter people in. There are 
helicopters out there. In fact, President Biya has helicopters 


there. Prime Minister Peres of Israel is in the country, and I 
think he may well be going out. 


Q Can you give us a rough timeframe then? Will 
they be there in a matter of a couple of days, or will it take 
a week? ; 


A It better not take a week. We expect to have 
them gone within 24 hours. I'm sure it will take probably 24 
to get to the country -- maybe not that much. Go to Europe and 
then fly down, and a few hours to get out there when they 
arrive. I would say within three days we ought to have people 
there. 


Q Are we sending any kind of equipment with them? 
Aa Yes. 

Q Can you tell us -- 

A No. In fact, I crossed it out of the press 


release when I reviewed it, because I didn't understand what it 
meant. 


Q What about gas masks? 
A Yes. We'll certainly have that. But there's a 
bunch of technical equipment which we'll be going with. What 


the press release says is the necessary technical equipment, 
and we'd be happy to provide you precisely with what that is. 


Q Do you know anything about injured? 

A What the information we have is that there are 
200 people injured and who have been hospitalized in a hospital 
150 miles away from the site. 


Q Do we know what kind of effects they're suffering 
from? 


is) No. 


Q Is the United States providing any support, any 
assistance, besides these teams? 








A We're providing the $25,000 which our Ambassador 
has the authority to use in whatever way that he thinks 
appropriate, and what we really do here is we say to the 
government of the country involved, "What do you need?" And if 
there's needs beyond that, we certainly stand ready to be of 
whatever help we can. 





Q Sir, you may have recalled historically that 
when Pompeii was destroyed in the lst Century, that many people 
were asphyxiated. The historical Lidy was in a little boat out 
in the Bay of Naples, and he was one of the persons asphyxiated. 


Now, would one think then that if this is 
volcano-related, and you spoke of volcanologists going -- 


a Yes. Precisely. 


Q What is the situation of the volcanoes? Are they 
active or extinct? 


A I don't know of any active volcanoes in the area, 
but because we are at this juncture with some educated but 
still speculative manner looking at what caused this, we have 
sent on this team a range of specialists. 





Q There are many volcanoes in the world, including 
eo in this country, Mount St. Helens for one. 

a Yes. 

Q Is it conceivable that a similar set of 


circumstances could happen at other volcanoes, or is there 
something else about Cameroon that is unique? 


A I think the virtual universal view here is that, 
to any people that are knowledgeable at all, this is a fairly 
unique situation. Dr. Joseph Devine of Brown University is an 
excellent person to have available to us, because he has 
studied that part of Cameroon very closely, and he was on this 
first team to look at it. 


Every indication is that this, as I said to begin 
with, almost a "Ripley's Believe it or Not," a fairly unique 


phenomenon. 

; Q Did the Cameroon Government request U.S. 
assistance, or did they request us to make this study, or is it 
being done on our -- United States' own motion? 


























A We're doing so in coordination with them. I 
don't know that there has been a formal request, but we've 
discussed it, and they look forward to our providing the 
assistance. 


Q At whose initiative was it? 


a Hard to say, because in a disaster everybody's 
talking and putting this together quickly. It's clear that the 
government there feels that it's very important to find out 
what happened, because of the other lakes in the area that 
create the possibility there could be problems, and, obviously, 
they're interested in finding out what additional medical care 
could be given to the victims, those still alive. 


Q Was there ever any commercial mining activities 
in that area that -- 


A I don't know precisely about the commercial 
mining activity. I have not heard of any, and, as I say, our 
technical people and gentlemen such as Devine do conclude that 
this is a natural phenomenon situation; that there's nothing 
manmade in connection with this. 


Q What is Devine's specialty? 
A He is a lake water chemist. 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 1:10 p.m.) 














UNEDITED 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
BACKGROUND BRIEFING 


ON 
FORGERIES OF U.S. DOCUMENTS 
FRIDAY, AUGUST 29, 1986, 2:05 P.M. : 


FIRST SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Today, I'd like 
to talk to you about three forgeries which have surfaced and 
these forgeries are obviously designed to adversely impact the 
U.S. image and to manipulate public opinion regarding the 
United States. I'd like to break my comments into two parts. 
First, some very general statements about forgeries, and in 
that I will discuss how we determine that they're forgeries, 
how do we tell the origin, and then how they surface. 


The second part of my remarks will be specifically 
gcing over a few points on the three forgeries. After that, 
copies of all three will be available. 


Q Excuse me, could we reverse the order on that? 
It would be much more sensible if we could see what it is that 
you're talking about before you talk and then we're presented 
with the documents? 


FIRST OFFICIAL: Is that all right? This is fine with 
me. May I proceed while they go and get them -- 


Q Sure. 


i) ~~ because these are just basic introductory 
remarks, as I said. 


First of all, on how forgeries are determined, the 
first question, of course, is whether or not such a speech or 
such a document has indeed been written by policy makers in the 
U.S. Government, and we find out from the official at hand. 

For example, if it is purported to be a speech by Secretary 
Weinberger, then we ask if indeed he did make a speech, a 
he didn't, then it's patently untrue. 


The second issue that we look at is whether or not the 
English makes sense. And very often forgeries contain English 
that is funny, if you will, that contains phraseology that is 
not usually acceptable English. 
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The third is, we look at whether or not the 
classification markings -- whether the markings of the document 
itself are appropriate. 


The second area I'd like to address is how we tell 
what the origin of the forgery is. It is virtually impossible 
to tell what the origin is. So we ask the question, who stands 
to benefit from such a forgery, and it is only from that that 
we extrapolate who we think might have originated it, but it is 
very difficult ever to determine exactly who brought it to bear. 


And how they surface? Ordinarily, they are delivered 
anonymously often to the press. They are usually a photocopy 
which makes it more difficult to investigate how they were 
perpetrated. The objective very often is to have the press 
publish it without asking about its authenticity. 


I'd like to now go ahead and discuss the forgeries 
even though they're brinaing them; but in the interest of time 
I'll begin to talk about them. 


The first one, for shorthand, I will refer to here as 
the SDI forgery. It is purported to be a statement by 
Secretary Weinberger on SOI. It first surfaced in the Federal 
Republic of Germany. The recipient asked for verification of 
the authenticity of the document and it was through that that 
we were able to get a copy of it and determine that it indeed 
was a forgery. 


We turned around and asked Ambassador Burt in Germany 
to make it public, and he did so on July 29 in an interview 


with Bild Zeitung. 


In that forgery, there are two primary themes. The 
first is that SOI is to bring about U.S. superiority over the 
USSR. The second theme is that SDI is offensive with offensive 
purposes. 


Could you hand out the SDI forgery first? (To Staff) 
I mentioned to you before that funny English is often something 
that clues us to a forgery right off the bat. 


Q Did Secretary Weinberger always speak in perfect 
English? 


A Nobody actually does. But in written documents 
they tend to be cleaned up, and this is a written document. 

















Let me give you an example. In the forgery that's 
being handed out, in the second paragraph, the second sentence, 
there is a phrase which uses “To prevail over" -- excuse me, 
“Future prevalence .“ The sentence is, “The measures already 
adopted since 1981 have laid a firm foundation for achieving in 
the near future prevalence over the Soviet Union." We wouldn't 
say, “To achieve prevalence over the Soviet Union." 


Q Where is that? 


ict First page, second paragraph, second sentence. 
That's an example of what I'm talking about as a telltale sign. 


The second forgery is -- 


Q That looks pefectly good English to me: “The 
measures already adogted since 1981 have laid a firm foundation 
for achieving in the near future prevalence over the Soviet 
Union.” What's wrong with that? 


a It doesn't seem normal to us, and I don't think -- 
Q This would work well in the U.K. (Laughter) 


a For the sake, again, of shorthand, I will refer 
to the second forgery as the NSC forgery. This is a document 
that purports to be a statement of U.S. policy approved by the 
National Security Council in February of ‘85. It surfaced, in 
part, in -— by “in part,” I mean the section that you will see 
in the document. The last section which is on Africa, this is 
the part which first surfaced -- and that was in the open press 
-- was in the African Guardian in the Nigerian Press. That was 
on June 5. The complete forgery was mailed to an allied 
country embassy, and it is being publicly identified as a 
forgery for the first time today. 


How do we know it's a forgery? First of all, it is 
not U.S. policy. I would say that there is little if any funny 
English in this one. However, on Page 6, the last sentence of 
the top paragraph, there is a phrase which says, “And that the 
U.S. disposes of the power to exert heavy economic pressure." 
That sentence does not make sense. The word “disposes” is 
improperly used. 


Any NSC policy paper on subjects of this nature would 
have been classified, and this paper has absolutely no 
classified markings, or did not have any classified markings on 
it. And now, of course, it's marked “Forgery” by us. 











In looking at the content of the document, and asking 
the question, “Who stands to benefit," we believe in our 
analyses that it would be the Soviet Union, as it would be in 
the case of the SDI forgery. One has only to analyze the 
content of the document to see that there is a repetition of 
the anti-SDI remarks. There are also eight sections dealing 
with geographic regions containing themes which are designed to 
offend the governments and peoples within those geographic 
regions. 


I have prepared for you a two-page set of themes which 
are false, contained in this, and this will be handed out as 
well. It's called Purported NSC Policy Paper: Analyses of 
Some False Themes in the Forgery. 











And now let's move on to the third forgery which, for 
shorthand, I'll call the Chernobyl forgery. This surfaced in 
August and was reported in the Washington Post on August 19. 

It was anonymously mailed to the Washington Post and other news 
organizations. 








The theme is that USIA planned to campaign -- or the 
content is that USIA planned to campaign to ensure that Western 
European media would receive reports exaggerating the disaster 
at Chernobyl. This forgery is very interesting in that -- 
well, first of all, we have the purported author with us today 
who will discuss any parts of this as soon as I finish these 
opening remarks. But I would like to show you something. 


(Presenting a full-blown document) 


This is a board that shows a letter which was actually 
written by my colleague to General Schweitzer about a different 
forgery. You'll notice here the "“USIA" and the word "copy." 

My colleague had sent this letter around to some people and so 
there were photocopies of it floating around Washington and 
some places, but they all had that word “copy” there. 


(Continued on next page) 

















Before I show you the forgery, please note Herb's 
signature block there. 


Now, this is a copy of the Chernobyl forgery, and 
you'll notice that it has the word "COPY" up here and "“USIA" 
and this here (indicating), and it also has Herb's signature. 
It's slightly thicker here than it was there, but obviously, we 
think what happened is they just covered up the middle here, 
and used the bottom block from that and the top block from this 
(indicating) in order to put out the forgery. So that's a 
technique involved. 


Thanks, Herb. 
That's basically all. 
Have they got copies of everything now? 


Q We don't have the analysis of the themes, the NSC 
form. 


FIRST OFFICIAL: In addition to the analysis, she will 
hand out a copy of this document which you might, may have 
already seen. This will be useful in looking at the SDI 
forgery because on page 3, it identifies propaganda themes, and 
some of these very themes appear in the SDI forgery as well as 
the NSC forgery; and this document goes on to give the actual 
USG position on these issues. So I think that will be helpful 
to you if you want to analyze those forgeries. 


Q Any idea who's responsible? 

i Pardon me. 

Q Any idea who is responsible for these forgeries? 
a We do not know who did the forgeries. 


Q Any leads? 


a The short answer is no, but the longer answer is, 
the nation who benefits most by these and with whom we can 
identify the propaganda themes is the Soviet Union or the 
Soviet Bloc. 


Q It's interesting that they would have used Mr. 
Romerstein. Were they “pulling his chain," as a form of a 
sense of humor? 











SECOND OFFICIAL: Probably. 


If you take a look at the -- I think you got a copy of 
the exemplar, as well as the forgery, the letter I sent to 
General Schweitzer? Is that in your packet? 


Q Yes. 


SECOND OFFICIAL: If you take a look at it, there is 
an interesting aspect to it in addition to the fact that they 
clearly cut out the top and my signature that face in (7), and 
that's that I was writing for General Schweitzer to describe a 
forgery that had been signed with his name and what we learned 
about the forgery. 


It raises the interesting question of, "Who did it?" 
and “How do you know," and how they are surfaced because 
surfacing is the most difficult thing that the Soviets have 
with these kinds of things. 


In the case of the forgery of my name, they sent the 
copy to the Washington Post in an anonymous envelope. And in 
the interest of keeping the format where we all remain 
anonymous, I won't mention John Goshko's name, but John had the 
copy and called us on it, and we were able, of course, to 
identify it as a forgery. But one of the characteristics that 
got his interest was the fact that he got it in an anonymous 
envelope. I guess there are two things that come in anonymous 
envelopes -- forgeries and pornography. 





In the case of the Schweitzer forgery, it had been 
sent in an anonymous envelope to an Italian journal. He got 
it, was immediately suspicious, and called our Rome Embassy, 
and they phoned me, and I got hold of Schweitzer, and on the 
same day we got back on it. So it's not an authentic document; 
we'd like to get a copy in our hands so we can analyze it. 


Having not been able to surface it that way, they then 
provided it to a Mexican employee of another Italian news 
agency in Mexico City. He did not check with his superiors to 
find out what the procedures were, and he ran it on the wires 
as if it were an authentic document. His news agency was 
furious when they found out what had happened, and 
investigated, and learned from him that he had gotten it froma 
so-called journalist who was, in fact, a public relations man 
for the Quatemalian insurgency based in -- the P.R. man was 
based in Mexico City -- and that he had connections with the 
Cubans in Nicaragua. 
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They came back to us with that information, so by not 
being able to surface it the anonymous way, they had to use a 
human being to surface it. The human being led right back to 
them. By the way, on the Schweitzer forgery, we concluded that 
it was not the Cubans. It was written in perfect bureaucratic 
OAS language -- Nicaragua is part of the OAS; Cuba is not. 
They knew all the formats for the OAS -- again, the Nicaraguans 
would know it; the Cubans would not. These are the kinds of 
conclusions that we try to draw. As I say, the individual that 
passed the documents had both the Cuban and Nicaraguan 
connection. 


So, in addition to the question of “Who benefits?" we 
also try, wherever possible, to take advantage of their 
mistakes in surfacing, and try to get back to who, in fact, did 
the surfacing. 

One other thing: Those of you with the scientific 
benefit , if you take the exemplar -- the Schweitzer letter -- 
and the forgery and hold them up to the light, you'll see that 
the signature, my signature, is not only identical on both of 
them, but even the idiosyncracies, like the break in the ink in 
the first letter shows up on both forgeries. The word "copy, “ 
of course, is also identical if you hold it up to the light, so 
they had to take it from that one rather than re-writing it 
themselves. 


Q You said the Soviet Union benefits. The NSC 
document, of February 1985, looks as though it was written by 
someone who spoke Spanish. Is that your conclusion? Or had 
you gotten that far? 


FIRST OFFICIAL: We have not concluded that. I mean, 
it's being looked at, but I don't know the answer to that 
queston not being a Spanish speaker. 


Q All right. Could you tell by the idiosyncracies 
in the language of the others what the native language of their 
author might have been? 

A It cannot be determined firmly, no. 


SECOND OFFICIAL: You can draw some conclusions, but 
you can't draw final conclusions. 


Q This is the Spanish-speaking. 


" ©’ AVAILASLE 














SECOND OFFICIAL: Yes. I'm saying, those who know the 
language well. 


In the case of the Chernobyl forgery, those who know 
the Russian language tell us that it has “Russianisms" in it. 
I don't speak Russian; I can't draw that conclusion. 


FIRST OFFICIAL: The Department has not firmly decided 
that it is any one language group that sponsored, or from which 
the forgery emerged. 


Q What is missing in this? (Indicating) 


FIRST OFFICIAL: That was a small piece of paper, and 
I xerox'd just both pages. The one with the attachment on it, 
you will see that the second page there is really the first 
page also, showing you the attachment on the front of it. 


Q Oh, I see. Thank you. 


I presume that forgeries like this turn up all 
the time. Why are you choosing.to talk to us about them now? 


FIRST OFFICIAL: Forgeries do surface periodically. 
We have no statistics on how often or how many there are, but 
the reason that we're doing this particularly right now is 
because we had three available this summer -- and that is a 
fairly high number. We felt that the best way to counteract 
their impact would be to make them public. 


It's just a decision that we made in terms of policy, 
“How do you account for these?" And that's to make them public. 


Q Is the fact that all three of them would seem to 
benefit the Soviet Union, does that factor into your decision 
to talk about them? 


A No, it didn't because most forgeries appear to 
benefit the Soviet Union. 


Let me elaborate slightly: In the case of the NSC 
forgery, which as I said, this is the first time we've talked 
about it publicly and identified it as a forgery, it has 
sections in it which would be very useful to more strident 
members of the NAM (the non-aligned movement). 
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And, as you know, the Non-Aligned Movement -- the NAM 
-— is meeting in Harare right now and will be through September 
lst; and it is not unprecedented for forgeries to emerge or to 
surface at the time pf a NAM conference. 


Previously, we had a forgery -- the so-called 
Kirkpatrick speech. It surfaced when the New Delhi/Nam 
conference took place. And it had some of the same themes, in 
fact, that this NSC forgery has. So it is speculation, but it 
is quite possible, that the themes and portions of this NSC 
coreers will surface at the NAM or nations that are attending 
the NAM. 


Q So the timing today is directly linked to the 
non-aligned countries? 


A Not of all three; but with regard to the NSC, I 
thought it would be particularly useful to get it out before 
the NAM concludes, in anticipation that it might be used. 


SECOND OFFICIAL: There has been other disinformation 
developed by the Soviets for use of the NAM that we have 
already seen surface, and it seemed to surface in African 
newspapers. 


Q Uh, huh. 


fs) This is a story that CIA has a plot to disrupt 
the NAM meeting and has put out $15 million in one account and 
20 million in another. The North Korean version was $20 
million allocated for this program. 


The Nicaraguan version was only $15 million. 
Q What's the real amount? (Laughter. ) 


Q Under Gramm-Rudman it was ten-, right? 
(Laughter. ) 


A Probably zip is the real amount (laughter). And 
the interesting thing about this was that it surfaced on 
virtually the same day -- actually the same day, you know -- in 
English, Arab, North Korean -- and then got picked up by some 
African newspapers, and in Spanish out of Managua. The Spanish 
version was attributed to an Angolan diplomat who just happened 
to be in Managua at the time. 


This, by the way, is a frequent giveaway on these 
things in that they seem to surface in different parts of the 
world very quickly. Sometimes the forgeries, for example, will 
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turn up in English in India -- and within a day or two, in 
Mexico City, in Spanish. And you know that the 
Spanish-speaking editor in Mexico City does not read a 
newspaper like The Patriot in India on a daily basis, and he 
can't even get a copy that quickly from India. So you know 
that there's some kind of an apparatus that is circulating 
these forgeries and getting it into the proper hands at the 
proper time. 





Q Yesterday there was a BACKGROUND briefing for us 
on that book that you passed out about -- 


is Yes. 


Q -- propaganda on SDI. And at that BACKGROUNDER 
we asked if there had been any incidents of this kind relating 
to SDI, and we were told no. Can you explain to us why -- 


FIRST OFFICIAL: Yes. 


Q ~~ those people didn't apparently know better 
than that though? 


A That briefing was given by the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency. The people who gave it were not aware of 
these at that time. 





Q Wouldn't it be logical for you to have told them 
about something which related directly to the (inaudible)? 


) Well, the phone call took place one day late. I 
talked to them this morning. That's how come I have copies of 
this. I would not have known about this until probably a few 
“ors hence when they started circulating around and hit the 
mail. 


Q They didn't call you and suggest that you talk to 
about this? . 


A About this? 
Q Uh-huh, about this. 


a No. I read about this -- 


No. Calling you. In light of our questions, I'm 
wondering if they then called you and said, "Do you have 
anything? Would you talk to the press about anything you have 
relating to SDI? 
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a No. 


Q This is in the “Heavens to Betsy, no" category; 
but does the United States, or any part of the United States 
Government, write up forgeries like this? 


a No, we do not. 
SECOND OFFICIAL: We don't. 


FIRST OFFICIAL: The reason that we don't is probably 
obvious to you. It's twofold: 


First of all, it wouldn't benefit us. 


And, second of all, we'd get our teeth kicked in 
probably. 


In doing so it would surface very rapidly and be very 
obvious. If you look at -- you've got (addressing second 
official) evidence going way back on this. 


SECOND OFFICIAL: Yes. I actually have a unique 
experience. Before coming to USIA three years ago, I spent 
almost six years working for the House Intelligence Committee, 
doing oversight on CIA. And I can tell you that in those six 
years -- and I'm sure that nothing has happened to change it 


since -— nothing remotely resembling this was done by CIA, and 
there are a number of good reasons. 


One is that (naming journalist present) would catch 
‘tem and we'd be hearing about it on the news that night. 


The other problem is that it goes against your 
credibility. 


The Soviets don't seem to worry about this. You know, 
we put out the material that they produced and we showed them 
that these things are forgeries; and they go blandly on and 
continue to do it. You know, we'd have a great deal of 
heartburn if somebody produced some document and batted us over 
the head with it. And it's just one of those things -- and I 
guess a democratic society is incapable of doing this kind of a 
thing, and it's a good thing that it is incapable. 


Q What you suggest is a great percentage of these 
things do get through. How much of a percentage do you catch? 


A That's the old “If a tree falls in the forest and 
nobody is there, has anybody heard it?" 
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Q Yeah, but you hear the echoes coming back from 
the mountains too. 


6 Yeah, O.K. Taking just those where we hear the 
echoes, we probably catch most of them. We don't catch them 
when they appear for the first time in publications that the 
Soviets have a major interest in -- Patriot in India being a 


good example of this. We don't know in advance. Patriot 


produces a document that's a forgery and then it gets picked up 
in other publications, and then we can catch up bolts. 


Most of the time, when it goes to a legitimate 
newspaper or legitimate press service, they come to us and ask 
us about it; so we catch those. As I say, the others are much 
more difficult to catch. 


Now, I should tell you: Don't think that the KGB is 
ten-feet tall. 


Last October, the Soviet newspaper Literaturnaya 


Gazetta reported that Patriot had revealed that the CIA was 


responsible for the AIDS epidemic in the world. Well, Patriot 
had not carried the story that the government planted in 
Patriot; and so when it got replayed in other parts of the 
world by other publications Al at te to the Soviet Union, it 
was quite obvious that they got it from their Soviet friends 
and not from the original article in Patriot that had never 
appeared. 


O.K.? 


FIRST OFFICIAL: I'd like to add one commend to the 
answer to your question. And that is that the International 
Department which is responsible in the Soviet Union for 
producing active measures, such as forgeries, is now under the 
control of the former Ambassador to the United States -- Mr. 
Dobrynin. His command of English and knowledge of foreign 
press and so forth are indubitably going to benefit the 
International Department and make it far more able, I would 
surmise, in producing such things. 


SECOND OFFICIAL: He's an editor now. 
Q You said that you don't know who's responsible, 


but over and over again you're making references to the KGB and 
Dobrynin. Why don't you say the Soviet Union? 


FIRST OFFICIAL: Because we know for sure, from 
debriefings of defectors, that the Soviet Union has what is 
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called the International Department that is responsible for 
doing these types of activities. 


What I said today about the authenticity of these is 
that we cannot hold up one of these and say that “This is no 
doubt a forgery produced by the Soviet Union." But we can say 
without doubt: “The Soviet Union does have an organization 
dedicated to doing such things and has been verified numerous 
times by defectors." 


Q Is there agreement or nat -- again, please? 
What is that intended to be? What were you saying? 


FIRST OFFICIAL: I'm saying that the International 
Department, which as reorganized last March and streamlined, is 


now headed by an individual who is very, pore capable and 
knowledgeable about Western press -- about the West. 


Q And that what -- that now that he's in charge of 
it there are going to be more forgeries and -- 


i I'm not going to say that. I'm saying though 
that it is a possibility that they will be more of an effective 
organization. 


Q Was Dobrynin responsible for these questions? 


Aa No, I'm not saying that. 


SECOND OFFICIAL: Did Dobrynin have an element in the 
Soviet Party that's responsible for coordinating all active 
measures? That's the question. 


KGB does the forgeries, not the International 
Department; and they coordinate it through the International 
Department. 

Q Thank you. 


(BACKGROUND briefing concluded at 2:30 p.m.) 





DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
ON-THE-RECORD BRIEFING 
ON 
PAN AM HIJACKING - KARACHI, PAKISTAN 
FRIDAY, SEPTEMBER S, 1986 


MR. REOMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, good evering. 
Let me begin by giving you a brief rundown of the information 
chat we have available for you at the moment. 


At approximately 1:00 p.m. Eastern Daylight Time, the 
auxiliary power unit supplying power to Pan Am Flight 73, which 
was still on the ground at Karachi Airport, ceased to function, 
plunging the aircraft into darkness. Somehow -- at this stage 
we don't know how -- shooting occurred, and doors on the 
aircraft opened. Those passengers who could do so fled the 
aircraft, and Pakistani security personnel who were waiting 
nearby secured the plane. The Government of Pakistan acted 
boldly and decisively, and we applaud its exemplary resolve in 


doing so. 


Several hijackers have been taken into custody. 
Obviously, there have been casualties among the passengers. We 
have no confirmation of numbers, nationalities, or any other 
details at this time. 


Some of the surviving passengers are at hotels in 
Karachi. Some are being treated in local hospitals. 
Our details at the moment are, at best, sketchy. However, for 
those who have reason to believe that a family member who is an 
American citizen may have been on board, Consular officers on 


the Task Force will give you what information is available at 
area 202-647-6530 That's all I have by way of prepared 


remarks 
Jim? 
Q Do you know who the hijackers are? 
a At the moment, we have reports that the hijackers 


claim to be members of the Arab Liberation Organization. This 
group is previously unknown to us. 


Q Do you discount, then, any connection with Libya? 


a As I said, at this point -- I've given you, 
basically, what information we have at this point. We have no 





information right now about any involvement of Libya or any 
other country. 


Q Chuck, wnen you talk of reports, the question 
always come up, do you mean independent reports, or do you have 
news reports? 


a In this case, Barry, that question is a bit 
difficult to answer. What I'm speaking from here is on the 
basis of all the reports that are coming in to us from a 
variety of sources, not all of which, of course, are press. 


Q What exactly were the hijackers’ demands? 


4 Concerning the demands of the hijackers, we don't 
have any independent information concerning those demands. 


Q What was the role of the U.S. Government in all 
of this? How closely were we able to monitor it on the scene? 
And was there any participation by U.S. forces in this? 


a U.S. Embassy officials were in continuous contact 
with the Government of Pakistan. Control of the situation at 
the Karachi Airport was maintained by Pakistani authorities 
throughout. Beyond that, concerning any potential role 4 
U.S. forces, we simply don't comment on that sort of question. 


Q Frankly what I wanted to ask you: I wanted to 
ask you -- and perhaps I'll try it anyhow -- did this 
hijacking end before the U.S. could play the sort of role it 
would have liked to have played, or would have preferred 
playing? 


A That's the kind of question I'm obviously not 
going to answer. 


Q Did the shooting start because the lights went 
out and the hijackers were afraid they'd lose control anyway? 
Or did they see Pakistani forces and fear that a raid was 


imminent? 


) That's the kind of detail that really isn't 
available to us. 


Q You were urging families to call a particular 
rumber if they suspected that they had a member of their family 
on the aircraft Have you received any calls? And how many 
have you had? 





ihe 


4 I can't give you details on the number of calls. 
Our Consular officials in Karachi are doing all they can to get 
information as rapidly as possible. That's being relayed 
through the Task Force to the extent that we can determine 
family members, and likewise, people who think that they may 
have family members on board are invited to call the Task 
Force. So it's going to be a process of working it out. 


Q Chuck, do you know why the lights failed? Was 
that -- 


a No. 


Q What's the U.S. position now? What's its 
response going to be? What's it going to do now? 


6 At this point, the hijackers -- and I might say 
there that the best information we have, although there are 
conflicting reports -- indicates that there were five 
hijackers, with two dead and three captured. 


I might, going back to your point, Jim, concerning the 
identification of the hijackers, simply add that we understand 
they were Arabic-speaking, either Palestinians or Lebanese. 


Then, having said that -- again emphasizing these are 
the best reports we have right now -- that three were captured, 
I would simply say that we'd be confident that the Government 
of Pakistan will insure that justice is done. 


Q Chuck, is it also a priority now to try to 
identify who may have been responsible for this group acting, 
and to place blame either on a group that you know, or a 
country that is the sponsor? 


i I 'd answer that in @ generic sense -- in the 
case of any terrorist action, or planned terrorist action -- 
that we're always interested in knowing who did it. 


Q How many Americans do you believe were on the 
plane? Reports vary from 40 to 60. 


a The information [ have is that of the 
approximately 380 persons on the aircraft manifest, we 
understand that some 65 were U. S. citizens. Some of the 
passengers listed on the manifest did not board the aircraft. 
So that's not to say that there were 380 necessarily on the 
aircraft. 
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Q Were there any U.S. skymarshals? The U.S. 
resumed having armed skymarshals on aircraft. Were there any 


on this plane? 


a I. can't help you on that one. 


Q Is there any explanation for the security lapse 
at the Karachi Airport that allowed this to happen? 


a No. I haven't seen any explanation for why this 
happened. I did see just as I came in here that the Federal 
Aviation Administration said that they have been routinely 
checking this particular airport, and according to their 
conclusion, they rated it pretty high-level security, with a 
most recent inspection about three weeks ago. But for further 
details on that question, I'd have to refer you back to FAA? 


Q Did all five hijackers behave as hijackers? In 
other words, were any of the five sort of cloaked as passengers 
for a longer period of time? 


a I don « have that kind of information. 


Q And were they in touch, do you know, in any way 
with any foreign government? 


“ Nor do I have anything on that. 


-- MORE -- 








Q Any known or suspected connection between the 
hijackers and those who allegedly perpetrated the Larnaca, 
Cyprus, incident? 


A I don't have any independent information 
concerning that particular claim, which [I think surfaced 
perhaps in a statement by a Pakistani authority. I just don't 
have anything here that would give me any reason to take that 
story further. Just don't know. 


Q Do you see anything in the pattern of the way 
these hijackers operated that would link them, in your mind, 
with some other group that has carried out similar actions in 
the past? I mean, Abu Nidal has been mentioned in this 
connection. 


A I just can't help you on that particular question 
at this time. 


Q Chuck, will there be any attempt to prosecute the 
hijackers under U.S. laws? 


A That question is really premature right now. My 
answer to the question of prosecution is my earlier one, which 
is we're confident that the Government of Pakistan will ensure 
that justice is done. 


Q Do you know where the aircraft was? What gate, 
what part of the airport it was in? 


A No, 1 don't. 


Q Chuck, you have applauded the action of the 
Government of Pakistan, but there was a substantial loss of 
life among the passengers. Is there any -- would you comment 
on that? [s this inevitable or -- 


A I don't think we want to lose sight in this 
incident, or in others, that the responsibility for this rests 
solely at the feet of the terrorists who perpetrated the 
incident There should be no doubt about that. 


The Government of Pakistan, as I've said, acted 
decisively and with resolve to bring it to an end. 


Q Yes, but 1t was -- 


ie) We support that. 








Q -- similar to the Egyptian storming of -- or 
rescue operation in Malta. There was great loss of life. 
Whoever might be at fault aside, was this, as far as you know 
at this point. a well-executed rescue attempt? 


A [I can't comment any further on the operational 
details. 


Q Chuck, among those 65 Americans, were any of 
those, the people who have been mentioned on the, I think, Abu 
Nidal's “hit list" a couple of months ago -- Colonel North and 
Edward Lutwak and a number of others? 


a I don't have any information concerning that 
particular question. 


Q Terrorism experts outside the government say this 
was too sophisticated an operation to have been carried off by 
some lone terrorists, that it would had to have had some either 
government support or sophisticated organization like the PLO. 
Would you agree with that? 


i] I'm not in a position to agree or disagree with 
that kind of assessment right now. 


Q Will the U.S. Government send any planes or 
anything to help American citizens get back to the United 
States following this incident? 


A [ can only say right now that our Consular 
officials are there. They're doing all they can for the 
American citizens. But concerning further disposition of the 
Americans who are there, I just don't have that information. 


Q Were there Embassy personnel actually in the 
tower? 


A Once again, that question was asked at noon today 
and we're not commenting on those kinds of questions. 


Let me just reiterate that control throughout was in 
the hands of Pakistani authorities. The decision to go on 
board the aircraft was made by Pakistani authorities. That's a 
decision, as I just said, that we support. 


Q But there's some question as to whether the U.S. 
urged restraint or urged decisive action? 








A Let me go back to what I've said before: that we 
fully support what the Pakistani Government has done. They 
acted decisively and boldly. That answers your question, I 
think. 


Q If there's any connection proven between the 
hijackers and Libya, or any other country, does the United 
States plan any reprisal action in this case? 


a Those are the kind of hypothetical questions that 
I won't go into. You know our policy on terrorism in a more 
general sense, but I don't need to repeat that for you. 


Q Can I follow up on that? We've indicated many 
times our willingness to retaliate against Libya if there is 
evidence. If we find from interrogating these prisoners that 
they are tied to [ran or Syria, for example, would the same 
willingness hold true to retaliate against Iran or Syria? 


A [I'm not going to go ahead and speculate on all 
the hypothetical questions you might pose. I'd simply refer 
you to our general position on terrorism as the best answer [ 
can give you to those kinds of questions. 


Q Can you say one way or the other whether, when 
the auxiliary power went off, was that the prelude to an effort 
by the Pakistanis to storm the plane, or was it accidental? 


i) I just can't help you with those kinds of 
details. The information is too sketchy to be able to answer 
those with any kind of certainty. 


Q Can you say what specifically was “bold" and 
“decisive” about what the Pakistanis did? What specifically -- 
besides bring it to an end? 

Aa They brought it to an end. Thank you. 

Q But you say they brought it to an end. It seems 
more like the hijackers themselves brought it to an end by 
opening up -- by -- ? 


a The hijackers started it. 


Q But it's a key question. Have you not asked the 
Pakistani Government if indeed they were in *he process of a 
commando action when the lights went out? 








A Whether or not -- 
Q It makes a big difference. 


rs] --the question has been asked, [I'm not ina 
position to give you those kinds of answers. But in any case, 
in a more general sense, I'm just not going to get into those 
kind of operational details. 


Q Is there any indication that the American who was 
killed at the beginning was killed because he was an American? 
And do you take this to be an action against the United States, 
this hijacking? 


A That goes, again, to what motives or demands may 
have been behind this action, and I said before that we just 
don't have any way to judge that now. 


Q There was some 65 Americans aboard. Is it now 
standing U.S. policy that if a plane is hijacked with many 
Americans aboard -- hijacked in another country -- that it will 


always be the decision of that country whether to storm the 
plane or not? Or do you make some evaluation of that country's 
ability and weigh that against, perhaps, the complement of 
Americans aboard the plane? 


fs) This is basically a question of national 
sovereignty, Barry. 


Q Is it? 
Q But it was an American carrier? 


Q ['m not questioning, obviously, policy; [I'm just 
asking, because I can imagine we could have a plane of 799 
passengers, 798 of them being Americans and being in some 
forlorn Third World country which has no technical capacity at 
all, and you would still defer to that country to decide 
whether those Americans should be liberated? I imagine there's 
some judgment involved, isn't there? 


a I'm here right now to talk to you about this 
particular incident, not to extrapolate from this one into 
every potential incident in the future. 


Q Did the Pakistani Government ask for military 
assistance? 








a I have no comment on those kind of questions. 
Q There was a news report that a flight crew was on 


its way from Frankfort to get aboard the plane. Can you tell 
us now if they were planning to put pilots on that plane? 


a I can't help you on that. 


Q Chuck, the pilot and the co-pilot bailed out 
early. Is that part of a new procedure -- anti-hijack 
procedure? 


a I don't have anything on that. 
Q Okay, thank you. 
i You're welcome. 


(Press briefing concluded at 5:45 p.m.) 
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MR. HOWARD: Good gorning. This is a background briefing 
on the visit -- state vi..t of the President of B il. Ff £ 
— ws = — the briefer is Can 
Why can't we name hia? 


Why can't we -- 


I mean, he's not ashamed, is he? 


o © oO oO 


Why can't he be on the record? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Because we don't do 
these on the record. 


MR. HOWARD: That's cight. That's the answer. 


Q What information about the President of Brazil is 
sensitive? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You've got to take it up 
with the White House. 


Q What's the logic? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The logic is, I suppose, 
to direct attention to the two Presidents. 


Okay -- 
Q Are -~ hide your light under a bushel? 


Q But they're not meeting today, are they? Is it 
tomorrow? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: They're meeting the day 
your newspapers appear -- those who are -- ‘ 


Q My newspaper is not going to ever appear. 
(Laugnter.) 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We're all hoping and 
praying, anyway. (Laughter.) 


Okay, schedule. President Sarney arrives at 9:30 p.m. 
tonight at Andrews. Secretary Shultz will meet him. He is staying, 
interestingly -- at least from my point of view -- at the Willard. I 
think he's the first official guest at the Willard. 

Wednesday -- 


Q Are they all going to be put there? 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: -- Secretary Shultz will 
be meeting President Sarney for breakfast. After that, he comes over 
here to meet with President Reagan. There is then a lunch for him at 
the ptate Department, hosted by the Secretary. 


{ Polllowing that, he goes to Arlington to lay a wreath at 
the Tomb of the Unknown Soldier and visit the grave of President 
Kennedy. He then has meetings in the afternoon with President Ortiz 
Mena of the Interamerican Development Bank, Barbara Conable at the 
World Bank and Jacques la Rosier at the IMF. 


And tomorrow night is the state dinner here. 


Thursday, Vice President Bush is hosting a breakfast for 
him which Secretary Shultz, Deputy Secretary Whitebead and Secretary 
Baker will be attending; the focus of that one being economics. He 
will then address -- this is Thursday morning -- a joint session of 
Congress, have lunch at the National Press Club at which he will 
speak. 


After that, Thursday afternoon, he goes to the OAS to 
speak. And Thursday evening, he is -- President Sarney is hosting a 
reception at the Brazilian Embassy. 


He leaves Friday morning and goes to New York City, where 
among other things, he will be meeting with Secretary General Perez 
Ge Cuellar at the UN and then visiting and speaking at the Americas 
Society. 


The party consists of President and Mrs. Sarney, the 
Finance Minister Funaro; the Minister of Planning, Sayad; the Foreign 
Minister, Abreu Sodre; and the Navy Minister, Henrique Saboya, 


President Sarney, as I think most of you know, has been 
in politics in Brazil for most of his adult life as a congressman, a 
senator and a governor. He was elected vice president in January of 
1985. You will remember he was inaugurated March 15th as acting 
President. That was Inauguration Day. 








And President-Elect Tancredo Neves was very ill and died in April of 
"SS, at which voint Sarney became President of Brazil. 


He was in that sense an accidental President, and there 
has been since then a remarkable consolidation of leadership on his 
part. Se has really taken hold as President and everyone, though 
there were some doubts back then, has now been iapressed by the 
political stability of Brazil and the holding together of Brazil's 
institutions. 


The sense of optimism and growth about the future is 
Gominant in Brazil today, both as an impression and as a fact. Last 
year they grew at over 8 percent -- the economy grew at over 8 
a which was the highest growth rate of any country in the 
world. 


Some facts about Brazil. It is the eighth largest 
economy in the Western World. It is about half of South America in 
terms of -- roughly speaking, in terms of population, in teras of 
size, in terms of its economy. it is larger than the 48 states. 
What puts the U.S. out in front is Alaska. 


Q In size? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Because of it's size -- 
Alaska would do it alone. Because of its size, it borders on all but 
two South American countries, and has therefore an interest in 
political and economic developments throughout the continent. It is 
also the most populous Catholic country in the world. It is the only 
Latin American country that fought with us as an ally in World War 
II. 


Trade balance -- quite positive -- $12.5 billion positive 
trade balance for Brazil last year, of which we were about $5 billion 
-- that is, $8 billion in exports to the U.S., $3 billion in imports 
from the U.S. It is the second largest exporter of agricultural 
products in the world, second only to the United States. 


There has been a remarkable transformation in the 

Brazilian economy over the last 20 years, so that the industrial 
sector is now very large. For example, agriculture, which used to 
Gominate its exports is now about half of its exports -- the other 
half being industrial goods. It is now the fourth largest aircraft 
producer in the world. Because of its size -- you can figure it this 
way -- we've got about 250 million people, mostly in the 48 states. 
In an area roughly the same size, they have 140 million people, so 
there is a lot of land left. Really the most -- the largest untapped 
agricultural lands in the world are in Brazil, and that goes for 
_ forest reserves, too, in the Amazon. 011 production -- they are 70 

percent self-sufficient now,, and in the ‘90s they will be completely 
self-sufficient. 


It is worth mentioning that it is a country of contrasts 
because while there is this phenonemally successful and large 
industrial sector, it is also true that there is substantial poverty, 
substantial illiteracy, and there are -- substantial areas of the 
country are really quite underdeveloped. So it has both sectors of 
the -- OF deveiopment -- complete Geveisopmen. and sybstantial 
underdevelopment. 


The issues -- nothing surprising -- economics, trade, 
debt, development of democracy in Latin America, science and 
technology cooperation, drugs. 


Just a word on drugs. We did an agreement last week with 
the government of Brazil which formalized or provided a framework for 
the cooperation that we have been engaging in, which has been in very 
good, and which will, I think, increase. Brazil is not a significant 
problem country when it comes to narcotics, but if you look at the 
map, it is clear that as we increase the pressure in the Andes, 
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@S an alternate place to grow and to transport through. It is quite 
enticing geographically to traffickers, and so we will be continuing 
our cooperation with the government of Brazil to prevent an expansion 
from what is now @ low-level of narcotics activity there. 


On trade, 20 years ago we didn't have problems with 
Brazil because of their degree of development. As have 
Geveloped and as they begin to trade in products in which we also 
trade, a variety of areas of tition have grown up. This is ina 
sense the inevitable product of Brazil's development. 


As I noted, they have a very positive trade balance with 
us. In this sense, I think we can take some credit for helping to 
fuel the growth of Brazil. That, again, is a $5 billion positive 
balance of trade with us on their part. We've also done some 
specific things, which I think have helped Brazilian economic growth 
~~ for example, the President's decision to veto the textile bill -- 
@ bill which would have hurt Brazilian textile exports -~ and his 
decision to reject the ITC decision on shoe exports from Brazil. it 
is a major export for Brazil. And the decision by the President to 
allow those imports to come in, again, is a significant help for the 


Brazilian economy. 
Let me stop at that point and just take questions. 





Q What about the -- where does the debt crisis stand? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Brazil is the largest 
debtor in the world now with over $100 billion in debt. 5 | have 
just renegotiated their debt with the commercial banks <-- a $30 
billion renegotiation -- and they have been very careful to remain 
current at all times with the commercial banks and have played a very 
responsible role there. The record is more uneven with respect to 
official debt -- that is, debt to governments -- where they have had 
an uneven record of payment and that has been a source of concern on 
the part of a lot of governments to which they owe -- well, with us 
as well, although I'd have to say also that they are still considered 
to be one of the more credit-worthy debtors. Even though they have 
the largest debt, they also have a very large economy and the 
prospects for the economy are excellent and the growth is excellent, 
sO that they still are able to borrow money. 


Q So their arms sales to Iran and Libya and -- is that 
likely to figure in the talks? ‘ 


SEKXIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm not aware of any 
acms sales to Libya. Do you want to comment on that? I don't -- let 
me just say -- I'll turn it over to my colleague for a minute, but I 
Gon't expect that that will come up in the talks. 


This is my colleague, also speaking ON BACKGROUND. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Brazil has not had any 
major sales of arms to Brazil or Libya -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: To Iraq or -- to Iran or 
Libye. 


ie ae 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: To Iran or Libya, yes. 
They have very large sales to Iraq. 


Q Cowld you give us your version of the nature of the 
problem concerning Brazil's protectionist policies and how we deen 
them, and the possibility for economic sanctions against Brazil? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I don't <-- we're 
not talking about economic sanctions. 
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We do have disputes. What Brazil is doing is, in a sense -- there's 
been an economic miracle in Brazil ower the past, rougly, 20 years. 
And to do it, they tried, on the one hand, a variety of import 
substitution policies to develop their own industries, to produce 
things which would substituce for imports. And, at che same tine, 
they've been trading more and sore and trying exports with a variety 
of measures -- in some cases, subsidies, = erred cates on export 
financing; in other cases -- they have a » tor example, called law 
of national similars, that is where they close their markets to the 
importing into Brazil of something which is also produced in Brazil 
so that the people in business are forced to use only the product 
pane ee Praag produced in Brazil and there cannot be competition from 
outside. 


So there's a network of these laws which I think you have 
to say have, over time, worked. They have been successful in 
bringing Brazil to this extraordinary level of development. Our 
argument is, in a sense, that Brazil has now gotten out of that stage 
and is really benefitting greatly from the open trading of the 
international ecomomic system and should be supporting open 
international trade. 


This is a discussion we've had at many levels with Brazil 
over the past few years. They're now a major player on the 
international scence, on the international economic scene. And our 
view is that as they have evolved, some of the measures they took in 
past years to reach this stage are now outmoded and should be set 
aside now and over the coming years, and they should play, in a 
sense, by the rules by which industrialized countries play because in 
those sectors, they are an industrialized country now. 


Q Well, is this a serious issue or a minor irritant? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION .FFICIAL: Well, it’s certainaly an 
irritant to relations. It's not a serious -- it is a serious issue 
between us because we've got a, generally speaking, as you know, @ 
very unfavorable balance of trade. A contribution to that is made by 
Brazil where we have also in percentage terms an extremely 
unfavorable balance of trade. 


We have products which we think would compete fairly, if 
allowed to compete fairly in the Brazilian market and which we would 
like to get in. Wo single issue, including the trade issue, is going 
to dominate relations with Brazil. It's a very old friendship and I 
don't think that trade or a other issue is going to change the 
fundamental nature of the relationship. But it's a serious issue, 
there's no question about that, for both countries. 


Yes. 


Q What do the Brazilians say to you when you say it's 
time to move on to the next stage of open trade? What's their 
response? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I probably 
shouldn't answer that -- try to characterize another government's 
attitude but I will. Generally, the sense is that this is a country 
~~ Brazil -- with marked contrasts. And while it is true that there 
are a few sectors they would say that are, in a sense, fully 
modernized -- theic aircraft industry, fer @xample -- there are many , 
others which are not. It is a country which has large pockets of 
very substantial poverty, illiteracy. And it is not right, in their 
view, to treat them the way we would treat a fully industrialized 
country such as, for example, Japan or the West Europeans. 


They view themselves as a country which has made great 
strides but which is still a developing country and which has to have 
special provisions made so that its development can continue. I 
think that's generally the Brazilian argument. 


MORC 





Yes. 


Q Can you tell us anything about a White House meeting 
today to talk about possible retaliation? There was a report in the 


papers -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There is no meeting to 
talk about possible retaliation. There have been a bunch of meetings 
over the last, oh, gonth or two -- ever since John Whitehead visited 
Brazil -- talking about trade policy, talking about the various 
issues that we have outstanding. And there are a few still. But 
nobody, at this point, is discussing retaliation. It would be dumb 
to be engaged in discussions of retaliation at a soment when what 
we're, in fact, concerned about is a state visit. So there are no 
discussions of retaliation going on. : 


Yes. 


Q Brazil is opening relations -- diplomatic relations 
with Cuba at a moment where the United States is trying an embargo 
with Cuba. Does this mean a conflict in policies? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. We don't agree on 
that question. Brazil, like every other country, has to make up its 
mind and we have a disagreement on that issue. 


Q Have you talked to -- about it or -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, nor will it come up, 
I would think, now. It's an issue -- I mean our position is very 
clear and this has been coming for a long time. But I think it's -- 
all Latin American countries know how we feel about it, that we're 
opposed to their opening relations with Cuba. In many cases, 
countries which were under military dictatorships and have now moved 
to democracies have, in part as a reaction against the military 
government's policy of no relations with Cuba and in part just based 
= the principle of universality of relations, have opened relations 
with Cuba. 


And we have, I think, in each case, expressed our concern 
that the Cuban Mission not be allowed to become a source of espionage 
and subversion. 


Q Will President Reagan raise the issue of support for 
the Nicaraguan rebels with the Brazilian President, try to get Brazil 
to support U.S. policy also? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I would imagine that 
there would be a discussion of Central America. I don't think that 
President Reagan is going to be asking for support for the resistance 
forces. What we'll be doing is explaining, I think, if the subject 
comes up -- and I think it probably will -- what our policy is and 
why we are doing what we are doing. 


Q You said -- 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You had a question. 


Q Yes. What does om | want from Reagan and what is 
Reagan willing to give him, particularly in the economic area? Lower 
interest rates on their debt -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We don't set the 
interest rates on their debt. 


Q No, I know. But they're going to see Baker and 
Baker can go then to -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Baker doesn't set their 
interest cates. Wo, the interest cates are set -- interest rates 
have decreased on all Latin American debt because world interest 
rates are down. That's an illusion and I don't think the Brazilians 
suffer under it. We do not set interest rates on debt. 
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Q They allege that they are suffering under high 
rates, and they believe that by appealing to the President and to 
Baker, they can bring pressure on the banks to lower rates. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well -- 


Q They claim that they are paying $12 billion a year 
in interest rates -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's correct. 
Q -- to commercial banks. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Our views on the debt 
question, I think, are generally well-known, the Baker Plan as a 
means of approaching the refinancing of debt. 


In the case of Brazil, it is quite true that their 
substantial trade surplus is then applied to pay the debt. I mean, 
they often make that point about trade stions -- that is, that if 
they're going to pay off this enormous debt, they've got to earn the 
money. They earn the money by selling abroad. That is quite right, 
and it's one of the reasons that we think it's so important to Brazil 
that there be an open international trading systen. 


They do have to earn -- they do have to export and earn 
hard currencies to pay that debt; we agree with that. And it's one 
of the issues on which I think both men agree with the need to fight 
any increase in protectionism around the world. 


Q The Post says that by September 16th, the President 
must decide whether to request economic sanctions against Brazil for 
its protectionist policies. And you just said that -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, I'm not -- yes, I 
don't think that that's correct. The -- 


Q Is there some sort of deadline? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There are a series of 
deadlines, but each deadline can be moved. So I don't -- I'm not 
sure that that’s correct. I have to -- I'm not giving you a complete 
answer, because I'm going to have to check it, but the -- I guess 
what I can say about that is this -- that both countries will have 
failed in a sense, if we ever get to the point of U.S. retaliation 
against Brazil. It's something that obviously is in the interest of 
both to avoid, and we are determined to avoid it, as is the 
government of Brazil, through discussions. 


Now, on informatics, the discussions have been going on 
for a long time, and they've been going very slowly, from our point 
of view, and we would like to see some more progress. But there has 
been progress in the recent discussions conducted by Clayton Yeutter. 
There has been some progress, and so I don’t, myself, see this -- 
these discussions falling into a pattern of retaliation and a 
reduction in trade; I don't think that's in the cards. 


Yes? 


Q In the current issue of Foreign Affairs Magazine, 
there is an article by President Sarney in which he says that while 
Brazil was going through this transition towards democracy with all 
the difficulties, he states that the United States didn't make a 
Single gesture to help -- to be helpful. On the contrary, there was 
~~ he caises this issues of the informatics thing, as it is new in 
Brazil, saying that on the very day of -- the National Say in Brazil, 
the 7th of September, last year, the present year, initiated the 
case. How do you respond to that charge in <= by the President that 
the United states did not -- was not helpful in any way? 


MORE 





SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I think that -- on 
that coint, that's a misunderstanding -- there is a misunderstanding 
about what the United States was Going, and ome of the reasons chat 
state visits are a terrific idea is that the two Presidents meet and 
eliminate any sisunderstandings that exist between them and get to 
know each other better. 


But if you look at some of the actions we've taken -- 
look at the pattern of U.S.-Brazilian trade. In our view, the fact 
that we run a $5 billion negative balance in trade with Brazil -- the 
President's very unpopular decisions about textiles and shoes, which 
did not win hia any friends on the Hill, and his general opposition 
to protectionism have been of direct benefit to Brazil. 


So I think that the overall pattern of economic relations 
between the U.S. and Brazil is enormously helpful to Brazil and this 
is a subject -- overall economic relations -- that I's sure the two 
Presidents will discuss. But because we have had these 
misunderstandings and because there are still issues between us on 
economic issues, the state visit comes at a very good time. 


Q There is another point in the financial area -- 
Brazil is very irritated with the Brazilian -- the American 
insistence that we should go to the IMF to have some kind of official 
relationship with the IMF and the argument in Brazil is that 
basically we don't need that -- we are not in any trowble. We don't 
have any problem that the IMF could solve. So -~- and apparently the 
United States is very irritated with the Brazilian -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We're not very irritated 
with Brazil. It's a sovereign decision. It's like a decision -- to 
hack back to his question -- to recognize Cuba. Countries have to 
make these decisions. The issue is going to be an issue for the 
financial markets. That is, for example, in the absence of an IMF 
agreement will commercial bankers continue to roll over debt and lend 
more to Brazil. That's -- Brazil has to make a judgment about that 
and then see what the results are. But the notion that we are “very 
irritated" is wrong. Brazil will either gain or lose by this 
position. And -- so it's a Brazilian decision to make. It's not a 
Gecision that Washington has anything to do with. 


Q What are the issues President Reagan specially wants 
to caise with Mr. Sarney? | 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I think first of 
all that we should be clear that this visit is not caused by any 
particular issues. It is not arranged in order that any special 
issue be discussed between the two of them. It's one of a series of 
state visits and the reason for it is that Brazil is an extremely 
important country and an increasingly powerful player on the world 
scene -- in diplomatic terms and in economic terms. These two men 
have never met. They do not know each other and we think that it 
will be very useful for both governments if they can get to spend 
some time together at the White House meetings tomorrow and then at 
the dinner tomorrow night. It is just -- it's crazy, really, that 
the President of Brazil and the President of the United States don't 
have a good, close, personal relationship. And we hope that after 
tomorrow they will. That's the rcreai purpose Of this state visit -- 
SO that the two of them can get to know each other and so that they 
have a chance to discuss some of the problems that exist in the 
relationship. 


Q It seems to me that you're -- 


MR. 4WOWARD: Excuse me. I think that we'll end it with 
-- on that high note. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Okay. 


MR. HOWARD: Thank you, very much. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 
END 10:35 A.M. EDT 
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Q Ie he going to speak in Portuguese? 


MR. MATHES: He's going to speak whatever he speaks. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm afraid I don't speak 
Portuguese. 


The one-on-one meeting between the Presidents lasted 
about 35 sinutes, which compressed the time available for the Cabinet 
Room meeting. They went beyond the scheduled time. 


They discussed Brazil's transition to democracy and the 
story of what had happened around the inauguration day -- that is the 
illness and the death of Pesident-elect Tancredo Neves and the whole 
transition to democracy in Brazil. discussed Bolivia. 
President Sacney pointed out that Brazil's longest border -- 3,800 
kilometers -- is with Bolivia, and there was a discussion of 
Bolivia's economic situation and the efforts of the Bolivian 
government to combat narcotics trafficking and the desire on the part 
of both the 0.5. and Brazil to help. 


President Sarney discussed his efforts to forge closer 
relations, politically and economically, between Brazil and Argentina 
and Uruguay. 


They talked, of course, about economic and trade issues 
at some length. Both of them agreed on the threat of protectioniss= 
to the world trading system and the need to join together in 
combatting it. They talked about the upcoming GATT meeting in Punta 
Gel Este and the need to work together at that meeting to keep 
markets open around the world. 


President Sarney pointed out that the ability to trade 
wes oo oe important .4 icade and to earn currency abroad vas 
particularly important for Brazil, as it was not only « fuel for 
Brazil's growth, but had a lot to do with saintaining <-- this growth 
had @ lot to do with maintaining social peace in Brazil. And so 
trade was extremely important for Brazil, and it was agreed that 
conversations would continue both here and then in Punta del Este 
between the representatives of each country about trade and economic 
issues. 


The phrase that was used was “a commitment to work 
together and “a search for common ground* -- those two phrases. 
There was a discussion of military cooperation and the desirability 
of increasing it, and Admiral Crowe, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, will be visiting Brazil at the end of this month. 
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And there was an agreement to increase science and 
technology cooperation. By next month each President will name a 
small panel -- I think it's six on each side -- of scientists who 
will try to develop a kind of work plan for increasing cooperation 
science and technology -- that is, they are supposed to come up with 
the specifics on science and technology projects, topics such as 
agriculture, health, medicine, space, natural resources, basic 
sciences, engineering, environmental issues. We've had 
U.S.-Brazilian scientific cooperation since the first agreement was 
1971. So this is a continuation in an effort to strengthen that. 


That's it. Questions? 


Q I thought the President's arrival remarks were 
unusually pointed on the subject of trade and the need for free 
trade. Generally there's mostly just pleasantries -- and that sort 
of thing. Did that filter through in the meetings between the two of 
pe _ all? Was there that sort of frank talk inside about that 

ssue 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I would agree with you 
on the frankness and disagree with you if there's a suggestion, and 
forgive me if I'm getting you wrong, of argument. This was as warm 
“~~ arguably warmer, but certainly as warm as any state visit that 
I've been connected with. The tone was extremely warm and extremely 
friend. ,;. And they spent a fair amount of time on this one-on-one, 
which is a kind of sign of that. 


I would describe the discussion as candid. In fact, both 
men commented that Brazil and the United States had such an old and 
warm relationship that we did not need to use all kinds of diplomatic 
formulations. We could just talk about any issues that arose. And, 
in fact, President Sarney noted that as Brazil's economy changes over 
the decades, and as Brazil grows, it is inevitable that frictions do 
arise. And so what we do then is we work them out -- we solve then. 
And it was agreed that what we do when these conflicts arise is we 
isolate them and prevent them from harming the cverall relationship. 


Q Did they isolate this conflict? In other words, 
there was a report -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Which conflict? 


Q The one about trade opening up the markets in 
Brazil. There was an indication that President Sarney was carrying 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It was -- 


Q There was an indication -- a report that President 
Sarney was carrying, in fact, a proposal -- a compromise offer -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, there will -- as I 
Say, there will be -- there was no -- there was no -- there were no 
specifics on either side put on the table in these meetings, but 
discussions are going to continue and anything that we don't finish 
talking about today will be continued between the Foreign Minister of 
Brazil and Clayton Yeutter in Punta del Este. 


But there was a discussion of trade and economic issues 
and both sides, I think, agreed on the principle of trying to sustain 
the world trading system and prevent it from any kind -- coming to 
any kind of harm and on the need for success in Punta del Este. 


Q Did he have a compromise proposal? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There were no proposais 
presented at this meeting, but as I say there will be more 
discussions so there's plenty of opportunity for -- 


Q The main point that the President was shooting at -- 
was there any agreement on that or any kind of resolution? 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, the point the 
President was shooting at is the need to fight protectionisz. You 
know, both countries, it was pointed out, have elections -- 


Q I thought he was warning against retaliation. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There is no warning 
against retaliation meant in that speech, nor has there been any 
warning given to Brazil about retaliation. The word retaliation was 
not spoken. 


Q There was a report -- 
Q There was a specific issue of informatics -- of -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Just a second, let me 
just -- Go ahead. 


Q There was a report in the Wall Street Journal this 
morning that was -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Incorrect. 

Q Incorrect. There was no decision on -- 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The report is wrong. 

Q O.K. 

Q Was the specific issue of computers -~- that issue -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The term “informatics” 
was mentioned. But that issue of informatics was not discussed in 
isolation from the overall problem of our desire to keep the -- to 
open markets all over the world and to keep the world trading system 
growing as much as possible and the need to fight protectionism all 
over. So it came up in the context of a pretty broad discussion of 
trade. 


Q But you spoke -- 
Q Who came up with it? 


Q Let me just follow up, here. Who came up with the 
issue of informatics? Was that Reagan or President Sarney? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't actually 
remember who spoke the word. I'm pretty -- my memory is that it was 
spoken, but it was a give and take. The effort -- your efforts to 
characterize this as some kind of contentious discussion are not 
going to work. It was an extremely warm discussion and both sides 
really said that they agreed on this issue -- that trade is extremely 
important to both governments. And both governments want to make 
sure that world trade expands and does not contract. 


Yes? 


Q Well, yesterday a Senior Administration Official, in 
faci, indicated or describes this particular aspect of U.S.-Brazilian 
relations as an irritant in the relations, although one that wouldn't 
-- it wouldn't dominate the relations. The question would be, was 
there any easing of that irritant from what went on in this session 
here -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We would -- 
Q -- or is the irritant still there to be dealt with? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The issue of informatics 
is still there to be dealt with. We would hope, as I think 
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Brazilians would hope, that the discussions that we have here today 
which are more general, a technical issue such as informatics is not 
settled in a meeting between two presidents, ever. And it wasn't 
settled in this meeting. But we would hope that the tone that they 
set which was as I say, a very warm one, will help both sides come to 
some kind of agreement on this. So the issue is -- the issue is 
still there and we will keep talking about it. And as I say, we may, 
if there's an opportunity we'll talk about it today and if not, we'll 
probably continue on at the GATT seeting. 


Yes. 


Q Was there any indication of change, though, either 
way in the Brazilians’ position on the necessity of laws like the 
informatics law that were enacted in order to protect Brazilian 
industries in this kind of formative stage? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Did not get into -- Not 
really. We didn‘t get into enough -- that much detail. We talked 
more about the internation trading system. We didn't talk about 
Brazil‘s own internal laws concerning trade. That's right. 


Yes? 


Q But yet you use the phrase that they would look for 
-- search for common ground which implies that we're not on common 
ground at this point on the overall question of protectionisnz. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, not on the overall 


Q I mean, what -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: On the overall question 
of protectionism I think there is a complete agreement. There are 
issues that remain between the U.S. and Brazil. There are trade 
issues that exist and there are going to continue to be. That is, 
there'll be issues six months from now that we can't even think of 
today; different products, different questions, and we will deal with 
them. The agreement, in a sense, is that we are not -- we're going 
to try not to permit any single issue to harm U.S.-Brazilian 
relations. 


Yes? 


Q Has there -- is there a timetable or this 
conversation that you continue now at GATT in Punta dei Fste? 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There's not really a 
timetable. The thought was to try. while everybody was together here 
in Washington, to have some discussions, and if that does not reach 
any conclusion or if we don't have enough time to get -- really to 
get started, then the next sort of obvious time to do it is in Punta 
Gel Este because some of the players will be there. But there is not 
sort of specific timetable. 


Q And if you do not get an agreement there, what 
happens? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, then we'll come 
back and we'll talk to the President about it. 


Q Sir, has Clayton Yeutter told you that he will not 
recommend to the President retaliation against Brazil for its ° 
protectionist policies? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I've never asked him 
that question. 


Q Well, you seem to be awfully confident that this 
issue can be resolved. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, I wouldn't say that 
I'm confident the issues can be resolved. I'd say I'm optimistic 
that it can be resolved. And the stories -- I guess it was The Times 
and The Wall Street Journal stories stating that there had been a 
decision to retaliate is flatly wrong. 


Q Was that -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Let me just take 
somebody new. Yes. 


Q Will there be any joint statements? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. A sort of 
communique? 


Q Yes. 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. 


Q What specifically on space was discussed and was 
there a lawyer from the World Bank there? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. The science and 
technology agreement was referred to, but nothing specific about 
space or about the -- that is the job that we assigned to these 
scientists when they are chosen this month or next month -- to come 
up with specific projects about space or anything else. No -- there 
were no specifics about World Bank or IMF loans or about Brazil's 
relations with any of the international financial institutions. That 
was not discussed. 


0 Central America? 
Q Any mention to the Brazilian -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Let me just -- I -- 


Central America was raised by Pres.‘ .* Reagan, who noted our strong 
desire to see democracy prevail tt re, as it has in so much of the 
rest of the hemisphere. It was Nc a - really a question of 
discussion, that is to say, it was ad by it was not really 
discussed. 

Q How about debt questions? Who raised them and in 


what context” And what was the result? 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There were ao results. 
These are just discussions. They don't have specific results. The 
debt was raised -- President Sarney, I think, was the first person to 
use the word “debt* -- or its Portuguese equivalent. Just noting 
that Brazil's record -- and we have -- which we agree with the 
responsible record on debt. Brazil's refusal to turn the issue of 
debt into an idealogical issue and Brazil's record of trying to deal 
with it as a -- responsibly as an economic issue. And then it came 
up again in the context of the importance of world trade and the 
importance of trade to Brazil and the importance, more specifically, 
of the ability to trade to export -- that is, to earn the hard 
currencies needed to pay Brazil's debts. 


Q Can you say who was at the meeting -- the larger 
meeting? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I didn't write that 


down. Let me see. It's almost everybody. It was -- well, on our 
side it was the President -- Do you have a list? 
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The President and Vice President, Secretary of State, 
Secretary of Defense, Secretary of the Treasury, Chief of Staff of 
the White House, National Security Adviser, U.S. Trade 
Representative, Deputy Secretary of State Whitehead, Ambassador 
Shlaudeman, I was there, and Jacque Tillman from the NSC. 


On the Brazilian side -- the President, the Foreign 
Minister, the Finance Minister, the Planning Minister, Ambassador to 
U.S., Chief of the President's Military Household, Foreign Affairs, 
the President's National Security Adviser, and my equivalent -- that 
is, the Head of the Americas Department in the Foreign Ministry. 


Q Who was in on the one-on-one? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Just the translator and 
@ note-taker. 


Q Was there any discussion on the war on drugs and 
what Brazil grows? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. There was a 
discussion drugs. If I didn't mention that, I'm sorry. I meant to. 


Q You did. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I thought I did. Yes. 
There is obviously complete agreement on this in both countries. One 
of the ways it came up was on the need to help Bolivia, which is 
struggling with this problem, but it was noted that this is an area 
where we just simply have a complete agreement and if there <-- we 
have cooperation and as we need to expand it, we'll expand it. It 
didn't take a lot of time because it's just simply an issue of 
agreement. 


Q Was there any request by the Brazilian side for more 
flexibility on the American side on the debt question -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: WNo specific request. 
No, and in fact President Sarney noted the fact that probably 
President Reagan has an awful lot of visitors who come to Washington 
with a long list of requests -- long lists of ways in which they're 
in bad trouble and need American help, and fortunately Brazil is not 
in that position. 


Q -~ for computers was the fact the Brazil accepted 
the copyright for software mentivned at all? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: None of the specifics 
were. The question of IMB investments or of copyright for software 
-- those specifics were not gone into. This discussion did not get 
into specifics about that issue at all. 


Q Sir, was there any mention to the role of the 
international monetary institution? Was there -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. Not a lot. There 
was more talk about trade than there waé about f[.nanciai .ssues, that 
is to say about debt. 


Q No, but about specifically the role of the 
Organization -- where the President mentioned in his welcome? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. 


Q How about the whole question of debt -- payments as 
a proportion of export earnings? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Not mentioned. 


MR. MATHES: Just one more. 
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9 On military cooperation, is this for the joint 
production of military equipment? And was there any talk about 
Brazil's sales of arms to the Middle East? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo talk about Brazilian 
arms sales. The discussion of military cooperation again was just 
rather general, noting that we had had, in a sense, a cooperation 
going back decades and decades and that it would be useful to 
increase it and that the Crowe visit would be an interesting time to. 
talk about that, but we did not go beyond that. We'll leave it to 
the Crowe visit. 


Thank you. 

MR. MATHES: Two announcements -- we'll have the 
statement by the Principal Deputy Press Secretary on the science and 
technology agreement ready for you in a few minutes, and Mr. Speakes 
regular noon briefing will begin in a few minutes also. 

Thank you. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 


END 12:14 P.M. EDT 
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BACKGROUND BRIEFING 
BY SEMIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL 


September 12, 1986 
The Briefing Roos 
10:20 A.M. EDT 
MR. HOWARD: Good gorning. We now -- this is a pre-brief 


on the Peres visit -- for your information only and not for 
ication. Our BACKGROUND brie will 





Q You did that very well. 


MR. HOWARD: Oh, thanks a lot. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL; He's a professional 
here. 


Q A professional liar. 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL; I didn't say it. 


I'd like to show you some specifics of Prime Minister 
Peres’ schedule and then what we hope to achieve during the visit. 


The Prise Minister arrives in Washington Sunday evening 
the 14th. On Monday sorning he will be seeting with Secretary 
Schultz at the State Department. In the afternoon he'll seet 
President Reagan in the Oval Office. Later in the afternoon -- this 
is still on Monday -- he seets Vice President Bush. The Vice 
President then hosts a dinner for the Prise Minister at the State 
Department on Monday evening. 


On Tuesday sorning Prime Minister Peres meets Defense 
Secretary Weinberger and then the House and Senate Foreign Relations 
Committees. He departs for Canada on Tuesday evening. 


On our specific agenda, U.S. relations with Israel are 
close and strong. It is characteristic of our warm ties and common 
interests that we consult often at high levels. This is the Prise 
Minister's fourth visit to Washington since he took office in 1984. 
He was here in October 1964, October 1985, and April 1966. We have 
strong political ties with Israel and we cooperate as well, in sgany 
ways, in economic and security fields. Besides our traditional 
interest in Israel's security, and various formas of security 
cooperation, we have intensified our economic dialogue recently in 
light of Israel's economic problems. We signed a bilateral free 
~-eue eys@eument. We are cooperating with Israel on SDI research. We 
are negotiating with Israel on constructing a VOA relay transmitter 
in Israel. We expect to discuse these activities during the visit. 








We also share @ common interest in the peace process, 
which remains at the top or our priorities in the Middle East. There 
have been positive developments in the region in the past two years. 
To list just some of them: King Hussin's interest in peace with 
Israel, restoration of relations between Egypt and Jordan, Egypt's 
entry into the Islamic Conference Orgr '**tion, the Peres-Hassan 
meeting, greater focus on developments ‘~ “:t Bank and Gaga, the 
abrogation of the Morrocan-Libyan accord, .#;:ali withdrawal fros 
Lebanon, and the Vice President's visit to ~i« region in which he 
found areas of increasing convergence among the parties, and sost 
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recently, of course, the TABA agreement end the Peres-Mubarak sumszit. 
The President and the Prime Minister will discuss these developments 
and consider how we can build on these positive trends. 


I want to specifically emphasize the completion of the 
TABA arbitration compromgis and the Egyptian-Isreeli summit as 
auspicious 
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events that prove again that negotiations between Arabs and Israelis 
work and confirm the basic strength of the historic peace treaty 
between Israel and Egypt. We hope these events will contribute to 
movement toward a broader peace in the Middle East. 


The President and Prime Minister will discuss how our 
shared goal of direct negotiations among Israel and its other Arab 
neighbors would bring recognition and security for Israel, and how a 
resolution of the Palestinian issue can be achieved. 


We don't expect any dramatic developments in this 
respect. We do see a steady, positive trend marked by the concrete 
developments I have mentioned. 


Economic issues will also figure prominently in our 
discussions with the Prime Minister. Just over a ne ago Prime 
Minister Peres and his colleagues launched a stabilization progran. 
This has succeeded in =e inflation from triple-digit to the 
present annual rate of about 20 percent. The 0.S. provided $2.5 
billion in supplementary assistance during ‘85 and ‘86 to support 
this pro;cam. And Israel is now focusing on the need to promote 
growth and is considering a number of reforms to spur this. We will 
strongly encourage this in our talks. 


I'd be glad to take any questions you might have. 


Q On the Marshall Plan that Peres has proposed, is 
there -- is the administration going to offer a position on this when 
he meets with the President? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: As you know, we have 
supported trying to get additional development funds into the region. 
Most recently, at a time of real budget stringencies here in the 
States, we have reprogrammed an additional $4 million to be used 
specifically on the West Bank for development projects -- this in 
addition to our regular progran. 


We are also discussing with our European friends the 
possibility of enhanced aid flows for development to the region. As 
I say, we face real problems in terms of our own budgetary 
restrictions, but we know the need and are doing what we can both to 
increase our own flows and to encourage others to do so. 


Q What time will the President be meeting with him? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I understand it's at 
2:30 p.m. 


Q And will the issue of the Lavi come up during their 
discussions? Is that put on the agenda? 


SEhIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm not certain if it 
will come up with the Prime Minister. We, of course, have discussed 
it with Defense Minister Rabin when he -- during is current visit. 
The Defense Minister, wu *he issue of the Lavi, confirmed, as he did 
this morning on television, *hat Israel still is planning to go ahead 
with the project ..However, we, with Terael's cooperation, are 
looking at whether there are other ways to meet Israel's defense 
needs. We'll taking account the importance of the Lavi for Israel's 
high technology industries, and we'll be coming up with some thoughts 
that we'll be sharing with the government of Israel on that issue. 


Q But that is not specifically on the agenda? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, it is not. 

Q With Peres leaving office, you know, your 
presentation is very energetic, but it sounds as if you are going to 


have somebody <-- this man to deal with for many, many months ahead, 
and you're not. So could you relate his departure to what you are 
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trying to accomplish on this trip, looking ahead beyond Peres? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We have had, obviously, 
a close relationship with Foreign Minister Shamir, and when he 
becomes Prime Minister that relationship is going to continue. I 
also note the obvious, Barry, that 
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the Prime Minister becoming the Foreign Minister is going to continue 
to play a prominent and active role, we're sure, in foreign policy, 
the way Mr. Shamir has done. 


Also, I think we tend to overlook that there is an 
agreement -- National Unity Government Agreement in Israel -- which 
lays out the basic premises for Israeli government policies and 
Foreign Minister Shamir has just reaffirmed that when he becomes 
Prime Minister that agreement is still going to hold and the Israeli 
desire to work for peace, it's willingness to negotiate for peace, is 
an integral part of that agreement. So, it is our hope and our 
expectation that things are going to continue as they have. Once 
again, there's no -- we don't see dramatic breakthroughs, we don't 
see any major surprises. We've been making slow, but steady, 
progress and we think that's going to continue. 


Q Well, let me -- can I just follow it up -- you know, 
the two obvious -- at least two obvious things? Are you going to 
try to obtain any commitment from Peres or reach any commitment with 
him in light of the fact that his government is about to change? And 
secondly, would you expect any even informal understanding you reach, 
on something or other, would hold for the next government? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm confident the Prime 
Minister isn't going to make any commitments or reach any 
understandings with the United States that aren't in accordance with 
the National Unity Government understanding. Second, we -- the 
commitment or their understanding with Israel on the peace process, 
which is the key issue, is one that I'm sure is going to -- once 
again, will remain with Prime Minister Shamir. Namely, that Israel's 
committed to seeing this process work, is committed to direct 
negotiations with its Arab neighbors, is committed to finding peace, 
and we're going to work with them on that. 


Q You said that you don't expect dramatic 
developments. Is it because that Peres is relinquishing his post in 
one month? That's why you are not expecting any developments? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. It's that we don't 
-- we think the way to make progress in the Middle East, and we've 
been doing over the past several years, is step-by-step -- it's an 
incremental approach. We think it's worked and right now we don't 
see any major breakthrough on the horizon, but that doesn't mean 
we're going to stop working toward specific, discrete, positive 
steps. 


Q Where did it work during Reagan administration? Can 
you pinpoint this? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I went through a list of 
about 12 things that have happened that are positive developments in 
the Middle East during the Reagan administration. 


Q Do you -- because of the Reagan administration 
policies there? 


SEn010OR ADMIWISIRATION YFTICIAL: We think it's because 
the parties have wanted these things to work and that we've been 
supportive of then. 


0? Sir, there are press reports that Peres and Mubarak 
are talking about the possibility of holding an international 
conference. If -- where do we stand on such an international 
conference involving the Soviet Union, as well as the United States, 
particularly if those two come to some agreement on it? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Our problem is, Dave -- 
I'm working from the same basis you are. I've seen there's a FIBIS 
report this morning where President Mubarak has said that -- this was 
after the communique was issued -- that he and Prime Minister Peres 


MORE 











agreed on an international peace conference without any other 
specifics and we don't have any other -- any specifics on it. Our 
position remains, as the Vice President said when he was in the 
region, that we believe you have to have face-to-face negotiations to 
get peace, but we recognize that these kind of direct negotiations 
may involve 
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the framework of an international conference or some kind of forum 
structured in a way that permits progress. We've always said that 
direct negotiations in an appropriate international context don't 
give us any problems, provided that context leads to progress in the 
region and allows for direct face-to-face negotiations. So there's 
nothing inconsistent between what the Prime Minister said -- excuse 
me, what President Mubarak said and American policy. 


Q Well, they're talking about the Soviet Union 
participating. We have, in the past, opposed it. That's why -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Once again, he did not 
give any details of what international peace conference meant in the 
context of his conversation with Prime Minister Peres. I'm not 
certain what the specifics were that they were talking about. I just 
don't know. 


Our own view, you're right, has been, on a Soviet role, 
that we don't see a helpful Soviet role in a peace -- international 
conference unless Soviet policy and attitudes in the Middle East 
change. 


Q Well, they talk of a Palestinian-Jordanian 
delegation. How are you going to go about that? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I did not see anything 
about a Palestinian-Jordanian delegation, I don't think, coming out 
of the summit. I did note -~- I do note though that both President 
Mubarak and Prime Minister Peres talked about the essential role that 
King Hussein must play in any peace process. Of course, we fully 
agree with that and support it. But I did not see any mention at all 
by either of the leaders about a joint Jordanian-Palestinian 
delegation. 


Q You mean what you're saying there are no 
Palestinians? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, I didn't say that. 
You asked me what I thought about that report coming out of the 
Middle East on a joint delegation. I said there was no such report. 


We've always said that we believe there should be a 
Jordanian-Palestinian delegation involved in any negotiations. 


Q The Washington Post -- you haven't seen it today? 


Q How are you going to accomplish this mission if 
you're trying to work with Jordan and with Israel and with Egypt and 
try to bypass the PLO at the time that there was a survey which was 
published in the West Bank last week, saying that 90 percent of the 
Palestinians in the West Bank and Gaza are supporting the PLO as 
their sole, legitimate representative, and 70 percent of them are 
supportive of Yassar Arafat, and 80 percent and even more are 
rejecting 242 at its present language? So how are you going to make 
peace with the Palestinians if you're not going to look at 
leadership? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We all agree that the 
Palestinians have a key role to play in any peace negotiation. I 
know that Prime Minister Peres said just before he left Israel, he 
reiterated the Israeli view that the Palestinians have a right to 
participate in the determination of their own future. That's our 
position as well. It's the Jordanian position. 


The question of who represents the Palestinians in this 
kind of negotiation or which Palestinians participate in a 
Jordanian-Palestinian delegation is one of the most difficult ones 
that we faced in trying to get this process working and, candidly, we 
haven't found the right answer yet. But there is no doubt that the 
Palestinians have a role to play and a crucial role to play. Which 











Palestinians will play that role, though, is an unanswered question 
and one that I agree has to be answered if the process is going to 
move. 


Q Do you see any role at all at this time for 
Secretary of State Shultz, any reasonable contemplated visit to the 
Mideast by the Secretary? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, the Secretary has no 
plans to go out to the region right now. 


-Q You mentioned SDI and Voice of America. Both of 
those things are subject to restrictive amendments in current 
Congressional legislation and VOA doesn't have any funding. What's 
the administration doing about that? What are you going to tell the 
Prime Minister? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm afraid I don‘t have 
the details on SDI because I know Defense has been working on the -- 
the State Department has been 
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working with the Hill on trying to get the restrictive amendments 
removed -- that's my understanding, at least. But I regret I don't 
have the details on what we we're trying to do. It obviously effects 
-- much more than Israel -- effects our Western European allies who 
want to participate in the SDI research program. And the VOA -- I 
thought that there were funds authorized for the transmitter, but, 
once again, I'm afraid I don't have the details on that. 


Q Is there any -- on the joint Palestinian-Jordanian, 
King Hussein said he would not join the peace talks without 
Palestinian representation nor without the participation of both 
parties concerned. In light of that, are you going to bé reviving 
the old formula involving Mr. Murphy and the joint 
Palestiniun-Jordanian talks in Jordan or here? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We've made no decision 
on how we're going to proceed and next steps on the peace process. 
We want to see what's come out of the Peres-Mubarak summit in terms 
of other comments on international conference. We want to see, 
obviously, what King Hussein's position is and view is. The King's 
position on the need for Palestinian representation is perfectly 
consistent with ours and with that of the government of Israel. 


Q There have been reports of major military 
preparations in Syria with massive Soviet weapons and so forth going 
in there. How far is the United States willing to go to defend 
Israel in the event of a major Syrian military offensive? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We've had those reports 
floating around for about six months and there have been highs and 
lows, but we have seen no evidence of major Syrian buildéups on the 
Golan. That's what they were specifically referring to -- those 
reports. See no -- see rotations, but no change in the basic Syrian 
force structure. 


On the issue of defending Israel, I note that both 
Defense Minister Rabin most recently when he was here and Prime 
Minister Peres have reiterated that Israel doesn't want anybody else 
to protect Israel, they don't want Americar troops there; they want 
Israel to be able to protect itself and ask for our support in 
helping to get the means to protect themselves. 


Q One other point. The Israeli press is giving the 
U.S. a great deal of credit for having created the conditions at the 
last minute for the Mubarak-Peres summit. Can you say what our role 
in helping to make that possible was? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The crecit, of course, 
really goes to the two parties, because you wouldn't have an 
agreement unless they both decided that it was in their interest to 
do so, and that it's a very long and hard negotiations. I think we 
Gid play -- I'm confident we did play a helpful role. Dick Murphy 
has been out there much longer than his wife would want in Cairo 
working on the Taba negotiations -- he was out there a month ago, 
also, working on the negotiations. We've come up with some helpful 
bridging formulae, as our lawyers say, which have overcome some of 
the problems in the negotiations. I should also mention that Alan 
Kreczko, who is our Assistant Lega’ Advisor in the Near East Bureoa 
has been out there now for several months and really playec the 
crucial American role in us helping this become a success. Sut, 
basically, it was a decision made by Prime Minister Peres anc 
President Mubarak to make it work and we just helped them find ways 
to make it work. 


Q Can I just follow up on that? Then can we say that 
Richard “Murphy's trip was indicated all for the summit and for Tava 
-- had nothing to do with the peace process, an overall peace 
process, which has to move or -- 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: This last trip -- 


Q Yes. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATON OFFICIAL: -- by Dick Murphy, he was 
just doing Taba. 


Q And he went -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, I'm sorry. I 
thought you meant -- what he did is he stayed on in the region. He 
was supposed to coming back -~ he stayed on in Cairo, as you know, 
for an additional week and that's what I meant. He was just doing 
Taba. Before that, of course, he was discussing the peace process. 
When he was in Syria discussing U.S.-Syrian relations, he was 
discussing the whole range of issues. 
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Q Can you tell us anything on his effort before Taba? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'd rather not get into 
the details of his discussions with then. 


Q Well, the Defense Minister -- it was reported in the 
newspapers and reported in Tel Aviv -- wants Israel to be treated as 
a NWATO-type country in its relations with the United States. What do 
you have -- what does the United States administration thiak about 
such an approach and such a request by Israel? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We are looking at the 
issue, and that Israel is looking for ways that Israel's defense can 
be enhanced without looking for more appropriated U.S. funds. We do 
have a special relationship with Israel. At the same time, it is not 
like NATO -- NATO we have a treaty and we have historical commitments 
that don't parallel those with Israel. We are trying to -- we are 
discussing with the Defense Minister and will continue to discuss 
with the Israelis, are there any kind of models within the NATO 
structure that would allow for enhanced cooperation without obviously 
making Israel a member of NATO, which neither Israel wants nor -- 
it's not in Israel's interest. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Helen, you have the last 
question. 


Q Do Israeli troops still occupy parts of Lebanon? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Israeli armed forces 
have -- are now out of Lebanon. There is a -- 


Q Entirely? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. There is, though, 
of course the security force in Southern Lebanon and once in a while 
Israeli forces do go back into Southern Lebanon in response to 
cross-border actions. 


Q And is the U.S. against the occupation -- military 
occupation of the West Bank? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The U.S. believes that 
we have to get a -- the U.S., as President Reagan said in 1982, we 
are opposed to occupation of the West Bank, we are opposed to a 
permanent -- to a Palestinian state -- that the solution in the West 
Bank and Gaza has to be something in between, and we've been talking 
about some kind of association with Jordan. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 
END 10:38 A.M. EDT 
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MR. BRASHEAR: Okay, a reminder of what Larry said are 
the ground cules for this briefing. It will be ON THE RECORD, but it 
is not for sound or for cameras. 


Also we've got a fairly sizable packet of information 
that we'll be handing out. We've got more on the way over. Right 
now it is just one per organization, please, so that everybody has 
got something to look at while we go. We've got more coming and 
we'll hand them out as soon as we get then. 


Briefing this morning will be Carlton Turner, who is 
Deputy Assistant to the President and Director of the White House 
Drug Abuse Policy Office. And also here to help ans ~ your 
questions are Peter Wallison, who is Assistant to the -sident and 
Counsel to the President, and Deborah Steelman, who is the Associate 
Director of the Office of Management and Budget for Human Resources, 
Labor, and Veterans. 


Q Is this on the record, Rusty? 


MR. BRASHEAR: This is ON THE RECORD, but it is not for 
sound and cameras. 


Q And that information will contain the President's 
decision on how many government employees to require mandatory drug 
tests? 


MR. BRASHEAR: Sam, I'm surprised that you all are so 
interested in that, but I'll let you ask Dr. -- 


Q After Mr. Speakes chastised us -- 
MR. BRASHEAR: <-- Dr. Turner that when he gets here. 


Q -- as to how we should write our stories, I think 
we're all interested, even more so. 


Q We're very anxious to know how to write our stories, 
and we hope you'll help us along. 


DR. TURNER: Let me start by saying that the President's 
request last night for a national crusade against drugs has six parts 
to it, some of which he discussed last night. 


The six goals -- the first one is a drug-free workplace. 
He will sign an Executive Order at 11:00 a.m. in this area. There 
will be $56 million in additional resources dedicated to implementing 
this policy. The President also directed that in the federal 











government we have drug-awareness and prevention programs with our 
federal employees. 


The President will also write to key state local and 
government officials and other governments seeking their assistance. 


Okay, I have been told to remind you that this is 
embargoed until 11:00 a.m. You can argue with this guy over here, if 
you wish, not this one up here. 


The Secretary of Labor, under this provision, will 
provide a document to loyers throughout the United States, “A 
Workplace Without Drugs,” based on the successful document that 
Secretary Bennett did in BBS. Labor will make available a tearm of 
experts, which would include people from HSS, to go to on-sight 
training and technical assistance in this option. 


The goal of drug-free schools -- Secretary Bennett has 
announced previously this morning part of his Drug-Free America Act 
of 1986, which is the title of the President's legislative package -- 
will include $100 million for education; $80 million of that will be 
for grants back to the states, $20 million will be used by Secretary 
Bennett. He will issue a pamphlet, which was removed from embargo 
today, “Schools Without Drugs," which is a how-to showing how other 
schools districts have dealt with this issue. 


One provision under that will be a legislative request to 
extend what is classically called the schoolhouse rule, which means 
if you sell drugs within 100 feet -- I'm sorry, 1,000 feet of a 
schoolyard, you face double the penalties. This today only applies 
to elementary, secondary schools and high schools. We are asking 
that to apply to vocational colleges and universities. 


Under goal three -- e drug treatment in research, 
the Secretary of HHS will make available $100 million to grants to 
states to meet the demand for the services put on the drug treatment 
facilities now because of endemic drug use. He will also make 
available $69 million on a matching basis for a community systes 
development program of pe gps the entire community involved in 
reducing drug abuse, which could include integrating treatment, 
prevention, et cetera. 


The legislation will be requested from the Congress t 
remove the earmarks that are currently on the block grants. This 
will allow more flexibility, more use of the block grant money to go 
into drug treatment. And we will extend the block grant program for 
an additional five years at $480 million. 


The Secretary, at the President's request, will set up a 
substance abuse prevention center -- an alcohol, drug abuse, and 
mental health program. This will help facilitate prevention 
techniques throughout the nation. 


The Secretary will also provide drug testing and 
rehabilitation program guidelines in conjunction with the Office of 
Personnel Management. And HHS will deve oP a way to evaluate and 
standardize laboratories throughout the United States doing 
urinalysis. 


And the improved international cooperation goal -- the 

President has implemented a foreign policy that vigorously seeks to 
interdict drugs wherever processed, stored, transported, back in 
1961. And extention of that will be, he will recall the Ambassadors 
back -- and you will be getting an announcement of that perhaps 
tomorrow -- in early October to discuss this and the urgency of it. 
The President, under the Drug-Free America Act of 1986, is 
emphasizing the need for additional increased international 

ration. A couple of pieces of legislation in that area are 
seeking a repeal of the Mansfield Ame nt. The Mansfield Amendment 
prohibits our enforcement personnel from being on the scene when an 





arrest is made internationally. It also prohibits our enforcement 
personnel from being present when an American citizen, if arrested, 
is interrogated. 


Under strengthening law enforcement, the Southwest Border 
Initiative has been announced. The allowance is $400 million for 
that, and then in the needs of the Southeast Law Enforcement 
Initiative -- there’s $100 million there. And then there is Title V 
of the administration's package, Drug-Free America Act of 1986, will 
allow strengthening of the law enforcement tools, increase penalties, 
et cetera. 


And the goal number siz, which is the crusade that the 
President and Mrs. Reagan asked everyone to get involved in last 
night, is an extenuation of Mrs. Reagan and the President's campaign 
to make drug use an intolerable act in this country -- no use, no 
excuse. It will include some new initiatives. It will request that 
employers broaden their employee assistance programs to include 
prevention and education, which previously had included treatment. 


It will build a partnership between the Secretary of 
Bousing and Urban Deve t, the Attorney General, the Secretary of 
BES, the Secretary of rt, to work toward drug-free public housing. 
It will encourage everyone to use the “Just Say No” theme when we are 
dealing with prevention and educational campaigns, and, as I 
mentioned before, the center for substance abuse and alcohol and drug 
abuse prevention. 


I know the questions will center on the Executive Order 
and urinalysis, so let me make it very clear that the urinalysis 
drug-testing program is not the entirety of the President's progras. 


Questions. 

Q Dr. Carlton, how many employees -- 

Q Dr. Turner. 

DR. TURNER: Who cares, San? 

Q Dr? 

DR. TURNER: Wo, he's talking about the title. 


Q Bow many? Dr. Turner, I'm sorry. How many 
employees will be affected? 


DR. TURNER: I am not going to put a number on those 
employees because the President said that he wanted mandatory testing 
for those in sensitive sitions. Wow sensitive positions is 
something that is a ndidate for testing. And re will be people 
that are voluntary going to be tested. He allows for voluntary 
testing. So for me to say a number would require we check with every 
agency head to find out exactly their number, and to be honest with 
you, I haven't done that. 


Q So there is no ballpark even for the number of 
people who could conceivably fall into the positions that are listed 
very broadly here as sensitive or public health -- public safety? 

DR. TURNER: I think there is a ballpark figure. Peter, 
Go you want to add more to that or -- I think you've used a ballpark 
figure before in the press. 

Q One million, right? 


Q Well, it sounds good from that podium. I mean, we 
want it to be accurate. 


Q For a budget figure you have to know how many you 





are anticipating just to know how much it is going to cost you guys. 


MR. WALLISON: There isn't @ bellpark figure that we 
know. Sow it might be possible, talking to OPM, to develop such a 


number, but there are a lot of overlaps among the number of people 
who would be classified in sensitive positions. 


Perhaps we ought to look at the Executive Order and 
you'll get some idea of what a sensitive position is. bo you have it 
in your material there? 

Q Yes. 

Q Do you have a page number for us? 


MR. WALLISOW: In the Executive Order, page seven -- 
well, page eight for Section 7D of the Exective Order. 


Q The Executive Order only has siz pages. 

Q Well, now, you heave a different -- 

MR. WALLISON: Oh. Well, now we've got to -- 

Q Well, what section is it? 

MR. WALLISON: Just find Section 7D of your version. 
MR. BRASHEAR: Page five, Section 7. 

Q It's here. 

MR. WALLISON: Seven D. 


Q Page five. 


Q Oh, it’s very clear to me, &88 long as I understand 
Chapter 731 of the Federal Personnel Management Executive Order. 


MR. WALLISON: Page eight of the Executive Order that's 
in your package of materials should -- 


Q No, it's only a six-page Executive Order. 
Q Page five. 


MR. WALLISON: You've got @ different document there, 
Chris. 


Q Why don't you give him the document. 


MR. WALLISON: Okay, well, whatever. The language is 
going to be the same. Look at Section 7D. And this is a listing of 
the employees who are deemed to be in sensitive positions. Much of 
it is technical, but basically it has to do with those people who are 
engaged in national security kinds of activities, those who have 
access to classified information, those who are serving under 
presidential appointments, law enforcement officers, and other 
positions that involve law enforcement, national security, protection 
of life and property, health and safety, or require a high degree of 
trust and confidence. 


So those standards which will be further articulated 
individual agency heads will produce the number of people who Ay 
sensitive positions. That number is almost impossible to estimate 
right now. But -- 

Q Well, how many -- 


MR. WALLISON: But -- let me go OM to emphasize something 


MORE 




















that Carlton just said, and that is that this number only produces 
the total who are eligible for the mandatory testing that the 
President asks for in the Executive Order. That does not produce the 
number that will ectually be tested. If you go back to Section 3 of 
the Executive Order, “Drug Testing Programs,“ under “A* you will see 
that the head of the agency, the head of the particular executive 
agency chooses from among those who are designated as sensitive in 
"7D" as we just outlined, chooses those employees category 
presumably, who will have to undergo mandatory test 


And the standard that he uses is quite variable because 
it involves not only danger to the public th and safety or 
national security that could result from the failure of the employee 
Se ae his or her position, but is also based on the 
—"* mission, the employee's particular duties, and an sesietent” 
use of agency resources. 


So in contemplation here, the agency head would choose 
from among the eligible — in the sensitive category those who 
will actually be tested, the number, of course, will be smaller 
than the number who are eligible. 


Q Purely discretionary on the part of the employee? 
MR. WALLISON: Yes. 


Q Bow much latitude does the agency head have? Can he 
-- if you have an agency head who is not « great fan of mandatory 
G@rug testing and wants to bold it to an absolute siniaun, how such 
latitude does he have to do that? 


MR. WALLISON: Well, the ew head has «a lot of 
latitude, but I would not want to put in terms of agency heads not 
being fans of mandatory drug testing. All of the agency heads in the 
United States rnment are going to be fans of mak sure that 
those who are sensitive positions are not users of drugs. 


Q Well, for instance, you have listed in -- 


Q Well, it’s not @ personality thing, is it, that a 
judgeent's made? 


MR. WALLISON: Yes, sir? 


Q In Section “7* you had listed that individuals 
serving under Presidential appointments -- 


Q =~ does the agency head have the latitude to waive 
G@rug testing for all of those except those who sight have -- 


MR. WALLISON: Yes. The agency head has the authority 

mot to test anyone in that list, whethec they are Presidential 

intees or whether they have access to classified information or 
otherwise. It has to do with the agency's sission and the degree to 
which the performance of that rapes. if adversely affected by his 
use of drugs, would endanger public health or safety, would 
me ag lew enforcement activities, or would endanger our national 
security. 


Yes? 


Q What about the budget implications? Will each 
head have to decide, based on his own -- the money that's 
available to him or her that he wants to do so such testing, or is 
there an overall budget for testing? Will it be ,r of their own 
budgets, and will they then have -- make some hard choices if they 
want to cancel another ‘or to make room for testing, or -- how do 
they make those choices 








MR. WALLISGH: I°d like to defer to Debbic Steelman. 


MS. STEELMAN: We arrived at our estiaate of $56 sillicas, 
working with OPN, who worked with the agencies. For Fiscal ‘87, we 
SS eS ee ee a Se Se os 
testing. Por Fiscal ‘88, we have an FY ‘88 bodget process that we 
are just now entering. Sope to have gore information as we go 
through that process to determine costs for FY ‘88. 


Q will test -- 


Q Will there be a separate category, or will that 
money be within their individual -- 


MS. STEELMAR: For FY ‘87, it's within the operational 
cost to that agency. For FY ‘88, those decisions are yet to be made. 
It depends on the costs we're facing. 

Q I wean, isn*t there pressure? What I don't 
understand is, won't there be pressure when *re faced with other 
budget problems to not drug test because they'll be saving -- 


MS. STEELMAN: Giwen the fact that this is such a 
priority to the President, I don't think that'll be a factor. 


Q So you're saying that the decision for tests won't 
be driven by budget considerations? Sow can the decision whether or 
mot the test not be driven by budget considerations if it’s coming 
out of the sgency’s own pocket? 

MS. STEELMAN: Well, the decision to test will follow the 
President's instructions, and | will simply have ts do the test. 
We are trying to allow within their operational budguts for FY ‘87. 


Q But they don’t have to. They don’: have to. Would 
they have discretion, we've just been told. 


Q Yes. 


, Q The agency head has discretion on whether or not to 
test. I om 


MS. STEELMAN: For those sensitive employees. And 
work with OPM, we will find the goney to do it. That's all there 
is to it. 

Yes? 


How many tests do you contemplate being performed in 
Fiscal ‘87? 


MS. STEELMAN: Pardon? 

Q How many tests to you -- 

Q It's a big emokescreen. 

Q -- contemplate being performed in Fiscal ‘87? 


MS. STEELMAN: That goes back to the question, I think, 
earlier as to the number of employees ineligible. 


Q How many tests does that pay for? 
Q Yes. 


Q Cost per test. That's what we need to know. How 
much are you going to spend per test? 














MS. STEELMAN: I Gon‘t have that number. I don't have 
that nsunber. 


Q So how do you -- 


MS. STEELMAN: I would direct any questions on the cost 
per = an that sort of thing to OPN, that's done quite a bit of 
work on it. 


Q So how did you arrive at the $56 sillion? 
MS. STEZLMAN: In conjunction with each agency. 


Q Does the President's Executive Order include « 
Geadline or a timetable by which these tests have to be performed? 


MR. WALLISON: Wo. There isn't a deadline for that. 
There is in the Executive Order a provision that the agencies will 
give 60 days notice of tests, & program of testing being put into 
plece which is in -- provided for the purpose of permitting people 
oe oe Oe Oe ae ae eS eae 
rug-free. 


Q Ie there going to be any kind of government-wide 
oversight by OMB .. anyone elee to see that this program is carried 
out in line with e¢ criteria set Gems in the Executive Order? Or is 
a ae CD ey Se ee ee ae oe ae Oe 

re 


MR. WALLISON: Well, I would imagine that there isn't set 
out any syecific ~ for oversight, but I am sure that given the 
aeiesiww, as Debbie suggested, that the President places on the 
Resting of those who are in sensitive activities, and in 
creating a drug-free federa <a agency heads will devote «a 
gozd deal of priority to this, there won't be any need for people 
to oversee how they are following up. 


Yes, Chris. 


Q Peter, it's been suggested, I understand the 
Giscretionary thing that each agency head will have, but it's been 
reported that the pool of eligible government workers would fall 
under the sensitive categories 1.1 million. Is that correct? 


MR. WALLISON: We have no way of knowing. Those were 
numbers that were _ around, but at that time there was a such 
different descript of the sensitive categories than appears in the 
Executive Order today, so I can't verify those numbers at all. 


Q If I can follow-up, in what way was it different? I 
mean, is it more inclusive or less inclusive? I don't -- we're 
trying to get some sense of -- 


MR. WALLISON: This Executive Order went through a number 
of iterations, and at one point there were other descriptions of how 
you would ro "sensitive emp es." At that point, there were 
statements unattributed to anyone with any authoritative knowledge -- 
at least by name -- that that encompassed 1.1 or 1.2 million 
employees. Those numbers were probably wrong at the time, and I 
certainly can't verify them now in light of the fact that the list 
has been substantially pared. 


Q Can I ask Dr. Turner a question? Can you 
ca tise, in terms of this -- of nearly -- first of all, what is 
the figure? Is it almost $1 billion in new spending, and how would 
you divide it out between enforcement and rehabilitation and 
education? We've got a lot of little figures here, but can you 
categorize it a little better? 


DR. TURNER: I will give you the broad categories, and if 








you need any more specifics, Debbie can put them -- in the goals the 
President asked -- 


Q Are we talking now about the billion -- new -- 


DR. TURNER: I'm talking about new additional monies 
other than what the President had already in the budget request. 


Q What's the total amount? 
DR. TURNER: The total amount will be $894 million. 
Q Bow does that break Gown? 


DR. TURNER: That breaks down to $56 million for the 
federal workplace -— 


Q And that's all testing? 


DR. TURNER: That's at testing. It breaks down for $100 
million in Department of Education for their programs. It breaks 
Gown to $234 million in the Department of BES for treatment research 
grants -- 


Q I*m sorry, can you say that again? 


MR. WALLISON: Okay, it breaks down to $234 million in 
the Department of HHS, for treatment research grants, Center for 
Substance Abuse, et cetera. Five million of that actually should 
into BBS, which would be awareness money, which woulé make that $239 
million, if you want to get technical on all of that, and then $500 
million in law enforcement. 


So when you break it all out, you're look at -- on 
of the President's ‘87 $2.2 billion, you're looking at $3.1 billion 
overall. 

Q For FY ‘87? 

DR. TURNER: Yes -— or ‘87 -- ‘°87. 

Q What about that -- 

How do you, in general terms, characterize the 


Q 
President's legislative package with re t to what the House passed 
last week? What would you say are the differences? 


DR. TURNER: I'l] let Peter -- let me -- in detail, but 
let me say that there is a significant difference in the President's 
approach and in the approach that the Congress has taken. The 
President's approach has been building on his campaign since 1981. 
The President's 
different. 


approach does two things that are significantly 








Wumber one, it focuses on ways to detect the user and 
help the user quit using drugs. Wumber two, it focuses on a way to 
not just put educational materiai into the schools, but do that and 
help the schools focus on a way to have drug-free schools. You can 
concisely call that as user accountability for his or her actions. 
And we will stick firm with that procedure and move aggressively in 
that area. 


Peter, Go you want to talk about the ezact legislation? 


Q Could I follow -- could I just ask a question of 
your previous material on the Executive Order? What is the 
President's legal authority, in your view, for having the ability to 
order mandatory drug testing for federal employees? 


MR. WALLISON: As head of the Executive Branch, the 
President has authority under the Constitution to take whatever 
actions are necessary to assure that federal employees are suitable 
for the positions that they are discharging, they have qualifications 
that make them suitable for the positions they are discharging. In 
addition, that is further lified by statutory provisions which 
give the President that similar authority, and those are cited in the 
Executive Order -- Title V, Section 3301 (2), and other cited in the 
Executive Order. 


Q I can read them from the executive order. I haven't 
hed a chance to read the Executive Order. 


MR. WALLISON: Yes -- you'll see them cited in the 
preamble to the specific provisions of the Executive Order. The 
President has unquestioned authority to determine the suitability of 
employees of the Executive Branch and this is an element of that. 


Q -- in the civil service -- 
Q May I follow up on that? 
MR. WALLISON: Yes, sure. 


Q Thank you. Do I read this correctly that after a 
person either refuses to enter a rehabilitation program upon testing 
positive or, if after completing that program, the person returns to 
drugs, that they will automatically be separated, or is that a 
discretionary matter at that point? 


MR. WALLISON: The answer to that specific question is 
the person will be automatically separated if -- without any 
discretionary affect by the head of the agency. 


Q The agency head can't say, “All right, Fred, I'll 
give you a second chance.*? 


MR. WALLISON: That's right. If a person has been found 
to use drugs, goes for counseling rehabilitation program of some 
kind, then returns to duty and is found again to be using drugs, 
mandatory separation is provided by the Executive Order. 


Q This is a question about the legislation. 
MR. WALLISON: I'm sorry -- 


Q About the distinction between the President and the 
House legislation. 


MR. WALLISON: Yes, the House legislation, the bipartisan 
House legislation is very similar to the legislation that the 
President is sending up today, at least with respect to the bulk of 
both bills -- both sets of legislation, I should call them -- and 
that is the enhanced penalties and the increased law enforcement 
powers. In those areas where penalties are substantially increased 





for manufacture or distribution, for distributing near schools, for 
manufacturing near schools, in cases where death results from the 
distribution, or cases where a murder is committed in connection with 
the distribution of, or continuing a criminal enterprise which 
involves the distribution of drugs among other things, the changes in 
the exclusionary rule -- all of those things -- 


Q Do you have a penalty for that in there? 
MR. WALLISON: Yes. All of those things are -- 
Q What? | 
MR. WALLISON: Yes. 

Q I thought the President -- 


Q -- was told that the President didn't wish to do 
that because it would be controversial. 


MR. WALLISON: There's a difference between death penalty 
for trafficking, which was that question, and the so-called Gekas 
Amendrjent which provides for a death penalty in the event of a murder 
committed in connection with a continuing criminal enterprise which 
would include a drug distribution schene. 


Q So that later is in this -- 


MR. WALLISON: That later is in our legislation, our 
legislative proposal, and it is also in the House bill. 


Q And the exclusionary rule material is also -- 


MR. WALLISON: The exclusionary rule is also here in our 
proposal, as it was in the bipartisan House bill. In fact, there are 
eee similarities and much of the material that is included in 

ssed bill was material that the Justice Department and 
this administration had furnished over time to the Hill as 
recommended legislative changes and which were picked up in the House 
bill and have now been embodied in the President's legislation. 


But Bho opposed to the military getting cid of 
drugs in 45 = or else? 


MR. WALLISON: If you're referring to that portion of the 
Bouse proposal which requires the military to act in civil law 
enforcement activities, yes, we don't think that's appropriate. 


Q What else -- 
MR. WALLISON: Let me get someone in the back. May I? 


Q What kind of a drug program or drug testing program 
are we going to see in the White House and the Old Executive Office 
Building -- mandatory or voluntary? 


MR. WALLISON: It would follow precisely the standards 
outlined in the executive order, and that is that we would have 
mandatory -- a mandatory testing program, but for those who are 
Gesignated by the agency head to -- as holding cee ge that might 
endanger national security or law enforceszent, alth and safety, and 
it would be followed there. 


In other areas, of course, there will be a voluntary 
program, as there will be in all of the agencies, for those who do 
not fall within the sensitive category or are not so designated. 


Q Peter, let me ask you a question that doesn't have 
anything to do with testing. 











Q Good. 

Q This supposed demand-side approach to ending the 
Grug program -- well over half the money is being spent on the supply 
side in two areas which have already got a greet Geal of federal 
money. You've got a half a billion new doliars to -- te -- 
"redouble enforcement" on the borders. How are you going to spend a 
half a billion dollars additional in one fiscal year on something 


where we're already cranked up? 
MR. WALLISON: Carlton? 


DR. TURNER: You will have in your summary a break-out of 
the Southwest Border Initiative and that will be spent to 
purchase new aircraft, hardware, and other things. Wow, if you come 
back to the money in the health side, the money on the health side 
or, as you say, the demand side, is not clearly and exclusively a 
federal government role. And what we have there is ponecesene for 
additional resources from the private sector -- ve campaigns of 
awareness campaigns with public service announcements; the HES 
working with the 4 A's have developed a campaign; working with the ad 
campaign; they've developed “Cocaine - The Big Lie," “Just Say Wo," 
to "Just Say Ho* campaigns. 


So the monies in the demand side are dispersed throughout 
state, local, and federal. And you're looking at the federal role 
there. Some of these monies that we're putting through HES require 
matching monies from the state and local. And that's for the 
community grants. 


But if you look at the campaigns underway now, pa will 
find that the federal government is not effective in communicating 
this with young people. And we have put a lot of assistance with the 
"Weekly Reader" and a lot of the other programs -- the Keebler 
program, IBM, et cetera, with awareness campaigns. And that's the 
reason. 


Now, if you look at the total amount of money out in the 
universe, there's over $1.4 billion that we could pinpoint according 
=. the — agencies that are used in awareness campaigns throughout 
the nation. 


Q Now that I finally found the radar balloons and all 
the other stuff that you're going to be buying for the Southwest -- 


_ DR. TURNER: Yes -- it's listed, outlined exactly where 
t o-=_ 


Q Let me see if I can put this -- when vou're looking 
from above at people crossing the border, you're going to be seeing a 
lot of people crossing the border who aren't specifically carrying 
Grugs. They're just going to work someplace. How do you separate 
that? How do you differentiate? Do you just swoop down and bust 
everybody who's coming across the border? 


Q Infrared detector. (Laughter.) 
Q If they're illegal entry -- 
Q Paraquat. 

Q I think they use the roads when they go to work. 
DR. TURNER: Yes. Wormally, when they go to work, they 


-F cross-point -- checkpoints across the border or they use the 
roads. 


Q Not if they're living in the back of trucks -- you 
know what I'm talking about. 





DR. TURNER: What you have on the Southwest border is a 
unigue problem in that you can cross the border in several ways, as 
you just pointed out. Customs has a profile that they've used very 
effectively which has to be in this. Also we have detection 
capabilities of detecting aircraft flying in that do not hit a 
profile of a normal commercial aircraft, et cetera. 


I think you're pointing up what the President has said 
many times -- wall-to-wall policemen around the borders will not stop 
G@rugs coming in as long as someone here is willing to purchase the 
Grug. And that's the point I made earlier, that our program focuses 
in on the user and user accountability. 


How, the Southwest Border Initiative will certainly make 
the price of doing business increase for the trafficker, but you're 
not going to s people bringing drugs across our borders as long as 
there's someone here willing to pay for it. 


Q Why are we spending nearly half of the total program 
on the Southwest Border? 


DR. TURNER: That's not the total program. You're 
looking at the new initiatives, you're not ing at the other 
initiatives. 


Q Okay, half of the new money on -- 


DR. TURNER: Well, you're ing it because the south 
-- well, let's go back. The South Plorida Task Porce originally 
concentrated on the maritime and the air trafficking. The effects 
there begin to yield results. So the traffickers have moved back 
across the border which is a land border. They can take off from 
Colombia, they fly up over Panama. They never go over the ocean. 
They come across the Southwest border. And we're merely moving our 
resources into the Southwest border to s that. We don't want 
another South Florida to occur in the Southwest border area. And in 
the Southwest border, you not only have the marijuana and the heroin 
produced in Mexico, but you have the cocaine that now is being 
transited through Mexico. 


Q Can I ask you -- I think there was 











already somthing like $50 million increase announced for the 
Southwest border interdiction program. Is that this money? 


MS. STEELMAN: Yes. 
Q So, $400 million of this was previously announced? 


MS. STEELMAN: That -- what you heard a couple of sonths 
ago was the President sending a letter to Congress saying that if 
you're going to give us additional money, this is how we'd like to 
spend it. What you see today is an actual request for that. 


Q Pormal request is -- okay. 
MS. STEELMAN: Yes. 


Q Can we talk about drug testing for just a sinute? 
What kind of tests are you talking about? Some of these are better 
than others <=4 more sophisticated tests are far more accurate. What 
an see aoe to do? Is there going to be government standards about 
t tests -- 


MS. STEELMAN: The Secretary of HBS will work with 
various departments, particularly with OPM, to develop the best 
tests. 





As to the question you asked earlier on cost -- depending 
on the sise of the batch, the cost of the test can be anywhere 
between $3 and $23 to $24. We will be working with different tests 
and different agencies. The Secretary of HHS will provide guidelines 
that are being worked on right now. 


Q Some of the more sophisticated tests cost $100. 


DR. TURNER: Oh, no. Wo, no. If you pay $100 for a GC 
mass spec you've been ripped off. (Laughter.) 


Q Can I ask a question about those new rules -- 


Q You had $56 million budgeted, and at the high side 
re talking about $23 to $24 a test. You're talking about testing 
million people? 


MS. STEELMAN: That is an inaccurate conclusion. It 
nas on the sise of the batch -- $3 is the low side, $23 is the 
high side. The Secretary is developing guidelines. We don't know 
the exact test that will be administered. 


Q Well, I'm giving you the benefit of the doubt. I's 
gOira on the high side, rather than dividing it $3. Bven if 
you're on the high side -- $24 divided into $56 million is -- 


MS. STEELMAN: I don't think we will be on the high -- I 
= think we will be on the high side because of the size of the 
tch. 


you' 
two 


Q No, you're missing the point. 

Q How frequently -- 

Q How -- 

MS. STEELMAN: Go ahead. 

Q If the most expensive type of test is used, that 
you" re acknowledging, which is ttf you the benefit of the doubt, 
you're still talking with $56 million budgeted -- 


MS. STEELMAN: The $56 million is a preliminary estimate 
that OPM worked up with the agencies. That is simply an estimate. 
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That many employees may not be tested. We may not use $56 million. 
We may use less. We may use Sore. 


Q Can explain why you've got so such 
budgeted if you're go mot be testing every employee: 
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Q Ané the decisions -—- I understand tha 
a Re But who edministers the program? Each 

agency? 

MR. WALLISON: Each individual agency. 

Q May I ask a question about -- 

MR. WALLISON: HBS consults on the tests. 


: 


i 


peop 
be admitted to facilities or how many sore facilities would be 
funded? What will this money do in practical terms? 


DR. TURNER: There is no one that can give you an answer 
on how many more people will be treated, and let me give you a reason 
for that. The reason for that is -- that soney can be used for 
counseling, it can be used for what we call drug-free rehabilitation, 
it can be used for in-patient. What we have in the area of treatment 
is a series of options that can be used. 


For e le, Mew York state treats roughly 43,000 opium 
eddicts a year. California treats ae | 47,000. California treats 
for less -- their overall cost is $100 million less than New York. 
So, in California it would mean a lot gore people. in New York it 
would mean a lot less. We've also asked in the treatment area for 
the restrict -- for the removal of restrictions on the block grant, 
which would allow the state sore + Bo I don't think there's 
anyone who can tell you. We think + Secretary Bowen, believes 
that and he's -- he has visited the cities. He believes that this 
— will be sufficient to handle the, “people waiting in line and 
needing assistance." 


Q Bow much advanced notice are federal employees going 
to have prior to taking the tests? 


DR. TURNER: Sixty days. 
Q Bow will that $100 million in block grants be -- 


DR. TURNER: It will not be block grant. This is not the 
block grant. This is from the Public Health Service. 


Q I'm sorry. How will the $100 million in grants be 
distributed? 


DR. TURNER: I think HHS will distribute it based on need 











-- documented need. It's not just going to be one state gets this, 
one state gets that. 


Q It will be taken in private? 


Q You 4id that very well. 


Q These tests will not be -- will be administered with 
no witnesses, right? 


Q Could you tell ae, sir, how you're going to judge 
the success or failure of this progran? 


Q I thought the tests were not really efficacious 
unless a witness was present to make certain that re was 70 


hanky~-paenky. 


OR. TURNER: Sam, if you'll look at the Executive Order, 
it says that the tests will be conducted to ensure individual 
tre But it aleo has a provision that if the agency head 

lieves the individual to be tested will alter the sample or will 
have a different sample or in some way tamper with it, there is a 
provision to have someone observing. 


Q Who will decide the frequency of the testing? 
DR. TURNER: That will be the agency head. 
Q And based on what kind of guidelines? 
DR. TURMER: Guidelines developed by OPH. 


Q ie 0° Se Oe © eee Se See 
this program? Or is it going to up to each agency head, then? 


DR. TURNER: I think -- 
Q What's going to happen a year from now? 


DR. TURNER: The fon is how are we going to judge 
the success or failure. I think we've shown in the military that 
with a straight-forward approach, protecting the individual, we've 
reduced drug abuse 67 percent. I think now we can take the same 
oyeey to raise the consciousness and judge what is happening. 

total judge will be the number of people that quit using drugs 
throughout the United States, not just in one agency. 


Q Dr. Turner, on the treatment rehabilitation programs 
-- will the government subsidise that for the employee, or will the 
employee have to pay the entire cost himself? 


DR. TURNER: In the government, the employee assistance 
programs are in place which 





MR. WALLISON: I'd have to look at what Connie 
negotiated, but in any — anytiae I've been to the hospital I‘we had 
out-of-pocket expense. 

Q At what is an adverse action against an 
employee? Ie it after a test, oc a follow-up test? 
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employees who are found us Grugs could be subject to 
isciplinary action, such as a ter in their files. 


Q But, is there a second test before ection is taken, 
in other words -- 


MR. WALLISGON: Ch, well, in the sense of a confirmation 


test -- 
Q That's what I mean. 
MR. WALLIGOM: -- yes. If there is, for example, a false 
eye Before action is taken on oy there would 
ve to be a second test to verify the validity of the first test. 


Q Ie that a second urinalysis, or a second test of the 


MR. WALLISON: I assume it's a second urinalysis. 


DR. TURMER: It's a -- it can be the second test of the 
Original urinalysis. And what we're not -- we're not dealing with 
false positives here. In most cases we're dealing with falee 
negatives. And that's the reason that this system is a very nice, 
clean systems. What Peter has said -- that if they test positive with 
the shotgun approach -- which, as you know, obviously with the 
question you're asking -- being met are several different tests -- 
then you take thes to the second test which is a sophisticated test 
to look for ele ye moleculi on to say conclusively, and that's 
when the action will occur. 


Q Dr. Turner -- 


Q Dr., I'm on two questions here, please -- the -- 
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MR. WALLISON: The 60-day notice is only a notice that 
the program is about to start. 


MR. WALLISON: When the ectual test occurs would be 
sometine after that 60-day period bas run, but at any tine. 


Q Will it be canéon? 
MR. WALLISON: ald $F head. It could be 


Q Tone down your weekend. 


Q -- agency heads can say next week we're going to 
give the drug test? 


MR. WALLISON: I believe that those tests would be run in 
accordance with consultation with BES about how effectively to 
a 2 On ee eo reading on employees' 

ug use. 


Q In other words, after the first -- 


Q -- random testing, unexpected, catching thes off 
guard at this point. That's not been determined? 


MR. WALLISON: Random and une are not necessarily 
the same thing, but whatever is necessary in order to obtein accurate 
results concerning an employee's drug use would be part of the 
testing program at each agency after consultation with HES. 


Q At last sonth's briefing, the possibility was raised 
to ask Defense contrectors and other government contractors to 
implement their own testing ram. The Executive Order doesn't 
oppess to mention anythi that. What is the status of that 

why wasn’t it incl ? 


DR. TURNER: Yes. The question is about Defense 
contractors -- 


Q ~~ federal contrectors. 

DR. TURNER: Well, federal contractors -- 

Q You raised the possibility of a program -- kind of « 
carrot and stick approach, I think, lest month. And it doesn't sees 
to address that issue. Is there any reason why or is that going to 
be followed up? 


DR. TURNER: I think there was a general belief that in 
those positions of contractors to the federal government that would 























Q —- 60-day opening pp, — Aydt 9 
are you say that any federal employee ins sensitive position is 
subject to a wg test at any moment once you are past 60 days? 


MR. WALLISON: That, egain, depends on how the agency 


Q But he could -- it's possible? 


MR. WALLISON: If the guidelines that are ultimately 
worked out with SES concerning how you sust conduct a test in order 
to make it effective to determine drug use by employees result 
in a requirement that a test sust be given on 12 hours’ notice or 
five hours’ notice or three days’ not -- not gore than three days’ 
notice, then that is how the tests ultimately will be given for 

loyees who are in the designated ereas that Bn RA tested 
the Executive Order. And that does not necessarily include, as 
I said at the outset, all of those who are in sensitive itions. 
Those are the ones who are eligible for such tests but agency 
head would then outline the apne job categories within that 
general category that would subject to tests and that tests would 


Q When are the guidelines due? 
MR. WALLISON: -- a8 necessary. 
Q When are the guidelines due? 


MR. WALLISON: They will be worked out within the next 
several sonths, I would imagine. 


DR. TURNER: There are already several agencies doing 
testing now and -- DEA, FBI, Coast Guard, Customs, Iamigration and 
Naturalization, Border Patrol -- so there are a lot of guidelines 
already worked out. But whac we're talking about is thr t the 
government, and I's sure those guidelines will be applicable and OPH 
is working on the guidelines. But no one can tell you if it’s going 
to be this afternoon or tomorrow sorning. 


Q Cariton, it's been ted that testing a lot of 
government buresucrats isn't really going to do such to help the drug 
problem in the country. What is your sense now of how serious the 
arug problem is in the federal work force? 


DR. TURNER: We know that, according to the National 
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quotes attributed to se in press 
on both sides. I stick with the 14 to 25. 


Q On your remarks on the effectiveness of cocaine 
rehabilitation -- 


Q Dr. Turner, about the -- 

DR. TURNER: I said SBS said 12 
to the 20- to -~old, where sost of sy comments have been, we're 

at, I beliewe, it was 14 to 25 percent. 
Q Dr. Turner -- 
Q Can you comment on -~- 
MR. BRASHEAR: Both of these gentlemen have got to get 
DR. TURNER: Can we get the question in the back of the 
room. That's been ignored. 

Q Can I ask for a meaning of the Section 3(D) 

Goes thet suggest that everybody who applies for any job with the 
federal government, irrespective of the other conditions, is to be 
testeé as @ precondition to employment? 

MR. WALLISON: Yes. 

Q May be or will be? 

WR. WALLISON: May be. 

Q Peter, on the exclusionary rule, the Bouse passed 
version of it sllows -~ curtailed exclusionary rule to be applied to 
any offender of any crime, not just G@rug-related crises. Wow, is 
that your understasding of what your initistive would do also? 

MR. WALLISON: Yes. 


Q In other words, what -- you're using this bill as «a 
vehicle just to squeese down the exclusionary rule. 


Q Yes. 

Q Besides the use of the military, Peter -- 

Q Did you answer -~- was that 4 yes or a no? 
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MR. WALLISON: I won*t respond to sotives. I will .ell 
you what is in our proposal. 


Q Besides the use of the military for civilian arrests 
at the borders, what other differences does the sdministration plan 
-- Goes the sduinistration have with the Bouse-passed -—- 

Q Is aid to the Contras -- 

Q Wait -- wait « sinute. Let's — . 


MR. WALLISON: The differences between the 
administration and the BSouse-passed bill? 


Q That's right. 


MR. WALLISON: Actually, I think Carlton, you want to 
take care of that, don't you? The difference between the 
edministration and the Souse-passed bill. 


Q What objection -- 
DR. TURNER: Se‘s talking about the silitary — 


Q Wait. Let's find out -- let's get the answer to 
this question. 


DR. TURNER: 
4ifferences between our b 
concentrate on ways to de 
to concentrate on ways to 
schools and act just put educat 
materials out there, that’s not 


Q But what -- 


DR. TURNER: And we differ because we hold the user 
accountable for his or her action. 


23% 


Q Dr. Turner, can you -- 


MR. WALLISON: May I sake an announcement first, before 
-- because I don't know how important this is to all of you -- the 
writing pool for the 11:00 a.m. Owal Office event should assemble now 
at the double doors adjacent to the Colonnade. This is the final 


escort. 
Q Not as good as Carlton. Mot as good as Carlton. 
Q ~~ great deal of similarity -- 
Q On the question of -- 
Q Peter? 
Q Mr. Wallison said there was a great deal of 
similarity. 


MR. WALLISON: Yes, well, if you look at the House bill, 
the bulk of the House bill is law enforcement and enhanced penalties. 
Ané in that area, there is «a tremendous smount of similarity. There 
are some diffcrences. 


Q What are your sajor objections in the House bill? 


MR. WALLISON: We haven't stated any sajor objections 
except for cost, as far as I's aware. 


Q Other than cost? 











9 Peter? 

Q What about —- 

MR. WALLIGON: I personally heve not -— 

Q You say that -- 

MR. GALLISON: -- stated anything about that. . 


Q -- 67 percent of people could be -—- would stop using 
the drugs if there was -- 


WR. GALLISON: Cocaine. 


Q All right. But how about the effectiveness of the 
rehabilitation of cocaine users. They say that the addictiveness is 
very difficult to treat. 


DR. TURNER: ASGictiveness to cocaine, addictiveness to 
marijuana -- true addiction is extremely difficult to treat. There 
are new techniques being ased ia California using anti-Parkinson‘s 
Disease drugs that is allowing them to treat individual cocaine 
addicts about $300 a month on en outpatient basis wery effectively. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 


SED 10:58 A.M. EDT 
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MR. BOWARD: Good afternoon. We'll have the readout now 


on the Peres visit. or c mation lication 
briefer is cqemneerenennnianaapiainesgnnen issn semmeeeenaeniae, 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Just a couple of - 
introductory comments. The President and Prime Minister just 
concluded a very good meeting. They had about half of that 
one-on-one of the hour that was allotted, and they ran over some ten 
minutes for the formal session in the Cabinet Roos. 





It goes without saying, our relations with Israel are 
particularly warm, strong. Both the tone and the substance of the 
talks reflected this. 


The primary topic was the peace process. The Prime 
Minister and the President reviewed the progress that had been made 
thus far, and ways of how to move ahead to our sutual goal of direct 
negotiations between Israel and its Arab neighbors. 


The President expressed our admiration and appreciation 
for the achievement of the Prime Minister with President Mubarak in 
bringing about completion of the Taba arbitration compromise, and the 
Israeli-Egyptian summit. Both these events are further proof that 
the process of negotiation and compromise between Arabs and Israelis 
works, and we hope will provide a further push to our efforts towards 
a broader peace. 


Both recognize there are no easy answers, no magic 
formulas out there, but they agree that recent concrete steps such as 
those with Egypt and Mr. Peres’ meeting with King Hassan in Morocco, 
mark a positive trend in the peace process which we hope to build on. 


We also discussed a mutual interest in improving the live 
of the Palestinians, the residents of the West Bank and Gaza, 
improvement of the economic condition in the territories, and 
increased control by Palestinians over their day-to-day affairs is no 
substitute for movement on the peace process, but we both see it as 
an important complement fostering an improved climate for peace. 


. ,We'ye got a broad bilateral agenda with Israel, 
reflecting the exceptional richness and depth of that relaticnship. 
Both the President and the Prime Minister expressed their 
satisfaction with the added dimension that the cooperative 
institutions established two or three years ago, such as the joint 
political military group and the joint economic development group 
have given to this relationship. 


Another important issue was the plight of Soviet Jewry. 
The President stressed the overriding importance we attach to this 
fundamental human rights problem in our determination to work for ics 
resolution. 
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It will remain a key element on our bilateral agenda with the 
Soviets, as the President just said in his statement bidding farewell 
to the Prime Minister. 


Let me quote the President's concluding remark -- "This 
was a fine meeting. There is a friendship which demonstrates that we 
are allies and that we'll continue that way." 


Let me take your questions, please. 


Q Sir, could you clarify the American position on the 
issue of the international peace conference and do you see a full 
agreement right now between Israel and the U.S. on this issue? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes -- I don't see any 
difference between Israel and the U.S. on the conference. I refer 
you to what -- I think -- to the rather extended answers Secretary 
Shultz gave this morning in the lobby of the State Department -- that 
the main point is, we see it as direct negotiations, not the 
international umbrella. And he went on -- if there's some way to 
construct -- that would somehow help the way to direct negotiations. 
We're willing to listen. 

As far as the Soviets are concerned, if they want a 
place, they ought to establish diplomatic relations with all the 
parties. They ought to treat Jews in the Soviet Union decently, and 
those who wish to leave ought to be allowed to leave. And beyond 
that, we would expect of anybody who comes and talks about peace to 
take a constructive attitude to what's been going on, and 
unfortunately we haven't seen that. 


As I understood the Prime Minister in his departure 
statement, he said the international community can support, cannot 
substitute direct negotiations. International support can provide 
the parties with an opening occasion, but negotiations should remain 
between the parties concerned. We have -- there's no gap between us 
on this issue. 


Q Sir, you haven't mentioned the Palestinian 
representation -- you have been working for now six years on this. 
Have you discussed it? What's the solution about that? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, you've been asking 
questions about it for at least that long and I can't say that we've 
got a magic solution or formula for you today on it. We have 
maintained -- and again, I don't think there's any gap between us and 
the government of Israel on this -- that the Palestinians must be 
involved at every status in the peace process, at every stage ahead, 
and much of the past year, as you well know, was spent on the issue 
of Palestinian representation -- how to work it into a process 
acceptable to all of the parties. 


Q Sir, was the Marshall Plan brought up? 


Q What's the solution? Give us some solution? Have 
you arrived at a common -- 


SENIOR ADMANISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, we have not arrived 
at a common solution on that. It, obviously, is one of the issues 
that continues to be out there and we continue to chip away at it. 


Yes? 

Q Was the Marshall Plan brought up again, especially 
in view of the quality of Life for the Palestinians in the occupied 
territories? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, it did come up. 
It's recognized that for 


MORE 








- 3 - BEST COPY AVAILABLE 


a really massive program such as people have been talking about in 
terms of -- even using the term “Marshall Plan." There has to be out 
there some political excitement, some movement in the peace process. 
A Marshall Plan is not going to create that political movement, and a 
major regional development plan can support, can assist in the 
Climate for peace, but you simply are not going, in our opinion, to 
attract the kind of extra resources to the Middle East from Europe, 
from Japan, from other countries, unless there is some significant 
new movement in the political arena to point to. 


So it is recognized that the economies are deteriorating 
in the area, it is recognized that this is a danger to peace, but the 
basic reality is, there is going to be no way to stimulate that extra 
flow short of some movement on peace. And it is a little bit 
circular, but I think that point is understood. We are talking to 
other countries -- encouraging extra flow of assistance, but it is, 
as I say, with this realization that the prospects are limited in the 
immediate. 


Q Any viable alternatives given these conditions? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I think we're 
putting our efforts on -- principally on trying to devise a greater - 
movement in the peace process on the -- As the Prime Minister 
commented to the President, the peace process is part of peace 
itself. You can't distinguish between them. You shouldn't -- that, 
one -- part and parcel of peace is having a process that is moving 
towards peace. 


Q Sir, during the discussion on terrorism, was there 
any sharing of information about what Secretary Weinberger referred 
to as the footprints of Abu Nidal in recent incidents -- of any 
fixing of responsibility? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There was not -- the 
time did not permit any -- that they go into any great detail about 
this, but it was one of the issues that the Prime Minister did bring 
up, as he brought -- I think I recorded some four separate issues -- 
the Arab-Israeli conflict, the regional economic situation, terrorism 
-- international terrorism, and the Gulf war. 


Q Is there any view that is emerging about, for 
instance, the recent hostage-takings in Beirut and whether they are 
in any way tied -- whether they have more to do with factions there 
or to do with the overall peace process? How does that -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't think all of the 
-- I don't think the returns are in on the kidnappings of the -- the 
most recent kidnappings. Some question as to which group exactly was 
responsible. There is a heavy hint of ransom in the air in at least 
one of those cases. So it's not -- 


Q Does this make it not political in your view, but -- 
less political? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, less so. 
i Question, pleare? 


Q I think you said there is no gap between the Israeli 
and the American view of the peace conference and the Soviet role, 
and that is evident from what they have been saying. The question 
is, @id Mubarak and Peres agree to something that they both have 
identical opinions on? In other words, it strikes me there may be a 
gap between what the Egyptians’ concept of a peace conference and a 
Soviet role is from the U.S.-Israeli position. Could you do that 
without directing me to the Egyptians for an explanation? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I was racking my mind 


how to avoid directing you to the Egyptians for that answer. No, I 
can't. 
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Q Our policies stand -- 


Q No, no. Because, look -- they either agree to have 
the Soviets participate, or they agree to have them add what Peres 
called today an opening session in setting conditions that the 
Russians are not about -- you know, would take a huge change in 
Soviet policy to do all the things that Peres and the U.S. says the 
Soviets must do. So, I mean, are they talking about two different 
pease conferences, or did they reach a meaningless agreement last 
week 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: As I recall, what was 
said after Alexandria -- you had a relatively brief communique as to 
what could be agreed upon formally in the language. You had, then, 
an oral statement by President Mubarak, I believe, which dealt with 
the peace conference. I don't have that text in front of me, but 
you've got that handy, I'm sure. And they expressed -- I think he 
said they had reached agreement on this. 


I don't think anyone is -- any party is asking that the 
Soviets come in cost-free -- that they come in — demonstrating 
that they are ready to play a constructive role. > can define 
that constructive role in greater or less degree ound on the 
occasion -- perhaps depending on the interlocutors, but ese is a 
recognition that without diplomatic relations, without movement on 
Soviet-Jewish immigration, and, as the Secretary said this morning, 
without evidence of a desire to play -- an intent to play a 
constructive role, he -- whatever that quote -- that exact quote was 
-- we, unfortunately, haven't seen that desire. 


Now -~- but I would not want to try to get into the 
question of whether there is a gap between Egyptian-Israeli versus 
Israeli-American on this. They had a very satisfactory exchange -- 
is our understanding, at the summit -- both sides very pleased with 
it. I think there's a lot that remains to be thrashed out. This was 
the first summit in some five years between the two. So, just how it 
works out boils down on the conference -- 


Q Yes, but you said there is recognition and it's 
clear to me there's recognition by U.S. and Israel. It isn't clear 
to me that there is that same recognition by the Egyptians. I don't 
know if you can help. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I have every 
reason to believe, without having been there, that the Egyptians were 
told exactly what the Israelis would want to see happen before there 
was Soviet participation in an international conference. 


Q Sir, there's been a good deal of thinking recently, 
in the Prime Minister's office, about possibly delaying the need to 
come to a crunch on issues, like the role of superpowers in the 
international conference, or Palestinian representation, through a 
mechanism such as a preparatory conference, or so-called proximity 
talks, wherein parties would be not —— face-to-face, but close 
enough so that an intermediary could expedite their negcitiations. 

Did the Prime Minister share his thinking on either of those subjects 
thie morning or this afternoon? And, if so, what is the attitude of 
the United States toward them? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: He talked -- as he sees 
the next stage -- in most general terms -- it's how to arrive at 
Girect negotiations. He did stress more than once in his talks this 
morning with the Secretary, and again with the President this 
afternoon, Israel's desire that the United States stay involved in 
this process. 
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It was a meeting that spent some time on the retrospective of what 
had been accomplished in the two years of his prime ministership and 
looking ahead. And I think it was the President who said this has 
been a remarkable set of accomplishments -- on the economy, on 
Lebanon, the summitry that has taken place first with Morocco, then 
with Egypt, and that we want continuity in sustaining this 
relationship. 


Wow, I think there is an effort, yes, that you referred 
to, in the prime ministry to think of ways of getting this process 
started, to stimulate it. But whether they've reached any decisions 
on proximity -- this was mentioned as a “for instance," proximity 
talks. But it was not elaborated. We just had the very distinct 
impression that the leadership of Israel wants to find a way to move 
things ahead. It is excluding no possibilities from the theoretical 
analysis, if you will. 


Why are you here and not in Jerusalem? 

Q I'm here for good. 

Q Did the Pollard case come up? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm sorry. 

Q Did the Pollard case come up? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wot to my knowledge, no. 


Q If you -- he actually brought up the topic of the 
United States staying involved in the process, that must mean that 
there is some question whether the United States is involved or how 
much it is involved. Did he actually ask the United States to 
increase its involvement, to make its profile more evident? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo. I think there was 
satisfaction with the profile and level of involvement today. 


Q There was more discussion -- 


Q There's no plans to increase United States pressure 
on Israeli -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: He made no such request. 


Q There was more discussion, sir, of the Soviets’ 
involvement. What could the Soviets do that these people can't do 
without the Soviets? What could the Soviets add to it? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, what -- the 
question is what could the Soviets add to the process by -- what 
could the Soviets add to the process -- is that a fair -- 


Q Yes. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It's a question we 
haven't answered to our satisfaction. We haven't seen them, as I 
said earlier. cive evidence of their readiness to move ir a 
constructive way in the peace process. And some of thre tests have 
been ceferred to, the question of diplomatic relations, easing the 
conditions on Soviet Jewry and their emigration. Sow = just haven't 
seen it yet. 


Q The Jordanians and the Palestinians made it clear 
they would not join the peace process without the involvement of all 
parties concerned in the conflict. What have you been doing as far 
as Syria is concerned to bring them to the negotiating table? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, we're staying in 
touch with Syria on this. We have discussed our views of the peace 
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process with them and heard their explanation in return. There’s not 
a lack of communication between Washington and Damascus on this 
issue. 


Q So did they express willingness that they would 
join? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Syria has always made 
its position very clear -- it will join on Syria‘s terms. 


Q Does the administration accept the fact that there 
will be a rotation in the Israeli government in about three weeks or 
so and the position expressed by the Prime Minister today is the 
position of the government as a whole in Israel or whether there will 
be some change when the Likud people take over? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think the Prime 
Minister has made every effort to stay within, and succeeded in 
staying within the guidelines of the government of National Unity 
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and we expect no change in the foreign policy of Israel, the conduct 
of foreign policy with the transfer of -- or, with the exchange of 
positions between himself and Mr. Shamir. He spoke with full sense 
of responsibility that he was speaking for the government of national 
unity. 


Q I just want to sake sure I understood what you were 
saying earlier. Did the President and Mr. Peres discuss the 
possibility of the Soviets joining the peace process in this meetings 
today? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The subject was 
discussed both with the Secretary and with the President in the 
afternoon meetings, yes. It was discussed. 


Q And -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: And the positions were 
just as -- 


Q And -- I just want to make sure I understood what 
you said. And what was decided between the two? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That we would like -- 
each of us would like to see evidence of their willingness to play a 
constructive role as measured by some of these specifics that I 
touched on. 


Okay? 
THE PRESS: Thank you. 


END 4:19 P.M. EDT 
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MR. HOWARD: Good afternoon. This is a BACKGROUNDER, 
pre-brief on President Aquino's visit. ion onl 
not f tion, our brie is 






SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Thanks, Dan. Let me 
just make a brief statement before I take your questions. 


President Aquino arrived last night for her first 
official working visit to the 0.8. We believe her visit will make a 
significant contribution to further strengthening our relationship. 
She will be warmly welcomed by the President, by the Congress and by 
the American le. The welcome she will receive derives from our 
admiration for the historic role that she is playing in moving 
forward with the restoration of democracy in the Philippines, and in 
setting the country back on the road to economic recovery. 


The common goal of both President Reagan and President 
Aquino is to establish a strong personal relationship. We expect the 
visit also to result in a clear public demonstration of strong U.S. 
= for President Aquine's government and her leadership of her 
nation. 


She is pursuing policies aimed, as I said, at rebuilding 
democratic institutions of government, restoring a healthy economy, 
and putting an end to the threat of the communist insurgency. We 
support these policies fully and believe that her government offers a 
program, along with the necessary leacership provided by President 
Aquino herself, capable of creating a stable, prosperous democracy in 
the Philippines. 


She comes to the United States with the clear objective 
of securing U.S. participation in the revitalization of the 
Philippine economy. She will focus a great deal of her attention on 
the U.S. private sector. She fully a gee the fact that only 
the private sector can act as the engine for economic growth in the 
Philippines. She will address and meet with a broad range of U.S. 
corporate executives and bankers to explain to them her policies for 
restoring economic prosperity and encourage them to consider taking 
part in the recovery with new investments. \ 


President Aquino will address the joint session of 
Congress, a singular honor accorded to a very few. We expect that 
her address will focus on her program for economic recovery and urge 
= Congress to provide substantial assistance to support her 
efforts. 


The administration fully supports these objectives. We, 
too, believe that the U.S. private sector can make an important 
contribution through new investment and lending to the Philippine 
economy. We also have and will continue to provide substantial 














economic assistance vital to create the conditions for sustainable 
growth. 


I won't go on with her program here and so forth. I'll 
talk to you about that if you want to anyway. 


Q Do you really -- you're saying all these -- 


Q When you say “substantial economic assistance,“ what 
would that amount to? ‘ 


SEWIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I'm not going to 
-- I don't want to go into all that now. We'll go into it -- 
(laughter) -- 


Q Then what are you here for? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We'll go into it in 
Getail after the President meets with her and after the decisions are 





made on what we're going to do. You know that there‘’s been an action 
on the east of Ganase sees for $100 million £SF funds, $50 million —- 
addit ionek $50 ~.~-¥- in military assistance programs, and there are 


other things that we are talking about, ways in which we hope that we 
will be able to further her objectives and so forth. 


Q Do you expect that -- 
Q So you're ‘saying all of these nice things about her, 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 


Q -- you know, a senior official very publicly 
ecteseonee her within the last couple of weeks for not doing enough 
the communists. Wow, what is the view of this 

again stration? That she is -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: This administration 
supports what she's doing fully and completely. We back the progras 
that she's putting into effect, the efforts by her to seek a peaceful 
resolution, if she can, of the insurgency in the Philippines, and her 
efforts to build up her military, to prepare them to e the 
necessary wo that have to be taken if the -- assuming all of her 
efforts to ieve a peaceful solution do not succeed. But there are 
degrees of success, of course. 


But anyway, we support her progras. 


Q So that person spoke without authority, or was that 
a trial balloon? Or -- I mean, how would you explain -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, I -- 
Q ~~ what became a very upsetting comment to her? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: All I can say is that we 
support fully the program that she is engaged in to deal with the 
communist insurgency. 


Q Are we going to be asking her to make some promises 
about Subic and Clark Bay -- Clark Field, or has she already 
indicated that she's going to renew the -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We accept the position 
that she has taken, that the agreement that we now have for 19 -- 
which goes on until 1991. We are not -- we will have to review this 
agreement, certain aspects of it in 1988, which is part of the deal. 
We're happy and content with that. We have no further request to 
make of her on that at this time. 


Q In other words, she's been noncommital until - 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, she says she'll 
look at it, and that's the way -- it's fine with us. 


W wut is that not an agenda item for this trip? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think all aspects of 
the relationship will be on the agenda. 


Q But is it something that you don't particularly feel 
any need to discuss at this time? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wot to go into it beyond 
~~ as I say, we are in agreement with the way in which she's 
approached this. We have no call with her on that. 


Q Do you have any indication that she feels the 
President has given her less than his full endorsement? Is she 
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for a stronger, sore public, sore unequivocal endorsesent 
President? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't know what she's 
for in that sense, Bill. Sut I know she's going to get a 
rong and unequivocal support from the President. 


Q Well, you know what I'm referring to -- 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I know what you mean. 


Q -- the feeling is that the President has been less 
than enthusiastic. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I dom‘*t think that that 
is her view. I don't think that that's her opinion. 


Q So with all these different issues on the agenda, 
the sain purpose is to establish a strong personal relationship. How 
Goes one know that that's going to occur? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATON OFFICIAL: Well, you don't know that 
it's going to occur, but I think it's going to occur, and -- 


Q But if nothing else, that would be a successful 
meeting, if they come out of there with a strong personal 
relationship? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think both she and the 
President feel that that is one of the most important things that 
they both want to see come out of this visit, 








and so I think that it would be judged a success if that can come out 
of it. 


Yes? 


Q Do you anticipate a specific commitment on increased 
aid during the seeting tomorrow? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION“ OFFICIAL: Well, I mentioned the -- 
Q -- gore to talk about it afterwords. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: -- ESF and the MAP and 
other things which I will be able to te 
wee 


come 
Q Is there no frustration at all with the pace 

in the Philippines, both economic reform and her taking ove 

the Cabinet and stopping the factional fighting within 

Is there no frustration there? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, we think she's 
Gone a very good job, that she was faced and has been faced and is 
faced with very, very severe problems. And she is really handling 
them -- I think certainly in the view, I would say, of this 
administration, she is handling them in an extremely competent and 
able ganner. We have -- I sean, one can always criticize, of course, 
and express doubts about certain things, but if you look at what 
she's been able to do, I think she's gotten into the economic area -- 
for instance, she's got the top people in her country dealing with 
it. They've done, I think, a very remarkable job in the plans and 
the programs that they've been able to put together as to how they're 
going to improve the economy, how they are improving the economy now 
-- a lot of things that are being discussed with us, with IMF, and 
with other countries, with Japan, with multilateral organizations as 
well as IMF, others. I think they're moving in a very, very good 
direction. 


In dealing with the insurgency, I think she's been 
taking some -- General Ramos and Defense Minister Enrile and the 
President herself have been taking the necessary remedial steps to 
strengthen the military and to build them into a stronger fighting 
force then they've been for years. So -- and I think politically, 
sure, you have differences inside the government. One has to expect 
that. 

But I think that President Aquino is exerting her 
authority as tne President of the Philippines in the proper fashion. 
She knows how to deal with the Philippine situation far better than 
we do. And I think from the way we at it and from judging it in 
an objective fashion, she's done really a hell of a job considering 
the problems and the difficulties that she has. 


Yes, sir? 


Q What do you anticipate she may request of the United 
States regarding Ferdinand Marcos? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't think she'll 
say much about that. I think that that is really @ past issue -- I 
think the way she looks at it -- and I don't really think she will 
say much about that. 


Q So is it the view of the United States that Marcos 
is no longer, if he ever was, still meddling in -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Oh, I'm not saying he's 
not meddling, but I don't think we consider this a very serious issue 
and I don’t think she does, either. 
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Q Would you agree with Lugar’s call for additional 
Boney -- 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We'd love to have 
additional if it can be worked out within the frame of the budgetary 


restrictions that were -- that are upon us in the 
Gramme-Rudsean-Sollings bill -— if it can be worked out. 


Q Well, be said it should be taken from someplace else 
~~ that it's that important for her stability. 


Q The war on drugs, for instance. (Laughter.) 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm not going to get 
into that, but I think if we can work it out, sure. If we can work 
it out, it would be great. 

Q But is it going to be worked out? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We don't know. No, we 
Gon’'t know. But it has to be done. If we can do it, we want to do 
it. I mean, there's no doubt of our support of it. We support it. 


Q Yes, but you can support something but with this 


climate -- 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I know, I know, I 
know. 

Q - and sequester's on Friday, that's seaningless, 
isn’t it? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It's awful hard, but 
we're going to try to see what we can do is all I can say. 


Yes? 


Q With the action of the Philippine -- courts over the 
past couple of days, there's considerable discussion about the fact 
that there is no extradition treaty between the Philippines and the 
United States. Is there any discussion about negotiating one or 
starting to negotiate one at this point? And if you did that, would 
that effect the situation of General Ver and Captain Valerio? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We're talking about 
this. We have been talking about this. We're not -- I really can't 
say much more about it than that. We haven't gotten anywhere on it 
specifically. 


Yes? 


When the President was in Bali, Mr. Laurel seemed to 
anger Mr. Shultz by suggesting that the U.S. had left cobwebs of 
doubt about its commitment to the Aquino government. Are there any 
plans for Mr. Shultz and Mr. Laurel to meet during this trip? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, the Vice 
Presice:« is not on the trip. The ~- 


Q -- no plans. (Laughter.) 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: He's going to be -- 
well, I want to add on, because he's going to be coming to New York 
for the New York meetings and there may be a -- 


Q Is there going to be a bilateral -- 


Q -- significance in his absense from Washington and 
not from New York? 





SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, no. I don't think 
so. 


Q -- at our request or -- 
Q #8e's going to overthrow her. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, he's not going to 
overthrow her, I don't think. (Laughter.) 


Q Oh, here -- get your money up. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: How do you like that? 
Do you like that? Do you like that? 


Q -- denies Laurel overthrow. 

Q When you say that Marcos is a past issue, are you 
referring in terms of his influence within the Philippines, because, 
—— there are issues that remain -- the question of the money 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Oh, no. I don't mean 
those questions. Those issues remain, sure, and those have to be 
dealt with. No, I meant -- I was referring to his influence in the 
Philippines. 

Q -- influence? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. That's right. 


Q -- however many phone calls he gets and however many 
demonstrations -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's right. 
Q <== you don't think that carries any weight -- 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think not. 


Q How extensive is the communist insurgency in the 
Philippines and is it directly Soviet-backed? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It's very extensive. 
It's a serious issue. There's no question about it and I think 
everyone would concede that ard admit to that and, as I say, we 
support her efforts to deal with it in a number of ways. 


Q Do we have any figures on how much outside money or 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We don't. 

Q <-- equipment is in there from -- 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We have no indications 
at this time that there's any serious amount of support from outside. 
It is basically an indigenous movement as we understand it. 

Q What's your current number for the NPA strength? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Somewhere over 20,000 
-~ 22,000, 23,000 -- something like that. 


Q Is there any frustration or unhappiness on the part 
of the administration that she has left behind in the Philippines 
Enrile or any of her top military advisors which makes it very 
difficult to talk at all about the insurgency? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. I think she's well 
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up on it and I think some of the people that she's brought with her 
are quite capable of discussing these issues. We're not concerned 
about that. 


Q Some -- was pressing the Aquino government to give a 
passport to Marcos so that he could leave the U.S. and go somewhere 
else. What is the status now? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, he could still 
leave the United States and go somewhere else. He's got the proper 
documents which would allow him to go -- that's not the issue. 
That's not the -- 

Q Would you like him to do that? 

Q Can I just go back to the NPA a ainute? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 

Q How do you spell that? 

Q This 22,060 -- 23,000 number you're using -- the 
beginning of this year the administration was talking was talking 
18,000 maybe 20,000. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, these are all 
estimates, you understand. 


Q Yes. That's what I'm asking. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Estimates. 
Q Is this a new revised estimate or -- 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, no, no. 


-- are we talking about a continued increase in that 
strength? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It's not -- it's about 
the same. I mean, it's not -- we've seen no great increase in 
strength. 


Q Is Mrs. Aquino specifically going to ask -- 


MR. HOWARD: Excuse me. We're going to have to break 
this off here and go into the on-the-record portion of our briefing 
for today. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: All right. Fine. 


Q On the question -- is she specifically asking for a 
rescheduling of IMF debt payments? Is that part of her economic 
request? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Dealing with IMF, yes. 
She's -- that's right. 


Q -- rescheduling the debt payments. 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's right. 


Q Is the U.S. still involved in trying to find a new 
home for Marcos? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Not particularly. 
We're not doing much on that. 


How -- are the Japanese end Chinese real happy about 
that Soviet missile? (Laughter.) 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 
END 12:16 P.M. EDT 











DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
ON-THE-RECORD BRIEFING 
ON 
REDUCTION OF SOVIET UN PERSONNEL 
WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 17, 1986, 11:25 A.M. 


MR. KALB: Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen. A 
pleasure to be early. 


I have a statement that I'd like to read to you, if I 
may, and I'm sure that we could make it available very quickly 
after the briefing. 


The U.S. Mission to the United Nations this morning 
formally advised the Soviet Mission to the United Nations that 
it was requesting the departure from the United States of 25 
specific members of the staff of the Soviet Mission. Those 
diplomats identified must leave the United States by October 1. 


The Soviet Mission was advised last March that, 
because of its disproportionate size, twice the size of the 
next largest mission, and because of evidence that a growing 
number of Mission personnel were engaged espionage against the 
United States, it would be required to reduce its staff by 105 
positions -- that's 1-0-5. 


Since then, the Soviet Mission has rebuffed repeated 
U.S. requests that it cooperate in implementing the necessary 
reductions by advising us which positions would be eliminated 
to achieve the ceilings established. As a result, the U.S. has 
been obliged to take steps of its own to ensure compliance. 


The United States approaches with the utmost 
seriousness its responsibilities as host country to the United 
Nations and to individual missions to the United Nations. We 
will not, however, allow any state to abuse its U.N. membership 
to engage in actions detrimental to our security. 














That is the conclusion of the official statement, so 
to speak; and, as I say, we'll make it available to you right 
after the briefing. 


Q Bernie, you don't mention the Daniloff case in 
connection with this. Is there a connection? 


Aa What action the United States took today grows 
out of the initial action taken by the United States earlier 
this year -- the exact date, if my memory is right, is March 7 
-- when the United States called on the Soviet Mission and its 
two counterpart Missions to slash its representation from about 
275 to 170. This would be done on the basis of slashes of 
about 25 over a six month period, the six month period to 
extend over two years. That would make it about 105. 


Now, insofar as to your specific question, the reason 
I have given you this outline and walked you back to the 
calendar through March 7 is to show you that the roots of 
today's action originate in March 7 and originated, as well, in 
the failure of the Soviet Union to cooperate with the United 
States in meeting the March 7 action taken by the United 
States. This is a logical, fully justifiable step against the 
background that I have just set forth. 


It is not related -- to pick up your specific 
question, Jim -- it is not related to any other issue or case. 
So far as the Nick Daniloff case is concerned, I think 
everybody here is very familiar with the very strong views of 
the Administration. We have said repeatedly that as long as 
Nick Daniloff remains a prisoner of the Soviet Union, it will 
have a negative impact, a negative fallout on U.S.-Soviet 
relations. 


This, obviously, is a simple fact of life. It affects 
the positions we assume, the actions we take, in a variety of a 
areas. 


It's also a fact of life that the longer the Daniloff 
case festers, the greater the potential damage to U.S.-Soviet 
relations. And I might add that it is precisely because the 
U.S. attaches such importance to the U.S.-Soviet relationship 
that the U.S. wants to end the Daniloff case and that we intend 
to continue to work on the important issues which make up our 
agenda. We hope that the Soviet leadership can summon up the 
political wisdom and decisiveness to make this possible. 








afte 


Q Bernie, when you -- 


A The bottom line then, Jim, is the action that I'm 
- announcing today -- that is to say, the meeting that General 
walters carried out this morning in meeting the senior 
officials of the Soviet Mission to the United Nations is not 
related to any other issue or case. 


Barry? 


Q Bernie, can you tell us if in that meeting the 
Soviets took a position other than the one they had taken last 
week when they challenged the legality of the U.S. move? And 
at the same time, you used the phrase “disproportionate." Is 
it the State Department's position that the U.S. Government has 
the legal authority to determine the size of the Soviet 
delegation at an international body? 


A Let me take your first question, if I may, first. — 


General Walters, at the Soviet Mission to the United 
Nations: the meeting ran about 20 minutes. I am not in a 
position to give you a readout on the exchange. What General 
Walters made emphatically clear to the Soviet Union is what I 
have sought to set forth here in this prepared statement that I 
read earlier. 


Insofar as your second question, Barry, as to the 
legal underpinning, as you have set it forth, that question was 
addressed on March 7 when Chuck did the briefing here in which 
this case originally was presented, and [I could make all the 
legal justifications available for you. 


Q I'll just drop it after this, and Bernie 
Gwertzman may want to pick it up, I suppose. But since then 
the Soviets stood up and said that this is absolutely illegal. 
That's what their chief delegate said last Friday -- that it's 
illegal; it runs contrary to tradition and custom at the U.N. 


The U.N. is an international body, and the Soviet 
Union and the United States are permanent members of the 
Security Council. It just happens to be in New York -- the 
U.N. You're saying that you are not in any way persuaded -- 
the U.S. Government -- by the Soviet argument that it's illegal 
for you to determine the size of a Soviet delegation to an 
international organization? 
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A Not at all am I persuaded; not at all. The 
legality, the underpinning for the basis of the U.S. action was 
set forth on March 7, if that's the exact day, by Chuck. 


I do have a touch of that guidance here, and if you 
want I'll just run through it quickly in distilled form, so to 
speak. 


Q Sure, if it still stands. 


A There is an implicit obligation on the part of 
all member states to refrain from establishing missions that 
exceed what is reasonable and normal in terms of objective 
representational requirements. 


The Soviet Missions to the United Nations have grown 
to the point where their size is unreasonable by any standard 
and abuse of the right of representation in flagrant disregard 
of the Soviets' responsibility as a member state toward the 
United States as host country. Under such circumstances, 
international law permits the United States as host country to 
take reasonable corrective measures such as those that we are 
referring to at this particular time. 


I think the statement that Chuck offered in early 
March might have been more extensive, and what I have sought to 
do right now is to give you some abbreviated handle on the 
underpinning for the action. 


Ralph? Sorry. 


Q Bernie, I would, if you could, get more of a 

legal opinion because my memory tells me that after the U.S. 
had given its legal justification, the U.N.'s own legal counsel 
issued an advisory opinion suggesting that the U.S. action was 
not in compliance with the U.S. agreement with the U.N., which 
called for some kind of commission to be set up if there was 
some disagreement over the size of some particular mission's 
personnel? 


A Well, let me take a look at that. I don't have 
anything to offer you at this moment on the question you set 
forth, Bernie. But what I have sought to do is to set out the 
underpinning of the action in that abbrievated form and what 
was expressed here from the lectern in early March. You could 
riffle through any of the press guidances, and they stand. 











afin 


Q Can the wires have a filing break? 
a Sure. If it's okay with you, filing break? 
Q Yeah. 


What will happen to these 25 specific Russians if 
they don't leave? 


Qa Under international law, and the usual diplomatic 
practices, there is an expectation that these 25 will, indeed, 
leave the United States. 


Q And if they do not? 


A I'm not going to speculate about what would 
happen if they do not. As I say, I would rather emphasize the 
positive aspects and expectation that, indeed, they will leave. 


Q Bernie, the Secretary has -- 


A Let me pick up a bit of semantics, if I may, 
Bill. We're all familiar with PNG. We're all familiar with 
expulsion. In terms of realism, all of this comes to the same 
action. These are interchangeable categories insofar as the 
operational element is concerned. But I'm told that the 
request for departure -- the phraseology that I used -- fits in 
when it is a multilateral organization whereas PNG apparently 
is something that falls within the parameters of bilateral 
relations. 


Ralph? 


Q Bernie, the Secretary has said that the Daniloff 
case will be raised in every contact that the U.S. has with the 
Soviet Union. Did General Walters raise the Daniloff case in 
his 20-minute meeting with the Soviets this morning? 


va As I say, I'm not in the position to give you any 
sort of a readout in that meeting that took place. 


Q Would you take that question, please? It's a 
very pertinent question. 


) All right, let me take a look and I will see what 
is possible. 


Q This is not a “shoe dropping.” Yesterday, the 








Secretary said -- mixing his cliches -- "That there will be 
shoes dropped as we go along and people should keep their 
powder dry.“ Is your admonition to us, to keep our powder dry, 
that this action is unrelated and there will be other 
retaliatory measures taken against the Soviet Union? 


Aa On the two areas of your question, Barry, [I've 
made it clear that this is not related to any other issue. 


Insofar as what the Secretary said that may have 
raised certain expectations, I don't think that I should find 
myself speculating about whatever shoes may or may not drop. 


Q Can you tell me, Bernie, just so we're crystal 
clear on this, there were clearly officials, not necessarily in 
this building last night, putting out in advance what you've 
announced today in the expectation that it would be reported as 
a first retaliation against the Soviets. That, you're saying, 
4 <7 erroneous, that this shouldn't have been done 

at way 


A I'm not saying what should or should not have 
been done. I am giving you the official language on the 
presentation to the Soviet Mission today and making it clear 
that there is no linkage. 


Q And this would have happened, are you saying, 
even if Mr. Daniloff had not been in his position? 


A What I am saying, in this particular case, is 
that if you take a look at the framework or the calendar and 
you think of a six month span of time -- March 7 to October 1 
-~- when the Soviets had to put 25 persons out to come down to 
} number. I think it was 243 to 218 was the Soviet Mission 

rop. 


That being the case, and there having been some 
meetings with the Soviet Missicn on this question, there was a 
conclusion, given the Soviet Ambassador's rebuff of the whole 
thing as saying they would not comply, there was a conclusion 
that to expedite the process, the United States would step in 


and designate 25 persons in the Soviet Mission to come down to 
the target number of 218. 


Q Can we have that list to see it? 


A By the “list,” you mean names? 











Q Names, or if you can't do the names, at least 
their positions in the Mission. How many are Byelorussians, 
how many -- 


a No, no. The first 25 is not Byelorussians or 
Ukrainians. The first 25 -- 


Q So they're all Soviets? 


A -- are, because of the Soviet Mission size, were 
all part of the Soviet Mission. 


Insofar as names and assignments are concerned, let me 
take a look at that. I don't know to what degree help will be 
forthcoming, but I certainly will raise it. 


Q Bernie, can you tell us how they were selected, 
these 25, to -- 


a Can't tell you that. I think that's an area of 
specifics that I really cannot help you on. 


Q Are these 25 suspected of espionage activities? 


A I think that when the briefing took place 
originally here, in laying out the framework for the action, 
there were a number of items set forth. The President's 
decision, in this particular case, is based on a number of 
considerations. Let me share three of them with you. 


The combined Soviet Mission, at that time comprising 


275 permanent employees -- that is to say, “at that time," 
meaning early March -- were larger than the next two largest 
missions combined. 


Secondly, there was no way that the size of the Soviet 
Missions could be explained by the needs of official U.N. 
business. 


And, finally, there was hard evidence that a growing 
number of Soviet Mission U.N. employees were engaged in 
activities that posed a threat to U.S. security. In a word, 
espionage. 


Q Bernie, can I follow that up, please? You made a 
point of saying that the size of the Mission at that time was 
275. Earlier, you said -- 














a 275 for the three. 
Q For the three, right. 
R Right. 


Q Earlier, you said that the Soviets so far have 
rebuffed U.S. efforts to achieve essentially voluntary 
compliance. Have the Soviet Mission, or any of the related 
missions involved in this episode, voluntarily reduced the size 
of their missions since March 7 when the U.S. announced the 
move originally? 


a Without being specific as to which of the three 
missions, in a general way, let me say that it is our 
understanding here that there have been --— that there appears 
to have been some reductions on the part of the combined Soviet 
three. But the fact is we cannot be sure. And given & 
framework of uncertainty, given the approaching deadline of 
October 1, it was felt that this action would expedite the 
process of meeting a U.S. requirement. 


Q But essentially you're asking them, then, to 
reduce the number by larger than -- by a number larger than 25? 
You're asking for 25 today and you're saying they've already 
reduced some? 


i) No, no. I'm saying it's our understanding that 
the numbers may have come down. At the same time, I have 
coupled that very quickly by saying, we are not sure. 


To remove ambiguities, and since the original March 7 
call called for a reduction of 25 in the Soviet Mission, and 
given the uncertainty surrounding the statistics, the U.S. has 
stepped forth with the number of 25 that would meet the 
statistical (inaudible). 


Q You used the number here of 243 down to 218, 
which would indicate that they've come from 275 to 243 already, 
and you want them to go from 243 to 218? 


A No, no. That's a little bit of a confusion. 
Insofar as the numbers are concerned, it's 243 to 218 so far as 
the Soviet Mission is concerned. It's 275 if you add in 
Byelorussia and the Ukrainian Mission. 


Q Bernie, you say that there is no linkage. But on 
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the other hand, aren't you saying that since the Daniloff case 
affects the whole atmosphere of the environment, and this 
action is being taken in that environment, there is a linkage? 


a I've always encouraged you to do your own 
interpreting. I am just telling you the official posture on 
this particular case. 


Q Bernie, you're making this announcement two days 
before Secretary of State Shultz meets with his Soviet 
counterpart. The U.S., had it wanted to send a message to the 
Soviet Union, could easily have done so quietly through that 
channel or through any number of other channels that it wanted 
to. 


Clearly, whether you say that the decision is related 
or not to the Daniloff case, the timing must be. It's 
unavoidable for us to leave this room without drawing the 
conclusion that the timing is related to the Daniloff case. 
why have you decided to make this announcement two days before 
Shultz is going to meet with Shevardnadze? 


Q And (inaudible) the six months are up. 
Q That's right. 


a I tried to sensitize the question of the moving 
calendar on this. Perhaps I should have added somewhere along 
the line that those 25 who have been designated have been given 
two weeks to leave the United States, that is to say, to meet 
the October ist deadline. 


That being the case, there is a time element 
involved. Insofar as the approaching meeting between Secretary 
Shultz and Foreign Minister Shevardnadze, the fact is that we 
saw no reason to wai: until after the Shevardnadze visit. 


As I said, there was a decision made to move so that 
compliance with the March 7 request would indeed be met. will 
the Soviets be upset, etc.? I would imagine that in fact is 
the case. I would imagine as well that that sort of upset, if 
that is the right word, would have followed had a decision on 
this been held off, say, post-Shevardnadze. 


And just let me add one final point on this, if I 
may: That if the Soviets in any way felt that they could use 
the Foreign Minister's visit to get us to relax our 
requirements in connection with the October 1 deadline, they 
were simply mistaken. 


Q All right, Bernie, can I follow you on the -- all 
right. 


Q Are you specifically denying that the timing is 
linked to the Daniloff case? Are you specifically denying this? 
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a I have made it as clear as [I can. I have 
repeated that this action today is in no way related to any 
other issue or case. I have sought to put aside the idea of 
linkage. The interpretations, as I say, are your own. 


Q Then, where you haven't been clear for sure is on 
the question about whether any of these 25 are suspected of 
espionage. Now, here's what you've said. You've said that not 
only is the Mission too large, but the Mission has been used to 
promote espionage that endangers national security. 


There's a built-in inference there that you know who 
the spies are -- 


A No. I gave-- 


Q -- or you're just going on basic skepticism about 
the Soviet Union and reports by various think tanks that a lot 
of them are spies. 


A I'm not going to isolate -- out -- 
Q I'm not asking you to isolate. 
a Let me answer the -- 


Q You didn't answer the question. The point was 
that you're kicking out 25 people, ea because there are 
too many there, and because some of the people there are 
spies. A very simple question: Are you kicking out spies, or 
are ‘you kicking out non-spies, and why aren't you kicking out 
the spies if you think there are spies there? (Laughter) 


a I have answered the question in setting forth 
three elements that went into the President's decision on this, 
and it was size, a disproportionate number to accomplish the 
job, and that third element that you alluded to. 


Q But when are you -- 

ua I started to say that I am not in a position to 
isolate and associate specific causes against specific names. 
I'm not doing that. 


Q I'm not asking you to do that. 


Aa I'm giving you the thrust of elements that weijc 
into the Presidential decision. 











it. 


Q I'm not asking you to do that. You're left -- 
you leave us with the notion that the U.S. Government knows 
there are Soviet spies in the U.N. and is cashiering -- 
expelling 25 people without saying whether any of these are 


spies. 


a If you want to do the arithmetic -- 


Q Because then you would be leaving spies behind, 
and that would be awful if our national security is in danger, 
wouldn't it? 


a You do the arithmetic any way you want. I have 
given you -- 


Q Arithmetic-—- 
A I have given you -- 


Q I don't expect you to check off names. I expect 
you to say, yes, we are lessening the presence of people that 
we consider to be spies. 


A I have given you the three elements that go into 
the -- three of the elemer’s that went into the decision. I 
don't think anybody needs any particular help on that one. 


Q Bernie -- 


Q Do you expect Soviet retaliation, Bernie? Do you 
expect Soviet retaliation? 


a On retaliation, you're asking me to -- giving me 
an invitation to speculate about what the Soviets may or may 
not do under the heading of retaliation, if there is any. And, 
obviously, I cannot engage in any sort of diplomatic prophecy. 


Q Have they threatened retaliation? 


a They -- let me just finish, and then ['1l come 
back to you in a second. 


Obviously, they will take a dim view, I would imagine, 
of what has taken place, but the view here is that there really 
isn't a great deal of advantage to the Soviets if they were to 
proceed to escalate the matter. 
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I think, to begin with, today's action should come as 
no surprise. The Soviets have had, what, about five months now 
to proceed to implement what the United States set forth on 
march 7. And let me just add that the Soviets must know that 
if they retaliate for what is a legal and legitimate step to 
protect U.S. security, it will be met with an appropriate 
response. 


Q Bernie -- 

a Where are we? David. 

Q Bernie, had you been officially told by the 
Soviets that they would not reduce the number, as requested, by 
the March deadline? 


a I don't have anything specific, but there's no 
doubt that the Soviets have made their case clear. 


Q Bernie, if this has nothing to do -- 
Q (Inaudible) -- General Walters. 
a I have nothing on the specifics of that. 


Q Bernie, if this has nothing to do with Daniloff, 
as you have said, then when is the Administration going to do 
something in terms of retaliating on Daniloff besides keeping 
powder dry? 


a All I can tell you is the Secretary has addressed 
that question. Yours is an invitation to be specific. I'll 


pass. 
Anne? 
Q You're saying -- 
a Just a minute. Can I go to -- 
Q The Soviets did not privately or publicly say in 


meetings with the State Department that they would not? Is 
that what you're saying? 


“ What I am saying is that after a number of 
meetings between the United States Mission and the Soviet 
Mission, there was a clear conclusion on the part of the United 
States, as I said in this very official opening sentence, that 
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the United States felt obliged to take steps of its own to 
insure comptiance. 


Q On the other hand, though, you say the Soviets 
indeed have cut back on personnel, but you can't figure out by 
how many. Why can't you figure out? Have the Soviets refused 
to tell you? You have visas for these people, one assumes, in 
the United States. You know how many Soviets there are at the 
U.N. Mission. 


A The fact is I sought to get an answer on that 
specific question, recognizing that it would have been one I 
would have asked just as well, and the answer has to do with a 
complicated procedure of applications for visas, departures, 
and so forth, and I'm told that it is exceedingly difficult to 
keep an accurate count on the composition -- the statistical 
composition of the Soviet Mission to the U.N. That -- I fought 
around to see what I can get on that, and that's about where it 
came out. 


Johanna? 

Q Bernie -- 

Q You don't know whether the Soviet Mission has 270 
-- 243 people in it, or 275 for all three? You don't really 
know how many they've got. 

A No. I made it clear that there's an 


understanding, there's a feeling here, that the Soviets have 
cut their Mission by some, but we can't be sure. 





Q Do you know that the 25 named -- 


A Yes. 

Q -- are currently at the United Nations? 

4 Yes. I asked that, and the answer is yes on 
that. The 25 named are currently in the U.S. The answer is 
yes. 

Q Bernie, can you characterize the 25 as all being 


of senior levels or middle levels? Do they vary in terms of 
their positions within the Mission? 


A I cannot characterize. 
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Q And can you say -- 
Q Bernie -- 
A Wait a minute. 


Q Can you say if the Soviets claim the action is 
illegal and that they want to challenge it, what is the process 
by which they can contest this? If they say on the day of the 
deadline, we don't want to leave, is there any recourse legally 
or by some other international body? 


Aa The only thing I could say -- obviously, it's not 
for me —— up to me to make the Soviet legal case, and, not 
being a lawyer, I cannot make the case at all -- 


Q I'm not interested in the argument. I'm talking 
about -- 


a -- insofar as it plays out. I just don't know. 
I don't have any help for you on that. 


Q Is there any precedence where the United States 
has, you know, used marshals to force diplomats to leave the 
country? 


a Well, my diplomatic history may not be adequate 
enough to punch up examples, but, as I did say earlier, there 
is an expectation that the Soviets will indeed meet the U.S. 
request as set forth today. 


Q Bernie -- 

a Let me go to -- 

Q Bernie, you said that after a number of meetings 
with the Soviets it was the conclusion here that the Soviets 
were not going to comply. When, exactly, did you make that 
conclusion? 


a Can't help you on that. The statement -- 


Q This week? 


a No. Can't help you on timing. The statement 
says that the Soviet Mission has rebuffed repeated U.S. 
requests that it cooperate, etc. That was in the prepared 
statement that I read at the very outset. [ cannot break it 
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down, but you go from March 7 to the present date with the 
october 1 deadline. 


I'm asking if that decision was made after the 
paniloff case became a source of contention. 


a I think that there was a recognition right along 
of rebuff, and the decision was made to proceed. 


Q why do you expect the Soviets to comply with this 
request these 25 leave? 


a Because in the context of diplomatic relations, 
when you have a request for departure which, as I said, in 
operational terms although not semantic terms, is equal to what 
amounts to expulsion or to PNG, these in fact do take place. 


Invited by you to speculate about what might happen if 
it does not, I would go back to an expectation that it would 
indeed take place and not be able to speculate on what might 
happen if it doesn't. 


Q And that expectation is based on previous history 
rather than anything that happened today or any discussion with 
the Soviets. 


A There I can't help you. I just simply can't help 
you. 


Bob? 


Q You've equated this with PNG'ing, and my 
understanding, and maybe I'm wrong, is that PNG'ing is always 
done for cause involving the specific individual who's being 
PNG'd. But the statement you've made suggests that these 
people are not being expelled for cause involving themselves 
specifically, but being expelled in a block -- 


A Let me just try to -- 


Q -- to meet this representational requirement. 


A Look, let me just try to clarify that. What I 
sought to do was to sort of introduce some operational 
commonality, so to speak, in various diplomatic terms. Request 
for departure, for example, PNG, expulsion. 
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The official terminology is that the U.S. does not use 
the term persona non grata in the context of multilateral 
organizations, but there's no doubt in the minds of the Soviets 
concerned az to the meaning of the term. 


Q Well, have you given the Soviets specific reasons 
why you want each of these individuals to leave, or have they 
just been given the names and told that for the reasons that 
you cited, the President's motivations, all these people have 
to leave? 


A I'm not in the position go give you any readout, 
as I told you, what General Walters discussed with the Soviet 
Mission today. But I think he made it quite clear what the 
thrust of the U.S. expectations are, what was requested on 
ares os and the fact that we're about two weeks from the 
deadline. 


Q Bernie, you say there's hard evidence of a 
growing number of spies in the Soviet Mission. Just how many 
spies do you think there are? 


A I can't help you on that. 


Q Bernie, can you tell us whether General Walters 
or any other U.S. official has met with -- 

A I can't hear you. 

Q -- with Soviet Foreign Minister Shevardnadze 


since he arrived yesterday? 

A I don't know. I don't know. 

Q Would you please take that question? 
A Whether Shevardnadze -- 
Q 


Whether General Walters or any U.S. official met 
with -- 


a General Walters or with -- I have not heard of 
it. Just to remove any doubt whatever, we'll get you a hard 
answer on that. 


Q Bernie, one final question on numbers. 


Yes. 
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Q As I understand it -- you throw these numbers 
around, 243 down to 218 -- the actual number of Soviets in the 
Soviet Mission to the United -- may in fact, post-October 1, be 
fewer than 218, because you don't know how many are there now, 
right? 


A Go ahead. 
Q Is that right? It could be -- 


4 I can't make a call on the numbers. And, 
assuming that's right, what's -- the question is? 


Q Okay. So that at this point what we're telling 
them is that after October 1 they can have a maximum of 218, 
and it's possible that they could have fewer than that. 


A Right. 
Q Okay. 


A Well, no, it's possible, and, if it is possible 
and they wanted to up the number to 218 -- 


Q Yeah. 
a -— that would be allowed. 
Q Okay. Thank you. 


Q Bernie, did the original order make clear that 
the Soviets could choose who the -- who would have te leave, or 
was it implicit that the President or the State Department 
would choose who was to be -- 


A No, no. Let's take this order and just bypass 
for a moment the original order. The fact that the Soviets 
have not moved, in the U.S. view, to meet the 218 deadline by 
October 1, the U.S. took the action by naming 25 to take care 
of the requested number of those who had to leave with a view 
toward expediting the process. In other words, if the Soviets 
were not going to name them, the U.S. stepped in and named them 
so that the process could move forward and meet the deadline. 


Q So the Soviets had told you that “we're reducing 
the staffs" -- 
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a I didn't say that at any point. I said it was 
thought that there had been some reduction, but we could not be 
sure about specific numbers. Against that backdrop of 
uncertainty, you had this action -- 


Q The original order did not specify who would have 
to leave. You just said there would have to be an aggregate 
reduction. 


a It was a statistical summary of what existed and 
what should be moved toward. 


Q So they had the choice at that time to choose who 
would leave. 


A We did the 25 by name now. 
Bob? 


Q If the Soviets were to come back to you and say, 
“Well, you know, I haven't kept a close track of the numbers, 
but in fact, we have gotten down to 218, because these people 
were rotated back to Moscow, and they're not coming back," 
would the 25 that you named today still have to leave? 


a I don't want to predict on the numbers, but the 
25 today --— named today -- have to leave. 


Q Regardless of whether it drops them down below 
the 218? 


2) And if it goes below the 218, and there is a 
request about going back to the 218, keeping in mind that six 
months from October 1 there has to be another 25 slashed, yes. 


Q Bernie, can I just ask once again for you to try 
to get an answer for us, please, on the question of in light of 
Shultz's comment about bringing about the Daniloff case at 
every contact, was that case brought up in this context that 
you referred to today? 


Aa My starting reply to that question is I cannot 
offer you any kind of a readout. Insofar as the urgency with 
which the Administration looks at the Daniloff case, obviously, 
there's no change. 


Q And this is not part of the plan of action he 
talked about, because it certainly seems that way. 
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a Bernie, I've tried to deal with that more than 
one time during this briefing, and I'll have to let it stand. 
That's what I said. 


Q Perhaps you can take the question on whether 
paniloff was brought up. Will you take that question? 


a I told you that I could not get involved in 
diplomatic exchanges, and it may come to that. Let me see what 
is possible. 


Q Thank you. 


A Incidentally, insofar as your regular briefing, 
why don't we just pass on that. If gogneee has ony questions, 
we have a variety of guidances, and just check with the Press 


office. 


(The briefing concluded at 11:55 p.m.) 
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MR. KALB: Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen. 


As promised, ON THE RECORD, Assistant Secretary for 
International Organization Alan Keyes. 


Alan? 
MR. KEYES: Thank you. 


I asked to talk to you today in order to clarify a few 
misperceptions about U.S. policy toward the United Nations, and 
I realize that's not a subject that necessarily interests you 
all but it interests us these days because the UN has just 
started and it, at least, is facing a serious crisis right now. 


It's a crisis in its financial situation, about which 
you've heard a great deal. It's also a political crisis “about 
which you've heard less. 


But over the last few days, a lot of 
misrepresentations and false information has been disseminated 
in the press; and I thought it might be a good idea to correct 
some of those misimpressions about U.S. policy. 





First and foremost, there has been no change 
whatsoever in the policy of the United States toward the United 
Nations. We have been pursuing a consistent policy over the 
last five-and-a-half /six years, and we continue to puruse that 
policy today. 


That policy is aimed at achieving fundamental 
improvements in the way that the United Nations operates in 
order to correct*problems related to the UN's management but 
also problems related to the relative influence that countries 
like our own -- which provide a large amount of support for the 
UN -- have in the United Nations body. 


There have been some suggestions in recent days that 
the stand that we are taking toward Congressional action at the 
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moment is some indication of a change in U.S. policy. [This is 
false. I said at my hearing sometime ago that the United 
States was not interested in destroying the United Nations, 

our approach toward it is not destructive, that we did believe 
that Congressional actions up to this point in legislation have 
provided an incentive for reform, and that we have acted -- in 
cooperation with other countries -- in order to exploit the 
opportunity Congress has created. 


We think that at the moment the kind of cuts that are 


being proposed on the Hill -- unrelated, in fact, to the United 
Nations but as part of the overall budget process 
across-the-board cuts -- will be highly destructive and 


damaging, not so much in the UN alone as to the United States' 
ability to pursue a constructive policy in the United Nations 
that can exploit the moment of opportunity that we and the 
Congress have created and that other nations are joining with 
us in order to try to bring to fruition at this General 
Assembly. 


The clear point that I would like to make at the 
outset is that there has been no change in our policy, there is 
no change in the President's attitude or the attitude of the 
Secretary of State, that our view toward the United Nations has 
always been one supportive of its ideals -- wanting to help it 
to do its work, concerned over its problems, and concerned 
today to take a tough but constructive approach in helping the 
organization to deal with those problems. 


And that's what we are doing. That is what we will 
continue to do. 


I know that there's a lot of interest in various 
topics, including the topic of the reduction in the Soviet 
Mission and so forth. I would like, if possible, to focus on 
the immediate question of concern -- which is to say the 
overall fate of the United Nations. 


I realize that that's not important to a lot of 
people. I think it is rather important. We've been working 
hard to build a policy that will help to assure its future. 
And, if you don't mind, if you have some questions about that, 
I'll be glad to take them. 


Thank you. 


Q How much is the United States in arrears in its 
dues now? ’ 














A Well, the United States was, I think, in 
arrears. As of last year, before October the Ist of this year, 
we had miscellaneous arrearages of about $7 million, I think, 
on withholdings that occurred before fiscal year 1986. And 
then last year we went into arrears for miscellaneous 
withholdings to the tune, I think, of somewhere around $43 
million.* 


We will go into larger arrearages in the course of 
this year as a result of the Kassebaum Ams, ment, which is 
aimed at trying to impel the United Nati«c:»s to take a look at 
its basic decision-making processes on the budget. 


We can get exact figures for you, if you like, after 
the briefing is done. 


Q And are all of these -- as far as the 
Administration is concerned, are these all involuntary 
arrearages or are some bits of that amount being deliberately 
held back by the Administration for incentive reasons? 


A Well, the reason that we have withheld payments 
from the United Nations is because we obey the laws of the 
United States; and the Congress has from time to time 
legislated withholdings on the part of the United States for 
specific purposes -- either having to do, as the Kassebaum 
Amendment does, in trying to create an incentive for 
fundamental reform or for other specific purposes: 
withholding, for instance, from the activities from 
organizations deemed in the legislation to be promoting 
terrorism or withholding contributions from those in other 
ways, damaging fundamental interests in the United States. 


So we are withholding in accordance with U.S. national 
legislation. 


Q Do” you think that Congress took the cue from the 
original Administration UNESCO proposal and has barreled beyond 
where it ought to go? You say you obey the laws, but the 
Administration started the process. 


i) Well, I think that the process with regard to 
UNESCO, as the process with which we are engaged right now, was 
a process aimed at assuring that the fundamental problems of 
the multilateral system would be addressed. We tried for 
several years in UNESCO to achieve that purpose; and when it 
became obvious that we weren't going to get the kind of 


"“*Subsequently corrected to read: ... Cumulative U.S. 
arrearages through fiscal year 1986 (calendar year 1985) total 
approximately $22.6 million." 
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cooperation we needed, we took the fundamental and dramatic 
step of our withdrawal. 


That was meant to accomplish two purposes: to make it 
clear that there is a limit on the kind of abuse of the system 
that we can tolerate, as well as to make it clear that we are 
very much in earnest and serious about achieving basic changes 
in the multilateral system that will contribute to its strength. 


Throughout, however, we have made clear that the aim 
of our policy is a constructive aim, intended to achieve 
improvements in the United Nations system and to save that 
system from those forces which are today destroying it by 
re it to deviate from its fundamental purposes and 
ideals. 


Q Forgive me, but you didn't answer the question -- 
which was: Has Congress taken that ball and carried it too far? 


a I thihk that what's happening in the Congress now 
is not that they've taken the ball and carried it too far. I 
think that perhaps they do not appreciate the moment of 
opportunity that is offered to us at this General Assembly for 
achieving fundamental change. We're trying to correct that so 
that they do understand the nature of the situation. And I 
think that we're in an overall budgetary situation where 
targets like the United Nations are coming -- as with a lot of 
our foreign affairs account -- under the gun of budget cuts 
because people are not thinking seriously enough about the 
policy implications of those cuts. 


This is a problem which is affecting my account today, 
but it's also affecting the whole of the State Department's 
accounts. I think the Secretary has been quite clear in his 
concern over this overall tendency to disregard the policy 
consequences of budget cuts in the foreign affairs area. 


What I &m making clear is that there is a policy 
consequence in the area of our relations with the United 
Nations, and that policy consequence will be severely damaging 
if these cuts that are proposed in the Congress now -- 
particularly, the Senate outlay freeze -- if these things are 
not curtailed. 


Yes. 


Q Ambassador Keyes, you just said there's a moment 
of opportunity now. What makes you think there's such a moment 
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of opportunity at this 4lst Assembly? I understand that they 
are concentrating on financial issues, and I believe Elliott 
Richardson last week said there might be some payless paydays 
soon if the United States doesn't catch up or if the Russians 
don't come in and pass their hats. What do you think can be 
done at this Assembly? 


“ I think it's a misunderstanding to regard the 
present crisis of the United Nations as a financial crisis. 
It's not a financial crisis. It is not a financial crisis; it 
is a crisis of reform. And the financial difficulties that the 
UN faces at the moment are a symptom of the problem; they are 
not the problem. 


And the reason I say that there's a moment of 
opportunity is because as a result of the work of the group of 
18 intergovernmental experts, we have on the table at this 
General Assembly concrete proposals for changes in the United 
Nations based on a detailed analysis of the problems -- 
particularly, in the budget decision-making mechanism -- of the 
United Nations. . 

That gives us -- that is to say, the Member States of 
the United Nations -- a clear opportunity to address the 
fundamental structural issues that are involved in the reform 
-- in the reform issue, and in the reform challenge that the UN 
faces today. 


I think that it's quite clear that if you look at the 
history of the work of the intergovernmental group of experts 
-~ known as the Group of 18 -- over the last several months, 
several things are clear. 


First, those individuals took the UN's problem 
seriously; and that's reflected in their analysis. 


Second, the usual lines of demarkation in the United 
Nations did not Yeem to prevail. fhis is not a North-South 
issue; it's not an East-West issue; it's an issue where 
countries that are concerned about the future of the 
Organization and willing to look at its problem seriously -- 
have been willing also to band together to try to address those 
problems. 


So that as we understand it, the countries that, for 
instance, support it -- the proposal of Tom Vraalson for a 
fundamental change in the operation of the UN's budget 
decision-making process -- were not all Western countries, and 
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they were not all Eastern countries, and they were not all 
Southern countries; it was a mixed coalition. They included 
major developing countries as well as Western countries. 


So we are faced with a moment in the United Nations 
history where it appears that the will may exist for achieving 
fundamental changes. 


Our concern with the Congress at the moment is that 
whereas a certain amount of pressure aimed at achieving a 
constructive goal can produce a momentum for reform, and has 
produced that momentum -- if at this particularly critical 
juncture we appear to be taking steps that are simply 
destructive, then we are going to destroy that momentum. 


And that means that if we're committed to positive 
change and serving the interests of the United States, then we 
have to know when to limit these cuts in the interest of our 
constructive goal. 


Q I have three questions, if I may. 


First of all, what is it about the budget-—decision 
mechanisms that you're unhappy with? 





Start there. 


A Well, first, it's not that we're unhappy with 
it.* I was pleased to see -- for instance, if you'll look at 
the report of the Group of 18, they analyze in some detail the 
problems of the budget decision-making process. And, by and 
large, their analysis confirms the view that I and others have 





taken over time -- I express it in my article in The National 
Interest -- that the major problem with the UN's budget 


decision-making process is the disjunction between program 
decisons and budget decisions. 


Now, th® UN has operated up to this point like an 
individual who decides that they're going to go on a trip and 
you decide on the one hand that you want to go to Place xX 
without considering the cost of the ticket, and you decide on 
the cost of the ticket without deciding on where you're going 
to go. 


This is not the way normal, commonsensical people make 
decisions about how they use their money. 


Usually you make your decision about how you use your 





* The briefer was referring to an analysis of the budget 
decision-making process in the Group of 18 report. 
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money by looking at the resources you have available and trying 
to decide among alternatives on the basis of what's going to 
get you the most for your money. 


The UN's budget process does not allow for that simple 
commonsense approach to budget decision-making; and so what we 
are seeking is a change that's going to introduce some 
rationality into that process so that the UN's budget will have 
the same simple rationality that the budget of any homemaker or 
that the budget of any of us who, dealing with our ordinary 
affairs, would have. 


Q I have a second part. 
a Sure. 


Q You talked earlier, saying that in addition to 
correcting the management it also had to deal with the relative 
influence of countries; and you suagested that the U.S. gives 
amongst the most. Were you suggesting that you should have 
more influence? What did you mean -- 


A Yes. 
Y -. by that? 


a On the budget process, I was definitely 
suggesting that major donors ought to have more influence. The 
present mechanisms in the United Nations on budget issues 
operate on the basis of a two-thirds majority vote principle. 
That means that it takes a hundred-and-six countries to pass a 
budget-related item in the General Assembly. 


Now, if you look at the relative contributions of 
countries in the United Nations who were fined, you can make up 
a list of 106 countries in the United Nations who pay less than 
two percent -- tyo percent of the UN budget. [hat means that 
that majority --~ that budget majority -- contributes less than 
two percent to the UN budget, and 98 percent of the UN budget 
is given by the countries that are going to be in that minority 
-— and, as a matter of fact, as much as 85 percent by a group 
of about 18 countries And that means that those 18 countries, 
Giving the bulk of the resources, can be run roughshod over by 
the majority -~- and it has happened 


As the Secretary-General himself has pointed out, in 
recent years it has been the habit for the major donors to be 
in opposition to the UN budget -- not a very healthy situation 

















when the people who are paying are very unhappy with what is 
happening on the budget side and yet lacked any kind of 
recourse for achieving real compromise in the UN circumstances. 


find I've often put it to people: On the budget side 
in the UN, there is no system of checks and balances. fhe 
majority can rule without restraint. And this is a problem. 


Q Ambassador Keyes, you said -- you emphasized 
quite emphatically that this was not a matter of a financial 
crisis; it's a crisis of reform. Do you think reform will be 
more difficult since we have expelled that this may cloud the 
ability to capture some reform in this Session? 


A I don't that the situations are really related, 
though one of the interesting things that I learned when I was 
at the United Nations was that on the issue of basic budget and 
management -- and, if you look at the record of the Fifth 
Committee and so forth -- it is one of those areas where 
U.S.-Soviet cooperation in the UN was the rule. Why? Because 
we are both in the position of contributing a substantia] 
amount to the Organization, and that does give us some 
incentive to want to be sure that that money is being used 
wisely. 


1 would point out, however, that just as it's not an 
East-West issue, I think more and more of the developing 
countries are beginning to realize that it's not a North-South 
issue -- and that, in fact, if the UN's money is wasted, it 
means that their people are not going to receive advantages 
from the Organization. 


If 80 percent of the UN's money -- as was the case, 
say in UNESCO -- is being spent in Paris, a metropolitan city 
in a northern country -- a lot of them being spent on services 
in developing countries -- it's the people in developing 
countries who lose. As more and more of the UN's budget has 
been devoted to Gevelopment activities, its mismanagement is 
something that we pay for in dollars and that the people of the 
developing countries pay for in continued suffering and loss of 
opportunity. 


Q If you would just, for a moment -- it's pretty 
difficult to have a person of your place be here in front of 
journalists without having us ask you about something that's so 
salient right now. How do you think the expulsion will affect 
the United Nations, this Assembly? 
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ra Well, as I say, I don't see any real necessary 
relaticnship between that and the major issue facing the United 
Nations at the moment. I think that that is primarily a 
question having to do with the relations between the United 
States and the Soviet Union, though it does reflect a 
fundamental longstanding concern of ours about the potential 
for abuse -- for various purposes detrimental to our national 
security interests of the United Nations; and we have been 
trying to move in various ways to limit that abuse and to 
protect the fundamental integrity of the international civil 
service. 


Q But the Soviets have said they're not going to 
retaliate. They're looking at ways to respond -- or retaliate, 
if you will. They said that throwing out American diplomats 
may not be the right way to do it. Do you think one way they 
might do it is by messing up the works somehow at the United 
Nations for the U.S., and how could they do that? 


is But, as I say, I think if you look at the record 
there has been a clear -- I won't say “identic" parallelism of 
interests on issues having to do with fundamental budget and 
management between the U.S. and the Soviet Union. 





Q But beyond budget management. 


A I think that there is a large concern with the 
future of the Organization that is shared by the Soviets, as 
well as developing countries, that has been stressed by the 
Secretary-General. And I think that the concern over that 
issue in this particular case with respect to the General 
Assembly is going to be the overriding concern of this General 
Assembly Session. 


Q That doesn't answer the question or even begin to 
address it -- if I may say so, of course. 


A Oh” I think it does. You asked a question which 
had to do with whether or not that question was going to become 
the overriding --— was somehow going to damage the effort at 
reform and to deal -- 

Q No, I didn't say “reform.” 


A -- with these basic problems of the General 


Assembly. 
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Q I said generally speaking at the United Nations. 


= Well, the reform issue is, in my view, the 
overriding issue of this General Assembly. I do not believe 
that that overriding issue is going to be in any way derailed 
by these other events 


Q The spokesman for the Secretary-General, speaking 
on behalf of Mr. Perez de Cuellar, said that the U.S. 
expulsions apparently violate the host-country agreement. Does 
this in any way undermin U.S. support for Mr. Perez de 
Cuellar? Has the U.S. tried and tried to prevail in pointing 
out to the UN leadership which right it has to proceed with 
these expulsions? 


a Oh, I think that on an issue of this kind there 
are bound to be -- it's a legal question -- differences of 
opinion. I would think it definitely does not affect our 
fundamental view of Secretary-General Perez de Cuellar. That 
view obviously has been shaped over the course of five years of 
experience with him in his tenure as Secretary-—General of the 
UN. We have worked with him on a range of issues across the 
board. 


I sincerely doubt that a difference of opinion on a 
single one is going to undermine that relationship, and I think 
that our basic sense of favorable attitude toward the 
Secretary-General has been based on our ability to achieve -- 
as many nations in the United Nations have achieved -- a 
constructive cooperation with him and his facility to have 
contributions to peace too. 


Q Whatever the source or the cause of the U.S. 
arrearage, at what point in the process does the United States 
lose any voting privilege or any other privileges in the issues? 


A Wejl, according to the Charter of the United 
States, as with all other Member States, it would lose its vote 
when it goes over two years into arrearages -- two years of its 
total contribution. We are a ways from reaching that point. 


And, of course, there are many events that can 
intervene. 


I think that any concentration on U.S. arrearages 
misses the point about this issue -- first of all, because the 
UN's problems are the cumulative effect of many arrearages -- 
but, second, because the U.S. problems are not today, and 
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the U.S. attitude in terms of withholding is not today, the 
result of a simple desire to save a little money here or 
there. It arose from a fundamental concern in the U.S. 
Congress and in this Government about the health of the 
Organization and about its future. 


And right now at the General Assembly the opportunity 
is an opportunity to strengthen the Organization for the sake 
of that future. 


And so the real issue of concern is whether that 
opportunity is going to exploited or lost. 


Q Ambassador Keyes -- 
4 Yes. 


-- you're ina position, I think, to know the 
answer to this question, which the daily briefer was not in a 
position to know earlier: How many Soviet Mission 
representatives are there at the United Nations in the United 
States today? 


A Well, actually, I think I'm not in a position to 
answer that question at the moment. And I think I would rather 
~-if you would -- that I take that question so that we can 
ascertain an accurate answer to it at some point. 


Q Well, obviously, we'd be glad to have an accurate 
answer to the question. At some point it becomes important in 
determining whether the United States yesterday acted after the 
Soviet Union had already complied, and what's your response to 
that suggestion? 


A Well, I think that there was in my understanding, 
with respect to this question, there's a basic issue of 
cooperation on tQis question; and I think that the decision 
that was taken reflected a concern over the willinyness of the 
Soviet Union to cooperate in a measure that was taken in the 
interests of our own national security. 


Q Would it be accurate -- 


A That is the fundamental question, and that is the 
fundamental rationale. 


In term of the specific numbers and so forth that were 
’ 
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involved, as I say, I think that at a later time we'll be ina 
better position to provide you with an accurate summary. 


Q Would it be accurate to say that you -- 

Q We're not getting an answer. 

i -- don't know? 

Q the numbers -- the whole issue has been raised by 


another question. The Soviets said on Friday that the 
reduction down was illegal. On Saturday, nevertheless, the UN 
Spokesman -- Richard Hottelet -- said despite this he thought 
the Soviets would be complying and that was the guidance all 
along. So publicly they may say they're denying, but privately 
they seem to be going along with it. 


And then suddenly yesterday we had the naming of 25 
Soviet diplomats. 


It raises some serious questions about if we knew that 
the Soviets were really complying but not cooperating ’ 
publicly. And then we just, you know, but nevertheless, went 
along and named 25. 


A Well, as I say, I think that the fundamental 
issue that was at stake here was an issue of cooperation with 
the decision that we had taken in March. Our concern over that 
cooperation is what led to the action that was taken yesterday. 


In terms of its specifics, I think we would be glad to 
provide you with a more accurate summary later. 


Q Mr. Ambassador -- 


Q Is it accurate to say that you don't know the 
answer to the question today? I don't mean you. Is it 
accurate to say fhat' the United States does not know today how 
many Soviet members of the Mission to the UN are in the United 
States? 


A I think it would be accurate to say that the 
United States today -- we have an understanding of the answer 
to that question, but a complete answer to that question 
clearly requires some cooperation between ourselves and the 
Soviet Union. And that cooperation was what was in question at 
the basis of the decision that we took yesterday. 
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MR. REDMAN: The last question. 


* So, as I said, we will provide you with an 
accurate summary of the answer to that question at a later time. 


MR. REDMAN: Make it the last question. 


Q You said that they were not cooperating. Did the 
Soviets ever tell you that they were not going to meet the 
deadline as set forth by the U.S. last March? 


a Well, as I recall in the last several days, the 
Soviet representative -- either here or in New York -- actually 
made an explicit statement to that effect. So, last, he told 
the world. 


+ No, no; he didn't. He said it was absolutely 
illegal. He did not say -- 


Q He didn't say it wasn't -- yes. 


Q And then Mr. Hottelet said: “we understand the 
Soviets are complying, although they are reserving their legal 
right to differ with this decision." 


A As I say, the fundamental issue of Soviet 
cooperation was what was at stake in the decision that we took 
yesterday. We will provide you with an accurate appraisal and 
summary of the specific figures that were involved at a later 
time. But that decision was based on the same rationale and 
concern over the security of the United States that led to our 
original decision. And I think it's been quite clear, from the 
remarks that have been made by our Soviet colleagues in the 
United States, that their attitude toward this entire effort on 
the part of the United States to secure itself was not a 
cooperative one. 


Q Th&nk you. 


(The ON-THE-RECORD briefing concluded at 2:32 p.m.) 
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BACKGROUND BRIEFING 
BY 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL 
ON 
UPCOMING MEETING BETWEEN 
SECRETARY SHULTZ & FOREIGN MINISTER SHEVARDNADZE 
THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 19, 1986, 4:10 P.M. 


MODERATOR: Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen. 


As promised, a BACKGROUNDER attributable to a Senior 
State Department Official. 


SENIOR STATE DEPARTMENT OFFICIAL: This is going to be 
the first meeting between Secretary Shultz and Foreign Minister 
Shevardnadze since the Geneva ‘85 Summit. It's a meeting 
that's long overdue, and we expect it to be a businesslike 
review of the whole of the relationship between the United 
States and the Soviet Union. It's a meeting also that takes 
place under the shadow of the Daniloff case. 


In terms of U.S. goals for the meeting, we want to . 
make sure that the Soviets fully appreciate our position-on the 
case of Nick Daniloff. Certainly, it is the time to make very 
clear that they have to find a way to let Nick Daniloff come 
home. 





The second goal will be to make clear that the United 
States remains committed to pursuing the agenda which the 
President and General Secretary Gorbachev agreed to at Geneva 
last year -- as you recall set out in that joint statement from 
Geneva. And it flows from that that the third objective is 
going to be to review the entirety of that agenda, and if 
possible, through the talks between the Secretary and the 
Foreign Minister, generate some momentum for progress in the 
several negotiations that are going on across the range of the 
relationship. 


When I talk about the review of the overall state of 
the relationship, I think all of you remember the categories 
from when we were at this point last year, but I will list them 
just in case the old notes have already been filed: arms 
control, human rights, regional matters, and bilateral issues. 

















Now, we've made some modest progress in implementing 
this agenda since Geneva last year, and then as you know, 
throughout the course of the summer, we've had a very intensive 
work program at the expert level to prepare for this meeting, 
to be able to, in our case, to report to the Secretary where we 
stand in all of these negotiations that are going on. 


I say progress, but certainly not as much as we would 
have liked. We do expect the two ministers to talk about the 
results of the work program, and then to try to identify where, 
as I said in all of these negotiations that are going on, our 
experts and negotiators can concentrate their efforts in the 
weeks ahead. 


Arms control. I think you have the statements from 
yesterday that accompanied the opening today in Geneva of the 
current round of the NST talks, and we do expect those Geneva 
talks to be reviewed in the meetings here. 


The Stockholm Conference: CDE, as you know, is due to 
conclude tomorrow, and indeed may have concluded by the time 
the Ministers meet; but in any case, they will want to give 
some attention to that and what flows from it. Some of the 
other topics are chemical weapons, nuclear-risk reduction 
centers, nuclear non-proliferation, and conventional force 
reductions in Europe 


Human rights is an area where we plan to make very 
clear that progress is essential, and I think if you look at 
the status of the issues in human rights that are of such 
importance to the United States, you have to conclude, for 
example, that Jewish emigration has simply hit rock bottom. 

The last set of figures I show saw figures which, if annualized, 
would be the lowest figures since the 1960s. And we are 
receiving information of suppression of dissidents in the 
Soviet Union in violation of the Helsinki Accords, which is as 
fierce as it ever was under previous Soviet leadership. 


Some of you may have seen recently spot announcements 
of individual cases being settled, either marriage cases, 
marriage separation cases, by dual citizenship cases. We, in 
fact, noted the progress that has been made in clearing up a 
rather significant number of what we call representation list 
cases; but there are still out there a large number of equally 
deserving cases that haven't yet been resolved 





eT 


Regional affairs. You will recall that at the summit, 
the two leaders agreed that we would continue that cycle of 
regional meetings, and in addition to those expert level 
meetings that we've been through a full cycle, we also had the 
session here last month where Under Secretary Armacost and 
Soviet Deputy Foreign Minister Adamishyn sort of reviewed on a 
global basis that regional agenda, and we would expect the two 
Ministers also to review that part of the agenda. 


And then there are a number of things to look at in 
bileteral relations -- cultural exchanges, opening of 
consulates, Kiev, New York, things of that sort. So that's the 
general range of things. And I'll be happy to take questions. 


° &-- 
a Yes. 


Q -- in your three things, three U.S. goals, what 
if the Soviets respond to the first U.S. goal on the Daniloff 
case by giving no satisfaction or no recognition that they do 
in fact understand how deeply the U.S. side feels about. Does 
the Secretary, then, go on to number two and number three? 


i) Well, certainly we have to take very seriously 
any Soviet response as we make this effort to gain their 
appreciation of the importance of the Nick Daniloff case. We 
certainly hope it will be possible -- we've been urging them, 
as you know through continuous, vigorous diplomatic contacts -- 
to resolve this case; but I would expect that we would go 
through the two-day schedule. 


0 aa -- 
r) Is there a rule on follow-up? 


Q Yes. I'll just follow. Specifically, the 
schedule, could you tell us what time it begins and how you 
expect it to roll off? 


a I think about the only time that I can give you, 
I think we start at nine tomorrow morning; and I don't recall 
the time for Saturday, but there are morning and afternoon 
sessions scheduled for both days. 


Q And always here? 











a Yes. 


Q Can I ask whether or not there will be a meeting 
with the President? 


“ There's not at present a meeting with the 
President on the schedule, but I have to tell you that there 
are a number of things with respect to the schedule that are 


still under consideration. 


Q Yes. In terms of the background for this, how de 
you read the statement by the General Secretary today that Nick 
is a spy, that they caught him red-handed, in light of 
President Reagan's assurances that he's not an agent? What 
does this say about the chances for a civilized exchange, a 
reasonable understanding between the two sides? 


iy We believe that Nick Daniloff is not a spy, and 
that's our very firm view. We are pursuing vigorous diplomatic 
negotiations to obtain his release; and 1 think that speaks for 
itself. The General Secretary's view is recorded as the 
General Secretary's view. We do not agree with that. 


(Continued on next page.) 








Q You haven't mentioned in your summary the 
question of a summit meeting in 1986. Is that not a major goal 
of these discussions? 


i Let me try to put that in context for you. We 
have been saying consistently that the President and the 
General Secretary in Geneva ‘85 agreed to two follow-on 
summits; one in 1986 and one in 1986, and we assume that those 
two summits will take place. 


We expect this meeting -- and we worked hard to give 
you a characterization that was as precise as it could be -- we 
expect this meeting to be what I said, a businesslike review of 
the whole of the agenda that will bring everyone up to date on 
where all of these expert sessions and negotiations have gotten 
to and to try to identify areas where progress can be made in 
those negotiations. 


It's another step in the hole relationship which has 
been unfolding since Geneva, with experts meetings, with a 
scheduled Foreign Ministers meeting, which, of course, hasn't 
taken place until now and included on it is also this agreement 
by the two to have a summit in ‘86. . 


Q Is it your expectation that as a result of these 
meetings these two days that there will be agreement that there 
will be a summit with some kind of date attached to that 
agreement? 


a 1 honestly do not expect dates for a summit to 
come out of these two day sessions -- this two-day session. 


Q If they agreed in Geneva to meet again this year 
in the United States, we're running out of time to prepare 
this. So when, if not now, wou’d a date be agreed to? 


4 I can't speculate. We have been saying we assume 
there will be a meeting in 1986, as agreed to. We don't expect 
dates to emerge from this meeting. I can't take it beyond that. 


We have said we assume it will take place 


Q Why do you not expect dates? Or let me just 
preface that with what the Secretary said to the Businessmen 
here that, basically, a summit was up to the Soviets, referring 
to Daniloff; the ball was in their court, and if they really 
cared about a summit, then they should have thought about what 
they were doing first -- linking the two 














You seem to have somewhat stepped back from that 
linkage, or you have not been willing to make that linkage 
today. 


Q You mean, between the meetings today and tomorrow? 


ic} Between serious discussion of a summit and the 
Daniloff case. Is there a linkage, or can a discussion of a 
summit go forward even though the Daniloff case has not been 
resolved? 


Q Let me share the context that we're working in. 
I don't think there's been a change except that we have had 
this very important and difficult situation arise with respect 
to Nick Daniloff. But the problem that you're trying to get 
to, I believe, has not changed. 


We have said that a summit meeting requires solid 
preparation, that it requires knowing where we are in the 
relationship. We haven't even had a Ministers' meeting since 
the last summit. We tried. We suggested to the Soviets, 
nearly as soon as we came back from Geneva, that the Secretary 
and Foreign Minister Shevardnadze meet in January. They 
thought that was too early. We finally ‘ot a date set in May 
and that was postponed or cancelled by the Soviet Union after 
the Tripoli bombing. 


We finally, this summer, subsequent to the visit, you 
may recall, of Deputy Foreign Minister Bessmertnykh of the 
Soviet Union, laid out a work program to find out where we were 
since so much time had expired, and the two Ministers are going 
to review the results of all of that summer's work. 


That kind of thing is an essential happening in the 
whole of the relationship. It takes place, if you will, 
independent of timings for summit. It's the kind of thing that 
we had hoped to be doing much earlier. So I don't think it's 
changed at all. We agreed to a summit; we assume there will be 
one, and -- 


Q But will it be made clear that a summit depends 
on the fate of Nick Daniloff? And can a summit go forward even 
if that case is not resolved? 


a No, 1 can't speculate on that case, on that 
situation. We want the Nick Daniloff case solved soonest 

















Q Could I follow that up? Do you hope or expect 
that these -- 


“ Someone asked, by the way I don't want to give 
you the wrong -- 


Q Do you hope or expect that these two days of 
meetings, which you said will go forth, will lead to a meeting 
between Shultz and Shevardnadze in New York during the U.N. 
Session and/or a subsequent trip by the Secretary to Moscow to 
nail down a summit date? Somewhere or other, one person or 
other has got to nail down a date if you're going to have a 
meeting? 


a Normally, these kinds of encounters take place 
with some frequency. This one has been postponed for so long 
it's hard to say how it will unfold. I personally don't know 
of any plans to have a bilateral in New York, but I don't 
exclude anything. But I certainly know at present, I don't 
know of any plans to have a bilateral in New York. There has 
always been sort of a balance in where Ministers meet, and I 
wouldn't preclude other meetings; but I can't say at this time 
that any are scheduled, planned, or on the docket. 


Q According to the Soviets. uncertainty about the 
summit producing progress on arms control is the only thing 
standing in the way of a summit. 


From the U.S. perspective -- you're not saying the 
Daniloff case is necessarily an impossible impediment -- from 
the U.S. perspective, what stands in the way right now of a 
summit meeting? Simply Gorbachev's failure to give you a date? 


a Yes. A summit, of course, has to well prepared 
Q Sure. 
a But a summit was agreed to, and we assume it will 


take place. The invitation was made and we've had no reply. 


Q If you get a reply from Mr. Shevardnadze -- and, 
in fact, Larry Speakes said the other day, dates had been 
suggested but you had no response 


If you do get a response, then, can you have an 
announcement out of this meeting? Is there some reason you 
couldn't? 











* I can't get into that. I answered over here, we 
don't expect dates to come out of this meeting Things change; 
everything changes. We just simply not expect dates 


Q When Shevardnadze arrived today, he said that the 
ball is now in the American court, and, of course, you seem to 


be saying that it's in the Soviet court 


[It's just a little bit unclear. What is the state of 


) It shouldn't be unclear at all. There is a 
consistent line all the way through, and I think even the last 
time I testified on the Hill before the Hamilton subcommittee, 
I laid out this same line. It was agreed that there would be 
summits in ‘86 and in ‘86. The United States assumes that 
summit will take place. 


Johanna? 


Q When Shevardnadze arrived today, he may a fairly 
upbeat statement at the airport with respect to the Daniloff 
case in which he said this isn't really a problem from our 
point of view and it can be resolved. 


Is there anything in the current back and forth of the 
negotiations to suggest that that's an accurate 
characterization of the problem and that you can resolve it in 
the next two days? 


a I can't get into the back and forth on the 
negotiations, but I will say this it is important for us -- 
and I put it right at the top -~ it's important for us in the 


course of these talks to bring to the Soviet Union a full 
appreciation of our position on Nick Daniloff's case, the 
importance of solving this. and I would hope that what would 
happen is, we would have a solution It's essential that we 
have one 


(Continued on next page) 














_9- 


Q Excuse me. You say you're ready to go ahead with 
the summit this year as -- 


a No. I said we assume that one will take place 
this year, but [ was quoting myself on a standard line that we 


have given throughout the year. 


Q All right. Assuming that there will be a summit 
this year, assuming you would like to have one, what would 
happen -- and then you say you don't expect a date to come out 
of these meetings. fIherefore, one is led to believe that the 
Soviets have informed you already that they will not give you a 
date during these meetings. Is that a faulted logic? 


A No. They have not informed us that they will not 
give us a date. We just don't expect a date. 


Q Could there be a summit if Nick Daniloff remains 
in Moscow? 


i I'm not going to speculate on that, because we 
expect Nick Daniloff to ha released. 


Q I would like io follow up Steve's question, I'm 
still a little confused. I can see you saying something. else. 


I see you saying the Nick Daniloff case, as important as it is, 
isn't an obstacle to a summit. I asked you -- 


A Oh, I'm not saying that at all. I'm simply 
saying -- 


Q All right. Well, iet me start again. 


A - that we don't -- you're asking me to talk 
about a summit that's not even scheduled - 


Q No, no. Here's what ['m asking you. 
a -- in the context of a situation in which we have 


this very urgent case of Nick Daniloff that needs to be settled 
right now. 


Q All right. Then maybe my question was 
misunderstood. Maybe I didn't put it clearly. I said that as 
far as I understood -- and if I'm wrong, I'm wrong -- the 


Soviets see only one obstacle to a summit, and that is they're 
not confident that the U.S. is ready to enter an arms control 


agreement, that they would like to crown the summit with, 
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period. They don't raise the Zakharov case as an obstacle to a 
summit, for instance. They don't raise the size of their 
mission at the U.N. as an obstacle to a summit or your orders 
to cut it back, period. 


I asked you if the U.S. has any -- if there is any 
obstacle to setting a summit date, so far as the U.S. is 
concerned, which is what I thought Steve over there also heard 
you say, that there is no -- you're ready to go right away, if 
you can get the paperwork done. There is no issue that has to 
be resolved in order to have a summit; that you're prepared 
without preconditions to walk in and have the summit meeting. 


A I don't mean to be saying that at all. 

Q Well, I mean, maybe -- for clarity maybe I've 
overstated. 

4 If that's the way it's coming across, then I'm 


not trying to say that at all. 


Q Then what are the -- then let me go back to my 
original question. What are the obstacles in the U.S. view to 
hold -- to setting a date right now for a summit meeting? Only 
Gorbachev's refusal to give you a date, or do you have 
obstacles of your own? 


ia We have been saying, and I think this has been 
fairly standard that summits have to be well prepared. fhe 
groundwork has to be carefully laid, and one of the judgments 
that may result from all of the work done over the next two 
days would be whether that has been the case or not. 


Q Can I ask, last year when Shultz met Shevardnadze 
here in Washington, he invited him to his home for a barbecue. 
There were comments from the Secretary about how well they got 
along, all that sort of thing. Give us a sense of the tone 
with which Shevardnadze is going to be dealt with in this round 
of talks. Will the Secretary, for example, entertain him at 
home again? Have any of those plans been made? Are you going 
to receive him cooly? Give us a feeling of that, please. 


A As I said, there were a number of things still 
under consideration with respect to the full two-day program. 
I've used one word: businesslike. I would use another, which 
is courteous. I think there was a very clear desire on our 
part to in an earnest fashion underline the importance of the 
case of Nick Daniloff carefully and thoroughly go through all 
of the items on this agenda. 
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Q Are you saying that if the earnest underlining -- 
a Oh, and on the other -- go ahead. 


Q Go ahead. 


4 I do believe, the last I was informed, there are 
plans for a dinner which the Secretary will host on Friday 
evening. 


Q And you said that the plans for a Reagan meeting 
were being kept open. 


A No. I just said it hadn't yet been scheduled, 
and it's not yet on the schedule, and we're still considering a 
number of things. 


Q You said you couldn't get into the back and forth 
of the negotiations, and then you followed that right up by 
saying, “hope we would have a solution." Is there any chance 
that Mr. Shevardnadze and Secretary Shultz could more less 
resolve the Daniloff case in the next twe days? 


A I would like to be able to stand here and tell 
you it's been solved right now. I can't predict. We just keep 
insisting that it has to be solved, and we're using all of the 
diplomatic channels available to us. 


Q You said that a summit needs to be well prepared, 
and that you're not sure whether the judgment will be made that 
it is well prepared. Are you suggesting that in fact you need 
a lot more preparatory meetings before a summit -- well before 
a summit can take place? 


A I think that that would be one of the questions 
that people would want to ask in the aftermath of this 
meeting. What do we have, where are we, what are the prospects 
for moving ahead on all of the topics that are on this agenda, 
all of which, as you know, are being conducted in other places, 
not directly between the Secretary and the Foreign Minister. 
And this is very much the same runup we had to the Geneva 
summit. There are scattered negotiations all over, and the 
Ministers meet and say, “Here's where we are, and here's where 
the differences are, and what can our negotiators do?" 


Q Could you have a summit, though, if you didn't 
have completed agreements? I mean, would it be worth having 
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one in any case, or must it be so well prepared that you 
actually have agreements ready to go? 


A I think summits are one of the techniques of a 
relationship, and one of the events of a relationship. You can 
have summits where you just review things. You can have 
summits where you agree to instruct negotiators in other fora 
to try to come together around certain points. In fact, if you 
recall the joint statement from Geneva last year, all of these 
things were in there. There were some agreements that came in 
Geneva. There were some guidelines for negotiators in other 
areas, as was the case on NST where they talked about 50 
percent of offensive strategic arms appropriately applied, and 
that kind of thing. And then there are others where they 
announced or signed the cultural exchange agreement, and then 
in the course of this year, we've signed others. 


There's a question way in the back. 


Q On CDE talks, they're supposed to adjourn 
tomorrow. Can you fill us in on whether there will be an 
agreement by tomorrow, and what the verification agreement in 
that context would be? 

A No. I can't. I recall this question came up. I 
read Bernie's text every day, and it came up earlier this week 
down here, and they are just simply in one of those flat-out 
last week kinds of segotiations with many, many issues being 
covered almost contemporaneously, and 1 simply could not tell 
you when. 


Q What's your position on the question of whose 
planes should be used and whose cameras, and so on? 


A When you've got a negotiator overseas 
negotiating, it doesn't do much good to talk about what his 
negotiating instructions are. 


MR. KALB: You've got about 25 minutes. Do we have a 
last urgent one or two? 


Q Who's going to be on the American team? 


A Bernie asked me to have that for you, and it's 
still taking shape, and we hope that before tomorrow morning, 
we can get you that list. 


Q Could you tell us a briefing and pho-o op 
schedule? 








a I think Bernie has it. I don‘t. 


Q Before you leave, Bernie, could you come to the 
podium and lay out the coverage plans for the weekend? 


i No. I'll try to get that later. I don't have 
that still yet. 


Q It's my impression from what you said just a 
minute ago that the U.S. in the course of these talks isn't 
ready to make a commitment to specific summit timing and 
arrangements? 

i Yes. That's fair enough. 


MR. KALB: Okay. Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 4:36 p.m.) 




















DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
BACKGROUND BRIEFING 
ON 
MEETING OF SECRETARY SHULTZ & FOREIGN MINISTER SHEVARDNADZE 
FRIDAY, SEPTEMBER 19, 1986, 5:50 P. M. 


STATE DEPARTMENT OFFICIAL: I tried to get something 
by way of a bit of a readout This is ON BACKGROUND 
attributable to a State Department official. 


You have some idea of the clock this afternoon. The 
Soviet party arrived just a few minutes after 3:00 o'clock. 
They began a olenary session. There was a photo op. Jim was 
there. 


That plenary session ran to about 5:25; and the 
delegations, except for Secretary Shultz and the Soviet Foreign 
Minister and their interpreters --— these four remained behind 
and the rest of the delegations on both sides emerged on the 
outside. And, once again, there was sort a replay of this 
morning, standing around in the James Monroe Room. 


This second one-on-one -- the first one this morning 
running from about 9:00 to about 11:30 or so -- the second 
bilateral lasted ‘til just a moment or two after 6:00 o'clock. 


Insofar as some idea of discussions, at the private 
meeting this morning Secretary Shultz called for the release of 
Nick Daniloff, and he discussed other matters of human rights 
concerns. 


This afternoon in the plenary session, we agreed on an 
agenda. It comprises the four issues -- that is to say, arms 
control, regional issues, humanitarian concerns and bilateral 
issues, and the start of going through them has begun 


I think we can say that in both one-on-ones -- that is 
to say, the morning one lasting over two hours and the 
afternoon one lasting about 35 minutes -- the Daniloff issue 


was raised by the Secretary, hitting the theme for the release 
by the Soviets of Nick Daniloff I think you might even say 
that the Daniloff issue was the dominating issue of this first 
day of talks 


Let me say as well, while I think about having said 
this first day, that tomorrow's meeting is scheduled to begin 
at 10:00,and that there will be a photo op that will be set up, 
but I think maybe you might check with Pete a moment or two 
later about what time the photo op contingent should assemble. 





Anticipating a question or two, to give you 
essentially a full readout ssout everything that we have, I was 
down there. I heard the Foreign Secretary refer to the 


Daniloff case and so forth. Let me just say that we did not 
resolve that issue. We did not resolve that issue, and let me 


add to that, as I did earlier, that the Secretary called for 
Daniloff's release. 
Q Did you make progress on that issue? 


i] No, I'm going to have to let it stand. We did 
not resolve -- I'm sorry, Barry. 


Q No, I'm sorry. I'm interrupting you. 
a Go ahead. 


Q On that specifically, since you have Shevardnadze 
on the record -- 


A Right. 


Q -- I think you ought to consider going on the 
record with the quote “We did not resolve that issue." 


4 I am ON BACKGROUND on this thing, Barry. 
Q I know, but I -- 
a I understand that. 


Q You have the Soviet Foreign Minister saying 
something in the opposite direction by name. 


PRESS CORPS: No, he didn't. 

Q He said there's a possibility of resolving it. 

Q He said it all depends on the U.S. 

Q I didn't say he say saia “resolve.“ I didn't 
seen to say tnat. He said there's a possibility of resolving 


i] Okay. I hear you, Barry, but I'm just going to 
stay on BACKGROUND on -his. 





was he correct in sayine. _ o were of 
ng e Danilo 


v 
today's meeting, that a possibility of resolv 
issue came up today? 





ia I have no way of defining that assessment. What 
I tried to do, quite frankly, is to get as quick a readout as I 
possibly could to get down here, and I'm not in @ position to 
define or analyze or make an assessment of that. 


Q You're also not -- 


a Just a minute, Ralph. Just a minute. Let me 
please finish. 


However the question comes at me about Daniloff. I 
think the thrust of the U.S. reply is right here when I say we 
did not resolve that issue and that the Secretary called for 
Daniloff's release during the course of the day here. I think 
that might, in one way or another, address a variety of 
questions under that heading. 


Q Did he come into the plenary session as well as 
the two private meetings? 


) My understanding is that it came up only in the 


two plenaries -- that is, the morning one and the plenary -- 
Q The two one-on-ones? 
a I beg your pardon, the two one-on-ones. Did I 
say “plenary?” That's a mistake. The two one-on-ones -- the 


morning one and the afternoon one which ran, as I say, from 
about 5:25 to a minute or two after 6:00. 


Q Can you tell us whether -- give us any indication 
of whether the discussion on the Daniloff case was similar to 
the discussion of other human rights issues with Soviets in the 
past in its two-way content, without characterizing what that 
was? 


a I can't. I'm just trying to take a look to make 
sure that I shared everything here with you. 


Q we're asking for whether the Soviets were 
responsive at all on that question? 


a I understand. I'm asking for a moment -- I 
frankly turned off on you, Ralph, just for a second. I'm 
trying to make sure that I've got everything I have here anc 
sharing everything I did get with you, so just give me a moment 
please. This was all a very fast scribble here. 


The only thing I would add by way of characterization 
of the talks today is the word “serious.” 





Q @HEIRMB on human rights -- 


“ Yes. 


Q -- this Administration, unlike previous ones, has 
been specific. If they meant Jewish emigration and treatment 
of Soviet Jews. they've said so, and they haven't spoken in 
generalities 


Can you be specific? When you say they discussed 
other issues, other matters of human rights concerns, are you 
tatking about what a briefer last night said, was that 
*. ‘ation had hit rock-bottom?” 


“ Barry. let me answer that this way. I think you 
know the sense of urgency that the Administration has attached 
to that issue. For tonight, I do hope -- against the 
expectation of a more forthcoming, more ample readout tomorrow, 
I do hope that you don't press me on that. I really have 
categories, and I'm not in a position at this time itemize. 


Q This is an easy one for you, Gam 
os Yes. 


Q At the plenary session, when they started down 
the long list -- 


A Right 


. -- can you give us the generality of -- was the 
first thing they dealt with at the Plenary arms control? 


ee No, I cannot do that. I know that there was an 
agreement on the four issues that have been set forth 
repeatedly by the United States; the process of tackling the 
agenda had begun. I don't know the specific priority, nor do I 
know to what degree they covered 1, 2, 3, or 4, or where they 
are on this itinerary of an agenda. Ralph? 


GH can you tell us anything about the 
decisionmaking that went into Secretary Shultz’ decision not to 
shake hands with Shevardnadze, not to escort him out of the 
building at the end of the day, not to appear with him at the 
end of the day even though he escorted him to the lobby? 


a Well, I think it's a bit sweeping because you did 
see -— you do have pictures of them sitting at the plenary 
session. Insofar as your specific questions, I have no way of 
addressing them. 


Q Okay, GR thanks. 














Q Do you know whether there will be a joint 
Shultz-Shevardnadze news conference tomorrow? 


o Il have heard of no such thing 

Q Anything at the dinner tonight that we should 
expect or - 

i) No it's a private dinner It's upstairs, 


Shultz hosting it for the visiting Soviet Foreign Minister and 
the delegation spouses 


Y No photos, no coverage of toasts? 
A No photos, nothing 

Q Nothing like that? 

a No 


(the briefing concluded at 7:52 P.M.) 
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MR. BOWARD: it's OW BACKGROUND -- for your information, 
ion, our briefers are 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Okey, I don’t think we 
have that such time. Let se just briefly run the structure 
of the speech -- how it’s organised to help you fol it @ little 
better. I°1ll towch on some of the highlights and then -- if -- 
whatever tise we have, sy colleague and I are available for 
questions. 


It begins with a kind of obligatory opening section 
about the 0.8. iteelf. Like past speeches, it's -- it has some 
straight talk about the failings and shortcosi of the 
organization. But, like other speeches it reaffiras that the United 
States still believes in the organization and is going to be 
constructive in trying to help it reforms itself. This year there's « 
particular thing that the President calls attention to which is « 
report by « so-called group of experts, also known as the Group of 
18, on structural cefore for the U.8. This is group of 18 countries. 
We were one of them. Jose Sorsanc -- « previous Deputy Ambassador to 
the U.N. was our representative and they case up with what we think 
ere some tant reforas having to do with streamlining the U.%., 
cutting exzcess staffing. And, sore importantly, some strict 
budget procedures. There were some different ideas in the cepurt; 
there was not unanisity on @ particular set of budget procecures. 

But there is a clear sajority in favor of some -- « fairly rigorous 
budget process which gives the member nations sore of @ say in sone 
budget decisions. we think thie is @ good effort. They came out 
with thie report in August. So, *he President tekes particular note 
of that. 


Now, the rest of the speech is organized in four ts. 
There's a section at the beginning on security -- armas control and 
security issues. There's @ section on regional political conflicts. 
There's @ section on economic issues, and finally, @ section on human 
rights or humanitarian questions. 


Wow, there's a kind of device at work here. This 
four-part structure is a device that Gorbachev has used in some of 
his speeches. Going beck, at least, to the February speech of 
Gorbachev to the 27th =e Congress, it's a device you see in « lot 
of other Soviet documents including a document they sdbaitted to the 
U.N. in August. This is -- they talk about « comprehensive systes of 
international security. They talk about the interdependence of 
nations. Their speechwritere have gotten a lot better than they used 
to be. They tend to -- they talk about this comprehensive systes of 
international security having these four dimensions: silitery, 
political, economic, and humanitarian. 


Now, what the President is doing is borrowing this 
structure and saying our content is a lot better. And the clearest 
case may be the so-called humanitarian element which is the <-- toward 
the end of the speech. The Soviets call it humanitarian, but it's -- 














it includes, at least from owr point of view what we call human 
rights. And the President says we're not talking about social work 
bere, we're talking abowt political rights -- the essence of free 
government -- of the source of legitimacy of governments, and so he's 
making @ point. In fact, each of these four areas that -- the 
Soviets have their content, but really that we, and we think sost of 
the world, has «a very different view of what these teras sean. 


How, I -- working beckwards, I mean, buman rights is the 
clearest and gost striking contrast. In the economic section, the 
Soviets have embraced things like the new international econosic 
order and other third world slogans. And the President points out 
that it's ironic for them to be embracing this kind of idea when most 
of the world is recognizing, even sore than before, the importance of 
the free sarket and of loosening up government structures so that 
econogic forces can run free. And that the real sources of growth 
are -- is not the state, but their individual initiative and 
entrepreneurship. Ee points to the economic summits of the leading 
countries that have endorsed these principles. 


Something even more striking is a ial session of the 
General Assembly on Africae in May. All the African countries 
recognize exactly the same point -- that the only hope for growth is 
to loosen up government controls, not some kind of rigid 
international economic order. You see this everywhere. You see it 
in China, in Hungary and, of course, this is the trend in the world 
and the Soviet: are really behind it. 


How, the danger to economic grovth is something else the 
President points to and that’s protectionism. And you see a very 
strong condemnation of protectionism -- a statement of how this can 
endanger all the hopeful trends that he refers to. And he takes 
particular note of this -- the GATT meeting last week in Uruguay. A 
number of the trade sinisters of the GATT countries met in Punta del 
Este and reached a very important agreement that will allow a 
multilateral trade negotiation to go forward. We consider the 
outcome of that meeting very favorable. It included on the agenda 
for the negotiation a lot of the key issues that we insisted had to 
be on the agenda -~ things like trade and services, agriculture, 
intellectual property, and so forth. So, the President acknowledges 
that achievement. 


Now again, working backwards -- the political dimension 
of international security. Here, the President repeats the proposal 
be made last year at the U.N. He's saying that the real sources of 
political tension are regional conflicts like Afghanistan or Angola 
or Nicaragua or Cambodia. And he repeats his diplomatic initiatives 
saying that we believe these problems should be solved 
Giplomatically. There's also @ particularly strong reference in 
there to Afghanistan, and something that -- the Afghan government has 
just announced a program of relocating populations near the borcer 
areas, and the President makes a reference to that. 


Now, the most important section, I'm sure, is the 
section on U.S.-Soviet relations, and particularly arms control. Wow 
he makes a reference to the Daniloff case -- says that a pall has 
been cast over U.S.-Soviet relations because of this episode and he 
repeats the facts as we have said it in -- have said the facts in the 
past. 


Then, there is a long discussion of arms control and he 
talks about the letter he sent to Gorbachev in July. And he repeats 
some of the phraseology of the Glassboro speech, where he saic there 
was some movement in the summer. The proposal the Soviets sent to us 
in June we considered a serious effort. It included detailed 
proposals on offensive reductions, which we consider the key issue in 
arms control. And in June, when he got that letter, the President 
said in Glassboro that he was going to respond in the same spirit, 
but he thought that this could be a moment of hope since both sides 
seemed to be moving in the right direction. 


Now, here he -- in the speech, he outlines the basic 
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elements of our position on the key issues in the strategic areas 
talks. There is a proposal on -- well, he repests our insistence on 
radical reductions in offensive forces. He says we definitely prefer 
50 percent reductions. As the two sides agreed, in fact, in Geneva 
at the summit, to emphasize or just to work for. But, he says if the 
Soviets insist on some lesser degree of reduction, then we're willing 
to consider that as well. 


Similarly, in INF, we would like to see the complete 
elimination of these weapons, but if the Sowiets insist on some kind 
of interis approach, or to approach this eligination in stages, then 
he's willing to go along with that to some degree as an interia step. 


There's an exposition here in this speech of owr position 
on SDI. And the President says be is willing to sign, right now, an 
agreement that covers sost of the aspects of SDI. And you can -- you 
know -- from research and development, to testing and deploysent -- 
and the elements are laid cut here. Wow, the proposal we have put to 
the Soviets is in a lot sore detail. There's a lot of supporting 
material, but, bere, these are the bare bones of it. And ay 
colleague, I hope, will be able to answer questions on that. 


On nuclear testing, the speech includes our position on 
nuclear testing. This is an issue the Soviets have sade such of. 
And we have not accepted their soratorium approach, but the President 
is saying publicly in his speech -- well, there are two elements. 
One, I think, is familiar -- which is the -- to ratify the Threshold 
Test Ban Treaty, provided there is agreement on some approved 
verification procedures. This, we think, would be a very practical 
step -- an easily attainable step, and it would show some forward 
movement and would be a practical achievement, rather than -- it's 
not @ propagandistic thing. It's something that we could do. It 
would be a positive step. It would provide some somentum in the 
whole issue of testing. 


But secondly, we're also prepared to discuss, in a 
general way, as the speech says, some long-term program for reducing 
nuclear testing in parallel with teducing the numbers of nuclear 
weapons. And this bas been an element of our position. I'm not sure 
we've said it publicly before, but there's a statement of it in the 


speech. 


Now, on the Daniloff -- just another thing on -- @ couple 
of items on Daniloff -- in the humanitarian, human rights section -- 
there's a little note there. The President points out that among the 
provisions of the Helsinki Accorés on human rights, there's a 
commitment on improving the working conditions of journalists. 


Q Hurray. 
Q What about this sorning's briefing? (Laughter .) 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, you'll have to 
speak with Larry about that. 


The speech ends with @ very upoeat and positive statement 
of hope about the future of democracy and the struggle of political 
systems and political values. So it ends with @ very strong 
reaffirsation of our position and the President's self-confidence 
about how things are going. 


Okay, Andrea? 

Q Okay. A question about the proposal on testing ~- 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 

Q How is that linked -- what is the linkage to 
reduction of offensive weapons? What kind of formulation is the 
President suggesting? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There is no direct 
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linkage that we're trying to indicate. What we're trying to 
indicate, though, is that -- we've made our position very clear on 
why we can't accept a moratoria or accept a comprehensive test ban -- 
right now -- basically, because we believe as long as we need nuclear 
weapons for our defense, we need to test. However, we recognize that 
as a long-term goal. So, if, in fact, you have a situation where 
we've recognized that ultimately we should be able to go to a CT3, 
provided that -- the conditions in world change, and that we think 
the first step is a TTB -- TIBT verification. There has to be 
something in between, and what we're indicating is that we would be 
prepared to discuss and consider the regime in between, provided we 
can get the CTB. ° 


Q According to your rationale, though -- the 
administration's rationale -- as long as you have nuclear weapons, 
you've been claiming, they have to be tested so that -- when would 
you -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's exactly right. I 


Q I mean, when would you see a -- 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: When would we see a CTE? 
Q Yes. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, we've made it 
clear that our problems are that -- with respect to a CTB, we would 
expect to have the situation that required the weapons to be changed. 
Now -- your regional conflicts altered, and the militarily imbalances 
that would currently exist that mitigate us towards retaining nuclear 
weapons changed also. I mean, it's not something that's going to 
happen tomorrow. 


Q You're talking about a proportionate reduction in 
testing -- proportionate to the reduction in weapons? So, if you had 
a 30 percent reduction in weapons, you'd have a 30 percent reduction 
in testing? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, there is no 
logical linkage -- you should recognize there is no logical linkage 
that says if you have a fewer number of weapons, you logically shoulce 
have fewer number of tests. What the Presicent is indicating is that 
we are trying to recognize the fact that we say that we're ready to 
go to a TTBT and that we are committed to a CTB if conditions change, 
and we're ready to discuss paths in between. Okay? 


Q What about the PNE -- any follows -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm sorry -- it's TTBT 
and PNET. 


Q Both are included? 
SENIOK ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 
Yes? 


Q On the -- your reference to -- the President's 
reference to INF in this speech seems almost a passing one. You say, 
again, if the Soviet Union insists on pursuing such a goal in stages. 
Well, they are insisting on that, as I understand it. Is this a 
statement that -- is the President prepared to sign this? It sounds 
like -- almost like you're saying if one day they are. But this is, 
in fact, their proposal. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Let me make sure that I 
transmit correctly. In both the INF area and the START area, we're 
seeking radical reductions. We recognize in both areas that we would 
prefer lower reductions than we have been able to agree with the 
Soviets on. In INF, we'd like to eliminate the LRINF missiles 
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completely. The thrust of the President's remarks here are -- that 
we recognize the fact that tne Scviets may not be prepared to join us 
there and we're prepared to work at an intermediate level. 


Q Do we regard the Soviet proposals on INF so far as 
being -- as encompassing sufficient reductions to be the basis of an 
interim agreement? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The problem is the -- 
sufficient reductions where? I mean, the Soviets have basically said 
they're prepared to go to zero-zero in Europe with us. Our problem 
is we're concerned globally, and the problem has always been what the 
Soviets co with their forces in Asia. 


Q Are we insisting that there not -- that there be -- 
that there not be any supplement -- are we insisting that they remove 
entirely, as part of this interim agreement, their Asian-based 
intermediate range weapons? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The U.S. position has 
éiways been that we would accept an intermediate -- that we would 
Giscuss levels above zero, but that any reductions in Europe would 
have to have corresponding proportional reductions in Asia. 

Q So we're not acceptirg the proportionate reductions? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: At this point in time, 


yes. 

Q Not strictly proportionate, though? 

Q Could you -- 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Proportionate 
reductions. 


Q I realize that it's premature to expect the 
President to respond to Gorbachev's latest letter, but can you tell 
us whether -- it appears from what you've seen so far that it is, as 
June was, a show of seriousness. Is that continuing? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think it's a serious 
letter. We're giving it serious study. 


Q Can you tell us on INF, again, have we accepted the 
Soviet proposal that they will deal separately with the British and 
French issue? I mean, is that a sign of progress and have we told 
them that? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We've told the Soviets 
that we believe that the -- in the context of the INF negotiations, 
these are bilateral negotiations. So, if they're prepared to deal 
separately with the British and French, that certainly is consistent 
with our position. 


Q And that -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: They've talked to us a 
bit about that. 

Q Sir, can you discuss what changes -- last minute 
changes -- were made in the speech as a result of the Gorbachev 
letter? Apparently, you did make some tonal changes, anyway. And 
perhaps you took out some elements of the speech as a result of that. 
Can you tell us how it was changed? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, we added a 
sentence saying that we'd gotten the letter and we'll give it serious 
and careful consideration. 


No -- and the President did want to look at the whole 
speech and make sure the tone was not nasty. I mean, it's a strong 
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speech about our views. It‘s certainly not warm about Soviet 
behavior on a lot of issues, but, you know, we've made -- it has many 
features that we think show a serious attitude on our part. But -- 
that's what the President wanted. 


Q But other than the sentence that was deleted and one 
that was added -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's really the most 
important. 


Q -- there were no other major changes? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, no. 


Q In outlining the SDI Treaty the President is 
offering -- the first provision -- the first five years research 
development testing which is permitted by the ABM Treaty -- on the 
testing, are you taking the liberal construction or strict 
construction of what's permitted under ABM? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The U.S. position on 
that hasn't changed at all since the President announced it. We 
believe that the proper -- that this formulation reflects what ve 
believe is the proper, legal interpretation of the Treaty. Now, if 
you're asking me narrow or broad, obviously we're talking about what, 
I believe, has been characterized as a broad interpretation. We 
believe that is the legal interpretation of the Treaty. 


Q And that's what you're offering? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We've said that that is 
our -- that's what we believe is the proper legal interpretation of 
the Treaty. That’s the meaning behind the phrase which is permitted 
by the ABM treaties. 


Q Last year's speech before the summit seemed to me a 
little bit -- a little bit warmer, a little bit more conciliatory, 
although you state the case of the differences of specifics. The 
speech coming in now on the eve of a possible summit, and with the 
talks going on in Geneva -- seems, as you say “stronger, less warm" 
-- did the Daniloff thing do that or -- 








SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't accept the 
premise -- I wasn't comparing it to last year and last year was -- 
the substance of it was the regional initiative and -- which was 
pretty critical of Soviet behavior all over the place. So, it's a 
subjective thing to compare the tone of the two, and this is pretty 
strong. On the other hand, as I've said, there's a little of the 
flavor of Glassboro and part of it is saying we acknowledge they have 
made an effort, particularly in offensive limits and we obviously 
want to encourage that. 





Q Well, in what way did the Daniloff thing color the 
tone of the speech? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, the way it has 
colored the tone of our dealings with the Soviets, as we've been 
saying in the last few days after the meetings with Shevardnadze, 
it's 4 major issue in the relationslup. 

MR. HOWARD: Let's do a couple more. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Okay. 


MR. HOWARD: Jerry's had his hand up back there in the 
back row. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Jerry? 


In the section regarding the 50 percent reduction of 
ballistic missiles -- it says the President refers -- continues to 
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seek the 50 percent reduction. It virtually says that if you want 
less -- we're prepared :o consider it. If you did that in a labor 
negotiation you would be at 30 percent alreacy. Doesn't that kind of 
give the story away? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't think it does, 
Jerry, at all. What the President has said repeatedly is that we -- 
he and the Soviet leader agreed, in Geneva, that we would pursue 50 
percent reductions appropriately applied. We're going to continue to 
pursue that. If they want to take an intermediate step -- that's -- 
if they're prepared -- if they're not prepared to go to 50 and they 
want to go to an intermediate level so we can get significant 
reductions started, we're prepared to talked to them about that. 


Q What does interim mean? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It means that we hope to 
go to 50, and ultimately to go to zero at some time. 


Q It doesn't mean 30? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It does not -- we 
believe that 30 is an awfully -- the numbers that are associated with 
30 are a bit high. We would like -- we would prefer something more 
of a reduction. 


Q Can you confirm a report today in The Wall Street 
Journal that Gorbachev's letter was very forthcoming on INF? And 
have we agreed to -- what is it, 100 warheads in Asia? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There has been no 
agreement on a number like that, and I think the exchanges on both 
sides have been forthcoming. INF is a promising area. 


Q Is that the -- would you say that's the most 
promising thing in Gorbachev's letter? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't know. Quite 
honestly, it's too complex a relationship to just jump to that, I 
think. 

MR. HOWARD: Thank you very much. 

THE PRESS: Thank you. 


END 7:30 A.M. EDT 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATIW OFFICIAL: The whole setting of this 
session -- which, if I timed it right, went around 30 -- 


Q Can you speak up. We can't hear you. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The whole setting for 
this session -- which, if I timed it right, went around 30 minutes -- 
was to keep alive and healthy this whole process of consulting with 
allies that was so essential as we ran up to the mecting between the 
President and General Secretary Gorbachev last year in Geneva. And 
the President used the occesion to underline the importance he 
attaches to allied consultations and solidarity. So he thought it 
wos absolutely essential, if we are going to make progress in 
East-West relations. 


And then spoke briefly -- in fact, just sort of describec 
the fact that he had met with Foreign Minister Shevardnadze in 
Washington. He talked about the hour thut he hee spent with him, and 
then turned it over to Secretary Shultz, who went through a briefing 
of the allies, which was very much organized and in content the ssue 
es the Secretary's Saturday night briefing after the last scssion 
with Foreign HNinister Shevardnadze. That is, he talked about the 
number of hours that were involved in thc meetiny, the fact that the 
Daniloff case and human rights generally were at the top of the 
agenda. ’ 


He spoke of the goals that we took into the mecting -- 
that is, to make sure that the Soviets fully appreciate the -- our 
position on the case of Nick Daniloff and the topic of human rights 
generally. 


He gave @s our conclucion that -- with respect to this 
goal and the fact that we wanted to make clear to the Soviet side 
that we're Committed to pursuing the agenua ane then going through 
the agenda -- that we are concluding and have concluded that we did 
achicve all three of those goals in thcse Friday and Scturday 
sessions. 


Ke reported that Foreign Minister Shevardnadze hac 
delivered a letter from General Secretary Gorbachev and he -- the 
Secretary talked about the things that we had said on human rights 
with repect to the progress -- the essentiality of progress in that 
arca. He reported on the fact thet we are very Ccisappointed in 
what's happening in this field. 


He then spoke of the wideranging discussion thst he and 
the Foreign iinister hac had. And here I am simply not going to be 
in a position to go into the detsils of some of the things that were 
in the conversation 
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in Washington any more than the Secretary has in public, simply 
because we are in @ negotiation. But he went through on INF, on 
START, on the offense-defense relationship. He talked -- brought the 
allies up to date on what we had said about nuclear testing, again 
consistent with the President's speech this morning. He talked about 
nuclear risk reduction centers. 


Obviously, the Secretary mentioned, and later some of the 
allied leaders noted the success of the Stockholm negotiations. 
There was a reference to the work that's being done on chemical 
weapons; the fact that we had used the Priday and Saturday talks to 
express our disappointment on MBFR and the apparent lack of Soviet 
interest in a substantive outcome there. 


As you know, the Alliance has before it a study on 
conventional eras, & conventional arms task force that's meeting that 
was commissioned by the Halifax foreign ministers meeting in May. 

And so there was some talk about that and the fact that we had been 
talking to the Soviets about conventional arms -- had said, of 
course, this study was going on. 


There were the regional issues. Again, we just said in 
this session this morning that we talked about regional issues, but 
again, the President mentioned it in his statement this morning. 


The same as on terrorism, that we had talked with 
Shevardnadze about the need for something to be done in theo -- in 
terrorism and trying to impress upon them the importance of moving. 


We did not, at this session any more than in any of the 
others that you've heard debriefs on, go into the long range of 
bilateral things that are being talked about. We just simply 
reported to the allies that there was a brief review of all of the 
bilateral activities. 


And then the Secretary also reported to the allies on 
what we had expected in the way of whether Shevardnacze would come to 
Washington with dates for a summit; that it had been our -- not been 
our expectation that he would come with dates, and reported that, of 
course, he did not; and took the line that, as you know, that in any 
case, right now, with the problems that are dominating the 
atmosphere, you can't realistically deal with such a thing as dates. 


The review, as I said, is very much what you have heard 
in Washington over the Friday-Saturday debriefs. There was not a 
great deal of back-and-forth between the President and the Secretary 
and the Ministers afterwards, although some Ministers did speak. And 
I think all of those who spoke expressed their appreciation of being 
informec so quickly, noting that in this week of the U.S.G.A., they 
almost all expect to be discussing these kinds of topics. 
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Some of them, themselves, have bilaterals with Foreign Minister 
Shevardnadze, so it was important for them to have a sense of what 
had happened and they expressed their appreciation for it. And those 
who spoke also noted the success in Stockholm and the importance of 
some of the other issues that are now in front of us and the need for 
more -- for continuing this kind of consultation. 


If it doesn't sound new, I think that there's not a great 
deal that I can say that would be new. But let's go to questions. 


Yes. 


Q There was some reporting this morning that indicated 
some increased optimism on the U.S. side, that a Daniloff deal can be 
worked out in the aftermath of the weekend meetings. Is that, in 
fact, the case? Is there increased optimism? And specifically, did 
Shevardnadze bring a new Soviet proposal on Daniloff, either in the 
Gorbachev or orally to Secretary Shultz? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Let me give you what I 
know of that. I've heard all of the stories. I know of no new 
proposals. We continue to discuss this with the Soviets. We have 
said that if they have anything more to say, we would welcome hearing 
from them. I have not heard myself these expressions of optimism 
that are being reported. 


One would hope that after the two days in Washington and 
the stay in the United States, that there is an appreciation of the 
importance of this issue, not only in the United States, but I think 
it's fair to say on both sides of the Atlantic. But I have had, in 
my participation in this, limited as it is, because, as you know, 
most of this was done -- almost all of this was done in private 
session Friday and Saturday in Washington -- I 2 not aware of new 
things around. I simply am not. 


Yes. 


Q Did either the President or the Secretary of State 
offer any hope of progress in the Daniloff matter to these people, to 
these ministers? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You know, no one -- they 
Gidn't offer and no one asked, because I think there's a very real 
appreciation that this is a delicate diplomatic dialogue that is 
going on; it is going on between the United States and the Soviet 
Union and no one asked for that kind of report and none was offered. 


We underlined the importance of it. The Secretary used 
the line that you have heard of the cifficulty to, with any sense of 
realism, to foresee fruitful discussions if this problem isn't 
discussed. Frankly, nobody asked because, as I say, I think there's 
a very real appreciation that these are bilateral diplomatic 
negotiations anc we simply don't discuss then. 


Yes. 
Nié ony of the allies indicate any concern over the 
extent to which the Daniloff matter has come to cloud relations 
between the U.S. and the Soviet Union? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There was an expression 
of understanding of the importance of the Daniloff case. 
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Q Also, if I could just follow-up, one -- among the 
reported speculation about any possible solution to the Daniloff case 
has the Soviets convicting Daniloff and shipping him back in return 
for some later action, I guess, on Zakharov. Would a conviction of 
Daniloff be acceptable to the United States? 


SENIOR ACMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I simply am not in a 
position to speculate on any of those things that are out there and 
being discussed. I'm not in the position, as you well know, I'm not 
@ participant in those discussions, and I simply can't speculate on 
the content of the negotiations. 


Q You said that there is a continuing dielogue. At 
the same time, you said that we know of no new proposals, we've said 
that if they have anything new to say, we'd like to hear it. Is the 
dialogue at a pause right now? Are there <-- can you give us some 
idea of what kinds of meetings are going on, what kinds of messages 
and exchanges? Or is it, in fact, you're waiting for them to make 
another proposal? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: to, I can't. Wo, I 
simply -- I'm not in the position to do that. You've just got the 
wrong person up here for that. 


Yes? 
Q Well, is there a dialogue? Is there a cialogue? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We believe there is a 
Cialogue. We, as you know, Giscissed this at length on Friday anc 
Saturday, and as the -- I think the Secretary said in Washington over 
the weekend, that we remain reacy. If they want to meet further with 
us, we remain ready to meet with them, and I woulé say, yes, that 
there is. 


c And has anything been scheduled? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. 


Q low literally ¢o you, or does the Presicent mean it 
when be says the Daniloff case is at the top of the agenda? Had a 
similar question, as the one you were asked two questions back. Are 
you saying that the U.S. believes and has told the allies that no 
issue in East -- in U.S.-Soviet relations is more important than the 
Danileff case? And if you have, I'd be interested in knowing if the 
@llies saic anything more than we understand your concern? Or, were 
you just saying, top of the agenda, we're going to mention it and 
exercise our -- you know, agitation about it, and then go on to maybe 
nuclear war and other such matters? (Laughter .) 


Q Subsidiary matters. 


SEWIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The allies -- the view 
that was shared with the allies is the same that we have taken 
elsewhere -- that it's hard to contemplate a fruitful summit unless 
these pressing -- this pressing case was resolved. And that is 
exactly the message that was delivered. 


Q What -- I know, Sut I don't know how much hyperbole 
is in this. What is -- I don't mean in your remark in saying it's 
the top of the agenda. Do you mean it's the priority U.S.-Soviet 
issue cight now -- is the Daniloff case, and not the reduction of 
nuclear weapons? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I believe it's very 
Clear that we had several —— items going into these two days of 
talks, and the several agenda items remain the same. We have the 
Daniloff case anc the general human rights situation, and yes, it is 
at the top of the agenda, and it is discussed when -- in that prime 
place in this dialogue. 
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We have also, however, over these last two days -- the 
Washington days -- gone on to talk about the agenda that was set in 
plece in Geneva last year, and then to go through that agenda. So 
both of those objectives were accomplished. 


Q Did the President or the Sec.ectary seek to justify 
or give support to the decision to oust 25 Soviets here in New York 
-- Soviet officials? And what is the status of that expulsion, do 
you know? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: 1 don’t know the status 
of it. I can tell you that the topic was not raised at all in this 
Gebriefing by the Secretary, the President, or any of the people 
attending. 


Q Do you know how many have left? There are varying 


reports -- 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, I don't. 
Q -- as to how many Soviets have left. 
on SENIOR ADIIINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't have a report on 
Q Is the Danilof{£ case en obstacle to arms control in 
any way? 


SENIOR ADHINISTRAYTION OFFICIAL: I don't know how you 
mean that. Why don’t you goon. If this is the same formulation of, 
are you saying this or arc you saying that, I'm simply saying that wo 
are addressing in a vigorous fashion through diplometic channels the 
resolution of the Daniloff£ case, pressing our views on human rights 
-- both at the top of the agenda. We are continuing in Geneva -- or 
as you suw over the weckend, in Stockholm, or in Vienna on AUFR -- to 
continue to address all of those issues in their own context and in 
their own fore. 


e) Just to be clear, when the President said, cs he cid 
today, that things are too delicate then he was not referring to a 
delicate stage cnJd something that is actually happening now, but the 
overall sense of negotiation for Daniloff? 


SLYICR ALAcTNISTRATION OFFICIAL: Anc the ovecrill <- I 
believe the overrall situation with respect to the relationship in 
which you have this brocc, long ageneu ayrece to by th two leacers. 
You have this very important case of Nick Daniloff and the fact again 
-- che phrases are not new -- that thet case has cost a shadow over 
the whole of the relationship and it simply has got to be solved. 


Q And there is no dete -- no tiwe set fur the 
Secretary to meet with Mr. Shevardnadze again here in New York? 


SENIOR AD.LINISTAATION OFFICIAL: Wot at this time. We 
have seid we would be willing to discuss it. 


Q You don't expect it, though? 


° Dié cay of the allies criticize the U.S. for giving 
such prominence to the Daniloff case in relationship to the other 
priority of the summit? 


SEKIOR AD.IUISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, they did not. Thoy 
cid not. 


Q As you know, West Europeans puid a grect deal of 
political capital to get medium-range missiles deployed a few years 
agu, ond I'm wondering if they gave u any rcaction to President 
Reagan's plan to ebolish these sissiles? 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The problea with the 
question about, did they give any reaction on, say, U.S. negotiations 
or the negotiations on INF, is that you are assuming that this is the 
first time this kind of discussion is laid out before these leaders. 
And the INF ncgotiations are the subject of constant consultation 
between the United States and the allies. There were no specific 
reactions today, and, as I say, I‘m not in a position to go into the 
exact negotiating things that were described. 


Q In general, do they have any misgivings about the 
INF negotiations as thcy are now heading -- in the direction they'rc 
heading? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Certainly there were no 
misgivings expressed today. There was a sense that consultations 
within the more narrow framework -- not like today's event, but 
within the more narrow framework of experts -- are moving along and 
there was an expression of apprecietion for that, and nothing of the 
kind that -- the theme that you have came up today at all. 
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Q Did the President characterize his meeting with 
Shevardnadze to the ministers? Did you hear me? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I made some notes -- I 
believe mot to the extent that -- 


Q Ris eides have described his as being very tough or 
anrgy with his. Did he Cescribe it that way? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRTATION OFFICIAL: Wo, no. The word 
that's been used is direct -- serious. I don't have any note that I 
took on that. As far as I can tell, he did not today characterize 
those. 


Q Thank you. 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 


Q On INF, can you give us an idea as to the levels 
that are involved and, specifically, can you confirm that there is an 
American proposal on a level of 200 warheads? Was this discussed 
with the allies? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo. I cannot confirm 
any of those things. I am not going to discuss the details of the 
negotiations, nor am I going to discuss the cetails of the proposal 
as they were discussed with the allies today. 


MR. HOWARD: Just take one more, please -- in the back of 
the room. Wo more questions? 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 


END 2:05 P.M. EDT 
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BY 
DR. BERYL SPRINKEL, CHAIRMAN 
COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISORS 


The Briefing Roos 


10:01 A.M. EDT 


MR. BRASHEAR: As Larry said, this will be an ON THE 
RECORD briefing. It is not for sound or camera. It is ON THE 
RECORD, not for sound and cameras. it is Dr. Beryl Sprinkel, who is 
Chairman of the President's Council of Economic Advisors, and it is 
another in a series of continuing education for #11 of us on the 
economy. And with that, I will give you Dr. Sprinkel. 


DR. SPRINKEL: Thank you, Rusty, ladies and gentlemen. 

I realize the state of the economy isn't always your 
favorite subject, but we thought in view of some uncertainties that 
have been pointed out in recent months that we should tell you how we 
view recent developments. 


I know you are well aware that the economy has enjoyed an 
impressive 46-month expansion in economic activity, counting this 
month. This is now the second-longest peacetime expansion in the 
post-war period, and we are quite confident it will continue and 
gather strength in the months immediately ahead. 


Total employment is up over 11 million and the 
continues to create jobs at an enviable pace. Unlike the experience 
of the 606 and 70s, we have achieved this expansion -- when I say 
"we," I mean the total producers out there in the real world -- while 
bringing the inflation rate down. Indeed, ‘66 will mark the fifth 
consecutive year of inflation lower than 4 percent. 


The expansion has been fueled by record high investment 
spending -- the share of GNP that is represented by investment hit an 
all-time high in ‘864 and ‘65 and remains historically high even 
though there has been a slight slippage in investment expenditure. 
this year. Interest rates are near their lowest levels in seven 
years and the recent decline in mortgage rates has boosted housing 
starts by over 5 percent from a year ago. 


Now in recent weeks -- and that is what I want to focus 
on -- a number of economic statistics have been released which I 
believe taken together indicate gathering strength in economic 
activity presently and in the months ahead. As I'm sure you 
remember, the Federal Reserve revised upward some of their numbers on 
industrial production, showing further increases. In July we were 
especially pleased with the rather significant increase in 
manufacturing output, which rose a healthy .3 percent in August, and 
that is also reflected in the employment numbers. And we expect, for 
reasons I'll discuss shortly, that the industrial sector vill 
contribute to more support in the second half than it has the first 
half. 


We also had strong employment gains in August. Payroll 
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jobs rose about 200,000 persons, and adjusted for temporary labor 
disputes, were actually up 240,000 persons. The factory work week 
and overtime hours remained quite high by historical standards. 
Since May the number of unemployed has dropped by a half a million 
and the jobless rate has declined by .5 percentage point to the 
present 6.7 percent, which we still consider to be too high in terms 
of @ long-term goal. 


Just as important, I think, is the fact that the share of 
the working-age population loyed continues to set records. For 
e » in Avgust it was 61.3 percent. This is in great contrast, 
inci tly, to the pattern in Western Europe where new jobs have not 
been created in significant magnitude and a share of the working 
population continues to drift downward. 


Q Could you explain that? The President has been 
using that figure, and what -- the other side of that is that 2? 
percent of a certain group of people are unemployed. How doer that 
compare to the unemployment -- 


DR. SPRINKEL: It isn’t wnemployed. They choose not to 
work. There are some unemployed in the erent “~~ as we said, 6.7 
percent of the working force. But essentially this means -- there is 
a technical definition -- but essentially it is from 16 to 65, and 
what percentage of those people are actually employed -- and it's 
61.3 percent. 


Q Would that be a reflection or the need for women to 
work? 


DR. SPRINKEL: Well, it reflects the opportunities for 
women to work because the most rapid growth on the employment front 
of course has been women growth, not only in terms of numbers, but 
also in terms of wage increases. 


Q Another way of putting that is, 61 percent is a 
relatively high number because -- 


DR. SPRINKEL: It is the highest recorded. 


Q In previous years many women who were 16 to 65 chose 
not to work? 


DR. SPRINKEL: Chose not to work. And improving 
Opportunities has changed the minds of some voluntarily. 


Personal income and outlays were also up rather 
significantly in August. Personal income increased another .4 
percent. Consumption expenditures were up a ee Ae percent, 
reflecting some t rary factors, of course, in the auto sector, 
where price cuts cheap financing stimulated spending. But that 
also t rise in consumer outlays followed a good increase in July -- 
.4 percent. 


Q Well, what is that going to mean for the future? If 
people buy cars now because of these special deals, doesn't that mean 
a declining demand later? 


DR. SPRINKEL: Well, it depends on the response of the 
auto companies. As you know, they have tentatively raised some 
prices. They typically do that most years. I would expect that if 
their volume slacks, as it was threatening to do in the latter part 
of the summer, we'll see additional efforts. 


Q The market is not open-ended, is it? I mean, if 
people buy cars today, they're not going to buy them next December. 


DR. SPRINKEL: If you make it cheap enough, I might buy 
another, you know. There are a lot of people that way. 
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Q Two cars in every garage. Is that this 
administration's slogan now? (Laughter.) 


DR. SPRINKEL: Many jobs do have two cars. 


Now, we're not concerned about the longer-term prospect 
for the auto industry, but we recognize that in that particular month 
it was unduly strong and unlikely to continue at that kind of a rate. 
Leading indicators, which have had a fair record with respect to 
business cycles, rose a solid 1.1 percent in July. The inflation 
numbers continue to run very low. We released CPI this morning for 
the month of August -- it was up two-tenths of one percent. Over the 
past year, it's up 1.6 percent. We have the lowest inflation by, I 
think, most measures, since at least 1965. The Producer Price Index 
in August was up three-tenths of one percent and it, in fact, has 
fallen 1.8 percent over the past 12 months. 


Now, I don't want to mislead you. We do expect that the 
inflation rate is going to ooze up in the months ahead. We've had 
some unusually favorable factors -- especially the sharp decline in 
oil prices has pulled the inflation rate below what, I think, is the 
fundamental inflation rate currently, so that we would expect not 
only as oil price effect fades out, but also the depreciation of the 
dollar effect becomes more evident that we'll see some modest 
increases in the inflation rate. 


Q What is modest, Beryl? 


DR. SPRINKEL: Well, somewhere in the three to 
three-and-a-half percent range, I think, is what we can probably look 
forward to out there over the next year. That's more than recently. 
Our objective -- the President's objective remains at zero -- we want 
to have stable prices. By some measures we got there this year, but 
we're hoping that in coming years we can pull it back down. But 1 
think the short run trend is likely to be modestly upward. 


Interest rates, as you know, have been near the low for 
this particular swing -- at least as low as they've been for seven 
years. This morning, Treasury bill rates were at 5.2 percent; 30 
year security, 7.8 percent, and this is contributed to good strength 
in residential housing -- it grew at a 12.7 percent annual rate in 
the first half of the year. Housing starts were up only slightly in 
August -- four-tenths of one percent. We do not expect a further, 
sharp upward surge in housing in the last half, but we think it will 
hold at very high levels. 


Now, you all are well aware of the sluggish second 
quarter numbers. We've had three cuts at it and the last two came 
out with essentially the same answers -- i.e., it was indeed a 
Sluggish period, showing only about six-tenths of one percent real. 
And the problem there, of course, has been primarily weakness in the 
trade area -~ and also in the first half of the year, especially the 
first quarter, but continuing in the second quarter -- some weakness 
in domestic investment. In our opinion, much of the sluggishness in 
investment was directly due to the sharp cut in oil prices. There 
was a collapse in investment in the oil and gas industries. If you 
remove those components, the remainder actually went up a little bit 
in the first half -- total investment ex-oil and gas rose 1.3 percent 
-- only a modest increase. 


Now, we're moving into the period where we expect to see 
fewer cutbacks similar to those experienced in the first half, but 
some additional advantages that have accrued to consumers, to 
business firms, to agriculture resulting from lower energy prices. 
The Commerce Department survey, released a few days ago, actually 
shows modest increases in capital spending over the balance of this 
year, and we expect investment to continue to pick up, reflecting not 
Only lower interest rates, but also stronger activity in the latter 
part of this year and into 1987. The trade balance, however, has not 
yet improved, even though we expect it to do so. And that's been a 
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major drag on economic performance over the past year or so. It 
remains a problem. And there are several reasons for it, some of 
which are temporary, and therefore we expect some improvement in the 
months ahead, but that's expectations, not what we can cite at the 
moment. 


Economic growth, as you know, has been sluggish in the 
economies of many of our major trading partners. Our own fiscal 
deficit has continued to grow as a result of excessive spending and, 
in our opinion, that contributes directly to the trade deficit. We 
believe progress will be achieved under the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings 
approach in this new fiscal year which will help on the trade side, 
but, again, it hasn't happened yet. 


There has been a longer-than-expected delay in favorable 
effects of the dollar depreciation. Now, we all know about the 
J-curve and the fact it takes time, but this adjustment occurs as a 
result of changes in prices and if we look at what happened at 
non-oil import prices they continue to decline throughout ‘85 and 
have only risen modestly in 1986. Foreign producers have been taking 
cuts in profit margins trying to keep share of market. They're just 
now beginning to squeak and pass along some of those price changes. 
If you look at import prices including oil, those prices continued to 
Gecline well into this year. In fact, all of the numbers we show -- 
it's still declining. However, I suspect that the recent increase in 
oil prices will result in some increase in import prices, including 
oil, over the balance of the year. 


We expect gradual improvement in the trade balance as 
Gollar depreciation and improved competitiveness of U.S. exports 
becomes more evident. We also know that we're getting a little more 
growth abroad in both Germany and Japan. There was a pick up in the 
second quarter. Germany had drepped very sharply in the first 
quarter and there was a snap-back at a 14 percent annual rate, which 
is obviously unsustainable, but it's going up instead of going down. 
Japan, which has slowed a great deal, partly because of slowing 
exports, actually rose at a 3.5 percent annual rate in the second 
quarter. 


Well, in sum, it's my view that the recently released 
economic statistics indicate that the current expansion continues and 
will gather strength in the months ahead. Low interest rates, 
moderate inflation, healthy gains in employment and personal income 
are favorable fundamentals that will translate into higher 
investment, higher employment and spending during the rest of 1986 
and into 1987. 


Thank you. Yes, sir? 


Q Aside from increased cost of imports, to what do you 
attribute the increase in inflation that you expect over the coming 
years? 


DR. SPRINKEL: Well, the sharp decline in oil prices 
which had occurred from, say, December of last year up until a month 
or so ago, had a one-shot favorable effect on most of the price 
indices, both the wholesale and the consumer prices indices, though 
that oil price decline has ceased -- in fact the most recent movement 
has been upward -- and I would expect that that temporary decrease 
will fade in the months ahead. Now, we don't know for sure what's 
going to happen to oil prices, but it's reasonable to believe it's 
not going to continue to drop as it did, say, in the first half of 
this year. That's the other major factor. 


Yes, sir? 
Q As you know, there's been some considerable 
controversy over the -- what economic impact the tax bill will have. 


Why are those who say it will have an unfavorable impact wrong? 
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DR. SPRINKEL: Well, some of them concentrate only in one 
sector of the economy. I think it's important to look, and we have 
attempted to do so, at both the supply effect and the demand effects. 
There are likely to be some temporary adverse demand effects in the 
period immediately ahead, however they'll be modest, in our opinion, 
and the incentive effects at the margins -- to work, to save, to 
invest are improving with the most fundamental tax reform in my 
lifetime, and therefore I think it's important to look at both 
aspects. Many of the models -- the commercial models that are set up 
-- do not place emphasis on the incentive effect. They lock it ina 
particular set of incentives and concentrate on demand. . We think 
it's important to look at both sides. And I think that's the major 
reason for the difference in views expressed by some private 
economists. 


Q When you say modest, temporary effects -- temporary, 
adverse effects -- how modest? 


DR. SPRINKEL: Well, so modest that it will not bring a 
recession, but the economy will continue to move ahead. 


Q Why is demand temporarily, adversely affected? 
DR. SPRINKEL: Sir? 
Q Why is demand temporarily, adversely affected? 


DR. SPRINKEL: Well, as you know, the investment tax 
credit is dropping out. Much of that effect may well be behind us, 
although we can't be certain of that. We know that some of the 
favorite shelters are fading, and they have tended to finance certain 
types of activity, which will be less strong in the period 
immediately ahead. Our objective has been to create an even playing 
field so that capital would flow into the 
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most efficient portions of the economy and, therefore, get the 
maximum bang for the buck. And although the Congress and the 
administration did not succeed completely, they made major progress 
toward that goal. 


Yes, sir. 


Q Mr. Sprinkel, if, as you say, the economy is going 
to gather strength in the months ahead, what are the implications for 
interest rates in the months ahead? 


DR. SPRINKEL: When I was in the private sector, I was 
paid very highly and I made a lot of forecasts on interest rates. 
Down here, I'm paid lowly. The risks of being wrong are very high. 
Therefore, I do not make those forecasts. I leave it to the experts 
on the outside. 


Q We'll chip in. 


Q Does it likely mean, though, that the bull market in 
bonds -- 


DR. SPRINKEL: Pardon? 


Q Doesn't it likely mean that the substantial declines 
that we've seen in recent months aren't going to be repeated? 





DR. SPRINKEL: For a while. I think that's a reasonable 
expectation, both because the inflation rates are leveling out and we 
are going to see a little strength, additional strength in the 
economy, in our view. And, in fact, I think our official forecast 
for the year ahead does show a little pickup in rates. We're not 
talking about soaring rates; we're not going back to monetary 
crunches. We're talking about some pickup in overall demand for 
funds. 


Yes, sir. 


Q Most of the important statistics you're talking 
about today seem to be unchanged from the past months and you're 
talking about a continuing steam for the economy. Would your 
appearance here have anything to do with the November elections? 


DR. SPRINKEL: No. We have attempted to keep you 
informed periodically. We don't like to come out here when they're 
soaring stock prices or collapsing stock prices because that's all 
you want to talk about. We wanted to come here at a time when we 
could take a backward look as well as a forward look and update 
what's happened and give you our views. We don't like to have 
government in the dark. 


Q Is it still your article of faith that eventually 
this economy will be such that we will grow our way out of the 
deficit without a need for additional revenue? 


DR. SPRINKEL: We will grow our way out of the deficit, 
provided we can get adequate restraints on spending. If spending 
continues to rise at a significant clip, there's no way we can grow 
our way out of the deficit. And the deficit is a very serious 
problem. 


Some have argued this deficit is going to cause great 
recessions or depressions. I've never believed that. But that isn't 
the same thing as saying it has no adverse affect. It clearly does 
have an adverse affect. It threatens capital investment over the 
longer run because we're chewing up savings. I used to be under 
Secretary of the Treasury, financing that deficit, and you take 
savings and you finance the federal debt and those savings cannot be 
used to finance productive equipment. 
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Furthermore, it has directly fed into the inflow of 
capital from abroad, increasing the amount which has created the 
trade deficit, which created adjustment problems in many industries. 
So, no, we cannot grow out. We can do it, however, if we can 
restrain spending. 


If the President were given the authority for iter veto 
and also a balanced budget amendment so that at the end of 
Gramm-Rudman there will be a eanpothennah mechanism into a 
longer-term event, we're quite confident, yes, we can grow out in 
that kind of an environment. 


Q I take it that if we're going to continue to spend, 
we're going to have to pay for it some way. 


DR. SPRINKEL: There are no free lunches, that's correct. 
That's why we cannot -- I have never argued that the deficit is free. 
I mean we're paying for it as we go along. Wow, it has other 
threats. It has investment -- it has inflation threats -- that 
threat isn't being realized. But it is at a cost. And it's very 
important, over the next few years, to stick to those Gramm-Rudman 
targets and pull down the deficit. I couldn't agree more. But we 
care how it's done. 





Yes, sir. 


Q Dr. Sprinkel, the value of the dollar in relation to 
other major currencies has been declining, and rather sharply, for 
many, many months now, and yet, the J-curve has not curved. How do 
you explain that? What is the -- what are the phenomenon that are -- 


DR. SPRINKEL: Well, I touched on -- I had meant to touch 
on those issues. Let me repeat very quickly -- until very recently, 
there's been very slow growth abroad. That's a factor that also 
determines our exports -- not only the price, but also how much 
income is being created abroad. That's beginning to improve and I 
hope will continue to improve. And the Japanese have released a new 
program that, hopefully, will increase growth in their domestic 
demands. 


In addition to that, there has been probably more delay 
than anticipated and I think more than usual delay in changes in 
imported prices and the affect on our export prices abroad. Now, 
those are happening, they're adjusting. But when you live here in 
Washington in particular, it seems like eternity. 


Now, if I were back in Chicago, taking a somewhat more 
withdrawn view, I perhaps would say, well, this hasn't been too 
unusual. But my best view is here that it has been delayed some and 
that isn't the same thing as saying it isn't going to work. We've 
had a strategy on that trade deficit for some time. We will continue 
to pursue that strategy in terms of trying to open markets abroad 
which can make a contribution, to encourage real growth with high 
inflation abroad, to permit the dollar to adjust and, of course, to 
move into a new trade round which will create better ground rules. 


We just emerged from Punta del Este, in our opinion, in 
very good shape, broadening the potential coverage for GATT. So I 
think the strategy is working. If you talk to Japanese and Germans, 
they will tell you their orders -- or export orders have dropped very 
sharply. And then you look at our numbers, and as I indicated, you 
can't really say that there is cold evidence that it's showing up in 
our numbers yet. I think it will, but it has not. 


Q Is the dollar still valued too highly? 


DR. SPRINKEL: We have no view about where the dollar 
should be. We do believe that the two major ways of adjusting are 
growth abroad, therefore, increased demands for our exports and 
increased demand for their imports, and dollar adjustment. 


MORE 








There has been a very significant dollar adjustment 
against Western Europe and against Japan. There, of course, has been 
no significant adjustment against either Canada, or Latin America, or 
the NIECs in the Far East, the Newly Industrialized Economies. We 
hope that this adjustment can occur. It's our objective to make it 
occur in an environment of growth. As you probably know, in periods 
of recession, trade balances tend to improve. That's not a solution 
for us. We want it to occur in an environment of continued 
prosperity in the United Siates. 


Yes, ma'am? 


Q Can I follow-up on that? You've talked about 
waiting for the effects of the dollar. The European central bankers 
apparently are intervening to push the dollar -- 


DR. SPRINKEL: I'm not sure of that. I've read the same 
article as you have read. There will be meetings, as you know, here 
in Washington starting very shortly between the IMF World Bank 
meetings where the finance ministers from around the world will be 
here conferring with Secretary Baker and others, and I'm sure that'll 
be discussed. But in the meantime, it's not appropriate for me to 
suggest whether it is or it isn't, because I don't know. 


Q If it were true, would we try to do anything to 
discourage that, or would we answer it with our own -- 


DR. SPRIWKEL: I can't -- I really cannot, given the 
meetings that are coming up, discuss that issue. 


Q It's too delicate and sensitive, Sheilah. 


Q Yesterday, the Shadow Open Market Committee, I guess 
it was two days ago. they met in New York -- your old comrades in 
arms, and they said we're going back to all the old mistakes of the 
seventies. They look at —s supply growth, go through the monetary 
base, said the Fed's been easing too much, and eye rags a year or 
two down the road, we're going to get a return to high single-digit 
inflation. Why -- do you think they're wrong, and if so, why? 


DR. SPRINKEL: Well, there is some risk. But the Federal 
Reserve is well aware of that risk, as you have noted, I'm sure, 
statements coming out of the Federal Reserve in the last few weeks t» 
the effect that aggregate growth has been significant. The long-term 
relation between aggregate growth and spending has been broken, but 
there's concerns that it may be reestablished, and it's very 
important that we not ignore that risk. We certainly are not 
ignoring it in the administration. We want to emerge through these 
eight years with a growth pattern that's highly favorable to 
Americans and in an environment of low inflation. There certainly is 
no evidence at the moment -- I cited the most recent inflation 
numbers -- that that's occurring. 


But we must be aware of mistakes that our predecessors 
have made. Hopefully, that's what a civilized society is all about. 
You can avoid making mistakes that others made, if you learn. And 
we're aware of those mistakes. 

Yes. 

Q Are you suggesting that that shouldn't ease when -- 


DR. SPRINKEL: Wo, I didn't suggest anything. I 
suggested that they are well aware that this is a risk as we are. 


Yes, sir. 
Q You talked about the fact that, with relationship to 


the dollar and the fact that we haven't seen much impact on the trade 
deficit yet that prices really haven't adjusted either on imports or 
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exports. Do you have any idea why that is the case? 


DR. SPRINKEL: Greed. That is, foreigners exporting here 
Go not like to lose share of market. And therefore, they will take 
some temporary zes and profit margins before they adjust, and 
that has “-sprned. But there's a limit as to how far that can go, 
and it*. -j'nning -- that limit is, at least in some companies, 
being 1°; ned, because we're seeing some price increases. There 
has bee. “» tendency for some U.S. exporters to fatten margins. 
And agai~, competition will pull that down. So I don't think it's 
unigue; it's ha before. It seems to be very gradually 
adjusting. I nk it will move to bring about changes in both 
export and import prices, but it's painfully slow. 


Yes, sir. 


Q Dr. Sprinkel, isn*t tax reform causing people to buy 
things now while they still have their deductions for sales taxes and 
interest? Is this a short-term spurt of demand? 


DR. SPRINKEL: Well, one never knows for sure. There are 

certain short-run incentives that will be affected by the tax reform 

roposal, most of whose provisions take effect next year, and we have 
cooked at some of them. This, of course, ha & any time you make a 
tax change. That is, it would oor you should never reform a tax 
system if you want to avoid all kinds of short-run adverse effects. 
And we've looked at those risks and think they're minimal. They're 
not zero. We are convinced that c run, which is the direction 
most of our policies have been sla » is highly positive, and, well 
you have to just absorb those risks, which we think are minor, and 
focus on the longer-term advantages, and that's what we've done. 


Q Isn't now the time to buy a car because of the sales 
tax deduction? 


DR. SPRINKEL: Well, be my guest. I understand there are 
not too many left in the old model. It was -- a couple of weeks ago, 
it would have been much better. (Laughter.) 


Yes, sir. 


Q You said that the economy won't be recovering, you 
expect it to gain strength. Do you expect the economy to recover 
because of economic factors that already are in place, or do you 
oes it to occur because you see the Fed easing monetary policy 

urther? 


DR. SPRINKEL: Wo. I think =o already in place. We 
have had a reasonably expansive monetary policy for some time. We've 
had declining interest rates reflecting decreased inflation 
expectations, we've had declining energy prices. All of these forces 
are there, they are stimulating activity, and therefore, we're quite 
optimistic that we're in the process, low and behold, of seeing a 
46-month-old economic expansion accelerating. 


Q This will be without further -- 


DR. SPRINKEL: Yes. I'm not assuming that they're going 
to ease further. I don't know what they will do. They have been 
meeting, I believe, yesterday and perhaps today. 


Yes, sir? 


Q Mr. Sprinkel, would you be ready to stabilize the 
dollar now in return for new commitments to economic growth in West 
Germany and Japan? 


DR. SPRINKEL: Well, we -- all nations would prefer more 
stable currency. There's no doubt about that, because wide swings in 
currencies, bring about, inevitably, painful adjustments in our 
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export and import industries. And therefore, the whole pitch that 
the U.S. has been saking and with the cooperation of our partners 
abroad has been to try to stabilize economic performance to the 
extent possible, encouraging growth abroad, as well as in the United 
States so that we would not see the wide swings and exchange rates 
that we've seen over the past few years. 


So yes, we would like to see more stability. Does that 
mean we would like to go in like price controls and fiz it, and make 
it so? I'm not suggesting that at all. I would hope tine! stability 
and fundaezentals would result in greater exchange rate stivsility than 
we've noted over the past few years. | 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 
END 10:32 A.M. EDT 




















BRIEFING BY 
THE HONORABLE BERNARD KALB 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF STATE FOR PUBLIC AFFAIRS 
and DEPARTMENT OF STATE SPOKESMAN 
REGARDING HIS RESIGNATION 
WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 8, 1986, 1:18 P. M. 


MR. KALB: I'ma little later than usual, but 
sometimes these things do happen. 


I just want to share some thoughts with you in -- 
against a background of what Chuck said about an hour or so ago. 


Much to my surprise, and perhaps to a lot of other 
people, I've been in this job as Spokesman and as Assistant 
Secretary of State for Public Affairs for almost two years -- a 
journalist turned spokesman. 


The guidelines that go with the job were set forth by 
Secretary Shultz: No lies, no misleading, to be as forthcoming 
as possible within security constraints. I have sought to 
abide by those guidelines. I've also sought to expand the 
frontiers of official disclosure; that is, by ventilating a 
newsman's requirements in the building to try to get out as 
much information as possible. 


You may have felt at times that I was offering you 
more calories than vitamins, but I did not -- in keeping with 
the Secretary's credo and my own credo, I did not throw in any 
artificial additives. 


But now a controversy has swirled up around a question 
of credibility. According to a published report, there is a 
memo forwarded by the National Security Adviser that talks 
about what is called in this report a “disinformation 
program.” I take it you've read it in the newspapers. 


So you face a choice, as an American, as a spokesman, 
as a journalist, whether to allow oneself to be absorbed in the 
ranks of silence, whether to vanish into unopposed 
acquiescence, or to enter a modest dissent. 














In taking this action, I want to emphasize that I am 
not dissenting from Secretary Shultz, a man of integrity, a man 
of credibility. Rather, I am dissenting from the reported 
disinformation program. 


I am concerned about the impact of any such program on 
the credibility of the United States. Faith, faith in the word 
of America, is the pulse beat of our democracy. Anything that 
hurts America's credibility hurts America. 


And then on a much, much, much lower level, there's 
the question of my own credibility, both as a spokesman and a 
journalist -- a spokesman for a couple of years, a journalist 
for more years than I want to remember. In fact, I sometimes 
privately thought of myself as a journalist masquerading as a 
spokesman. 


In any case, I do not want my own credibility to be 
caught up, to be subsumed in this controversy. It seems that 
in the last few days the controversy has dropped off, or so it 
seems. I even read a story about Western Europe apparently 
shrugging off this story. 


The controversy may vanish, but when you are sitting 
alone, it does not go away, and so I have taken this step of 
stepping down. 


A couple of other things I'd like to say at this 
point. I want to say that I remain grateful to Secretary 
Shultz for having offered me the honor a couple of years ago of 
serving our country. It has been a rare, it has been a 
precious, experience to have had the opportunity to be with him 
as he sought to advance America's interests to make the world 
safer for us all. To me he is a monument of credibility, 
integrity, courage, strength, and I've encountered these same 
qualities with my other colleagues here in the State Department. 


I'd like to take a moment, too, to thank the Secretary 
for the kind words he said about me that Chuck shared with you 
a little while ago. 


And a final word, if I may, that my best wishes go to 
the President and the Secretary as they get ready for Iceland, 
that they succeed in their continuing efforts to advance the 
cause of peace. 


That's about what I have to say. 

















MR. JIM ANDERSON (UPI): Bernie, before we ask you any 
questions, let me, in my role as senior wire service 
correspondent, separate my role as reporter and say something I 
think that most of my colleagues would agree with, which is 
that these last two vears have been interesting ones, as the 
old Chinese curse went. They've been difficult times 
sometimes, and when we have expressed our dissatisfaction or 
frustration, I hope you understand that it's been with your 
marching orders, not the way you've carried them out. Nor was 
it with your professional standards or your conduct. 


I continue to think that when we had complaints from 
this side of the barrier, they were exactly the same kind of 
complaints that you had when you sat in this exact chair. 


I would further like to say that nothing becomes your 
holding this job so much as the leaving of it. Welcome home. 


MR. KALB: Thank you very much, Jim. 
(Applause) 


MR. BARRY SCHWEID (AP): I liken myself with what Jim 
said, and say that what we wish for you most of all is that you 
would come back to journalism. 


MR. KALB: Jim, would you leave that seat? (Laughter) 


MR. ANDERSON: If Ottaway will give me back my seat. 
(Laughter) 


MR. KALB: Let me just extrapolate from some difficult 
words in a difficult moment in my own personal life. I've 
grappled with this now for a few days, and, as I say, there may 
be a diminution of intensity in this particular story. But at 
the end of the day you are there alone as a journalist, and my 
background as a journalistic culture, and maybe I may be the 
only one in this room at this particular moment who has sat 
there and stood here, and so I know the tenderness, I'm 
familiar with the absolute requirement of credibility. And in 
that sense I have sought to both share and shed it in this room 
to the degree that I have operated in the context of 
instructions. 


So this turns out, in my own final analysis, as it 
were, the most personal of decisions, and I sought to make it 
very clear in as italicized a way as I possibly can, and with 
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as much emotion as I possibly can, and with as much certainty 
and accuracy and fullness as I can about my feelings about the 
Secretary of State and his being a monument to integrity. 


And just one other point that I tossed off here in my 
prepared statement, as it were, in a sentence, and that is the 
honor of serving the country. Thank you. 


Q Will you take questions? 
A Well? I'll take a few. 


Q All right. Then let's revert to the longstanding 
process of trying to get as much information of the spokesman 
as we can. In these accounts -- 


fe Barry, I am no longer the spokesman. 
Q Well, then a private citizen. 


i) I am here as a private citizen, but various 
constraints that -- 


Q Sure. 


f°) -~ I am responsible for and inherited as of 30 
minutes ago are still part of my responsibility. 


Q Well, you know, I'm sure you can address these 
questions in any way you choose. 


is] Coming as -- 


Q There have been two accounts of this 
disinformation. One account puts the onus very heavily and 
directly on the National Security Council. Another account -- 
you might call it a catch-up account -- but it appears to put 
as much blame on the State Department, suggesting it wasn't the 
Security Council alone which launched this campaign of falsely 
telling newsmen of the U.S. and Libya being on a collision 
course. 


You have been a State Department official. In my own 
mind, it would strike me that you would feel less responsible 
as the spokesman for the State Department if all the fault were 
over at the White House. A very long-winded question. 
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I wonder if your action means -- if you care to 
address it as a private citizen -- if your action means that 
the disinformation, as it was, existed beyond the NSC, and that 
people here at State perhaps, reporters here at State, were 
misadvised, misguided, as to U.S. policy. If not necessarily 
by you, of course. 


a No. But, Barry -- 
Q I mean State Department personnel. 


“ I think in a way I have foreshadowed my response 
to your question by trying to make one point very clear. My 
resignation does not endow me with sudden freedom to act on 
what may be or not be secret, and what can be classified, or 
what cannot be classified. I'm making no concessions, 
obviously, on that particular point. 


The roots of my response go back to the first 
published story which generated a controversy, and I have 
sought, as I have set forth here the best as I can, my own 
personal grappling with this. What I thought any such program 
-— without in any way confirming anything -- any such program 
and its impact on United States’ credibility. And then, as I 
say, on a much more reduced level, an asterisk in a way to all 
this, myself and how I enter this. 


Ralph? 


Q Bernie, two related questions. One: Did you 
give any thought to the impact your announcement today might 
have on the day before or two days before the summit in terms 
of the credibility of the U.S. Government and its dealings with 
the Soviet Union? And the second part of that is related, 
really. We understand that the Deputy Spokesman is also 
planning to leave his position at the end of this year; not 
under the same kinds of circumstances or for the same reasons. 
But have you given any thought to the total changeover, if you 
will, in spokesmen for the Secretary of State? 


i) Well, of course, I have, Ralph. And I do believe 
what I said just a moment or so ago, that the Secretary has 
said “The Iceland Cometh," and I suspect that I will dissolve 
very quickly under the impact of the meeting that will be 
taking place in Reykjavik. 

















Insofar as your other point about Chuck, I don't know 
to what degree he has shared his future with you or not on 
either a private or an official level, so I think it would be 
inappropriate for me to get involved in that. 


Q In fact, on the first question, you didn't deal 
really with the business of the credibility of the U.S. 
Government -- 


a I'm glad you reminded me of that. I am making no 
accusations. I have set forth what I've done here in the 
context of a personal grappling, as a Spokesman and the 
journalistic bones that compose me, about my wrestling with 
this issue for several days. And insofar as the preparatory 
meeting in Reykjavik, I think I've answered that a little 
earlier. 


Q But, Bernie, you are making accusations, aren't 
you? You're not resigning because of a published story. 
You're resigning because you happen to believe that published 
story was true. 


i I have nothing that I can offer to you by way of 
any specific implementation, if there is such a program. 
You're welcomed to challenge me, but I am setting forth what I 
looked at very carefully in the cocoon of my own thinking and 
my own life what I felt I must do, and I have to leave it at 
that. 


Q Bernie, can I follow on that? Were you aware of 
the working paper -- the reported working paper --— that was 
sent to the NSC? 


a I don't have that. I talked before; I have 
nothing to say about papers or any memoranda, whether they 
exist or not. I don't have any information on that, and I have 
nothing to say about that. 


David? 


Q Bernie, some of us were with you and the 
Secretary last Thursday up at the United Nations where 
Secretary Shultz said that sometimes the truth is so precious 
that it has to be guarded by a bodyguard of lies -- it has to 
be attended to by a bodyguard of lies. 


What did you think of his comments, in light of what 
you're dec<ding to do now? 




















is) I have tried to set forth the parameters, the 
roots and tiie challenges I saw to myself. I have done it as 
best as I could in the last 15-20 minutes or so. 


I think the Secretary, for his part, has since dealt 
with that question in interviews as well as one today, and I 
would imagine there is a transcript outside. 


Johanna? 


Q When did you tell the Secretary that you were 
going to take this step, and did he ask you not to do it, 
particularly at this moment? 


A Let me say, in answer to that, that I spoke to 
him last night, and I think the Secretary, as a man of such 
overwhelming integrity, that he allows other people to have 
their own. 


Q Bernie, let me share my personal feelings because 
some of my colleagues shared their personal feelings with you. 
I would like to say that, as a foreign correspondent here, this 
is a courageous act on the part of you and restored my 
confidence in the integrity of the U.S. media to the highest 
level by doing this at this time, at this very crucial time. 


If we gave you -- if I gave you -- a hard time while 
you were here sitting in the last two years, it's just out of 
these convictions and fears. apprehensions, and possibly 
suspicions that I have in conducting the Middle East policy by 
this Administration. And if you took it personally, don't take 
it personally and I hope you didn't take it personally. And I 
welcome you back to the den of journalists who sees it in here, 
hopefully. 


Aa I appreciate your remarks, and I wonder if you 
would be kind enough to repeat them. (Laughter) 


Can I go to Chris, please? 


Q Let me try one more way at this. Without asking 
you to confirm that such a policy -- that you knew such a 
policy existed -— are you taking this action today because of 
something you were asked to do that you did not comfortable 
with? 


fs) Absolutely -- 











Q Or are you taking the action because of a policy 
that may or may not exist that you didn't like? 


fi I have been asked to do nothing, so that disposes 
of the first part of your question. 


As to the second part of your question, I really 
cannot do better than what I said before, Chris. Thank you. 


Jim? 


An anomaly here. You've talked about the 
integrity of the Secretary of State but you've also talked 
about your disagreement with a policy which had apparently been 
promulgated. 


Now either the Secretary of State is in charge of this 
Department or he is not. If he is in charge of this 
Department, presumably he has some influence, whether that 
policy you've expressed your disagreement with is going to go 
forward. 


I am unable to resolve this anomaly from the two 
things that you've said. That, one, you're admiration for the 
Secretary continues but at the same time you have, on moral 
grounds -- moral professional grounds -- disagreed with 
something which you consider to be apparently close to lying. 


How can you resolve this apparent anomaly? 


Ha I don't have the problem. I don't see any sort 
of anguish in the way you're setting it forth. I have sought 
to make one particular point, among others, and that is I am 
not dissenting from Secretary Shultz. What I am dissenting 
from is that reported disinformation program. 


Q As Secretary of State, he is the one who is 
responsible for it, let it go forward, and presumably he's 
responsible for carrying it out? 


K You are making, or volunteering, certain 
assumptions that I can't help you with because I don't have any 
information about that. That's your call and it's premises, 
but I am not sharing those. 


Q Sir, I share the admiration of my colleagues for 
you in your decision. But I wonder -- 





A I knew there was a “but" coming there. (Laughter) 





Q But I wonder if your -- 
A Is it a big “but" or a small “but?" 


Q -- decision at this moment will be harmful to 
Secretary Shultz in his dealings with the media in Iceland? 


A I think that Secretary Shultz' stature and 
integrity and credibility with the media has been established 
for a long time. I don't think it needs any additional help 
from me. 


Q Sir, I did not -- 


A And I think we could take a vote in the room and 
I would be borne out by unanimity 


Q Sir, I did not mean that. I meant that since you 
are au courant with so much that is going on. I know that Mr. 
Redman is gifted and capable, but will he be able to do all 
that you would have done to help -- 


A My answer to that could be a week long. 
(Laughter) But I think what one should say, really, is the 
degree of professionalism, and as you say au courant, that 
Chuck Redman enjoys, will endow him will all the requirements 
to be an absolute first-rate, crackerjack spokesman. 








Q Bernie, before we break up, will you finally tell 
us where Ambassador Murphy is? (Laughter) 





MR. KALB: Thank you all, and thank you all very much. 


(Briefing concluded at 1:36 p.m.) 
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SECRETARY RIDGWAY: I don't have an opening statement 
today. I think we have about 30 minutes, and it's probably best all 
given over to questions and whatever formulations are new. 


Here's one right here. 


There were reports in the sedia on the eve of 
Zakharov-Orlov exchange that several other dissidents are included in 
the package, and one of them is ay father, David Goldfarb and 
Vladimir Slepak, father of my friend, Alexander, here. And a week 
ago, there was a report on CBS News citing that sources in the 
administration -- that the release of these two gentlemen is linked 
somehow to the issue of 25 Soviet employees which were ordered to 
leave the United States. Is there any substance to this report and 


SECRETARY RIDGWAY: I certainly know of those reports, 
and I can't give them any substance. But in saying that, I would 
like to say that the cases you referred to, as well as the cases of 
many other prominent dissidents in the Soviet Union, and indeed, 
generally the subject of human rights and the repression of 
dissidents has always been on the agenda, and has always been in our 
discussions. 


Q Madame Secretary, you and other officials have said 
the President brings no new proposals here, but you have proposals 
already on the table which you will discuss. Does that mean that he 
is not prepared to negotiate in any way with Mr. Gorbachev? 


SECRETARY RIDGWAY: The problem with the word negotiate 
is, it leads to a sense of discussion in detail of propositions back 
and forth at a level of detail that I think it would be misleading to 
suggest to you is going to take place. The starting point is 
proposals that are on the table, some put on the table as recently as 
the 18th of September in Geneva. 


And the process that we see taking place here is of -- 
first, taking the measure of where we are on those proposals, 
attempting to extract from that status those, perhaps, broad elements 
that negotiators might focus on in a period ahead, and turning the 
job back to the negotiators, perhaps, in some new framework or with 
some new sense of emphasis. 


But it would be wrong to you to suggest to you that there 
is a detailed negotiation in the offing. 


Q But by saying some new framework, then the President 
is prepared to direct our U.S. negotiators to go, perhaps, in either 
different directions or with more emphasis on a different point than 
before? 
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SECRETARY RIDGWAY: We hope that, with the United States 
having proposals on the table, with the Soviet Union having proposals 
on the table, that that is precisely what would emerge from this day 
and a half of conversations. Impulses to the negotiations, and 
— a new shape for the negotiators to construct their work in, 

n the fora where the negotiations are already taking place. 
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gathering up, substitute forum for the work going e re. 


Q Madame Secretary, this morning a Soviet seman at 
@ press conference across the street over here categorically rejected 
President Reagan's attempt to explain at the United Nations General 
Assembly that the Strategic Defense Initiative is not and cannot be a 
first strike ility. As long as the Soviets stick to that 
position, doesn't that mean that there can be no real progress in 
what President Reagan has defined as the key area of arms negotiation 
with the Soviets? 


SECRETARY RIDGWAY: Well, it's difficult to take a 
reading of the real substantive positions that might be voiced in 
private conversations, in contrast to what is said in public. 
Certainly, we have heard this Soviet judgment of the President's 
proposal before, but it is = wrong. And this occasion, this 
meeting here, will give the President a very important opportunity to 
lay out once again the vision he has, the proposals he has sade, and 
to do it directly with the General Secretary. 


And we're confident, I know the President is confident, 
that in that setting, this kind of argument, perhaps if it's made in 
& propaganda setting, will be set aside, and some serious exchange of 
explanations and understanding will take plece. 


Q Is there -- has there been any indication, 
whatsoever, that the Soviets are willing to proceed on that? Given 
any clues? 


SECRETARY RIDGWAY: Well, I think that it's clear that 
the subject of the Strategic Defense Initiative is one that will be 
éiscussed here, and indeed, the President has an imaginative proposal 
that he wants to -- has put forward and wants to discuss here, and is 
looking forward to having an opportunity to discuss. But I think 
that words like, “concede” and “negotiate” and all of the rest are 
wrong for this kind of a forum. There will be an exchange. And what 
will come of it, we'll see. 


The lights are very bad so -- Okay, go ahead. 


Q I understand, sorry. Ambassador Ridgway, could you 
tell us, please, what form you would expect the agreement that you 
mentioned, the impulse that you mentioned, to take at the end of this 
summit, and would you expect a date to be set for Gorbachev's visit 
to the United States? 


SECRETARY RIDGWAY: To take the second, first, we do not 
expect a date to be set. We have been willing to receive a proposal 
for a date ever since the Geneva summit at which the two leaders 
agreed there would be a summit in Washington and one in the Soviet 
Union in Moscow. And we remain, of course, ready to receive 
proposals for a date. We don't come seeking one and really don't 
expect one at this time. 


As for the form in which one might record the conclusion 
of the day-and-a-half meeting, what one might expect on Sunday, we 
certainly don't expect -- just as this meeting is not traditional, I 
would say that in the meeting of high-level leaders, I would say it's 
best not to expect perhaps a traditional closing. We certainly are 
not expecting any statements or anything of that sort. 
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Rather it would be within the processes of government 
after both sides return home, the new directions to negotiators, if 
such new directions emerge. 


Q Ambassador, Morris Abram of the National Conference 
of Soviet Jewry, said this morning that the President had told his 
several days ago that human rights has to be a condition for the 
improvement of relations with the Soviet Union. I wanted to know if 
that's an accurate assessment of the administration's ition and 
Goes it mean that you're going to link, that the Pres t will link 
human rights with other areas of progress such as areas control or 
trade with the Soviets? 


SECRETARY RIDGWAY: I think it is a statement of fact for 
all -- an accepted fact for all who know the United States that human 
rights and Soviet performance in the area of human rights is very 
much a part of the American public's view and seasuresent of the 
status of U.S.-Soviet relations and its health. And I think it is 
true to say that as the relationship between the United States and 
the Soviet Union evolves in any direction, one can see alaost 
parallel with it what is happening in the human rights fielc. 


So I don't think that there's anything there -- it is 
simply a status -- a statement of the importance that the United 
States and the American citizens attach to human rights. It is not 
an attempt at =a It isn't an attempt to say this for that or 
anything else. It is simply, I think, an accurate picture of how 
strongly we and the people of America feel about human rights. 


Q Well, does that mean the President will just raise 
it and then move on to other areas? 


SECRETARY RIDGWAY: Wo. Human rights has always been a 
highlighted one of the four categories of broad agenda r cs that 
exist between the United States and the Soviet Union in this area of 
dialogue. You know them all -- the arms control, human rights, 
eee conflicts, and -- regional issues -- and bilateral 
relations. 


Many have suggested that the focus of the meeting here in 
Reykjavik would be arms control, and that just simply is not the 
case. For the United States, we believe the agenda is the broad one. 
And while it is true that areas control is rtant for us, 80, too, 
is human rights. Indeed, one could expect that given the shortness 
of time, with just ad,» and a half, two languages and « lot of work 
to be done between sess.ons, that, of the four, oe the primary 
work will be in the area of human rights and areas control. 


Q Madame, is there any change in the American position 
on the moc: atorium for nuclear tests? Ise it still as stubborn as 
usual or slightly less stubborn? 


SECRETARY RIDGWAY: I wouldn't accept that word. I would 
say that it is as informed and wise as usual. 


Secretary Ridgway, would you attempt to -- will the 
President attempt to get a date set for a summit in the United States 
or have you given up on that issue? 


SECRETARY RIDGWAY: No, you -- you've given me two pieces 
and we're in between. The prospect of a Washington summit has been 
present since it was agreed to in November. We aren't here to seek 
to get a date and we haven't given up on getting a date. It is 
there, and at such time as a date is forthcoming, we'll receive it. 


Q Aren't you, in effect, conceding before these 
meetings begin that you expect a failure? 


SECRETARY RIDGWAY: Heavens, no. I wouldn't come out 
here to say such a thing at all. We expect and, indeed, I think have 








every reason to believe, in view of our conversations also with those 
coming from the Soviet Union and these with whea we have been working 
with the Soviet Union in preparing for this seeting, we ta 
serious, I think, well-pr ed exchange on the range of issues 
and I think it's geing to @ successful gathering in the sense that 
everything is going to get covered and we will have that opportunity 
eS so important to see where we stand and where progress sight be 
possible. , 


Q Secretary Ridgway, in the last few days, the Soviets 
have apparently announced the release of several well-known Soviet 
dissidents. How essed or uniapressed is the administration with 
that? Does that indicate some change in Soviet policy on human 
Sageee OF S> Bee SO Te Sune 6S © See. mee er Pe ae And, 
secondly, could you give us a sense at re ef the structure of 
the summit in terms of has it been decided t will be discussed, at 
which session, and which U.S. efficials will be sitting in with the 
President in the meetings? 


SECRETARY RIDGWAY: We are always pleased to receive word 
that someone who has applied for exit permission from the Soviet 
Union has, in most cases, after a very long time, been at last given 
the opportunity to leave. But we see these simply only as syabols of 
a very, very broad and deep area of concern of ours. 


As I say, we welcome the action on individuals, but we 
continue to give very real and constant attention, not only to 
broader numbers, larger numbers of the same kinds of people than, if 
I can say, to the question of human rights generally. 


There are two areas in this field. And I think it's 
important, perhaps if I just take this opportunity to take about 30 
seconds to make the distinction. There are humanitarian cases 
involving divided spouses, divided families, dual nationals and the 
like. And there are broad human rights questions such as the 
emigration of Soviet Jewry, the emigration of ethnic Germans, the 
repression of dissidents. 


We are happy when someone is allowed to leave. But we 
ym that in both areas, the humanitarian cases where we are 
talking about particular individuals, and the human rights area where 
we're talking about broad categories of problems, we simply there do 
not see the broad range of progress, the continuity, sustainability 
of progress that we would like to see. 


Q Du you think it's coincidental that it's happening 
just at the time of the summit? 


SECRETARY RIDGWAY: Well, it seems always to happen 
around events. 


You asked a second question on the structure for tomorrow 
and I think that what is generally expected is that there will be an 
Opportunity at the outset for broad opening statements from each of 
the leaders. But, if as you know from Geneva when you saw the likes 
of me and senior advisers, who may have been present, going through 
the door; but then the President and the General Secretary, being 
leaders, went off and talked by themselves. And at that point, the 
conversation goes in the direction in which they want it to go, and 
the order in which issues are considered flows as they want it to 
flow. So it’s -- there are not quite the precise formulations that 
we had when we were in Geneva. And I think the informality means it 
would be your guess as good as sine. 


Q Who will be in the room? Who will be -- 


SECRETARY RIDGWAY: It hasn't been decided yet. There -- 
again, it's emall, it's much smaller than we're accustomed to. 


People will be available to be added if that's what the two leaders 
want to do. 








My expectation is -- I've been saying it all week and 
I*ll say it again today -- my expectation is that the two leaders 
will, themselves, spend a great deal of the time together and the 
rest of us who are present as sdvisers will simply be available as 
resources. 


Q Madame Secretary, how realistic is it to expect real 
progress on INF? For instance, do you expect the leaders to get down 
to specifics on numbers of Asian missiles and verification and some 
of the other stumbling blocks that we've been told about? What 
length of time, also, would you expect it would take if there is 
direction to the negotiators to actually reach a framework and then a 
treaty? 


SECRETARY RIDGWAY: I said in anewer to an earlier 
question by Mr. Donaldson that I don't expect this to become a 
negotiating process down to the details. What I think one could 
perhaps expect .o see here in INF is first, the discussion of where 
are we, a focusing of the discussion on those broad elements that -- 
around which now these important issues remain’. We know the -- Asia, 
verification, the duration of the treaty and the like, an exchange of 
views around those few issues and a sense, then, coming out of that, 
of where the negotiators in Geneva should gd as they focus their 
attention on those three, four, or five issues. 


So that for timing I think one, you shouldn't look to 
Reykjavik to produce that agreement, as so many people have been 
suggesting and we've been trying all week to say isn't going to 
happen. And when we return to Geneva and the negotiators take this 
up again I would suggest that these are the tough issues. And I 
don't think one can expect a hastened pace. 


Q Madame Secretary? 
Q If the -- 
SECRETARY RIDGWAY: Let someone -- 


Q -- just to follow, I mean, there's always a concern 
with these events that the U.S. side is trying to lower expectations, 
that you heve soze wey already pocketed -- perhaps risk reduction 
centers and some sort of framework on INF -- can you give us any 
sense of what your real expectations are? How honest can you be with 
us in this setting? 


SECRETARY RIDGWAY: I‘m trying to be totally honest with 
you. And to say, for example -- let me do the bilateral field where 
we have in very, very small areas of our relationship those places 
where we and the Soviet Union perhaps meet day by day and there's a 
need for some machinery or some further cooperation. We have had 
good progess throughout the past sonths in defining areas of 
agreement. But we aren't going to be trying to bring any of these 
things to a close here and they aren't the kinds of things that one 
would deal with at the level of leadership. 


Q Madame Secretary? 


SECRETARY RIDGWAY: Within the eras control area, yes, we 
have had excellent talks over the summer on such things as nuclear 
risk reduction centers. But, again, we would not expect here to take 
that away from the experts who have been handling it on both sides -- 
bring it to Reykjavik and handled at the level of leadership. We're 
just not expecting that kind of thing. Rather, these areas -- the 
President's Strategic Defense Initiative, the START negotiations, we 
understand INF, we understand from the Soviet side an interest in the 
nuclear testing -- all of these things, they may well be there. And 
for the United States, again, this very important question of human 
rights. These would be the broad areas I would expect. 
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@ Do you have prepared -- do you have in your pocket, 
in your file, the draft document that would 
know if your -- the Soviet experts have theaselves a draft document? — 
Sometimes we refer to the Viadivostok agreement 
that be in that sense -- that general sense and could you explain 
maybe what the -- 


SECRETARY RIDGWAY: All I have in my pocket is my hotel 
key. (Laughter.) And I know that we're doing something difterent 
here and it's been troubling Se all week long who have been 
asked, well, maybe we should fol the Vladivostok pattern, there's 
been talk of guidelines, there's been talk of framework and people 
talk about previous statements that, indeed, how can you get together 
unless you're yO to Ay documents that have already been agreed 
to. But this t rises out of a o> worth of work in 
1986, it arises out of a set of events in 1986 that called for 
something new. So, I would recoemend the abandonment of an 
attachment to previous patterns and to expect as informal a 
conclusion to this as there has been a coming up to it and, indeed, 
as informal a conclusion as we expect the sessions themselves to be. 


Q Madame Secretary? 


Q Madame Secretary, if there is an eventual agreement 
on the INF proposal to reduce the U.S. interaediate range missiles in 
Europe, do you think the Soviets will escalate their pressures to 
pull Germany away from the WATO Alliance? The German newspaper Welt 
Am Sonntag reported the Soviets may offer to reunite East and West 
Germany if it becomes a neutral non-NATO country. 


SECRETARY RIDGWAY: I don't know quite how sany pieces of 
that question are either your comments or Welt Am Sonntag or 
questions for me. I would like simply to say that the negotiations 
on an INF agreement -- and I would remind everybody that this started 
with -- in placement of the 8S-20's in Europe by the Soviet Union -- 
that those negotiations are taking place in close and continuing 
consultation with our NATO allies. They are -- our negotiators are 
guided by the wisdom of NATO partners, the Federal Republic of 
Germany, all of those who have such an imporant part in this are the 
basing countries and I would expect that the presumptions in that 
kind of an article that somehow all of this is being done over the 
heads of allies and the rest are no more accepted by the leadership 
in allied countries than they are by our people. 


I -- over here. 


Q Thank you. The Soviets say one of the main reasons 
they wanted this meeting was to finally get some decisions out of a 
clearly conflicted Washington internal decision-making process with 
mixed signals coming from different parts of Washington that they 
really couldn't understand. I'd like to ask you whether you accept 
this characterization, whether you think the preparations for this 
meeting has forced some decisions to be made about negotiation goals, 
and -- or whether you regard the Soviet side to be as blocked as they 
consider the Americen side? 


SECRETARY RIDGWAY: I don't think it is useful on the eve 
of such an important meeting to associate myself with one 
characterization or another. I would like to say that there are no 
conflicting signals from the U.S. side. The President of the United 
States speaks for America. He speaks very clearly, he has put clear 
proposals on the table, and those are the tables -- the proposals we 
come here to discuss. 


Q Madame Ambassador, can you assure us you are not 
disinforming us today? 


SECRETARY RIDGWAY: I have been in this business for 
nearly 30 years, and I dun't have to answer a question like that. 














Q have with me here Michael Shirman, who would like 
you to pass on @ messege to President Reagan. 


Q My name is Al Shirman. I contracted severe 
leuvkenia. The Soviets ——- froa sister come to Israel to 
contribute bone marrow my survival. I would like to ask you, 


lease tell to Mr. Gorbachev, let my sister go to Israel and save ay 
ife. 


SECRETARY RIDGWAY: Sure, I take the sessage. 


Ralph? I see both of you back there. I'11 take the next 
one over the next tise. 


G Let me just follow up a couple of things you said 
earlier. One was you said that we should not expect an agreement on 
INF, that it would go back to the negotiators who are working in 
Geneva. And you left open the business about the summit. If we take 
= at your -- at face value on the question of going back and 

etting the Geneva negotiators do their work, then you have to draw 
the conclusion that a summit in 1986 in the United States is 
extremely unlikely since the Geneva talks only have a few more weeks 
to proceed. Are you suggesting those talks might be extended into 
December, a, or should we draw the conclusion that an agreement 
is impossible until the early months of next year and that a summit 


would then take place at the end of the first quarter or so of next 
year? 


SECRETARY RIDGWAY: Wo, you have an assumption in there 
that a Washington summit requires the signing of an INF agreement. 
That's what I hear in your question. And I con't think you want to 
gc with that assumption. Nobody has ever stated it as a condition. 


The feeling about the Washington summit, that both sides 
have agreed to, has been that a summit should be well-prepared anc 
that the two sides should have some sense of the results that sight 
emerge, but neither side that I can recall has ever sted a 
specific list of agreements that has to be signed in order to make a 
Washington summit possible. That just has not been part of the 
formulation. Anc that throws all the rest of your question off. 


Q I'd like to follow up on the subject of a summit. 
In Geneva it was Cetermined that the next time there was to be a 
summit -- a meeting -- it would happen in the United States. Call 
this a mecting or a pre-summit arrangement -- what you will -- it is 
not happening that way. Why does the United States not consider that 
the Soviets have welched on their word, have somehow not delivered on 
& promise by coming to the United States? 


SECRETARY RIDGWAY: We have no reason to believe that the 
Washington visit will not take place, and indeed I believe the joint 
statement, as I recall, that was issued on Monday or Tuesday of -- 
whenever that was -- two weeks ago, around the first of October -- 
very carefully said a preparatory meeting with a view to the United 
States visit of the General Secretary. As to why something different 
has happenec again, I think that the events since the summit of 1985 
in Geneva, the rather unique way that work on this broad range of 
topics was arranged over the summer at the expert level with an 
exchange of visits that led to a great ceal of work being done all at 
once, the General Secretary's suggestion that perhaps a way to give 
even further impulse to these negotiations that are going on would be 
for this kinc of a meeting -- one that we accepted. We simply did 


not see that as you have described it -- as a getting away from the 
original commitments. 


Q Back again to INF, you have referred to the four -- 
three or four major issues that divice the two sides, and you speak 
of -- But co you think in fact that this meeting will to some extent 
at least be judged by the success or the failure of resolving those 
four differences? Do you expect that this will be achieved here? 
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SECRETARY RIDGWAY: The question is whether we are going 
to be judging the success of this meeting by our in turn of 
resolving these four or five core issues on INF. (And I'd say no 
because I think that those issues, if you look atiesch of them -- as 
I say, you take Asia, verification. Verificat alone is not the 
kinc of thing that you settle in a day and a half. It has got to go 
back to the negotiators. It has to go back to be associated with the 
work on the terms of the egreement itself because there is @ 
relaticaship between a werification regime and what it is that you 
are attempting to verify compliance of. 


So I think that you can't measure this meeting here by 
that kine of standard. 


Q Ambassador, Radio Moscow this morning Gescribed 4 
concrete agreement possiblity on INF this wee » and certainly 
Mikhail Gorbachev -- of real discussions about jarms control. Anc you 
seem to be moving in a completely different difection. 


SECRETARY RIDGWAY: Wo, you used 
Rajio Moscow was talking about agreements and 
Secretary arrived talking about real discussidns. We expect real 
discussions, and I think in that sense we shafe that description of 
expectations given by the General Secretary. But we are not looking 
for agreements as we all use the word. , 






Q You Con't think Russia is talking up the summit too 
much though? 


SECRETARY RIDGWAY: It seems that. tings of this sort 


talk themselves up, so as to who is doing whet,l it's difficult to 
soy. 


C Could you tell us where you stané on SALT II? There 
was a declaration this week saying that in November the new cruise 
missile and the bomber will be put, and thus the limit of SALT II 
will be agreed. You said that your policy was that the decision to 
go aheac and reoch the ligit was taken. The decision you have to 
take is not to do it if the Soviets do something radical. Is that 
where you stand? And what kind of impact do you think this would 
have on Mr. Gorbachev's decision to come to Washington? 


SECRETARY RIDGWAY: The President's decision of May 27th 
on interim restraint and the replacement of something that had been 
called interim restraint by his policy of mutual restraint is well 
known and he will be taking decisions along the line in the period 
aheac in accordance with the standards he set up. Whatever the 
newspapers are saying, the President is still facing those decisions. 


Q -- unless he decides not to do it, in November there 
will be a -- 


SECRETARY RIDGWAY: You know, we could go cn forever on 
the number of those constructions. 


Q Ané what -- if you could do it, don't you think Mr. 
Jorbachev will use that as a reason not to come to Washington? 


PUCRETARY RIDGWAY: I can't speculate on the series of 
events. Were having trouble enough here sort of dealing with 
something like an event tomorrow as tu what it means for everybody. 


Q I'm going to try to clarify this whole question, if 
possiblc, of a possible summit, yet this year in the Unitec States. 
Now, you're saying you Gon't expect these meetings to make it 
possible to give a Jate for a summit in the United States. 


SECRETARY RIDGWAY: Wo. I didn't say that at all. I was 
askec if I expected a date for a summit in the United States fron 
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these meetings. That is, do I expect a date. I didn't -- we didn’t 
come expecting a date. We aren't going to be negotiating for a date. 
If somebody wants to give us a date, fine. But it's not quite the 


way you're putting it. 


Q All cight. That's why I's asking the question. 
Bave you given up on the idea of a susmit in the United States yet 
this year? 


SECRETARY RIDGWAY: I have not. 
Q You have not? 
SECRETARY RIDGWAY: I have not. 


Q All right. Then the question is what do you expect 
coulc happen? Do you think some kind of ise could come out of 
here, could go to the negotiators and sometime in the next several 
weeks a date could be set for a summit yet this year in the United 
States? Is that a possibility? 


SECRETARY RIDGWAY: The -- you're doing the same thing 
that one of the earlier questioners did. You're leaving out the 
question of a date hanging on whether or not . yoo are going to 
be produced or coming out of the negotiations in Geneva and things of 
that sort. And I still don't see it quite that way. I -- 


Q Well, if you don't get a date here, when are you 
going to get it? That's the question. 


SECRETARY RIDGWAY: When the Soviet Union tells us when 
they expect to come to the United States. Okay? Okay. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 
END 4:25 P.M. (L) 
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MR. HOWARD: Good afternoon, ledies and gentlesen. We're 
about to begin our beckground briefing. And in case there is anyone 
who doesn’t know what beckground means -- I's saying this because ve 
are piping this to the International Press Center -- background seans 
thet remarks made should be attributed to a senior American 
official, or a senior 0.8. official. 


lication, our 






They will both take questions, 
rights, ssues and 


primarily on the three = ery 
bilateral issues, and primarily on aras control. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We don't have an opening 
statement, so if you have any questions, we'll take it. 





Q Are we going to get an INF agreement out of this? 
(Leughter.) 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Are we going to get an 
INF agreement out of it -- 


Q Ané when? (Leughter.) 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: And when? Is that the 
question? 


Q I mean, it's getting @ little biserre the way ail of 
you peuple are fanning out. One sinute, you build hopes, the next 
minute, you break them down. What is this? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I Con't know about 
fanning out, building hopes and breaking them Cown. We are -- 


Q Well, the President said he's coming here with hope. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We are all hopeful. But 
we want to recugnise the fact that there are significant obstecies 
yet in the way of an agreement, and that is that we have differences 
thet currently exist with respect to Suviet Ceployments in Asia and 
the neod to have them reduced. We have significant differences that 
remain about the ability to address shorter-range INF sissile 
systems. We hope that we'll be able to address those. 


We ~aslen have onthar ieeuee «« weeifieation. the Aura? ime 











SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, what we're trying 
to do right now at this particular moment is to provide an impulse to 
negotiators that they can go do what negotiators do. And we will 
have a period of time, then, in which, again, we are trying to 
prepare the ground, both for an upcoming summit in the United States, 
ané to assist in negotiations that are ongoing in Geneva. So what 
we're after right now is to provide an impulse to negotiators. 


Q What would that be? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: What we look for in the 
long run is, of course, a negotiated agreement, obviously. 


Q What do you mean, “impulse?” 
Q Can that be a treaty? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Obviously, the solution 
for what the President and the General Secretary agreed to in Geneva 
in November of 1965 was to sue a treaty that either encompassed 
the total elimination of this category of weapons, or an interis 
egreement -- an interim treaty. And by the way, that’s what our 
negotiators are pursuing, and that would be the best solution. 


Q Interim treaty? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Agreement treaty -- I's 
sorry, I'm missing the distinction that you're trying to draw. 


Q Well, a treaty that has to be ratified by the 
Senate, as opposed to an agreement. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: If you're -- the 
mechanism, the thing that the two leaders talked about in Geneva last 
year and we have talked about as a possible interis agreement, by the 
term “agreement,” we're talking about a treaty. 


Q When you talk about “impulse” to negotiators, are 
you talking about specific instructions on, let's say, the parameters 
for Asian missiles -- getting Gown to -- to breaking down some of the 
obstacles? What does “impulse” really sean? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, what we'd like to 
be able to do is coming out of this meeting, in fact, give them a 
push. Wow, that could be that the two leaders will agree, in fact, 
to provide some agreed guidance to their negotiators. But we're open 
on the mechanism, as long as we can get -- see if we can use this as 
an opportunity to move the process forward. 


Q Ana can you tell us here today that there is an 
agreed-upon U.S. position on such issues as verification, the numbers 
of Asian missiles and duration of the treaty? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Sure, there's an 
agreed-upon U.S. position on the issues that are outstanding. 


Yes. 


Q Can you tell ue -~ the administration's insisted on 
proportionality of Europe versus Asia missiles. To achieve that, 
would you be willing to increase the number of -- the ceiling in 
Europe in order to match the current level -- Soviet level in Asia, 
or is that unacceptable? Do you have to have reductions in Asia? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We have made the point 
that -~ let me start with the tail-end of your question -- do we have 
to have reduction -- in Asia? Currently, if you look at the size o- 
the Soviet force structure in Asia, which is over 500 warheads, if 
you increased the level in Europe to that to reach a proportional 
number, I mean you'd have a hell of a time talking about reductions. 


MORE 








So what we're really looking for is we're looking for a situation in 
which we can get an agreeable -- we'd like to eliminate the 
world-wide -~ eliminate that category of weapons. If we can't do 
that, we'd like to look for a situation in which there was acceptable 
numbers -- equal numbers in Europe that are reductions, and that we 
have en equal global level which involves reductions in Asia. 


Q Well, currently the levels in Europe that are being 
discussed are much lower than the levels in Asia. My question is, is 
the administration in the mind to raise the European levels in order 
to achieve the goal of proportionality with Asia? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Again, what we want to 
@o is hope that we'll be able to -- at this point in time, our 
current proposal to the Soviets is to make reductions in both areas. 
We hope they'll join us in that. 


Q Can you see coming out of this meeting between the 
two leaders the kind of instruction used, the word, “impulsive” which 
say the two leaders have agreed on the numbers being that -- that 
specific so that instead of just giving them a little boost, you've 
actually provided them with what could be the framework of the 
agreement? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, we're prepared -- 
the President is preprred to discuss the range of the issue. I don't 
think it's helpful for me to speculate at this time how far along 
they'll get on that. What would be useful would be some -- any of -- 
any meeting of the minds that in fact solves or adds momentum to the 
discussions that are currently going on in Geneva. 


Q There is a lot of discussion among Soviet and U.S. 
arms experts that an INF agreement would be fairly marginal no matter 
how it came out, and that in fact, if you're only talking about 
redundant systems so that in terms of having a significant impact on 
U.S. or Soviet military forces, it just is not a significant 
agreement in that respect. What's your feeling? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, if you were a -- I 
think it's very, very hard for you to argue, or it would be very, 
very hard for me to convince a -- either an allied country that's in 
range of those systems or U.S. forces that are deployed in support of 
our allies that are in range of those systems, that the elimination 
of a threat to them, whether it's -- whether there happens to have 
other weapons around is insignificant. The level of weapons are 
there; we would like to reduce them. We think it's a significant 
step. 


Q Are they redundant systems that we're talking about? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Are they redundant? No, 
I wouldn't say they're redundant at all. It's a different category 
of weapons. We hope that we will be able to eliminate them, though, 
and in fact, the residual situation will be a more stable situation. 
But I wouldn't argue that they're simply redundant systems. 


Q One thing I don't understand, if the two leaders are 
trying to negotiate some of the obstacles that remain on INF and 
they're down to fairly specific differences, how can they give any 
guidelines to negotiators without in fact negotiating on specific 
numbers, whether you're talking about Asian missiles or the specifics 
of verification? How can they get any sort of guidelines without 
dealing with those -- the details of those issues? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, the one issue that 
-- when you've -- both questions on this have focused on specifically 
numbers of missiles. I've tried to indicate that, by the way, 
negotiators know how to handle that reasonably well, and we may be 
able to give an impulse to those negotiators in some respects on 
that. ; 
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But the other issues aren't simply numerical; I mean, 
duration is a different issue. Handling of SRINF -- in all of these 
instances, it would be useful if both sides could agree on how to 
move forward, both our negotiators in Geneva -- it doesn't have to be 
that specific. 


Q Is the President prepared to talk numbers, or will 
he specifically try to avoid any talk of specifics in that area? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The President is 
prepared to make as much progress as we can here. We've got -- he's 
here, and he's our -~- is going to talk to the General Secretary. 
There are -- he is well-briefed and well-prepared to discuss on 
whatever level the General Secretary chooses to. 


Q Can I ask your colleague a question? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Please. Thank you. 


Q There's been a lot of talk on the human rights 
questions, and particularly on emigration. Now, this morning at a 
press conference given by the Conference on Soviet Jewry, Morris 
Abram had a stack about two feet high -- he said 11,000 dossiers -- 
on refuseniks that he said Admiral Poindexter had asked him for, and 
he was going to deliver. Did, in fact, Admiral Poindexter ask for 
this, and what's the reason for it? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I would -- let me 
answer that in general. I would say, “yes,” we have received a list 
from the National Council on Soviet Jewry. We receive lists very 
frequently from organizations interested in the human rights 
situation -- a whole variety of organizations. As a matter of fact, 
one of the things which I think is -- provides very great support to 
us in government in carrying out our policy of encouraging respect 
for human rights is the activity of private groups in documenting the 
situation. So yes, we have that list. We have other lists. We 
develop our own list. 


Q This was not a list -- he seemed to think 
Poindexter particularly wanted it today. I mean, was there any -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I mean -- we did 
receive the list from them, if that's your question. I don't know 
who asked for it. We have received them before. We undoubtedly will 
receive them in the future. 


Q Is the release of ric. Ratushinskaya today part of 
the Zakharov swap? 


SCNIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I just read in the news 
that she was released. We're very pleased that she was. 


Q Yes, but that isn't an answer to my question. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I'm not aware that 
there was any discussion -- 


Q What's your speculation? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm not aware that there 
was any arrangement in advance with us in this respect. But, as I 
say, I've seen the news of it. I assume it's correct and we're 
obviously very pleased if she has been released because it was a case 
that obviously not only interested a lot of people, but was 
particularly flagrant in many respects. And in my opinion she is a 
very, very talented poet. 


Q What did you think of the Gorbachev statement? Are 
you -- you, the White House; you, the administration -- on his 
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arrival? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Frankly I haven't seen 
the statement. But -- 


Q You haven't? 


Q You mean it was not discussed with the President 
during the planning sessions today? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We didn't have the text 
of it. We were -- you know, we were in meetings off hours and -- I 
mean, we'll look at it and ,obviously, if there's something of 
interest; we will be talking to him about it. I have not seen it 
yet. 


Q Let me ask you this: Ambassador Ridgway just told 
us that she has -- that the United States does not expect a firm date 
on a summit coming out of this weekend. Can you, on background, tell 
us whether the United States really does not expect to have some 
notion of a summit with a firm date -- for a U.S. summit coming out 
of Reykjavik? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The situation is -- the 
reason for this meeting, as we've said from the very beginning, is to 
discuss ways that we can make the General Secretary's visit to the 
United States as substantive as possible and maximize the results 
from that. I think the key cuestion is not so much a date, but how 
far things can be moved substantively. Not in the sense of 
negotiation, as my colleague was saying in the technical sense, but 
in a more conceptual sense. And I -- it seems to me that the 
question of a date is really secondary because the object is to see 
how far we can achieve progress on the very substantive issues. 


Q Is the President planning to take this list or any 
list and give it to the General Secretary on refusniks or other 
dissident people who want to immigrate? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Normally we don't 
comment on specitically which lists we give when and whether we 
consider that a part of our confidential, sort of diplomatic, 
exchanges. So, I can't answer that question directly. I can only 
say that these, as other lists, are extremely helpful to us in 
developing -- 


Q You can't say whether the President is going to 
present any list to the General Secretary? 


Q Hey, give others 4 chance? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Not at this point. 
Q Can I ask your colleague a question, please? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Delighted. 


Q Secre’ary Shultz on Tuesday talked about the 
importance of the relationship between offense and defense. And in 
particular he talked about the meaning -- a kind of -- when you 
reduce the number of missiles -- of strategic missiles -- you need 
less of a defense than you would need if there were more missiles. 
My question is -- is this, in fact, a new formulation -- is perhaps 
the United States trying to put a fresh look on this, and is the 
President perhaps going to suggest to the General Secretary that 
there could be a less elaborate Star Wars plan down the road if he 
could get immediate, deep, radical cuts in offensive weapons? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, first of all you 
know how we feel about the term Star Wars, I think -- it's not 
involving wars or stars. Second of all, the position that the 
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Secretary talked about, and that is the obvious comment that the 
offense and defensive forces are inter-related, is something we've 
been saying since 1963. Third, we have always said that we want to 
have reductions now. That's our primary emphasis. And in the 
President's UNGA speech, he indicated that we are prepared, in fact, 
in the structure that he had talked about -- about moving towards a 
situation in which we can discuss with them both the sharing of the 
benefits of defense and the elimination of ballistic missiles. That 
implies that -- 


Q If I could just follow up on that -- I don't 
believe before the Secretary spoke on Tuesday, however, that we 
talked about needing less in the way of SDI if there are greater 
cuts. It may be obvious, and people have said for the last three 
days it’s an obvious point. But, in fact, my specific question is -- 
is the President going to project that in that type of way to the 
General Secretary, that we will agree to a less elaborate SDI system 
if you will agree to deep and immediate cuts in strategic nuclear 


weapons. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The way you frame that 
is as a trade and that‘s not the result at all. What the President 
intends to do is he intends to outline, again to the Secretary 
face-to-face, a position which we think is very, very strong and very 
reasonable. And we'll hear what the General Secretary has to say 
about it. 


Q But does that in fact involve a scaling back, 
perhaps, of SDI in return for deep reductions? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, it doesn't. 


Q Is the President willing at all to consider scaling 
back SDI? 


SEUIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: What the President has 
-- what we as a government have agreed is that we, of course, will 
take into accont the size of the offensive threat we face and the 
size of the number of ballistic missiles on both sides we face and it 
just makes good common sense that your defenses would be adjusted 
accordingly. It's not a matter of trade, it's a matter of common 
sense. 


Q Could you talk a little bit about -- your colleague 
also -~ about how the Presicent is spending his day today preparing 
for the summit -- the kinds of things he's reading, the kinds of 
conversations he's having, what he's emphasizing? 


And also, we're told that the meeting tomorrow and Sunday 
is going to be very unstructured, very free-floating. Is there no 
agenda at all in the sense that arms control is going to be the 
morning session and human rights the afternoon? Is it completely 
unstructured? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think both sides have 
an idea of how they would like to approach the subject matter. There 
is, certainly on the U.S. side -- we are very interested in 
continuing to talk about reductions. 


Q No, i'm not -- not the agenda -- the question is, is 
there a schedule or -- 


SENIOR ADMIWISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm not sure of that. 
Do you want to say something on that? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. You know -- I 
would just say that I think the people who ask that question have -- 








probably don't have very much experience with the way these meetings 
go in practice. You know, I'm not being facetious. I'm just -- when 
you get two leaders together -- 


Q You're being very derogatory to my comment. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, no. I didn't mean 
it that way. 


Q Thank you, San. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It's a perfectly logical 
question and, yet, it is one which whatever staffers do -- 


Q These young men -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: <-- in advance the -- 
your leaders -- when they sit down with each other they're going to 
do it just as they decide to on the spot. And, therefore -- 


Q But wait a minute. Except that before the Geneva 
summit we were given -- if they didn't stick to it -- a very detailed 
schedule for the order in which these things were going to come out. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, this is one of the 
reasons I say that, because it was generally agreed, then, that we 
woule move through various topics on -- at various sessions. It 
turned out that each of them began talking about things -- one thing 
led to another and they actually got very much mixed up in the 
various sessions. Not -- 


Q They got mixed up? (Laughter .) 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: <-- in terms of the 
subjects. The subjects got mixed up -- if you could let me finish 
the sentence. 


Q Out of the mouths of babes. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The subjects got 
intermixed to a very great degree, and I think what we can expect is 
to some extent free-flowing in terms of what staffers might do in 
advance. I think in each case the subjects discussed are structured, 
obviously. Each side has a very clear idea what it wants to get 
across. Exactly what order these come up will depend very much on 
the flow of the conversation. So -- 


Q Can you -- 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I just think one can't 
predict. 

Q Can you answer my first question, then, which is how 
they're -- how the President is spending the day? 

Q How many questions do you want? 

Q I'd like him to answer this one. Are you going to 
answer that? I think a lot of people would be interested in 


hearing. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: All right. I'll answer 
it and we'll get to Les next if we -- 


Q How about the -- 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes -- and, so -- 


Q How about that -- 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, he's spending his 
time today -- we've spent largely going over some of the key issues 
with his close advisers and we had a meeting with him this morning, 
we had lunch when we continued discussion things -- we had a meeting 
this afternoon. Wow -- right now OP pp now or in a few 
minutes he'll be calling on the Icel government and so on. But 
that's the way he's spending the day. 


Les? 


Q Before we all came out here, similarly informed 
senior officials were saying that our government was not going to 
make any new proposals here in Iceland. If that's so, how do you 
expect to give an impulse to the negotiations? Have things been 
settled before and you're just coming out here to ratify them? Are 
you waiting for proposals from the Soviets before you put anything 
down? What did it mean when you all were saying we're not going to 
make any new proposals? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think our concept of 
these meetings is a consultation between the two, which we hope would 
narrow some differences and which we hope will bring us closer in the 
negotiations by giving an impetus to the various negotiations. 


Q -- and the line from Washington was almost uniformly 
you would not make new proposals? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We're not -- we have 
just made new proposals in a number of the negotiations. I mean, 
these are an ongoing thing. And I think that -- 


Q -- new ones here? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The purpose of this 
meeting, as far as we're concerned, is not for us to come here and 
make new proposals. The purpose is as I stated it before. Do you 
have anything to add to this -- you want to elaborate -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Les, you asked the 
question and the answer was answered in Washington. I mean, the 
point is, of course, that if you're asking either my colleague or I 
to say, yes, tomorrow what we're going to do is we're going to drop 
three, four new initiatives on the table -- first of all we would -- 
there is a place to negotiate -- it's in Geneva. Second of all, in 
most of our areas we think we have very strong, defensible positions. 
And what we need to do right now is we need to have the type of 
exchange that allows us to better understand our concerns and see if 
we can translate that into something. If you -- I think the whole 
thrust of your question, though, was -- and I hate to disappoint you 
-~ the answer is no, we haven't -- the point -- we don't see this as 
a negotiation in which we should drop a whole bunch of new 
initiatives on the table. - 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We'll take a couple 
more. 


John and then Saul. 


Q On human rights issues, in the past the President 
has made the point a number of times that the political climate isn't 
going to permit arms control treaties to be ratified, et cetera, 
unless there's progress on human rights. And Gorbachev, presumably, 
has said that it's a domestic issue that doesn't even fit on the 
agenda here. Do you expect the two leaders on this issue to talk 
past each other again or to achieve something or constructively be 
able to do something on human rights that would change the 
atmosphere? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, we hope -- 
obviously, we hope something constructive can be done, John. I do 
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want to clarify one point. I don't think we have ever said in a 
completely specific sense that X or ¥ had to be done in, say, the 
human rights area or other area, to permit an areas reduction treaty. 
What I think is very obvious is that arms reduction and all the other 
issues are, in a braod sense, interrelated to the degree that if you 
can make progress on -- in one area, it does help in the other areas 
and also, if you have something outrageous my TTT in one area, 
it's going to spill ower and make things more difficult. So, it's -- 
the question is not that they're unrelated but, at the same tine, 
there is no hard and fast sort of linkage here in the sense that your 
question first expressed it. 


How, as far as talking past each other, I think it's very 
Clear that we don't expect that our views are going to be identical 
on these issues. And I would also say that in some of the areas -~ 
human rights is one of them -- the solution is not necessarily one of 
the agreed statements and things like that. I think what we're 
— for is actions. And that's much more important than the 
words. 


Q If I can follow that up, a Soviet official in a news 
conference this morning said that on emigration policies, such 
changes are possible -- such changes in principle are possible if 
they are not related to summit discussions. Do you have any 
information that would make you believe that there are going to be 
significant changes in Soviet human rights abuses? 


EENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Nothing specific, no. 
But it isn't an issue which is of such importance that we feel it is 
necessary to continue to give our point of view and give it very 
forcefully on every occasion. And, certainly, the President will be 
dealing with this issue. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Saul, then one more. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Shall we have one more 
and over here? 


Q Secretary Weinberger said a couple of weeks ago that 
the verification proposal that we made on INF that what we've -- that 
you have to have the ability to look in factories and look at gun 
sites, you have to have the ability to do what bank examiners do. Is 
that -- does that sum up our verification proposal? And is there 
agreement within the administration that that's what we should be 
asking for? And, finally, are we prepared to do the same thing? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Verification is a tough 
issue, as you know. There is total agreement within the 
administration that we require effective verification. There's total 
agreement within the administration on certain parameters, and that 
is that we probably will need to have the types of things that run 
the gambit of things that are verified -- that monitoring by national 
technical means through coo»,erative measures, through on-site 
inspection if needed. By t* way, if we were able to get to a 
position where there were :; °'™F missiles, then the types of 
verification -- the monitoi: ‘n would, in some respects, be a bit 
more clear-cut. I'm not sure i: will be easier, but it will be a bit 
more clear-cut. 


Q Is this a fair summation of what you've been asking 
for? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm not totally familiar 
with the Secretary's remarks, but you're reading of them -- I think 
it's right. I mean, what he's trying to get across is the fact, yes, 
we are going to have to have a handle on residual forces and the 
facilities associated with those forces in that respect. We have to 
have a good, monitorable, effective, verifiable agreement. 


Q There apparently is some disagreement as to whether 
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we want the Soviets in our factories. Is that a probles?. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think that at this 
point in time, as I said, we've considered the problems in both 
sides. We're talking about a specific instance -- and that's our INF 
missiles -- and we're pr ed to achieve effective verification. We 
believe that we can work it out with the Soviets that we will -- we 
can find a mechanism that gives us what we require with a level of 
intrusion that should be acceptable to thes and should be -- and is 
acceptable to us. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I know it's a small 
town newspaper, but Lou's had his hand up for a long time. The last 
one 


Q I just want to ask either you or your colleague, 
even if the date is secondary in your view, do you expect discussions 
— a date for a summit and progress toward setting a date at this 
meeting? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I would -- I expect that 
we'll have progress towards setting a date towards the next summit, 
but that -- in a sense, that clearly -- that's the purpose of what 
we're trying to do -- is to move us towards a position that will 
allow us to have a successful summit in the United States, as has 
been agreed, and also make some motion in the negotiations in Geneva. 
I think that my colleague is absolutely correct in the way she 
characterized the issue of dates. 


Do you want to add? 


Q Well, if you have no progress then there won't be a 
summit -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: From our point of view 
there was an agreement that we would have a summit in Washington. 


Q Even if you strike out? 
Q How about a question from the back? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Again, I don't know how 
to respond to that. 


Q How about a question from the back? Thank you. I'é¢ 
like to know -- can you tell me are you ruling out the possibility of 
a date for a summit being announced? Yes or no? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't think we've 
ruled out anything. I just said that is not the purpose of this 
meeting, that is not the focus of it. 


Q So it's still possible, is that right? Is that what 
you're saying? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I can’t hear what you 
said. 


Q So you're saying it is still possible that a date 
could be announced here? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't say that it's 
impossible. I just -- what I said was I don't think that is the 
focus or the criterion in which the success of this meeting should be 
judged or will be judged. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Thank you very much. 


Q What tangible results can we expect from regional 
issues? 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We keep getting the -- 
what? 


Q What tangible results -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Tangible results? This 
is probably an area where we are looking more for actions or changes 
in actions than we are necessarily for statements that we both can 
agree upon. And I think we've made it very clear the sort of actions 
we would like to see and we think are necessary in this area of 
regional conflicts. We think there should be a prompt Soviet 
withdrawal from Afghanistan, for example. They've been there now for 
seven years -- or nearly seven years in a very bloody and destructive 
war. Wow that, obviously, has a very high priority. And we have 
pointed to a number of other areas where there are regional 
conflicts, where we think that it is necessary for -- in order for 
one to get a political solution or the Soviets to terminate their 
injection of military support and their attempt to tip the balance by 
supply of arms directly or indirectly. So, I think in all of these 
areas we are looking for changes in Soviet actions and Soviet policy. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 


END 4:13 P.M. (L) 























PRESS BRIEFING 
ON 
EARTHQUAKE IN EL SALVADOR 
BY 
M. PETER McPHERSON, ADMINISTRATOR OF AID 
AND 
ELLIOTT ABRAMS, ASST SECRETARY FOR INTER-AMERICAN AFFAIRS 
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MR. PETE MARTINEZ: Good afternoon, ladies and 
gentlemen. Assistant Secretary Abrams and AID Director Peter 


McPherson will brief you on the situation in Salvador. It is, 
of course, ON THE RECORD. Elliott, why don't you lead off? 


ASST SECY ABRAMS: I'm going to talk about the general 
situation, but not about reconstruction and relief efforts 
which are being directed, as always in these cases, by AID. 


An earthquake occurred, as you know, yesterday, 
Friday, at approximately 11:49 a.m. local time, which is 1:49 
p.m. Washington time. 


There were two tremors registering 5.2 and then 
another at 4.5 on the Richter Scale, and then a series of 
after-shocks. 


The Mexican earthquake, I think, you said, Julio, was 
8.1, so this on a logarithmic scale significantly smaller. 


There is some discrepancy as to where the epicenter 
was. It appears to have been 10 miles northwest of San 
Salvador. 


We established communications or re-established 
communications with the Embassy after about two hours yesterday 
via a satellite hookup. We now have two commercial telephone 
lines open to the Embassy as well. 


For a long time we have been the only regular and 
secure link to San Salvador and have been, as we did last year 
in the Mexican case, relaying messages for other Embassies in 
San Salvador as to the condition of their nationals. 
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With respect to employees of the U.S. Embassy, we have 
accounted for just: about everybody now, and we have come across 
no cases of severe injury or death. 


We do not know how extensive the damage is outside of 
San Salvador. We do know something about the damage within San 
Salvador, which I think Peter will be talking about. 


Ambassador Corr has overflown the City of San Salvador 
in a helicopter to take a look at the most heavily damaged 
sections. Damage varies within the city. For example, some of 


our Embassy employees report that they have water and 
electricity in their homes. The majority do not have water or 
electricity in their homes. 


The U.S. Embassy was heavily damaged, and Embassy 
functions have been moved temporarily to the Ambassador's 
residence, which is where the Country Team is working. 


The most heavily damaged area is the downtown area. 
There are no reliable estimates on the numbers of casualties. 
There are approximately 2800 U.S. citizens registered at the 
Embassy as residing in £1 Salvador and efforts are underway now 
to determine whether any of them have been injured. 


President Duarte has established a Crisis Commission 
to deal with the emergency and to maintain public order. It is 
composed of members of the Cabinet, the armed forces and 
representatives of the private sector. 


All indications are that the Commission and President 
Duarte have the situation under control. There are no reports 
of looting or violence. There are no reports of insurgent 
activity. The government really does seem to be in control of 
this situation. 


Ambassador Corr has been in close and repeated contact 
with President Duarte. President Reagan and Secretary Shultz 
have sent messages to the President, of course, President 
Duarte, and Secretary Shultz to the Foreign Minister of 
sympathy and of support from the United States. And the 
Embassy team is working with the Salvadoran Crisis Commission, 
coordinating U.S. efforts to meet needs as they're identified. 


Let me just turn it over to Peter on those questions. 


MR. McPHERSON: We've been able to move very quickly 
in this situation. There are three groups, three sets of 
teams, that are now in El Salvador. The assessment team 
arrived last night, composed of four people. That assessment 
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team has already fed back a report to us, a number of items of 
great importance. 





There is a search and rescue team composed of five 
people which has left Dade County, Florida, and is now in €1 
Salvador. That search and rescue team had brought with it 
jacks, torches, various other instruments, to be able to move 
materiel to get at people. 


There are also on-site already now our dog teams. You 
remember that in Mexico we used these dog teams, as did others, 
very effectively to find the location of people under the 
rubble. 


All these teams are down there, and some other related 
parties, for a total of 31 Americans that are now in the 
country -- been brought in from the outside to work on this 
disaster. 


Last night we were able to get into the country tents, 
blankets, cots, and other related items. Today, in addition, 
come more materiel will be going down -- substantially more 
tents, more blankets, some plastic sheeting which we use for 
temporary housing. 


In short, in response to the earthquake in El 
Salvador, the hands of the American people have been able to 
move as fast as their hearts. We have been able to move very 
quickly. 





People should not send materiel. Those who wish to 
donate should not do so. We will have for you a phone number, 
an American Red Cross phone number -- perhaps we already have 
it. (Staff hands paper to Mr. McPherson) This is local, right? 

STAFF: Yes. 

MR. McPHERSON: We're sure of that? 

STAFF: Yes. 


MR. McPHERSON: The American Red Cross number, for 
those that wish to contribute, is (202) 639-3315. 


It's important that people, if they want to 
contribute, call and provide money -- not provide materiel. 
We've had a lot of problems over the years of things flooding 
in and really not being able to use them, indeed. Things 
stacking up in such a way that it's really more of a problem 
than a help. 




















You will perhaps have more questions about the 
situation on the ground. There's been a fair amount of 


coverage of this, but let me just add a couple items that I 
don't believe have been widely reported. 


There are seven hospitals, major hospitals, there in 
San Salvador, and three hospitals have been very severely 
damaged and appear to be unusable. 


In addition, I think this has been reported, the 
Presidential Palace and a number of other buildings, seven or 
eight major buildings, have collapsed, and those, of course, 
are focuses of our efforts to attempt to rescue people. 


The government, as Elliott was saying a moment ago, 
has responded really very well -- really taken leadership on 
this. Indeed, yesterday -- I'd say yesterday -- 75 people were 
pulled out of the rubble and were saved. | 


I'd be happy to take any questions as I know Elliott 
would on this matter. 


Q Although you have no reliable casualty figures, 
is there a way you can bracket this in any way as to are there 
hundreds dead, scores dead? 


MR. McPHERSON: We certainly know there are 
fatalities, and there are reports, press reports, today of less 
than a hundred. But I think I've just found over the years 
that it's a mistake for me to try to speculate. The reality is 
that nobody knows as of this hour, because you don't know how 
many people are in rubble, and so forth. I'm sorry I am not 
able to be more responsive there. 


Q What about the estimate by Larry Speakes of 250 
people dead from Iceland. I mean, I guess he reported that in 
Iceland. 


MR. McCPHERSON: I have not read Speakes' comments. He 
May | -@ been reporting what was yesterday. There were some 
reports of a couple hundred people dead. As of today, we just 
don't have a firm figure, and I would be misleading you if I 
tried to say, “Here's the figure." 


ASST SECY ABRAMS: One other point I just wanted to 
make: President Duarte has spoken to the Salvadoran people via 
radio and TV. What we're unclear on, of course, is the number 
of people who are able to receive radio or TV because of the 
lack of electricity. Those who have portable radios would have 
been able to hear his remarks. 














Q Can you explain why, with such a low Richter 
scale reading as these two shocks, why the extent of the 
devastation? 


MR. McPHERSON: I think the full extent of the 
devastation is not year clear, but in any case building 
construction as well as the Richter Scale level of the 
earthquake will affect how much damage is done. And I think 
it's also true that the age of buildings -- a number of factors 
affect it. So that even if you have a Richter Scale of perhaps 
even smaller than this, sometimes you have some real damage. 


Q Is there a dollar amount yet for how -- 


MR. McPHERSON: There really isn't. It would be just 
pure speculation. We think there are about 20 blocks that have 


substantial damage, 20 city blocks. But we just don't know a 
dollar figure, and at best even a week from now, ten days from 
now, my guess that will be a guesstimate at that time. 


Q But for the U.S. special assistance, a dollar 
amount. How much? 


MR. McPHERSON: Oh, I'm sorry. The amount that we put 
in. We react pretty quickly, and I don't know that we sort of 
add up the total as we go. There will be a few hundred 
thousand dollars here, but I don't know that we've got a 
figure. I would just say that: A few hundred thousand dollars 
as of this time. 


And, incidentally, there are others who are involved. 
The Swiss, the French, Guatemala, and others. Those have all 
sent assistance, and others will no doubt be providing some. 


As is usually the case, the international community 
really responds to these kinds of situations. 


ASST SECY ABRAMS: Each Ambassador has an emergency 
fund. Ambassador Corr declared a state of emergency and has 
turned that $25,000 fund -- he has made the $25,000 fund 
available as an initial piece of help. The other country which 
has — us here in Washington with an offer of help is 
Israel. 


MR. MCPHERSON: I didn't know that. That's good 


Q You indicated tents, blankets and cots went in 
last night What are you talking? Two tents, a hundred tents, 
a thousand tents, a planeload? 




















MR. McPHERSON: Let me tell you exactly. Last night 


about 50 tents -- they're large tents -- about a thousand 
blankets, and I don't have the number of cots, as well as there 
were litters. Today there are -- more tents are following, 


some 400 plastic sheeting rolls, another several thousand 
blankets. 


Q These are on single flights, right? It sounds 
like a 130 flight, or something like that? 


MR. MCPHERSON: Yes. 


Q Any idea of what other things are needed in the 
way of equipment, supplies? 


MR. McPHERSON: I think we've been able to respond to 
those needs as they've been defined. It's an interesting 
thing. Over the years we've, of course, developed a fair 
amount of knowledge about how to deal with these disasters, and 
you find, first of all, everyone says you need everything, but 
then within a few hours those needs get very quickly refined, 
and people realize that they don't want everything flooding 
into the airport which often hardly functions in times like 
this. So that the rescue squad people needed to have the 
torches, needed to have some jacks, and other related equipment 
to move things, and those have been brought in. 


El Salvador, however, San Salvador, is a very 
sophisticated city. There are about a million people in San 
Salvador, and a lot is right there; and, of course, the best 
thing to do, isn't to bring things in but rather to use the 
local resources. So I think that we've been able to respond to 
all of those clearly defined needs, and we will continue to do 
sO as our assessment mission and our Ambassador defines those 
needs for us. 


Q How many sniffer dogs? 


MR. McPHERSON: There are four dogs. Four dogs that 
we have been brought in and that are there. 


Q You mentioned hospital damage. In terms of 
dealing with the injured, is there enough hospital capacity to 
actually take care of the problem there? 


MR. McPHERSON: Obviously, it's not an optimum 
situation, because those three hospitals have had to be 
evacuated. Some of these tents will be used for that purpose, 
and other hospitals that are usable, of course, are crowded. 
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We think we will continue to be able to respond in an emergency 
sense in a way that isn't shiny, brand-new hospital, but that 
is functional, and in the months ahead these hospital needs 
will have to be addressed in some fashion. 


Q Do we need to send in any medical teams, and 
could you elaborate on the extent of the injuries to Americans 
which you vaid were not serious? 


ASST SECY ABRAMS: I don't think we know of any 
injuries to Americans which would require hospitalization. 
We're talking mostly about people who may have sustained an 
injury when they were knocked down or cut by a piece of glass, 
that kind of thing. We are almost entirely talking about minor 
injuries. We were very lucky. 


Q Are any of those Americans unable to live at home 
because of damage to their buildings? 


“ No. Those Americans -- there are approximately 
60 Americans who are unable to -- that we know of so far who 
are unable to use their homes. That is because those homes 
lack water or electricity at the moment. They would be able to 
resume living in their houses once those are restored. 


MR. McPHERSON: The medical team situation is as 
follows. First of all, there is substantial medical capability 
there in San Salvador, so it's not a situation where you need 
to rush in large amounts of help in that regard. There is, 
however, sent down from Panama a medical team that arrived last 
night and is available to be tapped into as needed. 


Q A Panamanian medical team or an American team? 


MR. McPHERSON: No. It's a U.S. military team out of 
CINCPAC. 


ASST SECY ABRAMS: Out of SOUTHCOM. 

MR. McPHERSON: SOUTHCOM. Excuse me. 

Q Is the fact that the earthquake was in 
government—held territory -- does that mean that the civil war 


should not hamper relief efforts, or what is your estimate on 
that? 


ASST SECY ABRAMS: Fighting in the civil war has not 
hit San Salvador for quite a while, though there has been 


individual acts of terrorism, and I do not expect that 
guerrilla action would hamper the recovery. For one thing, it 

















would be exceptionally stupid for the guerrillas to do that, 
and I think they'll probably realize that. 


Q Any damage at L[lopango? 


ASST SECY ABRAMS: Llopango is open now. It was 
closed, in fact, Comalapa? and I[lopango were both open. There 
were problems on the roads, in terms of blockage and then 
electric power, and so forth, but I believe that all airports 


are now functioning, and we are able to use all of them for our 
flights. 


Q You mentioned that the Embassy functions are now 
essentially transferred to the Ambassador's residence. How 
much of a hindrance is that to the day-to-day business? 


ASST SECY ABRAMS: There's no question that it's a 
hindrance, because the Ambassador's residence is simply not 
large enough, and we are now assessing, as is AID, what we can 
use provisionally over the coming months as a headquarters. 


You have to remember that it isn't so easy, because 
for any building that we use for those purposes, we need to 
maintain a very tight security perimeter. We have had 
Americans murdered in San Salvador, so we are aware of the need 
to do that. One of the advantages of the Ambassador's 
residence is that it is tightly secured. 


Q How bad is the damage? You said “severe to the 
Embassy." What does that mean? We'll have to rebuild the 
Embassy? 


ASST SECY ABRAMS: Initial -- and I want to stress 
that -- the initial look, I think, led to the conclusion that 
the Embassy building may be permanently unusable, and we would 
have to get or build a new structure. That's an initial view. 


Q My recollection is that it has just undergone a 
lot of renovation and the like. Any idea how much money was 
put in there? 


ASST SECY ABRAMS: I don't recall what was put in, but 
it's a major loss for us. 


Q Since you said that in a quake like this that has 
a fairly low Richter Scale, a lot depends on the building and 
the construction. Does that mean that the Embassy had not been 
constructed to account for an earthquake? 


MR. McPHERSON: All I know is that the Embassy in fact 
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looked to the earthquake situation when it was constructed. I 
think we just have to take a look at what happened there. 


ASST SECY ABRAMS: It's worth adding -- I think many 


of you will remember -- this is a kind of earthquake zone. 
Managua sustained a substantial earthquake in '73. In 
Guatemala -- do you remember? 


MR. McPHERSON: Mid-70's, sometime. 


ASST SECY ABRAMS: Mid-70's -- I think '76 is what 
sticks in my mind. There have been a lot of earthquakes in the 
area. 


MR. McPHERSON: Remember, I was down there to put the 
shovel in the ground and first dirt on that when we started 
construction on that -- I've forgotten how many years -- but it 
was a major addition, and I'm sure something that we needed and 
wanted badly. 


Q Does the time of day that it occurred indicate 
how many people were likely to be inside buildings at the time 
and could be trapped in rubble? 


MR. McPHERSON: You wouldn't have a lot of people in, 
I suppose, in movie theaters, because of the time of day it 
was. On the other hand, in a department store or an office 
building you would have people. 


ASST SECY ABRAMS: We had the luck, I was just going 
to say, of having about seven hours of daylight after the 
quake, which is quite lucky, to begin rescue. 


MR. McPHERSON: Absolutely. There's no reason -- no 
question that the reason that the reason that there were some 


75 people saved yesterday was because you could immediately go 
to work at this. 


Let's take a couple more questions. 


Q Could you talk about the degree to which 
communications with the country are being restored? You said 
you didn't have commercial lines. What about general 
communications as well as the -- and the water supply question 
as well? 


MR. McPHERSON: The water supply is disrupted. People 
are not able to drink water out of the tap, even in places 
where they could before. I didn't mention this, but we're also 
bringing down some portable water tanks to address this exact 
Situation. 
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ASST SECY ABRAMS: I should say one of the problems is 
that while it is true that in some parts of the city there is 
water flowing, because other parts of the system are damaged, 
the water which is flowing is or may well be impure, so we will 
need to be very cautious about that. 


On telephone lines -- telephone lines were cut. We 
did receive a report from a private citizen here who tried to 
direct dial San Salvador, just dialing and dialing again over 
two hours last night and did get through. So there was some 
form of communication. 


During this period we had a direct satellite link 
between the Ambassador's residence and the State Department, 
but no open commercial lines. We have now through AT&T's Long 
Lines Division established earlier one and now two open lines 
to the State Department which are being used by the Office of 
Foreign Disaster Assistance in the State Department for 
communication with the Embassy. 


Q Is there a Task Force upstairs? 


ASST SECY ABRAMS: There is a Task Force which was 
established immediately yesterday afternoon and which is 
working 24 hours a day, and which consists of representatives 
of all the appropriate agencies. That is, the U.S. military, 
in addition to State Department, AID, Office of Foreign 
Disaster Assistance, the Bureau of Consular Affairs here at 
State, which is trying to help with respect to American 
citizens in El Salvador. So we've got -- the kind of team that 
we've put together in this situation has been working now for 


about 24 hours. 


Q What numbers should we advertise as the number to 
call if you have an American family member down there? 


STAFF: 647-5021. 


ASST SECY ABRAMS: 647-5021. And let me repeat, 
647-5021 is the number for American citizens inquiring about -- 


STAFF: That's our press number. 


ASST SECY ABRAMS: I'm sorry. Do you have a number 
for the CA people? 


Q 5021. 


ASST SECY ABRAMS: 647-5021. 
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STAFF: That's for Americans, and then there's another 
number -- the Salvadoran Embassy. 


ASST SECY ABRAMS: I was going to say, that is not the 
number for Salvadorans to call for information about 
Salvadorans, or anyone to call for information about 
Salvadorans. We do not have information about Salvadorans. We 
have and are obtaining more information about American 
citizens. So Salvadorans should call the Salvadoran Embassy. 


And we are using what we call a “cascade system," 
which we put into effect in Embassies in a situation like this 
where everyone has a list of five names to call, and they all 
reach out to find out where the Americans are. 


647-5021 for American citizens. The Salvadoran 
Embassy number, for inquires about Salvadorans, is 265-3480. 


Q Could you repeat the Red Cross number too? 

ASST SECY ABRAMS: The Red Cross number is 639-3315. 

Q 202. 

ASST SECY ABRAMS: All of these are -- 

Q 202. 

STAFF: 202. (area code) 

MR. MARTINEZ: One last question. 

Q Can you tell us whether you have any information 
about the third person who was killed in the Nicaraguan plane 
crash and comment on Senators' allegations that the National 


Security Council may have been involved? 


ASST SECY ABRAMS: No and no. 


(The briefing concluded at 1:29 p.m.) 
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MR. HOWARD: Good afternoon. This briefing in ON THE 
RECORD, but not for camera, and our briefer is Admiral John 
Poindexter. 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Because these issues are so complex, 
we made a decision yesterday evening that we would go ON THE RECORD 
with a great deal of detail about the discussions and talks in 
Iceland. So what I'd first like to do is to go through each of the 
major areas, specifically in the arms control, because I think the 
arms control areas are the most complex, and indicate to you what -- 
how the discussions went and what we achieved, and then after I 
finish all that, I'll take your questions. And then I may read 
something to you at the end, which is kind of a closing statement. 


Q Why don't you read that first? 

Q Yes, could we get to -- is there anything -- 
ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: The bottom line first. 

Yes. 

-- that deals with the speech tonight? 


Because we do have that pool report. 


mo © OD OO 


We're up against a deadline -- 
ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: All right. 
Q -~ that's going to force us to -- 


Q Is it true -~- did you really kneel at the feet of 
the press on the plane yesterday? (Laughter.) 


Q He asked our apologies. 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Wot very long. It was too 
uncomfortable. 


This very short statement here kind of summarizes what I 
think was the bottom line. We offered the Soviet side an agreement 
concerning strategic defenses that held the promise of a far safer 
and more stable world -- a world unburdened by offensive ballistic 
missiles in which defense would serve to ensure us both against third 
countries that might aguire these missiles and would ensure the free 
world against Soviet cheating. 


In response to Soviet concerns, we offered to defer the 
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Geployment of strategic defenses for 10 years, until after ull 
ballistic missiles have been eliminated. And we agreed that during 
the 10 years in which the disarmament process went forward we would 
abide by the terms of the ABM Treaty. 


But Mr. Gorbachev demanded more than that. He demanded 
that we agree to limit research on strategic defense immediately in a 
manner that went far beyond the restrictions of the ABM Treaty. This 
demand could have no other pur than to force the United States to 
abandon any hope of successfully developing the defenses that we 
would acquire to ensure that the disarmament process did not leave us 
hopelessly vulnerable to Soviet cheating as the last of our ballistic 
missiles were dismantled. And it would have required that we now 
abandon meaningful research on strategic defense without any 
assurance that the other elements of our proposed agreements would in 
fact be implemented fully and properly. 











Again and again, the President asked Mr. Gorbachev what possible 
objections he could have to the deployment of defenses after ten 
years. And after having eliminated all offensive ballistic missiles. 
Again and again, the President pressed him to explain how defensive 
systems, wholly lacking in offensive capability could threaten the 
Soviet Union. The President never received a satisfactory answer, or 
even a plausible response. 


To go through each of the areas -- well, let me give you 
a little bit of color, I guess, first. (Laughter.) We went to 
Iceland -- 


Q Eapty-handed. 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Wot empty-handed, by any stretch of 
the imagination. (Laughter.) 


Q It's better than empty-headed. 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: That's the Soviet line, though. 
Q You've got that down, Helen. (Laughter.) 

Q Come on -- 

Q Let's go. 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: We went to Iceland very 
well-prepared. Granted, we took all of you by surprise by agreeing 
to go so rapidly, but don't forget that we have been working toward a 
summit in the United States sometime near the end of this calendar 
year. We have been working for months on all of our arms control 
proposals, we had had expert-level meetings with the Soviets, both in 
Moscow and in the United States, as well as Geneva. So we very well 
knew what their positions were, and what our maneuvering room was. 

We had had expert- and political-level meetings in the other areas of 
our agenda on regional issues, human rights and bilateral issues. 


But because we weren't sure whether the Soviets were 
ready to move on these various issues, we thought the best that we 
could probably hope to get out of Iceland was a focusing of the 
agenda for a Washington summit. But we were surprised, pleasantly 
surprised, that the Soviets were ready to talk in detail about some 
of the obstacles to progress, especially in Geneva. 


So, out of the heads of state meetings and the 
working-level meetings that we held all throughout Saturday night and 
early Sunday morning, we were able to reach some significant 
solutions to many of the obstacles to progress. In the START area, 
we agreed with the Soviet Union that both sides, in a START agreement 
at some point in the future, would come down to 1,600 strategic 
nuclear delivery vehicles on each side, that we would come down to 
6,000 nuclear warheads on each side. We cleared up some of the 
problems that we'd been having with the Soviets on the counting 
rules, on how you count those 6,000 warheads. 


We wanted to, and did engage them in discussions of some 
sublimits that we think should exist in a START agreement, but they 
were unwilling, at least at Iceland, to agree on any of these 
sublimits, so those sublimits remain a matter for negotiation in 
Geneva. They did say, though, that a were prepared to make 
significant cuts in the heavy ICBMs, which is a very high priority 
for us. And we were unable to pin them down, though, on exactly what 
"significant" means. But I think we're moving in the right 
direction. 


Q What was the 50 percent, ten? 








ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Okay. The 50 percent, essentially 
oe 6,000 nuclear warheads -- is about 50 percent of where we are 
ay. 


Q But in the sublimits there were no percentages? 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: We had some percentages. I don't 
want to get into those right now, because we don't have agreement on 
them. But they were unwilling to agree to some of the specific sub- 
limits. They were unwilling in Iceland to agree to a structure of 
sublimits. They said why not disagree on the 6,000 and then both 
sides can have whatever mix they want to make up the 6,000. We're 
not prepared to do that, because we want to make sure that we get 
proportional cuts in the more urgent, prompt delivery systems, such 
as the ICBM‘s. 


Q Was this over a five-year period? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: In the discussions in -- on START up 
to this point, there wasn’t any discussion of time periods. I'll get 
to that in a minute. That came later. 

Q Was this the first time they've ever made the 
suggestion that they were willing to make significant cuts in the big 
ICBM‘ s? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: I don't have -- 

Q ~~ heard that before? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: I don't have my arms control expert 
here and I'm not sure enough to answer your question. I believe it 
is the first time, but I can't swear to that. 


Q Well, presumably they're referring to the 308 
SS-18s. 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Yes, exactly. 


Q And do you have any notion what they mean by 
significant cuts at all? 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Wo. 

Q What would be significant from our perspective? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: I don't want to get into that <-- it 
gets into our negotiating sition that's not agreed upon yet. But 
they say significant; we'll have to wait and see what that means. 


All right. So, all of those things that I went over were 
agreed upon in the discussions on START. 


Q When? This was on Saturday? 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, it wae Saturday and Saturday 
night, Sunday morning -~- the late night meeting. 


Q When you -- Admiral, when you say these are agreed 
upon -- 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, yes -- 


Q -- do you feel that they remain agreed upon, despite 
the failure to reach an overall agreement? 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, we are going to, a8 they say 
in the negotiating business, pocket these various pieces that they've 
said they would agree to. I think clearly whether they will admit 
now that they have agreed to these things or not remains to be seen, 
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but in the meetings they did agree to them and we will try to hold 
them to that agreement at some point in the future. 


Q Didn*t Gorbachev say that all of these proposals 
remain on the table? 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Gorbachev -- that's what I was going 
to add, Sam. In the press conference, at least the summary of it 
that I read that he conducted in Reykjavik last night -- ay read of 
that is that he's leaving these things that they're prepared to agree 
to on the table. So we will hold him to that. 

Q As linked or -- 

Q -- a link? 


Q -- a8 @ link package or as a package in its 
individual -- 


MR. SPEAKES: Let me make a suggestion. Would it be 
better to have John walk everybody right through the whole thing, 
hold your questions until he finishes and then pick them up. 

Q Yes. 


Q Yes. 


MR. SPEAKES: Because he's going to answer a lot of thes 
as he goes through and he'll go through the negotiating back and 
forth in the evening and Sunday. 











ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: All right. On INF, it was raised on 
Saturday afternoon. Our position was that the Soviet SS-20s in Asia 
must be addressed and they must be reduced by some amount, roughly in 
proportion to the reductions in Europe. The Soviet position was 
zero-zero in Europe for both sides, and they wanted a freeze on the 
systems in Asia with the U.S. having the right to deploy an equal 
number in the United States as they had in Asia. That was 
unacceptable to us because we have not wanted to shift the locust of 
the problem from Europe to Asia and burden our Asian allies with a 
problem -- a bigger problem than they now face. 


Also because of the mobility of the 85-206, they could be 
moved back and forth across the Ural Mountains, and because in the 
Western parts of Asia the SS-20 can still reach parts of Europe, we 
felt that we had to simply get them to agree to some sort of 
reduction in Asia. 


So the President held out there for cuts in Asia and 
finally on -- and the negotiating -- the working group that night 
held firm with that position for the Soviets. And finally on Sunday 
morning, Gorbachev agreed to make some cuts in Asia. What he agreed 
on was 100-100 warheads globally. With the 100 for the Soviets in 
Asia and the 100 for the U.S. in the United States. 


We agreed to that. That would make a 100 percent 
reduction in Europe and an 80 percent reduction in Asia. Or, stated 
another way, that would bring the Soviets from today 1,323 warheads 
Gown to 100. 


On INF, earlier in the discussions, they had agreed on 
freezing their short-range INF and beginning negotiations on 
short-range INF after the long-range INF agreement was signed. There 
was discussion on verification. We have three major points that we 
want to get accepted on verification -- an exchange of date both 
before and after the reductions take place; second, we want on-site 
observation of the destruction of the weapons; and third, we want an 
effective monitoring arrangement to put in place after the weapons 
are destroyed with the provision for on-site inspections during this 
monitoring. 


The Soviets although did not want to -- as usual, they 
did not want to get into detail in talking about verification, 
indicated that in principle they didn't have any problem with those 
provisions. But I'm not naive enough to think that we don't have a 
lot of hard work ahead negotiating out these verification provisions. 
But we're very pleased with this agreement on INF. We think that 
this substantial reduction in Asia accounts for what we were looking 
for and certainly the zero-zero in Europe is desirable from our point 
of view. 


On nuclear testing, I think you're all familiar with the 
statement that the President made, or Larry made for the President, 
the night we arrived in Iceland, which was a slight change to our 
game plan on nuclear testing. Are you familiar with that, or do you 
want me to go through that? 








Q We're familiar with that. 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Okay. The -- in the discussions 
with the Soviets, they essentially agreed with that sort of game plan 
~~ that we would begin negotiations which the first item would be 

ver ification es, and we would not sove beyond that 
first agenda item until it was agreed upon, and then we would sove on 
to negotiating further limitations on nuclear testing, with the 
ultimate goal being a comprehensive test ban, as we reached the point 
that we no longer have to rely on strategic nuclear weapons for 
Geterrence. 


How, there was disagreement, though, with the Soviets on 
how we characterize such negotiations. They want to characterize the 
negotiations as negotiating a comprehensive test ban and we want to 
characterize it as negotiations on further limitations on nuclear 
testing. And there is, of course -- the reason for the difference in 
the way it's described, there's a -- each side has a slight different 
objective out of a set of negotiations like this. 


want us to agree to a comprehensive test ban very 
soon. We have indicated that we will — to # comprehensive test 
ban in the future, but it’s in conjunction with a program that brings 
the offensive forces down so at the time you reach sero strategic 
nuclear weapons, at that point we would be willing to agree to a test 
ban. 


But I think, as time & on, we will be able to work 
this out with the Soviets and begin a set of negotiations in the 
nuclear testing area that will result in improved verification 
procedures. And then we can get the two treaties fully ratified and 
move on to discussing further limitations. 


So all of these things that I've said were agreed upon at 
this point are held hostage by General Secretary Gorbachev to our 
agreeing to what they want on the ABM Treaty. Their opening position 
in the meetings in Iceland was that the United States should agree 
not to withdraw from the ABM Treaty for ten years and that we also 
agree to modifying the ABM Treaty to make it more restrictive than it 
presently is, even under our restricted definition of the ABM Treaty. 


Q That was their opening position on Saturday sorning? 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: That's correct. In effect, they 
have -- that's not a new position for them. They have maintained that 
for a long period of time in Geneva, that they want us to agree to 
tightening up, making more restrictive -- they refer to it as 
strengthening the ABM Treaty. 


Q The ten years was new. 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: The ten years was new in Iceland. 
Because up to this point, they had been talking about up to 15. 
Recall when they first started talking about this -- and I've lost 
track of time, but Gorbachev talked about 15 to 20 years. And then 
in -- I guess that was their June proposal in Geneva, 15 to 20 years. 








And then, in Gorbachev's letter to the President, in response to the 
President's letter to him of July the 25th, Gorbachev said up to 15 
years, and in Iceland, they came to 10 years. 


Q Yes, sic. You sentioned -- you indicated that you 
beliewe that these agreements remain viable, yet Mr. Gorbachev holds 


his hostage to -- 
ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, let -- yes? 


Q I'm wondering whether they are viable in their 
separate parts, in your view, or whether it still is all interlinked? 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, theyre still iinked. But let 
ae on, because I haven't quite finished the basic facts here. The 
morning session was devoted almost exclusively -- well, they 
got INF issue out of the way rather rapidly, and the rest of the 
session was devoted essentially to ABM and SDI. 


After the break that came, I guess at 1:30 p.m. or 80 on 
Sunday when they s the gsorning session, Secretary Shults and I 
and some others met with Shevardnadze and some of ae oe 2:00 
p.@., in which we sat down and tried to see if we could find some way 
of getting around this — with the Soviets wanting us to adhere 
to the ABM Treaty for 10 years, and make this more restrictive change 
to the ABM Treaty. 


After the session that the Secretary and I had with 
Shevardnadze, we set with the President when he came back to Hofdi 
House, and we worked out a compromise position, @ new p.oposal for 
us, that the President then tabled when he set with Gorbachev at 3:00 
p.@. It was about 3:30 p.m., I guess. And the proposal goes like 
thie: that the United States is prepared not to withdraw, or is 
willing not to withdraw from the ABM Treaty for five years, during 
which time both sides would achieve the 50 percent cuts that they hed 
agreed upon in START, and the United States would continue the 
research, development and testing which is permitted by the ABM 
Treaty, and at the end of the five-year period, if the reductions 
take place, 








and if the Soviets are willing to continue tc reduce offensive 
ballistic missiles for the next five years #o that by 1996, in this 
case, both sides would have eliminated all offensive ballistic 
missiles. Under those conditions the United States would be prepared 
not to withdraw from the ABM Treaty for the second five-year period, 
so for a total of 10 years. 


At the end of that 10-year period, both sides would be 
free to deploy a strategic defensive system if they so chose unless 
both sides agreed otherwise. 


Now we felt that that was an imminently fair position, it 
was a change to what we have proposed in the past, but we thought 
that if Gorbachev was really interested in eliminating offensive 
ballistic missiles, this would clearly indicate to him that we were 
not interested in developing any sort of first-strike capability and 
we couldn't see that there was any way that deploying a strategic 
defensive system after the offensive ballistic missiles were 
eliminated could in any way threaten the Soviet Union. 


After tabling this proposal, Gorbachev almost immediately 
said that they didn't agree, and they came forward with a revision to 
ours, which would have had us agree that all research, development 
and testing of space-based strategic defense systems would be banned 
except that that was done in the laboratory. 


Q Was that tied to reductions? Was that their version 
of the ABM side of the equation? 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: That is correct. That was also -- 
that was tied to reductions. 


Q May I just -- is this the -- when they came forward 
with this counterproposal, was it one that you suggested earlier, you 
were really familiar with from the Saturday discussion? 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Yes, they had never -- they hadn't 
put it quite that precisely, and linked in that way. They had talked 
about wanting to make more restrictive the provisions on research, 
development and testing in the ABM Treaty, 
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and they had talked in terms of strengthening it. 


Q So, they had on Saturday morning said they wanted to 
make more restrictive the treaty. And here came the exact language 
of the proposal. 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: That's right. The way that they 
would make it more restrictive. 


Q Thank you. 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: At that point, or shortly after 
that, both sides caucused and we went over their rewrite of our 
proposal and moved their rewrite back in our direction by insisting 
on the ability to conduct research, development and testing, which is 
permitted by the ABM Treaty during the whole l0-year period. Their 
counter to our first one did not make explicit that at the end of the 
10-year period, both sides would be free to deploy a strategic 
defensive system. They, obviously, would want to interpret that as 
being uncertain at that point and still open to negotiations at the 
end of the 10-year period, which we were unwilling to accept. 


So we added the research, development and testing that's 
permitted by the ABM Treaty back into their proposal and we added the 
ability at the end of the 10-year period to deploy strategic defense 
~~ we added that back in. After the caucus, the President -- in the 
caucus, the President decided that would be our last and final offer 
and he took that back in and Gorbachev would not agree. He insisted 
upon the research being restricted to the laboratory. 


Now -- 

Q How long did that take, Admiral? Did that -- after 
the President goes back in with his final offer and the General 
Secretary turns him down, how long is this discussion at this point? 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, let's see, I lost track. It 
was -- 


Q 5:00 p.m. to 6:30 p.m. 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: <-- 3:30 p.m. to 5:30 p.m. It would 
be about -- I guess -- 


Q 5:35 p.m.? 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, you probably have it better 
than I. I don't remember -- yes, I don't remember the times, because 
I wasn't looking at my watch. 


MR. SPEAKES: It's just the end time of the second 
meeting. It started at 4:33 p.m. 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: It was the time from the <-- when 
they went back in after the caucus until we -- they finally broke up 
about 7:30 p.m. 


Q Do you have any color on that in terms of what was 
said and how it finally was broken off? 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: The President said that after they 
had discussed it for a good long period of time, he realized they 
weren't going to get anyplace and so the President pulled his papers 
together and got up. And Gorbachev got up and they both walked out. 


Q Can you explain how seriously would the Soviet 
restrictions on testing hurt us? 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, it would be, we think, 
essentially killing the SDI program. 


Let me just see if I've got any other points I want to 
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make and then I want to assess what I think all this means and then 
I'll take your questions. 


Q Well did the President say anything when he pulled 
the papers together? 


Q Was there an exchange on that? 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: I'm sure there was but I don't have 
it verbatim and so I don't want to -- 


Q Do you have the gist of it -- I mean -- 
Q Can you take that question? 
ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Beg your pardon? 


Q Could you take that question? It's a fairly 
important historical point, what was said in the meeting, and I 
wondered if you would take the question and get us an official -- 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: They want us to take the guestion on 
exactly what the President said when he got up. ‘ 


MR. SPEAKES: We take a lot of questions. 
ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: All right. (Laughter.) 


MR. SPEAKES: We'll ask him when he comes over tonight 
and see if he -- 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Okay. We'll take the question. 
Q Do you have the tone of it? 
MR. SPEAKES: We'll take a family newspaper first. 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, I think that the President was 
somber. We recognize -- the President certainly recognized that what 
he was proposing was an historic proposal. It would have resulted in 
10 years in both sides eliminating all ballistic missiles. The world 
would be a lot safer. But our problem is and we're not questioning 
the sincerity or the trustworthiness of the present Soviet leaders, 
but the history -- 


Q Why do you want insurance, then? 
Q Let him finish. 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Let me finish here. The history of 
the relationship is such that in the past they have not complied with 
treaties. And when the national security of the country depends on 
the Soviets complying with a treaty such as this, and the national 
security of much of the free world, then it absolutely essential and 
the only prudent thing to do is to have some sort of insurance policy 
against failure to make the reductions or failure to comply with the 
total ban on into the future. 


The other problem is the problem of nuclear weapons 
possessed by third countries -- if at some point in the future 
non-proliferation breaks down, nuclear weapons spread -- I mean, 
there are third countries today that have nuclear weapons that we 
would prefer not have them -- and it is only prudent and reasonable 
that not only the United States but the Soviet Union, in reality, 
would want some sort of defensive system to guard against 
non-compliance or the weapons of a third country. 


Now I think -- those are all of the main points I wanted 
to make so I'll open it up to questions now. 
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Q I'm -- what I don't understand is why you expected 
that the Soviets would buy off on this in view of their -- the 
position that you say has been their traditional position they've 
maintained about SDI. Why was there a surprise that they wanted to 
restrict it to the laboratory and stick so strongly to this view? 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, you know, one has to try to 
assess, you know, why are the Soviets opposed to SDI? Now, 
presumably, one of their concerns would be that they don't trust us, 
maybe, and they would think that what we were doing is working on a 
system that, once we achieved it, would give us a first-strike 
capability. So, you know, if we're willing before deployment to 
eliminate all offensive ballistic missiles, then the problem of 
first-strike doesn't exist. So if that was their problem, this would 
have solved it. 


Q Admiral, I'm going to make sure I understand you 
now. You're saying the President broke off the final hour of the 
talks, and at that point, can you give us any sense of what Gorbachev 
said, when the President took his papers -- 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: I just -- you know, we have been so 
busy today -- 


Q I understand that -- 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER -- and we have not gone back, and I 
have not read the translators’ record, so I don't know exactly what 
was said. 


Q But what did Gorbachev do when the President took 
his papers? 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: That Gorbachev folded up his folder 
and he got up, and they both got up, and they both walked out of the 
room. 


Q Admiral, is it correct that at no point during these 
discussions the U.S. side tried to, say, sweeten the pot by delving 
into the difference between the narrow interpretation of ABM and the 
broad interpretation? You never told the Soviets, well, instead of 
this -- confined only to the laboratory, let's talk about definitions 
of what's in the treaty right now. That never took place? 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Wo, that did not, and you would not 
expect that to take place in such a short session. That's a very 
complex subject. 


Q John, can you give us a little help on what's going 
to happen in the speech tonight -- what the President's trying to 
achieve, and -- 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: What he's trying to achieve is a 
Clearer understanding by the American people what he proposed to the 
General Secretary, what that would have meant in terms of a safer 
world, why the strategic defense system is essential for our future, 
and why he was -- is unwilling and strongly supported by all of his 
advisers -- unwilling to give up the possibility of having a 
Strategic defensive system in the next 10 years. 











See, the problem here is -- I mean you can argue that, 
well, why not just restrict yourself to the laboratory for the ten 
years, then if you want to deploy a system, you go ahead and do it. 
But the problem -- there are several problems with that. One is that 
we feel that, frankly, SDI has been what has brought the Soviets back 
to the negotiating table. We think that SDI will be the guarantor of 
their following up on the reductions they agreed to, and that, in the 
end, it will be the insurance policy against non-compliance. 


Now, if you don't have a healthy SDI program, at the 
ten-year point, it's not a threa 

t because you're still going to have maybe another ten 
years before you would ever be able to deploy such a systen. 


Q Admiral? 
ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Barry. 


Q Yes. You just said that, frankly, that SDI is what 
brought the Soviets back to the negotiating table. That suggests 
that you understand clearly that they see it as a bargaining chip, do 
you not? 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, bargaining chip is not the 
right way to describe it. I think it's the lever that makes the 
bargaining possible. And what I'm adding today, as I think we've 
said before but maybe not put so much emphasis on it, we've always 
felt that it was the thing that would guarantee compliance. 


Q But is it not clear from this weekend session that, 
in fact, without the Soviets seeing it as a bargaining chip which 
drew them back, that that's where its value lies almost exclusively? 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Wo, I disagree because I don't think 
that we're through with this process. The Soviets in the past have 
broken off negotiations on various subjects and they come back. And 
I think that it's going to take a little time. Both sides need to 
reflect on what happened and we're going to continue to push ahead 
for progress in all the areas. And as I said in the beginning, even 
though he has linked all these other agreements to our agreeing to 
their position on the ABM Treaty, he himself has said that those 
agreements are still out there. 


Way in the back. 


Q Sic, why have you all allowed this impression to go 
out over the world since the conference was over that we lost, that 
we failed, that we're the cause of everything that failed, and from 
what you say in your speech here today, it sounds like there's a lot 
of good things here? 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, we think -- 


-- we've lost this initiative on public relations or 
propaganda by not saying something -- this utterance sooner. 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: We can‘t control what the press 
prints or what the media shows on their television. (Laughter.) 
Wait, wait. 


Q On that point, Admiral -- 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, I just want to finish 
answering her question. We have tried very hard to get our story 
out. Secretary Shultz had a press conference last night in Iceland. 
The President spoke at Keflavik. 
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I had staff members on the press plane flying back last night. I 
spent an hour and a half on the record on Air Force One trying to set 
the record straight. And that is why the President is going on the 
air tonight. 


Q Well, that speech tonight, Admiral, if we could 
focus on that. 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Just a second. 


Q Do you feel that the Soviets reneged on their 
promise, not as a link with SDI, but with INF? 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: They certainly backed -- went back 
on a position that we thought they had agreed on before. 


Now, Terry? 


Q On that point, will the speech tonight try to deal 
with the disappointment that has been expressed by some allies, and 
some of the public response, including the Congressional and others? 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well -- 
Q Will the President try to deal with that? 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Yes, I think so, in laying out the 
facts of what was proposed, why he took the position that he did, and 
why we feel that the Soviet position is so -- not understood by us as 
to why they won't agree to what is -- what we feel is a very 
reasonable, fair, non-threatening plan. And I'm convinced that we 
have a very strong understandable position, and the American people 
and the Congress, once they understand all the facts, will be very 
supportive. I'm very optimistic. 


Q Admiral, I wonder if you could tell us if, at the 
end of this 10-year plan, the agreement had been implemented, what 
would have been left in the way of strategic bombers, cruise 
missiles, and other non-ballistic weapons -- tactical nuclear 
weapons? 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Yes, our proposal would have left 
the -- well, they would have been reduced under the START agreement, 
but we weren't proposing to make reductions in the non-ballistic 
missile strategic weapons in the second five-year period. We were 
proposing just offensive ballistic missiles. 


Q So what would have been left in the arsenals of both 
countries? 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: It would have been cruise missiles 
and air-breathing aircraft. 


Q Admiral, the way you describe this today, the 
Soviets made a series of consessions on Saturday and Sunday -- START, 
some things on testing, INF on Sunday morning -- then finally came in 
at the end with the threshold that the President couldn't meet. Has 
anybody in the administration, reflecting on the whole range of 
events, come to the conclusion or even thought that maybe this was a 
trap that Gorbachev was setting for Reagan? 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, I don’t think it was a trap. 
I think, you know, we have known all along that they were linking 
progress in START to agreement on the ABM Treaty, and 
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their way of thinking about strategic defense. So we were not 
surprised by that, but frankly, we saw @ possibility of making an 
historic move forward here and that's why the President was willing 
to move to stay in compliance with the ABM Treaty for a 10-year 
period, which is twice as long as we've ever talked about before with 
_ possibility of getting this major reduction in our strategic 
orces. 


Q Well, if you knew all along that it was linked to 
that, although clearly from your description you didn't know at the 
outset how ~- the specific language they were going to propose, why 
did you leave that to the end? Didn't anybody calculate that that 
was the toughest thing to do and they may come in at the end with a 


proposal you couldn't -- 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, no -- we -- I don't want to 
mislead you. I mean, it was very clear from the beginning -- before 
we got up there, as I said -- the connection with START. When we got 
to Iceland, it became clear -- the discussions -- and, as the 
discussions went on it became clearer -- and I think their position 
may have hardened a little bit, too, that they were linking the 
progress in START -- not only START, but INF and nuclear testing to 
our agreeing to their provisions on the ABM Treaty. 


Q AGmiral, you made a major point here -- and others 
have, too -- that the SDI got them at the negotiating table. What's 
the point of being at the negotiating table if SDI prevents you from 
reaching any agreement? 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, SDI is not just simply a 
mechanism to get them to the negotiating table. We view SDI as the 
mechanism to eliminate ballistic missiles. That's been the vision 
@ll along that SDI would eventually make ballistic missiles obsolete, 
because they would be vulnerable to such a system. And so it doesn't 
make any sense just to use it for the factor of getting them to the 
negotiating table if you don't follow through. Because that's what 
drives the whole process we feel. 


Way in the back. 


Q Was there any discussion of technology sharing at 
the meeting? 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Yes. The President reiterated his 
proposal to share technology with the Soviet Union and indicated that 
he was willing to sign a treaty now that would be triggered at some 
point in the future when we decided to go into full scale engineering 
and development of such a system. And at that point, as he told the 
General Secretary in the July 25th letter, we'd be prepared to sit 
down and offer them a plan to share the benefits of SDI. 


Q At what point in the meeting was that suggestion 
made? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: That was made on Saturday afternoon. 

Q What was their response to it? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: This was simply -- but I must make 
Clear, I mean, this was a reiteration of what he told the General 
Secretary July 25th. Their response is they don't believe that we 
would actually share it with then. 

Q Sell it or give it to them -- the technology? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: I'm sorry. 

Q Sell it or give it? 


Q Will we sell it or -=- 
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ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: We have said share. We have not 
specifically gotten in to the details of how we would share, because 
at this point it is too difficult, not knowing exactly how the 
systems are actually going to be designed and built, to figure out 
what sharing arrangements might be possible. And you can also -- you 
can envision sharing that doesn’t necessarily involve both sides 
having the equipment, their command and control systems that could be 
shared and all sorts of other things. 


Q Admiral, what evidence is there now to refute the 
notion that both were at a serious impasse -- that each side was in 
an intractable position and relations and negotiations have 
essentially gone down the drain. 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, it's our observation that the 
Soviets have taken very tough positions that look insurmountable in 
the past. Just for example, on INF -- they have consistently said 
they wouldn't make any reductions in Asia. Well, they're prepared to 
Go that. And I think that we need to continue discussions with thes 
and explore -- if they're doing this in good faith and we don't have 
any real reason to doubt otherwise, then we may be able to explain to 
them and overcome their concerns by adjusting our position a little 
bit. 


Q But it seems at this point that SDI for each side is 
somewhat of a sine qua non. How do you get over this hurdle that you 
mentioned earlier that the Soviets perhaps mistrust us and think that 
we're going to use this for offensive purposes? How do you get over 
that? 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, now, at one point we did think 
that the Soviets -- one of their concerns of SDI was their fear that 
we would somehow develop an offensive system that could strike 
targets on earth. And we spend a lot of time looking at that -- the 
physics of the matter don't make that a realistic threat and we have 
talked informally with their scientists, they understand that. That, 
frankly, is a propaganda point with them and they aren't really 
worried about that. 


Q They just came out with a study last week that 
reiterates that. 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, they simply -- the problem is 
that from a, let's say, a space-based laser -- you can't get 
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enough energy down through the atmosphere to the Earth to cause 
massive destruction. I think -- you know, even with the largest type 
of laser that we've thought about, it would take something like a 
week to burn a city block. And that's not a credible threat. And if 
you want to destroy targets on Earth, the systems we've got today do 
that a hel). of a lot better -- and cheaper. 


Q Can you achieve a deployable SDI system in 10 years 
without going outside the existing ABM Treaty? I ry ¥ the 
existing threaty restricts certain things you need to to make a 
full-scale SDI -- 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Yes, that is correct. Well, when 
aes run it under the treaty, you run into problems when you begin to 
ntegrate the components into a system. And limiting the research, 
Gevelopment and testing to the laboratory, we will need to calculate 
exactly how much time that would add to the development process. But 

it would be substantial, and we don't think that it is the same 
credible incentive to continue with the reductions. We'd also have 
problems on the Hill in terms of Congress continuing to support the 
program. 


Jerry? 


Q But excuse me. Can I follow-up? You said that 
after 10 years, you would then ~—s So if you stayed with an ABM 
for 10 years, what you're saying is, you would not be able to deploy, 
then, under the existing treaty. Is that right? That was the 
President's second proposal, another five years under ABM. 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Yes. The President's second 
proposal would add some more time on the end. It would probably be 
maybe as much as a couple of years. 


Q Twelve years -- 
ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Maybe 12 years. 
Jerry? 


Q Sic, when the President and all of the senior 
advisers left Washington to go to Iceland, what was the element of 
Surprise when the Soviets made so many, in spite of concessions, leid 
down -- characterized the “99 yard line.” Can you describe that to 
me? Did you expect that? 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, as I said earlier, Jerry, we 
weren't sure exactly what issues they were prepared to move on. They 
didn't move on any issues that hadn't been discussed. I! would say in 
Geneva, they have talked about strategic nuclear delivery vehicles 
around 1600 in that category, we've talked about numbers around 
6,000, plus or minus @ couple of thousand. Counting rules was an 
achievement, and that gets rather complex, but it involves how you 
count the bombers with the bomtse and the short-range attack missiles. 


The movement on Asia was hoped for, and we were pleased 
that they moved. I don’t know whether I would characterize it as 
unexpected. It's just that I think the point here is that when we 
went to Iceland, we thought that the only thing that we might get out 
of it was just a decision by the two heads of state that we would 
push on INF, for instance, and nuclear testing, so that by the time 
of the Washington meeting, they would be prepared to sign agreements. 


What we didn’t expect them to do in Iceland, very 
frankly, was to agree to make these moves in START, that although the 
moves are not surprising; it's just that we didn't think they were 
ready to do that, because in Gorbachev's last letter to the 
President, I don’t even think he mentioned START. 
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Q So when you went to Iceland, in effect, you had the 
summit there you expected to have in Washington? 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Wo, I don’t think so. I wouldn't 
call that a summit because there wasn't enough tise and there was no 
joint statement issued at the end. Ewen if we had reached all these 
agreements, we probably would have been much more closed-mouth at 
this point and had a very short thing, that they set, worked on the 


agenda and -- 


Q May I follow that up, sir? Given that you had 
rather minimal expectations when you left, and came back without 
those -- mainly INF, impulse or a summit date -- is the President 
sorry he went to Reykjavik? 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Wot at all. Wot at all. We think 
that we've made -- we know what solutions are possible in these areas 
where there's been conflict in the past and if we can figure out a 
way to bring the Soviets to our way of thinking about defense, I 
think that there's great promise. 


Q Admiral, you said last night that now we know each 
other's barriers a little more clearly. You've also said that each 
side would go back and reassess, but that the President also wants to 
pursue these issues in other fora in Geneva. How long 4 time period 
will this reassessment take? When will you be able -- 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, owr negotiators -- yes -- our 
negotiators are heading back to Geneva -- if not today, they'll 
probably leave tomorrow. I mean we're -- 


Q But will they take this matter up immediately or 
will they first take a reassessment time and go over what was and was 
not -- 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Karpov, their chief negotiator and 
the one that handles the defense and space talks, was in Iceland. 
Max Kampelman who handles it for us was there. And they were both -- 
they're both fully involved in all the discussions in Iceland. So 
they will pick up the agenda and sy Aye on it, keep trying to 
hammer away. And we'll try to get them to agree in Geneva to these 
INF provisions and to the START provisions. 


Q Why would they agree there if they didn’t agree in 
Iceland? 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: You know, it’s like a drop of water 
on a rock. You know, just keep trying, just keep trying. 


Q Do you think Gorbachev will change his mind and 
transfer to Karpov new instructions on this issue? Or you hope he 
will? 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Wot right away. 

Q Admiral, how do you read what you describe as the 
failure of the General Secretary to give the President the 
satisfactory or even plausible explanation for his concerns about 
SDI? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, that’s a hard question that I 
don't want to speculate on the record. I've got some ideas as to 
what -- 


Q You said it's not a matter of questioning his 
Sincerity. What does that leave? 


ADMIRAL POISDEXTER: Well <-- 


Q Could he have been testing our commitment? 
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Q You said they don't trust us. 
MR. SPEAKES: Tell them you need it on background -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Let me -- let's go on 
BACKGROUND and I'll answer that question. I think there are two 
possibilities. One is that Gorbachev has gotten hisself out on « 
political limb so far on being opposed to SDI that he can't figure 
out a way to back off of it. Se I don't think politically that he 
could go back to Moscow -- assessing and thinking about it since last 
night, I don’t think that he -- 





ae any have felt that he couldn't go back to Moscow, agreeing to a 
lan in which we could say that he gave in on SDI. That's one 


possibility. 


The other possibility is that their chetoric about their 
willingness to reduce offensive ballistic sissiles has gotten out in 
front of reality. In other words, their claims about wanting to and 
being willing to reduce offensive, nuclear ballistic missiles, is 
beyond what they're really prepared to do at this time. 


Q Sir, can we get back to the -- 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Back ON THE RECORD. 


Q ~~ back to the question of SDI timing, were there 
mot the strictures of the ABM pees | how soon could you deploy? in 
other words, how guch are you actually giving away by saying we won't 
Geploy for 10 years? 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, I don't have a precise answer 
to that because we still don't have -~- we're not at the point in our 
research and development to be able to specify the milestones that 
precisely. But that, Charles, is not so much the point as it is of 
the necessity we see of having «a healthy, strong SDI program moving 
ahead as rapidly as we can afford because we think in the end it is a 
much safer = for us to be -- either with our havi ballistic 
missiles or if we don't have them -- and certainly if we don't have 
then. 


Q Let me follow-up on that, because you've given us 
two other time spectrums in saying that by the Soviet system it would 
take you an additional 10 years to reach a point of deployment, and 
by the President's proposal it would take you perhaps an additional 
two years. Earlier on you proposed this 5-2-6 month thing. Where 
would you have been in that sense? What I's trying to do is 
establish the real technology vis-a-vis proposals here. 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, what we have -~- what we've 
generally said is sometime in the mid-90s, a lot of that -- it 
Gepends still of course on -- there's a lot of guess work, educated 
to be sure, as to how long it's going to take to get some of these 
technology improvements that we need, but 10 years is roughly right 
and that's why in the original proposal we agreed to a five-year, 
two-year, six-month provision and we think that's on the optimistic 
side as to what we'd be able to do. 


Q Admiral, was there any discussion at all of these 25 
Soviet Union employees? Did that come up? 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Yes. The President had not planned 
to raise that. That was to be a discussion between Shultz and 
Shevardnadze. And to my knowledge I don't think it was discussed 
because there just simply wasn't time. Shultz and Shevardnadze, 
except for the first hour of the meetings on Saturday, participated 
in all the other head-of-state meetings and so I'm relatively sure 
that George didn't have time to discuss that. But our position is 
still firm that 25 leave -- 


Q Today -- the deadline? 
ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Beg your pardon? 
Q Today's the deadline? Tomorrow's the deadline? 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Tomorrow, I think, is the deadiine. 
But I haven't talked to the Secretary about this and he may feel 
because they did agree to talk together about it in Iceland. If they 
haven't had an opportunity to do that, we may want to adjust that a 
tew days. 





Q Admiral, what is it in the September 19th letter 
that took the President to Iceland? And, in effect, didn't he break 
off the talks? Se picked up his marbles and went home. 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, no. The -- 


Q I wean, what was it that Gorbachev told hia in this 
letter that took his to Iceland? 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Wo, Helen. The President generally 
is always willing to talk and he felt that it was possible to get 
some decisions in some of these areas like INF, in particular. He 
thought that if you made it clear enough to Gorbachew that he wasn't 
going to agree on INF unless Asia was addressed, that he could get 
Gorbachev to gove. And, in fact, he did. And the President still 
believes -- as I think I*we told many of you before -- that he can be 
very persuasive in a face-to-face conversation. Wow -- 


Q Well, what did Gorbachev tell him? I mean, did he 
Say we can negotiate here and we can -- 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Wo. What he said was -- and I don't 
think I brought the letter with se -- what he said was that he 
thought that it would be helpful if both heads of state met promptly 
in Iceland or another location to discuss the issues that are between 
vs so that when we meet in Washington, progress can be made and out 
of these discussions he envisi that there would be instructions 
to their foreign ministers to proceed ahead in making progress in 
specific areas. 


Q Admiral? Admiral, you mentioned that you were 
surprised that the Soviets opened the agenda in a far more ambitious 
range than you had expected. You went in with a fairly modest agenda 
hoping to get INF, nuclear testing, and then go on to Washington 
summit. What puzzles me is now you're talking about pocketing INF. 
Did nobody on our side try to pocket INF when that was agreed to and 
Say to the Russians, look, if we don’t come out with a whole big 
package, can you at least agree to keep INF separate and let's go on 
to a Washington summit and take care of START and SDI at a later 
Gate? 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Certainly we tried that. And that 
would be our preferable way of doing it. We are <-- 


Q When did you try that in the two days of talks? 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: That was tried from the very 
beginning when arms control <- when the President discussed our 
position on arms control on Saturday afternoon. And that was 
discussed in the working talks on Saturday night and Sunday morning. 


Q And did they immediately, then, link INF to SDI? 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Yes. And that -- although in 
Gorbachev's discussion on Saturday afternoon, it was not clear but 
reviewing it in hindsight, it's pretty clear that even on Saturday 
afternoon he was linking progress in all the areas to our agreement 
on ABM and SDI. 


Q What I'm trying to find out is were you, perhaps, 
lulled into a going along with a very dramatic range of objectives in 
Reykjavik and did not sufficiently stick to your moderate agenda and 
not insist enough to hold the things to what could be achieved 
instead of going for the whole thing and lose everything? 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Wo. Look, we're not in this thing 
to play games, you know. We're in this to make progress on these 
many serious issues that divide us. If they're prepared to talk 
about making -- agreeing to solutions to some of these knotty 
problems -- and, you know, it may seem trivial to you, but in terms 
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of reaching « START agreement, getting egreement on counting rules is 
an importent echiewement. And we're not -- if they're offering to 
talk about these things -- if they offer to talk about these things, 
we're not going to say, well, we didn't talk about thes. We're 
always ready to talk and we're always ready to reach agreements. 
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But they've got to be agreements that are in our interests. 
Q What is going to happen to SALT II now? Anything -- 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Interesting question. SALT II 
interim restraint did not come up over the whole weekend in Iceland. 


Q Sir, could I follow up on that? 
Q Did the President not make up his mind about -- 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: He has not made up his mind yet. He 
will by the end of the year. 


Q You said that the -- that Gorbachev went beyond the 
ABM restrictions in his counterproposal, but isn't it true that there 
is controversy within this administration and certainly in this 
country, including among the authors of the ABM Treaty, exactly what 
those restrictions are? 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: You are correct. There -- we have 
-- we are presently following what we call a restricted -- 
restrictive interpretation of the ABM Treaty. We believe that a 
broader interpretation is legal. This is a result of a very 
substantial legal analysis of the treaty and the negotiating record, 
and there are some disagreements with some Members of Congress, and 
Abe Sofaer, the Counselor at State, and Paul Nitze are working with 
the Congress to resolve this misunderstanding, and if at some point 
in the future we want -- the President decides to move to the broader 
interpretation, we will certainly be consulting with Congress. 


But the point I want to make is that what Gorbachev is 
talking about is not the difference between what we call the 
restrictive interpretation and the broad interpretation. He is 
talking about modifying the treaty to make it more restrictive than 
either side ever intended for it to be in the beginning. 


Q But would his position coincide with -- 
Q -- the broad or the narrow interpretation? 


Q Would his position coincide with the 
Warnke-Reinlander interpretation? Would Gorbachev's position 
coincide with the Warnke-Reinlander interpretation of the ABM Treaty? 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: I am not that familiar with that -- 
their specific interpretation, so I can't answer that. 


Q In Reykjavik, Admiral, were you -- was the 
administration offering five and 10 years delay on the broad or the 
narrow interpretation of the ABM Treaty? 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Our position on that is that the 
five-year -- the way it was worded, it would be the same position 
that we've had since the July 25th letter to Gorbachev <-- that we 
still reserve the right to go to the broad interpretation of the 
treaty at some point in the future, but at present we are <-- our 
program is designed to be consistent with the restrictive 
interpretation, and that is what we're still following. 


Q So it’s really the broad one. As far as Gorbachev 
is concerned, he is entitled to say, that's what they're up to. 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: That would be correct. 


Q Admiral, you said that -- to make progress. I was 
reninded this morning about Robert McNamara‘s electronic wall that 
was supposed to stop infiltration in Vietnam. If we are in this to 
make progress, why allow a chance to get this much of a deal to be 


held hostage to something that may or may not be technologically 
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practical? 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, I'll use a word that has been 
used in the press for -- recently. Our problew is that we are afraid 
that the reductions that we would get without SDI would be illusory. 


MR. HOWARD: One last question, please. 


Q Admiral, you said -- Secretary Shultz gave us 4 very 
bleak report on the outcome of the summit. He not only said you came 
away with nothing, but indicated that he does not expect any sort of 
summit. There's no talk at all of a summit in ‘87. You seem to be 
trying to put a better face on it now, and as a matter of fact over 
in Brussels today he seemed to be trying to put a better face on it. 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, I think last night everybody 
was tired. 


Q Do you disagree with the assessment that Secretary 
Shultz gave us immediately after the summit? 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: I think -- you know, we recognize 
that there was the possibility here of achieving an historic 
agreement. And when we were unable to do that, everybody was 
somewhat disappointed. But I think, on reflection, everybody 
involved in the process -- and we were all tired. We'd been working 
hard and you become deeply involved in the issue. But upon 
reflection, I think overnight we realized that we've made significant 
progress and the possibility of, indeed, getting agreement outside of 
an agreement of SDI and ABM is a significant possibility. 


Q Well, whose move is it now? 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: I don't think that I would want to 
characterize it that way. Our negotiating position will be reviewed 
and we will reflect on what moves they made and, as I said earlier, 
try to figure out some way to figure out what their concerns are, if 
they're being -- if they're negotiating here in good faith and if we 
find some way of convincing them that it's in both of our interests 
to move forward to a strategic defensive systen. 


You see, the think that's so imponderable here is if 
they're really serious about reducing nuclear weapons, it doesn't 
make any sense that they should be concerned whether we deploy a 
Strategic defensive system or not at that point in the future because 
we would have -- except for our air-breathing and cruise missiles, we 
wouldn't have any nuclear weapons to attack them with. And that -- 
then you have to get into the question that I addressed on background 
as to, well, why won't Gorbachev agree. And maybe time will help 
solve some of those problems. 


Q Admiral, you mentioned SALT II, and the President 
has not decided yet. Would you expect that, whether or not you're 
able to hold the Soviets to the concessions they have made piecemeal 
will be part of that decision? 


ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: I'm sorry, I missed the first part, 
and I've really got to go. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 


END 5:15 P.M. EDT 
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MR. SPEAKES: This is Senator Dole, Senator Lugar and 
Congressman Michel. Okay. They're here to talk about what the 
President told them about his meeting in Iceland. 


Q Come on, guys. Come in. Do it. Be good soldiers. 
Q Why are you here? 


SENATOR DOLE: Well, we've had -- let -- just indicate 
we've had an hour and five minutes with the President. I think it 
was one of the better meetings i've ever attended down here, because 
it was @ give-and-take session with Democrats and Republicans. I 
think everybody has hunger for an explanation of what really 
happened. We've been reading and hearing what happened, and we'd 
like to find out precisely what did happen. And I would hope, as 
I've indicated, that there's going to be a lot of unity across party 
lines in supporting the President. I didn't detect anything 
otherwise in the meeting. 


Q Suporting him on what? 


SENATOR DOLE: On his act of statesmanship in Reykjavik, 
and nearly historic breakthrough that we have, and the willingness on 
the part of the President to continue to do that. That was the 
positive -- positive impact I had from the meeting, that we were 
serious about it, the President's serious about it. Everything is 
Still on the table, going to stay on the table. To me, that's good 
news. I think when you read yesterday morning's headlines about the 
collapse or failure, I think many people felt it was over. My view 
is that it's not over at all. 


Q Well, was there total unanimity that it was a big 
success? 


SENATOR DOLE: Sure. Yes <-- 
Q Did the Democrats -- so much unity -- 


SENATOR DOLE: I don't know of any -- we didn't take a 
vote on whether or not it was a success. I think everybody ought to 
Speak for themselves, but I didn't detect any partisan criticism. 


Q Why shouldn't this be regarded as a lost opportunity? 
Clearly it was that, wasn't it? 


SENATOR DOLE: It's not the last opportunity; I think 
that's the key. 


SENATOR LUGAR: I think one of the important things of 
the session was that the President emphasized the ball game is still 
on. In other words, the negotiations continue, and the need for 
unity, in terms of our negotiating posture as we table these 
proposals at Geneva or wherever we can is essential. He sees it as 
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great progress, and the ball was pushed down the field a good bit, so 
we have some opportunities. 


Q Senator Nunn, can I ask you a question? Senator 
Nunn? Or both you and Senator Byrd. Could you both answer why we 
need an insurance policy of SDI down the end of the road if all 
ballistic missiles have been eliminated? 


SENATOR NUNN: Well, that's a big "if." You first have 
to eliminate them all, and then you have to make sure that other 
countries in the world, like France and China and England and others 
that we kno*« to be nuclear powers are also part of the overall deal, 
and you then have to make sure you do something about the 
proliferation of nuclear knowledge. I don't know how anyone's going 
to put that back in the bag. 


I guess the real question then is, what kind of strategic 
defense system do you have, and what kind do you need? It is my view 
that the first priority should be on reducing the Soviet offensive 
force. After we have accomplished that, it seems to me then we 
design the pace and the scope of our defensive systen. 


Now, you do have to talk about those things together, but 
when we get to the point the Soviets are ‘eally willing to reduce 
their first-strike weapons, and evidently we got close to that point 
this weekend, it seems to me at that stage, we go back to the drawing 
board in terms of designing our plans for defensive systems. 


Q So why -- so just to understand your position on 
this, you're talking about designing SDI down the road after the 
agreements -- verifiable agreements have been reached on the 
Strategic systems, and then deploy something on a smaller scale that 
matches the level of verifiably -- 


SENATOR NUNN: Yes. I think the important thing is, I 
think the United States has to think through what kind of defensive 
System we really need once we have made these dramatic reductions in 
offensive forces. I must add to that, however, we've got some other 
thinking to do that has not yet been done in my view, and that 
thinking is, how do conventional forces interrelate to strategic 
forces? After all, the United States has relied on nuclear weapons 
for our deterrence, for our primary deterrence since World War II. I 
would like to get away from that. I would like to have stronger 
conventional forces. I think cur allies should build stronger 
conventional forces. 


But I get very concerned when I hear the two leaders 
talking about eliminating all nuclear weapons in the next 10 years. 
I get very concerned unless we have a parallel course with bold and 
innovative conventional arms control proposals that would do 
something about the Soviets’ overwhelming conventional superiority in 
-- particulary in Europe and also the Middle East -- and unless we 
also have a cohesive alliance plan to build up our conventional 
defenses. So I have a lot of questions on this, and I think the 
administration has a lot of thinking to do on this. 


Q Senator Byrd, could you step forward and -- sir, 
could the President have handled this better so it didn't slip 
through his fingers? 


SENATOR BYRD: I dont think that I would address my 
response to the question as to whether or not either of the leaders 
could have handled it better. It's unfortunate that -- it seems to 
me that we didn't just -- both sides say, well, we've seemed to have 
come a long way. Why don't we think about this further and reserve a 
final judgment until we meet at the summit in Washington to which we 
both have agreed? It seems to me that both leaders have committed 
themselves to continuing the quest for a way to bring about workable 
and effective arms control. Both say that their proposals are still 
on the table. It seems to me now that both should demonstrate their 
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commitment by going forward with these proposals in the fora that 
exists: for example, Geneva. 


Q Did you tell the President that -- of why did he slam 
the door when he left and why didn't he say “We'll meet again,” and 
why didn't he say “We'll continue right away?" 


SENATOR BYRD: Wo, I didn't put it exactly that way -- 
almost. I just simply said -- 


Q Did he say why he didn't? 
Q What did you say? 


SENATOR BYRD: Well, I simply said it seems to me that 
with -- as I say now, that if we got this far and why not just 
witnholé final jucgment until Washington, which we've both agreed 


upon. 
Q Senator Nunn? 
SENATOR DOLE: I think the President indicated he did not 


Slam the door. The door's still open. I mean, I don't know where 
that slamming the door comes fron. 


SENATOR NUNN: Both leaders indicated that the tables 
were -- the proposals were still on the table. I think that was very 


Q Senator Nunn, do you -- Senator Nunn, do you share 
the Republicans’ view that this was a great progress and the summit 
was basically a success, or do you -- are you more concerned about 
the negative possibilities of what happened in Reykjavik? 








SENATOR NUNN: Well, the thing that was negative from ay 
perspective was that the Soviets evidently relinked the intermediate 
missile talks with the strategic and space talks. Wow, that is a 
step backwards. The thing that was positive was that they made 
progress in all areas, but it was subject to the caveat of what we do 
about defense and offensive trade-offs. So, there was some positive 
and there was some negative and the question is now are the proposals 
still on the table on both sides. We were assured this morning by 
President Reagan they were. I found that encouraging. Both leaders 
Say that they're going to go back to the drawing boards and go back 
to Geneva. 


As I've already indicated, I think we have some real 
thinking to do on our side about our defensive system, about the 
definition of it, and about what kind of system we need down the road 
when the offensive threat is greatly reduced, if it's greatly 
reduced. And we also, most importantly, have got to think through 
the imbalances in conventional arms. It's one thing to say in a 
rhetorical speech that all the nuclear weapons in the world should be 
abolished, it's another thing to sit down at a summit conference and 
actually be discussing that seriously when there are profound 
conventional imbalances. So, these things have got to be thought 
through and I'm sure they will be thought through. 


Q Then should we take that off the -- I mean, if all 
proposals are on the table, I gather what you're saying is that the 
particular one concerning the trade-off for the elimination of 
ballistic missiles in 10 years should be taken off the table in our 
best interest. 


SENATOR NUNN: Well, I‘m going to be making some further 
remarks on that after I do some thinking myself. 


SENATOR DOLE: I thin® it's fair to say, as Senator Nunn 
pointed out, they delinked this ac Geneva and now they've relinked it 
-- the Russians did, not the United States’ position. 


Q Could there be less -- 
Q Did the President tell you -- 


Q Could there be less funding for SDI now as a result 
of -- if we're going to have these big cuts, should the Congress be 
spending less on SDI? 


SENATOR DOLE: I think that's a matter we'll address next 
year. I think we've addressed it this year, but I would hope not. I 
think this is an indication that there shouldn't be any undercutting 
of the President's position on SDI. There's going to be a press 
conference by Mr. Gorbachev at 2:00 p.m. Washington time and I've got 
to believe he's probably monitoring this session to see what 
Democrats and Republicans are saying. 


Q Did the President teil you anything -- 


SENATOR DOLE: I think we're saying, in effect, that 
we're - 


Q ~- different today than he said in his speech last 
night? Did he go any further, did he explain anymore than he has 
said in -- 


SENATOR DOLE: I think he asked a lot -- Tip O'Neill 
asked questions, Bob Byrd asked questions, Sam Nunn asked questions, 
I made a statement -- there are a lot of questions. I think the 


President did say that Gorbachev reached for his briefcase first when 
it terminated. 


Q Is that right? 
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SENATOR DOLE: So -- and Tip said, “Well, maybe he's 
reaching for another agreement." (Laughter.) 


What were you about to say about Democrats and 
Republicans alike? 


SENATOR DOLE: Me? 
Q Yes. You didn‘t get to finish it. 


SENATOR DOLE: Oh. Well, I think we are alike. I think 
we're supporting what we see as progress. Now, we may have different 
characterization of how much progress or whether it was a success or 
-- obviously, it could have been a smashing success if they signed 
something. That didn't happen. That doesn't mean it's a failure, 
doesn't mean it's a lost opportunity, it doesn’t mean it's the last 
opportunity. So -- 


Q How -- 


SENATOR DOLE: I hope -- I haven't seen much partisan 
Sniping over the weekend. I've seen a lot of other people give their 
conclusions, which is certainly fair. But with one or two 
exceptions, I think everybody's been fairly constructive. 


Q Were you trying to say that Democrats and 
Republicans are united behind the President? 


SENATOR DOLE: Well, Republicans are. And I think you'd 
have to ask Senator Byrd and Senator Nunn. 


Q Senator Byrd, what about that? 
Q Sentor Byrd, would you answer that, please? 


SENATOR BYRD: Democrats and Republicans are always 
united behind the President when it comes to the best interests of 
Our country -- and we're talking about the national security 
interests. We may disagree on this or that or how we get there, but 
we're all in agreement as to the goal that we should achieve. It 
seems to me that we don't gain anything by talking about whether this 
was a success or not a success. It seems to me that both leaders 
ought to pickup the pieces here now. They both say that the 
invitations are still there, everything's still on the table. It 
seems to me they ought to pickup the pieces now and try to go forward 
and achieve something that's in the best interest of both countries 
and world peace. 


Q Senator Nunn, if you think that there should be, 
perhaps, a different type of SDI down the road depending on what kind 
of offensive threat there is, then you've got to think -- the logical 
conclusion is that you think the President was wrong to insist on SDI 
deployment at the end of 10 years as the absolute demand that 
actually scuttled the negotiations. 


SENATOR NUNN: No, I don't conclude that, because I don't 
know all the details of what the Soviets put on the table. I don't 
know all the details of our counterproposals. I'‘11 be addressing 
this as we go along. If you want to look at what I think the SDI 
program ought to be shaped -- the shape it should be in, Senator 
Cohen and I had a bipartisan proposal, which became the report of the 
Senate Arms Services Committee. It's about two pages and it gives a 
pretty thorough path of where we think the SDI program ought to be 
going. That was thoroughly debated in our committee, thoroughly 
debated on the floor, and I think, hopefully, the administration will 
read that and will begin looking at it. 


Q Senator -- would you -- 
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SENATOR NUNN: Thank you. 


Q I just don't understand, Senator Nunn -- I don't 
understand why the President insists on deployment. 


SENATOR MUNN: Well, I*ll -- I*ll defer that -- I'll 
leave that one with the White House. 


END 12:38 P.M. EDT 
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Q Mr. Secretary, si. the -- right after the summit 
when you had the meeting in the press room there, you had a, I 
thought, a very pessimistic account of what happened. What has 
changed since then? I mean, you said that you got nothing -- 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Wo, I didn't say that. 


Q Well, what has changed? The mood has obviously 
changed. 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, I got a good night's sleep, for 
one thing. And another, I went and met with my counterparts in NATO 
and described to them what happened and they were astonished at the 
progress that was made and very supportive of what happened. And 
reflecting on what took place, it is astonishing the aseount of 
progress that was made. And, of course, we labored hard and long 
over a very exhausting day and we didn't quite get all of the things 
that we wanted and so you're always a little down as a result of 
that. But -- so you'll just have to attribute it to that. 


Q Mr. Secretary, did you or any of the President's 
advisers urge him tc accept the Soviet deal or something short of a 
flat rejection? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Wo. I think it would have been a 
great mistake to have gone along with that and nobody so advised. 


Q He did not hear any argument from his advisers? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: But the discussion about defense came 
all the way through, but then very heavily on Sunday afternoon. And 
it went on for an hour or so. Then we had a caucus for about an hour 
and half, I guess, during the -- about an hour of which I met with 
Shevardnadze along with our advisers and then we had a couple of 
other periods with caucuses. So it was a very intense effort to find 
an agreement. 


The Soviets had put their position forward early on and I 
think we have to remember that they've been saying things about 
laboratory research for a long time, so it wasn't as though it was 
something new. But in the material they put forward, particularly in 
that first session on Sunday afternoon, there was a lot of emphasis 
put on the importance, while reductions were taking place, of a 
period of known nonwithdrawal, that is, nondeployment for the 
reductica period. And so we had discussed this off and on over a 
period of time and as a matter of fact, Don, we discussed it Saturday 
night quite a little with the President. 


And during the course of our meeting there emerged -- and 
the President made some very creative suggestions about it -- a 
proposal that both preserved the essence of the strategic defense 
program and provided in, I think a very strong way, for a 10-year 
nonwithdrawal period. And, as a matter of fact, as we went back at 
it with the Soviets, the structure of that proposal did settle in, 
but then there were other aspects of it to be argued about. But the 
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central one, it turned out, was this question of their desire to have 
a change in the ABM Treaty -- they called it a strengthening -- that 
would restrict what could be done to the laboratory and I think we 
shouldn't talk about it as though it was an argument about a word or 
an argument about a definition. It wasn't. It was an argument about 
whether or mot we would be able to de the work necessary to develop 
our ability to defend ourselves. And i: became clear -- and this was 
gone at a lot and a lot and a lot -- that the President wasn't going 
to give and shouldn't give on that, and that the Soviets were not 
going to -- we were not going to be able to come to closure on that 
and so the meeting ended on that basis. 


But it was a very creative fruitful exchange and the 
President was -- a lot of give and take and really tried to break 
through thi« and I think that that effort, after a long day, was 
perhaps mors .n our minds than in the perspective of things was 
warranted, because so much progress had been made. It was just 
gigantic. 


Q Mr. Secretary, what objections did the Soviets put 
forward to SDI? Did they give reasons why they are opposed to the 
concept? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, they've given various reasons. 
They basically think that it would be used as an offensive systen. I 
think the idea of using it as a direct offensive system is not 
sensible, because there are much cheaper and known ways of having an 
offensive system. The other kind of argument is different; namely, 
that if you have a defensive system and you have offensive systems in 
place, then the side that has the defensive system has an advantage 
and can conduct a first strike. However, having that in mind is 
among the things that led the President to propose i> his letter to 
Mr. Gorbachev of some time ago and then in this most :ecent proposal, 
to have a period in which the offensive ballistic missiles are 
eliminated. So if you have no offensive ballistic missiles, it's 
hard to see how they could be used to conduct a first strike. 


Now, I think that everybody has to think things over and 
maybe they'll think things over and we'll see what an important thing 
it is to have this 10-year nonwithdrawal period. But, at any rate, 
everybody is digesting and we'll see where we go. 


Q Mr. Secretary, earlier the President told us if 
there was a surprise at Iceland, it was the amount of progress. 
Wasn't there, indeed, a great surprise to our delegation at Iceland 
at the degree and scope of the agenda that the Soviets had in mind? 
And is it a good idea to go into a summit meeting without any idea of 
an agenda? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: We had a very good idea of an agenda 
and that we were going to have our full agenda and we did. The scope 
of work and the -- all of the ins and outs of various issues of areas 
control, ag I'm taking that's the focus of your attention, have been 
worked over a lot. We were well prepared. We had our first team 
there to give backup on anything. And, I might say, we could be sure 
that they were very serious, because of the quality of people they 
brought, including the -- their top military person -- their Chief of 
Staff. So, that was clear. 


Now, in the -- looking toward the meeting in Iceland, 
well, we thought it would be good to make some progress, make as much 
progress as possible. Exactly what remained to be seen. But when it 
“- and there was all of this talk that they had put out and people 
had written about -- you probably wrote abou: it -- that INF and 
nuclear testing was going to be the focus. And we had said to 
ourselves here, well, if that’s it, so be it. But our object must be 
to get into START. That is where the bulk of these missiles are and 
those are the ones that threaten the United States. So we want to be 
Sure that we get an adequate discussion of that. 
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Well, as this all emerged, the President could see that 
there were some real opportunities for getting somewhere in these 
areas and he just drove right into it. And, as a result, we cane 
away from the meeting with astonishing progress in all of the areas 
without exception. And just because we didn't complete everything in 
& two-day period doesn’t mean that the accomplishments aren't 
tremendous. 


Q Mr. Secrecary, you keep saying that all this is 
predicated upon -- 


Q Mc. Secretary, is it fair to say that you came into 
the Sunday meeting surprised, or maybe even stunned, at the success 
you had achieved up to that point -- compared to what you expected 
before you left Washington? Is that a fair statement? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Wo, it's not a fair statement. 
Q You just said you were astonished. 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: I said that it was -- that these were 
very great accomplishments -- more than anyone could have expected. 
But to say that we were stunned is not the word that I would use. iI 
would say that we went there well prepared and when we saw 
Opportunities, we charged into them and tried to take advantage of 
them and work them out as best we could and by and large did so. it 
was a -- 


Q Mt. Secretary? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: I might say, the President's 
performance was terrific. 


Q On the ABM Treaty, were the Soviets -- was 
Gorbachev, in effect, arguing to reestablish what used to be called 
the narrow or the old traditional interpretation of the treaty? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Wo. Wo. The discussion wasn't about 
how do you interpret the treaty. 


Q But, I mean -- 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: That was not the discussion. The 
discussion was about a proposed change in the treaty, which they 
called a strengthening -- but a change in the treaty. The treaty has 
nothing in it about confining research to laboratories. This would 
be a change in the treaty. That's what he sought. 


Q But that used to be our interpretation, as well. 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Wo, it was not -- the so-called narrow 
interpretation does not confine anything to laboratories. You find 
nothing in the treaty about laboratories. 


Q Then leaving aside what the Soviets -- the way the 
Soviets are trying to change or strengthen the ABM Treaty, what 
exactly is our government's position in that regard? In your 
language to us in the press room on Sunday night, you used the phrase 
that was in the Reagan letter to Gorbachev, which is °*...permitted 
with regard to research, development and testing.*® 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: That is our position -- that our work 
is as permitted -- or which is permitted by the ABM Treaty. 


So, assuming that much will hinge on how the coming 
months deal with this iosue, it's important for us to understand 
whether we are now saying that whatever else happens, the ABM Treaty 
must be permissibly interpreted if it is to continue in effect. Is 
that the U.S. position? 
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SECRETARY SHULTZ: Our position is that what we are doing 
is hm which is permitted by the ABM Treaty. And that is our 
position. 


Q Well, let me put the question differently. Is our 
position that the development and testing of nonground-based exotic 
Gefensive systems is permitted by the ABM Treaty? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Sure. 


Q Is that -- that is the permissive or broad 
interpretation? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: The -- our position is as I've stated 
it, and I'm not going to get into, in a sense, bargaining about it 
with you. So, I don't think it's necessary that you know all of our 
positions. 


Q You don't think it's necessary if we understand what 
the U.S. government's -- 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Wo, I don't. 
Q -- understanding of the ABM Treaty is? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: I think we are engaged in a process 
with the Soviet Union and we're going to conduct it. 


Q Mr. Secretary, did you sense at the time of the 
Giscussion of SDI that there was any give in the area of testing in 
that you might want to sort that out further in conversation there 
and then with them or did they close you off by limiting even 
research to laboratory research? Was that what shut it off? And do 
you foresee down the road any give in the area of testing? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Descriptively, the discussion went on 
as I said. And in the end, it was clear that when it came to 
agreeing to things that, as we saw it, would cripple the program to 
get a strategic defense we wouldn't do it. And it was clear that 
they were driving hard at that and they weren't going to give up on 
that, at least not there. And, so, I think it was a good judgment on 
the part of beth leaders to say, well, we've probably accomplished 
all that we can in these two days and, when you look at it, the 
amount accomplished, as I said, is really very great. 


Q Mr. Secretary? 


Q Admiral Poindexter said here yesterday, Mr. 
Secretary, that there was a possibility that once these things were 
fully explained to the Soviets that some change, some adjustment in 
Our position might be possible that would bridge this thing. Can you 
see the potential for a bridge between our positions with which each 
side left iceland? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, we're engaged in @ major 
bargaining here and just how it's going to go we'll see. I will keep 
my cards here in my vest pocket and we'll just see, that’s all. 


Q Mr. Secretary? 


Q Mr. Secretary, can I just ask about -- the President 
said that the Soviets there held all the other agreements hostage to 
the final agreement on SDI. In Geneva, are you seeking now to break 
that linkage and how optimistic are you that you can, in fact, deal 
with these other agreements separately from the SDI question? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: We had an intensive two days and we 
discussed a great many things kind of in a close packed amount of 
time. So you get a sense of relationships among them. Now, at the 
end there was all of this talk about linkage <-- that’s what people do 
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-- and so the meeting is over and we will proceed in Geneva and 
elsewhere to table our positions, which will be the positions that 
were worked out in Reykjavik, and move ahead. And we'll just make 
the assumption -- they may not -- that on INF, for instance, we have 
adeal. Yes, we had a moment of time during Sunday morning when, 
after what seemed like an endless amount of back and forth, finally 
Gorbachev said, well, all right, Mr. President -- bang, bang, bang, 
bang -- I'll accept the U.S. position on Asia. And the President 
said, “Agreed.” So, that was the end of the INF discussion. Didn't 
have an opportunity in the call of the meeting to do what we had done 
with respect to START -- was to sit down with people who are 
technicaliy into the subject and write it down carefully. So, 
there's always a problem in that. But, nevertheless, in terms of the 
basic structure, there was a deal just as -- in START, it was 
actually reduced to a very carefully stated piece of language. And 
in the space defense area, there was language out on the table and 
back and forth on that so that there is -- there has been a 
tremendous advance, compared with where we were before Reykjavik in 
just how that subject stands. 


MR. BUCHANAN: Charles, last question. Excuse me. 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, let me put this in a little 
different way. The President's second meeting with Gorbachev was on 
Columbus Day, and if you think about Columbus, he came this way and 
he found a couple of islands. He went back, he didn't have any gold 
and, on the whole, he wasn't greeted that warmly. But then it began 
to dawn on people that Columbus had discovered a new world. And I 
think that in many respects the President discovered a new world at 
Reykjavik. The difference, however, is that he was able to recognize 
it. He was able to recognize it, because he had described it several 
years ago. One piece of the new world is what we call the INF, and 
what was agreed to is very close te zero, zero. 


Another part of that world is cutting strategic forces in 
half. And, as you remember, when the President put those proposals 
forward, he was said -- probabiy by lots of you -- go look at your 
copy -- that that's iidiculous, it shows he isn't serious about arms 
control. But what was there he recognized, because he had proposed 
it. 


On the subject of getting ourselves out from under the 
threat of offensive nuclear strategic missiles, which he described in 
March, 1983, he could recognize what was taking shape and we didn't 
finally make it. But, nevertheless, the contour is recognizable. 
The same is true for many areas in bilateral relations and, to a 
degree, the discussion of -- as the Soviets were willing to say 
publicly, although we never were able to issue the document -- for 
the first time to our knowledge in a bilateral statement -- to use 
the words discussion of humanitarian and human rights issues; that 
is, both used. So, that's a piece of the landscape that was 
recognized. 


So, I think that we may look back on the Reykjavik 
meeting as a genuine watershed meeting and all of the things that 
were agreed to, to be sure, tentatively, are known. We have been 
going out of our way and the Soviets, I guess, too, to make public 
exactly what was agreed to. So, everybody knows it now -- it's 
there. And once it's there, people can see the meaning, the contours 
and the implications which are sweeping, and deep, important, and I 
think very much in the interests of the U.S. 


The President called him the boss, but I won't do that. 


MR. BUCHANAN: Do you want to take one more, Mr. 
Secretary, from Charles here? 


Q The one piece of this -- I find rather hard to 
understand which is your offer to the Soviets to elimiuace all 
ballistic missiles in 10 years. Given the conventional imbalance in 
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Europe and the fact that the Western Alliance is hinged on our 
strategic guarantee for the last 40 years, wouldn't this spell the 
end or, at least, the greatest crisis in the Western Alliance if that 
actually took place? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: I think that it's very important for 
the Alliance, very important for the United States to work on our 
conventional forces. And we've been doing that. And it seems to me 
very timely, because the fact of the matter is that aside from what 
was set out in Reykjavik, there is undoubtedly an unease in Europe 
and in the United States and all over the world somehow or other 
about nuclear weapons. And I believe it is true that the probability 
of their use is very, very small. But if that probability -- but 
that probability is not zero. So, if you have a small probability 
multiplied by an absolute calamity, it should get your attention. 
And if you can -- and it does. 


So I think it is well to be thinking about conventional 
abilities and I might say that I don't -- here I speak as an absolute 
layman -- I have gotten -- all my military doctrine was in the Marine 
Corps in World War II, so I'm out of date -- but I, by no means, 
accept that the Soviets are automatically better than we are in our 
conventional capabilities. We have first class Navy, first class Air 
Force, very good equipment. Our equipment and their equipment has 
been pitted against each other on a number of recent occasions and 
we've done all right. And I imagine it must gnaw a little bit at the 
Soviets that here they are in Afghanistan right next door to them -- 
they can't handle those Afghan freedom fighters. They can’t handle 
them. 


So, they are a tremendous country with great ability and 
a truly awesome military capability. And I would say particularly 
when they are defending their homeland. But I would by no means sell 
our ability short to hold our end up in providing conventional 
deterrence. 


MR. BUCHANAN: Thank you very much, sir. 


END 2:04 P.M. EDT 
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MR. REGAN: Wo statement. I kind of feel like the guy 
that -- couple guys get up, there's a home run before you, and you 
get up -- what a-e you going to do? Go ahead. 


Q Can I just follow-up where we were right then, Don? 
Didn't the President's proposal leave us -- leave both sides with 
nuclear acmed bombers with cruise missiles in the second five-year 
period, and don't we have an advantage in that area? In other words, 
the implication has been in public that nuclear weapons were going; 
it's nuclear missiles that are going -- isn't that right? 


MR. REGAN: There's confusion about that, Rick. Our 
proposal was the reduction in the first five years. We said 
ballistic missiles, they said strategic nuclear arms, meaning 
everything. We agreed to t'iat in the first five years -- 50 percent 
reduction. The second five years, we said ballistic missiles. They 
came back and said strategic nuclear arms, which would have included 
everything. There was discussion of that as to whether that meant 
such things, even down to artillery shells. And they said, yes, 
that's what they meant. But we never got a chance to finish that 
conversation, because the thing was swept off the table at the time 
of the break-up. They didn't finalize on that. 


So at this point, I would say that we are at the 
ballistic missile elimination. They may or may not want to go 
further, or they may walk back from where they were; we don't know. 


Q How have our European sllies reacted to that 
proposal of ours -- elimisating ballistic missiles for 10 years? 


MR. REGAN: I understand the foreign ministers discussed 
that yesterday, and as George said, for the moment, we catch a 
glimpse of a non-nuclear Europe and what to do about it, and they're 
starting to rethink their positions at this current moment, as to 
where does that leave everybody. 


Q Does that keep giving them any anxiety? 


MR. REGAN: I wouldn't want to characterize that, 
because I don't know. But I would say this, that it would be their 
job, it would be the jobs of their general staffs and their armed 
forces, to start thinking this through, as well as our own. 


Q The President said that in his letter to Gorbachev, 
he had proposed the elimination of ballistics missiles before. Did 
he use the l0-year period then in the letter, or was it new at 
Reyk javik? 


MR. RECAN: The lO-year period was never proposed by 
President Reagan before Reyjkavik. He did this in an effort to break 
the impasse. This was done in -- on Sunday afternoon after we 
caucused, dicing one of the breaks in that period, and that the 
effort was made at that time to see, well, what can be done. If we 
give them the 10 years that they are seeking -- and you've got to 
remember that the General Secretary was insistent upon that 10 years << 
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that as a matter of fact, he had started at 20 and had come 
down to 10. 


All right, let's give him his 10 to see if then he'll 
agree on these other things. But in the last analysis, he did not. 


Q Is the posture at the Geneva table now one of our 
side and their side going over minutely everything that the President 
and Mr. Gorbachev agreed to, to make certain om sides know where 
they stand before they go further? 


MR. REGAN: I don't know what their side will be doing, 
but as you heard George Shultz say, we have provided detailed copies 
of all of our notes to our negotiators, so if they attempt to walk 
back from those agreements, either INF or nuclear testing, or indeed 
START, we will have the notes that this is what your people have 
already agreed to, and then we'll have, I dare say, a lot of 
discussion about that. 


Q But they're saying that, now, that this is a 
package. Doesn't that not imply that they've -- without the whole 
thing, including SDI, they'd feel free -- 


MR. REGAN: The package came in at the very end. At the 
time that Gorbachev and Reagan were talking about should it be zero 
in Europe and 500-plus in Asia, or should it be 200 in Europe and 200 
here, and 300 in Asia, or how should this be, and they finally got 
down to the 100-100. And Gorbachev said, all right, 100 in Asia for 
us and 100 in the United States for you, and Reagan said agreed. 
There's no mention of a package at that point. So at that point, 
they had agreed to this. Now, what he had in the back of uis mind, 
we couldn't tell at that point. But he definitely didn't say at the 
end of that, and I link that to SDI; he did not say that. 


Q But I thought that on Saturday, you had already 
understood, from listening to the conversation back and forth, that 
everything was tied, and SDI -- 


MR. REGAN: Wo, we did not understand that everything 
was tied. They had said -- they had talked about -- no, not that 
they would -- everything wouldn't be tied at the end of SDI? No, no. 
No, We never had an understanding of that; absolutely not. 


Q That sounds like entrapment. 
MR. REGAN: Pardon? 
Q This sounds like entrapment. 


MR. REGAN: Well, go ahead and state your question. 
What was the entrapment? (Laughter.) 


Q Do you think it was entrapment? 


MR. REGAN: Wo. It possibly was, but I honestly don't 
think that. I don't know. And it would be pure speculation on our 
part as to why did they, at the final hour, insist upon the package. 
Maybe they had gone too far in what they had agreed. Maybe in their 
caucusing, somebody reminded Gorbachev, you've gone pretty far on 
this, you better back off. Perhaps at the end, they were afraid of 
the world without ballistic missiles; we don't know; that would be 
speculation. But we do know that they used that as the deal-killer. 


Q In your frank remarks at Reykjavik, you said in 
connection with whether there would be a future summit, no, there 
will not be a future summit -- that's the way they are, they don't 
want to give these things up. Right? 


MR. REGAN: No. Tf said I don't see it in the near 
future, the possibilities of there being a summit. 
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Q But then you said -- 
MR. REGAN: And I'll stick on that statement. 


Q -- then you said they don't want to give these 
things up. 


MR. REGAN: I'll stick on that, too. 


Q But what -- the impression one draws, the broad 
impression is that you discerned duplicity and fraud. 


MR. REGAN: Wo. You've got to remember that each of us 
had different reactions. The President was quietly disappointed and 
concerned, tight-lipped. 


Q Quietly? 


MR. REGAN: -- quietly outside -- (laughter) -- the 
Secretary was disappointed, as was remarked earlier. His face and 
demeanor showed that at his press conference. My reaction was one of 
anger at the disappointment of that. 


Q But may I ask you, Chief -- 
MR. REGAN: Sure. 


Q -- after we've heard all these glorious achievements 
that occurred at Iceland -- we've heard them here, we've heard then 
this morning from Poindexter -- everybody is talking about the 
glorious achievements. Politically, why didn't you come out of that 
with an upbeat twist on it, instead of the downbeat twist that 
started all this pessimism -- 


MR. REGAN: I think you have to lay that to, "A," 
disappointment, "B," the fact that people were tired. It had been at 
the end of a very long day, people had been up during the night. 
Shultz, Poindexter, others of us had been up during the night 
conferring with the two teams that were working -- the human rights 
team and also the arms control -- arms reduction team. And then, the 
negotiations started, lasted much longer than anyone e ted. It 
was then 7:00 p.m. in the evening, had been going for 12 hours with 
little sleep. You've got to expect, at that point in time. 


Q Do you wish you put a -- that spin on it now, and -- 


MR. REGAN: Wo, I don't think we needed that spin. I! 
think people now are beginning to realize what we did after we had 
had time to draw back from it, draw a deep breath and look at what 
had happened -- exactly where we were. It's very hard. Use any kind 
of a simile you want. You know, you're in the middle of the woods to 
discern, you know, the enormity of the forest, but there we were. 


Q But if you go ehead from where you are now -- 


Q Have there been any communications, since the Sunday 
night, between Gorbachev and Reagan, directly or indirectly? 


MR. REGAN: Wo. We have had a communication from their 
-- ambassador here that he would like to visit Secretary Shultz. But 
what that means, we don't know. But that's the only communication. 
I'm not sure. 


One of the things that's heen overlooked in our 
concentration here on the arms reduction phase of thie is the human 
tights aspect of it, and we did <= the President told the General 
Secretary that we had a list of 11,000 names that Morrie Abrams had 
oe us, and we would be presenting that to him through Act Hartman 

n Moscow todsy, and he acknowledged that. tle also told him about «a 
list of 1100 namos, which he showed him, he had with him, from Chic 








Hecht. And they went on to say -- to explain to the General 
Secretary why this release of Soviet Jewry is so important to us, 
that a man like Chic Hecht is the first -- well, second generation, I 
guess you'd call it -- his parents came here, and here he is a U.S. 
Senator. And to us, that's quite a story. And the more of those 
people we can get, we want. And this is why this is important to us. 


So there were many things of that nature we talked about 
-- exchanges -- fusion, for example. We're all talking about nuclear 
explosions. Fusion is one of the things we've agree to work on. And 
on November lst, our teams are going to start working again on that. 
There are many other areas of agreement that were reached there, but 
of course, there all overshadowed by the arms reduction. 


Q There's been no signal -- my real question is, has 
there been any signal since Sunday night from the Soviets that they 
understand that those agreements were made and they're still on the 
table the way you understand it? 


MR. REGAN: I think through public diplomacy, we're 
letting them know that. Max Kampelman has talked about this since 
he's arcived in Geneva, we are Saseeg hy te to ae capitals to 
discuss that. George Shultz discuss t yesterday with the foreign 
ministers. We have gone public with the gost intimate details of a 
major meeting between heads of state, and immediately making public 
the details of what they agreed to. Why? Obviously, to make certain 
that the world knows what was on the table so they cannot back away 
from it. 


Q But have they said anything? 

Q <== you're thinking? 

MR. REGAN: Pardon? 

Q Were -- in your contingency thinking, what are you 
going to do if you find out from Geneva that the Soviets indeed have 
an attitude of nothing is on the table because of SDI? 


MR. REGAN: I*11 fall back on a cliche: we'll cross 
that bridge when we get to that one. 


Q Don, I think -- I think Gorbachev said that. 
Q One of the intimate details that you -- 
MR. REGAN: Right here. 


Q One of the intimate details that both the Secretary 
of State and you have laid stress on here today was the word, 
“agreed,” said by President Reagan after the discussion on INF. Are 
you now, and is the Secretary of State today trying to nail down that 
agreement as something that the United States understands to have 
been agreed upon? 


MR. REGAN: Yes. We think that that has been agreed 
upon between our countries, and will so state in our negotiations in 
Geneva. 


Q If you could have divined last week before Reykjavik 
the ovtcome of Reykjavik in all of this detail, would you then have 
decided to go? 

MR. REGAN: Yes. I think -- 

Q Does the President -- feel that way? 


MR. REGAN: Yes, definitely. 


MORP. 








Peter, you had a question? 


Q I'm just curious sic. We've talked a lot about SDI 
and -- I'd like your own appreciation of this question of how afraid 
they are of the SDI, and -~ we've asked various people to 
characterize their reaction to things we've said to them about 
sharing technology. What's yours? 


MR. REGAN: Well, my own assessment is that they've been 
working on this, we understand, five to seven years. They had one cf 
their leading scientists along with them, and was part of their 
negotiating team who literally understood the physics of this, and 
that this cannot be an offensive weapon, as is now conceived. And 
this -- I'm not sure whether it was the President or George said -- 
there are cheaper ways of getting at offensive weapons than to go 
through this. Wow -- 


Q He said he understood that? 
MR. REGAN: Pardon? 


Q He said -- their scientist said that he understood 
that it couldn't be used -- 


MR. REGAN: Wo, no. I say, our -- we know that their 
scientist must understand this. These are basic laws of cn beg: 
we're talking about -- immutable. And as a result, that ng the 
case, we suspect that either they are afraid that we will have the 
ficst-strike capability, but we tried to overcome that by giving them 
the 10 years and the se-out before we would loy, which 
indicates that therefore they must either be afraid of what else 
we'll find out as we pursue SDI, or they literally don't want to get 
into that race because of the cost of it to them in terms of sen, 
equipment, and the like. 


Q But they don't say anything to you, right? 
MR. BUCHANAN: This is the final question. 


Q But they don't say anything to you? They don't 
characterize theic views? 


MR. REGAN: Wo, they do fall back on this first-strike. 
They keep telling us, that gives you the first strike. 


MR. BUCHANAN: Final question. 


Q If you felt that there was a separate standing 
agreement on INF as a result of that Sunday morning conversation, why 
did all come out Sunday night and say there were no agreements on 
anything in the summit? 


MR. REGAN: Look we weren't thinking that fast, being 
very frank. 


Q But if you thought it was settled, you don't have to 
think fast. 


MR. REGAN: Wo, wait a minute. They said at the end, 
ell deals were off. You know, that “nyet," it's over. And they had 
tied the whole thing in as a package. 


Q Well, you'd accepted that. 


MR. REGAN: Wo, we didn't. Wheat we said was, oksy, if 
that's the way you feel, we'll leave. We left, or words to that 
effect. Now, we go back and reexamine what they've said, and go over 
our notes and so forth and realize the sequence of what had been 
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Q My question still stands, if that was clear, why did 
you come out Sunday night and say there were no agreements? 


MR. REGAN: Wo agreement, meaning that they had broken 
off the entire package. 


MR. BUCHANAN: Jody, last question. 


Q tI just -- with all of this discussion about deceit 
and duplicity and who said what when and all, when Gorbachev was 
agreeing to all of these things that we had been wanting thes to 
agree to, adopting the President's proposal on INF, largely ing 
his proposal on the 50 percent reduction in strategic forces, didn't 
it occur to somebody that they probably were going to want something 
in return, 


MR. REGAN: Yes. 


Q -- and that what they sight want in return for what 
they were giving on INF and strategic forces was a big piece of SDI? 


MR. REGAN: Certainly. We knew that in advance, and 
that's why we tried during the course of the discussions to meet 
their requirements. Theic requirements, they said, were 10 years. 


Q So why were we surprised -- 
MR. REGAN: <-- of adherence to the ABM. 


Q So why were we surprised, if indeed we were -- 
that’s the ression that I get here -- that when it came down to it 
at the end, that it all hung on the ability to cut an acceptable deal 
on SDI? 


MR. REGAN: Because of what I just said. They hed kept 
agreeing, agreeing, agreeing to all of these things. And then when 
we gave in at the last to their l0-year demand, they added another 
demand, and that was the laboratory. 


MR. BUCHANAN: That's it. 


END 2:21 P.M. EDT 
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| SECRETARY SHULTZ: I've been busy all day so I haven't had a 
chance to watch the General Secretary's statements this 
afternoon, but I do have here a summary of points made. Except 
for a few things, like once the U.S. gives up the chimeras of 
its thinking, and so on, I think there are points here that 
certainly we can agree with. He said the summit prepared the 
possibility for a step forward. Certainly, that's true. That 
is our view. Important things were worked out there. And he 
says it's an important event and it created something 
qualitatively new. I agree with that. 








No one can be the same now as before. I'm sure that's right. 
There are now things that are set out that are agreed or it is 
clearly possible because they have been identified in different 
ways by the two sides. So I think that those are true things. 
And to the extent that they signal an assessment -- a positive 
assessment -- of what happened at Reykjavik, that is our view, 
and so I welcome those statements. 


QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, in your view, is there anything in 
any of the many Soviet proposals that isn't linked to SDI? In 
other words, any of the many interesting proposals to reverse 
the arms race -- can any of them be taken out and separated 
from what seems to be an intractable problem -- their Linking 
it to SDI, which you won't give ground on, like Euromissiles 
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which you thought were separable. The U.S. thought that was 
separable after Geneva, and now, apparently, it isn't. 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Yes, but I can remember people asking me the 
question: “Well, the Soviets say that, now that you've 
deployed those missiles, they will never return to the 
bargaining table. Does that mean there will never be any 
bargaining?" -- and in just the same tone of voice you've just 
used. But, anyway, here we are with the prospect of a really 
decisive agreement on intermediate-range missiles. 





So the answer to your question is that we will work ahead. We 
have our negotiators in the various places, including the 


Geneva negotiators. They will have instructions that parallel 
or are the same as the positions the Presid-nt took at the end 
of our meeting at Reykjavik in INF and ST®® : things in the 
space/ABM area. So those positions are on :e table. We'll 
continue to struggle and find answers, and think that it is 
true to say that there was a tremendous amount of movement in 
many important areas, not simply arms control but, as the 
President said last night, in others as well. So it was a 
productive meeting. 


QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, could you explain the change in tone, 
if not the substance, from Sunday afternoon, when you 
characterized the mood as “deeply disappointing"™ to the mood 
that you seem to show today, which is that there was a 
tremendous achievement there. 


PECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, I haven't read over what I said Sunday 
night, but m sure after two exhausting days in that long 
session and having seen all of these accomplishments which are 
basically there, and we came somewhere near -- who knows how 
near -~ an additional important agreement in principle, and we 


didn't quite get there so that was disappointing. 


But overall, you have to asses the Reykjavik meeting as one 

that produced really tremendous advances. So our assessment is. 
very positive, and apparently that is the assessment on the 
Soviet side as well. 


QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, the -- 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Also, I've had a night's sleep; that helps. 
And I went to Brussels. It was interesting to see how, as what: 
happened was described to the Foreign Ministers of our Allies, ; 
how they said, gee, this is terrific; it's amazing that you 
were able to make all this progress and very encouraging, and 
so on. It was quite a good experience. 
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QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, no one knows probably better than you 
do how easy it is for the relationship between the two 
superpowers, particularly when the Geneva talks resume, to fall 
back into the kind of minutiae of mutual recrimination and 
argument. Is there any consideration with this sense of kind 
of history that one has at this particular moment of trying to 
capture that spirit and have another high-level meeting before 


the end of the year, either between -- [I know you were talking 
hout the possibility of seeing Mr. Shevardnadze in Vienna, but 
particularly on some of these issues -- either between yourself 


and Mr. Shevardnadze or possibly even between the two leaders? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, we're assessing the situation. We're 
putting our proposals forward in Geneva. We'll see what they 
do and where we can get there. 


I will be going the day after our election day to Vienna. 
That's the day after the meeting starts, and I understand that 
Mr. Shevardnadze is likely to be there. That being the case, 
we'll undoubtedly want to arrange a meeting, and I feel sure 
that that probably can be arranged. And it would be 
astonishing to me if we didn't reflect on Reykjavik, so we'll 
see. 


QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, what are you trying to do with this 
conspicuous floodtide of availabilities -~ you, the President 
-- with meetings, interviews and conferences? What is the 
particular message -- and to which audience, the American 
audience or the Western European audience -- that you're trying 
to appeal to? What message is it you're trying to get across? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: AS we discussed Reykjavik as we were riding 
back in the car, the President and I and Admiral Poindexter and 
Don Regan, from the meeting and talked about our views, the 
President said that we should make all of the facts about this 


meeting known publicly, and let people see it and judge it. 
And, of course, that's what we're trying to do. 


What happened at Reykjavik -- as agreeing here with the General 
Secretary -- was an important event; and so we're trying to 
describe it and let people see it, and you'll write about it, 
and so on. So we'll get information around, not only for the 
American people, but people elsewhere as well. So that's the 
object. 


T : Mr. Secretary, can I just address a couple of points 
in Mr. Gorbachev's speech which are not as positive-sounding as 
you mentioned? He said that the United States was making two 
grave errors in approaching the Soviets. One was that the 
Reagan Administration appeared to believe the Soviet Union will 
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sooner or later agree to the revival of the American strategic 
diktat and will accept limiting only Soviet arms. And the 
second was that the U.S. was trying to or would like to bleed 
the Soviet Union white economically through the arms race, and 
that the Soviets would match the Americans if they had to. 


How do you address this? DOid Mr. Gorbachev mention this to you 
in the meetings? Is this familiar language? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, I think they are always concerned that 
we seek some sort of ability to be superior, and we worry about 
that with them. What we're trying to work out is something 
that has an equality to it and that brings these weapons levels 
down in a manner that is stable -- in other words, doesn't give 
an advantage to either side -- and in the end, result in the 
elimination of large categories of these weapons. The 
President has said and the General Secretary, both, that in the 
end they'd like to eliminate nuclear weapons. But that's 
certainly a long way away. 


So we are working toward that end, which doesn't sound like 
trying to bleed them in an arms race. 6ut as to our 
determination and the President's determination to find out 
whether and how we can defend ourselves against these 
devastating ballistic missiles, we're going to continue to try 
to find that out, and that's very much in our security 
interests to do so. 


And if in the process of finding that out, we have the kind of 
lever that brings an end to the missiles we're trying to defend 
against, so much the better. But we're going to pursue that 
program. 


QUESTION: Richard Perle suggested today that what really 
alarmed the Soviets was the possibility of a total elimination 
of offensive missiles in ten years, and that that, rather than 
SOI, was the real sticking point for them. Do you share that 
view? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, I'm not going to comment on that in 
terms of what somebody says -- and I don't know what he said or 
whether he put it just that way or not -- but Richard Perle was 
a very creative and important member of the team over there and 
contributed in very significant ways. 


We did table a proposal in the back-and-forth on the last 
afternoon on strategic defense and related matters that 
provided in two batches, you might say, for, first, the cutting 
in half of all strategic nuclear arms -- as was provided for in 
the START agreement which we worked out with them -- during 
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which time we would agree not to withdraw from the ABM Treaty. 
And then a second five-year period, at the end of which all 
offensive ballistic missiles would have been eliminated, and in 
that period we would also agree not to withdraw from the ABM 
Treaty so long as the pace of reductions was continuing. 


And, in the structure of the discussions following that 
proposal of ours, the idea of reductions down to zero stood 

up. That is, they bought that broad concept. But we had 
arguments about what we put forward along a number of lines, 
and one of them -- and the argument that convinced the 
President and probably the General Secretary, too, that we had 
accomplished about as much in Reykjavik as we could expect to 
accomplish, was the argument about their proposal to change the 
ABM Treaty and confine research done on defenses to whatever 
could be done in a laboratory. 


We felt that that was the equivalent of crippling our strategic 
defense program, and it would be very unwise in the long run 
for the United States to do that, no matter how many tempting 
things were put on the table in exchange. We just shouldn't do 
that. 


So the President, I think, showed great bargaining ability and 
creativity and courage in going to Iceland at all. And, you 
know, most of the people who know about these events told him 
he was wrong to agree to go and engage in this kind of a 
meeting. So he showed courage in doing that. 


He showed great courage in driving into these areas when he saw 
openings and taking advantage of that fact and trying to 
develop agreements, which he was able to do. And then I think 
he also showed his guts and courage in seeing that no matter 
how tantalizing it might be to reach for an agreement, he 
simply wouldn't reach for one that seemed to him unwise. And I 
fully agree with him -- it would have been unwise to agree to 
the Soviet proposal. 


So that meeting ended, but with a huge amount of accomplishment 
and results to build on, and we will go forward and do 
everything we can to build on these very positive results. 

I have to go, because [ have another meeting. Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 5:11 p.m.) 
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SECRETARY SHULTZ: Mr. President, we have walked through these 
streets, and mingled with the people, and what do we see? Of 
course, we see this immense physical damage and that is visible 
to the eye. But much more than that, we see you as the 
President of your country mingling with your people, we see 
them reaching out to touch, and we have a sense of the 
resilience of the human spirit that is so evident here. We see 
soldiers mingling in, some have shovels in their hands helping 
to clear the debris. Others are helping to pass out food 





We see people from countries from all around the world. Wwe 
just spoke to an Italian group and a Mexican group. And in the 
delegation that has come here from the United States, we have 
the Ambassador from Japan; we have the Ambassador from Great 
Britain who is also representing the European Community; we 
have the President of the Inter-American Bank, Mr. Ortiz Mena; 
we have members of the United States Congress here expressing 
the fact that we care and that we are here to see what is 
needed and to help provide it. 


So what is needed? Well, first of all there is clearly a need 
for emergency shelter, emergency supplies of food and 
medicine. Some is here. More is coming It will be 

provided. Second, there is needed a survey of what the damages 
are and what needs to be done, and then to get about the work 
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of doing it -- of reconstruction, of getting your economy dack 
in operation. And that is what we are here to do. All these 
things take resources. I am very pleased to say that, in 
addition to the outpouring that is coming from the U.S. and 
other countries, that our Congress last night appropriated $50 
million as an emergency fund that will be additional help, a 
down payment. 


But I have to return, in closing here, to the sense of humanity 
of the people who are showing their spirit. I feel it is a 
privilege to wander in among them, touch them and shake their 
hands and tell them that the United States cares and the United 
States is with you and will help. 


- If there are any questions, I'll be glad to respond to them. 


QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, how much money do you think it will 
take to get Salvador back on its feet? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, it is hard to say at this point, but 
it's clear that the answer is a great deal. No doubt a billion 
dollars or two, two billion dollars President Duarte estimated, 
but the point is that it is a big undertaking and it has to be 
done with additional resources, not taking resources from what 
you are doing here. We know that we are going to help 
determine what is needed and then the international community 
is going to help to provide it. 





QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, how long before the money gets here? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: The $50 million has been appropriated and it 
will be organized and it will be here very, very quickly. 
There will be no bureaucratic hold ups on that. 


QUESTION: What about the U.S. Embassy? 


SECRETARY SHUTS The U.S. Embassy main building, the 
Chancery, has been made inoperative -- virtually destroyed. 

The Annex is in workable condition, so we will use that. But 
the United states will survey the situation and promptiy start 
work on building ourselves another Embassy building, because we 
intend to be here and to be part of helping you progress in 
this country. 


UESTION: Why are 15 planes that are loaded with private aia 
now sitting in U.S. airports being prevented from landing here 
in El Salvador? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, they are not being prevented from 





landing. They will be coming as rapidly as ways are provided 
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for the material on them to be brought in to help the people 
who need it. It has been the experience -- 


QUESTION: Why is it taking so long? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, it is not taking too long, and it will 
go as rapidly as possible. 


It has been the experience in past cases that a lot of material 
is sort of dumped somewhere and then it gets lost, and then you 
can't keep track of it. So the effort here is to do it ina 
way that it can really get to the people who need it promptly 
and that is the object. 


QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, has there been any increase in 
guerrilla activity because the economy has suffered such 
damage? The guerrillas intended (inaudible) -- 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, the Government of £1 Salvador and the 
Military forces here have been doing an increasingly effective 


job in dealing with the Communist guerrillas. It does seem 
that the only people in E1 Salvador who don't seem to be 
working to help the people in £1 Salvador are these 
guerrillas. And they may cause some trouble. But I am sure 
the government and the armed forces will be able to handle it 
and we will be wanting to give them the help that they need. 


QUESTION: (inaudible) Mr. Ouarte said the contra operation in 
ILlopango (inaudible), and is President Duarte going to continue 
to let them operate? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: We have discussed that question briefly from 
the standpoint of the United States Government. The particular 


incident that eee oe these questions was not part of the 
government operation at all. But let me say this: we see that 


there are Americans in Nicaragua helping Communists. I am very 
glad to say that there are Americans who want to help people in 
Nicaragua who are fighting for freedom and democracy and 


independence, and we certainly salute those people. That is 
what I am going to say on that subject. 


QUESTION: President Ouarte, do you also support those 
operations that are running from here? 


PRESIDENT DUARTE: Well, we haven't made any support. And I 





have said it clear from the first time I entered into the 
Government -- in my inaugural speech -- I said directly to the 
Nicaraguan Government that we will not destabilize the 
Nicaraguan Government, but I demand from the Nicaraguan 
Government that they not continue giving sanctuary to the 
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guerrillas in Nicaragua, and helping them to do the guerrilla 
(war) here. And I have told this not only in my speech but I 
also told them directly to Mr. Ortega in Guatemala and in 
Esquipula. And up to this moment they continue using Nicaragua 
as a base for the guerrillas in El Salvador. 


QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, have you received any assurances that 
there will be no corruption in distribution of aid? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Every effort will be made, and President 
Duarte, who is in touch with the people, is probably your best 
insurance policy that the assistance that is provided goes 
directly to the people who need it. 


QUESTION: Mr. President, why are those 15 planes full of 
private aid not being able to land here? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: They are able to land here and they will be 
bringing in supplies as rapidly as it is physically possible to 
do so. 


QUESTION: (inaudible) were not able to land last night. 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: That's not correct. 


QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, the presence of the Japanese 
Ambassador here, does it mean that you are correlating together 
to help -- the United States and Japan? 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Yes, the fact that Europe and Japan and the 
United States and the Inter-American Bank are all here, and 
that the World Bank will have a team here next week is by way 
of saying to you that the international community is responding 
to the problems of El Salvador, and we look to having a 
coordinated way of helping so that we work together in this 
great endeavor. 


QUESTION: Mr. President, why did the army turn down the truce 
offer? 


PRESIDENT DUARTE: I tell you that there is no truth. At the 
very moment Mr. Ungo made his speech, immediately they started 
to attack. And last night, again, they made the attac. I 
have been giving you every day, every night, information on all 
the attacks that the guerrillas have been doing all over the 
country, so it is not true. This is a false attitude of the 
guerrillas. 





And let me say this, if the guerrillas would really care for 
these people who are suffering now, they would not destroy 
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electrical poles that bring the electricity to the country. If 
the guerrillas would really care for the people, they would not 
attack and try to isolate the eastern part of the country. If 
the guerrillas would understand how we are, they should not be 
attacking, because this would weaken the possibility of us 
bringing all the army here to help. And finally, if the 
guerrillas really want peace and if they really want to help 
the people of El Salvador, this is the moment that they should 
abandon the violence and incorporate themselves into the 
process of democracy, and to help the people and to be with the 
people and helping them and giving them food like the thousands 
of Salvadorans are doing now here. 


SECRETARY SHULTZ: Mr. President, as I told you privately, we 
are here to help and we are moving help here rapidly, working 
with you and the people of E1 Salvador. 


There is a U. S. rescue team here that I want to say hello to, 
and I want to take a look at that U.S. Chancery building that 
we are going to replace promptly. So, I'm going to move along 
and do that. 
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MR. HOWARD: Good morning, ladies and gentlemen. We will 
now begin our BACKGROUND briefing on the Kohl visit. For 
information and no lication, our briefer is 






Q Is this on the record? 


Q Do you have any objection to it being on the record? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, it's sort of 
agreed as a backgrounder, and I think let's go with it as a -- 


MR. HOWARD: It's a backgrounder. 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: <-- as a backgrounder. 


Q It's our understanding that all comments about the 
summit are to be on the record in this -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm not doing the 
summit, I'm doing the Kohl official working visit -- official visit. 
Sorry, it's an official visit. 


Q Well, in that context, just to be clear, since 
obviously there will be questions about the European angle on the 
summit and INF and what have you, does Mr. Speakes' dictate of last 
week that all the substantive statements on the -- are on record, or 
does that apply? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: My understanding from 
Dan, that if we get into Reykjavik, they want me to be on the record. 
That's fine, but I came over to do the Kohl official visit to 
Washington and to just lay out some themes and make some talking 
points, and then take questions on that visit, and I suppose anything 
else that comes up. 


But the themes that we see emerging from the visit are 
that it's part of a tradition of close consultations, that we have a 
bilateral relationship of several dimensions, not only bilateral, but 
broadly regional with the Alliance, with other areas of the world, 
for example, southern Africa. And of course, we encounter each other 
across a range of economic relationships, again, both bilateral, 
U.S., EC and globally. 


It's a healthy relationship, close partners. The -- 
somebody gave me the economic statistics that show the F.R.G. is the 
fourth largest economic, or economy in the world -- economic power. 
The visit itself, this official visit, is part of a regular process 
of close U.S.-F.R.G. consultations. The agenda is very much like the 
one that regularly takes shape when the Chancellor visits, or, the 
President visits the Federal Republic, it's going to be 











bilateral political issues, ULilateral economic issues, alliance 
questions, regional matters, terrorism, and no doubt Reykjavik. Some 
dates for you -- the Chancellor took office in September of ‘82. He 
visited Washington in November of ‘82, which is his only previous 
official visit. He was here in April of ‘83 and March of ‘84 on 
working visits and, of course, he and the President met in New York 
in November of ‘85 when he was visiting -- he, Kohl, was visiting the 
U.N. I'm sorry -- they did not meet then. That was when Kohl was in 
New York. 


The Reagan visits to the Federal Republic were in June of 
‘82 and May of ‘85. And then there was a session in New York. As I 
recall, it was in the context of that October celebration of the 
anniversary of the U.N., when everyone came and the President briefed 
them on the forthcoming meeting, summit meeting in Geneva with 
Gorbachev. 


We will, as I said, be reviewing events at Reykjavik, 
we'll be talking about next steps in East-West relations there. I 
think, the next event in East-West relations is the opening of the 
Vienna CSCE review conference on November 4. They'll be looking at 
arms control, in particular. 


I think we know the Federal Republic has a particular 
interest in short-range INF and, of course, the Alliance has been 
working since Halifax on a conventional arms study. 


I think it's quite clear that among the topics that will 
be of interest to the Chancellor, as I said, short-range INF forces, 
but certainly wanting to make sure that any agreement that emerges in 
the context of INF <- LRINF, long-range intermediate nuclear forces 
-- doesn't ignore their interests in the short-range systems. 


Mentioned southern Africa as a possible topic. Elections 
in both countries -- elections in the United States, elections in the 
Federal Republic in January. And then we have been talking now for 
some weeks, as we prepared for this visit, about a concern that both 
countries have on a, perhaps, a lack of understanding between the 
younger generations in the two countries about the nature of the 
relationship so we'd like to use this visit in some way to give some 
impetus to youth exchange programs between the two countries. This 
is a, I think, an initiative of the Chancellor's. 


We are sympathetic to all of this, don't have any funds, 
and so we'd be looking to the private sector to help us out. And I 
think we will be discussing with the Chancellor while he's here, 
along with members of his traveling party, giving some shape in the 
way $.° coordinating body or the like, to U.S.-F.R.G. cooperation in 
this field. 


I see a hand starting. That's it. Andrea, yes. 


Q Can you clarify remarks attributed to Richard Perle 
on the BBC that there was a parallel agreement -- part of the INF 
agreement, tentative agreement, in Reykjavik was a commitment that 
the U.S. would deploy short-range INF to compensate for whatever the 
frozen levels of Soviet -- 


ASSISTANT SECRETARY RIDGWAY: Yes. My understanding of 
that -- and I'm sure Richard was talking from the same understanding 
-- was that among the issues -- If I could back up, in fact <= on our 
way to Reykjavik, we said, with respect to INF, there were about five 
areas that needed discussing in INF. 
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One was the role of Asia, one was verification, one was short-range 
intermediate nuclear forces, another was the mix of forces, and the 
fifth escapes me at the -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFIC! ©... dration period. 


, ASSISTANT SECRETARY RIDGWAY: Ouration of the agreement. 
Thank you. : 


On short-range forces, the discussion in Reykjavik took 
shape around the recognized need to deal with short-range forces, not 
in the INF agreement then being looked at, but in immediate 
negotiations to take place after reaching agreement on INF. In that 
period, while that negotiation on short-range forces was taking 
place, it was the U.S. view that short-range forces should be frozen 
at existing levels for the Soviet Union, with the right of the United 
States to build up to that level if it wished to do so. 


Q Did they agree to that? 


ASSISTANT SECRETARY RIDGWAY: I think that that is a 
question on which we did not have a response from them, and I think 
it would be an area where you would say that further discussion was 
needed. There was not explicit agreement to it. 


Q There was explicit agreement on a freeze, though, of 
the -- on the Soviet side? 


ASSISTANT SECRETARY RIDGWAY: Of a freete, yes, yes, but 
I'm confident that -- 


Q You had no reaction, not a negative? 


ASSISTANT SECRETARY RIDGWAY: Wot a negative reaction. 
No reaction, but we did agree that what we were talking about was a 
freeze concept. 


Q I'm sorry, you said the Soviets had agreed to the 
freezing of their -- they had not responded to the concept of a U.S. 
goal to -- 


ASSISTANT SECRETARY RIDGWAY: Of the U.S. building up to 
it, but that clearly is our understanding, and that is the only kind 
of a freeze that we would agree to. 


Q Then is that something that West Germany also wants? 


ASSISTANT SECRETARY RIDGWAY: Yes. This is very much a 
central concern of West Germany, that these short-range forces be 
taken up immediately upon the conclusion of anything on INF. 


Q Was there a resolution? 


Q You said you had taken up -~ they wanted taken up, 
but to what end? What would the West Germans like to see as an end 
result? Zero-zero again, just like the LRNF? 


ASSASTANY SECKETARY AIDGWAY: I can't say that it world 
be zero-zero simply because I don't know. This is a subject that is 
under active discussion within the alliance. We know that it is a 
topic that we have to get to. When you start reducing the long-range 
systems, you have to take up the short-range systems. It is 
understood by the United States that any INF agreement must include 
provision for the immediate negotiation of SRINF and what levels 
would be agreeable as between zero and whatever would be the subject 
of consultation within the alliance. 


Q Was that not discussed during the conversations in 
Reykjavik on INF? 
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY RIDGWAY: Short-range forces were 
treated as I have described, as a subject which must be taken up 
immediately in a negotiation following the conclusion of any INF 
agreement. 


Q There was no discussion on where those subsequent 
negotiations should lead? 


ASSISTANT SECRETARY R'T™GWAY: Wo, there was not. Wo, 
there was not. 


Q How was the duration issue settled? How was it 
left? 


ASSISTANT SECRETARY RIDGWAY: It was not. It was left as 
one of the topics that would have to be looked at, and again, with 
our position on the table -- and I'm not familiar, to tell you the 
truth, exactly how the Soviets responded to that. But our position 
is, of course, that the -- any such agreement must last until 
replaced in contrast to a position that it has a specific time frame 
at the end of which you would go back to the status quo anti if you 
did not have an agreement to replace it. 


MORE 











Q What is the Germgjan position on the zero option 
apparently newly agreed to on the INF? 


ASSISTANT SECRETARY RIDGWAY: The zero option is the 
original Alliance position to which everyone agreed. 


Q Is there -- has there begun a discussion yet of the 
need for an increase in conventional forces in Europe in light of 
that, and if there has, what is the -- where is that discussion? 


ASSISTANT SECRETARY RIDGWAY: The discussion on 
conventional forces that's taking place now within the Alliance has 
its starting point at the Halifax meeting of the foreign sinisters in 
May at which they commissioned what's called a high-level task force 
to look into the whole question of conventional forces and the 
context was conventional force reductions. The work of the 
high-level task force is still going on. 


Q But that is outside of the context of the zero 
option on the -- 


ASSISTANT SECRETARY RIDGWAY: Wo, it isn't outside the 
context of the zero option in that all this is within the context of 
the Alliance management of the arms control question. You can't 
really take anything outside the context, we have a defensive posture 
that is all together. But that study has not been finished. There 
is to be an interim report to ministers at the time of the Vienna 
meeting and there's to be a final report to ministers at the December 
North Atlantic Council seeting at ministerial level. So that's the 
work that's going on at the goment. It pre-dates Halifax, but it is 
not separate as you imply. It‘s all a part of the look at the arms 
control posture of the Alliance. 


Q But that study would hardly be valid if the force 
balance were so changed that there were zero nuclear sissiles in 
Europe -- and res have the Warsaw Pact forces on one side with 
their numerical superiority. I mean, so you can't really refer back 
to that, can you? 


ASSISTANT SECRETARY RIDGWAY: I'm only referring back to 
it as a starting point as to when the study actually started. 
Clearly, it has to take a number of things into account. Not the 
least of which is what has happened -- the whole new context. But 
what the Alliance is looking at, in particular, is how, also, would 
you -- would you proceed. Because this -- you need to ask the 
question: What kind of reductions? Where will it be negotiated? By 
whom? Over what time frame? 


But that work is all underway and you're right. It has 
to be adjusted to take into account what's happened? 


Q Is all of this part of it on the record, by the way, 
since it is related to the summit? 


ASSISTANT SECRETARY RIDGWAY: I don't mind if this part 
is ON-THE-RECORD, but somebody's going to have to tell me what the 
rules are around here. I live down the street. 


Q This is the first time that the President has 
briefed ahead of government on the summit? Isn't that -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, it is. 


Q And it's the first time, Kohl, although his foreign 
minister was briefed in Brussels, right? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's correct. 


Q But it's the first time he will be getting a fill-in 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Thats correct. He's 
the first of those to come in and it's the first of these briefings, 


yes. 


Q Is it the administration's view that this battle 
over the expulsion of diplomats hurts the prospects for saking an INF 
agreement or other arms control agreements? Or can those two issues 
proceed on separate tracks? 


SENIOK ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: They can proceed on 
separate tracks, but there's simply no doubt that steps such as the 
Soviet action yesterday has a detrimental effect. But that -- Max 
Kampelman's work in Geneva is proceeding. 


Q How soon would you expect the U.S. to respond? 

















SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I can't -- I can't give 
you anything on that. We are currently considering the response, and 
I -- as I can't speculate on actions, I can't speculate on time 
frame. ; 


In the green back here, yes? 


Q Without stealing Mr. Kohl's -- can you give me a 
sense of what he might tell the President about how Reykjavik is 
playing in West Germany, and now Reykjavik might impact those 
elections in -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Perhaps be better at 
that after the Chancellor arrives and I'm down here to share with you 
what is covered. But I think that it's clear that, from the 
statements made so far, that Reykjavik, in the Federal Republic, has 
received a great deal of attention. Arms control is a number one 
agenda item throughout monty He and I'm confident that what we're 
going to see is the Chancellor who would like to hear from the 
President a firsthand account of the conversations and meetings and 
discussions and negotiations with the General Secretary. And with 
respect to the elections, it's hard to say how it will play out 
there, that particular aspect that you ask -- obviously, if the 
elections of the Federal Republic are in the background to the visit 
and arms control is an item in elections everywhere. 


Q Well, if I -- can I -- if I can follow-up on that 
genre, you mentioned earlier that you were discussing -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It's a great word. 


Q -- can do the whole question. You mentioned -- when 
you -- 


Q Go ahead, Frank. Make our day. (Laughter.) 


Q -- you mentioned, when you were discussing the youth 
exchanges and the lack of understanding in generations, how do you 
think that Reykjavik is playing with the European peace movements 
then? The original fear was, of course, that the President was going 
to be labeled as the one that dashed the agreement. 


ASSISTANT SECRETARY RIDGWAY: I recall also as we were 
leaving Reykjavik, headed for Brussels, some members of the press 
asked us, were we ready for demonstrations in Brussels, with the 
assumption that the European peace movement would be on the street. 
It's quite clear that the -- that this whole meeting and what has 
emerged from it has not had that effect. 


Now, what kind of thinking has prevented that kind of 
effect, I don't know. But I would expect that this proposal is so 
large that they find that they haven't got anything to get a handle 
on. 


Q Can I follow that as well, because both -- first the 
Schmidt government then the Kohl government stake -- stakes so 
heavily on the deployment of these missiles, ana now, you're at a 
point where you're going back to a potential zero-zero, one would 
expect this to have a play, particularly in the elections, and 
particularly with the opponents. You're suggesting you've not seen 
any sign of that? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We're not seeing any 
sign of this. Let me go back, though. You -- these missiles were 
the response of the Alliance to the deployment of the SS-20, and 
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the Alliance has always said throughout its history that it likes and 
wants and seeks negotiated solutions to problems, but it wants to 
negotiate from a position of strength. And when it was unable to get 
the Soviet Union to remove the SS-20s, the Alliance came up with its 
very careful decision in 1979 to proceed with a program of its own. 
But the objective has always been to get those SS-20s out of there. 
And the Alliance -- the original position that was tabled for the 
Alliance was zero-zero. ' 


Q But to come back then, essentially, to the first 
question, if you get the zero-zero but do not resolve the 
short-range, you put the Germans, especially, in a position of 
disadvantage; that even if you remove the long-range INF, they are 
subjected to Soviet missiles -- in Europe, and have no counterbalance 
to that, at the same time, being subjected to the overwhelming 
conventional same of the Soviets. Doesn't this work at some 
disadvantage to the Kohl government? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't see how that 
follows when the whole package of the negotiation includes, as I said 
in answer to an earlier question, also an agreement to -- would 
include, had it been arrived at or if it's arrived at in the future 
a. an agreement to immediate negotiations on those short-range 
orces. 


Q Well, you don't have chat agreement. This is only 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We don't have the first 
one either. We don't have zero-zero. So if you're going to pose 
that question, you've got to pose both pieces at their current status 
or both pieces at their future status. 


Q Let me pose it that way, then, just to tie this up. 
Can you achieve the long-range INF without the SRINF or are they an 
inherent package -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: They are a package and 
they have been. It's a must for us. 


Yes. 


Q Do you sense at all in your travels that there is a 
fear in Europe about decoupling now that the superpowers are talking 
about removing the nuclear protection? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, I do not. What I do 
sense, in answer to some of the comments down here, was the urgency 
of the conventional forces question. 


Q And is the United States prepared -- I mean the 
Secretary said it's expensive, but it's a safer option. What sort of 
Alliance commitment is there likely to be to build up the Warsaw Pact 
strength? How does this -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There are imbalances. 
There are very real imbalances between NATO and Warsaw Pact 
cOnventional forces. You can talk either about increases or you can 
talk about asymmetrical reductions, and no choice has been made. 


Q And how did the issue of the mix of forces in Europe 
-- get addressed at Reykjavik, if at all, and what is Kohl's position 
on that? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It did not get addressed 
because we went to zero-zero and so it didn't come up, because once 
“= you were talking -- if you're talking about possible other levels 


Q It was not considered as a phase-down to zero-zero? 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, no, no. 
Let me go -- you haven't had one yet. 


Q Is the United States considering increasing its 
commitment to NATO in the event that there is a deal? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Do you want to tell me 
what you mean, because we can't imagine a stronger commitment than we 
already have. 


Q Conventional forces based in Europe. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, that has not come 
up. You've asked -- but let me make sure we all know what question 
I'm answering. You have said is the United States considering an 
increase in conventional forces in the event of a deal on INF, and 
the answer to that is no. 


Q Yes. Can you give me some sense of how well you 
think the West German population understands the SDI and what the 
major issue is going to be in the German elections that Kohl 
confronts in January? . 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think populations 
throughout, publics throughout Europe, have been considering the 
Strategic Defense Initiative for quite some time. It has been a 
topic of public conversation and I think that they probably 
understand it as well as any other public within the Alliance and 
perhaps better and the Federal yee ape is one of those 
that have signed, as _ know, @ memor of understanding with us 
on SDI cooperation. I -- and that has had its political debate as 
well in the Pederal Republic, so that I think that they probably 
understand it very well. 


MR. HOWARD: I think this young lady has a question of 
econorics. 


Q Well, I just want to know if you could run through a 
few of the issues -- is the President going to try to convince Mr. 
Kohl to take some action in terms of his own economy, interest rates, 
that sort of thing? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I thought that question 
would come up today so I brought as up-to-date a question as I can. 
In fact, my own briefing papers did not include -- what about the 
discussion we've had over the last couple of months about the Federal 
Republic doing something with respect to its -- and I said, 
you know, why is this -- I've been on the road and I felt a little 
out of date and I was told, because for the last two weeks with the 
new figures in on economic performance in the Federai Republic, it is 
quite clear that whatever it is that they're doing -- it is 
accomplishing some of the things that we want to have accomplished. 


You're having a decrease in unemployment down to 8.2 
percent and an annual growth rate of approximately three percent, so 
that all of this discussion that was out there about lower discount 
rates and interest rates and all of the rest has died off within that 
regional economic dialogue that takes place -- has died off within 
the last two weeks. And, so -- 


Q Was Jim Baker wrong to be pressing -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think he was -- I 
think he -- I think we were right to express our concern about the 
concribution of the economy of the Pederal Republic. We may have, to 
Our own health and to the health trans-Atlantically -- that the -- 
and the Federal blic was saying, we think we can do it 
Giftferently. Until the figures came in, I think we were right to 
push. The figures are in. They did it differently, it would appear. 


Q What did they do? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't know, but 
they've got better -- they've got better figures. They've got growth 
at three percent. 

Q Maybe they cooked the books. (Laughter.) 

Q Anybody can get better figures. 


Q We are no longer threatening them to reduce their 
discount rate? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, we are not. That's 
right, we are not. 


MR. HOWARD: I think I'll let you off the hook at this 
point, but let me say again that any statement which dealt with the 
substance of the discussions in Reykjavik was ON THE RECORD -- all 
else was ON BACKGROUND. 


Q The question on interest rates was on background. 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 
Q On INF -- 


MR. HOWARD: If you want us to do a sentence-by~-sentence 
breakdown, I'll -- 


Q Could you -- and get back to us on that? 


Q Why don't you just put her on the record? She 
didn't say anything that could hurt her. (Laughter.) 


SENIOR ADMINISTPATION OFFICIAL: You never know in this 
town, Helen. 


THE PRESS: Thank you very much. 
END 10:38 A.M. EDT 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I mentioned yesterday 
when I was here to do a previous backgrounder that there would be, we 
were confident, considerable discussion on youth exchanges. And 
there is a -- now joint statement by the President and Chancellor 
Kohl on the establishment of a U.S.-German Youth Exchange Council. 
It's really in an advisory role, trying to coordinate exchanges at 
this age level and to explore additional funding resources. for us, 
obviously, it means a turn to the private world out there for support 
for an objective which both President Reagan and Chancellor Kohl 
share. 


The meeting itself, a warm welcoming meeting at the 
outset of the Chancellor's visit, it reflected the close, personal 
relationship the two men have. And certainly the first topic was 
Reykjavik, where the President, in addition to just doing a sort of 
an overview briefing of Reykjavik, also spent some time, as did the 
German side, discussing our human rights discussion in Reykjavik with 
General Secretary Gorbachev. 


The tendency here is to focus on the broad human rights 
question of the emigration of Soviet Jewry. There is. as well, a 
question -- has been for many years -- of the emigration of ethnic 
Germans. And the President had raised the question of emigration of 
ethnic Germans with General Secretary Gorbachev, and wanted 
personally to inform the Chancellor of that, and certainly the 
Chancellor expressed his gratitude and appreciation that the 
President continued to give both of these questions attention in his 
dialogue with the Soviet Union. 


The other theme that emerged -- and I can go back, and 
I'd be happy to take questions on what they discussed -- the other 
theme that emerged was, as I say, broadly arms control where the 
consultations after Brussels by the Secretary has brought everybody 
pireciy much up dc date in the detail of this, and so there wasn't 
much time spent on details, but the Chancellor did want to express 
his thanks for the consultative process, reflected what was real 
cooperation among friends. \ 

And there was an expression of support and a sense that 
this arms control process has been going on for decades, and what we 
need is patience, that things can't be done overnight. The general 
agreement that, 
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in fact, that is the quality that's needed here -- patience to work a 
complicated issue and it's time to move on -- to go on. The 
President reported, as he -- we have said elsewhere, that, of course, 
our negotiators are being instructed to do just that. Some of the 
details that may emerge relate to that. But that was really the 
discussion. Some discussion on conventional armaments, again, the 
questions were raised when I was here yesterday. Would that be 
discussed? Obviously, as a feature of this. But here, the context 
was the one I described yesterday which is the work going on in the 
alliance on the preparation of this study pursuant to Halifax and to 
give some sense of proportion and direction to what the experts are 
doing on how the alliance takes up the question of conventional arms. 
So that's it. 


Why don't I take questions, because you probably have 
more. Right here. 


Q Yes, what did the Chancellor say to Mr. Reagan to 
expand on the theme that he set in his opening remarks about -- let's 
take Gorbachev at his word. What did he mean by that? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I can't say what 
he meant by that. As I look at the record of the discussion we have 
just had, what both sides were saying, it's important to get on with 
it, that here were the positions, these things take time, they're 
complicated, but let's build on -- let's build on Reykjavik in the 
negotiations that are going on. That would be my interpretation. 
But it's unfair to say that's precisely what the Chancellor had in 
mind. I think that's probably what he had in mind. 


Q Was there any discussion at all about the possible 
increase of American conventional forces in Europe or the light of 
any INF agreement. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, none. 
Q How did that conventional forces discussion proceed? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, as I said 
yesterday, the alliance has a high-level task force staff by experts 
who are pursuing a mandate they have from the foreign ministers given 
last Halifax at the spring NATO ministerial meeting to take up the 
question of how should the alliance address the question of 
conventional force reductions. And that's a long-term study that's 
been going on which is -- has as its concluding date the December 
ministerial. The question was, that's all that was discussed there 
was -- how is the study going and what are the kinds of things that 
we need to look at as leaders directing experts. 


Q This achieves no newer urgency as a result of these 
tenative proposals in Reykjavik on INF? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, when you say 
achieves no new urgency, I mean -- 


Q At the meeting. 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: <= here? 
Q Yes. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, I mean, the work is 
on track and the experts are meeting regularly. 


Q The President spoke of ample reason for optimism 
outside, and in the Oval Office he said to back that up he was just 
going to tell Kohl what they'd accomplish in Reykjavik. Did he cover 
any other subsequent discussions or context with the Soviets in 
trying to set some kind of hopeful tone for the negotiations? 
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And they both referred back to the July letter in a discussion of the 
strategic-arms-in-l0-years kind of discussion, but they did not go 
forward. 


Q German officials before Kohl got here said they were 
going to emphasize that the President compromized on Star Wars. Did 
that subject come up at all? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't know how they 
put it, and I heard nothing in that formulation. I'll quickly go 
through my notes. I don't know what they promised. I think that the 
discussion here was that -- if I can give you a quote, I know you all 
like quotes -- that -- 





Q Some of them more than others. (Laughter,) 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Basically -- on SDI the 
view expressed from the German side was that they have been in favor 
of SDI, they are still in favor of SDI, that perhaps what is missing 
is that the West -- the allies, the United States -- is not saying 
enough about what the Soviets are doing with respect to SDI. And 
that if they Soviet Union has -- this is a general view expressed 
from that side -- if the Soviet Union has returned to the negotiating 
table as seriously as it might, as it would appear that they have in 
Iceland, it is for two reasons: the deployment of INF and SDI. And 
that was the tone of that discussion. 


At the same time -- and I don't want to mislead you -- 
yes, both sides were saying, but we must get on with where we were in 
Reykjavik, and that it was a good thing to have gone to Iceland and 
it will be a good thing to build on what was achieved there. 


Q Can you say what the President told the Chancellor 
was the Soviet response to his raising the issue of the repatriation 
of ethnic Germans and the question of Soviet Europe? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The character of the 
response from our side was that it is always --. it's consistent with 
what we have said also on the Soviet Jewry question -- that we make 
this presentation at Reykjavik, we made it at the highest possible 
level, and it is always difficult to tell what is the Soviet 
response. One makes it, you make it as strongly as you can, and then 
you simply have to wait to see what kind of resonance that has. But 
that there had been -- it wasn't said directly, but I think I can 
report to you that as there was no response with respect to our 
presentation on Soviet Jewry, neither had there been a direct 
response on the ethnic German question. 


Q Getting back to SDI, was there no discussion at all 
about the ABM Treaty and whether or not there might be some 
compromises possible given narrower or broader interpretations of the 
treaty? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, there was not. 
There was certainly an expression 
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of the view that the ABM Treaty is important, and that it ought to be 
-- let me get my English back -- backwards -- but let me -- ought to 
be stayed within, and that there are these questions of 
interpretation which are noted. But it simply did not -- it did not 
go on from there. 


Q Were those expressions from the German side? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 
Q Okay. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: And there was a noting 
that the U.S., in Reykjavik, had -- let me back up, because I've got 
-- the President said in his remarks this morning -- do you have the 
text -- made a point that was understood to be on the German side 
that we were not excluding cooperation with the Soviet Union in the 
evolution of SDI. It's that sharing of benefits. And there was a 
positive response to that language in the President's statement by 
the German side. 


Q So you would -- there was no effort, in terms of 
either pressure or even in urging the President to take any kind of 
policy on SDI other than what he's already doing? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, there was not. No. 
We -- you know, that the ABM Treaty is there, and should be adhered 
to, that there's questions on interpretation and the sense that the 
restrictive interpretation is correct, a positive noting of what the 
President had said about not excluding cooperation with the Soviets 
in his remarks this morning, and that -- 


Q Well, is that significant that he says the 
restrictive interpretation is correct -- U.S. government's -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, we -- 
Q No, we don't. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: <-- we have said that 
there is a broad interpretation, but we're staying within the 
restrictive interpretation, but we're staying within the restrictive 
interpretation, but it did not develop that way across the table; it 
was just simply noted this way, and we went on at that stage to the 
question of how do we organize this alliance study on conventional. 


Yes? 


Q Did the Chancellor express any concern or worry 
about the direction of the arms control talks in Reykjavik, the broad 
outlines of the deal that might have been? Is he worried about the 
direction the President seemed to be willing to go in? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, and in fact, if I 
can -- the sense of it was this way, that coming from the German 
ci2c, that you were correct to go to Reykjavik, that results were not 
expected, were not predicted, that this was an important interim 
phase, we should move on from there, and there was encouragement 
given from their side that the United States go along the way that 
was laid out in Reykjavik -- certainly a sense that everything 
continues to need to be discussed within the alliance as we are 
doing, but that really the sense was that we go along the way set out 
in Reykjavik. 


Yes? 


Q Did the President say anything about U.S. compliance 
with the SALT II Treaty? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, he did not. 
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Yes? 


Q In regard to the question of sharing SDI, the 
President said that the U.S. is ready to negotiate the saf ds to 
enable the Soviets to share. But unless I've missed something, 
that’s a new formulation of “safeguards.” What does he sean by 
that? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It relates, I's 
confident, to the sharing benefits and I think it's a literary 
construction, unless somebody else here who wrote the speech wants to 
give you a different interpretation. My view is, that he is saying 
that we understand what the Soviets have said with respect to their 
concerns. The President made the offer in July about sharing 
benefits -- sees it as, in fact, safeguarding some of these Soviet 
concerns, and I think that's all that it meant, unless whoever wrote 
the speech wants to own up. 


Q Do you see it as meaning anything different by 
saying the negotiatings say -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, no, no. 
Yes? 


Q In all seriousness, is it possible that the 
Chancellor was being critical in suggesting that the arms control 
solutions couldn't be reached overnight, since that's precisely what 
was attempted in Reykjavik? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Absolutely no air of 
criticism or critical -- I <= you couldn't remotely use that word in 
the context of the discussion upstairs. 


There was a question in the back here. Yes? 


Q What was said about breaking off SDI from INF and 
what -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Nothing. 
Q Nothing at all? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Nothing except that one 
could see the beginning of the outlines of a Soviet propaganda 
campaign. Ard that's how it was put, it wasn't said, then, with 
respect to SDI and INF. It was simply that one could see the 
beginning of a Soviet propaganda campaign, parenthetically, 
post-Reykjavik, but that was all. And that would be -- I would use 
that in answer to your question, because in my mind that's probably 
what they had in sind. 


Q Who said that, the Germans or President Reagan? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It's on the German side. 

Q Did the Chancellor tell the President that he was 
concerned or did the Germans express any concern about this 
superpower spy problem and effect it might have? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, never came up. 

There was a question here? No? All right. 

Q Was there any reservations expressed by the 
Chancellor about some aspects of the talks in Reykjavik regarding 
INFs in Europe or -- were there any reservations? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, I wouldn't describe 
it that way at all, but I would say that certainly there was a 
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discussion on INF -- this is of very real importance to the Federal 
Republic. There was a review of what had been achieved in Reykjavik 
in the way of zero in Europe and 100 warheads in Asia, and the like. 
And there was an opportunity, then, from the German side, tc state 
again what we know of their position on short-range INF, that they 
must be taken into account and that there gust be a negotiation. And 
that was not part of a discusion, but just a laying out of, sort of, 
where would one go next, building on what happened in Reykjavik. 


MR. HOWARD: One last question, please. 
Q How long did they talk? 
Q I think you said that -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: About an hour -- it was 
about an hour and the translation was simultaneous. I think it was 
-- it was -- yes, it was an hour or so. 


Q Did Kohl offer -- 


Q -~- Victor Karpov last week? Did he bring any 
insights from that meeting? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. 
Q Any sense of what the -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, there was no 
reference -- no reference back to it. That may have been part of the 
background to this statement that one can sort of see the outlines of 
a possible Soviet propaganda campaign. But there's no reference to 
the Karpov discussion. 


Q Well, did he give any -- that the propaganda was 
taking, that it was having any impact in Europe? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, he didn't go into 
it. He just said you could begin to see the shape of the campaign. 


Q On the short-range INF, if I may, was there any 
offer by Kohl to -- to agree to some sort of short-range deployment 
should that be necessary in a zero option world -- along the lines of 
the Perle comments of yesterday? 


PLUTIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, there was not. 
There was a \'scussion of how one might start telling about identical 
ceilings th ay we talked yesterday, with a tendency to decrease 
rather than increase. That was -- but it was a statement of, here's 
the list of things we've got to get to work on next. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 


END 11:59 A.M. EDT 
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DR. SPRINKEL: Good morning ladies and tlemen. I's 
delighted to be back for an economic briefing, and fortunately, from 
my point of view, the news is good. 


Economic growth as measured real GNP rebounded in the 
third rter while inflation remained rate. Real GNP grew at an 
annualized rate of 2.4 ee oy in the third quarter, up from the .6 
percent rate of growth in the second quarter. Inflation remained 
restrained with the fixed weight GNP price index rising at a 2.5 
percent annual rate in the third quarter. 





Real final sales grew more strongly than real GNP, rising 
at a 4.6 percent annual rate in the third quarter versus a 3.4 
rcent increase in the second quarter. A decline in te | 
nvestment accounts for the difference between the growth of final 
sales and the growth of real GNP in the third quarter. 


Strong growth of real personal consumption expenditures, 
up $42 billion, accounted for all of the growth of real final sales. 
Durable goods purchases, fueled increased auto sales, made the 
dominant contribution to increased consumption expenditures. 


Real business fixed investment was essentially flat in 
the third quarter, while real residential investment rose at a 7.2 
percent annual rate. Real government purchases rose by $6.6 billion, 
due fortunately primarily to state and local government spending. 


Preliminary results for the trade sector showed an 
increase in real exports of $13.1 billion, in contrast to a $9.4 
billion real decline in the second quarter. However, real imports 
increased by $23.9 billion in the third quarter, leading to a further 
deterioration of real net exports. 


Much of the growth of real final sales in the third 
quarter is attributable to unusually strong auto sales. However, the 
growth of real GNP reflects the underlying strength of economic 
activity because increased auto sales were largely met by inventory 
liquidation. The negative rate of inventory accumulation in the 
third quarter is actually a positive sign for future growth, since 
business will wish to repair inventory stocks to more normal levels. 


The economic expansion, now in its 47th month <-- almost 
four years old -- is already the second longest peacetime expansion 
in the post-war period, and further expansion lies ahead. Total 
employment is up over 11 million persons and the percentage of our 
working-age population now employed has trended upward to a post-war 
high. Unlike the experiences of the 1960s and the 1970s, the 
economic expansion has occurred while bringing the inflation rate 
down. Indeed 1986 will mark the fifth year of inflation below 4 
percent. The expansion has been characterized by record investment 
spending. The share of real business fixed investment and real GNP 
set all-time records in ‘84 and ‘85 and remains historically high. 
Interest rates, of course, are near their lowest level in almost a 














decade. 


Continued strength of consumer spending, renewed growth 
of business investment, and prospective improvement in real net 
exports suggest a strong economic performance in the months ahead. 


I'll be pleased to try to take your questions. 


Q Can you address this auto sales thing in the 
dimension that -- isn't it somewhat illusory because of the low 
interest rates offered -- the fact that you don't get sales tax 
deductions and interest deductions? I mean, aren't you expecting a 
major downturn? 


DR. SPRINKEL: We would not anticipate continued strength 
in auto sales similar to what happened in the third quarter, but of 
course if the consumers have the income, interest rates are low, and 
they're confident about the future, they'll be spending it on 
something else. The reason for the sentence of two in my statement 
noting that much of these sales were accommodated by a draw-down in 
inventories of autos was to point out that there was solid economic 

rowth. That is, you don't -- you have to subtract liquidation of 
nventories, as you well know, from the GNP numbers, and it was a 
negative, so that I think it is incorrect to say that the third 
quarter was all or mostly autos. 


Q Well, to carry it a little bit farther and 
ne bee into the new year, what do you see happening in the auto 
ndustry because of all these -- 


DR. SPRINKEL: Well, based on what the industry has been 
doing over the past year or so, I would expect that once the new 
models are off and running that there will be efforts to sell those 
as well. They had a good year this past year and it is very 
difficult for me to say what device will be used, whether it will be 
discounts, whether it will low interest rates, or what it may be. 
But I do not think we're headed for disaster in that industry just 
because it can't possibly top, under any reasonable scenario, 
performance in the third quarter. 


Q Mr. Sprinkel, you mentioned interest rates. When 
are long-term rates going to be -- begin to respond to the 
administrations of the Fed and so on? 


DR. SPRINKEL: Well, long-term interest rates, of course, 
have come down enormously over the oy four years. Very recently 
there has been a slight uptake in the long-term rate. We believe 
that the decline in long-term rates, which has been very significant, 
in essence reflects the gradual decrease in inflation expectations. 
Inflation has been at very low levels this year -- somewhat lower 
than we anticipate in the immediate future, rypoeben | because of the 
wearing off of the short-run effect of cuts in energy prices. Also 
the devaluation of the dollar is raising the prices on imported 
products. And for these reasons, we think there will be a moderate 
uptake in the inflation rate. 


So I think we have made major progress in getting 
long-term rates down, and the President's initial objective, of 
course, is to pull inflation down further over the next two-plus 
years, and if that occurs, if we are successful in achieving that, I 
would expect lower long-term rates. 


Q Sir, as you well know, there is still considerable 
concern about the impact of the tax reform bill on the economy, 
especially in the short-term. What is your view about what kind of a 
drag it will be in the short-term and what the effect will be 
long-term? 
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DR. SPRINKEL: Well, I didn't mention tax reform in this 
statement because I have learned in this town you don't try to steal 
the lines of your boss, and the President is going to have an 
extensive statement on what he expects on tax reform shortly. We do 
think that net balance -- it's a significant plus. It will add to 
job growth, it will add to real GNP growth over time. But in the 
very short run, those areas of the economy that have been financed 
extensively by shelter financing will be in the process, as they 
already are, of adjusting downward. We do not think it will be of 
significant magnitude; that is, the economy will ride it out with a 
positive result. But we've got to recognize there are some very 
short-run, slight downers as a result of the adjustment. 


Yes, sir? 


Q -- you expect inflation to go up to? You said you 
expect a slight -- 


DR. SPRINKEL: Three -- three and a half percent -- 
something of that order is our best guesstimate. Wobody knows for 
sure. We're not headed for high inflation, but I'll have to be here 
again at some point and I don't want someone telling me that I said 
inflation was going to come on down further. The best bet is that 
it's going to creep up just a little bit. 


Yes, sir? 
Q How short is a short-run downer? 


DR. SPRINKEL: Well, economists have aoe difficulty of 
distinguishing with precision between short-run effects and long-run 
effects as to how long the short run is. Our best guesstimate is 
that it’s something over the next six to nine months that we will see 
some adjustment in addition to what we already see of the loss of 
shelter-type financing. The big plus on that front and the reason 
the President pushed so hard to eliminate the shelters -- two pluses 
-- one, it's more equitable, so that ete will be paying their 
fair share of taxes. But, secondly, it will lead to a much sore 
rational allocation of investment; that is, you'll get more bang for 
the buck. So that to argue that you should never adjust a tax 
system because of the short-run effects means you never change and 
we're delighted with the result of the tax reforn. 


Yes, sir? 


Q In an election year like this, GNP statistics iike 
these are good news for candidates. But in many states where fara 
issues and trade issues are center stage, it doesn't make very much 
impact. What is the outlook as you see it for farm, trade issues -- 
some of those election subjects that are of concern? 


DR. SPRINKEL: Well, I did check recently the employment 
numbers over the past year. Forty-two states, plus District of 
Columbia, has enjoyed increased employment over the past year. But 
that leaves eight that have not, and they tend to be centered 

rimarily in the energy producing states, but not exclusively. We 
ave room, obviously, for further improvement on the trade account, 
which has adversely affected, not only farm export sales, but 
especially heavy industry sales and we're beginning to see that 
adjustment occurring. We all want instant results; I do, especially 
when I'm in this town. But it can't happen. It works gradually and 
we are now getting reports from Germany and Japan that the volume of 
their exports are slipping and we're beginning to see evidence in our 
own accounts so that the volume of exports from the U.S. are rising, 
so that that is the good news for those areas that have been 
depressed. 


Now, I cannot predict what's going to happen to energy 
prices, but, as you well know, when energy prices started down 
essentially in December of last year -- the sharp drop -- there was a 
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very pr cutback in employment in the energy industry -- oil and 
gas -- also in investments. If oil prices stay near the present 
levels, we anticipate that most of that adjustment is behind us. And 
it was a drag on the economy over the early months of this year. So 
I think the good news for the remainder is that we are in the process 
of seeing the first signs of some improvement on the trade front. We 
have -- the President has had in place a strategy now for well over a 
year attempting to encourage, on the one hand, greater growth abroad, 
open markets for our goods and, of course, accompanied by some 
decline in the dollar. And we anticipate that it's beginning to have 
the desirable effect -- not enough, but it's coming. 


Q So does that blunt these issues as campaign issues? 


DR. SPRINKEL: I'm not a politician, I's a professional 
economist, so I can't answer that question. 


Q Dr. Sprinkel, can you be a little bit more specific 
and elaborate on just what areas of the economy are going to 
affected in the short-run by the tax reform? 


DR. SPRINKEL: Well, I gave you the category and they're 
the ones that I would expect to see the cutbacks. It ae rege is 
located in certain types of construction eg * Apartments in 
some areas have been overbuilt temporarily. Office space in some 
communities, especially those that are also affected -- adversely 
affected by energy developments have excess supplies and we do -- the 
individual, of course, retains the right to -- both for first and 
second homes -- to deduct interest a pore} so we do not expect 
weakness in that area. And, as I indica » much -- we believe that 
much of the adjustment on the energy sector has occurred. 


Yes, sir? 


Q Mr. Miller said dyes | that the administration 
now realistically expects a deficit next year just under $170 
billion. Wow, that misses the Gramm-Rudman nk per first of all, 
and, second of all, now that the economy is obviously not growing at 
a four percent rate, which is what you're counting on, what can we 
expect the deficit today -- what is the realistic expectation today 
for the deficit for next year? Way above $170 billion? 


DR. SPRINKEL: Wo. Mr. Miller rs you the number that 
he thinks is a realistic guess. As you well know, the process for 
identifying whether or not across the board cuts are evolved are 
somewhat different than the number that he referred to -- the $170 
billion. He is the expert in that area and I'm not. We do 
anticipate an acceleration in economic activity in the months ahead. 
Yes, in the third quarter it was not growing at four percent, it was 
growing at 2.4. But we do expect improvement. And if we can retain 
constraint on spending, for the first time in recent years we will 
make significant progress in terms of getting the deficit down. 


Yes, sir? 

Q ~~ interest rates down to -- 

Q Those 42 states that you spoke of where employment 
was better -- would you tell us -- I believe you said they were in 
energy states -- 

DR. SPRINKEL: Most of then. 

Q -- and in agricultural areas? 

DR. SPRINKEL: Well, the -- some farmers are in real 
difficulty and we have great concern for them, especially those 
farmers that borrowed a great deal on high priced land. Then the 
land prices and the commodity prices, of course, came down on the 
disinflationary process just as they rose during the inflation. In 
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the meantime, they'd incurred debt. Wow, we are -- we, the American 
taxpayer, are augmenting the income of farmers in an unprecedented 
fashion, because of our concern about their situation, so that their 
incomes are not suffering as badly as you might guess based on the 
price of the commodities, which have come down. But -- 


Q So what are the jobs -- what areas are the increase 
in jobs in? 


DR. SPRINKEL: In the United States? 


Q In those 42 states that you mentioned? What kind of 
increase in jobs do you have there? 


DR. SPRINKEL: Well, it varies by states, obviously. As 
you're well aware, there has been a long-ters, persistent trend 
toward a higher percentage of the total labor force empl in 
service jobs and a declining percentage employed in so-called goods 
producing industry. 
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During the period of stress in the balance of payments there has been 
some short-run stisulus of that longer-term trend. There has been 
very substantial productivity improvements in the goods producing 
industries. This means that they can produce sore goods with fewer 
workers. There may have been improvement on the service 
productivity, but we can't measure it very well. And, so, I would 
7 that many of the increased numbers of have been in both high 
moderate paying jobs in the service try, but, not all. Some 
industries -- some goods producing industries have expanded. 


Q Beryl, high and soderate paying jobs in the service 
industries, isn't that a way of saying lower paying jobs than sany of 
those in the production industries ch have gone away? Isn't there 


a deception there? 


DR. SPRINKEL: You can -~- well, I don't consider it a 
ion. I'm in the service industry, you're in the service 
industry, there are many people in the -- 


Q So is Burger King and everything else of that sort? 


DR. SPRINKEL: There are some of those as well, but they 
are not all being employed by Burger King? 


Yes? 


Q Do have any good statistical breakdown as to 
where those jobs really are? We hear this 10 million, 11 sillion 
figure repeatedly and it keeps going up. But where are those jobs -- 


DR. SPRINKEL: I do not have them in hand. If you'll 
call my office, we'll give you what we have. 


Yes, ma‘an? 


Q Can you tell me to what extent r prediction about 
the tax reform bill having only short-term drag is based on le -- 
what I'm trying to get is Congress is clearly going to take it up 
again. They've got some technical corrections to make and there are 
@ lot of lobbyists who are pushing to make that a lot more than sinor 
technical corrections. With that kind of uncertainty still hanging 
over the whole tax picture, is it not likely that there will be sore 
than short-term drag? 


DR. SPRINKEL: Well, the nature of the democratic process 
is such that one Congress cannot tie the hands of the subsequent 
Congress. So there is always uncertainty about what the next 
Congreso will do. Very few people were perfectly happy with every 
provision of the tax reform effort and I'm sure there will be efforts 
to try to change it. I think it’s unfortunate if we make major 
changes in the tax laws frequently, because it does lead to the very 
uncertainty that = are concerned about. And I have no way of 
predicting what kinds of changes sight occur next year. All I stated 
-- the bottom line -- given the very difficult political process with 
which we had to work, we're quite pleased with the overall result. 


Q But, when you made your predictions about what the 
effect, both short-term and long-tere of this tax bill would be, 
assuming a big pickup in investment because of uncertainty having 
been made to rest? 


DR. SPRINKEL: Yes, we believe that as the benefits from 
lower energy prices continue to phase into the farming community, 
into the consumer, into business cost and interest rates remain 
restrained, that this will be a plus on the investment front and the 
period ahead. In certain areas that will not be true and I don't 
want to mislead you on that. 


Q In the -- 




















DR. SPRINKEL: Yes, sic? 


Q Isn't it true that the tax reform legislation will 
have a counterveiling effect on the balance of trade? In other 
words, if the tax -- effective tax reform is going to be negative for 
the smokestack industries in the United States, as everybody 
basically agrees it will, won't that make us more dependent on the 
high-cost imports from Japan, for example, in the steel industry? 


DR. SPRINKEL: I am very doubtful of that argument. I 
find, and not to sy amazement, but -- and it's not a surprise -- in 
fact, I would have expected it -- that every foreign dip t that's 
been in ay office over the last some months has wanted to learn sore 
about our tax reform effort. And my of them are putting it number 
one in their » We have the lowest top marginal rates by a lot 
of any of the developed countries, and that's a plus in teras of 
incentives for working, saving, and ne gees in the United States 
vie a vis the rest of the world. I don't think you would find the 
kird of interest abroad that I now detect if they t ht it was a 
loser. They're trying to move, some of them are already moving, 
others are planning to move in the future. 





Yes, sir? 


Q Dr. Sprinkel, this morning the Commerce Department 
~~ when the GNP figures were released, the economists estimated that 
it would require growth at an annual rate of more than six percent in 
the fourth ea for the Reagan administration to achieve its 
average of 3.2 percent growth this 2 hm, you think that six 
percent is obtainable and, especially, do you think six percent is 
attainable in the fourth quarter with current Federal Reserve 
policies, or does the Fed need to ease further to achieve that -- 


DR. SPRINKEL: I didn't see their computation. I nade a 

back of the envel calculation late yesterday, and I have 5.6. 
Isn't that correct? So there — be some difference that I don't 

ite understand. But 5.6 fourth quarter would be a very strong 
ncrease. And I can't predict at this int whether or not it will 
occur, primarily because I do not know quickly the trade account 
will adjust. ay now it's been on the slow side -- and, obviously, 
I do not know t will ha to the inventory swing. And those are 
the two major movers that have caused much of the distortion this 
year. We will begin our forecasting season, which we must do by law, 
shortly and if last year is a ndication -- I can't predict for 
sure, but I know last year we did release our new GNP n re late in 
the calendar year prior to the release of the President's message, 
the budget, and the economic report. So that I can't really tell you 
what the result of that analysis will be, because we haven't yet 
started. 


Q Should the Fed be easing? 


DR. SPRINKEL: Oh -- that I did slip on. Thank you. If 
you look at an array of measures of Federal Reserve policy, as I did 
recently, you have to conclude that they have been pursuing an 
expansive policy. Wow that in the context of clear changes in the 
long-term trend and velocity 











is certainly a favorable development. There are two kinds of risks, 
obviously. There is, on the one hand, the risk that the stimulative 
policiee will be too stimulative and that subsequently we'll wake up 
with an inflationary headache and none of us want that. There 
clearly is no evidence up to the moment that total spending is 
soaring. Nominal GNP increased last quarter, I believe, about 5.5 
percent -- well in excess -- well below the growth in oil supply. 


The other risk is that as the demand for money increases, 
following the decline in inflationary expectations and in interest 
cates, those are the reasons in may opinior that velocity has been 
somewhat different -- that unless they have a reasonably expansive 
policy, thera is a risk that monetary policy would constrain real 
economic growth. And I think they've threaded between those two 
risks very well, and we're quite pleased. 


Q The question is should they continue to ease? 


DR. SPRINKEL: We continue to have -- they are pursuing, 
as I said, an expansive monetary policy. Whether you measure it by 
monetary base, M-l, M-2, M-3, or interest rates, any one of those 
measures, and there may be others -- but those are the ones that I 
tend to follow the most, and it is expansive. The economy is picking 
up. So we're happy with monetary policy. 


Q President Reagan, before the International Monetary 
Pund annual meeting, called for lower U.S. interest rates. 


DR. SPRINKEL: Yes -- over time, as I indicated a few 
moments ago, it's our hope, plan and objective to pull inflationary 
expectations down further and we do that by continuing to have low 
rates of inflation. In that kind of an environment, we certainly 
would like to see lower interest rates, and that's what the 
President, 1 believe, had in mind -- that's, at least when I read the 
speech and also heard it -- that wae the context in which I 
understood it. 


Yes, sir? 


Q You said earlier the trade picture is improving, and 
yet your figures show that net exports are down. You said there's 
evidence tc believe that it may be -- 


DR. SPRINKEL: The adjustment is beginning to occur. I 
didn't quite say it's improving in the sense that the total trade 
Geficit, as you just pointed out, rose. We are seeing a rise in 
exports, which I hope will continue. 


There is evidence from abroad that their exports, in 
volume terms, are slowing significantly, especially in Germany -- in 
Japan, but also in Germany, and some of the other countries. It has 
not yet showed up in terms of a dollar decrease in our imports. 


Part of the problem was -~- I mean, this is not unusual -- 
well, it's a little unusual -- if you look at what happened to import 
prices, total import prices, they continued to decline through the 
middle of this year. 


Now, one of the ways the adjustment occurs is that import 
prices go up, but they continued on down, just as energy prices, 
ex-oil, bottomed out and started up early in the year. Then we had a 
very sharp, further decline in oil prices so that through mid-year 
there had not been an increuse in total import prices. Since that 
time it's beginning to happen. We‘re seeing it happening in the 
non-oOii import sectors, and of course oil prices have also come up. 

I don't know whether forever or not, but they're well off their lows, 
sO that we expect that with some more time we will begin to see 
improvement on the import side, but it hasn't happened yet, as you 
pointed out. 


MORE 




















The trade deficit as measured with the GNP accounts was a 
larger -- it was about $28 billion larger, I believe, in the second 
quarter than the prior quarter, but it went up another $10 billion 
plus in the third quarter, despite the rise in exports. 


Q What sectors of the American export industry are you 
seeing increases in? Who's benefiting from this? 


DR. SPRINKEL: I do not have good information on that 
other than discussions with businessmen. Some are beginning to see 
an improvement. Typically, they tend to be in the heavy industries 
which have been hurt the worst, but it’s not gangbusters yet. I 
don't want to overstate the improvement that has occurred because 
it's just beginning to occur. 


Yes, sir? 
Q Frankly, you said you hoped that declining 


ae eg | expectations would bring interest rates down, and yet 
you also said that you expect an uptick in inflation. 





DR. SPRINKEL: I consider nothing inconsistent between 
those two statements. If you'll remember, I said over the remaining 
two-plus years we're very hopeful that we can pull inflation and 
inflation expectations downward towards zero. In the very short run, 
there is just, I think, no reasonable doubt. But what the very low 
rate of measured inflation the CPI, it's been essentially zero so 
far this calendar year. I think there is no reasonable doubt, but 
what in the very short run it will go up. But that's not 
inconsistent with pulling it down over the next two-plus years. 


I can take only one more question because it's time now 
to begin setting up equipment on the South Lawn, through the double 
doors, along the colonnade. (Laughter.) How do you like that 
phrase? Wow. 


Q Thanks. (Applause.) 
DR. SPRINKEL: Yes, sir? 


Q I wonder if you'd clarify a point I think you made a 
moment ago -- didn't you say that one of the results of the tax bill 
would be to encourage foreign manufacturers to move their facilities 
to the United States, thereby taking up the slack of American 
manufacturers? 


DR. SPRINKEL: I didn't say that, but it could well 
happen. I know there have been some examples already of U.S. 
manufacturers moving back to the states. There has been an 
improvement, relatively, in the U.S. stance vis-a-vis much of the 
rest of the world -- not all. That is, we haven't had significant 
Gevaluations -- well, any devaluation, vis-a-vis the Canadian dollar. 
We haven't had significant devaluations against the so-called newly 
industrialized countries in the Far East, nor Latin America. But if 
you look at Western Europe and Japan, there has been a significant 
improvement. 


Thank you very much. 
THE PRESS: Thank you. 
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ON-THE-RECORD BRIEFING 
UNDER secte thee b. ALLEN WALLIS 
JAPANESE DEPUTY restten menreree REISHI TESHIMA 
ECONOMIC eue-casinet CONSULTATIONS 
FRIDAY, OCTOBER 31, 1986, 4:32 P.M. 


MR. MARTINEZ: As we indicated the other day, Under 
Secretary of State Wallis and his counterpart from Japan, 
Deputy Foreign Minister Teshima, have had their semi-annual 
consultations and concluded today. Both gentlemen will have 
statements to make and will take your questions. The briefing 
is ON THE RECORD. 


Mr. Wallis? 

UNDER SECRETARY WALLIS: I will just tell you first 
who the main participants are in these meetings. There are 
really three different meetings which I will explain in a 
moment. 

From the Commerce Department, Under Secretary Smart. 


From the Agriculture Department, Under Secretary 
Amstutz. 


From the U.S. Trade Representatives, Deputy U.S. Trade 
Representative Smith. 


And the Council of Economic Advisers, member Mussa. 
From the Treasury, Assistant Secretary Mulford. 


And Mr. Teshima will tell you who are the principals 
on the Japanese side. 


There will be a written statement to hand out here. 
And I'm not going to read the whole thing for that reason; I'm 
just going to skim through the main points. If you want any of 
the exact wording, please take it from the written statement 
and have the questions later. 


There are three different meetings going on here. 


First, twice a year we have what are referred to as 
sub-Cabinet consultations involving essentially that group of 














people I just named. And we had this time the first of what 
will be a series of structural adjustment dialogues. And we 
had at the time of the sub-Cabinet consultations an Energy 
Working Group. 


So we had those three meetings, and I mention that 
because there's a difference in purpose at the meetings and 
what kind of things might be accomplished or might come out of 
them. And, of course, those three do not cover anything like 
all the meetings between us and the Japanese. There are other 
things going on here in Washington, even ones on very specific 
trade issues -- usually trade issues. 


The focus of the discussion in the sub-Cabinet 
consultations was trade -- U.S.-Japan trade and economic 
relations -- but most of the emphasis naturally was on trade. 
We asked about and talked about the progress as a result of the 
Moss talks, things that were agreed to in the Moss talks. 

Sales have increased in the MOSS sector, but we hope to see 
them improve more strongly. And also there were a number of 
unresolved issues in the Moss talks, so we urged that there be 
progress on those as promptly as possible. 


There are also a number of outstanding specific trade 
issues that have been resolved recently, not specifically in 
these meetings --— on aluminum and semi-conductors, for 
example. Early this month the Japanese agreed to eliminate the 
tariff on cigarettes and reduce other impediments to sales of 
U.S. tobacco products in Japan. 


And although we are pleased with those and a number of 
other measures, nevertheless we were quite frank about the fact 
that there still is a level -- an unsustainable level -- in the 
trade imbalance between the two countries and that further 
actions are urgently required. 


Also in the discussions it appeared that we should 
expect Japan to continue to have large trade surpluses with the 
U.S. and with the rest of the world this year. There are a 
number of things, though, that may change that. One factor 
that's working is that so far there has not been a full 
pass-through into consumer prices of the effect of the higher 
purchasing power of the yen, which should have resulted -- 
should have and will result -- in lower prices in Japan. 


Similarly, lower oil prices have not been fully passed 
through there. 


We also emphasized the importance of restructuring 
their economy in such a way as to put much more emphasis on 

















domestic-led he po And, of course, we put a good deal of 
emphasis on eliminating barriers to imports in Japan. 


Among the specific trade issues that we raised were 
speeding up the implementation of Prime Minister Nakasone's 
statement last April that Japan needs to bring about a 
significant increase in imports, particularly of manufactured 
products. 


Another item was some of our companies' interest in 
participating in the Kansai Airport project at Osaka, which 
will be a huge project extending over many a good many years. 


We emphasized the importance of making rapid progress 
on the new Moss sector, the transportation machinery sector. 


There are a number of issues involving Japan's quotas 
on imports of fish and the so-called GATT 12 agricultural 
products and a number of similar specific items that were 
discussed, and we also discussed expanding Japanese purchases 
of competitive U.S. energy products and also possibilities of 
Japanese investment in U.S. coal and natural gas projects. 


Also, as we always do in these joint consultations, we 
discussed global economic cevelopments. The United States 
indicated that we expect a rate of growth in the OECD countries 
a shade under three percent this year on the average and about 
three-and-a-half percent next year, though we do think 
expansion in Europe may taper off -- be weakened -- during the 
end of the year, next year. 


We recognize that the rise in the value of the yen has 
has dampened the rate of economic growth in Japan, but we're 
hoping that that weakness will be overcome by a shift to more 
domestically-led growth. Minister Teshima may say something 
about their analysis of the world economy. I think it was 
basically consistent with ours. 


We also had a very useful discussion of the new GATT 
Round. We had cooperated with the Japanese for several years 
in trying to get that Round under way and work together very 
effectively at Punta del Este, along with a number of other 
countries. We hope that and we urge Japan to join us in 
pressing for speedy agreement on agricultural issues. 


And we also had discussions of development assistance, 
and in particular the important contributions that our two 
countries can make to the Philippines in their need for 
development and for help on trade and investment. And Japan -- 
perhaps Mr. Teshima will say something about this -- they 











indicated a similar interest. 
So much for the sub-Cabinet consultations. 


Turning to the structural adjustment dialogue, we had 
had a planning meeting last summer, but this was the first 
substantive meeting. We focused on studying how the trade 
imbalances had evolved -- both from the Japanese side and our 
side -- recent history about how these imbalances have come 
about because it has grown greatly fairly recently. 


And we focused on differences between the two 
countries in consumption and savings and investment patterns, 
and we also focused on the role of exchange rates in the 
adjustment process and we examined the composition of trade 
flows. 


A number of other topics came up. 


And then turning again to another, the third of the 
meetings -- the Energy Working Group -- there we discussed the 
international energy outlook, energy security prospects, the 
prospects of carrying out the November 1983 agreement between 
the President and the Prime Minister on energy cooperation, 
removing barriers to energy trade in Japan --- reducing them, at 
any rate -- and the importance of building strategic oil 
stocks. And we stressed the need to halt the decline in 
Japanese imports of competitively priced U.S. coal. 


Let me say just in summary that we put a lot of 
emphasis on the urgency of altering the trade imbalance between 
the two countries and recognize that that's not simple. It is 
not just a matter of trade barriers, but that's a factor. And 
they were discussed in the sub-Cabinet consultations. But it 
also is a matter of some basic structural matters in both 
economies, and they were discussed in the structural adjustment 
dialogue. 


I'll call on Minister Teshima now. 











DEPUTY FOREIGN MINISTER TESHIMA: Good afternoon. 


As chairman of the Japanese delegation, I would like 
to state that our dialogue on structural issues in our two 
countries and the Economic sub-—Cabinet meeting have been 
constructive and beneficial for us all. And I may mention some 
of the main participants to the different meetings: 


Mr. Gyoten, Vice Minister of Finance for International 
Affairs, Minister of Finance; Mr. Kuroda, Vice Minister for 
International Affairs, MITI; Mr. Akabane, Vice Minister for 
International Economic Affairs, Economic Planning Agency; and 
Mr. Watanabe, Director-General, Economic Affairs Bureau, 
Foreign Affairs; Mr. Maki, Director-General, Economic Affairs 
Bureau, of Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries; and 
Mr. Kuwano, Deputy Director-General, Communications Policy 
Bureau, Ministry of Post and Telecommunications. 


Throughout the meeting, the discussions were 
characterized by their intensity, which demonstrated the 
seriousness of the issues we are tackling. Indeed, the trade 
imbalances of the two countries are a serious problem. We are 
aware of the strong political pressure in this country for 
protectionism. And therefore, the objective of the meetings we 
have held during the past three days was self-explanatory, 
namely, how we can most effectively cooperate to resolve these 
issues and contain protectionist pressures, not only as close 
a but also as two major economic powers in the free 
world. 


Let me summarize now the main points of our 
discussions and my own assessment. On structural issues, we 
had an extensive dialogue in relation to the current account 
structure and saving/investment matters of the two countries. 
There was a clear recognition among the participants that 
external imbalances of the two countries have to be viewed from 
a broader perspective. Points were made that major cause of 
the U.S. trade imbalance has been higher imports generated by 
strong, domestic demand, and that huge federal budget deficit 
forced external imbalances. 


A relatively long period of dollar appreciation has 
also hurt the competitiveness of U.S. exports. Points were 
also made that stronger domestic demand and more flexible 
economic structure in Japan to absorb import are crucial to 




















correct Japanese imbalance. There was an argument that given 
the importance of many other indicators including investment 
and service trade, we should not give too much attention only 
to trade-in-goods figures. Major efforts are underway to 
redress the imbalances in both countries. 


In the Economic sub-Cabinet meeting, we dealt with a 
wide variety of issues and policy questions, both in 
international relations and in bilateral relations. There was 
a clear confirmation by the two governments that close 
cooperation between our two nations at Punta del Este was a key 
factor for the success in the initiation of the GATT New Round, 
and that we will further strengthen our cooperative 
relationship for the smooth path of the negotiations. 


We have noticed a sense of irritation on the part of 
our U.S. colleagues with regard to bilateral economic relations 
between the countries. In this connection, we reported and 
reminded them that there has been significant and concrete 
progress, and that serious efforts are underway in Japan to 
address the issue. 


Japan is trying to overcome the shock created by deep 
appreciation of Yen. In order to promote economic growth led 
by domestic demand, a public investment package has been newly 
installed. We reported the decision of the Bank of Japan to 
further reduce its discount rate as of November 1. Prime 
Minister Nakasone's Cabinet is pushing ahead with the task of 
structural adjustment of the Japanese economy. 


Last year's MOSS discussions resulted in significant 
market opening in four sectors. This year, a new MOSS approach 
was started in the transportation machinery sector. We decided 
to remove all tariffs on tobacco products. We are indeed 
serious about creating further market opportunities for foreign 
products. It is a welcome sign that the September U.S. trade 
deficit figures did show a degree of improvement. 


In pursuing our cooperative efforts, there is a 
growing concern in Japan about the approach taken by the U.S. 
to press foreign countries to settle issues with retaliation 
under Section 301 of the Trade Act. We also expressed our 
strong hope that the U.S. administration will continue and 
mount up its efforts to contain protectionist pressures in this 
country. 


The Japan-U.S. relationship is said to be the most 
important bilateral relationship in the world. It is the most 














important because our two countries have strength, and we can 
cooperate. It was in this context that we talked about today 
our assistance programs to the LDC's, our energy cooperation 

program, and our cooperation in various international fora 


And this afternoon, the eighth meeting of the Energy 
Working Group was held. In the meeting, an exchange of views 
was made on both the short- and long-term oil market situation. 


Japan-U.S. bilateral relations in the field of energy 
were reviewed in light of the November 1983 Joint Statement on 
Energy Cooperation. Topics taken up were oil, coal, and 
natural gas. The importance of international cooperation in 
this field of energy were reconfirmed by the two sides. And I 
am confident that we can together work for the betterment of 
the world economy and of the relationship between our two 
countries. 


Having said so, I would like to conclude my 
statement. Thank you. 


UNDER SECRETARY WALLIS: We're open for questions. 


QUESTION: Sir, I was wondering the extent to which or 
the nature of the discussion on the semi-conductor accords, 
specifically the SIAs recent charges of continued third-market 
dumping and the perception at this point yet of increased 
market opportunities and the way in which to gauge that in 
Japan for the U.S. semi-conductor industry. 


UNDER SECRETARY WALLIS: We didn't discuss the 
semi-conductor arrangement at all in the sub-Cabinet 
consultations. The Department of Commerce and the Special 
Trade Representative are currently very active on that, and 
they'll be reviewing how that arrangement is working. But we 
did not bring that up in the -- it didn't come up, and they 
didn't bring it up either, in the sub-Cabinet consultations. 
Specific trade issues are usually left to the trade negotiators. 


QUESTION: Could you give us some figures on the sales 
this year in the four areas that were concluded in the MOSS 
talks, compared with the sales of 1984? 


UNDER SECRETARY WALLIS: Yes, I do have some figures 
on that. Overall -- what we have are figures for the first 
eight months of this year versus the first eight months of last 
year. And for all four sectors put together, the increase is 
5.7 percent. If we look at the separate sectors, the biggest 
increase was in forest products -- up to 20.7 percent. Of 
course, that's on a small base, but -- 














Telecommunications was up 11.6 percent; medical 
equipment and pharmaceuticals up 10.5 percent, and electronics 
off 4.3 percent. The electronics Moss really isn't by any 
means entirely completed; it was disrupted by the 
semi-conductor actions, and so it was more or less laid aside, 
for the time being. 


Those figures are probably incomplete. For example, 
we know -- and there are probably things we don't know about -- 
but we know of a quarter of a million dollar order for 
telecommunications to be produced in Raleigh, North Carolina by 
Northern Telecommunications that was placed in December. And 
in general, the effect of the MOSS was to open access, and once 
it's open, it takes a while for people to get out there and get 
orders. Huches Aerospace has an order for a satellite, too. 
But in neither case have they been delivered, and they don't 
enter the export statistics until they actually ship. So there 
is a lag in the actual effect, so I'ma little surprised, 
frankly, that these are up that much in eight months. But -- 


QUESTION: Mr. Teshima indicated that he raised 
concerns about the continued or propensity for the U.S. to use 
retaliatory measures against dumping and protectionism. What 
was the U.S. response to that expression of concern? 


UNDER SECRETARY WALLIS: Well, we indicated that as a 
matter of fact, we have been moving somewhat more toward GATT 
procedures recently. Beyond that, I can ask him to expand on 
the subject, if you'd like. 


Would you like to have -- 
QUESTION: Yes, I'd appreciate it. 


UNDER SECRETARY WALLIS: Reishi, would you expand on 
your description of your having filed some comments, I might 
say even complaints, about our tendency to retaliate and -- ? 


DEPUTY FOREIGN MINISTER TESHIMA: Yes, certainly, I 
would. When I mentioned the 301 action, the U.S. 
Administration decides first the target date for the conclusion 
of the negotiations. And if by that fixed date, if no 
satisfactory arrangement be made between the country concerned, 
in the case of Japan and the United States, some retaliatory 
measures would be taken up, so we are put under the so-—to-speak 
"sword" hanging over your head, and then we have to negotiate. 
And the other thing is the fairness judgment. I think that 

















it tends to be a subjective matter. So as Allen said, the 
internationally-set rules of GATT, for instance, should apply 


to these judgments. Thank you. 
UNDER SECRETARY WALLIS: Yes? 


QUESTION: You indicated that you have not yet felt 
the full pass-through effects of the higher Yen valuation. I 
wondered, in that case, whether you would care to estimate 
whether that would mean that the deficit that the U.S. 
experiences with Japan on trade, next year would probably be 
lower than the deficit this year, and whether you care to make 
any forecasts about the deficit this year, which I think in the 
ea tsaee commercial circles is estimated to around $60-70 
bi on. 


UNDER SECRETARY WALLIS: I don't know about the 
estimates for this year -- and I wouldn't go off the deep end 
in saying it's turned around because I was a statistician once, 
and I don't jump off the deep end for just two months' figures 
-- but, of course, the figures for September just in were lower 
than the figures for August, and the figures for August were 
lower than the figures for July, so that the September figures 
are only about 60 percent. The deficit was off about 40 
percent in the September figures from what they had been in 
July. 


But there is a lot of erratic variation. The figures 
we have aren't seasonally adjusted. And so as I say, having 
once been a professional statistician, I'm probably a lot more 
conservative about that than if I were a politician. But it 
has come down two months, and there are a good many reasons to 
expect on theoretical grounds alone, plus observing a lot of 
things going on in Japan. The export industries are in pretty 
desperate condition over there. And observing things like 
that, talking to some people in business here gives you the 
impression that something is happening all right. 


And it's usual for there to be quite a delay when 
exchange rates change. A couple of years is not unusual. It's 
about what is usual. 


Any more questions? 
QUESTION: Thank you. 


UNDER SECRETARY WALLIS: It looks like we answered 
every possible question. 


(The briefing concluded at 4:57 P.M.) 
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MR. MARTINEZ: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. 
Charles Thomas, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Canadian and 
European Affairs will now brief you On-the-Record on the 
upcoming CSCE Review Conference in Vienna. 


DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY THOMAS: As you know, the 
Secretary will travel to Vienna, leaving tomorrow, to deliver 
the U.S. opening address at the third CSCE Review Conference. 
He will speak at approximately 12:30 on November 5. 


Let me just run through, in outline fashion, what the 
Secretary's schedule will be while he's in Vienna. 


He'll arrive early in the morning on Wednesday. The 
first event will be a bilateral with Sir Geoffrey Howe. 


Q What time? 

A This will be at 11:30. At 12:30 he'll deliver 
his speech to the CSCE Follow-up Conference. fhe first 
bilateral with Shevardnadze will begin at 4:00 that afternoon 
and run to 4:30. 

Q Who is the host this time -- for the first one? 

a This will be at the U.S. Embassy. 

Q It will run until 4:30? 


A Excuse me, 5:30. Did I say 4:30? 4:00 to 5:30. 
(Laughter) 





i 
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Q A brief kiss-off. 

6 And then the Secretary is scheduled to go to a 
reception at 7:15 offered by Ambassador Lauder for the 
representatives of the Non-Governmental Organizations who will 
be attending the opening of the CSCE Review Conference. 

The next day, on Thursday, at 8:00 a.m. -- 

Q You said to 5:15? 

i) 7:15. 

Q Wait until we get to the substance. 

a The reception is at the Palais Pallavacini. [The 
next day, at 8:00 a.m. -- that's on Thursday -- will be the 
second meeting with Shevardnadze and that will go until 10:00. 

Q That one will take place at the Soviet Mission? 

A That's right. 


Q The first one takes place at the U.S. Mission? 





A Correct. Then, at 10:30, the Secretary will give 
a press conference at the Hilton Hotel. He'll have a private 
lunch and then make a 2:00 call on the Embassy and the Embassy 
personnel from all our missions, and the embassy and the MBFR 
talks, will be present there for a pep talk by the Secretary. 


Later on in the afternoon, he'll be doing some 
cultural events of the type y = «© ~familiar with from previous 
trips. 


At 4:45, he'll have a bilateral with the Austrian 
Chancellor Vranitzky and that will be at the Foreign Ministry. 
At 5:00, he'll meet with Foreign Minister Jankowitsch -- also 
at the Foreign Ministry. 


Then, at 6:00, in the Hilton Hotel, he'll meet with 
the Ministers from those Allied countries that participate in 
the MBFR talks along with the heads of the delegations to those 
talks. 


Then, at 6:15, he will meet with the NATO Foreign 
Ministers who are in Vienna at that time. This will also be at 
the Hilton. 























The Secretary will leave early the next morning to go 
to Paris where he will meet with Chirac and Raimond at 9:30; 
this will be a 9:30 to 10:30 meeting at the Hotel Matignon. 


Q No time in Vienna to Waldheim with the schedule 
that you gave us? 


a Waldheim is not on the schedule. 


Q Just on the logistics, the meetings will take 
place at the missions or the embassies? 


a They will take place at the embassies. 

Q The embassies? 

a Yes, the bilateral embassies. 

Q The first one is at the Soviet Embassy? 
‘Laughter) You're talking about Shultz-Shevardnadze? 
Q The first one is at the U.S. 


a Let me just review the substance of what the 
Secretary will be doing there. 


His speech will set forth the U.S. approach to 
East-West relations and the role played by CSCE. He will 
emphasize the close connection between security and human 
rights. And it will highlight our conviction that 
international commitments should be honored. 


Vienna is the third Follow-up Meeting since the 1975 
signing of the Helsinki Final Act. 


Previous follow-up meetings have been held in Belgrade 
in '77 to 78, and Madrid from 1980 to ‘83. fTfheir purpose is 
threefold: 


To review how well or how poorly the 35 CSCE states 
have complied with the commitments made in the Helsinki Final 
Act. 


Secondly, to consider how to foster better compliance, 
and, finally, to consider further steps in the Helsinki process. 











We're going to Vienna firmly committed to CSCE as an 
important instrument for the development of a more stable, 
productive, and richer East-West dialogue. 


Although the idea which eventually became CSCE arose 
from the Soviet side, the Final Act which emerged at Helsinki 
reaffirmed the Western concept of security -— one not based on 
military security alone but also on human rights and economic 
relations. Since 1975, the Final Act has become the measuring 
rod of Eastern human rights conduct. 


However, the stark reality is that Eastern governments 
have failed to live up to the promises they made at Helsinki. 


For this reason, the primary U.S. objective in Vienna 
will be improved Eastern compliance with the commitments made 
at Helsinki and Madrid. 


Balanced progress in CSCE -- that is, progress 
across-the-board -- in security, human rights, and economic 
relations depends on improved compliance. Without that, new 
commitments and new documents eventually lose their meaning. 


After the opening week of speeches by Foreign 
Ministers of the 35 participating states, the bulk of the first 
round through mid-December will be devoted to what is called 
“implementation review." That's when we will compare the 
promises of Helsinki to the actual conduct of Eastern 
governments. 


During this period, we plan to establish a clear, 
unequivocal record of human rights abuses in Eastern Europe and 
the Soviet Union --naming names and citing cases where 
appropriate. Our goal will be to expose the East's record and 
build pressure on Eastern governments to improve their human 


rights practices. 


After the seven-week review of implementa'ion has been 
completed, we will be in a position to evaluate what type of 
new commitments or activities are appropriate. 


We are still consulting with our Allies on steps that 
might be proposed in the various areas of CSCE. We will reject 
those that merely repeat or reformulate present commitments, 
thereby ignoring human rights abuses. 

















On security issues, the Alliance position in Vienna 
has not yet been determined. As you may recall, last May NATO 
Foreign Ministers established a high-level task force to 
examine how we might better address conventional arms control 
in the Atlantic to the Urals area. I. addition, it is 
considering confidence-building measures. The task force will 
report to Ministers this December. 


(Continued on next page) 








For the first round of the conference, our task in the security 
area will be to evaluate the progress achieved at the Stockholm 
CDE and to determine how well -- or poorly -- the East has 
complied with the confidence-building commitments they made in 
the Helsinki Final Act. 


We also plan to address East-West economic issues in 
Vienna. Our focus will be on the overall goals of the Helsinki 
process: a more open European environment where business 
representatives, economic information, goods, and ideas flow 
more freely. But I want to emphasize that our strategic trade 
policy will not be the subject of negotiations in Vienna. 


Vienna opens under more favorable conditions than the 
follow-up meeting in Madrid, which met under the shadow of the 
Soviet invasion of Afghanistan and the repression in Poland. 


We thus go to Vienna with the hope that the meeting 
will make strides toward accomplishing our principal 
objectives, but also with a sense of realism over the 
difficulties that we will encounter. 


We have fielded a very strong delegation, headed by 
CSCE veteran Ambassador Warren Zimmermann. We have worked 
closely with the Congressional CSCE Commission in preparing for 
this meeting, and very much appreciate their contributions as 
well as participation on the delegation. The delegation will 
also contain a slate of prominent Americans who will serve as 
public members, and we'll be announcing their names soon. 


I want to conclude by re-emphasizing that our main 
goals in Vienna will be: (1) to improve Eastern compliance 
with the commitments made in Helsinki and Madrid; and (2) to 
press for balanced progress across the board -- in security, 
economics, and human rights. 


Q The Soviets thought they got something out of 
Helsinki, too. While they were giving on human rights, they 
thought they got at least acquiescence to post-World War II 
borders. Shultz on several occasions, has made public speeches 
speaking of various ways of not accepting, as he puts it, the 
artificial division of Europe. 


If it's possible, can you tell us what the U.S. 
position is on what Helsinki has to say today about East 
European borders and boundaries? 


A Basically, what Helsinki has to say is that 
borders should not be changed by force. The Helsinki Final Act 














was not a treaty and does not have the force of a treaty; it 
was a political commitment. But the essential part of that is 
a commitment on all the participants that if there are changes, 
they will be done through peaceful means. 


You said that U.S. strategic trade policy won't 
be a subject in Vienna. How can you say that? Suppose the 
Soviets complain that the various boycotts and CO-COM 
mechanisms and so forth that the United States has put up 
against their economic interests represent a breach of the 
Helsinki Final Act, are you going to refuse to discuss it? And 
if you are, how do you expect them to discuss human rights and 
other issues that you wish to discuss? 


A The Soviets are, of course, permitted to raise 
anything they wish, and we would be prepared to respond on all 
issues. 


Q Obviously, as a result of Reykjavik, conventional 
arms now become much more of an issue than they may have been. 
You say that the alliance position is still not clear. 


Can you tell us as to where it's been -- I gather that 
some people want MBFR to be rolled into CSCE --— what our 
position is on that? 


A The United States is, as you know, currently 
engaged in an intensive consultation with the other NATO Allies 
which has been going on since June under the aegis of the 
Halifax Statement. And there are various ideas for how you 
approach the conventional situation. We don't, for example, 
plan to abandon MBFR until there's something better to put in 
its place. And there are various ways you can approach the 
question of dealing with an expanded area. 


Clearly, we will continue to deal with CSBMs in the 
Helsinki framework. The question of how we deal with the 
Atlantic-to-the-Urals negotiation is one that's before the 
Alliance right now and is being intensively discussed, but we 
have not come to a conclusion yet. 


Q Charlie, could I ask you a couple of questions 
about the Shevardnadze meeting? Is there going to be, or is 
there now, an agreed subdivision of agenda: on the first day, 
this will be taken up, and on the second day, that will be 
taken up? 











A Well, all I can say, Jim, is that, you know I'm 
not here, basically, to discuss Shultz-Shevardnadze, but as the 
President has said, we hope to pick up where we left off in 
Reykjavik, and to build on Reykjavik, and to consolidate the 
gains that were made there. Beyond that, I really can't 
discuss what our approach will be. 


Q Okay, then. Let me ask you one other detailed 
question. You say that at the CSCE meeting that you want to 
see balanced progress across-the-board on security, economity, 
and human rights issues. How can you include economic issues 
without discussing the subject of strategic trade at some point? 


A We're prepared to discuss everything -- there's 
no question about that -- but we don't think that that is an 
area that is truly relevant to the kind of questions we're 
discussing in the area of economic relations. 


Q Do you know whether Shevardnadze is bringing his 
arms negotiators with him, the ones that were at Reykjavik? 
And are you expecting some kind of another all-night session 
between possible Nitze and our arms negotiators and theirs? 


2) Well, I think that the Soviets are bringing 
Karpov and Bessmertnykh, and beyond that, I'm not sure who 
they'll have there. 


We will have a full team there, a team very similar to 
the people who participated in the September meetings with 
Shevardnadze, so if the occasion were appropriate, we would 
certainly be prepared to continue in working groups. 


Q You made a point early on in your statement of 
saying that the Secretary in his speech will focus on the link 
between better relations with the Soviet Union in all areas, 
including arms control, and progress on human rights issues. 


How is it possible to achieve progress at the 
Shultz-Shevardnadze level on arms control, while in the CSCE 
Conference, on the surface in Vienna, the U.S. will be 
castigating the Soviet Union on its human rights policy? 


A Well, we have not abandoned hope that there will 
be significant Soviet movement on human rights within the 
context of Helsinki, and we have always worked on that in the 


©} Helsinki process. So they are not really inimical. 














Will Shultz and Shevardnadze discuss terrorism? 
And will Shultz discuss terrorism when he goes to Paris? 


cs) Well, the agenda is the classic four-part agenda 
that we have used in all our discussions at a high level with 
the Soviet Union -- arms control, regional issues, human 
rights, bilateral relations. And certainly, terrorism is one 
that can belong on that agenda. 


Our discussions in Paris respond to an invitation from 
the French. I'm not sure entirely what they have on their own 
agenda, but we are obviously prepared to talk about anything 
there. 


Q Do you have any updated figures on emigration 
from the Soviet Union, Jewish, ethnic Germans? 


A Jim, we'd have to provide that, but it's in the 
very, very -- I think it's under 1,000. But we'd have to 
provide that for you. 


Q Do you have any indication that the Soviets are 
interested in a rather detailed, the continuation of a detailed 
discussion on arms. 


A We have no way of predicting what their approach 
will be. 


Q Thank you very much. 


(The briefing concluded at 3:20 P.M.) 
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MR. HOWARD: Good morning. Our BACKGROUND briefing is 
about to begin. 
Q It was a great victory, wasn't it? 


MR. HOWARD: This is a BACKGROUNDER on the recent meeting 


in Vienna between Secretary Shultz and Mr. Shevardnadze and on arus 
‘ control. For and not for publication, our 
briefer is Thank you. 






Q Why? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Don't let him escape 
without answering that question. 


Q Why? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Get on him -- get hin. 
Q I remember the -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Eat up the time talking 
to hia. 


Q ~~ the week after Iceland he was all over the place. 
(Laughter.) 


Q Are you -- is Vienna, unlike Iceland, not wholly on 
the record, since it pertains to, essentially, the same subject? 


MR. HOWARD: Charles, this briefing is ON BACKGROUND. 


Q Well, there is a distinction between the Iceland 
arms talks and the Vienna arms talks, is that what you're saying? 


Q We don't understand the logic -- 

MP. BOWARD: Go right ahead -- 

Q Okay, Shevardnadze and -- 

Q Presumably, there's continuity -- you go fros 
Iceland to Vienna and you were so open about all of that, Dan, -- 
you're making a distinction. 

Q Yes, what's your logic? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm always very lucky in 


the backgrounders that I give, because in Vienna -- in Iceland I had 
the chance to answer a number of questions on arms control. But, if 








you remember -- since we're ON BACKGROUND -- that ay collegue had 
such a wonderful time with Chris’ question, that it diverted 
attention for a while. So, if you want to continue talking with Dan, 
it's not going to break my heart. 


Q Gerasimov and Shevardnadze say that you have 
retreated from.the Reykjavik positions? Have you? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, we're not retreating 
at all. We're trying to build on -- on the position. And our 
purpose in going to -- we brought quite a crew over to Vienna and a 
few of us came home right after the meeting -- my collegue and I, I 
guess, came right back. The remainder of the crew is with the 
Secretary in France right now, I think, on their way back. Our 
intent by bringing a rather expert group was to see if we could pick 
up on the discussions that ended on Sunday in Reykjavik. And we were 
prepared, basically, to -- when we came in with papers and with the 
team -- to, basically, see if we could find the words that would 
allow us, in those areas where we had no paper before, if we could 
capture in very succinct form where we agree, where we disagree, as a 
logical step to moving foward. By the way, we have already put down, 
you know, we've already started that process in Geneva. 


And we met the Soviets there, we had conversations with 
them. They had a rather small group with them. The Secretary and 
the Foreign Minister met for about <- oh, three hours, I guess, on -- 
the days run together -~ on the Sth, in the afternoon, during which 
time the experts sat and talked to each other for a bit. We had a 
short session after that. We had an experts meeting that evening 
from about 10:00 p.m. to about 1:00 a.m. in the morning. And then we 
had a second session with a -- a plenary session between the foreign 
ministers on the 6th from about 8:00 a.m. in the morning until 10:00 
a.m., and then we broke. 


Q Well, has anything been tabled today in Geveva that 
might give some hope that progress can be made? Or is it simply an 
end to the productive dialogue that you had hoped for? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, I, in speaking 
personally, I'm very hopeful. I <= we've put on the table, in 
Geneva, material based -- 


Q -- I mean, was anything tabled at -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: <= on Iceland. The 
Soviets -- 


Q : Q -- this morning session by them? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The Soviets said they 
intended to put some material on the table and I haven't had a 
debrief yet from my collegue or from the team. 


Q Well, what cause the collapse of the talks? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Which collapse is that? 
Q The ones that have been reported out of Vienna. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICAL: Well, I think that we 
were disappointed by the Soviets not being as prepared as we to 
continue the process of dialogue and to build. But I wouldn't argue 
necessarily the fact that we had a session with the Soviets that was 
somewhat disappointing that the talks had collapsed. I think that we 
need to be patient and just keep building. 


Q What do you read into the fact that they didn't 
bring as many advisors as you had, that they obviously didn't intend 
to go in depth as you did? 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I have -- it's hard for 
me to put words in the Soviets’ south. The Soviets did have Karpov, 
they had Bessmyrtnykh. Victor Karpav is their head negotiator and 
Sasha Bessmyrtnykh is Deputy Foreign Minister, plus a normal 
contingent. Dubinin was there, as was some other people from their 
ministries, but it was not the same type of a team. And when we met 
in the evening at about 10:00 p.m., we -- they wanted to focus on one 
aspect of the problem, which is, they wanted to focus on the 
restrictions on SDI and we addressed their -- we discussed those with 
them. But our agenda was to -- and they had provided to us a piece 
of paper, like they did in Reykjavik, that, apparently, captured from 
their point of view, what was agreed in Reykjavik. We had a piece of 
paper that we did the same. We wanted to sit down and work through 
it logically to see where we agree and where we disagree -- see if we 
could come out with a single piece of paper. That didn't occur on 
the evening. 


Q Well, you said on your agenda -- I'm sorry, you 
started to say, “But your agenda was..." -- they wanted to talk about 
SDI, and you said, “But our agenda was..* , 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Our agenda for the 
meeting -- our objectives for the meeting was to ensure -- to get 
down in concrete form where we agreed. And, by the way, when you get 
where we agree, it's also important that you don't miss -- well, you 
don't have to dwell on it, but you have to understand where the 
disagreements still exist in various areas. So, we had a piece of 
paper that tried to capture comparisons of papers that we'd seen 
before, brackets which indicated where we understood their position 
differed from ours, and we wanted to talk to them about it, to make 
sure that we understood where the differences were. 


Q You specifically wanted -- you specifically wanted 
to nail down the tenative agreements you thought you had in Reykjavik 
and they wouldn't let you do that? Is that right? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: They weren't prepared to 
discuss it at that point. And what -- they wanted to use the time, 
basically, to focus on one portion of the problem and we wished to 
look a little bit broader. We spent three hours with them and, 
unfortunately, we didn't make as much progress as we would have 
liked. 


Q -- redefine laboratory as they meant in Reykjavik? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, they didn't redefine 
anything at all with respect to that. They asked us -- they asked 
us, for exaple, the first question they asked was about our 
understanding of the ABM treaty and we explained our understanding of 
the ABM treaty to them in experts’ conversation. 

Yes? 

Q -- to the ABM treaty. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Their 
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position is fairly straight-forward from -- you know, I think your 
reporting of their position is fairly straightforward, and that is 
that I believe they wish to go beyond the ABM Treaty in strengthening 
their regime in ways that we feel do go be the ABM Treaty and 
we're not prepared to accept because we believe their intent is to 
kill the SDI prograz. 


Q Was there any change in what they were saying about 
SDI from Reykjavik to Vienna? Any shift at all? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo. The discussion -- I 
don't think there was a change in 4 negotiation about that position. 
There -- our intent arriving there was to try to see in -- again, we 
had a meeting at 5:00 p.m. in the evening. We had an evening between 
and a meeting at 8:00 a.m. the next morning and then the Foreign 
Minister, Mr. Shevardnadze, was scheduled to return to Moscow for the 
celebrations today. So, our intent was to -- our objective was clear 
-- we wanted to just make sure we understood where we came out of 


Reykjavik. 





Q Okay. But there was no difference in a Soviet 
position between what was expressed to the President in Reykjavik and 
what was expressed to the Secretary in Vienna? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I didn't detect any. 
No. 





Q Well, you say res | wanted to focus on one little 
part, but that implies that basically the position taken by the 
Soviets at Reykjavik was that everything was conditional on the SDI, 
and that basically they reasserted that at Vienna. Isn't that how 
one could interpret their position thee? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, there are two or 
three alternative interpretations, I guess. The point is that what 
we went there to do was to identify in each individual area where we 
agreed and where we disagreed to, if we could, see what we could put 
behind us as that foundation. In other words, clearly mark out the 
common ground and, by the way, mark out where we disagree. And to 
use -- to then move forward in the Geneva forum to press forward on 
that. Again, we only had X number of hours time on the ground. 


Q They countered with the position as saying, well, 
everything's conditional on SDI. Let's just talk until we can 
resolve that one -- we can't move -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I didn't say that. What 
I said was they focused on the SDI agreement. To my -- in the 
sessions that I was involved, toth -- there was a private session 
between the Foreign Minister and the Secretary that occurred the 
first afternoon. In the experts group and in the meeting the next 
morning, the plenary, the thrust of their remarks was that they felt 
that they need to move forward at what they claim to be the 
significant problem which was SDI. They did note that we had 
provided them a number of pieces of paper and they questioned about 
whether -- what linkages we drew and we explained that we're ready to 
make progress in each of the areas. 


Q Is it clear -- just one more -- is it clear now 
whether or not the Soviets are prosenting the whole thing as a 
“package” as Gorbachev said or, as Karpov indicated, that they're 
willing to break out -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Again, my view is, I 
think we need to be a bit more patient to see how that's going to 
work out -- whether we're hearing remarks -- there are conflicting 
remarks from the Soviets in various fora and they take tactical 
positions as we do and I think we have to be very patient and wait 
and see. I'm not convinced that we're at an impass or at a 
loggerhead yet. 
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Yes? 


Q Where does the process go from here? What are the 
next meetings or what's the next step? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Okay. As the Soviets 
told -- we've been trying to put on the table in Geneva the -- our 
understandings -~ our positions from Reykjavik during this round, 
this current round. The Soviets told us that they intended to do 
likewise -- they hadn't up to this point. And they indicated they 
— Go so at the meeting that occurs today. The round will probably 
end next week, I would anticipate, and the Soviets had proposed that 
we meet between the end of this round and before the next round, 
which would usuaily occur in January or thereabouts. 


And to talk about -- to have experts get together to talk 
about the -- again, the ABM Treaty issue. And we had sade a proposal 
that what we need to do is, we need to look at the entire -- the 
entice range of differences between us in the Reykjavik material and 
we ought to be able to come out with an agree -- and that we would be 
prepared to have our experts meet with theirs to talk about that full 
range. Those proposals were on the table when we left. There was 
not agreement on that meeting, but that we would <-- both sides would 
consider various proposals and we'll see what happens in diplomatic 
channels. 


Q Just to follow that -- so you would have some sort 
of interim meeting between now and January? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We may, if the Soviets 
agree. We're certainly prepared to meet with them, with experts, to 
see if -- in order for us to move forward in this dialogue, there are 
a couple of ways you can do it. You can do it in Geneva at the 
negotiations. Another way that could do it is -- for whatever 
reasons it seems that every so often it's a good way -- that we have 
had these meetings between experts. We've had the meetings when we 
sent the seven -- seven of us went to Moscow during the summer, and 
we had a session there and we had a session here in Washington. 
We've had two new -- two all-night -- one all-night session. de've 
had this mini session in Vienna. So there is grounds to suggest that 
the Geneva process can be helped by having some experts meetings and 
we've made a proposal -- they've offered a much more narrow proposai 
-- both proposals are on the table. As a minimum, Geneva will go 
forward, of course, and we'll see what the Soviet reaction is to our 


proposal. 
Q When and where was the U.S. proposal? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It's <= at this point, 
the stage is in concept. Let's meet |r before -~ it implied after 
the end of round, before the next round in Geneva. But we didn't set 
a date. 


Q What would be appropriate for the U.S. -- the month 
of December, I assume? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I would think so, yes. 
But, again, that's obvious seeing as we're in November now and we'd 
expect the round to come -- 


Q Would you meet with them if it were only limited to 
their agenda of the ABM Treaty? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We believe that in order 
to make progress on this, our proposal is for us to meet with them to 
talk about that whole range. 


Q I know. But would you -- if they insisted it only 
be on the ABM Treaty, would that be useful? 
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SENIOR ADMINISSRATION OFFICIAL: That's a hypothetical. 
Q ° That's theic position right now. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I personally don't see a 
hell of a lot of use in us -- in us selecting out one portion. It 
gives the impression, incorrect impression, that the only thing 
that's standing between us in some larger agreement is this one 
point. And that's just not true. 


Q So you may not even be able to gin up an experts 
meeting between rounds, to say nothing of no scheduled foreign 
Ministers meeting. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, there are two ways 
to look at that, Andrea. One is, to say that you may not be able to 
gin up with it, and that has kind of a gore pessimistic -- now, I 
tend to be more optimistic. Wot that I'm looking forward to travel, 
but I've been logging more air miles than I'd like to admit, lately. 


Q You have to admit this is a key issue. 


Q Did -- one other -- have you tabled the new numbers 
that were reported -- 4,800 and the appropriate sublimits? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm sorry. We don't -- 
I don't think we have made a comment about the internals of Geneva 
and we usually don't do that, Andrea. 


MR. HOWARD: Why don't we go back here. 


Q I really want to just follow-up on Andrea's 
question. I mean, the Soviets seem to be indicating pretty clearly 
that they want a more restricted ABM Treaty. We've said we don't 
want to deal with that. That's the central focus of the deadlock, 
the stalemate. Now, why are you so hopeful? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't agree with that. 
Well, first of all, I am not -- I don't agree that the central focus 
of the stalemate is necessarily that one issue. Secondiy, I don't 
believe that the term stalemate is appropriate. 


We've been going at this for five years now, in this 
administration, and I would probabiy say that if I got up 
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and gave a backgrounder in 1982 in which I predicted that we would be 
at this point of conversation with the Soviets, none of you would 
have printed the damn thing. 


Q But in any case, the haste in which we had it at 
Reykjavik on arms control has now seemed to dissipate and we're now 
in a much more long-tersa hopeful process. Is that correct? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think +- if you ask me 
are we impatient or is haste the right word, I would argue that the 
words that ay colleague used at the end -- in his backgrounder in 
Vienna, which I think were absolutely approriate, is that we have 
good positions and that we're confident with them -- that we're 
well-positioned and we intend to be patient. But that I believe -- 
I'm optimistic that progress will be made. 


Yes? 


Q Did you see the outtome of the elections having any 
effect on the stand that the Soviets took? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't think so, but I 
~~ I don't -- they -- it sometimes amazes me what they track and what 
they don't track. Obviously they're watching our elections, but I 
don’t know if it had any direct impact on Vienna. 


Q Do you see it -- do you anticipate that it's going 
to? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think I'm too close to 
the Vienna thing right now to give you an intelligent answer on that. 
Obviously, the composition of -- the Soviets may -- I think the 
Soviets don't understand the American politics, to tell you the 
truth, completely and, quite honestly, I think a number of us don't 
either. I'm not sure that -- (laughter) -- I'm not sure that the 
outcome of the elections -- besically, that -- I shouldn't comment. 

I don’t think it affected the Soviet position at this time. 


Q You said that -- the Soviets submitted and you 
submitted contained disagreements on what you agreed on at Reykjavik. 
Is that what you said? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes -- 
Q You couldn't agree on what you agreed on? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: What we said -- you 
know, again, the amount of material that was covered by the leaders 
and by experts in Reykjavik was fairly substantial. And in our 
expert conversation, if I can take one specific area -- it also 
highlights that the only thing that’s between us <-- the Soviets are 
trying to create the impression that all things are possible if only 
we would agree on this one point. And it’s just not true -- that we 
have made significant progress, I believe, but there are a lot of 
differences that need to be negotiated, because good agreements 
require that negotiation. 

At the experts meeting on the Sth, we had a very long 
conversation, for ex le, on the area of START, because in 4 sense, 
the discussion center on the fact that in our paper we wanted to 
reflect that we have certain language which we agreed in Reykjavik 
and we noted the fact in Reykjavik when we talxed to them that we 
believe we needed additional sublimits. And in our version of what 
we wanted them to see, we had in there the sublimits that we feel are 
important -- that they can understand. That's part of our position. 
And we had them bracket it with a footnote saying this is the U.S. 
position. 


What we wanted to get agreement on is that the idea -- 
not that they agree necessarily with our position, which I wish they 


MORE 





would -- I think it's a good one, but that we agree that when we came 
out of there both sides had their eyes open and we knew that there is 
pieces of material that we agree and there's other important things 
that have to be resolved before you come to a treaty that we don't 
quite disagree i But that ought to be the material that, in a 
sense, you can identify the common ground, not re-go over that, and 
press on to the areas of disagreement. We found not a lot of 
sympathy with noting disagreements in any other area except defense 
and space. Wow, that bothers us a bit, because it does play back to 
@ theme which I think we're going to hear. There is a reason, I 
think, why -- if you're trying to sake progress on moving forward, 
you ought to be prepared to talk about what was agreed and what needs 


to be open. 
Q Then you're saying they don’t want progress? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I's saying that to this 
point in that document is -- no, what I'm stying is at this point in 
that document that evening, they didn't want to focus on those areas 
which we feel are important -- that botn sides recognize that are not 
yet cesolved. I mean, both balance what was agreed and what's 
Gisagreed, but only try to maintain a focus, at least in the 
conversation, on one area to feed the impression that that area is 
the only stumbling block between agreements. 


Q Okay. And therefore -- maybe if you carried it 
further -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't believe it is. 
That's just opinion. 


Q -- th.t they really didn’t want progress. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: If the answer is that 
they want to have -- did they want to have a situation -- 


Q Create an impression that's the only -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Right now they certainly 
want to create an impression that the stumbling block is one point 
and that -- if <= that's not, I believe a true impression. I can 
understand the tactics, but it's not something that's going to 
necessarily lead to progress. 


MR. HOWARD -- from the back and let's wrap it up. 


Q When you talk about a full range of issues, are you 
including the nonnuclear issues, such as regional disputes and human 
rights? Is that all wrapped up in this, too? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: What we were talking 
about in the expert -- of course, the meetings between Shultz and 
Shevardnadze discussed human rights -- they -- human rights, 
bilateral issues, regional issues, and arms control. In the experts 
discussion that we had -- when I talk about the full range of issues 
there -- quite honestly what we're tallking about, in Reykjavik we 
tend to focus -- we tended to focus on START, INF, defense in space, 
ant auclear teeting. Those were materials that were raised in -- by 
both sides. We believe that as a minimum to move from Reykjavik, you 
need to address at least those four. You have to bring into 
consideration that they relate to chemical and conventional 
imbalances. But what we would be prepared to do is to see, since we 
Gid address extensively those four areas in Reykjavik, we ought to be 
able to come out with an agreed understanding of where we agree and 
Gisagree, at least in those four areas. And that's what I meant by 
the full range. 


Q So your reference to the full range of issues 
discussed at Vienna -- 





SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I was talking about arms 
control -- 


Q -- was just -- were just those nuclear issues? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm sorry. Maybe I's 
really confusing this, but I want to make sure I transmit correctiy. 
Shultz and Shevardnadze talked about the full range of U.S.-Soviet 
issues. The experts that met focused on arms control. We tended to 
focus on those four general areas that I've just mentioned -- INF, 
START, defense in space and nuclear testing. Okay. 


By the way, Shultz and Shevardnadze discusse? 
conventional imbalances, they discussed chemical, they ¢ ‘cussed 
terrorism, they discussed the whole range. 


Q Discuss Iran? 
MR. HOWARD: Let's do Ann and Bill and then -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I believe Shultz is on 
the record on that. 


I don't quite understand ~- just after Reykjavik, 
the administration was giving clearly the impression that on all 
major issues there were -- there was an agreement, except on SDI. 
And now you come out and you say there are substantial disagreements 
on all other issues, too. What has happened? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. I don't tiink 
there's any inconsistently at all right after Reykjavik. And I think 
. I backgrounded a number of you after Reykjavik. That I <= the 

agreements that we believe were reached, i.e., the treatment of 16-16 
-- 1,600 SNDV's, 6,000 warheads in START, the agreement with respect 
to the handling of the issue of a global ceiling on INF, we're not 
arguing at this point between ourselves that those points were not 
agreed. What we tried to do was capture them on a piece of paper. 
And, you know, that basically said is this a piece of paper that 
captures both these views. It's also important that, for example, in 
START, that you recognize that that's a major step forward -- getting 
to 1,600 and 6,000 -- that has changed a fundamental issue we've had 
in START for four years, end that is how do you get to 50 percent and 
what counts in there. It's a big step. What we hadn't yet agreed, 
and we -- and I briefed you <-- I backgrounded on this on the way back 
from Reykjavik -- that we both recognize we have a problem with 
sub.imits yet to be worked out. 


So what we were trying to do was capture on paper, in a 
sense, here's what we -- here's the common ground we've put behind us 
at Reykjavik and here's where we still have to work. That would 
allow our negotiators to focus. And our problem we had in this 
session, and I don't know if it's a lasting problem, or just the fact 
that we had a small amount of time, was the Soviets preferred to use 
the time to focus on the SDI issue. And we were trying -- and we 
addressed their concern. We spent -- out of the experts meeting, we 
spent, I would say, the first -- we had a three hour meeting -- we 
spent probabiv an hour explaining to them our views of what the ABM 
Treaty involves. Because that's what they asked us. And we did 
that. 


But beyond that, we then said can we go to our agenda? 
Can you meet with us on this and see if we can resolve this other? 
And we didn't make progress there. So, when we came out of it, they 
proposed -- at the end, they proposed a meeting on ABM and we 
proposed the logical meeting that said, look, we haven't resolved our 
agenda here either. Let's meet again and talk about it. And that's 
where it was left. 


Q Can't you let this go a littie bit -- 
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MR. HOWARD: Let's do the last -- 
Q -- cleared up. 


MR. HOWARD: I think that you've said about everything 
you've got to say on the subject. 


He hasn't dealt with the whole question of strategic 
versus ballistic. 


Q Just to make sure that I understand what you're 
saying, are -- you're saying that the disagreements you're talking 
about that are there in addition to the ABM-SDI disagreement at this 
point, are ones that were there at the end of Iceland and they're 
simply the ones that are still hanging over? Are there no new 
disagreements? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't think we found 
-- we have -- we had a long discussion about sublimits.~ 
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We tried to make a little bit further progress in some of the other 
areas. Like, for example, we tried to make a little bit of progress 
by comparing papers on testing. But we just -- again, it didn't move 
-- it didn't regress, from our point of view, from Reykjavik in those 
areas, but it didn't move forward either yet. 


Q You came up with no new disagreements or didn't 
resolve any old ones? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. But we believe we 
ought to document both what was agreed and also make sure that in 
documenting that, that we don't give a false impression of -- you 
know, that we understand where we agreed and where we didn't agree. 


Q Well, didn't they suggest very strongly that the 
President had agreed to a ban eventually on all strategic weapons, 
not just ballistic missiles, and isn't that a new area of 
disagreement? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, the Soviets, in 
their capturing of what was agreed at Reykjavik, asserted that we had 
agreed to, within the last five years of that classic ten-year 
period, that we would eliminate all strategic offensive forces. And, 
of course, we didn't agree to that. 


Q So that's a new disagreement, in addition to -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, that's -- one has 
to ask -- it depends upon what -- where -- how you view where 
Reykjavik ended. I don't think any of us in the administration 
backgrounded as we came -- or on the record -- said that we left 
Reykjavik with an agreement that we ever agreed that in the end of 
the ten-year period we would eliminate all strategic offensive 
weapons. We made it absolutely clear -- 


Q Why did the President tell that to Congressional 
leaders? 


Q Don Regan said it -- 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm sorry, I'm afraid 
we're on the record on that extensively. We've been talking about 
that for about two weeks. I don't think they can help you on that 
old ground. 

Q You haven't denied that he said it. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm sorry. 

Q You haven't denied that he did tell them that. 


MR. HOWARD: We've said enough on that subject. Thank 
you very much. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Thank you. 
Q Well, just ignoring it doesn't mean that -- 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 


END 10:31 A.M. EST 
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MR. MATHES: Ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. As 
you know, the Ambassadors Conference on Narcotics begins Wednesday. 
And we have a briefing on the subject this afternoon. It's on 


BACKGROUND, no cameras, no nd. And the br r, tor 
information, is 







SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Thank you, Don. 
Q Why are you on background? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The President announced 
in August that he would be bringing some of his ambassadors -- 


Q No, it's -=- I'm sorry, it's a serious question. 


Q Sic, it’s a serious question. Is there a reason why 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Talk to hia. 


Q Is there a reason why the architect or so much of 
this would have to be anonymous? 


MR. MATHES: I don't think it is a serious question that 
it has to be anonymous. But, normally, these briefings are on 
background. The briefing before the event is normally on background. 


Q -- seem to be a reason. But you guys have got the 
control. It's an unusual sort of thing for this type of a subject. 


MR. MATHES: Would you have any objection going on the 
record? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I agreed on eye 
Let's go on background. If they want to go on the record, I'll give 
you an interview later on the record. How about that? Is that fair 
enough? 


Q Fine. 
Q Sold. Fine. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Okay. As I said 
previousiy, the President announced in August that he wanted to 
consult with his ambassadors regarding the drug production, dr 
smuggling, drug trafficking, and drug use worldwide, with a desire to 
gain as much information as we could through what other countries 
have done, to share that information and build an international basis 
to reduce drug abuse worldwide. 


Nixon, in 1971, invited seven ambassadors back to deal 
with primarily opium production-transportation. That was seven 
countries. President Reagan has invited back for discussions, a 
two-day meeting this week, 17 ambassadors, two charges, and our two 
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ambassadors -- one from the U.N. in Vienna and one from the U.N. in 
New York. And during this meeting, the President wants to hear from 
our ambassadors to those countries about how our programs have 
affected them. He also wants them to take back with them information 
about what we're doing to reduce the demand in this country. 


. There is a perception internationally that if we did not 
consume drugs there would be no production. We have changed our 
Gemand schemes considerably. We're now seeing countries have not 
only production capabilities, but also trafficking as well as 
consuming. And the President wants to stand in front of his 
ambassadors, meet with his ambassadors and have them have a dialogue 
with hin. 


They will also meet with the Pirst Lady; they will meet 
with the Vice President, Attorney General Meese, Secretary Weinberger 
on what we've done to reduce drug abuse in the military; with 
Secretary Bowen regarding our demand reduction. 


The President wants to send the strongest possible 
message that this administration and the President, in particular, 
does not -- and I repeat -- does not take a backseat to enyone on the 
Gemand side, does not take a backseat to anyone on trying to make 
drug abuse something that is in the past in the 1990's. We have a 
society -- a goal of a drug-free generation and he wants to get that 
message across. 


He also wants to understand from our ambassadors the 
intercooperation that we're getting within regions now. In South 
America, there's good cooperation between countries that before there 
was little cooperation. 


So this is in the context of which the ambassadors are 
coming back and I think the ambassadors then will participate in some 
press briefings, they will participate in some morning shows and they 
will be available through Don Mathes for other special events during 
the time they are here. 


The meeting will start on Wednesday morning and go 
through Wednesday and go through Thursday. And then, Thursday 
afternoon at 2:00 p.m., I believe is the time, the ambassadors -- a 
couple of the ambassadors with Mrs. Robusky of the State Department, 
Assistant Secretary, will come out in this room and take questions. 


Those are my prepared -- preliminary remarks. 
Yes, sir. 


Q How long, in terms of hours, will the President 
engage in this dialogue with the ambassadors? Time -- how long will 
he be with the ambassadors? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Is that 40 minutes? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: About 40 minutes. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think it's 40 minutes 
to where the President will make his comments. The ambassadors are 
breaking into groups on Wednesday. They will then discuss issues 
that need to be discussed. And then all the ambassadors -- the three 
ambassadors of those groups will have a dialogue with the President. 
There will be give-and-take. There will be the same time for the 
Vice President, the same time for the others. 


Q Has a decision been made on what effect the new drug 
law has on aid to countries like Mexico? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't think there's 
been any decision made on what the new drug law will or will not do 
regarding Mexico. We're concerned about all countries. We're 
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concerned with the use, we're concerned with the trafficking, and 
we're concerned with the production, not only here but in other 
countries. 


The law seems to require that you cut it off, 
doesn't it? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, the law has been 
available for some time to reduce production by using our foreign 
assistance. At the same time, on the other side of the law was if 
the production is not reduced a certain amount you stop the 
assistance. It seems to be @ Pandora's Box. 


Bolivia was a country that everyone talked about, to cut 
off aid to Bolivia. You have to ask yourself three questions when 
you start cutting off aid. Number one, what will happen with drug 
production? What will happen to drug trafficking? And what will 
happen with the infrastructure the government has developed to 
reduce? And our view is that there has to be a balanced approach to 
this. 


Q But those aren't criteria listed in the law, right? 
I mean the law requires -~- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There is a law and there 
is a policy. And that's been our policy, straightforward. And you 
have to evaluate those. I'm not -- I didn't come to get on a long, 
detailed discussion about Mexico. I don't mean to evade your 
question but -- 


Q But we have an ambassador there, don't we? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, we have an 
ambassador there. And he will be in. 


Q Why haven't you invited the U.S. Ambassador in 
Nicaragua if Nicaragua is a country that has a problem? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think the decision was 
made some time ago that with the current situation, that we can't 
invite every ambassador that has any responsibility at all. And we 
took those ambassadors from selected areas and I don't think anyone 
really gave a great deal of detail to that particular one there. 

Look at Belize. 


Q Does this have anything to do with some accusations 
in the administration as far as Cuba and Nicaragua as participating 
in drug trafficking? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't think it has 
anything to do with any particular case or any particular 
investigation. I think it has to do with a worldwide concern about 
drug abuse. We have ambassadors from the Far East, we have 
ambassadors from Europe, we have ambassadors from South America. We 
have ambassadors from drug-producing countries, we have ambassadors 
from drug-consuming countries, we have ambassadors from 
Grug-trafficking. But this was not meant to be all-inclusive and 
bring all back that had any remote -- if that were the case, we'd 
have 157 back. 


Q I believe you said in your opening remarks, “We have 
changed our demand schemes. What did you mean by that? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, what has happened 
internationally is people believe that we do not take the demand 
serious in this country. And we have changed from a laissez-faire 
type approach to the demand side to Mrs. Reagan's effort with the 
First Ladies-to First Lady -- two meetings -- the concentration on 
the parent groups, and there will be the former chairman of the board 
of the National Federation of Parents talking to these ambassadors 








about what we're doing to reduce our demand. The Commissioner of 
Hockey -- the Wational Hockey League will be there to talk to then. 


We want the ambassadors to understand what this President 
and this First Lady have put in place to reduce demand because the 
newspaper coverage in some of those countries concentrate only on if 
you didn't have the demand in the United States we wouldn't be 
producing. .And I think it's time for us now to quit talking about 
demand, quit talking about supply, and talk about drugs. 


Q You're not -- are you going to be able to present 
them with any hard figures on a drop in demand or are you just going 
to say this is what we're doing and we hope the demand will drop? 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Oh, no. We have all 
kinds of information on demand, and that's one thing that's always 
bothered me, is that if you look at -- we concentrated -~- our first 
approach was on young people under 18 with drug use, marijuana and 
alcohol. And I've repeated this, but I think it deserves repeating 
again -- in 1979, 1980, one in nine high school seniors in the United 
States were using marijuana on a daily basis. In 1985, that’s one in 
20. We've reduced drug abuse in the military 67 percent since 1980. 
So we have good cases of where demand reduction has gone down. And 
we want those cases to be presented, too. We know that when you 
attack drug abuse in its entirety, you can reduce the demand. 
this is something that if you look at a the total number of drug 
users in this country, the total number of drug users has gone down. 


But what we've seen on the other hand is a total number 
of health -- medical episodes go up because of cocaine, 
predominantely, as well as marijuana and heroine, and we've seen the 
deaths go up. And unfortunately, we don't concentrate on the drug 
problem until what I call “there's bucks and bodies," -- if the 
government's not throwiftg a lot of bucks at it and if there are not 
bodies lying on the street, we don't talk about it. 


Q So you're going to be engaged in sort of a jawboning 
effort. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I don't think it's 
jawboning; I think it's sharing information and letting them know 
what's going on and letting them dialogue with us and see how we can 
more effectively generate a -- say Bolivia -- what can we more 
effectively do in Bolivia now? What can we more effectively do in 
Colombia? It's not just our approach, it's all of our approach, and 
that ambassador's going to know what's going on in Colombia, and you 
can't certain things in cables, but when you get 
eyeball-to-eyeball in a group, you begin to understand a little bit 
better. And I think that's what we're looking at, is understanding 
different cultures require different things, and we have to modify 
approaches for every country. We have different programs in each 
country, and we want to continue those programs, and we want to make 
them effective. 


Q In the case of Bolivia, where do we stand now? Is 
our equipment still there? How much longer is it going to be there, 
and what's the follow-up going to be? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Our equipment -- some of 
our equipment is still there, but I think most of the equipment we've 
sent in has been removed and I believe now -- we'd have to 
double-check this, I didn't check it this morning -- we're in the 
process of training the Bolivians how to more adequately care for the 
equipment, use the equipment they have and get more efficiency out of 
that equipment. And since some of that equipment is U.S.-made -- you 
could say our equipment in the generic term. 


Q How much is the President going to be speaking in 
these 40 minutes, and how much is he going tc be listening? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The President, I! 
believe, has about five or six minutes that he will make his points 
Clear, and then the rest of it will be a give-and-take with the 
ambassadors. And I forgot to mention -- it's given that it's in 
State; Secretary Shultz is there. 


Q Just to make sure I understand, I hear you saying 
that there's going to be a certein amount of information from the 
administration, providing the ambassadors a certain -- that they're 
going to provide back. What do you hope for this thing to accomplish 
overall? What concrete accomplishment do you hope to come out of 
this? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think number one is to 
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have the ambassadors take back to their host governments the sense of 
urgency with which this President, the First Lady and this 
administration, the Vice President and all officers on down view the 
drug issue. Wumber two, that we will get sore countries 
participating in the U.N. conference coming in 1967 where we can 
make drastic inroads internationally to sobilize other countries, and 
I think we also need to use this at -- to providing an opportunity to 
get regional cooperation instead of country-to-country. What happens 
if you have ne yp Regge i You put a lot of pressure on one. 
country, the traffic goes across the Ger into another country. 

And if we're going to be successful, we have to stop that. So those 
are very -- those are three important things that I think we'd like 


to accomplish. 
Yes, ma‘an? 


Q You said there's going to be a give-and-take. Will 
there be certain ambassadors that will then make return remarks or 
present papers, or -~ 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The ambassadors have -- 
cables have already gone out to the ambassadors alerting the 
ambassadors to what will be expected of them. There will be three 
working groups with the ambassadors. There will de a 
me ty cee yee Apres group, there will be a narcotic consumption 
of the demand side working group, and there will be a narcotic 
production. So we're tryi to cover the waterfront, and those 
ambassadors will be broken and work with those individual 
working groups, and then the working group chairmen, who have already 
been given information about what to expect, then in several seetings 
~~ at least three that I's aware of -- the working groups will get 
togetber and then mes, will make recommendations to the President how 
we can more effectively do our job and what needs to be done from 
their views. 


Q have any countries protested or 
complained to us about the economic lepest, if any, that the new 
initiative has had on those countries? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don’t know of any 
country that has lained. If any country would be singled out as 
one that should complain, it would probably be Bolivia, and instead 
of Pas rege: the Bolivians have requested that we give them sore 
assistance Go gore to take on the narco-trafficker. I think a 
year ago or two years ago, we may have heard the concern about the 
economic stability. Wow, the countries realize that if they allow 
the drug traffickers to continue to expand, that the traff “kers 
themselves will destabilize the country. 


Q Of all of the countries that are on that list, which 
one or which ones pose the greatest drug threat to this country? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: When I came here, I made 
it a promise never to say one drug is more dangerous than the other. 
So I also have the same philosophy -- it's not one country is more of 
a threat than others, drugs are a threat. And if drugs are being 
consumed in that country, they are « threat, if they are being 
produced in that country, they are a threat, and if they are being 
trafficked, they're a threat. So we consider the drugs the threat, 
and it's a threat to all organized countries of the world. 


Q Well, aoa the -- certain parts of the U.S. 
government have made clear theic frustration with certain parts of 
the Mexican government in terms of their willingness to fight this 
issue. Mexico now has the biggest part of the heroin and sarijuana 
trafficking into the United States. Will our ambassador there be 
taking back to their government a message about economic aid, 
implications under this new law? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The situation that 
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you're talking about is one that's in the new bill that was passed. 

I think you are talking about it. And the message that we want to 
get back unilaterally, is what I mentioned previously. Wow, if there 
are mitigating circumstances that happened or require particular 
things, that will be done. But let's look -- the Attorney General is 
having regular meetings with the Attorney General of Mexico and all 
of their people. And this is something that the Attorney General and 
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our country and Attorney General Ramirez decided to work on as & 
priority for them and I's going to leave that up to thes. 


Q In the case of Peru, are you heartened by the 
electoral results from yesterday where President Garcia's party threw 
out the Marxist mayor of Lima? Do you think this is a part of a 
public support for his -- Garcia's anti-drug efforts? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL; I don’t know how to 
interpret the election reports in Peru. I would’say this, that we 
have an ambassador in Peru that is building on the work the previous 
ambassador made. Our previous ambassador there, Dr. David Jordon, 
4i4 a great deal in Peru —s with the goverment prior to Alan 
Garcia in mobilizing, and now Alex Watson -- if there's any 
ambassador that understands a drug issue, it's Alex Watson. He was 
in Columbia where the situation there is in Brazil. And Alan Garcia 
has been very eee Reg. narcotics. He's taken a very strong 
stand. His ambas to the OAS here has taken a strong stand. And 
we're Gelighted with any government that takes a strong stand against 
narcotic production. Whether or not you could interpret yesterday's 
results as being positive or negative on that, I can't say. 


Q Can I just followup? What role exactly do 
ambassadors play. for example, in negotiati inter-regional or 
international agreements on drug trafficking? Do they play a 
principal role or a supportive role? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: If it is a bilateral, 
yes, they play a principal role. If it's a multilateral, it would be 
shared with them. But in the case of the United Nations where we're 
asking for certain things, that would be sore at the ministerial 
level. But the ambassador is the President's representative in these 
countries and that ambassador is viewed as the President's personal 
Giplomat there. And he certainly has a lot of credibility with the 
host government and he certainly can make the plea with the host 
government better than any other official in a government can on a 
consistent day-by-day basis. 


Q How much will the President be talking about the 
potential role of the U.S. military in some of these countries -- 
what he wants, what he'd like to see, and how to handle the 
resistance we shall get towards that if, let's say, for instance, 
with Mexico who just won't accept then? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: This is one of the 
reasons the President has asked the ambassadors to confer with him on 
what they think should be done because the ambassador in the country 
has a better feeling of the pulse of that country than we do from our 
vantage point here. And that certainly will be a question that the 
ambassadors, I feel like, will raise with the President as to what 
are the rules and regulations in which you gust abide, not only from 
our laws, but from the laws of the other countries in order to make 
this a success. 





In Bolivia -- Bolivia requested -- the Attorney General, 
the Secretary of Defense, certified a state of emergency exisited and 
then we sent the assistance. That worked in Bolivia. That same 
approach may not work in other countries and that's just the reason 
that I think the ambassador's view to the President is so important. 


Q Well, is that to say that the President is going to 
stress to these ambassadors to say, “Well, go back to your embassies 
and stress to your particular governments that we, the United States, 
want to make this a top priority in which our military gets involved 
here because this is a war against drugs.” 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't think the 
President's going to say, “Go back and stress that our military...” 
I think the President's going to stress in what we can do 
cooperatively from an international standpoint, bilaterally and 
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multilaterally, to ease drug production, drug consumption and drug 
trafficking. 


Q But a part of that would be, we want to send our 
military there if you'll let us. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't think -- I think 
if anyone has (= you, from the administration, that a key part is 
sending our ai ry in, then someone has been -- has given a false 
comment because an international pert of this has been, since the 
President made his first policy statement on this in September of 
1981 where he said he wanted a foreign policy that vigorously 
assault, to interdict, destroy -- drugs that were processed, stored, 
transported. So when you go back to his statement then, we've been 
very strongly in favor of doing what is necessary. And we did not -- 
we've -- only time we've used our military is under unusual 
circumstances. 


-Q On the subject of Mexico, where we were just a 
minute ago, the Customs official who caused a such flap a while back 
-- William von Raab, who was quoted just recently, is saying that 
since that particular controversy, there has been -- he has seen 
absolutely nothing changed; the situation is just as bad as it was. 
Would you agree with him on that? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't agree or 
disagree with a person's right to make any statement. Let me go back 
in my own perspective and say I worked in Mexico in the late 70's 
with the eradication ates dual In Mexico, you're dealing with two 
narcotic ie oe re dealing with the opium poppy and you're 
Gealing with the cannabis plant, and in those years, we took the view 
that we were only concer with the opium poppy. The Mexicans said 
we want to destroy cannabis. And in 1979, we had such an aggressive 
campaign in Mexico, that when you would - into @ plantation, there 
would be *5 or 30 plants probably camouflaged. And since that time, 
things have digressed a little bit -- little bit more. And last 
year, production was up significantly in Mexico. And the pecple that 
I worked with in 1979 recently went to Mexico a few months ago. They 
came back and they told me that they believe this fall, which we are 
in now, that the campaign of eradication in Mexico will be as 
efficient as it was before. 


And so that's what I have to base it on -- if you want to 
stop production in Mexico, you have to have a good, strong 
eradication progran. 


Q As efficient as it was, what, in 19 <= 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: In 1979. You're going 
back to utilizing the equipment better. Wow, whether or not that's 
going to be the case, I don’t know. I'd have to go look and see. 
But that is heartening that this is occurring. And these are the 
same people that I worked with in ‘79 and went out into the fields 
with, stayed with out in the wilds of Mexico from Cancun to 
Guadelajara to Oaxaca up to Chihuahua and all of the states of 
Mexico. 


Q Can you give some idea of what's actually involved 
in that eradication effort <-- spraying certainly how many planes, how 
much -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't know how many 
planes we've got down there now; I don't walk around with that in my 
head. But I'm sure that someone at State could give you the exact 
number of planes, international narcotic matters, could give you how 
many planes, and would give you some more information if you wanted 
it on that. 


Q Could you tell me what kind of -- does this 
supercede any kind of a State Department program to have ambassadors 
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discuss this topic? Has this ever been done before, or what -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The narcotic issue at 
State has been discuss«.: with the Chief of Missions. A couple of 
years ago, I went down «: Plorida, we brought the Chief of Missions 
in from South America, che Caribbean area, and we discussed the 
narcotic issue with them. This.is the first time the Secretary of 
State with international matters has asked certain ambassadors to 
come back and sit down for a two-day meeting and discuss it. It is 
historical and it is the first time that I can find in any recorded 
history that we looked at it from this global perspective -- State 
participating, bringing them back, the Vice President participating, 
the President, the First Lady. I've never found another case in 
history this was done. As I mentioned before in ‘71, Nixon. 


Q Why has it taken this long? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't think it has 
taken this long. I think people within the : 
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administration has been out talking on a one-to-one basis. Last year 
at this time I made seven countries in South America. I think what 
we have now is we have an awareness in this country, an awareness in 
the other countries -- and I credit Mrs. Reagan with awareness in the 
other countries -- the First Lady-to-First Lady -- because there is 
such a crescendo building up in countries now. They're more willing 
to do something than before. They recognize that drug abuse 
threatens all cf owr societies, and they're willing to participate. 


Like, as one person mentioned before, Alan Garcia -- the 
government before Alan Garcia was not as concerned with narcotic 
production, they were not concerned with the consumption. Garcia is. 
So what we have now is, you have -~- Pabriz Cordero in Ecuador, you 
have Columbia under Betancur and now under Barcos taking a strong 
stand. You have Lusinchi over in Venezuela taking a strong stand. 
You have now a network of countries that are willing to stand 
together. And this morning I met with a member of Congress of 
Argentina that was concerned. 


So now we have an opportunity to bring these people 
together and work with them in a more regional concept than in the 
past. In fact, we're trying to get a regional concept throughout 
South America that the South Americans have designed, and we're 
working with them on that. 


Q Just a question, is there any chance that some kind 
of master plan or -- like you already intimated that there is some 
kind of a regional concept for the entire continent -- is going to be 
proposed at this meeting of ambassadors or pushed at this U.N. 
meeting next year that the President is going to unveil? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We certainly want to 
express the President's commitment and the urgency which he places on 
this issve unilaterally from our view. But bilaterally in those 
countries we have bilateral relationships with, nd multilaterally 
through the U.N. And this is a very critical time sow to get that 
Gone because next year in June you have the U.N. meeting, and if you 
don't get the host countries and our people working together to come 
up with approaches to deal with the international narcotic 
trafficking syndicates, you're not going to be as effective in your 
meeting in June as you would be otherwise. 


Let me give you an example. We have an international 
treaty -- it's the Single Convention on Warcotic Substances of 1961, 
and we have the psycotropic, but we don't have an international 
treaty regarding trafficking. And now traffickers can cross borders 
at will, and that is one of the important things that the bilateral 
and multilateral approach can take. Extradition treaties -~ we have 
extradition treaties with Columbia. But on the world level, if we 
can get a general extradition treaty covered under the U.N., we'll be 
that much better off. The demand side -- if we can get a worldwide 
attention to reducing the demand, that is going to be a significant 
accomplishment. 


So all of these fit within the concepts of what hopefully 
will come out of this meeting with the President exerting leadership. 
In the past our leadership was trying to get countries to look at us 
and take the views we took, which were very liberal views regarding 
drugs, and now we are trying to rectify some of those years and say 
let's take a strong stand worldwide. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 


END 2:31 P.M. EST 
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SALE TO IRAN, AND HAVE YOU CONSIDERED RESIGNING OVER IT 
IN THE LAST FEW DAYS? 


A: I AM GOING TO HAVE NO COMMENT WHATEVER TO MAKE 
ABOUT ANY ASPECT OF THE IRANIAN SITUATION. 


Q: ae oftemat on Are H gore IT ANY....YOU 00 
NOT WANT TO COMMENT ON 


A: I OON'’T PLAN TO RESIGN. 


Q: HOW ABOUT...CAN YOU TELL US ANYTHING ABOUT THE 
NEETING LAST JANUARY IN WHICH THE IRANIAN SITUATION WAS 
DISCUSSED AT THE WHITE HOUSE? 


A: NO COMMENT ON ANYTHING TO 00 WITH THE IRANIAN 
SITUATION. 


Q: CENTRAL AMERICA: HOW ABOUT ARMS SHIPMENTS TO 
[RAN THROUGH CENTRAL AMERICA? NO, NO. U. S. POLICY 
TOWARD NICARAGUA HAS BEEN TWO TRACK: OIPLOMATIC ANO 
HILITARY PRESSURE TO BRING THEM TO THE BARGAINING 
TABLE. 00 DIPLOMATIC EFFORTS INCLUOE, IN THE US. 
VIEW, INCLUDE PRESSURE ON IGHBORS 
NICARAGUA, TO DISTANCE THENSELVES FROM NICARAGUA 
POSSIBLY JOIN THE TRAOE EMBARGO OR DISTANCE ROU ss 


A: NO, BUT WE OO HAVE A STRONG NEGOTIATING TRACK ANO 
WE ENCOURAGE THE CONTAODORA PROCESS TO MAKE GOOD ON THE 
TWENTY-ONE OBJECTIVES ANO WE ARE i oe cae TO SEE THE 
VARIOUS WAYS IN WHICH T erie wre — 
THEMSELVES, THE FOUR DEMOCRATIC GUNTRIES. SEEM | 
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THEIR OIFFERENT WAYS, TO BE EXPRESSING THEMSELVES MUCH 
NORE ABOUT THE CONTA ‘ STE RPEHODA TATE EOnAT THE THE 
CASE ANO I THINK THAT'S QUITE 

PEOPLE WHO LIVE THERE CLOSEST HAVE A LOT TO SAY 

ABOUT IT. OUR DIPLOMATIC EFFORT CONTINUES TO BE A VERY 
ACTIVE ONE. PHIL HABIB PLANS TO VISIT IN THE REGION 
NEXT WEEK, HE WILL VISIT ALL THE CENTRAL AMERICAN 
COUNTRIES ANO, I THINK MEXICO ANO COLOMBIA, WHICH HE 
OION'T MANAGE THE LAST TIME HE WENT AROUND, SO, WE ARE 
VERY ACTIVE ON THAT FRONT. 
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Q: IS HE ALSO GOING TO NICARAGUA? 
A: | OON'T THINK SO. 


Q: BACK TO THE PREVIOUS SUBJECT: UNDER WHAT 
CONDITIONS 00 YOU THINK, SOMEONE IN YOUR POSITION, 
SHOULO RESIGN? UNDER WHAT CONDITIONS WOULD YOU 
CONSIDER A RESIGNATION? 

A: WELL, I 00 NOT HAVE ANY COMMENT ON THAT SUBJECT. 


Q: MR. SECRETARY, IF THE CONTADORA PROCESS HAS COME TO 
A POSITION WHERE IT MAY HAVE EXHAUSTED ITSELF ANO IT 
HAS TO SEEK A HIGHER...THE PROBLEM HAS TO SEEK A HIGHER 


LEVEL THROUGHOUT T er OAS STRUCTURE, WOULD YOU 
SUPPORT MOVING UP THA ? 


A: WELL, AS I SAID, I THINK IF IT MOVES ANYWHERE, IT 
PROBABLY OUGHT TO MOVE TOWARO CENTRAL AMERICA, AS THE 
REGION WHERE THE PROBLEM IS CENTERED, NOT THAT IT OOES 
NOT HAVE ITS REPERCUSSIONS ELSEWHERE OR, FOR THAT 
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BRIEFING ENROUTE ANOREWS AFB TO GUATEMALA 


MATTER, ALL OVER THE HEMISPHERE, AS | SAY IN MY 

SPEECH. SO THAT IS MY REACTION. I! 00 NOT....BUT I 
WOULO LIKE TO SEE THE CONTADORA PROCESS ACHIEVE WHAT IT 
SET OUT TO ACHIEVE. 
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Q: MR. SECRETARY, CONTINUING ON CENTRAL AMERICA: 
YOUR SPEECH SUGGESTS THAT THERE, AT LEAST IN THIS 









UNCLASSiIFIEO 





UNCLASS IF IEO 


MEETING, THERE ARE NO PARTICULAR NEW INITIATIVES THAT 
THIS COUNTRY INTENOS TO MAKE ANO IF NOT, 00 YOU EXPECT 
ANY FROM ANY OTHER COUNTRY? 














COMMISSION, WHICH I THINK IS A 
Sea ltet gitectaettinn ante Ee o 
STRONGER ORGANIZATION: THIS IS 
BUT I THINK THAT IS AN TRPORTANT INITIATIVE. 
ag TO wy tthe aye THIS 
ECONONIC S10E.” OF COURSE, COMI 
PROBLER OF CAPITAL FLIGHT 1S A CENTRAL ONE) 80, 
TO CALL ATTENTION TO THAT AS WELL, OF oy 


HOVEMENT TOWARD DEMOCRACY AND THE NEED TO ir he ” 


THAT. $0 I 
THE PICTURE HERE. NEWEST ONE IS THE 


I Ty SUPPOSE. THE 
REALLY...MUCH MORE VISIBLE EFFORT ON ORUGS. 


Q: BUT THERE ARE NO INITIATIVES REGARDING NICARAGUA IN 
YOUR SPEECH. O00 YOU EXPECT ANY INITIATIVES FOR OR 
AGAINST THE U.S. POSITION IN THIS MEETING IN GUATEMALA? 


A: 1 SUPPOSE THE THING IN THIS MEETING THAT WILL BE 
DIFFERENT FROM PAST MEETINGS, THAT WILL GET A LOT OF 
DISCUSSION IS THE FISHING OISPUTE BETWEEN ARGENTINA ANDO 
THE U.K. ANO THEY HAVE HAO QUITE A LITTLE DISCUSSION 
UNCLASSIFIED 
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ABOUT IT ALREADY. THAT WILL UNOOUBTEOLY COME UP. 

Q: BUT YOU DO NOT EXPECT ANY... SS MY STION 
IS: 00 YOU EXPECT ANY TRONGER Suppont F Ok SHE U. 
POSITION REGAROING NICARAGUA FROM ANY or” THE Cartne 
AMERICAN COUNTRIES IN THIS MEETING? 

§: THERE HAS BEEN A GRADUAL SHIFTING OF GEARS ON THIS, 


80/4 IN THE U.S. ANO IN THE REGION, ANO THE NATURE OF 
Th NICARAGUAN REGIME IS INCREASINGLY RECOGNIZED FOR 









\T IT IS. ANO, JUST IN ORDER TO EMPHASIZE THAT POINT 
UNCLASSIFIEO 
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IN MY SPEE § Geers 0 COunLe oe Cree ee ree THIS 
OUT. ONE F COSTA RICA, THE PRESIDENT, ANO ANOTHER 
FROM EQuADOR, THE FOREIGN MINISTER. 
































Q: MR. SECRETARY, GIVEN WHAT YOU te 
LITTLE A at ox BY WHAT YOU SAIO 
COSTA RL RICAN "FORE LGN Rint gTERS a ie ara sisi 
T PURSUE THE PROCESS AS re 
INVOLVED IN _ THE £WORL D count. Ou yf yh see AVE SAID 
THAT THEY ARE FURIOUS WITH THF 
MEXICO, COLOMBIA, VENEZUELA - PARTICULARL counts FOR 
eT eee fe eee ACT IONS Rt THe wom 0 COURT 
ae Ask. age RATHER SUPPORTIVE OF 
At OF THIS 1§ SCXT OF TALK... tie’ Be 
ELSE Es EXCEPT OR rote ACT ob i 
ADORA ANO THAT NEEO TO Wy T IN 
R, BECAUSE THERE IS NO O NEGOTIATIO THERE ARE WO 
NEGOTIATIONS GOING ON. YET, YOU SAY ADORA I$ JUST 


DANDY. 


A: I OID NOT SAY IT’S DANDY, I SAIO IT’S BEEN THERE. 
WE SUPPORT IT, WE'D LIKE TO SEE IT BRING ABOUT THE 
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SUBJECT: TRANSCRIPT OF SECRETARY'S ON THE RECORO PRESS 
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RESULT IT SET OUT TO DO WHICH IS THE FULL 21 OBJECTIVES 
AND THAT, IN TERMS OF THE PROCESS AND THE ACTIVITIES, 
THAT THE MOST FRESH THING IN THE PICTURE IS THE 














N 
IDENTIFICATION OF INTEREST BY THE FOUR DEMOCRATIC 
CENTRAL ANERICAN COUNTRIES WHO ARE GOING TO PU . 
UNCLASSIFIED 
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THEMSELVES AT THE CENTER OF WHATEVER PROCESS TAKES 
PLACE AND I THINK THAT IS BASICALLY A GOOD THING. 


UNCLASSIFIEO 
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Q: yOU DON'T THINK IT’S THE TIME 
COUNTRIES TO BEGIN TO TAKE ECONO! 
ACTIONS AGAINST NICARAGUA TO 


A: WE wOULO BE DELIGHTEO T 
ECONOMIC ACTIONS ANO THE POL 
BEGUN 









ANOTHER. 





Q: PRESIDENT AQUINO HAS A VISIT TO . AMIO 
SIGNS OF -- THAT THE COUP PLOTTERS ARE AT WORK IN 

MANILA. WHAT THOUGHTS DO YOU HAVE ON THAT ISSUE GIVEN 
THE STAKES ANO AMERICAN INTERESTS IN THAT COUNTRY? 


A: om STicL HAVE MY CORY DOLL. vemty ) I LOVE 
ihe Ee 


tr 8 hashes PRM 


PLOTTERS, ARE . . SUPPORT HER THAT IS OUR POSITION. 
Q: OO YOU THINK SHE SHOULD FIRE EWRILE? 


A: SHE DOESN'T NEEO ANY SPECIAL ADVICE THROUGH THE 
PUBLIC MEOIA FROM ME. I HAVE GOOO CHANNELS TO HER. 


Q: LAST WEEK YOU MET JACQUES CHIRAC IN PARIS$ ANO THIS 
WEEK THERE'S A RATHER LENGTHY TRANSCRIPT OF THE 
INTERVIEW WITH HIM. HAVE YOU READ THE INTERVIEW? ANO 
I JUST WONDERED WHAT YOUR REACTION IS TO BEING CALLEO 
"PRIMITIVE"? NOT YOU PERSONALLY. 

ANERICAN POLICY IN THE MIDOLE EAST, HE THOUGHT WAS 
PRIMITIVE, AMONG A LOT OF OTHER THINGS THAT HE SAIO. 
UNCLASSIFIED 
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A: WELL, I OION'T REAO THE FULL INTERVIEW. BUT I SA 
JUST A FEW MINUTES a BO a CALLEO ni ATTENTION a 


BOX THEN bu TRE WITH AR. ACHIRAC HE bfoN" 7 0 OVER 


BOX. AND WHEN I ME 
ALL THOSE THINGS WITH ME. 8UT I COULD SENSE THAT HE 


DION’T THINK WE WERE PERFECT. 


Q: MR, SECRETARY, WHAT 00 YOU EXPECT THE OAS TO 00 
CONCERNING THE ARGENTINE-BRITISH FISHING OISPUTE ANO 
PERHAPS NORE IMPORTANTLY WHAT WILL YOUR POSITION BE 








UNCLASSIFIEO 
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BOTH TO THE OAS ANO WHEN YOU MEET WITH FOREIGN MINISTER 
CAPUTO TONIGHT? 


Srematte® he tment 1S THAT RATTER, CONSERVATION, USE 


SETWEN THER. THAT 18 SPU tid eee 
VIENNA, MEN ‘e Mere AMO TLL SAY THE SAME. THE SAME THING 10 AR, 


CAPUTO. 


Q: ARE YOU BEING ASKED TO TAKE SIOES BY EITHER THE 
ARGENTINES OR THE BRITS? 


A: WE ARE NOT TAKING SIOES ANO WE ARE NOT MEDIATING. 
I'M NOT A CANOIOATE FOR A SHUTTLE. 
Q: AR, SECRETARY 


TION OF OUR mee 
CENTRAL AMERICA CHANGED Chanoeo PERCEPT iat Y WITH THE 


OF FUNOS FOR THE CONTRAS? APPROVAL OF THE 
FUNOS FOR THE CONTRAS, MY question” 1S: I°VE READ 
REPORTS THAT SOME OFFICIALS IN CENTRAL AMERICA ARE 
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TAGS: Gaerne GEORGE P.) 

SUBJECT: (PY OF SECRETARY'S ON THE RECORD PRESS 
BRIEFING ENROUTE ANORENS AFB TO GUA 

EXPRESSING SOME MISGIVINGS ABOUT OUR POLICY OF SUPPORT 


FOR THE CONTRAS. HAVE YOU DETECTEO ANY NOTICEABLE 
SHIFT IN THEIR POSITION? 


A: | THINK, SPEAKING OF THE VARIOUS PRIVATE 
UNCLASSIFIED 
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CONVERSATIONS THAT I HAVE AND OTHERS HAVE, THAT THEY 
WOULD BE BASICALLY SCARED TO DEATH IF WE RAN AWAY FROM 
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INDEPENDENCE IN NICARAGUA, 


Q: HAS THE jredinpdeynnineny dni 
SENATE, OOES THAT NOT THAT? 


A: es. OF A COURSE WE'LL CONTINUE TO WORK WITH BOT 











VOTE BY VOTE, I OON’T THINK IT’S CHASED THA [hh 
EITHER. AND I THINK IN TERMS OF CHAIRMANSHIPS, IN 
APPROPRIATIONS AND IN INTELLIGENCE THEY ML WiLL PROBABLY 
WORK FINE AS FAR AS WE ARE CONCERNED, 

FINANCE, ARMEO SERVICES..... 
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Q: MR. SECRETARY ONE LAST QUESTION ABOUT IRAN, + 
YOU BE WILLING TO TESTIFY .....IRAN?..... WOULD YOU BE 


KHL IMG TO, TAGE To, TU Gagne, SO TTEE® OF [Ears 


SURROUNDING THAT INCIOENT? 


A: I AM GOING TO HAVE NO COMMENT ON ANY QUESTION 
CONNECTED WITH THAT SUBJECT. 


ANYSODY FLSE HAVE ONE LAST QUESTION? 


Q. I Ji)? WONDEREO IF YOU CAN BRING US UP TO DATE ON 
UNCLASSIFIEO 

















UNCLASS IF IE0 
MOST CURRENT + a ae BY CUBA, AS YOu'vE 


THE 
DESCRIBED IN THE PAST, OF ARMAMENTS TO NICARAGUA. HAS 
THAT BEEN STEPPING UP IN RECENT WEEKS? 


A: I DON'T oy BY ABOUT Tr conde SuT IT gd od 


HAS By te A A THIS Ls I 
CHAPTER ANU roles PRN ere COMMENT. ELLIOTT? 
A: CABRAMS) THE TONNAGE FOR 1964 WAS THE HI 
EVER. IT HAS ALREADY, AS OF NOVEMBER FIRST, 
EXCEEDED IN 196. SO THIS wILL BE A RECORD YEAR FOR 
TONNAGE OF SOVIET ANO SOVIET BLOCK MILITARY SHIPMENTS 
INTO NICARAGUA. IT WILL EXCEED 20,000 TONS THIS YEAR. 
Q: WHAT WAS IT IN 19847 

A: ABOUT 19,000 TONS IN 1984, 

Q: ‘84 OR ‘85? 


A: ‘O4, IT WENT DOWN IN 1985 AND IT'S COME UP AGAIN. 
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Q: ANO WHAT'S THE LEVEL OF SOPHISTICATION, ELLIOTT? 


A: COPTER HIGHEST LEVEL OF SOPHISTICATION IS THE 


HELICOPTER GUNSHIPS. A AOY 
HUNDRED TANKS. I OON'T KNOW ANY RECENT. DELIVERIES 
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OF TANKS. THEY ARE ALSO GETTING SOME AIR OEFENSES. 





Q: ODIO YOU SEE ANYTHING IN THE PARADE THAT SURPRISEO 
UNCLASSIFIEO 
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You? 


A: I WOULO THINK THAT THE MOST INTERESTING THING ABOUT 
ae WAS THE LARGE NUMBER OF PEOPLE WHO WEREN'T 


Q: WHO WAS NOT THERE? 


A: IN THE FIRST PLACE, THE NUMBERS WERE VASTLY SMALLER 
THAN THEY WERE TALKING ABOUT ANO OF HEADS OF STATE WHO 
WERE THERE TO WITNESS THIS... 


At (CABRANS). THE HEAO OF BURKINA FASO WAS THE ONLY 
FOREIGN HEAD OF STATE TO BE PRESENT. 


Q: MR. SECRETARY, NOW THAT THE EEC HAS RESPONDED TODAY 
TO THE SYRIAN TERRORIST SITUATION, WHAT 00 YOU THINK 
ABOUT THAT? ANO WHAT IS THE US NOW GOING TO 00? YoU 
SAID YOU WERE GOING TO FOLLOW THEIR LEAO ANO WAIT UNTIL 
THEY HAD MADE THEIR DECISION. 


A: WELL, WE WILL STUDY Le a OECIS! TALK TO THEM 
ABOUT IT. I HAO A MEETING ON THE SUBJECT YESTERDAY ANO 
WE HAVE RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE PRESIOENT. I AM SURE 
HE WILL BE FOCUSSING ON IT SHORTLY, 


Q: WHAT SORTS OF THINGS ARE YOU RECOMMENDING? 


A: WELL, I THINK IT IS FOR THE PRESIOENT TO DECIOE. 
WE HAVE A SET OF RECOMMENDATIONS ANO WE WILL MOVE 
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FORWARO ON THEM. BUT I THINK IT JUST IS BEYOND 
QUESTION THAT SYRIA HAS BEEN ANO IS INVOLVEO IN 
TERRORIST ACTIVITIES. THERE IS NOT ONLY THE HENOAW! 
CASE BUT THERE ARE CASES IN PROC OceEss IN FIVE 0 E OTHER 
COUNTRIES, THAT ARE REGULAR vE THE 
NAMES OF THE COUNTRIES ON THE TP OF MY TONGUE HE 


Q: WHAT ARE YOUR RECOMMENDATIONS PARTICULARLY 
REGARDING SYRIA LIKE? WHAT AREAS THEY COVER? CAN YOU 
SPECIFY THEM AT ALL? 


A: [ WOULD RATHER NOT. WE HAVE SENT OVER OUR THOUGHTS 


UNCLASSIFIEO 
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TO THE PRESIDENT, ANO HE Wi\L CONSIDER THEM ALONG WITH 
THE THOUGHTS OF OTHERS, MAKE A DECISION, THEN WE ° 
WILL SAY WHAT OUR DECISION [S, AND | WOULD EXPECT IT 
WILL PROBABLY BE FAIRLY PROMPT. 


Q: ACTUALLY, YOU SAIO IN A SPEECH ey WEEK THE US 


WOULD BE DOING MORE IN TERMS OF TAK action INST 
SYRIA. PRESUMABLY, THE RECOMMENDATIONS THAT 
HEADING. 
A: YES. 


Q: WHAT OO YOU MEAN BY SOON? 

A: WELL, I DON'T KNOW, 

Q: UNILATERAL OR CONCERTED ACTION? 

A: I°M NOT PUTTING ANY DEADLINES FOR THE PRESIOENT. 
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Q: 00 YOU EXPECT TO DISCUSS OR 00 YOU HAVE ANY 
THOUGHTS ON THE HASENFUS CASE WHEN YOU ARE AT THE OAS. 
DO YOU HAVE ANY PLANS TO DISCUSS THAT? 


A: WELL, IT IS OBVIOUSLY A CASE THAT THE NICARAGUANS 
UNCLASSIFIED 
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ARE HANOLING IN A WAY THAT IS SORT OF PART ANO PARCEL 
OF THE WAY THEY 00 THINGS. HE BROUGHT AN ATTORNEY. 
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ORUG PROBLEM ANO I THINK THE EMERGENCE IN THE OAS OF a 
of 
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ae 













THIS ISSUE IS 
PARTICULAR IN 
ECONOMIC GROWTH, IT 
THINK BASICALLY THE 
AND IT'S GRADUALLY TAKI 


SO, I AN VERY PL 
THE OAS NEETING. 
AND HAVE LUNCH THAN 
RESOLUTION MIGHT COME 
AND TRY TO CONTINUE 
BRINGING ABOUT A SAT 
THERE WILL BE ONE- T 
ISSUE. IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS 

OF 




























THEM. YES. 


Q: MR, yt MATT QUINN 


NICARAGUAN REBELS" AT THIS PRETING? 


At 
PROBLEM. ANDO 
HAS TO BE OONE 
BEEN MADE ARE QUITE IMPORTANT 
COUPLE OF THEM IN MY SPEECH SO YOU HAVE THAT. 


Q: MY QUESTION IS A DOUBLE 
TO ASK YOU TO EXPLAIN HOW A 
OF AMERICAN gh oy] LIKE THE UN 
HAS OIPLOMATIC RELATIONS Ff My NIC 
FINANCING WITH A 100 MILLION DOLL 
UNCLASSIFIEO 
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OVERTHROW THAT GOVERMENT. ANO SECONOLY, OON'T You 
THAIN THAT THAT FINANCING 18 THE PRINCIPAL OBSTACLE TO 








A: THE PEOPLE IN NICARAGUA, LIKE PEOPLE IN OTHER PARTS 
OF THE WORLO, WHO FIGHT FOR FREEDOM INDEPENOENCE IN 
THEIR COUNTRY, WILL ‘GET THE SUPPORT UN 
STATES. WHAT'S HAPPENED IN NICARAGUA I 
COMMUNISTS HAVE STOLEN THE SANDINIGTA REVOLUTION. ANO 
THEY ARE NOW SUPPRESSING THEIR OWN PEOPLE, OENYING FULL 
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Q: PRESIOENT CEREZO SAIO YESTERDAY 
SPEECH INAUGURATING THIS OAS GENERAL 
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AMERICA TO IMPLEMENT 
TRANSLATION OF HIS SPEECH. 

PRESIOENT CEREZO TOOAY» wet Trou A 
RELATIONSHIP. ANO I THINK 4 SHARE 

Sane view OF akes Fon 

NICARAGUA. 

Q: MR, SECRETARY, YESTEROAY On THe PLANE YOU SAIO, 
UNCLASSIFIEO 
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INSTRUMENT OF I 
THAT THIS POLICY OF THE UNITED Y 
A: I OON’T BELIEVE TAT YOu gave” 

COMMUNITY BETWEEN THE V 

OF THE UNITEO STATES AND et 

ANO PEACE IN CENTRAL AMER BASICALLY THAT IS TO 
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BACKGROUND BRIEFING 
BY 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL 


The Briefing Roos 
2:00 P.M. EST 


MR. HOWARD: It*s understood that this is ON BACKGROUND, 
ané for the wires, you are embargoed -- you cannot move the stuff on 
the wires until 8:00 p.m. tonight. Is that clear? 


THE PRESS: Yes. 
MR. HOWARD: Okay. 


MR. ROUSSEL: Everybody got that? Wobody has got any 
questions on that now, right? So dcam't -- say “Hey, I didn’t hear 
it.* 


MR. HOWARD: Wo transmission on the wire -- okay. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don’t really have an 
opening statement, but let me just make a fer orief remarks, then 
I*ll take your questions. 


As we have said from the very beginning, we are still 
very much concerned about the lives of the hostages, and we are 
concerned about our broader interests in the Persian Gulf, and 
specifically ican, which we will get to in a little bit. But because 
of all of the speculation which by itself puts at risk the operations 
that we've been involved with, the President decided to make a speech 
tonight at 6:00 p.m. to the national television audience with the 
point being of laying out more of the information about what we've 
been involved with, with the hopes of stopping speculation and 
creating more damage. 


It -- and I will try to answer many of your questions 
today. There are some things that we still do not want to talk 
about, and I hope by the end of this background briefing you will 
have a better appreciation of what's involved and why we're 
reluctant. So with that, let me run over what our four basic goals 
have been in this project that have been ongoing for roughly the past 
18 months. 


First, our goel has been the restoration of a stable 
relationship witn tan; the sevunc, an nOMOTad.e ena to the Iran-Iraq 
wat and greater stability in the Gulf region; third, the elimination 
of state-sponsored terrorism and subversion; and lastly, but not 
least, certainly, the safe return of all the hostages. So with that 
brief introduction, why don't I just turn to questions? I think it's 
probably the simplest thing. 


Q From all of the discussion, apparently, with the 
leaders yesterday and presumably in the President's speech tonight 
about these larger goals, isn't it not the case that the areas and 
weapons that were shipped to Iran were done so with an eye toward an 
indirect relationship to the fourth goal, which was the hostages and 
not your other goals? 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's absolutely 
incorrect, David. 


Q But can you spell that out and explain it? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: From the very beginning, 
our -- actually, from the beginning of this administration, we have 
been looking at the problem of Iran and how to move back in the 
direction of a more stable relationship. Iran occupies a very 
strategic geographical position in the world. It is one of the 
shortest routes to warm water for the Soviet Union, it sets along one 
side of the Persian Gulf, the world’s greatest reserve of oil, and it 
is essential that Iran remain a sovereign country that's at peace 
with her neighbors so that the Gulf remains open, the oil flows to 
the rest of the world, and of course, it's not in our strategic 
interest for the Soviets to have access, direct access down to the 
Indian Ocean. 


So the conclusion that we somehow are just trying to put 
the icing on the cake here by coming up with these other objectives 
as a last-minute thought is entirely wrong. The President signed a 
policy document many months ago that clearly lays out all of these 
objectives, and that policy document has been briefed to appropriate 
Congressional leaders and will be briefed further. 


Q Well, if I could follow-up my question, you didn't 
respond to the question of the link between the weapons and the 
hostages. Is it not true that the first shipment of weapons came at 
-- right around the time that Benjamin Weir was released? If you 
were doing this for so long, why did you -- why is it that the timing 
of those two things coincide? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OVFICIAL: Let's talk about that. 
Ficst, let me make clear that all of the material that we have 
transferred to Iran, if you put all of it together, it could be 
placed in a single cargo aircraft. It is all defensive material. 


Q What does that mean? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, we don't want to 
get into the specifics of actually -- let me go OFF THE RECORD now, 
and I will explain to you why we don’t want to reveal the specifics 
of what we've actually transferred. So this part's off the record, 
and I'll go -- 


Q Excuse me. If you touch on things that we already 
know, we're not barred by -- from putting them in the paper about the 
nature of this stuff that’s <-- some of it's been reported on. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You sound like a sea 
lawyer, David. 


Q Well, I just don‘t want you to think I'm violating 
the ground cules if I report what this material was, because some of 
it we already know. 


SENIOR AUMiniSTRATION OFFICiAn: well, nese, i€t me siay 
off the record and try to help you understand what the problem is 
here. Iran obviously has been getting arms from much of the world 
now for the entire six-year period, because they have been fighting 
the war for six years. They've gotten arms from China, from the 
Koreas, from Western Europe, from other countries in the Middle East, 
and there are numerous arms shipments going into Iran. We have been 
working for many years now to try to staunch that flow. 


Now, the amount of material that we've actually 
transferced is miniscule, has absolutely no impact on the balance in 
the war. It has been done primarily as a demonstration of good faith 
on Our part in carrying out this dialogue with certain factions 











within Iran. Now, if we reveal actually what went in, amounts, 
dates, specifics, then the factions that are not operating in our 
interest in Iran will use that information to use it against those 
factions that are more moderate and that are trying to help. 


So we don't want to reveal precisely what went in, the 
amounts, the dates, and so forth. But I can say that the material is 
all defensive. Now, let me give you an example. For example, and 
don't infer -- I'll go back ON BACKGROUND now -- don't infer from 
this that we've transferred these things, but for example, air 
defense material would be defensive. And -- 


Q Including surface-to-air missiles? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: A surface-to-air missile 
would be defensive. That's a -- you know, it can't 
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be used to attack, but it can be used to defend the country. For 


instance, an anti-tank weapon would be a defensive weapon. A sea 
mine would be a defensive -- well, now, that wouldn't be a defensive 


weapon -- think of other examples. 
Q Radar equipment? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Radar would be 
defensive. 


Q Spare parts for F-4's. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I wouldn‘t call that 
offensive -- I mean, I wouldn't call that defensive. I'd call that 
offensive. 


Q And we understand, since you said on background, 
that only defensive weapons were shipped and -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I said that -- yes, on 
background, only defensive weapons were shipped. 


Q And you're not classifying spart parts to be 
aircraft and defensive then can we safely assume -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You can assume that we 
did not send those. 


Q Now, when you say, “We sent,” are you talking about 
-- are you including the Israelis sending on the big -- 


SENIOR ADMINSTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm not saying anything 
about the Israelis. 


Q But when you say, “we,” are you trying to direct -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm talking about the 
United States. 


Q Are you making -- are you making a distinction 
between whether it was sent directly or through intermediaries? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: What I'm saying is, that 
the United States -- and the United States -- with the United States 
government agreeing, transferred this, in total, one cargo plane full 
of defensive material to Iran. 


Q Can you tell us, sir, why it was necessary to 
establish an arms relationship in the first place? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, the problem here 
is that -- that ever since 1979 there has been a lot of suspicion on 
both sides after the taking of our embassy there and our departure 
from Iran. As some of you probably remember, and the President will 
point out in his speech tonight, in 1979, Brzezinski made contact in 
Algiers with a member of the Bazargon government. That was revealed, 
and as a result, the Bazargan government fell because the radical 
elements in Iran took advantage of that. And ever since that time, 
representatives of the lian.an government, have beén very leery about 
any contact with the United States for fear of their own existence. 


So one of the major hurdles that we've had to overcome 
here, during this administration, was how to reach out to Iran in 
such a way that we made contact with responsible government officials 
that had moderate views, and through which we could have some sort of 
dialogue with, at least, portions of the government. 


Now, because of the extremely bad situation between the 
United States and Iran, it's been very difficult to do that. It took 
us a long time to find these contacts that we've been in contact 
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with. And one of the problems has been showing -- has Leen the 
problem of showing good faith on our part. And the mechanism that's 
been used to show good faith has been this transfer, and again, I 
reiterate, is a very small amount of material. All the stories in 
the paper about F-4 parts, about the Danish ship and the Seaman's 
Union, and the numerous aircraft flights, most all those stories are 
simply not true. At least not true from the standpoint that the U.S. 
government was involved in those shipments. We were not. And I's 
not being cute here saying that we were winking at somebody else 
doing it because we have sincerely been trying to limit the amount of 
arms that are transferred because our position remains the same with 
regard tc the war. We'd like to see an end to the bloody war. 


And our position has always been that the only way to 
solve it is through a negotiated solution that presents an honorable 
conclusion to the war in such a way that the territorial integrity of 
both countries is protected. 


Jacques? 


Q As proof of good faith, did the Iranians on their 
side help for the release of some American hostages? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: All right, let's talk 
about that connection. And that gets back to the basic point here, I 
guess that Dave had first raised. There are several factions within 
the government of Iran. There are basically three. There is a 
conservative faction, a moderate or middle-of-the-road faction, and a 
radical faction -- or more radical faction. 


The conservative faction generally wants the war with 
Iraq to stop, would like to see a better relationship with the United 
States. And the middle-of-the-road faction is just that. The 
radical faction still wants to continue the revolution by exporting 
it. It still wants to remain involved with terrorism and is opposed 
to a relationship with the United States. 


In going through that preamble, Jacques, I forgot your 
precise question. 


Q Did the Iranians show some good faith in helping you 
to release the hostages? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Oh, all right, yes, all 
right. Now, the hostages, we have felt, were taken and held by 
various factions of the Hezbollah, which is a political/religious 
party within Lebanon. Iran has some influence over the Hezbollah. 
The elements that we have been dealing with have some influence over 
the Hezbollah. They do not have -- I don't think you'll find anybody 
in the U.S. government who would say that Iran has total control over 
what the Hezbollah do. The only known demand, or let's say, the most 
significant demand by the Hezbollah that are holding the -- at least 
some of the U.S. hostages -- and here on the U.S. hostages, I want to 
make a distinction between Buckley, Weir, Jenco, Jacobsen, Sutherland 
and Anderson, one the one hand, and the more recent three, Reed, 
Cicippio and Tracey, I guess it is. 


The group that we feel, and again, we don't know this ‘fo: 
absolute fact, there's still some assessment and judgment involved, 
but we think that probably the same group has been involved in the 
taking and holding of the first six. Their only stated demand has 
been the release of the Dawa prisoners in Kuwait. And the U.S. 
government's position on that has been very clear, that we won't do 
anything to pressure Kuwait to release those prisoners who were 
convicted in a Kuwaiti court of law for terrorist crimes, including 
ore of several people, the bombing of our embassy and other 

acilities. 


And, you know, it is on the basis that we have not dealt 
Girectly with the Hezbollah. In fact, we have never had a direct 


MORE 

















approach from them. We don't know for certain exactly which people 
are involved. But from their reports through third parties and frosz 
their public claims we know that their major demand is the release of 
the Dawa prisoners, which we will not and cannot, for that matter, 
meet because the Kuwaiti government isn't going to let them go. 


So it's on the basis, -- the President has stated that 
our policy with regard to terrorism and not negotiating with the 
captors remain intact. It‘s based on the fact that indeed we have 
not dealt with these captorg. But we have told the moderate elements 
within Iran that we've been dealing with, that the major obstacle to 
progress in any kind of a constructive relationship with the United 
States depends on their stopping terrorism and also depends on our 
getting the hostages back because, I think, the President has 
rightfully thought that there is no way that the American public 
would understand a better relationship with Iran as long as there was 
the suspicion here that somehow Iran was involved in the taking and 
hold of those hostages. 


Now, an interesting thing happened shortly after -- we 
dealt through gore than one channel to the government of Iran, and 
that's an important point. But shortly after we began discussions in 
the first channel we got an agreement from the elements that we were 
dealing with that there would be no more hostage taking or terrorist 
incidents conducted against the United States by Iran or by any 
groups supported by Iran. 











Q How long ago was that? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It was about -- I'd have 
to go back and check for sure, Bernie, but it was about 18 months ago 
-- about the time that the first channel started -- roughly 18 months 
ago. Don't hold me to that, but I'd have to go back and check the 
records to be sure. But we went for a long period of time; in fact, 
it was up until the taking of Reed that we felt that that held true. 
And we didn't have any evidence of Iranian involvement with -- to 
answer your question, it probably gets a little closer -- would be -- 
it would have been sometime after the taking of the last of the first 
six, whichever one that was. I can't remember. They said they would 
do that and what we observed was exactly that. We went for about a 
year without any hostages being taken. 


Now, we also, as I said, told them that the only way that 
we could have a positive relationship with them was if we got the 
hostages back and so that had to be one of the conditions. 


Okay, let's go to another question here. 


Q Why, then, was the Secretary of State said to be so 
upset if it was a matter of geopolitics and strategic interests 
rather than getting the hostages out -- why would it prompt talk of 
resignation by the Secretary of State? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, the Secretary of 
State never said that. As you know, he has said that he is not going 
to resign. 


Let me say that -- and this is an important point as to 
who all has been involved here and the reporting on this has not been 
accurate and I'm not criticizing you for that, because we haven't 
told you. But I just -- I mean, I don't want to tell you the dangers 
of speculation or relying on nonauthoritative reports. When this 
project, through -- when it became clear to us that we had a 
possibility of reaching to -- through to some of the more modern 
elements within Iran -- when that became obvious to us -- and we 
worked for a long time before the 18-month period to figure out how 
we might do this -- but when we decided to start on this project with 
these goals that I gave you in the beginning, we had meetings with 
the President in which all of his national security advisers were 
involved. They all made recommendations to the President. The 
recommendations weren't all the same. I'm not going to give you the 
details about who recommended what. The President listened to all of 
the recommendations, understood the risks that were involved, and 
decided that it was in the national interest of the country to go 
ahead. 


In carrying out the operation, the knowledge of the 
details have been extremely limited. In fact, we were successful for 
almost 18 months in keeping the details quiet. We are convinced, if 
we had not done it secretly, we wouldn't have made the progress that 
we think we've made. It was not only important to the hostage lives, 
but it was also important to protect the channels that we had -- and 
hopefully still have, although we admit that they're at risk at this 
point -- into Iran. The appropriate operational agencies of the 
government have been involved. It has not been an NSC “cowboy” run 
operation. Our people have certainly been involved, but so have the 
other operational agencies of the government. 


Q One of the main criticisms -- I'm sorry. 


Q If I can just -- you said that one of <-- is that 
what you will tell Congress when it says did you circumvent the 
reporting requirements to us that would have been triggered by CIA 
involvement by putting this at the NSC. Is that what you will tell 
them? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's exactly what we 
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told them yesterday. And we will tell them in more detail. We state 
unequivocally that we have complied with all of the appropriate laws 
involved. In fact, one of the previous directors of Central 
Intelligence, I'm told, made a statement the other day. It was 
critical of us, because they thought we had not included appropriate 
operational agencies of the government and he made the point that 
during the Carter administration, the laws involving the oversight of 
the Congress were modified to make it specifically clear that there 
are occasions where the President can do the consulting and rep 1%, 
to Congress after the fact. 


Q Can you also discuss the legalities on the arn 
embargo and the arms export act statutes -- how that does or ¢ces not 
come into play here? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'll try to answer that 
question, but it -- to answer it fully, you've got to get involved 
into the operational details, which I don't want to get into. But 
the arms embargo is an Executive Order. And, of course, the 
President can waive -- that's a Presidential document -- the 
President can waive that. 


Q Has that been rescinded by President Reagan? Has 
anything -- has he signed anything that's taken any of the weight out 
of that? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: He has signed a document 
that has authorized this project and that, in effect, is the 
governing document I think is the best way to say it. 


Q When did he sign that? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: In January of 1986. 


Q And did that make any specific reference to military 
sales or transfers? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It covered all aspects 
of our project. 


Q Were there any transfer -- were there any arms 
transferred -- well, two questions. Were there any arms transfers 
before the President signed this document? And, second, was it 
Attorney General Meese who told you that this was legal? Did you 
consult with him? Was he the one who gave the legal approval? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: On all operations of 
this kind, the Attorney General passes on the legality and there was 
no exception in this case. 


Q When did he do that? Before the President signed 
this directive? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Before the President 
signed this directive. 


Q So he was informed from the beginning of the entire 
operation? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: As I said, all of the 
appropriate senior national security advisors, and Ed Meese is 
considered in this administration as one of those, have been 
involved, were consulted from the beginning. 

Q Since this operation has been underway -- 


Q The second part of that question -- were any of the 
shipments or transfers done before the directive was signed? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That would have been 
MORE 














illegal and I have said we didn't do anything illegal. We complied 
with all of the laws. 


Q So you're saying that the reports of shipments being 
done last summer, last September, that they are not through the 
United States? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: They are not related to 
the U.S. government. 


Q You said that the channels in Iran are now at risk 
as a result of this operation being at least partially blown. So it 
would appear our relationships with other governments in the Middle 
East -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't agree. We have 
talked to many of the governments in the Middle East and, frankly, 
some of those government -- I don't want to identify which ones -- 
have been encouraging us for a long time to try to talk to Iran. 
Governments in Europe, governments in Asia have encouraged us to open 
channels to Iran. As I said earlier, we've been trying for a long 
time to do just that, but it's been very difficult to do. And we 
have not explained all of the details to our friends in the Middle 
East, but I am convinced that once we do and they understand the 
details -- the President's speech tonight will go further than we 
have gone with them -- and I predict that the reaction will be nearly 
uniformly positive. 


Q Well, you, on several occasions, were disappointed 
in getting some of the hostages back. Did that lead you to question 
the good faith of the people you were dealing with? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, it didn't. This is 
-- it -- like many issues that we're involved with, these are very 
difficult issues. If they were cut and dried I guess the job 
wouldn't be any fun, although I'd probably get more rest. 


Q Why -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Let me finish answering 
the question. It ~- the only thing it demonstrates is that at least 
the factions that we have been in contact with don't have total 
control over the captors. And the big hangup here has been that we 
are unwilling to do anything to meet the captors’ demand. And so 
there's -- the people that we've been dealing with have had to use 
persuasion and jawboning to get what we've got. 
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Q Could you tell us something about visits of U.S. 
officials to Tehran, whether there have been gore than one visit -- 
something like that? If I could follow-up when you're finished. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I will talk a 
little bit about that since the Iranians themselves have said 
something about that. Bud McFarlane did go on a mission at the 
President's direction to Tehran in May of last year. 


Q Last year? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, May ‘86 -- excuse 
me -- ‘86 -- May of ‘86. 


Q Excuse me. Is that it? (Laughter.) 
Q Have you seen the tapes? (Laughter.) 


Q Could I ask one more follow-up question and then 
maybe another one? Rafsanjani, in his November 4th speech, said that 
the Iranians had monitored McFarlane's communication with officials 
in Washington. The Soviets went in one further. They said Tass -- 
invested in the foreign broadcast -- that McFarlane talked to the 
President himself. Did he talk to the President himself from Tehran? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. 
Q And one further question -- 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: He talked to me. 


Q Oh, he talked to you? Okay. (Laughter.) And one 
last question, as far as I'm concerned is he talked before -- you're 
talking -- apparently, the President's talk about speculation, about 
how harmful speculation is in this case, and it intrigues me because 
the speculation was begun not by American reporters, but by al Sira 
which is this pro-Syrian weekly magazine, and was later elaborated on 
by the Iranians themselves. And I'm wondering if this hasn't always 
been a risk in this kind of an operation? And if it was, how did you 
measure it? * 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It has been a risk and 
it was one of the risks that we considered from the very beginning. 
I think -- I'm trying to decide how much more to say -- there is a 
lot of political in-fighting going on now in Iran. There have been 
arcests of quite a number of people. The various factions are 
jockeying for position. And it's my assessment that the reason that 
Bud's trip there was revealed has to do with that political 
infighting. There are, as I said, the radical faction is opposed to 
an improved relationship with the United States. 


Q -~- a few things on the shipments, just to clarify 
this. Any shipments that were made prior to January of 1986 you're 
saying the U.S. had no role in, either condoning, winking, 
encouraging, Or anything of that nature? Is that correct? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's correct. 


Q Did you know about them and try to argue against 
them? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We have argued with many 
of the countries of the world against shipping material. But I can 
go down -- well, I won't go down, but we have information of country 
after country, European allies, Middle Eastern friends, Asian 
friends, that still continue to ship arms. 


Q So in no way did you condone or encourage it? And 
when you said that there was one cargo plane-worth of equipment, are 
yOu suggesting that there was only one transfer or that there were 
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several flights -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, I wasn't suggesting 
that. 


Q So there were several flights equal to the 
equivalent. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Small amounts -- not 
several, but a few. 


Q A few. Could you say then what prompted the release 
of Benjamin Weir then in September of ‘85? What event do you think 
was related to his release? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I think that it 
was a matter of our talking to the contacts through our channel, 


making the case as to what our long-range objectives were, 
demonstrating our good faith -- 


Q How did you do that? 

Q How was that done? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, that was one of 
the motivations behind the small amount of stuff that we transferred 
to then. 

Q But that was done later? 


Q But where -- before this January document was 
signed? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The problem is -- and 
don't draw any inferences from this -- but there are other countries 
involved, but I don't want to confirm what countries those are and -- 
because I think that it is still important that that be protected. 
And going back to the question you asked me earlier, there was one 
shipment that was made not by us, but by a third country prior to the 
signing of that document. 

Q This shipment to Israel? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm not confirming that, 
George. 


Q Was that on our behalf? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It was done in our 
interests. 


Q Sir, what -- 
Q Was that before Weir was released? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I honestly don't know. 
And if I knew, I don't think I would tell you preciseiy. 


Q You just said previously that you did not condone 
any shipments. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I went back and 
corrected -- there was one exception and that was the one I just 
described. 

Q And that was -- 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That was it. 

Q And that was around the time of Weir's release. 
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When you said demonstrating our good faith we have to assume -- infer 
from what you've said that there was some kind of quid pro quo. 


SENIOR AOMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It was in the general 
time frame. 


Q Sir, one version -- several versions of the 
chronology suggest that at each of the point of these releases you 
expected all or several of the hostages to be released all at once; 
bargaining, in effect, went back and forth; you only got one and the 
impression has gotten out that each time the Iranians raised the 
ante; that you were, in effect, caught in a bad bargaining cycle. Is 
that correct? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Weli, it isn‘*t correct. 
It has been, again, a matter of not having total control over the 
captors and it's been our unwillingness to meet the demands of the 
captors. They simply baven't been able to -- even though our 
objective and our preference would have been to get all of the 
hostages out, we've been unable to do that. 


Q But the Iranian interlocutors haven't come back and 
said this isn't enough, we're going to need more? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, it's been much more 
complex than that. It's been a matter of the people that we've been 
Gealing with through this channel having to exert more effort, take 
more risks on their part. 


Q Can you give us an idea what effect the President's 
speech might have on the fate of the hostages or on the -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's a no-win answer. 
(Laughter .) 


Q Yes, right. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You force us into a 
position where we've got to reveal it, then you're going to ask us if 
it does any damage. 

Q Well, we didn't force you to do anything. 

Q Did you vote against it? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm not going to answer 
that question, Johanna. 


Q Can you tell us why and how McFarlane got involved? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Down at the end first. 

Q I just want to clear up One point about 
Congressional notification. Did you notify -- did the administration 
notify, subsequent to the signing of the directive, anyone on the 
Congressional Intelligence Committee -- staff or members -- before 
word of this operation leaked out in Al Sira? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 


Q And that was based on what portion of the iaw that 
permits you to do that? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It's Section 501 of the 
National Security Act of 1947. 


Q That's the -- is that the timely basis? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's right. After the 
fact. The President's judgment as to what's timely. 
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Q And your reasons for doing that, which I's sure 
you'll be asked about when you get to the Hill, for not notifying 
them until after the fact? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The reasons were because 
of the sensitivity of the operation and the safety of the hostages -- 
the lives that were involved, both our own plus Iranian. 


Q Can I clear something up on the document, too? Did 
the President sign a document 18 months ago that kind of laid out the 
broad outlines of this project and then sign something else back in 
January that served as implementation or whatever you want to call 
it? Is that the case or was there just one document in January? 
What are we talking about? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There were discussions 
before January and a document in January. 


Q Why and how did McFarlane get involved? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We wanted somebody that 
the President had trust and confidence in that would not be missed 
from the Washington scene for a period of time. 


Q Can you say on the few shipments after 1986, were 
they in the general time frame of the release of Father Jenco and 
then David Jacobsen? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Again, I don't want to 
get involved in the details ot that because that wili on.y play into 
the hands of the more radical elements within Iran because they'll be 
able to figure out -- look, the country has been fighting a war for 
six years. They've got flights and shipments coming into Iran nearly 
everyday. And if we provide the details as to when shipments 
arcived, then the radical elements will be able to figure out who was 
Geaiing with the United States. 


Q I'm not asking for the details. I'm asking whether, 
as in the case of Benjamin Weir, there's a relationship between -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, I'm just not going 
to get into that. Other than -- the relationship is as I was 
discussing before, that it was a matter of our demonstrating good 
faith and trying to provide some support to the moderate elements 
because they've got to get -- the people that we're dealing with have 
got to have some credibility within the country. And they've got to 
be able to show that their connections, 
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you know, are operating to the benefit of Iran. 


Q Well, was there any other way that this governaent 
could have demonstrated good faith -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We could not think of 
any. 


Q There are no other options, other than -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm not saying that 
there aren't any others, but we just simply couldn't think of 
anything else that was effective. 


Q They had asked for armas. I mean, how did it come 
about? pid they specifically request arms? Or -- because the 
ambassador yesterday talked about releasing assets. I mean, there 
are lots of other things that this government could do. How did that 
pes cseules demonstration of good faith get chosen? Whose idea was 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm not going to get 
into all -- those are too many operational details. 


Q All right. Well, without saying who -- what is the 
rationale for that particular act of sending of armaments, especially 
when, you know, there is this arms embargo that's out there? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Look, you know, the aras 
embargo is because of -- we don't want unlimited amounts of material 
my shipped to further the war, and what we were doing was not 

at. 


Q Well -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: And it had to be very 
carefully controlled, obviously, and there is nothing at all 
inconsistent with having an arms embargo and the President 
authorizing some specific waivers of that embargo. 


Q Well, some analysts in the war claim that one of 
Iraq's major military advantages are tanks, and that Iran was very 
short on anti-tank weapons. And you -- well, you didn‘t speficially 
Say that you've sent anti-tanks -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, I did not say -- 


Q -- you said that that does fall in the category of 
Gefensive weapons, and other sources have reported that they included 
anti-tank weapons, and that's considered by people in the Middle East 
aS @ major gain -- military gain for Iran to try to turn the tide in 
the war. Do you -- what's your response to that? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We have watched very 
carefully the status of the war all along the front. And as I said, 
our objective here is to not have any winners or losers. And what we 
want is a negotiated solution by both sides. And we have worked in 
that direction, and notnThg we*ve done is inconsistent wich thet. 


Q You said the anti-tank weapons? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You're trying to pin me 
Gown as to what we've said, and I'm not going to answer it. 


I'm wondering if you could -~ I'm sorry. Well, I 
just -- it's actually a follow-up to your earlier question, I 
believe. You started to talk about what contacts U.S. officials have 
had with Iranians, and you got as far as Bud going there in May. 
There have also been reports that Ollie was with Bud on that trip, 
that you and Ollie went when Bud was still the National Security 
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Adviser, met with Iranian officials in Geneva in ‘85, I believe, and 
thet Bud and Ollie have made other contacts with Iranian officials oz 
theic intereediaries in New York and Europe. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm not going to get 
into the details of the other seetings or visits. 


Q And that Ollie went to Tehran by himself once, on 
another trip. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There has been one trip 
to Tehran -- the trip I mentioned. 


Q What about -- well, can you just say -- 
Q One trip other than the trip -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, the trip that I 
mentioned, Bud's trip was the only trip. 


Q To Tehran? 
Q But have there been contacts in Europe or elsewhere? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There obviously have 
been lots of contacts -- in Europe, in the United States. But I's 
not going to get into the details of who was involved in the trips. 


Q If I cowld go back to your point, you say there's 
nothing inconsistent about having an arms embargo and also having the 
President authorize waivers. What's the President's view about, 
though, preaching to the rest of the world that there ought to be an 
arms embargo? It wasn't simply something we imposed on ourselves, 
but we tried to impose on them. Did he say at the moment that you 
asked, or others asked him to approve the waivers that this is worth 
it? How did he justify doing something -- saying one thing to the 
world and doing another? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Look, I mean, I guess it 
must be awfully hard to understand or I*m not articulating it very 
well. The amount of material that was shipped was miniscule -- had 
absolutely no effect on the balance of the war. It was, again, 4 
demonstration of good faith and an indication that the people that we 
were dealing with could gain some support from the United States. 
Now, we don’t want unlimited shipments from the United States, we 
don't want unlimited shipments from Germany, from France, from China. 
And we have worked to try to prevent that. We are not -- we will 
admit that we are not totally successful; arms still get through. 

But we don’t want an uncontrolled supply to fuel the war, because 
we're trying to bring it to an end. 


Q But you know as well as I, Reagan is a man of 
principle. How did he justify -- even on @ miniscule basis, breaking 
the principle that he had articulated? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We have never said that 
we weren't shipping arms to Iran. That would be the matter of 
principle, if we 6 séid we'd never Shipped My.” We’ traven't commented 
on it. At the same time, we've worked to stop uncontrolled 
shipments. I don't see anything inconsistent with that at all. 


Q I thought -- I'm sorry, I thought it was our policy 
not to ship arms, whether or not you had said it or not. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It is owe policy not to 
ship in an unrestricted way arms to Iran. 


Q I thought it was a policy not to ship any arms to 


Iran. 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We have never said that. 


Q So all along, we had a policy of telling the world 
we don't want sajor shipments, but we sight be able to ship a sszall 
amount? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You know, the world is 
very ccaplex, and this sounds very pedantic, and I don't sean it to 
be that way. Sut when you're try to accomplish something like 
this, you have to use unconventional sethods. And this was a case 
where we thought that in teres of furthering our long-ters 
objectives, which we think are very important in teras of -- 
establish a more stable celationship with Iran, ending the Iran-Iraq 
war, that saking some waivers in this case to ship a very small 
amount of material was a justified deviation from our public policy. 


How, if we had made it public that we were doing this, we 
would have defeated what we were ae to do. So, I mean, how do 
you go about trying to solve a difficult problem like this when that 
may be the only way you can do it. 


Well, the only thing I would ask you is, the 
President's credibility has always been high, you know, and he's 
stood for principles around the world and said we stand for 
democracy. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We are still standing 
for principles. We're standing for a very important principle -- the 
end of the Iran-Iraq war. 


Q One of the -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: -<--, the end of terrorisa, 
the end of hostage-taking. Those are very important objectives. 


Q And you don't think they've been undermined at all 
by the disclosure. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wot at all. 


Q GQMMBEEEED one of the criticisas of the whole 
operation was that there was no sense among the NSC and the other 
people -- participants. What will happen if this thing leaked, as it 
eventually did, and the ripple effect of that, and the damage control 
that would result, which is exactly what's happening now? Was there 
any thought given to that? 





SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Oh, absolutely. But you 
see, the damage, or the possible damage of this being revealed at 
this point is that it 2, damages the chance of getting the 
other hostages out soon. We'll have to figure out probably at this 
point some other way to go about the problem, because the President's 
not going to forget about them. He worries about the hostages being 
over there every day. It may very likely damage the prospects for 
progress with Iran, but I don't think that once the allies, our 
European allies understand what we were doing, will have any trouble 
accepting that and understanding, and I don't think our soderate Arab 
friends will have any trouble with it. So I doen't ¢thiak these's any 
Gamage there. And I think once the American people understand it, 
they won't have a problem with it. | 


Q What -- 
Q On that -- 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: So there's damage, but 


that damage, you know, that would have existed if we'd set back and 
not done anything. So I mean, it's a sero sum game. 








Q Not unrelated to both of those previous questions, 
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could you comment on this speculation, the commentary that President 
Reagan, precisely because he is a man of compassion who does worry 
about hostages was more or less bamboozled into approving this on 
grounds that it was to get the hostages out, when in fact people 
underneath him had other agendas? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. You will -- he will 
tell you tonight, and if you have a chance to talk to him, he will 
tell you very emphatically that it was a combination of all of the 
objectives that I've listed. 


Q Nobody sold it to him as a hostage release -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wobody had to sell to 
him. I can assure that. 


Q But he had asked for it on that ground? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, the President 
didn't conceive of the plan. The channel and the possibility -- he 
has known since the beginning of the administration that we were 
working on ways of trying to reach out to moderate elements within 
Iran. That's been one of our long-term objectives. And when he was 
presented with the possibility of using this channel in this way, he 
listened to the discussion, he listened to the comments on the 
proposal by the other Cabinet officers that are responsible, listened 
to all of their input, and said, okay, this is what I want to do. 


Q but by this time, he had met with hostace relatives, 
is that right? 


SENIOR ADMINISTR’ VION OFFICIAL: I'd have to go back and 
check. I don't know. 


Q Could I follow -- 


Q Is that channel still open at this point? 
Obviously, you've done some quick assessments over the last 24 or 36 
hours in coming to a decision this morning to go public to the extent 
which you'll go public tonight. Is that because the channel has been 
Closed? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Our best assessment at 
this time is, at least of this moment, the channel is still open. 
Whether it will remain that way is speculative. 


Q If I can go back to the process question, you've 
made it quite clear that there is this effort to reach out to these 
factions in Iran for going back quite a ways. You've also made it 
Clear that at a certain point, the President authorized the good 
faith effort to ship the very small amount of weapons. Was there not 
a period after that, I'm thinking perhaps in February, March or April 
of this year, in which because of objections from Cabinet members, 
the President decided to terminate the arms part -- not the 
diplomatic part, but the arms part -- said there was never any 
interruption in it, once it was decided to go forward. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Theie w&s interruption, 
but not for that reason. 


Q Can you tell me the reason? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We needed a period of 
reassessment. As to -- you know, one of the difficulties, and we 
aren't using the same channel wf aid that we started off using. And 
one of the difficulties that we've had is knowing exactly -- Or -- we 
seldom know exactly -- but getting a good assessment as to what was 
happening in Tehran. And as we have learned things, we've changed 
our method of operation some. And so there have been more than one 
Slow-down in the dialogue while we assessed and tried to figure out 
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what the next best step would be. 

Q How many arms shipments have there been in all? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don‘t want to answer 
that, Bernie, but again, let me go back and say that the total, sum 
total of the weight and cube of what's been transferred could be 
carried in one cargo aircraft. 

Q The value on it? 

Q Excuse me. 

Q The arrest of Hashemi and all -- 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: <-- not -- value -- 

Q Is the arrest of Hashemi and his associates -- are 
all linked to this effort on the part of the United States? Or would 
you prefer not to answer that? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I'll answer it if 
you all will answer a question. What's in the public domain on 
Hashemi? 

Q He's arrested. He's arrested. His office has been 
taken over by Rafsanjani and military intelligence. All of his 
associates have been arrested. He's believed to have been -- he and 
the Soviets have been -- believed to have been behind the leak in al 
Sira, et cetera, et cetera. 

Q -- part of the -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Where did those leaks -- 
I mean, where did the information come from? 


Q FIBIS. 

SENIOR ADMINSTRATION OFFICIAL: FIBIS? Overseas? 
Q Oh, yes. 

Q There's also some information about -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: <-- I get mixed up on 
what I read and intelligence reports. 


Q It's open sources. (Laughter.) 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Hashemi is a bad 
character, and he <~- we have not been dealing with him. 


Q I appreciate that, but -- 
Q I'm sorry -- 


-- is our demand or our request that Iran modify its 
support of terrorism and revolutionary activity overseas related at 
all to Hashemi'‘s arrest? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, if -- I'd like to 
answer your question, I really would, because that's a very important 
question. I'm just trying to figure out how to do it safely. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Go on deep background. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I'd like for them 


to be able to write about it, but I don't want it attributed to a 
U.S. administration official. 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's deep background. 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Is it deep background? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: All right. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Does that suit 
everybody? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I‘'11l answer that 
question on DEEP BACKGROUND, but do not attribute it to a U.S. 
administration official. 


A Hashemi -- and George, I can‘t remember all of his 
name, but it’s the one that's -- 


Q Well, there was a Cyrus who died in London -- 
A Not him. 
Q Mehdi -- 
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A Mehdi, or something like that. 
Q Yes. M-E-H-D-I. 


A Yes, M-E-H-D-I. He is a radical who has been -- or 
is an associate of Montazari, who is the heir apparent to Khomeini. 


Hashemi is a radical and has been a -- one of the more 
difficult people in Iran, from our point of view. He believes that 
the revolution -- he fits all the categories of a radical that I was 
Gescribing earlier. He believes that the revolution should be 
exported. We believe that he is the primary Libyan -- the contact 
with Libya. He was arrested for being responsible for shipping 
explosives into Saudi Arabia aboard an aircraft that was carrying Haj 
pilgrims. He was also responsible for the “arrest* of the Syrian 
pons A yy Tehran, and, you are right, apparently Rafsanjani had hia 
arrested. 


We think he is also deeply involved with the three cases 
of the most recent hostages in Lebanon, which our intelligence 
community had assessed very early on that those hostages were taken 
by a different group that was pro-Libyan, and we think that Hasheai 
is at the root of that. And apparently for all of those reasons 
Rafsanjani had him arrested. 


And again, ON DEEP BACKGROUND, that is very likely 
related to our efforts. In other words, Hashemi's arrest has 
probably prompted the revelation of Bud's trip in an effort by the 
radical faction to sow dissent within the government. 


Q Could I follow up on that? Apparently the Iranians 
were ready to go in the second week of September for their final 
offensive -- everything has been deployed. They still are. 
Apparently a decision was made from Rafsanjani, Mantezuri, and 
Khomeini -- or however he spells his name -- however he pronounces 
his name -- to postpone the offensive. At the same time, this 
follows but may not necessarily be a cause of American demand or 
request that there be moderation in the war and a negotiated solution 
sought. Is this postponement, again, at all connected with U.S. 
efforts along these lines? 


A It is difficult to answer that because cause and 
effect are often difficult to isolate. We would like to think that 
there is some connection. Again, that is on DEEP BACKGROUND. 


Let's go back on REGULAR BACKGROUND. 
Q Another lawsuit is -- you may be subpoenaed soon -- 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Say that again. 


Q The lawyer for this Israeli who is going on trial 
for conspiracy to sell -- ship arms to Iran -- is talking about 
subpoenaing the Vice President and you and McFarlane and Ollie North. 
Would you comply with the subpoena, and if not, on what grounds? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'd have to talk to my 
lawyer. I don't know. 


Q Sir, explain the difference between the -- there is 
quite a difference between the reports that have been in the press so 
far on this whole operation and the President of the United States 
himself going public with it. Why was it decided that that was 
necessary at this point? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Because we decided that 
it was the only way that we had to effectively get the correct story 
out. Now, you know, one of the reasons that the reporting has been 
inaccurate is that people that have not understood all that was 
involved have talked. And I suppose that, you know, there is a 
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natural tendency to feel like, you know, you're left out and 
therefore that somehow you've got license to talk about it. It's 
very unfortunate. And, as I said, we have felt from the beginning 
that it was essential to limit the knowledge of the details about 
what all was going on to the absolute sginimum. Involving the Cabinet 
officers, certainly. But within their bureaucracies it's been 
extremely limited. 


Q Did you have a screaming fight with Don Regan? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo. 

Q How about a shouting match? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wot a shouting match. 
Q A fist fight? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo fist fight. 


Q Can you explain if -- going back to early ‘81 -- the 
start of the administration -- these were your objectives, at least 
in terms of trying to open some channel to Iran, why this operation 
came on the heels of the original kidnappings? It was not until 
after -- very soon after these hostages were taken that you actually 
went ahead and made these overtures. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, we've got a lot of 
things on our plate, and it is a matter simply of priorities. I 
stand by what I said in terms of our objectives, but to be very 
specific about it, we were working on a lot of other issues. When it 
began to be clear as to who took the hostages, who has influence on 
them, we began to see that, as we looked into the hostage situation, 
we also saw that there was a possibility of furthering our other 
objectives. And so we could work two issues at the same time. 


Q Well, the perception -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I know what the 
perceptions are. 


Q -- is that it was really the taking of the hostages 
and the President's own very deep concern about that. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It's a matter of just 
Simply -- it's a matter of focusing our attention. You know, we've 
got dozens of problems and we can‘t approach them all every day, and 
something as sensitive as this, you know, is not going to come 
bubbling up from the bureaucracy. 


Q Did he ever say prior to formulating this operation 
that “I want you to intensify efforts to get the hostages released"? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Absolutely. 
Q Absolutely -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. The President, as 
"ve said earlier, hss worried about the hostages nearly every day. 
I mean, it's not the only thing he worries about, but in my morning 
meetings with him we've probably touched on the hostages maybe 50 
percent of the time -- 50 percent of the days. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We're about 15 minutes 
over time here. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: So, yes, ever since the 
first hostages were taken, he has asked us to, you know, exert all 
effort to figure out a way to get them free. 


MORE 








°- 22 <- 


Q If I can clarify -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Let's get John and 
George and then quit. 


Q Let me ask you two small clarifications. First of 
all, when you say that all of the material that we have shipped to 
Iran could fit on a cargo plane, are you talking about a C-5 or are 
you talking about a 727? (Laughter.) 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You know, we talked 
about it this morning characterizing it that way, and we figured 
somebody would ask that question. 


Q And you're right. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It's something less than 
a C-5, probably more than a 747. It's in that area -- a large 
transport aircraft. 


Q Second, is it true that the effort to pursue this 
dialogue with the Iranians was still in play as recently as this 
Sunday outside of the United States? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That gets too specific. 
Let me just say that they are still ongoing. 


Q I have two parts -- the status of two separate 
things. One is, I understand that American intelligence determined 
Khomeini had a heart attack this summer. I was wondering, what is 
his status now? Has he recovered? Is he in charge? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, I think he is 


charge. 
Q Has he recovered? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I can't answer that. 
Q He said on Sunday that he had -- that he'd had a 
stroke. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: He had what? 

Q He said on Sunday that he'd had a stroke. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, we believe he had 
this, but I don't know whether he has recovered. He looks reasonably 
healthy. 

Q Was it a stroke or a heart attack? 

Q Do you believe he had a stroke or a heart attack? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION O°" IAL: I would take more <-- the 
most authoritative as what he said, and I guess he said he had a 
stroke. — 

Q The second pert, what exactly is -- I don't think 
we've touched on this -- what is the status of the hostages’ 
situation right now? What do you -- compared to last week, for 
instance, before this started to come out? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't want to 
speculate on that. 


Q Are you hopeful that something will happen in the 
next few days? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I basically am an 
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optimist. 


Q Or has the President decided to go on the air 
because we don't -- we no longer think they are about to come out? 
Is that part of the -- what -- the factors you considered? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't think I‘1ll 
answer that one either. 


Q Can I get in one last impolite question? This 
morning Senator Moynihan suggested that as a result of all this that 
you ought to resign. A couple of other people, of course, have said 
that privately. You sound confident that when the explanation is 
out, that kind of sentiment won't be heard any more. But I'd like to 
hear that in your own words. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I have no plans to 
resign. 


Q Can we have that on the record? 
ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: ON THE RECORD. 


Q I'd like to ask the last question, please. You said 
that the small shipments were not inconsistent with the embargo. 
What about the official U.S. policy of neutrality with regard to the 
Iran-Iraq war? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We don't think that 
anything that we have done is inconsistent with that. Neutrality 
means that we -- Let me just leave it this way. We believe that -- 
and this is ON BACKGROUND, but we believe that the Iragi government 
will understand that our efforts were -- you know, I don't even want 
to say that on background. 


I just think -- the answer to your question is, I don't 
think that it has any impact on our neutrality in the war. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Okay, everybody is clear 
on -- the embargo is 8:00 p.m. for wire transmission and it's ON 
BACKGROUND, except where otherwise noted. 


END 3:19 P.M. EST 
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MR. MATHES: Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen. This 
is a readout of the Ambassadors’ Conference on Narcotics. And the 
briefers are Assistant Secretary of State Ann Wrobleski of the Bureau 
of International Narcotics Matters; Ambassador Edward Rowell from the 
American Embassy in La Paz, Bolivia; and Ambassador Deane Hinton from 
the American Embassy in Islamabad, Pakistan. It's on the record. 


SECRETARY WROBLESKI: Good afternoon. I am, obviously, 
Ann Wrobleski. I wanted to give you a feel for what has been, from 
ny per tive and I think from the Ambassadors’ perspective, 
although I'll let you ask them also, for what has been a very 
productive two days-worth of sessions. 


As I think you were probably briefed by Carlton Turner 
earlier this week, the notion of calling the ambassadors back 
originated at the White House. The department was pleased to be able 
to do it. We thought it would be constructive and productive, and it 
has been. We had ambassadors in from 21 countries -- actually, 19 
countries and our Mission in New York as well as the U.N. Mission in 
Vienna. The ambassadors represented countries who produce, traffic 
and consume drugs, although, as I think we agreed during our 
sessions, that those lines are daily being blurred. 


We split them into three working groups. Each working 
group produced a set of recommendations for the President which they 
briefed him on this afternoon. I think the President, as well as the 
Secretary, were receptive to those recommendations and will be 
working both in the department and in the interagency process to see 
how we can work to implement those suggestions. 


I can run through those if you want me to. Let me hit a 
couple of highlights. The consumption working group suggested a 
Presidential mission, maybe a “Just Say No” Presidential mission -- a 
plane, perhaps of experts in drug abuse as well as research, 
enforcement, legal mechanisms, that would perhaps take two or three 
weeks to travel the globe and meet with their various and sundry 
counterparts in all of these nations to discuss drug abuse -- both 
health issues as well as national security issues and enforcement 
issues. 


It was suggested by the ambassadors that Mrs. Reagan 
might want to lead that Presidential mission. The President pointed 
out that he didn't sleep well when Mrs. Reagan wasn't at home. The 
ambassador who presented the recommendation said, well, they all 
Sleep better when she's doing her job. And it was presented in the 
spirit of we're going to cause you a lot of insomnia, but it's 
important to us that the message that she has, that has been repeated 
twice in her very successful First Ladies’ conferences should be 
translated around the world. 


The narcotics production working group stressed the need 
for a coordinated effort among civilian and 
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military agencies to provide assistance in both crop eradication 
overseas, as well as intradiction, and stress the importance of those 
two efforts. 


They also stressed that the private sector has a role to 
play here. And perhaps the private sector could be -- could look at 
them -- both research and development issues, in terms of application 
and herbacides overseas, as well as maybe marketing of crops that 
might be grown in substitution of narcotic crops or marketing of 
cottage industries that might take the place of illegal crops. The 
trafficking working group supported the internationalization, if you 
will, of enforcement issues and initiatives -- the most prominent 
being the U.N. Convention on Drug Trafficking, which is currently in 
Graft, being circulated to member nations which looks at asset 
seizure, sharing of extradition, mutual legal assistance, sort of 
making it easier for nations to cooperate on the legal mechanisms 
that narcotics trafficking -- increasing the international commitment 
in international cooperation. 


They also made a pitch for the U.N. World Conference on 
Drug Abuse and Drug Trafficking, which will be held this June in 
Vienna, called for by the Secretary General, vigorously supported by 
the United States, and suggested again that we not only mount a 
high-level delegation, but again that Mrs. Reagan might want to stop 
in at that conference when it's held next June. 


As far as the other speakers went, we heard from Mrs. 
Reagan as well as two young drug abusers. Donald Regan addressed the 
Ambassadors of the President's six-point plan. We had a private 
sector panel -- that explained what the private sector has been doing 
across-the-board -- this is the head of the Hockey League, a school 
principal, a parent group leader and a reson. Secretary 
Weinberger talked about drug abuse in the military and how they have 
-- they think, gotten a good handle on the problem there. The 
Attorney General spoke at length this morning on the National Drug 
Enforcement Policy Board, which he chairs, which is a Cabinet-level 
group of people who sit down, once a month, to go over narcotics 
policy and make sure that it's coordinated. Who am I missing? 
Secretary Bowen from HHS spoke about the dimension of the domestic 
drug abuse problem in this country. I think that's about it. 


AMBASSADOR HINTON: Bob Gates -- 


SECRETARY WROBLESKI: Oh, I'm sorry -- Bob Gates from the 
CIA spoke about intelligence collection on the issue of narcotics and 
narcotics trafficking, production -- 


AMBASSADOR HINTON: Secretary Shultz -- 


SECRETARY WROBLESKI: <-- and the Secretary, of course, 
yes, addressed the Ambassadors just before the President did in the 
Cabinet Room. I've got two colleagues here who, I think, might want 
to say something also. This is Ambassador Hinton -- 


AMBASSADOR HINTON: Just one word. I think Mrs. Reagan 
gave us the theme when she asked for a global crusade against drug 
abuse and narcotics. We've had a national crusade and I think that 
was the point of bringing the Ambassadors in. Now, we all try to 
work hard on this, but I can assure you that after the top level 
attention and the conviction of the importance of this problem that's 
been conveyed to us, we'll work even harder. Right, Ed? 


Q Absolutely. 


Q Excuse me, Ambassador? It seems that you all were 
very impressed by what Mrs. Reagan had to say. What was -- could you 
tell us a bit about it and what was the thing that most impressed you 
about -- 








AMBASSADOR HINTON: Well, she put it in very human terms 
and, as Ann said, she brought with her these two young people who had 
been addicts. And it's sort of poignant to see, you know, how her 
"Just Say No" campaign transmitted to these two young people that 
they're once again constructive members of society. And it's that 
personal involvement in the sense of the people that are caught up in 
this terrible business that I think impressed me most. But it may 
have something to -- 


Q Yes, Mr. Ambassador, in terms of the government 
where you're stationed, Pakistan, what can you say about their 
commitment to dealing with the drug problem and do they view it as a 
political issue coming -- with all the drugs coming out of 
Afghanistan is actually maybe part of a Soviet -- 


AMBASSADOR HINTON: I've been out -- it's three years 
now, and it's changed very markedly. When I got there, I heard 
occasionally, “This is your problem; why don't you stop it from going 
into the United States? Why bother us?" That wasn't the attitude at 
the top of the government, but I heard it. 


In the last five years, Pakistan has, unfortunately, 
acquired half a million heroin addicts, which, on a per capita basis, 
is more than the United States by a good deal. So their commitment 
-- the President, Prime Minister Junejo, the Parliament -- is very 
deep, indeed. Their own society is threatened. 


We have good cooperation. Ann showed me a note just a 
half an hour ago -- I got a cable from my embassy saying that we now 
have agreement to conduct an aerial spraying eradication program 
against opium poppy. We've had good cooperation and this is just the 
latest proof as we step up the campaign. 


The Afghanistan angle of it, of course, as production of 
poppy has gone down in Pakistan, it has gone up in Afghanistan. As 
you know, there is a war going on, given Soviet invaders, and it 
makes it a little difficult to devote much attention to eradication 
of opium poppy. We get the -- eradicate the Soviets out of there, 
then we can work on the poppy. 


Q Mr. Ambassador, what effect will that have -- that 
eradication -- that spraying program? 


AMBASSADOR HINTON: The effect is there will be less 
poppy grown and converted into heroin. 


Q How much of that product makes it here? 


AMBASSADOR HINTON: The estimates and -- did I have the 
right figures? I have an estimate the other day. My understanding 
is that about 40 to 60 percent of the heroin on the streets of 
America either comes from or transits Pakistan. It certainly comes 
from that Iranian-Afghanistan-Pakistan area. 


Q If I could follow up again, how widespread will this 
Spraying program be and how -- 


AMBASSADOR HINTON: It will be in those areas -- it will 
not be widespread in the beginning. It is designed to take out those 
areas that are in remote areas where the enforcement effort on foot 
and the pursuasion effort which the government is working on -- they 
have groups of Parliamentarians out talking to their constituents and 
the tribesmen saying don't plant. But there will be some planted 
anyway. It's a lucrative business. And where they can't get at it 
in the normal enforcement methods, they'll go in with helicopters, 
spraying. 


I think -- you've got Ed Rowell from Bolivia and he's got 
a hell of a story to tell. Why don't you work on him for a while? 
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Q Before we change hemispheres -- 


Q Let's just make sure that we understand what you're 
saying about this spraying program. Is this something that you have 
just worked out and that you are just announcing here? 


AMBASSADOR HINTON: We have been working on it for some 
time. There's an excellent spraying program in Burma, for example, 
and six months, eight months ago, this came up as a possible way to 
help enforcement in remote areas in Pakistan. And the government has 
been considering it and we've been talking about it. We've had a 
feasibility survey -- all those kinds of things you do. And I have a 
message today which says the letters apparently have been exchanged 
and we will proceed now to get helicopters in, train crews, put spray 
equipment, get the herbicides and be ready to spray when there's 
something to spray. 


And the government of Pakistan and the Northwest Frontier 
announced sometime ago that if people were going to grow poppy this 
year in these areas, they were going to be subject to aerial 
Spraying. But we've now got the details. Wo, it's not a news 
announcement at all. It's just a -- 


Q But that’s a U.S.-Pakistani cooperative effort now? 
AMBASSADOR HINTON: Yes. 


Q And on the Soviet -- the question of the Soviets 
using drugs as a form of what you might call “irregular warfare," is 
that a perception that's held by the government of Pakistan? 


AMBASSADOR HINTON: I don’t know what the government of 
-- I'll give you my perception. I think the Mujahidin have used 
drugs as a from of warfare against the Soviets. The Soviet troops 
are drug-ridden and that's one reason that they haven't been as 
effective as they might be. They're frightened and they're bored and 
they resort to drugs. Drugs are not good for anybody including 
Soviet soldiers. 


Q Might some of these drugs be finding their way on to 
the commercial market as a way, perhaps, to help subsidize the 
military effort against the Soviets in Afghanistan? 


AMBASSADOR HINTON: There have been reports from both 
sides -- the government of Afghanistan putting drugs on to finance 
what's left of the Afghan army -- and there have been some reports of 
freedom fighter groups that engaged in trafficking. Most of the 
serious freedom fighters are devout Muslims and view narcotics as 
something that is prohibited by the Holy Koran. But there are in all 
societies people who will make money out of human misery. 


Ambassador, did you say there will be U.S. 
helicopters used in this effort? 


AMBASSADOR HINTON: Wo, I did not say there would be U.S. 
helicopters used in this effort. I said there would be a cooperative 
effort and we will provide some funding, assuming that Ann will 
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increase the allotment for the Pakistan program. (Laughter.) 


Q Ambassador Hinton, you seem to be dealing in two 
dimensions here. Obviously, this gathering was done to create a more 
vocal policy, but the sort of thing you talk about suggests that each 
-- on each country, you've got to deal with it on a 
country-by-country basis. Are you, in any sense, or does this, in 
any sense, suggest that we've been inadequate on a country-by-country 
basis? 


AMBASSADOR HINTON: Wo, I don't think so. I think there 
are some things that are global, but it is. Burma is different than 
Bolivia. Wow, why don't we talk a little bit about Bolivia? 
(Laughter.) 


Well, can I ask you one other question, Ambassador 
Hinton? It's off the track, but since you're here and we don't see 
you, what would be the reaction in Pakistan to the renewal of arms 
deliveries to Iran? 


AMBASSADOR HINTON: I think I will pass that one today, 
if you don't mind. 


Q Is that something that would concern them? 
AMBASSADOR HINTON: I'll pass. Thank you. 


AMBASSADOR ROWELL: Maybe I can start with just a brief 
comment on our conference here. I think one of the conclusions that 
has driven our recommendations is that the fight against drugs is 
something that has to be pursued simultaneously on all fronts. It's 
kind of like squeezing the balloon -- if you do it with your hand, it 
just pops out through the fingers. You've got to get the whole thing 
and bang it. That has meant, as Dean suggested, that we want to 
involve a lot of countries simultaneously. It means that in terms of 
field operations, you have to go after interdiction, eradication, 
awareress, rehabilitation programs all simultaneously. That takes a 
lot of money, which is another reason why you have to involve a lot 
of countries and the international financial institutions, because 
the scale that's required takes all of that input. 


If I might address one point about Bolivia, “Blast 
Furnace” as it was originally operated, will wind down this week. We 
have prepared the delivery of a number of helicopters, military 
training teams that will enable the Bolivians to perform the same 
logistic function that United States military forces have been 
performing. The interdiction will continue uninterrupted, and the 
Bolivians have developed a three-year program to sustain the 
interdiction and eradicate up to 50,000 hectares of coca. In effect, 
to try to get the monkey off their own back. That reemphasizes the 
importance of regional and multinational cooperation, because 
obviously if the Bolivians are anywhere close to as successful as 
they -- and we would like them to be -- it means traffickers will be 
tempted to move elsewhere for sources of supply. 


Yes. 


Q Yes, it is -- I think there is a consensus in Latin 
America that a lot of the problem is the demand in the United States. 
How was that addressed by Mr. Reagan, President Reagan and Mrs. 
Reagan? 


AMBASSADOR ROWELL: Let me turn the question around, 
because I think that’s a perception that may have been valid a year 
ago, or a year and a half ago, and its degree of validity varies from 
country to country. I can tell you that when I arrived in Bolivia 15 
months ago, I heard that. Today, you never hear it at all and you 
don't read it in the Bolivian newspapers. It doesn't come across on 
theic media. One of the things that's happened in Bolivia is that 
they recognize -- they have an intense drug abuse program. They have 
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kids six and seven years old zonked out on cocaine products. They 
have families that are coming apart at the seams. It*s a national 


tragedy. 


Q What about the -- there was a reference to 
internationalization of the drug issue. Is -- are there a specific 
set of proposals or a specific set of treaties that are being drafted 
that the United States would like to sign with other countries to 
deal not only with interdiction not just on a bilateral but on a 
multilateral basis that will actually become enforced maybe -- I 
don't know through what forum, the United Nations or whatever? 


AMBASSADOR ROWELL: The answer is yes. One of the main 
purposes of the convention called for Venice next June is to 
through a series of pr international agreements -- sultilateral 
agreements which have advantage of dealing with things such as 
law enforcement cooperation, exchanges of information -- what other 
kinds of things, Ann? 


SECRETARY WROBLESKI: Let me explain. It's a U.N. 
convention. There are two previous -- under which we attempt to keep 
track of and monitor -- uction as well as abuse. The new 
convention which, as I say, is being circulated in draft now will be 
a major topic of discussion in June in Vienna -- is a convention 
ar Girected at drug trafficking. And one of the al -- 
piaces where nations could cooperate with like extradition, like 
evidence, like -- kinds of things where we can cooperate on a 
multilateral basis, that will enable us -- work to get a better 
handle on -- it's a first time we've had a convention on enforcement. 


Q But ultimately, these would all have to translate 
into either U.S. treaties that will become law for us to actually be 
directly involved, right? 


SECRETARY WROBLESKI: Well, if it's a treaty, obviously 
we'll have to ratify -- 


Q Yes. 


SECRETARY WROBLESKI: As well as -- I should point out 
that we -- the United States was quick to ratify the other two U.N. 
conventions -- drug abuse. 


Q The President asked the ambassadors to take home the 
message to their host countries about his own anti-drug effort in the 
United States. Was there some discussion among the ambassadors -- 
how they would do that, and what they would discuss? 


AMBASSADOR ROWELL: I think the President intends to send 
a personal message to the chiefs of state of the governments to which 
we're accredited. Those messages would probably be hand-shaped to 
take account of the particular circumstances of each country. This 
is not going to be a xerox operation, it's a serious one. 


Q What do you think, or what do you surmise that he 
wants you to publicize about the example that the United States wants 
to set for the rest of the world? 


AMBASSADOR ROWELL: It's not so much the question of a 
U.S. example, but a question of indicating to them our own commitment 
to fight the drug problem on all fronts. The question was raised 
back there about the U.S. being the consumer country, and if we 
weren't consuming, then maybe they wouldn't have a problem. And the 
point is, everybody has the problem. And the President's own 
six-point program emphasizes that, emphasizes that we're fighting as 
hard against demand, and frankly against production in the U.S. as we 
want to help them fight against it in their own countries. So it’s a 
question of bringing a sense of partnership and continued total 
commitment. 
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Yes. 


Q Don't take this the wrong way, but after listening 
to what you all have said here so far, I'm left with a question in amy 
mind. There‘s been an awful lot of money and time spent on bringing 
you all in here -- for two days -- conference. And I'm trying to -- 
you're saying the President is going to send personal messages to the 
heads of government could have certainly done that through you all in 
place without bringing you back. It has certainly communicated the 
urgency of the Reagan administration as far as the anti-drug crusade, 
as to with any briefing that any ambassador would get. Why this 
conference, and what concrete result has come out cf it that makes 
all of this effort worthwhile? 


AMBASSADOR HINTON: Can I add something when you get 
through with that? 


SECRETARY WROBLESKI: Oh, certainly. I am -- well, I 
think in one respect you have hit what is a very important messzge, 
and that is that it's given the President and the administration a 
forum to let the ambassadors know what the domestic program is, and 
that speaks to -- I forget who's question it was -- isn't this really 
just a demand problem in the United States. Well, it is a demand 
problem in the United States, and we're doing something about it. 

And the President felt that the ambassadors should hear what we're 
Going about it. So in that respect, it is an information exchange. 
Likewise, the ambassadors I think felt that they wanted the President 
to know what was going on overseas. They wanted to have some input 
into the drug war as being the, I think as the Secretary said, the 
people who are on the front line of the drug war overseas, should 
have an opportunity to let the President know, as we proceed and look 
at a domestic program, also what's going on in Islamabad, La Paz, 
Kingston, Mexico City. 





And I think that what we came to was an understanding 
that the problem is international, that the lines between consuming, 
producing and trafficking nations are blurring every day, that the 
ambassadors -- I hate to speak for them, but that they can go back to 
the capitals and they can go in and speak to the commitment of this 
country and the very strong commitment of this country, of this 
government, to narcotics cooperation across the board, and all 
facets. 


Dean, I don’t know if you want to add to it as an 
ambassador. 


AMBASSADOR HINTON: Let me just add two things. First of 
all, you know, the letter will be helpful when we go back. That'll 
get us in -- we have a letter from the President to deliver, and then 
we can elaborate on the message. But feeling the commitment and the 
personality of the President and Mrs. Reagan and George Shultz and Ed 
Meese and Cap Weinberger, et cetera, I mean, it gives you a special 
flavor. As I said, we'll try even harder. 


But there's a couple of recommendations that I don't 
think Anne touched on that I'd like to mention. Because they come 
out of the discussion -- they came out of the discussion. There's 
#lso some give-and-take amongst the ambassadors. We learned things 
about Ed's program, maybe somebody learned a little bit about the 
program I run, and you pick things up that will be helpful. But 
there were two, I think, operationally significant recommendations. 
They're not the ones that Anne talked about, and maybe they won't 
impress you at all. There was a number of ambassadors who thought 
that there was room for improvement in sharing and having 
intelligence -- various agencies into a more usable fora. 


And then there was a group <-- and I think this one is 
particularly important -- who pointed out that there are restrictions 
in U.S. law on training foreign police forces which apply also to 
narcotics operations. We cannot use aid monies. There is 
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restrictions on what the U.S. military can do. And so it may be that 
out of this discussion, there will eventually be a debate in the 
Congress and some consideration or legislation to change this 
particular restriction. And I'm not saying the restriction is 
altogether bad. There were some good reasons for it historically. 
But when you come up against a tough problem like terrorism or 
narcotics, you can see some reasons why you should be able to work 
— the domestic police forces. So those are the kinds of things 
that come. 


Q Madame Secretary or Ambassador, when you talk about 
things like “Just Say No" global caravan or -- Mrs. Reagan around the 
world, diplomatically, don't you risk a sort of feeling on the part 
of these countries of, who in the heck do these people think they are 
flying Nancy Reagan in here to tell us how to handle our problem? 


SECRETARY WROBLESKI: I must say Mrs. Reagan has visited, 
I guess, two countries on her anti-drug campaign -- Thailand and 
Malaysia about the time of the economic summit last year in Tokyo. 
And I think that her message is, we have learned a very hard lesson 
in the United States about drug abuse. We unfortunately are experts 
on drug abuse. But we've learned a lot about prevention and we've 
learned a lot about education and awareness, and we've learned what 
works for us. Doesn't necessarily work other places, but what her 
visit and her talking about it I think helps to do is raise the level 
of awareness in a political sense, that this is an issue that we've 
done something about, we've maybe ignored it for too long, but we 
take it seriously and we're doing something about it now. We can 
help. If what we're doing maybe can get translated into something 
that would be helpful in “X" country, we're anxious to do that. But 
we're also here to hear what you're doing -- let us know. You've got 
gcod prevention programs in -- certainly in other parts of the world, 
and it's -- again, it's a question of raising the issue, increasing 
awareness, exchanging information. 


Q Would you say that the ambassadors of a specific 
region were especially benefitted by this trip? 


SECRETARY WROBLESKI: No. Really, ambassadors from Latin 
America, 
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ambassadors from Europe, ambassadors from Asia and one from Africa. 
I think it's -- I think it’s a good mix of geography. 


Q The ambassadors from ASEAN were least aware of the 
programs in the United States than ones in South America? 


AMBASSADOR WROBLESKI: I don't think so. I think, 
probably, that if you live overseas that Ambassadors get back a good 
bit, certainly. But I do know that several of them said to me that 
they particularly found the young drug abusers interesting. You 
know, I guess, it's just a question of keeping up and I think they 
all do. I think they're all current. But, probably, it did then 
good to see that kind of thing and be able to ask questions. I must 
say that every speaker took a question period. 


Q Can you just comment on why Bulgaria was the only 
East Block nation represented? 


AMBASSADOR WROBLESKI: I think that what we've seen in 
Bulgaria is a question of trafficking through Bulgaria -- mostly of 
opium and drugs that are grown in Southwest Asia. And there was some 
concern several years ago about how deeply involved the Bulgarian 
government was. We haven't had any evidence of that in some time. 
We've got some -- couple of cooperative agreements with them and I think 
there was a feeling that maybe the -- our ambassador to Bulgaria, who 
considers narcotics a high priority in his portfolio, would benefit 
from the conference. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 


END 2:40 P.M. EST 
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MR. HOWARD: Good morning. We are about to begin our 
background briefing, pre-brief on Prime Minister Thatcher's visit to 


Camp David this weekend. For your information only and not for 
blication, iefer is 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Let me share some broad 
language with you, and then perhaps it's more informative always if 
we do Q's and A's. 


Mrs. Thatcher will arrive this afternoon and she'll see 
Secretary Shultz and Secretary Weinberger before dinner. Then 
tomorrow's program is breakfast with the Vice Pregident and then fly 
to Camp David for her meeting with the President. 


And then after that meeting, she's going to return to 
Washington, meet with the press, there's an award being given her, 
and then she will fly back to London tomorrow evening. 


The characterization of the meeting with the President, 
it's part of the regular program of consultations the two of then 
have. It wasn't arranged as a trouble-shooting trip, and in fact, 
we've been doing the planning on this, working with the embassy here 
for some time and in detailed discussions since about September. 


The last time they met personally, that is’ the President 
and the Prime Minister, was at the Tokyo summit in May of this year, 
May of ‘86, and of course, they speak on the telephone. They've 
spoken on the telephone several times since then. 


The last meeting at Camp David was December ‘84. I have 
a little footnote here on meetings with British Prime Ministers at 
Camp David. Apparently, it's a tradition that goes back to 1943 and 
the meetings between Roosevelt and Churchill. 


Prints we'll issue on the agenda, obvious -- East-West 
relations and arms control, They may also have time to touch on some 
other issues, although those are certainly both very big topics. And 
if they do, maybe on terrorism and southern Africa. 


: . There is @ theolegy to a)11 of this I should share with 
you. Mrs. Thatcher ‘is not visiting the United States in her capacity 
or her role as the presidency country of the EC. She.is -- the U.K. 
is in the presidency now. Sir Geoffrey Howe's visit here earlier 
this fall was in his capacity as presidency. She's coming in her 
U.K. prime ministerial capacity. 


Now, I know and you know that the main topic is going to 
be arms control. And let me share some things on arms control with 
you, because there are, of course, concerns and debates here in 
Europe after Reykjavik. The discussions there were a watershed in 
post-war arms control. We discussed some very fundamental issues 
there, and so of course there is a discussion going on among us and 
our European -- the countries of Europe. In fact, it’s a rather 
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intensive discussion, and Paul Nitze just returned last night from a 
trip to London to meet there with a number of people, including Sir 
Geoffrey Howe, and this week, our Geneva negotiators, Max Kampelman 
and the others before coming home from Geneva are also traveling 
through NATO capitals. 


Now, this meeting at Camp David is the first opportunity 
that the President and Mrs. Thatcher will have had to discuss the 
issues of the post-Reykjavik, post-Vienna issues directly, and it's a 
welcome opportunity, certainly I can say for the President, I believe 
-- welcome opportunity, and I'm sure it is for her. 


So, with that, let me do the Q's and A‘s, and see if I 
can be any more or less helpful. 


Yes. 


Q Well, the obvious question is, are the concerns that 
the British have expressed about the missiles in Europe -- what's -- 
is the President going to have any kind of clarification of the U.S. 
position? Is he simply going to repeat the U.S. position? What do 
you expect that -- where do you expect that discussion to go? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think it's going to be 
a long discussion, because you have two things happening. You have 
the very specific proposals coming out of Reykjavik on START, 50 
percent reductions, INF, zero in Europe, 100 warheads, Asia, the 
United States, and you can go through that list, and you have very 
specific areas of disagreement between us and the Soviet Union. 
Sure, that'll be a part of it. But I think, given the setting, given 
the closeness of the dialogue that these two leaders have, I think 
that the weekend, at least as we see it, is more of an opportunity 
for a broad discussion around what are the requirements of defense, 
what are the possibilities, the likelihoods of -- as we move toward a 
more defense-oriented world. We do have a broad and deep defense 
consensus with the U.K., and I think on the specifics of many of the 
proposals, there is also that same broad and deep consensus, and it 
extends to deep reductions in nuclear weapons. 


But I think that it will be both perhaps a review of the 
details, but certainly given the setting and the way these two 
leaders deal with each other the broader philosophical discussion of 
how to provide for alliance deterrence as well. 


Q Well, can you, in an informal way, give us the 
British perspective on the point of missiles in Europe and how that 
Squares or doesn‘t square with the U.S. proposal made at Reykjavik? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I'm == you know -- 
Q The zero-zero proposal for Europe. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, I <= there's British 
support for that. If I can run down, I think the British will have 
certainly I think a different way of presenting the question of the 
pace and the nature of reductions after the 50 percent START 
reductions and after the INF to zero. There are short-range systems 
invnlved. how will they, be, negotiated -- I'm sure they'll have views 
on that. And there is clearly a question of the pace at which you 
move to the elimination of all ballistic missiles. So I think 
there's -- 


Q There's one other than the pace. Pace is not the 
only issue. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm certain it is. 
Golly, unless you've read something I haven't read. The question of 
the role of ballistic missiles in deterrence is related to the 
question of how do you prepare yourself for a nuclear-free world. 
But again, I think everyone shares the broad objectives, and it is a 
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question of pace. Unless I've missed something recently. Yes. 


Q There's also -- isn't there some concern in Europe 
and probably in Britain about the -- that might result from the 
abolition of all ballistic missiles? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Of course. Of course. 
Q -- presumably will be one of the -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Those who are saying 
that -- I want to describe a discussion over the weekend on two 
levels. There are all of these details rather related to your 
question of how many of these and how many of something else's and if 
you're going to have discussions on -- follow-on negotiations on 
short-range systems and you're going to have them immediately, what's 
the definition of “immediately*® and that kind of thing. That's one 
set of discussions. 


Then the other set of discussions to be sure is something 
that is now I think taking place throughout the alliance, and this 
visit with Mrs. Thatcher will be an occasion to have this discussion 
with Mrs. Thatcher, and that is to take a look at some of these 
fundamental issues of post-war arms control that are now being talked 
about following Reykjavik. And it'll be the kind of discussion where 
I think both leaders will be trying to make sure that we have a 
common understanding. And I -- I don't feel in possession of any 
information that I can be more specific on that, and I haven't 
participated in one of these before, but I see a discussion on these 
two levels, yes. 


Q Mrs. Thatcher, it seems to me, was quoted yesterday 
as saying that she was very much in favor of maintaining the nuclear 
deterrent, and that the past -- since the past 30 years or whatever, 
that it had worked unlike anything else to preserve the peace in the 
world. And it seems to me that flies in the face of what the 
President's been arguing, that we need to get rid of all nuclear 


weapons. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think you have <= you 
have phasing questions here. It is true. And I think we agree that 
the -- we believe you have to have a credible deterrent. And even 
Our proposals look forward to a nuclear detterent. We may be talking 
about all ballistic missiles, but we are not talking anything except 
an alliance with a nuclear deterrent. It may not be the same nuclear 
deterrent, but it is an alliance with a nuclear deterrent. And on 
that, I think that there is no difference at all, and there's no 
question of our firm and continuing support for Britain's independent 
nuclear deterrent. Wow, when you get down there to talk about the 
long-term, the ultimate goal of no nuclear weapons, I think everybody 
has shared that view. But I would be very reluctant to try on the 
basis of a statement of hers I haven't seen to put words in her 
mouth, because they're very precise here. But there's no question 
that both sides are talking about an alliance with a nuclear 
deterrent. 


Q You don't think she's going to be telling the 
Presiden. -- one of het principal themes, slew down, we cannot do 
this the way you want, certainly your -- the way you're phrasing it 
publicly is very unrealistic, Mr. President? 


SENIOR ADMINSTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't know that she'll 
use words like that, but I think she'll have a view of her own, which 
would reflect perhaps her view that what we ought to be concentrating 
on is the 50 percent reductions and things of that sort. But I don't 
-- I don’t see any surprises coming out of it. There was a -- 


Q On terrorism, do you see a lively discussion on the 
question, on the Iran question that was at the top of the news today, 
given the -- 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I haven't seen the 
reactions from Europe. Naybe you all have. But I think the timing 
was bad for European press, so I haven't seen how it's being played 
there. I don't expect Iran to be a major topic of discussion. You 
may want to check points back and forth with them on how you respond 
to the Syria situation. I just don't have a feeling for where Iran 
is going to be -- I've got an assessment by cur folks saying that 
they don't think it'll be a major topic. I really think that while 
some of these things may come up as blips 
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because they're on an agenda, I think it's going to be East-West and 
arms control. 


Q What about Syria? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I'm sure that 
Syria will be discussed in terms of the support we have given thes 
for the actions they've taken and our support for the efforts they've 
made to get the other members of the EC to follow suit. 


Q Do you think that Mrs. Thatcher is satisfied with 
what other EC and countries of the U.S. have done to follow them in 
the Syrian action? Are they -- is she going to press for more 
revelations about Syria‘s role in terrorism and stiffer actions? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We're relying on the 
materials they developed in connection with their case against 
Hindawi and they have made those available to us. I certainly think 
that there will be, if it comes up and it's any kind of a detailed 
discussion, a conversation between the two on what further steps 
might be taken. 


Satisfaction is a difficult word to use when you talk 
about what others have done. The U.K., in its presidency role, went 
to the EC and the EC foreign ministers for a series of steps to be 
taken and they achieved it. And it's, in my view, knowing how 
difficult these things can be to get agreement through a large number 
of countries with different views, I think it was quite a 
performance. But her assessment of it I don't know. But she'll have 
this press conference on Saturday. You can ask her. 


Q You mentioned the independent -- there were 
questions raised in London before she left about at what point in the 
Reykjavik discussions or the kind of the broad scenario that was 
discussed in Reykjavik, the British and French systems did or did not 
become factors in the equation. What have the British been told 
about that and what is the President prepared to say on where those 
systems stand? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The President is 
prepared to say that we're not going to be negotiating on behalf of 
the British or the French. That this negotiation, Reykjavik, and 
Vienna, is between the United States and the Soviet Union and there 
are British and French independent forces, but they are theirs and 
for them to negotiate. 


Q So when he talks about the complete elimination of 
all intermediate missiles in Europe, he's firmly established on U.S. 
and Soviet? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: He's talking for the 
United States -- U.S. and Soviet. Yes. And that's firmly 
established. 


Yes? 


Q What sort of discussion do you expect on -- you 
mentioned southern Africa? What areas do you think they will touch 
on? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I almost wish somebody 
hadn't given me that line, because I don't have some material to back 
up -- to give you more on that. But we have had close consultations 
with the British and others in Europe on what the best posture has 
been. And, as you know, there has been a rather close similarlity 
between the views that we had about punitive sanctions and negative 
steps against -- in contrast to positive programs. We have tried to 
share the results of what dialogue there is with each other. So I 
think it would be general, because I'm not aware of any broad 
initiatives or anything of that sort being looked at. So it would be 
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part of the -- I guess it never comes out very well in the press or 
doesn't carry well, but sort of that general tour d*horizon that 
might -- the world view before settling down on the main issue. And, 
again, I think the main issue is going to be East-West and aras 
control. 


So, if it*s mentioned -- as you go around the world and 
you look at things, say, terrorism, southern Africa, perhaps 
responses on Syria, I don't know, but perhaps something on Iran, it's 
certainly East-West and arms control. 


Q You indicated a couple of months ago that a lot of 
discussion on the arms control issue would be in a defensive nature 
-- the shift -- defensive systems, post-war -- defensive nature. 
Could you be a little 
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bit more specific? I mean, referring to the discussion that will 
center a good deal on Mr. Reagan's SDI? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, no. That isn't what 
I meant to say, and I'm sorry it came out that way. I meant to 
describe a broad discussion between these two leaders of countries 
that have a broad and general consensus on arms control, a broad 
discussion around the philosophy and current proposals in the arms 
control field, and one of the main things there is how we move from a 
strategic posture, which has been offensive-oriented across a period 
of time to a posture for the alliance which has a defense orientation 
to it -- the reductions in strategic arms and the development of SDI. 
And it's -- that's the context within which I meant to say that there 
would be a discussion of defense systems. 


MR. HOWARD: We'll take a couple more. 


Q A senior administration official said yesterday that 
several of America’s allies in Europe have been shipping arms to 
Iran. Is the President likely to bring that up with Mrs. Thatcher, 
and do you know whether Britain has been sending any arms -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I do not, for a fact, 
know of British programs, and I do not know that the President plans 
to raise it. That there will be a topic, some moment of discussion 
around this kind of thing, I wouldn't be surprised at all. But I 
don't know -- I don't have the specific answer to your question. 
I'll try to finish -- 


Q Have you been told that Mrs. Thatcher is carrying a 
letter containing new Soviet proposals for Geneva? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We have not. We have 
been told that there was no letter yesterday, and there was no direct 
message from Gorbachev. It's our understanding that what -- that 
while it's not unusual for Soviets to send messages and the like, 
what was advertised isn't what happened, that there was neither a 
letter nor a message from Gorbachev, that what there was, was an 
ambassador who said I've recently had the opportunity to have 
discussions with Gorbachev, and I'm seeking this appointment to come 
in and tell you that here are some of his general ideas. And so -- 


Q But not for conveyarce to President Reagan? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Not for conveyance. So 
as of this time, there is no letter, there is no message, there are 
no specific proposals being brought by her that -- period. I mean, 
that's -- yes. 


MR. HOWARD: This -- last one. 


Q I want to kind of clarify what the U.S. policy is 
towards British nuclear weapons. I seem to recall a time when the 
United States was saying to Britain, spend less money on nuclear and 
more money on conventional. Is that still the view of the United 
States, and will that come up at the meeting? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, of course, we 
always urge everybody to spend more on conventional. But no, it 
isn't going to come up that way. We're going to make sure that Mrs. 
Thatcher goes away with understanding two things that may not have 
been properly highlighted. One, that we support Britain's 
independent nuclear deterrent, and that we aren't negotiating with 
respect to it. 


Q I have kind of a housekeeping question. Tomorrow 
afternoon, you'll be briefing here? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 
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Q And when? 
MR. HOWARD: Three o'clock. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I didn't know until 
then. That's -- 


Q And when is Mrs. Thatcher's news conference? 

MR. HOWARD: That's three o'clock. 

Q I think you're putting yourselves -- 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm happy to go after 
her. So why don't you all work that out? I don't want to get in 
conflict. I will wait. 


Q But you anticipate that 3:00 p.m. -- after hers? Is 
that what you're saying? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We have -- 
MR. MATHES: She's scheduled for 2:25 p.m. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Oh, is she? I thought 
it was 2:15 p.a. 


MR. HOWARD: We can roll it a little later here, then. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. I'll be -- yes, 
I'm quite -- yes. 


Q How many -- maybe this was said earlier, but I was 
-- just another housekeeping question. How much time will the two 
leaders be talking -- do you anticipate in terms of discussion? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It comes out to about 
two or three hours. 


Q How long? 


SENIOR ADMINSTRATION OFFICIAL: Two and a half hours. 
There you go. 


Q What's theic schedule there at Camp David? She 
arrives at 10:45 a.m., right? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think. I just don't 
have it. I mean, I've been in Bulgaria -- 


Q She gets there at 10:45 a.m., she leaves roughly 
1:30 p.m., 1:45 p.m. 


Q Right. And there are talks ‘til 12:00 noon, then 
there's a radio address. Is that correct? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: And then therc's <= 
working lunch. 


Q And then there's a working lunch and a departure, so 
it's close to -- is there any participation by Mrs. Thatcher in the 
radio address? 


MR. HOWARD: Don't have anything on that. Thank you very 
much. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 


END 11:29 A.M. EST 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: My logies, first of 
all. I"ve been out here at the corner of 17th Pennsylvania stuck 
in the middle of the peace sarchers for the last 30 sinutes. 


Q Were you participating or were you just obstructed 
from entering? (Laughter.) 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, we were just -- we 
couldn't make a left turn. 


Let me tell you a little bit about what ha today so 
that you'll understand why I don't have a lot of details and why Mrs. 
Thatcher is going to have sore than I. 


When we arrived at Camp David the President and Mrs. 
Thatcher went off together without note-takers, and the two of thes 
spent one hour together, and then they rejoined -- She, I believe, 
was with the President when he gave his radio eddress today to see 
how that goes, and then they rejoined the group -- the party that was 
there. And there was a working luncheon. ' 


So for the hour that they were together I's ing to have 
to rely on what I know from the two of them -- that is, from the 
President and the Prime Minister when they returned to be with the 


larger group. 


And there -~ I think there were two topics. The first 
was arms control, whith the President and the Prise Minister 
discussed in the context of after Reykjavik. And + looking 
at the question of what should be the priorities in negotiations 
field. And amona the priorities that they identified are the INF 
agreement with constraints on short-range systeas, the START 
negotiations, which concern the 50 percent cut over five years in the 
strategic offensive forces of the United States and the Soviet Union. 
And of course there is another negotiation going on in Geneva which 
is often overlooked, and that is the negotiations for a ban on 
chemical weapons. And they assigned that a priority. 


Ané with respect to all three of these -- that is, the 
INF, the START, and chemical weapons, they took a good hard look at 
the question of verification and what makes it effective and how 
essential it is. 











And of course they talked about SDI and they talked about 
NATO strategy -- forward defense, flexible response. They talked 
about the continuing requirement for effective nuclear deterrence. 
They talked about the fact that when you start reducing nuclear 
weapons you increase the importance of getting to the question of 
conventional disparities. And they took a look at the need for 
always having a stable balance. 


And naturally their own meeting, I think, underlines the 
importance of continued consultation within the alliance, and they 
certainly both agreed on that. 


I have not given you the usual characterization of the 
meeting that I -- I wonder if I really need to. It was -- the whole 
atmosphere was friendly. These are two leaders who consult often and 
Geeply, who share ideas, and the whole session up there at Camp David 
had that warmth to it and an informality to it. 


The other item under arms control that the two leaders 
talked about, too, was the need to continue with strategic 
modernization programs, including the Trident. And in the course of 
that, the President confirmed his full support for the arrangements 
made to modernize Britain's independent nuclear deterrent with 
Trident. 
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the on the record session. And so we talked about -- she talked to 
ws about the things that she would like to say and I sort of took 
notes on that as well. So, I just don*t want you to think that ell 
of this is original with me, or if you start hearing it coming fros 


i 
the press conference at the British Embassy you'll know what it was. 


The other thing that was discussed there, the two of thes 
reported to us when they came out of that seeting, was that they had 
had a word about Iran. And that there was really nothing to add to 
the -- to Iran except what was on the President's broadcast. And in 
the course of that conversation between the two of thes, the 
President reaffirsed that -- both of thes reaffirmed that they're not 
going to be paying ransos. And, again, same conversation -- private 
conversation -- they took up the question of the Iran-Iraq conflict. 


It‘s clear that the two of them share the ais of trying 
to resolve that conflict in a way that respects the territorial 
integrity of both sides, and the war in which -- ends in a way in 
which there are really no winners, no losers. 


Then, we went off to lunch and there -- I was sitting 
there sywv'f so this is not third-hand -- we continued getting this 
report aisut what had happened in the hour of -- some sention also of 
Syria. «4 then the President and Mre. Thatcher went across that, 
what I guess I mentioned yesterday, that sort of expect tour 
@‘horizon, touching on Southern Africa, the Middle East, a 
and the fishing problem off of the Falklands, the Soviet Union -- 
just sort of a general review, and that’s about it. So, if I can -- 
and then the hour came to an end and we left and here we are. At the 
sane, she's doing her press briefing. 


Yes? 


Q Can you help us at all in teres of what the 
conversation consisted of on Iran? Was she, in effect, asking the 
President to explain the inconsistency, or the alleged inconsistency, 
in the policy in teres of an ares embargo? Was it an ares embargo or 
wasn't it? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I can't because I wasn't 
-- | wasn’t there and when they case out, they just siaply said, you 
know, we had a word about Iran in our -- after they went through this 
ares control thing we had @ word about Iran and both of us agreed. 
And I -- whether it was the President's speaking or Mrs. Thatcher, I 
-- really sort of irrelevant because they both are saying the sane 
thing that -- there's no question of bargaining with terrorists and I 
don't have anything on how their conversation took place. 


Q Not the lenth of the conversation, or -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Mo. Mo. There was 
simply nobody else in the roos. 


Yes? 


Q Did she give any indication that she was in support 
of what the United States government has done, whatever it may have 
been, with regard to Iran? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think that the way it 
came out, the way it was summed up, was that the President -- I's 
guessing a little bit on this, but I'll try to pull it out of the 
context for you. The President told her, basically what he had said 








the broadcast, and the two of thes reaffirmed that they won't -- 
Gealing with terrorists, won't be negotiating for hostages, 
paying ransos. Those were the various forsulations. 


Q On the -- 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, Bernie. 


Q -- Giscussion on the nuclear stuff, you stressed the 
50 percent reduction on the START. Was there an agreement not to 
press on the ballistic sissile elimination, or the -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I think what the -- what 
there was, was a sense that what one ought to do is concentrate on 
priorities. And so the priorities they discussed in their 
conversation were the ones that I -- 


Q That these were the priorities? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: These were the 
priorities. Yes. 


Q So she had no problems with the INF zero in Europe, 
or the -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo. Wo. 
Q I see. 


Q On that question, you said INF with constraints on 
short-range systens. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 


Q Can you spell that out anysore as to what they 
discussed there? Just -- just that that question has to be addressed 
as s00n a8 -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don’t know, but I 
think I can give you an eccurate qguess, and that's the best that I 
can. It's the formulation from Reykjavik that there had to be 
agreement 
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on the short range -- dealing with short range systems -- that that 
negotiation had to be gotten on with immediately and that there had 
to be, in the period while that negotiating was taking place, there 
had to be restraints, constraints, ceilings, however you want to 
formulate it, on the short range systems that currently exist and an 
opportunity for the United States, of course, to build up to that. 
And it was not a suggestion that there could not be an INF agreement 
until there was a short range INF agreement. It was consistent with 
the Reykjavik position -- 


Q There could be an INF -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There was an INF 
agreement -- you've got to get on with the short range system. In 
doing so, you've got to make sure that while you're negotiating, you 
have restraints on the short range systems. 


Q Do I take it that you -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm sorry, there was a 
hand in the back here. Yes? 


Q The Tricent modernization -- was that just a 
reaffirmation of what we're doing now, or is there anything new on 
that subject? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. It's a 
reaffirmation of our strategic modernization program, including 
Trident and of our full support for the arrangements that have 
eereey been nade to modernize Britain's force, which includes the 
Trident. 


Q Am I to understand that you didn't get into to the 
-- what happens after 10 years? You just concentrated on the 50 
percent -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, that wouldn't be 
fair to say. What happens after 10 years? 


Q Yes. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. It wouldn't be fair 
to say that one didn't get into that because they did the whole range 
of the Reykjavik outcome. But then looking at the whole range of the 
Reykjavik outcome, ask the question -- what are the priorities -- 
what should we be getting on with? And that's when you've got INF 
and START and that kind of thing. 


Q 50 percent? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, 50 percent. 


Q On SDI, did they -- was there sort of a general 
agreement on SDI and adherence to the ABM Treaty? She's made 
something of that in the past. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm troubled by stealing 
from her script since che's on the record, but the -- it was agreed 
that, you know -- that we agree on SDI, that we agree on getting on 
with the SDI research program, which is permitted by the ABM Treaty, 
and it was left that way. 


Q Did she express some doubts in the wisdom of the 
President's long-stated desire to have a nuclear free world with zero 
nuclear weapons? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I must say that I don't 
-- I don't recall, myself, either in the discussion of this paper or 
their discussion with us when they came out as to what they had 
covered, any mention of that long-term goal of the nuclear free 





world. It was a concentration on these priorities. I'm not saying 
it didn't come up, but, in talking with us, even afterwards, as to 
what they had talked about, including the full scope of the Reykjavik 
agreements, as I answered here earlier -- that far, far step did not 
-- was not mentioned. 


Back here in the stripes. 


Q Back to Iran for a moment -- I'm wondering once you 
got back into the iarger group when the two leaders came out, was 
there any discussion about the statements of the British Foreign 
Secretary yesterday? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo. 


Q Was there any discussion of Iran at ail when they 
came -- 


SENIUR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo. It was a report to 
us that they had discussed it -- that there was nothing added -- to 
be added to the President's statement and that they both -- it was 
clear they both shared the policy of not paying ransom. And that -- 
and the discussion of these events and whatever -- it just simply did 
mot take place in front of us -- it was a report to us. 


Q So she and anyone in her entourage had nothing to 
say in terms of -- in the way of an explanation as to the outcry in 
some areas of British -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. I can't answer that 
for you because -- what I'm saying is that Iran was touched upon, but 
it was in that one-hour meeting with the two of them. There were no 
notetakers. It was just the two of them. And when they came out of 
that and reported to us on the broad range of the arms control 
discussion, with respect to Iran, they simply said we touched upon 
Iran. And then they did not rehearse the discussion in front of us 
-- and they said, you know, we touched upon Iran and there's nothing 
to be added to the President's statement and we share this view. And 
it didn't come up again over the table. 


The young lady back here. 

Q On Syria -- did Britain express satisfaction with 
the steps that the administration took yesterday? Did they want more 
in the future? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I can't answer that for 
you. In fact, I wrote down what they said to us when they came out 
and they just said -- and we also talked about Syria. 


Yes? 
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Q Did the two leaders agree on a joint statement that 
may be read by her and her press conference? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo. Wo, it's not a 
joint statement. We don't -- as you know, we generally don't do 
joint statements. What we know is what she plans to say at her on 
the record press conference and we talked about what she planned to 
say on her on the record press conference and we agreed that we could 
agree with what she way saying. But it is her statement. 


Q I heard the beginning of it, and she called it an 
agreed to statement. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There you go. But it's 
@ very careful distinction. I mean, we know what she was planning to 
Say and we agreed to her saying it, but it's not a joint statement. 


Q Could you summarize it for us? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I just did. That whole 
-- the whole first part where I had to warn you from plagiarisn. 
That was what that all was. 


Q You agree to her saying it, but do you agree to what 
she's saying? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, we -- you don't 
get an agreed to statement if you're troubled by the content. I 
don't have any trouble with what -- none of -- the U.S. side didn't 
at all have trouble with what she planned to say up there. 


Yes? 


Q Did Mr. Shultz or Mr. Regan have any role in this 
besides just sitting down to lunch? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I suppose you could ask 
that of all of us. 


Q Well -- 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I got to clear the 
table. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Pardon? 
_ SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I got to clear the 
able. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I've mentioned some 
other subjects that they talked about -- southern Africa, Middle 
East, Argentina, things of that sort, and that was sort of among all 
of them, but the President and Mrs. Thatcher took the lead in that 
conversation and I guess I'm just embarrassed as hell we probably 
didn't earn our lunch and -- in the way the day unfolded. 


Yes? 


Q There was some talk that she might bring a message 
from Soviet leaders. Was there any -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: She did not. And I 
suppose -- let me break a little rule for you on that. I said 
yesterday I was sure on the basis -- first there had been a report 
that Zamyatin had called on her with either a letter or a message 
from Gorbachev. Then we understood from our conversations with her 
people in London that that had not happened. 


Then, today -- I guess there was another thing saying 
sort of a message from Gorbachev. And so finally I asked her press 
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fellow and I said you've reported to us here -- and she did -- on the 
Zamyatin conversation that Thatcher -- that Prime Minister Thatcher 
and Zamyatin had in London -- do you consider that report a message 
from Gorbachev? And the press man said, “Look, there was no message 
from Gorbachev. And I think that in a press conference, I" -- the 
press fellow -- “gave in London on Thursday, I used a bad 
construction and the word got out somehow that ‘here was a message.“ 
He said, “There simply was no message.” And so I'm confirming, from 
their side as well as ours, there was no message. She did report to 
all of us on the nature of that meeting the other day in London, but 
there was really -- there really wasn't anything new in it. It was 
Zamyatin talking about Reykjavik and the new package and all of that 
kind of thing. 


Yes? 


Q I think on Friday you agreed, at least, that the 
British would have a different view of the pace with which reductions 
would take place. Did that pacing issue -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It didn't. It didn't. 
I -- as I said, there was a broad discussion of the whole outcome and 
there's always an opportunity there to have a difference. But, in 
fact, they went from the discussion of the whole outcome in Reykjavik 
to concentrate on these priority thirgs. And so the question of 
pacing that I had thought might come up -- it just simply didn't come 
up -- as I understand it from what they told us when they came out, 
it didn't come up. But I'm -- it was an hour long meeting and these 
are two people who have a very earnest and open way of talking with 
each other and I simply only have what we were told when they came 
out . 


Q Does -- that didn't pose a great surprise to you? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. 
Yes? 


Isn't that -- some of that concern about pacing 
possibly implicit in the three priorities you set out -- looking at 
the INF, especially with the condition that the short-range systems 
be addressed, taking the 50 percent cut over five years, and the not 
really being -- looking beyond that point at this stage? Doesn't 
that reflect -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Because all of this has 
to be achieved first. So if these are the things in these major 
areas -- the -- theater nuclear, and stratejzic and Geneva on chemical 
-- if that's the immediate agenda, then let's -- my assumption is 
they said let's concentrate on those things. 


Q Just a very simple nuts and bolts -- on the Cabinet 
level represented from the U.S. it was -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: The Secretary, 
Poindexter, Regan. Peter Sommer and I were there. 


Q Cabinet level? 

Q Cabinet level -- 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: He's Cabinet level. 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We just promoted 
ourselves. And on their side was -- oh, I'm sorry -- and Ambassador 
Price from London. And on their side was Ambassador Acland from 
here, her private secretary Charles Powell -- spelled Powell -- that 
was it. 


Q I get the impression that everything was agreed upon 
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-- that the British basically endorsed what we'd done in Reykjavik, 
that once explained on Iran, she was reassured that we haven't really 
talked about the Falklands and South Africa, et cetera, but it sounds 
like there were no points of tension whatsoever. Is that the 
impression you want to give? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It was not a tense 
meeting. 


Q -- any points of disagreement or conflict? I mean, 
I'm just -- this is what you've made it sound like. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I think that's 
fuir, because they were concentrating on this program. I's not 
suggesting they don't have differences of view on a lot of these 
things or of emphasis and the rest, but I think it's fair to say it 
was -- as you suggest, it was a meeting without tensions and a 
concentration on what we're going to move ahead on. 


MR. MATHES: One more question. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Can't even sell one on 
Saturday afternoon. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 


END 3:45 P.M. EST 














DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
BACKGROUND BRIEFING 
ON 
VISIT OF HENRI NAMPHY, PRESIDENT 
NATIONAL COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENT OF HAITI 
FRIDAY, NOVEMBER 21, 1986, 3:40 P.M. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't have any 
opening statement. 


How much information do you have already about General 
Namphy and the composition of his party and the schedule here? 
Anything at all on that? 


Q No. Start from scratch. 


A All right, I'll just run quickly through the 
basics and then take your questions. [Ihe White House is 
putting out a press release on the visit. In fact, probably 
doing it right about now, if [I'm right. [I've got a copy of the 
draft here. It's a two-page thing. 


[t says some of what was in that USAID piece of paper 
that I see some of you have 


Genera] Namphy is here with three members of the 
Government of Haiti: the Foreign Minister, General Hilaire; 
the Finance Minister, Mr. Delatour; and the Commerce Minister, 
Mr. Celestin. fhe four of them, plus the Haitian Ambassador, 
Pierre Sam, and Miss Gesse Bellerive, who is an interpreter at 
the Foreign Office, have been the ones making the calls today. 


They started this morning at 9:15 with George Shultz. 
Spent about 35 minutes with him. fhey went over to the White 
House and had a roundtable discussion in the Roosevelt Room for 
about half an hour with Peter Rodman of the NSC and other NSC 
members, waiting for the President. Saw the President for 
about 15 minutes, from 10:45 to 11:00. fhen carried on with 
the Vice President. The Vice President had been present at the 
meeting with the President, and we adjourned to the Vice 
President's Office. Spent about 35-40 minutes. Then came back 














here, had a half hour meeting with Pete McPherson of AID; a 
luncheon hosted by Elliott Abrams. Then the party went over to 
the Pentagon where they were going to have a meeting with Fred 
Ikle and Nestor Sanchez. I didn't go to that one. I can't 
really tell you much about it. That has concluded just 
recently. Then they're going to go to the Washington Post, 
meet with the Editorial Board of the Post. 





There's going to be a meeting this evening with the 
Haitian community in Washington --— community leaders. There 
may be something with Senators and Congressmen. As you know, 
with the recess, it's hard to get that organized, but they're 
trying to put together something. It might be today; more 
likely first thing tomorrow morning. 


The General is going to lay a wreath at the Tomb of 
the Unknown Soldier and then he's going to depart for Haiti 


sometime late morning tomorrow. 


Now, just to characterize the meetings: The 
atmosphere has been very friendly and supportive. In most of 
the meetings, General Namphy and the members of his delegation, 
all of whom did a fair amount of talking, have described the 
political and economic situation in Haiti with emphasis on the 
political calendar. Some of you know that back in June the 
National Council of Government published a political calendar 
that spells out: the events that are going to take place between 
now and February 1988, which is the date on which, if it all 
works, they will inaugurate an elected President. 


Some of the steps have taken place already. The 
calendar, in fact, is on schedule. They're at an interesting 
step right now. That is, the Constitution. This week, back in 
Port-au-Prince, the Constitutional Assembly is meeting. Will 
try to finish up in the course of the next two or three weeks a 
drafting of the Constitution. There will be a referendum on it 
in February and then a series of elections during the course of 
next year, culminating in a presidential election about a year 
from now. Then, as I said, the inauguration in February ‘88. 
This was all discussed. 


The economy was discussed. The U.S. side, 
particularly the economic experts like George Shultz and Pete 
McPherson, praised the economic reform program that the Haitian 
Government has put in place. fhey've got a budget now which is 
for real. They've ended systematic corruption. They're 
working with a budget which is balanced. Of course, it's 
balanced through the contributions of the international donors, 
but they have sensible non-inflationary policies there. 














The World Bank and the International Monetary Fund are 
very supportive of what's being done, and that opens the door 
to other international donors who are flocking in. The U.S. is 
the biggest single donor country but the French are big, the 
Germans and Canadians, the Japanese, the Venezuelans -- the 
internationals -- are coming in, too. 


The atmosphere, as I said before, has been very, very 
good. It's been friendly. I think General Namphy considers 
the visit has been a great success, particularly when you think 
we put it all together kind of at the last minute. It was 
really only a couple of days ago, that the President decided he 
could see him today and scramble it all together. 


As some of you know, I'm sure, the General was in 
Miami. That's why we're doing it now. He went down there to 
the conference organized by CCAA -- Caribbean Central America 
Association. It's an annual conference around the theme of CBI. 


Haiti was a big number down at the conference this 
year. They had a big team, public and private, headed by 
General Namphy. He made a speech which was received pretty 
well down there. 1 haven't seen too much in the Washington 
papers or on the national media about it, but it was a good 
speech. 


He described what he's trying to do. Renewed his 
pledge to fulfill his two-year commitment and then leave. 
Renewed his support for democracy, human rights, international 
development. 


So I think he's quite happy with the way the meetings 
have gone this morning. I think he is glad he came, and I 
think we consider it a very, very useful occasion and a chance 
to show our support for him and for the process that he is 
leading of building democratic institutions and getting things 
started. 


So I'll be glad to take your questions on this visit 
or on other Haitian subjects if I can. 


Q Somebody said this was the first visit outside 
Haiti by a Haitian President since the pre-Duvalier era? 


A That's correct. In 1956, Frank Magloire made a 
visit to the United States and that's the last time any Haitian 
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President has been out of Haiti, let alone making a visit to 
the states. So just the fact that he is here at all says 


something about his self-confidence and sang-froid. 


Q Has he told you personally that he would not be a 
candidate for election to President? 


& Every time I see him, and everybody else. He 
says it over and over again. 

Q Do you believe him? 

fs) Yes. It's obviously sincere. There's no 


question that he is doing what he is doing because he feels he 
has to. There really isn't anybody else. I mean, as he says 
himself, on the 7th of February, there were only two 
institutions left in Haiti. One was the armed forces and the 
other was the church. The church didn't want to take over so 
he did. 


Q But he left behind a lot of agitation -- labor 
strikes, the odd riot here and there. [They seem to recur on a 
fairly regular pattern. 





Are we to assume from what you said that we really 
shouldn't worry about that. This is all another example of 
another third world country going through a political change 
and everything, shaking down, it'll all come right in the end, 
or are there parts of this that we really should be paying 
attention to? 


4 Well, our hope is that it's the first. I think 
that Haiti has a good chance of success. General Namphy and 
the CNG are sincere and they are moving ahead with what they're 
trying to do on this calendar. 


So far, they haven't had a helluva lot of help from 
anybody else. But I see signs down in Port-au-Prince that the 
political process that hasn't really started yet is about to 
start. 


If you cast your mind back to February-March, just 
after the fall of the Ouvaliers, you remember that everybody 
wanted to be a candidate for President. There were dozens if 
not hundreds of names that appeared in the press, of people 
there, here, in New York, in Miami, up in Canada where there 
are big Haitians communities, in Paris where there's another 
big 
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community, all of these people sort of putting their names 
forward; a tremendous alphabet soup of different parties and 
movements and rassemblement were getting started. It looked 
like complete chaos. 


Today, nine months ly :., the lines are a lot 
clearer. There's a communist party on the left. There is a 
neo-Duvaliarist party on the right which popped up a little 
while ago and then popped down but which hasn't really 
disappeared. They just didn't like the reaction when they 
popped up. So there are these kind of extreme parties on the 
left and the right. But there are also a half dozen, maybe 
ten, parties in the middle with different political 
philosophies and views, different leadership and background but 
which are responsible and committed to democracy and are 
signing up under the terms of the CNG's election law which was 
put out a couple of months ago. 


They're starting to organize themselves, open branch 
offices, publish platform documents, canvas for financial 
support, do the things that political parties have to do to get 
the process started. And that's not bad, actually, from 
hundreds of parties six months ago to six to twelve reasonable 
center parties now. Some of those will prosper, some of those 
will fade away. Coalitions presumably will develop. 


I think by this time next year there's a good chance 
that there will be two or three or four parties in the center 
that are serious and will have a good chance of attracting 
Haitian electors and delivering a decent man into the Palace 
in February ‘88. So I think it can happen. 


On the other hand, there are a lot of ways it could go 
wrong. Haiti is very week economically. [t's weak politically 
after a whole generation of no politics. 


They're going at it with great enthusiasm -- freedom 
of demonstration, freedom of the press. Personal freedoms are 
allowed down there even beyond the point that some established 
democratic countries would allow them. 


If the rioting and the -- “rioting” is probably too 
strong a word -- if the demonstrations, which lead to 
tire-burnings and things get out of hand, it's serious. I 
don't want to minimize it. That's serious because, among other 
things, that will certainly discourage the tourists and the 
investors whose dollars are very important to the economy and, 
hence, to the approval rating of the CNG and of democracy and 
to the success of the experiment 














So these manifestations that get out of hand and the 
way they're handled in the world press is, of course, a problem 
for Haiti. But I, myself, don't think that the demonstrators 
themselves really want to turn out the CNG because they have no 
immediate alternative. 


General Namphy and the CNG is the institution which is 
making democracy happen and guaranteeing, to the extent of 
their ability, that it will take place on schedule. People 
know that down there. They know if they sweep them aside, then 
what? Then you're back, you know -- 


Q So assuming that a new President, democratically 
elected, takes power in February ‘87, what kind of an economy 
is he going to inherit? 


i) Something like what they've got now, probably. I 
don't think between now and February ‘88 there's going to be a 
great change in the Haitian economy, although they could very 
well start on the upward path. Haiti's got an awful lot to do 
in basic development and infrastructure. 


The best hope for immediate economic improvement is 
foreign inves ment. I'm not sure that that's the best 
long-term solution for the economic problems of Haiti. But if 
you want to put. people to work in a hurry, the off-shore 
assembly sector is the best way to do it because people with 
the materials and the expertise and the money and the equipment 
can come in and set up very quickly in the existing industrial 
parks in Haiti; can get people in, train them up to the 
labor-intensive assembly tasks, like sewing clothes, sewing 
leather goods, assembling electronic parts and can put them to 
work real quick and can take advantage of what Haiti offers in 
terms of an able, willing, work force; low wages approximate to 
the U.S. market. 


So that's a way it could get started real fast, and 
we're doing everything we can and so are the Haitians to 
encourage that to happen. 


I was in Miami with the General and the others. There 
are plenty of people interested in that. 


Q He came up here saying he needed money and he 
needed it fast. Is $10 million for training a hundred or so 
people enough? 














A No, of course not. It's not enough at all. 
Q What else has been thrown into the ring for it? 
u That's it. 


Q Is the foreign investment that you're talking 
about happening? 


a It's hard to say on that. Miami did go down real 
well. A lot of people showed a lot of interest. I don't know 
how many contracts were signed. We'll have to wait and see. I 
know from the Haitian side that a lot of small deals and a 
couple of real big deals were discussed in a serious way down 
there. But, it depends. There is a real relationship between 
Haiti's image and the demonstrations. Are they getting out of 
hand? Are strikes interfering with orderly business and the 
investor's timetable, because investors do have other choices, 
too? They're just going to have to add it up and see for 
themselves. 


I think it's true to say that American investors, 
anyway, who have gone into Haiti are generally very happy to 
have done so. They've done very well down there. 


Q Have all the political exiles from the Duvalier 
era returned? 


a No. 


(Continued on next page) 














Q Are they all allowed back? 


a Oh, sure, yes. The ones who want to go are 
allowed back; and a lot of them did go back including the 
communist party. 


Q How about Rene Theodore? He come back? 


a Yes, yes. Rene Theodore is back and very active 
-— on television all the time; is a leader of one of the 
registered parties. He operates in full legality under the 
protection of the CNG. 


Q But are they still -- is the Junta still planning 
to recall some of its envoys? I understand 26 ambassadors were 
going to be recalled. 


Q Well, what happened the other day is that the 
Foreign Ministry put out an announcement that it had requested 
the resignation of all Haitian ambassadors. They were not to 
leave their posts, but they were to submit their letters of 
resignation, which after all is normal when an administration 
changes. We do the same thing, as you may remember -- American 
ambassadors resign on the 20th of Janua y every four years. 
Sometimes their resignations are picked up; sometimes they 
aren't. 


The purpose of this move was to give the government 
some flexibility in making some changes, because there are some 
people at foreign embassies still, Haitian embassies, who are 
left over from the old days, and they want to have a free hand 
to change that. I don't know what's happened since that 
announcement. I[t was about a week ago, but it's a step in the 
right direction. 


There had been, prior to that announcement, a good bit 
of criticism of the CNG for leaving these guys in place, and 
you know, you go to cocktail parties in Port-au-Prince somebody 
didn't like CNG coming up. “But what about the fact that x, y, 
or z, is still, you know, living “high on the hog" in Madrid or 
Paris, you know, spending his weekends with Jean-Claude 
Duvalier? What are you going to do about that?” 


Well, now they've done something. It took them a 
while to get around to it, to be sure. But you have to 
understand that this is a government that is real thin on the 














ground. A number of able people who are in it and are trying 
to do everything at once, they're starting from scratch on 
politics, the economy, public administration, literacy, health, 
transportation. Everything is kind of starting from scratch. 
This is something it took them a while to get around to, but 
they finally did. 


Back to the question of the exiles: you know, large 
Haitian communities have grown up in the States, in Canada, and 
Europe partly because of political problems in Haiti during the 
course of the ODuvalier regime, mostly however, for economic 
reasons, I think, or at least a combination. There was always 
sort of a political and an economic reason for the Haitians 
being overseas. 


Certainly, the poor Haitians who get in the boats and 
try to make it to Florida illegally, these people are not now, 
nor have they ever been, political refugees. They are looking 
for better jobs and a better shake than Haiti offers. But some 
of the, you krow, better-educated, well-off people who didn't 
like “Papa” or “Baby Doc” and took off were also, in a sense, 
economic; and if they had a skill that was marketable, 
established themselves. A lot of them were professional 
people, a lot of them are doing very well here in the States. 
They don't have all that nuch incentive to go back. In fact, 
most of them aren't going back; most of them are staying. But 
anybody who wants to go back can go back, and you know, these 
moderate-center political leaders that I mentioned earlier who 
are getting started, most of them are exiles. One or two are 
people who were there the whole time, but most of them are from 
overseas. 


Q Do you know the U.S. position regarding whether 
we feel the OPIC should continue insuring investments by U.S. 
corporations in Haiti, as are in the -- 


a OPEC? 


Q OPIC is the Overseas Private Investment 
Corporation, not OPEC. 


In light, or rather within the context of Haiti's 
labor practices, as you know there's that legal requirement 
that OPIC not provide insurance to companies investing in 
countries that are not following international labor 
standards. What's our position on that at this point? 


Aa Well, the labor relations problem in Haiti is a 
tricky one. Haiti is in technical compliance with the 
international requirements. Under our CBI legislation, we also 
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have labor relations requirements. Unions do exist; they do 
represent the workers; they do group themselves in 
confederations; in fact, there are three different 
confederations of unionists in Haiti with different 
international connections. 


Haiti has a labor law which is left over, in fact, 
from the Duvalier period. It's not something that the new 
group put in, which is liberal and to the international 
standard. The problem with that labor law in the past has 
always been that it wasn't enforced particularly. The problem 
now is that the unions are weak and haven't really sorted out 
what they want. 


Basically, there are two ways ‘sy ¢8" go: they can 
try to enhance the salaries and working conditions of those 
people who already have jobs, i.e. their members, the union 
membership, the people who are employed already; or they can 
not fight quite so hard for improved salary and benefits for 
the people already employed, in the interest of attracting 
employers who will put more out-of-work Haitians on the job, so 
that's kind of a basic dilemma that they face, and I'm not sure 
that they really have a policy that's all that effective. 


As for the U.S. governmenc's policy, it has been right 
along, and is, in Haiti, to support responsible labor union 
development. And the reason we do that is not because we favor 
labor versus management, or labor versus investment. It's 
quite different, really; we're doing everything we can to get 
new investors to go in there. But we think that having 
responsible, moderate unions in Haiti, or anywhere else for 
that matter, who will allow the workers to talk sensibly to 
management is the best way to create a climate where 
labor-management problems can be worked out sensibly without 
paralyzing strikes, without pitting the two sides against each 
other in unproductive ways. 


We're looking to develop unions in Haiti that are more 
like the American pattern, people who will sit down and 
discuss, in a reasonable fashion, a common goal of spreading 
prosperity. That's what we're looking to develop. But that -- 
you know, that takes time to develop, too. That doesn't happen 
overnight, in this country or any place else 


Q When you mentioned the two options, were you 
talking about the unions or the government -- two ways they 
could go? 
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i) Unions. I was talking about the unions. 
Q Talking about the unions. 
a Yes, I was talking about the unions. 


It's a dilemma for them, frankly, because -- well, I 
mean, you can understand that. The unions are composed of 
people who work, who have jobs. They have a union meeting, 
and it's, “Well, what shall we do?" “Well, let's try to get 
more for ourselves." 


But when you start thinking about that, you see that, 
you know, by getting, by doubling the wages of the existing 
very small work force, you may be acting to deny jobs to a very 
much larger group of unemployed, which is the real problem. So 
you know, how do you work that out? It's a problem. 


Q What's your response to charges that several 
thousand Haitian workers have lost their jobs because of union 
activities? Have you found that to be a problem after Duvalier? 


A well, I'm not sure what you mean by charges. 
Q The Washington Office on Haiti has -- 


ia The fact is that jobs have been lost in Haiti; 
factories have closed and/or have reduced their operations. 
That's a fact. You can get different numbers assigned. The 
one you hear most often is 12,000, that, you know, from 60,000 
jobs in the sort of industrial sector, 12,000 have been lost 
since February. Now, those are not my facts, and please don't 
print them as though 1 were vouching for them; but those are 
figures that you hear a lot. And I believe that something like 
that is true. 


But I think it's a combination of different factors 
that has caused that. Some people plain just got scared off 
because in February and March there was a lot of trouble in 
the streets. 

People who were a little nervous about their operations -- as 
it turned out for no good reason; [ mean, no foreign factory 
has been attacked and burned by a mob in Haiti; it's never 
happened -- but some people thought it might. If they had 
other options, they went. Some people, you know, were kind of 
on the margin there anyway, and this new turmoil pushed them 
over. They closed up in Haiti; went some place else, or not. 


Some places, it may be true that investors left 
because of the fear of growth of unionism. There are, after 
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all, some firms in this country and in every country who don't 
like to do business with unions, don't like to have unions 
operating in their factories. This is not unheard of in this 
country or other countries. 


And there may have been some who said to themselves, 
"Ah, democracy has broken out. The unions are starting to 
organize. We'd better skid-daddle to some place where there 
aren't any." But frankly, there aren't too many places left 
where there aren't any. And I think -- my own view is -- that 
the serious investors, the people who have a stake down there 
in Haiti and have been doing pretty well out of Haiti all 
along, they're going to stay. And they have stayed, in fact. 
They're continuing to do business and make money down there, 
and they're going to work with the labor unions if they can, to 
reach an agreement. 


And that's important for the government; it's 
important for them; it's important for labor; it's important 
all around. 


I don't see that the labor situation there is 
desparate. I mean, after all, your Haitian working man is not 
an idiot either. He knows very well that trying overnight to 
move from a situation where one man in eight has a job at $3 a 
day, you know by union agitation, where everybody has got a job 
at $20 a day, ain't going to work. 


MR. MARTINEZ: Franz, do you have a question? 


Q Yes. I wonder if you could give us some details 
about the figures of U.S. aid and the prospects. 


a Well, the minute you ask the question of figures 
on U.S. aid, you have to be a lawyer and a developmental 
economist to straighten it all out. I can give you some 
broad-brush stuff. Broad-brush, we are increasing our aid to 
Haiti. Broad-brush, we had a program for 1985 of about $40 
million; for 1986, of about $80 million; and for 1987, of about 
$100 million, maybe a few more, maybe a few less. We're 
working on that. 


But the Congress earmarked a total of $109 million for 
Haiti, and then the appropriators wrote some codicils that 
appeared to change that a little bit, and then the 
Administration has some options and whatnot. But anyway, this 
is all kind of the fine print. The basic thing is that it will 
be $100 million or more this year. So the trend line is very 
definitely up. 
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This consists largely of the sort of standard 
categories of ESF, development assistance, and PL-480 food 
assistance in about equal amounts -- about a third each. It 
also has a small military assistance component, MAP, 
non-lethal, mostly training, spare parts, maintenance for 
vehicles, boats, planes and things that have essentially gone 
down over the course of the years as they ran out of spare 
parts because there wasn't any military program with the 
Duvaliers. 


I think it's significant -- someone asked earlier 
whether this was enough, whether the Haitians were satisfied. 
Well, no, they're not; clearly, they'd like more. When we talk 
to them about this we point out that, you know, the whole world 
is shrinking. You guys, you've heard it from George Shultz and 
everybody else: you know as well as I what's happened to our 
Foreign Aid Budget. And you know very well that serious 
Foreign Aid accounts are being very drastically reduced, even 
in countries that we want to support, need to support. So for 
Haiti to be getting essentially a 25 percent increase is quite 
significant. 


I think it's a sum of money which will help a lot to 
attack immediate problems and longer-range problems -- and 
there are big environmental problems, reforestation, 
particularly soil erosion, illiteracy. These are all sort of 
the big, long-range problems -- public health, sanitation. 
$100 million is not chicken feed, and a lot of good work can be 
done with it. 


What is the budget? 
Of Haiti? 


Uh-huh. You said they had one. (inaudible) 


> © Pe 


They have one. I, frankly, don't have that 
figure in my head. It's not a -- It's about what the U.S. 
Government spends on paper clips in an hour probably. But, you 
know, it's a budget. I can certainly get that from the Haiti 
desk. We could probably give you a little fact sheet on it. 


Q $100 million is a significant percentage? 


) Oh, yes; yes, it is. $100 million will help a 
lot. Some of it is in budgetary support, and of course, the 
other donors, especially international lending institutions. 
But I'm sure we can get that or Pete can get that figure for 
you, fact sheet. It's published. 





=" 





One of the big changes this government has done -- 
they have an actual budget written on paper which is handed out 
to people who are interested. That's a great novelty on the 
Haitian scene. 


Q Thank you. 


(The briefing concluded at 4:12 P.M.) 
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ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: That's what I'm going to say -- 
what it’s all about. 


Q Why can't he? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: Why don’t I tell you what is the 
situation and then I'll take your questions. 


On Friday afternoon -~ or Priday at noon, the President 
asked me to look into and bring together the facts concerning the -- 
particularly the implementation of the strategic initiative in Iran 
and more precisely, anything pertaining to the transfer of arms. 
Over the weekend this inquiry was conducted. Yesterday evening I 
reported.to the President. We continued our inguiry and this morning 
the President directed that we make this information immediately 
available to the Congress and to the public through this medium this 
noon. 


Let me say that all of the information is not yet in. We 
are still continuing our inquiry. But he did want me to make 
available immediately what we know at the present time. 


What is involved is that in the course of the arms 
transfers, which involved the United States providing the arms to 
Israel and Israel in turn transferring the arms -- in effect, selling 
the erms to representatives of Iran. Certain monies which were 
received in the transaction between representatives of Israel and 
representatives of Iran were taken and made available to the forces 
in Central America which are opposing the Sondinista government 
there. 


In essence, the way in which the transactions occurred 
was that a certain amount of money was negotiated by representatives 
outside of the United States with Iran for arms. This amount of 
money was then transferred to representatives as best we know that 
can be described as representatives of Israel. They, in turn, 
transferred to the CIA, which was the agent for the United States 
government under a finding prepared by the President -- signed by the 
President in January of 1986. And, incidentally, all of these 
transactions that I am referring to took place between January of 
1986 and the present time. They transferred to the CIA the exact 
amount of the money that was owed to the United States government for 
the weapons that were involved plus any costs of transportation that 
might be involved. This money was then repaid by the CIA to the 
Department of Defense under the normal procedures and all 
governmental funds and all governmental property was accounted for 
and statements of that have been verified by us up to the present 
time. 


MORE 








The money -- the difference between the money owed to the 
United States government and the money received from representatives 
of Iran was then deposited in bank accounts which were under the 
control of representatives of the forces in Central America. 


Q How much money, Sir? How such involved? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: We don’t know the exact amount, 
yet. Our estimate is that it is somewhere between $10 and $30 
million. 


Q liow did it come to your attention? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: In the course of a thorough 
review of a number of intercepts, and other materials, this -- the 
hint of a possibility that there was some monies being made available 
for some other purpose came to our attention, and then we pursued 
that with the individuals involved. 


Q Why wasn't the President -- why wasn't the President 
told? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESC: The President was told as soon as 
we found out about it. 


Q And he knew nothing about it? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MECSE: The President knew nothing about 
it until I reported it to him. I alerted him yesterday morning that 
we still had some more work to do, and then I gave him the detail 
that we had yesterday afternoon. 


Q Attorney General Meese -- 
ATTORNEY GENCRAL MEESE: One at a time -- right here. 


Q Is this what you were looking for when you began? 
Or is this just something that turned up in the course of your 
weekend investigation? 


ATTORNCY GCNERAL MCESEC: This turned up in the course of 
the investigation. The first thing that triggered, if you will, an 
inquiry, was the fact that as people prepared their testimony -- 
because this ‘Sad been done in a rather compartmentalized way -- as 
people prepared their testimony for the Hill on Friday, there were 
certain things where facts -- there appeared to be more facts out 
there than we had already put together. And it was a matter, then, 
of the President requesting me to talk with everyone who had any 
participation at all, because one agency was doing one thing, another 
agency was doing another thing -- there was very little paperwork -- 
and to determine precisely what all of the facts were because he 
wanted to be sure that he had all of the information about anything 
that may have occurred in the course of this whole situation. That 
was -- it was during the course of that inquiry that this information 
was found and then was followed out to the conclusions that I 
mentioned. 


Okay? 


Q General Meese, can you tell us who is running 
national security policy? Can you clear up for the American people, 
is Secretary Shultz staying? Who is the new Wational Security 
Adviser? And what are you recommending in terms of possibly 
restructuring the White House Staff? 


ATTUANEY CONLHAL MLESEC: In answer to your questions in 
Order, at the present time, upon Admiral Poindexter actually leaving 
his post, Al Keel, his Veputy, will be the Acting Assistant to the 
President for National Secur.ty Affairs. The President has not yet 
selected a replacement, but te will do so as soon as possible. 
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Secretary Shultz is remaining in his position as Secretary of State. 
That has not been a matter of conjecture, or discussion, or inquiry. 


And the third part of your question? 
Q Well, General Meese, will -- 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: Oh, what recommendations will we 
make? 


We will make whatever recommendations for futher 
proceedings come out of it, but more particularly, the President will 
be appointing a small commission which will look into the procedures 
and role of the NSC staff and will make specific recommendations to 
him as far as the process for the future. 


Q General Meese -~ 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: Followup question, and then 
we'll get the rest, 


Q We've been told that the President was operating, 
from the beginning of this operation in June or July of 1985, on 
legal opinions, not written, but oral, from you. Now, one can ask, 
then, are you, at this point, sorry that you gave the advice that the 
NSC should do this operation overlooking the objections of State and 


Defense? 
ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: The only -- 
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legal opinion that was involved hac to do with the routine 
concurrence with the finding of January, 1986. That's the only legai 
Opinion, or segal advice that was asked for, or that was given. 


Q Generai Meese? 


Q General Meese, who in the NSC was aware that this 
extra amount of money was being transferred to the so-called 
*“Contras* or under their control? Did Admiral Poindexter 
specifically know, who elge knew, and did the CIA know? das CIA 
Director Casey aware of this? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MZESE: The only persons in the United 
States government that knew precisely abowt this, the only person, 
was Lieutenant Colonel North. Admiral Poindexter did know that 
something of this nature was occurring, but he did not look into it 
further. 


Q And what, if I could follow-up, sir, what about CIA 
Director Casey? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEEESEZ: CIA Director Casey, Secretary 
of State Shultz, Secretary of Defense Weinberger, myself, the other 
members in the NSC -- none of us knew. 


Q when you say that Poindexter knew, do you mean he 
approved of it? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MZESE: Wo. Admiral Poindexter knew 
genecaily that something of this nature was happening. He did not 
know the details. 


Q He did not try to stop it, however, though? 
Q when did he -- 

ATTORNEY GEWEWAL AEESE: te did not -- 

Q He did not try to stop it, though? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEZSE: iI don’t know precisely when he 
dearned it. He knew of it sometime during iast year. 


Q Jut he didn’t try to stop it, sir? 
ATTORNEY GENERAL MEZSE: He did not try to stop it. 
v) Generai Meese. 


Q Let me ask you this. In the course of your 
investigation, did you satisty yourseif that you know exactiy how 
many shipments of atms went from the United States or Israei to Iran, 
and exactiy what they contained? There's quite a bit of controversy 
over that. 


ATTORNEY GENEAAL MEZSE: we are fairiy sure that we know 
of the shipments of arms, because we have some controi. We know it 
Was snipped Out of Duy stocks. we will oniy know <= we oniy know at 
this time what the United States participated in. We don't know of 
any Othet @f@s8 saies that May Have Seen Adde,. Dut we do know those 
that the United States participated in. 


Q Weii, set me just toilow-up. Have sou estadiished 
im yOut investigation whether anyone in the United States government 
gave 2 wink, & nOd, an accord, Of any Kind Of approves for shipments 
which istees Of amy Other third country may have mace? 


ATTURAEY GEHERAL MibeGd: Weili, S11 Of the shipments that 
“= an which the United States" equipment was invoived were made by -- 
througn isecael -- were made oy israel. 
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Q Was that legai? Was that iegal? 
ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: Yes. 


Q Mr. Attorney Generai, do I understand, sir, that 
what you're ceporting on this gorning and what the President reported 
on this morning is a discovery of diversion of funds? The central 
questions that have been asked for the last three or four weeks about 
the propriety of shipment to -- armas to Iran, about the U.S. arms 
embargo at the time, the questions that the Hili has been asking -- 
you have, if I understand correctiy, we have heard nothing new on 
those Guestions today. Is that correct? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: We have heard nothing new that 
hasn't been testified to essentially on the Hill. There may be -- we 
may have more information than has been brought to light already. 
We've talked with Congress basically. I think Director Casey gave a 
pretty fuii exposition. 


Q But this today, the discovery and the announcement, 
rather, today, of the diversion of funds, we take it by Coionei 
Worth, that does not drive to any of those other questions. Did what 
Colonel North do, is that a crime? dill he be prosecuted? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: We are presentiy looking into 
the legal aspects of it as to whether there's any criminality 
involved. We're also looking precisely at his involvement and what 
he did, so that the conclusions as to whether there's any criminai . 
acts invoived is still under inguiry by us. 


Q veneral Meese -- 


Q Ien't it at this time iikely, even preterabie from 
yOur point of view, that a speciai prosecutor be appointed to examine 
these questions? You're taiking not only about the law about the 
Iranian transactions, Out the Congressional strictures against the 
mMiiitaty aid to the Contras. isn't it now time for a special 
prosecutor? 
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ATTORNEY GEWERAL MEESE: Wo. If we find that there is 
any criminality, which as yet there have been no conclusions -- and 
if we find that anyone who is a covered person under the Independent 
Counsel Act is involwed, then that would be the time to request an 
independent counsel, as we would in any other matter. 


Q Mr. Meese, is the President angered by this? 


Q Is a grand jury to follow up -- is a grand jury 
taking evidence on this? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: Wo. There is no grand jury at 
the present tise. 


Q ~~ still saying it was not a mistake -- the policy 
was not a mistake, General Meese? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: I think the policy, as the 
President said, to reestablish our relationship with Iran, to try to 
bring an end to the Iran-Iragi war, to try to decrease the 
participation of Iran in terrorism in the Middle East, and to get our 
hostages back -- all of these objectives -- certainly were not 
mistake. 


Q The way it was carried out led to this diversion of 
funds by not including the other agencies. 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: It didn’t lead to the diversion 
of funds. The funds were transferred and that's one of the things 
that has disturbed me and disturbed the President. That was not an 
inherent part of anything having to do with the policy itself. 
Instead, it was actually an aberration from the policy and from 
everything that had been described to the President and to the other 
members of the National Security Council. 


Q How did you discover this, sir? 

Q Perhaps he -- 

Q How did you discover this? did Colonel North -- 
ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: One question at 4a time. 

Q Did Colonel North give you testimony <-- 


Q -- suggesting if Congress had been notified, don't 
you think it would have been unlikely for this to happen? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: Wo. I think exactiy the same 
thing could well have happened, because this was something that was 
unknown to any of the officials that gave authorization for this in 
the first place. 


Q How did you discover it, sir? 
ATTORNEY GENCRAL MEESE: Yes? 
Q Could you tell me what these funds were used for? 


ATTORNEY GONERAL MEESE: I don't know. I don’t know that 
anyone does. They were just provided to the contras through this 
bank account and that was the end, so far as we know, of anyone in 
the United States government knowing anything about what happened to 
them. 


Q How did you discover it, Mr. Attorney General? 
ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESZ: Wow did we discover it? In the 


course of a review of documents, we came across a reference to the 
pOossidility of differences in amount between the funds being paid by 
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Ican and the amount of the actual weapons -- that was one thing. 
And, secondly, there were some references to this in one particular 
document that we found. While it didn't reveal the whole situation, 
we then used that as the basis for proceeding further and discussing 
with one of the participants what this all meant and that's how this 
was discovered. 


Q When you talked to Colonel North over the weekend, 
did be admit that he had done this? 


ATTORFEY GENERAL MEESE: I will talk about the facts. I 
think as far as anything that might possibly be .avolved in legal 
action as to who admitted what, I think it woule  .ot be appropriate 
for me to go into that. 


Q One final follow up, then. How did Colonel North -- 
let me put it this way -- these transfers of monies, did they only go 
through one man -- Colonel North? Were there no other people 
involved? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: Wo transfers of money went 
through anyone. Bank accounts were established, as best we know, by 
representatives of the forces in Central America. And this 
information was provided to representatives of the Israeli government 
and the funds -- or representatives of Israel, I should say -- and 
then these funds were put into the accounts. So far as we know at 
this stage, no American person actually handled any of the funds that 
went to the forces in Central America. 


Q -- Israel deposited money to accounts that it had 
been asked to deposit the money to -- Israel deposited money to 
accounts it had been asked -- 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: These are some of the details 
that we're still going into, because we haven't had a chance to 
interview everyone. 


Q You made the long march with the President -- 


Q General, have you made any finding regarding the use 
of the National Security Council staff as an operational wing of the 
government and that it would result in something like this? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: This is what the board or the 
commission that the President will set up will presumably be looking 
at. We will probably be making recommendations on this regard. 


Q Mr. Attorney General? 
ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: Helen, you haven't talked yet. 


Q You made the long march with the President from 
California and there are many, many reports that his California 
friends and supporters do think there should be a real shake-up at 
the top. Yesterday, a number two man at the State Department really 
Gamaged the President's position in a way -- publicly -- by opposing 
it, differing and so forth. Do you think that Secretary Shultz has 
behaved in the proper style and should he stay on? And what do you 
think should happen? What's happening to the President? 


ATTORWEY GENERAL MCESC: Well, Helen, [I think you know 
that for the almost sia years that i‘ve been here i have never 
sommented on any == on the conduct or tried to characterize te acts 
of any other member of the administration. I°m mot going to change 
$o8@t Ow, 


9 Well, what is happening -- 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: I do think <= I will say this. 
i think every member of the administration owes it to the President 
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to stand shoulder-to-shoulder with him and support the policies that 
he has -- the policy decisions he has made as well as to stand by his 
when something has happened which the President didn't know as in 
this case and where he has very courageously, I think, sade it 
immediately available to the American public and to the Congress. 

And I intend to do that. Other people can speak for themselves. 


Q Mc. Meese, setting aside what the President didn't 
know until last night about the diversion of funds, you have the 
spectacle of the top members of this administration fighting one 
another like cats and dogs over policy and the President's 
credibility being damaged as a result. Have you done nothing to 
address that? Has anyone here addressed it? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: I think, again, this would 
involve commenting on other members of the administration, which I 
won't do. I*we already said what my position is and my position is 
Clearly that I think anyone who is a member of the President's staff 


or the President's Cabinet has an obligation either to support the 
policy decisions of the President or to get out. 


Q Where does that leave the Secretary of State? 
ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: DeFrank -- Tom? 
Q Would you clear up a discrepancy, sir, that you said 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: Let me get Tom DeFrank's 
question then we'll get the discrepancy. 


Q Thank you, Ed. Specifically, though, there have 
been published reports that you have recommended to the President or 
Mrs. Reagan or to someone that a change needed to be made at the 
White House staff. Is that so? 

ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: Wo. 

Q Not true? 

ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: I have not -- the published 
reports I*ve seen are those which said that I was in league somehow 
with a -- quote -- “group of Californians” which had to do with major 
shake-ups in the government. I have not had any conversations with 
any Californians about such a group of making such recommendations. 


Q Have you had any conversations with Drew Lewis about 
replacing Donald Regan, sir? 


ATTORNEY GFNERAL MEISE: Wo. 
Q You have not called Orew Lewis? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: I have not called Drew Lewis and 
he has not called me about getting the job, no. 


Now, the discrepancy back there. 

Q Is the job open? 

~ “= said that -- 

ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: WNo. 

2 Excuse me, sit. You said that between $10 million 
and $30 million surplus funds from the iranian arms Sa.e May ave 


been diverted to sources in Central == 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MELSE: i Sey May Have Seen transferred. 
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°Q That's right. The public reports and what the Whice 
House has said suggested that only $12 sillion total was spent for 
these. What's the total cost of these aras? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: The difference is -- it was $12 
million worth -- approximately -- worth of arms that wes transferred 


from DOD stocks. That's -- 


Q Is that how the Israelis sold thes for $10 to $30 
million sore than that? 


ATTORALY GENERAL MEESE: That's sy -- that's the best of 
our understanding at the present time, yes. 


ie) Did you know they were selling them at 4 premium? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: Wo one at a command level in the 
United States government did. No. 


Q Attorney General Meese -- 

ATTORNEY GENERAL MEETSE: Wait @ minute -- let's -- 
Q Attorney General, just to follow-up -- 
ATTORSEY CENTRAL MEESE: Yes. 


Q What was the purpose, as you determined it, for 
setting up this special -- given the funding that’s been approved, 
why was it that someone in the White House felt it necessary to 
funnel this extra money to the Contras? 


ATTORNEY CEMERAL MEESE: Well, I don’t know precisely -- 
except that this was all done during a period when the funding was. 
not being provided by the Congress. This was all done prior to the 
first of this fiscal year when funding was resumed. So, it was at a 
time when no funds were being provided by the United States 
government. 


v) Therefore, it was in violation of the <= wasn’t it? 
ATTORMEY GEWCRAL MEESE: What? 
C Is this definitely in viclation in the law, then? 


ATTORNEY GENCRAL MECSEC: That's something we're looking 
at at the present time because it depends on two things: precisely 
what was done and precisely who did it, in terms of what people who 
are United States officials, or United States citizens -- actually 
participated, and what their conduct was. That's what we're still 
looking at. 


S General tleese -- 

Q General Meese ~«- 

ATTORALY GENCNWAL MECSE: One at o time. 

Cleanor? 

C in your conversations with Admiral Poindexter, how 


joes he explain not having alerted anyone that this was going on? As 
yOu Said, he was aware of those Sappenings and -- 


ATTOAALY CENLAAL MEECLE: Again, I'm not going in te any 
precise conversations with anyone while the inquiry is stil 
oroceeding. Let me just say that he did not notify anyone of this, 


particularily the President, or any of the other members of the 
“ational Security Cowncil. 
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Q Genera.? 
ATTORNEY GESERAL MEESE: Yes. 
Q Did he quit, or was he fired? 


ATTORNEY GCNERAL MEESE: Admiral Poindexter resigned -- 
or actually requested reassignment to the Navy of his own accord 
before anyone ever raised any questicn about this. He did this of 
his own volition because he felt -- 


Q When? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MECSE: -- because he felt that it was 
his responsibility to take that action to avoid any possible 
confusion over this matter and to allow the President to have a new 
start in terms of his national security operations. 


Q When did he do that, Sir? 
Q When did he do it? 


ATTORNEY GCNERAL MCESE: ile discussed it with me, 
yesterday, and he actually -- and he -- 


Q That was after the information had come out about 
this diversion of funds to the Contras, yes? 


ATTORNEY GEWERAL MEESE: It was during the same 
conversation that I discussed with him that he mentioned what his 
feeling ad been as to what he ought to do in regard to the whole 
matter. 


Q Dut, it was only after he was aware that this had 
become public, and you knew about it. 


ATTORNEY GEWERAL MELSEC: Wo, it had not become public at 
that time. 


Q But, that you knew about it, correct? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MCESE: This is correct. However, I was 
led to believe that he had already planned to resign prior to his 
conversation with me, and se actually told the President this 
sorning. 


Q You say the members of the administration sinould 
Support the President or get out. Where does that leave the 
Secretary of State? 


ATTURNEY GOAERAL MOESE: I'm not talking about any 
particular person. Conclusions are your business, not mine. 


Yes? 


Q Would you, please, clarify the whole question of the 
President condoning a third country shipment prior to signing this 
orcer -- this intelligence finding in January. Exactly what did the 
President know, and when did he know it? Who told him the details 
were, in terms of Israel shipping arms to Iran, apart from this 
ad3itional question of shipping arms to the Contras? 


ATTORSLY CEWEAAL MCCSC: This is still being looked 
into. 
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The President did not have full details of ali of the 
aspects of transactions that took place prior to the finding. There 
were -- there was at least one transaction that we know about in 
which Israel shipped weapons without any authorization from the 
United States. There was another transaction of a similar nature, 
although there was probabiy knowledge on tne part of people in the 
United States about it, and this -- 


W when was that? 


ATTURNECY GENERAL MEESE: -- is one of -- there was a 
transaction, one transaction in iate August or September, and there 
was another transaction in -- 


) Of ‘85? 


ATTORN/.Y GENERAL MEESE: -- of '85 -- in November. And 
in the November trinsacticn, actually, those weapons were returned to 
Israel, it's our uncerstanding. That was -- that whole -- both of 
those transactions toox piace between Israel and Iran, did not 
involve, at that time, the United States. 


Q Mr. Attorney General, on that transaction in 
September -- 


Q Did the President know about it atterwards, or at 
what point -- 


ATTURNEY GENERAL MEESE: wait a minute. 


-- at what point did the President know? You said 
ne didn't have tne tuli detaiis. 


ATTORNEY GENERAL McESE: Yes. 


v What detaiis did he have about those transactions, 
and when did he have them? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MLESE: The President -- this is one of 
the things that we're recoilecting now. The President was informed 
generally that there had been an Israeli shipment of weapons to Iran 
sometime during the late summer, early fail of 1985, and then he 
later iearned in February of 1986 details about another shipment that 
had taken piace in November of ‘85, which had actualiy been returned 
to Israeli in February of ‘66. 


e) Mc. Attorney Generali, Admiral Poindexter -- 


Q If he didn't realiy know, why did he call Shimon 
Peres to thank him right after Benjamin Weir's release? w?hy did he 
cail the then Israeli Prime Minister to thank him tor Israel's help 
in sending that shipment of arms? 


ATTURNEY GEWERAL MEESe: Weil, he thanked <-- he cailed -- 
I don't know, because that's something I have not discussed with the 
President specificaiiy the cali to Shamir, but I think there was no 
question that the Israelis had been helpful in terms of their 
contacts with other people in regard to Weir. 


a Attorney Veneral, Admiral Poindexter has toid 
reporters that the President verbaiily authorized that shipment in 
September of 1985 trom Israei to Iran. Uoes your intormation dispute 
that? 


ATTUrAcY GENERAL adéSé: Jur intormation is that the 
President knew about it probabiy after the tact and agreed with the 
general concept of continuing our discussions with the israeiis 
concerning these matters. That's the information I have. 

8) But who had the authorization abiiity, if not tie 
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President? #ho can authorize -- 
Q -- why did he condone -- 
ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: Weill, nobody -- to my knowledge 


Q Let me just ask the question. 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEZESE: To my knowledge, nobody 
authorized that particular shipment specifically. 


Q The Israelis did it on their own? 
ATTORNEY GENEKAL MEZS¢: That's my understanding, yes. 


Q Do you know the Israelis ciaim that they never did 
anything without the full knowledge, understanding and consent of the 
United States government? 


Q That's what Rabin says. 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: Ay understanding is that in 
terms of that particular shipment -- and this is one of the -- 


Q Which one? The September ‘85? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEES¢é: The September -- August or 
September -- it's either August or September -- that on that 
particuiar occasion, it was done at their -- on their own motion by 
the Israelis. It was known to us, and it's uncertain as to whether 
it was known before or after and -- 


Q Didn't Bud McFarlane meet with an Israeli otficial 
just at that time? 


ATTURNEY GENCRAL “EESE: Wait @ Minute. Let me finish 
my answer -- and tnat it was, however, after the tact, at least, was 
condonec by tne United States government. 


v Mr. Meese -- 
ATTORNEY GENERAL MECSE: wait. Une at a time. 


Q You mace a caretul distinction. Mr. Meese, between 
tne -- 


MR. SPEAKES: Let's iet -- hey, hoid it. Let's let the 
Attorney General cali on one person -- he's called on you <-- and 
conciuce, because he has a iunca. 


Q Vkay, great. You corrected yourselt to make a 
distinction between the Israeli government and [sraesis that were 
invoived in the diversion of funds. Are you implying that there was 
somebody Outside the government and that tney are in tact the 
kingpins benind the <-- this operation to divert the funds? 


ATTORWEY GENERAL MEESE: weli, one of the things that's 
very Jifticuit is to be talking abduut this in the middie of an 
inguity which is not yet compiete. we don't know all the facts. And 
$O, as far as things that are happening other than invoiving United 
States persons or United States government ofticiais that we have 
talked to, we don’t know aii the tacts. Tnat's why I'm being very 
Careful to say that as dest we «now, tuey were representatives or 
iscael. whether they were speciticaliy authorized by the government 
Or mot is one of tne things | would assume we wilii tind out. 


wd You have -- 
y) What about notifying Congress in a timeiy fashion? 
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Q wiii there be more resignations? 


Q Andrea's had a few questions aiready. (Laughter.) 
What's to prevent an increasingly cynical public from thinking that 
you went looking tor a scapegoat and you came up witn this whopper, 
but it doesn't have a lot to do with the original controversy? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: Well, the only thing that I can 
say is that we have been very careful to lay out the facts for you 
and for the American public just as rapidiy as we've gotten then, 
much -- much different than we would do in a normal inguiry or 
investigation when we usually wait until the inguiry is complete. 

But the President felt that in the interests of getting the full 
story out that he should make the statement that he did today and 
that I should appear before you and answer questions, which 1 think 
yOu wiil agree is doing everything we can to be sure that there is no 
hint that anything is trying to be concealed. 


All right, now, in the back. Yes. 


) Mc. Meese, how high did this go? In other words, do 
you believe, and are we being asked to believe, that a Lieutenant 
Colonel took this initiative and had these funds transtecred, and 
that only Admiral Poindexter knew about it? Wow high did it go? 


ATTORNEY GEWZRAL MEESE: dell, what you have just said is 
an accurate picture of what we know at this time, and to the best of 
Ouc knowiedge, and we have checked this rather extensiveiy, it did 
not gO any higher than that. 


Q Mr. Meese, was Generai Singiaub or General Secord or 
anybody in that network -- providing aid to the Contras, were they 
involved in this? 


ATTORNEY GEWERAL MEESE: deil, I can't tell you because 
we have not completed our inguiry, and the only names that I have 
used are peuple with wnom we have aiready talked and have pretty good 
intormation 4s to who's who. 


Q Welii, did you uncover -- sir, did you uncover any 
Other evidence? 


) You've talked about giving us this information about 
the funds to Nicaragua. Congress specifically forbade you in the 
Boland Amendment from directing or providing support to the Contras. 
Haven't you, based strictiy on the intormation you've given us today, 
viciated tne Boland Amendment, and hasn't one of the President's 
staff members overseen that? 


ATTURNEY GENERAL MécSc: This is something that we are 
lookince into at the present time. As to the specific applicability 
of variety of laws and whether the acts that particuiar persons 
committed were in violation of those laws, I'm not prepared at this 
time to make a iegal conciusion, because that's still under 
consideration. 


Q wouid you teii the President that the Boland 
Amendment might have veen violated, and that's why you were taking 
this action? 


ATTOANWFY CENERAL AEESc: My answer cremains tne same. 
Yes. 
Q \v eese, yOu say Admiral Poindexter is deing 


reassigned. Snoulc se be ceassigned without any determination boeing 
made as to whether or not there has been any criminality involved 
here? 
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ATTORNEY GENERAL MZESE: Well, he is a Naval officer, a 
very distinguished Naval officer. He has asked to be returned to the 
Navy, and the President has agreed to allow him to do that. So it's 
a matter of him deciding to relinguish his position as the Assistant 
to the President for National Security Affairs, so he automatically 
goes back to the Navy, as he's requested. 


Q Do you -- staff changes? 
Q You've spoken of several instances -- 


Where is Colonel North going? 


© 


Q -- where the President did not have information. Do 
you believe, or has the President expressed to you some concern that 
perhaps he needs to change some of his staff operations in order for 
him to receive more information and have more of a hands-on 
presidency? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: It's not a matter of having a 
hands-on presidency, 
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it's making sure that those people who are working for him are 
following the procedures. That‘s the reason why he has this 
commission which will be reviewing specifically what those procedures 
and what those standards of conduct are. As far as what the 
President didn’t know, I only mentioned two times -- one time where 
he knew nothing, which was the transfer of funds to the forces in 
Nicaragua. The other thing was where he didn't have complete 
information at the time regarding the November transaction. And in 
the summer, the August situation in which he was informed of that, 
but after the fact. And it's my understanding that the United States 
individuals involved were also informed after the fact. 


Q But does he believe that he has been badly served? 
Is he angered by this? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: I think what -- that that calls 
for a conclusion. I'm just talking about facts. 


Q Do you -- 
Q Mc. Meese -- 
ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: All right. Back there. 


Q What does this do to your credibility with Congress. 
I mean, how can your people now go down to Congress and look them in 
the eye when they passed a law opposing funds for the contras and 
your administration, however it happened, wound up sending that 
money ? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: I think the same way you do when 
anybody in the administration does someth:ng that is not correct. 
And that is you go down to Congress and you tell them exactly what 
happened, which is what the President and what I did today. I don't 
think anyone can be responsible if someone on the lower echelons of 
government, does something that we don't fee! -- or that -- 
objectively viewed as not correct. But when that happens and you 
find out about it, you investigate it and you take the necessary 
action, which is exactly what we did and what the President has done. 


Q Will you cooperate with Congress, Mr. Attorney 
General? Clearly there -- 


Q -- lower echelon did this. 
MR. SPEAKES: Please. Quiet. 
9 Well, will you cooperate with Congress? 


MR. SPEAKES: One second. Let's let the Colonel have the 
privilege of asking the concluding question. 


Q Well, let me just follow up on the previous one. 
Mr. Attorney General, will you cooperate with Congress? 


’ 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE. It's my -- I don't like to -- I 
want to get Larry's permission, but I'm not really a sado-masochist. 


MPR. SPEAKES: The more questions you answer the less I 
have -- 


~« Congress, Sift, ON an investigation. Congress 
will undoubtedly require its own investigation. 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: t[ think -=- did i heart question 
here? 


Q Congress will undoubtedly require its own 
investigation on the theory that the administration cannot properly 
investigate itself in this matter. Will you cooperate with a 
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Congressional investigation? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: I don't accept your premise that 
Coxgress will feel that we can't investigate ourselves. We're not 
investigating ourselves. We're investigating certain people within 
the administration. There‘s no question whatsoever or no implication 
that anything that was done was administration policy or directed by 
-- top administration officials. However, the President has already 
directed, as he told you, I think almost two weeks ago, that he 
wanted all members of the government to cooperate fully with the 
Congress so that all the facts would be presented to them and that's 
why such an immediate presentation to the Congress was made, as it 
was this morning. 


Q Sic, was there -- can I ask you, what did Colonel 
North actually tell you? Why did he do it and where was the money 
deposited? Was it in one bank or several banks? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: I'm not going to go into 
specific conversations for the reasons that I mentioned earlier. My 
-- the information we have at the present time is that it was done 
because this was during a period when Congress had not provided money 
to the Contras; it was done during a time in which, it is my 
understanding, that provisions had been made by Congress to permit 
the United States to seek funding of the forces in Nicaragua from 
third countries and -- what was the other part of your question? 


° -- bank accounts? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL M™ESE: And the bank accounts -- my 
understanding is that the bank eccounts were in Switzerland and that 
they were -- where normal deposits are made into accounts -- into 
numbered accounts and then this was withdrawn by the representatives 
of the forces in Nicaragua. 


Q Was Adolfo Calero involved? Was he the man that 
North contacted? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: I'm not going to be able to talk 
about people where I don't know specific facts, Frank. 


Q General? 
Q Do you expect further resignations? 
Q -- It was a UNO operation -- 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: It's very hard -- until we get 
silence, I'll answer one question -- 


9 I've already been called on. 
MR. SPEAKES: Yes. 
Q Nobody will let me ask -- 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MECSE: All right, Jerry. It’s your 
turn. 


Q I would like to know what's going to become of 
Lieutenant Colonel North and if he’s going back to the Marine Corps. 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: Lieutenant Colonel North has 
requested to return to the Marine Corps and that has been 
accomplished. 


Q Mr. Meese, do you expect -- 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: As a matter of fact, i think -- 
my understanding is -- I believe <= that he has already indicated 
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that he is retiring from the Marine Corps, dut that I'd have to 
check. 


° Mr. Meese -- 
*) General -- 
Q You said -- 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: All right. Right in front of 
Jerry there. 


Q You said that it is time for the President's men to 
stand shoulder-to-shoulder -- that that is your belief. But 
specifically, what has the President instructed of his Cabinet 
members in that meeting yesterday that lasted for two hours -- that 
he wants to have happen now? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: You know that I never comment on 
meetings with the President and who said what. 


Q General? 
ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: Yes? 


Q General, could you say -- since that money was owed 
to the “ ©“. government, the $30 million or $40 million, are you going 
to -- 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: Wo. It was not owed to the U.S. 
government. All the money that was owed to the United States 
government was paid to the United States government. 


Q Arce you going to require that that additional money 
that went to the Contras go back to the J.S. government? 


ATTORNEY GENEAL MEESE: We have no control over that 
money. It was never United States funds, it was never the property 
of United States officials, so we have no control over that 
whatsoever. 


Q General, what about the role of Bud McFarlane, sir, 
the former National Security Adviser? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: Quiet. Pardon? 


Q -- Congressional criticism of the arms sale itself. 
Your showing this additional factor as a possible violation of <-- Can 
the President legitimately expect to get anything accomplished on 
Capitol Hill unless he makes some changes? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: I think the President has 
already indicated that he will mak some changes. One of the things 
he's going to do is to have a comm.ssion to review the procedures and 
the role of the National Security Council staff. Already, Admiral 
Poindexter has requested return to the Navy so the President can make 
some changes in that particular spot. 


Q General, what about the <- 
Q -- other changes? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: So, I think the changes are 
already underway. 


*) General -- 


Q -- Robert McFarlane, the former National Security 
Adviser who was deesly involved in this whole project, did he know 
about this diversion of funds to the Contras? 
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ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: Sud McFarlane knew about it. He 
was told about it in the middle of the year -- April or May of 1986 
at a time when he was no Longer in the government. 


Q So he was aware of this while it was going on? 
ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: That's my understanding, yes. 


Q And possibly an illegal act -- an illegal diversion 
of funds? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: You're coming to conclusions 
that we haven't made yet. 


*) -- have you suggested -- 

Q Why did the administration decide not to send 
medicine and humanitarian aid and isn’t it true that if you had 
decided to go that route, you wouldn't be in the mess you're in? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: That's a matter for foreign 
policy expertise. Justice is my routine. 


Q General -- 


Q Do you expect further resignations or some other way 
for this administration to establish its credibility and to show that 
its Cabinet is functioning? 
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ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: I think that the sdszinistration 
has already demonstrated its credibility by the full disclosure of 
the facts. I think there's no question the Cabinet is functioning 
right now -- as witness the seetings we've had yesterday and today, 
and 1 know of no other resignations that are either contemplated or 


requested. 


Q Do you mean to suggest, sir, that the Congress may 
have authorized what Colonel North did in seeking funds for the 
Contras and third countries? Did you sean to suggest that? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEISE: I -~- certainly, Congress never 
specifically authorized what Colonel North did. The question that 
has to be looked at as a legal matter, is whether he committed eny 
violation of law at the time he did that. 


Q But, were you suggesting that the Intelligence 
Committee may have given the go-ahead to the CIA, for instance, to 
raise money from third countries? 


ATTORNLY GENCRAL MEESE: Wo, I did not. I did not 
comment on that aspect of it at all. All I said -- the only point 
that I'm making is, that before determining whether there is any 
criminal offense, you Save to find out what -- how the law applies to 
specific acts -- and that's going on at the present tine. 


Q To follow-up, sir, could you explain how it is that 
the President's Wational Security Adviser, who has the President's 
ear, could not, at least, inform the Chief of Staff, Mr. Regan, of 
this? 


ATTORNCY GOUCMAL MECSE: I cannot explain it other than 
the fact that it happen. 


C Mr. Meese? 
ATTORSIY GCNCRAL MEESC: Yes. 


Q General Meese, since -- since no one other thar 
those two gen knew about this, and since the President insists that 
he did not make a mistake in the Iran deal to begin with, why was the 
investigation begun? Why J3id he come to you last week and say, “Look 
into this?” 


ATTORNEY GONELRAL McESE: ie didn't. I came to hin. 
*) Wry? 


ATTORICY CodDRAL MECSE: Because as the various -- I had 
been in meetings -- in looking at the various aspects of the 
testimony, and there appeared to be things that we didn’t know 
because one person Sad done this, and one person had done that, and 
because of the very necessary secrecy involved in this, and the 
highiy compartmentalised nature of the operation, a lot of people did 
mot know Certain tiings that were going on, that were »eing Jone by 
others. My suggestion to the President was that we get all of the 
facts together to »be sure that anyone testifying before Congress was 
being absolutely accurate, not only as to what they knew, but as to 
Other facts, since they were representing the administration. The 
President suggested that that be done <= that the facts all be pulled 
togetner. it was in the course of that, that this information cane 
to iiaght. 


‘* - 
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ATTORALY ©". "WAL MECEL: Yes. 
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information the State Oepa-:-ent has gotten <= not in reference to 
Contra money, but in the woole respect of this Iran connection, did 
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-- were they informed, or weren't they? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: Well, I think Mr. Shultz has 
said that he participated in certain meetings, and did get certain 


information, that he had opposed the concept of any transfer of ares, 
and that he was nct involved, nor was he informed about any of the 
implementing steps. And everything that I hawe found, including sy 
discussions with M. Shultz hiaself, werify that that is essentially 
correct. 


Okay. we're drawing to a close here. If we -- 


Yes? 


Q Whose moncy was sisappropriated? If it wasn’t the 
United States governzent funds -- 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: I don’t know that anybody's 
money was sisappropriated. 


Q Attorney General? 
ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: Yes? 


Q Can you explain a little sore about how the pricing 
of these weapons took place? I sean, who it was who set the price 
for the Iranians, and how that occurred? Was it North? Was it the 
Israelis? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: My understanding is that all of 
that took place 
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in negotictions between people which we might call “loosely* 
representing Israel and people representing Iran. And, so -~ that 
this was not done in the presence of, or with the participation of 
any American persons, to the best of our knowledge at this time. 
That's one of the things that we'll be looking into. 


Q Did Israeli officials know that this soney then was 
being transferred to the Contras -~ that that was the goal or the 
target of it? 


ATTORNEY GEWERAL MEESE: I don't know whether Israeli 
officials, as opposed to representatives, depending on who the people 
were, knew -- that’s one of the things again that we will be looking 


at. 
Q Who were the Israelis and who were the Iranians? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: Again, I can’t mention any names 
wntil we actually have those things pinned down, which is one of the 
things we'll be looking at. 


Q Well, did the Iranian government -- 


Q Was this Colonel Worth's idea? Was it Colonel 
North's idea -- if we can bid up the amount of money the Iranians are 
paying, we can take that extra money and divert it to the Contras? 
Did he come up with the original idea? Was it an Israeli idea? And 
a second question, sir -- there have been allegations that Vice 
President Bush was involved in supplying money or aiding the supply 
of money to the Contras. Do you know whether or not he was aware of 
this project at all? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: First, I don’t know precisely 
what the conversations were -- who said what to who -- when this 
thing first got started. Again, it’s a matter that is still under 
investigation. I do know that the President <-- that the Vice 
President did not know about any of this until yesterday when I 
informed him of essentially the same information I had given the 
President. 


Q Mr. Meese, did the Iranian government -- 


Q How is it that so much of this can go on and the 
President not know it? He is the President of the United States. 
Why doesn’t he know? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: Because somebody didn’t tell 
him, that's why. And remember, we're talking about three situations 
over a period of some six or eight months, and the people who were 
involved in the situation didn't tell anybody, including the 
President. So, it’s common understanding why the President wouldn't 
know, because no one in the chain of command was informed. 


Yes? 


Q Me. Meese, if they weren't U.S. funds, whose money 
was this? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: Well, I think that's <= I would 
assume that it either belonged to the party that <-- who had sold the 
weapons to the Ircanis.ss, of it belonged to the party who had bought 
the weapons and given the money. That's <= but I think it would 
probabiy be the party that had sold the weapons to the iranians. 


’ 9 Sit, were any of the principals on the Iranian or 
the Israeli side -- were they involved in cases that the Justice 
Department was prosecuting of investigating separately -- first? And 
second, was that -- 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: Wot to our knowledge, in answer 
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to your question. 


Q Were those bank accounts -~ is there ary evidence or 
indication those bank accounts were set up by the CIA? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: Wo. There‘’s no indication at 
all. 


Q Or that the Contras did it with the help of the CIA? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: Wo. There's no indication 
whatsoever, to the best of our knowledge -- that no one in the CIA 
knew anything about it. 


Q Can you explain, sic, why if it was the people who 
are leaving today -- they were the ones who proposed to the President 
the idea of areas shipments to Iran -- if, perhaps, they had other 
information from the President on that policy, as well, why doesn’t 
the President ask for a re-examination of that policy? Perhaps the 
four goals that you sentioned, which they proposed -- that there's a 
question about them, as well? Perhaps the President has been sisled 
about this larger policy, as well, since we know that Secretary 
Shultz opposes it and Secretary Weinberger opposes it, but the main 
advice came from NSC, from the people who are now leaving. Don't you 
think the President should re-examine that policy as well? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: Wo, because the people who are 
leaving 
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today were not the people that proposed the policy to the President. 
The policy was proposed initially as a result of conversations with 
Israel. It was then presented to the President by the then Assistant 
to the President for National Security Affairs. It was discussed 
with all of the members, in January, with all of the members of the 
National -- or almost all of the members of the National Security 
Council and that on the National Security Council there was a split 
of opinion. But after hearing all of the arguments, pro and con, the 
President decided that the potential for achieving the goals of 
effecting peace in the Middle East, helping secure that area, 
stopping a war, and obtaining our hostages was worth the risks 
involved. 


Q Can you say that when the President made that 
decision who was his National Security Adviser? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: Admiral Poindexter was actually 
-- it really was at the time when Bud McFarlane was leaving. The 
discussions with the President about this specific series of events 
had gone on under Mr. McFarlane during 1985 and the specific 
discussions of some of these things that led to the finding in 
January had actually started in December, while Mr. McFarlane was 
here. 


He was transferring out during the latter part of 
December and the early part of January. At that time, Admiral 
Poindexter came in. 


Q So he knew about details of this operation but 
didn't tell anyone in the administration for -- 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: Mr. McFarlane? 

Q Yes. 

ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: He didn't learn of this, of the 
transactions involving the forces in Central America until probably 
April or May of 1986. 

Q Why didn't he say anything? 

Q Why didn't he tell you? 

Q Why did he not say anything to the President? 

ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: I don't know. He didn't. 

Q He did go on a mission for the President -- 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: He didn't -- 


-- in May of that year, right? He was a 
representative of the President -- 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: That's correct. Whether he 
talked with the President during that period of time, I don't know. 


Q Well, why should the President take these people's 
advice, sir? 


ATTORNEY GENCRAL MEESE: Well, because -- the President 
didn't just take these people's advice as to the overall policy. He 
had the advice.of the entire range of his national security advisers. 

Q Most of them advised against it. 
ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: All of his advisers. What? 


Q Do you know what -- 
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ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: Two of -- some of whom advised 
against it, some of whom advised in favor of it. 


Q Who else advised in favor of it besides members of 
the NSC? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: As you know, I don't talk about 
who gives advice to the President. 


Q How did McFarlane learn of it? 
Q The people who you say profited from this diversion 


of funds, these then are the people that wr were workiny with, people 
perhaps that were even aboard the plane with Mr. McFarlane into Iran. 





ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: No, no. ‘The people who 
profited? I don't know that anyone profited. The fund -- 


Q In Israel who you say -- 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: I don't know that anyone in 
Israel -- 


Q -- owned the money that got diverted into -- 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: ‘The money that was transferred 
to the forces in Nicaragua -- I don't know that anyone who was 
involved in that transaction was necessarily on the plane with Mr. 
McFarlane. That's something we haven't gone into yet. 


Q How did he learn of it? 


Q We now know of three specific shipments, unless I'm 
mistaken -- the one in late August, early September, as you've 
described it; one in November, which was returned to Israel; and then _ 
another one in May. 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: And there were -- 


Q The diversion of funds took place from which of 
those or all three of those? 


Q Or none of those? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: There were several shipments -- 
there were, I believe, three or four shipments during 1986. I can't 
give you the precise dates. The transfer of funds were involved with 
at least one and possibly three of those shipments during the period 
eS ae January of 1986 or February through probably September 
of 1 ° 


Q Mr. Meese, Mr. Hasenfus is in jail in Nicaragua, as 
you know, for running supplies into Nicaragua to help the Contras. 
Did his mission, can you now say, was it in any way funded by any of 
these diverted funds? 


ATTORNEY GENERAL MEESE: I have no knowledge and I doubt 
if we'll ever Find out since we have no information about how those 
funds were used once they were ultimately received. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 


END 12:55 P.M. EST 
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SENATOR TOWER: We have met with the President and had a 
general discussion on the responsibilities of this special review 
board. The President has already described to you the function of 
the board, and I think that I could not elaborate on that any, or add 
anything to it at the moment. 


I will simply say that we intend to do our work with 
diligence, with objectivity, and with as much dispatch as possible. 
We don't intend to hurry the process on the one hand. Yet, if there 
are institutional reforms to be recommended, they should be made in a 
timely fashion. 


I'd like to, at this point, defer to Senator, Governor, 
and Mr. Secretary Ed Muskie for any comment he has. 


SENATOR MUSKIE: Well, I think really we are ready to 
take questions. 


Q Well, may I ask you Senator Tower, if you can clear 
up one thing. Is your charge one in which you will, in the process 
of your investigation, look into the potential or alleged 
illegalities that may have occurred in the past, or is your charge 
simply to look at the structure of the NSC with an eye to how it can 
be better served in the future? 


SENATOR TOWER: We will look into past practices and 
performances and be looking at various things. As a matter of fact, 
the President cited examples of events that we will look into on sort 
of a casework basis. Incidently, we can look into others that were 
not named by the President -- not simply to defined events. 


Q But Senator -- 


Q He said Iran, for instance. Do you then take it 
that vou will try to take testimony from individuals involved in the 
so-called Iranian-Contra connection? 


SENATOR TOWER: We have been promised the full 
cooperation of the President and of the Executive Branch. We expect 
to be permitted to take testimony from anyone who is currently 
associated with the government. 


Q But, Senator Tower, as I understand it, you won't 
have subpoena power. How can you -- 


SENATOR TOWER: We will not have subpoena power. 
However, we believe that anyone we need to talk tc who is not in 
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government will volunteer. If that is not forthcoming, we have been 
promised whatever assistance can be given us in trying to get at 
that. 


Q Well, how do you -- 


SENATOR TOWER: Now one thing that should be made very 
clear is, and that is the Meese investigation is in fact looking into 
Criminal matters. We are not charged to do that, and that is not our 
function -- to make findings of guilt or innocence, or come to any 
conclusions on that point. 


Q Well, how do you see your investigation working 
along side what is happening on the Hill, what may happen with the 
special counsel? Could there be a confusion of testimony? 


SENATOR TOWER: I think what we need to do at the outset 
is avoid that confusion, and we have already talked to the Attorney 
General about sitting down with him as a group 
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and making determinatons on how we cooperate. He has already said to 
us that information that he has gotten that would be of value to us 
would be made available to us. Senato: Muskie has rightfully 
suggested also that we talk to the Congressional leadership and work 
out an MO with them, which we fully intend to do. 


Q Well, Senator, was there any discussion in the 
meeting that just took place -- was there any discussion at all about 
the facts of the Iranian case and -- 


SENATOR TOWER: No, there was no discussion of the facts 


Q Do any of you -- all of you, certainly, must have a 
preconception, a predisposition that something went wrong. Is that 
what you're operating on? 


SENATOR TOWER: I'm not operating on any assumptions or 


Q Not even what you've read and what's been revealed? 


SENATOR TOWER: <-- or preconceptions. I think that we 
have to be very coldly objective and I think that we will be. This 
is, after all, an inquiry to determine facts. 


Q Did you get the sense from the President, Senator, 
that he thinks it's time to change the role of the NSC as it's 
operated in his White House? 


SENATOR TOWER: I'm not going to give any impressions of 
that sort right now. 


General Scowcroft, can we ask you? You were the 
National Security Adviser once. Do you think that what's happened in 
the last few months could have happened under your tenure? Has the 
structure changed any way in the last several years or has the 
potential for this kind of damage always been there? 


GENERAL SCOWCROFT: Sam, I think I'd rather reserve on 
that question until I've had a more thorough examination of the 
Structure and the procedures as they are now before I can compare 
them or the way they were -- 

Q Do you think there's a need for -- 

GENERAL SCOWCROFT: -- a decade ago. 

Q Did anything happen -- 

Q General, you've already -- 


Q -- in your administration that would be tantamount 
in any way of covert action without the NSC or the President knowing? 


GENERAL SCOWCROFT: I hope not. But I -=- I think to ask 
these kinds of questions before we've really gotten started is 
premature T think we're soing into the whole thing -- I think one 
has to separate the substance of what happened with the procedures of 
how it was made. And that's what we're examining -- whether you 
think the Iranian thing was a good idea or bad idea, how was it done 
and, if there were errors or mistakes made, how can we correct them. 


Q Well, General -- General, could you -- 

SENATOR TOWER: The gentleman here. 

Q Senator -- 

Q Could we ask all of you, though, whether you think a 
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Congressional investigation is necessary, a select committee, and/or 
a special prosecutor? 


SENATOR TOWER: I certainly wouldn't respond to that. 
That's for the Congress to determine. 


Q Senator Tower, there‘s been some question raised 
about your relationship with Mr. McFarlane, since he worked for you. 
Do you think that poses any problem in the conduct of your review 
board? 


SENATOR TOWER: I intend to pursue this inquiry with cold 
objectivity. My loyalty to my country exceeds my loyalty to any 
individual or any partisan endeavor. 


Q Senator Tower? 

GENERAL SCOWCROFT: If I could just add to that -- we're 
not looking at individual culpability for anything. We're looking at 
the way things happened so that we can make recommendations for any 
improvements that need to be made. 

Q Senator Muskie, you served as Secretary of State in 
the Carter administration. In your dealings with the NSC, did you 
have problems such as appear to have occurred here in that you were 
cut out of operations run by the NSC? 


SENATOR MUSKIE: Remember, my term as Secretary of State 
was very brief, San. 


Q We recall. 
Q Long enough for -- 


SENATOR MUSKIE: And I don't recall in that period 
anything of this kind. 


Q Senator Tower? 

Q Senator Tower? 

Q To whom will you report other than the President? 

SENATOR TOWER: We report to the President. 

Q Will you report to anyone else? 

SENATOR TOWER: Well, I'm sure that others on the 
Presidential staff will be privy to our reporting, but we are 


directly responsible to the President and will report to the 
President. 


oO 


-- report -- 
Q Senator Tower? 


Q -- not conceivable -- 

] -- could you tell us -- Senator, would you tell us 
how much of your activities are going to be public? What are we 
going to see of you from now on? 


SENATOR TOWER: I think it's very difficult to say to 
what extent we will have public meetings and to what extent they'll 
be closed. Obviously, we'll be dealing with a great deal of 
sensitive and classified material -- out of necessity must meet 
behind closed doors. 


Q Who will be -- 
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SENATOR TOWER: We will open the commission meetings to 
the extent possible. 


Q Senator Tower -- 
Q Who will be your staff -- 


-- pending the outcome of your inquiry, did the 
President give you any assurances that there won't be any more covert 
operations run by the NSC? 


SENATOR TOWER: Yes. He announced that in his opening 
statement that he made when the press was -- 


Q Are you going to interrogate the President? 


Q Senator Tower, given that he has told the NSC staff 
mot to take part in operational activities and given that your 
inguiry is ongoing, does the NSC have anything to do in the 
intervening months? Are they basically out of business for the time 
being? 


SENATOR TOWER: The primary function of the NSC is to 
reinforce the National Security Adviser and the National Security 
Council in providing information to the President on which 
conclusions can be drawn and judgments can be made. 

Q Will you -- 

Q It's not conceivable, is it, that -- 


SENATOR TOWER: I think Brent could probably give a 
better answer to that than I could. 


GENERAL SCOWCROFT: I think the primary function of the 
NSC and the staff is to provide advice, to plan and to coordinate. 
And the kinds of things you're all interested in -- the operations 
side -- whether or not it should go forward -- is quite separate from 
the bulk of the activity of the NSC staff. 


Q Have you picked out a staff director or any staff 
yet, Senator? 


SENATOR TOWER: Wo. As a matter of fact, we have had 
nothing but a very brief, informal meeting together. We intend to 
meet today and talk about staff matters, about the size and extent of 
staff, what kind of specialists might be required, and perhaps even 
talk about some specific people. But -- 

Q Senator Tower -- 

SENATOR TOWER: <-~- we're not prepared to talk about that 

-- will you be trying to find out what the -- will 
you be trying to find out what the President knew about the arms -- 
money to the Contras? 

SENATOR TOWER: We will follow our mandate -- 

Q Does that fall within your mandate? 

SENATOR TOWER: <-- and I think that's -- 

Q Will you question the President -- 

Q Wait a minute. 


Q -- answer. 
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Q Let him answer. 


SENATOR TOWER: ‘The President wiil be avilable to respond 
to questions from us. He has pledged his cooperation. 


Q Do you consider that a key question, though, 
Senator, what the President knew about the money to the Contras and 
will you be trying to find out about that? 


SENATOR TOWER: Our function is to look into the past 
practices and operations of the National Security Council staff. 


Q In other words, the answer is no to the question 
asked you? 


SENATOR MUSKIE: No. I don't think the answer is no. 

Q Is the answer yes, Senator? 

SENATOR MUSKIE: No. Let me -- we are not here this 
morning to begin to list the questions we will put to anybody. I 


mean, we are free to put questions to anybody we choose to, within 
the 
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government, and we will do that. But we're not about to list those 
questions here, or list for you the questions we're going to put to 
particular people. But I assure you, we have been promised total 
access to anybody connected with any of the operations of the NSC now 
or before today, over the past many years, as we need, in order to 
make judgments abc ut NSC procedures and activities and operations. 


Q So you do not exclude talking to the President? 


SENATOR MUSKIE: That's our mandate and we intend to 
fully implement that mgandate. 





Q So you do not exclude talking to the President if 
necessary? 


SENATOR MUSKIE: I do not exclude talking to the 
President. 


Q But, Mc. Secretary, but there's that subject - the 
whole question of what the President knew about this operation -- is 
that relevant to your inguiry? Is that a key fact that you're trying 
to determine, or not? 


SENATOR MUSKIE: I would think it's as relevant as ali 
the other facts that we will seek to get. 


Q General Scowcroft, you said last -- 


SENATOR MUSKIE: You peopie of the press, really, have 
laid out for us, over the past several days now, many potential areas 
for questions. And it is our objective -- it is our objective to try 
to reassure the public when we are through that we have fuily probed 
this problea. 


Q General Scowcroft, you said last week that you 
didn't believe it was credible that a Lieutenant Colonel could have 
run this operation on his own. Do you still feel that? 


GENERAL SCOWCROFT: I said I thought that Coionei North 
had to have some kind cf a charter under which he operated. Yes, I 
still believe that. 


Q Weli, then, wouldn't that necessarily follow, then, 
that you're going to have to trace where that charter came from, no 
matter how high up it went? 


GENERAL SCOWCROFT: I think you can be sure we will. 

Q Gentlemen, it's not conceivable, is it, that you 
could finish your mandate without knowing fully all the facts about 
the Iran~<Contra funding operation? Is that correct? 


SENATO® TOWER ff wala seanme that we will he anorised 
of all the facts before we complete our inquiry. 


Q Don't you have to know everything about it? Don't 
you have to find out? 


SENATOR TOWER: I believe that we do. I think we have to 
have ali relevant facts -- 


Q Senator Tower, ciearily there's a ditference of 
Opinion between -- 


SENATUR TOWER <= and that we'll earnestiy seek to 
Geveiop those facts. 


v -- you and Senator Muskie. You and Senator duskie 
don't agree, apparentiy, on -- 








Excuse me, Sam. You've had a coupie of questions. 


Certainly, Lou, but can we clear up this one matter? 


Let ae ask >. 
@ 
Q Yes. 
Q There's a difterence of opinion between these two 
Senators as -~- their scope. 


SEWATOR TOWER: I don't think so. I see no -- 


Q Senator, are you concerned that this inguiry is so 
broad and goes into so many different things, that it's going to take 
more time and more staff than any of you gentlemen plan, and this 
might be a very long-term, involved review? 


SENATOR MUSKIE: Well, your question assumes that we have 
specific plans now. We wili have specific pians when we meet iater 
today. But to suggest that we're going to do something more than we 
now plan, begins at point zero. It's like measuring out the 10 yards 
for first down. You know, you begin very loosely and end very 
precisely. 


Q Well, it was suggested to us that this might be 
30-60 days or 30-40 days. Oo you have any idea of how iong this 
would take you -- any of you gentlemen? 


SEWATOR TOWER: I don't think we can specuiate on that 
right now -- after all, wetre just getting started. 


Q Is your job going to be 














complicated by reports, and perhaps fact, that docugzents were 
destroyed here at the White Bouse possibly relevant to this issue? 


SENATOR TOWER: I don’t think we c*"= answer that question 
right now. 


Q Do you have any information as to whether in fact 
such documents were destroyed? 


SENATOR TOWER: We are just getting started. We don't 
have any information other than what we've been given in terms of our 
mandate. 


Q Senator Tower, is there a difference of opinion 
between you and Senator Muskie as to whether talking to the President 
would be relevant? 


SENATOR TOWER: I think talking to the President is 
relevant, and the President has pledged his cooperation. 


GENERAL SCOWCROFT: Yes, it seems to me that the thing 
you have to cemember is the difference between a culpability 
investigation and a factual investigation. What we're trying to find 
out is what the procedures are, what happened, so that we can sake 
recommendations as to any changes that ought to be made in the 
systen. 


Q What -- 


Q But, Senator Tower, would you agree that one of the 
key things -- 


Q -- if you find what the procedures were-- 
Q -- is to find out how high up this went? 


Q -- you may determine then whether people have acted 
extraordinary to what their mission was or what their charge was or 
what the legal possibilities were. 


GENERAL SCOWCROFT: That is quite possible, but it is 
important to remember, that not our charge and that is not what we 
are going after. 


Q So if you stumble on -- 
Q Senator Tower -- 


Q If you stumble on culpability, you do nothing about 
it? 


GENERAL SCOWCROFT: I didn't say that at all. But we 
have to separate what we're trying to do with what the Attorney 
General is. 


Q Why is it relevant to look into Achille Lauro and 
Grenada and all other possible previous NSC operations? That was in 
the charter that the Presicent outlined. 


SENATOR TOWER: Because they are instructional. In other 
words, we look at them as cases -- how the NSC staff functioned in 
that particular circumstance. 


Q So you said that that is -- 


Q Senator Tower, when the NSC was first formed, wasn't 
it formed because the President didn't know enough about what the 
State Department was doing and he wanted to keep control over what 
was going on? Wow if you all just push this -- these investigations 
and this power back into the State Department, you will have a bunch 
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of secrecy again, won't you, in little enclaves over there running 
the country? 


SEWATOR TOWER: Sarah, that is an editorial comment on 
which I will not comment. 


Q Maybe it is, but maybe it is a good editorial. 
Would you or the Senator discuss why the Security Council was formed 
in the first place? 
Be's looking for help, Larry. 
In the course of your factfinding -- 


Would you tell us, Senator, why it was formed in the 
first place? 


Q And have a press secretar;. 
Q It was John Kennedy. 
Q -- Security Council. 


SENATOR TOWER: Sarah, your knowledge and understanding 
of history in this town probably goes back further than sine does, so 
-- (Laughter .) 


Q That is a compliment. Thank you. (Laughter.) Go 
ahead and tell us what you think about how this was formed. Wow I 
know Mr. Scowcroft could tell us. 


GENERAL SCOWCROFT: I think I already have, Sarah. it 
was formed to plan, to coordinate, and to advise, fundamentally -- to 
get all the different departments and agencies involved in national 
security matters to work together in order to provide the President 
the best advice and recommendations for decisions they could. 


Q General, do you think the President -- 

Q If he has the State Department, why does he need it? 

GENERAL SCOWCROFT: The State Department doesn't look at 
the whole problem -~ neither the Defense Department, neither does the 
Central Intelligence Agency. It has to be brought together. 

Q Senator -- 


Q General, do you think the President showld wait ard 


Senator Muskie, can you share with us your 
impression of the President's attitude towards this situation that 
confronts his now? He just chatted with about it for a while. 
Was he angry, concerned? What -- how would you characterize it? 

















SENATOR MUSKIE: Well, he was not angry. He was 
concerned in that he -- and you're asking se to read whet was in his 
wind -- I can describe his outward demeanor which was genial and 
relaxed, as far as I could see. Sut, he also communiceted very 
clearly to se in his statement on Saturday and his statement this 
morning, that he's deeply concerned about this problems and that he is 
hoping that we can do our job thoroughly, but also finish as promptly 
as possible so that the public can get whatever answers we can 
provide. And, also, so that the Congress can undertake to isplesent, 
in whatever way it seems wise, whatever recommendations we say have 
to propose. Yes, the President is very concerned that we sake his 
effectively aware of our recommendations as soon a8 possible. And he 


Q Senator Muskie, you have said, sir, that the press 
has laid owt areas of questions that your panel will go in to. If 
the President has told an interviewer that the press has been -- he 
has likened the press to bloodthirsty skarks in blowing up this 
story, what do think of that opinion, sir, from the outside? 





Q From your experience here this sorning? 


SEMATOR MUSKIE: What I just said wasn't a statesent 
that the press was accurate. I said that the press had laid out the 
questions. Whether or not the press is accurate, I hope I'll have a 
better judgment on -- when we finish. 





Q Do you think there has been too many -- too many 
investigations underway? Will you be hampered at ali the number 
of Congressional committees, by the Meese investigation? Would you 
like to see one special committee forsed on Capital Hi11? 


SENATOR MUSKIE: I would think that you would know that 
it ian't particularly appropriate to ask a former sember of Congress 
whether there are too gany investigations. (Laughter. ) 


Q Why not? 


SEMATOR MUGKIE: Because that’s what I've been involved 
in for 20 years as -- investigations. And the instinct of Congress 
is to have sore of thes rather than less of thes. 


Q Would it better to have less? 
Q Are you going to run for President? (Laughter. ) 
SENATOR MUSKIE: Well, I's not there yet. 


Q General Geowcroft, do you think the President should 
wait until your investigation has finished before he appoints a new 
National Gecurity Adviser? 


GENERAL SCOWCROFT: Oh, I don't need -- think necessarily 
so. I don't think anything we come up with will really be that 
relevant as to @ personality that he sight appoint. 


G But won't -- might it mot change the ground rules 
under which the WSC staff operates? 


GENERAL SCOWCROFT: Oh, I think it cowld. But, I thins 
anyone he would appoint could certainly accommodate to our changes. 


SENATOR MUSKIE: It would, aleo, a8 the President hiaselif 
said today, the NSC will not be conducting operations during the 
pendency of this study so that the ground rules are applied where a 
new Adviser would take -- will have to take that into account. 


MR. GPEAKES: Let's take Owen, and Johanna and conclude 








2 i2 « 


Q Are you concerned, Senator, that in -- 


MR. SPEAKES: -- because these fellows want to get back 
to their job. 


Q -- in the course of your fact-finding, because of 
questions raised about individual culpability, ‘that people you 
interview may not be telling you the full truth, or may be holding 
back information? Have you discussed this with the President, and do 
you have any plans of your own to try to make sure that people are 
being totally forthcoming? 


SENATOR TOWER: Well, I think the question is: Will we 
put people under oath, if testified before us? 
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We haven't gotten into the matter of procedures and how we'll 
approach-a problem like that and therefore I don't think it would be 
appropriate for me to comment on it right now. 


Q Do you have any concern in general, though, because 
of the controversy that there may be people who would find it in 
their own interest to -- 


MR. TOWER: I don't think we'll be able to fully identify 
all of our concerns until we get started. And then, certain, 
perhaps, problems wili present themselves that we'll have to deal 
with. But I don't think we could try to foresee those right now or 
speculate on what they aight be. 


Q Senator Tower, you said earlier that you entered 
this inquiry without any preconceived notions, and yet you described 
the function of the NSC as primarily one of providing information to 
the President and the National Security Council. I‘m wondered if 
each of you could address the question of whether you think it is 
implicitly wrong for the NSC to do operational things, like a 
Grenada, like an Achille Lauro? 


MR. TOWER: I don't think I'd be prepared to give a 
generic answer to that question. 


Q ahen do you plan to start -- 
Q Could I get an answer from Mr. Scowcroft? 


GENERAL SCOWCROFT: I think -- the thing to remember is 
that all the Executive Branch apparatus serves to provide the 
President the utmost advice, counsel, options, whatever, to assist 
him in making decisions. He's the decision maker and that's what the 
whole process is designed to do. 


Q When do you intend to begin the investigations, the 
hearings? 


SENATOR TOWER: We have not set a timetabie, yet. As a 
matter of fact, as soon as we depart from your company, we are going 
to meet and try to set up a preliminary agenda and timetable. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 


END 42:10 P.M. EST 
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SENATOR DOLE: Well, iet me first indicate we had a good 
discussion with the President and Don Regan was in the room and Ed 
Meese and those who are behind me here. I think the President's 
statement is another indication of his willingness to cooperate and, 
not only willingness, but an indication that he is cooperating. I 
think he pretty much laid it all out there -- independent counsel, 
the Review Board's in process. He believes there should be a focus 
in the Congress, not on number of committees -- I think he's done 
quite well. I think the one open question is whether or not we have 
a special session and do it now and that still needs more discussion. 


Q What did the President mean -- 

Q What did he tell you on that score? 

Q -- when he spoke of a mechanism. What did he mean? 
~-AATOR DOLE: Pardon? 


Q When he spoke of a mechanism by Congress to bring 
these investigations together -- 


SENATOR DOLE: Well, I think he'd rather not have eight 
Or nine or ten or a dozen committees. 


Q Is he committed to keeping his staff? 


Q How about the special session of Congress? What -- 
how did he feel about that? 


SENATOR DOLE: I think that's an open question. In fact, 
he turned to me and asked me about it -- we ran out of time there. 
About seven minutes to 12:00 p.m. he had to go get ready for the noon 
statement. 


Q -- the staff, Senator? What about a shake-up of the 
staff? 


Q -- here now -- 


Q You know, there's a lot of calls -- Senator Lugar 
today called for Chief of Staff Regan and CIA Director Casey to step 
down. 


REPRESENTATIVE MICHEL: Well, we didn't get to that 
point. From my personal point of view, I feel a lot better after 
this meeting than when I came down here, because there was a great 
deal of apprehension. Some of us have been very quiet about making 
any kind of comment and I personally have to applaud the President 
for taking the initiative that he's taken today. It's a step that I 
think had to be taken. Frank Carlucci is an outstanding individual 
to be the new National Security Adviser. 
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The independent counsel -- as for the special session of 
Congress, we're trying to figure out how can we -- how will the 
mechanism work to bring us to really, I think, a preferable approach 
of one committee doing the job here rather than having this thing 
six, seven, eight different committees of the Congress on both sides 
of the Capitol and summoning these witnesses back and forth. I don't 
know how the business of government goes on very orderly under that 
kind of procedure. Bob's had his particular view on how that could 
be orchestrated and, frankly, I don't know that we'd want to do 
anything other than to have the formal mechanism by which we could 
constitute a committee and the funding and the picking of staff. If 
we go back to, say, Watergate days when there was such a terrible 
long delay, what we want to do is get at this thing as quickly as we 


possibly can and, surely, get it behind us. But we know it's going 
to be -- 


Q -- enough or do you have to have staff changes? 


SENATOR DOLE: I think we have to have -- Congess is 
going to have to get into it. I don't know about staff changes. 
I'll leave that to the President. I haven't been recommending 
anybody be fired, but that's a judgment for the President. 


MORE 
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We visited with Don Regan after the meeting with the 
President. He told us precisely how he felt about it, and he knew 
that he was taking considerable amount of heat -- I guess is the 
right word. But, I assume that a chief of staff expects that. 


Q Senator Dole, you've said repeatedly that you don't 
believe that Oliver North -- Lt. Colonel North organized all of this 
by himself. Do you think Congress will look into the role of Chief 
of Staff Regan, and whether President ny per in fact, had prior 
knowledge of the Contra-funneling-connection? 


SENATOR DOLE: Right. I assume that'll be checked into. 
I mean, obviously, that‘d be one purpose of any investigation to find 
out if, in fact, he was operating on his own. If not, who was giving 
direction. 





But, again, the President made it very clear to us that 
he knew nothing about transfer of funds. And I think we all believe 
the President, obviously, and we want to get this behind us. We 
believe it’s a matter that -- 


Q Has the President done everything he can, now, at 
this stage? Is this it, in terms of all the moves he could make to 
get to the bottom of it? 


SENATOR DOLE: I'd say the next move is up to Congress. 
We're the ones out here saying we ought do all these things. Well, 
he's done it now. He has a review board on the NSC, he has special 
counsel, he's directed Ed Meese -- or conferred with Ed Meese -- he's 
going to court to have special counsel appointed. My view is, he's 
come a long way. He's also said he wants to cooperate with Congress. 
Now it's up to Congress to get a mechanism and go to work, not wait 
until next -- 





Q Well, do you think -- 


SENATOR DOLE: -- January and drag this all into next 
Spring and summer. 


Q Do you think that Congress would want to hear -- 





Q What did Regan say, sir, about staying on -- what 
did Don Regan say about staying on? You say you've talked to him? 


REPRESENTATIVE MICHEL: Well, from his point of view, 
there are -- the business of government has got to go on. I've got 
to meet with the Office of Management and Budget Director this 
afternoon or tomorrow, and the program has got to go on. And I think 
he feels like he's been at the center of some of that action and how 
much of a delay there -- would there be if, per chance, he would 
depart. Because, frankly, he knows he's not the most popular 
individual in the country these days. He says that quite frankly. 

As Bob says, he's -- you got to take the heat sometimes. 


Q Mr. Michel, do you think -- 


REPRESENTATIVE MICHEL: But, I feel good about what the 
President told me flat out about the honesty and truthfulness with 
which he told us the events as he knows them, and I believe the 
President telling me the truth. That's what makes me feel good about 
it because the important thing here is the presidency. 


Q Did the President tell you anything that has not 
been in the newspapers? 


Q Thank you, Senator Dole. 

Q Well, Mr. Michel, would you think that the President 
would cooperate with Congress to the extent that he would tell 
Congress the same thing? 
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REPRESENTATIVE MICHEL: One at a time. One at a time. 
Q Sam -- 


MR. BRASHEAR: Let's make this just a little more 
orderly, if we could, please, gentlemen. 


Q Yes, I'd like it. If you're interested in getting 
going quickly, and since one rub is the fact that control of the 
Senate is changing, why not get together with Senator Byrd and do a 
select committee in which Democrats are going to -- are going to 
vote. 


SENATOR DOLE: Well, obviously, that would be -- happen. 
I have no notion that some other Republicans are going be able to 
control what happens. What I would do in a simple resolution -- the 
authorized funds -- we had a -- let's say the President calls us back 
-- unless we can work out some informal agreement -- I talked to 
Senator Byrd about that yesterday -- go ahead and name the members on 
the Republican side. Name the members on the Democratic side. If 
there's a seven-member commission, it would be four Democrats and 
three Republicans. If it’s nine, it would be five, four. We need to 
get counsel hired, staff hired, so we can start working on this, this 
year. 











Q There is someone that is doing that informally 
without a special session? 


SENATOR LJLE: We do have contingency funds -- I have and 
Senator Byrd has -- that -- we'd like to work it out informally. 


Q How long -- 


Q During this meeting today, did anyone say to Don 
Regan that he wasn't serving the President's best interests and he 
really should step aside? 


REPESSENTATIVE MICHEL: I don't recall that having been 
said. 


Q Do any of you feel that way -- Congressman Cheney, 
Congressman Lott, Senator Simpson? Do any of you feel that Don Regan 
stepping aside would help resolve this matter? 


SENATOR SIMPSON: Wo, I don’t see how you can possibly 
leave the President with a coming session, a State of the Union 
Address, budget considerations, Gramm-Rudman-Hollings -- which will 
now be Hollings-Rudman-Gramm -- and other things. You can't leave 
him alone to do that. And it's very important, I think, for 
stability, and I think you're going to see everything come out -- and 
that's the key -- and that’s what all of us said. 


Q But with Regan being the target of these 
investigations, how can he coordinate all of these other domestic -- 


SENATOR DOLE: We're not certain he is a target. As far 
as I know, he's -- but I don’t think it would serve any purpose at 
this time to have Don Regan leave. 


Q Senator Dole, you said Congress had -- 

Q Senator Dole, Mr. Michel, can you tell us whether 
you think the President should cooperate with Congress to the extent 
that he would tell a Congressional committee what he has told you? 


REPRESENTATIVE MICHEL: Well, I don't know. Under the 
separation of powers -- 


Q Should he testify before Congress? 

REPRESENTATIVE MICHEL: <-- I remember being here many, 
many years ago when Harry Truman was subpoenaed by the House 
Un-American Activities Committee, and of course there was the 
respectful declination to do that. And I think we would certainly 
want to -- 

Q Well, you remember with Gerald Ford, your President 
voluntarily went up and testified before the House Judiciary 
Committee. There is precedent. 

REPRESENTATIVE MICHEL: I understand that, and -- 

Q Mr. Secretary, should the President -- 

Q Senator Dole -- 


REPRESENTATIVE MICHEL: We haven't really got to that 
point yet. 


Q Senator Dole, there has been some very strong 
language, as you all are well aware, in this town lately -- among 
them -- among all that that the presidency is tottering, that 
Washington is rife with rumor and treachery. Is this presidency 
tottering? 











REPRESENTATIVE MICHEL: I don't think it is. 


SENATOR DOLE: Wo -- well, I want to give Pat Moynihan an 
award -- again, I'll give -- every time he says “tottering" -- Wo, I 
don't think the presidency is tottering. I think Pat Moynihan is 
very articulate and -- (laughter) -- you know, he has a good feel for 
that. 


Q Well, he survived the 48 hours. (Laughter.) 


Q Mr. Michel, did the President tell you anything 
today that you have not known before or that has not been in the 
papers or on the air? 


REPRESENTATIVE MICHEL: Wot me peeeege = | because I 
happen to be an ad hoc member of the Intelligence Committee in the 
House, so I am privy to a great deal of things that are going on. 


Q But you said that he laid it all out to you and you 
were very pleased and he was very honest and -- 


REPRESENTATIVE MICHEL: From the standpoint of those key 
questions that have to be asked, to give you the confidence to go out 
here and say forthwith, I know the President is telling me the truth. 


Q Did you ask his -- 

Q Congressman Michel -- 

Q -- why he didn't know? Isn't that a key question? 
Why didn't the President of the United States know something as 
potentially explosive as the transfer of funds to the Contras? Why? 
Did you ask him that? 

SENATOR DOLE: That's the nub of the whole -- 


REPRESENTATIVE MICHEL: That's exactly what is being 
investigated now. 


SENATOR DOLE: <-- investigation. 
Q But did you ask him? 


REPRESENTATIVE MICHEL: Frankly, from the standpoint even 
of the Chief of Staff, there has been a different mechanism by which 
the National Security Council reports to the President, either 
through or directly. Wow you've got to give one reg sometime when 
there is direct access between the National Security Adviser to the 
President, leaving the Chief of Staff out of the loop. Wow that has 
ar from administration to administration, but it is a very, very 
key point. 


Q But did you ask the President? 
Q -- the President direct access? 


Q The President. Did you ask the President why he 
didn't know? 


REPRESENTATIVE MICHEL: That was not brought up. 


SENATOR DOLE: I don't think we asked that directly, but 
we're going to have a further discussion. We had to break off our 
discussion when we were getting into the area that we thought was 
very important. 











Q What did he tell you? I sean, 
specifically what you asked his and what he said 
not told us a great deal about what he 


Q Bis own role. 


Q -- except to flat-out deny it. So what did he tell 
you? 


REPRESENTATIVE MICHEL: Well, I think in time, whatever 
he'd like to tell you folks, I think he'll tell you. We were -- 
there may very well be another meeting of this group with the 
President, because we were limited in time because of the broadcast 


Q Today? 

REPRESENTATIVE MICHEL: -- that he made. 
SENATOR DOLE: Probably not today. 

Q This group? 

Q Will the Democrats be brought in, sir? 


You're so conscious of the President's honesty here 
and we also have now a special prosecutor -- 


SENATOR DOLE: Independent counsel. 


Q -- independent counsel. Why, then, does Congress 
need to get into it, as you say? 


SENATOR DOLE: Well, I -- it would be perfectly all right 
with me if the -- agree that Congress wouldn't get into it. But, you 
know, I don't have to answer that question. We've got about 12 
committees already chomping at the bit. They can hardly wait to 
started. We understand there is some infighting going on -- who is 
going to be first and who is going to be on this committee and who is 
going to be on that committee. Congress has a role to play. After 
all, I think we do represent the people, we do have a Constitutional 
right and duty to examine this issue. But we want to do it, we want 
to do it right, and we want to get it behind us. 


Q -- Congress would have something that the prosecutor 
and the special counsel and the committee won't get at? 


SENATOR DOLE: I don't know. Maybe not, but I -- that's 
not going to stop the Congress. 


Q Senator Dole -- 

Q Mr. Michel, will you please tell us, Mr. Michel, you 
said the President explained to you what all he knew and what he 
didn't know. Did he tell you that he thought he had broken any laws? 

REPRESENTATIVE MICHEL: Oh, absolutely not. 

Q Did you ask if he had not broken any laws? 


REPRESENTATIVE MICHEL: He has not broken any law, in ay 
judgment. 


Q Did he say that to you? Did he say that to you? 

REPRESENTATIVE MICHEL: We didn't say that, but from the 
standpoint of what he told us, I'm convinced the President has not 
broken any law. 


Q Well he -- did he explain to you why he kept that 














directive secret and why he -- what he did about the laws? Did he 
explain to you why he thought he was not breaking the laws? 


REPRESENTATIVE MICHEL: Well, I think that he needed to 
do that, frankly. 


Q Did you ask -- 
Q Senator Dole -- 


Q Representative Michel, do you think that President 
Reagan is ultimately going to come out on top on this? After all, he 
was the first one to ask the question, “Why didn't I know?" He was 
the one who initiated the investigation in the first place which 
brought out this skimming operation to the Contras. Is that your 
view that everybody's sore or less claiming thet somehow he's to 
blame. He initiated the investigation. 


SENATOR DOLE: He's trying to lay it out there. I think 
he's done -- he's been very forthcoming, and ay view is he's done an 
excellent job. Everything that's been requested, almost, has been 
Gone by the President -- the independent counsel, the Review Board, 
all these stions have been implemented. The President did 
initiate the inquiry. Ed Meese -- he called us down here within 24 
hours after he had the information. I don't know what else people 
expect of the President. 


Q Senator Dole, can you tell us -- the President said 
he'd be forthcoming, yet Oliver Worth has reportedly taken the Fifth 
Amendment. The Chief of Staff has announced that he's covered by 
Executive Privilege. How forthcoming has he been, and shouldn't the 
people be testifying? 


SENATOR DOLE: Well, you know, everybody has rights in 
this country, and I assume Oliver North would like to preserve his 
rights until at least -- he had about 48 hours’ notice that he was 
going to be called to the Intelligence Committee. He's not even -- 
I'm not even sure he's entitled to have counsel in the committee with 
his. I don't -- 


Q Senator Dole or any of you gentlemen, does the 
President still need to do what many have been saying that he needs 
to do since the story first broke and say that a mistake was sade and 
admit to it? 

Q Just jump right in. 

Q Anyone. 

Q Senator Dole, you first. Go ahead, Senator. 


SENATOR DOLE: I'm not certain the President's quite 
prepared to do that yet. 


Q Did any of you ask his -- 

Q You were -- Congressman Cheney, you were a White 
House Chief of Staff in a previous administration. What kind of 
marks would you give Don Regan? Do you feel he served the President 
well, and is his position still politically tenable? 

Q Step right up to the microphone. 


Q Right up so we can hear you, sir. 











REPRESESTATIVE CHENEY: Well, I, first of all, have 
enormous sympathy for anybody who's got the job. It is one of the 
most difficult jobs in the city, and I think Don Regan, on balance, 
has done a good job. 


It is not unusual, I think, given the extent to which 
President Reagan does delegate a lot of authority, that there should 
be very intense focus on the individual who receives that delegation 
of authority, and secondly, that in the midst of this kind of 
controversy, he's going to have to take a lot of heat -- that goes 
with the turf. I mean, you get that nice corner office, and it's got 
a nice fireplace in it, and the car picks you up at home in the 
morning and brings you to work -- but when you get here, you have to 
put up with an awful iot of fiack and you are the focal point of 
criticises. 


I think it's not surprising that in this city when 
something like this happens, people don't want to point the finger at 
the President or attack the President or accuse the President, they 
get into the business of attacking the staff around his, and, of 
course, the Chief of Staff is that. 


In terms of whether or not he can continue to serve the 
President weli, it seems to me that's basically a judgment for the 
President to make -- that he's the one who's got to decide based upon 
tasks before him whether or not Don can do the job that needs to be 
done. And if that reiationship’s ever going to change, the 
President's the oniy who can change it. So, I wouid say, at this 
point, that those of us on the Hill don't serve any useful purpose by 
giving the President personnel advice. We're such better off urging 
him to get on with the business, which he has. He's been very 
forthcoming and I, iike the two Bobs, support the action he's taken 
today. 


Q Did you ali ask Congress -- 


Q Did you ail ask him -- did you gentiemen ask hia 
about Perot -- 


Q -- and can you give us an idea of the timetabie, 
perhaps? You say that the Congress does have a role here. What wili 
the American peopie be expecting from you -- what -- in the next few 
days wil you be abie to make a decision about the mechanism that the 
President asked for? 


SEWATUR DOLE: Weil, I would hope so. I mean, it would 
seem to me it's not very difficuit. We just have to decide whether 
we're going to have one big committee or a House committee and a 
Senate committee -- we need to authorize that committee. We need to 
start looking tor exceptionai counsei on each side and give the 
committee a little time to sift out the facts. They may want -- they 
may take three or tour or five weeks before they're even ready for 4 
pubiic hearing. So, I think -- it's just to assure the American 
peopie that those who represent them in the Congress have looked into 
this rather important matter, and if there's anything to make a 
judgment on, they've made a judgment on it. 


Q Gentiemen, can you just say -- 


Q Senator Dole, did you discuss with the President or 
do you have any independent information as to whether, as is reported 
today, H. Rows Perot, through Oiiver orth, arranged a ransom payment 
for any American hostages? 


SERATURK DOLE: Wo. I think Bob Michel just mentioned 
that he'd heard about that story. The President didn't comment on 
it, as tar as I know. 


Q But Perot confirms it. Do you think it's proper? 
Perot says it's true -- that North asked him to put up money. He put 


MORE 








up various amounts -- one time, $2 sillion in an effort to ranson, 
unsuccessfuily, U.S. hostages in Lebanon. Is that the proper course 
of conduct? 


SEMATOR DOLE: Well, I'd want to have sore information 
before I make a judgment. 


Q And Perot said that it was approved at higher ievels 
in the administration. It was his understanding that it was 
approved. vid the President give you any -- 


SENATOR DOLE: wWe didn't discuss that. Wo. 
Q Did you -- 


SENATOR DOLE: We're going to meet egain, though, as we 
try to get all the story next time we're here. 


Q Senator, you said on Sunday that it wouid take 
Ripley. well, Ripley would not believe that Colonei North -- 


SEWATUR DULE: But he's no ionger with us. 
u 
“ 
“ 
. 
SENATOR DOLE: Yes. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 
ENU 12:53 P.M. EST 


~~ did ail of this alone. 

Neither is Colonel Worth. (Laughter.) 
Do you stiil believe that? 

Senator -- 
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MR. HOWARD: Good gorning. ‘We'll now begin the 
BACKGROUND briefing -- pre-brief on the visit of the President of 


Costa Rica, Mr. Ar i cat‘on, 
the briefer is 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Thanks. 


Le se begin by going over the schedule that President 
Arias will have. 


Q Mhrat's his first nase? 
SENIOR ADMISISTRATION OFFICIAL: Oscar Arias. 


The President and Mre. Arias arrived right now, 11:30 
a.8. in Miami, where they will seet with the President of the 
Inter-American Development Bank. They arrive in Washi this 
afternoon and the first seeting will be with Secretary ts. 


This is an official visit. The official schedule is 
tomorrow, where President Arias will be seeting with President 
at 11:30 a.s., and then President Reagan will give his lunch here at 
the White louse. 


Later in the day he has seeti with Lane Kirkland, 
meeting at the World Bank, seeting at the » Beeting with the Vice 
President. And then Clayton Yeutter, the U.S. Trade esentative, 
is hosting a dinner for the Costa Rican party. 


He'll aleo be appearing at the National Press Club at 
10:00 a.m. on Friday morning. Secretary Shults offers lunch at the 
State Departeent for the Costa Rican party on Friday. "Ll be 
meeting also on Friday with Peter son, head of AID. He's To 
MacNeil/Lehrer Friday evening, going to the OAS Friday Se 
then ——— on Saturday. He brings with hie his Foreign Minister 
and the Minister of the Presidency, who is the President's brother, 
Rodrigo Arias. 


Let's see -- the -- 
2Q The Minister of the Presidency, that's like Chief of 


Staff? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I won't define it. Wait 
a Binute. - 

Costa Rica is the oldest democracy in Central America and 
one of the -- actually, I think it is the oldest desocrs in Latin 
America. 


Q How many years? Two years? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wise guys -~- wise guys. 
Q How old is it? 


SCNIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It's about a 100 years. 
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Costa 2ica is remarkable for having mo aray. I believe it s the only 
country in Latin America, and one of the few in the world, that has 
mo army, and that steadfastly refuses to develop one. 


President Arias has sade hiaself a kind of leader on the 
question of the expansion of democracy in Central America. I think 
we'll have for you before we're finished, his speech to the United 
Bations General Assembly on September 24 of this year. But, it was a 
very forthright speech about events in Central America. I give you 
just a few lines of it because I think they're interesting, and 
because I's not sure we'll have the full text before I's done. 


“There is no respite from the path chosen by the 
comandantes who betrayed a revolution destined to give democracy to 
generations who only knew repression. There is no respite for 
meighboring lands who feel the threat from a new, ic 
totalitarianiss. The neent of Nicaragua has not listened to 


history's sessage of liberty. 


Sicaragua, once again, has betrayed Sandino. Seven years 
ago Sandino arose to celebrate the liberty of his people. Once sore 
he has been assassinated.” 


So he has been really quite tough on that issue in his 
inaugural address and in his speech to the U.8. His inauguration 
was, if | remember right, May 8. And was attended for the U.S. by « 
Gelegation led by Vice President Bush and also including Senator 


Lugar. 





One word about the economic situation. Costa Rica is the 
richest country in Central America. Although, obviously, it's not a 
rich area, so that doesn't sake it a very rich country. But, the -- 
if I can find it -- the per capita income is $1,400 -- roughly -- 
$1,400 a year, growing at about 2 to 3 percent -- roughly. 


Interestingly, they are doing well out of CBI. 
Non-traditional exports are growing at about 20 or 25 percent a year 
in the last year or two under CBI. Inflation is about 12 and one 
half percent. 


There is a Seavy foreign debt burden. I believe the debt 
is $4 billion. But, of course, which isn't such by comparison to 
Mexico. Dut, of course, the population is small so that the debt 
burden, in fact, takes about 60 percent of foreign exchange earnings. 


ESF for 1986 was $120 million. I don’t have in front of 
me the total aid figure. if you count -- oh, maybe I do -- U.S. 
economic assistance -- yes -- about a $15 million last year. So, 
there was an additional amount, I guess, for development assistance. 
You wouldn't have much in military assistance because they don't have 


any aray. 
Q What's the agenda? 


SEAIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, the agenda is to 
discuss, | guess, two questions, primarily. On the economic side, 
Costa Rica's economic situation, its debt burden, economic 
development, its discussions with others who are here. That is to 
say, the IMF, the World Bank, the Inter-American Development Bank. 
That's one key issue -- is the economic economic situation. Another 
key issue is the general political situation, Obviously, in Central 
America. The threat which the Costa Ricans feel from Nicaragua, U.S. 
Central America policy. 


G On that subject -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Vet's do Costa Rica 
first, and then move on. 


Q Is there a particular trade issue? 


RST "°F AVAILABLE 








SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There's no particular 
trade issue. There's no sort of single trade issue that's hanging us 
up. There are some disputes about cut flowers. 


Q You said something about the threat they feel fros 
Nicaragua, and I didn't hear the rest of it, but what is their 
position on -- in support of or opposition to the aduzinistration's 


policy? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, during his 
election campaign -- that is to say, April, March -- President Arias 
said that he did not think that support for the armed resistance was 
the way to go. I don't want to put words in his south, so we'll see. 
I'm sure you'll get a chance to ask his that question when he's here. 


Q So will the President be saking a sales pitch? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We have very close 
relations with Costa Rica, and talk to them a lot. That is, since 
the inauguration, there have been an awful lot of trips down there. 

I guess most recently Phil Sabib, and just — to t, I went down 
there. And, you know, there are visits to his really all the tise, 
and we talk about it all the tise. 


Costa Rica -- again, I hesitate to put words in his south 
-- but Costa Rica just does not -- you know, it does not have an ary 
and it does not favor the use of force to -- I think it's fair to 
say, to resolve the disputes which exist in Central America. It also 
has been edamant in say that whatever use of force there is in 
Central America, it pr not involve Costa Rica. 


. 
But, again, that is a good question to put to him -- what 
does he think about our policy. 


Q Just to sake sure, you haven't heard anything since 
his election campaign to indicate that he has had a drastic change of 
mind? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Correct. Correct. 


Q Is there some role that we would like Costa Rica to 
play that it is not playing? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo. 
Q No? 
Q Can we move on to the scandal? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo. You know -- just a 
sec. The — 


Q No sharks in these waters. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: As I noted just a minute 
ago, the -- in fact President Arias has been extraordinarily strong 
in denouncing what he sees as totalitarianism, I think, to use his 
word, in Nicaragua. We do think that it is important for Latin 
American leaders to make their views on what's going on in Nicaragua 
very clear, and many have not done ii. Sei wie oF Le cee |! 

Gone it, an# orobably more strongly than any single Latin leader, has 
been President Arias. 


An;,thing else on Costa Rica before we get to the juicy 
stuff? 


Q Can we go on the record on the juicy stuff? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I can't do that. I 
mean, this is a background briefing. 
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Q I understand, but the background is on Costa Rica. 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I -- 
Q If we don't ask any Costa Rican questions -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Ira, we don't have a 
backgrounder or an on-the-record briefing on eny other subject today. 


Q Can you -- there have been obviously widespread 
comments on the Hill that this scandal is going to very badly hurt 
support -- political support for the Contras. What is your feeling 
about the political impact this is going to have up on the Hill? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't agree with that. 
Obviously I'm quite a biased analyst on this, but I don't agree with 
it. The money which was voted last year was for one year -- fiscal 
1987. So Congress will not need to confront the issue of additional 
funds until summer, fall, by which time one can assume that the 
atmosphere will be quite different. It might be different if the 
vote = tomorrow, but the vote isn't tomorrow. Congress isn't even 
in session. 


And I have thought for a while that by then the real 
guestion is going to be, how is the program working? How has the 
$100 million been spent? To what effect has it been spent? And I 
think that, in fact, will be the key question. 


I think if you look at the election results, it is fairly 
Close to a wash in both houses from the point of view of votes on 
this issue. 


Q You all keep track of these things very closely, and 
what has defied credulity in this is how, during that year when you 
and the NSC and presumably the President watched troop strengths, 
brigade strengths -- we had the Honduran incursion and the 
controversy last April -- how you could not be aware of an influx of 
weapons and not have some notion thet all of a sudden a lot more 
equipment was going to the Contras than had been previously? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Let me try to answer 
that given the constraint that the legal adviser at the State 
Department has generally said that matters which are under 
investigation should be discussed with the Congress -- or the 
investigators. 


Q But I'm asking a question -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I know. So I'm going to 
try to answer it -- 


Q -- Meese and Reagan disclaimers from -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: <-- because I tried to 
answer it a little bit before. 


It was very clear to us that the resistance forces were 
broke. I could understand your question better if there were an 
influx of money sometime -- that is, if one Gay they trad 95 misiivu 
in debts and the next day they had no debts, you would immediately 
ask the question, hey, where did the money come from? There was no 
such day. There was no such event. I can -- I went down to their 
camps sometime -- I don't remember the exact day -- but it was late 
June or something like that -- and it was a very sobering experience 
because they were on reduced rations, they were running out of 
medicine. The doctor in the hospital said to me, “We are washing and 
reusing bandages because since the $27 million in humanitarian aid 
ran out, we can't get any more." So there was no money to look for. 


MORE 


+4 eae A " ee 
bh ™ Ayniys ur 


win 





Q What about weapons? I mean you keep track of the 
military -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There were supplies -- 
there was no question that there were supplies coming in which were 
not purchased from U.S. government funds. We all knew about and you 
knew about this apparent fundraising effort that was going on. It 
was clear that there was money coming in from outside. It was clear 
to me that there wasn't much money involved because they were broke 
and there wasn't just that much coming in. So there was nothing to 
look for. That is my point. 


Q Are you saying that they didn't get the money? 


Q But there was the military situation on the ground 
-- are you saying -- 


Q Are you saying they didn't get it? 


Q You were tracking a military situation on the ground 
and all of a sudden you saw -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There was no all of a 
sudden that we saw anything. There were supplies trickling in. They 
were chronically undersupplied with a whole variety of things. One 
of the reasons that it has not been possible to get more people in 
Nicaragua in combat is that they didn't have supplies of various 
kinds -- military and -- let us say lethal and non-lethal. 
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So I don't know anything about money coming through. What I do know 
is what we could track was what was coming through on the ground to 
the resistance forces and they were chronically undersupplied and 
broke. 


Q And you didn't know about a base in -- sending in, 
airlifting in -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We have never made any 
comment, nor will I make any comment about allegations of the 
involvement of other countries. 


Q But are you saying, in fact, that they did not 
receive any of this money nor supplies that were -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm not saying that. 
All I‘m saying is what we could track was what came through on the 
ground -- and I'm not saying that they never had anything come 
through. What I'm saying is that they were chronically undersupplied 
with just about everything. 


Q And all the way through until now? I mean until the 
money -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Until the $100 million 
program which is now beginning to kick in. 


Q You never saw any infusion of arms supplies, 
equipment, or anything? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm not saying that they 
never got anything from outside U.S. government funding. What I am 
saying is there's no sort of huge rush of material. 


Q That gets back to my -- to the -- my original 
question, though, about the impact this is going to have, because 
Attorney General Meese says that between $10 and $30 million was 
diverted to the Contras. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. Wow you're really 
getting straight into the investigation. I can't talk about that, 
nor do I know anything about it. 


Q I know. The question, though, is if that money is 
not properly accounted for and if it was somehow getting lost between 
the CIA bank account and the Contras, isn't that going to hurt you in 
trying to provide more money into the Contras because there'll be 
more leaks? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, I don't think so, 
for this reason -- again, take it for what it's worth -- we've had a 
very, sort of mixed and very odd situation here since the United 
States stopped supplying the resistance forces. For a time, we did 
nothing. For a time, we had this odd $27 million program run by the 
State Department and then as -- whenever the President signed it into 
law, sort of October, I think, mid-October, we've had the $100 
million program kicking in. 


There is a way to do this kind of thing if the United 
States, if Congress wishes to support the resistance right, and it's 
the way we're doing it now. And I think that the question that 
Congress is going to have to face next time around is, okay, you're 
running this program, this $100 million program. What effect is it 
having? How are you running it? Is it being run well? What have 
you done with the money? It's really, essentially, for the 
intelligence committees to look at this. And I think that's the 
question they're going to ask. 


I don't think it is a logical question to say, what 
happened two years ago with a different program? The question, it 
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seems to me, that they will want to ask is what's happening now? How 
are you handling this money? What is the impact of this? How is the 
resistance giving an account of itself? 


Q Two questions. Without getting into sources, I want 
to understand relative magnitudes. Would, say, $10 million have been 
noticeable -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I can't get into that. 
Q I mean I'm just trying to understand what -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That goes straight -- 
no, but that goes straight to the kind of thing that I assume is 
being investigated. 


Q All right. I had another question, too -- which now 
escapes me. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: But also, I think you 
get -- well, you start getting into also classified information. 


Q Well, but I was just trying to understand whether -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I know, but that is 
precisely the kind of question that, it seems to me, is subject of 
investigation. 


Q What is the State Department doing with Hasenfus 
these days? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: First, maintaining 
contact with him because the U.S. embassies always do that with 
prisoners in every country. Second, maintaining contact with Mrs. 
Hasenfus. All this is done through the Bureau of Consular Affairs, 
which -- well, I should say, the Bureau of Consular Affairs as well 
as the Bureau of Inter-American Affairs. 


And, in a sense, we have normal procedures for what you 
do to maintain contact with a prisoner and his family, although, 
obviously, there has been more contact than is usual with his family. 


I have been asked on a few occasions by people whether we 
thought it was a good idea for people to ask the Nicaraguan 
government to release him, that is, as a matter of humanitarianism. 
Obviously, we do. We hope he is released. 


Q But is there any kind of review underway of what the 
U.S. government's relationship to his case has been so far -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. 
Q -- based on these new -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. Not at the State 
Department. I can only speak for State. 


Q The Attorney General said when he made his big 
statement here last week that the -- this $10 to $30 million was 
drawn on by the Central American freedom fighters. This morning's 
story in The Post suggests otherwise. Do you have any way of 
rr be fog that? A large account for both the Contras and the 
Afghans. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I have absolutely no 
information about that. What I know about is the situation on the 
ground in Central America, which leads me to say what I said to you 
before about them being chronically short. 


Q But you don't know whether what the Attorney General 
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said last week is, in fact, the case? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It was news to all of us 
so we don't have any new information on it. 


I wanted to get back to Joanne. Let me come back. 


Q Some members of Congress have said that they're 
going to make an issue of the second tranche of the $100 million 
which comes due February 15th and that the whole issue will come up 
then and not next fall, as you say. Will you, by that time, have 
been able to separate these issues as you now say you want to do? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, we're not 
conducting the investigation. There are a variety of committee 
investigations, there are executive and legislative branch 
investigations. And, yes, I hope that they're concluded by then, 
sure. But I would have to -- let me just go a little bit further and 
say it just seems to me that it would be tragic if the resistance 
forces, who actually have nothing to do with whatever probleas 
existed and they are, if anything, victias here, in any sense, get 
blamed for it or, more to the point, penalized for it. 


The fundamental problem in Central America remains. The 
fundamental problem in Central America is a Leninist regime in 
Nicaragua which is repressing the people of Nicaragua and subverting 
governments nearby. That's the problem. If you look at the bill 
that Congress passed this year, providing $100 million, it explains 
why Congress has taken that vote. It recounts repression inside 
Nicaragua, subversion of neighboring countries, the military buildup, 
the tide of the Soviets -- it recounts all of that. 
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Hone of that has changed. When Congress looks at this, 
if they do in February, none of that will have changed. The probles 
of Nicaragua remains to be faced. And I don’t think that the 
fundamental -- our policy has not changed at all and I don't think 
Congress is going to change that policy either. 


Q But, isn't it affected by the fact -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTAATION OFFICIAL: I can't put any of this 
on the record. That's not the way we're doing this, but -- 


Q How are the Contras victias of this, hap 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Pardon? 
Q How are the Contras victias of this QD 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, they would be 
victias of it if <-- 


2 Oh, “if.” 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: -- Congress were to 
attempt to cut off funding because of all of what we're talking about 
now. 


Q How did that affect our credibility with Costa Rica 
and other countries there, since we've denied conducting a secret war 
for all of these years and -- 


SEUIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That doesn't -- you know 
what effect -- 


Q -- the Meese announcesent effectively says the 
United States government, through these channels, was financing the 
Contras? 


‘SENIOR ADMINISTRATIO:: OFFICIAL: In the contacts we've 
had thus far with Central American governments, I see no evidence 
that that is having any impact at all. One can speculate -- I don't 
want to -~- as to the reasons for that, but I have seen no questions 
raised, and no expression of any kind of doubt. 


Q Then the airlifts from places such as Ilopango -- 
you're talking about siltary bases with military, CIA and other 
military people being present. How can the United States government 
claim ignorance over everything that was going in and out? 


SFAIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: First, I have never made 
reference, nor has any official of this administration, nade 
reference to any involvement of any other country. We have always 
saic -- 


Q I'm talking about U.S. -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Just a minute. I jus 
want to make it clear that we have always -- that involvement, or 
refusal to be involved, of other countries is their business. 


4 @ not saying that we had no way of monitoring what the 
resistance forces had. It is -- I am precisely saying that they 
didn't have auch. That's what I'm saying. That is what I know. I 
can only tell you what I know. What I know is, that t were not 
rolling in money. They didn't -- they had chronic shortages. That's 
what I know. 


Q But you're in charge of the region, and of the 
resistance effort for this administration and, what people can't 
understand is, in this chain of command how weaponry could be coming 
in -- planes load of weaponry -- without you knowing, without -- 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: do, no. I's not 
suggesting -- again, that's not what I’m saying. Let me make it 
clear. I's not saying that we did know what was arriving. We were 
able to keep decent track, and the intelligence committees had this 
-- let me make this very clear. Any inforgation that we had about 
the military strength of the resistance was 100 percent available to, 
and reported to, the intelligence committees. There is nothing I 
know about what they had at any given time that wasn't reported to 
the intelligence committees first. 


Q So what was the assumption about where -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, we all have the 
same assumption. I assume that pecple on the Hill have the sane 
assumption that we in the State Department did, which was, there was 
some kind of network of individual Americans, so it appeared, who was 
supporting this effort. And, you know, we -- you did -- many of you 
4id a lot of reporting about it. 
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That was our assumption and we took the position then and take it now 
that the decision of individual Americans to support the Sandinistas 
or the resistance is not something the State Depertment should be 
investigating. 


MR. HOWARD: Why don't we take three who have not -- 
Q Are you saying that -- 
Q Let me ask -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm sorry. I missed 
you. 


Q Did you take Adolfo Calero at his word when he said 
he didn't receive any of these funds? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 
Q You do take him at his word? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 
Q Then what happened to the soney? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's a subject for the 
investigators. 


MR. HOWARD: All right. Listen. We're going to have to 
wrap this up. Let's finish by taking Lou, David and -- you 
through with it? Okay. We'll take -- 


Q John. 
MR. HOWARD: John. 


Q My question is, you did know what was arriving there 
and you said that the Contras were short of supplies. Were they 
getting more weapons than you had expected? Was there some weapons 
flow there that was in excess of what you anticipated from your 
knowledge of the situation? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It's a difficult 
question to answer, because I'm not supposed to get into areas that 
are under investigation. 


Q I'm trying to phrase it -- 
SENLOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I know. 


Q -- so that we're not dealing with any investigation. 
I want to deal with your knowledge of the situation on the ground. 
Were they getting -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: They were certainly 
getting supplies, it's very clear, that were not purchased by U.S. 
government funds. I mean, there was a long period when the United 
States government was under the $27 million program where we were not 
giving them any lethal aid whatsoever, yet some was coming through on 
the grounc. 


Q So it was clear to you that was coming in and it was 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It was clear to me that 
-- it was clear to everybody that some money was coming in to them -- 
not money, I shouldn't say that, because that was not clear to me. 
What was clear was, from what we could see -- what was clear was that 
certain military equipment -- lethal supplies, call it what you will 
-- was coming through and it was not coming from the U.S. government. 
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So we knew that money was coming in. But we also knew that there was 
a kind of private fundraising effort going on. I think that was 
common knowledge. 


Q What you mean is, you didn't think it was coming 
from the U.S. government? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Okay. I mean, I -- 


Q You didn't know the source? I that what you're 
saying? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: As far as we knew, all 
of this money -- as far as I know, all of this money did come from 
non-U.S. government sources. 


Q Not according to the Attorney General. 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well -- 


Q Can you put a dollar figure at all or even a ball 
pack dollar figure -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I can't at this moment. 
In fact, I was asked that question. I can't. But if I could, 
frankly, I'm not sure that I would just for military reasons; that 
is, that if you ask me what do they have -- how much did they get and 
what do they have on hand, which is two very closely related 
questions as we kick in ourselves, that is information that could be 
of use to the Sandinistas. 


MR. HOWARD: David? 


Q You said that you were monitoring what was going in 
to the Contras. Were you meticulously monitoring this 
non-governmental aid that was flowing in too? Did you have a clear 
fix of the amount of it, the nature of it, kind of equipment? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Let me say first that we 
have discussed all of this at length and the last few months with the 
intelligence committees and I can't discuss it at length with you, 
because a lot of the information -- 


Q I'm not asking you what it was. I said were you 
monitoring -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo. Let me finish the 
answer. We have information -- I think pretty good information -- on 
what military assistance was coming in. Again, not money, military 
assistance was coming in. We don't know where, in a sense, it 
originated from, who was supporting it. What we know is -- excuse me 
-- because we were on the ground there in Central America. So what 
we know is what equipment, what material was in the hands of the 
resistance. That is what we know. We know what they had at any 
given moment pretty well. 


Q Don't you have a legal obligation, however, to 
determine whether that flow of arms was being legally shipped in 
there? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: You mean whether the 
Neutrality Act was being violated? 


Q Yes. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No. The Justice 
Department does and they have a number of investigations underway. 


MR. HOWARD: Let's wrap this -- 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: On another -- let me 
just say, on one or two occasions information available to us over 
the past, say, two years roughly was referred to the Justice 
Departaent when we thought there was at least a possibility of a 
violation of the Neutrality Act. 


Q And so under the Neutrality Act, you reported any 
suspicions that you had to the U.S. Justice Department -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 


Q -- which, as far as you know, is now investigating 
whether some of these arms may have come from the United States? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm not talking about 
the current situation, I'm just saying this goes back a year or two. 
We made a couple of references to the Justice Department. I'm not 
really sure where that has gone, because I haven't followed up on it. 
But ne body that enforces the Neutrality Act is not State, it's 
Justice. 


Q It sounds like what you're saying is that you 
weren't asking any -- 


MR. HOWARD: Could you excuse me for a minute? Just one 
announcement. The excort for the pre-set for the event in Room 450 
will leave right now from the driveway. 


Q It sounds like what you were saying is that during 
this period when Congress was banning the shipment of weapons down 
there, you were sort of turning your eyes away from whether there 
were illegal shipments. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, no. Let me make it 
Clear then, if that's what it sounds like, because that's not what it 
was. 


MR. HOWARD: -- have a briefing here -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Okay. I'm sorry. Last 
answer. We knew, because we kept tabs on it, what kind of military 
equipment was available. We did not know who was providing the 
funding for it. It appeared -- I would say it appeared to me from 
all that I knew that private American sources, and for all I knew, 
individuals, it appeared, were providing money, were raising money. 

I do not think it is the function of the Department of State to 
investigate which Americans are contributing to the Sandinistas or 
the FPMLN and which Americans are contributing to the Contras. Both 
of those activities -- contributing money -- are legal. Let me make 
that clear. Contributing money -- my understanding of the Neutrality 
Act -- for a U.S. citizen in the U.S. to contribute money, even if 
the money goes to buy arms, is legal under the Neutrality Act. If -- 
when we came across one or two cases where we thought, wait a minute, 
somebody might have shipped arms from the U.S. we sent it over to 
Justice, because that's a violation or a potential violation. 


Q Are you under investigation yourself? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Not to my knowledge. 
THE PRESS: Thank you. 


END 11:59 A.M. EST 
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MR. MATHES: This is a BACKGROUND briefing, not for 
sound, not for camera. I still see a camera pointed -- okay -- for 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Sonorable. That's 
good. I like that stuff. 


The meetings between the two Presidents and their 
delegations lasted from 11:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m. It began with a 
25-minute meeting between the two Presidents and two Foreign 
Ministers, just a small seeti in the Oval Office, and then a larger 
meeting in the Cabinet Room which was attended on the Costa Rican 
side by the President, the Minister of the Presidency, Minister of 
Poreign Affairs, President of the National Assembly, President of the 
Electoral Tribunal, and President of the Supreme Court -- and 
Minister of Finance, if I didn't say that. 


On the U.S. side -- the President, the Vice President, 
Secretary of State, Chief of Staff of the White Bouse, the U.S. 
Ambassador to Costa Rica, AID Administrator Peter McPherson, 
Assistant Secretary of State for Inter-American Affairs and the 
Acting National Security Adviser. 


The President expressed the great affection that exists 
between the two countries, expressed his admiration for what he 
called real courage on the part of President Arias in his approach to 
the Sandinista government and, e fally, in his calls for and 
insistence on democracy in Central America. Se reiterated that it is 
U.S. policy to promote democracy in Central America and that that 
policy has not changed. 








The President noted that it is actually four eee to 
the day that he was in Costa Rica on his visit there, meeting with 
President Monge. 


President Arias expressed his gratitude to the United 
States for the economic assistance Costa Rica had received over the 
last, coughly, five years, and said that their real chall now was 
economic growth. He noted that they have an enormous debt in teras 
of the size of the country, per capita debt larger than any other 
country except Israel. He noted t they are committed to 
structural adjustments in the economy, that they are negotiating with 
the IMF in an effort to get an agreement with tne in. 


He said that Coste Ricans believe that the Sandinistas 
have betrayed the revolution and that there is a great déal of 
antagonism in Costa Rica to the Sandinista government because Costa 
Ricans, who generally favored the revolution in Nicaragua, feel 
deceived and betrayed by it, and said that there's probably sore 
anti-Sandinista feeling among the populace in Costa Rica than in any 
other Latin country. 


None of these are quotes, these are sort of paraphrases. 














Conversely, he said there's very great affection in Costa 
Rica for the U.S. And Vice President Bush noted he had attended the 
inauguration in day and that when the U.S. delegation foiiowing tne 
U.S. Elag entered the stadium where the inauguration was, there was a 
very large round of appiause and cneering. 





President Arias said that Costa Kica is trying to tight 
hunger and poverty and injustice. And given its geography, that is, 
next to Wicaragua, it is, in a sense, a test. Costa Rica is trying 
to prove that democracy is the way to achieve sociai justice, not a 
totaiitarian government. 


de noted that Costa Rica has a heavy and growing refugee 
burden. And he noted that Costa Rica shares with the United States, 
completeiy, the desire to fight drug trafficking and had been trying 
to increase its efforts against drug trafficking. There isn't any 
drug production Costa Rica, but there is drug trafficking coming up 
through Costa Rica from South America. 


Questions? 


Q Any mention of the Iranian hostage crisis diversion 
of funds from Nicaragua? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, there was none, 
except indirectiy, in a sense, that the President reassured President 
Arias that his poiicy in Centrai America remained unchanged. 


Q Did President Arias make a generai or specific 
request for increased economic assistance? This sounds iixe a iist 
of here are ail the things we share, here are ail the things we are 
Going in the worid to make democracy work -- we need more money. 


SEWIUKX ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: He did not make a 
specific request. de will be meeting tomorrow with Peter McPherson 
of AID and they'il taik, I think, @ore about aia ieveis. 


He did ask for severai forms of U.S. assistance with 
respect to trade probiems. Ciayton Yeutter is having a dinner for 
President Arias tonight and they wiis 9° into that in more detail. 
And he also asked for some assistance in getting more help from tae 
international community. That is to say, so that the United States 
is not aione responsibie for the economic growth and stability in 
Costa Rica. That is, he asked us tor our heip in getting some others 
to chip in as weii, which, obviously, we're giad to do. 


Q It says in nere that -- 
SENIOR ADMIAISTAATION OFFICIAL: Une second -- go ahead. 


Q Is there any increasea aid anticipated tor costa 
Rica in the coming budget? 


SENIOR AVMINISTRATION UPFICIAL: Wo. w#e're reaily unable 
to increase aid just about to anyoody because of the cuts in the 
foreign aid ievei. And I don't see how we're going t» be able to do 
it for hardly anybody. I guess Haiti is the one exception I can 
think of because of the speciai situation there. But, fundamentally, 
the foreign aid ieveis are being cut, not raised. 


Q Yes, but, it says in here that President Arias has 
proposed an aiiiance for treedom and Gemocracy. dhat is this? 


SENIOR AUmINISTRATIVG OFFICIAL: #eii, we talked in 
genera. terms about the need to ;sfomote democracy in centras America. 
de did not go into that exact question. And I think I wouid asa you 
to put it to him at the Nationa: Press Ciuo and have him @apiain it. 


\ Does it have something to do with creating a 
separate kind of Contadora peace process? 
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SENIOR ADHIAISTRATION UPFICIAL: Wo, there was no such 
discussion at ail. 


Yes? 


Q das there discussion between the two leaders ct dr. 
Reagan's policy of aiding the armed resistance? 


SEAIUR ADMINISTARTION OFFICIAL: Wo. 
Q None at ail? 
SENIOR ADMIAISTRATION UFFICIAL: Wo. 


Q Question? 
SEAIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes? 


Q What was the question? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Was there any discussion 
of the Reagan policy of aiding the arsed cesistance? Answer ~- no. 


Q Did the Costa Rican President lain at all sbout 
the problems tnat the war in Nicaragua -- the escalation of the war 
-- Costa Rica? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION UFFICIAL: He complained about two 
-- he didn't compiain in the sense that he indicated that he thought 
it was our fauit. de indicated he thought it was the Sandinistas' 
fauit in two senses -- that is, instabiiity and tighting in Nicaragua 
hurts foreign investment in Costa Rica for obvious reasons, and aiso 
it produces refugees. 


Costa Rica now has, roughiy, 35,000 refugees who are 
registered with UNHRC. And, you know, roughiy, 100,000 -- I mean, 
balipark figure -- 100,000 unregistered retugees. For a country that 
size, that is a very heavy retugee burden. 


Q If they didn't talk about the contra directiy, did 
President Arias propose to President Keayan a different way of 
reproeching -- bringing the situation under control in the region? 


SENIUR ADMINISTRATION UFFICIAL: so. 


uv Did -- can I -- foliow-up on that just for a second, 
because that seems a iittie bit unusuai. I mean, why -- can you teii 
us why there was no discussion Of something that is obviousiy veer a 
bone of contention between Costa Rica and the United States? 


SEWIUR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: #dasn't been a -- we 
don't view it as a bone of contention. Costa Rica is a country 
without an army and which does not support the m@iiitary. 


Q I understand that, but President Arias has stated in 
pubiic any ore of a number of times, that he opposes that particusar 
policy. Why would that not of an item of discussion at a meeting 
dike thie? 


SENIVR ADAINISTHATION OFFICIAL: In @y experience now, 
only of a year and a hait, of meetings among presidents, they co not 
seek areas on which to disagree. sut, 1 would suggest that you raise 
that question with President Arias. 


) Did it strike you that President Reagan's rhetoric 
out there against the Sandanista government was even tiercer than it 
has been in tne past. He nas been consistent in his opposition, but 
it seemed today that -- 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo. 


Q -- in taiking about the “deadly threat" and the fact 
that our resoive had not deteriorated, that ne was trying to sound 
even tougher? 


SENIUR AUAINISTRATION UPFICIAL: I would say fierceness 
is in the eye of the beholder. I would view it as the same attitude 
that we have maintained for the past few years -- no changes. 


Q When -- he's not laying the ground work for any U.S. 
intervention? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo. 


Q Did the President not asked of Arias, anything? If 
he didn't taik about Contras, and he didn't talk about the Central 
American problem specificaliy, and how Costa Rica played into that, 
what did Mr. Reagan ask? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFZICIAL: We had nothing to ask of 
him. As I indicated yesterday, what we wanted to do was congratulate 
him on taking what is the streasss* position of any Latin American 
leader on the need tor depacracy in Nicaragua and the betrayal of the 
revoiution by the Sandiaistas. Wo Latin American ieader has been 
tougher in his statements on that subject than President Arias. 50, 
the oniy way it came up is in our congratulations of hia for what we 
think of as the gost forthright statements about the Sandinista 
regime of anybody in Latin America. 


Q Did the U.S. not express any kind of trustration 
however miid that -- 


SEdLOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: None. 


i) -- the Contra troups could not operate on Costa 
Rican territory? 


SENIOR ADMIAISTRATION OFFICIAL: Sone. Costa Rica is a 
sovereign country and they have made it ciear that they wisi not 
permit -- President Arias has made it ciear -- he wiil not perait any 
kind of miiitary operations in, or through, Of via, Of Over Costa 
Rica. That's his decision and we accept it. 
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Q If we're unable to increase the aid levels, will we 
at least be able to disburse the Costa Rican share of $300 million 
already approved by Congress? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, we did not -- the 
discussion with Peter McPherson will be about specific aid levels. 
But the $300 million is part of the FY ‘87 foreign assistance budget. 
So any money for Costa Rica that comes out of it is, in fact, in the 
1987 assistance budget. 


Q I was told in the State Department that those $300 
million are debt. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, their debt is in 
addition, but they are, in fact -- what happened was the $300 million 
were added to the FY ‘87 foreign assistance budget. That addition is 
what allows us essentially to maintain foreign assistance in Central 
America for most countries at more or less the level of last year. 
Without that $300 million, they would fall greatly in each country. 


Yes? 


Q Did President Arias express any fear that over the 
long-term, because of -- lose interest in Nicaragua and therefore 
Costa Rica? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo. 


Q Is there any request for help in terms of dealing 
with the refugees? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There was not a specific 
request for help. I think that would be probably gore directed at 
Peter McPherson. But I take it that raising the issue in the manner 
in which it was raised was an indication that Costa Rica finds it a 
very heavy burden and does need help. And we agree with that view, 
that it is a heavy burden and that the international community and we 
should try to find resources to help them with it. 


Q -- for example, they gave U.S. support in the 
international arena -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. No -- I mean, I 
think -- we know that Costa Rica wants and needs that support in 
Gealing with the refugee burden. 


Q You also mentioned the trade problems that they're 
going to talk about. Could you give us just some idea more -- what 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There is a case -- Costa 
Rica has increased its exports under CBI significantly. One of the 
areas in which it has done that is cut flowers. The U.S. cut flower 
growers have responded with a suit charging that there is unfair 
trade -- there are trade practices on the part of Costa Rican 
shippers of cut flowers and so that whole issue was discussed. 


Q -- only one -- 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. That's the only 
one. 

Yes? 

Q Can you comment on a news report that the same 


planes used to carry humanitarian assistance -- 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Thought you'd never ask. 


Q -- was actually carrying military aid secretly to 
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the Contras? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We -- what we did in the 
Nicaraguan humanitarian aid office was the resistance forces 
contracted themselves for assistance. That is for, let's say an 
airplane flight or for boots oc for medicine. Then we would verify 
that the material was priced properly, was decent material and that 
the good or service had been rendered or supplied and then paid the 
bills. So that, for example, if they contracted for air service to 
fly some clothing, let's say, or medicine from the U.S. to Central 
America, we would verify that that air service had been provided and 
that there were no mized flights that we were paying for of lethal 
and humanitarian. And that was what we would verify. What else they 
contracted for with the, let us say, the pilots or the suppliers of 
any other services we do not know. 


Q So the flights were not organized by you? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Correct. We did not 
organize the flights. They organized the flights. I wanted to make 
that point. We didn't organize -- they were the ones who contracted 
for the goods and services, not we. We verified that they had been 
given those goods and services and then paid the bills. 


Q But we have some control over flights from the 
United States or U.S. carriers or charter outfits, do we not? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: And we know that the -- 
every outgoing flight was not only inspected by the Nicaraguan 
humanitarian aid office, but by U.S. Customs. And so they also had 
to check to make sure that there was nothing but humanitarian 
assistance on those flights. And then those flights went to Central 
America and delivered the assistance. We would have no reason to 
check on what other business the companies involved were doing as 
long as we weren't paying for it and we weren't paying for any mixed 
loads. 


Q Then you're saying that we did not have to, in the 
governmental sense, authorize those flights, regardless of what they 
carried? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: A flight -- we had 
nothing to do with those flights. They were not our flights. 


Q Say it again. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: But I am saying it 
again, yes. 


MR. MATHES: One more question. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 


END 2:07 P.M. EST 
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MR. SPEAKES: Well, the man who needs no introduction, 
Frank Carlucci, who the President has asked and who has accepted to 
become the Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs, 
takes over his job on January 1. 


Here's Frank. 


MR. CARLUCCI: Well, thank you, Larry. I don't really 
consider this a press briefing and I don't have a statement. But let 
me just make a few brief comments. 


First of all, I am of course flattered to be selected 
for this position, and it is nice to be back working again for the 
President, whom I admire greatly. I think he's exercised great 
leadership and instituted a vigorous foreign policy, and I see my 
role as helping him to continue to implement that vigorous foreign 
policy during the next two years by providing a good quality control 
mechanism to the decision-making process. 


A number of you, as I've come and gone, have asked about 
my charter. I am fully satisfied with my charter, the President and 
I have discussed that. I will have direct access to the President. 
On substantive matters, I report to the President, and I of course 
have a free hand in reorganizing and selecting people for the 
National Security Council staff. 


Indeed, I have some people over there right now looking 
at the processes in the NSC, the organizational structure, and 
talking to the people. Let me make it very clear, because I know the 
kinds of questions you're going to ask, that I view my charter right 
now and my principal responsibility as organizing for the future, and 
I will of course not entertain any questions on the past, nor do I 
think it appropriate for me to comment at this point on policy 
matters, because I'm not yet in the job. I'm not officially starting 
until January 2. 


I do -- I note some comments in some of the media that I 
am “unnecessarily secretive." Indeed, I am when it comes to 
Classified information. But let me assure you that I recognize my 
public responsibilities, and at the appropriate time will be meeting 
with many of you -- some of you. I know one of you as a neighbor, 
and all I ask is that you -- 


Who? 
Oh. (Laughter.) 
May I ask you a question about your -- 


We asked your predecessor last year if we would ever 
Will we see you? 
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see him again 


Q Bill, can I just ask a question about Nr. Carlucci's 


charter? 








Q Will we see you? 
MR. CARLUCCI: Sure. 


Q And that is- do you consider yourself an honest 
broker in the sense of some security advisers in the past? Or will 
you bring independent views to the President? 


MR. CARLUCCI: Well, I don't think I would hide ay views 
under a bushel basket, but certainly in a job whose basic 
responsibility is to help the President make decisions, to formulate 
the decision-making process and exercise quality control, there is a 
certain amount of brokering. But I think if you look at my past, 
you'll find that I don't hesitate to express may views. 


Q Mr. Carlucci -- 
Q Do you see that you're coming into a fundamental -- 
Q Can you -- 


Q == excuse me -- do you see that you're coming into a 
fundamentally flawed institution that needs to be restructured, or an 
institution that's fundamentally sound about which there has been one 
very public aberration? 


MR. CARLUCCI: Let me say that I see myself coming into 
a challenge. Until I've had -- and as I indicated earlier, I've got 
a group of people who have been over there since yesterday, ten of 
them, taking a look at the institution, and until they give me their 
reports on what kind of changes may be appropriate, it would be 
inappropriate for me to comment. 


Yes. 


Q Mr. Carlucci, you've been in other White Houses and 
you've seen the process, though. Can a White House that is 
struggling to cope with a crisis do anything significant on the 
foreign policy area? What can you do to get out from under this and 
make your own initiatives? 


MR. CARLUCCI: Oh, I think indeed you can do something 
significant in the foreign policy area. I really think it depends on 
what kind of strategic planning you do, how you draw up the road maps 
for the future, and how you bring the agencies together to bring 
about sensible decisions, and then how you implement the decisions. 

I -- indeed, I think it can be -- 


Q Mr. Carlucci, some of your predecessors, the two 
immediate ones, both had problems with the Chief of Staff Donald 
Regan, and the question of their access to the President and their 
dealings with him. Do you have a view of that, and do you think 
you're going to be able to work with a very strong Chief of Staff 
like Mr. Regan? 


MR. CARLUCCI: Well, I've known Don Regan from my 
earlier days in the administration. I like and admire him. He and I 
have discussed the working relationship. I am entirely satisfied 
that, and as I indicated earlier, I've been assured of direct access 
to the President, and on substantive matters I report directly to 
him. 


Q But what do you understand your working relationship 
with Mr. Regan would be, then, that you say you're satisfied with? 


MR. CARLUCCI: Well, I would certainly envisage keeping 
the President's Chief of Staff informed. He has basic 
reponsibilities for administration. A lot of things that come into 
the NSC fall in the administrative area. But on NSC matters, 
substantive matters, the reporting channel is to the President. 


MORE 











Q Mr. Carlucci, how do -- do you personally see the 
situation of the National Security Council as far as operational 
procedures are concerned as opposed to strictly policy adviser? 


MR. CARLUCCI: I think that's something that the Tower 
commission is looking into. And I welcome that commission. They are 
three people of enormous experience and judgment, and it would be 
very inappropriate for me to comment on that before they've had a 
chance to reach their recommendations. But I have talked to John 
Tower, and we are going to work together as they go through this. 


Q You have no thoughts of your own along those lines? 


MR. CARLUCCI: Well, I have some -- sure, having been in 
government as much as I have, I have some thoughts on ay own, but at 
this point, with the commission investigating it, I'd prefer not to 
express thea. 


Q Mr. Carlucci, could I follow-up on that? Given the 
Tower -- you said a few minutes ago that you saw your job as planning 
for the future. But given the Tower commission, are you going to 
have to sort of hold off for some period of time before you can 
really get into it? 


MR. CARLUCCI: Oh, I don't think so. That's why John 
Tower and I have agreed that 





we would coordinate as we go along. One of the people on sy group 
that’s over working with the MSC right now -- I'll tell you who it 
is, Phil Odeen -- is going to serve as a liaison with the Tower 
group. So, as they go along, we will be generally aware -- 
obviously, they'll have their ivate discussions -- but we'll be 
generally aware of which way they're going and John Tower and I have 
agreed that at the appropriate point when they begin to formulate 
their thoughts I will meet with then. 


Q Mr. Carlucci, do you plan from time to time to share 
your views vith the public through us? 


MR. CARLUCCI: Oh, I certainly do intend to share ay 
views with the public. I think you'll have to accommodate to my own 
style -- everybody has their own style, but I recognize that I've got 
@ responsibility to the public and you are the vehicle for exercising 
that responsibility. 


Q But that is the question, sir. Your predecessor's 
style was not to be seen ever. So we're asking you if you will be. 


MR. CARLUCCI: I will be seen. iI think some of you 
who've known me in past jobs realize that I will be seen. I am not, 
I'll confess to you, a highly visible person, but I will make ayself 
available on appropriate occasions. 


Q Mr. Carlucci, what are you going -- you talked about 
quality control earlier, what are you going to do to make sure that 
the same types of misdeeds, if you will, wrongdoing that got your 
predecessor in trouble won't happen under your watch? 


MR. CARLUCCI: Well, that's -- without, once again, 
commenting on the past, it seems to me that effective management is a 
matter of setting up a good organization, putting the proper people 
into that organization, and having effective processes and an 
evaluation mechanism that checks on it. With those principles, I 
think we can move forward and establish an effective operation. 


Q Mr. Carlucci, could you tell us about your role in 
South Yemen in 1982? 


MR. CARLUCCI: I do not comment on any stories on 
intelligence operations. 


Q Mr. Carlucci -- 


Q -- you say you see this job as a challenge. Is your 
biggest challenge restoring credibility to the post? 


MR. CARLUCCI: I think there are a whole series of 
challenges. As I indicated, one is to make sure that the 
decision-making process formulating the options that goes to the 
President works properly and effectively. Another, indeed, is to 
make sure that all the appropriate statutes and checks and balances 
are implemented faithfully. And a third is, yes, the integrity of 
the process but in a number of senses -- that it works well, that you 
give full and frank advice to the President, and that the 
implementation process functions fully effectiviy and, as I said, 
consistent with all the statutes and other -- 


Q Mr. Carlucci, in terms of the -- 
Mc. Carlucci, could you clear up for us please your 


relationship with General Secord and whether you went to bat for him 
while you were at DOD as one -- 


MR. CARLUCCI: Well, I think Assistant Secretary West has 
been guoted in 





some of the media and The Washington Post, his recollection of that 
event is a lot clearer than mine since General Secord was about four 
levels removed from me. Assistant Secretary West was his immediate 
supervisor and he indicated that he reinstated General Secord after 
checking with the General Counsel in the Department of Defense, which 
in turn checked with the Justice Department. I think he also 
indicated that subsequently Secord sued his accusers and won. 


But I invite you -- and Bing West has said he will talk 
on the record -- I invite you to ask his for direct quotes on this. 


Q What about Shults? You have been thought of as -- 


MR. SPEAKES: I would like to give the honor of 
concluding to the Colonel, if you don't -- 


Q Well, I was in the middle of a question. 


MR. SPEAKES: If you don't wear out your welcome here, 
Frank will come back and see you more often. 


Q May I finish the question I was in the siddle of? 
MR. SPEAKES: I would -- 

Q Yes, I think he wanted to answer this. 

MR. SPEAKES: I thought that was motion forward. 


Q You are thought of as Weinberger/Casey man because 
they supported you. What about George Shuitz? 


MR. CARLUCCI: George Shultz was the one who invited me 
to come over to OMB in 1970, and I worked directly for him at the 
time, and I have the utmost admiration for him and I have an 
extremely cordial relationship with George and look forward to 
working with hia. 


MR. SPEAKES: Okay, to the Colonel and to conclude. 


Q Your predecessor did not have any particular 
relationship with Congress, and I wonder what kind of a relationship 
you would anticipate having with the Congress? 


MR. CARLUCCI: I would anticipate a very close and 
cordial relationship with the Congress. I have made phone calls to 
all the leadership and to a number of old friends in the Congress, 
and have assured them all of my complete cooperation and access. And 
I might say, in a somewhat self-serving sense, they have been very 
complimentary in return, telling me that I am a known quantity and 
they are certainly glad to work with ae. 


Thank you very much. 


END 2:27 P.M. EST 
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DR. SPRINKEL: I'm pleased to present the President's 
economic projections, which are used in preparing the President's ‘88 
budget. Table One of your handout presents both the forecast for ‘87 
and the projections for out-years to 1992. For a comparison, Table 
Two reviews last year’s projections. 


Let me summarize our forecast, and then I'll be happy to 
try to answer your questions. For 1987, we forecast real GNP growth 
of 3.2 percent from fourth quarter 1986 to fourth quarter 1987. This 
represents a moderate acceleration in real growth over the 2.4 
percent real growth rate observed so far in ‘86, and over what has 
occurred since about the middle of 1964. 


Modest acceleration of real growth is likely for several 

reasons: one, an improving trade balance is very likely in 1987. 
This year, further deterioration of the trade ba restrained real 
growth; two, the adjustment in the gas and oil industry, we believe, 
is largely complete; three, inventories are low, and a rebound seems 
likely. Thus, a factor that has retarded growth for the past two 
SS, will become positive. Pour, furthermore, important 
ndicators point to a stronger economy. The stock market recently 
reached a new high. This, of course, adds to consumer wealth, and 
it's also good for corporate investment. 


Money growth has been strong. Interest rates are the 
lowest since 1977, and leading indicators were up six-tenths of one 
percent in October, and 1.2 percent over the past six months. 

Several factors, however, suggest that real growth next year will not 
be as strong as we previously forecast with growth probably 
strengthening in the second half of 1987. 


Consumer spending has been very strong in this 
expansion. While it will continue to expand, it's unlikely to do so 
as rapidly as recently, when the savings rate dropped to a post-war 
low of three percent. 


Investment, also a strong positive factor for growth 
early in the expansion, fell in 1986. That sluggishness may continue 
into early 1987. The short-run effects of tax reform are clearly 
adverse in the short run for some industries. Government spending 
growth is restrained to meet the Gramm-Rudman targets. Our 
expectation of stronger real growth in the second half of ‘87 is 
consistent with our out-year projections. We expect a 3.7 percent 
growth rate of real GNP in 1988, declining gradually to 3.3 percent 
in 1992 as the economy settles into its long-term growth path. 


Continued growth, somewhat stronger as 1987 progresses, 
is consistent with our expectation that total -- that the total 
unemployment rate will fall to 6.7 percent as an annual average for 
‘87, and to 5.5 percent by 1992. We project a modest up-tick of 
inflation in 1987 because the effect of lower oil prices is wearing 
off, and non-oil import prices are rising. The deflator, then, 3.6 
percent is projected for 1987, declining to 2.1 percent in 1992. 


With respect to the CPI, we project 3.8 percent in 1987, 
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declining to 2.1 percent in 1992. Over the five-year period, 
declining inflation is consistent with further gradual decreases in 
interest rates. Por 1987, we see T-bill rates about the same as they 
are now -- we project them at 5.4 percent; this morning they were 
selling at 5.46 percent. 


Long-tera rates falling slightly this next year to 6.7 
percent. This morning, were about 7.3 percent. The rise in 
inflation in 1987 is related to the wearing off of the oil price 
effect, and is therefore fully expected and discounted in the market 
place. 


Inflation expectations of about five percent are 
currently built in to long-term rates. Inflation will remain below 
that level, and this fact implies further rate decreases. Also, 
reduction of the budget deficit and tax reform can be expected to add 
some downward pressure to interest rates. Our projections imply real 
rates by 1992 in the one-and-a-half to two percent -- to 
two-and-a-half percent range. This is lower than the 80's, but 
consistent with longer term experience. 


With cespect to policy assumptions it should be 
emphasized that our long-term projections are conditionals on the 
assumptions about future policy. A monetary policy that provides for 
a gradual decline in inflation and avoids an economic slowdown that 
would be associated with excessive monetary restriction. 


Continued progress in reducing the budget deficit 
through restraint on government spending growth. Wo signinficant 
changes in the tax rate, so that we preserve the incentives for 
economic growth implied by the relatively low marginal tax rates 
embodied in the Tax Reform Act. 


In summary, we forecast that the fifth year of this 
economic expansion will be a good one, and will be accompanied by 
Significant reductions in our fiscal and trade deficits. Later year 
projections imply continued movement toward our goals of continued 
growth, reduced unemployment, and price stability. Although 
structural adjustments will continue, 
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&@ projected 3.2 percent increase in real GNP in 1987 will further 
reduce the snsanlennaat rate to 6.7 percent. The slight rise in 
inflation reflects temporary factors and not a resumption of the 
inflationary surge of earlier years. 


. I*il be very pleased to respond to your questions. Yes, 
sir. 


Q Dr. Sprinkel, you mentioned that the forecasts are 
based on the assumption of reduced fiscal and trade deficits. What 
are your assumptions? 


DR. SPRINKEL: Do you mean why are they being reduced? 
Is that what you mean? 


Q What are your predictions -- 


DR. SPRINKEL: With respect to the fiscal deficit, as the 
Director of OMB has indicated on several occasions, we anticipate 
that the budget deficit this particular fiscal year will be something 
on the order of $170 billion. It could be a little less. That is in 
contrast to $221 billion last fiscal year. And with re t to the 
new budget as has also been indicated, the President will send forth 
Arr et that will not exceed the Grama-Rudman target of $108 
b on. 


Q What about trade? 


DR. SPRINKEL: It's very difficult to be highly precise 
on that issue as well. We know that the strategy has been in place 
now for quite some time. We know that the lags that usually occur 
before improvement shows is -- are now behind us. We also know that 
for the last three months we have, in fact, seen some improvement in 
the monthly numbers on the trade account. We also know that our 
competitiveness as measured by exchange rate-adjusted unit labor 
costs has improved significantly during this period of time. 


Given this backdrop, plus the fact that we know that 
several countries abroad are attempting to increase domestic led 
demand growth, including Japan and Germany, that there will be a 
significant reduction. It could contribute somewhere between a half 
@ percent to one percent to our GNP growth. We can't be more precise 
than that. 


What are the factors that reduced your forecast to 
3.2 Erom your originally more optimistic forecast? 


DR. SPRINKEL: Time and the observation of what happened 
since it was rceleased approximately six months ago. We know that the 
consumer has had an unusually strong year this calendar year, 1986 -- 
not all of it resulted in increased real GNP, as you well know. 
Imports came into the country at a good clip. We do not anticipate 
that the savings rate will be driven on below the three percent that 
was recorded in the third quarter. That's our best guess. That 
doesn't mean that consumer spending will not rise. We do anticipate 
that it will cise, reflecting improvements in both their net asset 
values as well as we expect further increases in real disposable 
income. But it won't rise at the rate that's been recorded of late. 


On the investment side, as you well know, we have had 
some weakness in total investment this year, some of it brought on by 
the sharp reduction in oil prices and the prompt cutback in the oil 
and gas industry. Furthermore, there was probably some concern about 
tax reform early in the year which did result in some weakness in the 
system. That issue, of course, has been resolved. Some of the 
measures included in the tax reform are somewhat less favorable to 
investment -- President Reagan's initial program and certainly some 
of those areas that benefitted substantially from shelter financing  } 
such as office space, such as multi-family homes, have reflected 
significant weakness of late. , 








We do not anticipate a prompt reversal in all of those 
factors even though, as the year progresses, we anticipate that 
improved corporate profits will lead to an upward movement in some of 
the investment components. 


And, finally, it's becoming increasingly clear that ve 
are indeed making progress in terms of getting our deficit under 
control by restraining government spending so that governzent 
spending increases in the year ahead will be quite restrained except 
in the state and local areas. 


So those are the major factors that have suggested to us 
that credible forecast should take thes into account and our best 
estimate at the moment is 3.2 percent. 


Yes, sir. 


Q Mr. Sprinkel, even though you hope for the federal 
budget deficit to decline, foreign capital flows into this country 
also seem likely to decline. Couldn't that make it more difficult 
for the federal government to finance its deficit and put some 
pressure on interest rates? 


DR. SPRINKEL: Well, as we pull down the fiscal deficit 
-- and we're well underway -- and as that contributes to an 
improvement in our trade account -- and that is underway, too, I 
believe -- it obviously follows that there will be reduced capital 
inflows into the United States. 


When I was Undersecretary of the Treasury and followed 
those issues very carefully, we had no difficulty of financing the 
federal deficit. The contribution by foreign purchases in those days 
-- and I don't think it's changed a great deal -- was approximately 
15 to 16 percent of the total debt being sold. And, consequently, I 
do not anticipate that an improvement in our fiscal and trade deficit 
will lead to difficulties in the Treasury of financing a continuing, 
although declining, fiscal deficit and, of course, to refinance the 
maturing debt that's outstanding. 


Q What about the danger signals that were identitied 
by William Sideman of the FDIC, namely the growth of consumer debt 
and the fact that the debt as an asset base is the predominant -- or 
prevailing trend on Wall Street? 


DR. SPRINKEL: Well, I don't want to comment specifically 
on Mr. Sideman's statement because I have not studied it carefully. 
I saw newspaper reports. But I will say that in making our estimates 
On consumer spending for the new year, we took into account not only 
the 
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the fact that their assets have risen, but that their liabilities 
have aiso risen. Their net worth, in fact, has increased, because 
the rise in asset values have exceeded the rise in debt, and 
therefore we expect some further increase in consumer spending, 
although at a lesser rate than previously. 


Q Does your projection of GNP anticipate that M-1 wils 
continue growing at about a i3 percent rate? 


DR. SPRINKEL: We did not make a specific projection on 
4-1 growth in particular, primarily because many of us believe, 
including I beiieve the Federal Reserve Board, that M-1 is not an 
appropriate measure, Or not the best measure, Of monetary poiicy. He 
did, as I indicated in my statement, with respect to sonetary policy, 
assume that we would continue to have sufficient money growth to 
finance goderate increases in nominal spending, and not so much as to 
either bring us back to serious intiation on the one hand, or so 
4ittie as to push us into a recession on the other. So we project 
etabiiity with respect to monetary policy. 


Yes, ma‘an? 


a Do you see a turther deciine in the doisar 
contributing to a lower trade deficit? 


DR. SPRINKEL: I have iearned a iong time #70 that, at 
deast in my opinion, it's inappropriate tor me to make statements 
about what I think is going to happen to owr currency. #hen I get 
Out in the private sector, i wiii guess with the rest of you. But 
when I'm here, I have nothing to say. 


Yes, wir? 
v anat are the risks to your forecast -- 


Dk. SPKINKEL: dhat the risks to the forecast? I tnink 
yOu can @iiminate recession a2 a major risk. I've spent a iot of 
time studying business cycies -- I don't know everything about it -- 
I wish I did. But the kinds of conditions that have brought on 
recessions in the past don*t exist. fhey're usually preceded, for 
exampie, by sharp increases in interest rates, by sharp and severe 
cestraint in monetary growth, by excessive inventory accumulation 
extending over some number of months, trequentiy by sharp surges in 
nominas wage increases, sOmetises a suostantiai narrowing in excess 
capacity as measured by manufacturing capacity -- none of those 
things have happenea. There could be something new on the tace ot 
the earth, but I'ii Det against it. So that’s not a risk. 


There clearay Can be risk that the trade account wiil 
improve more rapidiy than we're anticipating, and we, of course, 
wouid weicome that. It's something to be weicomed, not teared, and 
conversely it couid diive on. i don't think it wiil, for the reasons 
that I gave you. 


Those, I think, are the major points that I would make 
with respect to that question. Ii, perhaps, shouid add that we do 
anticipate tnat investment spending, which wisi be in the short run, 
adveteeiy attected by some tax changes and already nas been adverseijy 
afiected. we're anticipating some pick up in the latter haif of the 
year, and we'ls have to see if that happens. de oo not have a magic 
Crystai baii. 


So, there are some -~- tnere are aiways doubts when you 
are deaiing with tne future. Economists gon't have the abiiity to 
eee tune tuture with certainty. They just do the best tney can. in 
my case, I have one other excuse -- nameiy, i have to do it by iaw. 
It's not be choice. 


Yes, sic? 


REST POP’ AVAILABLE 





Q In looking at that 3.2 ay nationally, do you 
see in ‘87 a continued weakness in the st and the southwest, and 
a strong coastal econony? 


DR. SPRINKEL: Well, as I indicated, we do think some 
structural adjustments will continue to occur, and that -- I meant to 
refer not only to adjustaents with respect to the tax changes, but 
also with respect to other forces that have been operating over the 
past few years. One would be industry, where they have lost 
most, perhaps, from the deterioration of the trade account. 


Bere, I anticipate improvement, instead of deterioration. 

We feel quite confident that the trade account is changing and that 
we will be witnessing increased production in the goods-producing 
sector of the economy. The sost cecent numbers, I presume you noted, 
on t, which were aes good for last month, showed a 
noticeable increase again in the number of workers working in 

s-producing industries, vis a vis service industries, and, 
urthersmgore, the aver work week increased two-tenths of one 
percent, which is a fairly healthy improvement. 


So, from that point of view, I would expect that the 
deterioration that's been widespread in affecting some components of 
the economy will rovr. The oll-gas adjustment -- if we can assume 
that oil and gas price vill not change enormously from present 
levels, it seems to se ‘iat such of the adjustment has occurred. 


I don't want to argue that it's all occurred, but at 
least the massive layoffs that occurred in those two industries, 
immediately following the sharp decline in oil and gas prices, have 
already slowed down and we expect that most of that is behind us. We 
can't predict with perfection what will happen to oil prices in the 
future, but I know of no one -- at least we're not predicting a 
sharp, further contraction. So, I would hope that we will begin to 
see at least no further deterioration and some further improvement 
there. 


In the agricultural area, there are still some 
difficulties -- obviously, difficulties for the federal budget and 
also for some of the farmers. So, I do not see a quick end to that 
probles. 


Yes, sir? 


Q With respect to tax reform adverse effects in 
industry, which industries and what impacts? 


DR. SPRINKEL: Well, I mentioned two industries that 
benefited enormously in the past from shelter financing, which are 
aeaaal to feel an adjustment process. There are excessive office 
buildings in many of our cities, in any event, and this brought on, 
in many cases, by the easy availabiliy of financing. And we see 
Clear evidence that that is contracting. 


Multi-family homes -- even though single-family homes 
seem to be holding up reasonably well, there has been weakness in the 
multi-family homes. The investment tax credit, which has tended to 
~~ when it was in being -- encourage relatively short-lived 
investments -- has already had an effect, I believe this year, 
because it's been the general expectation that if, in fact, tax 
reform does occur, that would not be in the law, because it wasn't in 
most of the versions that were under consideration, and therefore we 
believe that there was a rush in the latter part of last calendar 
year. And to take clear 








Q You -- maybe answered this indirectly before, but if 
inflation’s down, interest rates are down, the heavy y and oil 
and are improving, and the trade picture is improving, why, then, 
the expectation for GIP? 


DR. SPRINKEL: I gave my reasons. You know, we have 
watched the numbers, we're ricist, we 
that are occurring, and the kinds of aedjustsaents 
extend into next year. Ani we want «a 
we can believe in and that some of you sight even believe in. 
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We are not at the top end of the blue-chip range -- by 

considerable -- we're a little bit There 

will be other -- I have several friends that have forecasts above 
a 


ours, there are some below as well. We think it’s a reasonable 
expectation, not that we are certain it's going to happen, but that's 
our best estimate, and I feel comfortable with it. 


Q On the -- 
DR. SPRINKEL: Yes? 


Q On inflation, your forecast includes a projection of 
3.8 on consumer prices. Now, do you regard that as an acceptable 
goal for the -- for the Fed to shoot at for 19677 


DR. SPRINKEL: Well, I don't believe that sost people 
anticipate that a Federal Reserve can, in policy starting today, have 
much affect on prices in one calendar year, because the lags are 
longer. Certainly, the 3.8 is not a satisfactory target from the 
standpoint of President . He wants to move us beck toward 
price stability. And you'll notice that in years following 1987 we 
Go have a gredual phase-down in the inflation rates -- never getting 
to sero, but getting close to two percent, five years out. 


So, it’s not a satisfactory target to settle for, but I 
think it's inevitable -- it would be very foolish for se to stand 
here and tell you C.P.1I. isn't going up when = know and I know that 
the oil effect is beginning to wear off and that the import -- the 
weaker dollar effect on imports is becoming clearly visable. 


So, it's these special relative price changes that 
account for our upward move in the inflation rate. And my last 
sentence in sy statement to you was that it reflects temporary 
factors -- namely those two -- and does not, in our opinion, 
represent a resurgence in inflationary pressures that were evident 
some years back. 


Q But at -- just to get the point, are you suggesting 


DR. SPRINKEL: I thought I did. I didn*t? 

Q No. 

DR. SPRINKEL: Try again. 

Q Do you want -- do -- would you like to see the 
Federal Reserve Board accept -- accept 3.8 as an inflation rate for 
1987, or try to contend it further? 


DR. SPRINKEL: Wo, I thought I -- specifically, the first 
statement I made was that monetary policy cannot affect price level 








changes that quickly, i.e., over the next 12 months. The lead is 
longer, so they will -- whatever happens they will have to accept it. 
They certainly can have an important affect on subsequent inflation 
numbers. 


Yes, ma‘an? 


. Q Why do you expect a decline in interest rates next 
year 


DR. SPRINKEL: Well, there are several reasons on the 
long-term side -- we're not expecting a decline in short-term rates. 
It's essentially flat from where it is today. 


The projected inflation increases that we have given you, 
in wy opinion, are fully reflected in the marketplace. Every 
forecaster that I‘ve talked to, or any that I've read, expect some 
pick-up in the inflation rates for the same reasons that I gave you 
-- number one. Number two, there is a survey, which we and others 
use from time to time, by one of the investment banking houses that's 
been underway now for many years, which attempts to seasure inflation 
expectations over the next ten years. 


I'm sure I have stated to you that inflation has in the 
past come down much gore rapidly that inflation expectations. That 
survey now indicates that the inflation rate is still hanging in 
there at about five percent. So, we do not think that the little 
flare-up in the numbers will be as high as five percent. Therefore, 
inflation expectations may continue to come down and that is the 
critical variable necessary to get the long rate down. 

Now, in addition to that -- that’s one point. 


A second point relates to the Tax Reform Act. I have 
been asked by several of you on occasions, do we think the Tax Reform 
Act has any significance for interest rates? And I have said, 
probably. And we've done a lot of thinking about that. And there 
are a few ways in which I think it will tend to make possible 
somewhat lower interest rates. 


For example, the incentive to borrow will be reduced as a 
result of the Tax Reform Act. That is, you do not get to deduct at 
the same -- at the same marginal tax rate, it's at a lower marginal 
tax rate. Therefore, the incentive to borrow is clearly less. The 
obvious cases, of course, are in those areas that used highly 
leveraged financing and shelter. They won't -- their incentive to 
borrow is enormous. But, I'm saying that for others the same thing 
is true. 


On the demand-for-bond side, it tends to work the other 
way. That is, you do not have to pay as high a marginal tax rate on 
the bond that you hold. But, the same thing would be true of stocks, 
Obviously. However, fortunate or unfortunate, there was some 
impairment of the capital gains treatment of stocks 











and, hence, that tends at the margin to increase the demand for 
bonds. So for both the inflation expectation argument and our best 
guess as to the probable impact of the Tax Reform Act which begins to 

in, we think there is some reason that it can be positive in 
teras of bringing on somewhat lower rates of interest. 


Yes, sir? 


Q In light of the fact that you reduced your 
projection on GNP a whole percentage point, what does this imply in 
terms of revenue and the deficit and, more specifically, does this 
mean that the administration will have to come up with additional 
spending cuts for the ‘88 budget beyond the 54 or so that you've 
talked about before? 


DR. SPRINKEL: As you know, I‘m not the Director of OMB, 
and if he were here, he might respond to that. I can tell you by the 
arithmetic that a higher GNP yields more revenue and, hence, if you 
have a lower GNP, it will yield less revenue and it will make it more 
difficult to achieve the $108 billion target, but not impossible. 


Q How much more difficult, sir? Could you give us -- 


DR. SPRINKEL: Well, I'd ask Jim Miller and the 
President. 


Q We'd like to, but we can't. Could we ask you? 


DR. SPRINKEL: Well, but I can't -- you can ask me, but 
I'm not going to give a response that is sort of the essence of their 
problem with -- and I'm working with them, but I cannot reveal those 
discussions. 


Q But isn’t there a rule of thumb that every 
percentage point drop is about $6 billion in lost revenues -- 
somewhere in that area? Isn't that about right? 


DR. SPRINKEL: Every -- say it again. 


Q Well, I thought every percentage point below which 
GNP comes in from what you projected it at means $6 billion more in 
deficit. 


DR. SPRINKEL: Well, that's -- I've seen several rule of 
thumbs and they may be varying in the new tax law, but it's not 
completely out of the band of reason. That is, it's going to reduce 
revenues versus having a high, unbelievable forecast. And we elected 
to have a believable, moderate forecast. 


Yes, sir. 


Q Doesn't that also worsen government spending because 
more people are jobless when you have slower growth and, therefore, 
are eligible for government -- 


DR. SPRINKEL: It cuts the unemployment rate decline a 
little bit. Nonetheless, it comes on down to an average of 6.7 for 
the total labor force unemployed this next year versus 6.9. So that 
tilts partly the opposite direction. 


Q br. Sprinkel, do your economic growth projections 
that you're issuing today assume a change in Federal Reserve policy 
or does it assume that monetary policy will continue on its present 
stance and that growth will occur without a change? 


DR. SPRINKEL: We have no concern about present monetary 
policy and, therefore, if we continue to provide sufficient 
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money to keep nominal spending moving upward, but not so much as to 
cause sharp increases in real inflation rate. We're very pleased, 
and that's what they've been doing. 


Q You talked about the increase in the goods-producing 
sectors already begun. I presume you don't think the Tax Reform Bill 
is going to have an adverse effect on that sector. Could you go so 
far as to say that you think that the trend of the U.S. 
torwards a service-oriented economy is reversing backwards -- 


goods-producing economy? 


DR. SPRINKEL: Wo. I think I have touched on that issue 
with this group before. But let me do it very briefly. The trend 
toward a higher percentage of employees, total labor force employed 
in the service industries and a smaller percentage of labor employed 
in the goods-producing industries has been with us a long time. It 
continues to be with us now, and unless some changes occur that I 
don't know about, we expect it to be with us in the future. 


However, there has not been a significant decline in the 
percentage of real GNP produced in goods-producing industries despite 
611 of the real problems that they've had, that is, it's been hanging 
guite flat. Productivity has risen enormously in manufacturing 
industries. It's been running well above the -- about one percentage 
point above the post-war average, and considerably more than that 
above the average in the 80's. So when I say that I expect to see 
some improvement in -- and we are seeing some improvement in 
goods-producing industry, it's been until recently either zero or 
negative for many months, it's now becoming moderately positive. So 
I don't want to argue that that long-term trend is being reversed. I 
do want to argue that we're going to see some months, we believe, 
when employment in the goods-producing industries will continue up, 
when industrial production will rise instead of being flat as it's 
been essentially flat for quite sometime. So I think it's improving. 


I want to make sure that everybody has been responded to 
that's raised their hand. 


Yes, sir. 


Q The Commerce Department has indicated that it 
believes the trade deficit will be in the neighborhood of $170 
billion this year, and that next year, the deficit is likely to come 
Gown $10 billion, $15 billion at most. Are your estimates in line 
with -- 


DR. SPRINKEL: Well, I haven't seen those estimates. 
They -- there are several measures of the so-called trade deficit, 
and that's one. The one -- 


Q -- deficit. 


DR. SPRINKEL: Right. The -- with respect to how we go 
from that statement to a statement about real GNP, we of course are 
interested in the trade balance that shows up in the GNP accounts, 
therefore, real net exports. We anticipate that there will be a 
significant rise in that number not because of a sharp decline in 
imports, although they could level off, but primarily because exports 
will be going up. 


Q Is it about the same -- if I could follow-up on that 
-- about the same magnitude -- 


DR. SPRINKEL: Well, I haven't seen their estimates about 
what's going to happen. I thought their numbers were higher than $10 
billion or $15 billion. If you tell me that's what it was, I'll have 
to agree, but I doubt very much that there is any significant 
difference between their estimates than ours. They're also 
— that a significant improvement will occur in the year 
ahead. 
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Yes. 


Q Beryl, you have the GNP number going to 3.2 percent 
in ‘87 and 3.7 percent in ‘88 at the same time that you accept the 
Gecline in the budget deficit from $170 billion to $108 billion 
dollars if the Gramm-Rudman target is met. Don't you need an 
offsetting monetary policy if you have that much of a shift in the 
fiscal policy? 


DR. SPRINKEL: What I said was that the President's 
budget would attain the one -- no more than $108 billion deficit. I 
did not mean to make a forecast or a bet that the actual fiscal 
Geficit will be that low. That depends on the reaction we get on the 
Hill. We hope that it'll be that low. We will have plenty of 
opportunity in the months ahead to see how far down we can pull it. 
There is no doubt in my mind, if you're trying to say, Bart, that a 
sharp decline in government spending will show up in nominal GNP in 
the short run, the answer is yes. I mean, there's been a lot of 
testing of that. If it's a moderate decline, which is what we're 
anticipating, we think that in the long run it will have a highly 
beneficial effect on the economy, and in the short run, it will have 
a minor negative, but it will be offset by other positive 
developments. 


Q Well, is what you just said, does that mean that 
your forecast implies that the actual spending in Fiscal ‘88 could be 
something substantially more than the -- that would reflect the $108 
billion deficit? 


DR. SPRINKEL: I hope not. You know, my hope springs 
eternal. The President will be presenting a very restrained 
government spending budget, and the Congress has agreed that they 
want to help him restrain the rise in spending and we'll just have to 
wait and see. All I can tell you for sure is -- something that the 
Presicent controls. 


MR. BRASHEAR: One more question, whichever one -- 
DR. SPRINKEL: You pick one. 
MR. DCRASHEAR: I think this gentleman in the back -- 


2 You saic that we elected to have a believable 
moderate forecast this year. What does that say about previous 
years, and -- (laughter) -- 


Di. SPRINKCL: The fact is that if we had of known that 
there was going to be a very sharp decline in oil prices, we would 
not have been as optimistic in 1986 as we were, having prepared that 
forecast in November and early December. You know, that in hindsight 
was a mistake. I wish we had known that. Also, the debate on the 
tax reform extended longer than it appeared that it might. And I 
think that had some discouraging impact, and expecially when it began 
to impact the investment tax credit concerns. So we could not see 
then, nor now, the future with certainty. We did the best we could 
do then, and we're doing the best we can do now, taking into 
consideration all of the recent trends that we have observed. 


2 What price of oil are you assuming for ‘87? 

DR. SPRINKEL: We have some implicit numbers ani I have 
seen them, but I am not going to reveal them. There is no 
Significant chanye anticipated for ‘87. I cannot give you the 
precise number. 

Thank you. I enjoyed it. 

THE PRESS: Thank you. 


END 2:36 P.M. 2ST 
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MR. POPADIUK: Good afternoon. Could I have your 
attention please? This is a BACKGROUND briefing on the President's 
meeting with President Mobutu of Zaire. For your information only, 


eee is 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: President Reagan has 
just concluded his working meeting and lunch with President Mobutu of 
Zaire. As we indicated in the background briefing yesterday, thie is 
Obviously the gost important in a series of meetings while the 
President of Zaire is here. He has had separate seetings already 
with Secretary Shults and Secretary Baker, with the Vice President. . 
He'll be seeing Secretary Weinberger tomorrow. But this seeting 
ot -- these meetings today were the see of the visit ftros 

the standpoint of both our governszents. it’s fair to say 
that the discussion will go Tato thr three areas. 


Pirst, the question of our overall bilateral relations, 
which have a long history, and the Zairian hope was expressed clearly 
that we do all we can do to be of support to Zaire, as we're trying 
to do in the economic field, in terms of various kinds of econosic 
eregees. in terms of our security assistance effort in Zaire, which 

s modest but important, and in a variety of other bilateral prograas 
that we have. 


The second topic area being the discussion that we 
foreshadowed yesterday of Zaire's economic situation -- the econosic 
crunch that Zaire faces as a country which finds itself paying out 
more in debt to the international creditor et in debt payszent, 
Gebt service, than, in fact, it has been receiving in recent years, 
and Zaire's very important current negotiations which continue this 
week here in Washington with the IMP leadership. And President 
Mobutu and his economic team have already set with the head of the 
fund and the bank, and those seetings continue. 


The third topic area, of course, being issues of sutual 
interest in Africa, African issues of various kinds, considerable 
Giscussion of the Libyan challenge to a number of countries in 
Sahelian and sub-Saharan Africa, and of course Zaire has witnessed 
firsthand what the Libyan challenge sounts to and has responded to 
that challenge on numerous occasions, as well as the situation in 

southern Africa 


It was a positive meeting. I think the tone was very 
yey + We indicated to the Zairian visitors how taportant we feel 

is for the negotiations with the IMP to be successful, and we made 
clear that we are making that point not only to thea, But also to the 
IMP, because it takes two to tango. And so, we obviously have 
expressed ourselves and we're continuing to express ourselves -- that 
we think getting this program fully agreed for the coming cycle is 
going to be extremely isportant. 


Ané so that's -- on that point, I think we reached the 
consensus that nobody wants to see a rupture between Zaire and the 
IMF -- that's not what is being proposed. Zaire is repeating its 
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commitment to be the best performer that it can be, but it aiso needs 
some room for maneuver -- it needs to be abie to meet some expenses 
for growth, as weii as for debt repayment anc other purposes. So 
that was one central eiement in the discussion witn President xeagan 
today. 


There was, in addition, some discussion about how auch 
support we and other major donors can provide, have provided to 
Zaire, aw it tries to turn the corner. As we indicated yesteraay, 
Ambassador Grove ana I, Zaire has oeen an outstanding policy 
performer in terms of its own effort to adopt austerity measures, to 
liberaiize the economy, to free up agricuitural prices, to provide 
for, in etfect, a fioating exchange rate and these sorts of policies, 
which we applaud. 


we obviousiy face our own foreign aid budget crunch, anc 
we are not basnfui to say so, but, at the same time, we're going to 
go tue dest that we can do in terms Of Our Own ievei OL Oisaterai 
economic support for Zaire. 


Un regionai issues, as i indicated, we excnangea views on 
the situation in chad, the situation in Angola, the situatiun in 
South Africa, tne situation throughout the Frontiine states, and on 
Our side mace it ciear that we appiaud the increase in tie active 
rose that President Hobutu is piaying as a participant in regionas 
meetings, regional conferences, tnat have to do with ais tose 
issues. Because it is our view that Zaire, as a major Atrican 
country, has a isogicai roie to piay and we are pieased to see it 
piaying that roie. 


I think I'ii ieave it there and go to any questions you 
may have. 


Q How much money -- 


Q Is it ciear that the purpose Of this Visit, reaiiy, 
is to taik money with the ImF and try to get tnat straightened out? 


SENIOR ADAINISTRATION OFFICIAL: weii, I think tne visit 
to Washington has a doubie purpose. I mean, the primary purpose trom 
the standpoint of both of our governments, Of course, is the meeting 
oetween the two ieacers here. ut it happens to coincice witn very 
important I4F negotiations. 


U what can the United States do on his behait, tien? 


SENIOR AveiLWISTRATIUN OFFICIAL: dedi, we OvViOUsay are 
mot directay @ party in the negotiation witi the Ink. we, tarough 
the Vepartment of Treasury -- we nave ways Of Dringiny our voice ana 
Our cCounse.s to bear anc we go that. we try to figure out wwere the 
negotiations stand, out we don't get inside tue negotiations, vecause 
tney are dircectiy vetween the country concerned and tone luk as an 
institution. we try to signai our interests in a successful outcome 
to tne negotiations. 


Anotner thing we can Gv is ingicate that we intend, Guwn 
the road. to Olav the best roie that we can paay in terms O1 @ Paris 
Caub rescheduiing once an IMF agreement is reached. oecause any Iril 
agreement then iooks ftorware to a Paris Ciub meeting, which wisi 1004 
at the next phase of the rescheduling exercise. And we wiii Go what 
we can to support the most generous poOsesibdbie terms tor deot 
rescheduiing -- and then, finaiiy, Of course, tne question of 
continuing Diiaterai assistance. 


50, those are the king Of things where we can piay a 
roie. 


y) what are tne tigures on biiateras assistance ana 
what mignt they oe in Fi ‘bu? Is that what you're working on now? 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, we're about to put 
before Congress some ideas on the ‘88 budget, but that doesn't happen 
and it is not finalized yet. It doesn*t happen until January. On 
"87, we've had -- we really have taken a bath in teras of foreign 
assistance levels globally, and that has caused for some tightness in 
all of our foreign assistance budgets globally, and that includes 
Africa. So it's going to be a tough year, and we have spoken to our 
friends very candidly about that. I don't have the precise figures. 
We can get them for you if you like, in terms of recent years and 
then projections. 


Q Did Mobutu ask for and receive more aid -- sore 
foreign assistance? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, I think it goes 
without saying that President Mobutu and his colleagues would like to 
see more support from all of his principle Western partners and 
friends. It's not just a question of the U.S. Zaire has very 
substantial and important relationships with the French, with the 
Belgians, the British, the Germans, Italians, and others -- Canadians 
-- and these kinds of assistance relationships becose 
multilateralized to some degree. But what we indicated is that we 
will do the best we can, that Zaire is very high on our list of 
African priorities, and I don't think a discussion at a head-of-state 
level would get into sort of dollars and cents. It wasn't that kind 
of a discussion. 


Q In the President's remarks he spoke of Namibia and 
Angola in the same sentence. It's a fairly standard linkage, to coin 
aterm. Was that linkage discussed at the meeting at all? Or what 
is Zaire's position on the insistance that we usually put forward 
that the two are related? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I wouldn*t put words in 
the mouths of our visitors. I think the question is best asked of 
them. Generally speaking, I think it is fair to say that Zaire, like 
other African countries, wants to see Namibia's independence under 
Resolution 435, and the sooner the better. At the same time, we find 
that the Zaircian leaders understand what we are trying to do and they 
feel that they can play a rather special role because of their 
geography and their relationship geographically with the Angolan 
situation. And they are talking with other Frontline leaders about 
what might be done to break what is currently something of an 
impasse. We have resumed discussions formally and officially with 
the Angolan leadership about the way to get a compromise on the issue 
of Cuban troop withdrawal and Namibia. But up to now we have to say, 
sadly, that there has been very little substance in those resumed 
discussions. 


So we shared that analysis with the Zairians and they 
shared with us some of the recent discussions that they have been 
party to in which there is a lot of concern about the polarization 
throughout southern Africa, a concern about sanctions and 
countersanctions, what might happen to transport networks -- a lot of 
focus on transport is in the minds of these leaders. So that was the 
nature of the discussion. 


Q This was in the discussion today with the President? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 
Q Where and when were the Angolan discussions resumed? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We have had a couple of 
ministerial-level meetings with Angolan leaders who have been either 
here or in New York. Undersecretary Armacost met with the foreign 
minister of Angola -- I think it was in late September or early 
October. I can get you the date. And there has been one since then 
with the minister in the economic field. And we've had other 
conversations as well in which 





there is a profession of 300d intention and we're looking to get some 
substance in that channel to resume where we left off, because the 

l remains to and find a comprise formula for getting Naszibia‘s 
ndependence, gett the Cubans out, which would be a -- obviously 
important achievement for the entire region. 


Yes? 


Q Can you make a gore or less general comment on how 
see the economic situation in Zaire turning around over the 
Sneeeneene 52 stag Sten Sarees SS Sere sean fe Ce Sev, Gee Dee 
that -- what kind a scenario you project for seeing that happen 
under the current fiscal conditions that exist there? And I have a 

second question. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, it's hard to sake 
predictions, I think, at this s » because we're at a very delicate 
point in an ongoing negotiation with the IMP, which is a key piece in 
the overall pattern of relations between Zaire and the western 
financial community. Assuming that that comes out right, and that 
there is a successful agreement reached, and then -- that leads in 
turn to the Paris Club. It would be our hope that teras can be 
Geveloped that will provide some room for growth. Because as the 
Zairians have said repeatedly while they've been here, they've been 
spending the great bulk of their resources trying to figure out how 
to pay back debt and sort of care and saintenance approach to the 
economy, rather than an ability to really look at elements of growth. 


There have been some results from the programs that's been 
in place for four years. Inflation is way down, there has been some 
growth, there are some companies looking again at Zaire in teras of 
investment or reinvestment of local earning. But, what there has not 
been is a clearly visable pee g to the great bulk of the population 
that this is paying off. And it's got to pay off in our views. So, 
again, those are our hopes. I can't sake prosises. 


Q In the area of potentiai future investment, which 
all of this is supposed to be the precondition for, the one natural 
resourse which is not senticned in Zaire is water. The Zaire river 
has 18 percent of all the world’s hydroelectric potential. Has there 
been any attention prid to a long-term plan to exploit the resources 
of that, for example, for the country? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, you're quite 
right. Africa, in fact, has the great bulk of the world's untapped 
water potential from the standpoint of energy generation. But, 
you've got to first have reasons to consume the energy, which means 
you've got to have industries that are demanding it. And some of 
these projects of the kind you're referring to are, indeed, very 
capital-intensive. I think Zaire has a lot of different priorities 
and their looking at trying to find the maneuvering room. As I've 
said, financially they're beginning to put some investment in there 
that will actually produce visable growth. 


Q The various meetings -- regional meetings that you 
referred to on la and Namibia, have they produced anything that 
looks interesting? I ask particularly in the context of Mobutu's 
visit to Angola, which was supposed to last three days and he went 
atter tnree nours -- what was it two, three sonths ago? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, there was that 
meeting ~- I don't have the date on it for you -- but, I was really 
referring to more recent meetings. As you know, I think the -- there 
was a meeting at Ghadolite, President Mobutu's home town, quite 
recently in late November. And that was preceded by several other 
meetings that included the leadership of Mozambique, Angola, Zambia 
and Zaire. I think on one occasion Zimbabwe may have there. They've 
been talking about 











questions of sanctions, questions of tr t, questions of the 
negotiations with us on Namibia. But I think the thrust of it is 
that people ze we're dealing with something of a new situation 
in the region you're seeing a tendency for the Frontline states, 
the FLS, to be gore in contact with Zaire than was the case 
eneeeney- And it's a two-way street. There's mutual interest 

re. 


Q Is there a particular reason for Ambassador Walters’ 
presense today? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I would say it may have 
to do with schedules sore than anything else, but Ambassador Walters, 
as I's sure you know, has conducted gany sissions to Africa including 
to Zaire at the request of the Secretary and the President in the 
past. He knows the Zeirian leaders firsthand and very well and so it 
was : guess you'd say an appropriate thing to do to have him at these 
meetings. 


Q I have not seen it, I'm told there a report in a 
London newspaper about U.S. arms shipments to South Africa. Do you 
have anything on that? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We apply an arms embargo 
towards South Africa. That remains our policy. I'm not aware of any 
substance behind such reports. Perhaps somebody's extrapolating from 
some other things, but fact is we have said that we're going to 
provide appr ate and effective support to UNITA. We have ~ 
said repeatedly, and we mean it, that we're the first licants of 
an arms embargo to South Africa and we are among the world's sost 
consistent adherents to that embargo. And that remains our policy. 


Q Is there any possibility -- or does the fact that 
the shipments may have gone through South Africa to get to intended 
forces violate any embargo? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I'm not going to confirm 
or deny anything in that area. As you know, we don't comment on such 
matters. But it seems to us that we've said repeatedly that we're 
going to enforce and adhere to the arms embargo which would seem to 
me to address your question. 


Q Well, they said that about Iran, too. Can you 
assure us that there are no secondary shipments going on in disregard 
to that embargo? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wot to my knowledge. 


Q Specifically, there are two projects in Africa which 
the International Monetary Fund has advised countries that it deals 
with not to complete. One is the hydroelectric project in Zaire; 
another is a water diversion project in the Sudan. The United States 
is the largest contributor to the IMF. The United States obviously 
has rr interest in seeing to it that these countries have some 
kind economic development. Are we bringing pressure to bear on 
the IMF to allow these kind of projects to be completed? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I probably oughtn't take 
that question because I'd be singing without any susic in the teras 
of the details. My general impression is that the IMF -- and we 
would probably agree with this -- is not urging countries to acquire 
vast amounts of additional debt, particularly if it's to be a 
commercial terms, at a time when Africa's having a very difficult 
time with its debt service. And that applies to Sudan, it applies to 
Zaice and many other countries. 


So if there is a cautionary note coming from various 
institutions internationally about major infrastructural projects, 
that would be the reason I would think. 


END 2:01 P.M. EST 
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MR. BRASHEAR: We will have the Governors here standing 
behind us. We will start off with a statement by Governor Sununu, 
who is the outgoing Chairman of the Governors’ Conference and then he 
will be joined by Governor Kean, who is the incoming Chairman and 
then they will be available for your questions. We are going to ask 
~~ they're on a fairly tight schedule -- we'll try and hold this to 
no longer than ten minutes if we could. And with that, if everybody 
is ready, we'll get started. 


GOVERNOR SUNUNU: I am Governor Sununu of the State of 
New Hampshire. This is Governor Tom Kean, the State of New Jersey. 
We just came from the Republican Governor's Conference held in New 
Jersey. We appreciated the opportunity to spend a little bit of time 
with the President and talk about some of the issues that not only 
Republican Governors, but frankly Governors across the country are 
interested in. We certainly had some of the Governors from the 
Midwest emphasize their concerns about the farm problem. We were 
concerned about the trade issue. We have particular interest in 
returning some of the flexibility to the states that seems to have 
been eroded over the years in programs in which there have been 
funding cuts made and I think the point was made rather strongly by 
the Governors that if they give the states the flexibility we can 
live within the financial constraints as long as we have the 
flexibility to operate those programs effectively. 


Q Governor, can you tell us whether Iran came up and 
what advice, if any, you gave the President or what he might have 
said on the subject of the continuing crisis? 


GOVERNOR SUNUNU: Well, it came up in two contexts. 
Number one, we conveyed to him an opportunity we had this morning to 
hear from former President Nixon who made a pretty impressive 
presentation on the global responsibility of the President in dealing 
with Russia and certainly in that context, the former President 
talked about some of the difficulty that the President might have if 
we don't deal effectively with the Iranian situation. 


Q He ought to know. 


GOVERNOR SUNUNU: That message was conveyed and then the 
discussions and presentations included comments by the Governors, 
both on -- in terms of the reality of the problem and some of the 
perceptions on Iran. 


Q Well, what did you say in terms of the reality and 
some of the perceptions and what did he say in response? 


GOVERNOR SUNUNU: I think the consensus of input was that 
whatever is done has to be done with the recognition that it ought to 
be timely, that it ought to be rather clear and decisive and that 








whatever position is taken by the administration, it has to recognize 
that the American public are both concerned by the reality of the 
problem and I frankly think the administration has to clearly deal 
with that and has to deal with the perception that has been created 
out there over the past couple of weeks. 


Q In other words, Governor, you don't think they've 
succeeded so far? 


GOVERNOR SUNUNU: Well, one of the things that was real 
in the conference that we had in New Jersey is that as Governors, we 
were ready to talk about issues that are important to Governors and, 
frankly, 90 percent of the questions from the press seem to be on 
Iran and I think that message was conveyed. In that respect, there 
has not been a success in taking it off the front pages. 


Q How about the President? You gave us Nixon's view 
of the -- but did he tell you anything in teras of this -- 


GOVERNOR SUNUNU: I think the President made it clear 
that they tried to be as timely as they could. As soon as he 
discovered that there was a problem, as soon as he heard from the 
Attorney General on the problem, that he and the Attorney General 
tried to make that information public. I think it is fair to say 
that it is the President's impression that virtually everything that 
is being discussed is being discussed as a result of the 
administration taking the initiative in making the information 
public, that the information on possible diversion of funds, for 
example, came from the Attorney General and the President themselves 
and that they took the initiative immediately to ask for the 
independent counsel. Wow, whether or not that is sufficient and 
whether or not there is anything that can appropriately be done by 
the administration now that there is an independent counsel in place 
was part of the discussion. 


Q Governor Sununu, what do you and your fellow 
kepublican Governors think should be done at this point for Reagan to 
p«t the crisis behind hia? 


GOVERNOR SUNUNU: I think that the consensus, and I's 
trying to speak both for myself and those that were there, is that, 
although the President may be dealing appropriately with the reality 
of the problem and trying to be as aggressive as he can, that in 
addition to that, they probably can deal with this issue most 
effectively by .wnveying a perception of timely response as well as 
the reality of timely response. 


Q And what can he do to do that? 
w So, how does he do it? 
) Fire Don Regan? 1 mean, what's the solution there? 


GOVERNOR SUNUNU: Well, I don't know enough about what's 
inside to make recommendations on specific people and I don't think 
it would be fair for me to try and base any kind of a specific 
recommendation like that on what we have seen through the press. 


v There is another former Governor who -- 


Q It was reported that Richard Nixon told you all that 
critics should get off the President's back. Any comment on that? 


GOVERNOR SUNUNU: 1 don't remember those words being 
used. I do know that the President pointed out that the principal 
priority that the President has to deal with in foreign relations is 
going to be, and continues to be, and has always been, the 
relationship between the United States and the Soviet Union. And in 
a-- in @ -- vety incisive historical assessment, both of the 
principle players in the historical -- in the Soviet Union and the 


MORL 











relationships that have to be established, he made a very strong case 
that there is a window of opportunity over the next two years that 
even the next President -- whomever it might be -- will have to wait 
a significant period of time to have an equivalent opportunity, and 
that it would be very, very important for this country -- for this 
President to be able to take advantage of it. 


Q Governor Kean, can you answer -- 


Q Governor Kean, what's your view on that -- what do 
you think is necessary for this President -- this White House to do 
in order to get the agenda, as the Governor was suggesting, back on 
to other subjects? 


GOVERNOR KEAN: Well, first of all, I would emphasize the 
frustration -- and I felt frustration of the President himself in not 
yet having been able to get to the bottom of this. I had a very 
strong feeling of a man who desperately wants to find out the facts, 
to get them on the table, and tell them to the American public, and 
that recognizes the special prosecutor takes some time to do his job. 


Q Well, you know, a number of people -- Republicans 
have proposed that the President take that initiative himself -- call 
in Poindexter, North, and others, and get the story, and disclose it 
himself. Did you discuss that, or did he raise it today? 


GOVERNOR KEAN: That came up, and President didn’t bring 
it up, somebody else did. But there's a problem, and the problem is 
@ legal problem. I'm not a lawyer, but at this point having once 
asked the Attorney General, the FBI, and a special prosecutor to 
become involved because of a possible criminal action. 


At that point, any kind of question of, for instance, 
Poindexter or North, could be again used in self-incrimination. So, 
he's got the same problem there, and it's a frustrating problea 
because I -- I mean -- I think everybody agrees. I mean, I just had 
the feeling of a man who totally wants to get to the bottom of it 
everybody agrees. I mean, I just had the feeling of @ man who 
totally wants to get to the bottom of it and is as frustrated as we 
are. 


Q Did the President give you any indication that this 
is something that is going to fester so much that it is going to 
weaken him for the neat two years? 


GOVEKNOR KCAN: Excuse me, I didn’t catch that. 


Q Did the President then give you the indication that 
he is so concerned and so worried about this problem that, as 
President Wixon has advised, it is something that could fester on and 
sO impede anything that he would like to do for the next two years? 


GOVERNOR KEAN: Wo, I don’t think he had that <-- I 
wouldn't put it that strongly. He recognizes the fact that this at 
the moment is all-consuming in many ways. And I think he also 
recognizes the fact that as long as it is all-consuming it is taking 
people's eye off the ball. And, again, one of the things that the 
former President told us -- and it has been quite an experience, I 
think, for the Governors to have the two Presidents in one day -- but 
the idea that the prime opportunity is the Sino-Russian-Amer ican 
relationship, and what can happen to that relationship and how that 
effects every pact of the world, including particularly the tinder 
box of the Middle East, where, as he put it, that's where conflict 
could occur most probably. And unless -~ if we take our eye off that 
-- if everybody here gets so preoccupied with that particular subject 
because of investigations, because of every other reason, so that we 
are not properly prepared to take advantage of a potential summit or 
to react tv @ potential crisis, we've got problems. 


Q Well, are you saying the President, didn't express 
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the same concerns that President Wixon did? 


GOVERNOR KEAN: He eapressed -- the President expressed a 
lot of concern, but you phrased the question in such a way -- did he 
feel he was crippled in any way or not? Wo, I didn’t get that 
impression. 


Q But, Governor, what do you think he can do about it, 
Governor Kean? What do you think that he can do to try to get things 
back on track? 


GOVERNOR KEAN: Well, a number of the Governors suggested 
-~ and this is where I think -- and anybody, of course, who is here, 
please come forward and speak for yourselves. A number of the 
Governors suggested really ways in which they hoped that as quickly 
as possible every fact could be put on the table. And the 
frustration, again, was -- 


Q What ways? 


GOVERNOR KEAN: Well, every way, including an independent 
investigation within the White House to supplement and go above the 
special prosecutor. 


Q Was that a recommendation? Governor Thornburgh, you 
are a former prosecutor. I mean, is there something that can be done 
that does not interfere with the independent counsel to get this out 
sooner? 


GOVERNOR THOKNBURGH: It*s very difficult. Our 
democratic form of government is not very efficient when it comes to 
putting facts on the table. We have principles that protect 
individuals’ rights, such as the assertion of the Fifth Amendment 
that has been taken by two of the principles. We have the separation 
of powers that gives the Congress investigating rights. I think the 
President at this point, based on what has been developed thus far, 
is doing everything he can. We has established a respected 
bipartisan commisson to look at the management shortcomings within 
the National Security Council. We has called for an independent 
counsel to look to see if there is any criminal offense that's been 
committed in the course of these activities, and he has asked his 
administration to cooperate with the various committees of the 
Congress that are looking at the policy questions involved. 
Unfortunately, none of those are going to be resolved over night and, 
as an old prosecutor, I want to see the evidence, and I think he 
wants to see the evidence, before he takes any precipitous action. 
In an autocratic, totalitarian society you can act without all of 
those procedural safeguards and principles of the separations of 
power that are involved here. And it's terribly frustrating. 
Obviously -- the President expressed it. 


Q Well, what do you mean take action? He's already 
taken action. te's fired somebody -- and he got cid of another man, 
and -- what do you mean take action? 


GOVERNOR THORNDURGH: Well, I take responsible action on 
the basis of facts of which he's assured -- I'm assured, myself, that 
the action that you referred to, that he has taken, was taken on the 
basis of facts that he was absolutely convinced of and has laid out, 
in public, thus far. But for him to proceed on it <= by guess and by 
gosh procedure -- about what really happened before these various 
mechanisms that are established precisely for that purpose -- you 
don't make a judgment at the front end of the process. it's going to 
be -=- 


@ boesn*t that really get you down to saying, teailly, 
that he didn't know what happened? And then do you ask why? 


GOVERNOK THOKNBUAGH: Oh, I think he indicated that 
Clearly in the action he took with respect to the two individuals who 
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are no longer here. 


Q Do you wonder -- do you wonder at that -- that he 
didn't know what happened? 


GOVERNOR THORNBURGH: Well, I think to express any 
conclusions, without having thz whole of the facts developed and sade 
public, is premature and I don’t think terribly responsible. 


Q What does he do, Governor? What does he do? I 
mean, you're talking about the frustration, you're talking about how 
the systez -- 


GOVERNOR THORNBURGH: If I knew, I'd have made a very 
good friend today, Bill. I don't know. I think we're very 
Sympathetic with his quandary, and I think all of us are convinced 
with his bona fides in determining to go forward. It was interesting 
the contrast that former President Nixon made in his presentation to 
us. I think he characterized the Watergate situation as having been 
handled abysmally, and he said he thought this President was doing 
everything right and had put in place, in very short order, the 
various mechanisms that I described to solve the various questions 
that are pending. 


Q But there's another President who -- former 
President ~- who's spoken out -- Governor Carter said that he thought 
that it looked as if President Reagan was waiting for Congress to 
pull all the information out. What did the President say that gave 
you the impression he's very eager to grt information out? 


GOVERNOR KZAN: Wot only what he said, but his whole 
attitude -- his attitude was one of frustration -- of trying -- a man 
trying to get to the bottom of something and, frankly, being 
frustrated by mechanisms of the kind that Dick Thornburgh just talked 
about, which are there for all our protection -- and that these 
mechanisms were, in a sense, frustrating their own internal 
mechanisms in the White House to try and find out what happened. ile 
knows and he used the word “smoking gun” -- there's something wrong 
-- he knows there's something wrong, no question about it -- 
something wrong -- in the transfer of money. They're trying to find 
who did what in the transfer of money. They want to find desperately 
who did what, and being frustrated somewhat by our own mechanisas. 


Q But yet -- but yet he has chosen not to answer 
today, for example, the discrepancy between Bud McFarlane's 
recollection that he approved transfer of arms in -- in August of ‘85 
and Attorney General Meese's statement that it wasn’t until this 
year. There are somethings that he, himself, should know that he's 
not getting out. 


GOVERNOR KEAN: Well, I don't know anything about that. 
Q How did you say the -- 
S) -- smoking gun -- 


GOVERNOR-ELECT CAMPBELL: I want to piggyback that 
question just one minute. 


GOVERNOR KEAN: Okay, gO ahead. 


GOVERNOR-ELECT CAMPBELL: One thing that seems to be 
missed just a little bit is in the Carter question -- 


S) Who are you? 


GOVERNOR-ELECT CAMPBELL: I'm Congressman Campbell -- 
still -- maybe. (Laughter.) 


Q Governor -- 
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Q Gevernor-elect. 
Q Did you campaign a few times? 


GOVERNOR~ELECT CAMPBELL: The -- the difference -- the 
difference in the style of the President's, I think, is often 
overlooked in this. You have a -- you have a President here who sets 
broad policy and delegates details to others to make the decision on. 
You had a President in Jimmy Carter who worried about, you know, the 
Stripes on the tennis court, and exactly how they went down -- a man 
that immersed in it. And the problem is that -- is that maybe he's 
judging this President by his own style. He got caught in minutia, 
and, therefore, he didn't move very far. 


This President has delegated, and he may be caught in the 
fact that he delegated out, and that someone else did make a decision 
that he's desperately struggling to try to uncover. And I think 
that's what we saw in there today, was a President looking for that. 


Q How did he react to suggestions on the in-house 
investigation? 


GOVERNOR SUNUNU: May I add one thing to that? 
Q Did he react to that? 


GOVERNOR SUNUNU: May I add one thing to that? I really 
think in fairness to the President, as governors who serve as the 
chief executives in our states, I don’t think there's a single one of 
us who hasn't at least on one occasion been embarrassed by something 
taking place in one of our agencies that we didn't know. And to say 
that we haven't operated as effectively as we could because something 
like that happens, I think is not appropriate and not fair. 

And, yes, this is of significant -- a significant issue, it is an 
issue of national concern. 


But the fact is, in terms of the specific goals that were 
enunicated by the President, the goal of trying to address the 
hostage issues, in terms of trying to take an initiative in the 
Mideast that would serve this nation's interest in the long run. I 
think those goals were articulated by the President and the fact is, 
that there was a management glitch in there. A management glitch he 
has admitted. A management glitch he has taken the action in 
relieving at least two people involved in that management glitch. 
And a@ management glitch that, I think, he made very clear to us that 
he wished he knew what else he could do to make sure that that would 
not heéppen again. I think he's committed to dealing with it. And, 
I, aS one who has had to deal with some of these kinds of issues, 
certainly not on the same level that takes place here, understands 
the frustration he feels. 


Q Governor Kean, what was the reference you said the 
President made to a “smoking gun” in this? Could you elaborate on 
that? 


GOVERNOR KEAN: Oh, he mentioned the fact to how <-- how he 
heard for the first time, and it was shortly before, I think, he told 
the world -- told by <- through you -=- that he had understood from 
the Attorney General that there was a smoking gun. In other words, 
somebody had -- there was the transfer of money -- that's what he's 
referred to as a smoking gun -- there was a transfer of money that he 
had not known about and the Attorney General had not known about, and 
the Attorney General brought it to his attention within a very short 
time after he found out that. We evidently briefed the Cong: «ssional 
leaders and he came in and told you and, therefore, told the world 
about it. That's what he was talking about. 


¢ And that's the words he used -- smoking gun? 








GOVERNOR KEAN: I believe they were. 


GOVERNOR SUNUNU: I think he indicated that when the 
Attorney General came to tell him, that was a phrase that the 
Attorney General used. 


GOVERNOR KEAN: Maybe it's the Attorney General's phrase. 
Q And that's the phrase that he then repeated today? 


MR. BRASHEAR: Can I get in for just one second. We're 
going to have local interviews, one-on-one, available here after the 
briefing or you can go under the West Portico if you'd like. In the 
meantime, we've got time for a couple more questions here and I think 
we'd better break because we have a lot of -- 


Q Okay. A quick question to Governor Kean about what 
you said about the internal investigation. Did the President react 


to that? 
GOVERNOR SUNUNU: What was the question? 


Q Did the President react to suggestions about having 
an in-house investigation? 


GOVERNOR SUNUNU: I think he felt frustrated that he was 
under the impression that the independent -- the establishment of the 
independent counsel precluded their having full access, for example, 
to Admiral Poindexter and Oliver North. And that was sort of a 
frustration on his part. 


Q Governors, Pat Buchanan -- 


MR. BRASHEAR: We've got people with: planes to catch and 
I want to tell you that some of them are going to have to leave right 
now. Sut one or two more and that's all we've got time for. 


Q I'll be brief. Pat Bucharan has been rather vocal, 
complaining that Republicans have not been supporting the President. 
Are you seeing that impact, and then what's your response to Mr. 
Buchanan's charges? 


GOVERNOR SUNUNU: Well, I can only speak from a distance 
rather than within the Beltway, and I don't see that out there. But 
then again -- 


GOVERNOR MECHAM: He's got 24 Governors’ support, 
Governors and Governors-elect, you can rest assured of that. 


Q Well, is Mr. Buchanan in any way correct that the 
Republicans are letting the President down? 


GOVERNOR SUNUNJ: I can say this, that from the 
Republican Governors that were in New Jersey, that virtually to a man 
and woman, they felt very supportive of the President, and from the 
point of view of chief executives of a state that have to deal with 
parallel kinds of problems, a great deal of sensitivity to the 
difficulty in finding the information and making it public. 


Q Governor Kean, as governors, Republican governors, 
are you concerned that if this thing continues to drag out that it's 
going to weaken the party and make it tougher in ‘88 and subsequent 
years for you to win elections? 


GOVERNOR KEAN: In all truth, I'm less concerned about 
the party than I am for the country for the moment. And I'll tell 
you why I'm concerned about the country <-- because we as Governors, 
at least some of us, feel very, very strongly that if this city we're 
in doesn't get a hold in a general sense of the budget deficit, that 
Our economy is going to come crashing down and do so in the near-term 
rather than the short-term. And therefore, we think that has to be 
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an issue, a lot of us as Governors, on the front burner. 


And that doesn't take into account all the other issues 
that an administration has to deal with to make this nation of ours, 
this democracy, work. It doesn't take into account any of the 
foreign policy issues leading out of the summit -- not only the 
problems that always extend in the Middle East, but the problem in 
Egypt with its economy, the problem in the -- the problems in the Far 
East with our relationship with China. It doesn't take into account 
a number of the possible adventurous situations that some of our 
enemies could take, whether it's Cuba or Russia. This government has 
got to be poised to deal with all those things. And when I say I'm 
more concerned about a danger to the country than I am a danger to 
the party, I mean that if the White House is so preoccupied with 
this, hunkers down or what have you because of this kind of crisis, 
and the Congress is totally preoccupied with serving on whatever 
committee they can and getting up front and making statements in this 
particular issue, and that's all the public is reading about in the 
newspapers, then something and something very important may slip 
between the cracks. And if any of those things I mentioned slip 
between the cracks, I think this country is going to be hurt and hurt 
severely. 


Q Who attended -- 
GOVERNOR KEAN: So that's my concern. 


Q Who attended this meeting with you? Was Regan 
there? 


Q Was Regan there? 
GOVERNOR KEAN: Yes. 
Q Any any Cabinet? 


GOVERNOR KEAN: The Vice President was there, Regan was 
there, the Budget Director was there, and who else? 


Q Did Regan say anything -- Don Regan? 


GOVERNOR KEAN: Yes. What did he say? (Laughter.) He 
did say something. 


Q -- remember, what was it? 

GOVERNOR KEAN: I don't remember. 

Q I resign? 

Q Did you recommend tax increases -- 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 


END 5:06 P.M. EST 
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MR. HOWARD: Good afternoon. We're ready to begin our 
BACKGROUND briefing on the status of our areas control negotiations. 


For information, and not for publication, our briefer is 
RPT rier pe and it will be a senior administration 
official, in this case. 


All right? 





SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: As I listened to what 
was just said, I hope some of you have not been sisled with the ters 
senior adgjinistration official, and didn't realize that they were 
referring to age. (Laughter.) 


Q Why don’t you have this on the record? 
e) And on capera? 

MR. HOWARD: Because we don't. 

~ That's no answer. 


Q Well, the Russians will find out about it, believe 


MR. HOWARD: That's right. 
Q And they'll know who said it. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I's not sure whether I 
ought to start with a few sentences -- saybe I will -- and then throw 
it open to qvestions. 


Hi, Terry. 


I know there's been some curiousity as to the week <-- the 
four days we spent in Geneva and what it meant and why, because it is 
a kind of unusual aproach, and not consistent with what we have done. 
And I can explain that vy saying that it was, indeed, our intiative, 
but I don't sean to imply that the initiative for a geeting in 
Deceaber was necessarily only our initiative. 


Tn Vienna. during the Shultz-Shevardnadze seetings and 
the meetings of experts that followed, there wasé'a Sovfet proposal 
that during the break between the gixzth and the sevegth rounds, we 
_ et up & group to explore the differences between us on the ABM 
Treaty. We responded, actually, in a matter of sinuteés with «a 
statement saying it's a good idea to set up a gr » but not just to 
deal with the ABM Treaty, but also to deal with all of the 
differences that exist between us. And at that particular point, 
what was agreed to was that some -- through diplomatic channels we 
would decide how to handle that. And, 60, each knew one another's 
position. And that was on Thursday sorning, November 5th, I guess. 


On the 7th of December, Karpov, who heads up the Soviet 
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delegation, came to Geneva. Actually, he cage the evening of the 
6th, but I met with his on the 7th. He had been absent from Geneva 
since Reykjavik. He explained it -- one, that he did have to visit 
some other capitals, but beyond that, the Soviets were trying to, in 
a sense, put their act together after Reykjavik, just as we were 
putting our act together after Reykjavik. And it took hia that long, 
and so he never got back. But he was in Vienna. 


And in Vienna he asked me if I could agree to a special 
session of our negotiating group in Geneva, because I had been in 
Geneva during this whole period of time, and we had been seeting and 
we had been negotiating, but he was apsent. And I said, yes, we 
could nave a special seeting on Friday, because it was clear to ae he 
was finally going to put down on the table where they were at 
following Reykjavik, which they had not been able to do until he got 
to Geneva. 


And following that, we had some coffee afterwards, in 
which he raised the issue of what do we do in December -- should we 
just let the time go, and he said he had talked to Shevardnadze about 
it. And I said, well, the ministers had talked about these two 
different groups, maybe, having -- how about that? We chatted about 
that a winute. We discussed the possibility maybe of beginning the 
seventh round in December, insteic of waiting until January. 


It was at that point, actually, that the idea of this 
week developed. I just want to explain why. I think we both felt 
thac it was essential to try to find a formula other than making 
statements to one another, which you do in a formal negotiating 
process. They make a statement, it takes an hour, and I make a 
statement, that takes an hour, more or less -- and this is <-- this 
goes on. We were looking for something different than that. We have 
Geveloped in Geneva the idea that after these sessions we sit down to 
coffee and talk out things. 


Q You could walk in the woods. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: In this case -- we 
don't take a walk anymore. They're allergic to it. (Laughter.) 


Q They are or we are? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: They are. They are. 
And the person who walked in the woods is no longer in Geneva -- 


Q On either side. (Laughter.) 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: <-- for thea. 
(Laughter.) But on our side, he's still in the process. Yes. On 
our side he's still in the process. 


But -- and those are sometimes fruitful <-- those 
exchanges over coffee. So I did propose -- why don’t we just forget 
about the speeches to one another and just concentrate a few days 
together, and that's why that worked out. 


Wow, we tad a very limitéd objective. Over objective, 
frankly, was to try to achieve, in those few days, what we were 
unable to achieve in Vienna. What we sought for in Vienna was an 
agreed-upon statement, hopefully in writing, not for release, but for 
our own use on where, now that Reykjavik is over -- where do we 
agree, where do we disagree -- and have it clear. 


Now, there are lots of purposes for that. Frankly, one 
of my purposes was to prevent later walking back -- backtracking. 
Because we've had some experiences of backtracking. But if you can 
come up with a piece of paper we both agreed to -- well, we're not 
able to do that in Vienna and we're not able to do that during the 
week in Geneva. 4 
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Q Why not? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: What we were able -- we 
were not -- why not? 


Q Yes. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Secause they very -- 
well, very candidly told us they were allergic to the pieces of paper 
-- Karpov made that very clear. 


Now, I can give you all kinds of ay own personal theories 
about it, and I -- well, saybe I should. I think from -- in ay point 
of view what was involved here is the following: [It is in the Soviet 
interest to convey the message that nothing is happening in Geneva of 
any substantive igportance. Why is it in their interest to convey 
that sessage? Because then pressures will evolve -- pressures from 
allies on us, pressures of public opinion on us, pressures from the 
Congress on us. 
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They are not subject to the same kinds of pressures that we are 
subject to. So to convey the idea that things are not going well -- 
there is a tendency always to say, okay, Mr. U.S., make them go well, 
make some concessions, move. I think this is a technique that has 
worked for the Soviets over many years. I think it's been worked to 
their advantage and I therefore expect they continue to do so as they 
are doing so. 


Now, had we agreed on a piece of paper, which would set 
forth where we agree, where we disagree, the areas of agreement are 
indeed very large and it undermines that effort. So we did not 
succeed in getting the piece of paper, even though I indicated very 
clearly it isn't the piece of paper -- we need release or anything 
just for our own working purposes. But what we did succeed in doing 
is indeed come to an agreement on where we agree and where we 
disagree, that is, orally in our discussions. That is, we did have 
very thorough discussions. We had -- during those few aie we had 
17 different meetings -- different shapes, different s 
participating in it, but, by and large, 17 rather seek, serent 
meetings. The last meeting I had, for example, dealing with the 
defense in space group began at 10:00 a.m. and closed up close to 
4:00 p.m. in the afternoon -- just thoroughly analyzing the ABM 
Treaty, where we were, where we weren't and trying to understand it. 


So, from that point of view, we'd accomplished certain 
goals, at least for us. We did find some backtracking. They accused 
us of backtracking, which, of course, I denied. But we -- 


Q Can you tell us what you agreed on -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. tI can give you 
the broad outlines of what we've agreed upon and I think you will 
find that there are large areas of agreement. As you know, we have 
three different negotiating groups. Let's take one at a time. Our 
greatest interest, of course, is in the strategic reductions -- the 
START reductions, because we feel that our interest is best protected 
by reducing the numbers significantly and minimizing the threat of a 
first strike. And where we have agreement is that we will reduce by 
approximately 50 percent. Now, our interest -- I should drop a 
footnote here -- is to get significant reductions but also, to equal 
levels. And we -- and that is agreed upon. That is, it will not 
just be -- and incidentally, that's why I have to say approximately 
50 percent, because since there is a disparity, if you're going to go 
down to equal levels, you just have to modify the 50 percent. So, 
that besides the 50 percent principle, we do have an agreement now 
that there will be a maximum of 6,000 warheads in this strategic area 
and 1,600 launchers that shoot off those, you know, that propel those 
warheads. 


Also, where we've agreed -- 


e ~~ five-year period. Is that the Reykjavik 
five-year period? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It's within five years, 
Sam. Yes. It's within five years. 


You know, I have to again say to you -- when we talk -- 
it is the Reykjavik five-year pésio€, bul pow understand Reyjkawit 
was based on the months of discussions we had in Geneva. That is, it 
was a reflection of much of what we had been discussing and agreeing 
upon in Geneva in the period preceding Reykjavik. But the 50 percent 
did come out of Reykjavik. I see no walking back from it yet. It is 
there and the only thing I want to say is that from the Soviet's 
point of view, it is contingent upon satisfying the SDI problen. 

From our point of view, there are no contingencies. But, they've 
made «hat clear <= that they're looking for a single package. So, 
when I say agreement, it is agreement subject to. But there is the 
agreement on 50 percent on 1,600 launchers, 6,000 warheads. 
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Now, within that, there's also agreement on 50 percent 
ceductions in the things we worry about very such, which are their 
$S-l8s which is these massive things with multiple warheads. And 
there is agreement on those -- 50 percent cut in the $5-18s. 


Now disagreements in that field: We would like to define 
the 6,900 more by having subheads -- subligits. frankly, we thought 
we had agreement on some of these sublisits, but I*s not trying to go 
back to history, I just want to ceflect what we learned in Geneva, 
Our agreements and disagreements. And we now have -- still have a 
disagreement with respect to those sublimits. For example, we would 
like to have within those 6,000 -- we'd like to have a ligait of 4,390 
on Dallistic aissles. it's interesting that we arrived at that 4,300 
as a result of a suggestion made some aonths ago by the Joviets, 
where they said let's put an 30 percent ceiling. If you take 39 
percent of 6,000 you get 4,800. So, we came in with 4,800 in order 
not to have an argument about it. We would have liked to have fewer 
than 4,800, but we came in with 4,800. There's a difference on that. 
#e also came in with a proposal on 3,300 maximum on ICNBs. They 
Son't agree to that yet. And enother sublimit within that of 1,659 
on heavies. That's -- the detail is less important other than to say 
I think the big picture is that the fundamental agreement is there on 
the 6,000 and the 1,600 missiles and we've got to argue yet and 
negotiate out the sublimits. Wow, that’s as far as START is 
concerned in broad teras. 


Now, INF — 
Q Before you move on -- 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Please. 


G -- what about the second five years, which seem to 
have been -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I°11 get into that with 
the space and defense, although I didn’t mean to skip that. 3ut I*1l 
deal with that, Secause that's a contingency in the space and cefense 
area. 


ORL 





On the INF part, we do have an agreement on a global 
ceiling of 100 on each side. Now, again I want just explain that 
for a moment by saying that we in IN? were ing 


they have a very preponderant sdvantage in 
Pershings and cruise sissiles. And t agreed to reductions 


equal levels and where we've agreed to in Reykjavik was « 
ligait of 100 on each side. That would be sero on i 
and 100, therefore, in the Soviet part of Asia and the United States 
-- the territory of the United States. 


to 
not only look tor 
reductions, we were looking for reductions to canal levels because 
the our 
to 


Q That's the warheads, right? 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That's the warheads. 
Q The hundred. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: A hundred warheads, yes, 
100 warheads. 


fo) I've never understood -- those could be deployed in 
the U.S. meaning they could be -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, those could be 
deployed in the U.S. 


Q Meaning in -- across the Bering Strait from the 
Soviet Union, is that -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Alright, now I want to 
move to a disagreement because that's -- your comment relates to 
that. One of our disagreements relates to the Alaska question in 
that the Soviets have proposed that we not be permitted to put any of 
those 100 in Alaska and our position is that we're talking about the 
United States of America and that happens to include Alaska. Wow, I 
hope you understand that we have made absolutely no decisions in the 
United States nor have we communicated to the Soviet Union any 
Gecisions made -- because we haven't made them -- as to where we 
would deploy them in the United States. 


Q These are medium range missiles, are they not? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Medium range missiles 
with ligited -- 


2 So tiey're useless if -- 


Q If we deploy them in the 48 states they couldn't 
reach Asia, could they? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: They -- 
Q Or at least not substantial portions of -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: They absolutely could 
not, Sam. They could not reach them. They could not reach ther. 


Q How can the Soviets, then, justify trying to exclude 
thes from Alaska? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: 1 may have to bring 
Karpov and have his try to explain that to you because he has not 
justified it to my satisfaction. 


Q Well then isn't it <= a iittle disingenuous to talk 
of agreement, when the disagreement effectively negates the 
agreement? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wo, I do not believe 
it’s this disingenuous at all. I think when you have an agreement 
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reduces the total number of Soviet SS20's by 90 percent -- 
Q If it ever takes place. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, well we have a 
Gisagreement. We have sot yet -- I -- we all appreciate that when 
you have a negotiation you work on the areas of disagreement. 


Q What is Karpov’s argument? You say he hasn't 
convinced you but what does he say? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: His argument is, and it 
is factually mot accurate, that their missiles cannot reach Alaska or 
any part of the United States. 
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Sow, I say. if your sissiles cannot reach Alaska, what sakes you 
think that our sissiles in Alaska could reach you? I sean, it's an 
arithmetic equation there. Well, his argument is that there are sone 
outlying parts of Alaska where we could place ours that would reach 
theirs, and they could sgaybe reach those outlying parts, but that's 
mot really going to prove damaging to the United States. That's the 


argument. 


< But why would we want 100 sissiles, except to check 
their 100 sissiles? What would -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well, we are interested 
in the principle of global equality. We have indicated to thes that 
we look upon the next step as removing that 100 in Asia and 100 in 
the United States down to zero, in a follow-up negotiation which we 
both agree can and showld take place, so that we -- our objective -- 
the United States has proposed, 4s you Know, zsero-zero, all over the 
world. 


We have not been able to obtain their consent to 4 sero 
in Asia, and so this is a step -- it's an 80 percent reduction in 
what they now have in Asia. And you have to understand -- we have 
zero in Asia. So they would be reducing their numbers in Asia by 80 
percent. And even though it is correct, then, that the way they 
propose it would be disadvantageous still to us, it is less 
Gisadventageous to us than the present posture, where we have nothing 
and they have a significant number. 


Q But why @o we want our 100 sissiles if it does not 
have some deterrent purpose? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Well: a, we believe 
conceivably the technology say evolve where it could have some 
Geterrent purpose; and ob, we want the principle of equality 
established, and that's a very important principle for us. 


ie) But equality is not equality unless they have equal 
purposes or can accomplish equal sissions. You would not say the 
principle of equality was established if we could put our 100 
missiles only in Puerto Rico. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: If ABC ever gets tired 
of you and you'd like to be a negotiator, Sas, I'd be very happy -- 


S) No, I'm not saying to argue. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: No, no. Not arguing 
with me, I'd like you to argue with Karpov. It's not with ae. I 
think you nave good arguments, and I've used them. But << 


\ Their missiles in Asia are there to check the 
inese. They could also threaten the Japanese and some of our 
allies, but -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Of course, of course, of 
course, of course. But the fact of the satter is that at the soment 
we have sero «-- thie would give us the right to go up to 100 -- 
because we Gun t have any in the Unilec Sic... Sie SS S255 SESSRS. 
their 100 is auch less disruptive than the approziaately 500, I 
believe, they have today. So, it is a step in the direction without 
satisfying us fully. It is part of what you do in a negotiating 
process. it's really what it amounts to. 


I also, however -- let ge ask those who are in control of 
this -- can I say -- is there something to be said which I don't want 
-- which is background, not for <-- what I'm about to say? Because I 
have something that will answer part of your question, Sas, but I 
Gon't really want to have it a8 a statement, but <- 


Q Do you want it off the record? 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Off the Record, one 
sentence or so. Yow want it or not? 


Q Sot off the record. 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Okay. 
S) But you're already on background. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That I know, but I don't 
really want -- I"m on background as a senior official, and what I's 
about to say, I -- just for one sentence -- 


Q What avout deep background? Deep background gives 
us the right to use the material, out not to attribute it to anyone. 


a Okay. Yes. Okay. Then this sentence is DEEP 
BACKGROUND. and that is, the United States includes the southeastern 
pert of the United States, Sas. 


Q Have I learned something? 


A And -- you know -- all right. You've learned 
soset ing. 


Q All right. Yes, I have. 


a You've learned something. And it is not -- all i's 
trying to indicate to you <= that it’s not an ircelevancy. It is 
something that has some -- 


Q -- Nicaragua -- 

* ~~ has some silitary significance. 
Q ~~ Harlingen, Texas. I understand. 
A 


It has some silitary significance. And I don't want 
you to think we're not conscious of those things. You see? That's 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Wow, we'll go back on 
again. Sure. Gack on to where we were before. 


Now, tO aove -- now there's another probles, though, in 
INF cesices what we've just discussed, and that is the short-range 
missiles, which don’t quite go into the sedium-range category, out 
are the shorter-range category, which the Soviets have, and we really 
@o not have in Europe. 


And, again, areas of agreement on that is that we will 
enter a negotiation within six gonths of the signing of an INF treaty 
or -~ if there's a series of treaties -- designed to reduce those 
short-range numbers. Areas of disagreement that remain in that area 
~~ in this question is that we would like, in the interia, to 
Baintain a ceiling on short-range to current Soviet eis. The 
Soviets have proposed, in lieu of a ceiling on curr, Soviet levels, 
& tease, 46 Chat they're frozen at their Level and we ere frozen at 
practically sero -- at our level. This is @ significant difference 
for vs and an iaportant issue for us, cecause we don't want to be in 
@ position where we enter a negotiation on the short-range -- 
short-range within six gonths, and find ourselves without adequate 
leverage. And 60 we want to maintain the leverage, which is the 
right to go up to their numbers. 


Q What are their numbers? Can you tell us? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It ien't that I cannot 
teil you, I just don't quite remember -- I have, sopehow, running 
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head a figure of about 500 -- something like that. Sut 
don’t hold ge to that. I can get you the number by checking. Sut 
that's about roughly what it comes to. 


, 


So we want the leverage in the negotiation, and therefore 
we want tc have the right to go up to that nusber. Again. I would 
say, there's a difference, but there's also the agreement that I've 
set forth. There's also an argument, which I sust say to you I don't 
think is going to turn out to be a serious argument, on the duration 
of the [MF treaty. We were always acting on the assumption, frankly. 
that INF treaty would be operational until superceded by another 
treaty. I indicated to you, for example, we'd like to get down to 
zero in Asia, which would require a further negotiation. The present 
Soviet position is not specific, but it does not reaffirm going -- «4 
pereanent treaty, until superceded by another. It's one that says 
liaited duration, but they haven't given us the lisited duration. 


You can understand how that turns out to be useless 
because if we get ourselves out of Europe, and they're in Asia, they 
move over. So, we're not going to accept anything less than «4 
permanent treaty with -- until superceded by another. Sut that’s -- 
that is still a difference between us I don’t want to evaluate -- I 
don’t think it's a very iaportant difference. In that, I don't think 
they will hold to it. 


Now, space and defense, which is the <- 
Q Ie that also linked to resolutions as to << 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Everything is linked 
together. And let se -- I's glad you raised that question, bdecause, 
as you Know, up until Reyxjavik, for about a year prior to Reykjavik, 
the Soviets took 4 position that INF need not be linked to SDI 
because there was no logical connection. 
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Reytjevikt changed that. As a matter of fact, i* s post-Reyk javik 
that changed that, because you msy remember that the day efter 
Rey<javik ay friend Karpov was in London in which he told lcs. 
Thatcher and publicly announced on television that it was sot linked 
to SOI. And he got back to Moscow -- it was linked to SDI. So, it 
was post-Reytjavik, they came up with 4 concept of one package not 
civisible. So, INF is tied. 


Now, space anc defense. 


MR. HOWARD: If | can just give you all -- saybde five 
sore sinutes. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Okay. 

. “May | just ask you -- 

Q We need this area. This is the -- 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Space and defense. 


Q Could I just ask you & guestion on the short-range 
missiles? it seemed -- when “rs. Thatcher was here that what she 
expressed the greatest concern about was the idea that the 
Short-cange Bissiles sot be negotiated until after the INF agreement, 
that the Soviets have an eight-to-one advantage in short-range 
missiles -- the missiles can hit Wales, as she put it, and that she 
felt that an agreement on reduction of short-range missiles t> parity 
should be a precondition to an INF agreement, rather than something 
which the Soviets can then cecide they don't want to negotiate on 
once an agreement has been mace on the 35-20's. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: If that is her position, 
I have not heard it expressed by the British at NATO. I have to be 
candid with you about that. Our position with respect to the 
short-range is the NATO position with respect to shott-rcange, which 
is that we will have an agreement to begin 4 negotiation on it. It 
is mot a condition for an INF agreement and to ay knowledge, since 
all these decisions in WATO were done unanimously and by consensus | 
assume the British went along with that. it's a long -- it’s been a 
Longtime position of theirs and I was in WATO last -- three weeks 
ago. four weeks ago wien that was still the WATO position. So, I 
con*t know how to put the two together. 


Q It is 2 Condition that there will be @ negotiation 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: csactly. 
d “= afterwards, Out == 
STNIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Within Sis months. 


Q -- but that the negotiation involved the ability of 
the U.S. to attain parity -- 


SCWIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Caactly. 

2 “- of the ability of NATO to attain parity. 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Cuactly. 

G 4eill, parity is a condition for <= 


- “= parity on shoct-tange missiles is a Condition on 
an iNF agrecsent. 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I indicated to you that 
our desire is to move up to whatever the Soviet present limits are -- 
to have the right to move up. So that fits in, I suppose. 


Now defense and space. Yes -- defense and space. The 
issue comes up with respect to the second five-year period, because 
for the first Five-year period, the United States had no problem in 
making a commitment that it would live up to the ASM Treaty -- I'll 
drop a footnote to say we have a difference of opinion as to what 
that means, anc I drop a footnote now, because it’s a very important 
issue. Sut we live up to the ABH Treaty and would not withdraw from 


the ASM Treaty. 


In Reykjavik, this was a serious -- indeec, we thought 
the iast serious obstacle until they came in with something else. 
And what the Soviets asked for was a ten-year commitment for 
so-callec nonwithdrawal, which is, incidentally, a shorthand, but 
nonwithdrawal. And we then came up with a proposal in Reykjavik, 
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- which is the current American position, that they could have a 
ten-year nonwithdrawal in the event we have the eligzination of 
ballistic gaissiles by the end of the ten years. In that exchange -- 
it’s my understanding, I was present in Reykjavik, but not at that 
session -- it's my understanding that during the discussion that took 
place on that about the ballistic missiles and desirability or 
nondesirability that Mr. Gorbachev said, well, why don't you get rid 
of all gissiles in the ten-year period? I don’t want to go into the 
argument that has now been extensively discussed as to who said what 
and who struck John in Reykjavik. As a matter of fact, one of the 
reasons why this meeting last week in Geneva was quite good, is 
because the Soviets and I pvoth agreed we're not going to go into “who 
struck John in Reykjavik.” We're just going to take inventory as to 
where we now stand with respect to agreements and disagreements. 





Now, today, we are saying, you can have a ten-year 
nonwithdrawal if you get rid of ballistic missles; they are saying we 
want a ten-year nonwithdrawal and the eligination of all strategic 
offensive weapons. So that is a serious disagreement there. 


We have another disagreement, which I have referred to, 
which is, what is permitted under the ABM Treaty? And I will say 
that perhaps one advantage out of last -- a couple of weeks ago in 
Geneva, is we have further clarity as to the Soviet view as to what 
is permitted. That has not been easy to get communicated to us. Our 
view has been clear since March of 1985 when the negotiations began. 
As a matter of fact, during the first round, I made a rather 
definitive statement as to how we read the ABM Treaty. But there is 
now a fundamental difference between us which has to be resolved if 
there's going to oe an agreement. 


Secondly, there is the question <- excuse me? 


Q What do they say? What is theirc view? You said you 
further clarified it. Can you tell us? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. Well, their view 
is that all that is permitted under the ABM Treaty is laboratory 
research. 


Q And did they define “laboratory”? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, and let me say to 
you that it is not consistent with what we have been hearing from 
Soviet spokesmen. You hear from Soviet spokesmen that laboratory can 
be broadly defined. I specifically asked that question of the 
Soviets, and they denied the broad definition. I said, you must have 
a definition; your people are talking about it. They denied a broad 
Gefinition. And they say a laboratory is a laboratory is a 
laboratory. It’s got four walls and it's got a ceiling and it's got 
a floor, and it's where you have -- where you do laboratory research. 


I said that we got a report, which we did get, that from 
one scientist who said you can have a laboratory in space. Answer -- 
of course, you cannot have a laboratory in space. By definition, 
that's not the case. Now, I want to say to you, that's not unusual 
in our negotiations. They will proceed when they get instructions to 
gracee4 Crertiweae thean hinte wn cet. from scientists and 
politicians and others, sometimes they are designed to mislead, 
sometimes they're just precursors of what will come. 


All I can tell you is, as of this moment, it has not come 
-- the broad definition of “laboratory,” so it's a rather restricted 
-- and when we say to them, where do you fine the word “laboratory” 
in the ABM Treaty, they shrug their shoulders, because there -- the 
word “laboratory” is not in the ABM Treaty. All right, that's -- 


Q But aren't words against that kind of testing that 
we're proposing and deployment and so forth? 


- 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Excuse se? 


Q Don't we have language in the ASM Treaty that really 
pars a lot of the kind of testing that we insist on doing now? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Not at all. Everything 


Q In the broad interpretation -- so called? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Everything we are doing 
now is consistent with the narrow, not the broad interpretation. Now 


Q Now, but you want to do more. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: -- we have a second 
difference of opinion with respect to the broad versus the narrow 
interpretation of the Treaty in connection with something called 
“Agreed Statement D. Agreed Statement D” refers to technology oased 
on other physical principles. Those are the words -- the three words 
-- “other physical principles.” Now, you may ask yourself, what does 
“other” refer to? Other than what? It is other than the physical 
prinicples that existed in 1972 when the Treaty was signed, and where 
you have rather clear definitions of what a component is and what 
other things are. And our position is that “Agreed Statement D” 
refers to other physical principles, and there it says you may not 
deploy, but you can do things short of deployment. 


An interesting history here is that the United States did 
mot want that in 1972. In 1972, the United States wanted all 
activities involving testing, development, to be barred. The Soviets 
took the position and said, how can we agree when we don't know what 
the new technologies will develop and how they will evolve? And a 
compromise was worked out, which is “Agreed Statement D,” that says 
everything short of deployment where other physical principles are 
involved is appropriate, and the parties gay negotiate something 
shorter than that under Article 13 and Article 14. 


2 I don't tnink Warnke and the others who did -- 
negotiated it really agree with you -- 


Q Gerard Smith is <-- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Warnke was not involved 


Q Gerard Smith <-- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Gerard Smith does not 
agree with us on it -- 


Q That's right. 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: <-- and he has a right to 
disagree and we have a right to our position, and I'm convinced -- 


2 Well, he would know, wovleén't he? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: <= and I'm convinced 
that our position has legitimacy to it, is based on the negotiating 
record, and have gone through the negotiating record, and let me say 
to you that it was because of Cerard Smith and others who <-- they're 
responsiole people -- that I «ssumed they were right up until I went 
into the negotiating record, frankly. 


Q You heave described a situation in which there are 
broad disagreements contingent upon a basic disagreement. And tare 
question, basically, really is, do you have any reagon to believe 
that there's going to be any give on one side or the other which is 
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going to allow the agreement -- agreements to be made? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Our position is quite 
clear. If what you're asking me is, do I assume that the Soviets 
will make the necessary concessions in order for us to arrive at an 
agreement, I have to say to you, I don't assume they will and I don't 
assume they won't. 


What I do know, after extensive experience with the 
Soviets, that I'm not likely to know the answer to this question 
until they perceive that the end game has been reached. They will 
make whatever concessions they wish to make at the end game. Up 
until then, it is shadow boxing -- important concessions, important 
movement, and as you know from statements I have made, I feel that a 
great deal more movement has taken place in 21 months than I thought 
would take place in 21 months. 


Q How much time is left? Time is running out on 
Ronald Reagan. 


Q Are we talking about them giving in on the 
one-package approach in terms of SDI? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I am really not being 
that specific about it. I frankly am operating on the assumption 
that the one-package approach is the package that will remain. It is 
not necessarily -- it violates what they told us, but I think -- I 
have no problem with coming to agreements in all three of the areas. 
That's what we are trying to do. 


Q Does this Iran investigation connection weaken you 
in Geneva? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Up until now, I have not 
seen it. What I am worried about, Sam, is the following. I'm 
worried about a miscalculation on their part. Should they come to 
the conclusion that there is a weakened President, and that as a 
result of that the weakened President will be making concessions that 
he would otherwise not make. And if they base their strategy on that 
miscalculation, we wiil end up without an agreement because it would 
indeed have been a miscalculation on their part. 


Q Would you try to say to Karpov -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: And I certainly have 
discussed it. 


Q What did you say to Karpov? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: That they should not 
miscalculate because it will be in neither of our interests for them 
to miscalculate. We will not make concessions that we believe are 
contrary to our interests, nor will we make concessions that will 
damage the SDI program. And they have to understand that. 


Q Have you had any specific discussions with Karpov 
about the possibility of de-linking INF? Is that still your best 
chance? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes, i*ve had many 
discussions with him -- not only I, but I want to say that many of 
the Warsaw Pact countries are unhappy about that linkage, as you 
know, because they are interested in INF, and our allies have talked 
to the Soviets about that. But all I can tell you is that I think 
would be more responsible if they separated INF. But we are 
operating on the assumption that we want an agreement in all three 
the areas, and we are proceeding energetically in all three of the 
areas. 


And I would say to you that if I didn‘t think we had a 
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shot at getting an agreement in all three areas, I wouldn't be 
spending my time in Geneva. But I do think we have a shot at it. 


Q What is your next step now? I mean, to the working 
groups -- 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: We are working very hard 
preparing for the next round. The next round begins January 15th. 
It will end in early March. And I think that they understand the 
calendar, Sam, as much as we do, and we'll see what happens. 





Q Well, what do they want? They may understand it, 
Mr. Ambassador, but is it your sense that they want something while 
Ronald Reagan is still President? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: It is my sense, yes. 
That is my sense. It could change, but that is my sense. 


Q May I commend the Moscow, 1974 record to you on 
Nixon going when the Watergate was collapsing? 


Q That's what you'd have to say to Karpov, ut what do 
you really think? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I answered what I really 
think, Sam, by saying that if I thought we didn’t have a shot at it, 
I wouldn't be spending my at it. 

Q Good luck. 


Q Do you think you have a better shot at getting 
agreement in all three areas than you do in de-linking? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. 
Q You do? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Yes. That's my 
judgnent, but -- 


Q Because you think they are so resolute about not 
de-linking? 


SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Because -- just because 
I think that pushing very hacd for an agreement -- and I think, 
again, that -- I think the Soviet leadership would like to have it 
and get it behind them, and the INF doesn't do much for them. INF is 
political, it's not military. It doesn't do much for then. 


Q It*s not economic either. 
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Thank you very much. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 


END 1:12 P.M. EST 
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MRS. OAKLEY: Because of my work on Afghanistan, it 
Gives me particular pleasure to present the Deputy Secretary of 
State, John C. Whitehead, to you today to discuss Afghanistan 
seven years after the Soviet invasion. 


DEPUTY SECRETARY WHITEHEAD: Thank you, Phyllis. Good 
morning, ladies and gentlemen. 


I welcome this opportunity to discuss Afghanistan with 
you today. It is a subject of global, strategic and 
humanitarian importance in which I take a very strong, personal 
interest. Before coming to Washington, I had the privilege of 
visiting, on several occasions, many of the Afghan refugee 
camps in the Northwest Frontier border area of Pakistan. I 
have felt at first hand the Afghan people's hatred of the 
Soviet invaders, their love of freedom, and their longing to 
return once arcriin to their land and to their homes. 


December 27th will mark seven years of resistance to 
the brutal Soviet occupation of Afghanistan. Moscow's costly 
attempt to conquer an independent neighbor remains a failure. 
Despite a more intensive and sophisticated Soviet effort on all 
fronts -- military, political and diplomatic -- the Afghan 
Resistance has maintained the courage and ability to “hold 
their own" in the face of aggression. 


During the past 12 months, the Mujahidin have, on the 
military front, been able to counter improved Soviet 
counterinsurgency tactics, to penetrate even the most fortified 
security belts, and to exact an increasing toll in aircraft 
losses. While the capture of the resistance base camp at 
Zhawar Kili in April was an initial setback, the resistance 
gained strength throughout the summer and fall, ending the 
major fighting season in a strong military position. 


In the north, several well-planned, orchestrated 
attacks against Afghan army garrisons resulted in decisive 
victories. The Resistance successfully thwarted Soviet 
efforts to secure Kandahar and Herat -- Afghanistan's second 
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and third largest cities -- despite overwheiming Communist 
firepower and air support. They increased heavy military 
pressure on Kabul, crowning their almost daily rocketing of the 
capital with the destruction in August of a large ammunition 
dump just outside the city. 


In addition, the Resistance significantly improved its 
ability to counter Soviet airpower and mobility, forcing Soviet 
and Afghan pilots to fly higher and adopt other defensive 
measures. Since the beginning of the war, an estimated 1,000 
Communist aircraft have been destroyed. 


Building on their military successes and their greater 
political cohesion, Resistance Alliance delegations visited 
several world capitals, including Washington, during 1986. 
These visits highlighted the increased confidence of the 
year-and-a-half old grouping of seven major Resistance 
parties. It further established the Alliance as a presence on 
the international policical scene. 


Some internal political divisions unfortunately 
continue to hamper Alliance effectiveness in making its case to 
the world. But the Alliance is moving forward to improve 
practical cooperation among Resistance political parties. for 
example, the Alliance has established several committees to 
plan and coordinate delivery of vital social services to 
Afghans within Afghanistan. This growing capability will help 
encourage the Afghan people to remain inside their own country, 
rather than to become refugees. The United States has 
appropriated $30 million dollars to help implement these 
humanitarian programs and plans also to augment its food aid 
program. 


Alliance development on the political front is in 
sharp contrast to the puppet government's continuing inability 
to consolidate power and control outside the few areas 
controlled by Soviet forces. The Soviets have intensified 
their efforts to gain legitimacy for their Kabul surrogates, 
without notable success. Cosmetic efforts to broaden the 
Communist Government through the inclusion of non-Party members 
were undertaken. And in May, after months of escalating public 
criticism, the Soviets replaced their puppet, Babrak Karmal, 
with another handpicked leuder, Najibullah, the former head of 
the Afghan secret police. In deposing Karmal, the Soviets 
apparently hoped to improve their client's performance on the 
battlefield and in the political arena. 


While Najibullah's installation as head of the 
People's Democratic Party of Afghanistan has undoubtedly 
brought greater vigor to the top of the organization, it 
appears to have sharpened the many disputes dividing 
Afghanistan's Communist elite. S#abrak Karmal's subsequent 
ouster from the figurehead position of President could set off 
another yet another round of divisive infighting, further 
weakening the puppet government's contribution to the 
anti-Resistance effort 











Najibullah has also failed to reduce popular support 
for the Resistance or to halt the decline in the fortunes of 
the regime's armed forces. Morale within the armed forces 
remains abysmal, and the army's enlisted ranks, conscripted 
largely by force, continues to desert at every opportunity. 


Internationally, the Soviets devoted considerable 
energy to projecting an image of flexibility, to eroding 
international support for the &fghan cause, and to convincing 
world public opinion of their serious interest in achieving a 
political settlement. It was in this arena that they also 
committed their greatest political blunder of the past year. 
The limited troop withdrawal plan General Secretary Gorbachev 
announced in late July at Vladivostok was a clumsily acted 
piece of political theatre. The withdrawal of six Soviet 
regiments -- three air defense, one tank and two motorized 
rifle regiments -- was both militarily insignificant and a 
sham. The Resistance has no air force and the Afghan 
countryside is not suited to the effec’ ve use of tanks 
Moreover, the only units with combat capability, the two 
motorized rifle regiments, were introduced into Afghanistan 
after the Gorbachev announcewent for the sole purpose of 
withdrawing them with great fanfare. 


With this cynical ploy, the Soviets unwittingly drew 
back the curtain and exposed the duplicitous nature of their 
Afghan policy. The world community was not fooled. A few days 
after the “withdrawal” ended, the UN General Assembly voted 
overwhelmingly -- for the seventh consecutive year -- to adopt 
a resolution demanding the immediate withdrawal of Soviet 
troops as a part of a comprehensive negotiated settlement. In 
December, the UN General Assembly followed up with a 
condemnation of human rights abuses in Afghanistan by a large 
majority. these actions paralleled earlier decisions this year 
by the UN Human Rights Commission and the Organization of tw 
Islamic Conference. 


No discussion of Afghanistan is possible without 
mentioning the courageous role played by Pakistan. Since the 
communist seizure of power in Afghanistan in 1978, Pakistan has 
extended an impressive welcome to Afghan refugees, who now 
number close to three million by Pakistan Government 
estimates. In addition to the economic and political burden of 
helping to care for the refugees, Pakistan also faces Soviet 
intimidation and a Kabul regime-inspired threat which is both 
direct and deadly. 


Through early December of this year, there have been 
over 700 air violations of Pakistani territory by Communist 
aircraft, representing almost a threefold increase over the 
1985 total. The increase in artillery bombardments of 
Pakistani territory is even more dramatic, jumping by almost 
500 percent. Afghan and Soviet agents have also embarked on a 
terror campaign targeted on civilians in Pakistan's Northwest 
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Frontier Province. These unwarranted attacks have not, 
however, shaken Pakistani determination to resist intimidation 
and to continue to seek a political settlement consistent with 
UN resolutions. 


The last round of the Geneva proximity talks between 
the Government of Pakistan and the Kabul regime ended 
inconclusively in August. During a recent visit to Kabul and 
Islamar’" * by UN Negotiator Diego Cordovez, progress appears to 
have be... Je on the question of an independent monitoring 
mechanism. However, the central question of a timetable for 
the prompt and complete withdrawal of Soviet troops remains to 
be addressed in a serious and responsible manner. The 
negotiating parties have agreed to proceed with another 
negotiating session in February. For the sake of the afghan 
people, let us hope that the Soviets will match their 
expressions of peace with a willingness to provide a realistic 
timetable for the withdrawal of their troops. 


For our part, the United States supports the Geneva 
process and has indicated its willingness to serve in an 
appropriate guarantor's role within the context of a 
comprehensive and balanced settlement. In the absence of a 
settlement which has the broad support of the Afghan people and 
provides for the prompt and complete withdrawal of Soviet 
forces, the United States remains committed to supporting the 
Afghan people's struggle for freedom. 


As we approach the seventh anniversary of the Soviet 
invasion of Afghanistan, it is clear that only steadily 
increasing pressure on all fronts -~- military, political, and 
diplomatic -- will induce the Soviets to make the political 
decision to negotiate the withdrawal of their forces. We 
believe progress toward this goal has been made during the past 
year. We must keep up the effort. 


Aa written report on the overall situation in 
Afghanistan after seven years of war is available here today. 
Also available is a recent publication about the effect of the 
war and the Soviet occupation on the children of Afghanistan, 
a report published by Helsinki Watch, an independent human 
rights monitoring group based in New York and London. 


And now I would like to turn the podium over to one of 
our Department's experts on Afghanistan, Robert Peck, who will 
be happy to answer any questions Mr. Peck is the Deputy 
Assistant Secretary of State for Near East and South Asian 
Affairs. 


Thank you very much. 


Q Mr. Secretary, can we ask you a couple of 
questions before you leave, please? 


A No questions from me. Mr. Peck will take your 
questions. 











Q Mr. Secretary, you're in charge of the policy 
area. 


Q Sir, will your statement be made available to us? 
Q No questions from the file, huh? 

6 No questions to me. 

ROBERT PECK: Any questions for me? 


Q What's the evidence for any increased toll of 
aircraft? I mean how many have come down in the last year, and 
is there any evidence that it's increasing the toll? 


i) Well, over the past three months of aircraft 
losses, Communist aircraft losses in Afghanistan have been 
running in the neighborhood of one aircraft per day; and that 
represents really an unprecedented rate of aircraft losses -- a 
significant increase over any comparable period in the history 
of the war. 


Q Merely resulting from the use of Stingers? 


a [ can't comment on the tactics or equipment 
available to the Resistance, but it obviously represents a 
significant increase in the effectiveness of the Afghan 
Resistance anti-aircraft. 


Q Can you take it as a@ cause -- 

fs Pardon me? 

Q Can you take it as a cause for this increase? 

A Well, obviously, the Resistance capabilities have 


increased. We just look at the facts and try to analyze the 
effectiveness of the Resistance. I can't get into the use of 
any particular equipment systems, but clearly the record in the 
past several months is significant and this is an important 
development in the war. 


Q At the rate of one aircraft a day, how long would 
it take to destroy all the Soviet airplanes in Afghanistan? 


A Well, I haven't made that kind of calculation. 
Obviously, the Soviets have a capability of replacing their 
aircraft. They have a tremendous production capes: ‘ity. They 
have replaced the aircraft that have been lost erevicucly, over 
a thousand aircraft in seven years of war. I'm sure ‘iev')) 
continue to replace these aircraft, but there is a macerial 
cost to the Soviet Union 
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But even more important is the effect on their 
counterinsurgency effort. We've already noted a dramatic 
change in the tactics of Communist pilots, both Soviet and 
Afghan there. They're flying higher. They're releasing their 
munitions in a way which is less effective, and they seem to be 
avoiding certain areas. 


In fact, since the end of November, we've noted that 
the civilian aircraft traffic between Kabul and Jalalabad had 
ceased altogether, we understand, because they've been unable 
to find pilots willing to fly that route. 


Q How many of those killed were civilian aircraft? 
A None, to my knowledge 
Q How many planes -- 


Q Mr. Peck, the Deputy Secretary mentioned the cost 
of $30 million in U.S. humanitarian aid, the expenditure of 
that amount in humanitarian aid for the assistance of the 
Afghan rebels. Can you tell us the extent of the total U.S. 
contribution for aid to the afghan rebels? 


A We provided over the last seven years nearly $500 
million of assistance to the Afghan refugee program. In our 
new program of humanitarian aid to war-affected Afghans, 
including Afghans inside the country, we have provided now 
eight million dollars plus in the first year and $15 million 
last year and $30 million in the current year. 


Q But the question was about aid to the afghan 
rebels as opposed to the refugees. 


A If you're getting into a area of intelligence 
matters, obviously, you know, I can't comment on that 


Q No, I'm not asking about intelligence. I was 
just asking about how much money the U.S. 18 spending on the 
effort to aid the Afghan rebels. 


a J] -- 
Q You're not able to comment on that 
a [I think your question is getting into an area of 


intelligence 


Q Can you tell me whether all of the funds that are 
spent on Afghanistan, whether humanitarian or otherwise, are 
funds which have been appropriated by Congress and are managed 
by the State Department and the Cia? Or are there any funds 
that were managed by members of the National Security Council 
in connection with the bank accounts that have now been 
revealed in Switzerland? 














A Well, obviously, I can only comment on matters 
that are under the control of the State Department. I really 
can't get into intelligence matters. I would simply note that 
there was one earlier report in which someone seemed to be 
throwing out a hypothesis that perhaps there were some 
connection between this Swiss bank account and the 4fgqhan 
Resistance, but that hypothesis doesn't seemed to have 
developed. I haven't seen any further reports 


Obviously, all the matters surrounding the Iran affair 
are under investigation and I presume the facts will come out 


Q What do you make of that hypothesis? 


a Il would just note that it doesn't seem to have - 
this was report that was early on in this affair and we haven't 
seen anything further along those lines 


Q Was the United States Government authorizing 
release of U.S. materiel through third countries to the afghan 
Resistance? 


a What was the question again? 


Q Is the United States State Department, the NSC, 
or anyone else in the United States Government authorizing 
release of U.S. materiel to the Afghan Resistance through third 
countries such as Israel? 


A l really can't answer a question of that sort 
That, again, gets into an area that ['m not authorized to talk 
about 


Q Mr. Peck, just to be a little more clearer if you 
could, are you telling us that the State Department has not 
developed any evidence that there was a connection between the 
Swiss bank account and Afghanistan or that the press just 
hasn't found out enough about it to develop the hypothesis that 
you saw further? 


A This is an area that obviously 1 have no direct 
knowledge of. I simply noted that there was this earlier 
report It seemed to be a hypothesis that somebody had thrown 
out on the table. It hasn't been developed in the press I'm 
simply drawing a logical conclusion from the fact that it 
hasn't been developed further. 


Q What's the conclusion? 


i) My personal feeling is that there's nothing to it 


Did you have a question?’ 

















Q I just wanted to clear up, when you say aircraft, 
are you including -- what are you including by that? -- planes 
as well as helicopters as well as anything -- all types of 
aircraft? 


Q Anything that flies, yes. Fixed-wing as well as 
rotary helicopters. 


Q Are most of those helicopters or planes? Do you 
have any breakdown? 


4 It's a mixture of both, and I don't have a 
breakdown between them. My impression is that there are 
probably more helicopters being brought down than fixed-wing 
aircraft. 


Q You say there are about 182,000 Soviet troops 
How many aircraft do they have in Afghanistan? 


a Do we have a number? (Addressing staff) No, we 
can get that number for you 


Q Mr. Peck, without getting into the question of 
what's being supplied and by whom, it's obvious the Afghan 
Resistance has no indigenous anti-aircraft weapons 
manufacturing capability 


Can you suggest to us why only now, seven years into 
the war, are they getting this new capability that you 
mentioned? 


i) No, 1 really can't speculate But, obviously, 
the Resistance has been becoming more effective gradually over 
the years What we've seen recently, I think, is quite a 
significant improvement in their capabilities, but they've been 
bringing down aircraft from the beginning and the rates of 
aircraft losses have risen gradually over the years. They've 
gotten very much better all of a sudden 


Q You had great words of praise for the Government 
of Pakistan for its assistance on the humanitarian side of this 
whole matter Do you have any similar words of praise for the 
government of Saudi Arabia for its assistance to the afaqhan 
Resistance? 


a 1 take it you're still on the same question as to 
@ possible .- 


Q Please don't read anything into my questions My 
Questions are straightforward, they're ON THE RECORD, they're 
plain, they're simple Ll'm not asking anything about 
intelligence matters, just asking simple, plain questions in 


hopes of getting simple, plain answers 
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a Well, let me say that Saudi Arabia has been one 
of the major supporters of the Afghan cause. They have helped 
lead the way in the organization of the Islamic Conference, in 
resolutions in support of the Resistance. A few months ago, 
King Fahd received an Afghan Resistance delegation, one of the 
first instances in which a Chief-—-of-State has received the 
Afghan Resistance in their new capacity, and so we think the 
Saudis have been very strong in their support of the Resistance 
and we welcome that. 


Q Mr. Peck, can you explain to us why, when the 
Afghan delegation came here last spring, the Administration 
decided not to extend any kind of diplomatic recognition to it 
and apparently thereby undermining their whole efforts to gain 
international recognition? 


A This really was a false issue which was raised at 
the time. Quite obviously we recognize the Afghan Resistance 
for what they are, as a very significant political movement 
that speaks with an authentic voice for the Afghan struggle 
against the Soviet occupation. 


The questions which were raised about some form of 
diplomatic recognition was really a moot one. The Resistance 
itself does not claim to be a government in exile. So, as the 
President said at the time, the question of diplomatic 
recognition is premature. 


But the very fact that the President invited the 
leadership of the Afghan alliance to Washington was recognition 
that this is a significant political movement and a movement 
which we support. 


Q Mr. Whitehead mentioned that there was still 
internal divisions among the Resistance. Could you be more 
specific on that point? 


A The alliance parties are making a good deal of 
progress, particularly at the working level in developing 
arrangements whereby they can play a much iarger role in the 
delivery of social services inside the country. They've 
established committees in the areas of health, education and 
other areas which are functioning and in which all the parties 
play a role. 


At the more senior levels -- at the party level -- 
there has been some difficulty in terms of common action, 
particularly in the international arena where the Chairmanship 
rotates, so the Afghan alliance and the chairman have been duly 
constituted every three months. The Chairmanship has rotated 
and they have visited the U.N. on two occasions. They've 
spoken at the Organization of Islamic Conference and made a 
number of important foreign trips during which they've been 
able to project their cause effectively. 
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So there are growing pains. There are some 
difficulties at the top, but it is an alliance which is 
functioning, and I think over the last year and a half has 
grown steadily in its effectiveness. 


Q Sir, what do you think the Soviets minimum 
requirements for withdrawing are? 


a I'd have to obviously let them speak for 
themselves. The Soviets have, on a number of occasions, spoken 
of a requirement that so-called outside interference cease 
before they will agree to begin a withdrawal of their troops, 
and this agreement, of course, would be with the Kabul regime. 
That seems to be their bottom line. 


When one probes the Soviet position, it appears that 
by interference they mean any evidence of resistance. That is, 
that internal resistance to their occupation equates with 
outside interference. This is a kind of surmise on my part, 
but in our own discussions with the Soviets, this seems to be a 
line which they frequently take. 


I would hope that that is not a position they would 
stick to because quite obviously the Afghan Resistance is an 
indigenous one, spontaneous. That is a prescription for an 
indefinite continuation of the war. 


Q Following up on that, there are two schools, I 
suppose of analysis about what the Soviets view of their 
involvement is. One is that they look upon it as analogous to 
the Czars' involvement in Central Asia over an extremely 
extended period of time --— 30/40 year campaigns. Another, that 
they realize they've made a mistake and would like to find a 
face-—saving way out of it. 


What's your view on that? 


A 1 guess that there's a mixture of both offensive 
and defensive designs in the Soviet position. There was in 
1979 a Marxist government in Kabul which had an extremely 
precarious base in the population. It seemed quite likely that 
if given much time that that regime would have been swept 
away. And, clearly, I think one of the Soviet's motivations 
was defensive in that sense to prevent that from happening as 
part of an Asian application of the Brezhnev doctrine. 


But we also have to recognize that a presence in 
Afghanistan conveys with it important strategic advantages. I[t 
puts Soviet forces several hundred kilometers closer to the 
Gulf. It outflanks [ran and puts Soviet forces, for the first 
time, across the important geographic barrier of the Hindu 
Kush, into the Indian subcontinent where Pakistan, of course, 
becomes hardpressed. 
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So there are strategic advantages which I'm sure 
Soviet planners and the Soviet political leadership is not 
unaware of. 


Q But is it your estimate that they're ready to 
stay as long as it takes or that their patience is wearing thin 
and they're looking for a way out? 


A That remains to be seen. One hears around the 
margins of Soviet society, from many semi-official spokesmen, 
that there is frustration in Moscow over this adventure; a 
great sense that things haven't gone well. 


Many Soviet spokesmen in private will frankly admit 
that the invasion of Afghanistan was a mistake. Our effort 
over the years has been to increase the pressure on the Soviets 
politically. Obviously, the Afghan Resistance must militarily 
increase the pressures steadily. 


Our hope is that eventually the Soviets will redo 
their calculus on Afghanistan and come to the conclusion that 
it's time to cut their losses. Whether that time has arrive’ 
now or at what point in the future that might happen, we jus 
don't know. 


Q Do you have anymore details about this -- they e 
been saying that some are trained in the Soviet Union to be 


spies and assassins. Is this in the Soviet Central Asia this 
training is taking place? Do you have any details about 


exactly where the training is or what form of training, or who 
is running it? 


A I'm not familiar with the exact -- 


Q It says that hundreds of Afghan boys have been 
sent to Pakistan but are some trained in the Soviet Union. 
These are young children, presumably, to be spies and 
assassins. Others are recruited in Kabul and promised trips to 
the USSR after completing a successful mission. 


A There's a massive program of taking Afghan youths 
both on short-term but especially on a long-term basis to the 
Soviet Union for education and training programs. There is 
also a very effective and large-scale effort principally I 
would say within Afghanistan to build up a Soviet-style 
intelligence capability. 


In fact, their success with the intelligence service 
called KHAD is their most impressive success and is the only 
Afghan institution which really works. 


The KHAD nas a variety of programs including a newly 
effective one of training subversive agents and sending them 
into Pakistan where they have been engaged in a campaign of 
terror and sabotage which has been quite effective over the 
past year or year and a half. 























-12— 


We do know that the KHAD uses children as a matter of 
policy in this campaign. 


Q I was wondering if there is any evidence of the 
Soviet Union's East European allies providing any support 
militarily or otherwise for the Soviet effort in Afghanistan? 


a) We've seen some reports over the years of East 
European or even other Soviet-—bloc participation in the war 
effort but really have been unable to confirm any specific 
instance. 


Q You have mentioned in the report that Iranian 
groups supporting [ran or [ran-backed groups have increased 
their military activity in Central Afghanistan. Can you 
explain why that's taking place and say what effect it's having 
on the overall makeup of the Resistance? 


Q Traditionally, the major center of Shia 
population in Afghanistan has been in the mountainous central 
part of the country. These people are called Hazaras. The 
majority of the population in Afghanistan is Sunni. 


So the political behavior of the Resistance is 
reflected from the beginning, that confessional split. The 
Hazaras have really had a kind of separate military effort. 


In the last several years the Iranian influence has 
grown among the Hazara Resistance, and it's our assessment now 
that they are very much the predominant -- that is, 
[Iranian-backed, [ranian-supported -- Hazara elements are in the 
ascendancy in what is called the Hazarajat, the central 
mountainous region. 


In the last year we've seen some pickup in the 
military activity. It really has been, since 1979, an area of 
the country which is largely independent. The government 
simply doesn't run. There is essentially an autonomous region 
in which all of the governmental functions are quite distinct. 
They're an important part of the Resistance because they 
control what is the strategic core of the country. 


Q What effect does that have on the prosecution of 
the war, in sum? 


A Well, two effects, I'd say. It denies a 
significant part of the country to the regime but it also 
provides important transit routes for other resistance parties 
in bringing supplies, particularly to the northern plains Lut 
also to Western Afghanistan. 


Q Mr. Peck, although the Deputy Secretary did 
express satisfaction over the recent agreement between Pakistan 
and the Kabul regime on the monitoring arrangements to oversee 
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Soviet withdrawals. How significant do you think it is? Does 
it mean a settlement is around the corner? 


A The Geneva negotiations have made steady progress 
for the last couple of years in creating a potential framework 
for an agreement. The four instruments, which are envisaged in 
a foreign acco~d, are largely now completed. 


The one remaining element, though, is a central one. 
It's the key one, and that is the question of the timetable for 
Soviet withdrawal. If you wanted to cynical, one could say 
that 95 percent of the agreement has been completed but 95 
percent of the substance is in the last five percent. This is 
the most difficult part. 


When negotiations resume on February 11, obviously, 
we're down to that final point and the Soviet Union will be 
tested in a direct and concrete way as never before. 


Q Mr. Whitehead, in his statement, called on the 
Soviets to put forward what he called a realistic timetable for 
withdrawal. Can you elaborate on that. Does he mean one year, 
Six months? What's the American perspective on what's 
acceptable? 


4 I don't want to get into an arithmetical debate. 
We haven't spoken publicly about our views as to how many 
months or how many years, an appropriate timetable would be. I 
think I'd stick with what has been the Pakistani position. 
That a timetable should be devised according to objective 
criteria. That is, how long does it take to withdraw a force 
of the size that the Soviets have in Afghanistan? 


Our understanding is that that's a matter of a few 
months; perhaps three to four months. That would be an 
appropriate timetable for Soviet withdrawals. A politically 
devised timetable seems to us to be an illegitimate concept. 
All of the tradeoffs which have been carefully constructed and 
negotiated in Geneva assume a short timetable. If it'll take 
about three to four months perhaps to get Soviet troops out, 
that's what it ought to be. 


Q Thank you very much. 


(Briefing concluded at 10:43 a.m.) 
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MR. MARTINEZ: Ladies and gentlemen, good morning. 


As promised, Assistant Secretary Keyes will speak to 
you mow ON THE RECORD. The subject is the UN Reform Package. 


Mr. Keyes? 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY KEYES: Good morning. 


We thought it would be a good idea to lay out for you 
a little bit the results of the General Assembly with regard to 
the critical question of UN reform. 


On Friday afternoon, the General Assembly passed a 
resolution which incorporated proposals having to do with 
budget management and the budget decision-making process at the 
United Nations. These proposals were based on the results of 
the deliberations of a group of experts that had been appointed 
last year and which have worked through the summer and come up 
with recommendations in August which were under consideration 
by the General Assembly. 


Thse recommendations, by and large, were passed intact 
by this General Assembly. 


I think we have to put this whole enterprise in the 
context of what you are all, I'm sure, aware of in terms of the 
concerns that have been expressed by the U.S. Government and by 
the Congress with respect to the United Nations, and 
particularly with respect to the efficiency and effectiveness 
of the Organization in the areas of administration, management 
and the use of the Organization's resources. 


The Congressional concern expressed itself in a series 
of legislative actions culminating in the Kassebaum Amendment, 
which provided a mandate for this Government to pursue the 
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kinds of reforms that we have been pursuing in the United 
Nations. 


Despite the fact that at the beginning of the General 
Assembly, when we first were faced with the prospect of trying 
to get the Group of 18's report through the General Assembly, 
it's interesting that all of our colleagues at the UN and my 
Deputy went up there and had a meeting with many of the 
Ambassadors from Western countries at the time -—- and the one 
thing that they were all quite sure of was that we would never 
be able to get through this General Assembly a package of 
reform measures that included a consensus-based budgeting 
process. 


We were told that this was just out of the question, 
that it was impossible, tat it couldn't be done. 


Well, it appears that that attitude of preemptive 
capitulation has been proven wrong in this instance as in many 
others and that in fact through the hard work of a lot of the 
member states, through the fine work that was put forward by 
our colleagues at the U.S. Mission to the United Nations -- 
and, in particular, Ambassador Joseph Reed, who was the 
coordinator of our effort in New York -- we were able to 
achieve a consensus-based budgeting system for the United 
Nations, which was passed on Friday. 


Now, I know that it is often said that the media 
focuses on the negative; and I certainly know that in the days 
when we were being criticized for the approach that we were 
taking to the United Nations by various quarters -~- the 
pressures that we were putting on the Organization in the 
financial sense, the assertive stance which has been taken by 
this Administration with respect to the UN over the last 
several years -- and many voices were raised to say, “Well, 
this is the wrong approach. It's not going to accomplish 
anything. It's negative. It's going to destroy the 
Organization" -- and all of those criticisms came through quite 
clearly in the media. 


Now, what I'm hoping, of course, is that the success 
that we have achieved, based on that approach, is also going to 
come through quite clearly. In fact, events have proven that 
the critics were wrong and that in fact the leadership of 
President Reagan in this area has provided the basis for a 
constructive result in the General Assembly -- a result that 
does not solve all the problems of the United Nations by any 
means but that offers us now a mechanism, a system, an 
instrument, which will provide the United States and other 
major donors to the United Nations with an arena in which they 
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will be able to exercise a greater positive and constructive 
influence over the critical decisions that govern the use of 
resources in the United Nations and the priority objectives and 
goals of the Organization. 


This result has taken a lot of work, and it has 
required that we be willing to take a lot of heat ina 
political sense. 


I think that the future that it promises for our role 
in the United Nations, as well as for the UN itself, will 
justify the various difficulties that we have faced over the 
last year; and [I believe that it's a classic example of what 
can be accomplished when one approaches a situation in 
diplomacy realistically with a willingness to be tough but with 
goals that are basically constructive in their nature. 


It is a major success for the foreign policy of this 
Administration in an arena that is very difficult often to deal 
with. The multilateral arena has a lot of problems associated 
with it; and I think the fact that under the guidance of 
President Reagan, under the guidance of the Secretary of State 
~- under the guidance, if I may say so, of the folks here in 
the State Department who work with me -- as well as what was a 
consistently fine and extraordinary effort by our colleagues in 
New York, Ambassador Reed under the leadership of Ambassador 
Walters, we have in fact produced a result that as far as the 
United Nations is concerned can really be said to be of 
historic importance if it is followed through by the member 
states in the same spirit in which it was produced. 


I hope that the significance of that result will come 
through to those who are observing this process. [That is not 
something that can be done easily, I think. It requires a 
little time and attention to understand both the significance 
of what has been achieved and what its potential impact may be 
on the future. But I think it would repay that kind of 
attention on your part to really understand what has happened 
here. 


The United Nations is an institution that represents 
what was at that time the best effort of the statesmen of the 
postwar period to lay a foundation for an international system 
that would hopefully avoid the kind of cataclysms that have 
occurred twice in this century. 


Since it was founded, the Organization has had a lot 
of problems. It seemed to be on the path of deterioration, 
decline, irrelevance. We believe that the result that was 
achieved on Friday is a result that lays the foundation for a 
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different kind of future for the Organization. 


Now, it doesn't necessarily guarantee that future 
automatically. It's going to require a lot of work, attention, 
prudence, intelligence, in the way that we and other member 
states approach it. But I believe that we have the best 
opportunity we have had in a long time to restore the 
international system that was envisaged at the end of World War 
II to the kind of position that was intended for it in terms of 
the securing of the peace and the promotion of the welfare of 
the peoples of the world. 


That is what we have been work‘1g for; that is what we 
will continue to work for in this Admini tration. And we 
believe that the signal success that we , ve achieved in 


cooperation with our colleagues at the UN provides a basis for 
that kind of future. 


Thank you, and I'll be glad to take your questions. 


Q All right. Would you please tell us how it's 
going to do this and get us more bang for our individual buck? 


A Excuse me? 


Q Would you please tell us how it's going to do 
this now? 


a Sure. 


I think one has to understand, first, the way in which 
the system has operated up until now. 


UN budget decisions, which have been taken primarily 
by majority vote in the Fifth Committee and in the General 
Assembly were decisions that were essentially governed by the 
majoritarian principle, and that principle at the end of the 
day meant that no matter how much money you gave to the budget 
you did not have any kind of influence commensurate with that 
position. That meant that the major donors, for instance, who 
provide up to 75-85 percent of the UN's budget have no more say 
over what happened to the money than any other individual 
member states. 


What we faced was the necessity of trying to do 
something about the imbalance between the major donors, on the 
one hand, and the majority, on the other, which would at one 
and the same time respect the position of the major donors who 
are providing the bulk of the resources for the Organization 
but also respect the principles that are enshrined in the UN 
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Charter -- which are principles which require respect for the 
basic equality of states. 


I think that the solution that was adopted on Friday 
addresses that difficult problem in a very constructive way. 
It establishes, in the context of an existing mechanism in the 
United Nations -- the Committee for Program and Coordination -- 
it establishes within that Committee a mandate to address the 
overall size of the UN budget. The CPC is charged with coming 
up with a consensus recommendation to guide the 
Secretary-General on the overall size of the UN budget. It is 
charged with providing recommendations on an outline of the 
budget process which will address general areas of priority -- 
that is to say, the kind of priorities that should be applied 
when making use of those resources. 


It also has a mandate now which will address what has 
been one of the most difficult problems for us over the last 
several years --— the problems of add-ons to the United Nations 
budget -- because though the problem was that the General 
Assembly, faced with a budget from the Secretary-—General which, 
even if it did respect the the kind of constraints in the 
financial environment with a zero-growth approach or a 
minimum-growth approach, we then found that during the General 
Assembly proposals would be made and large amounts of money 
would be added to that budget without much regard for the kind 
of discipline that the Secretary-General was trying to impose. 


fhe CPC will now have a mandate to establish a limit 
on add-ons -- that is to say, to sit down, look at the 
situation, determine what percentage of the budget should be 
allowed in terms of add-ons -- establish that kind of an 
envelope as a constraint -- and if anything is to be done over 
and above that level of additional resources in any given 
General Assembly, it will have to be achieved through 
redeployment of resources from areas of lower priority to 
higher priority. 


That means that we not only have an overall limit on 
budget size; we have a limit on the kind of add-ons that can be 
made at any particular General Assembly, and we have a 
commitment that if anything else is to be funded over and above 
that level, the question of basic priorities will have to be 
addressed. 


That means that the overall system ends up 
accomplishing what has not been accomplished before in the 
United Nations in two areas. 


In the CPC there will now be a venue for the major 
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donors to have an influence over the basic size of the budget, 
over its priorities, and over the add-ons that are going to 
occur at any General Assembly. 


The key to that, of course, is the fact that contrary 
to the naysayers and the people who were saying it would never 
be done, the CPC is pledged to act by consensus --— which means 
that you're not going to have the result coming out of that 
Committee that does not have the agreement of the major donor 
states. 


This then provides a linkage that has never existed 
before in the UN system between those who are giving the bulk 
of the UN's resources and those who have the majority of the 
votes. The UN budgets henceforward, based on this agreement, 
would have to be the result of real compromises -- tradeoffs 
that were worked out in the context of the CPC. 


Now, you also have, of course, within the context of 
this agreement, both in the outline of the budget that process 
of providing an overall outline of the Organization's 
priorities as well as in the necessity of limiting add-ons and 
redeployment of resources -- you have the necessity within the 
system for making rational judgments about the Organization's 
goals and objectives and suiting the expenditure of resources 
to those goals and objectives in a way that reflects basic 
priorities. 


The question of priorities will have to be addressed. 
You won't be able to just spend money on everything and sort of 
hang things from the Christmas tree regardless. 


Instead, decisions will have to be made about what's 
more important and what's less important; and those decisions 
will have to be reflected in the budgetary process. 


Those of you who are familiar with the article that I 
wrote sometime ago in the National Interest magazine will 
remember that I pointed to these two problems as the key 
problems in the budget area of the United Nations. The package 
that wes produced on Friday addresses those two problems in a 
way that promises better results in the future. 





Mr. Ambassador, doesn't this boil down to the 
fact that -- now, isn't there a spinoff in the political arena 
from this budgetary power and influence that you will now 
have? I mean, isn't the end result that the United States and 
the big money—spenders will have more power in the United 
Nations in the political direction in which it takes? 
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a Well, I think I always use the word “influence” 
advisedly rather than “power." “Power” means getting people to 
do something that you want done but they don't want done, and 
they do it anyway. “Influence” means that through a political 
process of persuasion you eventually come to an accommodation 
so that they agree to do what you want to do. 


I think that the result of this General Assembly is 
that the major donors will have more influence -- an influence 
that's more commensurate with the contribution that they make 
to the Organization. That, I think, is true 


I also think that there is going to be a certain 
impact on the overall atmosphere of the Organization which will 
go beyond the budget matters into the political area. But it's 
not going to be a simple matter of, you know, sort of getting 
your way on political things. I think it requires that one 
look at the situation a bit more more seriously in that, 
meaning to say that up until this time within the United 
Nations -- as Ambassador Kirkpatrick, for instance, pointed out 
frequently when she was there -- the prevailing political 
culture of the United Nations, to use that prevailing 
social-science term, has been a political culture dominated by 
blocs -- particularly majority blocs. The result was a 
politics of confrontation in which at the end of the day an 
automatic majority on budget issues, as announced there, would 
run roughshod over minority views. 


That bloc system obviously produced in the end 
confrontation, paralysis, crisis. 


1 think what we have the basis for, as a result of the 
decision that was taken on Friday by the General Assembly, is a 
new kind of political culture in the UN -- a political culture 
that will be based on consensus, on real compromise, and on the 
necessity of responsible leadership within the Organization. 


And I use that advisedly. If you look at the way in 
which this will operate, you have the CPC --~ which will be 
composed of a representative group of countries. Those will 
come from the developed world and the developing world, from 
East and West. 


Within the context of that Committee, a consensus is 
going to have to be achieved on budgetary matters and on 
overall priorities for the Organization. Once that consensus 
is achieved within the CPC, you will have something that you 
have not had before in the United Nations. The countries that 
compose the CPC will represent a broadly based coalition of 
support for the consensus result that has been worked out in 
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the context of that Committee, and those countries will then 
operate or work together in order to make sure that that 
consensus package goes through the Fifth Committee and the 
General Assembly intact. 


You therefore have the basis for a new coalition, a 
coalition that will not be divided along bloc lines and 
regional lines and group lines and East-West lines --— a 
coalition of cooperation in support of a consensus approach to 
the basic decisions of resource allocation and priorities 
within the Organization. 


Naturally, when those kinds of decisions are made, 
there are going to have to be tradeoffs between the various 
interests within the Organization; and those tradeoffs will 
have to be real in the sense that in the past, when you got a 
UN resolution that was based on consensus, I would say nine 
times out of ten that resolution had to be diluted to such an 
extent that it was meaningless because no real compromise was 
going to be made on any side. 


In the context of the budgeting process, real 
compromises and tradeoffs will have to be made between those 
areas of sensitivity for the major donor countries and those 
areas of sensitivity for the developing countries . That means 
that you move from a political culture based upon confrontation 
and an authoritarianism and a potential for paralysis and 
crisis to one that is going to be based upon the need to work 
out this kind of compromise upon consideration, upon consensus. 


And that political culture, 1 think, is going to 
affect the atmosphere of the Organization overall; and it will 
make it, I think, easier in all areas to achieve this kind of 
persuasive approach, if you like, among the various countries 
within the United Nations to the major issues that face the 
Organization. 


Q Are you suggesting in any way that this new 
system will speed up the work of the United Nations in terms of 
emergency or crisis appropriations or resolutions? 


A Well, [ think that in terms of responding to 
crisis, there has always been a certain amount of alacrity -- 
if you look at the way the UN handled the African emergency, 
for instance --~ and if you're familiar with that process, you 
also know that there's always a lot of initial confusion in 
who should do what within the Organization. 


I think that in addition to the kind of influence that 
the new CPC, the budget decision-making process will have on 
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that, one has to look at some of the other proposals that have 
been made -- studies that are going to be undertaken in terms 
of coordination among the various elements within the United 
Nations and proposals that have been made which will have the 
effect of strengthening te a degree the hand of the 
Secretary-General in dealing with these situations. And I 
think that will improve the Organizations’ ability to respond 
with alacrity to crises as they emerge. 


It's also true, of course, that when you have an 
Organization that is conscious of its basic priorities and that 
has the mechanism for allocating resources to meet 
contingencies and Gealing with problems as they arise -- which 
this add-on process will do -- that will also help to make sure 
that the Organization can respond effectively to situations as 
they arise. 


Q Can you give me some figures on what the U.S. 
contributions will have to be over the next couple of periods 
-- for example, the supplementary for ‘86 and the idea for ‘87 
and ‘83? Do you have any ideas yet or not? 


A Well, I think with respect to that I don't want 
to get into specific figures because certain decisions will 
have to be taken now by the Secretary, by the White House, in 
terms of the approach that we're going to take to the Congress. 


We have made clear all along that if we got a result 
that we felt was credible -- which we have done -- we would go 
back to Congress and we would seek, first of all, to address 
the problem of the Kassebaum Amendment, basically making the 
argument that the result has responded to the Congressional 
concern and has responded in such a way as to serve the 
intention of that legislation, and we will seek a change in its 
terms. 


And we will be seeking to restore a consistent level 
of U.S. support that is consistent with our formal Charter 
commitments. 


We will do that not on the basis of saying, “Well, all 
the problems of the UN have now been solved. Let's restore our 
support." No. The problems of the UN have not been solved; 
they still exist. There are still an awful lot of things that 
we are unhappy about, and we will continue to voice that 
unhappiness. 


What we have done is to create an instrument that will 
give the United States and other major donors a better role in 
dealing with those problems; we have created an effective 
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instrument for addressing the problems. And on that basis we 
will go back to Congress and we will ask for a change in the 
Kassebaum Amendment and we will ask for funding commensurate 
with our formal commitments under the Charter. 


Q What did we fund last year? What were the 
numbers? 


3) Last year -- that is to say, for the money that 
was for calendar ‘86, which came out of our fiscal ‘87 budget, 
we gave the UN a hundred million dollars -- which is, I think. 


approximately 12 percent, something like that, of the UN budget 
-- something like half of our formal assessment in terms of the 
assessment scale at the United Nations. We're fixed at 25 
percent by the General Assembly. 


Q And you are unwilling at this point to say 
whether or not you will seek full funding? Do you think that's 
realistic that we will go ahead and ask for that much or will 
it be somewhat less than 25 percent? 


A Well, [I'm unwilling to tie myself to any figures 
because that's not a decision, obviously, that I will make by 
myself. Involved in that process will have to be, besides the 
Department of State, the Office of Management and Budget, other 
things; and we will be lookine at the broad range of 
considerations for the overali budget. 


But [ think that consistent with the kind of results 
that we have achieved and with the desire to encourage the 
successful implementation of those results in the course of the 
next couple of years, we will be returning to the Congress to 
seek a level of support for the United Nations that is 
consistent with our Charter commitments. 


That does imply, of course, that we'll be going back 
and asking for more money. It does imply, of course, that if 
possible we will be seeking to bring in some way the U.S. 
contribution back up to the level that is required under the 
assessment of 25 percent. 


There are a lot of other decisions, however, that are 
involved in that that I don't want to get into right now 
because they will be the result of the usual complicated 
process of deciding on the exact nature of the President's 
budget submission. 


Q Is the hundred million the total outlay for the 
United Nations? Are there not other outlays for offshoot 
agencies? 
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A Well, the hundred million that I cited is the 
amount of money that we gave to the UN central system. There 


are other monies that go to the Specialized Agencies, what are 
called the Affiliated Agencies of the United Nations, and we 
obviously will be giving them additional resources. 


We did have a problem, which you may be aware of, that 
under the terms of the appropriation for fiscal '87 a 
hundred-thirty million dollars of the money that we will be 


spending for the Specialized Agencies -- we don't have outlay 
authority for that, the ability actually to spend it until next 
October. But that money is appropriated and we will be 


disbursing it to the agencies -- 
Q Sure. 


A -— in accordance with the terms of the 
Congressional legislature. 


Q Could we have a round figure for all 
UN-associated expenditures? 


A But I don't have it. We have the hundred and 
thirty million dollars, and there is a certain level of 
resources; and there is a certain level of resources that is 


going to them. Now, I forget what that exact figure is, but we 
can get it for you. 


John? 
MR. FOX: You're right. 
A One was a hundred million for the UN. 


So it would be about a hundred and fifty million 
dollars then -- 


MR. FOX: Yes. 


A ~~ going to the Affiliated Agencies. That's just 
a rough guesstimate. 


Can you assess the role of the Soviet Union in 
all this? Would they have more influence? Would they be 


allowed to increase their influence as a result? 


A Well, the Soviets and ourselves achieved what I 
think is a signal degree of cooperation in this effort to 
achieve the package that was achieved on Friday. 
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We have always, by the way, within the United Nations 
context, despite all the very real and necessary differences 
and conflicts we have with the Soviets -- we've always been 
able to work with them on budget issues because they are a 
major contributor to the UN budget and they are very careful 
about their money. 


As I often say to people, I think that in that one 
respect they're very good capitalists (laughter) and they pay 
very close attention to the bottom line. 


So I think that they shared our concern with improving 
the administrative efficiency and effectiveness of the 
Organization as well as our concern with getting a handle on 
the overall size of the UN budget; and, as a result of that, 
they were very interested in achieving some kind of a budget 
decision-making mechanism that would give major donors a 
greater degree of influence. 


So, yes, we worked together in order to achieve this 
result; and as with other major donors to the Organization, 
they will also be beneficiaries of it. 


Q O.K. But now that they have greater influence 
and as you get this consensus process, don't you now have more 
of a head-to-head confrontation with the Soviets over specific 
policies and as a result you have a recipe for stalemate? 


a Well, I think that our differences with the 
Soviets over specific policies are there; and they're going to 
continue to be there, in any case. 


What the budgeting process that was adopted on Friday 
does is it creates an environment in which a consensus, a 
compromise, on what was going to have to be achieved on overall 
size of the budget -- that is to say, the size of the budget, 
taking account of what might be particular programs and 
projects but not addressing them in detail. That's the first 
thing. 


And, second, an overall sense sense of priorities 
among the various sectors of the Organization. 


At that level of generality, we believe that we will 
be able to come to an understanding not only with the Soviets 
but with the developing countries as well within the UN context. 


We will not, therefore, be getting into ~-- in the CPC 
context -~- necessarily getting into battles over, you know, 
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every line item in the UN budget. And, in fact, both we and 
others agreed that the process would break down if we try to go 
to that level of micromanagement in this process. 


By creating a venue in which you have to address 
overall constraints however in an environment of consensus -- 
and I do believe that we will accomplish two purposes -- we 
will obviously have an overall constraint on the level of the 
UN budget, which as I've said is an area where we and the 
Soviets can agree that we don't want to see rampant growth in 
the UN budget. And we will do so in such a way as to forge a 
consensus environment because, obviously, a decision like that 
has to be taken without addressing the particulars but having 
them in mind. 


And so we think that that is going to create a 
spillover effect that will in fact make it somewhat easier to 
create an atmosphere in which it would be easier to deal with 
some of the particular differences among other studies. 


Q You call this a major success for the 
Administration, and later you say there are still many problems 
at the UN in which the U.S. is still quite unhappy about. 


Can you run down your short list of things that you 
would like to focus on -— some of the louder complaints that 
you make about the way the UN operates? 


A Well, I think that the catalog of our complaints 
would have to be divided into two areas; and those two areas 
are in a way related but very distinct. 


The first has become relative complaints about the 
political balance of the Organization and the catalog of 
complaints about its lack of even-handed and objective 
treatment of the United States resolutions where we are called 
by name but in egregious circumstances the Soviets and others 
are not mentioned in any resolutions. 


We are called by name in the resolution on Grenada. 
But if you read the resolution on Afghanistan, you wouldn't 
know that the Soviet Union was within a hundred million miles 
of the place. 


That sort of thing, we believe, reflects a basic 
political bias which is not commensurate with the kind of stand 
that the United Nations should be taking in the world. 


We also, obviously, have certain problems with the 
abuse of the United Nations in the espionage area -- for 
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instance, by the Soviets and others -- and we've taken steps 
over the course of the last year to try to address that problem. 


I think that we have especially been conscious of the 
fact that in order to address the issue of the political biases 
of the Organization you not only have to call those biases to 
the attention of others; we ourselves have to be working to be 
real effective politically within the UN context, making our 
positions clear, standing up for our values and principles, and 
promoting our own positions within the Organization -- while 
making it clear to other member states that there is a link 
between their behavior in the UN and the attitude we will take 
toward them outside the UN. 


That has been our strategy for dealing with the 
political problems of the United Nations. 


I think as well, though it would serve no purpose, you 
could go through a whole catalog of resolutions where we vote 
against the majority on various issues having to deal with the 
Middle East, with southern Africa, and so forth and so on, 
where it is clear that the commitment that we have to try to 
promote peaceful improvements in certain areas is a commitment 
that is not respected by the United Nations -- but, in addition 
to that, resolutions are perceived in an unbalanced way that 
tends rather to exacerbate differences in these regional areas 
than to improve them. 


We will continue to have those problems and we'll 
continue to work on improvements in that sort of resolution. 


In the area of budget and management, in efficiency 
and effectiveness, obviously the kind of reforms that are a 
part of the Group of 18's package are aimed at addressing some 
of those problems. But the fact that you take aim doesn't mean 
that you've hit the target yet. And we will have to see, in 
terms of the follow-up. 


And that follow-up is a follow-up by the Secretariat 
as well as by the member states. 


On the side of the Secretariat, we have already seen 
in the past year, under the pressures of the presently 
constrained financial environment, that the Secretary-General 
has taken certain steps to cut the UN budget and that he has 
already begun to implement certain portions of the G-18 Report 
as regards cutting by 25 percent the number of people at 
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the ASG and USG level, and developing plans to implement the 
overall cut in the base of personnel of 15 percent that was 
suggested by the Uraalsen proposal. We will be watching and 
working with the Secretar: t in terms of the implementation of 
those provisions. 





And, in addition to that, there are various provisions 


that have to do with the coordination of decisions on the * 
budget and on the implementation of projects and programs that 
are gone into in detail. In the G-18 Report, we will be Y 


interested in their implementation. 


We have worked, over the course of the last several 
years as well, on personnel problems within the UN -- on 
problems of remuneration and pensions and so forth. We have 
seen some progress in those areas; we will be working to 
achieve more. 


And I think that in the environment that is created by 
this reform package, both our influence and our ability to work 
cooperatively with other member states will be enhanced. 


To summarize your political complaints then, it 
sounds to me like, in four words, it's “We get no respect." Is 
that sort of the problem politically, and why do you suppose 
that is? 


A Well, I wouldn't quite put it that way. I think 
that it's clear thas there has been a bias in the United 
Nations which tends to treat the United States and our friends 
in a way that is not fair and objective. And you can see that 
not only in things that directly concern us; you can see it as 
well, for instance, in the way that the human rights agenda had 
been handled in the past. 


But I would want to point out a couple of things. 


First, there have been some -- some -- notable areas 
where we have achieved improvements. I mean if you look at 
last year's General Assembly and this year's General Assembly, 
there were human rights resolutions passed on Iran and 
Afghanistan -- again this year. 


And in addition to that, we also took it upon 
ourselves to highlight the problem of the violation of human 
rights by Cuba. I mean we've had a short list of countries 
that were piaced in the docket for human rights violations, et 
cetera, in Central and Latin America. And the most egregious 
violator of the area wasn't even mentioned in the context of UN 
discussions. 
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But what that points to is that the improvement has to 
be twofold. It has to be an improvement in the way in which 
member states respond to the overall agenda of concerns in an 
area like human rights to be more balanced and fair in their 
approach. But it also has to be a change in our own 
willingness to be assertive about putting forward our own views 
and values, as we have done in this General Assembly on the 
issue of Cuba. 


Sometimes in the beginning that means putting on the 
table a resolution we know is not going to win today but which 
you'll keep plugging away at in order to build support, in 
order to highlight the issue, in order eventually to create the 
kind of coalitions that we are seeing in one or two areas, like 
Iran and Afghanistan, on the human rights front. 


So we do have those problems. And I would say that at 
bottom, besides the way in which we are treated, it's basically 
a lack of respect for the principles the Organization is 
supposed to stand for. If you have a human rights agenda 
that's essentially stacked to serve the political agendas of 
some bloc or other, it means that 90 percent of the human 
rights violations in the world are going to go unspoken for; 
and that doesn't reflect the kind of commitment in the Charter 
of the Universal Declaration about how human rights are to be 
approached in the Organization. 


So I would say that in addition to the way we're 
treated, we are concerned about the way in which the United 
Nations treats its own Charter commitments and ideals and we 
are working to try to make sure that there will be greater 
respect for those underlying principles. 


Q Over the past several years, it seems that the 
UN's treatment of one of America's allies in the UN -- Israel 
-- has improved; and could you characterize that? 


be Well, I think there again you have something 
that's a combination of things. 


The first and most important thing is the fact that we 
made it clear from the outset that certain kinds of treatment 
were simply unacceptable; and a clear declaration, for 
instance, was made about universality and the importance of the 
principle of universal participation by those member states who 
wish to participate -- and that Israel being a member state, if 
any effort was made to expel it and if that effort succeeded, 
the United States would also withdraw from the General Assembly. 
I think that that had a salutary effect, a sobering effect, on 
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the thinking of many people who were regarding this somehow as 
a, you know, political throwaway. And I think that the result 
has been, in that area, a definitely greater sensitivity to the 
consequences for the Organization of unbridled political 
vendettas being carried out in the context of the General 
Assembly or elsewhere. 


Now, I think we have also continued to try to stand in 
the Security Council and in the General Assembly for 
resolutions that are going to be more balanced and objective on 
the problems of the Middle East and on events that occur 
surrounding those problems in the Middle East. That is an area 
where I think we have seen, because of that greater 
assertiveness, perhaps some improvement in the sense that it is 
not considered to be simply something that one does and sort of 
easily gets away with row to produce the kind of resolutions -- 
vituperation, and so forth -- in the past. 

You can see some of that still, but I think there has 
been an improvement in the tone and temper with which some of 
these problems are dealt with. That's an area where there's 
still a lot of work to be done, but I do think that we would 
say there has been some marginal improvement in that area. 


MRS. CAVIN: I think the Secretary has another 
appointment. Can we take one more? 


Q How much of a contribution does the Soviet Union 
maintain in the UN personally? 


a The Soviet Union is at about -- 

Q What is it? 

A ~- 13 percent? 

Q You've really got about 12-, as I understand it. 
a 


There are about three, you understand. 


(a) I know. 
a The Soviet Jnion, Byelorussia, and tne Ukraine. 
And together -- if you take them all together -- I think they 


make a contribution of around 12 percent to the budget 


Q O.K., thank you. 


(The ON-THE-RECORD briefing concluded at 10:37 a.m.) 
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AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: With that, I'll give you, just to 
get everybody quieted down -- let me say, and with all of that 
discussion of reople's unwillingness to send New Years’ greetings, 
that USTR, unhesitatingly, wishes the White House Press Corps a Happy 
New Year. So -- providing you all cheer for Nebraska in the Sugar 
Bowl, that is. (Laughter. ) 


Okay. We got everybody set to go? 
Q Wot everybody -- 


AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: Wot everybody, but -- okay. Let's 
gO anyway. I'm going to begin. We've got a little noise in the 
audience. Okay. All set. 


We have two section 301 actions today, as Larry 
indicated. 1 will give you the essence of both of them and then take 
questions either or both simultaneously. 


The first one, and perhaps the most relevant in terms of 
trade issues or trade damage, is the controversy with the European 
Community over the excisation of Spain and Portugal. Under the 
general agreement on tariffs and trade, the GATT, the European 
Community has an obligation to compensate any and all of its trading 
partners for any damage that occurs as a result of Spain and Portugal 
becoming members of the Community. We calculate our trade damage 
conservatively -- at something in the vicinity of $400 million per 
year in lossed agricultural export sales. 


This is primarily in teed grains -- feed grains meaning 
corn and grain sorghum, and this all involves Spain. There is some 
potential damages in Portugal, as well, but we've handled those in 
another way. 


So, the basic controversy here is over lost agriculturai 
export sales, lost sales of corn and grain sorghum to Spain, and the 
quantity involved is something under three million tons or about $400 
million per year, which is a very substantial amount of agricultural 
exports, particularly at a time when our agriculture community is 
hurting. 


The Community -- we have negotiated on this issue with 
the Community tor the last several months -- at least eight or nine 
months. The most recent negotiating session being in Brussels, at 
the ministerial level, meaning my level, in mid-December, just after 
our annual ministerial meeting with the European Community. 


The offer made by the Community at that time on 
compensation was grossly inadequate. We rejected that offer and 
concluded regretably that we had no choice but to follow through with 
the protection of our interests as represented in the action that's 
being announced by the President today. In other words, we are now 














beginning to impose retaliatory duties against the Community on 
approximately $400 million worth of EC exports to the United States. 
The listing of products that is included is on the factsheet that’s 
been distributed to you. 


Just to give you a little additional information on 
those, in terms of the ones that will have the largest impact, the 
three final products on the list are the ones where most of the 
impact will lie. The particular category -- white wine, and this is 
the lower quality white wines coming in from Europe. It's not the 
really good stuff that you all consume. (Laughter.) The lower 
quality white wines amount to about $100 million of that $400 
million. The brandy is about $150 million, and the gin is about $70 
million. So, those three items are the big ticket items in the 
retaliatory process. 


Q How such on the white wine? 
AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: Pardon? 
Q How much on the white wine? 


AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: About $100 million on the white 
wine. 


So, between the two, it's $100 to $150 million plus $70 
million on those three items. 


As Larry indicated, the way this will be handled 
procecuraly is that we at USTR will prepare a Presidential 
proclamation that will go to the Federal Register announcing the 
increase in duties. Just for your background, most of these duties 
are now somewhere in the 15-20 percent range, and they'll go to 200 
percent. The intent is to stop that trade in its tracks. in other 
words, we believe the 200 percent duties will, for all practical 
purposes, terminate shipments of those products from the European 
Community to the United States. And since there are about $400 
@illion worth of sales there, that $460 million will essentially go 
to zero. 


That is equivalent to the impact that we have had as a 
result of the Community action. Just to give you the background on 
that, the duties on feed grains going into Spain prior the excisation 
of Spain and Portugal to the Community -- the duty was 20 percent. 
That duty, under the new variable levy system that the Community 
imposed on both Spain and Portugal, is now somewhere around 150 
percent. It varies from day-to-day, depending on world market 
prices, but it's in the vicinity of 150 percent. And for all 
practical purposes, it has stopped our feed grain exports in their 
tracks. In other words, our $400 million or thereapouts of feed 
grain sales to Spain is essentially gone to zero. We are now taking 
action that will take $400 million essentially to zero here. 


That's the heart of this case. I'll go into more detaii 
if you wish. Let me go ahead and do the Brazilian one and then we'll 
take questions. 


On Brazil, this is a bit more complicated. This is what 
is called the informatics dispute -- informatics meaning computers 
ana computer equipment, computer programs, and this very high 
technology area, in which we believe that we're also losing as 4 
result of the Brazilian programs, somewhere in the vicinity of $400 
million a year in U.S. exports into Brazil. The heart of the 
informatics program is what is called a market reserve, meaning the 
Brazilians have, in essence, chosen to reserve the development of 
this high technology market for their own firms. And they are 
excluding foreign investment in Brazil in the informatics area, and 
they're excluding imports of products from the United States and 
Other countries into Brazil as a result of the progran. 











Now, there are four dimensions to this issue, and it is 
a bit complicated, but let me hit them very, very quickly. Two of 
which we believe, through our negotiations over the last several 
months, have essentially been handled satisfactorily. We're pleased 
with the progress that has been made in two of the four. The two are 
as follows: ome is the administration of the program. The 
Brazilians have, over the last few weeks, changed that program in a 
appreciable way to respond to our concern. There are timetables for 
making decisions on American investment in the obtaining of import 
licenses to ship products into the Brazilian market. There are 
appeal procedures for denials of these licenses by the Brazilian 
government, and there have been a number of other administrative 
improvements that have been announced by the government of Brazil 
that will clearly make that program more understandable and less 
Gifficult for American firms to live with. So, that's been helpful. 


The second part of the program with which we are quite 
pleased -- and, by the way, the Brazilians also established what we 
call an ad hoc committee to handle individual disputes in this area. 
In other words, an American firm that now is displeased with what's 
happening in Brazil in the informatics area can ask for a meeting of 
this ad hoc committee, which is between the two governments, and try 
to get government input in the resolution of their disputes and their 
problems. 


The second area is the outreach of the informatics 
program -- that is, how far does it extend? And what has happened 
over the last two or three years is that its tenacles have reached 
out further and further so that informatics has been defined as a lot 
bigger area of the Brazilian economy than we believe makes any kind 
of rational economic sense. And so we asked for some constraint on 
the boundaries of that program, and Brazil has been willing to 
respond and they've taken some products off the list that are covered 
and they've indicated that this government at least is willing to 
have the program expire in 1992, as was originally planned and so on. 


So we're satisfied with those two elements of this 
section 301 dispute that we've had. The two where we are not yet 
satisfied in which are really the crux of the announcement today are 
investment -- that is the government of Brazil's handling of foreign 
investment in the informatics area, and intellectual property. That 
is, how they protect the property rights in the computer software 
area, in particular. We're concerned about the international piracy, 
of course, that exists in the world today, on the intellectual 
pursuits of people like yourselves and a lot of others who have 
copyright concerns and patents and others. And that's a major issue 
that's costing the United States billions and billions of exports 
around the world, and certainly a very substantial amount of money in 
Brazil. 


What has happened in these two areas is as follows: on 
the computer software concerns, the government of Brazil has just 
recently submitted proposed legislation to respond to some of our 
concerns in the intellectual property area, particularly on computer 
software. But we believe that that proposal has major shortcomings 
and, as a consequence, we have said to the government of Brazil those 
shortcomings must be overcome and they must be overcome in the next 
Six months. And the Brazilian congress will not come back into 
session until February and, obviously, nothing can be done on this 
issue until they return in February. We're saying to the government 
of Brazil, we are dissatisfied with the content of that proposal 
which was surfaced a couple of weeks ago and our concerns must be 
responded to in the next six months. 


The other part of our investment -- the government of 
Brazil, there, simply says we intend to be more forthcoming in 
approval of foreign investment proposals by the United States or 
anybody else in Brazil, but we don't have any proposals. And, 
therefore, you, the United States, should not object until we take 
actions that are troublesome to you. Our response to“that is -- one 
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reason is there have not been any proposals -- is because people -- 
American firms do not believe there is any likelihood of approval, so 
therefore they‘re not submitting them. So what we're saying here is 
-~ to the government of Brazil -- is you've got six months to 
establish a track record in the investment area -- we're saying to 
anerican firms, submit your investment proposals in the inforszatics 
arena, what it is you'd like to do in Brazil, and let's test the 
willingness of the government of Brazil to be zore forthcoming in 
that area and that's it. 


Right there. 


Q The Europeans, as you know -- the EC threatened that 
they would retaliate still further if the United States took the 
actions you're announcing today. 


AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: Yes. 


Q Do you expect them to do so? And what might be the 
timemtable of their actions? 


AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: Well, I do expect them to do so 
because they've indicated publicly that they will counter-retaliate 
if we retaliate. I do not understand that decision because it seens 
to me it is clearly in violation of their responsibilities under the 
GATT -- the General Agreement of Tariffs and Trade. They owe us that 
compensation under the GATT. And they have no right to retaliate if 
we insist on that compensation. But, GATT or no GATT, they've 
indicated that they will counter-retaliate. They will not likely do 
that, in my judgment, until after our retaliation goes into effect. 
We have not yet dtermined what the effective date of our action will 
be, but it will probably be sometime in late January. 


Q May I just follow up? Won't that -- even if you 
don't, Obviously, understand or approve of that, won't that, in 
effect, create a widening trade war between the United States and the 
EC? 


AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: Well, certainly it has that 
probability in that if we retaliate as we contemplate doing by the 
action announced today, that is intended to rebalance the -- our 
economic situation with the EC. In other words, we're leveling the 
playing field by offsetting the $400 million worth of trade dazage, 
by the $400 million worth of higher duties that we're announcing 
today. 


If the Community then counter-retaliates, it will 
unbalance the issue, once again, and we will be X-hundred million 
dollars worse off, which means we will, obviously, have to consider a 
counter, counter-retaliation at that point and certainly there will 
be major disruptions in international trade at that point. 


Yes, ma‘am? 


GQ Let me just understand when you say that this is to 
stop the trade in these products in their tracks, and reduce it to 
zero, what are we talking about? Are you talking about all of these 
types of cheese, all gin, or only certain types of gin? Is the White 
House concerned -- 


AMBASSADOR YEVUTTER: Well, it's the particular tariff 
numbers that are illustrated there. And typically, that's not all of 
the product in that category. I don't have all of the listings with 
ze, but in many of these categories there are other Edam cheeses or 
other gin categories. So, it's just these. Those particular items 
will add up to about §400 million worth of trade. 











Q Anéd where does it end, to follow up on Lou. I mean, 
you*re talking retaliation. You're talking 
counter-counter-retaliation. 









AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: Yes. 








Q I mean, what does this mean in terms of -- 








QC Sounds like war. 






* ©] Yes . 





AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: Well, we're hopeful, of course, that 
at some point in time our friends in the European Community will 
realize that they do have an obligation to provide adequate 
compensation for damage that is suffered by the United States and 
that they will settle the case with us. That ball is in their court, 
of course. So far they've been unwilling to do that. I evaluate 
their most recent offer at 30 cents on the dollar at best -- probably 
less than that. And we're simply not going to accept compensation at 
30 cents on the dollar. 





















Q Is it a negotiating ploy? I mean, are you going to 
ease these things in? 











AMBASSADOR YEUTTIR: Oh, no. iio, it’s not a negotiating 
ploy. This is a Presidential decision that will go into effect 
whatever date -- effective date we provide. Now, the Community does 
have an opportunity, obviously, to come forth with an improved offer 
between now and the time this retaliation goes into effect. But, 
that decision is purely up to then. 
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Q Does this mean that, for instance, I notice in your 
categories you don't differentiate in the category of gin. Does this 
mean this will stop the importation of all gin from the £C? 


AMBASSADOR YDUTTER: Well, of that particular category of 
gin. I == there may be other categories of gin. I can't tell you 
that because I don't have «ll the tariff numbers with me. But, in 
that particular category which is gin one gallon containers or less, 
and I would guess that would be most of the gin at least coming in, 
it would clearly stop at -- unless le are willing to pay a 200 
percent duty and still sell it. That'll be a decision to be made, of 
course, by the private sector firms in the European Community. 


Q But a 200 percent duty would mean that this would 
increase, for instance, the price of bottle -- triple it, or just 
triple the duty portion? 

AMBASSADOR YIUTTCOR: Well, 200 percent duty compared to 
the present duty -- you'd have to made the calculation. The present 
duty is 50 cents on gin -- since you're interested in gin, is 50 
cents per proof gallon -- whatever that is. I'm not an expert on 
that product. It's presently 50 cents per proof gallon it will 
be increased by 200 percent. 


Q So, you're telling me this will raise the price of a 
bottle of gin -- 


AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: Very substantially. 
Q -- by two dollars per proof gallon? 
AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: Well -- 

Q Per proof gallon. 

Q A proof gallon is not a gallon. 











Q We're trying to find out the effect at the retail 
level, of course. That's what people will be interested in. 


Q Yes, in broad terms, what is this going to do to the 
prices of wine? 


AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: I'm not a gin expert, so I really 
can't tell you that. 


Q Well -- the question -- to all the other categories. 
What is the effect at the reta‘l level? 


AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: Well, it's awfully hard to say 
because that s on whether the retailers are willing to absorb 
some of this, ther the exporters from Brazil -- from the Community 
are willing to absorb. It is very, very difficult. But, suffice it 
to say there is about $400 million dollars worth of product that has 
been flowing from the Community into the United States that will no 
longer flow. And that means that with that much less product in the 
United States, clearly the prices will rise. How much they'll rise 
really cepends on economic elasticities that are a pretty 
sophisticated analysis that we don't have time to do today. But, 
it’ll be significant. 


Yes, Lesley? 

Q How did you arrive at these -- 
Q Close. 

C No, Sheliah. 

AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: I am sorry. 


Q That's okay. tow did you arrive at these products? 
Because what you were originally concerned about was a decision that 
was hurting U.S. farmers. Wow what you've arrived at is something 
which presumably hurts the European vintners but, perhaps, helps 
American vintners, but doesn't do anything for farmers. 


AMBASSADOR YDCUTTER: Yes. 
Q So how do you go through this process? 


AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: Well, Sheliah, we did pick products 
of an agricultural nature. But, obviously, we had to pick products 
that come from the European Community to the United States. We 
couldn't pick corn because the European Community does not send corn 
to tne United States. So, we had to -- clearly we have to retaliate 
against something that kind of -- that is ordinarily shi from the 
Community to the United States. We limit -- we have limited the 
listing thus far to agricultural items and we've not gone into -- 
industrial goods. There is nothing that precludes us from adding 
industrial goods to the list if we wish. But, these are about the 
only categories of agricultural items that are shi from western 
Europe into the United States, and that's why we picked then. 


Q I guess what I'm really trying to ask you is whether 
there is some mechanism you have in your arsenal of tools to get more 
directly at helping the U.S. industry you felt was hurt. 


AMBASSADOR YEVJITEA: There — is not. Because, as I 
said, the only way to do thst would be that if there were shipments 
of corn and grain sorghum cozicg into the United States, we could cut 
those off. But, since the Community does not sell corn and grain 
sorghum in the United States, we really can't -- we can't do that. 


Q Mr. Yeutter, isn't it true that you were under 
tremendous pressure, for example, from, like, the California wine 


















growers who wanted certain -- wanted European wine included on this 
list so they would have trade advantage? And sec, that this list is 
really political and not really chosen in any objective way? 






AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: No, that's not accurate. Obviously, 
everybody, that has an import-sensitive product would like to be on 
the list. 






Q But, who cares about Belgian endives? 






AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: Pardon? 






Q But, who cares about Belgian endives? 





AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: Well, they're a part of the listing. 
As I said, the rationale was to pick agricultural kinds of products 
and these fit that category. And the other requirement, you see, in 
establishing this list, was to come out with a total of about $400 
million worth of trade. In other words, we couldn't select the very 
large ticket items like the major wine products because it would have 
gone -- that would have put us way over $400 million. So, we had to 
pick a combination of products that added up to $400 million worth of 
trade. And that's what was done. 























Yes? 


Q Getting back to the arithmetic of the price impact 
at the consumer level -- 












AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: Yes? 





Q -- if a bottle of gin today is worth $10 dollars 
coming into this country before the current tariff is applied, under 
this proposal it would go up to $30 dollars, right? The 200 percent 



























Q No. 

Q No. That's the problem. 

AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: Wo, because it's -- 

Q What is it 200 percent of? 

AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: It's 200 percent of the existing 
duty. In other words, the existing duties, which are 50 cents per 
proof gallon will rise by -- to 200 percent. 

Q So, it's not 200 percent of the value? 

AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: Wo. No. 


Q And a proof gailon is not the same as a gallon, 
right? 


AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: No, exactly. So, you have to count 
-- you have to tak? every individual item and calculate what the 
impact would be. And, as I said, it's impossible to know precisely 
because it depends how wholesalers and retailers absorb the increase 
in cost. Obviously, this will be an increased cost that will have to 
be borne by somebody. But, it's impossible to know how much of it 
will be borne by the consumer, how much by the retailer, how much by 
the wholesaler. 


Q Well, if I can follow up -- 
AMNSASSADOR YEUTTER: Sure. 


Q If it's 200 percent of the 50 cents =-- 
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AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: Yes. 





Q -- that's only a dollar. 





AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: That's right. It's not. 





Q Okay. So, if -- that doesn't sound -- 






AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: Per proof gallon. 





Q Okay, but is that very prohibitive? 






Q Which would make it even less at the retail level. 


AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: That probably not -- to call those 
imports to a halt. In other words, they probably -- the European 
producers of gin will probably not be willing to sell in the U.S. 
market at those prices. If they do, why, obviously that price will 
go up in the United States. If they do not sell at that price, that 
means that there will be that much gin coming in to the United 
States, and the price of gin will go up somewhat. 
















Q Mr. Ambassador, two questions. FPirst of all, what 
do you think is the likelihood that in the month you've got hefore 
these would go into effect that the Europeans would come to a 
agreement? 


































AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: That's a question obviously better 
posed in Brussels than here. My judgment is that they will very 
likely initiate contact with us between now and the time these 
retaliatory measures go into effect. Whether they will be willing to 
offer what we would deem to be full compensation is another matter. 
We are still a long way apart. In other words, when they're offering 
something way less than 30 cents on a dollar and we're indicating we 
will not settle for less than full compensation, we're a long way 
apart. 


Q And secondly, you've got a new Democratic Congress 
with a Democratic Senate, and, saying that trade is going to be one 
of the big issues and they plan to put a trade bill on the 
President's desk, do you think that this action is adequate to 
convince Democrats and all through Congress that the administration 
is serious about trade so that they don't have to worry about it? 


AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: Well, certainly what we've done in 
this particular case is exactly what we have the right to do under 
the general agreement on tariffs and trade -- the GATT. But we have 
no right to do any more. Our right is to insist on full compensation 
for damage that has occurred. We believe we've done that. If the 
Community does not provide full compensation and, so far they've 
indicated no willingness to do so, we're pee to retaliate. It 
seems to me that the Congress should consider that to be precisely 
the kind of action they'd like to see from the administration. 


Q Mc. Yeutter? 

AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: Yes, over here? 

Q The way you're -- you said earlier that this was not 
a negotiating ploy, but it could in fact be one if they're willing to 
come back with a more reasonable offer, could it not? 

AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: Well, it's not a negotiating ploy in 
that the decision has been made. The retaliation is going to go into 
effect -- 

Q But from what I understand -- 


AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: <-- on the date specified. 
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Q -- you are hoping that, through some agreement 
before the end of January, we can head off the imposition of these -- 


AABASSADOR YEUTTER: Yes, we would be very pleased if 
that would occur, but clearly that decision is entirely up to our 
friends in the European Community at this point. 


Q But -- so it can be interpreted, then, as simply a 
negotiating step by the United States? 


AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: Well, I wouldn't consider it a 
negotiating step at all, because whatever effective date we provide 
in The Federal Register notice, and that will go out probably next 
week, that is the day the retaliation goes into effect. So, you 
know, it's not a negotiating ploy in the sense that we're going to 
roll over that date in any way, shape or form. Once that date is 
reached, all of those 200 percent duties go into effect. 


Yes. 


Q Mr. Yeutter, a year ago, you and others were saying 
that you could expect to see some improvement in the overall trade 
picture by the end of 1986. And now, your critics among the 
Democrats and others are saying that except for a slight adjustment 
due to the fluctuation in dollar value, there really hasn't been any 
improvement. Why not? 


AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: Well, Bill, in my judgment, we have 
a good chance of trade being one of the bright spots in the econ»mic 
picture for 1987. This has not shown up, as you indicate, in the 
Gata thus far. But I am convinced as an economist that that's a 
reflection of the J-Curve Effect, and that we have been in the midst 
of that economic phenomenon in recent months, and that we're about to 
see data that will reflect that. We have had a decline in the trade 
deficit for three consecutive months as you know. Although, it is a 
relatively modest decline. My personal judgment is that that will 
continue and, we hope, accelerate in the 1987, and I really believe 
that we have a chance for the deficit to decline in an appreciable 
way in the coming year. Not enough to get us back to equilibrium. 
we're not going to turn around $150 or $160 billion trade deficit 
overnight. But, better to have the trends and -- going down than 
going up and I really believe that we're now going down. 


Q Why did it take longer than you expected? 


AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: Well, it didn't take longer than I 
expected, Bill. I'd been saying all along that that's a 12 to 18 
month propostion and for all practical purposes, it really began with 
the Plaza Hotel meeting in September of 1985 and we're now 15 months 
past the Plaza Hotel meeting. I happen to think it's right about on 
schedule. 


Yes? 


Q Can I just clarify one thing about what 200 percent 
is? When you're talking about 200 percent of the existing tariff, 
are you talking about doubling or tripling the existing tariff? 


AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: 200 would be -- well, doubling would 
be a 109 percent increase -- well, wait a minute -- yes. It would be 
200 percent duties where there is a specific duty. For example, 
where there's a 15 -=- let me give you an example -- maybe that's a 
better way to handle it. The Edam and Gouda cheese catagory now has 
a15 percent duty. That 15 percent duty will go up to a 200 percent 
duty. So, it will go up 10 times -- more than 10 times. So, it will 
~- how much it goes depends category by category. But, we will end 
up with a 200 percent duty on all of those categories, or the 
equivalent thereof. 4 


Q I thought the existing duty on gin, for instance, 
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was 50 cents. 
Q At about 50. 
AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: Per proof gallon. 
Q Right, so -- 


AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: Now, it will go up to the equivalent 
cof what would be a 200 percent duty. And so, you'd have to do a 
conversion there. But, it could also be as much as 10 times. I 
don't know what that conversion is. 


Q You don't know what the -- 
AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: But, it can be very significant? 


Q Does the 50 cents represent a 15 percent? Do you 
know what the percentage duty is? 


Q Of what? 


AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: I don't. We'd have to make that 
calculation. 


Q 200 percent of what? 


AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: Well, no, 200 percent of basically at 
ad valorem. In other words, whatever the value of the product is -~- 
typically duties are set at ad valorem. For example, going back to 
Edam and Gouda cheese, which is the easiest one to understand, a 15 
percent duty means 15 percent of the value of that cheese coming into 
the United States is -- is the duty. If the cheese is worth 10 
bucks, you pay 15 percent of that 10 bucks as duty. Now, instead of 
paying 15 percent of the ten bucks -- 


Q 15 percent on top -- in other words, for 10 bucks of 
cheese -- you'd -=- that means it would be sold for $11.50? 

Q No. 

Q No. 


AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: No, it means that it will -- the 
cGuty will now become $20 instead of -- 


Q “- 15 percent was a dollar and fifty cents, right? 


AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: That's right, and it will now go to 
20. 


Q So, it will go to $20? 

AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: It will now go to $20. 

Q Twenty dollars duty. 

AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: Duty. 

Q So, you have tripled the price of the cheese. 

Q Plus the price. 

Q Plus the price. 

AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: Yes, exactly. In other words, the 
cheese would be $10 coming in. The prior duty was $1 and 50 cents. 


The new duty will be $20. 


Q So it would be $30. So, the example I gave you of a 
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$10 bottle of gin -- you're going to be paying $30. 


AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: Well -- 
2 With gin it's different because -- 


AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: You've got to make the conversion. 
I don't know whether the gin figure is -- amounts to around 15 
percent because it's not -- 


+ My hypothesis was, if the gin today costs $10 befc-e 
you apply the current duty -- 


AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: Yes, it may now cost $100. 


Q -- you mean there would be -- an ad valorem price of 
the gin is $10 -- 200 percent of 10 is 20. 


Q No, no, no. 

AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: Wo, you're -- that's not the way 
it's calculated. But, the gin is a hard one to do because it's not 
on @ percentage basis and you have to make the conversion. 


Q -- to work through the effect at the retail level of 
each of these changes? 
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AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: Wo, because, again, it's impossible 
to know, as I said before, because you don't know what retailers will 
do, or wholesalers will do, in the way of absorbing all of this 
increase. You know, it's possible that they will absorb all of that 
gigantic increase. But our judgment is that there will be none of 
this product coming in from the Community, and so then you have to 
say if you cut off this much gin coming in, what will the price 
effect of the existing gin that's now on the market, in terms of its 
increase. That's a very sophisticated analysis. You know, you could 
put economists to work for a month on that. 


Q Well, let me put something else to you. My -- the 
economics professors I had woulé have told me that the rise in price 
of any product will cause a rise in price of repeating products. It 
seems to me now that this would indicate that the cost of, for 
instance, domestic white wine or domestic gin, will also rise because 
either the imports will be higher priced, or the imports will be 
impossible to get. 


AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: That's true. That's exactly what 
will happen. But you must -- 


Q So, in effect, you have taken an action which is 
guaranteed to cause fairly substantial price rises in both domestic 
and foreign -- 


Q On New Year's Eve. (Laughter.) 
Q Of all of -- 


AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: It's not going to be effective until 
January, so you're safe on New Year's Eve. 


Q It's all of these products, though? 
Q Should you stockpile? (Laughter.) 


AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: It will -- it will -- (laughter) -- 
it will clearly have a price effect. Whether it will be dramatic or 
not, depends on a much more sophisticated economic analysis than we 
could do this morning. But obvious -- 


2 Has your department done that -- 


AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: No, because -- you know, there's -- 
(laughter) -- you'd have to spend a iot of time calculating it. 


2 Yes, but I'm sure you've got computers full of 
multiplier factors for each product. 


AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: If you really want an analysis, come 
back next week and we'll run it throuch the computers and give it to 
you, but I can't give it to you this norning. 


Q -- we want one today. 


AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: (Laughter.) Well, you're -- you 
know, this is evaluating the impact of this action on individual 
product categories -- has got to be a very difficult task. We have 
not done that. 


Q I have -- 


Q You're giving us the impression that you have taken 
action without knowing what the impact on the consumer is going to 
be. 


AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: Oh. You know, you're taiking about 
$400 million worth of product in a multi-billion dollaf market. It's 
-- in most products, it's not going to be a major factor. 
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Q Sir? 
AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: Yes. I'm sorry. 


Q I was wondering about this list again. This list 
cuts across all of the or -- most of the EC countries, and yet your 
guarrel's really with Spain and Portugal, to a lesser extent. Why 
didn't you -- no? 


AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: Wo, no, no. The quarrel is with the 
rest of the Community. We have no quarrel with Spain and Portugal, 
because -- in fact, they are the innocent victims of all of this 
because of their being required to apply to European Community rules, 
which means that they're going to pay a lot more for corn, for 
example, mow than they did earlier. So, our basic quarrel is with 
the other 10 members of the European Community, and that, by the way, 
is one of the other reasons these particular products were selected, 
because we intended to provide some compensation here that would be 
applicable to a number of these countries. In other words, some of 
these products come in from France, others from Denmark, others from 
the Netherlands. We wanted this retaliatory action to effect as many 
countries in the 10 as we possibly could. 


Q What country gets hardest hit? Is it France? 


AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: France would certainly be one of the 
-- perhaps the hardest hit, because most of the brandy, which is 
about $150 million, comes from France. A considerable portion of the 
white wine does, as well, and a bit of the cheese. But the -- we're 
aiming not just at France, as I indicated. There are other countries 
that are clearly affected here -- include Denmark, the Netherlands, 
Germany, Belgium, Greece, Great Britain and Italy. 


Q Does the gin come from Britain mostly? 


AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: Gin is mostly from Britain, yes. 
Yes . 


Q Sorry to focus on this gin, but -- (laughter) -- 
but, will -- 


AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: Wo -- (laughter) -- you have a big 
interest in gin, don't you? 


Q Well, it’s the only category you haven't provided. 
You're going after all of them. 


Q But will this order today effectively stop, from a 
consumer viewpoint, all importation of British gin? 


AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: Well, I'm not sure whether this is 
the only category of gin. I'd have to go back and look at the tariff 
list, but it will certainly stop, in my judgment, this category. in 
other words, there's about $70 million worth of gin coming in under 
this particular tariff category. That will very likely stop in its 
tracks. 


Q And the reason that this is specific is the size of 
the container, in other words? 


AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: Yes. 


Q So, will this, then, effectively stop all 
importation of British gin, a gallon or less? 


AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: Yes, it will. Yes. 


Ambassador, how come there are many occasions in 
which this administration warns Congress about not to take 


























retaliatory trade steps against other countries? You say it's going 
to ignite a trade war, and yet why is this now appropriate for you to 
do? What's the difference between this and other cases? 


AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: Well, a lot of difference because 
many of the actions that Congress has considered are actions that 
would have been in vioation of the GATT, the General Agreement on 
Tariffs and Trade. This is an action that is in compliance with the 
GATT. ‘It's simply a reflection of our own rights and a desire on the 
part of tne United States to protect its rights under the GATT. 


We are the injured party in this case. We've been 
damaged to the extent of at least $400 million a year in trade, and 
all we're saying is that we want to be compensated for that loss in 
trade. And, Sheilah, getting -- this gives me a chance to add a 
supplement to your earlier question, and that relates to how do you 
help the corn and — producers? if we can, between now and the 
implementation date of this decision, reach an agreement with the 
Community, the intent would be to reopen that market in Spain, which 
would obviously be the most desirable result. But if we cannot 
—— that Spanish market to U.S. corn and sorghum, then we have no 
choice but to retaliate in order to protect our GATT rights, and 
that's what's involved here. 


In the back. 


Q Yes. I wondered if you have an idea of how much 
this will cost for the products to enter the country, rather than at 
the retail level? In other words, by the time the gin enters the 
country, it will have the duty and the -- on it, per proof. What if 
-- for wine and brandy, do you have an idea of what that will be? 


AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: Well, again, I can't -- they're not 
expressed in ad valorem values, which is why those are complicated. 
But -- 


Q -- 20 percent? 


AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: I can't tell you without doing the 
conversion. And I'm sorry, but that's -- unfortunately not all 
products are expressed in ad valorem numbers, in other words in 
value. But I would guess they're somewhere in that vicinity. And 
therefore-- because most of these are in that general category. 
They’'ce around 15 percent. through the years, and this, maybe, will 
help your earlier question, too, and somebody over here -- through 
the years, duties ahve been negotiated down in all of these rounds of 
GATT negotiations, so we don't have very many duties there higher 
than 15 or 20 percent. So, if you can assume in these conversions 
that most of them are probably going to be in the 15 percent area, 
and we go to 200 percent, that's an increase of more -- 12 or 13 
times. So, for all of these categories, that's a very, very 
substantial increase. When you can look at the value of the product, 
whatever it may be, whether it be cheese or wine, and assume that the 
duty is going to be double the value of the product, that's a very, 
hefty cuty. And that's really what will be -- 


MS. BRISLEY: We have to limit this briefing to one more 
question. Thank you. 


AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: Okay. One or two. Yes. We'll do 
these two. 


Q Did you say that this is going -- you expect this to 
go into effect next week? 


AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: Well, no. The proclamatior will go 
into the Federal Register next week. We have tot yet decided what 
the effective date will be. It will probably be late January. 


Q Second of all, can you explain how it is that the 
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a over the Portuguese side of the action got split away from 
this? 


AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: Because we were able to apply 
measures earlier in the year that protect our interest in the 
Portuguese case. In other words, what we put in place in Portugal 
that was announced here six months or so ago, was a framework for 
increasing duties in this same manner. And what we, in essence, said 
to the Community there, was we'll put our -- we'll unbind the duties 
~~ we will not increase them as long as you do us no damage in 
Portugal. If you damage our interests, then we will apply the higher 
Guties. So, there's been no damage. 


Q So, there has been no damage in Portugal, but there 
there has been since then in the case of Spain? 


AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: In Spain -- exactly. 
One more here. 


Q Mr. Yeutter, you said you expect the Europeans to 
come back with a counter-retaliatory measure of their own. Have they 
signaled what areas they're going to hit next? 


AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: They have not officially proclaimed 
any ~~ a iist. There have been some newspaper stories that have 
leaked their probable retaliatory list, but I have no way of knowning 
the accuracy of that list, nor, of course -- 


Q Could you just tell us what some of the areas -~- the 
vulnerable areas ace in U.S. trade? 


AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: Oh. Obviously, we have an enormous 
amount of exports into the European Community -- hundreds of billions 
of dollars, so they can pick any of nundreds of products on which to 
retaliate. You know, we've obviously lpicked some products that will 
have a particular effect on particular countries in the Community. I 
suspect they will come back and pick some products that will have a 
major -- they believe will have a major impact on some of our 
industries here. So, they'll be very selective in trying to -- if 
a 60 counter-retaliate -- in trying to provide as much pain and 
suffering as they can on us when that action is taken -- if and when 
that action is taken. 


But let's not be overly pessimistic and assume that to be 
the outcome. There still is a chance, of course, of reaching a 
negotiated solution, depending upon what the Community does between 


now and the time our action goes into effect. 
Q -- people stockpile? 
AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: Wo -- 
Q All cight. Let's make a run on the white wine. 


THE PRESS: Thank you. 


AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: (Laughter.) Okay. Thank you all 
and Uappy New Year. 


END 11:44 A.M. PST 











